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ABSTRACT.

- The Philosophy of AbU'l-Barskat with specisl reference

to His @oncept of Time -

Abli' 1-Barakdt's philosophy ia determined by his criticel
attitude against the Aristotelien philosophy on one hand end by his

eppeal to the immediate perceptions of the mind.em the other,

He was born at Baled nearby Baghd&d in 465 A.H./107L A.D.
Having studied at Baghdad, towards the end of his life, he became
a Muslim eithér out of wounded pridé or oﬁt of fear. He classified
sciénces into the sciences of existing things which include Physics
and Metaphysics; and the sciences of mentally related forms s lee.,

Psychology; and the science of Sciences, i.e. Logic. Space, according

. %o him, is conceived in the mind prior to everything else as tridimen~

sional, and as capable of being full or empty. The prime matter is iden-
tical with the corporeal body. In his theory of motion, his originality
lies in his explanation of the motion in the void, accelerated motion,

and the quies media,

His' revolutionary attitude is perhaps best exemplified in his
Psychology. According to him, we have an immediste perception of our

soul together with existence and time. Every theory which explains

soul in terms of faculties or forces is repugnent to him,



Sinker”

In the Metaphysics, Abu'l-Barakst identifies universsls
with the mental form$. The forms that exist in the mind of God are
the causes of the things existing in externsl reslity. God is the

direct existentiating cause of everything.

Existence, which forms one of our primery apperceptions, is
superadded. to 'the things th_at are existent. Existence and existent
are identified in God. His comception of God_i_s determined by his
human psychology. The differencé be’cwéen God and man is one of degree.,
He identifies celestial bodies with 'sngels'. They are the preserver

of the SPeéies, guides and instructors.,

Avicenna, having eliminated the difficulties inherent in
time, held. that time is a measure of motion with respect to prior and
posterior. He stressed the continuous nature of time,. Time, eternsl
duratipn;. and. perpetuity belong to the different domains of the universe.
Avicenna, by identifying time with thg continuity itself, however, may

have prepared the way for the identificetion of timewith duration,

In Hellenistic philosophy, this trend started as a reaction

ggainst the Aristotelian view.

In al-KindT, we find the traces of AbL'l-Barakst's theory.
' According to him, the time of a corp_oreé.l’ body is the duration of its

existence.

Iranshehrt, and al-REzI, under the influence of Galen,



identify time with duretion, and divide it into absolute end

limited.,

This trend culminates in AbE'I1-Barakdt's theory of time.
He 'puts time, existence, and éﬁul. on the same.plane in so far as
our primary consciousness of thém is concerned. Time, being insep-
arable fr_‘omlexistenc‘e, must be defined as the measure or the dimension
of existence rather than as that of motion. God, being the existence
per se, cannot be beyond time, Time » duration, and perpetuity are all
. one and the seme thing. By discaraing these distinctions, he unifies
the visible and spirituel worlds. The. difference between them is only

one of degree, otherwise they are closely related to each other,
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SECTION I.

Abu'l-Barskdt and Qutlines of His

Philosophy.



1.

Life.

AbR' 1-Barakat Hibat Allsh b, A1I b. Malkd (or Malkan)
al-Baladi: In connection wit}a his birthplace 'Balad' he was called
Baladl (i.e. of Balad). But he was generally known under the naiie of ..
Abl' 1-Barakdt al Baghdsdi, due to the fact that at an early age he
left his birthplace for Baghdsd with a purpose of study. He was also
celled Awhad al-Zemén (Unique of ﬂis time), Faylastf al-SIrageyn and
S8hib al-fuStabar, 1 |

About the date of his birth as well as of his death, there is

.a difference of opinion among the biographers; according to Tatimmsh
siwan al-hilmeh, he died in (547 A.H./1154). If he lived, as one
version asserts, about 90 years, it is possible that he was born about

(454 A.H./1062). If we accept the other version, he lived 80 years,
so he must have been born in (465 A.H./ 10714.).2 Shehraziri and al-
QiftI are of the opinion that he died about the half of the 6th

century Hicra. 2

1.al-QiftT,Akhbar al-Hukama',(Cairo,1326H.),p.224;Ibn AT Usaybid,
WUytin al-anbd® fT jabaqdt al-afibba®,ed.by Mdller,(Cairo,1882),
vol.I,B.278;Bayhaql,Tatimmah siwsn al-hikmeh, (Lahore,q351/1932),
p.150;Tbn Khallikan,Wafayat al-ACy&n,ed.by Wistenfeld,2vols.,
(GBttingen, 1835-1843) ,tr.by M.de Slane, (Paris,1888),vol.III,p.600,

2.Bayhaqt,op.cit.,pp.150f. ;ShahrazirT,Nuzhat al-arwsh,tr.into Persian
under the title of "Kenz al-hikmsh" by Diya® al-Din DurrT,(Teheran,
1316H. ),p. 103,

3+.8hahrazirl,op.cit.,p.102;QiftT,0p.cit. ,p.224.,



2.

Abu' 1-Barekst studied in Baghdad under a famous physician,
_AbU!' 1Hasan Sa"':d.}xﬁibat Allah al-Ispheh@ni (d. 495/1102). At first,
being a Jew, he had some difficulty in attending to the lectures of
this renowned physician, who had a rule against acdepting Jews and
Christians as students, so he acquired a position as an assistant to
AbT' l-Hasan's door-keeper to be able to listen to the lectures frorq the
vestibule. He was very attentive to the lectures. One day, a question
which had already been studied cropped up, no one was able to answer.
Seeing this, AbU'l-BerakBt came up and answered the question. Satisfied
with his answer, the renowned teacher broke his rude end accepted him
as one of his students. 1 This is the only teacher, we gather from
the accounts given by his biographers. From the environment in which
he lived we may infer, however, that he had a sound knowledge of Kal-

- 2
em  and philosophy.

He served as a physician abt the court of the Caliph Mustadi®
bi-*amr Allsh (d. 566/1170). In the same capacity he also served the
Caliph &l-Mustenjid billsh (d. 555/1160) and i#l-Mustarshid (d.51 2/1118).

He was consulted by various Seljug sultans. 5

1.Usaybif,op.cit. ,pp.278=9 ;ShehrazirT, op. cit. ,p.103.

2.1bn Taymiysh,Minhgj al-Sunnah,vol.I,(ed.Misr,1321),p.96.

3.Yaqut,The Learned Men's Dictionar'y,vol.VI.,f)k.?,(London,‘l926) sDe2hdy;
Usaybi%,op.cit.,vol.I,p.279;Bayhag¥, op. cit. sP+151,
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Late in life he turned Muslim. About his conversion

there are given a few versions which are worth noting.

One-story of his conversion 1

is that one day he entered
the Caliph's presence, although everyone stood up, the Q'ég.i' al-Qudat
(The Chief QadI), refrained from doing that. This made a great

impaét upon him and he accepted Islam.

The second version 2 is that after receiving a great reward
for having cured one of the Seljug sultans, he was lampoonﬁd in verse
by Ibb Aflah. Then he realized that he could not have success, wealth

and happiness in life unless he embraced Islam, which he did on the
condition that, contrary to the prevalent laws, h_is three grown-up

Fewish daughters would not be deprived of his inheritance.

The third version 3: During a battle between the Caliph al-
Mustarshid (d. 512/1118) and Mas‘Hd b. Muhsmmad b. Maliksheh (498/511/
1105—1118). he was on the side of the caliph., After the battle he was
- taken prisoner, and out of fear of being exeouted, he embraced Islzm.

If this version is taken as true, then AbT'l-Barakst's conversion

occurred about 18 years before his death.

1.Usaybi%,op.cit.,vol.I,p.280,
2.QiftT, OPe cit, 2PP. 22“-'"50
3+Bayhadi,op.cit.,p152,
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The fourth end last version | is %hat AbG'1l-Barakit was
called upon by the Seljugy sultan Melmfd (1118-1131) for the treat-
ment of his beloved wife Sanjar. He failed in curing her, and

thought that he could only save himself by becoming a Muslim,

Acc§rding to Bayhaqi, 2 his death also ceme upon him out
of fear;- Sultan Muhemmed b, Malikshsh (529-547/1134-1152) accused
him of failure of his treatment and imprisoned him for some time. By
the time AbU'l-Barakst died, the Sulten wes dead too. Bayheql relates
thet Ab¥'l-Barakat died in Heamaden and his coffin was taken to Baghdnd

by a group of people who were going on a pilgrimage to Mecca.

His conversion to Isl@m annoyed his co-religionists so much
that Samuel Schullam described his death, after .curing himself of"
elephanthiasis at the cost of losing his sight ,? as being God's
punishment for disloyalty. b These strong .attacks were perhaps due
to his scoffing at the Jews after his conversion. 5

During his lifetime, he thought so highly of himself that
he even laid claim of having attained to the degree of Aristotle (fhe

first teacher).6 His arrogance was criticized in a poem by Badi€ al-

1.QiftT, 0p.cit. ,pp.226~7,

2.Bayhaqr,0p.ci‘t. ,P.152. . ] -

3.ShehrazlirT, op.cit.,p.1 OZ;Ugaybi%, op.cit.,vol.I,p.280;Ibn Khallikan,
op.cit.,p.600,

L M.Steinschneider,Die Arabische Literatur der Juden, (Frankfurt,1902),
Pe18h. .

5.Usaybia,op.cit.,vol.I,p.280.

6.Bayhagl,op.cit.,p.151.
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Usturlabi (12th Century). "The doctor AbU'l Hasan and his imitator
Abu' 1-Barakst, .stand at opposite extremes , one by his modesty, has
reached the pleidas, and the other by his presumption is in the

lowest abyss." 1

I;Iis" biographers also made mention of the rivalry between
Abﬁ'l-Baralcs.t and his contemporary, Ibn Tilm'}.i_h, who was a Christian
physioian'at- the court of the celiph Mustarshid (1512/1118), together
with AbG'1-Barskdt, > A poem attributed to Ibn Tilmigh is shown by
soms biogrephers as a proof of this rivelry. In another context, the

same poem is attributed to Ibn Aflsh by 1-QiftI. 3

"There was & Jewish philosopher, whose stupidity when he o e

talks, appears in his mouth. Even the dog is higher in rank than him.

He is so conceited that as if he had not yet left the desert." b

1. AbU'l-Hasan al-tabib wa muqtafini  AbG'1-Barakst £ terafayy na.q':'l.'@._:_
Fa hadha bi'l-tawadu® fi'l-thurayya wa hadha bif=takabbur fi'l~hadid.
Ibn Khallikan,op.cit.,pp.600-1, o

2.Abu' 1-Fida,Kitab al-Mukhtagar,vol.III,(Migr,1323),p.43;Ibn Khalliksn,
op.cit.,p.600;Yaqlt,op.cits, Vol VI, bk.7,p. 2l

3.QiftT,0p. cit. ,pa225, | N _

L. Lans gadilq yahwdiyy hemagatuhu 3idh¥% tekallama tabdid £Ihi min £Ihi
YatTh wa'l-kalb a®1% minhu manzilatan ke?eannshu ba®du yakhruj min al-tth.
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What we gather from the works of his biographers con-
cerning his éf‘ficiency in sciencés is that he was a prominent
phys.icién as well as. a 'philosopher. To bear out his prominence .in
the art of medicine this story may be cited. ! The physicians Abu'l-
Barakat had a case of a young man who imagined that he was carx'ying .a
large earthenware jar on his head. The patient always avoided low

- ceilings and walked carefully with his head low, fo;‘ fear that the jar
might fall and break. -Abli'l-Barakat instPucted one of his servants to
suddsﬁiy ihit the imaginary Jar _ovei‘ the young man's head with a large
| stick, and another servant to simulteneously drop a big jar behind
the patient's back. The trick succeeded very well, and the young man

was cured,

His Works.

8) The most importart, and the best work of his is celled Kitsb

' 2
al-Mu€tabar, = because, as he says in the preface to this book, it

1.Usaybih,op.cit.,vol.1,p.279.
2,C.Brockelmann,G.A.L.{okyls(18983) , p.460.Manuscripks of this book can
be found in the Khedive Library in Egypt,and in Oxford.There are a few manus-
cript copies in Istanbul Libraries:Mantiq,Kbpriil#l Library;Incomplete two
copies one of which consists only of 'Ilshiyyat'and the other of
TabI®iyyat and Ilahiyyat are in the Fatih Library,The complete copy
 is found in the Esat Efendi Library.None of them are the first hand
manuscripts.Kitab al-du®tabar was published by S.Yaltkaya in Hyderabed
in 1938. -
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includes the results of his Personsl investigations. In the
same place he also explgins why he composed this book. The an-
cients gave their lessons By way lof speéch and dié. not commit anything
into writing. The reason for this wes that they were afraid that it
might have fallen into the hands of those who were incepable of know- |
ledge or of those who were not sufficiently instructed for t‘his' kind
of knowledge., At that time ,‘thé scholars and the students were so
many -in number, and their'. life-span was so long.tl.lat they could transfer
their knowiedge from one place to another in its totality. Therefore
almost nothing was lost of what they had taught. But when thei'r number
| decreased, and their life-span ‘_became short end the desire for know-
ledge extinguished, in order to .save their knowledge from falling into
oblivion, théy started composing books. They used in their books s
obscure expressions and hid_.dén remarks, which were only understood
by those who were spelciali-z"eé. in thé anc‘ient sciences, This led tc-a
innumerable cbmmentaries' by the subsequent writers. Thus, we found
ourselves in a position very troublesome to distinguish the true f'ro_m
the false, By carefully studying all the publications :I- gathered
notes on the ancient doctrines and I made my objections. Then ny
friends insisted that I should put them in a book. With the assis-
tance of my best students, I have succeeded in realizing it. In this
book T followed the Aristotelian pattern, and put Mantiq (Logic) first,

Tabi®iyyst (Physics) second) and IlBhiyyst (Metsphysics) third, |

1 .;A.'bﬁ' 1-Barekat al-Baghd&dT,K.al-Mu®tabar, (Hyderabad,1357/1 938),vol.I,
pp.1-k.
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Abli' 1-Barakat took so much pride in this book that
before the end of his life, he made his last request, saying
that they (his students) should inscribe on his epitaph the fact
that late in life he has been very unheppy because of the illnesses he

suffered, and that he wes the author of Kitb al-MuStabsr. |

D) The Ris@leh fI Sabab Zuhlir al-Kawakib laylan wa Khaf® iha

Néh'elran- (Wny the stars are invisible during the day end visible

et night). 2 This work, under a slighfly different title,was thought
to be the work of Ibn Sing. 3 According to Ibn AbI Usaybih it was

written for the Sultan Giyath al-D':_i'.ﬁ- Abu Shuja® Mub. b, Malikshah. b

c) Commentary on Ecclesiastes which exists in Hebrew charac-

ters, and was translated into Hebrew by Abu Sa®d’sak b. Abrsham b. Azra

(12th Century), with a penegric on AbLG'l-Barekat. 5

1.3.Yaltkaya,Ilahiyat,(Istanbul 1932),p.6.

2.B.W.Ahlwardt,Die Handschriften~Verzeichnisse der K8niglichen Bibliothek
zu Berlin,vol.X,(Berlin,1899),p.385.This tractate was translated by E.
Wiedemann in Eders Jahrbuch fiir Bhotographie,(1909),pp.49-5k,

34G.CoAnawati,Essai de Bibliographie Avicennienne,(Cairo,1950),n0.162,

4..Usaybfa,op.cit.,vol.I,p.280.

5.Bodl.,n0.131.The Pragments of it is cited in Pococke's Porta Moses,
PP«189-190,The Bulogy which the Oxford manuscript contains is called
Natanel,which is the translation of Hibat Allsh. '
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d) Magdlsh fI al-Dava®’, (e) Kitab al-Agrabazin, (f) RisZlah
£1 al-®aql wa mehiyatihi, (g) Awin al-arwah, (h) Ikhtisar £I
teshrih 1i Calinus (Galen). These last five books | have long

been extinct.

Among Abu'l-Barskat's students 2 are Jamgl al-Din b,
Fadlan, ®Al1 b. al-Dehhan, ALT b. YUsif, and Muwaffaq al-Dln ibd
al—La’.cif, Muhadhdhab b. al-Nagg@ish to whom he dictated his famous

book K. al-Mu®tabsr, while he was blind.

Since the nineteenth century at the latest, not so much
study ..has been made on Abu'l-BarakBtend his works. Concerning his
biography, a section in The Die Arabische literatur der Juden by
Steinschneider and M. Zobel's article in The Encyclopedia Judaica
can be cited. Leclerc and Pozanski also made mention of him in

their books,

1.For the list of ALU'l-Barak@t's works see:Ugaybica,op.cit.,vol.I,p.280;
QiftI,op.cit.,p.22h;Bayhaql,op.cit.,;pe151.

2.Usaybi%,op.cit.,vol.I,p.280. .

3.8teinschneider,Die Arabische Literatur der Juden, (Fra.nkf‘urt,1902),
P.184;L.Leclerc,Histoire de la Medicine Arabe,vol.IL,(Paris,1876),
Pe29;M.Zobel,article in Encyclopedia Judaica,vol.VIIT ,(Berlin,1931);
Steinschneider,Arabic Literature of the Jews,in Jewish Quarterl Review,
(second pub.)vol.XIII, (New York,1966) ,pp.93-4;Poznanski, zeitschrirt

flir Hebraische Bibliographie,(1913),pp.33-36 (edition of some pages of
the Commentary on Ecclesiastes).
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As for his philosophy, the first account appeared in
M. Ismail Hakki's article 'Islimda Feisefe Cerejpri' ' Then an
incomplete translation of the third section of the Kitab al-Mu®tabar
was made by $. Yalkaya. 2 Since 1938, S. Pines devoted four
articles to Aba' 1-Barekat's philosophy. Apart from these, a resumd
of Abu'l-Barakst's philosophy was given by him in the Encyclopedy
of Islam. 7  Another Turkish scholar also took imberest in AB'1-
Barekat's philosophy on seversl occasions. b Among these scholars,
H. Corbin should also be meﬁtioned. 5 Finally, M. ©A11 &bT Rayysn's

article on the subject is worth noting. g

1.M.I.Hakki,Darlilflinin Ilahiyat Pakliltesi liecmuasi s (Istanbul,1930),pp. 35~35.

2.8 .Yaltkaya,I18hiyat ,Istanbul,1355/1932.

3.8.Pines,article in Archives d'Histoire Doctrinale et Litéraire du Moyen
Age,vol.XXI,(Paris,1954) jarticle in Revue des Etudes Juives,vol.IIT,
ﬁanvierhjuin)-,(l’aris »1938) ;and Nouvelles Etudes sur Awhad al-Zaman
AbU' 1-Bareksat,(Paris,1953) ;Encyclopedy of Islem,(New ed.)vol.I,(Leyden,
and London,1954) ,pp.111=113.

L.H.Z.Ulken,l.a Pansde de 1'Islam,(stanbul,1953);Islsm Dligtincesi, (Istanbul,
1946) ;exrticle in the XX International Congress of Philosophy,(1948).

5.H.Corbin,Hitoire de la Pholosophie Islamique,vol.I ,(Paris,19611.).

6.M. CALT AGT Reyyan,article in the Bulletin of the Faculty of Arts of
the Alexandris University,vols.XII-XIII, (Alexandria,1958-1 959).
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Qutlines of Abu'l-Barakft's Philosophy.

As we have seen, Abll'l-Barakit is not a prolific writer
compared with the oi.:her Muslim Philosophers. This was mainly due. to
his reluctangé to put’mhing into writing lest théy might fall into.
the hands of unqualified pérsons, 1 misunderstood and distorted. In
fact this happened exactly in the case of The Hanbalite Theologian
Ibn Téymiyy;a.h(d. 729/1328) and..-the Ishragite philosopher Suhrawardi
(al-Magqtil) (d. 587/1191). The former defended -Abﬁ' 1-Barakat because

of the closeness of his doctrine to the general tendency of the Ash®a-
rites without taking into consideration his fundemental doctrines which
ran against the orthodox view. The latfer, in his oriticism which may
be defined as 'eriticism for the sake of criticism' accused Abu'l-
Barakat of sheer ignorance of the p_hilésophical dectrines he critic-

i
2 But by others he was given his due. Fakhr al-Din K531

ized.o
(d. 606/1209) was greatly indebted to AbG'l-Barak®t in his defence of
the orthodox doctrines ageinst the Falgsifa, and Nasir o21-Din TTET

(4. 672/1273) derived great benefit from him, 3

His influence was confined to a small circle, He was

unknown outside his enviromment. Although a pairallelism exists

1.XK.al-Mu®tabar,op.cit.,voll,p.1. ,

2.M. ®A1T AbU Rayyan,Naqd AbI'l-Barakat al-BaghdadT li-Falsafah Ibn STna,
article in the Bulletin of the Faculty of Arts of the University of
Alexandria,vol.XIIT, (Alexandria,1959),pp.20-21.

3.8ee i‘SulaymEn NadwI's articles priicic at the end of K.al-Mu®tabar;
Jerafettin Yaltkaye, - ,Il8hiyat ,(Istanbu1,1933);S_.Pines,article in Revue
des Etudes Juives,vols.III~IV,(Paris,1938).
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between Abl'l-Barskét end a Jewish philosopher of the Occident,
o

Crescas (d. 1410), as S. Pines showed in his article, we have no

proof that the latter was influenced by the former.

Ibn Taymiyysnrelates that Abu'l-Barakdt, in his un-
Aristotelian attitude was inspired by the orthodox theoiogians of
‘Baghdad., 2 Héwever, his philosophy may best be characterized as
the revival of pre-Socratic éonceptions which lay latent in the works
of the previous philosophers, particulerly in those of Ibn 'S'iﬁ'é'.

(d. 428/1036) from whom he took up the problems, and whom he , in

Places followed verbatim,

The XIth and XITth centuries were doml:‘.nated by Avicénnian
_philosophy, | it was also the beginning of the end of his domination.
Avicennian philosophy was attecked from various quarters, The phil=-

. osophers and theologians alike; Ghezal% (d. 505/1111), AbG'1-Barakat
in $he Orient, and Averroes (d. 595/1198) in'the Occhdent. It was
the time when a philosophical tradition so influential saw its down=
fali brought about by the incessant criticisms, and when the philoso-

phico-theological trend began to gain the upper hand,

I. Cla_.ssification of Sciences
Abli' 1-Barekst's classification of sciences is determined

by his epistemology and by his criticisms of the psychological

“

1.Ibidem.

2.1bn Taymiysh,Minkaj al-Sun.nah,vol.I,(Cb.iro,1321/1903) .98
e
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doctrines of his time. According to him, science (®ilm),
apprehension (idrgk) and knowledge (ma®rifal)are the attributes of
relation obtaining between the knower and the known. We, first, know
the things existing in external reality and consequently we sttain
the knowledge of our knowledge depending upon these attributes of
relation. I‘n this respect science and knowledge ! are used equivoc-

ally.

In accordance with this division of knowledge into two
categories, he divides sciences into (a) the sciences of existing
things, and (b) the sciences of mentally related forms. The latter
kind of sciences is secondary and derivative with respect to the former.
This is analogous to the rélation that exists between substances and
accidents, causes and effects. 2 In another context he includés
among the sciences mentioned sbove, (c) the science of science, i.e.,
Logic (Manigiq) » Which is the first habitus and natural disposition
by which knowledge is acquired. In the sciences of éxisting things are

included the sciences of Metaphysics (®ultm al-glihiyyel), b Physics

1.1t appears that science is used by AbU'l-Barakat in the sense that it is
the attribute of relation obtaining betweeh the knower snd the external
objects known.As for "maSrifah" which we have translated as knowledge,
it is produced by a higher kind of mental operation by megns of which
we attain the kmowledge of our knowledge. .

2.K.a1-Mu‘tabar,op.cit.,vol.III,pp.1—2;cf.vol.III,p.Z’lh-,and vol.I,p.225,

3eIbide,vol.III,p.214.

4.This unusual form used by AbG'l-Barakifs may be due to his intention
-which he does not materialise- of dividing Metaphysics inti a)the
Science of Being and b)the Science of thet which has as its object
God and the incorporeal beings.See S.Pines,Nouvelles Etudes sur Awhad
al-Zanign AGY' 1-Barekdt,(Paris,1955),pd1,n.1. )
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and those pertaining to thon: Zoology, Botany, Hthics and MHedicine,
All these may sometimes be subject to a particular theoretical study

- 1
(negar khass).
Khase

In his account the divergency between Avicenné and &bu'l-
Barakat is clear. Wor avicenna there exist (&) Theoretical and
(b) Practical sciences. 'The theoretical sciences comprisc the natural
sciences, mathematics and metaphysics,2 which constitute, accoxrding
to Abu'l-Barekat, the divisions of existential sciences. This div-
_ergency on their part is due to psychological and metaphysical diff-

erences in their systems, as we shall later see.

What of the sciences of the mentally releted forms, 5 or the
sclences of cognita 4,(?a1—maclﬁmaﬁ, or the sciences studying the

mental representations. 5 (mutesawwiret al-adhhdn), In this respect,

he has two differing opinions, IHis division between the sciences of
existing objects and the sciences of mentally related forms which

is studied in Psychology 6 implies that these two domains are sep-
arate.w But he deviates from this position and incorporates Psychology

into the sciences of that which exists. For, he asssrts, our minds confer

some kind of existence in the concrete on the mental forms. To our

1o K.al-Mutabar, op.cit., vol.Ill., p.2.
2, Tbide, vOLleIILs, ppelfe

e Thids, voleIILe, pelile

Lo Ibid., vOoleIII., p.8.

5 Ibide, voloLIL., pe2lle

6. Tbide, vOlsIIT., pe2; cfo VOL.ILL., pe8.
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mind,this deviation id due to strong Aristotelian influence on

him, despite his struggle against the Aristotelian philosophy of

his time. So he does not set himself the task of radically changing
the Aristetelian classification of sciences. This is exemplified in
his treatment of the problems in the same context as the Aristotelians

had slready done.

It is absolutely certain that Logic, according to him, is
not part of the sciences of existing things. It is only introductory
to the 'e'xistential sciencés., Wé acquire by logic the laws of spec-
ulé.tic;n' and the standerd of thinking, 1 Here he fqllows the trad-

itional view which regards Logic as the instrumental science., 2

Mathematics which is assigned & place between the natural
sclences 3 and Metaphysics by Avicenna poses a problem, Should it
be considered smong the existential sciences or not. For Avicenna,
insofar as it has connection with matter, it is related to natural
sciences, insofar as it is abstracted from matter, it is related to
metaphysics. After citing the traditional view, AbG'l-Barakit asserts
that since the mathematical science studies extensions, configur-
ations and numbers, it is another way of studying that which exists.
Therefore, Mathematics is included by him among the sciences of ex-

isting things. b

e

1K, al-Muétabar,op.cit. sVoleI,puly;efevol.l,p, 226,

2.Ibn.STnEManyiq al-MashrigqiyyTn,(Cairo,1328/1910),pp.6f.

3.1bn Sing,K.al-Shifg',vol.II,(Teheran,1303/1886),p.1 ;see also S.Munk,
Mélanges de Philosophéghie Juive et Arabe,(Paris,1927),pp.356¢.

L.K.al-MuCtabar,op.cite,vol.L1L,p.8.
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Iz, Physics

In the Physics, following the Aristotelian pattern, AbG'l-
Barekat treats of Space, Void, Infinity, Motion, Time and various
natural phenomena, which was common throughout the Middle Ages.
a) Space, Vacuum and Infinity.

The concept of space, so simple and intelligible in common
usage, when we delve into the questic;n, bears complications and
contradictions. It is for this reason that the problem of space has

been the subject of heated discussions since Antiquity.

In Greek philosophy, we see two lines of thought. One
a.cceptéd the infinity and asbsolute existence of space which is gen-
erally connected with the ancient nesmes: Leucippus, Democritus .and
later Epiourus. |  The other adhered to the notion of empiricsl snd
limited space which was laid down by Aristotle and accepted by his

followers,

These two notions of space found its echo in the history of

Muslim philosophy, al-Kindt, Farsbi, Avicennsa and those who followed
them joined Aristotle in accepting the limitedness of space. The con-
cept of the infinite and absolute space goes back to such writers a8

Transhahri and AbG Bakr Zskariyya al- R'éé’_i‘..z. who are said to have taken

1.For ();reek Atomists see Cyril Bailey,Greek Atomists and Epicurus, (Oxford,
1928). :

2.,P.Kraus,0pers, Philosophica,vol,I,(Cairo,1939) ;Mex Meyerhof,The Philosophy
of the Physician al-R&zT,in I.0.vol.XII,(Hyderabad,1945),p.56;S .Pines,
Some Problems of Islamic Philosophy,in I.C, vol.XI,no.1 ,(Hyderabad,1937),
Pe75s



17.

their doctrine from the group: called the Harraniyyln or the

SabiCiyyFia.

In the history of Muslim thought, this latter line of
thought in particuiar and the un-Aristotelian doctrines in genersal,
are attributed to Plate and certain ancient Greek thinkers.' 2 The
attribution of the un-Aristotelian doctrines to Plato was called into
quesfion by S. Pinf_zs in his article. 3 He is of the opinion theb the
influence in the case of ‘al-R&zI may have come from such sources as
Galen and Plutarch for the reasons that Razd wrote a commentary on
one of Plutarch's works, though this commentary is lost, and that of

Galen, who is well~-known in the Islamic circles?“és known to have

criticized Aristotle on several points.

R8z1 admits of five ekernal substances, nemely the Creator,

i Soul, Matter, Space and Time, According to him, atoms and the void
which permeates them are constitutive of four elements. In other words,
the proportion obtaining between the atoms and the void determines
the essential qualities of four elements, namely, the liggbness and
heaviness. Space and time are divided respectively into limited
space, end the limited time, which is the number of motion in accord-

ence with the Aristotelian notion of space and time » and into absolute

4 .P.Kraus,cp.ci‘b. ’VOJ..I ,P.'l 91 .

2. Mex Meyerhof,op.cite,p.56. _

3.8.Pines,Some Problems...0p.cit,,p.73;cf.S.Pines,Omne Quod Movetur Necesse .
est abliquo moveri,A Refutation of Galen by Alexander of Aphrodisias and
the Theory of Motion,in Isis,vol.LII,Baltimore,4962),
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space and absolute time in which respect they are infinite, and
eternal. In the absolute sense, space is tridimensionel. Finally,
Razi does not accept creations by decree (al;jii-ibd'a.'c-)- or out of

nothingness, but that it is eternal. 1

Nows let us revert to Plato. Among the students of Plato,
we find two distinct interpretations of his doctrine of space, Acc-
ording to one opinion, Blato identifies space with matter which is
also Aristotle's iriterpreta.tion of Plato. As we shall later see,
Abl'1-Barakadt interprets Plato's notion in the way that would conform
to his own. As for the other opinion, space as receptacle is distinct

'from matter, indestructible, immeterisl and. eternal; it is not known

empirically, but by en innate idea of the mind. 2

If we accept the second interpretation, there is no resson
to think that those who. attribute the un-Aristotelien attitude of
certain Muslim philosophers to Plato were completely wrong, though the

latter may have obtained these doctrines from a secondary source.

As for Aristotle's conception of space which had a lasting
influence in Muslim philosophy, he tentatively discusses four Prev-

isional definitions of space only to discard three of them in the

1.P.Kraus,op.cit.,pp.252-264, quoted from "Zad al-MusifirTn" by Nasir-i
Khusraw,ed.by KaywanT, (1341H.),pp.96-108;8ee also other parts of "Opera.
Philosophica.

2.1.Efros,The Problem of Space in Medieval Jewish Philosophy,(New York,
1915) 5PPe 5~k .
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course of his discussion. These definitions are: (a) it is the

form, or (b) the matter, or (c) some sort of exbension between the
bounding surfaces of the containing body, or finally, (d) this
boundary itself if it contains no exténsioria: over and above the bulk
of the"body which comes to be in it. 1 He does not accept the first
fhree for various reasons on which we shall touch whenever the occas-
ion arises. Therefore, according to him, Abu'l-Barekat oites without
mentio.ning Aristotle, space (mak@n) is e inferior surface of the
containing body contiguous to the exterior surface of the contained,
and that from which or towards which the localized object (muth)_
moves or in which it is at rest.' 2 This is a relational concep-
tion of space which cannot be considered apart from the relations
subsisting between the adjoining objects, and whicﬁ depends upon
empirical observations. True space, according to Aristotle, is immov-
able, otherwise it would s:i.'gnify' a space moving in space which is
absurd. The true space is the limit of the heavenly sphere in which
all things meve:.5 This limit being the highest boundary of the Universe

leads him into inextricable difficulties.

1.Aristotle,Physics,IV,4,211b,7-8;cf.I JEfros,op.cit,,pp. 14LF, .
2.K.al-Mu®tabar,op.cit. ,vol.II,p.43;S8 . Pines sEtudes sur Awhad al-Zanian

AbU'l-Berekst al-Baghdsdf,in R,E.J. vol.III,n0.1, (Paris,1938),p.6;
Aristotle,Physics,IV,4,211b, sHeA.Wolfson,Crescas' Critique of Aristotle,
(Camb.Mass.,1929) ,p.d4k.

3.Aristot1e,Physics,_IV,5,21 2b,8-13;cf.I ;Efros,op. cit.,p.16,
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Aristotle's definition of space or place is accepted by
3

the Brothers of }P‘urity,1 Avicenna2 and is cited by w1~Ghdzall

in the neme of philosophers in his Magasid al-Falasifah.

In contrast to Aristotle's definition of space, Abﬁ'l—Bardkét
cites a pre-scientific definition of space, according to which place
is the support of the localized object. . This pre-scientific con-
ception of space .is attributed by Na§ir al-Din alr?ﬁsi 5 to the
atomist mutekellimin who, like AbL'l-Barakat,accepted the existence

of a vacuum which is the sine qua _non of motion.

He, further, mentions a third theoxry to which he will,
later, after a long discussion on the existence of woid, adhexa. Here,

his interest lies particulsxly in the historical zspect of the niroblem,

Te Dieterici, Die Abhandlungen der Ickwan es-Safa,(Leipszig, 1886), p.30.
2. Tbn Sing, K.al-Shifa?, op.cite., volel., p.62; S.M.Afnan,Avicenna:

His Life and Works (London, 1958), p.216.
3 el~Ghazali, Mag8gid al-FalBsifah, vol.ITI, (Ca1ro,19)6), pel3e
Lo K.al—Mu‘tdbar, opecites, vOLoII., polls :
5e . Pines, HBtudes... op.cite, pebe, n.15; this definition of

sPace is found in Tbn SInd, see K. al-Shifd} op.cit., vol.L., p.51.
6o A History of Muslim Philosophy, ed. by M.l Sharif, vol,I,

(Wiesbaden, 1)63), P.239; M. Fakhny, Islamic - OocaSLOnallsm,
(London, 1958) p.28
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According to this theory; it is observed that a receptacle may
possess su_ccessively'diff'erent contents, as for example in the case
of a wine-bot’clg ér of & hbuse, and sometimes remains empty. This
observation i'lelps discard the notion of space as superficies, and
leads to the notion that space is the whole interior of the recept-
acle which ca.n\ be full, or empty. 1 Theréf'ore, é.ccording to this
opinién, space is the khals (vacuum) possessing length, breadth and
depth, in other words space is a tridimensional extension which con-

tains bodies, the absence of which constitutes the void.

Empty place which is capable of being full is emterior in
- existence to that which it contains. ?  ABE'1-Barekat's whole argu-
ment against the Aristotelians for the existence of void revolves around
- thewpriori character of our knowledge of the existence of empty space.
First two Aristotelian arguments 5 which Abu'l-Barekat rejects concern
the fact that space can not be matter which is defined by Aristotelians

as tridimensional.

Aristotelians argue b that whatever has tridimensionality can

only be a body, therefore to attribute tridimensionality to space isa

contradiction in terms.

1.K,al-Mu®tabar,op.cit. sVol.II,peld,
2.1bide,vol.II,p.ld. '

3.Like Muslim philodophers,the Aristotelian arguments against the existence

philosophers.See for the Aristotelian arguments in J ewish philosophy
and the striking similarity between Aby! 1-Barakdt and Crescas s»L.Efros,
op.cit. ;H.A.Wolfson,Crescas' Critique of Aristotle,(Cemb.Mass,.1929),

A.Ar(iist;tle,Physics »1V,7,21k8;Tbn STn¥,K,al-Shifa?,o0p. cit. ,vol.T »PP. 51
and 53,
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Weakness of this argument lies in Aristotelians' iden-

tification of corporeality with tridimensionality. Abu'l-Barakat

is certainly aware of this, and consequently he puts the weight of his
argument against this point. According to him, tridimensionality is
not the only quality corporeal bodies ihave s they also have the qualities
of softness and solidity. It is these latter qualities that offer more
or less resistance, and not the tridimensionality. On. the other hand,
the syllogism they form is also false. Fory the middle term (g.l-]ilad@.
al-awsat), i.e., the body in the syllogism is not one and the same
thing. In the conditio_nal proposition, 'namely, 'if the void exists s it
will be a body', they take it tomeén something possessing length,

depth and breadth, but in the second bremise, namely 'but the body can-

not be void', they take it to mean something perceived by touch. There~

fore the consequence is bound to be false. L

Aristotle is not justified in attributing to Plato the
view that matter and space are one and the same thing. According to
Abll'1-Barakit's interpretation of Plato, it is brue thet there exists
an identity between space and matter considered as extensions s yet this
identity is not in every respect, The difference bétween matter and
space is that the former serves as s substratum to forms snd the objects
composed of foxm and matter, whereas space is occupied by the extended

localized things, for matter is a constitutive principle for it, 2

1.K.al-Mu%abar,op.cit.,vol.IT »PDPe53f
2,Ibidem,
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This interpretation is certainly in keeping with some of the

modern interpretations of Plato.

Sﬁnilarly, confusing tHidimensionality with corporeélity,
the Aristotelians propound the argument L that void, being tridimen-
sional, nothing could penetrate into it, since, according to them,
extensity is the sole cause of impenetrability. The commentators (él—
§£§ri§ﬁn) lend strength to this argument by saying thet if two ex—
tensions can interpenetrate, there is no reason vwhy the entire world

- - 2
would not be contained in a millot seed (Jawars).

The Aristotelians never think that this argument can be
invalidated if the tridimensional extension, nemely the void, is
considered to be incorporeal. What they insist upon is that hatever

has magnitude cannot be incorporcal,

The contrary is the fact whibh Abu'l-Barekat is going to
prove. The geomelrical hypothesis that an indefinite number of geomet-
ical points can occupy one and the same place without » dimensional
increase when applied on to cach other is also, according to him,

the case with geometrical lines and surfaces. 1In this respect.

1e Aristotle, Physics, IV.8., 216b; Ibn Sina, K. al-Shifa?, op.
Gite, VOloIo, Po5?o
26 Aristotle and Avicenna use the example of a drop of water which

absorbs the whole sea.
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there is no differentiating principle between a surface possessing
two dimensions end o magnitude having three dimensions, dimensions
being interchangeable. They are differentianted only relatively and
in the imagination, but not generically or specifically. Hence, the
interpenetration of two voids or one void and one plenum is quite
permissible. It is only the corporeal bodies that are impenetrable.1
Then space, being incorporeal, having a tridimensional extension, and

offering no resistence, admits of interpenetration.

The Aristotelian arguments from motion has an outstanding
place in the criticism of the existeﬁce of & vacuum. As we have already
seen, Greek atomistsand the Mutakallimun in Islem argue that the exis-
tence of a vacuum is the necessary condition of locomotion. But the
Aristotelians, because of their belief in the impenetrability of
dimensions, explain locomotion in terms of the exchange of places.2

This argument obviously leaves no room for the existence of a vacuum.

Abu'l-Barekat finds the Aristotelian argument which assexrts
the exchange of places as an explenation of locomotion permissible,
but not binding. For Aristotelions themselves argue that a thing moves
in a medium more rarified thon itself. Accordingly, it may be said that

the most p@aified thing moves in the void. Abu 'l-Barakat propounds

1e K. al-lMu®taber, op.cit., voleIL., p.56
24 Aristotle, Fhysics, IV,6,213a, ond IV,7,21ka.
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another argument to the effect that when a bottle is completely
filled with water, water does hot move in it, but if there is left in

the bottle, some air which is more rarefied than water, it moves.

Related to this argument, is the argument from condensation and
rarefaction. The proponents of the existence of a vacuum explain this
fact by the amount of voids which permeate the particles of a body,
whereas the oppoﬁents 2 of the existence of vacuum are of the opinion

that the principle of condensation and rarefaction is the air which

permeates the particles of the body. 3

The first argument, according to Abi'l-Barakat, has a slight
superiority over the other, because Aristotelians cannot explain the

fact of rarefaction in the ocase of air. b

Aristotelians, 1ate;r', extend their argument from locomotion to
all motions, violent or natural, since, according to’ them, the violent
motion is implied in fhe natural motion. They argue ﬁhat- every mmowing
body has a natural place, and after being separated from it by force,
it tends to return to it. In the void which has no diversity, there

can be no natural places and conséquently, no mo’c:i.can.5

1.K.al-Mubtabar,op.cit. ,vol.II,pp.57f.

2.i.e.,the Aristotelians.,

3.Aristotle,Physics,IV,6,213b and IV,214 b.
4.K.al-Mu®tabar,op.cit.,vol.IT,p.58,

5.Aristotle,Physics,IV,8,21 Sa;Avicenna,K.al-Shifa® ,op.cit.,vol.I,p.59.
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AbU' Ll-Barakat's argument against this view is sharp and
pointed. According to him, the undifferentiated extension is diff-
erentiated by the objects which dwell in it. Therefore it is absurd
to spgak of the non-existence of the netural places and directions in

the void. |

The various Aristotelian arguments from motion form the back-
bone of their proof against the possibility of a vacuum. The argument
which attracted great attention from the commentators and Muslim phil-
osophers alike concerns the velocity of a motion in the sbsence of any
resistance. According to Aristotle, the time of motion is determined
by the tenuity of the medium, the weight of the moving object, and the
motive force of this object. ¢ In connection with these determinants
Afistotle's laws of motion cen be formulated as follows: +the velocity
of a moving object is directly p'ropo’rtional to the motive power and in-
versely proportional to the resistance of the medium in which movement
takes place. 3 In the absence of any resistance the time of s move-
ment would be ins'bant_a.neous, which ié impossible, since every motion

must take time,

The first attack, as far as we know, against this conception

came from an Alexandrian philosopher and the commentator of Aristotle,

K.al-Mu%abar, op.cit., vol.II., pp.59f. .

Ibid., vol.II., pp.62-63; Aristotle, Physics, Iv,8,215a and 215b,
A.C. Crombie, Augustine to Galileo, vol.II, (London 196L)

p.48; H.A.Wolfson, Crescas' Critique... Op.cit., pp.56=57;
I.Efros, op.cit., pp.80-81.

W N>
.
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John Philoponus, who was to establish that in a void a body would

move with a finite velocity characteristic of its gravity, while in
air this finite ﬁelocity was decreased in proportion to the resistance
of the medium, 1 He reached this conclusion by the observetion of
the celestial bodies, the cause of the uniform -motion of which had been
left unanswered by Aristotle., Therefore ’ Philoponué ‘seems to have bheen
the fi:_:'st to show, contrary to Aristotle, that the medium cannot be the
cauge of motibn. In the Muélim Middle Ages, Avicenna 2 held with John
Philoponus that in the absence of any obstacle a moving object would
have a finite velocity, and showed, contrary to John Philoponus, that
this finite velocity would persist for ever. In the Muslim Occident
Avempé.ce- (Ibn Bajjeh) (d. 533/1138) also a.ccépted this theory of a
finite velocity in the void and this finite velocity he called the
'original time of motion.' By doing so, he discerded the medium as s
determinent of the time of motion. According to him, the original time
of motidn remains constant and.never disappears. It is only true to say
that the excess in time of two motions over their time is proportional

to the resistance offered by their med.ia..'3

AbU'1-Barekst in his argument follows J. Philoponus. Like

Philoponus he distinguishes between the two components of the time of

1.A.C.Crombie,op.cit.,p.51 ;S.Pines,E'tudes. e Op.cit.,vol.,ITII,no0.1,pp.14f,
2.Avicenna,K.al-Shife ,op,cit.,val.I,p.60; Crombie,op,cit.,vol.I1I,p.53;

S.Pi‘nes,]itudes. ee Op.cit.,pp.15f,

3.8 .Pines,}ftudes. »o Opscit.,pp.17-18;H.A.Wolfson,Crescas’ Critique... op.
cit.,p.57;Crombie,op.cits,p. 54, '
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e motion (a7 the original part (l:1i§§a asliyyeh) which is a function of"
the motave force and fhe specificzqualities of the mobile, (b) the part
determined by the resistance of the medium. The time of a movement in
the void is equal to the original time of the motion. He cites in
support of this theory, the movement of the celestial spheres. L

The arguments which we have mentioned sbove, all depend upon the
observaetions of natural phenomena and. speculative reasoning. Apart from
these, there is one argument which entirely depends on experiment, where
the fofmation of the experimental science is clearly seen. According to
this experiment, when the air is sucked from a bottle and plunged into
water, the water would rise in it. There exist two different explanations
for this phenomenon. The one is asserted by the partisans of the void.
They argue that suction has created in the bottle a void which attracted the
water. The other solution is Aristotelian, according to which the amount of
air which remained in the bottle assumes a gr_ea.ter volume after the suction.

It is in virtue of the tendency of the air to return to its natural state

that attracts the water. 2

Abu'1-Barakat sides with the partisans of the void, as he usually
does. He asks whether the air left in the bottle after the suction iﬁcreased
in dimension, or at the same time in substance (§awhar). The first alter-
native leads to the admission of the existence of a dimension

(migdsr) devoid of all the attributes of corporeity, whereas the

1.K.al-Mu®tabar,op.cit.,vol.II,p.63;8ee for the striking similarity
between Crescas and AbU'l-Barakat,l.Efros,op.cit.,pp.81-83 ;Wolfson,
Crescas' Critique... op.cit.,p.184.Crescas calls the velocity in a
vacuum "fundemental velocity". _

2.This argument is foumd in al-FErfbY,Article on Vacuum,ed.and tr. by
Necgti LOgal and Aydin Sayili,(Ankera,1951) ;K.al-iuStabar,op. cit. »vol.II,
pp. 6LEE,
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second alternative beoars with itself a difficulty as to whence this
quentity of eir which was added to thot remained in the bottle
originates. IMurthemmore, it is said that the air rcmained in the
bottle after the suction is more rarefied, and consequently it attracts
the water. However the fact is that the denser bodies attract the
objects which are in similar density, and not that the finer bodies
attract the denser ones. Is it that it attracts the water because the
air remained in the bottle is in a constrained state? But vhat has
forced the air after the suction to change its volume? It eannot be
the fact that it has constrained itself. According to Abu'l-Barakat,

the suction produced a void in the bottle. In contradistinetion to

the partisans of the void, the force of attraction produced in the : T

bottle is due to the plenum adjoining the void in the bottle.2

The Aristotelians, in their argumentation, txy to prove the
famous maxim that 'Nature abhors a vacuum'.- Abu'l-Barakat, proving
the existence of a vacuum or of absolute space, removes this mis-

leading dictum, as wall as the notion of the force of a vacuum.&

1e K.al-MuStabar, op.cit., vol.IL., pp.65f.
2. The underlying proposition, as it appears, for this argument,
is the dictum that "like attracts the like",
30 L. Efros-, OpoCito, po?l-l-- ’ p 4
4 This notion is accepted by J. Philoponus. See S.Pines, ftudes...

O0peCite; Pel2., n.83
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According to him, even if the trid.imeﬁsional space dées not
exist in reality (f£I'l-aCyan) we are still aware of its existence in
the imagination and in the mind, ebstracted from all corporeal bodies.
In fact, .our knowledge of it'is a priori (mai‘jl.:ﬁran). The process of
abstraction by which we arrive at the conception of an absolute space
is similar to tha£ Wwe conceive of humenity as deveid of individual
atbributes, even though humanity cannot be sepax_‘at_ed from these att-
ributes. For Abl'l-Barakst, this is the opinion of the common peeple
and the &lite aliké. 1 He does not disdain the opinion of the qrdinary
people, as has generally been done by the generality of the Muslim
philosophers. In fact, he generaily makes it the basis of his discuss-

ions.

Another point which distinguishes him from other Muslim philo-
sophers is that he finds no resson not to rely on the data acquired by
the estimative faculty (quwwahmutag:awwiréi’), insofar as these data are
perceived primarily. This is certainly unacceptable to meny Aristot-
@lisns. 2 Indeed, Abi'l-Barskat, as we shall later see, does not div-
ide the human soul into numerous faculties, as was done by the Aristot-

elians,

One of the most perplexing questions of philosophy is the

1K, al-Mu®tebar, op. cit., vol.I1,pp.67~68;the relevant passage was translated

by S.Pines into French in Nouvelles ﬁtudes...,op.c—:‘.t.,pp.16-17.

2.See on Wahm,Wolfson,The Internal Senses in Latin,Arabic,and Hebrew
Philosophical texts sin Harvard Theologic ,(April,1935) »Dp. 861,
and 107f. ;S.Pines,Nouvelles Etudes... s0p.cits,pp.47-50,
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infinity of space which rightly formed one of the adtinomies of

I. Kaft. Aristotle admits of %he infinity | of time and motion,
particularly the circular motion on which time depends, Matter is
limited by the surfaces, and thevefore finite. The difficullty in
Aristotle's conception of the infinite lies in the fact that it is
conceived as a process and a succession whidh is exemplified by his
‘notion of potentiality and actuality, and that he does _not apply the
same process to spece, namély, the successiveness of the parts of
space., This difficulty was inherited by Muslim and Jewish philos-_

ophers. in general.

The first reaction: in Muslim philosophy against the Aristot-
elian finite space came from Iranshahri and AbU Bakr Zakariys al=-
RazI. Both accepted the infinity of space and made it the basis of
eternal creation. According to @1-R84T, the learned People appeal
in establishing the existence of space and time %o ordinar.;y people
who maintain them as self-evident (ba.d_ﬂli), and according to whom our

minds conceive that outside this world exists an extension (imtidad),°

This appeal to ordinary people is considered by Nasir-i-Khusraw, to

1.Aristotle's argument on Infinity is found in the third book of his
Physics;cf,I.Efros,op.cit. sPP.88~91,
2.P.Kraus,op.cits. ,p. 26k, quoted from Z&3 al-Musafirin,op.cit.,p.108.



32,

whom we owe this information, as a weakness on the part of a@l-
RazI. It is the very method of al-R8ZI that Abl'l-Barekat uses.
Certain people, according to him, assert that the infinity of plerum
and void, and, in general, of the extended dimension (al-Bu®d al-
imtid;d'i), .is one of the a priori judgements of the mind (awwaliyyﬁ.t
al-Cagliyyd), because our minds (al-agh__ltﬁn), cannot conceive of a
termination (nlhaydﬂ in space. 1 - This way of reasoning, as we have
mentioned,. is utterly unacceptable to the Aristotelians, for whom the
estimai;.ive f"acul_ty is the source of all errors. They only rely on the
Judgements of the intellect which proves the finitude of space., Here

are the Aristotelian arguments contrasted with those of Abl' 1-Barakst:

Aristotelians argue: ‘Let us prolong a line to infinity from
a given point (A), so that the line (b) is finite on one side and

infinite on the other.

A B b

Then let us take a pai't of this line, agein finite on one side, and
infinite on the other. Let the initisl poimt of this 1ine(B). If
we apply the initiai points of these two lines to each other, does the
entire line exceed the partial line in length. If we answer in the

negative, then the partial line must be equal to the entire line, which

1.K.al-diu®tabar,op.cit. ,vol.II,pe 8k
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is absurd. But if the entire line is longer than the partial

line, then the entire line must exceed it by a finite disténce. If
we add the distance between the points (AB) to the partial line, can
we get the length of the entire line which is infinite‘f To answer

this question in the affirmative is absurd in view of the fact that

finite distance when added to a line can only give finite result.

According to Abl'l-Barakat, the partial line can be spplied
to the entire line only if the former is shifted from the infinite.
But such a removal of an infinite line cé.nno’c be imagined unless it
has a terminating point, consequently finite. Since the partiael line
is infinite, its application to the entire line is excluded. Therefore,

the Aristotelian argument is untensble. 2

Aristotelians argue: Let us suppose two lines formed an angle

at (0) and extend |

the lines infinitely, then the distance between the two lines must

also increase infinitely. _Yet the interval between these two lines is

__limited by them, and insofar as it is limited, it cennot be infinite.3

1.K.al-Mu®tabar,op.cit.,vol.I1,p,85;Ibn Sing,K. al-Shifa ,op.cit.,p.99.
2.K.al-Mu®tabar,op.cit.,vol.II,p.85.,
3.Ibid. ,VOl.II,Pp. 85"‘86.
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According to Abu'l-Barskdt, the infinitely extended
lines in the above argument are not actually infinite. They, in
fact, try to establish that a line can be indefinitely extended. It
is true, two lines may be extended indefinitely end in accbrd_ance with
them, the distance between them may extend. But this is not the true
interpretation of the doctrine of spatial infinity. What AbG'l-Barakat
means here is. that by a successive synthesis of finite lines we cen
never reach the infinity. To whatever point we wish to extend both

lines » they are infinitely finite (fa huwa mutenshin 13 yatatiahI) L

This difficulty was first felt by Avicenns whom AbU'1-Barskst
follows here. Avicemna says that it is the same with number, nemely
that there is no end to the process of adding and consequently the

infinity can never be reached. 2

Aristotelians argue: Let us suppose g circle in space and

prolong its radius ad infinitum, and parallel to this radius draw a

line outside the circle equally infinite. wa, if the circle. executes
a circular movement, the radius will intersect the line outside the
circle at various points. But since the lines are infinite, they con-
tain infinite number of points, and an infinite distance can not be

traversed in a finite time. Consequently a circular motion in an infin~

1.Ibidem, : _
2,Ibn STng,K.al-Shifa® ,op.cit,. svel.I,p.101,
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ite‘space'is impossible. 3
" According to Abl'l-Barakat, the contact and non-parsllelism
of two lines does not exist by itself; they exist only insofar as it
is determined.by observation.or in the imagination. Observation or
the supposition of the contact is possible only if two lines are def-
inite, i;e., finite., The notion oflcontact which imply an end is
inapplloable as far as the’ 1nf1n1te llnes are concerned., Furthermore,
motion is oonditioned by six factors: (a) the mover, (b) the moving
object, (c) the sbarting point, (&) the terminating point, (e) time
and (f) the medium. The medium is the distance traversed by the radius.
Whether there exists a line non-parailel to the radius or parallel to
it, whéther the space in which the radius moves is finite or infinite,
the motion would not be affected by it. 2 To think bhat the oiraular
motion is rendered impossible because the two lines intersect at an
infinitely diétant péint is to attribute to these two purely imaginary
lines. an( immobilizing force similar to that possessed by two iron or

3

wooden arrows.

1+K.al-Mutabar,op. cite ,vol.1I,pp.60~61 and 86;Ibn Slna,K.al-Shlf’°,op.
cit.,vol.I,p.57.

2.K. al-Mu®tabar,op, cit. ,vol, IT,pp.61-62,

3eIbid.,vol.II,p.86.
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part from the & priori chawvacter of oux knowledge of
infinite space, Abu'1-Barakat adduces another argument which, he
thinks, is more convinecing then those of the sristotelians. He
arguess Supposing thot an arrow, having treversed all the celestial
spheres, attained the highgst limit which, according to Aristotelians,
is the limit of space beyond which there is neither void nor plenum.
Can the arrow proceed Turther? There are two alternative answérs,
none of which is favourable to the Aristotelian fifite space. It can
either go further becouse it meets a void, or it camnnot, because it

meets o body which offers rqsistance to it. 1

Similér arguments are found in Antiquity and in the NMaqalah
£ 1E batd 2l-TebIC% attributed to Abu Bokr Zokeriyye al-Razi in which
he gives an historical account of the philosophical views on various
points. One view is atiributed to Seleucus vho asks-a similar ques-

tion and reaches the same conclusion.

 The aristotelian objection that this argument pertains to the es-
tiativeeficulty serves, according to Abu*1~Barakat, no purpose. There
is found no argument that can invalidate our & priori judgement that

3

there exists an infinite empty or full extension.

Substentially, Abu'l-Barekat sheres his views with al-RB2T

1e Koal-IVTuctabé’l.I', OPoCit-’ VOl.IIo, P.87 /

2. P. Kraus, op.cite., pe133; sce also S.Pines, Btudes..., op.cite
p-29, n.107.

3, K. al-MuStabar, op.cite, vol.IL., p.87
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al-mutabaddilsh) and various accidents with respect to generation and
corruption, change and transformation., Abode, teken individually in
relation to what inheres in it, just as ’body when teken in relation

to whiteness, is called substratum, and when taken in relation to what
is acquired from both is c;lled metter or hylée, as, é.g., a white
object. Wheat is the matter for flour, flour. is the matter for dough,
end. dough for bread. PFrom this it cen be inferred that there exists in
the world a hierarchy with regard to the products of the objects. In
the hierarchy the lower serves as the matter for the higher. Therefore
he divides matter into proximate and remote, or primary and secondary.
In the scale of existence, by going down, we reach the first matters
(elements), nemely, earth, water, air and fire. (Pa yakin hadhihi hiys
al-hayilat al-awwal a®nf al-®ard wa'l-mz wa'l-hawd wa'l-nar). These
four elements. alé.o undergo a reciprocal transmutation, for exsmple,

water becomes alr, and air water. In all these reciprocal transmut-

ations, the underlying primary substance (al-l;l'émil al-awwal) remains the

‘seme. Change requires a body having dimensions (al-aghar). It is

through these dimensions that water cen become ice (al-_i:_l:_xalj), an intense
solid and cold body, and which, in the same way, can warm up, be rarified
and consequently turn into a fluid water, and which, by further warming
up and rarefaction, cen become.air. Generation, corruption (al-~kawn wa'l
~-fasad), end trensition which we find in existing objects, is self-
evident., Men, animals, plants, minerals, and the four basic elements,

all participate in the concept of ‘corporeality (ma®n3 al-jismTyysh),



B9,

generation, corruption and transition. Earth, water, air and fire

have also in common with the spheres and stafs corporeality which has
dimensions capable of measurement. Corporeal body is then _the Prime
Matter and the Prime Substratum for all existents which are perceived

by the senses. It is named Prime Matter with regard to transitory beings
which are derived from it, and substretun in relation to various states

1
from which it obtains permanence (el-garrgh) and changeability.

The way in which the subject -is_ treated is, without doubt,
Aristotelian but the result reached by AbG'l-Barakst is fundamentally
different. Aristotelian arg_umen{: from the phenomeﬁon of the reciprocal
transmutation of the elements, and the historical development in

Lslamic Philosophy may ‘be summed up as follows:

The process of transmitation, that is air becoming water and
water becoming air, etc., car;not be merely the alteration of one thing
into another, for the elements repreéent opposites, and nothing can be-
come its opposite unless it is first completely destroyed. But when one
thing is destroyed, it can. no longer give rise to another thing, for
from nothing, nothing can be generated. It is therefore necessary to
assume the existence of a certain substratum common to all the four
elements in which the transmutation takes place., That substratum is
matter and the four elements are the four different f‘ornis which the
matter assumes. Thus every one of the four natural elements is com—

posed of matter and form./e'

1.K.al-du®tabar,op.cit.,pp.10ff,

2.Aristotle,Physics s1;Metaphysics ,XIT,2-k; al-GhazalT,op.cit.,vol,ii,p. 86;
for IKiiwEn al-SAFE see S.H.Nagr,An Introduction to Islamic Cosmological
doctrines, (@amb.Mass.196L4.) ,pp. 58f.
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The matter underlying the four elem@nts is known as 'absolute
body' ond fhe four forms which it essumes arc varilously known as
the 'clementary', 'noturall, 'oroper', 'specific' or 'esscntial?
forms. 'fhis underlying ond proximate matter of the four elements is
not formless. So it was supposed to have another matter, known as
Prime Matter,‘and another form, known as 'Corporeal form' (al~§ﬁrat al-
,jism':T,yyah)«."= In I—‘letinus2 as well as in the Iggwan al—§af5 this

corporeal form is called guantity.

Arigtotle himself is vague in his treatﬁent of the subject,

and makes no reference to 'corporegl form'. He left unexploined the

nature of the FPrime Hatter and the common matter of the four elements.
"Simplicius in his commentary on the Physics, mentions a contradiction

in Aristotle's conception of metter. He is-of the opinion that if

Aristotle's proof for the existence of matter from the transmutation of

the four elements is accepted, it would lead to the belief that matter ¥
is corporeal and extecnded. But he als§ finds the contradictory stotement

that matter is not body and has no magnitude. According to Simplicius,

'Body is defined by three intervals, but matter is perfcctly indef-

2
inite'” and between the metter immediately underlying the” four

1. Dieterici, Die Abhandlungen der Ichwan el-Safs (Leipzig,1886),p.25. o
SeNagr, op.cite, Dpe58Ff.,; Avicenna,al-lNajoh, (Caire,1938),
Ppe 201£F

o Flotinus, ¥nneads, 1IL,;4,9.

3, HeA, Wolfson, Crescas' Critiqueee..,0pe.cil., pp.581-582,

I's
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elements and 'Ehe First Matter there is a corporeai form,

In Muslim philosophy, thi_s' sense of the corporesl fomm
is geher.ally accepted. According to Avicenna and as to others Prime
Matter is inextended and has no magnitude. But they differ as to the
nature of the corporeal form. Avicenns argues: Matter itself hes o
disposition to receive corporeal dimensions. This predisposition and
not the dimensions, is the corporeal form. The dimensions are added
to matter as accidents. Avicenna believes that the corporeal fomm is
not identical with cohesion (ittig'él = continuity) nor is it something
to whose nature cohesion is essentially necessary. If the corporeal
form is identical with cohesion, then body will have to remain coh-
erent even after it has become divided. It follows » therefore, that
there is undoubtedly something that has a potentiality for both coh-
esion and division, nemely, matter. Hence cohésion itself qua cohesion
is not the recipient of division. Rather it is that which is a recip-
ient of cohesion that is also the recipient of division, namely,
metter, in as much as the recipient must remain with that which is
received. Nor can the recipient be something to whose nature cohesion
is essentially necessary, in as much as that cohesion may pass away.
On the other hand, the corporeal form has no existence apart from

matter which is a substance, being the first abode in which other

thipes

1.Avicenna,al=-Najgh,op.cit.,pp.201FF, ; Horten,Die Metaphysik Avicennas R
(1909),0.101;P.Duhem,Le System du Monde,vol.IV,(Paris,1917) ,pp.541F. .
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For #l-Ghezall, Maetter has no corporeality. Here he
follows Avicenna and others. As to the neture of the corporeal
form he differs from Avicenna in that the corporeal form is not a
mere predisposition. It is identical with cohesion itself. On the
other hand, he agrees with Avicenna that the dimensions are mere acc-

idents.

Averroes is in complete disagreement with both Avicenns
and ai—-g_k__;az'él'i. The corporeal fom to him is neither a predisposition
for the cohesion of the three dimensions nor the cohesion itself. | It
is rather identical with the dimensions, not indeed the definite chan-
geable dimensions which constitute.the quantity of an object, but

absolute dimensionality as such, indeterminate and unlimited. 1

Abu'1-Barskst's Prime Matter as the corporeal body conforms
entirely to Averroes' matter with the corporeal form, which is iden—
tical with indéteminate and unlimited c'I.J'.mensions.', having integredbé.i
into it. Abu'l-Barakat says, it has been asserted that the Prime
Matter is not corporeal and that it has no extension. The corporesl
body as the Prime Matter has a relative extension. He means by rel-

ative_ extension only the negation .(salb) of the notion of extension

which im itself cepable of division both in imaginetion and in reality.2

1 .Duhem, opecit.,volIV,pp.541F,
2.K.al-Mutabar,op.cit, svol.II,p.12.
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Here, it may be asked: if the Prime Matter is identical
with the corporeal body possessing three-dimensions, what is the
difference between this and the empty space which also has three
dimensions? His answer to this question is very brief: the diff-
erence is mainly due to the degree of resistance they offer. The
empty space having no resistance is something like a non-entity
(kald shay’), it is absolute privation (al-khald mehd). To those who
argue that the privation or +4he non~entity cannot be measured (13
yatgqaddaru), whereas empty space can be measured, it can be seid that
measurement or quantity is not something inhering in the essence af
thet which is measured (maqdlir), byt it is only s méntally conceived
relation (i®tibar ghihnI). Plenum (al-mal®) cen be represented in
the mind as surrounded by an empty space (al-khals) essentially, but
an empty space inside the plenum can only be regarded as accidental.

Empty space always has the potentiality of being full, 1

We can, now, revert to our subject. This corporeal body
or the prime matter possesses g predisposition to receive forms of
existent objects. By disintegrating a composite body we resch the
basic elements which are called ("us!:uqusat). By an inverse process
we arrive at the composite objects » the compomition itself is also
called element (Cungur). The corporeal body is the real element of

2
everything.

1.K.al-4u*tabar,op.cit, ,vol,III,p.209.
2,Kbid. ,vol.II,pp.13ff.
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Natural objects are divided,with respect to their
existence, into entities having permanent existence and the act-
ivities proceeding from them. That from which the activities proceed
1s called apent (f&€il), and that an which the agent inheres 1s called
recipient (g&bil). Recipient 1s the sbode or matter, or the subject
for the existence of what exists in 1t. Some of those that come into
the subject by means of an agent are called form. It 1s through form
that something 1s, for example, humanaty of wen, and the squareness of
a square, and some are called accident, for example, whiteness of a man
and the heat of the fire. Forum is equavocally attrabuted to both form

and accident. Form is the cause of the actual existence of objects,

Activities proceeding from natural objects also play an
umportant role in distanguishing the true fomm of an object, Accord-
ing to AbU'l-Barskst, the true form of an object 1s that from which a
certain act proceeds priumarily, for example, heat burns. Therefore heat

1s the true form of the fire, and 1ts ra¥ity being consequent upon 1t.

In this connection, Abll'l-Barakat treats of the end and
pravetion. First the end. According to him, 1t 1s the agent that
creates the form in matter, for the cause exists in the mind of the
agent, and through this cause he does what he wills. For example, the
end perceived in the mind of a carpenter acts as the form of s bed-stesad

(al-Sarir). It 18 through this fomm that the end 1s achieved in reality.
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This end is the cause of the causality of the egent (€illsh ®illTyyet

8l-Fa%il) and the agent is the csuse of its existence. It sometimes

50 happéhé that form may become the agent, for exemple, heat of the

fire turns a piece of wood into fire. Here form and the end coincides.

The existence of privation (al-adam), and its being a
cause is accidental, because it is the condition for temporsl events
before they existed. It can.have an existential meaning,_ﬁot- ~in so
far as it is non-existent, but in so far as it is incliﬁed to reach
corporeality. Privation belongs to the attributes and the accompani-
ments of matter, and is included among the causes only in the mind,

not in reality.
c) Motion.

For Abl'l-Baraka@t, motion is the most universal accident
of natursl objects. There are four categories of motion: (&) The
Local Motion (al-harsket al-makaniyyah), (b) The Rotatory Motion (al-
harskat al-wad€iyysh), (B) The Quantitative Motion, i.e. motion of
growth end diminition, (@) Transition or the Qualitative Motion. In
differentiating between the Local and Rotatory motions he follows the

lead of Ibn STnz. 2

1.K.a1-Mu®tabar,op.cit. ,vol.IT,pp.15=18. -
2.Ibid. ,vol.IL,p.28;8.M. Afnan,Avicenna:His Life and Works, (London,1955)
P.210;Ibn Sina,al-NaJsh,op.cit. ,pp.105f,
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Motion is defined by Aristotle in temms of its substrat-
um as the actuality of that which is movable in so far as it is movable
and in temms of its form as the actuality of that which is in potential-

ity in so far as it is in potentiality. 1

Having a mind for strict classificetions end definitions
Avicenna opts for the second definition which has several variants
in his books. Motion is the gradual Passing from potentiality to

® It is the first entelechy of that which is in

actuality in time.
potentiality in so far as it is in-potentiality. Motion is the first entel-
echy of that which is in-potentiality and the gradusl actualization of

that which is in potentiality. 5

When motion is in the proces-s of actualization it is really:
called motion. This process occurs between the initial state which
Avicenma calls 'pure’ potentiality' and the final state which he calls

pure actuality, neither of which being motion.

Only the definition which includes time as an outstanding
element can suit Abu'l-Barakdt's purpose. So he accepts the definition

that motion is the gradual actualization, in time, of that which is in

1.Aristotle,Physics,III,1,201a,10~11.
2.Ibn SIna,Funin-e samaS-e tebi®l az Ketab~e. shifa8,tr.into Persian by
M.A.Furlight, (Teheran,1940)(,p.1 32;Rismlah £T'1. 1-11udud (Istanbul, 12981, )
p.63.
3.Risglah f‘"l—hudnd 50DsCLlte 0. 63; Aristotle,Physics,III,1,201a,10-11,
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potency. Acéording to h:i.rﬁ motion' can 'onl_y be conceived in time,

as he will makelclea.r when he is dealing with tiae concept: of time.
However, this definition is necessaiy for the distinction between
fmotion in tﬁne' and 'timeless change'. He calls the instantaneous
or the timeless change absolute change or absolute actualization. L
Timeless changeﬂ occurs in all the ten categories. But the motion in
time is only found in categories of place » quality, quantity and

2
position.

Now, he asks 'does motion exist?' considering the fact that
motion is made up of a series of contacts and sbsence of contacts, the
former implying rest and the latter non-existence (“adem). He argues,
it is only when we unite this process in our minds can we have the

existence of motion. It is a constantly changing process.

Motion is conditioned by (a) Mover, (b) Mobile, (o) Initial
point, () Final point, (e) Medium, (f) Time. b Passage in time is
most essential to every motion, whereas the initial and final points
and the medium are the necessary concomitants (lawazim) of motion. In

the case of rotatory motion there is no initiel and final points. 5 _

1.The distinction between motion and timeless change is found in Avicenns
‘though Aristotle is not clear on this point..

2.K.al-Mubtabar,op. cit.,volIl,pp.29F,

34¢Ibids,vol.IT,pp. 305, '

4oIbidi,vol.II,p.33,

5.1bid.,vol.II,pp.37f.



bl e e e A S b 1 e

L8,

Every mobile body must have a; mover which must be distinct
from the mobile. Motio_n depends upon two causes: (a) the materisl
ceuse which is the mobile body itself, and (b) the efficient cause
(Fillel al-fa®iltyysh) which ceuses motion to exist and not to exist.
If it existed through the essence of the mobi;e » it would never cease

to exist, which is incompatible with the nature of motion.

This theory sets the foundation of Aristotle's '"Unmovable

2
Mover' (Muharrik la~yataharrak).

Natural objects may be classified into those which have
the principle of motion in themselves or outside themselves. Those
which have the principle of motioﬁ in themselves move either by reason
of nature (tab®) or by reason of wiil ( ii'adah). Downwerd motion of a

stone and upward motion of fire falls under the category of motion by

" nature, Celestial objects and mankind move by will. Those which have

the principle of motién outside themselves move by force, Nature is
hot ohily the principle of motion of natural bodies but also that of
rest. Every natural body moves by natulre ‘towards its natural place
where it remains at rest unless it is removed from it by force. TIts
Wovement is in a straight line which is the shortest way to its natural

Place. Like Aristotle, he also divides motion into (a) Motion according

1.Ibids ,vol,II,pp. 34,
2,Ibid,,v0l.II,p.116.
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o its essence , (b) accidental motion (o) Naturally accidental

motion, and (d) Motion according to part. For the first, the motion

of the heavens which move‘,"':-. as a whole; for the second, the motion of

the passengers in a ship by the movement of the ship; for the third a nail in
a ship which moves accidentally by the motion of the ship, but through

its function it moves by itself, anﬁ~ for the fourth, the motion of the

hand in the act of writing may be given as examples, 1

Ax.nong the categories of motion, the 1oca],;s.rotatory?__hand
circular motions are prior by nature to sll the other categories of
motion. The cirCular:i._ motion, in turn, is prio;t‘ to the local and rot-
story motions » being most perfect among all the other categories of
motion. Its perfection depends upon its being governed by continuous
and persisting will and is evidenced by its equable (12 yakhtalif) and

stable motion.

‘That theceirculer motion is different from the 'motion in

place' is not accepted by Averroes (Ibn Rushd). He maintained that the

I.Ibid.,vol.II,pp.103ff Aristotle has a slightly different clessificetion:
a)the essential motion,i.e.,the translation of a body as a whole from
one place to another,b)the accidental motion,which is subdivided, into
the motion of some accident of a body by reason of the motion of the
body itself,and the motion of part of the body by reason of the motion
of the whole body.See Wolfson,Crescas!' Critique.,,op.cit.,p.76 ;Aristotle,
V,2,2262,19Ff . ;1¥,L., 21 la,17£f. ;VIIT, L, 254D, 7FF,

2.1;621-'1\4[12‘tabar, Op..cit.,vol.II,pp.103f. ,and 105;Aristotle sPhysics,VIII,9,
a-,' -23. .



50-

circular motion must be classified as locomotion. He also msjects:

the theory that the natu_re or form is the principle of motion: of -
natural bodies. He argues that the nature or form being not distinct
from the matter of the substence, is the act of the matter'and cannot
act on its own matter. Accoxﬁing tc; strict Aristotélian doctrine which
Averroés follows, the mover must be distinct from the mobile but in
eontact with it. It is in this way that the continuance of every motioﬁ
is ];ms:ssible.JI It is easy for Aristotelians to find in nature exsmples
verifying this statement in so far as the voluntery accidental, natural
and certain violent motions caused by push and by traction is concerned.
But what of the violent motions which are separated from their movers?
Aristotle tries to answer this difficulty. _He says, the hand which
throws a stone imparts not only a violent motion to the stone , but also

a motive force to the medium which sustains the motion of the stone. 2

This theory endows the air with the power to stay in motion,
though it denies the seme power to the projectile under similar circume—
stances. This inherent contradiction was unsuccessfully explained away

by Aristotle's commentators, Alexander of Aphrodisjas, Simplicius, and

1.E.A.Moody,Galileo and Avempace,in Journal of the Higtery of Ideas,
vol.XII,(1951),p.578;Wolfson,op.cit.,-p.535;S.Pines,A refutation of
Galen,in Isis,vol.LIT,(1962),p.40. :

2.Aristotle,Physics,VIII,1 o, 267a;P._Duhem, op.cit.,vol,I,p,376.
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Themistius who argue that this power is analagous to the power
imparted by the fire to water which, having been-heated, not only
pféserves the heat, but is also capable of transmitting it to other

bodies,

Another theory which is Plato's is. called the theory of 3
entiperistasis 2 according 'to which the cause of the projectile motion
is the circulation of the disturbed air in front to the rear part of the
-pro’j_e..c‘biim.j According to another interpretation, the projectile
pushes the air in front and this impulse is transmitted to the next

layer of air and so on, thus sustaining the motion of the projectile,

The above theories which find in the air the ceuse for the
continuance of the motion of the projectile are :¥é¢fscted by John
Philoponus. He asks: 1if the cause of the projectile motion is the air,
why must the hand touch the stone or the arrow be fitted to the bow? Why
does not violent beating of the air move the stone? iWhy cen a heavy stone -
be thrown further than a very light one? Why do two bodies have to coll-
ide to be deflected and not simply pass close to each other through the

air?

1.P.Duhem,o0p.cit.,vol.I,p.376. .

2.Plato,Timaeus, 79b;Taylor,Commentary on Plato's Tim, ,(0xford,1928),pp.558f.;
Aristotle,Phys.,IV,8,215a;VIIL,10,267a., o

3.K, a;l.—Muctabar, op.cite,vol.II,p. 142;Crombie,op.cit.,vol,II,p.50;S +Pines,
Etuaﬁs.o,OP.Gito,VOlaIII,nOo1,PJ-IA [ '

L.Crombie,op.cit. ,w0l.I1,pp.51=52 sDuhem,o0p.cite,voll,pp.350~371.
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Phildponus' ovn theory which will lnter be accepted by the
majority of Muslim philosophern after Avicenna is that the mover
communicates to the prnjectiie a certain incorporeal motive force which
enabies it to continue its motion. This motive force is decreased by
the resistance of the medium and the natural inclination of the body,
finally, the vielent motion of the projectile comes to an end. This
theory eliminates the air as the cause of motion. In the Occident
Avempace and his disciple al;Bitrﬁji was the follower of this doctrine
which is closely linked with the possibility of motion in the wvoid.

As ﬁe have already seen, this motion in the void comes to an end as

soon as the motive force is exhausted. 1

Many of the arguments concerning projectile motion found in
Avicenna are mentioned by Abu'l-Barakat, except that he makes radical
changes wherever he thinks necessany.- The argument that air receives
an impulse from the mover at the same ‘time as the projectile with one
difference; that air moves faster than the projectile and carries it
along is rendered null by Avicenna's argument that the faculty to
continue denicd to the pfbjectile must likewise be denied to air, and
that if the air moves faster than the projectile in order to sustain the
notion, the air will have to plunge into a wall more deeply than an

arrow.

—t

1.  Duhem, op.cit.; Vol.L., pp.350-371; S. Pines, Btudes..., op.cit.,
voleiii., noels ppedd-42; for Avempace, see Moody, Op.cit.pp.185-186.

2. Avicenna, K.al-Shifa®, Furughi's translation, ope.cit., pp.524ff.
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In the Muslim World a theory which is quite near to the
theory of mayl (inclination) mekes its appearance probsbly for the
first time in Kalam. According to this theory, Avicenns says, it is
in the nature (1.:ab°) of motion to engender another motion after it
and similarly it is in the nature of the i%timad (intention) to
engender another iftimad. The Mutakallimby, (particularly the
Mu®tazilites) does not regard as impossible a steady movement

being broken by the moments of rest.

This atomic theory of motion is refuted by Avicenna.

: Accordiﬁg to him, if motion were composed. of indivisible units of
motion, there could not be one movement more rapid then another unless
one had less and the other more units of rest .intervening in between.
But this could not conceivably be the case, because motion is contin=-

uous; and if one is repid and the other slow, it is because of the

1
very nature of the motion and not of interveping units of rest.

1. Avicenna,K. al-Shifs? sFurtighi's translation,op,cit »sP«525.The Mutakal~-

limtn believed that,like time and space,motion is constituted by discrete
at9ms of motion having a duration of an instant.In view of this sthey exp
lained the difference of the velocity between two motions by arguing
‘!:hat two objects traverse different lengths of space in the same time-
interval because the motion of the slower object was interrupted by
fewer moments of rest.So they declaired that no velocity is greater than
another‘.Cf.al—A_g_}_;‘a.rT‘,Macfal‘at al=-Isl¥miyyTn,ed. by H.Ritter, (Istanbul
1929-1 950) ;1bn Hazm,Kitsb al-FisEl,vol.V,(Ca.iro) sP«107;;Maimonides Gu:?.de
for the Perplexed,tr.by S.Pines ,(Chicago,1965) sCh.73.Atomic theor;’r of

the Mutakallimi@n is in keeping with their denial of the principle of
causality and free-will.When,for instance s man is said to move a pen
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Continuation of Ref, No.1 from page No.5k.

such movement is not really the result of his willing or action,but rather the .
the result of the direct intervention of God,who creates four successive
accidents simultaneously with the event,laeding up to the movement of the
pen,The first of these accidents is the will to move the pen;the second is

the power to move it;the third is the movement of the hand,and finally the
actual movement of the pen.Those four accidents are not causally related

to one another but only concomitantly.Cf.Guide »0p.cit, ;GhazglT,al-Iqtisad
fI'1~I%t1q8d, (Egypt),pp.100 and 45;Tahafut al-Falasifsh,ed.by Bouyges,
(Beirut,19273,pp.257 end 279.The Mu®tazilites were anathemized by the
AshCarites,because of their theory of "i®timad" which established to a certsin e
certain extent a causal link between two atoms. of motion. _
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In his explanation of the projectile motion, Avicenna
follows John Philoponus. Avicenns believes that the mobile borrows

(istafada) from the mover an inclination which brings about the

continuance of the violent motion.

Avicenna defines Meyl as the entity (al-ma®u3) which is
perceived by the senses in the body in motion. It is perceptible by
its resistance and by the effort it Iexérts in order to move itself, It
is a quality givén to the proﬁe‘ctile as heat is given to water by fire,
Mayl differs from motion in that the former exists even in the state of
rest. For this, AbG'I1l-Barakst cifes the example of a link drawn in
opposite directions by two equal forces, in which case it would remain
immobile. Myl is also different from the motive forqe. While the

latter continues to exist after the completion (itmam) of the movement ,

the former does not,

There are three categories of mayl: (a) Mayl mefsani (P'qchi.cal
inclination), (b) Mayl tebif (natural inclination), (c) Mayl qasri
(violent inclination) or Mayl gharib, or quwwshmustafadal . The identity

of the 'borrowed force' and the 'violent inclination' is affirmed by

AbU' 1-Berekat, *

1.Avicenna,K.al-Shif& ,op.cit. »PPe523-525, :

2,Ibid, »P+525;K. al-Mu€tabar,op.cit. sVol.II,p.1 13;8.Pines,Les précurseurs
Musulmans de la 'l‘héory de 1'impetus,in Archeion,vol.XXI,{ 938),p.301.

3.K.al-Muftabar,op.cit. »Vol.II,p,100.

4. AbU' 1-Barekat says, "having examined the problem we find that the mobile

assumes from the mover a force which we call mayl".K,al-dMu®tabar, op.cit.,
vol.II,p.113.
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Avicenna, like Aristotle, does not believe that the vioient,
motion is possible in the vaid. He says if thefe existed such mot-
ion in the void it would neither be annihilated nor interrupted in any
way. If it were annihilated, this would happen eithér through the
intermediary of an external éauée, or through its own essence. The
second alternstive is impossible, because the._existence of that whose
essence is apt to be anr;ihilated is impossible even for a moment.(Chunke
anche dhatash mustahagg~e €adan ast wujddash hichghsh mumkinanfst). In
the case of the first alterna;hive, the external cause must either reside
in the boay in motion, or outside that body. "If the former were true,
because in the beginning of the motion it is supressed, it would need
another cause in order to become s dominsnt cause. But this process
goes on ad infinitum, If the latter were true, this o_utside cause would
exe€Brcise its action (ta?‘gir) either being in contact with the body iﬁ
‘motion, or from afar., If the former is accepted, then the cause in
question will have to be a body. No sucly body exists in absolute void.
If this ceuse excersised its action from afar, why did it not exeercise
this action in the beginning of the motion. Rather, the most acceptable
doétrine is thet it is the continuous succession of resistances of the

medium that annihilates the motive force imparted to the projectile. 1

1.Avicenna,K.al-Shif® ,Furlighi's translation,op.cits.,p.214.
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The starting point of this theory is obviously Aristotle's theox:y1
of the impossibility of motion in the void. As we have already mentioned

the relevant theories before, we shall not go into details here.

The above Avicennan theory presupposes only the gradual res-
istance of the medium for the annihilation of the violent motion. In
this respect, John Philoponus anticipates the criticism of .this theory.
For him in the void the reéistance of the natural inclination of the
projectile is in ef‘fect.,: donsequently it does not persist indefinite-
ly. 2

Avicenna slso deals with the question why the violent motion
is faster in the middle of its course then in the beginning and in the
end., He cites the following explanation in order to- criticize: it is
because the air in Front is rare_fied as the p’roje_ctile moves along.

Avicenna argues that the more the air in front of the projectile is

rarefied, less it is capable of mainteining the motion it occasions,

therefore it cannot be the cause of the acceleration of the projectile.
Perhaps the rarifying effects of friction exceeds in the beginning of the

motion. the effects of the progressive weakening of the motive force, so

1.Aristotle,Fhys,,1V,8,215a,19,
2,Philoponus' commentary on the fourth book of the Physics of Aristotle;
Duhem,op.cit.,vol.I,pp.350=371,
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that the body accelerates in the first half of its course. In

the second half it continually decelerates.

Avicenné., having investigated the relations between the motive
force and the weight of the objects, establishes the following form-
ulae. ! (2) Bodies moved by a given power would travel with veloo-
ities inversely proportional to their weights, and (b) Bociies moving
with a given velocity would travel.{against the resistance of +the air:

distances directly proportional to their weights, 2

Another problem concerns the existence of the quies media.
According to Aristotle, there must be s moment of rest between two
successive and opposite motions., - This is valid for all the categories

of motion except the circular motion.

Avicenﬁa favours the Aristotelian thesis. To prove the exis~
tence of the quies media, he 'proposes seversl arguments: (a) In the
end of its ascension, the projectile still preserves a portion of its
violent inclination. This portion of the violent inclj;nation.being
equal to the natural inclinstion of the projectile, the projectile stays

in belance before starting its downward motion. This state of equilib-

rium ends when the residue of the violent inclination completely disappears,

1.Avicenns,K.al-3hifs ,Fﬁrﬁ‘gl_'_fi' s translation,op.cit.,pp.526fF,
2.8.Pines,Ftudes,. sOpP.Cit. ,pp.60-61 scrombie,op.cit.,vol.II,pp.52=53,
S.Aristotle,Physics,VIII,8, :
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(b) Violent rest .can be ceused by the initial weakness of the
natural inélination whi<=i1 at first is incapable of moving the projec-
tile downwards, ! To demonstrate his case he resorts to the example
Yhat nine people cannot remove the stone which requires ten of them.
By this argument he also proves that every mayl does not necessarily

produce motion.

Although Avicenna acéepts the existence of a mayl in an
immobile body, he is reluctent to admit that two opposite ﬁxayls may
exist in one body. For him, in this body, there can only exist a
principle (mabde®) to produce the opposite mayl. But this opposite
inclination does not a.fise immediately after the first motion. It

requires a moment of rest.

Abu'l-Barekat, in his account, has no intention of abolish~-
ing Avicennian notion of violent inclinstion. or "borrowed force:". But

on several points his originality stands out.

Against the theory of antiperistasis, Abl'l-Barakdt s like

Avicenna, cites the inability of the air to plunge itself into a wall

1.Avicenna,X.al-Shifa® ,Furighi's trans.,op.cit.,p.471.
2.Ibid- ,Poll'770
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more deeply than an arrow, and the insbility of the air to support
an arrow, although a heavy stone may be carried away or broken
into pie'c':es by turbulent winds, ! He follows Avicennsa on the
question of the progressive acceleration of the projectile until it
reaches the middle of its course, To the argument mentioned before R
he adds that if .the effect of the coﬁtinual ravefaction is admitted,

the projectile will reach its meximum speed not in the middle of its

course, but at the end. 2

To solve this problem, Abu'l-Barekst argues that the unnatural

quality imparted to a body gains at the end of a certgin time s a force

superior to that which existed in the beginning of the motion. He o

explains why this motion ever comes to an end. The medium and the
natural inclination are not the only causes, There is one other cause
the continuel movement of the projectile away from the mover, 3 This
motion implies that indefinite motion of a projectile in tﬁé void is

impossible.

In dealing with the problem of the quies media, he first
refers to the authority of Plato. According to Plato, he says, the
unnatural fofce which determines the upward motion of a stone will
continually weaken, while the natural force of the stone is increasing.
When the s‘bc;ne has reached the extreme point of its ascension, it will
still have an imperceptibly slow motion. This produces the illusion that

the stone is at rest. b

1.K.al-Mu€tabar,op.cit. s VOl IT,p.114.

2,1bid.,vol.II,p.114 3+Ibid.,vol,II,p
: - . . .ol p.11’+"’1150
4.Ibid.,v0l.II,p,9%.This theory is not four’1d in Plato.
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In order to reject the theory of the quies media, Abu! 1-Barakat
recalls some empirical observations. He cites the example of a
large stone which cncountered a tiny body-such as a date-stone in its
downward motion. Againét Aristotelians he says, at the time of coll~
ision there can be no moment of rest. If the date-stone underwent o
moment of rest, this would necessitate the immobilization of the large
store (grindstone) for the same period of time, 1 But Avicenna, to save
the appearance, attributes the ceause of rest of the date-stone to the |
turbulent air carried down by the grindstone in front, so that the
date~stone would not stop the grindstone at the moment of its rest. :

Abu'l-Barekat, secondly, gives the example of an experiment
cerried out by a certain venerable man: This men put the one end of =
piecce of thread through the hole made in the middle of a ruler(mis?arah)o
On the other end he suspended o weight (al-shaqul). Having tied the
fommer end of the thread on to a mihatt (implement for cleaning hides).

e, he moved the mihatt on the ruler from one end to the other.

® oe .

During this process, the weight suspended on the other end of the Bhressd

would go up and down as the mihatt is moved from the one end of the ruler

to the other. Since the rectilinear motion of the mihatt is continuous

there will enter no moment of rest between the upward and downwerd motion

of the weight. 5

1' Ibid., VOl.II., pp.96"97. - )
2, Avicenna, K.al-ghif@3 Furughl's trans., op.cite., p«470,
3¢ Keal-Mu€tabar, opecit., vol.IL., p.97. -
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As we have already seen, Avicenna infers the necessity of
the quies media from the fact that two opposite mayls do not exist
in one body. AbU'l-Barekdt, to cripple this argument, establishes
the coexistence of two opposite inclinstions in a link (al-lgalqéh).
pulled in two opposite directions. It is the same » Says AbU'l-Barskst,
with the objects thrown upwards. They always preservé their nabural
inclinations which are downwards. The natural inclination of bodies
is one of the causes of retardation of +the upward motion of the proj-
ectile. Unless we accept this fact, it is impossible to explain why
there exists a difference in speéd between the two stones of different
size, thrown upwards by the same hand and with the seme force. Bigger
the stone,. more slowly it ascends, possessing a stronger natural inclin-

gtion.,

Abu' 1-Barakat proceeds_ to consider the more important question
of whether the quies media exists-: when all the forces reach an equil-
ibrium. He outrightly rejects the existence of the quies media by
saying that no reason can explain.this interruption. The violent force
continually declines as natural inclination incresses. The instant the
projectile ends its ascension is when the equality of forces occurs.
But this instent is j.dentical with the beginning of the time of its
descent. There is no reason for a moment's struggle among the forces,

since as soon as the projectile ends its ascension it is overpowered, 2

1.Ibid.,vol.I1,p.100, -

+)Like AbU'1-Barakdt,Crescas (1340-1410),the Spanish Jewish philosopher,
denies the existence of the quies media.See Wolfson,Crescas' Critique..,
op.cit.,pp.84,279,281,and 623FF,

2.1{. al—h[uctabar, OP. Cit . ,VOl.II,P. 1 02.
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The admission of the principle that two opposite inclin-
gbions can exist in one and the same body enables Abu'l-Barakat
t§ solve the problem of the accelerafibn of the falling objects.
According to him the' fact that during its downward motion the proj-
ectile still preéerves a portion of its violent inclination which in
the coﬁrse of the motion gradually disappears and that this conseg-
uently, necessitates gradusl increase in the fall of bodies, explains
only one of the factors causing this acceleration. ! Sometimes this
factor may Be absent, as in the case when the effect of the violent
inclination disappeared completely and also in the case of a stone
dropped from a high place.. In both cases the stone continually accel-

erates.

He explains acceleration in the following way: The violent
mayl is continuelly decreased by the resistence of the medium in view
of the fact that, being separate from its mover, it is unable to produce
successive mayls which can replace the amount of mayl lost. By contrast,
the natural inclination inheres in the body itself and is able to produce

successive mayls, and consequently it continually augments.

S. Pines finds in this sasccount the anticipation of the modern

1.This theogy Was also held by Hipparchus and Alexander of Aphrodisias.
Cf.Duhem,ltudes sur L&onard de Vinci,vol.III,(Paris,1913),pp.57—90.
2.K. a.l—MuctabaI', Op.cit. ,VOl.II,p.101 »
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theory of acceleration and formulates it thus: "A constant Force

. 1
engendors an accclerated movement,"

Although Abu'l-Barekat's account of the accelerated motion

. explicitly implies this formulation, it still reminds us of the Aris-
totelian amimistic theory, and above all the hylozoism of the
Fresocratic philesophers, sinée Abﬁ'learakEt expleins motion in terms
of mayl, of naturnl and unnatural ploces. This is even more evident
in the Kitab al-Sama? wa'l%lam, fagl VIII, where he exploins the
upward and downward motions of a stone in terms of an inferior kind
of perccption. He says, "The stonc moves downwards, because it con-

celves the place towards which it moves fit for its nature..."

Through the hiexdthy of +the four elements which arc eaxrth,
"W&ter,‘air'and fire, according to Aristotle, we reach the sphere of
the moon and the fifth element, ether (athir). Zach element has its
natural place. Wwhen it is removed from the place in which it natur~.
“ally inheres, it triés to return to.it, Although the sublunary clem-
ents diff'er by their upword and downward motions, thoy still form o
unity with regoard to their rectilinesr motion. They afe subston-~

tially different from the celestial element as well as by their motion. The

1.S.Pines,ﬁfudes..,op.cit.,vol.III,no.Z,pp.11-12.
2.K.al€ﬂu°tabar,op.cit.,vol.II,p.153;
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The celestial su‘bétance is efernai and imperishable, and has é.
circular motion whiéh, unlike the sublumary elements, is perpetu.al,
and no part ’of the celestial substance can be separated from its
whode. The Stoicians and most of the Neo~Platonians among them John
Philoponus; deny the exiztence of the celestial substance.1 They
attribute to the heéven either an igneous nature or regard it as com-
posed of all the four elements, emong which fire dominates. 2 They
endow fire with a rectilinear motion as well as a c:irc:ulaa'..3 When the

.
fire is in an umatursl place, i.e. in the sublunary region, its motion

is rectilinear, but when it is in its natursl place, i.e. in the heaven,

it has a circulsr motion. o _ S

Plutarch declares that natural places as such are not the cause
of natural motions, and these places do not exist in the sense Aristotle

4 - ;
understands., A part of any element separated from its whole tries to

1sThe Cambridge History of Later Greek and Medieval Philosophy,ed.by
AH. Armstrong, (Cambridge,1967) ,0p.479£f. ;B .Gilson,History of Christian
Philosophy in the Middle Ages,(London,1955),p.90;3S.Pines,A refutation
of Galen by Alexander of Aphrodisias and the Theory of liotion,in Isis,
vol.LII, (Maryland,1962),p.50,

2.Plotinus ,Enneads,II,q,4~7.

3.A00 Bakr al-Razl is of the opinion thet the melting gold and the boiling
water has a circular motion in the sublunary world.Cf.S.Pines,Nouvelles
Ftudes.. s0p.cit. ,p.55.

L.Plato,Timaeus,ch.62 and 63;Duhem,le System, +s0pecit.,vol.I1,p.360,
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return to it, wherever the place of the whole may be, A similar

doctrine is found in Thabit b. Qurra.

Abﬁ' 1-Barakat, like Avicenna, rejects the fundemental principle
that naturel places in the Aristotelian sense do not exist. If the
whole of one element is removed from its natural place, it will try to
return to it. 2 He denies the igneous nature of the celestisl elem-
ent. For him, it is of a particular subsbance. 2 But, on the other
hand, he affimms the thesis that part of the celestial substance can
be separated ffom its whole and this part, in turn, tries to return to
it. This theory evokes the Aristotelian objection that two opposite
mayls cannot inhere in one and the same body 3 b in this case_ the
principle of rectilinear motion and that of éirculai‘ « Aristotelians
also object to the enalogy made between the sublunary elements and
the celestial substance. They say: This is inadmissible by the facf
that the former are always at rest when they are in their natural plsces,

unlike the celestial element.

- at

1.8.Pines,ftudes. ., op. ¢it, , volIIl,no.2,p.2;Fakhr al-Din Razi,Mabshith
al-Mashrigiyyeh,vol.II, (Hyderabad,1343H. ),pp.63f.

2.K. alMiu€t abar,op. cite,vol.II,pp.106-107,

3.Ibid.,vol.I1,p.136,

L. Tbid.,vol.II,p.109,
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With regard to this comparison, Abu'l-Barekat says that the
circular motion of the celestial spheres corresponds not to the
rectilinear motion of the elements, but to the state of rest, ! When
a part of the celestial substance is removed from its natural place, it
acquires a rectilinear motion as in the case of the sublunary elements.
This part of the celestial substance moves in a gtreight line till it
reaches its natural place where it has a circular motion. Therciore
there is no need to admit the coexistence of two different inclinations.2
In point of fact, he admits the coexistence of these two different ine-
linations, then we have neither a circular nor a rectilinear motion,

3

but & curvilinear motion.

The circular motion of the spheres is only possible ﬁith regard
to somethiﬁg immobile, This immobile something can not be the
earth, since the sublunary order is dependent upon the celestial order.
Then there nust exist outside all the spheresan immobile sphére. (fa
harakat kull sama? we kawkab innama. hiya bi' l-qiyas ila ma huwa %a®la
minhu 1a bi'l-giyss ila ma huwe dunahu), % The immobile sphere is the
object of desire for the celestial element just as for the sublunary

elements, the natural places are the objects of desire., A similax

1. Ibid., Vol.II., p.110

2, Ibid., Vol.IL.y, pp.110-111.,

30 Ibid.n, VQloIIo, P|111 : 4

Lo Ibid., vol.TL., pp.145f.; B5. Pines, Btudes.., ope.cit., Vol.IIY.
NO°2., p.28, noBII-l{-o
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attraction exists also between the spheres themselves, These two

facts explain the circular motion of the spheres,

I1I. Psychology.

According to Aristotle and the Subsequent p‘hilosophers
following the Neo-Platonian tradition, among them Alexaﬁdrian comm-
entators of Aristotle and the faldsifsh in Islam, the science of the
soul forms part of natural sciences. AbT' 1-Baral{§t', following the same
tradition, treats qf this science iﬁ the Physics of the X. al-MuStabar,
in spite of his non-conformist attitude towards Aristotelian philoso-

phies of his time. Among others one important point in AbU'l-Barakat's

psychology, orsmore precisely throughout his main wbrk, K. al-du®tabar, .

stand out prominently: certainties of our knowledge, that is, the
knowledge that we have before everything else. He distinguishes three
categories of a priori khowledge: (a) the Knowledge of Being, (b)-the
.Knowledge of Self or the Soul, (c) the Knowledge of Time., 1 Our treat-
ment here will concern the second kind of knowledge, namely that of the

soul,

Avicenna defines soul in terms of forces (faculties), perfection
and form, According to him, soul is the first perfection of a natural

.2
body endowed with organs. The soul as a 'single genus's is divided

1a K.al-Muctabar,op.cit.,vol.III,p_.39;the text concerning this notion
has been translated by S.Pines in Scripta Hierosolymitana,vol.IV,
(Jerusalem,1960),p.150.

2. Avicenna,K.al-Naj'ah,tr.by F.Rahmen under the title of "Avicenna's
Psychology",(&xford)1.952),pp.21+f.;see also Afnan,op.cit.,p.136;E,
Gilson,op.cit.,p.198;K., al-Muftabar,op.cit.,vol.ii,p.299.
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into three species: (a) the vegetable soul which is the first

entelechy of s natural body possessing orgens insofar as it is re-
‘produced, grows and assimilates nourishment, (b) the &nimed) soul, Wh-
ich’is the first entelechy of a natural body possessing organs, insofar

as it perceives particulars and moves by volition, (c) the human soul which
is the first entelechy of a natural body possessing organs insofar as it
acts by rational choice and rational deduction, and insofar as it per-

ceives universals.

Abl'l-Barekat, in his treatment of forces operating in
corporeal bodies tries to find a common name for the vegetable, animal
and.human souls. This common concept is 'apperception' (shu€Gr). These
three categories of the soul are in sccordance with its capacity of
apprehending. Men and enimals have in common the apperception of their
apprehending, but_ differ with respect fo rational choice and deliber-
ation, which exclusively belongs to men. Both are different from
Plants which have no apperceptibn of their apprehending, and are
cape?.ble of various activities, and from inanimate bodies which only
have one kind of activity. 1 After these preliminary remarks s ADbU'1-
Barakat proposes this definition of the soul: "Soul is a force which

is united to an organic body (badan) and which, becesuse of its appewrception

1e K.al—lV[u'tabar,op.cit.,vol.II,p.298;cf.S.Pines,La Conception @e la
Conscience de Soi chez Avicenne et Abu'1l-Barekdt,in Archives d'Histoire
Doctrinale et Littéraire de Moyen Age sVol.XXT, (Paris,195L) ,pp.86¢F,
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and perceptive knowledge which are proper to it, produces in and
through this body, activities ahd motions proceeding from it snd
differentiated as to their times and spatial directions and it leads

the body to its specific perfection and preserves it." 1

Having explained that soul is equivocally predicated of the
vegetable, animél & .. human and celestial soul by the ancients, he
concludes that in the above definition the primary knowledge that man
has of his soul is not included. This knowledge is anterior to the
knowledge that we have of other things. Even if we were devoid of all
that which is visible, audible and perceptible, we should be aware of
-our soul. And in the process of all activities which we accomplish,

we have the apperception of our soul and that it is with us. The
common people, as well as the &lite know that we have a soul which is
our ipseity and being (&nniyah)when they say, "I felt joyful", "I became
angry", and so on, even though they do not know whether it is an accident
or a substance. However we can attain perfect knowledge by availing
ourselves of speculative proof's in virtue of a gradual improvement of
our knowledge., For exémple, we know that our body cen be small or big,
thin or fat, but in both cases, we remain identical with our®lf. There-

fore we perceive that our soul is other than this body. On the other hand

1 K.aléMu‘tabar,op.cit.,vol.II,pp.}Oﬁf.;S.Pines,La Conception..,op.cit.,
p.61. :

2, K.aléMuctabar,op.cit.,vol.II,pp.305f.;S.Pines,La Conception..,op.cit.,
p.62£,
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it might happen that one of our orgens wes emputated, even then, we
should still verify that we have remained identical with our-self. We
shall therefore know that the ampﬁtated organ is not part of our being
and the ipseity of which we have apperception. L By an analogical
reasoning based on the knowledge that we have of ourselves, we can Say
that we have an apperception of the modes of being (a‘gw'a'l) of animals
and planté whose content resembles in certain respects that which we
perceive of our own mode of being. This apperception shows us that

._in these bodies there exist entities which. are the principles securing
their unity constituted by the cohesion of their parts, temporal Aur-
ation, nutrition, growth and cohfiguration (ashkdl), all the acts which .
Proceed from them, These principles are the souls whose bodies, with
all that which subsist in them, are, .by their manner of being, the sub-

ordinates. 2

The above expos® of Abu'1-Barskst is obviousiy influenced by
Avicenna's argument for the existence of the soul apart from the body
where he gives as an example the 'suspended man'.j. It has frequently
been shown that this argument had been the inspiration of many of the

Scholastics of Medieval Europe.i".

1o K.g%—Mu‘tabar, op.cit.,vol.II,pp,305f, ;S .Pines,La Conception..,op.cit.,
P. .

2. K.al-Mukabar,op.cit.,vol.II,p.301;8 -Pines,La Conception..,op.cit.,p.60.

3+ Avicenna,K.al-Mubshathst,in Aristd €ind al-"Arab,ed.by A.Badawl,(Cairo,
1947) ,p+ 207;K. el-IshArat,ed. by Forget,(Leyden,1 892),p.120;E.Gilson, Op.
cit.,p.198;Afnan,op.cit.,p.150.

4. 8.Pines,La Conception..,op.cit. sD.62,
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"We shall dwell upon the consciousness of self later at
great length. Let us, now, turn to the theory of the multiplicity of

the faculties of the soul acknowledged by Aristotle and his followers.

As we have seen befox_'e 'and shall see l,ater,. AbG' 1-Barakat's . .% -
medhod; of exposition has three stages. In the first part he relates
the earlier a-rgﬁments, in the second, he _polemizes- against them and
in the. third he arrives at thg truth, It is at this stage that we

usually £find his personal. reflections.

According to earlier philesophers, the -diversity of psychical
acts corresponds to the diversity of 'Ehe faculties of the soul., The
mutritive faculty comprises four secondary fadulties: (a) the attractive ’
(b) the retentive, (c) that which transforms }murishmerit, and (d) that
which rejects what is emperfluous. They ennumerate along the same
lines the faculty of growth, that 'of pi‘ocreation which has two aspects;
male and femaleandwhich is subordinated that which transfoms.semen
into the orgens of the foetus. The vegetable soul watches over these
faicﬁlties and it is also called terrestrial and physicsl soul. (Befs

.arq_ijyah and hafs ?abi‘iyyah), or all these faculties constitute the

vegetable soul. 1

Animels which move by volition and deliberation have two

faculties:(a) the motive faculty, and (b) the perceptive faculty.

1 . K. al-MuctabaI', op. Cito ,VOl.II,pp.3o9f.
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Fach motion of the organs has a principle or a faculty

subsisting in the muscles particularized to that motion. Accord-

' ing to this opinion,motive faculties found in a certain individual

-come - to 527, the same number as the muscles discerned in the body.
They put at the head of these faculties the volitive motive faculty
(al—mul;xarrika‘b al-irE.diyyah) to which they attributed two faculties:
(a) Concupiscence (quwwsh shehwaniyysh) which urges the sppetitive
faculty towards the desired object, (b) the faculty of anger which
turns it away from what is harmful (al-mssdhdhl), or urges it to go

near and cause, in its ﬂurn, injury. 1

To each category of sensory and mental perceptions corresponds

a fa.cullty or a particular principle.

The sense-perceptions are five, acéording to the number of
external senses, or eight if the faculty of touch is é.ivided into
four different faculties discerning four pairs of contraries: (a)
hot and cold, (b) hard and soft, (c) moist and dry, (d) rough and
smooth. Aba! 1-Barekst wonders why they did not regard the faculty
of taste as possessing more facuities by dividing it into faculties
discerning bitter and sweet, sour and acrid; and sight into faculties
discerning white and green, red énd yellow, and so on. The reigning -
philosophy also differentiates the following faculties of mental per-

ception: (a) Sensus Communis. Here he again wonders why they did not

multiply this faculty in accordance with the multiplicity of its objects

1. K.al-Mu€tabar,op.cit.,vol.II,p.310.
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of perception. (b) Ehe primary imagination (Kheysliyysh G13) which
is the representation of forms perceived by the sensus communis. ()
The imaginative faculty ( el-mutakhayigilah) which combines and sep-

arates these forms. (d) the Estimabive faculty, and (e) Recollection

‘and Memory, Abu'l-Barakst states that some of these philosophers

divided memory and recollection as two separate faculties, The
Estimative faculty is somethiné considered -as that which controls
othei‘s. This term is also used by some to designate this group.
The aggregate of these motive and perceptlve faculties are regarded

as being controlled by a single faculty celled the Vital Soul, !

The intellective activities are also divided into two .faculties:
(a) the Theoretical Ihtellect which is the sum~-total of opinions and
universal notions, (b) the Practicel Intellect which determines the
particular activities and controls them with respect to its ends and
theoretical intentions. At the head of these faculties stands the

Rational Soul, or the Pdtential ,Intellectl, which is aiso called the

Human Soul. 2

Having completed his account of the facuflties of the soul, he
recounts the arguments in favour of the multiplicity of the faculties,

They said that the primary imaginstion which preserves the sensible

1. K. al-Mu‘tabar,op.clt.,vol II,p.311.
2, Ibidem,
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forms resuiting from the mental perceptions is different from the
Sensu.s Communis which also perceivés forms of this kind. If the
percipient of these forms subsisting in us also preserves them becaus'e
they are with it and in it, it will et the same time be the percip-
ient end sentient of these forms as long as it is the preserver. But
they are preserved in us because we turn to the examination of these
forx_ns' after they have disappeared with no reference to external per-
ceptions. This is why they are preserved in us but nbt perceived

externally. Therefore there needs to be two different faculties, !

The other argument which very much occupied Abu'l-Barakat

concerns the fact that we can hardly, or in no immediate way, discern

the transformation of food in the interior of our body. This process

is very seldom perceived when the food is in the stomach, and never

-when it passes into the liver. If we had immediate perception of the
passage of food into different nerves, veins and articulations and of
the transformation it undergoes, we should directly .know the localiz-
ation, form and function of the internal parts of the body and could
save us the laborious study of anatomy. This would prove that there

2
exists various plpaical faculties.

According to AbQ'l-Barskdt, this is not the only possible

1. Ibid.,pp.311f.
2.- Ibidn ,VOl.II,P.313o'
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explanation of the phenomenon. One would rather thnd to believe

that our incapacity to perceive the digestive ]érocesses is due to
their continuous and gradual character. For éxample, gradual change
of position of the sun and gradually intensifying pain does not make
itself felt., To attain consciousness of this sort is difficult, but
harder still to have an spprehension of this apprehension. The fact
is that the multiplicity of apprehensions of the human soul prevents
it from being conscious of all. In this case, it cannot pay attention
to the process of simultaneous and diverse digestion and growth teking
place in various organs gradually and without any break. Furthermore,

by studying the facts of forgetfullness, mental confusion and inebriation

we can verify that a man cen perform acts of which he has no knowledge. R —

But this does not prove that their causes subsisting in our bodies is
.1

other than us, that is, other than our soul which is our self and ipseity.
According to them, the faculty of growth disappears at a certain
period of life, whereas the nutritive faculty goes on operating till
deatl, This proves that both faculties are different. Another argument
asserted by them along similap 1in§s is that the multiplicity of fac-
ulties can be inferred from the absence of motive and sensory faculties
in plants and rational faculties in animals other than men, as well as
from the fact that certain animal species are deprived of one or
several external and internal senses which are found in others. For

example, moles have no eyes and some species of snakes have no sense of

1. Ibid., vol.II., pp315ff.
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of hearing and most insects have most of the senses except the

sense of touch and that of teste, and evidently the estimative faculty
is not found in most animals genera'bed spontaneously, for exemple,
moths have a desire for fire and they throw themselves into it, and
because they are hurt, they move aﬁay. But they return to it for the

: 1
second time, having forgotten what happened.

For AbG'l-Barakat, these arguments arve not admissible.
Because if the soul does not exercise a certain action, this is not a
defect in the faculty which is endowed with this action, but beceuse
there is no corporeal organ required for the function in question, or

because it is not prepared to exercise this function.

In refutation of the a.rgux:nents in favour of the multiplicity
of the.faculties of the soul, he finally resorts to self-evident truths.
We have an evident appefception of the fact that each of us is himself,
#he subject who sees and hears, thinks and reflects, preserves in his
memory and recollects, likes and dislikes, is glad and angry; his
ipseity and his being remein one and the seme in every action, and do
not admit any change in them. But a multitude of things has no unity
in themselves, seeing that two things cannot be one with regard to a mode

or to an attribute which are common to them. If we were to admit the

1, Ibid,,vol.II,pp.312ff.
2, Ibid.,vol.IT,pp.317f.
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unity of the multiple and the diverse, it would not be possible that

the multiple faculties which exist in a single individual should be
identical with their unique ipseity of which we have no apperception.
Therefore, ipstheércese when they exist, this ipseity would only be one
of them. But supposing that both this ipseity and the faculties exist,
it will be the latter that operate. The agent would consequently be
other than the ipseity. If it were the visual faculty that sees, the
faculty which is other than mgself, it would follow that it is not me s byt
some other thing that sees. But I have ar; apperception and knowledge and
an evident intellection and the truth of the_ fact that it is me who sees,
hears and acts. Supposing now that the visual faculty sees at the same
time as I, and me at the same time as it, each of us separately and in
such a way as to perform this act by himself, I should, in this case,
h.ave no need for it. In truth, we have the apperception of the fact
that it is us who see and not that some other thing is pgrforming it

for us. This is also expressed in our menner of speaking. Supposing,
on the other hand, that the visual faculty transmits every visible
object ,and that it has seen the seeing subject, who would fhen see

in it through it?...The seeing subject of whom I have knowledge and.
apperception, is myself, it is my soul which is my ipseity and being,
whereas all the rest is only a substratum or an instrument of trans-'

mission, as is, for exemple, the eye and the vital spirit (al-rth). 1

1. Kbid.,vol.II,p,319;S.Pines,La Conception,.,op.cit. sDp.66PE,
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He, later, dwells upon another important point; a given
faculty could either have the apperception of another faculty, which
woudd not be the apperception of the self, or an a.pperception having
as its object only itself. But the truth is that man has the apper-
ception of his apprehending his own ipseity and that this last apper-
ception shows thet this ipseity is one and not multiple. 1 Everyone
has the appe'rception of the unity of his ipseity whatever the differences

of periods and circumstances.

It is clear from the passages cited above » that Abﬁ'l—Barak;.t_
fiercely attacks the foundation of the traditional doctrines of
psychology and establishes instead a "Psychology of Consciougness",
We know that attempts have been made by Avicenna 150 prepare the way
for Abu'l-Baraskat s> byt his close attachment to the Aristotelian
psychology prevented him from é;oing far enough. His explanation is
limited and only establishes the existence and activity of the intell-
ective soul. In other parts he mainly follows the traditional path.
Everything considered, it may be said that Abl'l-Barakat is closer to

the French philosopher Descartes than Avicenna. 3

Abl' Ll-Barakat distinguishes two kinds of perceptions:
(a) the external sense-perception which is i the outcome of hearing,

smell and teste and touch, (b) the mental perception which pertains to

1+ K.al-Mu€tabar,op.cit.,vol.II,p.319,
2, Ibid.,vol.II,pp.314 and 319,

3+ S,Pines,La Conception..,op.cit. sPP.22=56 ;7 ,Rahman,Avicennats Psychology,
op.cit.,p.10.
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mental representations. We alone attain mental knowledge without
the interference of the external senses, just as the man who is
asleep seés in his sleep and the man who cogitates sees inwardly and
in his mind and perceives things which are not present in his Body
and members, for example, armiountein of gold or s silver tree s OT 8

sea of blood, or a river of honey. L

Abu'1-Barskat is aware of the Llimited knowledge we have
concerning the nature of our perceptions. Perception (idrdk) is a
state of relation corresponding to the thing which perceives and to
thé thing perceived. Without these two temms, this state of relation
cannot exist., There is, therefore, no perception of any sort of a
non-existent thing. Supposing thet there is, then this is not the
case of true nothingness. We know that the existence of a perceiv-
ing subject aﬁd a perceived object is not sufficient for a percepfioh
to exist. PFor if it were so, the human soul would, perceive all the
existents which behove: it to perceive, Thus » there would be nothing
that is concealed to it. But in fact what it does not know exceeds
by far what it knows. Therefore it is in need of a mode (1:151) which
is superadded to its existence and to that of perceptible things, in

order to attain knowledge and perception of what it actually perceives.

1 . Ko al-Muc'ta.baI‘, Opo Cit . ,VOl.II ,pa 3230
2. Ibid. ,V'Ol:II,PP.523fo
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The external perception is constituted by five senses:

sight, hearing, smell, taste and touch.

~

The visual perception was explained by the earlier phil~
osophers either in terms of images proceeding from objects which are
perceived when the images are impressed on the organ of sight, g% in
terms of rays presenting the feature of a cone and Proceeding from
the pupil of the ejre. ! In the_ latter case, the visual perception

takes place when these rays reach the object of sight.

As for the former, Abu'l-Barakat is doubtful whether the
image of fhe heaven can impress itself on the pupil of the eye,
considering the obviousdispmoportion of magnitudes. But if it is said
that the whole :Lmage of an ob,jecﬁ is .not impressed on the visusl organ
all at once; bgt only the part present in the direction of sight, and i
by changing its direction with great rapidity it discovers the other
parts of the object and consequently perceives the whole as if it took
place simultaneously. AbG'l-Barakst objects by stating that we should
then perceive each part successively, one disappearing after the other.
Even though this happened with the greatest repidity, we should not be
able to see the every part of an immense object. On the other hand, it

moy be said that we see the successive images in the common sense vich

1. ??he former theory is post-Aristotelian in origin,and the latter
Platonian.See F.Rahman,op.cit, ,pp.76f. iK+al-Mu€tabar,op.cit.,vol.II,
PP« 524FF,
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wh:Lch is the meetln,q point of the images com:mg from the two eyes,

for otherw:.se we should see one object as if it were two, It is
through this faculty thet the posterior: images are superadded to

those which have preceded them simultaneously. It is for this reason
that we can perceive an object as being in the act of depicting a

circle in the air, though it is not simultaneously in Iévery part of

the circle. Abu'l-Barakat propounds his former argument ageinst this:
He says, how is it then possible for the images of immense objects

such as a large mountain or thé heaven to be contained in this faculty?
'But"; he says ,"'we know that we see things, small or large, according to their
different dimeﬁsions. Their being _smaller or bigger than the others are
perceptible to the sight and can be the object of comparisons for the

mind.o '

The argument thgbt vision is due to rays issuing forth frorﬁ
the éupil of the eye is also inadmissible, because it is absurd to hold,
as the followers of this theory do, that it is thése rays that perceive
or that the percipient is in these -rays. For these rays, or thet which
is in them are not the humen soul. 2 If these were the soul of man, it

would follow that the latter is separated from the body eirer_y time he

sees something. But the separation of the soul from the body means death,

2. Ibid.,vol.II,pp.3235~32k.,
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The case'would be the same if it was supposed that these rays were

not the soul but were res:l.dlng in it as the vital spirit does, If

a part of the soul goes towards the object and perceives :L‘b then
this part must be other thanl the soul, for the very reason that the
soul is indivisible. The true explanation of the fact is that we
know by an evident knowledge which cannot be called into question.
that it is the soul which sees by means of the eye, and hears by
means of the ear snd so on. Moreover, the sout, which :Ls our ipseity
and being, sees objects themselves as they really are and accord:.ng to
their magnitude, and not their images which are inside the brain. If
it were to see an objec;: inside the bﬁai_,n, it would certaini& be cap-
able of seeing this very interior itself where it is supposed to see
this object. But we cannot see the eye, how, then, can we see what is

behind?

The theory of rays, however, has more force in the eyes of
Abu' 1-Barakat then that of imeges. These rays like the bodily orgens are
only the instruments for visusl perception ,and the agent of this per-

ception is the soul itself. 1

According to the current theory of hearing, we hear the
sound when the aerial waves produced. by the clash of two hard bodies

" reach the cavity of the ear., If it were so, according to Abu'l~Barakdt

1. Ibidem;BIoyinus appears to be of the same opinion.See Enneads,
Iv,6,1.
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we should not be able to differentiste whether the object produc-
ing sound is near or far, no® should we be aware of the difference of
direction. The difficulties, for AbG'l-Barakat, are that the vib-
retion, when it has reached the cavity of the ear, does not bear any
trace of direction from which it comes, and that when we heard two

sounds of equal distance but of different strength, then we should

confuse the distance with the strength of the sound. There is no

doubt that we perceive the sound as it is produced, just as we perceive
the object of sight ,with only one exception, namely, that we perceive
the objects of sight as possessing durable existence, whereas the
sounds have no such existence. But how is it to be explained the

fact that there passes a certain time between the production of the
.so.und. end the instant we hear it? According to AbG'l-Barekdt, the
hearing process is only started by an aerisl wave which has arrived at
the cavity of t'he ear, but it finds its perfection in the fact that

1
we ourselves retrace the course of this wave to its source.

Concerning the remaining three faculties, that is touch, taste
and smell, he observes why they attributed four specific faculties %o
touch and not to smell and taste. The subject who hes a sensation of

‘touch, smell and taste and so on is one and the same entity which is the

1. K.al-Muftabar,vol,II,pp.329fF, and 334FF,
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soul itself. If some other entity accomplished one of these acts,
then this entity would not be conscious of its perception. For it

is only the soul which has the epprehension of its own consclousness.

Unlike Avicenna, he does not differentiate the apperception
of self from that of the activities in which the coxporeal.organs come
into play. 2 There is no reason to accept this_distinction, because
the ceri';aintie's of consciousness establish, on the contrary, a unity
of the subject, as it is incompatible with the mltiplicity of psy-
chical faculties; it is only thet I thet acts in order to accompllsh
all the functlons in question. On the other hand, impossibilities
wou’ld follow if we accepted the fact that the multitude of different
- qualities, such as hot and cold, dry and moist co-exist in a very small
space contained in the brain and that the vital spirit in which the fac-
ulties inhere lend themselves to every transformetion which corresponds
to the multiplicity of sensations, becoming in their turn and in a very

short interval of time as dry as.iearth and as hamid as water. 3

Then, what im the relation of the soul to the body‘f‘ This
1s, accord.:.ng to him, a love~passion relationship devoid of any act

of will,” It ‘also resembles the relation between the proprietor and

1 . Ibido ,VOl.II.,pP.}}?—}h—O. )
2, S.Pines,La Conception..,0p.cit.,pp.22=56.,
3+ Keal-Mu®tabar,op.cit.,vol.II,p.341.
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his property, and between the artisan and his tool, e_.nd finally between
the object and its natural place. Between the souls théaée exists a
gradation as to their capacity of apprehension. Some of the souls
have more capacity than the others., The role of the body is to det-
ermine the object at any given instant the soul perceives and the tem-
.poral order of its perceptions, itself being determined .by its organs;
the place it occupies, its motion and rest. The body sees that which
is before its eye, hears that which is as near ss is possible for if to
 hear and has the sensation of touch of that which it fouches. It is S0
with other perceptifns. In this pespect, the soul is where the body is.
The body is for the soul what nest is for a bird and house for him Wwho
inhebits it (mutedayyir). If there was no body, the soul Would not
have received these deﬁerminations ; it would not perform one thing
rather then another among the multitude of those which co-exist in time
and place. Each organ of the body supplies the soul with a category
of activities, ! Therefore in answering the question why the soul does
not know all that which exists, he resorts to the senses which st once
limit and render possible_ the perception. The function of the body and
the corporeal organs are indispensible, because of the limited character
of the faculty of apprehension and perception of the human soul. The

soul can only have one perception at a time because of the. nature of the

1. Ibid,,vol.IT,pp.344<346,
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the bodily functions and is brought into contact with others which have
been perceived before and will be perceived later. In the absence of -
these bo.dily funct.ior'xs s the soul, when pléced before the multitude

of events,could not make the choice necessary for perceiving at least
one part and for acting. Therefore, to employ S. Pines! expression,
the bod.y and. the sense-organs provide for the soul the condition reg-~ -
uired for an ordered experience. But s soul endowed with a faculty of
infinite perceptions and capable of apprehending as far as possible the

totality of events would have no need of these conditions.

Abu'l-Barakat distinguishes two kinds of activities: (a) the
vc_s]&‘ri:ive » Wwhich is closely linked with our conscious activities s and
(b) the natural and instinctive which are classified as unconscious
activities, for example, search for the female by the male, protection

of the young in beasts » and weeping of an infant, and the things which

“we do in our sleep. These are more intimately linked with the soul than

the volitive activities. This is the kind of relation the souls have to

the body,

The problem of the unconscious has far—rea;:hing consequences
in AbG'l-Barek&t's explanations of the doctrine of Memory. How can the _
forms apprehended remain in the memory without Being remembered in
order to rise again to consciousness when they are remembered? To answer
this question he resorts to the notion of attention (iltifst). He dist-

inguishes between the natural attention which is instimebive (ilhEmI),
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for example, an infant avoids what frightens and hurts him, and
-comes near to what pleases him, and the voluntary attention, for
exemple, we drink repugnent mixtures because they iaave a beneficial
effect, and we confront fatigue in the hope of 1g>l.ers>..~31,1re.Jl

As has already been mentioned, the human soul cannot ail at -
once direct its attention to .many things, the fact being that those
which it sees distract it from thet which it hears, those which reach
it through the external senses from those which the internsl senses
bring to it. On the other hand, when it is turned towards itself, it

is not occupied with the rest.

Recollection of the ideas preserved in the memory tekes place in
two wayssit is either the result of a conscious process in which under-
standing and volition play an important role, or of an unconscious pro-
cess, In the second case ideas or the preserved forms appeer to our mind
spontaneously. In this, resemblance and contiguiﬁy is of service to the
mind, For exsmple, we recollect a men in consequence of the fact that
we have recollected another who is in some way like him, or we remember
a verse in consequence of the fact that we have remembered the preceding
verse.2

We see here the evidences of an associationist theory.

All the forms are preserved in the soul because of their

immsteriality. But what is the relation of these forms to the body?

1. Ibid., vol.Il., DPe351
2. Ibid., vol.II., P.352,
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This is the relation similar to that which subsists between the

eye and the object of sight. The fbrms come into contact with a

‘gertain ventricle of the brain, which is the middle ventricle, when

we desire to recollect them, or it takes place spontaneously through

the association of ideas.

Is there any difference between the forms perceived and the
forms preserved in the mind? Does there exist a faculty correspon-

ding to each category of forms?

In treditional Aristotelian psychology intellection stands
out prominently among other mental activities.The liash si&® ites,
speak of the material which is also called potential or passive, .habitual
and actuel intellects. These thrée are the different phases of the
entity called the Rational Soql. The forms apprehended by the intell-
ect are indivisible, whereas those which are apprehended by the Psychical
faculties are not. Their argument is this} if the intellect were to
apprehend a divisible form, this would entail the divisioﬁ of the
intellect in question which is absurd. According to Abd'l-Barakst,
this consequence does not necessarily follow. There is nothing to
oppose the argumerit that an indivisible ipseity apprehends an object
_which is not so. Besides we know by an evident knowledge that it is
the same subject which apprehends intelligible and sensible forms
and representations (mutagawwirat) subsisting in the mind. This subject

is the ipseity of men. The intelligibles can be called the mental forms
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to which no sensible object co;-responds, for example, ignorance,
love, hatred and so on. The 6thers can be called sensible or
imaginative ‘forms. But this distinction is in no way implies that
intelligible forms alone are to be universal. Because forms such as
whiteness, redness, heat and cold are also universal forms, and they
correspond to a multitude of objects, for example, snow, camphor and

cotton are white.

The followers of the traditional psychology also argugd that
the subject which epprehends sensibles is other than that which app-
rehends intelligibles. Therefore the subject which apprehends sensibles
floes not apprehend intelligibles and vice-versa, But the contrary is.
more likely. The subject which apprehends what is lofty, exalted end
general also apprehends less lofty, less exalted and more particularized.
How could it be otherwise since the mind attains to universals from what
1is particularized. Consequently, the subject which apprehends universals

and intelligibles also apprehends sensibles and particulars., 2

Abu'1l-Barskst's theory concerning the apprehension of part-
iculars is intimately linked with God's knowledge of particulars. We

shall deal with this theory later,

1¢ Ibid.,vol.II,pp.400-40k and 410f.
2. Ibid. ,VOloII,p.LI-16.
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Are human souls one in respect to species and quiddity
end differing from one another only by accidental states? Or does
every soul differ indiv:'i.dually from one another in essencé and species?
Or are souls grouped, as it were, by spiritual families constituting
8o many different species in respect to a common genus? The majority
of philosophers contributed to the first. The second was hardly held
by anyone. It is the third hypothesis that AbT'l-Barakit is iﬁ favour of.
This is manifested in their natures, their principles, their modes of
being and acting. Therefore the substantial differences between humen
souls may only be due to many causes not to one cause which is the Active
Intelligence as Aristotelians say. L But there remains one other diff-
iculty: Does each humen soul have & sui generis cause, or does a certsin
group of them have one and the same cause through which they exist?
According to Abu'l-Barakat there exists for the soul a guide or an
instructor, and one teacher does not suffice for the execution of the
psychicel functions of all the human souls. Therefore it must be con-
ceded that o number of teachers, causes or intellects from which souls
proceed is needed. 2 For each indiviaual soul, or perhaps for a number

of souls with the same nature and affinity, there is a being of the

1« Ho.Corbin,Avicenna and the Visionary Recital,tr.by W.R.Trask,
(Tennessee,1960) ,pp. 88¢. ;K. al-Mu®tabar,op. cit. ,vol.II,pp. 381FF. and
vol.III,pp.152-153, : - - _

2, M. ©AlT AVI Rayyan,Naqd Abl al-Baraket al-Baghdadl li~falsafsh Ibn

. SIna,in the Bulletin of the Faculty of Arts of the University of
Alexandria,vol.XIII,{(1956),p. 9.
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spiritual world who throughout their existence adopts a special
solicitude and tenderness towards that soul or group of souls; it
is he who initiates them into knowledge, protects, guides, defends,

comforts, brings them to final victory. It is this being whom the

ancient«sages call the Perfect Nature (Tiba® al-T8mm). It is this friend,

this defender and protector, who in religious language is called The

1 : _
Angel, He also considers that the number of these angels are equal
$o that of the terrestrial, mineral, vegetable and animal species.

Each angel watches over one of these species.

Differences between souls and their excellency in the scale
of perfection depends upon the nobility of their causes and their
position in the higher world. It follows, therefo.re_, that human souls
Join their causes after death. Certain human souls cen, owing to limm-
ediate perception or illumination perceive the higher lights cleai-ly..
The perfect soul which is the highest in the scale of existence perceives
and evidences the light of lights (nlir al-snwdr). For soul is a sub-
stance whose nature it is to separate from the body when it has reached
a highe_r degree of perfection, since the ideal life can only be found
in the highest world emong the angels and the spiritual personage, where
it lives in comfort and luxury by witnessing God and knowing divine

3

entities.

1. H.Corbin,op.cit.,p.90;K.al-Mu tabar,op.cit.,vol.IL,p.391.

2. M.Rayy8n,op.cit.,p.39;K.al-Muctabar,op.cit.,vol.I1I,p.213.This will
later be called the "Lord of the Species" by Suhrewardi,the Ishragite
philosopher.See @Guvres Phn.losophlques de Shih@baddin Yahya. Suhrawardf
; (Par:.s-—'l‘eheran,j 952) ,0p+42fF . § Hikmat al-Ishrdq, ed.by Kiirban,p.1kk;
K. al-Mutarahat ,ed.in. Opers “iMeétsphidioa et Mystica by H.Corbin,

Istanbul,1945) ,p. 550,
5 (a1 ia\f.;li oty vol 0, pp.A6b, 214-215.
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Like Avicenna, Abu'l-Barekat does not believe in Metom-
psychosis. It is an amorous and natural link that attaches the soul
to the body. It does not impose itself upon the body by force. After

death, the soul cannot wish to assume it again, !
V. Hetophysics (fahiyyat),

e have already seen in treating of Abut'l-Barekat's class-
ification of sciences,that he differentiates three kinds of sciences:
(2) the sciences of existing things (al-mawjudat), (b) the sciences
of cognita (intelligible objects), and (c) the science of sciences or
the highest science., The first is treated in Physics and in Metaphysics,
the second in Psychology, and the third in the section concerning
Logic, :

In anothor context he divides the sclences into the sciences
of existing objects and into the sclences of mentally related forms
which subsist only in the mind. In the former are included the
FPhysicé and the Metaphysics. The latter corresponds to the science-
of the soul (%ilm al-nafs), i.é.-to Paychology. 3 However, he

sometimes deviates from his position regarding Metophysics which

1+ K.al-MuCtabar,opeiti,vol.II. ,pp.l43E,
2, Ibid.,vol.III,pp.214f.
3eIbid.,vol,III,pp.1fs
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he includes in the sciences of existing things and regording

Psychology which studies mental representations, i.e. mentally

related forms. According to the lattér position he assigns the

.study of universal natures (yabaci al-kulli) to Metaphysics, follow-

ing Ibn SIng on this point, and regards Psychology which treats of-
mental representations (muta§awwir5t) as part .of the sciecnces of
existing objects. L This incensistency on his part mey be accounted
for either by the overwhelming influence of the traditional Aviccnnien
philosophy, or by his indifference towards the classificétion of
sciences, since he says on this point that any classification-of sciences

is unnecessary except for educational purposes.

Whatever the reason for this discrepancy may: bej judging
from his treatment of universals, essence and existence, the formexr

classification is better suited to his philosophy than the latter.

According to Avicenna, a universal notion Qqua;nature is
one thing, and que general or particular, one or many - whether this
pertains to it actually or potentially - is another. For example,

'man' qua ‘man', i.e. taken in itself is neither one nor many, neithexr

1 . Ibido ,V‘Ol.III,pp.?—S.
2.Ibid,.,vol,,III,p.5.
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one nor many, neither universal nor particular. Therefore, univ-
ersality and parficula.ri‘c& a.:r;c conditions or accidents which happen
to man or any other essence. When humanity exists in individuals,
this is called the potential universality. But when it exists in
ponerd, this is eslled the actuél universality. ! The corollavy
of this gstatewent is that the universality exisfs in individuals
of external reality potentially andi:h:é_ener-a in the intellect act-
uwally. This smounts to saying thet the universals exist in re as

well as in intellectu. In the last analysis, the universals exist

2

in the mind of God, who is the creator of everything.

In Abu'l-Barakat, the balance is tilted in favour of
_gglpinﬁli;@l, or more correctly of conceptualism. He identifics the
universels with the mentol forms. These mental forms do not exist

in external reality. But this does not mean that they are non-

. existent as in the case of extreme nominalism, rather they subsist

i mind.

Now, what is the relation of the mental fomms to the things
exlsting in external reality? According to him, the cognita (al-ma®

lumat) subsisting.in the minds (ac’l_lg'h'én) have mental attributes(gifat)

1+ Avicenna,al-Najsh, (Cairo,1357/1938),pp.220-221;01-Shifa ,vol.II,
(Teheran,1303/1886) ,p.483. ,

2, Avicenna,al-Shifa®,op.cit.,vol.II,p.488;see Avicenna on the Universsls s
F.Rahman,Essence and Existence in Avicenna,in Medieval and Renaisance
Studies,vol.IV,(1958),pp.9-11 3B .Gilson,History of Christian Philosophy
in the Middle Ages,(London,1955),p.209,




and modes (a@w&l?, pointing especially to them in their mental
existence, although, in the last analysis, they are dependent on

the things of external reality. 1In other words,-they are univer-
.8al, single one of which is an attribute ‘to many things existing

in external reality, as well as to many things represented in the
. mind: @ Therefore, a mental thought content 1 (ma®na, ggihni) can be

an attribute to another thought content, and a thougﬁt content re-
resenting a thing existent in external reality. The mentel forms

are derived from the things éxisting in the concrete, This is similar
to the fact that the thingsrepresented in a-mirror derives from the
things which are visible., What is represented in the soul and known
by the soul primarily is the mental form represcnting the thing
exlisting in external reality. Then the soul directs itself towards
this mental form or knowledge acquired from.the things of external
reality, and acquires another mental form or knowledge, this operation
being multiplied in the soul indefinitely. Between the mental form
and what exists in externsl reality there is a one-to-one relation.

ir fhe instances similar to that one thing is multiplied, then this
meﬁtal form, in refcrence to its relation to this multiplicity, is
called universal. For example, the human form in its relation to

Zaydl. and Smr and the animal form in its relation to man and horse.

1+ I adopted this translation fromS. Pines;cf.S. Pines ,otudies in
AbG' 1-Barak@dt's Poetics and Metaphys1cs in Scrlpta.Hlerosolymltana,
vol.VI,(Jerusalem,1960).
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Hoi'vever, the multiple instances of similer things are not a
hecessary condition for the existence of a univ_ersal. Even if we
have only one in_stance such as the sun, we can still represent meny
likenesses in the mind so as to form a universal notion of the sun,,1
Universals differ in their degree of generalization and
particularization_. For example, one can begin a series with Zayd
and “Amr, then go on to man, and again proceed from man end horse
to animel; from animal and plant to a thing thet grows or that is
endowed with a soul, from a thing that is endowed with a soul and
a mineral, to body and soul to substance; from sibstance and accident
to existent and finally from existent and non-existent to 1:hing.2
Universality and particulerity, according to him, are
superadded, in the mind, to the mental forms in.their relations
with things existent in externsl reality, and they may belong to
objects perceived by the senses as well as to those th_at are not.
For example, whiteness is spprehended by the senses, whereas hum-

5
amity, understanding and knowledge are not,

The fact that the universals exist in the mind becomes

1. K.,al-Mu®tabar,op,cit,,vol.I11,pp.12-14;see AbG'1-Barskat on the
Universals,S. Pines,Studies..,op.cit.,pp.138-147.

2. K.al-Mu®tabar,op.cit.,vol.IIT,p.44.

3. Ibid.,vol.II,p.410.
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more vivid, if we turn our attention to-his differentiation =i

of the existents into two cotegories; they either exist in external
reality, multiplicity of perceptions having no effect on their iden-
tity, ot they exist in the minds, and are multiplied by the multip-
licity of persons who perceive them, for example, if a man imagines
in his mind a form and communicates this in words to someone else,
the representation the latter will have in his mind will not be

identical with that of the fozmer.'1

So fer we have explained his doctrine of mental forms or
mentsl existents, or universals, but what of the existents of exter-

nal reality, where do they f£it into in his ontology.

The question of essence and existence, and the nature of
thelr relation to each other had been a moot point in . - Hedieval
Philosophy. It is largely due 1o Avicenna and to the translation of
his works in Medieval REurope that the Christian philosophers éf

L

Burope applied themselves to the solution of this problem.

In Aristotle we encounter very few references as to the
nature of the relation between essence and existence. According to

him, before acquiring knowledge of a thing, we must first ask whether

1 ] Ibido ,VOl.III ,Ppc 21-220
2. F.Rahman,op.cit.,p.16.
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it exists; if it does, then we must ask what its essence is.
Aristotle is, however, more explicit in enother context about the
distinction between essence and existence. TFor him, whot man is,
is one thing and that he exists is another. Being is not o genus,
nor is it the essence of anything.1 Being carnot be described as
semething conatituting the essence of o thing, but it ie the wost
universal predicate applying to everything. 2 Bpeaking of the
relotion between existence and essence, he says thet existence
belongs to the essence of everything and is not accidental to it.
Therefore, by describing something es existent we do not attribute

Z
to it some property over and above its essence. °

As it is natural in the ecvolution of ideas, Avicenna borrows
the mainly logical distinction between essence and existence, and

modifies and explains it in its own way.

According to him, 'existence', 'thing' and 'one' are the
ng o 8

. . . U
primary notions we represent in the mind before everyth1ng_olse.+

Being camnot be explained otherwise than by the name 'being', because

1. Aristotle,Anal. Post.,92b,8-11;see also F.Rahman,op.cit.,p.1;
S.Afnan,op.cit.,p.118;E.Gilson,0p.cit.,pp.190-191.

2. Aristotle,Met.,988b,17.

3. Ibid.,IV,2.

4o Avicenna,K.al-Shif# ,op.cit.,vol.II,p.294.
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it is the principle of all explanations 1; and because there is

. nothing more gencrel than it in order to glve a satisfactory des-
cription of it. It is for this reason that he.criticized those who
define 'being' as that which either acts or suffers.2 It is not
obtained from abstraction, therefore it cannot be the highest genus
under which we subsume all categories, but is an immediate and primary
notion which renders the application of the categories to reality
possible,3 although its division into substance and accident resem-

. . . . L
bles the division according to differentis and species.

Not all that which exists are perceived by the senses, there
are existents which cannot be perceived by the senses and whose
existence in the concrete we cannot doubt. This is the case with

5

all universals.

But universals, according to him, characterize neither the
essence in itself, ner the individuals, but universality is super—

added to the essence (nature) when it is conceived in the mind.

1. Avicenna,K.al-Nejah,op.cit.,pp.199-200.

2. Avicenna,K.al-8hifd®,op.cit.,vol.II,p.292,

3. Ibid.,vol.II,p.29.,

. Avicenna,K.al-Najah,op.cit.,pp.199-200;21~Ghazall,liaqagid al-Faldsifah,
vol.II,(Cairo,1355/1936),p.7.

5. Avicenna,K.al-Shifa®,op.cit.,vol.II,pp.296-297,

6., Ibid.,vol.IT,p.491.
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Essence is described by him as vhat is asserted by an answer to

the question 'whot is it' end it dees not tell anything about exis-
. e Lok oA : . o s asa
tence. Buk theahlokXer:isone of the constituents of the quiddity.
ixistence is & parvticuler kind of accident which is superadded to the

essence of o thing. This is in line with his theory of creation

which is opposed to the creation gx nihilo held by the Mutekallimun.

2The &iﬁférence between Abu'l-Borakat and Avicenne lies in
“the fact thet in Abu'l-Barakat's theory of oxistence, Psychology

plays a more important role than in Avicenna's,

“Abu'l-Barekat first attompts to sottle the ontoelogical
status of the things existing in the concretec. When a man apprehends
/
something with one of his senses, he has knowledge of it and of his

apprehending it. Only then is he certain of the fact that something

exists. But this should not be taken to mean the fact of its boing

apprehended, rather to mean the fact of its being liable to be appre~

hended., Ior the thing is, in itself, liable to be apprehended before
and after he apprehended it, and it also exists et the time of his
apprehending it. Therefore it is this state of its being liable Lo

be apprehended that is called existence. Apprchension is not a

1+ Avicenna,K.al-Najsh,op.cit.,pp.7-8;K.al-Isharat wa'l-tanbihat,
ed.by Forget,(Leyden,1892),p.11.
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condition for existénce, rether existence is a condition for
apprehension. This is how we get to know the existence of an
existent and not the definition of existence. Nor cxistence and
cxistent cannot be defined. Their meaning is apprehended thfough a
_priori knowledge (bi-~owa?il al-ma®rif) and does not require a def-

inition,

Bxistence, therefore, fﬁnns one of our primary appér—
ceptions together with the_squl's apperceptioﬁ of its own self and
that of time. BExistence is nbt confined only to the things perceived
by the senses. The things which are not perceived by the senscs are
“also said to exist.2 Existence in the mind confers some kind of
existence upon the things existing in the mind alone because of the
mind's existing in oxternal reality. In this sense, in contradiction
to Avicenna, non-existent may be taken as having some kind of oxis-

tence in external reality.3

Here, & problem crops up in his study of existence. Ue

have already seen that his position as to the soul's self-awarenoss

1 . Ko al-IVLuctabar, Op. Ci‘b . ,VOl.III ,pp. 20"‘21 L]
2, Ibid.,vol.III,p.39.
3. Ibide,vol,III,pp.62-63,



of its existence even though it is shut off from the external

world and devoid of oll its bodiiy relations is unpistakeably
evident. But in such a éase, is it still aware of the existence.

of' the external world? This question is left unsettled in the
context of his philosophy. However, there are indications 1 that he
uses the evident character of the existence of the sopl as a safe-

guard for being in general.

On the question of quiddities or essences (ggat) he is not

specific. Contraxy to Avicenna, he does not specify their cefbological.

status, i.e., whether they exist apart from existence, According to
him, an existent exists in virtue of existence and the existence of
this existence also exisgts in virtue of existence (bi-wujﬁdin). This
does not go on ad infinitum and the series ends in the existent per se,
not in the existent existing in virtue of existénce. Therefore, the
quiddity (dhat) and the existence are identicel in the first essence,
ag in the case of a white colour, and not of white body. For white
colour is white by itself, vhereas white body is white in virtus of

& golour, namely, whiteness.

It is very unlikely +thal he idsntifies esssnce with the

mentald forms since cololir, ascording to him,; is oen attributsz subsis-

1. Ibide,vol.III,p.63. -
2, Ihid.,vol.III,pp.6L4-65.
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ting in the xwind. If from this is inferred the fwet thet quicd-

ities have no place in Abu'l-Barakat's philosophy, how could the

division of existence into necessary, contingent and impossible be

explained?

Avicenna's division L of 'being' into nccessary, contingent,
(mumkin) and impossible, is in keeping with the general trend of
his philosophy. This division stems from the fact that non-existence
does not exist in any way; therefore, there must be something to which

existence may be superadded.

Under the strong influence of Avicenna, Abu'l-Barakat accepts
this division of being in its entirety, although it is very difficult
%o fit them into his system for the reasons already mentioned. Accord-
ing to him, as according to Avicemna, things existing in external
reality may either exist by, or in virtue of themselves (bi—ghatihi
€an ggﬁtihi), or they exist through something other than themselves.
These latter kind of existents may, in turn, be either contingent or
impossible (mumtani€). Impossible per se (bi-dhatihi) does not poss-

ibly exist through something else. Otherwise, that would involve an

1. Avicenna,K.al-Najah,op.cit.,pp.224-225;cf.al-Ghazall ,Maqasid al~

Falasifah,op.cit.,vol.II,pp.53-5A;Avicenna,1§bﬁf§t,op.cit:,pp.140-1h4;
see also E.Fackenheim,The Possibility of the Universe in al-Farsbi,
Ibn SIing,and Meimonides, in American Academy for Jewish Research,

(New York,1947) ,pp.39~70;G.Smith, Avicenns and the Possibles,in

New Scholasticism,vol.XVII,(1943),pp.340-357. o
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internal contradiction. Tor the existence of an impossible is
only possible by the annihilation of its essence, and this would

meon its non~existence and the combination of two contraries.

If those things which exist through another is neither
impossible nor necessary, they are called contingent. 'Every con~
tingent being depends for its existence upon another preceding it in
existence. But the actualization of one contingent being from another
‘does not go on ad infinitum. Therefore they must end in the necess-
arily existent. All contingent beings point to the existence of the
necessary being, just as the things produced in time point to the ex-

istence of the Rternal, L

The principle of our notions of cause (*illah) and effect
(mo®1ul), agent (Fafil) end product (maf%ul) is the sensible objects:
When, for example, a fire bemes into contact with something inflomm-
able, it burns. The former is seid to be the agent or the cause and
the latter its product or its effect. 4According to certain distin-
guished philosophers, although every agent is & cause, every couse is
not on agent. For it is commonly known that every act of the agent
must necessarily involve motion and time, whereas this is not the coase
with the production of an effect from the couse. And agein, o egent

acts by deliberation depending either on nature or on volition. They

1. K.al-iu€tabar,op.cit.,vol.I11,pp.22-23,
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digtinguish four kinds of causes (a) the Material cause (maddah),
(b) the Formal couse (Jursh), (c) the Bfficient couse (%illah fa®

iliyyeh) and (4) the Final cause {($illah ghf®iyyah).

Effects may either subsist by their causes and are annihil-
ated with the annihilaetion of +their céuses, or they survive the ann-
ihilation of their cuuées. For exomple, heat transmitted to water,
subsgists in water after the fire was extinguished. r

As every moveable has a cause other than itself, so the
transitory objects, after being non-existent, are brought into being

by something other than themselves. Rvery generated being (muhdaﬁg)

has a generator (mubdijg). But are the eternal objects which we
have known not to exist in time coused ox generated? According to
Abu'l-Baxakat, from the fact that everything generated in time is
coused, it does not follow that everything caused is generated in
time, Jjust as from the fact that every man is animal, it does not
follow that every animel is man. It is known os a general rule that
the causes or the effects, whether they are temporal or eternal, end
up with a cause having no cause for itself (1a fillaten lahu). This

-

cause is not other than the necessary existent per se. 7 Like Avicenna
p

1 . Ibido ,vol-III,PP.LI-B"}-b9o
2. Ibid. ,VOl.III ,pPO)-I-9-5o'
3 . Ibido ’ VOl.III ,pp . 5L|-56.
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Abu'l-Borekat gives God such names as the First Cause, the First
Agent, and the Ultimste Bnd. He is the ultimate end for all his

crsatures,

In tho above resume, Aviéenna's influence is unmistakeable.
The camgal series which end in the Pirst Cause is also Avicennian.
ELvery couse and every effect, though between the First couse and the
last effect (al-ma®lul a1~a§gir) there exist: meny causes and many
ef'fects, dependi'.: directly on fhe First Ca.use.'I As we shall iater
see, contrary to Avicemna's doctrine, God's efficacity does not end
in the First Caused (al me €lul al-awwal), rather it is felb in evexy

cause.,

The relation between the agen®: and product, the cause and
effect, possible and necessary presupposes the procession from God.
Before proceeding with Abu'l-Barokat's theoxy of creation (khalg),

we must know something about the nature of his God.

According to the Mutakallimun, everything besides God is
possible, meaning thereby the opposite of impossible. God has

absolute frecdom of power over the possible. He connot do the imposs—

ible.2 They affirm of God all the real ’:incorporeal attributes such

1e Avicenna,a;éNath,op.cit.,p.235;I§Q§r§t,op.cit.,p.1hﬂ and 141-142,
2. M.Fakhry,Islemic Occasionalism,(London,41958),p.62,
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as life, knowledge, powef, etc, ‘Fhough they make a distinction
between their meaning when they are attributed to men and when
they are attributed to God.' Therefore, there exists, for them,

a certain equivocality over the application of thasse terms. to two

different realms.1

Avieenna, influenced in all probability, by certain Mu®tezilites
and the Neo~P1atonist32, negates all the essential attributes of God
in order to save Hﬁs absolute oneness. By doing so, he creates a gap

between God and this world and fills this gap with intermediary beings.

Avicenna regards God's attributes either as relations or as
negations, existence being the first attribute of éod. When it is
said that He is a substance, it means that He does not inhere in a
substratum, 'When_He is gaid to be One, this mcans that He is indiv-
isibtle in any way. VWhen it is ssid that He 1s an intelligence, intelligent
and intelligible, this signifies fhat His cxistence does not mix with

3

matter and material attachments”, ete. He has no genus, no differentia,

no definition. No categories of boing apply to Him. He cannot be dem-

1. H.A.Wolfson,Maimonides on Negative Attributes,in Louis Ginzberg
Jubilee Volume,English Section,(New York,1945$,pp.440—444;§gahrasﬁ§ﬁi,
K.al-Milal wa'l-Nihel, ed, by W.Cureton,(London,1842-46),p.67.

2. H.A.Wolfson,Philosophical Implications of the Problem of Divine
Attributes in Kalam,in Journal of the American Orientel Society,vol.
LXXTX-LXXX, (1959-1960) , 5P, 15-79. .

3. Avicenna,al-Najsh,op.cit.,p.251.
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ongtrated; He demonstrates or manifests everything. !

411 these statements emount to saying that God's esscnce
is unknowable, therefore no pesitive attribute can be predicated of

Him.

In his troatmentﬁ of God's attributes, AbG'l-Barokat draws
upon the Mutakallimun. ibn Taymiyyah, the Orthbdox thcologian{is
therefore right in saying that as Tbn SIna, in his negation of God's
attributesy wes influenced by the Bayinitos among whom he was brought
up, so Abu'l-Barakat, in his affimmotion of God's attributes, was
influenced by the Mutakellimun of Baghdad, where he lived. '

Abu'l-Barakat sets o himself the task of proving the
fundamental tenet of Islam; the unicity of God. In this he uses the
argument Avicenna had already used. Something mgy be one, either

individvally, or in species, or in genus. In this sense it is one in

.. one respect and multiple in another. IFrom another point of view,

something may be one either in essence or by accident. Xor example,
the unlty of & group of soldiers is accidentol, whereas the unity in
the sun is essential., The real unity, or the real ons is that in

which there ils no multiplicity whatever.

1 L] .A.Vicenna, a.l"§}_'1if—a3 ,Op. Cito ,Vol. II ,P15850
2, Ibn Taymiyysh,Minha] al-Sunnah,op.cit.,vol.I,p.98.

3. K.al-MuCtabar,op.cit.,vol.III,pp.58-59.
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In the light of these preliminary remarks, after o
long discussion, he proves that the First Frinciple (al-mebda®
al-awwal) connot be multiple with rospéct to place, nor -as a result
of its essential and accidental attributes. Nor can there be compos-
itlon in the First Principle. 1 He is one in go far as His essence
(dnet), reality and quiddity (mshiyyoh) is concerncd. He is one (wﬁ?id)
in so far as there is_no multiplicity in Him, unlike the unity of a
group of individuel soldiers; He is singular (fard) in so far as he has
no associote or equal (nidd); He has absolute simplicity (§amad) in so
far as He is not composite, each pcrfecting the other in turn (fa§l

mutammim).

In vhat category should God's efficient causality be put? Should
it be subsumed under the category of nature as in the case of the
ascending motion of fire, and the descending motion of a stone, or
under the category of will as in the case of our activities, which
depend upon deliberation and thought, or under the category of both

together, i.e. nature and will together.

There is no doubt that the efficient causality (fa Ciliyyah)

of the Mrst Frinciple is neither accidental, nor as a result of

1« Ibid.,vol.III,pp.59fF.
2. Tbid, ,vol.III,p.61.
5+ Tbids,vol,III,p.66,
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compulsion., ¥or both wefcer back to an essential agent (fa €il
biml—ggat) preceding them., Since prlor o the First Principle there
cannot be another principle, it can heither be accidental or as a

result of compulsion.

Now, the First Principle cannot be a natural couse (ra €il
bi'l_?abc), for the notural cause is restricted to a certsin activity,
i.c. from one point to another, wheoreas the First PTinciplé is the
principle of various activities in various dircctions and with
vorious ends end is the principle of various entities (al-ghawat),

And, similerly, since it is not aware of its own action, this action dees
not proceed from it by will or deliberetion (la yagsudihix we la
yuriduh@). But it is evident that the entities, actions, movements

and ends which proceed from the First Principle point o an harmony

and orderly arrangement. How could therefore such an orderly arrange- ;
ment and homony be caused by a natural force which has neither apper-
ception, nor deliberation., Therefore, the First Principle executes

His actions by will and deliberation, as well as for a purposc. :

Here the question arises: Is the end of Uis aciions external
to His essence, or identicel with His essence. Like Avicemma, Abu'l-

Barakat accepts the sccond alternative. This resembles the fact of a

1. Ibidem,
2, Tbid.,vol.IIL,pp.66-67.
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physilcian's curing himself with tho exception that to the Rirst
Principle occurs no imporfection such as illness ctc. L Therefore,
the officient couse and the final causc correspond in His esscnce,
In so fuwr os He is the Pirst Agent, Ho is called the First (al-awwal)
anﬁ with respeet to His being the end, He is called the last Cﬁggar).
Howc%er, Abu'l-Berakst diffors from Avicema in that the essential
attributces of God such as.will, gensrosity, knowledge rest with the
essence of God, in other words they are the properties of Gﬁd's
essence. According to him, God cen differentiate betweon the state
of being generous and non-generous. &s a result of this differen—
tiatioﬁ he prefers genecrosity to non—gengrosity. Iherefore, it is
not true to.s&y that there is no difference between God's being
generous aﬁd not generous. The end of all His cctions is, in the
last aﬁalysis, his gonerosity, (Jjud). Ilis generosity is the source
of 2ll existents. lle creatcs. as a result of His generosity, not
that He is generous because he crecates. Gensrosity is one of His
essential attributes. He rejoices in His generosity which pertains
to His é38snce, and this joy does not coms to Him from something
2

othor than His egsence.

Abu'l-Barekat is more specific about the nature of the
essential attributes of God in another context. Thore he divides

beings into three categoriesi(a) Rssences vhich are actualized by

1o Ibid.,vol.III,p.67.
2. Ibido ,VOl.III,pP. 67-690
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possessing o primary cxistence (wujuduhz ?E§ilun lighewatihi'
hu§ﬁlan ewvaliyyon), (b) acts which proceed from these csscnces,
(e) modes and ettributes which subsist in the essences existing

in extornal reality. Their cexistence, however, does not pertain
to the essences in thelr esécnces. For example, heat in the fire,
cold in the snow, generosity in the generous, are the attributes of

this kind. |

These three kinds of existents, since they are not necessary
per se, must necessarily end in & nccessary cxistent per se. Thase
attributes which procecd from the essence, having no other cause
than this essence, are celled naturael attributes, or specific prop-
erties (§Q§§§iyy5t). 2 He considers God's attributes to be of this
kind. As for fhe attributes.classifiad as accidental, for exemple,
heat in the watcr, are,}n the last analysis, indicative of the
éssentiml attributes which cannot be separated from the essence of

the thing to which they belong. 5

1. Ibid.,vol.III,p.100,

2, He explains in this context the meaning of 'nature' as the emanation
from the essence through the medium of the essence itself.In this
respect there is no doubt that he follows certain MuStazilites,e.g.,
Abu Hashim,who regarded God's attributes as the modes of His essence,
Cf.Shahrastani,K,al-Milal..,op.cit.,p.56;fot the liuStazilite view see
H.AWolfson,article in J.A.0.8.,0p.cit.,pp.735~79 and article in Louis
Ginzberg Jubilee Volume,op.cit.,pp.d5FF. \

3+ K.al-du®tabar,op.cit.,vol.III,p.4101.
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Al) atbributes existing in this world must, in the lost
resort, be referred to God, He being the originative principle of
all attributes: Just es the First fxistent is the principle of
every cxistent, the First Knoﬁlcdgc, i.ce the knowledge of the First
is the prineiple of svery knowle@go, and the Mirgt Wisdom, l.e.,the

wisdom of the Iirst is the principle of cvery wisdom, and the First

Will, i.e. the will of the First is the principlé of cvery will. !

There exists, according to him, between the attributes of the

created things and those of God a certein similarity. This especially

stends out in his theory of God's knowledge which will be explained

presently.

In Aristotle, there exists a dichotomy between God whose
knowledge has itself for its object and the world which cxists
externally to and separately from God. 2 It may, thorefore, be said
that Aristotle's God is inactive with respect to the thiné outside
Himself, whose sole activity being self-intellection. However, the
subsequent writers felt the difficulty in isolating God from the
world, and tried to render this conception of God's knowledge more

acceptable. Among these writecrs may be cited Avicenna, Aristotle's

1 Ibid.,vol,III,p.104.
2, See D.Ross,Aristotle,(London,1966),p.183;ﬁ. Bréhier,The History of

Philosophy, (the Hellenic Age),tr.by J /Thomas , (Chicago-London,1963)
P.203,
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theoxry of God's knowledge and its more,. tolereble version prop—

osed by Avicemna are determincd to a large extent by their doc~
trines of ihtellection (tafaqqul). For both Aristotle and Avicenna
the highest kind of psychic activity is intellection. In the
intellect alone, intellection znd the object of this intellection
become one. For it is the intellect which has knowledge of itself,
'anc'l of other things as abstracted from all meterial attachments s
quantity, quality, place and time. In this respect, intellect differs
from all péychic faculties which have, in one way or anotherz connec-

tion with matter and with particular clrcumstances,
b

in his. watered down version, Avicenna ,though following
Aristotle in the main, concludes from the fact that God is the
principle of every existent, thot God knows the cause and their
corresponding effects. 2 He clarifies hig position by saying that
God knows the particulars in a universal way (®ala nak.lwin kulliyyin)
or in as much as they are universel (min haythu hiya k‘.ulli;y;;rah).3
God's knowledge is not of an inferentiel kind. It ocours inston—

. ]
taneously (daf€atan), * Lverything proceeds from Him as the

1. Avicenns,al-Najah,op.cit.,ppi65 and 178ff.

2. Ibid.,pp.247-248;al-8hifa®,o0p.cit. »vol,II,p.590,

3+ Avicenna,al-Najsh,op.cit.,p.247. .

4. Avicenne,al-Shifa&® ,op.cit.,vol,IT »P591 5cf JM.E.ilarmura,Some aspects
of Avicenna's theory of God's knowledge of Particulars,in J.A.0.8.
vol. LXXXIT,(1962),p.303.
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consequencos proceed from o premise, since the consequence is
not conceived in time. Avicenns attains this foct drawing an

analogy between the humen intellect ahd the Divine intellect. !

As in Avicenna, Abu'l-Bareket's theory of God's knowledge
was determined by his psychology. But the difference between them
lies in the extent of their application of ‘the Psychological theories

to the Metaphysical ones.

As we have already seen, he divides existents into essences,
and acts which are conseguent upon and concomitant of csasences. And
the nobility of gets procesds from the nobility of essences. God,
being the most ndble of essences, does not reach perfection by means
of apprehensions, rather He opprehends the objects of apprehension
because He is the perfcct being. Therefore it is absurd to say with
Aristotle that God's intellection of something other than His essence
implies an imperfection in God. 2 Nor is Avicemna right in saying
that God's intellection of external things (ashyZ®) necessitates the
fact of His being constituted by the things he intellects. For
intellection is one of the activities of the intellect. Activity

following upon the essence from which it proceeds, how could something

Te Marmura,op.cit.,p.BOﬁ.
2, K.al-du®tabar,op.cit.,vol.III,pp.75=76.



1 17.

be constituted by that which follows from it in time and in

esSsence.

But the fundemental difforence between hbu'l-Barekat and
Avicenns stems from abu'l-Burakat's identification of all psychic
faculties with an immaterisl substance which is the soul itself,
This is proven by the fact of the evident knowledge provided by
self-awareness. It is precisely his appeal to the self~eviéent
truths thet plays havoc with the entire Aristofolian theory of diff-
erent psychic faculties and ultimately the identity between the

intellect and the object of intellection in God.

Does multiplicity of things apprehended cause a change in
the subjcct vwho apprehends? Abu'l-Barakat's answer to this question
is 'No', According to him, multiplicity doec not occur in the
essence itself, but in the relations and connections betweon the
things perceived and the subject who pefceives. 2 But the relations
between the subject and the object is not the same as that obtaining
between matter and fomm., For example, fire which has in reality the
quality of burning and snow which has in itself the quality of freczing,

when included in our knowledge, have no such qualitics. Here, as it

1. Ibid.,vol.III,pp.72=73.
2- Ibid. ,VOl.III,pp.76—77 and 83.
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seems, he draws an analogy, as he does clsevhere, between our
knowledge. and. God's. This is proven also by the fact that our
knowledge of our.gelf is a stage in acquiring the knowledge of God.
(wa. sullam al-ma®rifah 1i'l-insan birabbihi hiya maCrifatuhu bi~

4
- i
naf51h1).

On the other hand, the perfection of the First Priheiple
foes not mean that He apprehends every object of apprehension, but
_that he has the power to apprehend overy existent object of appre-
hension. If the object of apprechension does not exist, and the First
Principle does not apprehend it as a result, this should not be taken
to mean that He is not capable of apprehension. It is, in fact,
necessary for him not to apprehend it. For, in this case the imper-
fection is not in the First Principle Himself, but in the non-existent
thing. This is alsb the case with our apprehensions. Our perfection
does not depend on the things we apprehend, but on our capacity to
apprehend. 2 The difference between our apprchension and God's is

one of degree, God's apprehcnsion: having no Llimitation,

He sums up his personal reflections on the subject in a

special chapter, 3 vhere ho, agoin, divides the objects of our

1. Ibid.,vol.IIX,pp.98~99.
2. Ibid. ,VOl.III ,P.75‘
3¢ Ibid,vol.III,Treatise I,Chapter XVII,pp.88-93
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apprehensions into (a) those which exist in the concrete and

into (b) those which cxist in the minds (adbhan). He again

procecds to draw an analogy between our knowledge and God's. He
says, ;mhe spiritual beings which we are not able %o perceive with
our sensory organs (alat) may be percsived and known by us by means
of an inferential knowledge as if we see and know them with our B8ye S,
And there is no harm in inferring from this that God knows all

. . - 1
existents in a similar way'.

Mentel forms which are included in the second category men-
tioned above, arcealso divided into two categories: (a) those which
are caused by the existents in external reality, and (b) those that
are causeg of extern&l objects. In this categoxy is, for exemple, the
mental form of an anklet which is in the soul of a goldsmith, who is
the cause of the exlstence of the anklet in the concrete. The forms
existing in the Divine world ave of this kind, It is for this reason
that Flato affimms of the ideas and the moulds. Why should it not be
80, since they are the true prototypes. And God's knowledge should be

r

concelved in +this connectin,

1+ Ibid,.,vol,III,p.88.
2, Ibid.,vol.I1L,p.93.



120,

Having established Abu'l~Barakat's theory of God's Jnov-
lcdge, we can now proceed with his theory of creation (ggalq), both

being inseparoblc from each other.

In Avicenna, the division of beings into possible and
necessary ends up with the relation betﬁeen these two concepts,
which is callcd creation. Nollowing in the fobtsteps of Aristotle,
he contributes to the view that nothing comes out of nothing and
that there must therefore be something existing in all eternity for
the necessary existent to work on. This something is matter in pot-

entiality. 1 God is the Giver of Forms (wahib al-suwar). ‘through the

intermediacy of the active intelligence (al—'aqlc.-éll—fa“él).Z Although e
potentiality precedes actuality in this world of corruption and
generation (al-kewn wa'l-fasad), in relation tc the intelligibls

werld which is always in actu, it is poesterier to actuslity. 5
Therefore, iﬁ.the hieraxrchy of being, matter comes last. b God, first,
originated the intelligible woexld, and then, through the instrumentality

’ 5
of this world He originated the world of genecration and corruption. 2

1+ Avicenna,al-Najah,op.cit.,p.252,

2, Ibid.,p.283.

3. Ibid.,p.220;a81-ShifE®,0p.cit.,volsIT,pp.477-479.

k. Avicenna,al-Najagh,op.cit.,p.208.

5. Ibid.,pp.280~-284;a1~Shifs® ,0p.cit.,vol.II,pp.624-625,
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Creation is cxplained by Avicenna in terms of a necessary proc-

ession from God in verious stages. God, Himself being one in every
respect, originates directly only onc being which is possible in itself,
and necessary through the FMrst. It is in this stage that multiplic-
ity begins. Contemplating God through which it is necessary, it
originates another being which is called intelligence as in the case

of the First Caused (al-maflul al-awwal)., Contemplating its essence
which is possible in itself, it originates two things; +the matter of
the highest celestial sphore and the soul of this spherc. This tri-
pertite procession gocs on till it ends in the last of ten intelli-
gences, which is called the Active Intelligence. The number of intell-
igences is limited to ten becausc the intelligible world ids Fformed of

ten celestial spheres. !

Abu'l-Barekat's first tesk is to climinste the Neo-Flatonisn
notion of emanation. His criticism of this view consists (a) of
Aristotelians' deviation from the fundemental principle that from
one, one can only proceed, since, accoiding to them, from the First
Intelligence not one, but three proceeds 2, and (b) of their confining

3

the celestiel intelligences to some definite number such as ten ©, and

1 . Ibid. ,pp. 276"'280.
2. K.al-'Mll‘tabaI‘,Op.Cit- ,'V'Ol.III,P-156.
3. Ibid.,vol.III,p.158
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(¢) of their disrcgard for the natura , enimal and vogetable
elements, and (d) of whether the revelation or a transmitted
tradition was their source, 1 ena finally (e) of the rectil~

inear scheme of emanation proposed by the Aristotelisns.

Having mentioned the dristotelian theory of smanation,
Abu'l-Bayekat wonders vhy they (Aristotelians) do not say that God
is generous, therefore He had knowledge and es a result of +this know-
ledge He oreated, and in consequence of His creation he had knowledge.
If they held this view, there would be no need for a sccond cause,
and multiplicity of oxistents would procced from God's essence in
virtue of His essence, and consequently they Would avoid confining

3

God's creation te one being alone.
(%)

God has willed, in a gencral way, the %ctualization of overy
possible thing subsisting in o mental representation, and in pre-
determination according to IHis predeténnining and accomplishing it,
Ile has willed the cternal for the sake of the eternel, tomporal for
the sake of the temporal, prior for the sake of the posterior, the

individuel for the sake of the preservation of the species, and the

spceies for the sake of the individual in oxder that the latter may

1 Ibide,vol.III,p.158.
2. Ibid.,vol.IIL,pp.161=163.
3¢ Ibids,vol.III,p.159,
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oxist actuelly. From some of the existents cmanates other things
Whos@.agaﬁi is God in virtue of His essence. And He mokes things
creatod by Him scrve as if thqy were instruments and cause either
with iegard to these things procecding from Him or with regard to
their being required by His wisdom.- ALl this is orderéd according
o His First Will (iredatihi al-ula) and always particularized (bi~
taf§ilin) by meny volitions in accordence with mahy requirements
end time. It does not follow from this th:t one can only proceed

from the One, !

The emanation from God is, for him, like the rays proceeding
from the sun. 2 It is in every direction, not as the Aristotelians
say in one direction, that is rectilinear. The vory same comparison

3

is made by Plato and Plotinus” in their explanation of the Ultimate

Good and the Absolute One respectively.

It appears that Abu'l-Barakat's position was partly deter-
mined by the fact that there exists indefinite number of beings in

the world, nonc of which being the causc of one another. For examplc,

1. Ibid.,vol.III,p.160.

2. Ibid. ,VOl.III,P-163.

3« The Cembridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy,
ed.by A.H,Ammstrong,(London,1967),p.240,
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man cannot be the cauée of horse., This cannét be explained by

the series of causes and effccts proceeding in onc direction from
the First Principle. 1 But the most dmportont factor determining
his pogition is that he transfers his humen psycﬁology into the
domein of Hetophysics. IHe arvives, as we have already seon, at this
position by drawing an analogy between man and God. By doing so, he
gives God an extensive freedom of action such as ceausing the winds to
blow, resuscitating one individual and causing the death of another,
responding to a prayer and redressing a wrong. 2 Teking this
stetement at its fece value, can we say that God has an absolute
freedom of action as the Theologians assert? But before settling
this question, we must say something about the nature of creation.
Is it an eternal creation or a temporal one?

The problem of the eternity of tho world is given a lakge.
space in Kﬁf&gauctabar, this being, %o o great extent, due to the
popularity of the problem among the Falasifeh and the Mutakallimun.
Abu'l-Barekat cites the arguments and the counter-arguments, in so far
as the eternity ond temporal production of the world is concerned. Yet
he refrains from giving his personal opinions on the subject. This is

understendoble in view of the fact that those philosophers who affirmed

1. Keal-lu®tabar,op.cits,voleIII,pe151.
2. Ibido ,VOl.III,,Pp. 1 59"‘1 60
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of the e’ccrni-ty-;xt' the world faced the charge of inreligion from
the orthodox circles in Islém. Howsver, there sre strong indic~
ations that he delievad in the cbernity of the w$ld, Instend of
giving o full detalls of the arguments and the countzr-arguments on
the question under discussion we shall confine ourselves to the

~@mmeration of these indications.

1e God's generesity is related to His act of creation by
Abu'l-Baraket., His oreation is the outcome of His generosity.

There was not & time when God was not generoﬁs. This point of view,
when compared with the argument well-known as "Proclus® difficulty"
in Islamic philosephy; namely that because the Creator of the world
exists frem all eternity, and is always ali—powerful and generous, -
free from impotence and cupidity, possessing neither rival to obstruct
His action, nor associate in creafion, the created world exists sime-
ultaneously with Him, may be cited as one of the clear indications

pointing to the eternity of the world. !

2, Abu'l-Barekat holds that there exists two kinds of priority;
(a) temporal priority, and (b) casual priority, or priority in essence

following the traditional philosophy. This is also exemplified by the

distinction he makes between eternal (azaliyyat) and temboral beings.

1. Ibid.,vol.IIT,p.28.
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It may therefore be inferred that he contributes to the argument

that priority of God to the world is a casual one. !

3) In treating of natural sciences, we have seen that he
unconventionally accepts the infinity of space. The statement that
our minds cennot, in its vexry nature (bi-fitratiha) doubt the

eternity of space, is in keeping with his own view on space.

L) Between his statement against the Avicennian doctrine of
God's knowledge that if God does not know the particular things,
because this entails the fact of His being the substratum for these

things, in a similar menner, God cennot know His ossence for fear that

He might be a substratum for His essence, and the statement of fhose
who belicve in the eternity of the world, namely, that :the 'rémotion
of Godifwem being a substratum for derivative wills (lal}iq) entails
also His remotion from béing a substratum for His First Will 3 s there

is more than a similarity.

5) His view on time which he identifies with eternity, also
points to the theoxry of the eternity of the world.&' That he attributoes

to the believers ih temporal creation, the view that time, being the

1. Ibid.,vol.III,pp.49 and 160.2

2. See our treastment of his doctrine of space;K. al-MuStabar,op.cit.,
vol.ITL,p.48,

3¢ Ibide,vol.III,pp.98 and L5,
k. We shall deel with his theory of Time later,
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meosure of motion, was created simultaneously with the world, which
view he refutes 1, may be cited as another point in favour of His

belief in the eternity of the world.

Now let us revert to the problem concerning God's volition,
more particularly God's knowledge, since, as we have seen, His
volition or the volitions in general are determined by knowledge.
resulting from mental represcntation and apprchension. Abu' 1-Barakat
expatiates on this point, when treating of the problem of qagﬁ and.

qad.ar »

Abutl-Barakat starts out by giving the definitions of

these two terms commonly accepted among the Falasifah and the
Mutakallimin, o Qaqa is the immuteble decision of God with regard
td events occurring in the world of gensration and corruption and

to what occurs as a result of the movement of the celestial spheres
or the stars. In this sense, qaqa is the universal decision of God.
As for gadar, it is the particularization of this deéision according
-to particular circumstances, time, place, quantity and qualiﬁy.
Therefore, gadar is the detailed account of qaqa. The definition

of these two torms along the same lines are found in K. al-Shifad

of Avicenna.,

1e Keal-Wu®tabar,op.cits,vél.I1T,p.30,
2, Ibid.,vol.III,p.180;Avicenna,Igharat,op.cit.,p.185.
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Abu'l-Barakat Eites three factions who are opposed o
eaéh other on the questien of qaqa_and gadar: (2) those who held
the view that God's immutable decision and its particularization
comprehends every single event in this world, (b) those who adhered
to the view that tﬁough God's prescience compriscs every single
event, the religious prohibitions and commandments are outside the
scope of éod's Toreknowledge. 1 This is evidently the epinion of
the Mu'tazilites who assert thet man has a free choice as far as these
commandments and prohibitions are concerned, otherwise they would have
no meaning at alli,(c) Those who referred everything to changé. This
group, saccording to him, did not believe in the existence of God. 2
Relating . his own view, Abu'l-Barokat sets limit, as he
has already done, to God's knowledge. According to him it is imposs-
ible even for God's knowledge, as for man, to embrace every event which
happens in its particulerity noew, and has already happened in the past
and will happen in the future. This in no way entails imperfection
in God's knowledge, nor dees it mean to attribute impotence to Him.
For the obstacle (mani®) to such knowledge is not found in the knower,

3

but in the infinity of things He would have to apprchend. © Tt

appears that the analogy thet what is true of man with respect to his

1o Ko al—Mu‘tabar,op.01t.,v01 III,pp.181-182
2, Ibid., vol.III,p.183,
3¢ Ibide,vol.III,pp.187 and 193f,
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soul is, in an intensified degroe, true of God plays an import—

and role in the formulation of +this notion as well as of others.

The events which happen in a uniform manner in all times
and places are known by God with a pre-eternal knowledge (®ilman
azaliyyan). But it is not so with matters dependent upon volitions
(al-*umur alFlirEdixyéh). For they vary according to individuals,
time and circumstances, in so far as motives and deterrents are
concerned, ond these variations cannot be defined or délﬂnited.
Therefore these matters cannot be known by any one knower (15
yuhitu bihi €ilm €3.1im wal.xid), nor are they subject to qaga and,

gadar. 1

On the question of will in general, he argueé against the
view that the motion of the spheres are the only couse of volitions.
He says other causes such as the knowledge acquired from particular
circumstances, the motivating effect of other volitions, and things
preserved in memory when remembered are in play. In a similar wqy;
he attributes volitions to God and to His angels which does not

correspond exclusively to the motion of the celestial sphores.

1e Ibid.o, VOloIII,po187o
2, Ibid.,vol.III,pp.190f,
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By arguing thus hc may have had in mind the notion that neither

God, nor man have free-will in the absolute sense.

Chanée—events or occurrences due to chance are qlso outside
the scope of God's amd men's knowledge. Abu'l-Barekat attempts
to give a clearly defined notion of chance-cvents. This is not new.
Chance is treated by aAristotle, bgt in him it is not so clearly def-
ined as in Aby'l-Barskat. According to T. Gomperz's 1 formulation,
for Aristotle, chance signifies, as a rule, the concuricnce of two
events bound by no cousal relation, but yet presénting-the appear-
ance of such a bond. Aristotle illustrates chance by two examples:
(a) a creditor who is pressing for payment of a debt, but oﬁtains
it unexpectedly, and by chance, when, having gone to the market on
quite other business, he there lights on the debtor with the req-
uisite sum in his possession, (b) a horse which has lost its rider in
the battle and in the evening of the same day, driven by hunger, thirst
or instinct, returns to the camp, and is restored to its owner. Such
statements as this, or its Neo-Flatonian versions may have beeh ibu
'l~Barakgt's storting point. However, his treatment of the subject is

entirely different. Although such chance events attract Aristotle's

1. Theodor Gomperz,The Greek Thinkers,tr.by G.G. Berry,vol.IV,(London,

1964) ,pp.95-98.
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attention, he never'tends to break with the traditional view

that nothing happens by chance. It may therefore be said that*

for Aristotle, chance is due to & couse unknown to us. Abu'l~Barakat,
on thc other hand, accepts the reality of such events and applies
himself to finding out the elements underlying +the notion of chaﬁce.
He explicitly states that chance is either duc to a combination of
some.volitional causes with others, or of gome volitionel causes
with some natural ones; this.combination being determined by.no~one.
For example, Zayd went out of his house and walked in s definite
direction. And a scorpion sterted out from the right in such a

way that at one point they both would meet if Zayd walked at é
moderate gait; Then it either happens thaf Zayd treads on the scor-
pion and kills it, or that the scorpion stings him. Here, ncither
Zayd, nor the scorpion acted deliberately or by nature. Noxr were
they set in motion by somcone else deliberately so that they both
would meet. However, this can be done by Gody if, when and as He
will (sha%a). |  If it is asked whether Godts deliberation is
universal and directed te all the portions of existence, for

example, to every encounter of one speck of dust with another,

1o K.alAMu°tabar.,op.cit.,vol.III,pp.188-189.
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whenever and wherever this happens, the answer must be 'no', because
this is impossible in itself and not because of impotency on the

-paxrt of God.

The encounter of two specks of dust implies a third cause
for change~svents, i.o. the combination of two independent natural
’ P

causese

Such statements as God can cause the encounter of two
specks of dust if, whenand as He will, can only be explained

by God's attention towards, and interest in the events.

Abu'l-Barakat's angelology 1 is closely connected With 
his criticism of the Active Intclligence. As we have seen, the
Active Intelligence which is also called the Giver of Forms is,
according to Aristotelians, the sole cause of the multitude of
souls. ~ For Abu'l-Barskat, the diversity botween the souls as to
their substance, species and fundamental nature is far too obvious
to_allowzof only one single existentiating cause (al-®illat al-
mﬁjidﬂﬁ. But this must not be taken to mean that there are a
multitude of existentiating causes, since, according to him, the
sole exisﬁenfiating cause of all that which comes to be is God in

whon everything inheres as mental forxms, which are identified.by Him

1. M.AbI Rayyan,op.cit.,pp.41=45.
2. K.al-Mu®tabar,op.cit.,vol.I1L,ps152 and vol.II,p.39%.




with the Platonian icleas.1 Therw remains, therefore, the active
intelligence being the perfecting cause. This is also inadmissible, .
according to him, in view of ﬁhg diversity obtaining between the

human souls. On this point, Abu'l-Barekat wavers between two

opinions. In the FPhysics of the K. al-Mu®tabar, he accepts the

view ‘that souls can attain perfection by themselves without the

help of someone else. 2 However, in the Metaphysics he deviates

from this view and finally concedes to the view that for every group
of souls belonging to the same species there must be an instructor

or a gulde. 3 . These spiritual guides or ihstructors are identified
by him with ‘'angels's These intelligible beings are pure spiritual
substances, free from matter. They dwell in the highest sphere which
is called the ‘'angelic world' ox the 'divine world' and are distin-
guished according to their degroe of infensity (shiddah) and spiritual
perfection, b Therefore, it may be said that, according to him, the
source of plurality lies in the kingdom of spiritual angelic entities.
It is the angels who initiate the humen souls into knowleage, protects,
guldes, comforts them, brings them into final vietory and who are
called the Pexfect Nature by those who had the gnosis of direct vision,

(maCrifat al—mmghﬁhadah)5. The number of angels are cqual to the

1+ Tbide,vol.III,pp.92 and 1hk.
2. Ibid.,vol.II,pel11e

3. Ibido ,VOl.III,pp.‘152-1 53.

Ll-o Ibido ,v01oIII,Po155-

50 Ibid., ,VOloII,P-391 .
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number of sensible species ~ be they celeskial or terrestrial,
They are the retainer or the preserver of the forms of these

species.

As in the traditional philosophy, he identifies angels
with the visible and invisible stars and with the perceptible and
imperceptible spheres, but he does not discard the possibility that
their number may exceed the number of these stars and spheres in order
that they may equal the number of the sensible objects_— ahimate,

inanimate, or vegetable. L

As & result of his own Theory of aﬁgelology, hé reduces
the role of the angels to the preservation of forms and to guidance.
Therefore, the appellation: 'The Giver of Forms', given by Aris-
totelians to the Active Intelligence has no place in Abu'l-Barskat's

theOIOgy°

1e Ibid.,vol.III,p.167.
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Pime, as we use it in our everyday language , is self-
evident, and no one doubts its existence. But when we trj to know
_its quiddity and essence, all explanations and attempts must fail.
In‘this attémpt » @ll the paradoxes inherent in the concept of time
manifest themselves. As Sextus Empii‘icus, when criticising the various
definitions of time, says, "if we rely on appearances, time seems to
be something, but if we depend on the various arguments about it, it
“appears to be.unreal." 1 St. Augustine is aware of the difficulty in
giving a satisfactory answer to the question ‘what is time?'. He says,
'What, then, is time? If nobody asks me, I know; but if I try to
explain it to one who asks me, I do not know'. 2 In modern philos-
ophy Whitehead reflects the same difficulty when he says, 't is
impessible to meditate on time .e.nd the creative passage of nature-wi’chout

an overwhelming emotion at the limitations of human intelligence.! 3

Therefore, no attempt is final in explaining the nsture of time.

Time is génerally considered as a passage and as something
ever-renewing itself, never remaining the same. How, then, does some=-

thing constituted of successively fleeting 'nows' which are, in

1. Sextus Empiricus,Adv., Math.,X,169;see also A.H.Chroust,The Meaning
of Time in the Ancient World,in the New Scholasticism, (Jan.,1947),
P.50, :

2. 8t. Augustine,Confessionsy XI,1k. :

3+ Whitehead,The Concept of Nature,(Cambridge,1920) sPe73.
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themselves, without extension and consequently have no actual
existence exist? Many seized upon this point in order to prove
the unreality of time. This and other difficulties concerning the
reality and unreality of time were made the subject of a discussion

by Avicenna, 1 and later by Fakhr al-Din al-RaszI. e

Difficulties concerning the reality and unreality of time -

Avicenna, in his systematic treatment of the subject in
which he mainly follows Aristotle, makes mention of two factions:
One group, according to him, accept_ed the unreality of time, though
others held the contrary view. The former groub he further divides
into those according to whom time has no external existence whatsoéver,
and into those who gra.nted a kind of existence to time, not because it
exists in external reality in any way, but because it exists in the

estimative facui'by (®Anr mutawalﬂ:;am).;

Those who denies existence to time are known as the Sceptics
(4th Century, B.C.). The representatives of this philosophical school
are Pyrrho, Arcesilaus, Carneades, and Sextus Empiricus. They

questioned the possibility of objective knowledge of reality. As in

1+ Avicenna,al-8hif# ,o0p.cit.,vol.I,pp.67-72. :

2. Falhr al-Din a1-RazT,al-Mabahith al-Meshriqiyyeh, (Hyderabad,1343H., ),
wol.I,pp.642FF,

3. Avicenna,al-Shifa®,op.cdt. ,vol.I,p.’68;cf.Aristotle,Physics,IV,10,21 7b.
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other problems, they set themselves the task of proving the para-
doxicel nature of our knowledge of time. The difficulties mention-

ed both by Aristotle and Avicenns are indicated by Sextus Empir-

icus 1 who subjects to eriticism various views on time propoﬁnded

by different philesophers, i’he Sceptics found their arguments

for the unreality of time on the fact that time has no existence

in the 'now'. They argue that if time existed it would either by
something divisible or not divisible., If it were indivisible, it
would not be possible that years, months , hours, past and future should
proceed from it., 2 But if it were divisible, it would either exist
with ‘all its parts or with some of them. The first alternstive is
absurd, because, then, past and future .time would exist simultaneously.
The second aitémative is also absurd, because no parts of time eiist
actually. Supposing, however, that the 'present' actually exists, then
it wbuld either be divisible into past and future which were shown to be

non-existent, or it would be indivisible and called 'now! and not time,.

1. Sextus Empiricus,Adv.Math.,X,169£f, ; cf .Chroust »0P.cit, ,pp.50~57,

2. Avicenna, al~Shifa;6p.cit,,vol.I,pp.68f. There exist variations
between Avicenna and Fakhr a1-Din al-RazI who says thet if time
were indivisible,there would be no difference between the time of
the event which has occurred to-day and that of the event which
occurred at the time of inundation;and between Avicenns snd Aristotle
who argues that if what is before and what is after are in the same
"now' ,things which happened ten thousand years ago would be simulta-
neous with what has happened to~day.There also exists a difference
between the account of Avicenna and that of Sextus Empiricus,though
the point they want to make is substantially the same, al-RazI,op.cit.,,
Pp.642f. ;Aristotle »FPhysics,IV,410,218a,25-30, :
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In any case it can not exist actually. But if 'now' exists

actually, .it must either endure or become non-existent, If it
endures, then one part of it is prior and the other posterior. But
both together do not constitute the 'now! ssince past and fubure
~would then be in one 'now' which is absurd. If it ‘becomes non-existent,
this must either happen in and. adjoining now there intervening no time
between them; or in g now. thei_'e intervening a timé between them., If
the second alternstive is accepted, there follows the fact that the
'now' in time has a duration which we have already disproven., If it
becomes non-existent in an ‘adjoining now there intervening no 'time'
between them, one 'now' will follow the other continually, but this

is one of the things which those who affirmed the existence 6f time

1
denied., Consequently there is no way out of this difficulty.

This argument is supported by another argument of a differ-
ent kind which comes very close to C. D. Broad's objection to Aristotle
because the latter considered time as a quality of events. Broad says,
'We can not reduce changes of time to changes in time » since time would
then need another time to change in, and so on ad infinitum,' 2 The
gist of the argument me_ntioned by Avicenna and A.l—B'a'.z':T. is this: Every

motion must have a spebific time, as it has a specific place., Supp-

1. Avicenna, a.l—§_Liif’§3 sOp.cit, ,vql.I,pp.68-69;cf.Aristotle,Physics,IV,
10,2184, 3=30,
2. C.D.Broad,Scientific Thought,(London,1923),p.65.
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osing that certgin motions took place at the same time s .all these

times would need another time to comprehend, thém, and so on ad
infinitum, In this case, an infinite number of times would imply

an infinite number of motions » time being consequent upon motion;

an infinite number of motions would imply an infinite number of movables,
motion depending upon the movable; and an infinite number of movables
would imply an infinite number of places, every movable inhelring in o
place. But this is absurd because an infinitude of dimensions is

impossible. 1

Another faction who denied external existence to time are
those who believed that time has existence only in the estimative
faculty. In holding this view, they were urged by the above mentioneé.
difficulties on the one hand, and by the neces'sity_ that time should have_"
some kind of existence on the other. As we have seen, according to
Ibn Sing, this faculty perceives the meaning of the pai‘ticular sensible
objects and helps to differentiate between the right inferences and the
wrong ones. Our beliefs and judgements are related to this faculty.,
Judgements formed by this faculty are, accoraing to Ibn Sind, gener-

ally unreliable. It is, therefore, in the estimative that the fom of

1. Avicenna,al-Shifa>,op.cit.,vol.l »sPe69;a1-RazT, op. cit. »VoLl.I,p.643,

2. M.Wali-ur-Rahman,The Psychology of Ibn STna,in Islemic Culture, -
vol.IX,(Hyderabad,1935) ,p.35k;see also S.Pines,Nouvelles Etudes..,
op.cit.,pp.s7-50, _
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the motion which has takeh place between the two points is
perceived as a whole, and consequently the notion to measure
this passage is formed in this f‘auculty.ll

The difficulty which derives from the grammatical analysis
of the instent (waqt) is menifested in the view that time is s mere
aggregate of instants (anEt). When, for example, we say that such
and such an event will occur two days later, we mark an instant,

because it announces an imagined event by means of & well-known

event, nemely, after the sun has risen twice. Time is, then accor-
3 ? 2

ding to this view, the aggregate of such instants determined by the

relation between two events » one imagined and the other well-known.

Those who accepted the reality of time regarded it ss an
eternal substance existing necessarily (w'z;.jib al-wu,jﬁd). This view
was held by I.ran_g__hahr':l". and Abl Bekr Zeskariyya al Razi. As we shall
deal with this view later, we shall mention their argument briefly.
According to them, every attempt to. remove time must in fact est-
ablish its reality, since sﬁch removal would imply either a prior or
a posterior period of time. Frgm this they infer that time must be

eternal and exist rie;dessaril_y by itself, without depending on motion,

1e Av:Lcenna,al-Shlfa’,op.c:Lt. svol.I,pp.69-70,

2, Ibid.,vol.I,p.70;al-R&z1,0p.cit.,vol, I,p.647;sce also Louis
Massignon,Time in Islamie Thought,in Man and Time,(Pspers from
the Eranos Yearbooks),ed.by J.Campbell,(London,1958),p.111.
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They, 'then, go on to distinguish between absolute time (dahr) and
limited time. Absolute time is that which is abstracted from
motion, whereas relative time is that which exists together with
motion, in which respect it is the measure of.motioﬁ. 1 We see
here a reconciliation between two concepts which were sharply dist-

inguished by the Aristotelians.,

.1 Vardous Untenable Definitions of Time -

Various attempts to give a satisfactory definition of
time were made in Antiquity. Avicenns subsumes them under four
categories: (a) Time is identified with motion, (b) Time is the
motion of the celestial sphere (lga.rakat al-falek), (c¢) it is one
complete revolution of the celestial sphere, (d) it is the celestial
sphere itself.2 As it appears, the first three definitions of time

are substantially the same in that they all identify time with

motion.

Those who held the first view argued that among the existing
things around us motion is the only thing which is divided into past

and future. That which has this description must be time. They

1. Avicenna,al-Shifs®,op.cit, svol.T,p.70;al~RazT,0p,.cit, s Vol.I,pp.651~
652, ""

2. Avicenna,al-Shifa®,op.cit. svol.I,p.70;cf Aristotle,Physics,IV,10,
218b,30f . and 5-20;Sextus Empiricus,Adv. Math. » X,170ff, ;see also for
Sextus Empiricus,Chroust,op.cit. »PP.50-51,
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further said that time exists only when we inerceive motion. When,
for example, we are distressed, we find the time hanging on because
motion lingers on in our memory owing to such distress. But in a
stafe of happiness, motion passes away quickly in our recollection.
He who is not aware of motion is not aware of time. This was Just
the case with the Companions of tthe Cave, They had no consciousness
of the intervening time when they woke up. In Aristotle this is ex-
emplifieci by the fabled sleepers of Sardinia. Avicenns mentions
Aristotle as saying that Aristotle's fabled sleepers are historically
before the Companions of the Cave. (Ashsb al-kehf).! Avicenna in \
al-Najsh,” end Aristotle in Physics,? oite this example for a diff-
erent purpose. Their aim is to prove the connectidn:s between time

end change, not to identify time with motion.

Following Aristotle, Avicenna refutes this argument, saying
that there exists a difference between tlme and motion. Motion may
be fast or slow, whereas time is uniform and it can only be short or
long. Two motions msy occur at the seme time, whereas two times can-

not be simulteneous. On the other hand, such expreséions as "huwa@;"

'(inmediately), "baghtatan" (all of a sudden), 'now' and 'previously!

cannot be related to motion.

1. Avicenna,al-Shifa?,op.cit.,vol.I,p.70;cf. al-RazI,op.cit.,vol,I,
p'653- . . .

2. Avicenna,al-Najah,ed.by Kurdi,(Cairo,1357/1938),p.116.

3 Aristotle,Physic_s_,IV,’l'l,21 8b,20-25, -

L. Avicenna,al-Shifa®,op.cit.,vol.I,p.71 ;al-Razi,op.cit.,vol.I,p.653;
cf .Aristotle,Physics,IV,11,218b,15-20,
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The second view, according to Simplicius, wes wrongly
attributed to Plato by Eudemus, Theophrastus, and Alexander.
Simplicius argues that Plato, like Aristotle » held time to be only
the measure of mo‘l:ion.1 Those who held that time is the prime
motion of the celestial sphere (harakat al-*Gla al-falak) believed
that it is the fastest of motions, since the highest celestial
spheres traverses a longer distance than the other celestial spheres
during the same intervel of time. According to Avicenna this simul-
taneityi, indicates something other than the celestial motions.
Rather if indicateé an entity to whiclr; all celestial motions are rel-
ated. This entity, nesmely time, is, therefore, essentially different

from the celestial motions.2

In the same vein, Avicenna eliminstes the view that the
conpurrence of two events, one being well-known and the other imag-
ined, is indicative of and identicel with time.3

The identification of time with one complete revolution of
the celestial sphere is refuted by Avicemna, as also by Aristotle,
by the fact that every part of time is time, whereas a part of the

. . . b
revolution is not & revolution,

1. H.A.Wolfson,Crescas' Critique of Aristotle,op.cit.,pp,634~635,
2. Avicenna,al-Shif% ,op.cit.,vol.I,p.71.

3. Ibid.em.

@, Ibidem;cf.Aristotle »Physics,IV,10,218b,1-5,
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Simplicius reports that the Pythagoresns held that time
is the sphere itself. He is also of the opinion that the Pythag-
oreans probebly derived this notion from the assertion of Archytas who
sald that the universal time is the interval of the nabture of the
unive::'se.1 Aristotle holds this view to be. too naive to require_z a
refutation.2 Later, the Neo-Plafonist Plotinus offers a summary . i
réf‘utation of this view, saying that this can hardl& be true if time
is not the motion of the sphere, since it was thought to be the sphere
on account of the motion.j A\ficenna and al-Razi's refutation is some-
what different. Both argue that their view depends on the premise that
everything inheres both in the sphere and in time, But this premise
is wrong for the fact that the sphere itself is also in time, whereas

the sphere is not in enother sphere.}"'

The above mentioned definitions of time are variously found
in Antiquity, Neo-Platonists, and in Muslim and Jewish philosophical
literature. Aristotle mentions two unteneble views held by the
earlier writers: (a)'Time is the motion of the whde, (b) It is the

sphere itself.5 The former view is generally accepted to be that )

1. H.A.Wolfson,Crescas' Critique..,op.cit.,p.635.

2, Aristotle,Physics,IV,10,21 8b,4..

3+ Plotinus,Enneads,III,8,20,

4. Avicenna,al-Shifa®,op.cit.,vol.I,p.74 ;al-RazI,op.cit.,vol.I,p.653.
5+ Aristotle,Physics,IV,10,21 8b,1.
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of Plato. This is a controversial point. Since the cosmological

motive plays an important role in Plato's philosophy both the above
definition and the Aristotelian one are inhewent in his philosophy.
According to him, the celestial movements not only ﬁeasum time, but

also actually constitute it. !

The Sceptic, Sextus Empiricus 2 mentions the earlier views,
and subjects them to a pungent criticism., He mentions (a) the Stoic
view that time is the interval of the motion of the whole, (b) the
view attributed by some to Plato that it is the actiral motion of the
universe, (o) the Aristotelian view thet it is the number of 'before'
and 'efter8 in motion, (d) the Aristotelisn, Strato's view that time
is the measure of motion and rest, (e) the Epicurean view that it is a
contingent product of contingent products, (f) Aenesidemus' view

that it is corporesal.

Plotinus > mentions three views, namely, that (a) time is
motion, (b) it is that which is moved, and (c) it is something

pertaining to motion.

In the philosophical encyclopedia of the Ikhwan al~Safs, we
encounter the mention of four views, namely (o) the popular view that

time is the passage of years, months, days and hours, (b) it is the

1. Plato, Timeeus, 37e, 1ff; 38b, 6ff; 39b,2ff; see also F.Solmsen
Aristotle's System of the Physical Yorld, (IthacaéNew York,1960)
Pe145.

2, S, Empiricus, Adv.Math., X, 170£f; see also Chroust, op.cit.,
pP.50-53,

3. Plotinus, Enneads, IIT,7,6.
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number of the repeated motion of the celestial sphere, (c) it is
the duration numbered by the motions of the celestial sphere, and

(a) time does not belong to the realm of existing things. 1

The J ew_ish philosopher al-Tabrizl mentions four views:
(2) time exists iﬁ itsélf, is ﬁeither & body nor enything belonging
to body, but is something which has necessary existence in virtue
of itself, (b) it is the duration which becomes numerically determined.
by the motion of the celestisl sphere, (c¢) it is the. body that encom-
passes all t.he bodies of the universe, nemely the celestiai equator
(43! ireh)muaddil al-nshar), and (d) it is the motion of the celes-

tial equator, . 2

AbU' 1-Barakat differentie;.tes ten vieﬁs: (a) time is a temm
without meening (Innshu ism 13 ma€na leh), (io) it has an entity
perceived by the senses, namely motion, (c) it is not perceived by
the senses, but is conceived in the mindl as the measure of motion
(migdar al-harakeh), (d4) it is a substance, (e) it is an accident,
() it is neither substance nor accident (g) it exists, (h) it does _
not exist, (i) it has a permeanent existence, (j) it has an unenduning

existence (lshu wujfidan ghayr c;[z'a':c'r).3

1. Rasd'il Ikhwan al-Saf,(Beirut,1376/1957),vol.II,p.17.
2, Wolfson,Crescas' Critique..,op.cit.,pp.635-636,
5. Abu'l-Barakat,K.al-uCtabar,op.cit., »Vol,III,p. 36,
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1
I. The Aristotelian View of Time -
a) Pime _and Motion.

Two motions within the same distance and at the same
velocity take plq.ce simultaneously, but with a different velocity
one traverses less and the other longer ciistance L5 in the same
period of time. Or one may start earlier a.nd.the other later at the
seme velocity,end the former, then, reaches the teminating_poiht .
before the latter in the same period_ of time. Therefore thére exists
the possibility of their moving with greater, equal or less velocity,
and consequently of their traversing I!.onger, equal or less distance.,
This possibility hés e. corresponding measure and is cc;nnected with
motion.l This measure may be that of distance, or that of the movable.
It can not be the measure of distence, for otherwise equal distances
would always “be traversed at the seme time. It can not be the measure
of the moveble either, for, otherwise, with the inci'ease and decrease
oft this measure, there would be a corresponding increase or decrease
of the moveble. Then it is neither the measure of tha‘b-which is
moved nor that of distance. On the other hand, it is commonly known
that this measure is not the motion itself, nor is it the fastness or

slowness. Similarly it cannot subsist by itself, since it is liable to

1+ For the detailed analysis of Aristotle's view of time see J.F,
Callahan,Four Views of Time in Ancient Philosophy, (Cembridge s
Massachusattes,1948),pp. 38-86,
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elapse, and everything which is liable to elapse is corrup-

tible (fasdd). Therefore this measure needs a substratum. We
have already shown that its prime substratum cannot be the matter
of the movable. It must, then, inhere in .a substratum through the
medium of a disposition. It is not the measure of a permanent
disposition following matter. It is, then, the measure of an
unéndukring disposition, namely motion. L In this connection

Avicenna mentions the Companions of the Cave,

 Ibn Sing is very emphatic on the fact that time has no

connection with rest, nor does it messure it except accidentally

Jilla bit l-—‘farat.i) « As we have seen, both in Avicenna and Aristotle,

rest is not the absolute privetion of motion. Some thing 'is said to

be at rest when it is deprived of motion, though it is capable of 5
motion.. It is, therefore, this kind of rest which is measured by

time, 2

Motion is divisible into prior and posterior. Prior and
posterior are manifested in distance by means of motion, since prior

and posterior in motion are irreversible,though it is not so in distance.

1. Avicenns, al-Shifs', op.cit., Vol.I., p.72;cf.a1—Na.j§h,op.ci’c.,
) Ppo115"116.
2. Avicenna, al-Shifs’, op.cit., Vol.I., p.80; “Uyiin al-Hikmsh, ed. by

A. Badawi, (Cairo, 1954), p.28., cf jAristotle, Physics,, IV.,
12, 221b, 5-20.

 (Yemn3 al-sukin fa'l-zamén 15 yatatallagu bihi wa 13 yugaddiru L
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In so far as motion possesses prior and posterior, it is numer-
able. It is this numerable aspect of motion that is called time,
Therefore time is the number (€adad) of motion in so far as the

latter is divided into prior and posterior., Motion and time are,

'according to Ibn Sina, inseparable; time would not exist without.

- 1
motion, and motion without time. As in Aristotle, motion implies
every kind of change. Ibn SInd even goes so far as to Say that the
natural bodies (al-J:Lsm al-ta.b:.‘:.) are in t:l.me not in virtue of .

the:Lr essences but because they are in mot:.on. 2

b) - Lime as Measure and as Number.

.Aristotle generally uées in his definition of time the texm -

*numbe ! s and occasionally the word 'measure')l" His use of the 'berm
"number' was made the subject of criticism., His disciple ’ Strato of
Lampasacus argues that any number as such is definite and finite

quantity; time, however, is a continuous and, hence indefinite quen~
tity or rela.ti;:m which for this very reason cannot be counted in the

Seme manner as we count, for instance, finite and definite nuxnber:s.5

1o Av:.cenna,al-—.ahlf"-’,op.c:l.t.,vol I,p. 73. '

2, Ibid.,p.80; *Uyun al-H:Lkmah,op.cnt.,p.28;cf.Aristotle,Physics,
Iv,12,221v,25~30, . '

3. Arlstotle,Physn.cs Iv,11,219p,1-2,

k. Aristotle,Physics,IV,12,220b,15.

5. Chroust,op.cit.,p. 37.
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In Muslim Phiiosopl_fly, the I_kj_lwan al-Jafa, among the
various definitions of time, cite the one which conforms to the
Aristotelian def'inition, nemely, that it is the number of the motion
of the celestial sphere'.1 Al-KindI has the definition that time is the
number which numbers motion. He, however, specifies what he mea-ns.
by number in this context. According to him riumber_ has two aspects.
It is known to be either discrete or continuous, (muttegil). Time,
he says, cannot bYe a discrete quentity, then it must be a contin~

vous quantity. 2

Ibn Si_ns., in his earlier work, K.als_S_Llif'é':" uses both 'number!
(adad) and 'measure' (migdar) in his definition of time, “However,
according to him, time is a continuous quantity. Time numbers motion
' by means of prior and posterior in it. Therefore, time numbers acc-
ording to that which is numbered, namely,the prior and posterior in
motion. Time is not a number in the way an abstract number is , for

example 1;en.3

The reason for calling time as the measure or the number
according to prior and posterio:; is that prior and posteriof endows

time with number or with s measure. Prior and posterior are, omthe

1. Ras8?il Ikhwan al-Jafa,op.cit.,vol.II,p.36. _

2, Res®’il al-KindT al-Falsafiyyeh,ed.by Abu RI3@h(Bairo,195%) ,vol.IF
P03L|~o . . ) )

3+ Avicenna,al-Shifa?,op.cit.,vol.I,pp.7: and 78;cf.Aristotle sPhysics,
1Vv,12,220b,10-20. . '
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on the other hand, determined in relation to the present 'now'.

In this respect 'now' is considered as the unit which mumbers
tim’e. Avicenna, in his later books, such as al-Najsh ! and cUyﬁn
ea.l-%Iikma.h,2 drops the word 'number' and uses instead 'measure'.
This is, I think, to show that time is continuous, and what is con-

tinuous cannot be numbered, but only measured,

c) Dime and the Now.

As we have already indicated, for Avicenna, as for Aristotle,
time, distence and motion are corresponding entitiies: Continuity is
predicated of them. Time, being continuous (muttaa:sil)- has a iimit
(hadd) perceived in the imagination. This limit is called 'now'. Does
the 'now' actually exist? If it has no actusl existence, in what sense
does it exist? These are the questions to which Avicenna tries to

answer. According to him, it has no actual existence, beceuse if 4ime

had a limit, the continility of time would be disrupted, which is aﬂosurél..:5

If the 'now' actually existed, the proper place for it
would either be at the beginning or at the end of time. But it can
not be at the beginning of time » because time would then exist after

& non-existent prior (1a gabla leh), which is absurd. Therefore it has

1. Avicenna,al-Najah,op.cit.,p.116.
2, Avicenns, “Uyun al-ikmeh,op.cit,.,p.28,
3+ Avicenna,al-Shifa®,op,.cit. svol.I,p.7h.
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a prior period with which it is contimuous (muttasilan bihi).

This limit, J;hen, does not divide the prior and posterior, rather

it connects them. Nor can this limit be at the end of time. If

this limit head no posterior period, heither the Necessary Being

(wajib al-wujid), nor the absolute possibility would have any exist-
ence. But the fact is that the Neceésary Being and the absolute
possibility cannot be rempved.. Therefore it must have a posterior.
period. In this respect 'now' would again be the connect’ing link,

and not the dividing principle. L Time, therefore, has no actual 'now',
but a potentisl 'now'. This potentiality of the 'now' is proximate to
actuality (al-quwwat al-qarib min al-fi€l), that is, time is always

capable of being imagined as having in itself a 'now' either ex

" hypothesi, or by means of motion:, like the beginning of sunrise and

that of su.n_set.2

'Now', when considered in relation to time, is always at a
beginning and an end, and it is in contimuous flux, having no beg-
inning. That which is in motion, thet which is at rest , that which
is generated or corrupted have no initial now in which to move or to
be at rest, generated or corrupted, for time can potentially be div-

ided ad infinitum.o

1 . Ibid. ,pPo 7}+—75o
2, Ibid.,pe75.
3. Ibidem,
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'"Now' is encompassed by 'past' and 'future' which con-
stitute time. And time is limited by 'now'. In this respect, now
may be compared to the elxtremity-of a moving body.1 This extremity
constituting a point is imagined to produce by iﬁs motion a line. In

the same way, it may be said that in time and in motion there is some-

thing corresponding to a point which produces time and motion. As

the extremity of the moving body produces a continuous motion, so the
'now' produces a continuous time. Therefore, to the extremity of the
moving body corresponds a point in distance and a 'now' in time.

Since the exbremity of the moving body may be thought to be indivis-
ible, the 'now' which we have considered may accordingly be considered
to be indivisible. It is by means of 'now' that the prior and pos=-
terior in time cen be distinguished. In this sense, 'now' is most

deserving to be a unit by which to number.2

As we have already seen, the prior and posterior are produced
by motion in relation to diétance. Therefore motion numbers time by
producing the number of time, namely, the prior and posterior, and
time numbers motion because it is the number of motion. According
to Lbn Sind, time numbers motion in two ways: Firstly it endows
motion with a measure, and secondly it determines more or less the

quentity of its extension (kammiyyat qadriha). Similarly, motion

1. Ibid.,p.76.
2- Ibid. 3P 77.
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measufes time in the way. thé.t it defeﬁﬁines its dur,atioﬁ in 'sq far

as it brings into being in time the prior and posterior, This is
like signifying the measure with the meagure(i and the measured with
" the measure, For example, sometimes disbance d.etenninés the extent
of motion and sometimes motion that of distance. This is the case
when we say the motion of two paras’dngs .and the distance of one _ramyah
'(fche distance of a b‘ﬁw-shot). However, one 'of them endows the other
with a niea.suré s That 'thing being essentially the measure, Since time
is, in essence,; continuous, it can be said to be. long or short; and
in so far as it is the number in relation to prior and posterior, it

cah be said to be much or little.

a) The Reality of Time -

Leaving aside the theories concerning the uriréality of_

| time, we may, now, ask: does time have an existence in exbérnal
reali_ty‘? Or does it only-exist in the mind? Aristotle at‘bempt's'to
compromise these two aspects. According %o him, time is real because
it exists together with motion, end it is conceptual because thel soqll
or the mind is. s means of Jjudging the number of motion. Even whe'n'.he
tries to sﬁow the relation between the mind and the exisfencé of time,
he speaks in terms of change which occur in our tﬁoughts_. \ Fbr him,

such change in our thoughts is adequate for the perception of time.

1. Ibide,vol.I,p.77.

- ¥
JE
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However, this .change in our thoughts has no better place than the
change in general. Aristotle's intention is, therefore, that
motion and time are inseparable whether the former occurs in the

mind or in externsl reality. 1

Avicenna accenttiates the reality of time. For this he
resorts to the relation subsisting between motion and time. If time,
he says, did not exist in external reality, thei‘e would exist no
possibility of motion's traversing vaerying distances ot different
speeds. This possibility has a corresponding measure, namely, time.
Therefore, the existence of time is not due to the estimative fac-

ulty; it is real. 2

Time, however, has a weaker existence than motion, because
it 'depends upon motion. Its existence is always in the procesé of
becoming, in the sense that between the two imaginary 'nows' there is
something we call time. Therefore, those who considered time as hévin,g
an existence merely in the 'now' are in the wrong, since time in no way
exists in the 'now!' .3 Nor does time exist in time, since there are
things which do not exist in place, end things which do not exist

in time: +time belongs to the second category and place to the first.

1. Aristotle,Physics,IV,14,223a,25-30,

2, Avicenna,al-Shifa®,op.cit.,vol.I,p.78.
3+ Ibidem.

4. Ibidem.
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e) The Ultimate Cause of Time -

As we have already seen, Aristotle and Avicenna agree on
the fact that time is an accident of motion. What kind of motion is
it of which time is an accident? Time does not depend for its exist-
ence on every motion, or else every motion would have s time specific to it
and consequqntly there would exist many times, Time, therefore, depends
for its existence on that motion which is uniform and has no 1imi1:s..I

By the uniform and unlimited motion Avicenna means celéstial mbt ion.2

Avicenne is well aware of the difficulties involved in accep’c-

ing the uniform celestial mot:.on as the basis for the existence of

time. Someone may ask, he says, 'if such a motion did not exist,
would not time be non—existent?(yaf‘qidu). Avicenna encounters this
argument by saying that the circﬁlar motion is due to a round body

iﬁ virtue of which directions exist. Therefore, the remaining cate-
gories of motion, namely, the rectiliriear, natural and violent motions ’
depend for their existence on the circular motion__. If we rely, he

goes on, on the imaginetion for the fact that we remove the circular

“»> motion, in the imagination and prove the reality of a finite rectil-

inear motion, in this way will be established the reality of the limited

time (zem&n mehdfid), However, the date obbained from the imagination

1. Ibid.,vol.I,pp.78~79.

2. Avicenna,al-Najsh, op.cit.,p.118;cf. -Aristotle,Physics,IV,14,223b,
15-24.,
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are not relisble and are contradictory to the facts of external
reality. Therefore, time is dependent for its existence on the

circular motion. It numbers this motion as well as others.1

Is time creat-ed. or eternal? Like Aristotle, Avicenna is
of the opinion that it is eternal, and argues from the infinite
divisibility of motion and time. Only God precedes them, But God's
priority to time and motion is not a temporal priority, rather it is
a priority in essence, This is like the éffusion of the light from
the sun, and like the movement of the key with the movement of the
hand. If time were created in time, its creation would be after a
period of non-existence, nemely after a non-existent before. It would,
then, be after a before and before an after; and what is so, is not the
beginning of before, and what is not the beginning of before, is not
the beginning of time. Time, then, has an original creation (ibda®),
nbt preceded by anything except God. This is the case with motion,

particularly with the circulsr mo1:ion.2

Aristotle, sympathising with the Heraclitean view, makes
mention of the cyclicel nature of time. According to him, human affairs
formm a circle, and that there is a circle in other things that have a

movement according to nai:ure.5 The same opinions recur in rotation

1+Avicenna,al-Shifs? ,op.cit.,vol.I,p.79.
2.Avicenna,al-Najgh,op.cit.,p.117.
Je.Aristotle,Physics,IV,14,223b, 24=30,



bl 3t i amaati, ol

158,

1
among men, not once or twice or occasionally but infinitely often.

The reason why Aristotle mentions this is that there is s close

connection between time and the circular motion. Aristotle s therefore,

- differs fundamertally from Heraclitus in that the latter insists on

the eternity of motion as well as the never-ceasing alternation of s
cyclic destruction and regenera.tioﬁ of infinite, co-exis;ting or succeeding
worlds or world-periods. The universe is alternately born from fire and
agein dissolved into fire in rigidly fixed periods to all eternity.

This latter view was later incorporated into the IsmaSilian cosmogony.3

By connecting time with the circular motion, Avicenna, like
Aristotle, is under the influence of the older COSmological theories

derived from Babylonia.n astrology.

Avicenna, like Aris{:otle, goes on to stultify the mythological

. theories that time is the great changer and -des‘l::c‘oyer.l+ This idesa is

found in Greek mythology as well as in Trenian philosophico-religious
systems, In Greek mythology Chronos, which is identified with the
infinite time, devours his own c:hildl:z‘_en.5 In Iran, Zurvan, the Supreme
Deity, is identical with the Infinite Time who crestes Ohrmazd and

Ahriman. But Zurvanism has a touch of optimism, since Ohrma?d, ‘whac.,

1. Aristotle,Metaphysics,I,3,339b,28ff,

2. Chroust,op.cit.,pp.4=5. :

3¢ HeCorbin,Cyclical Time in Mazdaism and Ismailism,in Man and Time,
(Papers from the Eranos Yearbooks) ,ed.by,J.Campbell, (London,1958),
PP.115€f.

4., Aristotle,Physics,IV,14,222b,15-25;Avicenna,al—§§if§?,op.cit.,vol.I,
PeB81.

5. Chroust,op.cit.,p.2.
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1
is the principle of Good will reign in eternal futurity,

Time, according to Ibn SInd, is not the cause of anything.
Since a thing exists and becomes non-existent despite the subsistence
of time, eand since people see no manifest cause for it, they relate
it to time. If that thing is praiseworthy, they praise time; But if
it is blemeworthy, theyl blame time. However, things existing in
external reslity have, in most cases (fi akthar al-®amr), msnifest
ceuses (zBhirat al-ilal), whereas non-existence snd destruction have
hidden causes (khofI el-filleh). It is for this reason that most of the
things which they relate to time are transitory things, like,. for

example, forgetfulness (hisysn), ruination, old age, destruction, and

S0 om.

f
1e - R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan, a Zoroastrisn Dilemmes, (0xford,1955), p.107.
2, Avicenna, al-Shif8?, op.cit., Vol.I. p.81. There exists a

striking similarity between him and a seventeenth century
philosopher, Gessendi who states thet if time is not a source
of destruction, it cannot be a source of feptility or a power
that ripens and reveals either. The most probable reason why
in the seventeenth century time itself was regarded as e cause
provoking admiration or horror according as the results of its
alleged agency were beneficial or harmful wss that knowledge of
the real causes of events was often lacking. See W. von Leyden,
Seventeenth Century Metaphysics (London,1968), p.239.
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£) Things that sre in Time.

<

In what sense is a thing in time? This question is the
starting point of both Aristotle 1 and Avicenna. According to

Avicenna, a thing is in time in so far as the notions of prior and

posterior are predicated of it. That which possesses the piior and

posterior is e'ii?her motion or something involving motion. If it is
mot'ion, the notions of prior and.‘posterior belong to its;. essence, if
it is something which possésses motion, its being prior and posterior
is due to motion. Since sombtimes the species » parts and end of a
thing are .saia to be in that thing, 'prior' and 'posterior!, 'now',
'hours' and 'years' are .also said to'be in time. 'Now' in time is like
the unit in ﬁumber, end prior and posterior are like the odd and even

L3

numbers, and hours and deys are like two, three and ten in number.

Rest is also in time.. Avicenna distinguishes two kinds of
rest., First, it is persistent, enduring end eternsal, and second the
Prior and posterior occur to it accidéntally, because prior and pos=-
terior to rest_; there exists motion. 'In the latter sense, rest is not
an absolute priva’ci_on of motion, but is the privation of the motion of
a thing of whose fﬁnction it is to be in motion. Therefore such rest

is more likely to be in time accidentally.3

1. Aristotle,Physics,IV,12,221a,5¢f.
2. Avicenna,al-Shif® ,op.cit. »vol.I1,p.80;a1-Najah,op.cit,,p.118.

3. gvi;enna, al-Shifa? ,op.cit. ,vol.I,p.80;cf‘.Aristotle,Physics,IV, 12,221b,
-1 [}
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Various kinds of changes which resemble locomotion
in that they have a beginning and end are in time, because they have

the prior and posterior.1

The things in whicdh exist' no prior and no. postérior are not
in time, though they co~exist with time, just as the world is co-

existent with a mustard-seed (al-khardaleh), but ib not in it.2

A thing mey be in time in one respect, that is, in so far as
it has prior and posterior, and not in time in another respect, that

3

is, in so far as it is an essence or a substance.

That which is co-existent with time but not in time is said

~ to be the etefnal duration (dehr). Unchengeable beings subsist in

eternal dursation. b Here, Avicenna, like Aristotle relates time *o

eternity, as it hes already been done by Plato accordihg to whom time i

is the moving image of etérnity.5

The relation subsisting between the permanent things and their
co~existence with each other constitutes s, notion above etermal dur-

ation. It is fitting to call it sarmad (perpetuity). In other words,

1. Avicenna,al-Shifa® ,op.cit. svol.I,p.80;cf . Aristotle,Phys.,IV,1k,223a,
1-15. o

2. Avicenna,al-Shif#& ,op.cit.,vom.I,p.80,

5. Avicenna,al-Shifs’,op.cit. »v0l.1,p.80;cf.al-Najah,op.cit.,p.118;
“Uylin al-fJikmah,op.cit.,pp28. _

L. Avicenna,el-Shifa’ ,op.cit.,vol.I,pp.80~81 ;cf.Aristotle,Physics,IV,12,
221.b’ 3"5-

5. Plato,Tim,,374,6f,
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the subsistence of every being without any change end without any

relation to a time-period is called sarmad.1

£} The Attributes of Time -

Among the things which are considered to be in time are the

attributes (al-a®rad) of time which are represented by certain terms.

By 'now' is generally understood the ferm common ‘to both past
and Puture. 'Now', according to Aristotle emnd Avicenna has two
aspects: First it is every common dividing limit, though it inheres in
the divisions of both past and future: Second it is the limit of time |
without indiceting a connection (al—i_s_»p_tifa‘k), and is rightly consid-
ered in the imeginstion to be the dividing term and not the connecting
link. Therefore, the dividing end unifying ocour in the same 'now',
though they are differently defined. In external reality, 'now' is ;
the connecting link. Here Av:i.éenna. is mainly interested in the

structure of time as a conbtinuous quantity.2

'Now' is also used in the sense of a short time which is
most proximate to the present 'now'. Sometimes the duration between

these two nows are perceptible to the mind, just as the priority end

1e Avigenna, al-Shifa? ,op.cit.,vol.Il,p.81;cf. ‘Uyun al-Hikmsh,op.cit.,
- Pe28.
2, Avicenna,al-Shifa®,op.cit.,vol.I,p.81.



163,

posteriority of two nows to one day or to one hour. And sometimes
these two 'nows' are so near to each other that the duration between

them is imperceptible to the mind. !

'A1l of a sudden' (bsghtatan) refers to a time in which an
event occurs when it is not expected to occur, and its duration is

so short that it oan not be apprehended.

'In no time' (dafCatan) has two mesnings: J(a) it refers to

- Hige occurrence of an event in the 'now', and (b) it is the opposite of

gradually (galilan galflan). ?

Huwadhd (immediately) refers to a future now in the proximity
of the present now. The duration between these two 'nows' cannot really

be disceméd. b

Qubayl (Just) refers to & past 'now' which is near the present’
'now'. The duration between them can be perceived. Bufayd (presently)

is the counterpart of qubayl and refers to the future. 5

Prior (mutaqgaddim) in the past refers to a past time farther

from the present '‘now'. Posterior (muta®ekhkhir) in the past is the

1. Avicenna,al-Shifsd,op.cit.,vol.I,p.81;cf.Aristotle,Physics,IV,13,
2228102l :

2. Avicenna,al-Shifa ,op.cit.,vol.I,p.81.

3. Ibid.em'

li-o Ibidem,

5. Ibidem.,
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opposite of the priof in thé past. Prior in the future refers %o -
‘the part of time which is proximate to the present 'ﬂow' . And_post-
erior in the .future. is the 6pposite of the prior in the future. In
the sbsolute sense, prior is identicai_ with the past and posterior

with the future. |

Al~QadIm with respect to time is that which has o long duration.
Avicenns uses this term here in the sense of 'ancient, 0ld'. In the

absolute sense, it is that for whose age there was no beginning,

g) Time and Avicenns's Philosophy.

Aristotle and Avicemna confine time to the Cosmos. Since
the world is eternsl, time and motion must slso be eternal either
according to essence, or with respect to time. That which is eternal
with respect to essence is that whose essence has no oi‘igin from which
it exists. That which is eternal with respect to time is that for whose
age there is no beginning. He also differentistes between the two
distinct meanings of the word !'created!. Firstly, it is that for
whose essence there was an origin by which it exists, and secondly
it is that for whose age there was a beginning, and there was o time

when it did not exist. In other words, there was a prior period

1. Ibidem; cf.Aristotle,Physics,IV,1k,223a,4-15.
2. Avicenna,al-Shifa?®,op.cit, »vol.I,p.81,
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(qpbliyyah) during which it did ndt exist, end that prior period

was teminated. Everything that ceme to be in time must have been
preceded by time and matter, The existence and the non-existence of
this thing cannot be simulteneous. Therefore, its existence must be
preceded. by its non-existence. What constitutes this pefiod is either a .
quiddity pertaining to its. essence which in this case is time, or a
quiddity-pértaining to something other than itself, which is its time.

In both ceses it is a proof of the existence of time.1 He does not

mean by non—existence absolute privatioh, rather it is that whidh is
capable of existence. Avicenns gives an ontological meaning to the
logical terms such as possible, necessary, and impossible. The possibility
of existence inheres in a substratum. This substratum is.the First
Matber (hylé). Matter is the recipient of forms. That which is not
preceded by the existence of a recipient (wujﬁd al=q&bil) cannot come

to be. 2 Therefore, matter, together with motion and time, is eternal.
They are not preceded by anything except by God. God precedes matter,
motion, and time, not in time, but in essence. By creation it must be
undeystood the original creation (al-ibda®). In such creation time has

no place. Separate intelligences are not in time; they precede each

1. Avicenna,al-Najah,op.cit.,pp.218-219,
2. Ibid.,pp.219-220,
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other only in renk and order, one being more to be preferred

1

than the other. Even in substantial things, the element of time

is to be belittled, since change in substance occurs in nd time.

II.  Reaction ageinst the Aristotelisn View of Time -

The predominant element in the Aristotelien view of time,
as we have seen, is its relational nature. Time stands in a special
relation to motion, but is different from it. We can not. conceive
time except with motion. Therefore, according to the Aristotelians,

since empty space is inconceivable, =i empty time, filled with no

movement is equally inconceiveble ,2 and outside the universe there L

is neither void nor time. Eternity of time goes hand in hand with the
eternity of the universe. Aristotle argues that just as an individ-
ual's life comprehends the entire time of his existence, so the life
of the eternsl universe encompasses all time and im:f‘j.nii-,y.3 In this

: ﬁay, Ai‘istot-le relates time to eternity. Here eternity is identified
with 'eternal duration', to use Avicenna's language. According to
Avicenna, eternal duration (dehr), when considered in relation to
transitory things, is called time. Bult when it is considered in

L

relation to permanent things, it cannot be called time.” This division

between time and eternity was, I think, brought about by the fact that

1+ Ibid.,pp.277f. _

2. Aristotle,Phys.,VIII,1,251b,10;E,%eller,Aristotle and the Eerlier Peri-
patetics,tr.by B.F.C.Castelloe and J.H.luirhead,(London,1897),vol.I,p.435.

3. Aristotle,De Caelo,279a,23-28;F.Solmsen,op.cit.,p.158.

L. See supra. '
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the Aristotelians in general connected time with motion, and made it

an accident of motion.

Another aspect of the Aristotelian view of time, as we
have seen, was that time is composed of successively fleeting 'nows',
It is the number of motion, in so far as it is divided into past and
future by the 'now', corresponding to the prior and posterior in

motion.

These two aspects propounded by the Aristotelians with
respect to time came under severe attacks from various quarters,
It is, as wé shell later show, these attacks and the re-formulstion
of the Aristotelian definition of time that prepared the way for the

identification of time with duration and interval.

Leaving aside the Sceptics who denied our knowledge of
reality, end who, by so doing, reached agnosticism, the first attack
ceme from Aristotle's disciple, Streto of Lemp:#sacus. 1 Although his
_ oriticism is not altogether .,justifia.ble s it touches on the fundamen-
tal weaknesses in the Aristotelian view of time. He, first, questions
the definition of time as the number of motion. According to him,

number is a discontinuous quentity, whereas time and motion are con-.

Crr R ..---.-»..»-'i:!sﬂ-?

1. E. Zeller,op.cit.,vol,IT,pp.469-464;Anton-Hermann Chroust sThe Meaning
of Time in the Ancient World,in the New Scholasticism,vol. XXT,

(Tan.,1947) ,pp. 37-39;8.5 ambursky,Physics of the Stoics,(London, 1 959),
PP«100-101 and 102. '
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tinuous quantities. Time is eternally beginning and ending; with
number this is not the case. On the other hand, the parts of any
number exist simulteneously, whereas the parts of time are always
'in succession'. Aristotle and the later philosophers following
him, e.g., al-KindI and Avicenna 1 in fact stress the point that

by number must be understood the dontinuou_s not the discrete number,
Strato,_ secondly, objects to relating time merely to motion, for,
according to him, to rest also earlier and later apply. Whyk then,
should it not measure rest? We are not informed whether rest is
taken in the relative sense or in the absolute sense., If he uses it
in the relétive sense, this .criticism is not justifiable, for the
Aristotelians also held that time measures rest only accidentally, in
so far as by rest is undérstood Something capable of motion, If he

means by rest absolute rest, his eriticism is velid.

Strato defines time as the measure or magnitude inherent in
all action and activity, the measure or magnitude of everything that
is in motion and et rest. He, furthermore, distinguishes between

time end that which is in time. According to him, when we say that

1. See supra.
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ew'reryth'i.ng is in time, wé mean that the measure is in confommity
with 'every'bhing, with all that becomes and all that is. Conse-
quently he refuses to admit that days, months, seasons, or years
are parts 'of time: +they rather correspond to real and definite
events, while time is only the duration of these events. TIn this
view is latent the motion of time flowing without relation to

anything external, but it is doubtful that Strato was aware of this,

Under the influence of Strato the Stoics ! introduced into
their definition:a of time 'interval' which fits better the idea of-
continuity. Thus Zeno defines time as. 'the interval of movement
which holds the measure and standard of swiftness and slowness, and
Chrysippos, as 'the interval of movemént in the sense in which it is
sometimes called the messure of swiftness and slowness' s or 'the
interval proper to the movement of the .cosmos, and it is in time that
everything moves and exists. Chrysippos indicates the finitude of
time on the one hand, end the infinitude of time on the other, For,
according to the Stoics, the universe or the cosmos originates and
ceases in cyclic periods through a general conflagration. This Her-

aclitean view forms the basis of Chrysippos' conferring a dual meaning

1« For the Stoics see Chroust,op.cit.,pp.39-42;S.Se:mbursk.y,op.cit.,pp.99-
107.



170. -

on time. 1In so far as the one éosmic period in which the universe
exists is concerned, time is finite ; in so far as the eternally
recurring periodic or cyclic destruction and generation of the world
is concerned, it is infinite. The cyclical nature of bime wes em-

1 and in an attenuated sense by Aristotle. Plato's

phasised by Plato
view is that mot_iohs of the heavenly bodies give rise to time, which is
nothing else than the duration of their periods. A complete cosmical
period, or perfect year has elspsed when all the plenatory circles at
the end of their revoiution have reached the same point of the heaven

of fixed stars, from which they set out. Similar views are found in

the philosophico-religious systems of the Orient.z

The infinitude of time is also clear from the statements of
the Stoics that time is infinite for the past as well as for the

future .3 '

From the fact that time is a continuum they infer that it
is capable of infinite division. Every part of time is time, Just as

every part of earth or sea is again earth and sea. They believe, in

1. F.M.Cornford,Plato's Cosmology,(London,1937),p.1 16;Plato,Tim. ,39d;
E.Zeller,Plato and the Older Academy,(London,1888),pp.382~383;
Chroust,op.cit.,pp.27-28;J .F.Callahan,op.cit. ,p.18.

2, See R.C.Zaehner,op.cit.;H.Corbin,article in Man and Time,op.cit.,
PP0120-1 21 . : ' ’

3+ Chroust,op.cit.,p.41;Sambursky,op.cit, sP«102,
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consequence, that time cannot be whittled down to extensionless
'nows'. Present is partly future and partly 1;)&5‘:::l It is for this
reason that the time elapsed can, according to them, be measured by

. an arc of a circle,

Plutarch of Chéemnae, who is an eclectic Platonist ,3
interpreted Plato to the effect that the world was crea’ced_._ out of
chaotic matter, and time together with it. Time, according to him,
is the single, orderly and harmonious motion of the universe accord-
ing to number. He, therefore, in accepting the temporal origin of
the universe and the finitude of time differed from Aristotle. In

Islam, as we shall later see.., Abu Bakr Zakariyy’a'al-R'ézi b followed

him in believing in the temporel origin of the world, According to

him, the world was formed from eternal metter.

Galen, according to a tenth century source, held that motion
does not produce time for-us H it only produces for us days, months
and years. Time, according to him, exists per se and is not con-
sequent upon motion, The same source relates on the authority of

Alexander that this was also Plato's view. It may therefore be

1. Sambursky,op.cit.,p.102,

2. Ibid.,p.103.

5« For Plutarch see Chroust,op.cit.;p.58;R.iWalzer,Greek into Arabic,
(0xford,1963),p.187;for Plato's view see al-Shahrastani,K.al-Milal.,
op.cit.,p.288. '

Lo R.Walzer,op.cit.,p.187;8.Pines,Some Problems of Islemic Philosophy,
in Islemic.Culture,vol.XI,no.1, (Hyderabad,1937),p.76.




_inferred from this source that the view that time is idenbicel
with duration and absolutely independent of motion was taken over

by Abl Bekr al-REszI.

Plotinus, in his criticisms of the Aristotelian view, may
have been inspired by Strato, and by the Sceptics whose main interest
lay in their negative attitude towards the reality of time. Having
criticised the views that time is motion and the sphere itself,
he considers the Aristotelian definition of time as the measure of
motion according to prior and posterior. He argues that if we con-
sider motion as a whole, how can we number irreguhr and. non~unifoerm
motion? What number or measure will there be s Oor what will be the
standard of measurement? If time is the number of every kind of
motion, that would be like the number ten counting horses and oxen,
or some measure for liguids end solids., This does not tell us what
time is, but only what time measures, If time is onlj & number, how
does it differ from an abstract number? If, however, it is a con-
tinuous quantity, it will have some quantity like a cubit-rule. It
will then be a magﬁitude Just like a line keeping pace with motion.
But how will it messure the motion with which it is keeping pace?

Why should the one of the two be the measure rather than the other?

1. S.Pines,A Tenth Century Philosophical Correspondence,'iri the
Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research,vol. XXV,
(New York,1 955) ,PPe 4111113,

2. Plotinus,Enneads,III,S,1-20;Callahan,op.cit.,pp.98-1 02;W.R.Inge,
The Philosophy of Plotinus,vol.I,(London,1918),pp.170=171.
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Besides an accompanying measure is more plausibly considered as

a measure of the particular movement it accompenies than of
movement in general. Supposing that this magnitude accompanying
motion is considered not in cdnnection with lmotion in general, but
with that particular motion with which it is keeping pace, this
motion will have to be continuous and uniform, namely the mo1_;ion of
the universe. But still it is hard to see why one should be the

measure eny more than the other. 1

Aristotle and his followers, as we have seen, are aware of
this circularity inherent in their definition, for they say that 'we

measure motion by time and time by motion' .2

Plotinus goes on to inquire whether time is independent of
motioﬁ or dependent on it. If time is considered only along with the
measuredsmotion, then motion will be thet which is measured, and some
kind of magnitude again will do the measuring. This implies three
possibilities: (a) time will either be the nodion considered as meas-
ured by the magnitude, or (b) the magnitude that measures, or (c) that
which uses the magnitude in order to measure the quantity of motion.

The first possibility emounts to the fact that motion measures itself,

1. Plotinus,Enneads,III,9,1-23;Inge,0p.cits,p. 171
2. The Philosophy of Time,ed.by R.M.Gale,(Londdn,1968),p. 3.
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In fact motion needs a continuous measure bsr which to be meas-

ured. But this measuring magnitude will then require some kind

of measure in order that motion may be measured by a measure that

has in itself a certain quantity. Time, being continuous, is in-
capable of measuring anything unless something else has provided it
with a measure and divided its unbroken continuity. Time then will
be not the magnitude accompanying the movement, but thst numerical
value by which both motion and this magnitude accompanying motion

are estimated. Plotinus wonders how this ebstract number can measure
the continuous magnitude accompanying the motion in order to divide it

into units of measure by which motion cen be meaaLsuuc'ed.Jl

Lven if we should discover e way in which this abstract
number could measure, we should not discover time measuring, but
only a certain amount of time, which is something different from

time. Time is not a mere function of providing a quantitative méasure.2

Someone might say that time is a number that measures from
without, like the tens applied to the reckoning of the horses and
cows without being inherent in them. But this does not tell.us what
time is in itself before it measures, in the same way as we can tell

what the number ten is in its own proper nature.5

1. Plotinus,Enneads,III,9, 23-L:3;Callahan,op.cit. ,pp.109-111.
2. Plotinus,Enneads,IIT,9,44-46;Callahan,op, cit. sP.111.
3+ Plotinus,Enneads,iii,9,47~51 ;Callahan,op.cit.,pp.111=112.
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Plotinus, further,asks, 'is time that which accompanies
motion and measures it according to prior and posterior? This is
unlikely, because we are still left asking what this thing is that
meagsures according to prior and pbsterior. On the other hand, that
which meaéureé according to prior and posterior must measure accord-
“ing to time. Therefo;-e; this thing that measures motion by prior
- and posterior must in some way be abttached to time and in combact

with it in order 1;o,measn;ur-e.1

- The prior, Plotinus goes on, is time that ends upon a
certain 'now', while the post.erior is time that begins from a 'nowi .
Therefore the number that measures motion, whether motion in generél
or regular motion, according to prior snd p'osterior is other than

time, and we have not yet answered the guestion what time is.2

He, then, asks, why should the mere presence of a number giv¢
us time? It makes no difference whether the number is considered
as measured or as .measuring, because it is either the one or the
other, To make the number essential to time is 1ike saying thatta
megnitude has not its full quentity unless someone messures this

quantity. To take some portion of time and find its chgiperical

1+ Plotinus,Enneads,III,9,55~60,
2. Plotinus,Enneads,II1,9,64fF,
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statement simply means thet time existed even before number was
; . .

applied'i:o it.
Again, since time is infinite, Plotinus wonders how can

number apply to it? 2

Plotinus argues against the Aristotelians by esking why time
should not exist before the 'soul or the mind that measures it, for
no measurement by anything is necessary to its exisf,ence. This would
only be true if we mean by it that time receives its origin from sou,

Time, measured or not, has the full extent of its ‘being.3

Throughout his criticism, Plotinué stresses the point that
time is independent of any kind of number and motion. Time does not

measure motion, but is measured by it. It is not subjective, but real.l"

Plotinué, in his own theory of fime, relates time to eternity.
In this, he mainly follows Plato who declares that time is the moving
image of etei'nity.5 In both Plato and Plotinus is found the dichot-
omy between the ideal and sensible world. Eternity belongs to the ideal
world, and is, therefore, the prototype or the model upon which time is

sheped.

1. Plotinus,Enneads,III,9,68fF,

2,Plotinus,Enneads,II1I,9,75ff.

5+ Plotinus,Enneads,III,9,78f. ;Callahan,op.cit.,p.115. .

L. Plotinus,Enneads,III,7,11-12;Inge,0p.cit. ,p.171 ;The Philosophy::
of Time,op.cit.,p.2,

5. Plato,Tim.,37d,6f.;of JPlotinus,Enneads,III,1,1.
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In his discussion of eternity,. he finds unacceptéble the
view tha_t identifies if with rest in the Ideal Worlél.JI He argues
against the first view, saying that the Infellectual Principle
contains particular things as parts of itself, whereas eternity
contains them as a unified whole. He disposes of the second view
by arguing that rest as such does not imply the notion of unity and

lack of exbtension, which are the characteristics of eternity.

The Intelliéible World, according to Plotinus, in a sense
possesses unity, but in another sense it is compacted of diversity.
From the point of view of diversity, we might call it being. in so
far as it is substrate, motion in so far as it poésesses life, rest
in so far_: as these several things form a unity. Eternity is mani-
fested ip the unity of all these diverse elements which forms the
basis of a connection between the ideal and visible worlds.z
Plotinus defines eternity as 'fhe mode of an authentic existence en-
shrouding 'bhe being within being which is instanteneous, complete » and
ever-present total corﬂ::LnUL:l.’cy'3 Eternlty. is the life of the Ideal
World which is forever unchanging and possesses all its reality in |
the present. It is in no way accidental to the intelligible essence,

N

rather it receives its origin from it and exists in union with it.

1. Plotinus,Enneads,III,2,1ff. ;Callahan,op.cit.,pp.89=90; P.V.Plstorlus,
Plotinus and Neo-PlatonJ.sm, (Cembridge,1952),p.152.

- 24 Callahan,op.cit.,pp.90ff. ;Pistorius,op.cit.,pp.152=153.

3. Chroust,op.cit.,p.65;FLlotinus,Enneads,II11,7,3.
L. Plotlnus,Enneads,IlI,lp,‘l .
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Eternity here is identified with the Eternal 'now',
not with endlessness. Eternity, according to Plotinus, cannot be

endless time, for although time be endless, it isrevertheness 1'.ime.1

Plotinus also discusses eternity from the point of view of
him who contemplates eternity. By contemplating eternity’thxpugh an
eternal principal within oneself, one becomes like it and eternal.2
This mystical element in his philosophy might have'been the basis of

later mysticism in the Muslim ()J:':i.en1:.3

Eternity as unextended present is closely connected with
Plotinus' theory of emanation which inf‘lgenced Muslim philosophers
in general. ‘In this theory of emanation time has no place. In the
One, who, according to Plotinus, is the first hypostasis, is centered
the eternal nature. ‘l‘he.intelligible essence, which is the secohd._
hypostasis between the One and Soul, may be regarded as an unmoving

L

circle which has as its éentre the Ong.

Time, according to Plotinus, makes its appearance in the .

domain of Soul. It is, therefore, preceded by the One and Intellect;

1. Plotinus,Enneads,III,7,6;Helene Weiss,An Interpretative Note on
a passage in Plotinus' on Eternity and Time,in the Classical
Philology,vol . XXXVI, (1941),pp.230-239;Pistorius,op. cit. ,p.153.

2. Plotinus,Enneads,IV,5,1£ff,

3+ For the Mystic,in contemplation of the true beauty of God,time in
every form disappears.In a state of grace (Jal) the changing instent -
(wagt) in him becomes consolidated in the 1life in the eternal presence
of God.See The Kaghf al-Mahjlb,tr.by Nicholson,(Leyden,1914),pp.367£F.;
see also E,H.Palmer,Oriental Mysticism,(London,1969) sDPe23=24,

k. Plotinus,Enneads,IV,k,16;Chroust,op.cit.,p.63.
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but its being posterior does not mean that it had a beginning.
It is later only because it pertains to an inferior grade of exis-

tence, and is dependent on the intelligible ‘loeing.'l

Soul, desirous of manifesting the diversity in it, begen
to move, and time itself began to move. It was in this way that
time wes fashioned as the image of ete:rjni’cy.z Just as eternity is
the life of the Supreme, so time is the life of Soul as it passes

5 Every new thought in

from one stage of actualization to another.
Soul produced a constant succession of things ever anew, This exten— .
gion of the life of the Soul gave rise to time; and the constant

progress of this life has time ever anew.

From the above account it must not be understood that the
life of Soul has succeésion and is in time. Rather the nature of
Soul is eternal, and not in time. There is succession only in the
products of Soul. Accordingly time is the life of Soul, not in
itself, but in so far as it is the principle of life and motion for
the universe.4 Time, in this sense, subsists between Soul and the

Universe, being indefinite and its continuity unbroken. This indefinite

1e Plotlnus Enneads,I11,11,1f,

2. Plotinus,Enneads,III,11,8ff.,and IV,4,15; Inge op.cit.,pp.172=173.

3 Plstorlus,op.c:l.t.,pp.153 and 155~-156 ;Inge,op.cit.,p.173;Callahan,
op.cit.,p.129;Plotinus,Enneads,I11,7,11.

. Plotinus,Enneads,III,7,12;IV,4,1;IV,4,15~16;Inge,0p.cit.,p.173;
Callshan,op.cit.,p.120.
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and unbroken continuity of time is defined by the motion of the

sphere which manifests best the continuous communicatiorn of the

. life of Soul. In contradistinetion to Aristotle, Plotinus declares

that time is not the measure of mbtion, but, rather, motion is the

measure of, time, it is not the ceuse of the exisbence of time..

In Plotiﬁus' discussion of eternity and time, metsphysical
and ethical considerations play an impoxtént role. Eternity, being
the life of Intellect, belongs ﬁo a higher grade of existence than
time, which is the life of Soul, end which, in its continuous flux,
resembles eternity. This distinction between time and eternity isolates

his view from the later doctrines proposed by Abu-Bakr Zaksriyya al-

Razl, Abldl-Barakst in Muslim Philosophy, and Crescas in Jewish

philosophy.

However, in Plotinus' view of time we find important elem~
ents which, together with other sources, may have been the starting
point of the above-mentioned philosophers. As we have seen, Plotinus’
separated time from motion. Time, for him, is 'a kind to itself',

'a thing within itself'. It only incidentally exhibits the magnitudes
of mot:i.on.2 It is indefinite in so far as it is the extent of the life

of Soul and not defined by the motion of the universe. Time, therefore,

1. Plotinus,Enneads,III,7,11~12;H.A.Wolfson,Crescas' Critique..,op.cit. ’
PP 654—655;Inge,0p. cit e3P 1 730
2. Plotinus,Enneads,III,12,52f,
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is measured by the regular and unifomm motion incidentally, and

in that way manifested to us by such motion of the celestial sphere.
Even though the motion of the celestial sphere comes to rést, this
rest is measured by anotliger kind of motion, nemely the activity of
the soul.1 As in Aristotle, rest is u.s_ed here in the rélative sense.
The extent of rest, éccording' to P'fll.oti'nus is less capeble of leading
ﬁs to a perception of time than that of motion._2 On the other hand,
by coupling the activity of soul, which is a l_cind of motion,with time,
Plotinus does not d;'.ffer fundamentally from Aristotle. In fact, this

. shows that-he is still very much under the'inf‘luence of Aristotle.

As we. have seen, in his criticism of Aristotle, time is nob
sﬁbjective for Plotinus in the sense that its existence depends on

our knowing it. According to him, we possess a dui-ation in the life

of our souls even when we are uneware of it. On the other hand, time

is manifested to us by the reguler motion of the celestial sphere.

‘Iamblicusj, following meinly Plotinus, considers Soul as
the origin of time, or in other words, as ‘bhe_pro‘j‘ec‘bion of the
spiritual world onto the physical being which changes from one state

into another, Time is that which measures the process of becoming

1., Plotinus,knneads,I1L,12,1ff.
2. Plotinus,Enneads,ITI,13,1ff,
3, For Iamblicus see Chroust,op.cit.,pp.67-68.
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and is, in this respect, related to motion, Jjust as heing is
related to becoming. He distinguishes two kinds of time, namely

'time derived from the universe' and 'physical time', in other words,

. abstract and concrete time. The abstract time pertains to the world

of absolute being, m;hereas the physicael or the concrete time proceeds
from the abstraLct time as the measure of motion in the sensible world

of becoming.

III. Time as Duration -

One of the difficulties inherent in the Aristotelian view of
time Was that time is infinite, composed of finite times. On the
other hand, although the Aristotelians admitted the infinitude of
time a:a-d motion, they denied it to spéce and the corporeal body.
Such flagrant contradiction drew the attention of an early Muslim

phiioso‘pher al-KindT (c. 185/801-c. 260/873). His attitude against

the Aristotelian view, as it sppears, was determined by his MuStazilite

tendency.’! Following the Mutekellimfin of his time, he held that time,
together with motion and space is finite, and contrary to the Aristot-

elians, he founded his arguments for the temporal prdduction of the

woaz-lél,.2 on the finitude of time, space and motion. IHe also differs

1+ For the Mu®tazilism of al-KindiI see R.Walzer,op.cit.,pp.176~187.

2. Like the Mu®tazilites,he believes in the creation ex nihilo (ibda®).
He argues that the actions of God camnot be compared with those of man,
because there is nothing equal to the Omnipotence of God in the limited -

- and restricted power of human beings.God does not need any length of
t::.rne- (muddah) to create the world.He creates from nothing (Jja®ale huwa
min Ta huwa),for He has the power to create from nothing.But man cannot
act in the absence of matter (tTheh).Ras®il al-KindT al-Falsafiyysh,
op.cit.,vol.I,(1950),p.165,
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from the Mutekallimin in not accepting the atomicity of matter,

space and time .1

According to him, matter, form, space, movement, and time
are the five substances in every physical “body.2 Time, body (Fimm),
and movement are all interconnected and interdependent, and one does
not precede the other. Time is the duration of the existence of' the
corporeal body, since it has no independent existence, Similarly
motion pertains to the corporeal body, and has no independent exis-
tence. By motion he means all the categories of motion including the
substantial motion in the form of generation and corruption. The
corporeal body in this world is subject to change according to one of
the species of change (tabaddul). Since every motion indicates the
number of the duration of the corporesl body, it can only exist in
virtue of that which possesses time. Therefore motion must necessarily
exist together with the existence of the corporeal body, for the cor-
poreal body cannot move after héving been at rest.5 There exist two
alternatives: the body of the world is either created in time or eter-
nel If it is created in time, then its existence from non-existence is

"becoming!. But 'becoming' is one of the species of motion. It then

1. R.Walzer,op.cit.,ps18k.
2, Rasa?il al-Kindl al-Falsafiyyah,op.cite,vol.II,p.1k,
3. Ibide.,vol.l,pp.117=118.
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follows from this that the temporal production of the body of the
world is motion, since the temporal production and motion are two
necessary conéomita.nts. But if the body of the world were eternally
at rest, it would be pbss:_i.ble for it to move., This would then

S to saying that the pre-eternel thing changed., But the ebernal
can not possibly. c:ha.nge.lI The corporeal body therefore cannot be
without motion, which is, in turn, the fundamental oondition_f_or the
existence of time. Time is the duration determined numericelly by
motion, and it is the number of motion. The time of the corporeal body

is identical with the duration of its existence. As al-Kindt asserts,

time is the duration in which the corporeal body is e being (huwiyysh, ANNIYY= - oo e

ah).2 The necessary consequence:: of all this is ’ghat the ‘corporeal body,
motion and time exist simulteneously and none of them precédés the other.
Al-KindT argues for the temporal creation of the world from the fact
that time cannot be infinite, end consequently the duration of the ex-

istence of the world is finite.

Prom the above account it is manifest thet the main difference

between Aristotle and al-Kindi lies in the fact that al-Kindt identifies

2. Ibid.o ,VOl.I,pp.119 and- 205. ’




B o P

185.

1 . . .
'becoming' with motion, whereas Aristotle = denies this by saying

that becoming is not motién.

For the finitude of time, a.l-’-Kindi argues that infinity
cannot be realized actually, _but only potentially. If infiﬁity ex-
isted actually, we could never reach an imagined time-point proceed-
ing from infinity.2 The last argument is found in a more refined
form in al-Ghazall's Tahifut al-Falé‘si-.‘-ﬂﬂ#";,B and was perhaps taken
by both al-Kindi and el~GhazdlI firom the Alexandrien philosopher

John Philoponus.h' 1

Aristotle eand his followers, as we have seen, considered
time as the number of motion. AL-KindI agrees on this definition,
holding the number to mean not discrete but é continuous -quantity. >
Time is, on the other hand, the duration of the existence of a thing
as long as it exists. If the existence of this thing is removed, its
time will dso be removed. It is because this duration is measured by

motion that we call time the number of mot:i.on.6

1. Aristotle,Physics,IV,225a,20-32,

2, Rasa?il al-KindI..,op.cit.,vol.I,pp.121£F,

3« Averroes,Tahdfut al-Tahafut,tr.by S.van den Bergh,vol.I,(Oxford,1954),
Introduction,pp.XI¥-XX. :

4. Ibidem;for the connection between J .Philoponus and al-KindT see R.
Walzer,op.cit.,pp.190=196,

5. Rag®?il al-KindI..,op.cit.,vol.II,p.32.

6. Ibid.,vol.I,pp.120f.,and 205f,,and 167.
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It is striking to note that al-Kindi, by identifying time
with the duration of the existence of s thing, came closer to Abi'l-
Barakat's view than any other Muslim philosopher, as we shall seé

later,

In the later Muslim philosophicel literature, the definition
of time as duration or extension esteblished itseif. As we have
already seen among the definitions given by the Ikhwan al-Safa, 1
is the one according to which time is the duration counted by the
movements of the sphere (muddat taC:dduhd harakat al-falak). In al-
Mugsbasat, al-TewpIdf 2 mentions the definition that time is an |
eﬁenéion. In the Keys of the Sciences, al-Khuwarizmi gives the
definition thet time is a duration which is counted, i.e. measured, by
movements, as by the motion of the 8pheres of heaven and othér things

3

in motion. © Finally al-Ghaz&lI, in his Meggsid el-Fal@sifah mentions
in the name of the Aristotelians the definition that time is a temm
signifying the duration of motion, namely, the extension of motion

(Idh el-zem@n Cibarat “an muddat el-harskeh ayy San imtidsd al-

hereksh). * A similar definition is atbributed o Avicenna by

1e Rasa'il Ikhwan al-§afd, op.cit., Vol.II., p.17

2, al-Tawhidi, MugBbasat, (Cairo, 1929), p.278.

3. al-KhuwariznI, Mafatih al-®ulm, ed, by ven Vloten, (Leyden,1895),
Pp«137-138. '

k4. al~Ghazall, Magesid al-Faldsifsh, op.cit., Vol.III., p.106.
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al_-g_]_r_la_&ast'énﬁ},'- in his éumnlary of Avicenna's philosophy: 'And so
the.re is here a measure for motions, corresponding to them, and
everything corresponding to motions is something having duration,
which duration iinplies a continual renewsl of itself. It is this

thet we call time.' |

The Jewish philosopher Narboni, in his comm-
entary on the Kawanot, distinguishes Avicenna's view from that of
Aristotle. He says, 'al-Ghazalt and Avicenna, however, do not take

the temn 'number' used by Aristotle in the sense of the parts of

motion, but as the number of dureation which is the nature of a primary

. entelechy." He thus says that the essence of duration is the essence

of time, that is to say, they have a generic identity without imply-
ing a common subject (i.e. motion); and this follows as a consequence
from the view that the nature of time differs from thet of motion botfl
in definition and subject. Though motion bears some relation to time,

2

it is not pert of itv'® Indeed, there is a strong internal evidence

" both in al-Najah and al-Shifa? in favour of this interpretation.

Avicenna asserts that the spatial conbtinuity (iﬁtig'él), in so far as it

pertains to motion, is the cause of the existence of time which is

1. al-Shahrast@nT,K.al-Milal wa' 1-Nihal

al-Najsgh,op.cit. ,pp.115=116, .
2, Wolfson,Note on Cresces' Definition of Time,in Jewish Quarterly
Review,vol.X,(1919=1920),pp.14~15.

20p, cit. ,p.401; cf vAvicenna,
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continuous by itself or the continuity itself, and it is not the

cause of time's being continuous.']. Therefore, according to him,

continuity is the essence of time.

The Mutaka.llimﬁnzreduced the Aristotelian categories to
two: substance and accident. The categories of quantity, place,
time and so on are nothing but the relative characteristics thab
exist in the mind of the knower. They identify substence with the
atom (jewhar al-fard:) . Since substance is inseparable from its
~ accidents, it has, like the accident, a momentary existence., They not
only accept the afomici_ty of matter, but also the atomicity of space,
motion and time. According to I\!Ie.:'.:ﬁoﬁides, they inferr‘e‘d_ this view fi'om
Aristotle's argument in the Physics that space, time and motion are
__ -correlati%re notions and consequently have a certain _correépondence o
one another., Al-KindI, as we have seen, using the same inference,
concluded that space, time end motion are finite, and consequently, the
world is created in time. According to the Mutsksllimun, the atom
endures simply through the supervéntion upon it of the acc:ié.en‘b of
@uration (bagd®) vwhich, like the rest of the accidents, cannot endure

for two instents. In accordance with this view is the definition of

1+ Avicenna,al-Shifs?,op.cit.,p.80., : .
2. See for the views of the MutakallimUn M.Jakhry,Islamic Occasionalism,
(London,1958) ;Maimonides,The Guide for the Perplexed,tr.by S.Pines,

(Chicago-London,1963),ch.73,pp.196£F. ;D.B.Mac Donald,Continuous
Re-~creation and Atomic Time in Muslim Scholastic Thology,in Isis,
vol.IX, (Camb. ,Mass.,1925),pp. 326£F. -
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time as the instant which signifies the concurrence of two events,
one imagined and the other well-known. This definition is cited
in Avicenna's al-Shifs, ! Qushayri's (d.465/1072) Risilah, 2
al-Marzugt's Kitdb al-azminsh wa'l-smkineh, 5 and in al-JurjEnt's
K. al-TaCrifst, *

The MuSbazilite Abd'l-Hudhayl al-Al15f, holding the
theory that some accidents are susceptible of duration, defines time
as the interval (farq or madsd} between the separate acts (af®al).’
This view ig in conformity with that of the Stoics., Al-Marzlql finds
Abu'1-Hudhayl's view very close to that of Alexander (proba.bly Alex-~
ander of Aphrodisias). He reports on the mi’chority of Hunayn b.Ishag
that Alexender defines time ss the durabion which is prior to the
motion of the sphere. It is the motion by which time numbers, Time is
one in reality, not multiple. It is multiple only in the imagination,

since time possesses multiplicity only potentially.

1. See supra.

2. L. Massignon's article op.cit., p.111.

3. al-Maraiql (4.421/1030), K.al-azminsh wa'l-amcinsh, Vol.I.
(Hyd.era.bad, 1332[’1.), Po139o :

Lo al-Jurjani, K.al-Ta®rifdt, ed. by G. Pliigel,(1845), Pe119,

5. al-Ash®ari, Meyaldt al-Islmmiyytn, ed, by H. Ritter (istanbu1,1930).

Pelidi3; al-Marztigl, op.cit., Vol.I., pp.139 and 141,
6o al-Marzligl, op.cit., Vol.I., pp.150-141.
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Al-GhazBlY, defending the stand-point of the Mutaksllimin
in his Tehafut al-Faladsifah, seems to stress the subjectivity of
time. He argues that future and past are relative o us.B Similar

views are found in Hellenistic philosophy. Proclus in a passage of

his commentary on Plato's Timeaus says that the Stoics and many

Peripatetics a;ser’b that time is a mere product of 'l:hougfnt.2 One of.
the strongest expressions of the subjectivity of tire is found in
Alexander of Aphrodisias. According to him, man is the creator of
time.3 Al-Chazsli's theo'x;} of the subjestivity of time, as in
Hellenkstic philosophy, must be treated with ceution because in

places he asserts that time is generated snd created, and before it
there was no time st aLIl.lI.LF Such a view presupposes the reality of time,
and the creatior#-:' of time with the creation of the world. According to
him, the world was crested in time and time with it. Like space, time
is finite, and has a beéinning. He attributes the infinitude of time

to the inability of our imagination to imagine the beginning of a thing

without something preceding it.5

With Averroes 6 » we return again to Aristotle's position.

1. For the subject_ivity of Time in al—_@éazﬁl'i,see Averroes,op.cit.,
vol.I,pp.13 and 41.

2, Averroes,op.cit.,vol.II,Notes,p.31,

3« The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy,
ed.by Ammstrong,(Cambridge,1967),p.116. '

L, Averroes,op.cit.,vol.I,pp38.

5. Ibid.,vol.I,pp.41-42, .

6. For Averroes' view see Hana al-Fakhir® and KhalTl al-Jarr,Ta®rIkh
al-falsafat al-CArabiyyah,vol,II,(Beirut,1958),p.420. -
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According to him, motion can take place in time. When we imagine

& movement, we find with it an extension, which measures it., Time
cé.nnot be understood without motion. The dependence of time on
motion .is much like the dependence of numher on the thing numbered,
Just as number does not become indiiridualized through the individ-
ualization of the thing numbered, nor pluralized through its plur-
ality, so it stands with the relation between time and motion. Tims,
therefore, is unique for all movemén’c and for each thing moving, and
exists everywhere, so tilat if we should suppose people confined from
youth in a cave in the earth, still we should be sure fhgt they would
perceive time, even if they did not perceive any of the movements
which are perceived in the world. The dubious point which we have
already met in al-Ghazsll and others, namely,the subjectivity of
time, crops up again in Ibn Rushd. What he means here is that time
is something the souls construct in movement, or that it is nothing
except what the mind perceives of the exbension (imtidad) inhervent in
motion. It is for this reason, he says, that Ar_istotle thought that
the existence of movements in time is much like the existence of the

things numbered in number,

Time has no position, nor does it form a simultaneous whole,
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Those things which are subject to motion cannot be separéted

from time., Time is only abolishe_ci in those things which are not
1

subject to motion. Neither God, nor His Acts can be comprehended

in time and measured by o limited duration. God exists only in

timeless eternity (d.ahr).2

Tbn Rushd defines 'now' as the present which necessarily
is the middle between the past and the future. OF if i® the end of the
past a.nd the beginning of the future. It is absurd to represeént a
present which is not preceded by a past. Furthermore, nothing can
become in the 'now', so its priVatioh_must be in another now than
that in which it itself exists, and there is time between each pair
of instants, because "now' is hot continuous with ‘now! Therefore
before the ‘now' in which the movement occurs, ﬁhere must necesserily
be a time, because, when we represent two 'nows' in reality, there
must necessarily be time between them.j?' In this vein, he proves the
infinitude of time and motion and consequently the eternity of the

world.

In the above account we have seen that with sl-Kindi the

1. Averroes,op.cit.,vol.L,pp.42ff.
2. Ibid-.,VOloI,Fo?O-
3. Ibide.,vol.I,p.dk.
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perceptual time as a cori_'elative or measure of motion starts to

give plé.ce to the conceptual time as a duretion measured by but
independent of motion. Al-Shahrastant, sl-Ghezall, and his Jewish
comnmentator Narboni find traces of a conceptual time in Tbn SInd.
Although Ibn Sina assérts in places that the continuity or duration
forms the sssence of time, in his neatly formulated definition he is
closely attathad. to Aristotle'S view. On the other hend, in the
Mutekallimun we find a purely subjective view of time and the iden-
tification of time with the indivisible 'now'. By doing se, they havg
broken the continuity of motion, ,tix_ne and space., This led them to
the denial of causality inthe world, and consequently they established

God as the Absolute Sovereign of the whole universe,

| Al-Ghazall, without attaching himself to the atomic theory
of the Mutekallimun, from the correlation of space, time end motion,
infer-red that time has a finite duration and is crested. In his
objections to the Aristotelians he availed himself of the subjective

view of time. With Ibn Rusghd, the Aris‘botelian‘tlrieory was restored.

Iv. Absolute and Limited Time -

In dealing with the difficulties involved in the conception

of time, Avicenna, as we have seen, mentions the view that time is a

Isubsta.nce' existing necessarily by itself, This view goes back to al-
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Iranshahri end his disciple Abu Bakr Zakeriyys al-Razi. As we
know from e ninth -century source, this view was held in Hellen-
istic philosophy by Galen. Agein in this source, and in later

1
Muslim philosophical literature it is curiously attributed to Platoe

Al-IrsnshahrT and Abl Bakr al-Ra2ZI held the eternity of

five substances, 2 namely God, the Universal Soul, First Matter (hylé),

Absolute Space and fbsolute Time. Ibn Hazm and Ibn T'aymiyyahs bring

out a relation between this view and that of the Iranian Magians.
According to them, the Magians also affim of the five principles
which are Ohrmazd, Ahrimen, metter, time and space. Indeed there is
a certain connection between al-R8z1 and the Magians, though the list
of the eterné.ls does not altogether tally with each other. The five

etérnals are the Creator, Ohrmazd, wisdom of the religidn; space on

which matter is dependent; and time which is the etenity of Ohrmazd. ;
It is striking that, like al-RazI, they distinguished between Zurvan

Kanrakomand (Limited time) and Zurvin skensrak (Infinite time). * At a

1+ S. Pines, A Tenth Century Philosophical Correspotidence, op.cit.,
P.112; Opera Philosophica, ed. by P. Kraus, Vol.I., (Cairo,1939), p.278.

2. Por this view see Opera. Philosophica, op.cit., Vol.I., pp.190-216 ;
al-Shahrastant (d.5l|.8I-I), Koal-Milal wa'l-Nihal,op.cit., p.2h1; 3.Pines,
Beitréce zur Islemischen Atomenlehre,(Berlin,1936),pp.48 and 60-62,

5« Tbn Taymiyysh, Minh&) al-Sunnsh, op.cit., Vol.I., ps97; for Ibn Hazm's
account see Opers Philosophica, op.cit., Vol.I., pp.183 f.

L. R, C. Zaehner, op.cit., pp.106 £f; H. Corbin's article, op.cit.,
pPp.117 £L.
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given momembifinite time ceame into existence out of infinite
time, and moves in a circle until it veturns to its beginning, and

then merges into infinite time.

Both al-Iransher and al-REsI identify time with @uretion
which is undefermined and has no connection with motion. But in so
far as the number applies to it in virtue of motion, it is El-.:'l.mz'd;ec'zi..1
Out of the five eternals, two are living and acting: God and Soul
one 1is passive‘ and not living: Maﬁter from which all bodies are made;
and. two are neither 1:'5ving and acting; nor passive: Vacuum and Duration
or t'ime.2 - It was reported that this v:ijew wes held by the Sabians of

Harran to whom al-R3zI was ea:l:ta.céhed.3

Time is an eternsl substance thaf flows (Jewhar yajri).
Al-Irenshehri and al-RazI oriticize those (L.e. the Aristobelians )
who connected time with mot_iqn. They argue that if time were the
number of mofion it would not have been possible for two moving things

to xﬁove in one time by two different numbers.)"'

According to al-Iranshehri, time, eternal duration snd
duration are only the nemes which iﬂéic’é.té“ons and. the same substance.

He considers five eternal substances from g fheologieal point of view.

1. Opera Philosophica,op.cit.,vol.I sP.195;38ee also A History of Muslim
Philosophy,ed.by M.li.Sharif,vol.I,(Wiesbaden,1963) ,pp.lbi=hL5 ;S.Pines,
Some Problems of Islamic Philosophy,op.cit. sPe 5. .

2. al-MarzUqI,op.cit.,vol.I,p.1kd.

3. Opera Philosophica,op.cit.,vol.I,p.213,

4. Ibid.,p.266,
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For him, time is the proof of God's knowledge just as space is
the proof of God's omnipotence, movement of His action, and cor-
poreal body of His power. Each of these are infinite and eterna:l..1

Latey, Ibn al-®ArabT 2

held that eternity (dahr) is one of the
attributes of God. In Islam, one of the traditions of the Prophet,
namely, 'do not speak ill-of dshr becsuse God Himself is dshr' s

might have had some bearing on this view.

Similar views are found in the seventeenth century metaphysics..
For example, H. Mpre spiritualizes the neture of space; and the divine
nature of time was put forward by the Belgisn Mystic, J. B. voh
Helmont. 5 Newton considered absolute space end time to be the sen-

sopium of God and His indispensaable attributes.h'

Pakhr ai—D':T.n al-Raézl, attributing the view thet time is g
self-subsistent substance to & certain ancients, relates their argu-
ments against objectioné.5 Objection: +time is something ever-{’lowing
and ever-changing, in so far as its existence is concerned. Vlhat is so,
thereforq, can not possibly be a self-subsistent substence. Answer:

time, in its essence and quiddity, cennot be conceded to be in flux,

1. Ibid.,pp.2662F.

2. AE.AfPifi,The Mystical Philosophy of Muhyid DIn Ibn ul-SArabi,
(Lahore,1964) ,p.Lk., .

3. W.von Leyden,Seventeenth Century Metaphysics »(Liondon,1968) ,pp. 229¢.

he Tbida,p.244. |

5. Opera Philosophica, op.cit.,voi.I,p.278.
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ever-changing, and coming to an end. W'h.yn is it not permissible
that it should be a substance subsisting pest eternally and pre-
eternallyq. In fact » continuous flux and change do not o.ccur in the
essence or substance of 'time, they occur only in so far as time is

related to successive events,

The partisens of the substantiality of time further argue
that time has no connectiomy either in itself or in its existence,
with the celestial sphere and motion. The celestial sphere, by its
motion, measures only its parts, just as a send-glass megsures, in
virtue of its various states, parts of the day and night. If in this

substance which subsists by itself a kind of motion is realized, and

the extension of its duration is measured by this motion, it is called

time. Byt if it has no connection with motion, and in it occurs no

change it is named dshr, azal and sarmed.

This last division which corresponds in Abi Bekr al-REzI to
Absolute and Iiimited time is found in Avicenna. According to hiniy

time, dshr end sarmad pertain to different domains of existence. Dahr
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is above time, and sarmad is sbove dahr.

Avicenna L rejects the view according to which dshr is
the duration of immobility, or a time not numbered by movement.
The fact, hé says, ié ‘that duration and time cannot be conceived
without in their essence inhering before and after. If before and
after inheres in it, then it has a continuous change of states and it

will not be devoid of motion. And in rest also exist prior and posterior.

< For Avicenna, eternal duration co-exists with end encom-

passes time, -but it is not ‘Eime. . It is related to every unchangeable

- being. Eternal duration, therefore, hés a semblance of time, but is

not real time.

Avicenna defines eternal duration in another wmntext asthe

motion which is perceived by the intellect of the relation obtaining

between the duraeble things and the Soul, namely, the Universal Soul,

2 .
‘at all time. Soul. (i.e. The Universal Soul) is the cause of the

existence of 1:ime.3 This notion taken from Plotinus and with Some

modificetiorsfron the K.al-khayr sl-mehd (Liber de Causis) which

1e Avicenna,al-Shifa®,op.cit.,vol.I,p.81. .
2. Avicenna,Risgalah £181-iudiid,in Tis®€ Rasz il, (Egypt,1326/1908),p.92.
3« Avicenna,®Uylin al-}ikmeh,op.cit.,p.29,
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' , 1
contains extracts from Proclus' Elements of Theology is generally

accepted in Muslim philosophy.

Nagir-i K__hﬁsraw; when citing the view of those who assumed
that time is a substance, et.ernal, and. é.elf-subsist.e_nt » relastes that
’che_ eternal duration is not time; it is on the contrary, the life of
the living immortal, just as time is the life of the living mortel. -
The temn 'time' cannot, therefore, be attributed to- spirifua’l em:ities;.2
This view had a.é:bnsié._erable inflluence in the formation of the Isma'!ilite

COSMOZOny. 3
/

The_ai:stinp_%ﬁh betweenl dehr and zeman is also treated in a
treatise called ";A{hat is the difference between 'dahr' and 'time',"
(ma. al-fagl ba;yﬁ al-dehr wa'l-zemsn): 'Dehr is the number of perm-
anent things, and time that of temporal objects. Both numbers ceunt
‘only the things, nemely, the life and motion. Everything which
numbers, numbers either one part after snother, or the whole at once.
Cor;éeéuently we sa& that the thing which numbers the whole is dahr, and
the thing which numbers the parts, one after the other, is time. It is
then evident and true that number is of two kinds, One numbers the per-

manent spiritual things, end is called dehr; and the other numbers the

-
1
i

1. Proclus puts time above Soul,and eternity above the Pure Intellect.
According to him,as eternity is more than mind,which it contains,
so time is more than soul.See Proclus,The Elements of Theology,ed.,
and tr. by E.R.Dodds,(0xford,1963),props.52=55,pp.51~55;see also
T.Whittaker,The Neo-Platonists,(Cambridge,1928),p.283,

2. Opera Philosophica, op.cit.,vol.1,p.270.

5«H.Corbin's article,op.cit.,pp.144f.
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particular things which are subject to time, and is the number

of the motions of the éelestial sphere.1 Al-J urj'éni in his

Kit8b al-TaCrifst 2 gives the definition that 'dshr is the

.extension of the divine presence; it is the basis of time and enfolds
in itself eternity and perpetuity.' Such views baken from the Neo=-
Platonic -sources played an important role in the development of the

later mysticism in Islam,

According to al-Irenshehri and al-RézI, such clear-cut
distinctions are superficial, and irrelevant to the essence of time.
Time, duration and eternity all indicate one snd the same substance,

namely, absolute time .

Another point which is of considerable importance to our
treatment of Abu'l-Barakdt's conception of time is al-REzT's view that
the knowledge we have of time is self-evident end needs no demonstrative

proof. Common people and the learned alike know time a p:c":i.o:c-i.3

1. Opera Philosophica,op.cit.,vol.I,p.270.
2. al-Jurjani,op.cit., p.111.
3+ Opera Philosophice.,op.cit. »PP. 264 and 272f, ;al-Marzligl,op,.cit.,p.148,
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V. Abu'1-Barakst's Theory of Time. -

Abll' 1-Barakat treats of time both in his Physics and
in his Metaphysics, In the Physics the pro‘blem off time is onl},r
" introduced for the sake of the problem of motiom. He says at the
beginnimg of the section on time thet 'simce motion takes place
in space eaml in time, having already discussed space, we, now
proceed to explain time', Therefore, accordi:mg to this view, we
must kmow the problem of space, tixﬁe, anl various other problems
such as matter, primciples amd causes before .p'rocee.dimg with the
problem of motion.1 This is the very method the Aristotelians
have already used. But, unlike the Aristotelians, Abd'l-Barakdt
carries the problem of time over to the domain.of Metaphysics. In
the Metaphysics he answers the questions' left in suspense in the
Physics. It may, therefore, be said that, éocord.ing to him, the
problem of time, in so far as it is supposed to be connected with
motion, belongs to the Physics, but in ‘s.:o far a8 its real solution
is concerned, it belongs to the Metaphysics. It is in virtue of
the solution given in the Metaphysics to the problem of time that
the close link between the physical and the metaphysical domainsg

- is, as we shall see, established.

1. Kc a.l*MuctabaI‘, OP.Cit., Vol.IIo’ p.69
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Pime, Abu'l-Barakst argues, is self—evidenf in common
us:age and according to the first mode' of knowledge, intelligent
men have of time, but in so far as the perfect logicel and intell-
ectuel definition of time. is concerned; it is obscure, ambiguous and
hidden. This is the reason why time is variously defined by the
intelligent men, 1 This point was already stressed by Plotinus and
others, According to Plotinus, we defive our knowledge of time from
two sources; (a) Everyone thinks that he knows what time is, at
least until he tries to give an explenation of it. This common know-
ledge of time is something we must consider, and any detailed exam-
ination of time mgst not be out of harmony with it. This conv.iction-
of men must-be a common ground of all philosophical explanations.
(b) Philosophical investigation carried on acco.rding to a definite
method, that is, to relate time to its natural predecessor, eternity.2
Indeed, our selfw-evident knowledge of time forms the backbone of Abu'l-

Barakdt's .OWn theory, as in AblU Bakr Zakariyyd al-Ragt.
a) Is Time Connected with Motion?

Accoréing to Abu'l-Barakst, common people believe that time

is a function of movement. In common usege (f1'l-Surf al-%3mmi),

Te Ibid, Vol. II, pe69, and Vol III, p.36
2, Plotinus, Enneads, III, 7, 10 f.
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time is a thing in which motions take place, and agree or differ

as to simultaneity, priority and posteriority. It is in relation
%o time that their fastness and slowness are determined. They
" divide time into past, present and future, and irfco Parts called
days, hours, years and months. They determine its parts with
reference to motions, as, for example, dajs are determined by the
sunrise and sunset, months by the revolutions of the moon, years by
the revolutions of the sun. Or they determine ' its parts with ref-
erence to certain temporal conditions (bi halst min al-h&lat al-zem-
Eniyyah), like cold and hot seasons. They have an a priori knowledge
that there exists a thing, namely time, and that its existence comes
to an end and ari;e}s anew in such a way as to correspond to the
passage of moti,on. They similerly know that the parts of time are
irreversible: the past time cannot éubsist with the future time,

nor one de.:y with another day and so on.1

The learned men, AbU'l-Barekat continues, enquired whether time is
an object of perception. They realized that they could not perceive it
in virtue of essence, s:_i._nce it was not a colour so that the: eye could

_perceive, and it was not a sound so that the ear could hear, nor was it

1. K. al-Mu®abar, op.cit., Vol.II., pp.69-70.
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the quality of hardness or softness to be sensed by touch.
Furthermore, they could not perceive it in virtue of accident, which
accompanies primarily that Which is perceived by itself, as in the
case of transparency. in so far as the visible things are concerned,
and as in the case of a void j.n éo far as the things perceived by
touch are concerned. Although we do not perceive 'transparency' and
'void' according to essence, we perceive them according to accident.

Time, therefore, cannot be perceived in any of these ways. !

- Having considered intellectually the questions. Wﬁat time
is, how it exists, and whence it comes about, they cqndluded'tha'b
time pertains to motion like s measure which measutres distances (fa
wajadlhu li'l—l:ié.rak'é."c ka'l-miqdar al-mugeddir 1i'l-mesafat) .. The
prior end posterior in motion and time cofresponds to the prior and
posterior in distance; while distgnce remains as it is before and

after the motion of that whigh moves in it, time does not endure s and

is always in process, whether a moving object is in motion in time or is

at rest. Unlike in distance, prior and posterior in time are irrever-
sible. On the other hand, a number of motions taking place at a certain
time in various distances participate in one and the seme time. There-

fore, priority and posteriority (alrqabliyysh wa'l-baCdiyyeh), passage

1. K. al-MuCtabar, op.cit., Vol. II., p.70.
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(al-tag.arrqm), and continuous change (tefaddud), pertain to time
essentially (bi'l-d_.‘g_lia‘t) and to motion accidentally. They further
sald that motion is in time and not that time is in motion. The
multiplicity of motions taking place in time is much like the
multiplicity of movebles inhering in one and the same distance (£3'1~

mesafat sl-wahidsh), |

From the fact thet time exists together with motion as well
a8 with rest, and from the fact that the fastness and slowness of
motion is determined by time, they inferred that the knowledge of
time occurs to our minds prior to the knowledge of motion. Therefore R
according to them, time is prior to motion in eiistence Just as distance
(space) is prior to-motion, For motion cennot be conceived by him who
cannot conceive of time, just as it cannot be peréeived by him who
cannot conceive of space., Time, hdwever, can be conceived without
motion taking place in it, since motion is only possible in time, i.e,,
motion is capable of taking place in it. Time is that in which motionsg
can -’cake place, of‘ in which they actually exist » egree or differ as to
simultaneity, priority and posteriority, Time is -other than distance,
because two moving objects agree in time, but differ in distance s or differ in

time but agree in distance. Time is also other than the initial and

1. Ibidn, Pe710
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final points, because two movables agree in time, but differ in

their- initial and .final points., Time is other than mothon (_glr_layr
al-harekeh) because many motions different in themselves, possess-
ing many movables, distances and directions take place in one and

the same time, 1

It is not right to say that time is identical with one of the
motions, nsmely the motion of the sohere of the celestial equator |
(falak mucaddil al-nahdr), because it is the fastest of motions. It
being so, it partakes of the same quiddity as the other motionsg do,
but it differs from them in virtue of the external céncomitant' accidents
(bi-Cawarid lazimsh khirifiyyah). Fastness and slowness are the
accidents accompanying the motions taking place in various distances
and times. The fast motion is that which traverses a longer distance
then the slow one does in one and the geme time s or it traverses the
seme distance in a shorter time then the latter. This argument is
substantially the same as the one cited by Plotinus 2 against the
identification of time with the motion of the celestial sphere, and
implies that this very motion is also in time. He who has gnosis

(a1~ arif), knows that time is other than motiony moveble and distance

1. Ibid, pPo?1"72.
2. Plotinus, Enneads, III, 8, 1f.
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in its absolute being (bi-anniyatihi al-mutlageh), while he does

not know its abstract quiddity. Therefore the definition of time
consists in explaining the temrm 'time'._ Time is, partly, expleined
as that in which the motion of that which is at rest is possible,

or the motion of the movable actually takes place, and as that whose
existence can not be suppressed in the minds. This exposition of the
term 'time' is in keeping with our knowledge, for the primary know-
ledge of time is acquired by the soul itself whether the motions and
the movables are suppesed to exist or not and whether we are aware

1
of them or not.

As we have already seen, the Aristotelians held that time
cannot .be conceived except with motion, and cited as an example the
sleepers of Sardinia. in the case of Aristotle and the Companions of

the Cave in the-case'of Avicenna.’  Abd'1-Barekdt argues that the
Compenions of the Cave were not aware of time just as they were not
aware of other things. For he who is asleep cannot have conscifusness
of other things, whether it be motion or time. But if they were awske
in the cave in the dark, there would not pass an hour of which they

could not be aware. Therefore, according to him, we perceive time

1e K, al-MuCtabar, opicit., pp.72-73.
2 See Supra.
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even ﬁhough we do not perceive any motion whatsoever. 1

He aJ.so argues that he.who is aware of motion is aware
of the priof and posterior in distance s Without there being any
com‘bination .between the prior and posterior. They are, rather,
combined in the mind. This. kind of prior and posterior represent
time. It can, therefore, only be said that motion cennot be conceived
except with time.2 This is in complete contrast with the Aristotelian

view,

Aristotle's definition of time as the ﬁeasure of motion
does not escape AbLQL'l-Barakst's criticism. Here he takes up the
cudgels ageinst this definition. According to him, the Aristotelians
argue that 'time exists in ;notion like the measure pertaining to
distance. In fact, AbU'l-Barskat asserts, time subsists despite the
removal of all motion. This js not. the case with the measure of
distance, for this measure cannot be sbstracted from distance. Measure,
in customary usage (£fI'l-urf), is seid only of a part of the whde by
which the whole is measured, According to them, motion is measured by

time and time by motion. But none of them is more fitting to measure

1. K. al-Mu®tabar, op.cit., Vol.II., PeT3
2, Ibide, Vol.II., pe73.
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than the other (laysa ahaduhums bi-taqdir al-*akha¥ ewls min al«
Yakhar bi~taqdirihi). 1

So far I have followed Ab' l-Barakat's account in the
Physics of the K. al-iiu'tabar. In the Metaphysics we find Abn'l-
Barakat more concise and to the point. Moreover, it reflects Abu'l-

Barakat's personal reflections and originality.

According to our primary knowledge of time, time is conn~
ected with motion. TI#% measurés motion, just as it is measured by it.

However, motion, apart from time, is also connected with (a) the
initial point, (b) the final point, (o) distance, (d) mover, (e) that

which is moved. Time is none of these things.2

To prove his case, Abu'l-Barskdt imagines three balls equal
in magnitude, moved by three different men at the same time at various
speeds. Supposing that the fastest and slowest moving balls has stopped
at the same time, the former hafing completed two revolutions, and the
latter one. The third ball which has an intermediary speed would then
stop before both after having completed one revolution. In the former
casé, the fastest and slowest moving bells agree in the duration of their

motions, but differ in distance, since the fastest traversed twice the

1. Tbid., Vol, II., p.76
2, Ibid., Vol,III., p.36
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distance. The same difference in distance is also found between

the fastest moving ball and the one which has an intermediary

speed. As for the ball which has an intermediary speed, although

it traversed the same distance as the slowest one, it differed from
it in the duration of its motion. Time is » therefore, independent of

all these factors, namely distence, fastness and slowness s the movable

and. motion. 1

Having reflected mentally on time and duration (al-muddeh wa!l-
rzeman) in Iéspec‘u of motion, let us now suppose, Ab'-'u'l-‘BarakE.‘b con-
tinues, one of t1;1ese'balls to be at rest. This will not a;f‘fect in any
way the duration of the motions of the two. other balls. Therefore s
time and duration persiste in existence (mustamirren fi'l—wuﬂﬁd) together with
the motions of those things which move as well as with those th:l.ngs which
are at rest and with the removal of any motion whegtsoever. If, on: the
other hand, the slowest moving ball mentioned above came to rest as
soon as the fastest moving ball started its motion, and etayed at rest
as long as the latter was in motion, then the e.lternating motion and
rest would agree in duration, nor would there be any change in duration.
Ev;en in the case of all the movables coming to rest and all that is st

rest starting to move our notion of duration does not undergo any change

1a - Ibid., Vol.III., p.37
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whatsoever, either in the mind or in existence. A definite

duration is conceived in the mind (ma€qiileh) as existing with the
motion of gll that is in motion and Wwith the imnobility of all that

is at rest. Indded it is in this duretion that all these take

bplace. The existence of motion is connected with time and duration,
whereas the existence of duretion and time has no connection with motion,
nor with rest. Therefofe, the notion of.time, in existence and in its
intelligible nature, is prior to evény motion and every rest. By the
removal of any of these, time canno# be affected. Time persists in
éxistence apart from motion and rest; but without time and duration,

motion and rest Gannot-peTSist. L
b)  Timé and Existence.

As we have already seen, together with time and soul we have an
apriori conception of existence. Our consciousness of our being is the
proof of existence in general, Time, existing apaft from motion and
rest and everything that exists in it, comes very close to the concept
of existence and is conjoined with it in conception (£1' 1~tagawwur) .,
The mind does not conceive of existence as one of the sensible things,

rather it conceives of the sensible and insensible things as being in it.

1e Ibid., vol.III., p.39
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In a mental supposition (fI'l—-farq. al-ggr_lihn':i'.), the sensation of

an individual endowed with a sensitive faculty can be suppressed,

but the gxisfence o;t‘ an existent cannot be suppressed in virtue of “this.
The mind, prior to its a.ppex:c’ep.tidn. of other things,. conceives and has

apperception of existence together with the apperception of its own

self, It has also a similar apperception of time. Therefore it is

more fitting to define time as the measure of being than to define it
as the measure of motion. Not only is motion determined by, time, but

1
also rest is determined by it s and both equally partake of existence.

Yo Ot immediate knowledge of time, existence, and soul is
stressed throughout Abﬁ'l—BaJ_c'akEt' 8 Metaphysics. We have, according -
to him, an equal degree of consciousness of our soul, existence and

time. It is in virtue of this theory of consciousness that Abu'l-

Barak&t is able to dispose of the view thet makes time :: a function of

motion. He argues in connection with his theory of existence in this

vein: 'some of the things which are not perceived by the senses are

more obscure for the intellect and more remote for us than others in so

far as the degree of knowledge we have of them is concerned. On the

. other hand, there are other things which are betber known and more

manifest to the mind with respect to their quiddity snd substance

1 . Ibido (] VOloIIIo s P039
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despite their being far ffor_n being perceived by the senses, These
things are time and existence. Existence is more manifest than

any other hidd.en thing, because he who is aware of his own self is

also aware of his own existence, Similarly he who is sware of his

own action is also aware of his own self that is acting and of the
existence of his own self as well as of that which is produced by -

it and results from its action. Therefore he who is aware of his own
self is aware of existence,. namely, the existence of his own self. And
he who is aware of his own action is aware of it and of the agent.
Neither the el:l.te nor the common people doubt the existence of the agent.
Slmllarly €very man or most men are in general aware of time; of today,
yesterda,y and tomorrow, and of past and future, remote and near time,
even ‘bhough they have no. knowled.ge of its substance angd qQuiddity. They
are similarly eware of the fact that existence is, even if they are not
awere of its quiddity.1 According to hin, every exlstent exists either
in external real:.ty or :|.n the minds or in both. He curiously goes on %o
say that what is existent in the minds is also existent in externs] reality

because the minds exist in external reality,

As we have already seen, Abu'l-Barakat modifies 4he Avicennian

view that existence is superadded to the €ssences, and that essences

1. K. al-Muftebar, Vol III, pp.62-63.
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would not exist without the superimposition of existeénce upon

them, Although Abu'l-Barekat sometimes identifies essences with
mere mental forms, they have no real ontological status in his :
philosophy. According to him, existence is supersdded to existents.
Existents exist in virtue of existenc_e and similarly existence
exists in virtue of existence. This existence ends in sn existence
that is existent in virtue of itself and not in virtue of existence
that is .its attribute. AbU'l-Barekat calls this existence an existent
existence. E_E'herefore, existent and existence are identified by him
in God. Only God is the true existence. 1 This theory obviously
bears the traces of the mystical pantheism which is exemplified in

the theory of the 'unity of existence'.

To-be or not-to-be can beither be predicated of existence,
nor of time. Such predicationz belong only to existents.? There- '
fore, according to him, existence and time has an extra~mental reality.

Existents are transcended by the notions of existence and time.

Abu'1-Barskat's definition is reproduced by Fakhr al-Din al-

R8zI in his Kitab al-Matdlib al—s'é.liyyah, where he finds this definition.

1. See supra, pp.99 ~ 104.

2u . Ko al-MuctabaI‘, VOlaIII, poll-Oo
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obscure and ambiguous, and amplifies it to the effect that

time is the measure of the duration of existence. L Leaving aside
his Aristotelianism, al-Kindi, by.defining time as the duration of
the existence of a thing, so long as it exists,; comes close to Abu'l-
Barskat's notion, and the latter might have been influenced by the
former in this respect. S. Pines in his Nouvelles Ftudes 2 tries to
establish similarities between the doctrines of Saadia (892-942) and
Abrshem bar Hiyys (first haif of the 12th Century) and that of AbG'1-

Barakdt) In fact the view of both Sesdiand Abreham bar Hiyys goes

back to that of al-Kindf. It cen, therefore, rightly be said al-Kindi's

view might have been the starting point of AbG'l-Barskat.

Having put time and existence on equal footing, AbU'l-Barakst
tries to explain the concept of measure. According to him, the meas-
ure of a corporeal body is not external to the bo_dy itself. The mag-
nitude of a big body with respect to the magnitude of a smaller body
is determined by eoxporéity, !1101: by quantity. (bi—jismiyyah wa. 13 bi-
kemmiyyah) . Quentity is what is conceived of this surplus in relation

to the magnitude lacking in the smgller body. For quantity is the

1.  Opera Philosophica, op.cit., p.278 _
2, 8. Pines, Nouvelles Etudes sur Awlgad. al-zaman, Abu'l-Barakst
(Peris, 1955), pp.67 ff.
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knowledge of the relation obtaining between the bigger and

smaller bodies in the casé of conbinuous quantities, and between the
less and the more in the case of discrete Quentities. Quentity, is,
therefore, a mentally conceived relation (fa' 1-kemmiyyah mil”cabé.rah
£i'l-adhh@n). What exists in externsl reality is not the magnitude

but the big objects, and similarly not the number but the things_
numbered. It is in this way that time measures being, not as 'a.n
accident subsisting in the latter but as a mentally conceived relation between
that which has more of being and that which has less. People, in their
customary usage, speak of perma.nent and impermanent existence, long and
short existence, i.e. s with respect to its duration, just as it is said
of a body to be long or short, i.e. with respect to its measure (gl-
miqd8r). Therefore, according to him, the same relation as exists
between the measure and the measured exists also_'between time and _
existencé. Just as we cannot conceive of the annihilation of existence

in the minds, so we cennot conceive of the annihilation of _1:i'me.'1

When someone by way of prayer (fi du®gihi) says to someone,
'may God prolong your life! s he means the prolongation of his existence R
not his time, PFor time pertains only 4bathat which exists by virtue

of its existence persisting in it (i.e. time). On the other hand,

1. K.al-Mu®tabar, op.cit., Vol.III., pp.39-40.
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time can be neither long, nor short, it always persists. Only
the existence of that which exists more or less persists together
with the persistence of time. Therefore, it is more appropriate for

time to be the measure of existence than that of motion. L

c) Time, God and Creation.

AbU' 1-Barakat inserts the section on time in his Metaphysics,
into the section on the eternlty and. temporal creation of the world.
This is because » Abu' l-Barakat says, a profound study of these opp-~
osing views requires a profound study into the nature of time. 2 We
have already mentioned that there are strong indications; in favour of
the eternity of the world in AbG' l-Barak'é.‘f's philosophy. One of these

indications, perhaps the strongest one is found in his theory of time.

According to him, those who believed thet time had a beginning,
because it has no separate existence, nor subsisting by itself‘, should
also believe in the temporal production of exigtence, wa, then,
could it be said that prior to the temporal_ production of the world

there existed no time? This is an assertion that the mind does not

admit. For it has been established. by a theoretical investigation(nazar)

140... -t Ibid. ’ Vol .III .y p.l'..O N .. et
2. TIbide, Vol III., p.35.

F
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thét time cannot be annihileted e:'ccept with the annihilation of
existence. Existence cannot.be non;-existent, nor can it be ex~
istenf. Thérefore it cannot be said of existence that ‘it exists,

or that it does not exi;v,t. Non—exisﬁ.ence can only be predicated of
that which exists. Time, being on equal footing with existence, the

above argument is also valid for. 1:ime.1 This is obviously the proof

of Abu'l-Barakdt for the rea.li‘_by‘? of time. But how is his statement that nsiit.s

neither existence nor non-existence can be predicated of time and existence
to be explained? According to him existence and non~existence can only
be predicated of the existing th;:i.nga_é;f-'_'itaking '-existence' in the absolute
sense, that is, am an attribute ﬁhiéh is superedded to the actually
existing objects, it does not have 'existence' or 'non-existence! as

its attributes. Oth_erwise s WE could' never differentiate between
existence and the existing things. Aba! l-'Barak'é.t endowing ‘existance!
with an extra—mental reallty, trles to save the efficient causality of
God., Everythlng existing in external reality owes its existence to the
efficient causality of God who is 'pure existence'. Time, being insep-
arable from existence, has the same ontological status in Abu'l-Barakat's
view. Just as existence is beter known than things which exist in
external realit}, so time ié better known than thése things, which co=-

exist with it. According to our first mode of knowledge, which is

1. Ibid., Vol.III., p.40
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deficient and imperfect, as well as according to our second mode of
knowledge which is perfect,' time, like existence is amterior to
everything in the intellect. Man-can conceive o time prior to every
.beginning which is conceived by the mind and intellect. He can not .
conceive a time which was the beginning and prior to which there had not

' 1
been time. Conceptually time cannot be suppressed.

By confeining time with existence, end by accepting their
eternity, Abu'l-Barakdt solves the difficulty which led the Aristot-
eliens to meke very subtle distinctions between time, eternal duration
and perpetuity to preserve thé dichétdmy between_’che material and spii'—
itual worlds. According to him, the mind cannot conceive of existence
Without duration and time, whether it be that of the Creator, or that

of the created.

It is only those who defined time as the measure of motion
that abstracted the existence of God' from time. éincé they believed
that the Creator does not move, they were compelled to say that He ig
not in time. They said that God exists in eternity (dahr) and Gn
perpetuity (sarmad). They even went so far as to say that the existence
of God is the eternity and perpetuity. If it is asked what dehr and

sarmed is, they would answer, saying that it ‘is the pemmenent duration

1. Ibid., Vol.III., p.4O
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(al-baga? al-ds*im) and not accompenied by motion. In fact perm-
anence is one of the attributes of duration_and time. Therefore
they have only substituted other terms such as dahr and sarmadefor
time., Like Abu Bakr Zekariyys al-Razi, but in contredistinction to
the Aristotelians, AbR'l-Barekat does not differentiste these terms.

For him, they have one and the same meaning. 1

d) The Reality of Time.

| According to AbU'l-Barekat, our knowledge of things are
not all in the same degree., Our first modé of knowledge is simple
and deficient, whereas the second and the third modes of kno.wledge are
complex and perfect. The deficiency of our first mode of knowledge is
due to our inability to rise above the knowledge of the individusl in
order to perfect it by the knowledge of species and genus. The second
and third modes of knowledge, in turn, attein their perfection by
comprehending such knowledge. The knowledge of knowledge (meCrifat al-
mafrifsh), the highest knowledge belongs to this second category. We
perfect our imperfect and deficient knowledge pertaining to sensible
things either by our second mode of knowledge pertaining again to
sensible things, or by that pertaining to what is conceived by'the

mind., For example, we perceive a body composed of small particles of

1. Ibid., Vol.III., Dok
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different colours as if it had a unified colour. but when we look
at it attentively, we see that it is composed of various colours.
Again we see the sun smail by the sense of sight, but having ref-
lected on this according to an intellectusl inference (bi'l-qiyas

al-fagli) we know that it is of imsense magnitude.

Wle, on the other hand, perfect our knowledge perbtaining to

intelligible things by that pertaining again to intelligible things.

Our knowledge of time is of this kind. Time csnnot be percéive.d a
priori by the senses, rather it is apprehended by the mind.'Eﬁexybody
knows time a priori without any reflection whatsoever. It is when we
try to perfect our knowledge of time that differences of opinion occur.
This is the case with the intelligenf man who held opposing views on

time,

On another occasion, he says that time is g mentally conceived
relation between the different durations. However, we must not be
misled by such statements that, according to ALQ'l-Barekst, time is
purely mental. He., in fact, holds th@" contrary view., He considers
mind as en instrument by means of which time is known. By saying that
time is a mentally concgived relation, he means that without the

mind we can have no spperception of this relation. 2

1e Ibid., Vol.III., pp.35-36.
2, Tbid., Vol.III., p..40
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Abu'1-Barakst stresses the reality of time on various
occasions. Arguing against the view that time is purely mental,
he says that if it were purely mental, it would be devoid of the
Judgements belonging to that which exists in external reality.
The mind has a primary apperception of its existence and of its being
determined according to a posited measure corresponding to that which
exists in externel reality. 'As in the case of the existent objects, we
cen assert of time that its part is not equal to its whole. Indeed
no man endowed with reason can say that an hour is equal to a day, or
a day to a month. Therefore how could something which cennot be sep~-
arated from that which exists, and which is defined and determined tog~

ether with that which exists be considered as non-existent,?

Abl'1-Barekst argues in the Physics of the K. al-MuStabar
thet if time were an accident existing in the minds, it would either
subsist in the mind as an sccident pertaining to the things existing
in the mind, like the notions of universal, particular, genus and
species. What is, then, the thing in which time inheres as an accident.,
We do not know anything whose removal in the mind would imply the removal

of time. Or time would be en accident inhering in the mind primarily,

1 . Ibid. ’ VOl.III. ? pp037—38|
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and having no connection with any other thing. This is absurd,
because that which exists in the mind without existing in external

reality can only be a meaningless nons.ense.1

Therefore, according to AbU'l-Barakst, time is real in the
sense that it is inseparable from existence. It is g mentelly con-
ceived relation in so far as we determine different durations per-
taining to existence in the mind. Mind is only an instrument to

bring out this relation.

e) Time end AbU'l-Barakat's Philosophy.

Timé has e special place in Abli'l-Barakst's philosophy.
Time end existence, being inseparable and prior to everything in
our consclousness, are the most importent constituents of the material
as well as the spiritual worlds. It is because of the close connection
between time and existence that the unbroken continuity between the +wo
worlds is established. Even God is not devoid of temporal relstions.
This is especia.ll_y manifest in his theory of God's knowledge of
particulars and in his theory of God's volition. Hisg starting point
in both theories is the analogy he establishes between God's knowledge

and volition, and men's knowledge and volition.

1, Tbid., Vol.II., p.76
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Abu'1-Barakat, in his human psychology, deals with the
limited nature of our percep’cions.. According to him, perception
(idrsk) is a state of relations pertaining peimerily snd essen—
tially to the thing which perceives with regard to the thing
perceived. - Without these two terms, this state of relation cannot
exist. There is, therefore, no perception of any sort of & non-
existent thing. Supposing that there is, then this is not the case
of true nothingness. We know that the existence of a perceiving
sﬁbject and a perceived object is not sufficient for a. perception to
exist., For if it were so, the human soul would pe:r.'cei\}e all the

existents it was to perceive. Thus, there would be nothing that was

hidden to it. But in fact what it does not know exceeds by far what
it knows. Therefore, it is in need of o mode (l:xal) which is super-
added to its existence and to that of perceptible things in order to
attain knowledge and percép‘bion of what it actually perceives.1 Our
perceptions are limited by the need of s mode subsisting between them
and the perceptible things. This is made clear slso in ahother con-
text where he says: Between the souls there exists a gradation as to
their capacity of spprehending things. Some of the souls have more

capacity than others. The Tole of the body is to determine the object

1. K. al"Mu‘tabaI‘, VOl.II., p.323
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which the soul perceives at any given instant, and the temporal

order of its perceptions, "t;ecause the bedy itself is determined

by its 'organs, by the placé it occupies and by its motion and rest.,

We see that which is before our eyes and hear fhat which is as:neax

as is possibde for us to hear, and have the sensation of touch of that
which we touch. It is so with other perceptions. In this respect the
soul '.is where the body is. The body is fo'r the soul what nest is for a
bird end house for him who inhsbits it, If there had been no body, the
soul would not have received these determinations; it would not perform
one thing rather than another amon'{gf the multitude of those thirngs which
co-exist in time and place. Each orgen of the body supplies the soul
with a category of activities. Therefore, in answering the question
why the soulddoes not know all that which exists, he resorts to the
senses which at once limit and render possible the perception. The
function of the body and the cox';;)ore'al organs are indispensible,
because of the limited character of the faculty of spprehendion and
perception of the humen soul. The soul can only have one --p.erce;ption

at a time because of the nature of the bodily function and is brought
into contact with others which have been perceived before abd will be
perceived later. In- the absence of these bodily functions, the soul,
when placed before the multitude of events, could not meke the choice

necessary for perceiving at least one part and for a.c:ting.1 Therefore,

10 K. al—Mu‘tabaI‘, VOlnII., PP.3I+5 ffo
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the body and the sense organs provide for the soul the condition
necessary for an ordered experience. But a soul endowed with a
faculty éf_ infinite perceptions and cepable of apprehepding as faf
as poasible the totality of events would have no need of these con~

ditions.

We have, therefore, limited perceptions of things because
such activities are determined both spatially and temporally, owing
to the limitedness of our body in whiqh the soul is and of our organs
which are the instruments of our perceptiéns. It is here that AbG'l-
Barakat's theory of attention (ilfifa't)' comes to the fore. He differ-
entistes two kinds of attention: (a) vbluntary atteﬁtion; for example,
we drink repugnent mixtures because they have a beneficient effect,
and we endure fatigue in ‘the hope of pleasure, (b) Natural attention
which is also called'by him instinctive (ilhami); for example, a child i
avoids what frightens him end hurts him, and comes near to what pleases
him. The human soul cénnot all at once direct its attention to many
things. For those which it sees distract it from that which it hears,
those which ®each it through the external senses from those which
internal senses bring to it. On the other hand, when it is turned tow-~

ards itself it is not occupied with the Jc'es’c.lI

Teking the statement that a soul endowed with o faculty of

1. K. al-Mu®tabar, Vol.IL., p.351
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inf'inite perceptions end capable of apprehending as far om

possible. the totality of events would have ho need of these con-
ditions s at its face value, we may be misled to thinking that God's
perceptions are limitless and encompass everything. According to
AbT'1-Barekdt, this is not so even in the case of God. God also’

has His limitations which are due to the infinite number of things

He would have to apprehend, not to His impotence. This view he
obviously infers from a' pomparison between human perceptions and those
of God. This point will bwcome clear if we turn our attention to his
theory of God's attributes. In contradistinction to Avicenna, Abu'l-.
Barakat affirms of the essential attributes of God. The essential
aptributes of God such as will, generosity, knowledge, etc., rest with

the essence of God, in other words, they are the properties of God's

essence. God can differentiate between the state of being generous and i

non-g;enerous.. As a result of this differentiation He preférs generosity

to non--generos:i.ty.1 All the attributes existing in this world must, ....in.;the les
last resort, be referred to God, He being the originative principle

of all a’ctributes.2 These attributes are normally abstracted from

God's essence by the Aristotelians because it implies imperfection and

1. Kc al—Muc'tabaI‘, VOl.III., Pp067"69¢
2. Ibid., Vol, IIT., p.104.
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temporality in God. This view, according to Abu'l-Barekat is

not velid. He explaing in his theory of intellection that intell-
ection is one of the activities of the intellect. Activity following
upon the essence from which it proceeds, how could some thing be
constituted by that which follows from it in time :and essence.1
Through these attributes God is in direct contact with everything
except those things which are outside the scope of God's comprehen~
sion and attention, nemely, the non-existent things 2, end the change-
events_.5 _

- As it is clear f‘rom- the above account which he gives in his |
Metaél'.lysics, God's activities, like those of man, are not free from
temporality. This culminates in the view that éod is not beyond

time,

The difference between men and God is one of degree: God's
knowledge.. and volition are more comprehensive than that of man.
Unlike the Aristotelian God who is static and acts through the inter-
mediaries without _.I-Iimself acting, knows only Himéelf s and othér things

in a general way instantaneously, Abu'l-Barakat's God is active and in

1a K. al-Mu€tabar, Vol.III., pp.72-73.
2,  TIbid., Vol. III., p.75
3. Tvid., Vol. III.,_ p.188-189.
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direct contact with the material world, According to Abu'l-

Barakat, even God's knowledge is restricted, but this » in no weay,
implies impotence on His part. For the obstacle to such knowledge

is not found in the knower, but in the infinity of things He would have
to apprehend. In taking such an uncompromising attitude, he would,

certainly not have gained the favour of either the Aristoteliang s Or

the Theologians.,

His personification of God - it is perhaps right to call his
God Supreme Man - might have influenced the later mysticel wheories

of the 'Perfect Man'.
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CONCLUSION.

AbU'1-Barak3t's philosophy is determined by his oriticsl
attitude against the Aristotelian philpsophy. In this he was
helped by his fore-runners among whom John Philoponus end Abf Bakr
Zeltariyys al-R8z1 especially stand: out s not to mention those in

whose writings are found sporadic un-Aristotelian statements.

However, his originality lies in his appeal to the self~-
evident truths of the mind. .His start‘ing poiﬁt cah be discerned in
Avicenna's theory of ‘the self'-evident nature of the s;bul, and that of
existence. The fundamental difference between AbG'l-Berakit and
Avicenna manifests itself in the fact that the former uses it as s

philosophical method,

We have three a priori conceptions. That of Soul, that of
existence and that of time. Soul has apperception of itself prior
to everything else. At the seme time as its apperception of itself,
it has also apperception of its existence and existence in general.
Similarly, time is apprehended by everybody, the learned and ignorent
alike, prior to everything and is inseparable from exis’&ence._ In fact,
it is the measure of existence; Just like existence, it cannot be

annihilated., Therefore time and existence are eternal.

The Aristotelian correlative conceptions of space, time and

motion are not altogether in harmony, since, according to them, space is
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finite in magnitude, whereas time and motion are infinite. Such
disharmony between these notions was considered %o be open to crit-
icism, and incompabtible with the theory of the eternity of the world.
Instances of this we» find in al~-Kindf and al-Ghazgli. al-Kindfi,
accepting the finitude of space, time and motion, put forward arguments
for the temporal production of the world (huduth). AbU'1-Barekst held

the opposite view and sccepted the infinitude of space, time and motion.

Finelly, the large gé.p created by the Aristotelians between
the material and spiritual worlds was bridged by Abl'l-Barakat in

accepting the temporalilLyy of both domsins.
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