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TITULO DE LA TESIS: Averroe’s Critique of Avicenna's Approach to Metaphysics
(Critica de Averroes al enfoque de Avicena sobre la Metafisica)

DOCTORANDO: Viladimir Lasica

INFORME RAZONADO DE LOS DIRECTORES DE LA TESIS

El doctorando Vladimir Lasica ha completado con éxito todas las fases conducentes al
depdsito de una tesis doctoral preparada para ser defendida con una magnifica base.
A lo largo de los afios que han mediado desde su inscripcidon hasta este momento, el
doctorando Vladimir Lasica ha cumplido con todas las tareas encomendadas: en la
primeras fases del proceso, abordd el estudio de la numerosa bibliografia académica
sobre el tema de su tesis, un acercamiento detallado a la metafisica de Avicena y su
recepcion en la obra de Averroes; al mismo tiempo completé su formacion
investigadora, mediante la participacion en cursos metodolégicos y congresos
nacionales e internacionales. Fruto de todo ello han sido articulos publicados en
revistas de reconocido prestigio internacional, especialmente su trabajo publicado en
la prestigiosa Revista Espafiola de Filosofia Medieval, asi como sus colaboraciones
con la revista internacional Logos. Journal for Philosophy and Religion.

Durante estos afios, y a pesar de las dificultades de movilidad y busqueda de
material que la pandemia ha impuesto, no s6lo supo compaginar su trabajo con la
elaboracion de la tesis, sino que ademas completdé con éxito todos los requisitos para
conseguir la mencion de internacionalizacién de su tesis doctoral — al doctorando le
resultd6 muy complicado poder acceder a ciertas referencias bibliografica que le
pedimos contrastase antes de cerrar nuestra ultima revision.

En el analisis llevado a cabo, el doctorando expone de un modo preciso la
diferencia entre el enfoque de Avicena y el de Averroes sobre la metafisica. El enfoque
metodolégico se basa principalmente en las secciones de las obras de Averroes en las
que critica directamente a Avicena (fundamentalmente La inconsistencia de la
inconsistencia, el Gran comentario a la Metafisica de Aristételes y el Gran comentario
a la Fisica de Aristételes). El doctorando destaca aquellas secciones de las fuentes
que se refieren de alguna manera a Avicena y algunas implicaciones de su doctrina
metafisica. Finalmente, y puesto que la critica de Averroes no es sistematica y sélo se
presenta de forma fragmentaria, ha tratado de reconstruir el resto de su critica por
medio de las implicaciones de la doctrina definida en sus obras.



La tesis doctoral que defiende el doctorando Vladimir Lasica, se compone, con

claridad, de los apartados clasicos de un trabajo de esta indole:

Introduccién: en la que se plantea el estado de la cuestion.

Argumentacion: se analiza el enfoque de Avicena y de Averroes en tres aspectos: la
ontologia, su ensefianza sobre la relacion entre Dios y el mundo, y su comprension
de la metafisica como disciplina filoséfica. Se inicia con el estudio de las doctrinas
ontoldgicas, mostrando como sus filosofias discrepan fundamentalmente en este
punto. Mas adelante, se comparan sus ensefianzas sobre la relacién entre Dios y el
mundo, destacando los puntos clave de la critica de Averroes, describiendo la
concepcion de la metafisica a la luz de las dos partes anteriores.

Conclusiones: La critica de Averroes no socava seriamente la posicién metafisica
de Avicena. La base de dicha critica es su interpretacion naturalista y nominalista
de la filosofia de Aristételes — matrices naturalistas que son parte esencial de su
filosofia. Pero su critica no supone una amenaza para el sistema metafisico de
Avicena. De ahi que la vision naturalista de Averroes pueda ser una alternativa a la
fundamentacién metafisica de Avicena enteramente dependiente de la aceptacion
de su proyecto filosofico naturalista, su critica es aceptable sélo desde la
perspectiva de los requisitos establecidos por su interpretacion de Aristoteles.
Bibliografia: se ofrece un repertorio actualizado de los materiales de trabajo tenidos
en consideracion.

En definitiva, se trata de un trabajo novedoso, que profundiza en un campo de

estudio muy poco analizado por las investigaciones académicas previas, y que servira
como una excelente herramienta para todos los que desean profundizar en el estudio
de las relaciones intelectuales entre Avicena y Averroes, asi como su critica.

Por todo ello, se autoriza la presentacion de la tesis doctoral.
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Resumen

Mi investigacion explora la diferencia entre el enfoque de Avicena y el de Averroes en torno
a la metafisica. Su enfoque abarca tres aspectos principales: la ontologia, su ensefianza sobre
la relacion entre Dios y el mundo, y su comprension de la metafisica. Investigo como la
principal diferencia en sus ontologias determind la vision nominalista y naturalista de
Averroes,asi como su critica a Avicena. En mi tesis, muestro como el sistema filosofico de
Avicenaes fundacionalista, en el sentido de que la metafisica como ciencia de la existencia se
erige como disciplina fundacional a partir de la cual se desarrolla esencialmente todo
pensamiento cientifico — para Averroes la ciencia fundacional es la filosofia natural, que sirve

de base a las especulaciones metafisicas.

Palabras clave: Avicena, Averroes, metafisica, existencia (wujid), ontologia, relacion Dios-

mundo.

Abstract

In this research | intend to explain the difference between Avicenna and Averroes’ approach
to metaphysical science. Their approach to metaphysics encompasses three main aspects:
ontology, their teaching on the relationship between God and the world, and their
understanding of metaphysics. | wish to elaborate how the main difference starts from their
ontological starting points, which determined Averroes’ nominalistic and naturalistic view, as
well as his criticism of Avicenna. According to my interpretation, Avicenna’s philosophical
system is foundationalist in the sense that metaphysics as science of existence stands as
foundational discipline from which every scientific thought is essentially developed. For

Averroes such science is natural philosophy.

Key words: Avicenna, Averroes, metaphysics, existence (wujid), ontology, God-world

relationship.



Introduccion al tema de la tesis

El tema de la critica de Averroes a la aproximacion de Avicena a la metafisica y a los
principales problemas metafisicos que tratamos en el presente trabajo es, en si mismo, muy
complejo y, como tal, no has sido suficientemente investigado. La razon principal es la
escasez de fuentes y la falta de explicaciones extensas por parte de Averroes — al contrario de
lo que tenemos en el caso de la critica de Averroes a al-Ghazali. Por ello, los estudiosos se
han centrado hasta ahora principalmente en la respuesta de Averroes a la Tahafut al-Falasifa
de al-Ghazali, asi como en su critica a la teoria de la emanacion de Avicena y en la
comparacion entre sus doctrinas de la causalidad: por ejemplo el estudio de Barry Kogan
Averroes and the Metaphysics of Causation, (Albany: State University of New York Press,
1985) y Chance and Determinism in Avicenna and Averroes de Catarina Belo (Leiden
Boston: Brill, 2007). Otro estudio que toca el tema es Metaphysics in Islamic Philosophy, de
Fadlou Shehadi (Delmar, Nueva York: Caravan Books, 1982), que compara y analiza varias
doctrinas metafisicas, aborda el tema de la critica de Averroes a Avicena, pero de forma no
suficientemente extensa. Un trabajo muy relevante que toca el tema es el de Amos Bertolacci,
‘Avicena y Averroes sobre la prueba de la existencia de Dios y la materia de la metafisica’
(Medioevo, 32, 2007), que analiza los puntos méas importantes de las fuentes primarias sobre
el tema. Ademas de éstas, por supuesto, contamos con una amplia literatura secundaria sobre

la filosofia de Avicenay Averroes.

La falta de investigaciones que intenten abordar la critica metafisica de Averroes no es una
sorpresa si sabemos que el filésofo andalusi no escribid una critica sistematica de Avicena,
como si ocurre con su relacion con al-Ghazali. Por esta razon, si queremos tener una imagen
completa y cabal de este problema, tenemos que especular, seguir las implicaciones de las
doctrinas de Avicena y Averroes y tratar de reconstruir la critica del filésofo andalusi de
manera sistematica — tenemos sus filosofias y algo de la critica de Averroes, pero esto podria
ser suficiente si tratamos de entender la l6gica de sus razonamientos, las implicaciones de sus
doctrinas y la manera de utilizar la terminologia filosofica. Si tenemos esto en cuenta, la clave
para la reconstruccion y comprension de la critica de Averroes debe basarse en la ontologia de
Avicena y en la interpretacion que de ella hace Averroes. A partir de aqui podemos analizar
los fundamentos ontologicos de sus filosofias, y luego destacar las observaciones criticas de
Averroes en las fuentes, asi como comparar sus doctrinas cosmoldgicas, las pruebas de la

existencia de Dios y las ensefianzas sobre la ciencia metafisica.



Objectives

In this research | have explained the most important aspects of Averroes’ criticism of
Avicenna’s metaphysical system. | see this critique as founded in Averroes’ naturalistic
interpretation of Aristotle: positive knowledge about the world can only be established by
observing particular substances. According to my view, Averroes tried to show that
Avicenna’s tendency to derive all knowledge from intuitively grounded premises is

unacceptable — in this research | intend to show and explain why this is the case.

The mentioned objectives dictate that this research is primarily concerned with crucial issues
regarding Avicenna and Averroes’ approach to metaphysics in order to highlight the main
reasons for Andalusian philosopher’s criticism. Research combines a particular interpretation
of Avicenna and Averroes’ philosophy, as well as an analysis and plausible reconstruction of
Averroes’ critique. As the thesis is divided in three parts, my aim is to show in every part that
Avicenna’s understanding of metaphysics represents essentially a foundationalist project: his
entire philosophy is fundamentally established on the ontological teaching about existence
qua existence. After elaboration of Avicenna’s view, | intend to offer an explanation of
Averroes regarding the same issue in order to find reasons for his criticism. My aim regarding
Averroes is to show that his metaphysical project is essentially naturalistic: it is empirical
science that offers the fundamental basis for metaphysical thinking, and not vice versa. The
main objective is to show that we have to interpret both Avicenna and Averroes in the
particular way in order to grasp Averroes’ criticism. Once this is achieved, we can discover

and properly reconstruct Averroes’ reasons for criticism.

However, once this reconstruction is complete, in conclusion, | intend to argue that Averroes
does not essentially undermine Avicenna’s metaphysical system. This is so because, as |
intend to show, naturalistic matrices are the fundamental part of Averroes’ critique, thus the
evaluation of his criticism of Avicenna depends entirely on acceptance of his naturalistic
philosophical project. In short, Averroes’ critique is acceptable only from the perspective of

requirements set by his interpretation of Aristotle.
My objectives, as well as the thesis, are divided into three parts:

1) In the first part | intend to prove that Avicenna’s metaphysical project is
foundationalism in the sense that metaphysis as science of existent qua existent is the

underlying science upon which every other science essentially depends. This view is
6



2)

3)

determined by Avicenna’s understanding of the meaning of existence (wujid), which
determines his entire ontology. In this part I also intend to show that the main problem
Averroes has with Avicenna’s system is precisely his ontological presupposition about
existence. Thus the most important part of Averroes’ critique is that which is
concerned with Avicenna’s ontology. | argue that Averroes takes nominalist position
regarding the meaning of ‘existence’, thus renders Avicenna’s doctrine as
meaningless.

In the second part | intend to show how Avicenna’s metaphysical explanation of the
relationship between God and the world is determined by his ontological starting
point, and how the entire metaphysical understanding of the world, including the proof
for God’s existence, rests on his understading of ‘existence’ (wujiid) as the most
general meaning. In comparison, | intend to show how Averroes’ negative stance
towards Avicenna’s prrof for God’s exsistence and his cosmology is based on the
critique of his ontology. It is for this reason that Averroes turns toward ‘naturalistic’
ideal according to which every metaphysical explanation is essentially physical, i.e.
rests on demonstrations established in natural philosophy.

In the third part I intend to describe Avicenna’s and Averroes’ view of metaphysics in
the light of the previously explained doctrines and critiques. At the very beginning of
my research | had a dilemma regarding whether | should put this part at the beginning
of my research; after all, in his al-Shifa’ al-Ilahiyyat Avicenna first talks about what
metaphysics is, in order to explain his doctrine later on. This is also the path of
Aristotle in his Metaphysics, as well as in Averroes’ grand commentary on that
Aristotle’s work. However, 1 decided to start from the fundamental problem of
existence (wujiid), as | think this would better highlight why Avicenna’s
understanding of metaphysics is foundational, and why Averroes’ stance is
naturalistic. These two great Muslim philosophers saw metaphysics in two radically
different ways, and the reason for this are their ontological presuppositions.



Methodological aspects

My interpretation of Avicenna, at least to some degree, goes along with Averroes’ critique:
Avicenna attempts to establish a metaphysical system that, in one sense, is independent of any
other science and represents a discursive a priori most universal knowledge about the
relationship between necessary and contingent existence. This is to say, when dealing with
specific issues regarding the relationship between God and the world, metaphysics represents
a typical Aristotelian continuation of natural sciences. In other words, Avicenna’s
metaphysics as science whose subject-matter is existence qua existence and goal proof for the
existence of God is independent standalone science, yet as science that provides the ultimate
explanation of the world it uses certain principles proven by natural sciences - metaphysics is
essentially independent and only accidentally uses demonstrations from the natural sciences.

Although Avicenna’s frequent use of a particular terminology does not always help, I tried to
base my interpretation on reliable textual sources, most importantly on his al-/lahiyyat. The
general problem is the shortage of source material regarding Averroes’ criticism. Averroes did
not write an extensive systematic work against Avicenna, as he did against al-Ghazali in his
Tahafut al-Tahafut. Yet he did criticise Avicenna openly, somethimes even mentioning his
name and on some other occasion evidently aluding on his metaphysical theories, mostly so in
Tahafut al-Tahafut, Long Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics and in Long Commentary
on Aristotle’s Physics. For this reason, our methodological approach consists of three

segments of research:
1) to rely on fragmentary parts of Averroes’ works in which he criticises Avicenna directly,

2) to highlight those part that are in some way concerned with Avicenna or with some

implications of his metaphysical doctrine

3) to reconstruct, through implications of his evident critique and defined doctrine in his
works, what would be the rest of his criticism if he would write a systematic work against

Avicenna.



Structure of the research

Averroes is well aware of Avicenna’s intention, he sees that Avicenna is influenced but not
completely satisfied with Aristotle’s philosophy. However, Averroes interprets this
dissatisfaction as a consequence of ‘the influence of theology’. This influence caused
Avicenna to go astray from Aristotle’s ideas in three most important aspects: his doctrine of
existence, his understanding of the relationship between God and the world, and the place of
metaphysics amongst other sciences. | divided this thesis into three parts in accordance with

Averroes’ critique:

1) Ontology: there cannot be science of existent qua existent in the way Avicenna hoped
to establish it, but only science of being qua substance.! This is the point where
‘Averroes’ naturalism’ - as we can interpret it in his later works - is established:
substances have their existence in their own right.2 Essence of every substance is in its
power to act on its own — for him Avicenna’s false Aristotelianism stands on
presupposition that existence is not something essential to an existing substance.
Understanding of being, which primarily means ‘substance’® implies two strong and
connected tendencies within Averroes’ philosophy:

- Empirical tendency: all knowledge starts from observation — contra Avicenna’s
apriorism.

- Nominalist tendency*: universals are not substances existing outside the soul.®
They denote substances. From this it follows there are two main meanings of
‘necessity’: logical necessity (what cannot be otherwise) and causality (what
happened for the most part).

1 Averroes, Metaphysics (7afsir ma ba'd at-tabi'at, Lam): a translation with introduction of Ibn Rushd's
commentary on Aristotle's metaphysics, book Lam, by Charles Genequand, (Leiden: Brill, 1984), t. 1, 1406;
Abb. Tafsir, LAM. Abb.: Tafsir, LAM.

2 Averroes, Tafsir ma ba'd at-tabi'at. Deuxieme vol. Livres DAL, HE, ZAY, HHA', TTA' (Bibliotheca arabica
scholaslicorum. Série arabe VI) by M. Bouyges, DAL, t. 14, p. 557; YA’, t. 8, pp. 1279-1280; Abb.: Tafsir, DAL,
HE, ZAY, HHA', TTA".

3 Ibid., LAM, t. 3, 1415

4 Ibid., LAM, t. 39, 1623 and Averroes, Aristotelis Stagiritae De physico auditu libri octo, cum Averrois
Cordubensis variis in eosdem commentariis, in Aristotelis Opera cum Averrois Commentariis, (Long
Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics), Venice, 1562, 11, t. 19, 55 C. Abb.: LC Physics.

5 Tafsir, LAM, 1403,



2)

3)

God’s existence and its connection with the world can be divided into two main
critiques: the critique of Avicenna’s proof for God’s existence and the critique of his
theory of emanation.

According to Averroes, one cannot reach the notion of God’s existence through
analysis of the concept of ‘existence’, as proposed by Avicenna’s metaphysical
works.® According to Aristotle, we acquire intelligibles from images we abstract from
sensory experience; for Averroes the same goes for ‘existence’. The proof for God’s
existence must be, therefore, connected with the observable world of substances that
are subject to motion and change.’

Another problem is Avicenna’s cosmology: his ontological presupposition on
existence being an accidental and not essential to the existent led him towards the
affirmation of efficient cause as the cause in the real metaphysical sense. The most
important aspect is that the efficient cause bestows existence. For Averroes this is,
again, a consequence of theological influences;® existence is not bestowed, it belongs
to the existing beings, and is maintained through eternal motion. Avicenna’s theory of
emanation represents, therefore, a sort of creation ex nihilo explanation, and is
scientifically unacceptable.

The real relationship between God and the world is not through efficient but final
causality®; in this sense there is no difference between metaphysical and physical
causality, and motion plays the fundamental role for proving God’s existence as well

as for the explanation of the world.

Approach to metaphysics. Due the fact that we must start from observation of
individual substances, and gradually develop the argument for the existence of God as
a final goal of science, natural philosophy sets the foundation for all positive
knowledge of the world.1® All knowledge is coming from observation and abstraction
from what is material, or in other words what is subject to generation and corruption.
This means that we establish the knowledge of eternal principles through what is

subject to change, and not vice versa — this goes contra Avicenna’s priority of

8 LC Physics, 11, t. 22, f. 57B.

7 Tafsir LAM, t. 5, 1422.

8 Averroes, Tahafut al-Tahafut (The Incoherence of the Incoherence, Vol I and I1), transl. by Simon Van den
Bergh, EJW Gibb Memorial Trust (1954), p. 230; Tahafut al-Tahafut, ed. Dunya Arabic (1965), p. 145; Abb.
Tahafut al-Tahafut.

® Tafsir, LAM, t. 41, 1633; t. 44, 1650.

10| C Physics, I, t. 11; VIII, t. 22.

10



metaphysics. In fact, it is natural sciences, especially physics, which offer most certain

knowledge, and which is also used in metaphysics.

Metaphysics is not, therefore, the highest science in the Avicenna’s sense: it does not
exclusively provide the proof for God’s existence. It is ‘the highest’ in a sense that it
serves as a sort of extension of physics. This is the only way to solve Ghazali’s
problem of ‘aporetic’ metaphysics - the first philosophy must be founded on the
philosophy of nature. Metaphysics, therefore, can be a demonstrative science only as a
continuation of physics and psychology. Metaphysics have two roles:

- as continuation of the philosophy of nature; as synthesis of all final arguments

- per se, it represents the dialectical defence of demonstrative truths established

in the philosophy of nature.!!

All these problems and solutions proposed by Averroes points that Avicenna’s entire
approach to metaphysics is wrong. Natural philosophy demonstrates scientific facts, among
them the existence of the eternal substance, so metaphysics must be a continuation of physics,
psychology and astronomy in order to contain any positive knowledge. This is the basis for
doctrine of, what I call, ‘Averroes’ naturalism.” From this position Averroes’ criticism of

Avicenna is established.

1 Ibid., I, t. 8.
11



Introduction

After two centuries of Abbasid rule, their foundation of Baghdad, the Bayt al-Hikma, and
once the great translation movement reaches its peak, almost all Greek philosophy and
science became available in Arabic.? In this context it was introduced the idea of metaphysics
as science whose goal is to provide the proof for the existence of God on the basis of the
principles of reason. Although this conception was influenced by Plato and Aristotle, it
represents an original contribution by philosophers of Islamic civilisation as well as the most
important ambition and guiding goal of all medieval philosophers. The first stage in the
development of this idea starts with al-Kindi’s explanation of metaphysics as al-falsafa al-i/a,
whose On First Philosophy (F7 I-Falsafa al-i/a) represents a first systematic approach to
metaphysical science in Islamic civilisation. Al-Kindi’s conception equialises metaphysics
with Islamic theology,'® yet his focus remains independent development of philosophical
research. Metaphysics is here characterised as the quest for truth and wisdom that shows
God’s existence and explains the world by proving its ultimate cause'* This view was
certainly inspired by Aristotle, but it is not really Aristotelian because - due to the fact that al-
Kindi was not familiar with Aristotle’s Organon - he saw metaphysics as analytical science
whose method should imitate mathematics.® Even more, he interpreted Aristotle’s Unmoved
Mover as a cause of existence by being ‘the bestower of unity’ of every existent, and not just

an ultimate cause of motion.!®

Al-Kind1’s idea was only partly accepted by al-Farabi. Metaphysics still deals with God’s
existence, but this project had to be redefined. According to al-Farabi there are three major
parts in the science of metaphysics: 1) ontology, or the study of ‘existent qua existent’; 2) the

study of the foundations of the particular sciences; and 3) theology, i.e. the study of the

12 The systematic translation activity started in the multicultural environment of Umayyad Syria and served as a
preparation for the great translation movemement of the Abbasid era (Vagelpohle, Uwe, Aristotle’s Rhetorc in
the East: The Syriac and Arabic Translation and Commentary Tradition, Leiden — Boston: Brill, 2008, pp. 25-
26). After the year 750th the movement is organised as the main cultural project of the caliphate and the
translation activity became not just more organised, but deliberately included Greek philosophical works (Gutas,
Dimitri, Greek Thought, Arabic Culture, London: Routledge, 1998, pp. 22-27).

13 Gutas, Dimitri, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, Introduction to Reading Avicenna's Philosophical
Works, (Leiden Boston: Brill, 2014), pp. 275-277. Abb.: Gutas, Avicenna.

14 Al-Kindi, Fi al-Falsafa al-ila; Al-Kindi’s Metaphysics, A Translation of Yaqib ibn Ishaq al-Kindi's treatise
“On First Philosophy“, transl. Alfred L. lvry, (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1974), p. 98; 101.
Abb. FT [-Falsafa al-ila.

5 1bid., pp. 111-112.

16 ibid., pp. 140-143.
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Divine as foundational of the universe.!” This includes research of God, angels, heavenly
bodies, sublunary world, the relationship between matter and form, general qualities on being
of supra-lunar and sublunary world, the process of emanative causation, human being and its
purpose, the relationship between the intellect and the intelligible, nature of Active Intellect,
nature of soul, human happiness and arrangement of society.’® As we can see, although
metaphysics is not yet strictly defined, al-Farabi emphasises the importance of its
implications, not just for scientific, but also for ethical and social development. Thus,
metaphysics has “theological, natural and voluntary section”.*® Its starting point is the most
general notion of ‘existent’, while its goal is God’s existence. In this sense we are dealing
with the science of what comes after physics (ma -ba‘d al-fabi*a) and whose main part is the
‘divine science’ (al-‘ilm al-i/ahi). In contrast with al-Kindi’s view, metaphysics is
systematically divided into parts, but in a way closer to Aristotle’s method as described in
Secondary Analytics - which became a leading ideal to be incorporated into every science
including first philosophy. Metaphysics remains a philosophical theology - its main concern is
to provide the proof for the existence of God and to explain the absolute existence 2 - yet it
also incorporates certain facts from natural philosophy, as well as from Neoplatonic teaching,

in order to explain the relationship between the world and its ultimate cause.

Avicenna is heavily influenced by al-Farabi in the sense of the distinction between the
ontological and theological perspectives of metaphysics,?® yet his approach to metaphysics
remains unique. The final purpose of metaphysics is to explain the absoluteness of existence.
This is not possible through any sort of scientific inquiry that involves perception, because
such approach is bond to matter and cannot go further than explanation of motion. Thus,
according to my interpretation, Ibn Sina’s approach of metaphysician is strictly speculative
and analytical. A feasible approach based on the meaning of existence as the first principle of
human knowledge as well as the absolute principle of everything that exist. Beside this, other

notions like necessary and thing are also ‘primarily impressed in the soul’.?

17 Janssens, Jules, Metaphysics of God, in The Routledge Companion to Islamic Philosophy, eds. R. C. Taylor, L.
X. Lopez Farjeat (London-New York: Routledge, 2016, pp. 236-247), p. 236.
18 Abii Nasr al-Farabi, On the Perfect State (Mabdadi’ ara’ ahl al-madina al-fadila), transl. Richard Walzer
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998), pp. 1-4. Abb.: al-Madina al-fadila.
9 Ibid., p. 4
2 Abii Nasr al-Farabi, fi -Agrad, in Classical Arabic Philosophy, an Anthology of Sources, eds. Jon McGinnis
and David Reisman, (Indianapolis/Cambridge: Hackett Publishing Company, 2007), p. 78, 36. Abb.: fi -Agrad.
2l Bertolacci, Amos, Establishing the Science of Metaphysics, in The Routledge Companion to Islamic
Philosophy, eds. Richard C. Taylor i Luis Xavier Lopez-Farjeat, (London and New York: Routledge, 2016),
pp.185-197, p. 190. Abb.: Bertolacci, Establishing Metaphysics. Also see Gutas, Avicenna, p. 285.
22 Tbn Sina, Kitab al-Shifa’ al-Ilahiyyat, (The Metaphysics of The Healing), transl. Michael E. Marmura, (Provo
Utah: Bringham Young University Press, 2005), 1, 5, (1). Abb.: al-Zlahiyyat.
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| belive that this idea of ‘impressed’ (tartasam) notions is the basis of Ibn Sina’s project for
establishing metaphysics as a strict science that will be to some degree independent of any
natural science. According to Ibn Sina, notions like existence, necessary and thing are the
best-known things and hold per se evident meanings. Existence is a notion of the greatest
possible extension and as such necessarily predicated to every-thing, i.e. it is predicated to
everything that posessed any reality. Existence (wujiid, Per. hasti)?® is the most general
concept, it has no principle, and as such it is recognized by the reason itself. For this reason,
Avicenna choses the notion of existence, or existent qua existent (al-mawjid bi -ma huwa
mawjiid) to be the subject-matter (mawdi) of metaphysics. The goal (mag/izba), the main
thing searched by this science is God’s existence. By this stance, Avicenna makes a synthesis
between al-Kindi’s and al-Farabi’s view: metaphysics is the analytical and contemplative
science that starts from the meaning of existence in order to provide the proof for the
existence of God. As stated by al-Farabi, it is both ontology and theology. It starts as
ontology, and is concerned with existence, while as theology it establishes the existence of the
First Principle, the Cause of all causes.

This ‘foundational’ view led Ibn Sina far from Aristotle’s philosophy although he remained
his follower mainly due to acceptance of the scientific method as it is described in Organon.
Ibn Sina’s intention is to establish science that will provide a systematic explanation of the
world as something that is generated from God who is existence in the ultimate sense in the
form of deductive apodictive knowledge. The goal of metaphysics is reached afte it is proven
in the Book VIII and IX of al-/lahiyyat that God exists in a way that his non-existence is not
possible, that the existence is His very identity, His essence is His existence - He is the
Necessary Existence (wajib al-wujiid). As such God bestows only existence, i.e. existence
flows from Him and is in this sense God is the ultimate efficient cause of the world and the

absolute perfection.?*

This doctrine represents Ibn Sina’s further ‘extension’, or completion, of Aristotle’s
philosophy. For Ibn Sina Aristotle made a good start by recognising that true science does not
only start from what is immediate and necessary, but it also develops towards what is beyond
(ueta) observable nature (povoixd), but he failed to establish such science in proper way.

Aristotle got ‘stuck” with motion and failed to explain existence mainly due to his exclusively

2 As Shehadi notices, Persian hasti stands for ‘being’ in the most general sense, while wujiid and mawjiid
denotes existence (see Fadlou Shehadi, Metaphysics in Islamic Philosophy, Delmar, New York: Caravan Books,
1982, pp.71-72). Abb.: Shehadi, Metaphysics. This is why ‘being’ is the notion that can also stand for wujiid, as
it is used by many authors.
% al-llahiyyat, V1, 1, (2); VI, 4, (1); 6, (13)-(16); 7, (5)-(6), (15).
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empiricist approach to reality (such view of Aristotle is evident from Ibn Sina’s example of
the relationship between builder and a house and between father and his son in al-Zlahiyyat.®
Of course, Ibn Sina is not against empirical investigation, he almost completely accepts
Aristotelian natural science as well as his notion of substance (jawhar) and accident (‘arad),
together with the classification of reality into the ten categories, but he considers that
empirical data cannot provide certainty about something non-empirical. In other words, any
judgement about non-material if based on the observation of the material can be only
analogous, not necessary. However, if subject is able to grasp certain meanings of the most
universal extension independently of any observation, that is intuitively, these meanings could
be the basis to make judgements and acquire certainty (not only an opinion) about trans-
empirical. Those meanings are, according to Ibn Sina, existent, necessary and thing, and in
this sense we could say that they are a priori notions of the intellect. They are a priori not
only because they are ‘impressed in the soul primarily’, but also because they are evident
conditions for any other conception. Thus, from here all existence can be divided into possible

and necessary.

Ibn Sina’s ontological presupposition leads him to further depart from Aristotle’s philosophy.
Aristotelian understanding of causality, that is his division of the four causes, is not sufficient
to explain existence. Aristotle’s understanding is simply too naturalistic, that cannot be used
for explanation of anything above material world. In Aristotle’s metaphysics all explanation
ultimately leads to motion: 1) matter represents pure potentiality, it is what something is made
out of, the aspect of the change or movement which is determined by the material that
composes the moving things, 2) form is the principle of actuality, it makes one particular
thing that thing, it is a movement caused by the arrangement, shape or appearance of the
moving thing, 3) efficient cause or agent is the cause of motion, it is the cause of every
change, 4) final cause, purpose, or end, is that for the sake of which a thing is moving or
changing, it is the reason why the efficient and formal causes do what they do. But for Ibn
Sina this is not enough. Motion remains within the category of perceptible, while the ultimate
cause of existence represents something unmoved and unchangeable. One can, of course,
reach the conclusion about an ultimate unmoved cause of motion, but this can never be the
adequate explanation of existence because essence of this ultimate cause is not identified,

hence its relationship with its cause, the world, cannot be adequately described. In Aristotle’s

% 1bid., VI, 2, (1) - (5).
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philosophy the efficient cause is defined as ‘the primary source of the change or rest’?® and its
effect is ‘the fulfilment of what is potentially, as such’.?’ For Ibn Sina, this represents false
understanding of the real nature of efficient causality.?® The ultimate cause of the world has to
be unique and therefore cannot fall into scope of Aristotle’s conception. For this reason
besides natural sciences another science is needed that will be the highest science in the real
sense. This science, metaphysics, will not serve merely as a sort of addition or appendix to the
natural sciences, as it seems to be Aristotle’s idea, but is going to be independent science of
existence qua existence. For this purpose new kind of causality has to be introduced: the
metaphysical causality. This kind of causality does not avoid (nor it has to avoid) Aristotle’s
categorisation. It is efficient causality, yet in metaphysical context the efficient cause is not
the cause of motion but the cause of existence. Ultimately this cause is only one, God, who is
the bestower of existence by the means of the flow (sudiir), or emanation (fayd) from His own
Self.?

Everything other than God is the effect of God, directly or indirectly, and is as such
contingent, i.e. possible in itself while necessary through its cause. The existence of the world
is completely determined by the First. But to be determined by something eternal means that
the world also must be eternal — in this way the eternity of the world is proven in metaphysics
as well as in physics: physics shows that the world must be eternal because every motion
precedes another motion, hence the beginning of motion cannot be find in efficient but
eventually in final causality, which is further explained by metaphysician. The origin of
motion is the desire to imitate what is good, which comes from the intellectual apprehension
of what is the absolute goodness; in this way heavenly bodies affect everything what is
beneath them, and all contingent being is set in motion which has purpose that is above the

motion.%°

This specific metaphysical notion of ‘efficient causality’ thus represents a fundamental
intuitive notion that serves as principle through which the meaning of ‘the cause’ is grasped
and used in natural sciences. It is implied by the division of existence into possible and

= =9

necessary. Beside this, Ibn Sina’s insisting on the division of theoretical sciences into ‘mixed

% Aristotle, Physics, 11, 3, 194b, in The Complete Works of Aristotle, transl. Jonathan Barnes (Princeton,
Princeton University Press: 1991). For other Aristotle’s works from The Complete Works of Aristotle abb.:
Categories; De Interpretatione; Prior Analytics; Posterior Analytics; Topics; Sophistics; Physics; De Anima;
Metaphysics.
27 1bid., 11, 3, 194b; 111, 1, 201a.
B8 al-Tlahiyyat, VI, 2, (1).
2 Ibid., 1, 2, (16); VIII, 6, (1); also Kitab al-Isharat wa-t-Tanbihat (Remargs and Admonitions), transl. Shams
Inati (New York, Columbia University Press: 2014), VI, c. 42, p. 165. Abb.: al-Isharat.
0 al-Tiahiyyat, 1X, 2, (18), (22).
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with motion’ and ‘not mixed with motion’ makes him depart from Aristotelianism even
further. By stating that metaphysics is completely separate from material, Avicenna follows
Aristotle’s conception from Metaphysics E, 1, 1026a, yet by this statement Aristotle had
something completely different in mind: metaphysics obviously serves as the continuation of
physics, this is evident by the fact that the proof for God’s existence in Aristotle rests upon his

understanding of motion and change as described in Physics (especially Book VI1I).

For Ibn Rushd, genuine Aristotelianism is a synonymous for the truth. Aristotle’s philosophy
is the perfect and the most complete scientific system that as such needs only clarifications,
not reformation.®! He wrote various commentaries on Aristotle’s works, sometimes even up to
tree commentaries on one work.3? The most important sources used in this research are:
Tahafut al-Tahafut, Long Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Long Commentary on

Aristotle’s Physics and Long commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima.

It seems that al-Ghazali was not the greatest threat to philosophy in the eyes of Ibn Rushd.
Indeed, he dedicated his entire book to refutation of al-Ghazali’s Tahafut al-Falasifa, but
Tahafut al-Tahdafut is all about showing that al-Ghazali’s arguments are in fact dialectical at
their best. Besides, al-Ghazali’s Tahafut would not exist if there was no al-Farabi and Ibn
Sina, for it is them who ‘misused’ Aristotle and turned philosophy on the wrong path. The
real threat for Ibn Rushd is in fact Ibn Sina. His metaphysics represents a detailed conceptual
philosophical analysis that is based on Aristotle’s logic, and is as such a closed system that
offers a systematic explanation of the world. However, this system is based on a fatal mistake
due to which it threatens to collapse and bring all philosophical knowledge with it: the
foundation of Ibn Sina’s metaphysics rests upon his understanding of existence as necessity.
Although logically precise, this metaphysics is fundamentally wrong. Its basic premise is that
the necessity of predication of the notion of ‘existence’ to everything that is, is the basis of all
knowledge of the world. According to 1bn Rushd, this is the fatal mistake, for what follows is

that we can derive certain truths about the world based on the analysis of the relationship

31 In an interesting passage in De substantia orbis Ibn Rushd says: “Not everything we have said was found
explained in those books of the sayings of Aristotle that have reached us, but some of these things were found
explained in his writtings and some of them follow from what he has proved in the books that have reached us.
However, it appears from his words that he has explained all of these matters in books of his that have not come
down to us” (Hyman’s translation, De Substantia Orbis, Critical Edition of the Hebrew Text with English
Translation and Commentary (Cambridge, Massachusetts and Jerusalem: Medieval Academy of America, 1986),
p. 73).

Obvioulsy Ibn Rushd sees his own philosophy as clarification of what Aristotle said and reconstruction of what
is lost of his wisdom.

%2 Karhiga, Bekir, Batiyr Aydinlatan Islam Diigsiiniirii Ibn Riisd, (Istanbul: Mahya Yayincilik, 2014), p. 43.
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between concepts. It is this idea that sets Ibn Sina’s metaphysics on the wrong foundations,

which eventually undermines whole knowledge.
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FIRST PART: PROBLEMS OF ONTOLOGY

1.1 Ibn Sina’s Ontological Foundation of Metaphysics
1.1.1 ‘Existence’ as a Starting Point of Metaphysics

According to Ibn Sina, the ultimate goal of philosophy is not to explain motion, but to explain
existence, and this task can be achieved only in metaphysics.®® The meaning of ‘existence’ is
the first principle of human knowledge, and it is for the same reason the first principle of
metaphysics. Ibn Sina’s metaphysics is founded on his formulation of the concepts of
‘existent’ (mawjiid), ‘thing’ (shay’) and ‘necessary’ (darirt, wajib)®* and his main idea is to
build a metaphysical system based on these notions. ‘Existent’, ‘thing’ and ‘necessary’
represent the best-known things and per se evident principles of the soul.®® This idea is
probably inspired by Aristotle’s teaching that the first principles of science cannot be
demonstrated and are based on the self evidence of the principle of non-contradiction - for Ibn
Sina, just as there are first principles in the sense of assent, as Aristotle showed, there are also
meanings in the sense of conception that are conceived per se and do not require any prior

conception.®

Existence (wujiid, Per. hasti) for Tbn Stna has no principle, as there are no more general
meaning; as such it is recognized by the reason itself and has no definition, description nor
genus.®” Subject matter (mawdu') of metaphysics lies in ‘existent qua existent’, or ‘being qua
being’ (al-mawjiid bi-ma huwa mawjid) and its goal, or the main thing that is searched® in it
(matliba), is the proof for God’s existence. Thus, metaphysics is a unique science, as
ontology concerned with existence, and as theology establishes the existence of the First
Principle. This means that metaphysics is based on a priori and self-evident (awwal/) concepts
of human reason that cannot be reduced to the senses. The main difference between

metaphysicians (al-ilahiyyian) and physicists (al-fabi‘iyyin) is that the latter are trying to

33 This is Ibn Stna’s most important objection against Aristotle, and the main reason why the Philosopher’s ideas
should be sustematically improved.

% al-flahiyyat, 1, 5, (1).

% |bid.

3% Aertsen, Jan A., Avicenna’s Doctrine Of The Primary Notions And Its Impact On Medieval Philosophy, in
Islamic Thoughts in the Middle Ages, eds. Anna Akasoy and Wim Raven, (Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2008), p. 24.

37 Ibn Sina’s Danish Nama, (The Metaphisica of Avicenna), transl. Parviz Morwedge, (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1973), t. 3, p. 15; Abb.: Danish Nama. Also in al-Iiahiyyat, 1, 2. (15).

38 In a strict Aristotelian context: what the first philosophy is about, see Owens, Joseph, The Doctrine of Being in
the Aristotelian Metaphysics (Toronto, Canada: Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 1978), p. 80. Abb.:
Owens, The Doctrine of Being.
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explain the world by focusing on motion, while the former are focused on existence as such.
This is the starting point from which, using the means of deductive demonstration,
metaphysics establishes a systematic explanation of the world as something that is generated
from God, i.e. something that necessarily emanates from the Necessary Existence (wajib al-
wujied). All this is clear from al-Zlahiyyat V1. 2., where Ibn Sina argues that only
metaphysician makes difference between natural and metaphysical efficient cause, relating the

natural cause with motion and the metaphysical cause with bestowing existence.

‘Existence’ (Wujid) means ‘that which is real’ in the most general sense, whether we talk
about actually established existence or about something that can exist; it means ‘reality’, that
is the “very capacity for being existent, realized or actualized’.*® As common to all objects
‘existence’ is meaning of absolute being (mawjid al-muglaq), thus corresponds with Latin
esse and entis absolute.* It is something primarily intelligible, an immediate ‘impressed’ in
the intellect, and as such it applies to everything that is or can be in the outside world.*
‘Existent’ (mawjiid) on the other hand means ‘what is established in reality’.*> The concept of
‘existence’ thus corresponds to the concept of being qua being, and it necessarily applies to
all things due to its absolute extension - it is predicated to everything that has any reality.
‘Existence’ transcends all genera and species, and therefore all divisions of reality. Saying
that “this impression [‘existent’, ‘thing” and ‘necessary’] does not require better known things
to bring it about”, Ibn Sina means that we know some-thing in the manner of these concepts
before we know it as some definite kind of thing. ‘Existence’ is the most primitive notion, and
there is nothing more familiar in terms of which it could be explained*® so through it any other
acquired concept is grasped.* The onto-logical relation between existence and necessity is
such that necessary indicates certainty of existence, and only through existence non-existence

can be postulated.*® This is the exact reason why Ibn Sina sees the notion of ‘existence’ as the

3 Lizzini, Olga, Wugid-Mawgid/Existence-Existent in Avicenna, A Key Ontological Notion of Arabic
Philosophy, Quaestio, 3 (2003, pp. 111-138), pp. 117-118. Abb.: Lizzini, Existence-Existent in Avicenna.

40 De Haan, Daniel D., The Doctrine of the Analogy of Being in Avicenna’s Metaphysics of the Healing, Review
of Metaphysics, 69.2 (December 2015, pp. 261-286), pp. 264-266. Abb.: De Haan, Analogy of Being in
Avicenna.

41 This idea is rooted in Aristotlelian tradition, while Ibn Sina read and developed his ideas using al-Kindi, al-
Farabi, Yahya Ibn Adi and AmirT (for more details see Kaya, Clneyt, Varlik ve Imkan, Aristoteles ten
IbnSina’ya Imkanin Tarihi, Istanbul: Klasik, 2011, pp. 75-128. Abb.: Kaya, Varlik ve Imkan).

42 al-llahiyyat 1, 5, (8).

43 Shehadi, Metaphysics, p. 72.

4 Marmura, Michael, Avicenna on primary concepts in the Metaphysics of his al-Shifa, in Logos Islamikos:
Studia Islamica, eds. Savory, Roger and Agius, Dionisius (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies,
1984, pp. 219-239), pp. 149-150. Abb. Marmura, Avicenna on primary concepts.

> Tlrker, Omer, The Possibility of Thinking on Existence: An Analysis Following the Traditions of Islamic
Metaphysics, Nazariyat Journal for the History of Islamic Philosophy and Sciences 1/2 (Istanbul, Nazariyat,
2015, pp. 1-35), p. 25. Abb.: Tirker. The Possibility of Thinking on Existence.
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one on which the science of metaphysics should be established: if we talk about certain
principles of existent, we have to derive them from the meaning of ‘existence’, otherwise we
would not be able to talk in a proper metaphysical way about any thing, but only about the

aspect of motion and change.

Amongst the principles implied by the meaning of ‘existence’ is the principle of identity: ‘a
thing is equal to itself”, or ‘whatever is is’, which is evident from analysis of the relation
between meaning of ‘existence’ and ‘non-existence’.*® Something either exists or it does not
exist, it is realised as a particular thing with all its characteristic or it is not realised. Thus,
through existence everything is realised both in the mind as well as a concrete; even the
meaning of ‘nonexistence’ can be postulated only through ‘existence’ “because existence is
known in itself, whereas nonexistence is, in some respect or another, known through

existence”.*’

From this the principle of contradiction is derived: it is impossible that a thing does exist and
does not exist at the same time and in the same respect, or as Aristotle formulated — ‘it is
impossible that the same thing belong and not belong to the same thing at the same time and
in the same respect’.® The principle of identity implies that there is no middle ground
between being and non-being, everything either is or is not, a thing must either be or not be.
In this way the principle of excluded middle is also implied. These principles are at the same
time ontological and logical. They are ontological as the fundamentals of all reality, and
logical because they are in the very foundation of all thought about reality. This is why
‘existence’ 1s the notion that stands for reality it its fullest sense, as a concept it represents an
absolute object and therefore has the absolute objectivity. This means that conception of
‘existence’ is not only a result of an activity of the intellect as a sort of ultimate abstraction
(mujarrad), as nominalists would suggest.®® Instead, the logical unity of the concept of

‘existence’ reflects an ontological unity of all reality.

6 Turker, Omer, Ibn Sina Felsefesinde Metafizik Bilginin Imkan: Sorunu, (Istanbul: ISAM, 2010), p. 173.

4 al-llahiyyat, 1, 5, (24).

8 Or as Lukasiewicz classifies the law of non-contradiction in Aristotle into three versions: 1) ontological, it is
impossible that the same thing belong and not belong to the same thing at the same time and in the same respect,
2) psychological, no one can believe that the same thing can at the same time be and not be, and 3) logical, The
most certain of all basic principles is that contradictory propositions are not true simultaneously (Lukasiewicz,
Jan, Uber den Satz des Widerspruchs bei Aristoteles, in Bulletin International de I’Academie de Cracovie, 1-2
(1910), pp. 15-38).

49 Although it seems that Ibn Sina changed and modified his theory of abstraction throughout his philosophical
writings (more details in Hasse, Dag Nikolaus, Avicenna on Abstraction, in Aspects of Avicenna, ed. Robert
Wisnovsky, Princeton: Markus Wiener Publishers, 2001), | would strictly maintain that in every phase of his
development it was absolutely crutial that the meaning of ‘existence’ cannot be grasped in this way. It rather
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According to Ibn Sina, existence and one are attributes of a thing, and in this sense existence
and one are coextensive, although not identical in meaning.>® This does not mean that
everything that exists is one or that it exists in the same way for all particular existent; it
means that everything that is is due to the existence of ultimate principle whose sole activity
is that it bestows existence to everything that exists — namely God. There is no other existence
than existence itself and is situated within a web of particular relations within existence. This
is why Ibn Sina’s division into physical and metaphysical inquiry, and between corporeal and
rational represents statements regarding the simplicity and complexity of existent.® In this
sense we can talk about the ontological unity of all reality which is reflected in the meaning of
‘existence’. This opens the question: is ‘existence’ a univocal or equivocal concept for Ibn

Stna?
In a very important paragraph in his Metaphysics Ibn Sina says:

“Although the existent, as you have known, is not a genus and is not predicated
equally of what is beneath it, yet it has a meaning agreed on with respect to
priority and posteriority. The first thing to which it belongs is the quiddity, which
is substance, and then to what comes after it. Since it [has] one meaning, in the
manner to which we alluded, accidental matters adhere to it that are proper to it, as
we have shown earlier. For this reason, it is taken care of by one science in the
same way that anything pertaining to health has one science.” (ibid. 1, 5, (21)°

Regarding the notion of ‘substance’ (jawhar) and ‘accident’ (‘arad), it is the most important
division of existence as it is something that belongs to an ‘existent’. Substance primarily
represents an individual being that has a sort of independent existence, while accident is that
type of existence that is completely dependent on substance, ‘as existence of Zayd as white’,>
where Zayd is substance, and ‘white’ represents an accident. In accordance with the above
quoted passage, when thinking about an existing substance and an existing accident we are
using the concept of existence equivocally (bi I-tashkik), or as a shared name (bi-ittifag al-
ism), as in this context there are two types of existence: substance subsists in itself, while the

existence of an accident depends on the substance. Still, although both of these types of

represents the condition for the possibility of abstraction — in order to intellectually grasp any form at all, a form
has to be pre-comprehended as existing.
50 Wisnovsky, Robert, Avicenna’s Metaphysics in Context (New York: Cornell University Press, 2003), pp. 158-
160; also see Druart, Theresa Anne, Shay’ or Res as Concomitant of Being in Avicenna, Documenti e Studi sulla
Tradizione filosofica medievale, 12 (2001), pp. 125-142.
51 Tirrker, The Possibility of Thinking on Existence, p. 27.
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S8 al-llahiyyat, 11, 1, (1).
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existent are in a different manner, they still are — the reality of these things is existing reality.
Indeed, existence of substance is not the same as the existence of accident, but due to the fact
that there is no concept more general and prior to the concept of ‘existence’ this meaning is
applied to both substance and accident in the same sense.® This indicates that ‘existence’ is
equivocal in one sense but might be univocal in another. As Alexander Treiger stressed,
although ‘existence’ is not a genus, “it is ‘sufficiently’ univocal to be able to serve as the
subject-matter of a science. The univocity in question is ‘modulated’ univocity, since the
meaning of existence is predicated of substance and accidents ‘with respect to priority and
posteriority’”.> By ‘modulated univocity’ Treiger has in mind Ibn Sina’s explanation in al-
Magalat, 1, 2, 10.3: ‘That in which the intended meaning is the same but which becomes
differentiated...” This further means that ‘existence’ is a non-constitutive concomitant (/azim
ghayr mugawwim), or an inseparable accident of every quiddity.®® On the other hand,
‘existence’ is an equivocal concept in the sense that things exist differently; for example,
substance and accidents, thing in the mind and thing outside of the mind, God and creation —
all these beings are, but not in the same manner, especially not regarding priority and
posteriority; substance exists in itself, whereas accidents exist because of substance, God
exists in the full sense, while creature exists only in a dependent sense. This is why it might
be pricise to say that ‘existence’ is analogical notion.>” 8 Therefore, in another sense
existence is predicated equivocally of the ten categories, first of the substance and then of the
nine accidents. In short, as Catarina Belo summarises it:
“Existence is said primarily of substance and as such it is then said of the

accidents which inhere in a primary substance. Predication according to priority
and posteriority means that it is said of the nine accidents through the

5 Gilson, Etienne, Avicenna et le point de départ de Duns Scot, in Archives d'Histoire Doctrinale Et Littéraire du
Moyen Age, 2 (1927, pp. 89-149), pp. 110-111.

% Treiger, Alexander, Avicenna’s Notion of Transcendental Modulation of Existence (Taskik al-Wugiid,
Analogia Entis) and its Greek and Arabic Sources, in Islamic Philosophy, Science, Culture, and Religion, Text
and Studies, eds. by Hans Daiber, Anna Akasoy, Emilie Savage-Smith, Vol. LXXXIII, (Leiden, Boston: Birill,
2012, pp. 327-363), p. 359. Abb.: Treiger, Avicenna’s Modulation of Existence.

%6 |bid., pp. 361-362.

5" De Haan, Analogy of Being in Avicenna, pp. 268-272.

%8 Because of this it might be that interpretation of Henry of Ghent is the correct one. Henry makes a distinction
between univocal, equivocal and analogical use of a term. According to Henry, the meaning of ‘being’ (ens) as
the absolute meaning is analogous notion. Its form is shared by imitation, i. e. the form does not have the same
intelligibility in the context of the relationship between God and creatures; in this sense the meaning of ‘being’ is
neither univocal nor equivocal, but something in between (Summa, art. 21, g. 2, F). Therefore, the meaning of
‘being’ has certain unity that corresponds with everything that is, and this unity is sufficient for the unity of
metaphysical knowledge (Pickave, Martin, Henry of Ghent’s Metaphysics, in A Companion to Henry of Ghent,
ed. Gordon A. Wilson, Leiden Boston: Brill, 2011, pp. 153-180; p. 153). It is important to add that Henry’s
interpretation of Ibn Sina’s ontology is insufficiently investigated.
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intermediary of substance, and of some accidents through the intermediary of
others.”>

At the same time, ‘existence’ is univocal concept in a different sense: all things mentioned
above (substance and accident) exist, they are, on the contrary to non-existence. Even with
regard to the relationship between God and the world — they both exist.®® Therefore,
‘existence’ is not just a shared name, because

“Whenever one asserts that there is a substance and that there is an accident, only

one meaning is implied, in the same way that ‘is’ and ‘is not’ refer only to one

meaning. Indeed, if a reference is made to being as a particular, then the being of
each thing is unique as a particular substance is unique for each entity.”%*

As we can see, ‘existence qua existence’ is in one sense equivocal and in another univocal
concept, it represents something that is ‘one but common to all,” and as such it goes beyond
the extension of all universals — in this sense it is a transcendental concept.®? Thus we can
accept that the concept of ‘existence’ is ‘modulated univocal’ in the sense that it refers to all
divisions of existents in reality, but also equivocal in the sense that it encompasses different
realities that are ‘more’ or ‘less’ real regarding each other. Also, it is not wrong to talk about
‘existence’ as ‘analogical concept’. As the problem of interpretation here becomes very
complex® | believe that we could simplified it by keeping in mind that the meaning of
‘existence’ is the most universal, or the absolute meaning, so as such it behaves in diferent
sense as univocal, equivocal as well as analogical. This is so because it is more general than

any universal.

%9 Belo, Catarina, Essence and Existence in Avicenna and Averroes, Al-Qantara 30(2) (2009), p. 411. Abb.: Belo,
Essence and Existence.

80 Fazlur Rahman, Ibn Sina’s Theory of the God-World Relationship, in God and Creation: an Ecumenical
Symposium, eds. David Burrell and Bernard McGinn (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1990, pp.
38-56), p. 38

51 Danish Nama, ch. 11.

62 According to Alexander Treiger, “it is Avicenna who is to be credited with the earliest formulation of the
medieval doctrine of transcendental modulation of existence, which was later to become known in Latin as
analogia enti.” (Treiger, Avicenna’s Modulation of Existence, p. 329) - all this is due to Avicenna’s shift from
the predicamental to the transcendental level of the analysis of existence.

8 al-flahiyyat, 1, 5, (8). There are many studies and various ideas that address Ibn Sina’s doctrine of univocity,
equivocity, and analogy of ‘existence’. For more details see Bertolacci, Amos, Bertolacci, The Reception of
Aristotle's Metaphysics in Avicenna's Kitab al-Sifa’: A Milestone of Western Metaphysical Thought, Leiden —
Boston: Brill, 2006, pp. 386-390; Wolfson, Harry A., The Amphibolous Terms in Aristotle, Arabic Philosophy
and Maimonides, Harvard Theological Review 31, 1938, pp. 151-173; Eshots, J., The Principle of the
Systematic Ambiguity of Existence in the Philosophy of Ibn Sina and Mulla Sadra, Afkar 6, 2005, pp. 161-170;
Treiger, A., Avicenna’s Notion of Transcendental Modulation of Existence, 2012; Druart, TA., Ibn Sina and the
Ambiguity of Being’s Univocity, in Views on the Philosophy of Ibn Sina and Mulla Sadra Shirazi, ed. M.A.
Mensia 2014, pp. 15-24; De Haan, Analogy of Being in Avicenna, pp. 261-286.
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At this point when we think about a thing (or when we predicate notion of ‘thing’ to an object
- which is amongst three a priori notions for Ibn Sina) we can see that our thought follows
two main lines determined by questions: what that thing is, and why it is? This ‘what’ and
‘why’ indicates that there are two types of realities behind that thing. Both ‘what?’ and
‘why?’ are questions that require different answers. ‘What’ requires a definition and ‘why’
requires a causal explanation. To know what something is is, therefore, quite different from
knowing why it is. Being aware of this, Ibn Stna draws the distinction between existence and
essence. Although connected in a real being (or existent), essence and existence are distinct in
the sense that they represent different realities. In accordance to this, Ibn Sina says: “The
meaning of ‘existence’ and the meaning of ‘thing” are conceived in the soul and are two
meanings, whereas ‘the existent,” ‘the established,” and ‘the realized’ are synonyms,”®* and
regarding ‘thing’ (or its equivalent - essence) he continues:

“For, to everything there is a reality by virtue of which it is what it is... It is that

which we should perhaps call ‘proper existence’ (Wujiid al-khass) not intending

by this the meaning given to affirmative existence (wujid al-ithbati); for the

expression ‘existence’ is also used to denote many meanings, one of which is the

reality a thing happens to have. Thus, [the reality] a thing happens to have is, as it
were, its proper existence.”®®

Clearly, ‘existence’ here applies to two modes of reality: 1) a concrete ‘established’ existence,
and 2) reality by virtue of which that existent is what it is — its essence, or whatness
(mahiyya). In other words, we could say that existence and essence distinction is in fact the
distinction between an individual being and its identity; for the question ‘why?’ asks about
concrete realized individual, but question ‘what?’ asks about identity (or quiddity) that
belongs to that individual. Therefore, the distinction between essence and existence is actually
the distinction between identity per se and established individuality. This is the reason why it
IS so important to approach to Ibn Sina’s notion of ‘existence’ with extreme caution, for
‘existence’ in the most general sense means the most general concept that corresponds with
being qua being and as such sometimes includes essence, and sometimes it denotes what is

realized as existent and is as such distinct from essence.®® So while existence as such

8 Ibid., I, 5, (9):
..(.JZ‘J e e 283 i eland Juanall s cufiall 5 2 g salld Gline Lad 5 i) (3 O s o L5 Sina g 25a gl Sina ()
% Ibid:
il s Galally e 4l Ada Clialld ¢ 5 La lgr 5 Ala el S 8 (LedS Bl G AT e o 4g Jy 38 Aalie o s Lag e
Aagall L S e o Liad 4 Jay asa sl Jadl (8 SLEY) 20 g1l ima 4 358 o5 el 3 s i1 allisans Loy g3 58 lld g ¢pialn
o ill Galall 3 sa sl ()65 adde Lo adlS (o8l Lgle )
% This very idea led Bertolacci to advocate the distinction between existencel as something that is established in
reality and existence2 that is proper existence or essence (Bertolacci, Amos, The Distinction of Essence and
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corresponds with being qua being, the manner of existing is a mode of being. Existence
(wujid, later in Scholastics esse) is the absolute meaning of being qua being or absolute being
(mawjud al-murlag, entis absolute) that is common to all possible objects of inquiry.

The meaning of ‘existence’ in Ibn Stna encompasses all things that exist, that have existed
and can exist and for this reason | would say that this meaning correspond with the
absoluteness of existence per se. ‘Being” (mawjid), on the other hand, means something that
corresponds with ‘existent’ or ‘realized’, that has existence. This is so because essence can be
realized as well as non-realized and as such it can be in a concrete thing as well as actualised
as an idea in the mind. As non-realized it is essence per se, and as such it has potentiality for
existence, i.e. for actualisation, i.e. for participation in the absoluteness of existence. As non-
realised, essence represents a capacity for existence. In this sense we can talk about essence in
three main ways: essence per se, realised essence in an existent, and realised essence in the
mind, or ‘conceptualised essence’.®” Ibn Sina’s idea of three aspects of essence is the result of
consideration that essences of things can exist in reality or in conception — there are three
ways that they can be considered: a consideration of the essence inasmuch as it is that
essence, without any relation to the two existents (conceptual and established), a
consideration inasmuch as it is in external reality, and consideration inasmuch as it is

conceptualised.%®

For Tbn Sina, existence manifests primarily in a concrete existing things, or Aristotelian
substance (odoia, jawhar). Ibn Sina is aware of Aristotle’s doctrine that existence is not a
genus,® and is not predicated equally to all things that exist, as well as that it is primarily
predicated to substance. Still, for Ibn Sina existence is something that is predicated to, and
therefore something accidental (‘aradi). On the other hand, things, in order to be real, must
have their own reality, which makes them the things they are. This is so due to their essence,
or mahiyya. That a thing has its own essence is self-evident from the logical principle of
identity. If a thing is what it is, it must have in itself that which makes it what it is — its

quiddity, or whatness.”® This indicates, Ibn Sind continues, “that the reality proper to each

Existence in Avicenna’s Metaphysics, in Islamic Philosophy, Science, Culture, and Religion, Text and Studies,
ed. Hans Daiber Anna Akasoy Emilie Savage-Smith, VVol. LXXXIII, Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2012, pp. 257-288, p.
268, also in Lizzini, Olga, Ibn Sina's Metaphysics, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2016
Edition), Edward N. Zalta(ed.), URL = https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/ fall2016/entries/ibn-sina-
metaphysics/ , 3.2).
67 Ibn Stna, Mantiga Giris (al-Madkhal), transl. Omer Turker, Turkish-Arabic text (Istanbul, Litera Yaymcilik:
2013), I, 2, [15]. Abb. al-Madkhal.
&8 |bid.
8 al-flahiyyat, 1, 5, (21); al-Makalat, 11, 1, [100].
0 al-Iahiyyat, 1, 5. (10).
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thing is something other than the existence that corresponds to what is affirmed”.”* Existence
in concrete things is therefore predicated to their essence. This means that existence is an
accident in things consideration of which indicates the distinction between essence and
existence. In other word, existence is accidental (and not essential) to those actually existing
beings whose essence does not automatically entail existence,’? and is not an accident in the
sense of Aristotelian ten categories. Therefore, Ibn Sina’s understanding of existence as
accident has no specific, but rather broad sense; it simply means that it is possible to think an
essence although this essence does not have to exist actually. However, this possibility of
consideration of a meaning without a reference corresponds with the real contingency of

every caused being — this will become clearer later.

1.1.2 Existence and essence

The question about essence asks about what a thing is, why that thing is exactly that thing and
why it always and without exception acts in a certain determined way. It represents a thing’s

nature and reality, that which is essential for it to be that thing, or as Janos sums it:

“Quiddity or essence, for Avicenna, designates the ‘whatness’ or ‘what-it-isness’ of a
thing, its essential structure and principle, as well as its meaning and intelligibility to the
mind. As such, it is what makes conception or conceptualization (tasawwur) possible.
Quiddity is what is referred to by the definition (#add), according to which a thing is what
it is and not something else, regardless of the mode in which it exists. In other words, the
definition informs us about its thingness (shay iyyah) in abstraction from that thing’s
existence, that is, whether it exists and how or in what mode it exists. Quiddity as such is
apprehended as a unitary idea and meaning (ma ‘na) in the mind. It is what represents a
thing’s essential or foundational nature (fab7 ‘@) and true reality (hagqiqa). This is because
quiddity contains, and is constituted by, a set of internal and essential components that
determine its very nature and, thus, the nature of an existent thing as well. These are what
Avicenna calls the constitutive elements or constituents (mugawwimat) of quiddity, which
are its inner, essential, and formal constituents. These are sharply distinguished from (a)
the external concomitants (lawazim), which, in contrast, are non-constitutive (ghayr
mugawwimah) and hence do not enter into the quidditative core, although they
necessarily accompany quiddity when a thing actually exists; and (b) the accidents proper
(a rad), which are also external to quiddity, but do not necessarily attach to quiddity in
existence and always remain separate from it.””

1 |bid.
72 Belo, Essence and Existence, p. 414.
3 Janos, Damien, Avicenna on the Ontology of Pure Quiddity (Berlin, Boston: De Gruyter: 2020), pp. 19-20.
Abb.: Janos, Avicenna on the Ontology of Pure Quiddity.
27



As being said, essence falls into three modes: as concrete being, as conceived idea and as
essence per se.’* As conceived idea it responds to the question ‘what is it?* (ma huwa?). It is
property per se of a thing that defines it as such and that without which that thing would not
be identified as such. This means that “whether an essence refers to actual existent or not is
logically external or incidental to the conceptual identification of that essence”.” Essence per
se is simple, indivisible, unchangeable, necessary, eternal and inconceivable. As such it
neither precedes nor succeeds existence. It is not an independent entity like Platonic forms. It
is the condition for the existence of an existent, while the existence of its cause is its ‘reason
why.” At this point the difference between essence and universal becomes clear; while in itself
essence is neither particular nor universal, in the mind it is conceived as something to which a
quality of universality (al-kulliyya) is added after the process of abstraction.”® In this sense we
could say that the universal is a combination of essence and universality in the mind, or “an
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abstraction of the essences’ extramental relation of ‘being common to many;’” hence while
universal has reality only in the mind, universality, like essence, has a foundation in external
reality.”” As conceived in the mind essence represents “intelligible form” (al-sira al-‘aqliyya)
which as single form corresponds to multiple individuals. In this way essence is “associated

with universality in terms of not constituting an obstacle to being predicated to multiplicity”.”®

The distinction between essence and existence has an Aristotelian origin;’® in Posterior
Analytics (I B 92b) and Metaphysics (A, V.5, 1015a-b and 7, 1017a-b) the distinction is
drawn between two questions: to ask ‘if a thing exists’ is different from ‘what a thing is’. In

this sense Legenhausen notices:

“Ibn Sina discovers a contradiction, or at least a tension, in Aristotle’s system. Aristotle
had distinguished two sorts of questions: questions about whether or not a thing is,
existence questions, and questions about what a thing is, whatness or quiddity questions.
Yet, when Aristotle turns to being qua being, he singles out substances as the primary
existents. Being in the primary sense is said to be of substances. So, the science of being
gua being, metaphysics, becomes the science of substances. However, all of the

4 Marmura, Michael, Quiddity and Universality in Avicenna, in Neoplatonism and Islamic Thought, ed. Parviz
Morewedge (New York: State University of New York Press: 1992, pp. 77-87), pp. 78-81; the thesis was
popularised by Goichon, Amélie Marie, La Distinction de I'Essence Et de I'Existence d'Aprés Ibn Sina, Desclée
de Brouwer, 1937.

75 Shehadi, Metaphysics, p. 78.

6 Ibn Sina, Kitab al-Shifa’: al-Madkhal, Mantiga Giris, trans. Omer Tiirker (Arabic-Turkish text), (Istanbul:
Litera Yayincilik, 2013), I, 2, [15]. Abb.: al-Madkhal.

" Marmura, Michael, Avicenna’s Chapter on Universals in the Isagoge of His Shifa, in Islam: Past Influence
and Present Challenge, eds. Welch, Alford T. and Cachia, Pierre, (Albany: State University of New York Press,
1979, pp. 34-56), pp. 34-35.

8 Turker, Omer, Being and Meaning: Fakhr al-Din al-Razi and His Followers on Identity of Knowledge and
Known, Nazariyat Journal for the History of Islamic Philosophy and Sciences 1/1, (Istanbul: Nazariyat, 2014, pp.
41-60), p. 45.

78 Charles, David, Aristotle on Meaning and Essence (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2000), pp. 5-19.
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categories answer questions of what a thing is. Insofar as a thing is considered a
substance or an accident, it is considered in terms of what it is, not merely that it is. The
science of being qua being, to the contrary, should concern itself with the existent insofar
as it exists, without regard to it being of one category or another.”®°

Regarding the distinction between ‘existence’ (Wujid), ‘being’ or ‘existent’ (mawjid) and
‘essence’ (mahiyya) Ibn Sina states that ‘existence’ (wujizd) has two main meanings: ‘proper
existence’ (al-wujiid al-hdss) and ‘affirmative’ or 'realised existence’ (al-wujiid al-ithbati) 8t
Proper existence corresponds with ‘essence’ and affirmative existence corresponds with
existent or being. The distinction is not, therefore, between essence (mahiyya) and existence
in the absolute sense (wujiid), but between essence (mahiyya) and existence in the sense of the
activity of existent (mawjid). In other word, the distinction is not between essence and
existence in the sense of absolute reality, but between essence and existence in the sense of
actuality or ‘being acquired,” i.e. between essence of an actual existent and existence of an
actual existent. This is supported by the following passage:
“To resume, we say: It is evident that each thing has a reality proper to it-namely,

its quiddity. It is known that the reality proper to each thing is something other
than the existence that corresponds to what is affirmed.”®?

As Bertolacci commented upon this passage, Ibn Sina affirms a fundamental distinction
within existence,®® and so by distinguishing proper and affirmative existence. The distinction
between existence and essence (or quiddity, thingness) is logical as well as ontological

because it reflects the composition in existent. For this reason Lizzini states:

“Indeed, not only must the conceptual constituents that define the being of
something be distinguished from the affirmation of its existence (as in
gnoseology), but also the very essence of something must be metaphysically
distinguished from its existence. Essence is not, so to speak, “ontologically
neutral”. The essence or thingness of which Avicenna speaks is not simply the
essence of the thing considered as such, regardless of its existence, but the

8 |egenhausen, Muhammad, Necessity, Causation, and Determinism in lbn Sina and His Critics, The Imam
Khomeini Education and Research Institute Qom, Iran (Spring 2009, pp. 1-45), p. 4. Abb.: Legenhausen,
Necessity, Causation, and Determinism in Ibn Sina.
8 al-llahiyyat, 1, 5, (9).
8 Ibid. 1, 5, (10):
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8 Bertolacci, Amos, The Distinction of Essence and Existence in Avicenna’s Metaphysics, in Islamic
Philosophy, Science, Culture, and Religion, Text and Studies, eds. Hans Daiber Anna Akasoy Emilie Savage-
Smith, Vol. LXXXIII (Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2012), p. 268. Abb.: Bertolacci, Essence and Existence in
Avicenna.
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thingness and hence the thing that, considered as such and regardless of its
existence, reveals exactly the character or modality that its own existence has.”®*

Still, the compositeness of essence and existence must not be seen as a compositeness of two
elements.® Essence (mahiyya) is that by which a thing is what it is, it is the very identity of a
thing. If a thing is what it is, it must have in itself that what makes it what it is. This means no
more than that a thing, in order to be something, must have some sort of reality that is proper
to it. This reality defines it, makes it that instead of something else. This is why Ibn Sina
refers to essence also as ‘proper existence’. As such, essence reflects a ‘what-ness’ or
‘quiddity’ of thing. At this point it is important to note that by ‘essence’ here is meant
something that corresponds with ‘specific essence’ in Scholastic terminology, and not
something that corresponds with ‘individual essence’, or ‘individual that-ness’ (anniya
sahsiyya). Metaphysics is concerned with essence that is discovered by recognising “those
elements in the reality of an object that required to make the individual belong to a certain
kind or species.”®® As such essence is unchangeable and eternal. Thus in Ibn Sina essence as
considered in itself is eternal, not as an entity (as we would then fall into the problems of
Platonic ideas), but as eternal essentiality - what is essential for a thing to be exactly that thing

is eternally essential.

By stating that, essence is realised in two ways, that is in the concrete being and in the mind,
as well as that there is a consideration of essence per se, Ibn Sina advocates that the
distinction between essence and existence is not just mental, but real. This means that our
mental separation between essence and existence can tell us something about thing as they are
in themselves. For Ibn Sina essence and existence are distinct from each other, but also
inseparably related to each other.®” “The existent’ and ‘the one’ are indefinable concepts and
necessary concomitants of a thing - if a thing is, it is one — still, to be a thing is different from
existing and being one: in itself the quiddity, or whatness, of a thing is neither existent nor
one.8 It is for this reason that essence in itself is only postulated, but not known, as what is
known must be grasped as existing and as one. As confirmed in al-Zlahiyyat |, 5, (19), the

difference between essence and existence corresponds with the difference between ‘the thing’

8 Lizzini, Olga, lbn Sina's Metaphysics, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2016 Edition),
Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/ fall2016/entries/ibn-sina-metaphysics/, 3.3.
Abb.: Lizzini, Ibn Sina's Metaphysics.

8 Lizzini, Existence-Existent in Avicenna, p. 120.

8 McCormick, Scholastic Metaphysics (Chicago, Illinois: LoyolaUniversity Press, 1940), p. 37. Abb.:
McCormick, Scholastic Metaphysics.

87 Bertolacci, Essence and Existence in Avicenna, p. 271; Lizzini, lbn Sina's Metaphysics, 3.5

8 Lizzini, Ibn Sina's Metaphysics, 3.5.
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and ‘the existent’ or ‘the realized’. If something exists actually than it is an actual existent, or
established existence, if, on the other hand, it does not exist actually then it is essence, or
possible existence. Therefore, the relation between essence and existence does not correspond
only with the relation between thing and existent, but also with the relation between possible

and actual.

Metaphysics distinguishes existence from essence in every concrete existent. Essence
represents the thingness of a thing that “considered as such and regardless of its existence,
reveals exactly the character or modality that its own existence has”.%® Everything in which
we can make the distinction between its existence and its essence is contingent, or, in
accordance with Ibn Sina’s terminology, possible in itself (mumkin bi-dhatihi). This means
that it can exists as well as not to exists — i.e. we can imagine its existence as well as its non-
existence without logical contradiction.® This is so because, as we already stated, its
existence is only an accidental (‘aradi) in the sense of being something added to (‘arid) its
essence. This addition is due to the thing’s cause.®® This means that the thing taken in itself is
non-existent, and can be existent only through another (i.e. its cause). In this sense ‘existence’
is ‘necessity’ for everything that ‘is’ is necessitated by its cause. As such, every contingent
thing is possible in itself (i.e. non-existent that can exist) and necessary through another
(existent through its cause) - but not all existence can be possible in itself, otherwise it would
be non-existence, and therefore there must be a necessary existent.®? If existence is and non-
existence is not, an existent can come only from an existent and at some point it has to be
something that is not just necessary through another, but necessary in itself (this is going to
be, as we will see, the foundational point of Ibn Sina’s proof for God’s existence). This is,
according to Ibn Sina, the only way to explain the existence of contingent things. From this
point, once the necessary existent is admitted, it is up to metaphysician to prove that its
existence indicates such attributes (sifa) such as ‘being uncaused,” ‘one,” ‘unity,” ‘perfection,’

‘intellect,” ‘goodness’ etc. — meaning that this existent is God.*?

Therefore, in order to fully grasp the relationship between essence and existence we have to

analyse Ibn Sina’s notion of ‘potentiality’ (giiwa) and ‘actuality’ (fi ‘l). Reality, or existence in

8 |bid., 3.3.

% Afnan, Soheil M., Avicenna, His Life and Works (London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd: 1958), pp. 123-124.

% al-flahiyyat, 1, 6, (5); IV, 1, (9).

9 Alper, Omer Mahir, Ibn Sina ve Ibn Sina Okulu, in Isldm Felsefesi, Tarih ve Problemler, ed. Clneyt M. Kaya,
(Istanbul: ISAM Yayinlar1, 2013), pp. 251-283; for historical context see also Kaya, Ciineyt, Varlik ve Imkan,
Aristoteles 'ten IbnSina’ya Imkanmn Tarihi (Istanbul: Klasik, 2011), pp. 234-254.

% Adamson, Peter, From the Necessary Existent to God, in Interpreting Avicenna: Critical Essays, ed. Peter
Adamson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013) pp. 170-189. Abb.: Adamson, From the Necessary
Existent to God.
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the absolute sense, is not limited only to actually existing beings. When we talk about things,
we talk about them in two manners: if they are — what they are and why they are and if they
are not — what they are and can they be. Thus whether existence is established or not, we can
still talk about what a being is and what does it mean to be that being. This is how the
difference between potency and act occurred to Aristotle as the solution to Parmenides’
problem that started from proposition: something either is, or it is not. Aristotle’s resply is, in
short, that the dilemma is over-simplified due to the univocal understanding of the notion of
‘being’.%* According to Aristotle, everything that is can evidently become something else, or
as well not be. In this sense we have to distinguish between existence in potential and
existence in actu. If this division is denied, and only actual being is affirmed as real - change,
and therefore plurality is also denied. This leaves us with Eleatics’ pantheism, which

according to Aristotle represents the denial of reality and a primitive conception.®®

Ibn Sina is well aware of this critique, and after explaining the origin of the word ‘potency’,
he claims that the philosophers then transferred the term ‘potency’ and applied the expression
‘potency’ to “every state existing in a thing, [that state] being a principle of change,”® and
soon after ‘potency’ got the meaning of ‘possibility’, “so it can be related to existence in a
more proper manner.”%” Thus, possibility indicates existence that is not-yet-realized, but can
be realized. It means the capacity of a non-existing being to exist; actual, on the other hand,
means ‘the realization of existence’,%® it is the fulfilment of the capacity of the possible.
Actual, or actuality, is, therefore, the established existence, the firm reality, something that is
in itself, and as such it is in one sense a perfection — a being as a completeness, or a fulfilment
of its potentiality. On the opposite side of possibility stands impossibility. In the metaphysical
sense impossibility means the incapability for existence, “everything that does not exist and
does not have the potentiality to exist cannot exist. And the thing that is possible to be is
[also] possible not to be-otherwise, it would be necessary [for it] to be.”%® When we talk about
impossibility we talk about non-existence in the real sense — it is something that is not and
cannot be. When we speak about actuality we speak about existence in the real sense — about
something that is. But when we speak about possible, we neither speak about existence, nor
about absolute non-existence - it is something for which we cannot say that exists because it is

not actualised, but we cannot say that it is nothing, because it can be and from absolute

% Owens, The Doctrine of Being, pp. 269-270.
% Ibid., p. 300.
% al-llahiyyat, 1V, 2, (4).
7 1bid. (5).
% 1bid.
% bid. IV, 2, (16).
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nothingness nothing can become. Therefore, even though potentiality is not, we can still refer
to it as something that can be. That to which we refer in this case is essence. Essence in itself,
therefore, represents the ultimate possibility for existence. It is that type of the reality that can
be actualised as concrete existent. This is why existence represents the actuality of essence. It
is plain now what is the relationship as well as the real distinction between essence and
existence in Ibn Sina’s metaphysical system.!® We already said that essence can be
manifested in two ways: as concrete existent and as something that is realised in the mind.
Thus, essence per se is the pure possible, the ultimate condition for anything to become. As
such, this pure possible has to be postulated, because all our thinking about existence
indicates it, but it cannot be known, for only what is realised can be known.! In receiving
existence, essence passes from a state of pure possibility to a condition of actuality. This
means that even God can create something only if something can be created,'? and as we are
going to see, for Ibn Sina, God is the necessary existent that actualises possible essences

through the process of eternal emanation.

Ibn Sina’s theory of essence as pure possible indicates two aspects of modality, logical and
physical; logical modality is concerned with the relations of quiddities as considered in
themselves, apart from their existence in the world or in the mind, and physical modality is
concerned with the relations between things that exist.'®® When actual being comes into
exsitence, it becomes something that Ibn Sina calls ‘subject’ (mawdiz‘). In this sense the
notion of ‘essence’ is related to the notion of ‘thing’, and ‘existence’ to the notion of
‘existent’ (mawjiid): essence is ‘reality proper to something’, and existence is ‘reality that is
the affirmation of something’. Essence imposes question what, and existence imposes
question why — these two questions reflect two interconnected but different realities; for

example, from the definition of a horse we can infer neither the existence nor the non-

100 1t is this idea that influenced Aquinas and sparked a “revolution” in Western philosophical thought (Staley,
Kevin M., Avicenna, Aquinas and the Real Distinction: In Defense of Mere Possibilities or Why Existence
Matters, Saint Anselm Journal, 9.1, Fall 2013, pp. 1-20; pp.1-4).

101 1t is for this reason essentially that I did not accept Janos’ admirable attempt to explain “the pure quiddity” as
a form of existence in Avicenna on the Ontology of Pure Quidty, yet due to the complexity of this work any
attempt of detail refutation would lead us far from scope of this essay.

102 Back, Allan, Avicenna and Averroes: Modality and Theology, in Potentialitat und Possibilitat
Modalaussagen in der Geschichte der Metaphysik, ed. Thomas Buchheim (Corneille Henri Kneepkens and Kuno
Lorenz, frommann-holzboog: 2001), p. 129. Abb.: Back, Avicenna and Averroes: Modality and Theology.

103 1pid. It is important to underline that these are not two types of modality, but only two aspects — this is
important because these aspects indicate another division between logical and causal necessity, which are in lbn
Sina only two aspects of necessity. For Ibn Rushd, as we are going to see, causal and logical necessities are of
two types, as well as logical and physical modality.
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existence of horses.!%* As being two modes of the reality in the ultimate sense, essence and
existence are closely and inseparably connected in an existing being; existent has its proper
existence that makes it what it is, and its acquired existence that makes it a subject. This is
why according to Bertolacci’s interpretation, the fact of being an existent is a very “peculiar
inseparable concomitant” of essence, or the “fundamental ingredient” of a ‘thing’ that has the
status of a constitutive element,% and also

“This means that, in Avicenna’s opinion, the relationship of concomitance does

not simply apply to ‘existent’ with respect to ‘thing’, but also to ‘thing’ with

respect to ‘existent’. The relationship between these two concepts emerges

therefore as perfectly balanced, so that ‘thing’ (and essence) cannot reclaim, in
this respect, any priority over ‘existent’ (and existence).””*%

But there is another important thing indicated in the quotation of Ibn Sina’s al-llahiyyat 1V,
(2, (16): something “that is possible to be is [also] possible not to be-otherwise it would be
necessary [for it] to be.” Clearly, necessity for Ibn Sina is not just a logical notion, but
something that is closely connected to existence qua existence. When stated that an object
exits, the statement implies some form of necessity and possibility. As existing, an object is
necessitated by something that imposed its existence upon its essence, namely its cause, but
also due to the fact that its existence as well as non-existence can be presumed without
undergoing any contradictions, the object as such is possible (or possible in itself, as Ibn Sina
likes to say). This is so due to the fact that the object is composed in many ways, amongst
which metaphysically the most important is that of essence and existence. In other word, this
means that that an object, although real, is not real in the ultimate sense - it does not represent
existence qua such, but only the existence of its own essence. Its identity is in its essence, and
the fact of it being established is due to something other. If we keep in mind that essence as
such is not actually existing, then the contingent being is in itself non-existence rather than
existence,” as in itself the contingent being would be pure identity without actualisation — a
non existing, but logically possible to exist. Its existence is, therefore, something added to its
essence, something that does not belong to it essentially, and whatever does not belong to a

thing essentially, it belongs to it accidentally — in this sense existence is accident. This is the

104 Marmura, Michael, Avicenna on the Division of the Sciences in the Isagoge of his Shifa’, Journal for the
History of Arabic Science (1980, pp. 239-251), p. 250. Abb.: Marmura, Avicenna on the Division of the
Sciences.
105 Bertolacci, Essence and Existence in Avicenna, p. 271
106 Ibid.
W7 al-flahivyat, V1, 1, (7); V1L, 3, (6).
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meaning of ‘contingency’. Regarding the absolute meaning of ‘existence’, it indicates only
necessity, this is so due to the fact that, as Turker stated,
“The necessity attributed to non-existence is a necessity that was conceived in
comparison with existence and thus does not impute any extension, for it was in
the necessity of existence. That is, whereas the necessity of existence is a meaning
that can be thought of and comprehended, the necessity of non-existence

comprises only the negation of that necessity. Therefore, necessity is a meaning
related to existence.”!%®

It is through existence that being is comprehended, and only through existence that non
existence can be considered, thus through existence an essence as actualised being and as
actualisation in the mind is comprehended, and through this existence essence per se as the

absolute eternal possibility is indicated.

Ultimately the distinction between essence and existence leads Ibn Sina to the distinction
between God, i.e. what is “necessary existent in itself” or of what is “necessary as far as
existence is concerned” (wajib al-wujid) and the world, i.e. what is “possibly existent” or
“possible as far as existence is concerned” (mumkin al-wujid) — the distinction is based on
consideration, and what is considered is the quiddity (mahiyya) or essence (dhat) of what
exists; so the modality of existence does not depends on existence, but on essence.®® God is
the only existent that is in itself necessary, i.e. it has no composition at all, including first of
all the composition of essence and existence; instead Divine essence is his existence,
contingent being is both necessary and possible, but in different respects: it is possible in
itself, because its identity is its essence (and per se essence does not exist), and it is necessary
through another, meaning that its existence is due to something other than itself,** i.e. its
existence is added to what represents its identity. Contingent, therefore, means ‘that which is
composed’ in one way or another. The ontological distinction between God and the
contingent is in essence, Divine essence is existence, i.e. per se actual, while the essence of
the contingent is per se possible, i.e. non-existence: “As a consequence, the existence of
things that are in themselves possible is always conceived as related to a (possible) essence,

while the being of the Principle is purely and necessarily existence”.!*! In any case, as being it

108 Tiirker, The Possibility of Thinking on Existence, p. 23.

109 |izzini, Ibn Sina's Metaphysics, 4.1

110 Kutluer, Ilhan, lbn Sina Ontolojisinde Zorunlu Varlik (Istanbul, 1Z Yaymncilik: 2013), pp. 117-123; Hourani,
George F., Ibn Sind on Necessary and Possible Existence, Philosophical Forum, 4 (1972), pp. 79-81; Marmura,
Michael, Avicenna on Causal Priority, in Islamic Philosophy and Mysticism, ed. Parviz Morewedge (Delmar,
NY: Caravan Books, 1981, pp. 65-83), p. 69; Shehadi, Metaphysics, pp. 84-85.

1L |izzini, lbn Sina's Metaphysics, 2.4.
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is indefinable and as everything points to the notion of the existent, existence has the absolute
priority, both as being acknowledged and outside of the mind.'!2 Therefore, everything that is,
other than God, is an existent composed of two ontological principles - quiddity and existence
— and as such the existence of these composed beings is ontologically “other” than their
quiddity.*® This further implies that every contingent existent exist by some external efficient
cause giving it existence; on the other hand God is absolutely uncomposed and hence absolute
oneness, uniqueness and actuality — His existence is not shared by any other existent, and this
“pure” existence is His essence, He is therefore the absolute uncaused cause of every other

existent.}14

Thus, described metaphysical relations between essence and existence, potential and actual,
and possible and necessary have further connotations for natural philosophy. This relation is
fundamental for the explanation of the world not just in the light with its relationship to God,
but also as something that is eternal subject to change. Change, or Aristotelian xivyoig, is
something that is commonly described as state of shift between motion and rest, generation
and corruption, or process of becoming. As process of becoming change represents the
passing from potentiality to actuality, or from one condition of existence to another, as the
absolute non-existence is impossible. As we have seen, there is only existence, realised as
something concrete (in the mind or outside of the mind), or unrealised as essence.

1.1.3 Substance and change

In Aristotelian philosophy, ‘change’ means there was something in one state and is now in
another, new state. This new state is not something that came from nothing, it is actualisation
of potentially. Here it needs to be underlined that what we are primarily talking about is
substantial change.!'® Besides this type, Aristotle distinguishes accidental change that has

116 Tbn Sina was well

three types: local change, change in quantity and change in quality.
aware of Aristotelian position: odaio primarily denotes an individual existent that represents

the compound of matter and form, and therefore has certain potentiality besides the fact that it

12 1bid., 3.1.

113 Houser, Rollen E., Essence and Existence in Ibn Sind, in The Routledge Companion to Islamic Philosophy,
eds. R. C. Taylor, L. X. Lopez Farjeat (London-New York: Routledge, 2016, pp. 212-224), p. 212

114 1bid.

115 Or more precisely the ‘substantial way of coming to be’ that Aristotle distincts from the ‘accidental way of
coming to be’ in Physics I, 7, 190a-b.

116 For more details see Waterlow, Sarah, Nature, Change and Agency in Aristotle’s Physics (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1982), pp. 93-131.
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is an actual concrete thing. Due to this potentiality, caused by matter, odoia is subject to
change, by which this individual becomes something else. So, change in this sense is
something that through one actual state of being becomes another actual state of being, and thi
is possible due to matter. Therefore, change is something that happens only to an existing
substance. This is also the reason why Islamic philosophical tradition by following Aristotle
advocates that there cannot be creation and annihilation in the sense that represents the
standpoint of theology. It is important to note that this works only for what Aristotle calls
‘first substance’ (odoia mpotn), that represents concrete individual being, second substance

(obaia devtepa) is the universal, and as such can be predicated of many. 1!’ 118

Although metaphysics does not start from the notion of ‘substance’ (jawhar), but from the
notion of ‘existence’, according to Ibn Sina substance is the most prior of the divisions of
things to which we refer as ‘existent’.*® Substance is an individual being that has existence in
itself in a certain sense.'?® ‘Having existence in itself” here means that after the acquirement
of existence, that existence belongs to the substance, and as such it ‘subsists’ as concrete
being whose existence is now manifestation of its essential identity. At this point substances
are to be distinct from accidents, whose existence is always something dependent upon
substance.'?! As subsistent, substance is something that is not in a subject at all,*?2 but instead
it is subject on which existence other existents such as accidents depend. Every contingent
existence is either a substance or accident. It is important to underline ‘contingent’ because, as
we are going to see, God is not a substance in a specific sense, yet He is not in a subject.*?®
According to Ibn Sina. the realisation that something is not in a subject in some particular
case is not a sufficient ground for the conclusion that it is a substance; we have to investigate
if this thing is not in a subject in any case to find out whether it is a substance in the particular
case.'?* In this sense, substance is prior in existence, but in another sense, as we will see, the

ultimate priority belongs to God only. Substance is always something contingent, therefore

117 Chategories, 2a10-18.

118 In Tbn Sina’s philosophy we can speak about universals in three ways: as meanings actually predicated of
many, as what is permissible to say of many, even if it is not a condition that these many should exist in
actuality, and as meaning that can be said of many, but some external cause prevents such attribution (for
example the case of the sun and the earth), see Druart, Theresa Anne, Avicennan Troubles: the Mysteries of the
Heptagonal House and of the Phoneix, Tépicos, no. 42 (México, July 2012, pp. 51-73), pp. 52-53.

119 al-flghiyyat, W, 1, (2); Danish Nama, 3, p. 15.

120 al-flghiyyat, 1, (1).

121 | pid.

122 | pid.

123 | egenhausen, Muhammad, Ibn Sina’s Arguments Against God’s Being a Substance, in From ontos verlag:
Publications of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society - New Series, Vol. 5 (2007, pp. 117-143), p. 119.
Abb.: Legenhausen, Ibn Sina’s Arguments Against God’s Being a Substance.

124 Benevich, Fedor, Fire and Heat: Yahya B. ‘Adi and Avicenna on the Essentiality of Being Substance or
Accident, in Arabic Sciences and Philosophy, vol. 27, Cambridge University Press (2017, pp. 237-267), p. 238.
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something composed. As such substance is “either body or other than body.”*?® If it is a body
than, according to Ibn Sina, it is either form of matter, and if

“It is separable [and] not a part of a body, then either it has some administrative

relation to bodies in terms of moving [them]-and this is called ‘soul’- or it is free

from material things in all respects and is called ‘intellect”.*?®

In any case, being a substance involves some sort of composition, at least composition of
essence and existence, and therefore all that is contingent is subject to change, one way or
another. As subject of change, all substances are passing from one state to another due to
potentiality that they contain. What actualizes potentiality in this process of change is always
a being that is already actual, thus actuality always precedes potentiality because nothing can
actualise itself — this is the fundamental principle of change: whatever changes is changed by
something else.'?” Indeed, before a being becomes actual it has to be in itself possible, but if
everything would be just in itself possible, existence would never be realised. Therefore, there
has to be something that is in itself necessary, or absolute actuality. As we are going to see,

this is very important part of Ibn Sina’s argument for the existence of God.

Substance represents itself and is not a modification of something. Modification belongs to
accidents. In fact, accident’s reality is subject’s modification and change of accidents involves
change in substance. At this point Ibn Stna’s philosophy is typically Aristotelian: any bodily
substance is (besides the composition of essence and existence) composed of that which
receives activity and is per se an absolute passivity - namely ‘matter’ (madda) - and that
which is received by that passive power, form (sira), or active principle.X?® In short, Ibn
Sina’s obviously follows Aristotelian hylomorphism: every material substance represents
unity composed of matter and form. Matter stands for passive powers of substance, and is the
principle of substance’s receptivity, and form as that which is received is the fulfilment of the
potential capacity of matter, and its actuality and activity.!?® Therefore, the relationship
between matter and form is a causal one; form is the cause of matter acting in the compound,

but it is not the cause of the existence of matter, on the other hand matter is the cause of

125 al-llahiyyat, 1, 2, (9).

126 |bid. ,

058 Jr e 202 058 Y Ol Lels e 650 0580 O b s 3t OIS 08 cpan e 05S5 0 el s 0555 0 L8 e US 0

Adle 4l 0585 Of Lald a6 Ja G Blae QIS oy aisle 0580 O Ll ey em (1550 O Wl s 23 IS (8 Aleally alia DU Gl

ALY 03 (g 2l 5 JS L) b Al gty e cans Aga IS (e 3 sall e Biie (5% Sl i s by jaill lua) b La G

127 For general insight into Tbn Sina’s natural philosophy see McGinnis, Jon, Ibn Sina’s Natural Philosophy, in

The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Winter 2018 Edition), Edward N. Zalta(ed.), URL =

<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2018/entries/ibn-sina-natural/>.

128 al-flghiyyat, 1, 2, (19); Danish Nama, 3, p. 16.

129 Macit, Muhittin, Ibn Sina’da Metafizik ve Messai Gelenek, (Istanbul: Litera Yaymcilik, 2012), pp. 189-191.
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change. Form has ontological priority over matter, because it is the cause of matter being
something specific, i.e. actually existing as a part of an individual material existent.** In
addition, privation (‘adam) is the ultimate condition required for any change to occur, because
of which change becomes intelligible.'® Because form is the principle of actuality of
substance, and substance is substance because it is an actual individual, form is also in a sense
a substance. Matter is just something that can become any material thing, but it is due to the
form that substance is what it is. This is why Ibn Sina’s stresses that there is no true nature
belonging to matter and that the true nature actually depends on a form,**? and that in the most
general sense we could say that the nature of every thing is its form.!3 This is not just the way
to explain the existence of material substances, but also the existence of non-material
substances; for instance, to explain the substantiality of human soul as non-material
independent substance is possible due to the fact that substantiality is what it is due to form,
and not due to matter. As for the corporeal, it cannot actually exist devoid of form.'3* If form
is the principle of actuality in substance then obviously no substance can exist actually
without form. Therefore, something that we might call ‘prime matter’, as matter devoid of
form, can be only postulated by the mind, but in fact such existence is not possible in
actuality. Matter, therefore, can never remain separated from form.* Because all composed
being is partly made up of what is potential and partly from what is actual, its reality is never
completely fulfilled. From all this follows that when change happens to material, it is the form
that is being succeeded by another form, while matter itself does not cease to exist.'*® Because
actuality must be prior to potentiality, otherwise there would be no existence, form must be
prior to matter. Matter, as pure possibility for the existence of corporal being, cannot be cause
of form. Instead, only actual existence can be a cause, i.e. being that already has form. Only
through form essence can exist in actuality, per se essence cannot be a cause of something
that is established actually.’®” Although metaphysics is not dealing with movement and
change in things, metaphysical analysis of change qua such reveals one very important truth
about existence: in the sense that form has the absolute priority over matter, existence has the

130 Lopez, Luis Xavier, Causality in Islamic Philosophy, in The Routledge Companion to Islamic Philosophy,
eds. R. C. Taylor, L. X. L6pez Farjeat, (London-New York: Routledge, 2016, pp. 131-140), p. 132.
131 | ammer, Andreas, The Elements of Avicenna's Physics (Berlin Boston: De Gruyter, 2018), p. 210. Abb.:
Lammer, The Elements of Avicenna's Physics.
132 al-llahiyyat, 11, 2, (22).
133 Ibn Sina, Kitab al-Shifa’ al-Sama‘ al-Tabi‘T (Physics), transl. Jon McGinnis, Bringham Young University
Press, Provo Utah, 2009, I, 6, (3). Abb.: al-Sama ‘ al-Tabr 7.
13 1bid., 3, (2).
135 1bid., (6), (13), (16).
1% 1bid., 11, 4, (11).
137 1bid., (7).
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absolute priority over essence. For what is pure potentiality cannot be a cause in the real
sense. There always has to be something existent in order for existence to continue, so

existence itself must be eternal.

We see that whole Ibn Sina’s metaphysical system depends on the distinction between
essence and existence. Essence refers to possibility of a thing to be and represents potentiality
of a thing. ‘Existence’ refers to an actual thing, and therefore represents the necessity of that
thing; every existence is in some way necessary, either in itself or through another. This is the
basis on which metaphysics obtain its goal within Ibn Stna’s system, i.e. on which the proof
for the existence of God is established. All existence is, therefore, understood within the
difference that is at the same time ontological and logical: there is the kind of existence that
can not to exist, and the existence that cannot not to exist. The former is the world in its
totality of all things — the existence that is in itself only possible, and whose essence is
something other than its existence. The latter is God, the Necessary Existence, whose essence
is identical with its existence.®® God is pure actuality and therefore the Pure Existence.
Contingent being is something that came into existence, and its existence is therefore
accidental to its essence. The Necessary Existent has its existence essentially, i.e. not as its

accident, but as its essence.

1.2 Ibn Rushd’s Ontology and Critique of Ibn Sina

The way Ibn Rushd sees it we should strictly hold on to Aristotle’s understanding of
‘existence’ as ‘substance.” This is the starting point of Aristotle’s ontology, and therefore it
should be the starting point of any ontology. As we are going to see, according to Ibn Rushd
this is the starting point where Ibn Stna misinterpreted Aristotle. For Ibn Rushd, Aristotle’s
philosophy is the synonym for the truth,'3 so this is the main reason for his attack on lbn
Sina: his metaphysics has nothing to do with the real Aristotelianism. Yet it seems that in the
eyes of Ibn Rushd, although not being established on Aristotelian premises, Ibn Sina’s
metaphysics represents a very precise deduction founded on Aristotle’s logic. It is Ibn Stna’s
firm knowledge and use of Aristotle’s logic that launched him into fame of being the most
prominent representative of Aristotelian system. The way Ibn Rushd sees it, this case

represents the real danger for scientific knowledge: we have the false Aristotelian so famous

138 This is the exact reason why in the case of God there is no difference between its existence and its being, and
why Ibn Sina’s concept of wajib al-wujiid can be translated as “the Necessary Existence” as well as “the
Necessary Being” or “Necessary Existent.”

139 Fakhry, Majid, A History of Islamic Philosophy (New York: Columbia University Press, 2004), pp. 280-301.
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in the Islamic world and his rigid metaphysical system that explains the world in a way that

has nothing to do with the truth. Certainly, someone has to deal with the issue.

1.2.1 The Problem of Thinking ‘Existence qua Existence’

For Ibn Rushd, Ibn Sina’s doctrine implies many problems. Ibn Sina says that existence is an
accident, and from Aristotelian position this is incorrect.!*® Aristotle already named nine
accidents within his ten categories, amongst which the first category is reserved for substance,
and the rest are: quality, quantity, relation, place, time, position, state, action and affection.
Clearly, existence does not belong here, and since it is something that happened to substance
(or to an existing individual being) it is not a substance either.}#! Regarding Aristotle’s ten
categories, for Ibn Rushd they cover everything that can be said about things and if existence
answers none of the questions concerning reality that make sense, then, as Gilson puts it,
“existence does not make sense, it is unthinkable, it is nothing”.1*?> Moreover, when we are
adding accident to a substance, we are adding something specific, and existence is not
something specific.14®

The theory that existence is an addition to the quiddity and that the existent in its essence does
not subsist by itself is, according to lbn Rushd, “a most erroneous theory”.!** It is simply
unacceptable that ‘existence’ signify an accident outside the soul common to the ten
categories. In that case this accident, i.e. existence, would be something existing and therefore
would have existence as accident and so on ad infinitum.!*® If existence is an accident in the
sense of the ten categories, and for Ibn Rushd that is the only option for that is the meaning of
‘accident’, then an infinite regress ensues. Accident is something specific, and whatever is
specific has existence, but if existence is accident then we are talking about accidents of

accidents ad infinitum, as well as of existences of existences... Thus, we could speculate that

140 Shehadi, Metaphysics, p. 90.

141 1bn Rushd, On Aristotle’s ‘Metaphysics’, An Annotated Translation of the So-called “Epitome”, ed. Rudiger

Arnzen, (Berlin/New York: De Gruyter, 2010), |, p.29, a10. Abb.: Epitome Met.

142 Gilson, Etienne, Being and Some Philosophers, Pontificial Institute of Medieval Studies, Toronto, Canada,

1952, p. 54. Abb: Gilson, Being and Some Philosophers.

143 Interestingly, although this interpretation of Ibn Sin by Ibn Rushd is up to this point clearly wrong, it became

very influential amongst medieval Latin thinkers (Janssens, Jules L., Henry of Ghent and Avicenna, in A

Companion to Henry of Ghent, ed. Gordon A. Wilson, Leiden Boston, Brill: 2011, p. 69). As we have seen, Ibn

Sina’s idea of existence is not that it is an accident in the sense of Aristotle’s ten categories, but that it is not

something that essentially belong to a contingent being. Obviously, the purpose of Ibn Sina’s novelty is to

develop Aristotle’s metaphysical ideas into a real soundly-established metaphysical system.

144 Tahafut al-Tahafut, p. 251; 162.
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this is the reason why for lbn Rushd existence qua existence cannot be an object of
knowledge, as such concept has no meaning at all. In order to have a meaning, a notion must
signify something specific. ‘Existence’ in its ultimate extension doesn’t mean anything, and if
we try to establish a science on such a notion, or more specifically — science of metaphysics
as in Ibn Sina - we have a meaningless system that cannot represent any sort of positive

knowledge about reality.

For Ibn Rushd, as he stated in his Tahafut, the term ‘existence’ has two meanings: the first
signifies the true, and the second “the opposite of nonexistence”.*® In the sense of the ‘true’,
existence participates in all the categories in the same way.*’ At this point lbn Rushd is
putting accent on Aristotle’s theory of truth: truth represents the correspondence between
thoughts and things. This means that the things of which we have sensory experience depend
on the existence of particular concrete objects, or, in other words, there is a correspondence
between the way in which the world exists and the way in which its existence is represented in
our mind. This also means that the knowledge of a particular existent is prior to the
knowledge of its quiddity and that we cannot look for the essence of a thing unless it is the
essence of concrete existent.1*® Therefore, if we have concept of a thing already in our mind
prior to our knowledge of existence of that thing, we cannot say that we grasped its essence,
but only nominal definition,'*® which is not something Avristotle refers in Topics I, 5 101b
stating that “definitiona is a statement pointing to a thing’s essence”. In this sense we cannot
talk about existence per se, because it is obviously a logical or mental concept “which affirms
the conformity of a thing outside the soul with what is inside the soul”.**® The meaning of
‘existence’ is therefore simply that ‘i’ in a categorical judgement like, for example, in
statements: ‘that animal is horse’. In this sense ‘is’ itself does not add anything new to our
knowledge, it connects concepts in the categorical statement about something concrete, and if
that concrete corresponds with the statement, then the statement is true. In other word,
according to Ibn Rushd, copula serves to connect subject and predicate and not to make an
assertion of existence.’®! Word ‘existence’ signifies nothing else than ‘is’ and its meaning can

be only ‘that which is.” And the question is always ‘what?” Therefore, ‘that which is’ always

146 ibid., p. 250; 162.
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151 Back, Allan, Avicenna and Averroes: Modality and Theology, in Potentialitat und Possibilitat
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requires something concrete in order to have a meaning at all. The way Ibn Rushd sees it, for
Ibn Sina ‘is’ has meaning that signifies something which, when added to an essence, turns it

into a concrete existent, but this is absurd.

In the second sense ‘existence’, something that ‘is’ as opposite of something that ‘is not’, is
further divided into the ten categories and regarding this division it acts “like their genus”.!>?
As such, ‘existence’ refers to things that have a concrete or actual existence outside of the
soul. By having such wide extension, ‘existence’ cannot be predicate to things that can be
subsumed under ten categories univocally, but only equivocally.’®® As equivocal concept
‘existence’ is predicate differently to substance and to accident, and by analysis of their
relationship we can state that substance is that which exists in itself, and accident is that which
exists through substance. In any case, ‘existence’ in this sense is about something concrete,

and as such it can be attributed analogically to things and essentially only to God.*>*

Whether we are considering the notion of ‘existence’ in the first or the second sense, we
cannot talk about existence qua existence, because such a notion is simply meaningless. For
the same reason every attempt to establish a science on the pure analysis of the notion of
‘existence’ is bound to failure. Existence cannot be an addition to the thing, and that is Ibn
Stna’s great mistake,’™ because every addition is something specific, and existence is the
most general notion — that is quite the opposite. Accident is an addition to a substance and as
such represents something new that when predicated adds a new meaning to the description of
a concrete being. Existence qua such does not add anything new to the meaning of a thing, it
is simply part of the statement that affirms that the thing is. Without a concrete being

existence is inconceivable.

Ibn Sina’s mistake regarding understanding of existence led him towards his distinction
between essence and existence. For Ibn Rushd the question about what a thing is by no means
indicates that whatness is something separate from that things existence in any way except
mentally. For him “there is a great difference between things which are conceptually and
ontologically distinct, and those which are conceptually distinct, but not ontologically...” **
and “that which is separable in reality is also separable in thought but not the other way

around”™®’ and the distinction between essence and existence is purely nominal. So, according

152 Tuhafur al-Tahafut, pp. 249-250; 161-162.
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to Ibn Rushd, Ibn Sina confused the logical and the ontological order of things; as a
consequence he swiched a purely intellectual distinction into a distinction in real existence. If
Ibn Sina is right, then every concrete being have to be conceived as a compound of its essence
and existence. Essence, then, is either something existing, or something non-existing, if it is
existing then there is no distinction between essence and existence, but if it is something non-
existing then what a thing is, is non-existence rather than existence and as such no existing
being contains in itself the reason for its existence. For Ibn Rushd this view, in order to be
consistent, has to indicate creation out of nothing. This is the reason why Ibn Rushd believes
that Ibn Sina took his idea of distinction between essence and existence from theologians.*®

This is the result of thinking existence as accident of essence.

As we have seen, for Ibn Sina, essence per se means pure possible, so before coming into
existence the thing is not existing, but merely can be. It requires something already actual in
order to become actual itself. But for Ibn Rushd there is no ‘itself,” apart from what is. The
identity of a thing is in its existence and not separate from it. To say that something exists
means simply to state that something is the case, or that a thing has a certain property,
therefore “quiddity and existence go hand in hand and cannot be separated”.*® To state that
there is essence before existence would mean that there is a sort of existence before existence,
but this is a strange claim, because what exists is something that is actual, and as such it
denies pure potentiality. These problems result from Ibn Sina’s identification of existence
with necessity. For Ibn Rushd, nothing can be found in the world of such nature that it would
be possible in a certain way, yet necessary in another way. Whatever is necessary is in no way
possible, and this is evident through the law of non-contradiction. Necessity and possibility
can exist in one being only from completely different points of view, or in different respects.
All these problems culminate because of Ibn Sina’s approach to the distinction between
essence and existence as something that has reality outside of the mind, as well as because of
his misunderstanding of relation between possible and necessary, as well as between

potentiality and actuality, which is based on Aristotelian notion of ‘substance’.

Talking about an actual being as something that is composed of essence and existence, Ibn
Sina is making a further mistake regarding his understanding of the notion of ‘composition’.
Composition is not something that exists due to the relationship between essence and
existence because they are something inseparable in an existing being. Instead, composition is

an addition to the essence of thing which receives composition, whereas “existence is a

158 Gilson, Being and Some Philosophers, p. 52, 60.
159 Belo, Essence and Existence, p. 420.
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quality which is the essence itself” and “compound cannot be divided into that which is
compound by itself and that which is compound through another”.!®® Composition is,
therefore, something that can be analysed only with respect to motion or change. Once again,

the crucial notion from which such analysis has to start is Aristotelian ‘substance’.

1.2.2 Existence qua Substance

Thus, the entire Ibn Sina’s approach to metaphysics is, according to Ibn Rushd, fallacious in
many ways. First of all, for Ibn Rushd Aristotle is the Philosopher whose teaching represents
the scientifically demonstrated truth, and Ibn Sina’s doctrine is far away from Aristotelian
philosophy. Ibn Sina’s mistake mainly rests on his misunderstanding of Aristotle’s notion of
‘substance’ (gr. odvoia, ar, jawhar), the relationship between potentiality (gr. Jdvouug, ar.
quwwa) and actuality (gr. &vépyera, ar. fi’l), and between matter (gr. iz, ar. madde) and form
(gr. uopgileidog, ar. sira). All this caused Ibn Sina’s misunderstanding of the entire
Aristotelian project of metaphysics and for this reason whenever al-Ghazalt’s criticism of the
philosophers is valid, it is only so because these philosophers are al-Farabi and Ibn Sina’s

miss-conception.

Science of metaphysics begins with Aristotle’s question about odoia; that which is. Before
Aristotle, this was the main question of his great master, but what he had in mind was
something quite different from a Platonic Idea. Until this day, it is the matter of great debate
what Aristotle meant by ‘reality’ and ‘first philosophy’, or the science of ‘zo f #jv efvar’, that
is usually translated as ‘what is being’, or ‘what does it mean ‘to be’”.1%! One thing is certain
from most of his remaining works, in order to explain what reality is, Aristotle had to explain
the phenomenon of change. Change is something that is, it is a part of reality. This is what 1bn
Rushd, as we will see in more details later, has in mind during his process of reconstruction of

Aristotle’s philosophy within his own system of thought.

In his Categories Aristotle is talking about primary and secondary odaia. Primary odoia is a
particular thing, and all other beings exist as species and genus of primary odaio. or by being
‘in” (or ‘on’), i.e. by being attributes of primary odoia. Odaio. has here, therefore, an
ontological priority as being. In the central books of Metaphysics, for which are considered to

be written after the Categories, Aristotle claims that odoia has to be also an epistemologically

160 Tahafut al-Tahafut, pp. 274-275; 179.
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primary being.'®?> Knowledge of odoia is not depending on any other knowledge, but
knowledge of any other type of being is depending on odaia. However, particular being is
something composed of matter and form, and everything composed is subject of change.

In Physics I11.1, Aristotle defines change as the “vépyera of that which is as doveurg, qua
such”.1®3 Change is evident, things are in motion and subjects to change, so and there is no
reason to argue about this fact.!®* In order to explain change one must understand the
relationship between what is called ‘évépyera’, that is usually translated as ‘actuality’ and what
is called ‘0dvogug’, that is usually translated as ‘potentiality’. These concepts are the main
focus of Aristotle’s book H. They have a particular importance in explaining the relation
between matter and form (as in Metaphysics, H.2), as well as the phenomenon of unity of
material substance (Metaphysics, H.6). Problem of unity of a substance can be solved only
when we realized that the relationship between matter and form reflects the relationship
between potentiality and actuality in that substance.'®® Also, the discussion about substance is
going to provide an answer for the question that was of particular interest to Medieval

philosophers, both Muslim and Christian: is there anything else except material substances?

In Metaphysics A.12 and ©.1, Aristotle explains what is Jdovauig; it is “a principle of
movement or change in something else, or qua other.” From this comes the notion of a
passive power: “the principle in the very thing that is being acted on for passive change by the
agency of something else, or qua other.” But before his famous discussion on évépyeia, and
oovayus (Book ®), in Z and H Aristotle explains his view on odoia, in which the individual
ovoia 1S @ compound of form and matter, the matter is a potential odaia, and the form is the
primary odoio. and “the substance of each thing and the cause of its being.” Form is also
“substance as actuality”.2% In Physics Il, and in the Metaphysics Z.17, H.2, he establishes that
it is the form of a thing that, above all, determines its nature, and that the form is ‘the cause of
being’ and ‘the cause of being one’ for the thing. It is clear that form is the principle of
substantiality, matter without a form is not something specific, it is something that neither
belongs to a species, nor something that possesses any attributes. Odoia is not, therefore, just

something that ‘lies under everything else’; it is the cause of existence of a particular thing.

162 This is the central viewpoint of Metaphysics, Z.1.
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As such odoia can be interpreted as morphe, because it is something specific (zdde ), and the

existence of a particular thing depends on it.

Interpretation according to which form represents something universal, common to one group
of individual beings, and that matter is the principle of individuation, is one of the leading
ideas for Ibn Rushd. It is based on the famous stance of Aristotle in Metaphysics B.6, 1003a5-
17 and Analytica Post. 1.31, 87b28-88al7 according to which knowledge in the real sense is
universal, not particular and if odoia is the basic principle of knowledge, and also form, then
forms are universal. Knowledge is grasped by intellect that acquires universals from

inteligibles, which are forms in particular things.¢’

His promise about the existence of the non-material substance Aristotle fulfils in the XII book
of his Metaphysics — book A. We could say that Book A represents the final goal of
Philosopher’s metaphysical quest: it should explain principles and causes of substances.'®® In
A.6 - 8 he argues that the world has to be in motion infinitely, and that the ultimate cause of
this motion is the ultimately actual being, that is as such pure form, or the form of all forms —
the First Unmoved Mover; or God.'®® As such, this ultimate being is alive, and represents the
perfect intellect (voog) and the eternal thought. In any case this interpretation of the book A is
the one that medieval philosophers, more or less, stand for. Yet there is a problem; can
Aristotle’s First Unmoved Mover be interpreted as God in a theistic sense, or is it more like
the principle of the world in a deistic sense? After all, God moves the world as the final cause
and the ultimate principle of desire.X’® This question is closely linked with another: how and
what God knows? For Aristotle, God knows and can know only himself, and the meaning of
‘the Divine knowledge’ is, beside other things, “unableness to think anything else except own

Self’ 171
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At the beginning of the book LAM of his Long Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Ibn
Rushd points out that Aristotle “distinguishes existence by accident and existence in the soul
from real existence”,!’? and soon after that the principle of the real existence is substance.l’
Ibn Rushd is quite aware of all Aristotle’s conception and notions of substance and he
certainly tries to follow the Philosopher consistently. For Ibn Rushd substance can be divided
into two Kkinds: sensible and intelligible. Sensible substance is the one that subsists by itself
and cannot be devoid of accidents, instead it receives accidents. Intelligible substance also

subsists by itself, but devoid of all accidents.*’

In his interpretation of Aristotle, Ibn Rushd puts an accent on the statement from Met. Z.1.
His interpretation is that existence (wujid) and substance (jawhar) are one. Substance is
identical with its actual reality, to ‘be’ primary means to be substance. Substances are the
particular objects of our ordinary perceptual experience, which are presented in Organon with
the first category.!”® ‘Existence qua existence’ cannot be subject matter of any scientific
knowledge for very simple reason: it has no meaning per se, its primary meaning is

‘substance.’

Metaphysical inquiry must be about substance, as Aristotle said, for what is sought in this
science “are the causes and principles of substance”,'’® therefore, lbn Rushd concludes,
“substance is the true being and the cause of all others”.’” ‘Existence’ primary means
‘substance’ and it is primarily something individual, a particular existent.}’® Existence is,
therefore, something that belongs to a substance essentially, and not something that belongs to
it accidentally — as it is the opinion of Ibn Sina.!’® This is why Aristotle says in his
Metaphysics that ovaio signifies that what exists in a way that it makes all other things

existent,'® but also that it signifies a ‘what’ of a thing.'8 Beside this, it is both the principle
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of being as well as the principle of knowledge.'®? Substance thus represents the ultimate
foundation of the whole realm of the existence. What truly exists is individual in its own right.
In other words, actual being is a subject, i.e. that by which accidents are. This is the meaning
of something that ‘stands under’ accidents, that which neither is predicable of a subject, nor is
present in a subject; it is, for instance, “a particular horse or a particular man.”*8 Substances
represent natures that act, move and change. Therefore, existence is to be understood as
existing thing, which in the context of Aristotelian philosophy means something that is

subject to change, or the compound of matter and form.

Therefore, the starting point of Ibn Rushd’s philosophy, “‘existence’ primarily means
substance, and then other nine categories”.*® Upon real individual substances all accidents
depend — “they are those actual individual substances concerning whose nature it is clear that
they are composed of forms and of a subject existing in potentiality”.’8® Substance is either
the synonymous for ‘truth’, and denotes the correspondence between thoughts and things, or it
denotes “that which exists outside the soul”.¥ As such substance is something that has
absolute ontological priority, or in Ibn Rushd’s own words: “apart from substance, none of the
other things exists absolutely, but they exist only through substance”.!8’ Substance is ‘reality’
in the real sense of that word, it has existence in itself and everything else exists only through
its existence.'®® Of course, Ibn Sina was not just aware of Aristotelian notion of substance,
but, as we saw, he fully accepted it, while adding an additional, strictly metaphysical
perspective. Ibn Rushd on the other side knows this, and that is why he has nothing to add
regarding Ibn Sina’s understanding of substance. Instead, the disagreement lies in approach to
the relationship between substance and existence. For 1bn Rushd, the notion of ‘substance’ is
the fundamental notion of any science and therefore the basis of all knowledge. The meaning
of ‘existence’ is either ‘substance’ or other nine categories, and it is substance only that
“exists in reality absolutely; the other categories exist relatively”.’®® Every substance is
naturally endowed with the unity and with the existence that belong to it essentially. No

distinction whatsoever should then be made between the substance, its unity and its existence,
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as well as, as we saw, between its existence and its essence, except purely nominal distinction
that can be drawn in the mind. Such substance represents the whole of reality. In substance
essence and existence are one,'®® but the same goes for ‘unity’!®? — this is important to be
underlined by Ibn Rushd, because, as he sees it, Ibn Sina considers unity as accidental
addition to a thing the same way as he sees existence.!® ‘Existence’ means to be one
substance in its actuality and unity, that has its existence in its own right and that acts
according to its own nature, or identity. If we have this in mind it becomes clear in what sense
essence can be “called the substance of each thing”;'%® if essence and existence are
indistinguishable in real substance, and if existence belong to a substance essentially, essence

considered in itself is substance.

As a starting point of every science, substance is known primarily by observation, and
amongst first things observed, besides its very existence, is that it has something that can be
distinct as matter and form. Therefore, first thing observed is that substance represents a sort
of a compound, and as Di Giovanni argues, this relationship between matter and form as
compound is fundamental for lon Rushd’s substance;*** that includes his natural philosophy

and metaphysics as well as his epistemology.

Form is prior in substance because it is through form that compound is a substance, i.e. form
is a cause of the compound,®® but when we define an existing thing we define it as something
that has matter as well as form.1% As existence is divided into substances and accidents, the
former is prior to the latter to the extent that it is a necessary condition for it.X%" Priority
regarding substance, according to Ibn Rushd, can be distinct in two senses: ontological and

epistemological. Form certainly has ontological priority, for the substantiality of a substance
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%1 ibid., p.88, a71.
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rest upon it. In this sense form can be considered as primary substance in Ibn Rushd.!® Still,
from the perspective of priority in knowledge, sensible substance, as something that is
consisted of matter and form, is something that is primary recognised as substance from
which form is grasped as a result of scientific inquiry.!*® Therefore, only in this sense we
should understand Aristotle’s notion of form as substance. Sensible substance as the
compound of matter and form depends upon form, and this is why form can be understood as

primary substance.

This is what makes definition possible; form, due to its priority in sensible substance, is
something that can be separated in thought and can become the object of definition of a
sensible substance. For this reason, Ibn Rushd’s forms are in themselves substances as
realised from the point of view of their definitions.?®® Actually at one place Aristotle himself
says that there are three types of substances: matter, form and the compound of these two,2%
and for Ibn Rushd this declares the Philosophers’ intention to define the difference between
the nature of matter in being and the nature of general form, in particular the form that is
genus.?%? In any case, form is a primary substance because it is by virtue of form that the
compound itself exists as a substance.?’® Therefore, we can say that the form has certain
priority over the compound itself, at least in the same sense as a principle is prior the
principled thing.2%* Substance, as compound of matter and form, exists as substance primarily
because of the form. Matter is not perceptible by itself but only through the form and “it exists

only from the point of view of the thing through which it is seen and perceived.”2%

As separable in thought and as the final cause of matter, form is also somehow separable in
being. The existence of form does not depend on anything else that is a really distinct from,
and existentially independent of, form itself. On this basis, form qualifies as a primary
substance and it does so to a higher degree than the compound. Indeed, both form and the
compound are primary substances, but form is a principle of the sensible substance and its

ultimate cause on which it depends.

As we have seen, for Ibn Rushd, as well as for Ibn Sina, substance is composed of passive

principle, matter, and active principle, form. The difference is that Ibn Rushd insists that only
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substance can be called ‘real existence’, and in it essence and existence are undividable. For
this reason the division between essence and existence is purely nominal, and it does not
represent real composition. So far it seems that Ibn Rushd would accept Ibn Sina’s view
regarding substance, but he would claim that this view is not consistent with the rest of his
metaphysical system, because his approach to metaphysics is not from the proper notion of
‘substance’. Metaphysics cannot be established as science separated from the consideration of
the material in the way Ibn Sina intended. If to understand the world means to understand
Aristotelian substance, then it is unavoidable that metaphysics includes the analysis of the

compound qua compound i.e. that what is subject to generation and corruption.

1.2.3 The Reality of Change

By attempting to make his metaphysics independent of other sciences, it seems that according
to Ibn Rushd, Ibn Sina neglects the importance of change for understanding of reality. As we
saw, this is due the fact that Ibn Sina tries to establish first philosophy on the foundations that
will not involve analysis of anything that is connected with matter. For Ibn Rushd, the inquiry
into material being is the fundamental starting point of scientific thinking, without which no
science, including metaphysics, can be established. Change is something that happens to an
existing thing due to its potentiality and materiality, which is all together subject to the
universal law of causality. It is divided into four species: substantial change, change in
quality, quantity and in place.?’® To investigate reality means to investigate the reality of
change in order to find out what is beyond change. In short, in order to reach and understand
the ultimate eternal principle of reality, we must start from what is in front of us — what we

perceive.

In a very short but important paragraph of Metaphysics Aristotle explains what change is:
“Everything that changes changes from something into something. That because of which it
changes is the mover and that which changes is the matter; that into which it changes is the
form.”?%” For lbn Rushd this means that creation ex nihilo is out of the question. Something
always is, and this something is matter and form. Ultimately matter and form do not come
into being. This is why for Ibn Rushd what is generated is only the compound of matter and

form, and never just forms:

206 Montada, Josep Puig, Aristotle and Averroes on Coming-to-be and Passing-away, Oriens, 35 (1996, pp. 1-
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“He [Avristotle] then says that form and matter are not generated; what is generated
is only the compound resulting from them; for every changeable thing changes
from something and into something and because of something. That because of
which it changes is the mover; that from which it is moved is the matter; that to
which it is moved is the form; if the form were generated, it would be composed
of a matter and a form because it would change from something, into something
and because of something; and the form would have a form, and the form of the
form...»2%8

For this reason, it is absurd to uphold a belief that there is “the bestower of forms”, as it is the

role of Ibn Sina’s Agent Intellect.

When it comes to the physical constitution of natural beings both matter and form are
principles of equal importance; concrete objects cannot exist without matter as well as without
form. Substance which comes into being and corrupts is generated by another substance
which comes into being and corrupts similar to it in species and genus. That which comes into
being and corrupts is composed of matter and form. Forms neither come into being nor
corrupt, except by accident and therefore the platonic forms, even if they exist, are useless to
explain generation.?®® However, although matter is a necessary condition for the instantiation
of form, the existence of matter itself is ultimately explained by the existence of form. For this
reason for Ibn Rushd, when it comes to Ibn Sina, the main problem regarding the explanation
of corporeal world as constituent of matter and form starts with his notion of potentiality and
with the idea of generation of forms. A substance is what it is by the way it is in act, which
means by the way of its form and “the distinctive character of a truly Aristotelian metaphysics
of being and one might feel tempted to call it its specific form lies in the fact that it knows of
no act superior to the form, not even existence”.?? If the meaning of existence is primarily
‘substance’ and if substance is primarily what it is due to its form, i.e. if a form of corporeal
being is always a form of a matter, then matter also has to be included into that thing’s

definition.

Ibn Sina’s understanding of potentiality brings him very close to the creation out of nothing

doctrine, thus Ibn Rushd sees his metaphysical understanding of potentiality as non-existence

208 Tafsir, LAM, t. 12, 1454:
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as inconsistent. Ibn Sina claims that from existence only existence emerges and the act of the
agent is in bestowing existence. However, according to the principle of excluded middle Ibn
Stna should either accept the doctrine of the theologians regarding creation, or Aristotle’s
conception of potentiality. Thus, lbn Rushd sees Ibn Sina’s argumentation as sophistical.?!!
As he sees it, for Ibn Sina possibility is a quality of a thing, different from the thing in which
the possibility is.22 This is false theory, established on the analysis of the notion of
‘existence’ per se followed by understanding of efficient cause as a cause that bestows
existence, which altogether represent an influence of Ash‘arism. In this sense to
misunderstand what ‘potentiality’ means also undermines the understanding of prime matter,
motion, generation and corruption which might be the reason that leads Ibn Sina to postulate
such a sharp distinction between physics and metaphysics. Understanding of prime matter
here has particular importance as it is the basis of all potentiality; prime matter has no proper
form, nor actual nature, thus it can receive all forms — “its essence is to be only potential”.?1?
Such pure potentiality cannot be comprehended as it is in itself because it has no actualised
essence but can only be postulated in the sense of relation to something actual. In any case,
the proper conception of prime matter is essential for the explanation of change, and with it

for the explanation of entire reality.

Therefore, the real problem that led Ibn Sina astray in his metaphysical approach is that he
connects potentiality with logical possibility and therefore with essence. But for Ibn Rushd
potentiality and possibility are not the same, for possibility is purely logical notion, and
essence is not potentiality but actuality. As we saw, the division between essence and
existence does not exist per se, it is purely nominal. In real being existence is essence and vice
versa. Potentiality, on the other hand, is to be connected exclusively with matter. This is clear
from 1bn Rushd’s own words inspired by Aristotle’s Metaphysics 1071a:

“He [Aristotle] means: potentiality comes down to matter; it is that which can

become something composed of matter and form, | mean the compound, because

the potentiality which is in matter is potentiality to become the individual
compound of matter and form”?'4

21 Tahafut al-Tahafut, p. 153; 90-91.
212 jhjid., p.178; 108.
213 De substantia orbis, I, p. 51.
24 Tafsir, LAM, t.26, 1539-1540:
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It seems that for Ibn Rushd, matter is not only the principle of potentiality, but also the

principle of individuality, for “everything which is without matter is the same”.?%°

The notion of ‘potentiality’ and its relation to what is in act is, therefore, fundamental for
understanding change. That is clear from Aristotle’s Physics (191a 23 ff), where the
Philosopher says that generation occurs from being in potentiality, as well as from his
statement in Metaphysics:

“...everything that changes changes from what is potentially to what is actually...

...so that it can arise not only accidentally from non-being, but also from being,

that is to say everything that exists arises from that which is existent in
potentiality and non-existent in actuality.”?

For Ibn Rushd the notion of ‘non-being’ here means simply ‘matter’, so generation takes
place accidentally from matter as potential existence.?!” This also indicates that actuality is
prior to potentiality because something must always exist in order for something else to exist,
for “nothing passes from potentiality into actuality but by the action of something actual”.?!®
If existence is eternal, and this is evident per se, as from non-existence nothing proceeds, then
“actuality precedes potentiality because the eternal circular motion must have a mover
absolutely free from potentiality”.?!® However, in another sense we can say that potentiality is
chronologically prior to the generated individual,??° because in order to be something actual,
being has to be in potentiality.??! Still, actuality has absolute ontological, and with it, if we

consider it in totality, absolute temporal priority over potentiality.

For Ibn Rushd, as well as for Ibn Sina, nothing can emerge from non-being. This is the exact
point where Ibn Sina’s metaphysics becomes inconsistent according to 1bn Rushd. Ibn Sina
accepts this Aristotelian principle and as a result of it stands for the doctrine of eternity of the
world, but at the same time claims that the agency of an agent is about bringing a potential
being (which in Ibn Sina’s context means ‘non-being’) into existence. In other word, for 1bn

Sina, agent is a bestower of existence (as we are going to see in the following chapter, this is

215 jbid, t. 50, 1703.

216 Metaphysics, 1069b15.

27 Tafsir, LAM, t. 8, 1442.

218 |bid., t. 32, 1576.

219 |bid.

220 1hid.

221 1hid.
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its most important designation) and this is for Ibn Rushd the same as creation out of nothing.
If the world has been created, the very first thing that happened to it at the very time when it
was created is that it becomes, it gets being. As Ibn Sina thought that since to exist is
something that happens to beings, that existence itself is an accident, the doctrine of creation
out of nothing would fit better into his system. In this case, however, Ibn Sina would fall into

absurdity in another sense, just as theologians did.

Therefore, the only way to solve the problem of creation is to understand potentiality as a
form of existence, without drawing the strict division between physical and metaphysical
aspect of this meaning. In that case agent does not ‘bestow’, but ‘draws’ existent from lower
into higher form. Agent’s action is therefore not connected with some possibility per se, but
with the possibility within an existing being. Only in this sense we can be certain that from
nothing, nothing can emerge, that agency is about creating existence from something that
already exist in an imperfect form.??2 As Aristotle showed, an agent does not create form,
otherwise something would come out of nothing; form cannot be subject to generation and
corruption in the sense of the substantial compound (of matter and form).??*> To ‘be’ means ‘to
be substance’, and to be substance means to have attributes, possibilities and necessity in its
own way. Agents, or efficient causes, do not produce existence as such, but initiate transition
from potency to act, which applies to all cases of motion or change, and only in this context
we can talk about the transition from non-being into being, and as such cause is always actual
substance.??* This transition from potentiality to actuality within Aristotelian terminology is
called ‘generation and corruption’. Therefore, an agent in the strict sense produces change, or
motion, and not existence. Change is, for Ibn Rushd, the principle of the world.??® Generation
and corruption is a form of motion, so in order to explain the existence of being one must
explain motion as its main principle; for this reason no metaphysical explanation can be

devoid from the scientific inquiry of natural philosophy.2%5

But this is the conclusion that Ibn Stna wants to avoid and precisely at this point he steps
away from Avristotelianism. Philosophy for Ibn Sina aims to explain existence, and that task
falls upon metaphysics. Motion and change belong to the realm of natural sciences. Of course,
Ibn Sina did not deny that agent also causes motion and change, and Ibn Rushd is deeply

aware of this. Still, Ibn Sina stands for the strict division between agency that is examined in

222 Tahafut al-Tahafut, p. 154-155; 91.

223 Tafsir, LAM, t. 18, 1503.

224 1bid., 1499-1500.

225 |bid., DAL, t. 1.

226 Montada, Aristotle and Averroes, p. 33.
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metaphysics and the type that is the subject matter of physics.??” For lbn Rushd, Ibn Sina is
right that ‘existence’ is the starting point at which the philosophical inquiry must begin. But in
order for philosophical inquiry to start, ‘existence’ must be some sort of a principle, but to be
a principle at all it must be a principle of an existing thing, or substance. As we saw,
substance is to be understood as compound of matter and form that is subject to change, or
generation and corruption. Matter is the principle of potentiality, and something that changes,
form as the principle of actuality is the result of change. The right approach to metaphysics is,
therefore, one that starts from observation and definition of substance and its stages of
existence, hence metaphysical science can only be a sort of continuation of the philosophy of

nature.

1.3 Problem of Causality

If reality comprises the possible and actual, matter and form, or essence per se and acquired
existence, then the question which is imposed is how and why one state of affair becomes
another: how possibility becomes actualised, how essence can have existence, how a being is
formed? This quest for the reason is the quest for causal explanation. Cause is the reason for
existence of being which is found outside that being. The priority of actuality over potentiality
that is advocated by Aristotle is accepted by both Ibn Sina and Ibn Rushd. There must always
be something actual in order for something else to exist — this is per se evident claim, just like
saying that something must exist in order for something else to come into existence. This
implies an ontological dependence between two meanings ‘actuality’ and ‘cause’. Obviously,
cause must be something actual in order to produce effect, and effect must be something that
is able to be produced in order for the cause to actualise it. Therefore, cause has priority of
nature to its effect in the same manner that actuality is prior to potentiality; ‘priority’ here
means ‘ontological priority’ - cause does not have to have temporal priority over its effect, it
can precede or coexist with its effects in time. Causes ontologically precede and accompany
their effects and produce them. This happens through the inherent power, or nature, of the
cause. This also means that the effect produced must conform to this specific nature of its

cause.

Cause of being is something prior to that being, it is its antecedent, however, not every

antecedent of being is the cause of being. Other types of antecedent that needs to be differed

27 al-Iiahiyyat, V1, 2, (1)-(8).
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from cause are condition and occasion.??® This is the distinction that was generally made by
philosophers of medieval era. Condition is a circumstance required for the cause to be able to
produce its effect. It is something that influences the cause by removing possible impediments
so that the cause can act in accordance to its nature. Occasion is a circumstance that favours
the operation of a cause. It is not necessary as condition, but it ‘helps’ the cause to manifest its

nature.??®

Aristotle’s classification of causes was closely followed by Islamic philosophers. As Aristotle
explains in Physics 2.3 and Metaphysics 5.2., there are four types of causes: material, formal,
final and efficient. Through these principles we grasp “both coming to be and passing away
and every kind of natural change”.?®® Material cause is “that out of which a thing comes to
be,” another is the form of the thing, which Aristotle identifies with the definition of its
essence, the third is a cause “in the sense of end or that for the sake of which a thing is done”,
or the final cause, and the fourth is the “the primary source of the change or rest” — the

efficient cause.?3!

The material and formal cause, or simply matter and form, are closely connected with the
Aristotelian theory of the constitution of bodies, or material substances. The efficient cause is
the one that produces an effect, i.e. generates a thing or sets it in motion. Final cause
represents the purpose or goal, that ‘because of which’ certain being exists. As a dynamic
entity which nature reflects in its activity that influences things a cause is called ‘agent’.
Agent is, therefore, a particular entity or substance that, when recognised as such, explains the
occurrence of its effect. Clearly, as particular being, agent can act as efficient or final cause.
This is, as we are going to see, of particular importance for the distinction between Ibn Sina

and Ibn Rushd’s understanding.

Regarding the relationship between agent and act, all Islamic philosophers of Aristotelian
tradition?3? maintain that nothing can begin to exist after its absolute non-existence. That is
simply impossible according to the logical principles: thing is equal to itself and something
cannot be and not to be in the same sense. This implies that the temporal relation between

agent and its act is one of simultaneity: if the agent is temporal, its act is temporal and if the

228 McCormick, Scholastic Metaphysics, p. 144.

229 |bid.

230 Physics 2.3 194b 21.

2L ihid., 2.3 194b 24-32.

232 By “philosophers of Aristotelian tradition” I mean all philosophers that accepted Aristotle’s idea of science
and his Organon as fundamental tool for establishing the science.
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agent is eternal, its act is also eternal. Up to this point philosophies of Ibn Sina and Ibn Rushd

agree.

Ibn Sina’s specific understanding of ‘existence’ leads him towards onto-logical notion of
‘necessity’ from which the notion of ‘causality’ is deduced by metaphysician. Ibn Sina holds
that relations between ideas in the mind and things outside of the mind represent one and the
same kind of necessity, which has logical and ontological manifestations. In this sense our
experience of the relation between causes and effects represents an empirical confirmation of
the metaphysical notion of necessity. This is why Ibn Sina asserts that in search for causal
explanation sensation “leads only to concomitance”.?®® The notion of causality, therefore,
does not have its origin in empirical investigation, but is indicated by being qua such. The
empirical basis for the notion of necessary connection between cause and effect exists in the
world and can be observed in regular events in nature. Still, that does not mean that we
perceive necessary connections as such. The apprehension of necessity is not a matter of
perceiving, but of making judgments about what we repeatedly perceive and these judgments
are possible due to the notion of ‘existence’ with all its implications. This is how metaphysics
is ‘saved’ from material or empirical notions altogether, thus it can be called ‘the science of
all sciences’. The meaning of ‘necessity’ implies that what cannot be otherwise for the
intellect works the same for the world outside of the intellect because this meaning is implied
by the absolute meaning of ‘existence’. This is why for Ibn Sina when the proper causal
conditions obtain and no impediment intervenes, an agent not only produces its proper effect,
but the two are logically coexistent with one another. This relationship between cause and
effect may be interrupted by the intervention of various impediments, nevertheless for Ibn
Sina such exceptions to the unique and invariable character of causal necessity are largely
restricted to the realm of generation and corruption.?®* Thus, necessity as ‘something that
cannot be otherwise’ has the absolute meaning that unites all principles of the mind and the

world.

Only by being established in this way metaphysics can be an independent science of being
gua being. If notion of ‘causality’ is not implied by ‘existence’/’necessity’, then metaphysics
can be only a sort of extension of physics. Metaphysician does not depend on any science
essentially. Instead, every science depends on metaphysics precisely because the meaning of

‘causality’ depends on the meaning of ‘existence’. The focus of metaphysical inquiry

23 al-Iiahiyyat, 1, 1, (16).
234 Kogan, Barry S., Averroes and the Metaphysics of Causation (Albany, State University of New York Press:
1985), p. 30. Abb. Kogan, Metaphysics of Causation.
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existence, as something that is ‘added to’ an existing being by the bestower of existence.
Whatever exists is necessary in this state due to its cause; whatever is possible in itself, or by
its own essence, does not exist unless rendered necessary with respect to its cause.?®
Existence and nonexistence are states or occurrences of being and change from one state to
another cannot be due to that being, but only through another. Therefore, contingent being
considered in itself deserves only nonexistence, but once established as actual it is and
continues to exist only by its cause. But if the cause is the reason for its existence, then
absence of the cause is the reason for its nonexistence. Therefore, existence as well as non-
existence of contingent being are both due to its cause.?*® The type of the cause that Ibn Sina

is talking about here is the efficient cause.

After the notion of ‘causality’ is introduced in metaphysics, it becomes evident in what sense
existence is an accident in Ibn Sina’s philosophy — it is something that befalls the essence or
thing,2" due to something other than that essence or thing. The possible is per se the non-

existent, and everything that actually exists is made necessary by its cause.

1.3.1 The Primacy of Efficient Cause in Ibn Sina’s Metaphysics

As already stated, as for every Aristotelian, for Ibn Sina in the ultimate sense causes are four:
matter, form, efficient and final cause.?*® Matter represents the principle of potentiality that is
part of the subsistence of the thing; form is the principle of actuality, or that by which a thing

is a concrete existent. Matter is pure receptivity?3®

and it always needs form in order to
participate in concrete being. Form exists only in matter, but not due to the matter.2° Form is,

therefore, that by which something is a concrete actual being, or that by which matter is

5 al-liahiyyat, 1, 1, (6).
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actualised and perfected.?** The common thing of matter and form is that they are included
into existence of an existing being, whereas efficient and final causes are not.*? For this
reason, as Lammer notices, Ibn Sina prefers to use the term ‘illa for matter and form as

internal causes, while using sabab for efficient and final causes.?*

Ibn Sina also adopts Aristotle’s account of potentiality and actuality. For Ibn Sina any
generated thing must be material, since such a thing needs a bearer of the potentiality of its
existence which is matter.?** Also, actual existence is always prior to potentiality, because
potential requires for its actualization something in act. This relationship between actuality
and potentiality proves that existence must be eternal. Something must be in some way in
order to receive some other form of existence, absolute non-existence cannot receive
anything.?* This sort of relationship also implies motion®*® because motion always involves
matter,?*” as well as notions of ‘active’ and ‘passive’ powers in things.?*® Yet all these
relations that involve motion belong to the realm of natural philosophy. If all causes can be
divided into causes that are part of the existence of caused beings, and causes that are not part
of the existence of caused beings, then as being part of the existence of a contingent being,
matter and form are participating in its composition, they represent the fundamental principles

of change and as such are as well subject of philosophy of nature, more than of metaphysics.

Final cause, or purpose, is that for whose sake something exists. The final cause can be
divided into the cause that belongs to the realm of generated being and the cause that not
within the realm of generated being.?*° In the former case the final cause is a sort of the cause
of other causes to exist in actuality, because they all exist for a purpose, and in another sense,
from the perspective of its own existence, the final cause is caused by the existence of the
other causes,? and in this sense the existence of the final cause depends on being whose
purpose that cause is. The final cause that belongs to the realm of generated being is,
therefore, is part of that being, and as such is also subject to natural philosophy. However, if

the final cause does not belong within the realm of generated being, then it existence is

241 1bid., VI, 4, (9). In the secondary sense form for Ibn Sina, as well as for Aristotle, represents a thing’s species,
or “the universality of the universal” (ibid.)
22 al-Ilahiyyat, V1, 1, (3).
243 Lammer, The Elements of Avicenna's Physics, p. 162.
24 al-llahiyyat, \V, 2, (24).
245 1id., 1V, 2, (28).
246 |bid., (29).
247 1pid., 1, (6)
28 1pid., 2, (10)-(12).
249 |hid., VI, 5, (31).
20 1hid., (28).
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considered higher and is not part of generation and corruption. In such case the final cause is

not caused by other causes, and as such can be subject of metaphysics.?!

By having existent qua existent as its subject matter, Ibn Sina’s metaphysics is concerned
primarily with the relation between what exists as concrete being and its existence and
therefore, in the context of causal relations, with that which bestows existence — i.e. with the
efficient cause, or agent. For Ibn Sina to be an agent means to be able to produce the existence
of its effect as such and not merely one of the forms of motion or change studied by natural
scientists. At this point Ibn Sina again insists on the distinction between natural philosopher
and metaphysician: the former is concerned with the causes operative in a specific kind of
matter and the latter with causality as such as well as with causality as one of the
concomitants of the existent considered as such. Metaphysician investigates the first causes of
natural and mathematical existence and what relates to them.?®? Efficient causality is,
therefore, in the very focus of metaphysics. Efficient cause, or agent, is by definition “the
cause which bestows existence that is other than itself”.?>® If the efficient cause is the initiator
and principle of motion, the inquiry into this type belongs to natural philosopher.
Metaphysician is strictly concerned with the ‘real’ efficient cause: “the principle and giver of

existence, as in the case of God with respect to the world”.?>*

The primary ontological composition, or the distinction between essence and existence in all
contingent beings reflects in Ibn Sina’s metaphysical modalities of the possible and the
necessary. In one sense, all that exists is necessary and both existence and necessity are
primary intelligibles. Necessity means simply, in general terms, certainty or affirmation of
existence.?® Eventually this will lead Tbn Sina towards the presented division of all existents
into possible in itself and necessary through another, or contingent, and necessary in itself —
which is God.?® Thus, everything that exists can be divided into that which considered in
itself to be necessary and things which as considered in themselves are possible. Thing in
itself is either necessary or contingent, there is no second alternative, nor it is possible for a

thing to be both because one excludes the other:

21 |hid., (58).

22 |bid., I, 1, (7).

23 |hid., VI, 1, (2).
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“...if in His existence the Necessary Existent were to have a cause, His existence
would be by [that cause]. But whatever exists by something [else], if considered in
itself, apart from another, existence for it would not be necessary. And
every[thing] for which existence is not [found to be] necessary-if [the thing is]
considered in itself, apart from another-is not a necessary existent in itself. It is
thus evident that if what is in itself a necessary existent were to have a cause, it

would not be in itself a necessary existent.”%’

What this means is that in itself a thing either can or cannot be otherwise and this is the only
alternative. If something can be otherwise it implies the need for a cause, if something cannot
be otherwise it implies the lack of the need for a cause. Hence all metaphysical
conceptualisation of necessary-possible relations as well as the notion of causality is implied
by ‘existence’ alone. This implication indicates that as the notion of ‘existence’ and
‘necessity’ represents the condition for intellectual thought, the same goes for the notion of
‘causality’. When we think about something we think about it as existent, i.e. something that
either can or cannot be otherwise, i.e. something that is either caused or uncaused. This is
possible due to insight into that thing’s essence.?®® This insight is possible by simple
reduction: if it is not per se evident that an essence is necessary in itself, then that essence is
not necessary in itself, which means that it must be in itself possible. Existence as well as non-
existence is something that “occurs” to an existing contingent being due to its cause:

“Moreover, whatever is possible in existence when considered in itself, its

existence and non-existence are both due to a cause. [This is] because, if it comes

into existence, then existence, as distinct from nonexistence, would have occurred

to it. [Similarly,] if it ceases to exist, then nonexistence, as distinct from existence,

would have occurred to it. Hence, in each of the two cases, what occurs to the

thing must either occur through another or not. If [it occurs] through another, then

[this] other is the cause. And if it did not exist through another, [then the
nonexistence of the other is the cause of its nonexistence].”?®

Due to the fact that the efficient cause is for Ibn Sina that what bestows existence other than

itself, this particular type of cause plays fundamental role in his metaphysical explanation of
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reality. On the other hand, if we would consider things from the perspective of perfection, we
could agree with Wisnovsky that final cause has the ultimate priority, as God is the absolute
existence that in the Aristotelian sense moves everything towards himself by the means of his
own self-existing perfection.?®® However, from the perspective of metaphysical research (i.e.
from human being’s perspective), God is primarily understood in Ibn Sina as the ultimate
efficient cause. This explanation can be established only if all beings have a cause that is the
bestower of existence. On the other hand, in God the division between final and efficient
causality, like the division between essence and existence, cannot exist, as his absolute

perfection is in his absolute unity.

Due to existence of the efficient cause, the existence of every effect is necessary; the
existence of its cause necessitates the existence of the effect.?®* This further implies that the
two exist together in time but are not together with respect to the attainment of existence; the
existence of the cause did not come about from the existence of the effect, but vice versa, and
in that sense cause is prior with respect to the attainment of existence.?®? But for Ibn Sina the
same applies with respect to removing cause and effect. If the cause ceases to exist, its effect
also ceases to exist because of it, but if the effect ceases to exist that does not mean that the
cause ceases to exist - instead it means that from that fact that the effect is no more, we can
deduce that the cause ceased to exist as well, or that it is overpowered by an impediment.
Therefore, this bond is, according to Ibn Sina, necessary bond, that corresponds with the
logical notion of necessity and has universal meaning set by Aristotle: ‘what cannot be
otherwise’.?%® This logical/causal necessity is what makes it possible to establish metaphysics

as strict science of being, as well as to provide certain knowledge about reality.
In sum, the relation between the efficient cause and its effect is such that

“...the effect in itself is such that existence is not necessary for it; otherwise, it
would be necessary without its cause, if supposed to be necessary in itself and
inasmuch as existence is not prevented from [being for] it. But, since it came to
exist by a cause, its essence in itself - without the condition of there being a cause

260 \Wisnovsky, Robert, Avicenna’s Metaphysics in Context (New York, Cornell University Press: 2003), pp. 170-
180. Abb. Wisnovsky, Avicenna’s Metaphysics. See also Wisnovsky, Robert, Avicenna on Final Causality
(Ph.D. Dissertation), Princeton University (1994). According to Wisnovsky’s main thesis, Ibn Sina did not
depart from Aristotelian understanding of causality and for this reason, beside other things, final causality should
have priority in his metaphysical system. The way | see it, for Ibn Sina, Aristotel’s view on efficient causality is
too narrow, and represents a false understanding of the real nature of efficient causality, as stated at the
beginning of al-Ziahiyyat, V1, 2. 1t is this departion from Aristotle’s view which led Ibn Sina towards putting
accent of the efficient causality in his metaphysics.
21 al-flahiyyat, 1V, 1, (1a).
262 1hid.
263 Metaphysics, 71a-71b).
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for it or there not being a cause for it - is possible of existence: It is inescapably
the case that it is rendered necessary only by the cause.”?%

The effect is, therefore, by the definition always something possible in itself and necessary
only through another; the same goes for the cause only if the cause is at the same time also the
effect of some other cause - if not, the cause is something necessary in itself.?®> In any case,
cause as such represents something that ‘have an exclusive claim to necessity’, or in other
word, cause is that which necessitates things, while what is necessary in the mind is also
necessary in the established existence by the manner of the cause. The main goal of
metaphysics is to prove that in itself necessary cause’, or ‘the uncaused cause’, exists, i.e. to
prove the existence of one such thing that is only the cause and not in the same time an effect.
Therefore, as Kogan confirms, Ibn Sina’s idea is to distinguish metaphysical agency from that
of the natural science which identifies agents exclusively with the principles of motion;
“while he does not deny that agents cause motions, his main point is that in metaphysics, what

agents properly cause is existence.”2%

As we already stated, the effect, or act, derives its existence only from its agent, not its
identity. Thus, although the existence of the act came to be after nonbeing,?®’ its essence in
itself is eternal potentiality for specific being. A caused being, therefore, does not have its
own existence essentially,?® it only, conditionally speaking, possesses its own self, its
whateness, which is per se a specific type of nonexistence; a ‘specific type’ because it
represents the potentiality for specific existence and for the same reason it is not the absolute
nonexistence, because as we saw, absolute nonexistence is impossibility for existence — that
which is impossible has no cause and can never have a cause. As only potential in itself, every
potential effect needs something already actual in order to become an existent.?®® As only
actual being can be a cause, there must always be some form of actuality prior to potentiality,
some sort of existence prior to the actualisation of essence. No essence can be actualised by
itself and only by becoming actual, essence can be a cause for something else.?”® Therefore, in

reality act is always prior to potency and it is this priority that gives it right to be called ‘more

24 a\-Tlahiyyat, V1, 3, (28): _
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265 pid., (29).
266 Kogan, Metaphysics of Causation, pp. 35-36.
27 al-Tlahiyyat, V1, 1, (7).
268 1hid., (8).
29 1pid., 1V, 3, (33).
210 1bid., 11, 4, (7).
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noble and perfect’.2’* This means that if metaphysics would accomplish its main goal, that is
proving the existence of the uncaused cause, it would also prove that all existence is due to
some ultimate perfection. This ultimate perfection is indeed, as Wisnovsky defended in his
dissertation (1994), the Aristotelian final cause. However, the way to establish the proof about
it is through the analysis of the relationship between the meaning of ‘existence’ and the
meaning of metaphysical ‘efficient causality.” Only later it will become evident that the
identity of the ultimate efficient cause implies the absolute perfection because of which God

is the ultimate final cause of the world as well.

But there is another important dimension within Ibn Sina’s doctrine: agent is not only needed
for its effect’s essence to get its existence, but also for maintaining the effect’s existence.?’
After a caused being is originated, it still needs ontological ‘presence’ of its agent’s activity in
order to remain existent. This is, according to Ibn Sina, evident from the fact that the
particular being does not have its existence due to its own essence, so such existence cannot
as well be maintained due to its essence. Therefore, the existence of the contingent being is
caused ‘so long as it exists’ and “the effect needs that which bestows existence on it always,
permanently, as long as [the effect] exists.”?”® So, when the cause is removed, the effect will
cease to exist, but if the effect is removed, that means that the cause is also removed. The
removal of the cause is not due to the removal of the effect, but certainly something that we
can conclude if we witness the removal of the effect.?’* This sort of relationship and

dependence between the cause and the effect can be investigated only in metaphysics.

Thus, Ibn Sina’s efficient cause in the metaphysical context is a giver of existence. This
means that the agent, the activity of bringing something into existence, as well as the effect
brought into being, all exist at the same time.?’”® There is only an ontological priority of the
efficient cause, never temporal priority — the effect proceeds from the essence of the cause. At
this point Ibn Sina’s distinct between essential and accidental efficient cause. Only the
essential agents produce existence and only the essential cause simultaneously exist with their
effects and necessitate them in the real sense. As such, the successive chain of essential
causality must be finite (we will see later why), which eventually leads towards the uncaused

cause. As for accidental efficient causes, they can temporally precede their effects, and are

211 |bid., 1V, 3, (34).
272 gl-Tlahiyyat, V1, 1, (11)-(12).
273 pid., (17).
274 [pid., IV, 1, (18); VI, 2, (9).
275 Kogan, Metaphysics of Causation, p. 54.
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sort of ‘supporting and preparatory’ causes.?’® As such, accidental efficient causes can be
infinite in number, and moreover, they are always connected with matter upon which they act.
They act by the way of movement and do not bestow existence. Motion is the process by
which something passes from one state to another and it does not occur anew. In this process
the essence of the cause does not necessitate the existence of the effect but only necessitates it
by being in a certain relation.?’” The example of the accidental efficient cause in Ibn Sina’s
Metaphysics is the father with the relation to his son, and the builder of a house to that
house.?’® Neither of them actually bestows the existence of their effects. The real agent
bestows existence from itself upon another thing which this thing did not possess, while each
of the two essences, that of the agent and that of its act, remains separate and external to the
other.?’® Therefore, the main distinction between the real efficient cause and accidental
efficient cause is that the former coexist with its effect and produces it by the means of its
own essence, while the latter is temporally prior to its effect and act only as ‘mediator’ or
‘helper’. Accidental causes are always causing certain combinations of form and matter, but
the essential efficient cause is causing existence. What distinguishes the essential efficient
cause is its necessity and sufficiency for the existence of the effect.?®® The real agency is in
activity that reflects agent’s essence and necessitates its effect. If efficient cause is not at
every moment of its existence active, then its activity is not due to its existence alone. This
would imply that something else, in addition to the existence of that cause, is required in order
for it to become active and such cause cannot be considered the real efficient cause. In short,
an agent which is inactive at one time and active at a later time is not sufficient for the

production of its effects.

The dependence between the cause and the effect is such that if the cause is permanent, the
effect must also be permanent, and consequently, if we observe the permanency of the effect,
we can conclude to the permanency of the cause. In this sense every effect of the essential
efficient cause represents the existence after nonexistence, so in this context we can talk about
‘creation’ - not ex nihilo, because there must always be something actual prior to actualisation
of potentiality - but from the perspective of the contingent thing such as it is in itself. This is
so because every effect is ontologically posterior, i.e. originated.?®* Therefore, according to
Ibn Sina the world is not created in time, but it is eternally ontologically dependent upon its

276 |pid., p. 55.
217 al-llahiyyat, VI, 2, (8).
218 1pid., (1) - (5).
219 ibid., 1, (6).
280 ibid., (16).
2L ibid., 2, (9); (11).
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ultimate efficient cause — God.?®? Creation in Ibn Sina’s sense is, therefore, the ontological
dependence of the caused being upon its cause in which its very existence is not its own, or, in
other word, that dependence in which the absolute nonexistence of the caused being is

prevented by its cause.

1.3.2 Metaphysical Causality

According to Ibn Sina cause and effect, like substance and accident, are studied in
metaphysics as things that attach to the existent qua existent:
“We have discoursed on the matter of substances and accidents, on considering
the priority and posteriority pertaining to them, and on knowing the
correspondence between definitions and the universal and particular things

defined. It behooves us now to discuss cause and effect, because these two are
also among the things that attach to the existent inasmuch as it is an existent.”28

In order to found metaphysics as science that will explain existence qua existence, Ibn Sina
first departs from Aristotelian naturalistic conception of causation, as no Aristotelian cause
explains existence. In Aristotle the efficient cause explains “both coming to be and passing
away and every kind of natural change”.?®* For Aristotle, the efficient cause of the statue is

the sculptor.?®

Ibn Sina not just departs from Aristotle, but also criticise his naturalistic position. In the eyes
of Ibn Sina, Aristotle’s conception of causality is not in the proper sense metaphysical, but
physical, just like his notion of ‘existence’. Certainly, from the naturalistic perspective the
efficient cause is a “principle of motion in another insofar as it is other” and motion is “every
excursion from potency to act in matter.”?® However, if the notion of ‘efficient cause’ is

considered “not in terms of natural things, but in terms of existence itself, then it is a concept

282 See Mayer, Toby, Avicenna Against Time Beginning: The Debate Between the Commentators on the Isharat,
in Classical Arabic Philosophy: An Anthology of Sources (Indianapolis/Cambridge: Hackett Publishing
Company, Inc. 2007), pp. 125- 149; Rahman, Fazlur, Ibn Sina’s Theory of the God-World Relationship, in God
and Creation, an ecumenical Symposium, eds. David B. Burrell and Bernard Mc Ginn (Indiana: Notre Dame,
University of Notre Dame: 1990), pp. 38-56; Acar, Rahim, Talking about God and Talking about Creation,
Avicenna’s and Thomas Aquinas’ Positions (Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2005), pp. 169-193; Acar, Rahim, Creation:
Avicenna’s metaphysical account, in Creation and the God of Abraham, eds. David B. Burrell, Carlo Cogliati,
Janet M. Soskice and William R. Stoeger (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press: 2010), pp. 77-90.
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more general than this and everything which is a cause of existence distinct from itself...is an

efficient cause.”?®’

If “existence’ is something that we have to predicate to all objects of our thought in order to
think at all, and if we have no choice but to predicate existence to all existing things, then we
also have to predicate necessity/possibility to them. Further on, if we have to predicate
necessity/possibility to all things, then we also have to predicate causality to them. In this way
‘that every effect requires a cause’ is necessarily and intuitively known; that which does not
have existence in itself is always in need of a connection to something else that is
ontologically prior and external to it. Metaphysician analyses the concept of ‘existence’ and
through that analysis he acquires the first principles of science, thought and all existing things.
This is possible because ‘existence’ is a necessary, simple and all-encompassing meaning, as
well as a perceiving subject at the same time.?®® As something implied by the meaning of’
existence’, the notion of causality does not have its origin in anything observable. For this
reason, the apprehension of necessity is not a matter of perceiving, but of making judgments
about what we repeatedly perceive, and these judgments are possible due to the notion of
existence with all its implications. Through this it becomes evident that all actually existent
beings are necessary through their causes. In this case a determining principle is required for
the effect to follow from the cause. It could be the cause itself or an auxiliary. That which
happens for the most part is the opposite of what happens rarely. However, rare events,
according to Ibn Sina, also have a necessary cause. If all conditions being equal, and in the
absence of obstacles, the same cause will always, and necessarily, produce the same effect.?%
Therefore, deterministic nature of Ibn Sina’s metaphysics is clear from his doctrine that
everything that is, as well as everything that is not, is due to a cause. As Belo rightly stated:
“the determining factors are thus the efficient cause, together with a subsidiary
cause if need be, and the absence of obstacles. Given the right conditions, the

efficient cause will produce its proper effect; nowhere is it suggested that causes
may fail or that something can come about without a cause.””?%

Therefore, there is a necessary cause for every phenomenon. Whatever is in itself possible
becomes necessary the moment it comes to exist — in this sense the first implication of

existence is necessity. Thus, according to Ibn Sina, every thing or event in the world has a

287 |bid., p. 49.

28 T(irker, The Possibility of Thinking on Existence, p. 28.

289 Belo, Catarina, Chance and Determinism in Avicenna and Averroes (Leiden Boston, Brill: 2007), p. 26. Abb.
Belo, Chance and Determinism.

2% |bid., p. 27.
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definite and necessary cause such that it could not have been otherwise. This makes lbn
Sina’s metaphysical system strictly deterministic;?*! everything is necessarily conditioned by
its cause, which can be said potentially to ‘contain’ their effect and produce it under

determinate conditions.

Taking all this into consideration, there is little space in Ibn Sina’s metaphysics for chance — it
merely has an accidental role.?®? This is so especially if we view chance as the occurrence of
random events which have no definite cause but come to be spontaneously, or as the
coincidence or coming together of two independent causal chains, or even as an event that
issues ‘loosely’ from its cause — that is if we assume that a cause or a set of causes may have
many possible effects. When talking about chance, Ibn Sina insists that it happens in the
situation where the agent acts with a view to a specific outcome and the outcome of the action
is other than what he or expected. A chance happening is thus an action or event which has a
goal and which leads to an unexpected result other than the purposed goal.?®® This means that
chance is the matter of subjective expectancies, and relationship between voluntary being and
the final cause of its action. It represents a non-expected end. Chance is, therefore, attached to
the final cause, not to the efficient cause. This is the only sense in which we can talk about the
chance in Ibn Sina’s metaphysics. In sum, the occurrence of random events which have no

definite cause but come to be spontaneously have no place in Ibn Sina’s metaphysical system.

From what is said above we could conclude that the notion of ‘causality’ in metaphysics is
different from what is investigated in natural philosophy. Natural philosopher is concerned
with the operative causes in a specific kind of matter, while the metaphysician is concerned
with causality as such and with causality as one of the concomitants of ‘existent considered as
such.” This is exactly why natural philosophy is subordinated to metaphysics. Thus, Ibn
Sina’s account of efficient causation encompasses both types of cause, cause that bestows
existence as well as the cause that bestows motion.?®* The former is investigated in
metaphysics, whereas the latter belongs to natural philosophy. This distinction proves that Ibn
Sina considers Aristotle’s account of causation somehow narrow, too narrow for any sort of
metaphysical explanation of the world. Despite this difference Ibn Sina attempts to establish
its metaphysics on Aristotelian foundation. In fact, he wants to prove within his metaphysics

21 1t seems that this is the most plausible interpretation, although it could be argued that Ibn Sina’s system
allows certain freedom in God, as well as in nature, like in Legenhausen, Necessity, Causation, and Determinism
in Ibn Sina, pp. 30-38.

292 Belo, Chance and Determinism, p. 52.

293 pid., p. 32

2% Bertolacci, The Reception, p. 284.
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that a contingent thing needs an efficient cause of its existence itself, not just a cause of its
coming to be. This is of outmost importance for his final phase: to establish a philosophical
theology that will be demonstrated on the principles of metaphysical ontology. On the basis of
what is stated above we could say that Ibn Sina strives to develop a sort of hierarchy of
efficient causes that will correspond with the hierarchy of sciences. The agent of all agents, or
the efficient cause in the highest sense, is the one that bestows existence and gives meaning to
lesser beings in the similar sense in which metaphysics stands as highest science and ultimate
wisdom that provides meanings and principles for lesser sciences. An agent in a lesser sense
is intermittently active or actual and so its existence is not sufficient for the production of its
effects, instead it produces only motion and change. On the top of this hierarchy of agents is
the most simple, actual and active cause whose existence is sufficient for the production of its
effects and who prevents the absolute non-existence.?®® An agent in a lesser sense is an agent
whose existence is not sufficient for the production of its effects. This is clear from the
following words:

“...if something by virtue of its essence is a cause for the existence of something

else that is permanent, then it is its permanent cause as long as its essence exists.

If [the cause] exists permanently, then its effect exists permanently. Such a thing

among causes would then have the higher claim to causality because it prevents

the absolute nonexistence of the thing. It is the one that gives complete existence

to the thing. This, then, is the meaning that, for the philosophers, is termed

"creation." It is the giving of existence to a thing after absolute nonexistence. For

it belongs to the effect in itself to be non-existent and [then] to be, by its cause,
existing.”2%

Causality in metaphysics is implied in the modality of existence, which represents the very
basis for any sort of knowledge and rational judgment about the world. Indeed, in order to
establish knowledge of the absolute causes, one must first acknowledge types of causes
between things. Still, this acknowledgment is not due to sensation, but through rational
judgment®®’ that is, as | argue, implied by the notion of ‘existence’ which is first in
knowledge. Regarding sensation, Ibn Sina would agree with al-Ghazali’s assertion that it
leads only to concomitance.?® Due to the implications of the meaning of ‘existence’ we can

derive the modality of things in general, as well as of every individual object of our thought.

25 al-llahiyyat, VI, 2, (11).
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That a being is necessary, or ‘that it cannot be otherwise’, means that it is necessitated
through its cause. Therefore, the essence of a thing does not determine whether that thing
exists or not, that determination entirely depends on its efficient cause. Eventually, this will
lead Ibn Sina to establish the division between primary and secondary causality in al-
llahiyyat, where the primary cause is God, or the Necessary Existent, who originates all things
and bestows existence by emanative creation (ibda ‘).>*As God is the goal of metaphysics,
this type of efficient causality that can be called ibda ‘ is the metaphysical causality in the real

sense, upon which the most general scientific explanation of the world rests.

1.3.3 Al-Ghazal?’s Critique

In order to continue and to properly understand Ibn Rushd’s interpretation of Ibn Sina, it is
important at this point to explain, in short, the core of al-Ghazali’s critique in Tahafut al-
Falasifa - the critique that, | would argue, influenced Ibn Rushd more than he himself would

be willing to admit.

In his Tahafut al-Falasifa al-Ghazali criticise twenty teachings of the philosophers and
describes his work as a ‘refutation’ or ‘reply’ (radd) to the philosophical metaphysical
doctrines.®® His goal is to show that the metaphysics of al-Farabi and Ibn Sina cannot be
backed by demonstration and that metaphysics cannot be founded as a strict science. His main
point in is that if metaphysics is a demonstrative science, then why so many metaphysical
theories exists, why philosophers have so many different opinions and answers on the same
questions and problems, why metaphysics is not more like mathematics? The only answer to
this question is that there is no demonstration in philosophy and that philosophers cannot

establish metaphysics on the foundations of Aristotle’s Organon.

Al-Ghazali’s fundamental point is that possibility, necessity and impossibility belongs to
rational judgments. This is why there cannot be demonstration about outside world in the
philosophical sense. This is the main absurdity in philosophical doctrines; they accept that
universals exist only in the mind, not in the concrete, that what exist in the concrete are only
individual particulars that are perceived by the senses, yet they claim that there is necessity in
the world also. For al-Ghazali, modality belongs to a judgment of the mind, as well as

2% Taylor, Richard C., Primary and Secondary Causality, in The Routledge Companion to Islamic Philosophy,
eds. R. C. Taylor, L. X. Lopez Farjeat (London-New York, Routledge: 2016, pp. 225-235), pp. 230-231.

300 Muhammad al-Ghazali, The Incoherence of the Philosophers (Tahafut al-Falasifa), transl. Michael E.
Marmura, Provo, Utah, Brigham Young University Press: 2000, pp. 3-7. Abb.: al-Ghazali, Tahdafut.
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whiteness, animality, and other universals.®®® But the same also goes for ‘existence’.
‘Existence’ is a general thing, so according to al-Ghazali, “if the differentia in one of the two
divisions is additional to the general [meaning], the same applies to the second differentia.
There is no difference [between the two]”.3%? The division of existence into necessary and
contingent is causing only confusion. This is why al-Ghazali calls the expressions ‘the
possible’ and ‘the necessary’ a “vague expressions” unless — he continues — “by ‘the
necessary’ is intended that whose existence has no cause and by ‘the possible’ that whose

existence has a cause.”?%

In the next phase of his critique al-Ghazali attempts to show that philosophical method cannot
provide certainty for the existence of causal connection in the world. If we cannot deduce
causality from necessity, then we cannot talk about ‘necessary causality’. Necessity belongs
to the judgment of the mind, while causality, if there is such a relationship between beings, is
something that we have to observe in order to make conclusions about it. This means that
there cannot be such thing as necessary causal connection. In Ibn Stna’s philosophy, as we
saw, necessity and causality represent the universal law of mind as well as of the outside
world. This assumption is the basis for his argument for God’s existence, or the existence of
the Necessary Existent, as well as for the structure of his entire metaphysical system. Yet
according to al-Ghazali, this assumption is the cause of numerous confusions as absurdities,

as necessity belongs to the mind and causality could belong to the world outside of the mind.

Further on, in the seventeenth discussion of his Tahafut al-Ghazali expands his view by
developing new kind of argumentation against philosopher’s view on causality. His viewpoint
is that the connection between what is generally accepted as the idea of ‘the cause’ and ‘the
effect’ is not a necessary one. His intention is twofold; he is further developing his idea that
‘necessity’ can exist only in the mind, as well as showing that miracles can exist - which is
according to al-Ghazali essential if one wants to represent the idea of God’s omnipotence.

With this in mind he sates:

“The connection between what is habitually believed to be a cause and what is
habitually believed to be an effect is not necessary, according to us. But [with]
any two things, where ‘this’ is not ‘that’ and ‘that’ is not ‘this’ and where neither
the affirmation of the one entails the affirmation of the other nor the negation of
the one entails negation of the other, it is not a necessity of the existence of the
one that the other should exist, and it is not a necessity of the nonexistence of the
one that the other should not exist (...) Their connection is due to the prior decree

301 al-Ghazali, Tahafut 1, 127.
302 jbid., 111, 50.
303 jbid., 1V, 18.
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of God, who creates them side by side, not to its being necessary in itself,
incapable of separation.”304

We can see here that the origin of the concept of ‘causality’ is for al-Ghazali psychological, it
is a result of habit*® rather than philosophical deduction or induction. It has nothing to do
with the logical concept of ‘necessity’. This means that, according to al-Ghazali’s Tahafut,
there is no inner reality to the causal relationship as such, but only between beaings as they
appear in our experience, i.e. as mental entity.3%® We perceive certain kinds of change and
action, but what we conclude to be ‘a cause’ and its ‘effect’ is due to the repeated association,
which makes our conclusion by analogy and not by necessity. Thus, the causal relation
between agent and act is not evident through direct perception. A simple observation of one
thing following another cannot be the proof in a stdct logical sense that the causal connection
exists. All that we directly perceive is repeated existence between what we refer as ’the cause’
and ‘the effect’. This repeated change in nature is causing regular associations in our mind.
But there is no proof whatsoever that there is a necessary causal connection in the world that
exists by virtue of specific natures in things. In other words, when a thing exists together with
another thing, it does not mean that it exists because of it. Therefore, sense perception

provides no knowledge of causal dependences, it only provides habitual opinion.

This view was, as it is well known, criticised by Ibn Rushd. Yet, interestingly, al-Ghazali’s
nominalist basis for the criticism is accepted by the Andalusian philosopher. Al-Ghazali’s
fundamental position is that abstract concepts such as ‘possible’, ‘impossible’, and

‘necessary’ have no independent existence on their own:

“The possibility which they mention reverts to a judgment of the mind. Anything
whose existence the mind supposes, [nothing] preventing its supposing it possible,
we call ‘possible,” and if it is prevented we call it ‘impossible.” If [the mind] is
unable to suppose its nonexistence, we name it ‘necessary.’ For these are rational
propositions that do not require an existent so as to be rendered a description
thereof.”3%’

3% Tahafut, XV, 1: ‘ ‘
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3051t is difficult to arrive at definitive conclusion whether or not al-Ghazali uphold this doctrine or he merely use

it to show that metaphysical theories have an alternative, which is his key goal in Tahafut.

306 _jzzini, Olga, Causality as Relation: Avicenna (and al-Ghazali), Questio 13, Brepols (2013), pp. 166-168.
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It is clear, therefore, that al-Ghazali takes a nominalist position with regard to the
modalities.*®® Any predication of ‘necessity” to things as they are in themselves is misleading.
Modal judgments are abstract notions that our minds develop on the basis of sense perception
and predicates ‘possible,” ‘impossible,” and ‘necessary’ do not apply to objects outside of our
mind: “What exist in the outside world are individual particulars that are perceptible in our
senses and not in our mind”.>® As we are going to see this is also Ibn Rushd’s view, although
for him this does not mean that we cannot grasp causal relations between outside beings with

the absolute certainty.

1.3.4 Causality in Ibn Rushd

For 1bn Rushd, as well as for Ibn Sina, relationship between cause and its effect represents the
universal law. Still, Tbn Sina’s ontology dictates that this relationship is strictly necessary in
the logical sense. This is so, as we saw, because the meaning of ‘existence’ represents not just
a necessary meaning of the mind, but also the all-encompassing meaning of everything that is.
But for 1bn Rushd there is no ‘existence qua existence’ and therefore we cannot speak of the
ontological bond between cause and effect in Ibn Sina’s sense. As the matter of fact, causes
and their effects are for Ibn Rushd detachable from one another; this is a very important point

for his critique.

As we saw, for Ibn Rushd Ibn Sina’s main mistake is his understanding of existence; from
here he erred in his entire approach to metaphysics, so his view on causality is not an
exception. First of all, if reality cannot be divided into existence and non-existence (at least
not in the sense Parmenides thought), we have to realise substance as existing in one sense
and in the same time (but not in the same manner) non-existing in another sense. An existence
of a substance reflects in its actuality and its non-existence is in its potentiality. There is no
such thing as absolute non-existence, but only an incomplete existence. Therefore, agent's
activity is only connected with potential existence. Nothing can be connected with non-
existence qua non-existence, but it can be connected with non-existence qua potentiality. This

is the only way to solve the Parmenidean paradox.3!® An agent is not connected with non-
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310 As it is clear from the explanation of Ibn Sina’s metaphysical stance so far, this is not part of his doctrine, at

least not in the sense Ibn Rushd presents it. Ibn Sina strictly follows Aristotle’s account on the relationship
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existence qua such, nor with the actual existence; there cannot be connection with non-
existence qua such and the actual existence does not need a cause. Thus, as we saw,
potentiality is, therefore, existence conjoined with non-existence. This is the case with the
substance that is connected with privation due to its matter and due to its matter it is always

subject to change - corruption, change of place etc.3!

Philosopher’s task is not to understand existence qua existence, but the world qua totality of
substances that are in the state of motion and rest and generation and corruption. For anything
to be or to exist, it must be actual, and this means to be a thing of a specific kind. Such thing
as an actual substance acts, interact, or at least have the power to act in some specific way.3!2
Actual being has this power to act®!3 and different being differs by its different abilities to act
and interact with other beings. Different kinds of being act in different ways, whereas the
same species produces the same kind of acts.®'* This is the core of lbn Rushd’s
Avristotelianism. In accordance with this view, causal efficacy is based on the actuality of
being. Substances are differentiated by their acts. As Kogan stated,
“for things to be what they are, they must act as things of that sort do, always or

for the most part. Actuality thus becomes the counterpart of activity. It is not only

that we know what a thing is by virtue of its activity, but that it exists and is what

it is by virtue of that activity” 3!

For Ibn Rushd this is clear from Aristotle’s own words: “There is absolutely nothing whatever
that does not have its own power”'® This means that if existing beings do not have acts that
specify them, they also do not have essences proper to themselves, because acts differ only
through the diversity of essences. This would imply the non-existence of essences, or natures,
of things, which would mean that definitions and names are impossible, and we would end up
in pantheistic doctrine.3!” This is fundamental if we want to understand the totality of things

as something that is subject to movement and change. In order to have change, we must have

between potential and actual, underlining that what is potential is in itself is non-existent merely from the
perspective of metaphysical considerations.

S Tafsir, LAM, 1. 8, 1442; t. 26, 1539-1540.

312 Kogan, Metaphysics of Causation, p. 113

313 At this point | accept Barry Kogan’s understanding of 1bn Rushd's substance as “powerful individual”, that he
advocates in his book Averroes, and the Metaphysics of Causation, he summarises his idea: “whether we speak
of a thing's nature or its act, both depend for their very existence and identity on at least two factors: (a) the
particular range or selection of powers which the thing has, and (b) the particular arrangement they have in
relation to one another. Together they make up the bare minimum of what we may call Averroian substances” (p.
123).

314 1bid.

315 1bid., pp. 114-115.

316 Metaphysics, 1047a.

317 Tafsir, TTA, 1. 7, 1135.
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something that by itself has power to impose change on other thing and something that is able
to change; the same works for the relationship between mover and moved, as well as between
cause and effect. Nature of things is reflected in its power to produce certain action and when
it is said of a thing that ‘it does not exist’ or ‘it does not bring something else into existence’,
the meaning of such statement is that the thing does not have the power to exist or to bring

something into existence.38

Agent is not something that bestows existence for Ibn Rushd, but something actual that acts
upon something potential and draws its potentiality into actuality. This action is the result of
the very nature of an agent that as such has its existence in its own respect. Its existence is not
an accident added to its essence, but its determined nature. Its act is the necessary result of
that nature and this causal relation represents the necessity of the natures of substances. This
nature is its essence that is not different from its existence. By upholding the distinction
between being and non-being Ibn Sina sees the world consisting of things which, while being
necessary through their cause, still remain within themselves pure possible: an actualized
possible is an essence to which it happens that it exists - although a contingent being is, it still
qua its essence is not. But for Ibn Rushd this is absurd as essences that are per se non-existent
can never become existent. For this reason Ibn Rushd strictly maintains that in every concrete

particular thing its essence is its existence.>!°

If we understand that potential existence is a kind of existence which is conjoined with non-
existence in the sense of privation, potentiality comes down to matter (as is the meaning of
Aristotle’s passage of Metaphysics 1071a4) due to which every changeable substance is the
compound, “...because the potentiality which is in matter is potentiality to become the
individual compound of matter and form”.3?° Process of becoming is, therefore, always
process of becoming actual or more perfect. Efficient cause acts upon potential existence,
which represents a potential substance, and substance is, as we saw, a definite individual
being that has existence in its own right. Only in this way we can avoid Ibn Sina’s
misconception that started with his idea of essence. But if existence is only a name that
primarily denotes substance (like it is for al-Ghazali), then there is no real distinction between
essence and existence, the distinction is just nominal and we can talk only about substance in
potentiality and about actual substance. Ibn Sina’s problem is that he assumes that the reality

in the mind completely reflects the reality outside of the mind, but for Ibn Rushd this is a

318 jbid., 1136.
39 Tafsir, LAM, t. 3, 1414; t. 27, 1543; t. 39, 1623; Tahdfut al-Tahafut, p. 250; 162.
320 ipid., t. 26, 1539-1540.
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mistake, “for not all the different dispositions which can be imagined in a thing need
determine additional qualities in its essence outside the soul...”®?! Therefore, as Ibn Sina’s
possible is not understood as the incompleteness of an existent, it is not ‘true possible’.3?? lbn
Sina’s proclamation of potentiality as essence is for Ibn Rushd the denial of the proper use of
this term, and “those who deny potency, deny prime matter, and all motions, generation, and
corruption”.33Although this critique is primarily used by Ibn Rushd against Ash’arite
theologians and Megarian school, it is as well indicative for his understanding of Ibn Sina; if
potency is understood as non-existence and if every contingent being is in itself non-existent,
then only God actually exists, i.e. all beings are actually one - then again we have the

Parmenidean paradox.

The correct view is that the act of an agent is connected with existence that is not fully
actualised, for that is the true meaning of ‘potential existence’, ‘something that is, but is not
complete’ instead of ‘something that is not, but can be’ — therefore, the division between two
aspects of potentiality, physical and metaphysical, only causes confusion. Agent brings about
non-perfect existence into a state of some sort of perfection. An existing thing is imperfect
due to the non-existence that resides in it, which is caused by matter. The act of the agent
cannot be connected with non-existence, as the non-existence has nothing actual, nor it is

connected with fully actual existence, as such being is perfect and needs no cause.3?*

If we keep in mind Ibn Rushd’s understandings of ‘existence’ as Aristotelian substance, it
becomes clear why we cannot allow the idea that agents or efficient causes produce existence.
It is more appropriate to consider them as something that produces the transition from potency
to act, which applies to all cases of motion or change in an Aristotelian sense. This is the only
way that we can talk about the transition from non-existence into existence. In other word, the
transition from non-existence into existence is for Ibn Rushd process of generation. Therefore,
what all agents produce is motion or change, whether this effect is manifest in change of
place, quality, or quantity, or in new substances.®?® Because the act of an agent is connected
with uncomplete, or non-perfect existence, its existence is only effected through a conjunction
of parts, like the conjunction of matter and form, or the conjunction of the elements of the

world, which receives its existence as a consequence of this conjunction — only in this sense

328 Tahafut al-Tahafut, N, p. 178; 108.

322 ihid., p. 178-179; 108-109.

32 Tafsir, TTA’, t. 6, 1131-1132.

324 Tahafut al-Tahafut, pp. 153; 90-91.

325 Kogan, Metaphysics of Causation, p. 35.
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the bestower of such conjunction could be called ‘the bestower of existence’.32® Therefore, the
act of the efficient cause is only connected with the effect in so far as it is moved and what we
call ‘becoming’ is always the movement from potential to actual being.3?’ Proper
understanding of Aristotel’s ‘potentiality’ is, therefore, fundamental for proper understanding

of the process of becoming and the way in which causes and effects are connected.

In order to completely incorporate Aristotle’s notions of ‘potentiality” and ‘actuality’, as well
as to explain causal connection between things, Ibn Rushd distinguishes between active and
passive power in concrete beings. The basic principle of action is that nothing acts on itself
and that nothing is acted upon by itself. Also, it is empirically evident that change exists.
Therefore, there must be some active power which is a principle of change in another thing as
well as some passive power which receives change in itself from another thing. 1bn Rushd is
here very consistent in his Aristotelianism: active power of a substance exists by the means of
form, while passive power exists by the means of matter. This is, according to 1bn Rushd, the
true Aristotelian doctrine:

“He [Aristotle] means that when one has reflected on those powers in each genus

one sees that they are related to the primary power. For in every passive power,

the definition of the power of prime matter is included, and similarly, in the

definition of every active power the definition of the act of the First Form is
included, which is the definition of the First Form separate from matter”.3%8

Another issue is the simultaneity and dependence of the effect upon its cause. For Ibn Rushd,
although Ibn Sina is right regarding simultaneity between the efficient cause and its effect, he
is not right regarding dependence of the effect on its cause. According to Ibn Rushd, the
effect’s existence is not bound to its agent with its very existence, because existence is not an
accident, but something that essentially belongs to it. If Ibn Sina is right, then everything that
exists belongs to the category of relation and not to the category of substance, except perhaps
the Firs Cause. Again, this would mean that all things are one. The effect is not something
that simply passes from non-existence into existence neither the cause is something that
simply bestows existence upon its essence. Instead becoming is always a process of passing
from one form of existence into another — the process of actualization. No existent that is

composed of matter and form is never fully actualised. Thus, only in this sense we can talk

326 Tahafut al-Tahafut p. 166; 303.

327 ibid., p. 156; 92.
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about its constant need of a cause that will inflict this process of actualization upon it. This

process represents a succession of forms as principle of actuality upon matter.

However, if existence does not belong to being essentially but only accidentally, then we can
talk about existence per se that is shared by all beings. In that case only existence ‘is’, nothing
else, and there are no differences and hence no particulars. Everything is ‘one’, but without
specific difference that ‘one’ is nothingness. For this reason Ibn Sina’s understanding of
existence and causality has no scientific purpose. It does not include notions of ‘potentiality’
and ‘actuality’ in adequate or scientifically relevant way. Potency and act are in fact used for
the purpose of supporting the idea that existence is an accident, the purpose which is pseudo-
scientific. To this Ibn Rushd says:

“Therefore it is not correct to say that there is something contingent by itself and
eternal and necessary by something else, as Ibn Sina says that the necessary is
partly necessary by itself and partly necessary by something else, except for the
motion of the heaven only. It is not possible that there should be something
contingent by its essence but necessary on the account of something else, because
the same thing cannot have a contingent existence on account of its essence and
receive a necessary existence from something else, unless it were possible for its
nature to be completely reversed. But motion can be necessary by something else
and contingent by itself, the reason being that its existence comes from something
else, namely the mover; if motion is eternal, it must be so on account of an
immovable mover, either by essence or by accident, so that motion possesses
permanence on account of something else, but substance on account of itself.
Therefore, there cannot be a substance contingent by itself but necessary by
something else, but this is possible in the case of motion. Every moving power
which is in a body is necessarily moved by accident and everything moved by
accident and imparting motion by itself can come to a standstill by itself and be
moved by something else. If there is a power in a body which can never cease to
impart motion, it will necessarily be moved by a mover in which there is no
potentiality at all, either by essence or by accident. This is the state of the celestial
body.”32°

This passage has two very important indications for our present discussion: firstly, logical
necessity is not the same as ontological necessity and Ibn Sina confuses purely intellectual

notions with reality outside of the mind. We could say that Ibn Sina’s mistake about the
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nature of necessity consists in fact that “the truth of a categorical predication is subject to
various contingencies, but a statement’s necessity is not subject to any contingency”.3%
Secondly, there is no distinction between efficient causality that is investigated in natural
sciences from the one investigated in metaphysics. There cannot be such a thing as “bestower
of existence” which is distinct from motion. Efficient cause is strictly the cause of motion,
exactly like Aristotle established it in his natural philosophy. Yet according to Ibn Rushd, we
can distinct between essential and accidental mover; the essential mover is the type of an
efficient cause that is necessary for the existence of the effect, so in this sense the causal links

can also be divided into essential and accidental.33!

As Kogan notices, in contrast to Ibn Sina, Ibn Rushd does not assume that every particular
being will necessarily produce its characteristic effect, because “particulars may retain their
specific natures but at the same time lack the requisite strength or sufficiency of power to
perform their specific acts in virtue of some constitutional defect. Because of this intrinsic
deficiency, virtually any impediment can overpower the cause”.33 This is clear from lbn
Rushd’s own words in Tafs73%: when the agent approaches that which is acted upon and
there is no external impediment present, it is absolutely necessary that the agent act and the
patient undergo the action. But this also means that it is possible that something prevents the
agent to cause its effect and this is exactly why it is somehow imprecise to define ‘necessity’
in this context as ‘something that cannot be otherwise’. Instead, what we call ‘necessary’ in
nature is ‘something that happens for the most part’. Still, Ibn Rushd persists in calling this
link ‘necessary’ and he certainly has good reasons for it: necessity in the world can be called
‘necessity’ because it reflects the identity, essence or nature of a substance, and as long as this
substance is what it is, it must behave the way it behaves. This also means that certain
substances have certain strengths and weaknesses according to which they can or cannot be
prevented to accomplish their causal role. According to Ibn Rushd, it is exactly these
characteristics that are overlooked by Ibn Sina, and exactly so because of his doctrine about

existence being something added to a substance instead of being the substance itself.

330 Thom, Paul, Averroes’ Logic, in Interpreting Averros, Critical Essays, eds. Peter Adamson and Matteo Di
Giovanni (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press: 2019, pp. 81-95), p. 89. Abb.: Thom, Averroes’ Logic.

331 Tahafut al-Tahafut, p. 46; 65.

332 Kogan, Metaphysics of Causation, pp. 131-132.
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By stating that in a thing per se its essence is its existence®3*, or that «...existence is a quality
which is the essence itself, and whoever says otherwise is mistaken indeed”,®*® Ibn Rushd
accepts al-Ghazali’s critique regarding Ibn Sina’s relationship between necessary and
possible. In things outside of the mind ‘necessary in itself” can only mean ‘that which do not
have a cause’ and ‘possible in itself” consequently means ‘that which has a cause’. In order to
consequently proceed with his theory, Ibn Rushd has to distinguished natural or causal
necessity from logical necessity. This important step is also probably under the influence of
al-Ghazal’s critique.®*® For Ibn Rushd, as for al-Ghazali, logical necessity represents the
relationship between universal concepts in a judgement, or relations and principles of the
mind. However, causal necessity - and here Ibn Rushd goes against al- Ghazali’s doctrine, or
at least against the doctrine of causality that al- Ghazali elaborates in his Tahafut - is the
principle within very natures of concrete beings, by which they behave in particular way, and
by which they are some determent species. It is these things within the concrete substance that

we successively observe when we attempt to realise its essence.

Therefore, all substances exist and change according to their essences, or natures. These
natures consist of active and passive powers or abilities to impose and accept change. As

Kogan concludes,

“it is the distinctive selection and arrangement of these powers, included in the
structure of an entity that allows us to explain why different individuals belong to
the same or different natural kinds. And this in turn facilitates further
classifications of natural kinds themselves into more encompassing hierarchies of
genera and species,”**’

and further that

“the essential natures of things impose relatively stable patterns and limits upon
the processes of change themselves. For we observe that changes occur in certain
ways and not others, upon the fulfilment of certain conditions and not in their
absence.”33®

334 This idea in Ibn Rushd in what Van den Bergh notices as the identification of essence and existence in The
Incoherence of the Incoherence, Vol. Il, p.137, n. 237.4

335 Tahafut al-Tahdafut, p. 274; 179.

33 On al-Ghazal’s impact on Ibn Rushd see Frank Griffel, The Relationship Between Averroes and al-Ghazals,
in Medieval Philosophy and the Classical Tradition in Islam, Judaism, and Christianity". Edited by John Inglis.
Richmond: Curzon Press, 2002. 51-63.
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This means that the activity of change and motion occurs only insofar as the efficient cause
exists in a state of actuality and its effect is in the state of possibility. Potency and act cannot,
therefore, be taken outside of the context of motion and rest. According to Ibn Rushd, the
existence of a thing as moved occurs only when there is a moving power, therefore every
moved thing therefore needs a mover and if existent does not exist sometimes in potency and
sometimes in act it is an existent by itself.33® Cause is always in some sense prior to its effects,
ontologically prior as something that imposes change and produce the effect, as well as

something that is in itself already fully actualised.

In sum, according to Ibn Rushd, because Ibn Sina placed his metaphysics on wrong
foundations, his entire system is wrong. Ibn Sina’s mistake about existence culminates in his
metaphysical view on causality. His view that the efficient cause is “the bestower of
existence” as well as his distinction between causation investigated in metaphysics from
causation investigated in physics represents a mistake. This will eventually lead Ibn Sina
towards the idea that agent is the one who creates form and brings it into being and implants
into matter - that is the “Giver of Forms”.3* For Ibn Rushd, “if one assumes that the forms are
created, one is led to accept the theory of forms and of the Giver of Forms,” and this leads to
creation ex nihilo doctrine, because if form can be created from nothing, the whole can be
created.3*! Aristotelian form cannot be something that is simply ‘given’ to another thing, as
this would imply its existence before the existence of a thing to which this form belongs,
hence we would have Platonic doctrine. Therefore, Ibn Sina must accept either Platonism or
creationism, both views that can be easily disputed from the perspective of the real
Aristotelianism.

1.4 Causality and Experience

Both Ibn Sina and Ibn Rushd were very well familiar with the importance of experience in
Aristotle’s corpus. In Metaphysics I, 1, 980b Aristotle says:

“Now from memory experience is produced in man; for several memories of the
same thing produce finally the capacity for a single experience. And experience
seems pretty much like science and art, but really science and art come to men
through experience... Now art arises when from many notions gained by
experience one universal judgment about a class of objects is produced. For to

33 Tahafut al-Tahafut, p. 275; 179-180.
340 Tafsir, LAM, t. 18, 1498.
341 |bid., 1503.
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have judgment that when Callias was ill of this disease this did him good, and
similarly in the case of Socrates and in many individual cases, is a matter of
experience; but to judge that it has done good to all persons of a certain
constitution, marked off in one class, when they were ill of this disease, e.g., to
phlegmatic or bilious people when burning with fever-this is a matter of art.
...experience is knowledge of individuals, art of universals.”

Avristotle is the first who analysed systematically scientific knowledge, defined it, described
its essential features, and established strict methods on how to reach the real (or ideal)
knowledge. According to Aristotle, scientific knowledge is the knowledge in the real sense —
it is knowledge of universal, immutable and necessary, the knowledge that shows that
something is the case and cannot be otherwise, it is necessarily true and cannot be false; as
such scientific knowledge depends on first principles (¢py) and first causes of existent.34?
(Posterior Analytics, B, 19; Weisheipl, 1958). Knowledge is passing from unknown towards
known and in order for it to be possible the unknown must represent the potentiality for
knowledge — it is something that is potentially known; in order for the process of knowing to
begin one must know what he/she is looking for. Beside this, things known prior to any
scientific inquiry are the very principles of thought (i.e. principles of logic: the law of non-
contradiction, the law of excluded middle and the law of identity), as well as the nominal
definition of a thing sought.®*® The principle of non-contradiction, the principle that one thing
cannot belong and not to belong to that same thing at the same time and in the same respect, is
according to Aristotle the highest law that represents the principle of all axioms. Whatever is
contradictory cannot exist, hence this law is both logical as well as ontological — it is exactly
due to this unity that logical formulations are equivalent to ontological.>** In this way
Aristotle’s system tends to be a deductive system which is based on axioms, i.e. starting point
of scientific knowledge in the form of immediate premises and first principles, and
definitions, i.e. formulations of essences of things which we get by the process of abstraction
through induction (ézcywys).3*® These logical standards have a special role in Aristotle’s
Secondary Analytics, where the Philosopher describes his rigorous method which must be

applied in every science. Every science must fulfil four basic requirements: (1) it must deal

342 Posterior Analytics, B, 19; for commentary on Posterior Analytics check Weisheipl, Athanasius J.,
Aristotelian Methodology, A Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle, Pontifical Institute of
Philosophy Dominican House of Studies-River Forest, Illinois (1958).

343 posterior Analytics, 11, 19, 99b.
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with a well-defined genus of things that functions as its subject-matter, which is its scope of
investigation, (2) it must be precisely organised in accordance with the relationship between
its subject-matter, properties and principles - it proves certain properties of its subject-matter
by relying ultimately on some undisputable proper principles and common axioms, (3) its
arguments must have demonstrative character, assured by their syllogistic form and the
certainty of the premises of these syllogisms, (4) it must entertain a certain relation of
subordination, parity, or superiority with the other sciences.®*® Besides the analysis of the
relationship between these scientific requirements, Secondary Analytics sets another problem
which may be qualified as epistemological in the real sense: how one acquires first principles
of science?34” Aristotle’s answer to this question indicates a strong empirical tendency within
his philosophical system — emphasis of perception and experience throughout all of his works
evidently influenced philosophical thought after him, including the philosophers of Islamic
civilisation. In his Posterior Analytics Aristotle is explicit on this point: it is necessary that we
become aware of the first principles by the means of induction because this is the way by
which we grasp universal through perception.34

In Aristotle, all universal knowledge is grasped by perception of particular things. Induction is
a method of grasping the universal natures of existent through perception, and according to
Avristotle this is the only way to grasp universals®* - universals are gathered by the mind from
the particulars.>° So the rights method of scientific investigation is to combine the first
principles with inductive method: one observes similarities in individual things and realise
their common features, until all common elements within a species are established, this action
is repeated many times until a formula or a definition of a thing is obtained - in this sense
induction represents a path from particular to universal®! The synthesis between inductive
and intuitive results in the best form of knowledge - scientific demonstration; demonstrative
understanding must proceed from things which are true, primitive and immediate as well as
more familiar, prior and explanatory of the conclusions.3>? Therefore, not every deduction is
demonstration; deduction can be established even if some demonstrative conditions are

missing, however this deduction “will not bring about understanding”.3*® In sum, the first

346 Bertolacci, Establishing Metaphysics, pp. 187-188.
347 posterior Analytics, 11, 19, 99D, 18.

348 |bid., 11, 19, 100b.

349 Ibid., I, 18.

30 1bid., 99b-100b.

351 Topics, 1, 12.

352 posterior Analytics, I, 2, 71b.

33 1hid.
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354 and demonstration

principles of demonstration are axioms, hypotheses, and definitions
must include all the above as well as the inductive method in order to fulfil its role. In this
sense Aristotle’s philosophy is both intuitive and empirical — the fact that did not pass

unnoticed by both Ibn Sina and Ibn Rushd.

There are different interpretations regarding Aristotle’s understanding of induction.
According to David Ross, Aristotle did not have a unique definition of induction. In a most
general sense induction means ‘a process of conclusion which goes from particular towards
universal,®® which is in fact Aristotle’s definition in Topics 105a. Ross underlines tree
meanings of the word: 1) dialectical induction, which is the universal conclusion that
proceeds from particular and forms an opinion, 2) intuitive induction, which represents
knowledge about particular from which universal knowledge is formed, and 3) perfect
induction, which is the valid universal argument based on particular. According to Harari
epagoge is used in two mains senses in Aristotle. The first is the “argumentative sense”,
mainly described in Topics. The second is ‘cognitive sense’ of First Analytics 1, 21 as well as
of Secondary Analytics I, 1. Argumentative induction argumentative induction establishes a
conviction, while cognitive induction leads to a qualitative modification of certain content;
more specifically it leads from an acquaintance with matter to an acquaintance with forms.>%
In Metaphysics 1.1 Aristotle states that a universal judgment is formed through experience and
in Posterior Analytics 11.19 the principle of knowledge emerges from experience. According
to Harari this indicates that grasping the form of a particular object is, according to Aristotle,
an intellective act; intellect is the faculty of grasping forms, while induction is the means of
grasping them.®” This means that induction is not identical with the process that starts with
sense perception and ends with experience; instead, it is an immediate apprehension of
essences or forms, occurring at the first stage of the path from sense perception to
experience.®® According to this interpretation induction is not a mean of establishing
knowledge, but is introduced by Aristotle in order to solve a Greek problem, put forward in
Plato’s Meno (i.e. so called ‘Meno’s puzzle’) and concerns explaining learning as a process,
and not establishing solid foundations for knowledge.* In this sense, induction is a mediator

between two cognitive states: sensation and perception, and leads from the sensual inquiry

34 Harari, Orna, Knowledge and Demonstration, Aristotle's Posterior Analytics (Springer-Science+Business
Media, 2004), p. 4. Abb.: Harari, Knowledge and Demonstration.
3% Ross, David, Aristotle’s Prior and Posterior Analytics (Oxford: Oxford at the Clarendon Press 1949), p. 48.
3% Harari, Knowledge and Demonstration, p. 5.
%7 ibid., p. 35.
38 1hid.
9 ibid., p. 36.
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into the material towards an apprehension of the form, i.e. the essence.®®® Eventually this
process results in a conceptualization; induction leads from sensation to an apprehension of
the essence, while demonstration leads from perceptual understanding to conceptual

understanding.36!

Aristotle’s influence reflects differently in the two Islamic philosophers: while Tbn Sina
emphases empirical approach in his natural philosophy, his metaphysics, as we saw, departs
from Avristotelian foundations. 1bn Rushd, on the other hand, maintains empirical basis for all
branches of knowledge, including metaphysics. In this chapter I will not analyse in detail nor
compare Ibn Sina and Ibn Rushd’s epistemology - such an inquiry would lead deeply into
analysis of their understanding of human soul*®? - but only signify some parts that are

important for their view of metaphysics.
At one point Aristotle says:

“Now of the thinking states by which we grasp truth, some are unfailingly true,
others admit of error — opinion, for instance, and calculation, whereas scientific
knowing and intuition are always true: further, no other kind of thought except
intuition is more accurate than scientific knowledge, whereas primary premises
are more knowable than demonstrations, and all scientific knowledge is
discursive. From these considerations it follows that there will be no scientific
knowledge of the primary premises, and since except intuition nothing can be
truer than scientific knowledge, it will be intuition that apprehends the primary

premises”. 363

This passage indicates that all scientific knowledge must start from the per se evident truths
and induction can be used only to extend knowledge. The right method of investigation would
be observation of similarities in individuals and consideration of what elements they have in
common. When the common elements are realised the definition of a thing is also realised.>®*

In short, Aristotle’s system of scientific knowledge is an axiomatic system that includes

360 jbid., p. 144.
%1 ibid., p. 145.
32 For Ibn Stna see Ali Durusoy, /bn Sind Felsefesinde Insan ve Alemdeki Yeri, IFAV, Istanbul, 2012 as well as
Fazlur Rahman, Ibn Sina’s Psychology, Introduction, Hyperion Press, 1981 and Prophecy in Islam, Phylosophy
and Orthodoxy, George Allen and UNWIN LTD, London, 1958, pp. 14-20; Jari Kaukua, Avicenna on
Subjectivity, A Philosophical Study (Jyvéskyld: University of Jyvaskyld, 2007). For Ibn Rushd see Afred L.
Ivry, The Ontological Entailments of Averroes’ Understanding of Perception, in Theories of Perception in
Medieval and Early Modern Philosophy, Vol. 6, ed. Simo Knuuttila and Pekka Kéarkkainen (Springer Science +
Business Media B.V, 2008). Also, a comparative analysis is presented in Davidson, Herbert A., Alfarabi,
Avicenna and Averroes, on Intellect (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), as well as in Atilla
Arkan, Psikoloji, Nefis ve Akil, in Islam Felsefesi, Tarih ve Problemler (Istanbul: ISAM Yayinlar1, 2013), pp.
569-598.
363 posterior Analytics, 11, 19.
%4 ibid., 11, 13.
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deduction as well as induction. The base of the system consists of axioms, or immediate
premises such as knowledge of the first principles, which are grasped by intuition, and
definitions, or realisations of essences of things which are grasped through the induction.
However, the question about priority of approach within a scientific discipline still remains
open: is science primarily axiomatic or inductive, and what approach belongs to metaphysics?
Certainly, there must be difference in the approach between sciences, for example
mathematics is evidently axiomatic science, while physics relies primarily on the observation
of motion. However, the method of the first philosophy in Aristotle remains unclear. This
unclearness leads Ibn Sina and Ibn Rushd in completely opposite directions. As we can see SO
far, Ibn Sina favours more axiomatic approach for metaphysics, while 1bn Rushd claims that
metaphysician relies on observation inasmuch as it relies on principles established in natural

sciences.

1.4.1 Experience and induction in Ibn Sina

It seems that Ibn Sina’s epistemology, like Descartes’, starts with the thought experiment. In
his Shifa’: al-Nafs (I, 1, 16) Ibn Sina says:

“One of us must imagine himself so that he is created instantaneously and perfect
but with his sight veiled from seeing external [things], [...] floating in air or in a
void so that the resistance of the air does not impact him — an impact he would
have to sense — and with his limbs separated from each other so that they neither
meet nor touch each other. [He must] then consider whether he affirms the
existence of his self. He will not hesitate with affirming that his self exists, but he
will not thereby affirm any of his limbs, any of his internal organs, the heart or the
brain, or any external thing. Instead, he will affirm his self without affirming for it
length, breadth or depth. If it were possible for him in that state to imagine a hand
or some other limb, he would not imagine it as part of his self or a condition to his
self. You know that what is affirmed is different from what is not affirmed and
that what is confirmed is different from what is not confirmed. Hence, the self
whose existence he has affirmed is exclusive to him in that it is he himself,
different from his body and limbs which he has not affirmed. Thus, he who takes
heed has the means to take heed of the existence of the soul as something different
from the body — indeed, as different from any body at all — and to know and be

aware of it”.3%°

365 al-Nafs I, 1, 16. The quotation is taken from Jari Kaukua, Ibn Sina and His Heritage, academia.edu, and Self-

Awareness in Islamic Philosophy, 2015, p. 35; in the original Bakos, v. 1, 1956, pp. 18-19:
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This paragraph represents much more than a starting point of science of psychology. In fact, I
would argue, we can see that one cannot conceptually grasp his own existence without
previous knowledge about the meaning of ‘existence’, because even if he would be
instantaneously created as self-ness only, “he will not hesitate with affirming that his self
exists...”%%® Therefore, the meaning of ‘existence’, as something primarily impressed in the
soul®®” is the condition for every knowledge including the acknowledgment of the self. One
could argue that the knowledge of the self and the process of grasping the meaning of
‘existence’ are both intuitive and instant, hence we cannot talk about priority of knowledge of
existence. This is the valid point, however, the priority that I am talking about is ontological
rather than temporal: although acknowledgment of the self and of existence are two
temporally undividable instances, the affirmation of self-existence is impossible without the
knowledge of the meaning of ‘existence’; in this sense all knowledge ontologically depend on
the meaning of ‘existence’ and this is, | believe, the starting point of Ibn Sina’s ontology as
well as of his epistemology. Ibn Sina, however, is not using his ‘thought experiment’ to
speculate in this direction. He rather points towards the substance dualism that is going to be

demonstrated further on.368

In his Secondary Analytics of al-Shifa’, or Kitab al-Burhan, Ibn Sina examines ways by
which one may grasp the starting premises for use in demonstrative arguments. Here he draw
an important distinction between induction (al-istigra’) and experience (al-tajriba). Ibn Sina
understands that for Avristotle induction is the way to grasp universals.>® According to him,
Aristotle’s definition is acceptable: induction is a method of learning and understanding
scientific knowledge with the help of perception, it is a method that concludes from particular
cases towards the universal truths, or “...a passage from individuals to universals...”3"® Yet
this acceptance is not without critique; for Ibn Sina even the complete induction is not
sufficient for grasping the universal and necessary truths. In his Kitab al-Burhan he criticise

Avristotelian foundation of induction stating that this method is not sufficient on its own.3
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366 Emphasis added.

37 al-Liahiyyat, 1, 5, (1).

368 Kaukua, Jari, Self-Awareness in Islamic Philosophy, Avicenna and Beyond, Cambridge University Press

(2015), p. 38. Abb.: Kaukua, Self-Awareness.

369 posterior Analytics, I, 18.

370 Topics, 1, 12.

371 Akasoy Anna A. and Fidora Alexander, The Structure and Methods of the Sciences, in The Routledge

Companion to Islamic Philosophy, eds. R. C. Taylor, L. X. L6pez Farjeat (London-New York: Routledge, 2016,

pp. 105-114), p. 111.
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It is a matter of interpretation and debate whether Ibn Sina excludes induction from
metaphysical knowledge, i.e. can metaphysics achieve its goal, proving Gods existence,
without any help from natural sciences. Detailed insight into this problem requires study on its
own.3> However, | already argued that the most plausible interpretation is that there is the
distinction between methods of grasping metaphysical knowledge and that of natural sciences
in Ibn Sina. In short, | believe that Ibn Sina’s ‘empiricism’ in his Kitab al-Burhan and his
approach to metaphysics as it is described in Kitab al-Shifa’ al-Ilahiyyat and in Kitab al-
Isharat wa-1-Tanbihat are connected in a very special way, so that metaphysical science can
use certain empirical notions and yet remain independent. My idea is that even if the notions
of ‘induction’ and ‘experience’ play a very important role in Ibn Stna’s philosophical system,
these notions have no significance within metaphysics as science of existent qua existent in
the sense of achieving the ultimate goal of this science: proving God’s existence.
Metaphysical principles are established on the consideration of existence and as such secure
empiricism in natural sciences from any sort of sceptical doubt. Amongst these principles the
most important for natural sciences is the principle of causation, which is implied by the a
priori notion of ‘existence’ and by its most general division between necessary and
contingent. ‘A priori’ here means that the meaning of ‘existence’ represents a primary
intuition of the soul and is known without the mediation of any principle or concept — this
stands also for ‘necessary’ and ‘possible’ as well as for ‘thing’.3"® In this sense metaphysics is
not in a need for natural sciences in order to achieve its ultimate goal. Still, in another sense
where metaphysics cooperates with natural sciences in order to explain the relationship
between the world and its ultimate cause, metaphysician uses certain empirical notions.
Natural sciences, on the other hand, are in need of metaphysics to secure their subject-
matter.3”* In any case, both metaphysics and natural sciences must rely on each other in order
to provide the complete scientific picture of the world, but metaphysics remains independent

in the sense of proving God’s existence. This will be explained in the following chapters.

As Ibn Sina sees it, the development of logic does not end with Aristotle. Although Aristotle

was indeed the first who established the basic of modal logic,®® for Ibn Sina there is an entire

372 | already argued that the most plausible interpretation is that there is the distinction between methods of
grasping metaphysical knowledge and that of natural sciences in Ibn Sina in Empiricism and Metaphysics; A
Fundamental Relation for Founding Philosophy as Science in Avicenna, in Logos, Journal of Philosophy and
Religion, Vol. 5, No. 1-2 (Tuzla, January-July, 2017).

373 Shehadi, Metaphysics, p. 72.

374 Bertolacci, Establishing Metaphysics, pp. 192-193.

375 Makin, Stephen, Energeia and Dunamis, in The Oxford Handbook of Aristotle, ed. Christopher Shields
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), p. 401.
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realm of modal syllogistic to be researched and incorporated into scientific knowledge.*’

Indeed, Ibn Sina’s al-Shifa’ can be considered a kind of commentary on Aristotle’s works, but
one has to take into account that it contains many doubts regarding the Philosopher’s main
ideas; in this sense Ibn Sina’s ‘comments’ on various subject-matters of Aristotelian

discussions while following the form of his main works,*”’

starting from Organon and ending
with Metaphysics. One of most notable segment where Ibn Sina partly follows Aristotle,
while criticise him at the same time is in Kitab al-Burhan, especially in the part 1.9. Ibn Sina
accepts Aristotle’s idea of demonstration (burhan); it is the method by which one reaches
certain and necessary knowledge.®’® It establishes the fact and explains that fact in a universal
way by showing the necessary connection between subject and predicate within the
judgement. This necessary relationship between subject and predicate is connected with a
middle term which is the medium of demonstration. Demonstration is the main method of
science that justifies the validity and necessity of scientific explanations.®”® Premises of
demonstration have to be universal, eternal and necessary, while the ideal example of
syllogistic form is the first modus of the first figure (also known in the West as ‘Barbara’).
Further on, demonstration can be of two types: propter quid (burhan lima), which provides a
cause of thing being proved and quia (burhan inna), which establishes that something is the

case from its effect as proven fact.
In a very important paragraph of his al-Zlahiyyat Tbn Sina says:

“Again, knowledge of the absolute causes comes about after the science
establishing the existence of causes for those things that have causes. For, as long
as we have not established the existence of causes for those things that are effects
(by establishing that the existence of [the latter] has a relation to what precedes
them in existence), it does not become a rational necessity that there is an absolute
cause and that there is here some cause. As for sensation, it leads only to
concomitance. And it is not the case that, if two things are concomitants, it then
follows necessarily that one of them is the cause of the other. The persuaded belief
that occurs to the soul due to the multiplicity [of things] conveyed by sensation
and empirical test does not become assured, as you have known, except through
the knowledge that the things that exist are, for the most part, either natural or
voluntary. And this, in reality, depends on the affirmation of underlying reasons
and the acknowledgment of the existence of reasons and causes. This is not a
primary [self]-evident [knowledge] but is something commonly held... ... the

376 Street, Tony, Arabic Logic, in Handbook of the History of Logic, ed. Dov M. Gabbay, John Woods & Akihiro
Kanamori (Amsterdam, Boston: Elsevier, 2004, pp. 534-596), pp. 547-552. Abb.: Street, Arabic Logic.
377 Back, Allan, Avicenna the Commentator, in Medieval Commentaries on Aristotle's Categories, ed. Lloyd A.
Newton (Leiden, Boston, Brill; 2008, pp.31-73), p. 46.
378 al-Burhan, 1.7, 31; 78.
37 jbid., 1.7 30-31; 76.
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demonstrative proof of the above does not belong to the other sciences. Hence, it
must belong to this science.”38°

Ibn Sina underlines that the knowledge of absolute causes can be established only after causal
relationship is grasped between ‘caused things’, but also states, like al-Ghazali, that
“sensation leads only to concomitance” and concomitance leads only to habit, or something
that is not evident but only “commonly held”, i.e. to something that represents an opinion. In
order to establish ultimate causes we must primarily recognise all things as caused. This is not
possible by any sort of empirical research. The only way to know this is by metaphysical
inquiry into distinction between necessary as something whose non-existence cannot be
postulate without contradiction, and possible as something whose non-existence can be
postulate without contradiction. As we already stated, the meaning of ‘existence’ implies the
division of necessary and contingent, while contingent implies causality; because whatever is
per se such that its non-existence can be imagined without contradiction must be caused by
something else. Causality is, therefore, a metaphysical notion that is only recognised in
observable nature, but has its conceptual origin in the consideration of existence. If the origin
of knowledge of causality is not in natural sciences, which is clear from the fact that
perception (idrak) leads only to opinion, it must have its origin in metaphysical inquiry. This
means that the consideration of existence which implies the division between necessary and
possible in itself is prior to the notion of ‘causality’ and implies it and not vice versa (that
from the notion of ‘causality’ we grasp the division between ‘necessary’ and ‘possible’). This
is why all natural sciences depend on metaphysics. Their main principle, namely ‘causal
relationship’, is demonstrated in first philosophy. That every observable thing has a cause is
intuitively known because of ‘awake-ness’ of the human soul through knowledge of existence
(primarily self-existence) and further recognised through perception. This is why natural
scientist does not question causal relationship between things, but postulates it. However,
what is intuitively known needs to be proven and the only science that can provide such proof
is metaphysics. The proof in metaphysics is based, like everything else, on the notions of ‘the

existent’, ‘the necessary’ and ‘the thing’ through which it is realised that existence implies

%0 al-llahiyyat, 1, 1, (16):
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necessity. Whatever is possible needs something else in order to exist and to persist with its
existence - its cause. | believe that this is overlooked by McGinnis in his interpretation of ‘lbn
Sina’s naturalised epistemology’. However, this does not mean that we cannot talk about Ibn

381

Sina’s naturalized epistemology in some sense that McGinnis does so,°°* as well as about Ibn

Stna’s ‘empiricism, 3% at least to some degree.

According to McGinnis, for Ibn Sina the methods and tools of good science in the case of
demonstrative knowledge are predominately logical, but the purpose of logic is not for any
sort of ‘foundationalist’ reconstruction of the world that should begin with a priori
knowledge.38® Instead, all science is based on observation through which one grasps causal
relations. According to this view, there are no concepts of causal relations through a priori
reasoning, but only through abstraction or ‘methodic experience’ (as McGinnis translates Ibn
Stna’s term ‘tajriba’).3* Therefore,
“Avicenna takes the reality of causal relations for granted as part of his
naturalism; for to deny causal relations would make the events in the world
matters of mere happenstance and so would leave unexplained the manifest
regular and orderly occurrence of events. In effect, to deny causal relations would

undermine the very possibility of science understood as an investigation and

explanation of the world’s order, a position that Avicenna simply will not

countenance”.38°

Similar idea is introduced by Barry Kogan, who translates Ibn Sina’s tajriba as “tested

experience’:

3L In McGinnis, Jon, Avicenna’s Naturalized Epistemology and Scientific Method, in The Unity of Science in the
Arabic Tradition, eds. Shahid Rahman, Tony Street, Hassan Tahiri (Springer, 2008) pp. 129-152. Abb.:
McGinnis, Avicenna’s Naturalized Epistemology.

32 As in Gutas’ The Empiricism of Avicenna (2012, pp. 391-436), where he argues that all knowledge in lbn
Sina is grasped through sense perception. In order to prove this supposition Gutas firstly underlines Ibn Sina’s
classification of means through we grasp certain “data,” and so we have: imaginative data, sense-data, data of
reflection, tested and proven data, data provided by finding the middle term of a syllogism based on experience,
data provided by sequential and multiple reports, estimative data, primary data, data with built-in-syllogisms,
equivocal data, conceded or admitted data, absolute endoxic data, limited endoxic data, data approved by
authority, initially endoxic but unexamined data, and suppositional data (Gutas, 2012, pp. 396-397). However, |
would argue that the meaning of ‘existence’ is not some sort of ‘data’ as it is the absolute meaning, and any form
of data must always be something specific, either as specific particular, species or genus. Instead, the meaning of
‘existence’ is the condition for making sense of any data, it is the condition for knowledge and is as such a
priori. Hence the idea that in Ibn Sina cognition starts as tabula rasa is very doubtful, as in that case the meaning
of ‘existence’ would be inferred (this way or another) which would further indicate that it can be categorised.

383 McGinnis, Avicenna’s Naturalized Epistemology, p. 147.

34 Ibid., p. 134. In the initial phase of the development of his theory, in Scientific Methodologies in Medieval
Islam (in Journal of the History of Philosophy, 41, No. 3, The Johns Hopkins University Press: July 2003, pp.
307-327), McGinnis translates Ibn Sina’s tajriba as ‘examination’ and ‘experimentation’. Later on he altered the
translation into ‘methodic experience’.

%5 |bid.
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“the empirical basis for the notion of necessary connection is here attributed to the
observation of regular association of things and (or) events in nature. But it is
important to note that Avicenna does not claim that we perceive necessary

connections as such. The apprehension of necessity is not a matter of perceiving,

but of making judgments about what we repeatedly perceive”.%

According to Kogan, this judgement is possible due to tested experience which represents an
observation of regular repetition of an entity or event that is accompanied by another; “what
these cases of regular association do represent is a kind of demonstration that such a
uniformity is the result of a necessity inherent in specific natures. Ibn Stna illustrates his point

by explaining the purgative powers of scammony”.%’

In any case Ibn Sina sees experience as a sort of combination of inductive and syllogistic
reasoning,®® hence it is undeniable that his scientific approach is in some sense ‘naturalistic’,
as it is clear from his favourite medical example of the phenomenon that Convolvulus
scammonia purges bile, but this is not all there is to his epistemology. | would argue that Ibn
Sina’s ‘naturalism’ or ‘empiricism’ should be strictly limited to his philosophy of nature.
Sensation leads only to concomitance, as it is stated in al-Zlahiyyat 1, 1, (16), and without
some a priori concepts it would be impossible to pass from induction to ‘methodic’ or ‘tested’
experience — it would be impossible for the soul to grasp any meaning without some prior
meaning. This works the same as Aristotelian relationship between potentiality and actuality:
in order for something to pass from the state of potency into the state of actuality it needs
something that is already actual — thus for Ibn Sina in order for any conception about things to
be grasped by our intellect it needs an actual conception prior to it. This conception, or
grasped meaning, requires another conception and so on ad infinitum, but this would make
any conception impossible. Therefore, there must be a conception that is 1) impressed in the
soul, i.e. a priori, 2) known intuitively as something best known and 3) represent something
most universal, so it can be a medium of intellect in grasping other meanings - for Ibn Sina

such is the meaning of ‘existence’, together with ‘necessity’ and ‘thing’.

Causality is metaphysical notion that is only recognised in observable nature and acquired as
something that exists in things as fundamental principle of that nature through tested
experience. That every observable thing must have a cause is intuitively known due to the

intuitive knowledge of existence, and because of this the kinds of causes are realisable and

386 Kogan, Metaphysics of Causation, p. 88.

%7 |bid., p. 87.

388 Janssens, Jules L., “Experience” (tajriba) in Classical Arabic Philosophy (al-Farabi — Avicenna, Questio, 1V,
(2004, pp. 45-62), p. 61.
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classifiable by the means of abstraction (zajrid) and experience (tajriba). In this sense
metaphysics relies on natural sciences to some degree, because without experience it would
be impossible to have a metaphysical analysis and classification of causes into material,
formal, efficient and final. Without these conceptual distinctions we would know only one
type of causality, that is the proper metaphysical, or the efficient causality. Although this
would be sufficient to prove God’s existence, it would not be sufficient to explain the world in

a complete way.

Therefore, although strong in his empiricism, Ibn Sina’s philosophy implies some sort of
foundationalism because all knowledge rests upon primitive metaphysical notions that cannot
be grasped by experience. By these notions it is possible to found certainty in the world, and
because of this conviction it may be that Ibn Sina did not uphold any sort of systematic
refutation of scepticism — this is not needed as it is impossible to doubt in existence. The way
he sees it, there was no need for scepticism, because “the meanings of ‘the existent,” ‘the
thing,” and ‘the necessary’ are impressed in the soul in a primary way [and] this impression
does not require better known things to bring it about.”®®® This means that although concept
and assent are form in the theoretical faculty that cooperates with both external and internal
senses, ¥ the ultimate meaning of ‘existence’ remains as the a priori condition for making

sense out of acquired data.

There is another passage in Ibn Sina’s Metaphysics that would support this interpretation; in

al-Ilahiyyat he says:

“Concerning the order [in which] this science [is studied], it should be learned
after the natural and mathematical sciences. As regards the natural [sciences], this
is because many of the things admitted in this science are among the things made
evident in the natural sciences as [for example] generation and corruption, change,
place, time, the connection of every moved thing by a mover, the termination of
[all] moved things with a first mover, and other than these.”3%

Interestingly, among things that are admitted in metaphysics and become evident in natural

sciences there is no causality. Someone might say that causality might go under “...and other

39 al-liahiyyat, 1, 5, (1).

3% The explanation of the external and internal senses is offered by Ibn Sina’s in an-Nafs, I, 5; external senses

(hawass zahira) are: sight, hearing, smell, taste and touch; internal (kawdss batina) are: common sense, imagery

faculty, cogitative faculty, estimation and memory (more in Durusoy, 2012, pp. 114-219, Strobino, 2015c, also

Kaukua, Self-Awareness, pp. 25-29).

$al-Mlahiyyat, 1,3, (6):
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than these”, but I would like to underline that this problem is too important not to be explicitly
mentioned at this place. That is unless causality is something that becomes evident in
metaphysics and only admitted in natural sciences. This, | believe, further supports the idea of
Ibn Sina’s foundationalism: there is no need to refute scepticism due to a priori notions that
are “impressed” in the soul and that represent an ultimate foundation for all scientific

knowledge.

Regarding Aristotle’s conception of demonstration, Ibn Sina completely adopts it the
relationship between subject and predicate in scientific research is not evident. In this case
one has to reach for experience which then becomes the foundation of demonstration.
However, when the the relationship between subject and predicate belongs to the very being

392 50 in this case we

of the subject, the connection is necessary and the knowledge is certain,
do not need empirical data. The metaphysical knowledge is exactly of this latter kind; it
represents the complex analysis of existence qua such until God’s existence is established
through series of deductive syllogism. Because of this characteristic metaphysical knowledge
is not demonstrative (burhan) in a typical Aristotelian sense, but evident through clear

implications - al-da/a il al-wadiha.3®

1.4.2 Ibn Rushd’s Naturalistic Nominalism

Ibn Rushd does not criticise the above mentioned ideas directly, but he is aware of them, at
least to some degree due to al- Ghazali’s Tahafut. Still it is not difficult to reconstruct what
might be his critique of Ibn Stna from his own epistemological perspective. Ibn Rushd tries to
find a middle ground between Ibn Sina’s foundationalism and al-Ghazali’s scepticism. The

result is exactly what McGinnis attributes to Ibn Stna: a real naturalised epistemology.

For Ibn Rushd, all our insight about the world is founded on observation of substances that
behave in particular way and by conceptualisation and categorization of their essences®¥ that
are distinct from their existence only in the mind, but never in themselves. All observed being
is grasped by intellectual faculties as imagined forms which are further processed and various

concepts are formed.>® What we identify in observation through time is a continuous activity

392 al-Burhan, 1, 9, [43].

33 al-Llahiyyat, VI, 5, (14).

3% Taylor, Richard C., Averroes’ Epistemology and its Critique by Aquinas, in Medieval Masters: Essays in
Memory of Msgr. E. A. Synan (Houston, TX: University of St. Tomas: 1999, pp.147-177), pp. 153-158.

3% Montada, Josep Puig, Averroes on the Cognitive Process, in Intellect et imagination dans la philosophie
médiévale / Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagédo na Filosofia Medieval:
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of one thing on another3%

- “what exists in reality and absolutely is substance; the other
categories exist relatively”.3®” And although in his earlier work it seems that lon Rushd
accepted positions that are closer to Ibn Sina regarding the innate knowledge of primary
intelligibles (al-ma ‘qulat al-awwal), later he definitely upholds the opinion that all natural
primaries must have a sensory origin, even if we are sometimes not aware of it>>® and that no
principle whatsoever, including the first principles common to all sciences, is established
through a sort of a priori knowledge.®*® Therefore, instead some metaphysical analysis that is
detached from everything that is material, repetitive observation leads to certainty. Each thing
is determined by its specific nature, which further determines its behaviour and its accidental
properties, as well conceptions and definition that we have about them. These specific natures
are things identity, its essence as well as its existence; in substance per se there is there is no
distinction between these two. What we observe is, therefore, what happens in the majority of
cases, thus in scientific quest we search for the reason why this happens so often and in
accordance to the same pattern. Whatever happens within the relationship between the
efficient cause and its effect, happens because of both active power of the cause as well as
because of passive power of the effect*® - it is up to philosopher to explain their natures in

accordance with their natural behaviour.

Because the essential nature of things is as evident as the logical law of identity, there is no
justification for doubt in experience; observation informs us about specific natures of things
as well as about causal links between them. This corresponds with the logical principles of
non-contradiction and excluded middle; affirmation and negation cannot be united in the same
time and in the same respect - this is the principle of every theoretical research, “anyone who
rejects this principle cannot argue soundly, nor can he put forward any positive or negative
argument”.**! This simply means that the one who denies causal relations cannot make sense
of the observed reality.*®> We can grasp certain knowledge if we are familiar with a very

difficult process of demonstrative reasoning which includes the fundamental principles of

Actes du Xle Congreés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour I’Etude, ed.
Maria Candida Pacheco and Jose Francisco Meirinhos (Brepols: 2006, pp. 583-594), p. 589.

3% Kogan, Metaphysics of Causation, p. 94.

397 Tafsir, LAM, t. 3, 1415.

3% Black, Deborah L., Constructing Averroes’ Epistemology, in Interpreting Averroes, Critical Essays, eds.
Peter Adamson and Matteo Di Giovanni (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019), pp. 97-98. Abb.:
Black, Averroes’ Epistemology.

399 Cerami, Cristina, Averroes’ Natural Philosophy as Science of Nature, in Interpreting Averroes, Critical
Essays, eds. Peter Adamson and Matteo Di Giovanni (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019, pp. 177-
197), p. 179. Abb.: Cerami Averroes’ Natural Philosophy.

400 | C Physics 11, t. 48.

401 Tafsir, LAM, 1400,

402 Fakhry, Majid, Averroes (Ibn Rushd) His Life, Works and Influence (Oxford: Oneworld 2008), p. 26
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logic as well as the observation of the outside phenomenon. Everything else is sophistry,
whether in the form of sceptical doubt of al-Ghazali, or metaphysical foundationalism of Ibn
Stna. Sceptical doubt is an insult for intelligence, because intelligence is nothing but the
perception of things with their causes, that distinguishes itself from all the other faculties of
apprehension and therefore the denial of causal relations means the denial of intellect.*® This
is obvious from Aristotelian perspective: intellect is the perception of intelligibles, and
“...what is intelligible in things is their innermost reality”.#®* In fact, according to Ibn Rushd,
intellect is nothing but the perception of the intelligibles in which there is no real difference

between the intellect and the intelligible once the intelligible is abstracted.4%

Aristotelianism interpreted in this way is the condition for scientific certainty because the
most important implication of logical principles is the existence of causes and effects.
Causality is the basis for all knowledge, as things are known and explained through their
causes - to deny this means that nothing can be known, i.e. that no proof nor definition can be
established.*®® Therefore, if knowledge about the world depends on the acknowledgment of
substance as well as of acknowledgment of causal connection, the substance is in this sense a
cause?®’” inasmuch as it interacts in accordance with its nature and produces motion and

change.

As for metaphysical foundationalism of Ibn Sina, it overlooks the distinction between
conceptual and ontological: “there is a great difference between things which are conceptually
and ontologically distinct, and those which are conceptually distinct, but not
ontologically...”.*®® The foundation of Ibn Stna’s metaphysics, and with it the foundation of
his whole scientific corpus, is that essential conceptual distinction corresponds with the
ontological distinction within things themselves. However, if scientific knowledge must start
from observation of the particular, then the particular have absolute epistemological priority
over the universal. This is the only adequate approach because “universals are not substances
existing outside the soul. They denote substances”.*®® This is the key point in Ibn Rushd’s
interpretation of Aristotle: “for Aristotle, the universals are gathered by the mind from the

particulars, that is to say it takes the resemblance between them and makes it into one

493 Tahafut al-Tahafut, p. 425; 291.
4% ibid., p.280; 183.

405 jbid.

4% ibid., p. 426; 292.

47 Tafsir, LAM, 1533.

408 ibid., t. 39, 1623.

499 ibid., 1403.
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concept, as it is said in the Book of Demonstration”.**® This means that the true knowledge
must be based on this knowledge of the particular. However, knowledge is about universal
and “...universals are intelligibles which are consequent on and posterior to existents...”,*!
“for the knowledge created in us is always in conformity with the nature of the real thing,
since the definition of truth is that a thing is believed to be such as it is in reality”.*'? The
predication of existence, like any other predication, does not imply the real existence of a
thing which any meaning is predicated to. The necessary universal predications do not reveal

any positive truth about the world.*!3

Ibn Rushd’s interpretation of Aristotle, hence the starting point for discovering the truth, is
clear: universals do not have existence outside the soul and are only abstracted from the
particulars by discursive thought.*'* As Catarina Belo pointed out, for lbn Rushd “to say that
something exists is simply to say that something is the case, or that a thing has a certain
property; his interpretation of Aristotle is also noteworthy in that quiddity and existence go
hand in hand and cannot be separated”.**> To compare it with Ibn Sina, we could say that in
Ibn Rushd’s philosophy beings have a greater degree of autonomy.**® Substance cannot just
depend on its external cause, it is necessary for an individual to have its own nature and

powers in order to be possible to explain its behaviour and coming to be and passing away.

As intellect naturally reaches universal certitude when presented with the appropriate sensory
information, it does not need to grasp any hidden syllogism; maybe it is for this reason that
there is no need for the distinction between induction and experience in lbn Rushd.*!” The
only distinction here is between complete and incomplete induction: only the complete
induction can be considered as scientific; however, this does not mean that all individuals of
one class have to be examined, but only that one must verify that the statement is true of all
species belonging to the class under examination.*'® Causal necessity is not an abstract
phenomenon, but something that we observe in nature as the result of particular substances

that have power of doing specific things, “regardless of whether these effects appear as

40 ibid., t. 4, 1417.

M Tahafut al-Tahafut, p. 281; 184.

412 jbid., XVII, 1, p. 433; 296.

413 Thom, Averroes’ Logic, p. 88.

414 Tafsir, LAM, t. 27, 1543. It seems that Aristotle would not support this view, for him forms are also present
in the individual being. Regarding this interpretation, Ibn Rushd’s is seemingly more under influence of
Alexander of Aphrodisias, hence it cannot be said that Ibn Rushd’s naturalism is based strictly on Aristotle’s
works.

415 Belo, Essence and Existence, p. 420.

416 |bid., p. 421.

417 Black, Averroes’ Epistemology, pp. 101-103.

418 As Cerami notices, this idea Ibn Rushd’s owes to al-Farabi: Cerami Averroes’ Natural Philosophy, p. 188.
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substantive, qualitative, quantitative, or local changes.”**® This is why Kogan states that lbn
Rushd’s “empirical defence of necessary causal connection is bound to ontology of
substances and accidents, with the distinctive feature that he conceives of substances as
dynamic entities possessed of powers and dispositions.”*?® We could add that this “ontology
of substances” is also bound to the logical law of identity, which is intuitively known as the
ultimate law of all reality, and therefore if anything exist this law cannot be broken. The law
of identity and the nature of substance guarantees certainty if one approach them in the proper

(i.e. Aristotelian) way.

This is why for Ibn Rushd causal relationship between the efficient cause and its effect cannot
be consistently denied and hence represents a sophistical doubt; it is something that goes
against common sense.*?! That every act must have an agent is per se evident claim.
However, to answer the question whether causes by themselves are sufficient to perform their
acts, requires for Ibn Rushd much investigation and research.*?? Science is, therefore, about
establishing the laws and causal explanation about reality and all this is based on the self-
evident premise that ‘every act must have an agent’. Still, this self-evidence is not some a
priori knowledge, or knowledge based on some a priori concepts that are “impressed in the
soul” by ‘Active Intellect’ or Divine act, but something that must be admitted in order to

make sense of the observable world.

Intellect is the same with conceived intelligible, it is “nothing but the perception of the order
and arrangement of existing things”.*?® It is ordered according the laws of logic and is able to
recognise the order in the world, hence to adequately fulfil the demands of the natures of
existing things in respect of their order and arrangement.*?* Still, intelligible is not the
particular, but the universal, and this knowledge cannot grasp the essence/existence of a thing
as it is in itself*® - universals are intelligibles which are consequent on and posterior to
existents, thus our knowledge of things represents exactly this ‘posteriority’. Yet it is evident
that the intellect in itself is the harmony and order and as such it seeks explanations that will
correspond with that order. Due to the fact that this sort of explanation can be achieved about
the world it becomes plain for Ibn Rushd that the world is the effect of the intellect whose

knowledge is not the effect of the object, but causes all objects. Every concrete being

419 Kogan, Metaphysics of Causation, p. 95
420 |bid.

“2L Tahafut al-Tahafut, XV, 1, p. 423; 290.
422 ibid. p. 423; 291.

423 jhid., p. 280; 183.

424 ibid., p. 281; 184.

425 ibid.
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represents a substance that acts in accordance of the order of the intellect, “and this cannot
happen by accident, nor can it happen through an intellect which resembles our intellect; no,
this can only occur through an intellect more exalted than all beings, and this intellect is
neither a universal nor an individual”.*?® Without this ‘order of the intellect’ there would be
no logical laws, and even if we would be able to postulate any kind of existence that existence
would be a subject to every kind of possibility and no certainty or permanent knowledge
would be possible.*?” To know thing as they are in themselves, therefore, means to know them
universally in a way that this knowledge reflects their true common nature, and not to know
them as they are in themselves qua individuals. This knowledge is possible only due to the
Supreme (or Divine) Intellect, that represents the highest order, that establishes the order in
the world of substances as well as in the human intellect, and so by actualising human
material intellect.® This order represents the logic of the world, according to which all things
have their attributes that determine them as opposites and correlates - things that cannot be
united and things that cannot be separated; this represents the determination of the Divine
intellect, and this order cannot be otherwise.*?® In fact, from this order in nature we intuitively

grasp logical principles, according to which intellect is able to behave as intellect.**

As we can see, the Aristotelian starting point that existence primarily means substance implies
a tendency in philosophy that is in a sense empirical and nominalist: all knowledge starts from
observation, there is nothing ‘impressed’ in the soul and universals are not substances existing
outside the soul, they only denote the specific natures of substances. From this follows that
there are two main types of necessity: logical necessity (what cannot be otherwise) and causal
necessity (what happens for the most part) - these two types of necessity correspond with each
other due to the fact that all existence is maintained by the motion caused by the Divine

intellection.

426 jbid.
427 jbid., p. 432; 296.
428 Davidson, Herbert A., Alfarabi, Avicenna and Averroes, on Intellect, Oxford and New York: Oxford
University Press, (1992), pp. 316-321. Abb.: Davidson, Alfarabi, Avicenna and Averroes, on Intellect.
42 Tahafut al-Tahafut, p. 443; 303.
430 jbid.
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SECOND PART: GOD AND THE WORLD
2.1 Ibn Sina and Ibn Rushd on proving God’s existence
2.1.1 Ibn Sina’s metaphysical proof for the existence of God

At the beginning of his al-Ilahiyyat Tbn Sina draws the conclusion that the demonstration for
God’s existence cannot be sought after in any other science except metaphysics and that
God’s existence as something that is not evident per se represents the ultimate goal of this

science:

“You ought to know that, within [this subject] itself there is a way to show that
the purpose in this science is to attain a principle without [requiring first] another
science. For it will become clear to you anon, through an intimation, that we have
a way for proving the First Principle, not through inference from sensible things,
but through universal, rational premises [(a)] that necessitate [the conclusion] that
there must be for existence a principle that is necessary in its existence; [(b)] that
renders [it] impossible for [the latter] to be in [any] respect multiple or changing;
and [(c)] that necessitate [the conclusion] that [this principle] is the principle of
the whole [of the other existents] and that [this] whole is necessitated [by the
principle] according to the order [possessed by] the whole. Due to our impotence,
however, we are unable to adopt this demonstrative method which is a method of
arriving at the secondary [existents] from the [primary] principles and from the
cause to the effect-except in [the case of] some aggregates of the orders of
existence, [and even then] not in detail.”*3!

Ibn S1na intentionally narrows his options; there is a proof for God’s existence, but it can be
provided only by this ‘special’ science in a rather particular way according to which: 1) no
other kind of scientific inquiry is needed, 2) any sort of inference from sensible things is
excluded and 3) only universal premises are acceptable. The first point indicates that Ibn Sina
has in mind to establish something that we might call ‘a standalone metaphysical proof’. The
second point narrows things down even further: the rpoof cannot be based on any concept that
originates from abstraction - there must be a sort of a priori conception. Therefore, these three

points imply that the proof represents knowledge that is discursive a priori. This sort of

4L al-llahiyyat, (1, 3, (L1): )
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knowledge is the exact ambition for the science that tends to represent “the best” and “the

most correct and perfect knowledge.”*3?

| would argue that in Ibn Sina metaphysics is the science whose goal is to provide the proof
for God’s existence through the analysis of the notion of ‘existence’ and other primary
concepts that cannot be defined, as well as to provide the general explanation of the world by
showing the manner in which it proceeds from God. It is a standalone science that does not
require any other scientific method or content except its own. Yet although its deductive
method is completely independent of any other scientific approach and content, metaphysics
alone can provide only limited knowledge of the world because it is based on a pure analysis
(which is, I believe, indicated at the end of above quotation from al-/lahiyyat |, 3, (11). This is
why metaphysics cannot stand alone as science about the world - only as science that proves
the existence of God. In order to explain the world in proper manner metaphysics needs
natural sciences to complete its general theories with particular principles. Metaphysics offers
only standalone proof for the existence of God, as well as proofs for the most universal
principles of other sciences. As we saw, the basis of metaphysics is ontology. Due to the fact
that realisation of existence and self is the basis of all knowledge, perception and conception,
metaphysics in essence represents the discursive a priori knowledge and the only way that
can provide the proof for the existence of God.

Ibn Sina’s metaphysical proof is specific in several ways. There is a good reason why it is
categorised as ontological, cosmological, metaphysical, or proof from contingency. | will
argue that the proof is essentially ontological, but not in the sense that it starts from the
nominal definition of God, nor from the notion of ‘perfection’. Instead, it is based on the
ontological division of existence into necessary and possible as well as on consideration of
meanings of this division and its implications. If Tbn Sina’s main idea is to establish the
science of metaphysics that starts from the most general notion of ‘existence’, metaphysical
proof must be based on the very specific method that is strictly axiomatic and deductive and

does not involve any a posteriori knowledge.

The above quoted words from al-Z/ahiyyat are compatible with the concluding remarks of the
final chapter (29) of the forth part of al-Isharat, which is entitled: “Proof for the Existence of
That Which Is Necessary in Itself by Means of Reflection on Existence Itself”, where Ibn Sina

states that from previous analysis (in his Remarks) it becomes clear that demonstration of the

42 ibid., I, 1, (9); 1, 2, (18).
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First’s existence does not require reflection on anything other than existence itself.*** Also,
this way of demonstration is “more solid and nobler” than any other way, and it consists in the
consideration of the state of existence, which “attests to the First inasmuch as it is existence,
after that the First attests to all the things that follow it in existence...”*** This means that
metaphysical method 1) “does not require reflection on anything other than existence itself”,
2) it is more solid and nobler than the one that starts from consideration of what is observable,
and 3) that it is strictly deductive due to the attesting or implication of the notion of ‘God’ in

the notion of ‘existence’, as well as the notion of ‘all things’ in the notion of ‘God’.

It might be argued that there are several proofs provided by Ibn Sina on God’s existence and
that the specificum of the one in Metaphysics VIII differs from others by being “a proper
Aristotelian proof” due to the fact that “it is based on showing the termination of efficient
causal chain”.® Indeed, the most systematic version of the proof is established in his al-
llahiyyat and it is as well the most ‘Aristotelian’ version, because it is not only established in
accordance with the principles of Aristotle’s logic, but it indeed involves proving the
termination of causal chain (as we are going to see in detail in the next part of this chapter).
Still, 1 would argue that the proof itself is not essentially Aristotelian and it does not simply
stands on showing the termination of efficient causal chain - this is only the middle part of the
proof. The proof stands on the ontological division between ‘necessary’ and ‘possible’
existence and on the considerations and implications that follows from it, hence the proof is
derived from the entire metaphysical foundation and does not belong exclusively to the Book
VI11.%8 In fact, Aristotle's proof from motion attempts to show that the incorporeal first cause
exists as the cause of motion of the world whose existence in the terms of efficient causality is
self-sufficient. This is important because Ibn Sina’s idea is to provide the proof for the
ultimate cause of existence and to avoid mixing it with the ultimate cause of motion. Due to
this Ibn Sina departs from Aristotle’s approach (while being aware, as Davidson pointed out,
that in Aristotle’s philosophy the cause of motion is still in a way the cause of existence**’).

However, it seems to me that if we compare various parts from al-/lahiyyat and al-Isharat,

433 al-Isharat, 29, p. 130.
434 ibid.
435 Bertolacci, Amos, Avicenna and Averroes on the proof of God’s Existence and the Subject Matter of
Metaphysics, Medioevo, 32 (2007, pp.61-97), p. 62. Abb.: Bertolacci, Avicenna and Averroes on the proof of
God.
4% That Ibn Sina’s proof belong exclusively to the Book VIII of al-Ilghiyyat is advocated by Daniel De Haan
(2016, pp. 97-128).
437 Davidson, Herbert A., Proofs for Eternity, Creation and the Existence of God in Medieval Islamic and Jewish
Philosophy, Oxford University Press (1987), p. 283. Abb.: Davidson, Proofs for Eternity.
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even with al-Ngjat, it becomes clear that there is only one proof in Ibn Sina and the only

difference is that other versions are significantly shorter.

| follow Marmura’s line of argument in that Ibn Sina’s proof is ‘metaphysical’ and does not
involve observation of external world.**® By being metaphysical and a priori, it can also be
characterised as ‘ontological’ in a sense that a) it is based purely on the analysis of certain
notions and b) amongst these notions the analysis starts from the meaning of ‘being’ or
‘existent’. So what Ibn Sina intends is to provide a sort of demonstration that does not involve
observation of things that are in motion. Instead, the proof relies on the consideration of the
division of existence into necessary and contingent, and is as such ontological.**® The
conception of motion is strictly physical, hence investigated in natural sciences. As Marmura
stated, regarding all version of Ibn Sina’s proof: “they all begin with an intellectual intuition
of existence and through an analysis of the concept of existence they arrive at the existence of
‘necessary existent’, God”.**® The initial idea for this approach in Ibn Sina might have come
from al-Farabi,**! combined with certain neo-platonic element according to which the soul, as
an intelligible, knows all things in its essence, amongst which is primarily the knowledge of
existence - the meaning that encompasses all meanings. Through the meaning of existence,
the Active Intellect actualizes the soul's nature as an intellect. From here a distinction can be
made in Ibn Sina’s epistemology between what the soul knows through its essence and what it
knows though the sensory perception. Metaphysics deals primarily with the former type of

knowledge.

According to Ibn Sina if something is not self-evident, it might become evident through
experience as well as trough analysis (depending of a problem). God’s existence is not self-
evident,*# yet whatever we need to deduce God’s existence — the innate meanings of the
existent, the thing and the necessary — is self-evident. This is the starting premise of lbn
Sina’s metaphysical proof. As we are going to see, his approach is not cosmological, because
cosmological argument refers to the world outside of definitions and analysis of concepts. Ibn
Sina’s proof certainly has something in common with the ontological argument because it is

based on the analysis of certain notions - it is essentially ontological, yet not in the sense of

438 Marmura, Michael, Avicenna’s Proof from Contingency for God’s Existence in the Metaphysics of the Shifa
in Probing in Islamic Philosophy: Studies in the Philosophies of Ibn Sina, al-Ghazali and Other Major Muslim
Thinkers, (Global Academic Publishing, Binghamton University, State University of New York at Binghamton,
2005, pp. 131-149), p. 132. Abb.: Marmura, Avicenna’s Proof from Contingency.
439 | egenhausen, Ibn Sina’s Arguments Against God’s Being a Substance, pp. 121-122.
440 Marmura, Avicenna’s Proof from Contingency, p. 132.
441 Fakhry, Majid, The Ontological Argument in the Arabic Tradition: The Case of al-Farabi, Studia Islamica,
No. 64 (1986, pp. 5-17), pp. 13-15. Abb.: Fakhry The Ontological Argument.
442 al-Tlghiyyat, 1, 1, (11).
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Anselm or Descartes. Ibn Sina’s proof is much more complex than any version of ontological
argument and involves a very important segment - the notion of ‘causality’. However, in order
for the proof to have an additional use for the explanation of the world and to connect
metaphysical knowledge with the knowledge established in other sciences, the metaphysical
proof also involves some empirical element taken from natural sciences such as the notions of
‘motion’, ‘change’, ‘matter’, ‘body’ etc. This becomes more evident in those parts of Ibn
Stna’s Metaphysics that deals with the relation between God and the world. In this sense,
although essentially ontological, Ibn Sina’s metaphysical proof has the central role in his
philosophical system that could be called ‘the onto-cosmological’ system of arguments,

proofs and explanations.

2.1.1.1 Proving the Necessary Existent
Ibn Sina’s proof starts at the beginning of al-Zlahiyyat 1, 5 with the statement:

“The ideas of ‘the existent,” ‘the thing,” and ‘the necessary’ are impressed in the
soul in a primary way. This impression does not require better known things to
bring it about. [This is similar] to what obtains in the category of assent, where
there are primary principles, found to be true in themselves, causing [in turn]
assent to the truths of other [propositions].”**

After this Ibn Sina continues: “Similarly, in conceptual matters, there are things which are
principles for conception that are conceived in themselves,” and “if, then, such a sign is used,

the soul is awakened [to the fact] that such a meaning is being brought to mind...”*4*

This is the foundation of the proof, from where Ibn Sina uses the meaning of ‘existence’
altogether with its implications to show the necessity of God’s existence. Due the fact that not
every conception requires another conception to precedes it, otherwise an infinite regress
would occur,** all conception must start from the universal notion of ‘existence’. This is the
first presupposition that is both epistemologically and ontologically fundamental; the knowing
self is ‘awaken’ by the notion of ‘existent” and is able to grasp any other meaning through this
meaning, while the meaning of ‘existence’ encompasses all reality, ad corresponds with the

absoluteness of everything that is. The second presupposition is that each thing has the reality

“al-llahiyyat, 1, 5, (1): )
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proper to it that is different from its existence.**® For Ibn Sina, as we saw, this is evident
through the fact that we can grasp the meaning without knowledge of the existence of the
concrete thing, or the distinction between conception and reality; we can understand what a

thing is and in the same time doubt in its concrete existence**’

and the meaning, or the
quiddity of a thing, can be grasped even if that thing does not exist in reality.**® This means
that essence and existence do not include each other, thus separately correspond with the two

different questions: why and what?

After establishing the division between essence and existence, Ibn Sina throughout his
metaphysical writings draws another one between necessary in itself and possible in itself. As
we saw, ‘necessary in itself” means to have existence essentially, while ‘possible in itself,” or
contingent, means to have existence accidentally. Necessary also means an existent whose
very consideration implies its existence, and negation of its existence results in contradiction,
and contingent further means an existent that has existence as something superadded to it (to
its essence), as well as that its non-existence can be considered without contradiction - in this
way the division between necessary and contingent and the consideration of this division,
implies causality; necessary in itself has no cause, and what is only possible in itself has a

cause.**® This is important as ‘causality’ is going to play the crucial part of the proof.

When talking about relationship between ‘necessity’ (wujiib), ‘possibility’(imkan) and
‘impossiblility’ (imtina’) Ibn Sina underlines that it is “of these three, the one with the highest
claim to be first conceived is the necessary” as it “points to the assuredness of existence,
existence being better known than nonexistence.”*® The notion of ‘necessity’ is more
primitive then the other two, which are derivable from it. In this sense all of them are a

priori.*?

After these premises are established everything is set for Ibn Sina’s metaphysical proof. The
proofis set as ontological, or as “the proof from the ontological considerations”: the existence
of the Necessary Existent is at the beginning just postulated on the division between necessary
and contingent, or on consideration of these two meanings - if the quiddity of a thing is

sufficient for its specification that thing is in itself necessary, if not we are talking about

46 ibid., 1, 5, (10).
447 al-Isharat, IV/, 6, p. 121).
48 al-Iiahiyyat, 1,5, (12).
9 ibid.. 1, 6, (2).
0 ibid. 15, (24),
41 Marmura, Avicenna’s Proof from Contingency, p. 136.
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contingent.**? The quiddity of the Necessary Existent is indeed sufficient for its specification -
that it is existent - and therefore it must exist. But this is not enough, as such assertion only
clarifies what it is that we are searching for. The metaphysical proof continues in the book
VI of al-Ilahiyyat by establishing the finitude of the efficient and the receptive causes. This
is something that, according to Ibn Sina, must be done first in order to prove the existence of
God.*® The fact that it is impossible for every cause to have a cause ad infinitum must be
established.

Thus, Ibn Sina’s al-Ilahiyyat represent a conceptual preparation for the proof, which come to
its full actualisation in the book VIII. In al-Ilahiyyat 1, (4)-(6) Ibn Stna argues that if we take
into consideration the relation between the effect, its cause, and the cause of that cause we
will see that each has specific characterisation: the first cause is only the cause, the last effect
is only the effect, and the middle is both the cause and the effect. So we have the (a) uncaused
cause, (b) caused cause and (c) the effect. (a) and (c) are kind of extremes, and (b) is the
intermedium. Now we can assume that this chain is finite or infinite. If the chain is finite, it is
evident that there is a first uncaused cause. If we, on the other hand, assume that the chain is
infinite, the situation is not so obvious. The infinite chain can never be realised, so if
considering this option we should consider that the extremes either do not exist, or that they
are just not yet realised. In both cases however the particular aggregate within the chain can
be realised, the aggregate of (a), (b) and (c) (ho matter how many (b) we have in this
aggregate). But in this case it will be also realised that the entire aggregate is in fact (b) -
something that is caused and a cause. The whole aggregate is depending on what is in itself
caused, and the infinite chain that would consist of infinite number of such aggregates would
be also caused. “Hence, it is impossible for an aggregate of causes to exist without including
an uncaused cause and a first cause. For [otherwise] all of what is infinite would be an

intermediary, yet without an extreme, and this is impossible.”*>

At this point one could say that the infinity means the infinite number of causes and effect and
therefore an infinite number of possible aggregates. The fact that we can extract one of this
aggregate and consider it in itself as finite does not mean that the infinite chain of causes is
impossible. One could, of course, attack this argument in this way, but only outside of its
context. The context, however, is ontological. This is further on clarified in Ibn Stna’s al-
Isharat |V, 9:

2 al-llahiyyat, 1, 6, (4), (5).
3 jbid., VIII, 1, (2).
4 jbid., VIII, 1, (6).
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“Every being, if considered from the point of view of its essence and without
consideration of other things, is found to be such that either existence necessarily
belongs to it in itself or it does not. If existence belongs to it necessarily, then it is
the truth in itself and that whose existence is necessary from itself. This is the
Independent Reality. If, on the other hand, existence does not belong to it
necessarily, it is not permissible to say that it is impossible in itself after it was
supposed existing. But if, in relation to its essence, a condition is linked to it, such
as the condition of the nonexistence of its cause, it becomes impossible or, such as
the condition of the existence of its cause, it becomes necessary. If no condition is
linked to its essence, neither existence nor nonexistence of a cause, then there
remains for it in itself the third option, that is, possibility. Thus, with respect to its
essence, it would be a thing that is neither necessary nor impossible. Therefore

every existent either has necessary existence in essence or has possible existence

in essence”.**®

This is the foundation of the proof. Everything that exists cannot be possible in itself because
the possibility in itself means non-existence. The meaning of ‘existence’ is such that it implies
something that is necessary in itself, and whatever is necessary in itself, its quiddity does not
have a meaning other than its reality — in short, the meaning of ‘necessary existent” must have

a reality because it is per se the principle of every reality.**

So the proper way to understand the ad infinitum argument from al-Zlahiyyat VI, 1, (4)-(6) is
that the totality of contingent things can never be a totality and there is clearly something
more ‘total’. Ibn Sina is not satisfied by the simple statement that causal chain cannot go ad
infinitum, because that is a) not per se evident and b) it depends in which context we are
talking about causal chain. Ibn Sina’s context is the relation between totality and its parts; if
everything is caused, then the totality of such things is also caused by its parts, but “totality
having every one of its units as caused requires a cause external to its units...” and therefore
the totality of contingent beings “...requires a cause external to all its units,”*’ due to the fact
that possible existence is in itself non-existence, no existence can occur. Only this sort of

infinite regress is not acceptable, and therefore there must be the existent that exists by itself.

After establishing the foundations of metaphysics as science that advances from a priori
notions that cannot be better known than they already are, Ibn Sina advances towards the

ultimate goal of the First philosophy. It involves the discussion on the modality of existence:
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everything that is, is either by itself or through another. There is no third option, hence this
disjunction is necessary. Once again wee need to keep in mind that this necessity is implied in
the notion of ‘existence’ and due to this implication ontological modality is deduced and
represents necessary judgement of the mind of any thing considered in itself. A thing can
either be possible in itself, which means that one can imagine its non-existence without any
contradiction, or necessary in itself, which means quite the opposite, that one cannot imagine
its non-existence without contradiction. Ibn Sina summarises this doctrine in his al-Isharat:
“That to which possibility belongs in essence does not come into existence by its
essence, for, inasmuch as it is possible, existence by its essence is not more
appropriate than nonexistence. Thus, if its existence or nonexistence becomes
more appropriate [than the other], that is because of the presence or absence of a

certain thing [respectively]. It follows that the existence of every possible thing is
from another”.48

Within the process of the proof this ontological division is conjoined with another: the
division between existence and essence. As already explained, for everything it is necessary to
maintain the distinction of what it is and that it is. Conjoined, these two divisions result in
perhaps the very important statement for Ibn Sina’s proof: the existence of a thing whose non-
existence can be imagined without contradiction is distinct from its essence. This also means
that the existence of a thing whose non-existence cannot be imagined without contradiction is
not distinct from its essence; its essence is its existence. Therefore, if there is such existent
that is in itself necessary, its essence is its existence. Otherwise, everything that is is
contingent, but this is impossible: “If that [other] goes on to infinity, every one of the units of
the chain will be possible in essence. [But] the whole chain depends on these units. Thus the
chain too will not be necessary and becomes necessary through another.*®® The chain of
causes that Ibn Sina talks about here is the same chain he talks about in his al-Ziahiyyat V1II.
In both cases the context is ontological: the totality of things presented by the ‘chain’ is either
in itself possible or necessary; clearly it is not necessary because it exist due to its parts,
which are caused at least by the fact that they are ‘parts’ - the totality is therefore possible,
which means that its non-existence can be considered and that its existence does not belong to
it essentially. But in this case in order for existence to be, there must be something above this

totality, something essentially existent - necessary in itself. Hence the metaphysical proof
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rests on Ibn Sina ontological presuppositions, and in his al-Zlahiyyatr VI is only

‘Aristotelisied.’

This distinction of everything that is as something that is by itself or not by itself, or as
something that cannot be otherwise or can be otherwise, conjoined with the essence-existence
distinction implies, as we saw, the notion of causality. Causal premise within the proof, as
well as within metaphysics as science of being qua being, is derived from the division
between two modes of existence. If existence does not belong essentially to a contingent
being, then it belongs to it accidentally and whatever provides that existence is the cause. In
this context, everything that is in itself possible must have a cause, and what is necessary in
itself has no cause. Everything that is contingent, therefore, must have a cause and if
everything that is is contingent, then everything that is must have a cause. This sort of
infinitive regress is impossible; although the causal chain seems at first imaginable, if we
consider totality of things as contingent only, we fall into absurdity: if everything is
contingent, then in itself it deserves only non-existence, but this would mean that existence is
non-existence. Therefore, there must be something that is by itself necessary, i.e. uncaused.
For this reason Ibn Sina states: “It has [also] become evident that everything other than Him,
if considered in itself, [is found to be] possible in its existence and hence caused, and it is seen
that, [in the chain of things] being caused, [the caused existents] necessarily terminate with
Him™*® - the basis of the proof is the consideration of things in themselves from which
follows that not everything can be in itself possible. It is the consideration of meanings. The
argument for the finitude of causal chain is based on this; “everything that has a quiddity

other than existence is caused.”*¢!

In this sense everything that is possible in itself, if actually existent, is necessitated/caused by
another. All existence is therefore necessary one way or another, either as something
uncaused, in which case it is necessary by itself, or due to something else, in which case is
necessary due to its cause. Furthermore, whatever is first cause “it is a cause of every
existence and of the cause of the reality of every concrete existence”.*®2 Existence implies
necessity and this implication is so general that it surpasses all division and hence must be
applicable to things as they are in themselves. All this needs to be taken into consideration in
order to prove the necessary existence. The demonstration rests upon two proven postulations:

(1) everything that is cannot be contingent and (2) existence implies necessity. Both of these

460 al-Iiahiyyat, VIII, 3, (6).
461 ibid., 4, (11).
462 al-Isharat, 1V, 8, p. 122; AR p. 18.
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premises further imply that there must be an existent which is necessary in itself - an existent
which exists by itself and has no cause. By being necessary in itself it must be existing and
cannot not to exist. This means that if someone would postulate its non-existence, he would

have to encounter an absurdity sooner or later.
To this Ibn Stna adds:

“Therefore, everything, with the exception of the One who in His essence is one
and the existent who in His essence is an existent, acquires existence from
another, becoming through it an existent, being in itself a non-existent. This is the
meaning of a thing's being created-that is, attaining existence from another. It has
absolute nonexistence which it deserves in terms of itself; it is deserving of
nonexistence not only in terms of its form without its matter, or in terms of its
matter without its form, but in its entirety...”463

The ontological foundation of Ibn Sina’s proof is evident: when considered in itself thing is in
fact non-existent, due to this, as we saw, it is necessary that there must be something
necessary in itself that bestows, or guarantees, existence. Possible being has no existence
essentially but only accidentally, and its existence must be ‘attained’, otherwise it will remain
what it in itself ‘deserves’ — a non-existence. On this foundation Ibn Sina’s argument on
causal chain has more sense: it has to be finite because every part of it is finite, i.e. caused, i.e.
ontologically dependent, i.e. deserving in itself only non-existence. Indeed, as Steve Johnson
notices, Ibn Sina’s proof moves from the knowledge of things as finite and contingent to that
which is infinite and necessary,*®* but prior to this it starts from the consideration of the
necessary division of existence into ‘what is by itself” and ‘what is not by itself, i.e. the
division between necessary and contingent. This has nothing to do with the experience, but
with intuitive knowledge that is awaken within the mind after it becomes aware of existence

and self.

As existent whose essence is its existence, nothing can be on its rank: “He is the principle of
necessitation of the existence of everything, necessitating either in primary manner or through

an intermediary.”*% As something whose essence is its existence, the necessary existent
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cannot be composed in any way,*6®

and in this sense the necessary existent is “pure
existence”.*®” As such, the necessary existent has no genus, nor differentia, and hence no
definition, it cannot be asked ‘what is it?” regarding Him*®®— this means that there cannot be
propter quid or burhan lima demonstration of God’s existence, because there cannot be ‘why’

regarding it, nor ‘why’ regarding its act.*6°

In al-Najat Tbn Sina presents a shorter version of his proof. Nevertheless, here the proof is
also based on the meaning of ‘existence,’ its divisions and implications. The starting point of
the proof is the intuitively evident fact that “there is existence”.*’® Once this is realised, we
can start the search for being that necessitates the absoluteness of existence, revealing that
“the possible terminates in a necessarily existent being”.4"* If the totality of all existing things
is contingent and if there is no in itself necessary being outside of this totality, then the totality
“necessary subsists by means of things that exist possibly, which is absurd”.*’?> Because the
necessary existent must necessitate itself prior to the totality, it cannot be an internal cause,
because as internal it would participate in the absoluteness of existence instead of
necessitating it; it would be “a cause of the totality as primarily a cause of the existence of its
members, of which it is one”.*”® Thus, what gives existence to the totality must be external to
the totality, hence it cannot be possible cause as it would be a part of the totality —therefore,
there must be the cause of all contingent existence necessary in itself and external to the

contingent totality.*"

Obviously, Tbn Sina’s proof does not represent quia or burhan inna demonstration for the
existence of the Necessary Existent in the typical Aristotelian sense. Otherwise, the proof for
the existence of God would not be the privilege of metaphysics, but it could be also provided
by physics. The proof simply goes from the consideration of the division between necessity
and possibility of existence, and from the consideration of the meaning of ‘possible in itself.’
The proof is hence both, ontological and from contingency, and this is the reason it can be
qualified as ‘ontological, ‘metaphysical’, as well as ‘a priori proof’. It does not fit into
Aristotle’s division in Secondary Analytics and the only Aristotelian element is the argument

for the finitude of causal chain. But as we saw, this argument is not sufficient for the proof for
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the existence of God if taken outside of the context of the necessary-possible division of
existence. Due to the fact that the Necessary Existent “has no quiddity, no quality, no

13

quantity, no where, no when, no equal, no partner and no contrary...” there is “...no
definition and no demonstration...” for His existence, except “the clear implications”.4"
Therefore, there is no demonstration for the existence of God that corresponds to Aristotle’s
Posterior Analytics. The proof is by the means of ‘clear implications’, or “al-dala’il al-
wadiha” - the notion which I believe stands for ‘logical implications,” which is in fact means
‘logical implications of the notion of ‘existence.”” These implications form the unconditional
necessary propositions about God. Another supportive statement for this interpretation we can
find in Ibn Sina’s al-Isharat, 1V, 27: “The First has no alike, no contrary, no genus, and no
difference. Thus, it has no definition and cannot be indicated except by pure intellectual
knowledge”.*’® This shows that Morewedge is right by claiming that in Ibn Sina “the
knowledge of the Necessary Existent is discursive a priori”,*’” but it is not such in the sense of
consideration of the notion of ‘the Necessary Existent’. It is based on logical implications of
the meaning of ‘existence’ that must correspond with the absoluteness of reality due to its
extension of which nothing more general can be conceived. In short, the proof for the
existence of God proceeds from syllogistic necessity (or substantial necessity), instead of

demonstrative necessity (or descriptive necessity).4’

If we take into consideration all main clues that Ibn Sina stressed in his metaphysical works,
we can clearly see that metaphysics must be able to provide the proof for the existence of
God. Yet if we assume God’s existence His nature is such that He has no alike, no cause and
transcend all genus and species. If there is no whatness for God and if He is not an
Aristotelian substance, then one cannot argue from the Divine whatness to the Divine

existence; also, if existent qua existent is considered, we see that it must be either necessary in

475 al-llahiyyat, VI, 5, (14). At this point | slightly modified Marmura’s translation, according to which the term
al-dala’il al-wadiha is translated as “clear evidential proofs”, which seems to me misleading because the notion
‘evidential proof” could stand for burhan inna, or quia demonstration in the typical Aristotelian sense. However,
Ibn Stna does not talk about this. Instead he talks about the implication of the notion of ‘existence’, the same
way he talks about this in his Isharat 1V, to which Marmura rightly refers in the footnote 5 in his translation of
Ibn Sina’s Metaphysics, VIII, chapter 5.

478 al-Isharat, 1V, 27, p. 130.

477 Morewedge, Parviz, A Third Version of the Ontological Argument in lbn Sinian Metaphysics, in Islamic
Philosophical Theology, ed. P. Morewedge, State University of New York Press (New York, 1979, pp. 182-222),
p. 214.

478 For relation between these two types of necessities see Strobino, Time and Necessity in Avicenna’s Theory of
Demonstration, Oriens 43 (Brill, 2015), pp. 338-367.
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its existence or contingent, and if contingent, something necessarily existing is needed to

avoid a regress.*’®

According to this interpretation Ibn Sina’s argument can stand alone as the metaphysical
establishment of the existence of something in itself necessary and it can be further developed
by purely analytical method of deduction of all main divine attributes in order to prove that
the Necessary existent is in fact God. However, Ibn Sina’s intention in al-Zla@hiyyat is to
develop this argumentation into a complete explanation of the world. So far metaphysics still
does not explain the world as totality of all things, except in the most general sense - all we
could say is that the world is contingent and its existence is somehow due to the Necessary
Existent. But if metaphysics aims to give an ultimate meaning to other sciences by providing
them with the proofs of their subject-matters, it has to involve certain concepts on which it
will develop the proof for the existence of God further on so it can be connected to natural
sciences. These concepts are taken from natural sciences and serve as a preparation for
metaphysics. In this sense metaphysics is to be learned after natural sciences, although natural
sciences essentially depend on metaphysics. These concepts are matter, form, composition
and above all the general classification of causes (although the very notion of ‘causality’ does
not originate in natural sciences, but is implied by the ultimate division of ‘existence’). In
other words, although the very existence of God is not proved with Aristotelian
demonstration, in order to be of any significance for the whole Ibn Sina’s scientific corpus it
need a kind of expansion, as well as borrowing certain concepts from other sciences. In the
process, the proof itself is connected with some cosmological elements of typical quia
demonstration and due to it, | believe, very often mistaken for the cosmological proof.*&

2.1.1.2 The Necessary Existent as God

In order to complete his proof, Ibn Sina now has to show that the meaning of ‘the Necessary
Existent’ implies all the essential attributes because of which we could refer to it is ‘God’.
However, due the fact that the Necessary Existent is not a substance in no other sense than
that ‘He is not in a subject’,*8! He cannot have any attributes in the classical Aristotelian
sense. In fact, attributes as something that depends on a substance would mean that the

Necessary Existent is composed, i.e. caused, which is absurd. God cannot be the subject of

479 |_egenhausen, Ibn Sina’s Arguments Against God’s Being a Substance, pp. 121-122.
480 |_jke in Craig, William Lane, The Cosmological Argument from Plato to Leibniz (Houndmills, Basingstoke,
Hampshire and London: Macmillan Press, 1986), pp. 86-98; also in Davidson, Davidson, Proofs for Eternity.
8L al-flahiyyat, VIII, 4, (18).
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suitable predication so as to be considered a substance - God is beyond considerations of
matter or form which is necessary for the designation of Aristotelian substances and
accidents.*8 Also, the meaning of the Aristotelian substance is not the same as the meaning of
its attributes, so the Necessary Existent can be a substance only in the wides sense of that
word: as not being in a subject.*® Therefore, when we talk about the Divine attributes we talk
only about the implications of the meaning of ‘the Necessary Existent’. These meanings
reflect in positive and negative relations which are necessary concomitants of Divine
essence.*®* So in order to accomplish the goal of metaphysics, Ibn Sina intends to continue his
long deduction until he shows that ‘the Necessary Existent” implies all attributes that reveals
it as God, hence He has to be worshiped and submitted to. In this respect Ibn Sina firstly sates
that “...the primary attribute of the Necessary Existent consists in His being a ‘that [He is]’
and an ‘existent’.*®® From this all the attributes are going to be deduced, while “not one of [the

attributes] necessitates at all either multiplicity or difference in His essence.””*¢

The Necessary Existent is an existent and hence something specific. But its specification
cannot be anything else other than existence, otherwise it would not be necessary and if the
necessity of existence is its specificum, then there is nothing else whose existence is

necessary*®’

and therefore the necessary existent must be one: “The conclusion of this is that
that whose existence is necessary is one in accordance with the specification of its essence
and in no way can it be stated of many.”*% But that is not all, the Necessary Existent must be
not only one, but also unity, or indivisibility, otherwise it would be caused by its parts, and

they would be in some respect prior to it, but then it would not be necessary in itself.*®

The next implication is that due to the uniqueness of the Necessary Existent it cannot have
genus or species, as it is unique as necessary in itself. It is the only one, does not share the
quiddity with anything and its quiddity means existence; “it does not need to be distinguished
from anything by a differential or an accidental idea. Rather, it is distinguished by its essence.

Hence its essence has no definition, since this essence has neither a genus nor a difference”.*%°
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As such the Necessary Existent cannot be a relative (al-mudaf), as relative always depends on

a cause.*!

Depending on the aspect, attributes can be divided into positive and negative. Ibn Sina’s
deduction is from here developed in several directions. As Peter Adamson stated while
describing Ibn Stna’s method: “Avicenna’s rule is meant to accommodate divine simplicity —
such that there is no multiplicity of real attributes in God, and no quiddity that would be
predicated of Him — while also allowing for substantive theological predications.”*%? The
specificity of the Necessary Existent is that He is one with His essence that is His existence.
As such, there is nothing like Him, and there is not thing that could share the meaning of his

essence.*®

First negative group of characteristics that are implied by the necessity of existence is that
such existent no genus, no quiddity, no quality, no quantity, no ‘where,” no ‘when,” no equal,
no partner, no contrary-may, and no similar.*®* In fact, as being necessary in itself whose

essence is His existence, the Necessary Existent is “nothing but existence”.4%

The main positive attributes of the Necessary Existent is that it is ‘one’ and ‘uncaused cause’,
thus the principle of all things. It is one because its specification is existence, and it is
uncaused cause because it bestows existence and the causal chain terminates with it. As such,
the Necessary Existent is the ultimate cause of all things, He is the bestower of existence —
His essence is existence and He provides only existence by the act of emanation from Him.*¢
This implies that He is the pure good, hence something that everything desires, i.e. He is the
reason why existence is desired rather than non-existence.*®” From everything mentioned
above follows that the Necessary Existent as the ultimate perfection is the Truth in the real

sense and the ultimate reality.%®

Next qualification of necessary existent is extremely important, it is the in fact ‘the bridge’
that connects two meanings, ‘the Necessary Existent’ and ‘God’; according to Ibn Sina it is

clear that the Necessary Existent is something intellectual due to the fact that He cannot be

491 Strobino, Riccardo, Avicenna on Knowledge (‘ILM), Certainty (Yagin), Cause ( ‘Illa/Sabab) and the Relative
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composed and yet He has to be a single entity. A very short reasoning in al-Isharat goes as
follows: the essence of God is intelligible and independent; thus God is self-subsistent, free
from attachments, defects, matter, and other things that make the essence in a state additional
to itself; “that of which this statement is true intellects its essence and is intellected by its
essence”.*% Still, this is not the truth demonstrated in psychology as science, but something
that is evident from Ibn Stna’s famous ‘flying man’ experiment in Shifa’: al-Nafs I. 1, (16),
which is equally applicable to psychological as well as metaphysical science. In fact, the
‘flying man’ argument is the metaphysical starting point of psychology, an experiment that
leads to demonstration of human soul as an independent substance. In short, the Necessary
Existent must be a ‘self” that affirms His own existence, otherwise He would not be a single
uncomposed entity, and because He cannot be composed it would follow that He is not an
entity which makes him non-existent. Therefore, in order to be existent the Necessary Existent
must be an intellect (at least in the equivocal sense of the word). This fact is admitted in
metaphysics as well as in psychology as self-evident, the difference is that in psychology it is
further investigated and represents the very starting point on which whole science of
psychology is built upon, whereas in metaphysics it serves as an important part of the proof

that the Necessary Existent is in fact God.

The Necessary Existent is not an intellectual being in the ordinary sense of that word,
otherwise He would have genus and differentia. What Ibn Sina wants to say is that intellect as
we know it from the meditation on the self is the closes thing to that whose essence is its
existence. If anything more, it would be an inconsistency within his metaphysical system. In
this sense one should understand Ibn Sina words: “Hence, that which is free of matter and [its]
attachments [and is] realized through existence separate [from matter] is an intelligible for
itself. Because it is in itself an intellect, being also intellectually apprehended by itself, it
[itself] is the intelligible [belonging] to itself’.%%° Therefore, when we say that the Necessary
Existent is an intellect, it is so because He knows and apprehends Himself and all being that
emanates from Him. By being ‘intellect’ here does not mean ‘to be affected by intelligible’.
Instead, He is an intellect in the same sense as He is a substance; not something that can be
categorised, but something that is not in a subject at all and something devoid from matter. In
this sense His essence is His existence, which is intellect, intellectual and intelligible.®! As

such, the Necessary Existent knows all things through apprehension of His essence, because

49 al-Isharat, 1V, 28, p.130; Ar p. 53.
500 al-Tlahiyyat, VI, 6, (7).
501 ibid.
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He is the principle of all existence and hence apprehends His effect as it is the effect®*? and
not as something that changes.®® This specific Intellect knows all things in a very specific
way: “the Necessary Existent apprehends intellectually all things in a universal way; yet,
despite this, no individual thing escapes His knowledge. Not [even] the weight of an atom in
the heavens and the earth escapes Him.”** Also, the knowledge of the Necessary Existent is
such that He apprehends all things at once in a way that does not cause any multiplicity in
Him and through His essence He knows essences of all things.>® In fact, the Necessary
Existent’s apprehension is the cause of all things that His essence necessitates in the form of

emanative creation.%

As being intellectually aware of Himself, the Necessary Existent is alive and willing.>®" Still,
as with the other attributes, life and will here have an equivocal meaning and represent
something that cannot be compared with anything to which these words are used in ordinary
language. Life and will here are, again, only meaning implied by Him being intellectual,
which is eventually implied by His essence/existence. Same goes for other attributes like: ‘the

good’, ‘the powerful” and ‘the munificent’.5%

With all these and other attributes that are implied by His essence, it is proven that the
Necessary Existence is God, that He is in the relationship with His creation as God and that
He should be worshiped as God. By being the ultimate perfection, God is worshiped and
desired by every intelligent being, hence by being the ultimate efficient cause of the world He
is also the ultimate final cause of all creation,®® but in the sense that this is implied by his
being the ultimate efficient cause; as such God inspires first intelligence to set the world in
balanced motion towards its ultimate purpose.>*® Therefore, God is the cause in every respect;
He is the Prime Unmoved Mover that sets in motion the first caused Intelligence and with it

the entire world, as well as the bestower of existence by being the existent essentially.>!!
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Ibn Rushd’s critique of Ibn Sina’s proof is based on his nominal position regarding
understanding of existence. Due to this fact, again, his critique to some degree relies on al-
Ghazali’s Tahafut. Because of this it is important to shortly elaborate al-Ghazali’s critique of

Ibn Sina’s proof for the existence of God before continuing with Ibn Rushd.

2.1.2 Al-Ghazali on ‘the Necessary Existent’

After establishing his idea that modality, as well as universals, belongs to a judgment of the
mind,>'? al-Ghazali equalizes the meaning of ‘the Necessary Existent’ with ‘the uncaused
cause’.®®® According to al-Ghazali ‘the Necessary Existent’ is not just the term whose
meaning is unclear, but also something about what we cannot argue that it exists, unless we
replace its meaning by “something that has no cause”.®** If the existence of the Necessary
Existent is same as its essence, this statement can mean only that in order for an essence to be
an existing thing there must be a cause, but because the Necessary Existent is the Uncaused
Cause, its essence is its existence. In accordance to this al-Ghazali says:

“Naming the receptive essence a receptive cause is an idiom of yours. The proof

[you offer] does not prove the existence of a necessary existent in terms of the

idiom you adopt, proving only a limit with which the chain of causes and effects

terminates. It proves only this much. The termination of the regress is possible

with one [existent] that has eternal attributes that have no agent in the same way

that there is no agent for His essence. These, however, are established in His

essence. Let, then, the term ‘necessary existent’ be cast aside, for one can be

misled by it. Demonstration only shows the termination of regress, proving

nothing else at all. To claim for it other than this is [sheer] arbitrariness”. >1°

What al-Ghazali aims to show is that such concepts as ‘the Necessary Existent’, ‘essence that
is its existence’, ‘necessary in itself” etc. are in fact concepts with tautological meanings that
do not explain anything. ‘Being caused’ and ‘being uncaused cause’ are, on the other hand,
clear meanings that can be assumed to denote certain entities outside of the mind. Such
assumptions can be leading notions of scientific inquiry. But in this case one must also accept

that it is impossible to establish any proof for the existence of being in which there is no
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multiplicity, or that is necessary in itself — a proof could only show the termination of the
causal regress,”'® because an universal nature of thing can be known only through sense
perception. The expression ‘the Necessary Existent’ and the expression ‘possible existent’ are
incomprehensible, according to al-Ghazali. These expressions are the reason of all
philosophical obfuscations.>’ This is why they have to be replaced with something more
‘comprehensible’ - the negation or affirmation of the existence of the cause. In sum, what al-
Ghazali wants to show is that there cannot be any attempt for the proof of ‘the Necessary
Existent’ other than the termination of the causal chain,®® and that the whole problem lies
exactly in the predication of necessity to existent:

“The source of the obfuscation in all this lies in the expression ‘the Necessary

Existent.” Let [the expression] be cast aside. For we do not admit that proof

proves ‘the Necessary Existent’ unless what is meant by it is an existent that has

no agent [and is] eternal. If this is what is intended, then let the expression ‘the

Necessary Existent’ be abandoned and let it be shown that it is impossible for an

existent that has no cause or agent to have in it multiplicity and differentiation.
But there is no proof for this”.5°

The next phase in al-Ghazali’s Tahafut, is to show that philosophical method cannot provide
certainty for the existence of causal connection in the world. However, it is important to
underline that al-Ghazali does not want to take a position of a sceptic who doubts the
existence of the causal connection in the world. This is clear from the fact that, as Muslim
scholar, al-Ghazali needs the connection of cause and effect in order to argue the existence of
the Creator. All natural order is subjected to the Creator who made it. What al-Ghazali wants
is to show that the causal connection cannot be proved by the means of philosophical
demonstration, or, in other words, that there is no such thing as necessary causation - instead

causation is something completely dependent on the will of God.

Therefore, the only type of causality al-Ghazalt denies is necessary causality. There cannot be
such a thing as necessary causal connection. In Ibn Sina’s metaphysical system, as we saw,
necessity and causality represent the universal law of mind as well as of the outside world. In
fact, causal connections outside of the mind are recognized through notion of ‘existence’

which implies the ultimate division of reality into necessary and possible. This ontological
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presupposition, of which nothing more fundamental cannot be conceived, is the basis for his
proof for God’s existence, as well as for the structure of his entire metaphysical system.
According to al-Ghazali, as we can see, this assumption is the cause of many ‘obfuscation’
(talbis), as necessity belongs strictly to the mind. This idea is not only the argument in itself,
but it also represents a preparation for al-Ghazali’s Seventeenth Discussion, where he intends
to show that philosophical method cannot provide any proof for God’s existence at all, which
means that metaphysics cannot be established as a strict science which eventually actualises
as philosophical theology.

In the seventeenth discussion of his Inchoherence al-Ghazali developed his famous
argumentation against philosopher’s view on causality. His viewpoint is that the connection
between what is generally accepted as the idea of “the cause” and “the effect” is not a
necessary one. The relationship between the cause and the effect in its entirety depends on
God’s will and our observation of causal connection is the observation of the Divine repetitive
action, which produces in us a habit®® on which we can establish probable scientific
knowledge. This means that, although we can still establish sound science, scientific necessity

is unachievable in the strict Aristotelian sense.

If by ‘the Necessary Existent” we mean ‘the Uncaused Cause’, also if our conception of
causality depends on sense perception and observation only shows the occurrence of an effect
at the time of the contact with what is considering to be its cause, but it does not show the
occurrence of the effect by what is considered to be its cause,®?! then it is clear that
philosophers cannot provide any proof for the existence of God. How one acquires certainty
for God’s existence is the question that requires analysis of the entire al-Ghazali’s thought,
thus cannot be subject of the present inquiry. Yet it is clear so far that for him agent is always
a willing being which freely choses its act, and therefore has knowledge of what is willed.
This means that the being with the absolute will would be the absolute agent and because
God’s will is the ultimate force that gives all creation, only God is the agent in the real sense.
The connection between a cause and its effect according to al-Ghazali is not the necessary
one, but it is God who creates the effect and its usual cause concomitantly and only He is the
real agent. Therefore, the basis for truth lies in our perception of God’s usual way of creating
things and not of causal connections between objects, and this habit is confirmed by our trust

in God who creates knowledge in us that corresponds with the world outside of the mind.>??

520 jbid., XVII, (10).
521 jbid., (5).
522 jbid., (17).
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Therefore, the epistemological foundation for a scientific knowledge lies in our trust in God
who habitually®?® creates our knowledge to accord with reality, and therefore “we can rely on
our senses and our judgment and confidently pursue the natural sciences”.*?* So al-Ghazali
accepts that truth is the correspondence of human knowledge with the outside world, or, as
Aristotle stated, correspondence between thoughts and things. The one very important
difference is that, for al-Ghazali thoughts as well as things own their existence to God, and so
does the correspondence between them. Therefore, al-Ghazali believes that we can have true
knowledge of things, and that this knowledge is knowledge of their causes, but this causal
connection is not something that exists per se, and it can be known through reason that is
guided by the true faith.

Again, it is the line of argument regarding modalities that Ibn Rushd is going to follow in his
attack on Ibn Sina regarding God’s existence, although he will discard the second phase of al-
Ghazalt’s critique: the perception of causal connection provides us with certainty, hence with

the real philosophical proof for God.

2.1.3 Ibn Rushd’s view on God’s Existence
2.1.3.1 Ibn Rushd’s rejection of Ibn Sina’s proof

For Ibn Rushd, all Ibn Sina’s arguments are dialectical, which allows al-Ghazali to counter
them with his dialectics and sophistic,%® thus establishing many alternatives to his
metaphysics. Beside this, the fact that Ibn Sina’s proof rests on his ontology makes it
unacceptable for Ibn Rushd. The main problem is that for Ibn Sina “existence represents
something additional to the essence outside the soul and is like an accident of the essence”.>?
For Ibn Sina if every existent would be contingent, there would be no existence at all. Even
the meaning of the relationship between agent and its act is deduced from this premise. Thus
the first problem is that all this metaphysical structure is built on the doctrine of existence as
an addition to the essence, and saying that the existent in its essence does not subsist by itself
“is the most erroneous theory”.%?” Another problem is, as we saw, that for Ibn Sina possibility

is a quality in a thing “different from the thing in which the possibility is, and from this it

2 Note that according to al-Ghazali when we talk about God’s ‘habit’, ‘will’ and ‘knowledge’ these notions
have equivocal meanings which are per se incomprehensible for human mind.
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seems to follow that what is under the First is composed of two things, one to which
possibility is attributed, the other to which necessity is attributed; but this is a mistaken

theory”.528

Therefore, for Ibn Rushd any attempt to prove God’s existence based on the consideration of
the contingency of the world is wrong. According to him, Ibn Sina misconceived the nature of
the universe which is in fact necessary and not contingent, as it is clear from the causal
interdependence of the world’s parts.>® Once again, the falseness of Ibn Sina doctrine is

caused by the influence of theologians.>°

Ibn Rushd agrees with al-Ghazali regarding the meaning of ‘the Necessary Existent’, it is the
same as ‘the Uncaused Cause’ or “the existence that does not have an agent”.>3! Same goes
for the division between necessary and contingent, or more precisely between ‘necessary
existence by itself” and ‘necessary existence through another’ - this in fact can only mean that
every existent is either uncaused or caused. But, according to Ibn Rushd, this division is not
precise. The precise way is to speak of ‘the Necessary Existent’ in the sense of “a negative
condition which is the consequence of its existence,” which means that its existence is
necessary through itself, i.e. uncaused, while possible in itself, is not existence superadded to
the essence “but merely that the essence determines that existence can become necessary only

through a cause”.>%?

As 1bn Rushd states, when Ibn Sina says that the necessary existent has no cause, and due to
this fact it is unique, this implication is acceptable.>®® This further means that another
important implication in Ibn Sina’s deduction must also be correct: that the necessary existent
must be only one through its own special characteristic that by the fact that it is uncaused it
also cannot be composed in any way,>** and therefore it cannot have a genus nor species that
would share with another existent. Therefore, it is evident that “a compound existing by itself
cannot exist”>* lbn Rushd’s suggestion up to this point that Ibn Sina is partly on the right trail
in order to prove the Uncaused Cause, but his proof about the necessary existent must be
completed as follows:

528 jbid., p. 178; 108.
529 Fakhry The Ontological Argument, pp. 8-9.
530 jbid.
S8 Tahafut al-Tahafut, p. 98; 50.
532 jhjid., p. 177; 107.
53 ibid., p. 241; 153.
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“If there were two necessary existents, the difference between them must consist
either in a numerical difference, or in a specific difference, or in rank. In the first
case they would agree in species; in the second case in genus, and in both cases
the necessary existent would have to be composite. In the third case, however, the
necessary existent will have to be one, and will be the cause of all the separate
existents. And this is the truth, and the necessary existent is therefore one. For
there is only this tripartite disjunction, two members of which are false, and

therefore the third case, which necessitates the absolute uniqueness of the

necessary existent, is the true one”.>®

Everything that has a genus or species is composite and thus caused. The meaning of ‘the
Necessary Existent’ is ‘being uncaused’, so it cannot be composed. Only this necessitates the

absolute uniqueness of ‘the Necessary Existent.’

Due to the fact that Ibn Sina considers the division between essence and existence to be real,
the nominal distinction between them implies composition. For Ibn Rushd this is unacceptable
because nominal divisions do not necessitate divisions in existents as they are in
themselves.>” The division between essence and existence is strictly a nominal one, whereas
the meaning of ‘composition’ is ‘what consists of matter and form.” Because of this Ibn Sina’s
division of the necessary existent from the possible existent does not lead to the denial of an
eternal compound, but it only leads through the impossibility of an infinite regress to a
necessary existence which has no efficient cause.>*® In other words, someone can assume,
based on Ibn Sina reasoning, that the totality of existence is uncaused, in the sense of not
having the efficient cause, even though it is composed of matter and form. The Necessary
Existent could be, therefore, the world itself, as long as it is the eternal compound. Ibn Sina’s
proof only shows the impossibility of an infinite regress to a necessary existence which has no
efficient cause and not to an existent which has no cause at all. For 1bn Rushd, this reasoning
has the same problem as Ash’arites: the fact that every temporal occurrence needs a cause
does not lead to an eternal First Principle which is not composite, but only to a First Principle
which is not temporal.>*® The assumption that every compound of matter and form must have

an external cause needs a real demonstrative proof, which must be based on the real

5% ibid., p. 242-243; 156:
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Aristotelian starting point and method — which consists, as we are going to see, on principles

grasped and developed through physical inquires.

It seems that within Ibn Sina’s division between metaphysical and physical knowledge, as
well as in his proof for God’s existence lon Rushd saw kalam influence.>* It is Ash‘arite
theologians who divide knowledge into ‘necessary’ and ‘reflective and state that the reflective
knowledge must be based on the necessary knowledge, which has its origin in God’s action of
‘impressing’ it into human minds.>* This sort of knowledge includes self-evident logical
truths and knowledge of our self-existence, through which we get to know the world around
us.>*? This is indeed strikingly similar with Ibn Sina’s starting point of metaphysics: that the
meanings of ‘existent’, ‘necessary’ and ‘thing’ are impressed in the soul. For Ibn Rushd there
is nothing ‘impressed’ in the soul; all knowledge represents abstraction from particulars, thus
any sort of proving God’s existence by the means of purely concept analysis is out of the

question.

The other issue is Ibn Sina’s analytical method that is based on the universal predication of
notions ‘necessary’ and ‘possible’ to the things outside of the mind. Ibn Rushd is well aware
that Ibn Sina intention is to provide “the superior proof to those given by the ancients, since
he claimed it to be based on the essence of the existent” but as this approach is taken from the
theologians, “who regarded the dichotomy of existence into possible and necessary as self-
evident, and assumed that the possible needs an agent and that the world in its totality, as
being possible, needs an agent of a necessary existence”,>*® thus for all the so far mention
reasons this way simply cannot work. According to Ibn Rushd, Ibn Sina’s theory represents
the influence of the Mu‘tazila school, who claimed that possibility in itself means non-
existence, and that therefore the world as totality of everything that is caused deserves as well

only non-existence. As we saw, this idea is indeed fundamental for Ibn Stna’s proof.>**

However, if we follow al-Ghzalt and convert the meaning of ‘necessary’ and ‘possible’ into

‘what does not have a cause’ and ‘what has a cause’ we will see that Ibn Stna’s division of
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existence is not self-evident.>*® And even though Ibn Sina’s reasoning can prove that the
efficient causal chain cannot go ad infinitum, there is no reason to prevent someone to uphold
the belief that the world is an eternal compound of matter and form. Also, if we take under
consideration Ibn Rushd’s doctrine of substance, no being can be possible in itself and in the
same time necessary by another — this is like saying that something is partly necessary and
partly contingent — which according to Ibn Rushd can be true only for motion (and as we are
going to see, only for the motion of the heavens):

“It is not possible that there should be something contingent by its essence but

necessary on account of something else, because the same thing cannot have a

contingent existence on account of its essence and receive a necessary existence

from something else, unless it were possible for its nature to be completely

reversed. But motion can be necessary by something else and contingent by itself,

the reason being that its existence comes from something else, namely the mover;

if motion is eternal, it must be so on account of an immovable mover, either by

essence or by accident, so that motion possesses permanence on account of

something else, but substance on account of itself. Therefore, there cannot be a

substance contingent by itself but necessary by something else, but this is possible
in the case of motion.>4

Science, in order to fulfil this basis requirement, must be based on the fundamental
Aristotelian division between substances and accidents, which always represents specific
beings. Accident is an addition to a substance, it is something new, which when predicated
add a new meaning to the description of a concrete existent. This is why Ibn Rushd sees that
al-Ghazali is at least partly right: when insisting that ‘necessary’ and ‘possible’ outside of the
mind should be replaced with “‘uncaused’ and ‘caused’ — this is the only way such notions can
have meanings. In this sense Ibn Sina’s argument should be changed and modified: firstly the
meaning of ‘possible’ as something that must have a cause is acknowledged; this implies that
“if these causes again are possible it follows that they have causes and that there is an infinite
regress; and if there is an infinite regress there is no cause, and the possible will exist without
a cause, and this is impossible”.>*’ Therefore, the series must end with the uncaused cause (or

in the necessary cause), which is necessary by itself, and only in this sense can be called ‘the

5 Tahafut al-Tahafut, p. 232; 147.
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necessary existent’.>*® In this way the notion of ‘possible’ is not equivocal anymore, but has a
precise meaning - ‘what has a cause’ can be divided into ‘what is actualised by its cause’ and
‘what is not actualised.” Therefore, what is possible with respect to its essence and substance
becomes necessary by action of its cause only when its possible nature has been changed into
a necessary nature.>®® Only in this sense we can speak of the necessary-possible relation
outside of the mind, in which case no substance can be in the same time possible and
necessary. In other word, when a thing has already come into existence by some cause, it has
thereby changed its nature and lost the possibility which it had previously possessed,>° so
what is actualy established is not possible any more in the same sense, and what is possible is
not actual by the law of excluded middle. In this sense Ibn Sina’s idea that a being can be
possible in itself while at the same time necessary through another goes against basic logical

principles.

It is in fact Ibn Sina’s desire to establish metaphysics as independent science that has the
privilege of providing an ultimate proof for the existence of God that led him astray. For lbn
Rushd this whole approach is wrong because the only way to reach God is through his effect,
i.e. the observation of the world. Every other approach, including Ibn Sina’s, is essentially
theological approach, hence non-demonstrative.>>! Therefore, first we need is to understand
Aristotelian substance, as it is explained in the science of physics - in order to understand the
substance we need to analyse it as something that is composed of form and matter as well as
subject to generation and corruption. This is why Ibn Rushd constantly advocates throughout
his works that the proof of the existence of God depends upon certain physical
considerations.>>? This means that no metaphysical proof can be established other than which
will be based on the cosmological proof from motion, i.e. that which will be based on the
principles of philosophy of nature. This is so, Ibn Rushd confirms, because beings separated
from matter can be demonstrated only in physics. These separate beings are subject and not
goals of metaphysics.>>® Metaphysics, on the other hand, deals with God’s existence, as well

as with other separable beings, in the sense of analysis of their dispositions.>** More so, lbn

548 jbid.
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1 (1950-1951, pp. 683-710), p. 701. Abb.: Wolfson, Averroes on the Prime Mover.
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Rushd even invites those interested in this particular topic to investigate the works of al-
Ghazali in order to understand all difficulties within Ibn Stna’s argument; “for many things

which he [al-Ghazali] write against others are true”.>>®

2.1.3.2 The “proper” way

Besides al-Ghazali’s dialectics, that merely shows that something is wrong with Ibn Sina’s
account, the true Aristotelian demonstration offers the proper scientific response to the
challenge set both by Ibn Sina and al-Ghazali. This demonstration must be based on the
foundations established in natural philosophy, not in metaphysics alone, because the proof for
the existence of God can be established only on the notion of ‘the first mover’ taken from
physics.>®® Therefore, any sort of proof that does not take into account the facts of physics
represents only persuasion and dialectics. Thus, Ibn Rushd’s proof is not just inseparable from
his ontology, but also from his philosophy of nature. For this reason, Ibn Rushd’s proof is

scattered throughout his works and is quite difficult to be precisely reconstructed.

Throughout his works Ibn Rushd favours two types of argument for God’s existence;
teleological and cosmological argument from motion. Teleological argument (or argument
from providence, dalil al-‘inaya) is widely advocated by Ibn Rushd in Kitab al-Kashf,
although he also mentions the argument “from creation” (dalil al-ikhtira’).>>" However, when
he expresses approval for the teleological argument the subject-matter is clearly not scientific.
Instead, teleological argument represents the proper method of teaching and explaining the
existence and unity of God to non-philosophers.>*® Therefore, the teleological argument of 1bn
Rushd is not demonstrative. Within Ibn Rushd’s system this means that the argument is just
convincing, or dialectical, and as such should be used by theologian while they are addressing
the wider audience. This is the general place for the dialectical method within his scientific
corpus. >° The argument is, according to Ibn Rushd hermeneutics, used in Qur’an together
with the simplify version of cosmological argument,®®® to which he refers as ‘from creation.’
Teleological argument is looking for the evidence that everything in the world is tuned

perfectly for the needs of the human species and hence reveals providence and wisdom of

55 ibid., VIII, t. 3, f. 340EF.

556 Epitome Met., I, p.24, a4.

57 al-Kashf, p. 43, 46.
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59 1bn Rushd, Fasl al-Magal, The Book of the Decisive Treatise (English-Arabic text), transl. Charles E.
Butterworth (Provo, Utah: Brigham Young University Press, 2001), pp. 40-43.
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Creator. The dialectical form of the argument is built on a claim that the clear evidence in the
observable world is overwhelming - it is plain that everywhere we look we can see signs of
balance and purposive behaviour. In any case, the teleological argument cannot be a real
proof because it is established on incomplete induction. According to Ibn Rushd, there is
always a problem with induction when this method is incomplete (when induction does not
cover all cases of a species), which very often causes the flaw in kalam argument.>®!

Therefore, in the case of proving God’s existence by the way of induction, it can never be

complete because it has to take into account the totality of all existents.

Although these arguments do not represent the proper proof, or the demonstration for God’s
existence, they do represent simplify versions of procedures that philosophers are using in
their scientific inquiry. These two methods, philosophical and Qur’anic, differ only in degree
and detailing;*®? while Qur’anic way is adjusted to every human being and offers sufficient
basis for belief, philosophical method is reserved only for those who seek absolute certainty.
Teleological argument represents theological and natural method of explaining the
acknowledgement of the absolute.>®® However, there is another use of teleological argument,
as we are going to see; the argument also stands at the end of 1bn Rushd’s cosmological proof
as the conclusion of his proof from motion. In this sense, when we talk about teleological
argument in Ibn Rushd, we should distinct the argument that is independent of philosophical
demonstration from the argument that proceeds from philosophical demonstration. The former
is the teleological argument in the real independent sense, while the latter is the part of Ibn

Rushd’s proof from motion.

The way for proving God’s existence, according to lbn Rushd, starts with the proper
interpretation of Aristotelian substance. For lIbn Rushd this means that existence and
substance are one. Substance is the principle of the real existence®* - it is identical with its
actual reality. Substance is further divided into sensible and intelligible. Substance is what
always subsists by itself, but sensible substance cannot be devoid of its accidents like
intelligible substance.® In this sense only substance exists absolutely, it has existence

essentially, not accidentally, and everything else exist through substance.>®

%1 |bn Rushd, Middle Commentary on Aristotle’s Prior Analytics, in Averrois Cordumensis Epitome in Libros
Logicae Aristotelis Abramode Balmes Interprete, Venice (1574), AaAc, vol |, 2b and 3, fo. 50M.
%62 al-Kashf, p. 48.
563 ibid., pp. 45-46.
564 Tafsir, LAM, 1401.
565 |bid., t. 25, 1533-1534.
566 Tahafut al- Tahdfut, p.250; 162; Tafsir, LAM, 3, 1414,
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At this point it is important to remember that from epistemological point of view sensible
substances are prior in knowledge; they are something that is primary recognised as substance
from which form is grasped as a result of scientific inquiry.*®’ Sensible substance represents a
particular existent which is the ultimate foundation of the entire realm of the existence. First
things that we witness are observable substances which represents natures that act, move and
change, and in order to understand eternal and unmovable principles we have to start from
observable existing beings that are compound of matter and forms. These individual
substances are the basis of all knowledge, it is them that we seek to categorise and define, and
when we define an existing thing we define it as something that has matter as well as form.>68
Still, although a compound, substance exists primarily because of the form, and through it we
are able to perceive and know matter.>®® Form gives purpose to matter, hence acts as its final
cause and due to this it is the principle of the sensible substance and its ultimate cause on
which sensible substance depends. While form represents an active principle of a substance,
matter is its passive or ‘receptive’ principle. This makes notions of ‘actuality’ and

‘potentiality’ fundamental for explaining the world and its ultimate cause.

The phenomenon of change must be studied in its relation to substance. This realisation is the
fundamental starting point of scientific thinking. To understand the world means to
investigate the reality of change in order to find out what is beyond change. As we saw,
following Aristotle’s Metaphysics 1069b32 Ibn Rushd explains that in order to be change,
there must be something that changes, something into which it changes, and something
because of which thing changes. The first is matter, the second is form and the latter is the
cause.>’® This needs to be understood before the proof is established.

Ibn Rushd’s proof goes from the analysis of the creation from which God’s existence is
deduced. In order to provide the proper proof, it is necessary to show that the world is eternal.
But this proof is based on the proof of the eternity of motion, which is according to Aristotle’s
definition “the actuality of the movable as such™’* - hence the whole proof for God’s
existence must be based on truths established in physics prior to any metaphysical inquiry.
Interestingly, this is not the case with later Ibn Rushd only, but in his earlier works (where he

even upholds the theory of emanation) he defends the doctrine that the proof for God’s

57 Tafsir, ZAY, t. 1, 761.

588 1hid., t. 14, 800.

59 Tafsir, LAM, t. 14, 1475,
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571 Physics, 111, 1, 201a10; V111, 1, 251a8.

131



existence cannot be a goal of metaphysics.>’? As Ibn Rushd wants to show, in contrast to lbn
Sina, that natural philosophy, rather than metaphysics, proves God’s existence,®” he has to
base it on his understanding of the physical reality.

The next thing is the understanding of motion. For Aristotle motion is eternal, “there was not,
nor ever will be a time when there was not, or when there will not be, motion”,>’* and if
motion cannot have beginning nor end, it is not possible that all existents are generated from
non-existence; “for motion cannot be conceived as having originated in time after nothing at
all was moved, nor that it will be destroyed so that nothing at all should remain in motion” 5"
Similarly to Aristotle, Ibn Rushd’s Long Commentary on Physics offers within the book VI
two proofs of eternal motion: the proof from time, in the chapter 1 and the proof from what
moves itself, chapters 3-6. In any case, Ibn Rushd considers his contribution to be merely an

explanation of Aristotle’s doctrine, which already provided all proofs that motion is eternal.>’®

The proof for the eternity of motion in Ibn Rushd is based on Aristotle’s Physics VIII: every
motion is preceded by previous motion, which is the foundational argument for the thesis on
the eternity of the world. Ibn Rushd focuses on proving the eternity of motion in place, which
must be prior to the motion of coming into existence. In fact, whole existence depends on
motion in place.®”’ It is clear that, if ‘to exist’ primarily means ‘to exist as substance,’
existence depends on change, or on the process of generation from potentiality into the
perfection of actual being. This implies that in order for existence to be maintained, there
must always be a prior motion and therefore motion cannot have temporal beginning -
something capable of undergoing motion must exist eternally. The eternity of motion is also
implied by the nature of time:
“from the fact that time is continuous, eternal and one, it follows necessarily that

motion is also eternal, continuous and one, either because time and motion are one

and the same thing, or because it is one of the attributes of motion and one of its

effects. For it is impossible to imagine time without motion”.5"8
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Time has to be continuous, eternal and one, as it is showed by Aristotle; every ‘before’ time is
also time. The term ‘before’ is signifying priority in time, so there cannot be anything before
time - therefore time cannot have the beginning. Every motion is happening in time, and there
is no time without motion — this also means that whatever undergoes motion must also be

eternal.>"®

For understanding Ibn Rushd’s we also have to keep in mind three fundamental principles of
Aristotle’s Physics: 1) everything that is moved must be divisible,*®° 2) everything that is

moved must be moved by something,®!

and before any motion there must have been a
previous motion or change.®® The eternal motion must be moved by eternal mover, and the
series of essential (or real) movers cannot go ad infinitum; as Aristotle showed, the true cause
of the causal chain is the first cause, without which the series would not exist. For 1bn Rushd,
this is so only if we consider real, or genuine causation, not accidental causation.>® Only the
essential causal series lead to an eternal first cause. Causal regress can be also accidental and
circular, as many kind of motion within the world of generation and corruption; however, in

essential causal chain there must be the First Mover.%8

As the world consists of substances that are real beings, if all substances are subject to
generation and corruption, then all existence is subject to generation and corruption. In this
case a serious of problems would arise; all existence would have its origin from non-
existence, motion and time would have a beginning and all this is already proven as
impossible according to Aristotelian doctrine. Obviously, if motion cannot have a beginning
nor and end, it is not possible that all existents are generated. This implies that not all
substances are subject to generation and corruption. Because motion is eternal and every
particular motion is caused by a mover, it is necessary that the totality of motion is caused by

a mover that is not set in motion, but represents the pure actuality.5®

Clearly, this First Unmoved Mover cannot subsist in matter, but has to be something that

subsists by itself°®® and by being unmoved is also uncaused, and therefore it cannot be a body,

57 Physics VIII, 1, 251b; LC Physics. VIII, 10. This argument was also accepted by Ibn Sina, and further
developed as well as used to support the claim that the world is eternal. However, as has been shown, this
reasoning is not de facto relevant for his proof for God’s existence.
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divisible, and cannot have part.>®” With this, Aristotle’s doctrine as formulated in Metaphysics
is explained:
“It is clear from what has been said is that there is a substance which is eternal,
immovable and separate from sensible things. It has been explained that this

substance cannot have any magnitude at all; on the contrary it has neither parts,

nor divisions because it moves eternally and no finite thing can have an infinite

In his Long Commentary on Physics Ibn Rushd’s proof is based on two presuppositions that
are proven in other parts of the book as well as in his other works: 1) every motion has a
mover and 2) there must be a first mover which is moved by itself.>®® The fact of motion and
the nature of substances that are moving indicate that there must be an ultimate mover. Entire
science of physics points to this conclusion. But, as Twetten showed, the fact that the chain of
essential movers and moved things cannot go ad infinitum does not lead Ibn Rushd
immediately towards the conclusion that there is a first unmoved mover, but a first thing
moved by itself: “the series end in a mover within a self-moving whole instead of in
something completely separate”.>® Everything that is moved by another is necessarily moved
by a moved mover that represents a first thing moved by itself; if there cannot be an infinite
regress of moved movers, then there must be a first thing moved only by itself.>°* But if we
take under the consideration that things that are in local motion terminate with the first moved
mover, then it follows that this mover is eternally moving and that whatever is moved by it is
also moved eternally. The first mover could not start its action at some temporal point,
otherwise another motion would have preceded it ad infinitum, hence there would be no first
mover. However, this first moved thing, although eternal, must be composite by the fact that it
is moved, thus there must be a composite self-mover,%? and whatever is composite and
moved must have a mover distinct from itself.5% It follows that ‘above’ everything that is in
motion must be the First Unmoved Mover. This Unmoved Mover is the infinitely powerful
cause of eternal motion which moves the body of the world without being in matter®® and as

such represents the pure actuality, i.e. pure form, that is moving everything that exist through
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the first moved mover (i.e. the world of celestial bodies) as the immaterial prime mover.>%

This conclusion from Ibn Rushd’s Long Commentary on Physics is also confirmed in his most
important metaphysical treatise:
“Aristotle basis his argument on two premises: firstly, that every potentiality in
matter is finite, and secondly that the infinite act does not come from finite

potentiality. The necessary conclusion of that is that the mover which imparts an

infinite motion is a power which is not in matter. He sets out to prove these two

premises in the eighth book of Physics”.>%

This means that the relationship between the first mover and the world of generation and
corruption requires a sort of ‘mediator.” This mediator is found by Ibn Rushd in the world of
celestial bodies, or supra-lunar world, which ‘the first thing moved by itself.” This idea is
obviously influenced by Aristotle’s De Caelo Il. These celestial bodies are in a state of such
motion that they cannot corrupt®’ while they are moved by the First Cause, not directly, but
through desire within them. In fact, the celestial bodies are moved by themselves willingly®%
and they are eternal by their local movement that is coming from the eternal final cause which
they obey.® As such, celestial bodies are pure reasons and can be considered as souls only
ambiguously.®® This truth about supra-lunar world is empirically evident for lbn Rushd, as
we can observe that heavenly bodies move in a simple natural movement, and from this we
can deduce their natures.®®® In accordance with Ibn Rushd’s Aristotelianism, this is the only
way for the First to impart motion without being moved.®%

This idea represents Ibn Rushd’s response to the problem of the relationship between eternal
and perishable, which also implies another critique of Ibn Sina; it is evident that the
observable world is constantly changing and yet the principle of motion must be eternal. This
difficulty can be solved only by the fact established in the physical science: it is the celestial
body which is the cause of generation and corruption and this body, athough eternal, is in a

state of some sort of change, that is the change of position that occur in its parts.®% If we

59 |bid., 10, t. 78, f. 424IK.
5% Tafsir, LAM, t. 41, 1634:
leie asld Aalite 348 o )5Sy ad olile ) Jadll () ALl 5 dpaliie g (s (8558 JS () Lad) aal (ediag 13 (A dlusay sl )l
glanadl (e A3l (A Griaiall Gila Ol ST 58 5 (s (8 B8 (8 daaliia el AS el & el )
7 Tafsir, LAM, t. 41, 1631.
5% |C Physics, VIII, 2, 1. 17, f. 353H.
9 Tafsir, LAM, t. 41, 1633.
800 Endress, Gerhard, Averroes’ De Caelo, Ibn Rushd’s Cosmology in his Commentaries on Aristotle’s On the
Heavens, Arabic Science and Philosophy, 5 (1995, pp. 9-49), p. 30. Abb.: Endress, Averroes’ De Caelo.
801 Cerami Averroes’ Natural Philosophy, pp. 195-196.
802 Tafsir, LAM, t. 36, 1592; Metaphysics, A, 1072a.
803 Wolfson, Averroes on the Prime Mover, p. 689.
135



consider passing into existence (i.e. passing from potentiality into actuality) from Ibn Rushd’s
standpoint, the act of the efficient cause is not needed any more after the existent is
established - the efficient cause is needed only for the transition from the state of potency into
the state of actuality, as actual being no longer depends on its cause. In this sense if God
would be exclusively the efficient cause, his effect would not need his action after becoming
existent; hence Divine action would be finite. But no finite action can be ascribed to eternal
being, because eternal being must exist forever in the same state of its absolute perfection and
cannot be active at one time and not active at another - therefore, the First cannot be the

efficient cause,%** but only the final cause, or the ultimate form of all existence.

Therefore, all generation and corruption and all change had to be referred ultimately to the
heavenly spheres and through them to God. In his way, through eternal motion as well as by
eternity of matter, all beings derive their existence ultimately from God through the system of
intelligent living heavenly bodies. Only for the motion of these celestial bodies we can use

Ibn S1na’s notion of ‘possible in itself while necessary by another’ because:

“...motion can be necessary by something else and contingent by itself, the reason
being that its existence comes from something else, namely the mover; if motion
is eternal, it must be so on account of an immovable mover, either by essence or
by accident, so that motion possesses permanence on account of something else,
but substance on account of itself. Therefore, there cannot be a substance
contingent by itself but necessary by something else, but this is possible in the
case of motion. Every moving power which is in a body is necessarily moved by
accident and everything moved by accident and imparting motion by itself can
come to a standastill by itself and be moved by something else. If there is a power
in a body which can never cease to impart motion, it will necessarily be moved by
a mover in which there is no potentiality at all, either by essence or by accident.
This is the state of the celestial body”.5%

The First, as being the uncaused cause, must be simple, one, unique and absolute actuality. He
cannot be composed in any way, cannot be a body and cannot be linked to matter in any way
except through the mediation of the celestial spheres. In short, on the basis of the principles
established in Aristotle’s Physics VIII and De Anima, the First mover is realised as immaterial

and separate form that as such represents intellect which affects celestial bodies that set in
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motion the sublunary world of generation and corruption. With this, the essential attribute of
God is deduced: “this mover is an intellect and it is a mover insofar as it is the agent of
motion and the end of motion®%® that moves all being only as perfection.®®” In Aristotle’s

system intellect implies life%

and as someone who is intellect by his essence, God’s life and
knowledge are his “most distinctive attributes”.®®® As both living and eternal, He is the most

perfect being.

In order to ‘save’ God from any sort of composition, Ibn Rushd advocates the equivocity of
meanings that stand for God’s attributes: “one must understand that what we have said about
Him, namely that He is living and that He possesses life is one single concept with regard to
the subject, but two with the regard to the point of view...”%% and when we say that God is
“living, eternal and most perfect,” these are just meanings implied in the concept of ‘God’,?!!
because “...it is a condition of the First Agent that it should not receive an attribute, because
reception indicates matter...”.%*2 Therefore, all attributes of God are just names, distinctions
that we make in our minds. The same goes for the distinction between being an efficient and
final cause, which does not exist in the First Mover; “it exists only in us - we are moved by
the soul as efficient cause and moved by something outside of the soul as final cause of
motion”.%3 Because in God all attributes are one, including being the final and the efficient
cause, he is the unique being, like no other, and as such transcends all entities.5* Therefore,
when talks about God being primarily the ultimate final cause, while denying its role in

efficient causation, Ibn Rushd clearly has in mind the priority in our understanding.

To sum up, Ibn Rushd’s doctrine maintains that God, as the mover of the first sphere, or as the
mover of ‘the first thing moved,” acts as the final cause of motion and through this action he
causes the existence of all things as the ultimate efficient cause. Principles established in
natural sciences indicate that every moving object has a cause sustaining it in motion as well
as that the series of such causes cannot regress indefinitely. This implies that the totality of

motion must be sustained by the first cause which is unmoved. This first cause, however, is
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not prior to its effect in the temporal sense, instead it has ontological priority — it sustains the
motion and with it the existence of its effect as long as it acts as mover. If we take into
account that for Ibn Rushd motion is the cause of existence, the cause of motion is the
efficient cause, or agent. This fundamentally departs from Ibn Sina’s view. As we saw, for 1bn
Stna the real meaning of ‘efficient causality’ is ‘that which bestows existence’ and motion
does not belong into this metaphysical category. According to Ibn Rushd, such division is
unacceptable, because only by the means of motion we can understand existence, otherwise
‘existence’ is just the most general notion of the mind. In this sense, 1bn Rushd’s proof does
not represent only the proof for the ultimate cause of motion, but for the ultimate efficient
cause of existence. This ultimate cause of motion is not the efficient cause in the real sense,
otherwise it would be affected by the motion it ‘creates,” but the final cause that acts in such
specific way that, when considered in the mind, it is comprehended as something that has two
identities: the identity of the final cause and the identity of the efficient cause. However, 1bn
Rushd is well aware that proving the existence of the ultimate cause of motion is not
sufficient to establish that such entity is God. For this reason it must also be proven that the
First is incorporeal, that it is the unity, as well as the fact that this entity is aware of itself, i.e.
that it is alive and intellectual. This reasoning is analytical, but not in the same sense as Ibn
Sina’s - in order to provide the proper and complete demonstration for God’s existence,
according to 1bn Rushd, one has to show that the eternal first mover is incorporeal, one and
intellectual from the perspective of the empirical phenomenon of motion. The entire reasoning
of Ibn Rushd closely follows Aristotle, who might be considered the originator of the proof
from motion, but who also provided some basic deductive inquire into Divine attributes on the
basis of his proof. Aristotle is the first who reasoned that since no corporeal object could
contain power sufficient to sustain eternal motion, the First Unmoved Mover cannot be a
corporeal.8%® The fact that the First cannot be corporeal further implies that it cannot have

matter, and hence must be one number.616

In this way the only adequate proof of the existence of God for Ibn Rushd is Aristotle’s proof
from motion as set in Physics. This is the only proof that “meets the standards of serious
philosophers”.%" Because of this | believe that Davidson is right when states that for Ibn
Rushd “the precise, philosophic formulation of the cosmological argument would be nothing

other than Aristotle’s proof from motion” and that
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“what he means when referring to a philosophic formulation of the scriptural
teleological argument is evidently to be taken in the same vein. He must be
permitting himself a certain liberty; and his meaning must be that in a loose sense

the proof from motion subsumes the teleological argument, and the latter can be

thought of as a popular version of the former”.518

In short, there is only one way to prove God’s existence in Ibn Rushd, and that is through
natural sciences that rest of Aristotle’s conception of motion as it is explained in science of
physics. Everything else is just a sort of addition for various purposes, which must not
contradict the doctrine established by the scientific demonstration.

2.2 Relationship between God and the World
2.2.1 The idea of emanation

Ibn Sina’s explanation of the relation between God and the world is based on his notion of
‘existence’ and the idea of efficient causality as it is explained in metaphysics. There are
several principles involved in the explanation: 1) from one only one proceed, i.e. one cause
has only one immediate effect 2) cause is ontologically prior to the effect, not temporally
prior to it, i.e. if the cause is finite in time, the effect is finite in time; and if cause is eternal,
the effect is eternal, 3) effect’s existence depends on the existence of the cause, but not vice
versa - if the cause cease to exist, the effect will cease to exist, but if the effect cease to exist,
that does not necessarily mean that the cause ceased to exist, but it might be interrupted and

prevented to produce its effect.

After the proof for God’s existence is established, the main goal of metaphysics is fulfilled.
The next phase is to explain the world in the most general way by the means of this new
‘discovery.” This is an important task for a metaphysician, as Ibn Sina explains, because in
order to understand the world one must investigate the First Cause “from which emanates
every caused existent inasmuch as it is a caused existent, not only inasmuch as it is an existent
in motion or [only inasmuch as it is] quantified”®*® but inasmuch as it is existent. Only God is
self-existent. Everything other than God is the effect of God, directly or indirectly and is as

such contingent, i.e. possible in itself while necessary through its cause. What Ibn Sina calls

518 |hid.
1% al-Iiahiyyat, 1, 2, (16).
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‘the world’ is thus the totality of all contingent beings. This means that it is possible to
consider non-existence of the world without contradiction. The existence of the world is
completely determined by the First. To be determined by something eternal means that the
world also must be eternal; “...temporal coming into existence must be due to the temporal
coming into existence of the cause, and [this must occur simultaneously] with it...”8%
Because there is no point at which an eternal agent does not act, the eternal cause and its
effect must temporally coexist. God is the ultimate essential efficient cause of all existence
and if He would be temporally prior to the existence of the world, He would not be a true
agent nor the world would be a genuine act.?! God is therefore both necessary and sufficient
for the existence of the world, He is the unique cause of the world and the existence of the

world is entirely dependent upon this cause.®??

The relationship between God as ‘the Necessary Existent’ and the world is the relationship
between cause and the effect in the absolute sense. This means that all above mentioned
principles must be applied to this relationship absolutely. So the first and the most important
problem is how the plurality of the world proceeds from Divine unity and uniqueness? lbn
Sina’s solution to the problem is, as it was for al-Farabi before him, the theory of emanation
(sudur). Both al-Farabi and Ibn Stna were under the influence of Arabic Plotinus, although it
is still questionable whether or not they were aware of this, or they simply subscribed this
works to Aristotle. Doctrine of emanation, according to Plotinus, describes the procession of
all things from the One; this procession is not a procession in time, but it is the ontological
order of existence. In any case, although the theory of emanation has Neoplatonic origin, in
Islamic philosophy it is based on the Aristotelian notion that God is self-thinking intellect.®?®

The most detail explanation of the emanation theory is in Ibn Stna al-//ahiyyat, book VIII and
IX. Once again, the first thing that one should take under consideration when inquiring into
Divine’s act is that He is the First, who as such, has no genus, no quiddity, no quality, no
quantity, no ‘where,” no ‘when,” no equal, no partner, no contrary-may, and no similar, is not
subject to definition and demonstration — i.e. that He is one (or oneness) in all respect.t?
Thus, in order to understand the world one has to grasp that “the principle of the whole is an

essence necessary in its existence, and what proceeds from the Necessary Existent is

620 ipid., 1X, 1, (5).
621 Kogan, Metaphysics of Causation, p. 55.
622 pid., p. 56.
623 Belo, Chance and Determinism, p. 97.
624 al-Tlahiyyat, VI, 4, (14): 1X, 1, (1).
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necessary; otherwise, [the Necessary Existent] would have a state which did not [previously]

exist and, hence, would be necessary in all His aspects.”®?°

As we saw, one of the most important parts of the proof for God’s existence is to show that
He is an intellectual being. This does not only imply that God is living, hence the object of
worship, but also that His primary and sole act is the act of comprehension. In order to remain
in His perfection, God’s only object of knowledge is himself. Up to this point it seems that
Ibn Sina is the faithful follower of Aristotle. But things are about to change, because, as we
saw, God is the ultimate efficient cause, thus the bestower of existence in the absolute sense
and His act of bestowing existence must be through His only appropriate action: self-

comprehension.

It is important to underline once more that the notion of ‘intellect’ and ‘comprehension’ here
have an equivocal meaning: God is intellect in the sense that He is not in a subject at all, nor
connected with matter and the unique entity, so the notion of ‘intellect’ is among those that
describe Him the best: He is intellect in the sense “that in Him there is no variety of forms
arranged and differing, such as there is in the [human] soul, in the sense previously
[discussed] in the Psychology”.6%® As such God

“intellectually apprehends things all at once, without being rendered multiple by

them in His substance, or their becoming conceived in their forms in the reality of

His essence. Rather, their forms emanate from Him as intelligibles. He is more

worthy to be an intellect than the forms that emanate from His intellectuality.

Because He intellectually apprehends His essence, and that He is the principle of
all things, He apprehends [by] His essence all things.%?’

God bestows existence by the manner of knowing Himself as the eternal and perfect agent®28
and because His knowledge represents the absolute reality and pure existence, everything that
is emanates from Him necessarily. This is so because God’s apprehension of Himself as the
eternal First Cause necessitates the apprehension of everything that is possible, i.e. of
everything that can proceed from His existence®?® and because that knowledge is the Reality,
all things are becoming real. This is important in order to understand in what sense Ibn Sina

claims that God does not know particulars and that His knowledge is only universal; He does

8% jbid., 1X, 1, (12).
6% jbid., V111, 7, (2).
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not know particulars in the sense that they are something that have existence in external
reality®% - this is so because in fact there is no external reality of God, His knowledge is all

reality.

This is also the reason why the term ‘creation’ (ibda) - although acceptable for Ibn Sina after
certain divisions are explained and the eternity of the world established - should be replaced
with ‘emanation’ (sudir). This term more adequately denotes Divine act that consists in His
intellectual apprehension of His Divine essence which results in creation of all intelligibles.
Among them, there is one intelligible that has the First as its principle without an
intermediary, hence from one only one proceeds - this is the first emanation, or the first
contingent existent, that is prior to all other creation, which can be classified as prior and
posterior in accordance with the order of the causal chain of existence.%3! The first thing
created is a contingent intelligence, in connection to which the emanative creation begins and
which comprehends itself as both the effect and the cause. Further on, comprehension of
every higher intelligence consists in comprehension of its cause and comprehension of itself
as something contingent, i.e. that it is something only possible in itself and necessary through
another.®% In this way the world emanates eternally from God as a consequence of His self-
knowledge, in a hierarchical chain of causes and effects, primarily in the hierarchical chain of
the ten intelligences.

Ibn Sina’s conception of existence as being either possible in itself but necessary through
another, or of being necessary in itself, is crucial for the explanation of the emanative process.
This explanation has triadic form: God, as the Necessary Existent is engaged in an eternal act
of self-knowledge which results in the emanation of the first intellect. This intellect, as
Marmura puts it, then contemplates (a) God as the existent necessary in Himself, (b) his own
existence: as necessitated by God, and (c) his own existence as in itself only possible; “these
three contemplative acts produce, respectively, three existents: another intellect, a soul, and a
sphere; this contemplative activity is repeated by the successive intellects, resulting in the
celestial triads that terminate with the active intellect from which the terrestrial world
emanates”.%®3 These successive intellects affect the movements of the spheres which influence

events on sublunary world - in this way the souls of the spheres know what happened and will

830 jbid.

8L ibid., (6).

632 Janssens, Jules L., Creation and Emanation in Ibn Sina, Documenti e Studi sulla Tradizione Filosofica
Medievale 8 (Florence, 1997, pp. 455-477), p. 455. Abb.: Janssens, Creation and Emanation in Ibn Sina.
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happen on the world of generation and corruption.5®** This is how the distinction between
essence and existence stands in the foundation of both Ibn Sina’s proof of God’s existence
and his argument for the manner in which the world emanates from Him.5*® Therefore, from
the Necessary Existent emanates the First Intelligence alone, since from a single, absolutely
simple entity, only one thing can proceed. Hence there are several separate intellects, but they
do not originate from the First directly, instead each of them follows from the previous one in
succession and below each intellect there is a sphere with its own matter and form; which

means that these successive intellects possess their own body and soul.8%

The nature of the first emanated intelligence no longer remains absolutely simple because it is
not necessary by itself; in itself it is possible and its possibility is actualised by God.%®" This is
why after the first intelligence is created, it causes plurality of the world; from the absolute
oneness of God only one proceeds, but this one existent is not necessary in itself, but
contingent and this contingency eventually results in plurality. Plurality exists because
intellects subsequent to the First Cause have plural thoughts;® the first emanated intellect, by
contemplating the First Cause, gives rise to an intellect below itself - it produces a soul as a
concomitant and a form of the sphere. According to Ibn Sina there are several separate
intellects, but they do not originate from the First Divine intellect directly, rather each of them
follow from the previous one in succession, and below each intellect there is a sphere with its
own matter and form. To account for the existence of these successive intellects with their
own body and soul, Ibn Sina puts forth the emanation theory. The cause of this process is self-
reflective thought on the part of each intellect. When the first emanation becomes aware of its
own intrinsic possibility it causes corporeality; it becomes aware that it only exists through a
cause. In this way all emanated intellects are aware of their contingency, or ‘possibility’,5®
which allows emanation to proceed. This is the main specification of Ibn Sina’s version of the
theory of emanation: notions of ‘necessary’ and ‘possible’ (or necessity and contingency) here
have crucial role in the explanation of the origin of matter. As Catarina Belo summarise it,
after the first creation becomes aware of its contingency, it becomes aware of its being an

effect rather than cause, i.e. it becomes aware of its passivity which transforms into

834 Gutas, Dimitri, Intellect Without Limits: the Absence of Mysticism in Avicenna, in Intellect et imagination
dans la philosophie, ed. Maria Candida Pacheco and Jose Francisco Meirinhos (Brepols, 2006), p. 362.

835 Ibid.
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Culture, 54, July, 1982,

838 Davidson, Alfarabi, Avicenna and Averroes, on Intellect, p. 75.
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Mmateriality that manifests itself in the emergence of the intellect’s body - its sphere.
Therefore,
“the ‘matter’ which is to be found in the celestial realm is a result of passivity and
potentiality, rather than created separately as an individual and autonomous entity;
as such it results from wholly intelligible principles. It must be noted that while
corporeality differs from materiality, it is constituted through the latter, since the
form represented by the soul must inhere in matter... Thus the self-thinking
process of the first intellect emanated from the First generates intellect, form and

corporeality. This process is then repeated, until a total number of ten intellects
and nine spheres is reached’®*

An outermost sphere, the sphere of the fixed stars and the seven spheres that contain the

planets, the sun, and the moon.%*

So the main goal of the theory of emanation is, as Ibn Sina himself states, to solve the
problem between God’s unity and the plurality of the world;®*? the First represents the
absolute perfection and the ultimate cause of all contingent existence - in fact, He “does not
only have the existence that belongs only to Him, but every [other] existence also is an
overflow of His existence and belongs to Him and emanates from Him”.%*3 In this way God
creates by giving His existence to all existents through successive mediation of intellectual
spheres, until this succession reaches the final tenth emanation - the Active Intellect, or the
Giver of Forms®** - from which the sublunary world emanates. The Active Intellect represents
the last emanation, from which both the matter and the form of the world emanate and this
succession continues through the emanation of rational, animal and vegetative souls - with the
rational soul the hierarchy of the existence of the intellectual substances ceases.®*® The Active
Intellect has three functions, it is: (1) the emanating cause of the matter of the sublunar world,
(2) the emanating cause of natural forms appearing in matter, including the souls of plants,

animals and man, and (3) the cause of the actualization of the human intellect.®*® In this way
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the Active Intellect guarantees the existence of the forms of the material existents as well as

the matter itself by providing the forms which cause its actuality.®*’

In order to fully grasp the emanative scheme one has to take under consideration the existence
of the infinite incorporeal power and that this power is the principle of primary motion, as
well as that the circular heavenly motion is not temporally generated.®*® This is why we have
to have pre-knowledge of natural sciences before inquiry into metaphysical thinking.
Heavenly motion does not occur by mechanistic nature, but by the nature of will®* - the
intellects are alive, and they move out of obedience and desire to imitate the First, as Ibn Sina
explains:”... this [desire] is followed by way of emanating states and measures through which
[the celestial sphere] imitates the First (exalted be He) inasmuch as He is the provider of good
thing...”.%%° The whole process of emanation thus results in motion by the nature of the soul;
the movement of the celestial sphere is engendered by will, desire and choice; “this motion is
as though it is a kind of worship, angelic or pertaining to the celestial sphere (...) if the
appetitive power has a desire toward something, an influence emanates from it that moves the
bodily members”.%! Therefore, all supra-lunar emanations move according to their
knowledge and desire and in this sense they move by will. Yet this will is determined by their
natures that proceed from the First: they are perfect beings, as such they seek perfection and
want to imitate, in accordance with their powers and abilities, the One who is the pure
perfection and goodness. According to this idea, therefore, the eternity in the absolute sense
(ontological and temporal) belong only to God, while the incorruptible celestial bodies are
eternal only by virtue of the relation to the sole being which is necessary in itself - in this

sense it is right to say that the eternity of the celestial bodies is a kind of “semi-eternity”.%

In addition to this, Ibn Sina stresses that the number of separate intellects after the First
Principle would be the same as the number of movements, which is ten, amongst which the
first represents the unmoved mover that moves the sphere of the outermost body and the
second is the one similar that moves the sphere of the fixed stars, after which is the one that

moves the sphere of Saturn and so on, terminating with the intellect the intellect of the

847 Cerami, Cristina, The Eternity of the World, in The Routledge Companion to Islamic Philosophy, eds. R. C.
Taylor, L. X. Lopez Farjeat (London-New York: Routledge, 2016, pp.141-155), p. 149. Abb.: Cerami, The
Eternity of the World.
848 al-llahiyyat, VI, 1, (2).
849 ibid., IX, 2, (4).
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terrestrial world, i.e. the active intellect.®>® It seems that there is no particular reason why lbn
Stna chooses this number, other than perhaps because of astronomical theories of his era.®>* It
also seems by the rest of the chapter that Ibn Stna himself is not sure in definite number of
intelligences, however that is clearly not important for understanding the existence in the
metaphysical sense, as the inquiry into particulars is not within the scope of the first

philosophy.

Metaphysically speaking, the origin of motion is the desire to imitate what is good. This
desire comes from the intellectual apprehension of what is good, as in this way heavenly
bodies affect everything what is beneath them, and all contingent being is set in motion which
has purpose that is above the motion:

“From this, however, there is emitted that which is of a rank lower than it-namely,

the desire to imitate Him to the utmost measure possible. Hence, the seeking of

motion becomes necessary, not inasmuch as it is motion, but in the manner we

have stated. This desire would follow that love, and the enjoyment springing from

[love], and this perfecting process arising from desire. It is in this manner that the
First Principle moves the body of the heaven”.8%

This example can further help us with understanding the relationship between metaphysics
and other sciences in Ibn Sina. Metaphysics offers the explanation of existence and with it the
explanation of motion from the absolute perspective, while physics deals with particular
motion between bodies and cannot explain its ultimate purpose. The metaphysical explanation
of motion is that it necessitates from the eternal process of emanation of the world from God
as a consequence of His self-knowledge in the hierarchical chain of causes and effects.

The relationship between God and the world is unique, as it is the result of the Unique
Creator. It is necessitated by Divine will in a very specific way. As all attributes of God are
the same with his essence (i.e. his existence), the same is with Divine knowledge and will,
thus according to Ibn Sina “the knowledge belonging to Him is identical with the will that
belongs to Him” as well as
“the power belonging to Him consists in His essence being an intellectual
apprehender of the whole in [such] a way that the apprehension is a principle of

the whole, not derived from the whole, and a principle in itself, not dependent on
the existence of anything. This will, in the form we have ascertained (which is not
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connected with a purpose within the emanation of existence), is nothing other than
emanation itself”.6>®

This means that God’s action is both willing and necessary at once; all the Divine attributes
have a single meaning, which is the necessity of existence and His creation is through the
necessity of existence. This means that the existence of contingent beings represents a sort of
continuation of God’s existence.?®’ The necessity of existence implies intellect, intellect
implies knowledge, knowledge implies will and will eventually implies emanation. God
emanates only existence, necessarily/knowingly/willingly, hence all creation represents His
will/knowledge/necessity. All these notions are equivocal, due to the fact that nothing is like
God and it would be wrong to compare them with any meaning concerning contingent being.
| believe that this is the reason why Ibn Sina sometimes talks about emanation as something
that necessitates from God and sometimes as something that results from His choice/will.
There is no contradiction between these two ideas, because in God, they are all one.

In al-Zlahiyyat, 1X, 4, (4) Tbn Sina summarises his account: the essential act of the First is to
intellectually apprehend His own essence, which in itself is the principle of the order of the
good in existence. He thus intellectually apprehends the order of the good in existence and
how this ought to be by one single act of intellection. It becomes a necessary concomitant of
what He intellectually apprehends of the order of the good in existence that He apprehends
intellectually how this order is possible and how the best thing to take place is for the
existence of the whole to come about in accordance with what He intellectually apprehends.
For the reality that is intellectually apprehended with Him is itself, knowledge, power, and
will. In this way intellection is the cause of existence in accordance with what He
intellectually apprehends. By this, from God all existence emanates as an emanation that is
distinct from His essence. In this way the fundamental relationship between God and His
creation is explained. The world, as something possible in itself deserves only non-existence.
This non-existence reflects in its essence per se, that is apprehended by God as something
good that reflects His knowledge, power and will and results in one single eternal act of
creation, i.e. emanation from God, which necessitates the first created intellect from which the
successive causal chain continues. In this way God is the eternal bestower of existence, and

the world eternally depends on this Divine action.

656 ibid., VIII, 7, (12):
O Ga 38 GllaS 5 Al 3l 5315 58 a4l (5 alal) u\um el o sgiall 3 i Vs cadad NI 8 e 453l )] Cud 3 5n 5l) n) 58
iy e a8 g Y el ey o JSU e M3sale ¥ JSU fane g Slie JSU Alle 43ld oS oo 4l Al 3 sl
857 Janssens, Creation and Emanation in Ibn Sina, p. 458.
147



We could accept that with these ideas Ibn Sina does not want to contradict Aristotle, but to
renew Philosopher’s system,%® yet in doing so he departs from the Philosopher’s cosmology
significantly. The way Ibn Sina’s sees it, Aristotle’s philosophy is an incomplete system, SO
he takes upon the task add his own ideas in order to complete it.5° To the classical
Aristotelian proof of the existence of a First Cause from motion of the universe, Ibn Sina adds
a new perspective - the proof from the existence of the universe, and to Aristotle’s inference
of the existence of the celestial intelligences from the motion of the celestial spheres, Ibn Stna
adds a proof of their existence from the existence of the spheres.®®° Similarly, to the inference
of the existence of the Active Intellect from movement of the human intellect from
potentiality to actuality, Ibn Sina adds an inference of the existence of the active intellect from
the existence of sublunary matter, as he will also infer the existence of an active intellect from
the existence of natural forms in the world, especially from the existence of the human soul .65
As for the sublunary world, the process of emanation imitates the supra-lunar world, just with
the opposite order:

“Just as the first of beings [proceeding from the First], from the commencement

[down] to the rank of the elements, had been intellect and then soul and then body,

so here [in the terrestrial world] existence begins with bodies, then souls coming

into being, then intellects. [All] these forms necessarily emanate from these

[celestial] principles. The temporal events that take place in this [terrestrial] world

come about [as a result] of the collision of the active celestial powers. The passive

terrestrial [powers] follow the collisions of the celestial active powers”.%62

In this way the matter of sublunary world is affected by the perfection of heavenly spheres,

which results in creation of a bodies, souls and eventually earthly intellects.

2.2.2 The Problem With Emanation

In his early days, 1bn Rushd was a follower of emanation theory, especially in his Epithome of

the Metaphysics, where his ideas are very close to al-Farabi and Ibn Sina. In his later works he

8% As it is described and argued in Gutas, Dimitri, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, Introduction to

Reading Avicenna's Philosophical Works, Leiden Boston, Brill (2014), pp. 15-75; Macit, Muhittin, Ibn Sina’da

Doga Felsefesi ve Messai Gelenekteki Yeri, 1stanbul, Litera Yaymcilik (2016), pp. 26-58; Macit, Muhittin, 1bn

Sina’da Metafizik ve Messai Gelenek, Istanbul, Litera Yayincilik (2012), pp. 15-28.
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criticises this view. Due to the fact that in my thesis we are interested in Ibn Rushd’s critique,
i.e. his later philosophy, we are going to skip the historical inquiry into his development and
focus on the problem.

As Ibn Sina attempts to explain the world with the emphasis on efficient causality, the
problem between Divine unity and the plurality of the world occurred, which he treats with
the emanation theory. According to Ibn Rushd, this attempt failed, not just because of Ibn
Sina’s mistaken ontological starting point, but also because the idea of emanation simply
cannot solve anything. Regarding this he states: “How untrue is this proposition that the one
can produce only one, if it is understood in the way Ibn Sina and Farabi understand it, and
Ghazali himself in his Niche for Lights, where he accepts their theory of the First
Principle”.%%% According to Ibn Rushd, the principle that from one only one can proceed in the
context in which Ibn Sina puts it is not an Aristotelian principle.%®* This idea in Ibn Sina’s
context means that God’s unity and the unity of contingent existents is one and the same type
- all existents represent the same simplicity. The notion of ‘unity,” which Ibn Sina uses
univocally, is in fact equivocal notion - the unity of the First Agent and the unity which we

find in the empirical world is not the same.%6°

At this point Ibn Rushd again partly agrees with al-Ghazali: from the context of Ibn Sina’s
emanationism it is impossible to solve the problem of the multiplicity of the world. The
principle of plurality remains the principle of plurality and the principle of unity remains the
principle of unity®®® and this is so in accordance with the logical principle of identity. If
identities of ‘unity’ and ‘plurality’ are mixed together, it would follow that the first effect
consists in an infinite plurality and therefore cannot be caused by the First unique principle.®’
Regarding the idea that plurality is caused in the first effect due to its apprehension of its own
contingency, Ibn Rushd claims that when al-Farabi and Ibn Sina say “that the plurality in the
second principle arises through its self-knowledge and it knowing another, it follows for them
that its essence has two natures or two forms, and it would be interesting to know which form
proceeds from the First Principle and which does not”®® — in other words, the problem
remains unsolved, as if we have two principles in the effect it remains the problem how these

two principles proceeded from the cause that is absolute unity. Another issue is, again, the
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claim that the first emanation is in itself possible and necessary through another; as according
to Ibn Rushd, being is either possible or necessary — “there is in necessary natures no
possibility at all, be it a possibility necessary by itself or a possibility necessary by
another”.%%® This means that if from one only one proceeds, then no multiplicity can occur
except the infinite chain of ‘ones.” Oneness is the opposite of plurality, nothing can have
mutually exclusive attributes at the same time and in the same respect. Something is either
oneness or plurality; so “the fundamental mistake of Ibn Sina and al-Farabi was that they
made the statement that from the one only one can proceed, and then assumed a plurality in
the one which proceeds”.%”® Therefore, the theory of emanation is found on a claim which is
paradoxical if used in the context of the efficient causation.®”* For lbn Rushd, this problem is
similar with the problem of Ibn Sina’s necessary-possible division. In lbn Rushd’s
philosophy, as we saw, these notions have their meaning outside of the mind only with respect
to causation, so something is either caused or uncaused, it cannot be both in the same time and
in the same respect. Instead, there is only one solution to this problem, one must realise that
“the first effect possesses plurality, and that necessarily any plurality becomes one through a
unity which requires that plurality should depend on unity”.%72 This is why lbn Rushd’s proof
for the existence of God, as we saw in the previous chapter, depends on proving the existence
of the first moved mover, which owes its motion and through this motion its unity, to the First

Unmoved Mover who is the ultimate final cause of all existence.

The First simply cannot be the ultimate efficient cause of all existence in the way that Ibn
Sina teaches. According to Ibn Rushd, the world as a whole represents a complex substance
that consists of parts, and yet as a substance it has certain unity due to which we can refer to it
as ‘the world.” If the efficient cause represents the absolute unity, or oneness, and the effect
represents the plurality, then this cause is not the cause of that particular effect. On the basis
of his distinction between logical and causal necessity, Ibn Rushd claims that an effect
necessarily follows from its cause only insofar as it is a formal or final cause; but it does not
necessarily follow from its efficient cause, since the efficient cause or agent often exists
without the existence of its effect; the efficient cause may be fully in act and yet not produce

its proper effect.5”3 Cause and effect are in the case of efficient causation separable and in this
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case one may assert the cause and deny the effect without contradiction.®* God, therefore,
cannot be the efficient cause of the world, but must be some other kind of cause. As we saw in
the previous chapter, Ibn Rushd’s answer is that God is the final cause of the world, by which
the world is set in motion that maintains its existence. In this way, by being the ultimate final
cause, God is in a sense the efficient cause as well. Therefore, the solution to the problem is
not the emanation theory, but simply the idea that the plurality of the world is uncaused in the
sense of efficient causation. This is the true meaning of the statement that ‘the world is
eternal,” and the theory of emanation once again shows that Ibn Sina was under the influence
of theologians’ idea of creation out of nothing, which is the consequence if God is understood
as the ultimate efficient cause. In fact, there is no direct cause of existence, but only cause of
motion, or the cause due to which potentiality passes into actuality,®” and in accordance with

this the relationship between God and the world has to be interpreted.

God has to be the perfect agent, and the perfect agent produces the perfect act. This is another
reason why the world cannot have a temporal beginning; if God had created the world at a
point in the past, His activity would not have been continuous and unchanging - such an
activity would have inmly that He is an imperfect agent. Similarly, if the world has a temporal
beginning, its existence would not have entailed any prior existence and, again, it would have
been an imperfect act.”® On the basis of his critique of the theory of emanation lbn Rushd
reformulates the main problem: the problem is not how from one the plurality occurs, because
such thing is impossible, but how the eternal unchangeable principle can be the principle of

the changeable world.

If we consider Ibn Sina’s theory of emanation together with his understanding of existence, it
might seem that it has serious pantheistic implication. This may be another problem for lbn
Rushd. All things have essences and attributes “which determine the special functions of each
thing through which the essences and names of things are differentiated”.’” Otherwise all
things would be one, but this oneness would not be the real philosophical oneness as it lacks
any specifications, and therefore to say that all things are one in this sense indicates that all
things are in fact nothingness. Ibn Rushd stresses that if the nature of oneness is denied, the
nature of being is denied and the consequence of the denial of being is nothingness.®”® Thus,

according to Ibn Rushd, the doctrine of theologians implies pantheism (if they are to be
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followed consistently), and every philosopher who follows their teaching regarding essence
and existence, causality and creation essentially teaches pantheism. Although Ibn Rushd does
not use the accusation for pantheism against Ibn Stna explicitly, it seems that this critique of
the theologians is also aimed against his metaphysical system, especially because of the
emanation theory. After all, 1) Ibn Rushd accuses Ibn Sina on several places that he is under
the influence of theologians, and 2) he also accuses Ibn Sina for misunderstanding of
Aristotelian notion of ‘existence’; if existence is not the essential property of a substance, then
we cannot claim that substances have their specific natures by themselves (in fact, they are in
themselves nothing), hence all things are one - or nothing. If we keep this in mind, there
might be serious pantheistic implication in Ibn Sina’s metaphysics, despite he himself rejects
such idea. Although the primary purpose of Ibn Sina’s theory of emanation is in fact to
prevent his metaphysical system to end up in pantheism and consequently to explain plurality,
Ibn Rushd seems suspicious that such metaphysics is nevertheless pantheistic.5”® This is so
because for Ibn Rushd every non-naturalistic theistic system tends to be pantheistic, no matter
if it is theological or philosophical, as it does not rely on Aristotelian understanding of
substance. Instead such systems rely on the idea that beings in fact participate in the Divine
existence, as God is the only existent that has existence essentially. This is the case with Ibn
Sina’s emanation. As for Ibn Rushd Aristotelian substance means ‘to have existence

essentially’, if there is only one such being then there is only one substance.

2.2.3 The Relationship Between God and the World in Ibn Rushd

As we can see, Ibn Rushd proof for God’s existence starts from observation of the world of
substances as well as from the analysis of the fact that the world, motion and time are eternal.
This means that when talking about the relationship between God and the world, we do not
talk about the relationship between the world and its efficient cause - what is eternal does not
have agent - but between the world and its final cause. Thus, in order to explain the
relationship between the world and its cause we must start from the consideration of motion;
and in context of the relationship between God and the world, this means to explain the

relationship between eternal and particular motion.

579 | believe this suspicion is expressed in the following quotation:

“And further, what do the theologians say about the essential causes, the understanding of which
alone can make a thing understood? For it is self-evident that things have essences and attributes
which determine the special functions of each thing and through which the essences and names of
things are differentiated. If a thing had not its specific nature, it would not have a special name nor
a definition, and all things would be one-indeed” (Tahafut al-Tahafut, XVII, 1, p.424).
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This explanation is an important part of what Ruth Glasner calls “a turning point in lbn
Rushd’s natural philosophy”.%®® The interpretation is based on the division between
successive, contiguous and continuous motion in Ibn Rushd’s Long Commentary on Physics.
Successive motions (that were advocated by the theologians as the main form of motion in the
world) follow one another and are separated by rests, it starts at one point in time and it ends
at another point in time. Contiguous motions are not separated, but are still distinguishable
from one another. Continuous motions cannot be distinguished one from another and thus
form one motion. Based on this division, Ibn Rushd’s solution to the problem of the
relationship between Divine unity and world’s plurality is suggested in Long Commentary on
Physics, book VIII, 1, and it consists in drawing the clear distinction between the continuous
and contiguous motion, as well as in attributing the first kind to the supra-lunar world (i.e. the
celestial world, or the world of heavenly bodies) and the latter type to the sublunary world
(i.e. the world of generation and corruption). Therefore, substances of the sublunary world are
subject to contiguous motion and are in the process of constant change not only in place, but
substantially; supra-lunar world on the other hand, consists of bodies that are set in continuous
motion, hence they are unchangeable substances that do not corrupt®®! - the celestial motion is
continuous, uniform and eternal, and due to it the continuous structure is fully deterministic.
Through heavenly bodies continuous motion affect the motion of the whole world qua
totality, hence the totality of all existent moves continuously, while particular beings in the

882 and so “the core of the

sublunary region move contiguously, due to their causal connections
turning point is the understanding (achieved after an intensive inquiry) that the source of the
stability of the sublunary world and of the perpetuity of sublunary motion must be in the
celestial region”.%83 Thus, Ibn Rushd’s cosmology tends to explain Aristotle’s by adding some
new ideas while maintaining rigid in following Philosopher’s fundamental principles. This
interpretation of Ibn Rushd is according to some scholars the most the most sophisticated

representation of Aristotelian cosmology ever offered.®8

Ibn Rushd’s interpretation of Aristotle states that by proving that there must be infinite
successions of sublunary events, the Philosopher implies that the link between successive

motions cannot be essential, but only accidental and that the time between two consecutive
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motions (or the time of rest) is the time of the state of possibility.%® In this way the sublunary
motion as a whole is also eternal because it is moved by supra-lunar motion, but it consists of
finite parts that allow various possibilities within it. While the corporeal character of the
sublunary world consists of four elements of corruptible matter, the celestial bodies consist of
a fifth element, the ether, and due to it are not subject to substantial change. Celestial bodies
are simple in the sense that they consist of form and ether, and are no able to change their
form.%8® Due to their simplicity their form has no contraries, so they cannot have a cause of

destruction®®’ thus cannot fall under substantial change.

According to Ibn Rushd, the celestial bodies are constituted by a self-subsistent matter, and
have forms “that do not subsist in their subjects”, otherwise their motion would be finite and
they would be corruptible.588 Also, in celestial bodies the intellect and the intelligible are the
same thing.%8° The material of the celestial spheres and the material of sublunary substances is
not the same, we just address them as ‘matter’ by homonymy, “since the former is in actuality
and the latter in potentiality, i.e. the matter of celestial bodies is the body and the matter of
thing subject to generation and corruption is prime matter”.%®® Due to this specific kind of
matter, the celestial intellects are not immanent forms belonging to their bodies but immobile
and separate movers which move celestial bodies as end and object of desire.®®* Also, when
we talk about plurality in celestial bodies and in the sublunary world, they are two different
types of plurality; celestial bodies possesses the plurality of simple existents, “and some of
these are the causes of others and that they all ascend to one unique cause which is of their
own genus, and is the first being of their genus, and the plurality of the heavenly bodies only
arises from the plurality of these principles”,%? while that the plurality of the sublunary world
comes from matter and form and the celestial bodies.®®® Thus, according to Ion Rushd, lbn
Stna’s mistake regarding celestial bodies consists in his doctrine that heavens are composed of
matter and form like any other body. 1bn Rushd sees his own position of the ‘true Peripatetic’
as contrary to Ibn Sina’s: the body of the heavens is a simple body, otherwise it would suffer

corruption.5®* So in sum, the celestial body is not composed of matter and form in the same
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manner as sublunary world and they even do not belong to the same genus because their
matter does not contain potentiality,5®® their matter exist in actuality and their forms are even
not prerequisites for for the existence of their bodies.®® In fact, the nature of celestial beings
belongs to the genus of the soul,®®’ because of which they move in circle and are “neither light

nor heavy”.5%

This is very important for Ibn Rushd because the movement of celestial bodies affects the
sublunary world not only by setting it in motion, but also through celestial intermediary life is
distributed to all living beings.®®® This happens due to heat that is produced by the movement
of celestial spheres, and this heat play the crucial role for the life within the sublunary region -
this heat possesses a form to which Ibn Rushd refers as “the form of soul in potentiality”.”®
Also, one can easily conclude that the celestial bodies are alive, not just through observation
of their motion, but also through realisation that all life in the sublunary realm depends on
them: “for the living can only be guided by a being leading a more perfect life”.”®! In this way
the dynamism of the heavenly bodies affects every part of sublunary world; inasmuch as the
spheres and their stars are bodies, they are able to affect bodies, to the extent they are animate
they generate life and due to their continuous movement they assure the cyclical continuity of

sublunary change.”®2

The main role of the celestial world is that of mediation between God and the world. Through
it the First impart motion without being moved.”® In this way all existence depends on eternal
motion - if the motion would cease, the heavens would cease, and if the heavens would cease,
the movement of what exists under the heavens would also cease.’® All this is maintained by
God’s perfection, that as the final cause through heavenly bodies acts as the cause of eternal
continuous motion, without which the world as a whole would cease to exist.”®® Having this in
mind we could say that for Ibn Rushd, while the world is related to God, God bares no

relation to the world, as everything is in motion initiated by Divine’s perfection only.’%®
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By following Aristotle’s idea that heavens are eternal in Metaphysics 1072a and De Caelo |,
Ibn Rushd advocates that all generation and corruption and all change refers ultimately to the
heavenly spheres and through them to the First Unmoved Mover. Only in this way all
existents have their existence from God and only in this context we can consider God ‘the
bestower of existence,” or ‘the creator of the world.” This is the only way, according to Ibn
Rushd, that the problem of the relationship between eternal and perishable can be solved; the
existence is eternal, and it consists of three levels of reality:

1) The first level is God Himself, the ultimate reality, who as eternal intellectual substance
consists in thinking,’®” and who thinks only Himself, and does not think changeable things,
otherwise its substance would change’® — His comprehension is that of “all things at once”

through self-intellection’®®

2) The second is the world of celestial bodies, that consists of intellectual substances that are
in the state of eternal incorruptible motion’*® driven by their desire for God’s perfection — this
desire is due to them being intellectual living entities, hence the principle of motion in
celestial bodies are intellectual representations.”! These intellectual representations happen

within their eternal souls, which act as movers and forms of celestial bodies.’*?

3) The third is the material world, that is eternally moved by celestial spheres, but due to its
materiality is subsequent to change and corruption. The forms in the sublunary world are
acquired in two ways: from the celestial movers and from causal relationship within the
sublunary world; in any case, their composition, i.e. their unity as substances, depends

entirely on celestial movers.’*

These three realms are incomparable, as they represent completely different standards of
reality, and because of this one must always be aware that the common notions which refer to
their phenomenon are equivocal. Thus, “if the celestial and terrestrial natures differ in species,
then the term ‘corporeity’ is predicated of them either according to equivocation or according
to a sort of priority and posteriority”.”* The observable agent in the sublunary world is such

that from it only one effect can proceed, and it can be compared with the First only in an
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equivocal way; they are both agents in some sense, but the First is the absolute agent, while
sublunary agents are “relative agents”.”'® The same goes for the comparison between the
celestial realm and the sublunary region, as well as for the comparison between God and the
celestial movers, as “...two different things can be essentially different and have nothing in
common but their name”.”*® In fact, the celestial bodies and bodies of the sublunary realm for
Ibn Rushd do not even have common genus, the same goes for their intellect and even their
existence - all these meanings are equivocal and all mistakes that come from their comparison

is due to the univocal considerations.”’

The relationship between God and the world is the relationship between the absolute agent
and its absolute effect and the absolute effect is not something individual in the sense of one
simple particular substance,’*® but the substance that represents the total unity of everything
that is. This unity is caused by God, as “...every compound is only one because of a oneness
existing in it, and this oneness exists only in it through something which is one through
itself”.”'® Whatever is one through itself precedes every compound and acts as agent of all
existents which exist through its oneness; such agent must be eternal - this is how the
relationship between God and the world should be understood.”?® Therefore, by being the
form of all forms, and the final cause of all being, God establishes and guarantees the unity of
all things.”*

In this way, just like in Aristotle, the world represents an eternal substance, which has its
oneness from God, and which moves by itself in one sense through the desire of celestial
spheres, but also is eternally moved in another sense through the absolute presence of God
who comprehends His own perfection. It is important to note that although Ibn Rushd refers
to the celestial spheres as eternal and fully actualised, they still contain potency in one sense:
they are in motion.”?? The celestial bodies move spontaneously, that is by will and desire,

“...the eternity of its motion must come from a mover in which there is no potentiality at all
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for any sort of change, either essentially or accidentally. The mover, then, will necessarily be
for the celestial body an immaterial power”,”? and:
“... the longing of the celestial bodies is aroused by the intellect and the intellect
desires only what is more beautiful than itself, than it follows necessarily that the
celestial bodies desire in this motion that which is more beautiful than themselves,

and since they are the most excellent and most beautiful sensible bodies, then the

beautiful object which they desire is the most excellent being, in particular that

which the whole heaven desires in its daily motion”.”?4

The world composed in such way is in the state of eternal origination, passing from the state
of potentiality into actuality in the sense of intellectual acknowledgment and motion in space
of heavenly spheres, as well as by passing from the state of potentiality into actuality in the
sense of material substances of sublunary world, that are reaching perfection of actualisation
through succession of forms. Celestial bodies are eternal by their local movement that is
coming from the eternal final cause,’®® hence not all existence is subject to generation and
corruption. As the ultimate final cause of all existence, God ultimately brings the world's
movement from the state of potency into the state of actuality. In this way by being the
ultimate final cause of all things, He is also the ultimate efficient cause. His agency is His
essence that represents the eternal act that produces the eternal effect — agent with such
characteristics is the agent in the ultimate sense and pure perfection.’?®® The world, as God’s
creation, is the prefect effect, eternally caused substance, brought from potency to act through
its continuous motion that affects the contiguous motions consisting of parts of which every
contiguous movement entails a prior movement. Due to materiality of the sublunary realm,
although eternal, the world is never fully actualised. This is the exact reason why it is in a
constant need of the cause, because agent can produce its effect only if the effect represents
something incomplete. Otherwise the effect is not in need of the agent. The world’s existence
is always connected with non-existence, or privation, due to its materiality, hence is always in

need for the cause.

With these ideas combined into one naturalistic metaphysical system, the plurality of the

world is explained according to Ibn Rushd. Plurality is caused by the combined activity of
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God, matter and the celestial mediators.”?” God represents the supreme intellect whose only
activity is to think Himself, hence his intellection is free from the plurality which belongs to
all things, including celestial and human intellects.”?® Yet by thinking himself God also
comprehends all forms, this way he is the form of all forms.”?® Through self-comprehension,
i.e. self-knowledge, which is identical with His essence,”®® God affects celestial spheres and
they move according to their knowledge and desire, which further sets the entire world in
eternal motion. At this point, although conceived primarily as final cause, God is at the same
time the ultimate formal as well as the efficient cause of all motion. This is so because, “by
being forms and ends for the spheres the movers actualize potential circular motion, which is

why they count as efficient causes”.”!

Therefore, when we talk about the principle that ‘from the one there only one can proceed,’
we have to be aware of the context upon which this proposition depends, as “this proposition
does not apply in the same way to the agents which are forms in matter as to the agents which
are forms separate from matter”.”3? As we saw, ‘that from one only one proceeds’ applies only
in the case of efficient causation (i.e. cause of motion in Ibn Rushd), but never for the final

causation, and especially not for the ultimate final cause.
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THIRD PART: APPROACH TO METAPHYSICS

3.1 Ibn Sina’s Approach
3.1.1 Ibn Sina’s View on Science of Existent qua Existent

Islamic philosophers inherited and developed their doctrines on demonstration and certainty,
as well as the distinction between demonstration, dialectics and sophistic, from the Greeks;"®
however, the specificity of Ibn Sina’s philosophy derives from his discontent with Greek
thought, considering that it represents only the beginning towards a certain explanation of the
world. Amongst Ibn Sina’s works the Book of the Cure (Kitab al-Shifa’), his opus magnum, is
certainly the most dependent upon Aristotle’s philosophy. Still, as we saw, Ibn Sina largely
departs from Aristotle’s ideas. From what we analysed so far, we could agree with

Legenhausen’s summary:

“Two further points of difference should be noticed between the ways Ibn Sina
and Avristotle looked at metaphysics. For Aristotle, the discussion of causality was
largely imported to the metaphysics from the physics. For Ibn Sina, on the other
hand, causality takes on a special role in metaphysics as that which brings
something into existence—ontological as distinct from physical causation.
Second, the distinction between contingency and necessity in Aristotle was
primarily seen as a logical distinction, while in Ibn Sina it becomes the focus of
metaphysical discussion. Aristotle interprets the necessary as that for which there
IS no change, no motion, while for Ibn Sina the necessary is that which needs no
cause for its existence. In Aristotle, the necessary and contingent are understood
in terms of time and change, while in Ibn Sina they are interpreted independently
of temporality. Metaphysics in the hands of Ibn Sina becomes at once richer and
more abstract. With regard to the substantiality of the rational soul and God,
Avristotle and Ibn Sina take opposite positions: Aristotle holds that theos is a
substance, while Ibn Sina denies that God is a substance; Aristotle holds that the
soul is not a substance, while Ibn Sina claims that it is. In both of these regards we
observe the movement toward greater abstraction in Ibn Sina. The concept of God
is more abstract when considered outside the categories, and the soul is
understood more abstractly, not merely as the form of an organism, but as
independent of any materiality. God is freed from the constraints of substantiality
while the soul is freed from the constraints of corporeality.”’3*
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The metaphysical section of the project, Kitab al-Shifa’; al-Ilahiyyat, contains two important
aspects of Ibn Stna’s modification of Aristotel’s Metaphysics: Ibn Sina changes the scientific
profile of Aristotle’s work as well as the content.”® Although mainly inspired by Aristotle,
Ibn Sina has different idea on what kind of science metaphysics should be. After grasping the
main ideas from Aristotle’s Organon Ibn Sina’s accepts that every science should be strictly
defined and dealt with well-defined genus of things that functions as its subject-matter, that
the relationship between its subject matter, principles and goal must be clear and precisely
organised, that all arguments should have demonstrative character and that every science must

be in a certain relation of subordination or superiority in regards with the other sciences.”3®

However, it seems that there is a certain inconsistency between Aristotle’s Metaphysics and
his Organon, as well as between certain parts and books within Metaphysics itself, that might
prevent its understanding of as complete and unified work. Due to this, historians of
philosophy debate until this day what was Aristotle’s original idea, in particularly what is the
connection between so called ‘ontology’ (Book I') and ‘theology’ (Book A) in Metaphysics;
some would say that Metaphysics does not represent one, but several independent books,
amongst some investigates first principles and causes, some investigates being qua being,
some deal with substance and one of them is Aristotle’s theology,”®’ others would disagree,
claiming that Metaphysics describes one science that starts as ontology and develops towards
philosophical theology, metaphysics deals with being qua being, and God represents the
ultimate being.”® Ibn Sina is also aware of this issue, so he offers an original solution:
metaphysics is, in different respects, a study of ‘existent qua existent’, which is its subject-
matter, a study of the first causes and God, which is the main thing searched, as well as a
study of immaterial and motionless things, insofar as both the first causes and God, on the one

hand, and ‘existent qua existent,” on the other, are immaterial and motionless realities.”3®

Certainly, Tbn Sina established metaphysics as a science in the Islamic world’ and with this
his inquiry became a foundational for entire Western metaphysical thought.”** The name

‘metaphysics’ stands for science that deals with “that which is after nature,” which, as we

735 Bertolacci, Amos, Arabic and Islamic Metaphysics, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Summer 2015
Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2015/entries/arabic-islamic-
metaphysics/ (7). Abb.: Bertolacci, Arabic and Islamic Metaphysics.

736 Bertolacci, Establishing Metaphysics, p. 186.

37 Barnes, Jonathan, Metaphysics, in The Cambridge Companion to Aristotle, ed. Jonathan Bernes, Cmbridge,
1995, pp. 66-108.

738 patzig, Theologie und Ontologie.

73 Bertolacci, Establishing Metaphysics, p. 192.

40 TUrker, The Possibility of Thinking on Existence, p. 14.

"1 As it is extensively shown in Bertolacci, The Reception.
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saw, means something beyond the corporeal matter; it is the science that investigates what is
prior to observable existence.’*? In the short division of sciences at the beginning of his al-
llahiyyat Ton Sina, following his predecessors, places metaphysics within theoretical sciences,
together with the natural and the mathematical sciences. The natural sciences deal with bodies
as something that is subject to motion and rest, while the subject matter of mathematical
sciences are quantities abstracted from matter as well as quantities of certain things that have
quantities.”® In his al-Madkhal (Ibn Stna’s Isagoge) he makes the division within theoretical
sciences into those that are mixed with motion and those that are not mixed with motion -
among the latter are mind and God.”** This division has the same meaning as the one in al-
llahiyyat, because in Ibn Sina’s philosophy everything that is mixed with motion is also
mixed with matter and vice versa. What becomes immediately evident is that two theoretical
sciences, natural and mathematical, have one thing in common: they are connected with the
material, one way or another. The first specificity of metaphysics, in comparison to other
sciences in this category, is that it investigates “the things that are separable from matter in
subsistence and definition”.’*® Immediately after this statement Ibn Sina stresses that
metaphysics deals with the first causes of natural and mathematical existence - with the Cause
of all causes and the Principle of all principles.”® As we can see, at the very beginning of his
metaphysical works Ibn Sina prepares the terrain for the proclamation of the superiority of
metaphysics. In al-Madkhal, he also makes the distinction between those theoretical sciences
that deal with matter in the conception and in existence, those that deal with matter in the
existence only, but in the conception are separated (tujarrad) from material, and science that
is completely separated from material in the conception as well as in existence; the first are
natural sciences, the second are mathematical sciences, and the third is metaphysics.”’ In
another words, sciences that are mixed with motion are of two kinds: those that depend on
motion, as motion is the necessary condition for their existence, and those who are mixed with
motion but do not depend on it.”*® Hence all theoretical sciences can be divided into those that
are mixed with motion/matter on the one hand, and that one special science that is completely
separated from motion/matter. By stating that metaphysics is completely separate from
material, Ibn Sina still follows Aristotle’s idea in Metaphysics E, 1, 1026a. However, as we

know, his al-Ilahiyyat also contains certain themes of religious relevance, not just the

"2 al-llahiyyat, 1, 2, (13).
™3 al-llahiyyat, 1, 1, (2)-(5); 1, 2, (2)-(3); Danish Nama-I ‘ald’i, 1, p. 12.
4 al-Madkhal, 1, 2, [11].
™5 al-Ilahiyyat., 1, 1, (6).
746 ibid, (7).
7 al-Madkhal, 1, 2, [12].
748 Marmura, Avicenna on the Division of the Sciences, p. 5.
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existence of God, but also ideas regarding His attributes, providence, theodicy, prophecy and
man's destiny in the afterlife. In order to prepare the terrain for such reasoning he has to

establish his own ‘Aristotelianism’.

When stating that metaphysics has its subject matter (mawdii ‘) being qua being (al-mawjiid
bi-ma huwa mawjiid),”*® Tbn Sina is following Aristotle’s Metaphyisics I" 1003a, and
regarding its its goal (mag/izba) in the proof for God’s existence, again it is from Metaphysics
A 982h. But as we saw, what Ibn Sina has in mind is that as ontology metaphysics is based on
the self-evidence of the concept of existence, that it is as such a priori that precedes every
other concept.”® Metaphysics starts as ontology, which serves as the fundamental structure on
which the philosophical theology is built (we already have seen in what manner). Thus, Ibn

Sina retains the theological conception highlighted by al-Kindi and at the same time, he

goal of metaphysics as a universal science; with this he gives his own original solution to a
traditional question: how should Aristotle’s metaphysics be defined.”* The central question of
metaphysics is the question about existence, which is explained through unity of ontology,
which deals with its divisions, and theology, which deals with its source.”? By solving this
problem in his own way, Ibn Sina establishes metaphysics as an articulated and coherent
apodictic science, which has position of eminence with respect to all other philosophical

disciplines.”3

From what is elaborated in the previous chapters we can see that for Ibn Sina metaphysics is
unique in three main senses: 1) its subject matter is the most general of all notions, that cannot
be defined, and yet it represents something best known — the notion of ‘existence’; every other
science starts from something specific, that is admitted in that science, but proven in the
higher science, only the subject matter of metaphysics is admitted exactly because it cannot be
proven, but every proof rests upon it, 2) it is the only science that can provide the proof for the
existence of God,”* because God cannot be body, nor involved with matter, not have parts,
nor be involved in motion,” and more so because the subject matter of metaphysics is

existence, and God is the ultimate cause and bestower of existence, 3) it relies on the very

79 al-flahiyyat, 1, 1, (17); 1, 2, (12).
0 Tirker, The Possibility of Thinking on Existence, p. 10.
51 Bertolacci, Establishing Metaphysics, pp. 187-189.
52 Tirker, Omer, Metafizik: Varlik ve Tanri, in Islam Felsefesi, Tarih ve Problemler, ed. Ciineyt M. Kaya
(Istanbul, ISAM Yaynlar1, 2013, pp. 603-654), p. 638.
753 Bertolacci, Arabic and Islamic Metaphysics, (7).
754 al-Tlahiyyat, 1, 1, (11).
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specific method”® that consists in the pure analysis of the most evident notions, and does not
involve any inductive inquiry or observation whatsoever; for this reason it is the most perfect
and the best knowledge. Ibn Stna summarise these points:

“This, then, is the science sought after in this art. It is first philosophy, because it

is knowledge of the first thing in existence (hamely, the First Cause) and the first

thing in generality (namely, existence and unity). It is also wisdom, which is the

best knowledge of the best thing known. For, it is the best knowledge (that is,

[knowledge that yields] certainty) of the best thing known (that is, God, exalted be

He, and the causes after Him). It is also knowledge of the ultimate causes of the

whole [of caused things]. Moreover, it is knowledge of God and has the definition

of divine science, which consists of a knowledge of the things that are separable

from matter in definition and existence. For, as has become clear, the

existent inasmuch as it is an existent, and its principles and the accidental

occurrences [it undergoes] are all prior in existence to matter, and none of them is

dependent for its existence on [matter's] existence”.”>’

The relationship between the subject matter and the goal of metaphysics reflects a twofold
way of considering existence itself: when it is taken as set apart from any condition, in its
absolute meaning, existence is the subject-matter of metaphysics, but also it is identified as
the existence of the First Uncaused Principle, or the Necessary Existent - in the first sense
existence is a non-determinative meaning and can be predicated unconditionally to
everything, and in the second it means ‘the condition of not adding a composition” and as
such it belongs to God, whose existence is the goal of metaphysics.”® Metaphysics is the
highest science and wisdom because it deals with the ultimate causes, immaterial existents,
and with the Cause of all causes. This is possible only because this science is founded and
established on the consideration of existence qua existence and all its general implications.
Because it is based on consideration, i.e. analysis, it is ‘the best knowledge’, or the most
certain knowledge; it is, as we have seen in the chapter on Ibn Sina’s proof for God’s

existence, the discursive a priori knowledge. This apriorism is based on the notions that are

76 This method very often includes reductio ad absurdum argument, Hodges explained (2017), but also, as it is
clear from his proof for the existence of God, on the pure analysis of the meaning of ‘existence’ to which lbn
Sina refers at one point as “the clear implications” - al-dala’il al-wadiha (al-flahiyyat, VI, 5, (14).
7 al-Tahiyyat, 1, 2, (18):
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“common to all matters” that have “the highest claim to be conceived in themselves and they

cannot be proven and explained totally devoid of circularity”.”®

The distinction between necessary and possible, as we interpreted it, implies the meaning of
causality. This meaning is treated qua such only in metaphysics, every other science deals
with causal relationship within context that is defined by their subject-matter.”®® Thus, every
particular science limits the meaning of ‘causality,” and deals with only one type of cause, or
with only one aspect of causal relationship. Metaphysics, however, analyses the meaning of
cause qua cause, and by this analysis it concludes to the absolute cause of all existence, which
is recognised as the efficient cause that explains the totality of all things. As science of
existence, metaphysics reveals us that the most general reality of all beings is that they exist

through participation in the Divine existence by the limitation of their own essences.

While explaining his short history of the development of metaphysics in al-/lahiyyat VI 2,
Ibn Sina states that the stage of perfection in metaphysics starts with Aristotle. However, this
does not mean that metaphysics is yet fully accomplished as an apodictic science, but only
that the Philosopher was the initiator of an idea that philosophers that will come after him
have to bring to full completion.”®* 762 We can see what Ibn Stna has in mind: the method of
metaphysics is the unique combination of analysis and demonstration. The ultimate
achievement of the pure analysis is the accomplishment of the goal of metaphysics, while in
demonstration metaphysics rely on natural sciences in order to provide the ultimate and the
most general explanation of the world. In this sense it could be said that “the complete
integration between demonstration (i.e. perfection in method) and metaphysics (perfection in
content) is not performed by Greek philosophers (not even by Aristotle) but by Ibn Sina
himself”.”®3 Ibn Sina approach to metaphysics represents a scientific syllogistic inquiry that
relies on a synthesis between Posterior Analytics’ concept of demonstration, and the analysis
of the meanings of ‘existence’ and its implications. Metaphysics does not rely on anything
commonly accepted, but provides the demonstration for everything starting from the notions
that have the clearest meaning as well as from most certain premises. He relies on the

axiomatic nature of the most fundamental principles of logic, defined by Aristotle, as well as

™ al-liahiyyat, 1, 5, (5).

%0 jbid., VI, 5, (51).

761 Bertolacci, The Reception, p. 219.

762 Metaphysics is not the only example of Ibn Sina’s idea of the development Aristotle’s philosophy towards its
completion; he also makes great changes in logic and develops a modal syllogistic that is quite different from
that of Aristotle. This eventually causes that, in the East at least, Aristotle’s logical texts will no longer be read
much and Avicenna’s texts will take precedence (Druart, 2016, p. 70).
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the most general meanings (the existent, the thing and the necessary), that he treats equally
axiomatically, that serve as principles of metaphysical ontology and with it as the principles
of every science. In this way metaphysics explains the very principles of demonstration and

defends science from scepticism.”®*

3.1.2 The Relationship Between Metaphysics and Other Sciences in Ibn Sina

Due to the fact that metaphysics, as science of existence qua existence, is in various ways
concerned with any scientific inquiry into reality, this complex science must be divided into

parts. Regarding the divisions of metaphysics Ibn Sina says:

“What adheres necessarily to this science [therefore] is that it is necessarily
divided into parts. Some of these will investigate the ultimate causes, for these are
the causes of every caused existent with respect to its existence. [This science],
[also] investigate the First Cause, from which emanates every caused existent
inasmuch as it is a caused existent, not only inasmuch as it is an existent in motion
or [only inasmuch as it is] quantified. Some [of the parts of this science] will
investigate the accidental occurrences to the existent, and some [will investigate]
the principles of the particular sciences. And because the principles of each
science that is more particular are things searched after in the higher science-as,
for example, the principles of medicine [found] in natural [science] and of
surveying [found] in geometry-it will so occur in this science that the principles of
the particular sciences that investigate the states of the particular existents are

clarified therein”.”®®

By discussing the subject-matters of other sciences from a completely different perspective
(that is from the perspective of the most general divisions and considerations) metaphysics
provides the foundation of every other science. It clarifies the principles on which all sciences
are built. Because of the specificity of its subject-matter, metaphysics is able to address some
specific issues that cannot be discussed in the other disciplines; “the interrelation among the
sciences is not simply a matter of interconnection - it rests ultimately on the dependence of all
the other disciplines upon metaphysics”.”%® This is so because no science investigates the
ontological principles of its subject-matter, and because the subject matter of metaphysics is

the ultimate ontological starting point, it provides the foundation for the particular sciences by

84 al-Iiahiyyat, 1, 8, (13)-(14).
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the means of distinction between existent, its divisions and species; amongst this divisions are
the ten categories, which server as the principles of the particular sciences’ subject-matters in
so far as they are more general than the specific types of existents.”®” As the very existence of
nature is presupposed in the natural sciences, so the proof of its existence must be the task of
metaphysician; the same goes for the explanation of substantial change as well as the

explanation of the relationship between matter and form. "8

Metaphysics as the highest science acts as the purpose for the lower sciences.”®® This means
that all knowledge should lead towards the ultimate explanation of existence, i.e. the
explanation of the relationship between God and the world, for the sake of the attainment of
“happiness in the hereafter”.”’® The role of particular sciences is to explain the world that we
observe, as well as to find and formulate the laws according to which observable nature
behaves in the particular way. Metaphysics seeks to provide the proof for the ultimate cause
of all things, thus explains existence in the most general way. Also, metaphysics demonstrates
the principles of the particular sciences, and because of it the particular sciences are
subordinate to metaphysics.”’* As combined, all the theoretical sciences provide a full picture
that explains totality of existence including both, particular and observable as well as the most
general and the absolute. In this way the relationship between metaphysics and other sciences
is of mutual benefit; while metaphysics provides the principles for the existence of particular
sciences, particular sciences provides validation for knowledge of metaphysics.”’? This is why
natural sciences as well as mathematics serve as a sort of preparation and should be studied
before metaphysics;
“This is because many of the things admitted in this science are among the things
made evident in the natural sciences as [for example] generation and corruption,
change, place, time, the connection of every moved thing by a mover, the
termination of [all] moved things with a first mover, and other than these. As for
mathematical sciences, this is because the ultimate aim in this [metaphysical]
science-namely, knowledge of God's governance, knowledge of the spiritual

angels and their ranks, and knowledge of the order of the arrangement of the

spheres-can only be arrived at through astronomy; and astronomy is only arrived

at through the science of arithmetic and geometry”.’”

757 Ibid., p. 269.
%8 al-llahiyyat 1, 4, (1); 11, 2, (15), (22)-(23); 1X, 5; al-Sama ‘ al-Tabi T 1, 5, (3); 10, (8)-(9).
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Clearly, there are two senses regarding the relationship between metaphysics and other
sciences; in one sense metaphysics is prior, it proves principles of other sciences and all
science depend on it. In another sense other sciences serve as a preparation for metaphysics;
due to the fact that they deal with particular existent, particular sciences provide certain
content for metaphysical speculations. With this additional information metaphysician is able
to provide more complete explanation of the world. This is why Ibn Sina says:

“Thus, this science investigates the states of the existent-and the things that

belong to it that are akin [to being] divisions and species until it arrives at a

specialization with which the subject of natural science begins, relinquishing to it

this speciality; [and at a] specialization with which the subject matter of

mathematics begins, relinquishing to it this speciality; and so on with the others.

And [this science] investigates and determines the state of that which, prior to

such specialization, is akin to a principle. Thus, [some of] the things sought after

in this science are the causes of the existent inasmuch as it is a caused existent;

some [of the things] sought after pertain to the accidental occurrences to the
existent; and some [pertain] to the principles of the particular sciences.”’’*

Therefore, metaphysics is in one sense prior to natural sciences and in another sense it is
posterior and should be learned lastly.””™ As we saw, the metaphysical proof for God’s
existence in its core functions as completely independent of any notion or principle defined in
particular sciences. Now, if we analyse carefully Ibn Sina words quoted above, we will see
that notions he suggests as those used in metaphysics and defined in natural sciences and
mathematics are: generation and corruption, change, place, time, the connection of every
moved thing by a mover, the termination of moved things with a first mover, as well as facts
from astronomy in order to understand God’s governance. Although some of these notions are
metaphysical notions, they do not help metaphysician in achieving its goal - proving God’s
existence; hence we could say that these notions are not essential for metaphysical goal.
However, all these notions do have an important use in explanation of the relationship
between God and the world: God represents the ultimate cause of all existents, and as such He

bestows existence upon the world of generation and corruption, while not being the subject of
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generation and corruption, the relationship between God and the world is such that they are
coeternal in time, and by being the bestower of existence God acts as the ultimate Unmoved
Mover, while by being the ultimate intellectual being God establishes the balance between
supra-lunar and sublunary world. This means that without particular sciences metaphysics
does not have any use except providing the proof for God’s existence, thus providing a
general guidance to scientific thinking as well as the ultimate goal for human life, but for the
complete scientific picture of the world it depends on natural sciences and mathematics.
However, due to the fact that the proof for God’s existence is the main goal of metaphysics,
we could say that metaphysics’ dependence on particular sciences iS not essential, but

accidental, while particular sciences depend on metaphysics essentially.

Metaphysics is thus elevated above other sciences, and its purpose “is to attain a principle
without another science”,’’® that is the principle of all existence and of all understanding.
Another important thing is that “things which have been subjects in other [particular] sciences
become accidental occurrences in this [metaphysical] science, because they are states that
occur to the existent and are a division of it; thus, that which is not demonstrated in another
science is demonstrated here”.”’” Clearly, metaphysics can fulfil its goal through its own

principles, without requiring another science, and without any inference from the sensible.

While natural sciences deal with various occurrences in nature, like motion and rest,
metaphysics deals with nature qua nature, and while mathematics deals with the relationships
between numbers, metaphysics deals with the very essence of number and quantity. The
division between essence and existence and between necessary and contingent stressed in Ibn
Sina’s metaphysical system allows him to establish first philosophy independently of natural
philosophy. To analyse existence qua existence means to consider all its implications: its
relation to ten categories, the meaning of ‘substance’ and its divisions, the nature of
potentiality and actuality, the meanings of ‘essential’ and ‘accidental,” the ‘true’ and ‘false,’
the state of universal and particular, the whole and the part, genus and species, the manner of
existence in the soul and outside of the soul, the relationship between cause and the effect,
and the difference between the efficient and the final cause, the relationship between priority
and posteriority, the difference between priority in intellect and priority in nature, the
relationship between one and many and similar, after which the principles of existing thing

are going to be research, and the existence of the First Principle, as well as God’s relation to

776 ibid., (11).
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the existence that proceeds from Him.”’® Also, metaphysics deals with some things common
to all sciences even though no particular science discusses the mode of their existence, like
‘one qua one,” ‘many qua many’, ‘congruent,’” ‘different,” and ‘contrary,” etc.””® All these
matters can be classified into five main categories within metaphysical science: 1) the general
ontology that deals with metaphysical vocabulary and main definitions, 2) the methodology
that deals with principles of metaphysical knowledge, 3) theology, or the investigation of
God’s existence and His characteristics, 4) angelology, that deals with spiritual substances
and 5) teleology, or inquiry into Divine wisdom, purpose and balance in the world."®
Therefore, metaphysics is not the most universal science only because it deals with existent
qua existent, but it also comprehends reality as a whole and not just some part of it. This is
why in al-Burhan 11, 7 Tbn Sina maintains that the particular sciences are subordinate to
metaphysics, and as such their principles become questions in the highest science. This is why
metaphysics cannot be subordinated to any science - it provides other sciences with their
principles, i.e. it answers those questions that particular sciences cannot solve. These
principles of particular sciences represent their presuppositions, or in other words they are the
particular sciences’ hypotheses.’®! In this way, as Bertolacci explains, all the other sciences
are clarified in metaphysics:
“It does so by investigating the ‘divisions’ (agsam) and ‘species’ (anwa’) of
‘existent’, i.e. the categories, whose particularization determines the subject-
matters of the particular sciences: metaphysics clarifies the principles of the
particular sciences by taking into account their subject matters (corporeal
substance in the case of natural philosophy, continuous and discrete quantity in

the case of mathematics, etc.) simply as existents and as divisions and species of

‘existent’, before they are specified as peculiar subject-matters of the particular

disciplines”.’82

Ibn Sina obviously sees that something very important is missing in Aristotle’s system: not
just that none of the four causes explains existence, but sciences are not properly coordinated
and their dependence is not explained after classification. According to Aristotle, efficient
causes are potential at one time and actual at another and same works for their effects. This
understanding is due to the fact that within natural philosophy, the efficient cause explains

“both coming to be and passing away and every kind of natural change”.”®® For Aristotle, the
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efficient cause of the statue is the sculptor;’®* this is so because efficient cause is defined as
“the primary source of the change or rest”’®® and its effect is “the fulfilment of what is
potentially, as such”.”® For Ibn Sina, this represents false understanding of the real nature of
efficient causality.”®” So, the main point on which Ibn Sina departs from Avristotle is the claim
that metaphysics must explain the transition from non-existence into existence. As we saw,
Ibn Sina’s metaphysics achieves this by making the division between metaphysical efficient
cause and physical efficient cause. Physics only anticipates the idea of the Principle that
metaphysics demonstrates, but it is unable to answer the fundamental ontological question
about the origin of the world’s existence.”®® After explaining the relationship between God
and the world with the theory of emanation, a metaphysician gives an additional meaning to
‘efficient causality’ with which he can transcend the traditional explanation that is based on
the conception of ‘motion.” With this metaphysics provides a foundation for the scientific

system that can include physics, psychology, epistemology, prophecy etc.’®°

In his Physics Ibn Sina confirms that metaphysics proves “that there are existing causes for
everything that is subject to generation and corruption”.”® Besides, as physics is concerned
with explanation of natural bodies, i.e. of what is corporeal, it takes the maning of four causes
strictly in this context.””! He sees Aristotle’s conception of causality as a conception that fits
only into natural philosophy only. So while fully adopting Aristotelian conception of causality
for the purpose of natural science, he rejects it insofar as it is considered to reflect the features
of efficient causality in metaphysics.”® From naturalistic perspective the efficient cause is a
principle of motion in another, whereas motion is every transmission from potency into
actuality. However, if the notion of ‘efficient cause’ is considered in the sense of existence
itself, then it is a concept more general than Aristotelian naturalistic meaning. Therefore,
while natural philosopher deals with the specific causes in a specific kind of matter while the
metaphysician research causality as such and with causality as one of the concomitants of the
existent considered as such. Only type of cause that can be considered as one of the

84 ibid., 2.3 194b 30-32.
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concomitants of the existent considered as such is, as we saw, the efficient cause. Hence
natural philosophy is subordinated to metaphysics, and, as Bertolacci stated, for Ibn Sina
metaphysics is providing the epistemological foundation of natural philosophy.’?

The most important task for metaphysician regarding his relation to natural philosophy is
proving that natures exists belongs only to the metaphysician, while the natural philosopher
studies its essence.’® Thus, Aristotle’s approach is too narrow to explain the real nature of
causation, and with it the true nature of existence. The relationship between ontology and
theology in Ibn Sina’s metaphysical system serves that exact purpose: to extend Aristotelian
view by developing a hierarchy of efficient causes that will correspond with the hierarchy of
sciences. In this way the highest science will provide the most general, i.e. the most
fundamental explanation of the world, while special science will deal with specific problems.
The highest science will provide for special sciences with the most general principles of
knowledge and existence, while the special sciences will provide an important data and
conception to the highest science. In this way all natural sciences essentially depend on
metaphysics in the sense of their principles which these sciences presuppose. In this sense
metaphysics stands as the highest science and the ultimate wisdom that provides meanings

and principles for lesser sciences.

Therefore, the difference between natural philosophy, as inferior science, and metaphysics is
in approach and explanation of causes of certain phenomena. For example, natural philosophy
(physics, astronomy and psychology) provides an explanation of the movement of the first
celestial sphere by naming and describing its formal cause, or the nature of the celestial
bodies, as well as by identifying its material cause (as we saw, the matter of the celestial
bodies is simple, incorruptible and unchangeable, and therefore it cannot be of the four
sublunary elements); on the other hand metaphysical speculation identifies the separate
efficient cause (the Uncaused Cause, or the Necessary Existent) which is also the absolute

final cause (the Pure Perfection) as the cause of existence.

Similarly, even the propaedeutic science of logic, as normative instrument that protects
man from going astray in thinking which deals “with meanings which classify meanings”,’®
stands as subordinate to metaphysics. Logic has its subject-matter in universals, which are
based on Aristotle’s categories as their principles. This subordination reflects in fact that the

principles of logic are epistemologically grounded in metaphysics, while logic also

798 Bertolacci, The Reception, p. 284.
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795 Street, Arabic Logic, p. 540.
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independently treats certain issues which metaphysics itself also treats;’®® for example, logic
takes universality for granted without investigating its cause - the problem which is
investigated in metaphysics and psychology — but on the other hand both logic and

metaphysics deal with the distinction between universal and particular.”’ 7%

The purpose of logic is to perfect our capacities to conceptualize (tasawwur), acquire assents
(tasdig) and definitions (kadd, ta ‘rif) thus providing the tool for acquiring truth and realising
false. Metaphysics clarifies the principles of logic by examining the meanings of ‘universal’
and ‘particular’ as well as ‘subject’, ‘predicate’, ‘essential’ and ‘accidental’. These notions are
the subject-matter of logic. However, ‘universal’ and ‘particular’ are among the properties of
existent, and the categories examined by logician are the species of existent, hence they can
be examined only in the science of existent qua existent. Moreover, this examination is
achieved from the standpoint of their existence, not their capacity of leading the mind from
the known to the unknown.”®® Therefore, the principles of logic in the sense of the modality of
their existence belong to metaphysics.% This is so because the entire epistemological
foundation of logic rests upon the distinction between essence and existence, i.e. the
fundamental distinction drawn in metaphysical ontology.®%* Upon this ontological division
rests the very confirmation of existence of the logical categories, as well as the confirmation
that nine of them are accidents of substance.%2 Since ontology searches for the common
ground according to which ‘things exist’, it explains in which way logical propositions are

related to reality, i.e. it explains how essence becomes instantiated.%®

Logic is concerned to prevent one going astray in thinking about conceptions and assent; that
is, it provides a theory of definition, and a theory of proof,®%* as it deals with the relations
between universals as they are in themselves, and not with regard to their relations with one of

two modes of existence.®®® However, logic cannot defend its own principles, so the
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fundamental principles of logic - principles of definition and principles of demonstration, i.e.
the axioms of non-contradiction and excluded middle — can be defended only in
metaphysics.8% While logic primarily deals with the principles of demonstration,
metaphysician still defends the axiomatic principle of demonstration against the objections of
the sophists and sceptics, and is in this sense science that philosophically ‘heals’ the
perplexed.?%” Therefore, both logic and natural philosophy are constitutively dependent on
metaphysics.8%

The self-sufficiency of metaphysics is also indicated by Ibn Sina’s comparison of its method
with dialectics and sophistic in al-Zlahiyyat, 1, 2, (21); metaphysics deals with something that
cannot be approved nor denied by any particular science, and in this respect it is similar to
dialectics and sophistic. However, the method of metaphysics produces certainty, not merely
an opinion, and the desire of metaphysician is only the truth. This is clear from al-Burhan II,
7, where metaphysics is described as apodictic and certain, thus in this sense distinct from
dialectics, whose premises are only commonly accepted. Therefore, we could say that the
similarity between metaphysical approach and dialectics and sophistic is merely accidental;
no particular science can disprove their claims. These disciplines are essentially distinct;
metaphysician desires only truth and is able to reach it with certainty, while dialectician offers
only arguments in order to support his opinion. Sophist, on the other hand, is not interested in

truth nor in opinion, but only in achieving confusion within the belief of his opponent.2%

Ibn Sina’s philosophical project resulted in the well-structured system of sciences,
culminating with metaphysics as the crowning discipline. The pyramidal hierarchy of sciences
is displayed so that metaphysics stays at the top as well as in the very foundation, while logic
describes the laws of reasoning and the other two theoretical sciences, natural philosophy and
mathematics, provide additional content to the system. The same works for practical
philosophy (ethics, politics and household management) and also other particular disciplines

subordinated to the main branches of theoretical and practical philosophy.8°
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3.2 Ibn Rushd’s Approach to Metaphysics
3.2.1 Ibn Rushd Against Ibn Sina on Metaphysics

Regarding classification of sciences, Ibn Rushd account is similar to Ibn Sina’s: there are
three kinds of disciplines and sciences: 1) theoretical disciplines, which goal is only
knowledge, 2) practical disciplines, which goal is knowledge for the sake of good deeds and
3) logical disciplines, which as propaedeutic disciplines serve as method and guide for
theoretical and practical disciplines.®!! Further on, Ibn Rushd names two sorts of theoretical
disciplines: 1a) universal, which take into consideration existent qua existent and its essential
concomitants and 1b) departmental disciplines, which take into consideration existent in a
certain disposition, these are physics and mathematics.8!? Interestingly, among universal
theoretical disciplines Ibn Rushd puts dialectic, sophistic, and metaphysics®'® — this will
become of extreme importance in his later works and develop into real naturalistic view, at

least according to medieval standards.

The real problem is the starting point of Ibn Stna’s metaphysics; Ibn Rushd agrees that
notions such as ‘the existent,” ‘the thing’ and ‘the necessary’ are “common to all matters,” but
the problem lies with Tbn Sina’s claim that these notions have “the highest claim to be
conceived in themselves and they cannot be proven and explained totally devoid of
circularity.8* Ibn Rushd very well understands what Ibn Sina mens by this, and is not
something he approves. The problem with Ibn Stna’s metaphysics is exactly that it is based on
the tautological claim and due to it represents the tautological system. This tautology rests
upon Ibn Sina’s ontological starting point of metaphysics. But for Ibn Rushd existence qua
existence cannot be a starting point of anything, especially not of a serious scientific inquiry
into reality. ‘Existence qua existence’ is a notion without meaning and as such it cannot be the
object of knowledge. It is the notion of ultimate extension and any scientific establishment on
that notion must represent a meaningless system of connected words that does not provide any

positive knowledge about reality.

According to Ibn Rushd, Aristotle’s metaphysical project culminates with the Book A, which

aim is to

“... explain the principles of the first sensible substance, but he sets out, in its
beginning, to expound the principles of all substances in the absolute sense,

811 Epitome Met., I, p. 21, a2
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starting with the principles of the substance subject to generation and corruption...

... Then he expounded the principles of the firs substance: he explained that it is a

substance, and in how many senses it is a principle”.81®

Existence primarily means ‘substance;’ ontologically amongst all substances, the Divine
substance has absolute priority, but epistemologically observable substance is prior. For this
reason Ibn Rushd states that the task of metaphysics is to explain the first sensible substance,
not by the means of pure analysis, but by the means of observation of the process of
generation and corruption. As in Aristotle scientific research starts with concrete observable
substance and gradually develop towards inquiry into eternal in Book A% so should any
future development of his ideas. From Aristotle’s works, as they are interpreted by Ibn Rushd,
we can conclude on three types of substances: corruptible sensible substances, eternal sensible

substances, and non-sensible substances.®” None of these exclusively belong to metaphysics.

Obviously, for Ibn Rushd Ibn Sina’s mistake is not only in his view on existence, but in his
entire approach to metaphysics. Indeed, Ibn Sina’s system is an original approach to
metaphysical problems, as well as his understanding of the relationship between subject-
matter and goal of first philosophy. Ibn Rushd sees exactly this as problematic; Ibn Sina’s
approach represents an innovation and has very little in common with the true Aristotelian
doctrine.®!8 Ibn Stna in all his originality is not a follower of Aristotle, only the careful student
of Aristotle’s method, which makes his metaphysical system even more dangerous in the
sense that it is not only the false teaching, but also very rigorously elaborated, which makes it
falseness conceived under many philosophical meanings. For scientific discovery of truth one
should rely on Aristotle’s original ideas, and not on Ibn Sina’s presuppositions, which do not

lead towards certainty, but are mere guessing.8*°

Ibn Sina believes that no science can prove its own principle and takes that as an absolute
instance; yet from Ibn Rushd’s perspective it is the task of the metaphysician to explain the

existence of the principles of the sensible substance, whether that substance is eternal or
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not.8%% To understand Ibn Rushd’s point here we again need to go back to Aristotle; for
Aristotle metaphysics is science that deals with first causes and principles,®! it is also the
universal science of being qua being®? as well as philosophical theology that investigates
Divine things.8?® However, it is clear that for Aristotle the proof for God’s existence is not the
exclusive right of metaphysics, as he argues about it in his Physics as well as in Metaphysics
A. This fact is the textual basis in Aristotle for Ibn Rushd’s critique: the subject-matter of
metaphysics is not existent qua existent in Ibn Stna’s sense, but the separate existents and the
goal of metaphysics is not proving God’s existence. According to Aristotle, as Ibn Rushd sees
it, the scientific corpus starts from the investigation of particular being, from which one
grasps general concepts and is able to ask general questions about genus and species of the
given fact. All sciences start from empirical data, i.e. from natural philosophy, and no science
including metaphysics can avoid it. Indeed, metaphysics analyses existent qua existent, but
the possibility of abstraction of the concept of ‘existent’ is showed in natural sciences.
Therefore, ‘existent’ is just an abstraction and because of it not positive truth about the world
cannot be deduced from it. So if we take into account Ibn Rushd’s nominalist and naturalistic
position all together, by saying that metaphysics is the science of existent qua existent he
means that first philosophy investigates the most general conception and the way that it is
predicated to things in the mind. This is obvious, because according to him outside of the
mind ‘existence’ primarily means ‘substance’. Metaphysics, therefore, investigates and
classifies the ways we predicate things to secondary substances in the mind and cannot

provide the proof for God’s existence in any way.8%*

In sum, the entire Ibn Stna’s understanding and approach to metaphysics is wrong according
to Ibn Rushd: 1) existence is not an accident, nor something additional to the essence,®?® 2)
the division between essence and existence is a nominal one and nominal divisions do not
necessitate divisions in existents as they are in themselves,®° 3) it is not appropriate to divide
existence into possible in itself and necessary in itself, nor in any way that will apply modal
judgements,®” but beside these 4) there cannot be a division between metaphysical and

physical knowledge, hence the metaphysical proof for God’s existence cannot be
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established.®?® From this it follows that the main problem of Ibn Sina’s approach is that it
cannot provide any positive knowledge about the world whatsoever. More so, if Ibn Stna’s
metaphysics indicates that God is in fact identical with existence per se: if God’s essence is
His existence, the answer to the question ‘what is God’ is ‘existence’ and the absoluteness of
existence would be the absoluteness of Divine existence. For Ibn Rushd such conclusion
would be unacceptable, not just because of its pantheistic implications, but also from the
epistemological point. As we saw, his understanding of substance implies that no
metaphysical proof can be provided other than which will be based on the cosmological proof
from motion, and no scientific knowledge can be established except the one based on the
perceivable - existents separated from matter can be demonstrated only in physics by the
means of speculation that relies on the observation of motion. This means that these separate
existents are taken for granted in metaphysics and as such are its subject-matter and not
goal 82 Metaphysics, therefore, deals with God’s existence, as well as with other separable
existents, in the sense of analysis of their dispositions, 2% i.e. their attributes and relationship
with the world of generation and corruption by the mean of the explanation of final causality.

Another mistake of Ibn Sina is his view that only metaphysician speaks of prime matter, while
natural philosopher deals exclusively with material beings. According to Ibn Rushd, prime
matter as well as the First Mover are demonstrated in natural philosophy; this is implied by
the fact that natural philosophy deals with concrete existent as well as with the universal that
depends on this concrete existent, while metaphysics treats the most general notions starting
with the meaning of ‘existence’ and its relationship with substance and accidents 8!
Therefore, all positive speculative beings, like God, celestial intellects and prime matter can
be demonstrated only in natural philosophy, through synthesis of facts demonstrated mainly in

physics, psychology and astronomy.

Ibn Rushd is well aware of Ibn Sina’s claim that natural philosopher only postulates the
existence of nature, and that the metaphysician proves its existence,®*? but this is an obvious
mistake because, as we can see, metaphysics cannot prove anything, but it only uses the
proofs from natural sciences. According to Ibn Rushd, both natural science and metaphysics
deal with forms, but from different perspectives; natural sciences deals with material and

metaphysics investigates non-material forms — but although metaphysics investigates the non-
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material entities, it does not prove them, instead the proof lies within physics.83 Non-material
existents are, therefore, proven in physics, and provided to metaphysics where they serve as
the subject-matter of this science. Therefore, for Ibn Rushd metaphysics is undetachable from
natural philosophy, and any sort of attempt to establish metaphysics as stand-alone science (or
at least some aspect of metaphysics) results in tautological system that does not produce any

positive knowledge whatsoever.

As Bertolacci notices, Ibn Rushd’s view on the subject-matter of metaphysics seems
inconsistent; mainly whether the subject-matter of the divine science is existent qua existent
or God’s existence.®* Still, although Ibn Rushd did not offer a systematic explanation of the
problem of the relationship between the subject-matter and the goal of metaphysics, he clearly
indicates that the subject-matter of first philosophy is every conclusive fact demonstrated in
natural sciences, and the goal is the synthesis and the confirmation of these facts. In this sense
Ibn Rushd claims that Ibn Sina is wrong in thinking that metaphysics provides proof for the
existence of prime matter and the First Mover to physics (in fact it is vice versa), and that
Aristotle’s intention is not to prevent natural scientist to prove the subject-matter of his
science, but only to demonstrate the causes of its own subject-matter in the sense of absolute
demonstration that provides the cause and the existence.®®® Because of this Ibn Rushd is
against any sort of ‘metaphysical proof® for the existence of God, and against any sort of

independency of metaphysics.

Metaphysical inquiry must be about substance, i.e. about physical entities. This is the only
way to avoid the tautology in knowledge - as Aristotle said, for what is sought in this science
“are the causes and principles of substance” 8% therefore, Ibn Rushd concludes, “substance is
the true being and the cause of all others”.%%" Actual being is a subject, i.e, that by which
accidents are. This is the meaning of ‘substance’, something that ‘stands under’ accidents, or

as Aristotle says ‘odoia’ in the true, primitive and strict meaning of this term.

3.2.2 Physics and metaphysics

Due to the fact that only natural philosophy explains the existence of the eternal substance
(which is shown at the end of Aristotle Physics), and because it is impossible to demonstrate
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the existence of eternal substances outside of natural philosophy®® the way to re-establish
Avristotelian wisdom means for Ibn Rushd to connect natural philosophy, especially physics,
and metaphysics. These two sciences represent different approach to the same reality; physics
is the demonstrative science that research material existent and through it proves the existence
of non-material entities, while metaphysics accepts what is demonstrated in physics as its
subject-matter. Natural philosophy is the foundation of all knowledge, as it satisfies all criteria
of Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics: it deals with a single subject-matter whose existence must
be taken for granted and cannot be proved, it researches the per se accidents of its subject-
matter, it demonstrates through causes that these per se accidents belong to the subject-matter,
and it possess a finite set of proper principles that are neither established by another higher
science nor demonstrated in an absolute sense within the same science - by showing this Ibn

Rushd clarifies that natural science is a perfect and most certain science.®

However, as we are going to see, although physics and psychology represent the most
important sciences in the sense of foundation of scientific knowledge, in other sense
metaphysics remains the highest science. Although original in his interpretation, 1bn Rushd
still attempts to follow Aristotle as close as possible: if there is no other substance but
material, then there is no more important science than natural philosophy, but if such
substance exists first philosophy is the highest science.34

As we saw so far, Ibn Rushd puts a great effort in establishing natural philosophy as a real
autonomous science in accordance with all the epistemological criteria of Aristotle’s
Posterior Analytics.®*! The subject-matter of natural philosophy covers both types of
substances: those that are subjects to generation and corruption and those that are not.8*? Only
physics demonstrates these things because “it is impossible to demonstrate the existence of
the first substance except by means of motion; methods which are thought to lead to the
existence of the First Mover other than the method based on motion are all suasive”.®*
Natural philosophy represents for Ibn Rushd an inquiry into reality that produces certainty
exactly it is strictly based on empirical data. It is the sense experience what verifies the true

statements, and unless the statement does not agree with the sensed things they do not have
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any scientific value.®* All scientific knowledge is based on the observation of motion and rest
from which one grasps the principles of nature in the light of causal efficacy.®*°As it is clear
from Tahafut al-Tahafut XV11, Ibn Rushd strongly argues that the causal efficacy represents
an absolute self-evident principle in which no one can seriously doubt. This also goes for the
nature of substances as well as for the fact of motion and rest. That things are in the process of

constant motion is evident from inductive inquiry into reality.

Through observation it becomes acknowledged that the substance is composed of passive
principle, or matter, and active principle, or form. The notion of ‘substance’ is the
fundamental notion of any science and therefore basis of all knowledge, and due to the fact
that substance per se is a particular existent investigated in physics, it is this science that has
the absolute priority over other sciences. But although substance is, like motion and rest
primarily investigated in physics, the meaning of the notion ‘substance’ is analysed in
metaphysics. Therefore, primary use of metaphysics is the analysis and clarification of certain
meanings such as oneness, multiplicity, potency, actuality and “other general concomitants,
and, in general, things which adhere to sensible things with respect to the fact that they are
existents”.84® This analysis, however, does not produce real positive knowledge about the
world, but only conceptual clarification. This view of metaphysics changed in Ibn Rushd over
time. In his On Aristotle’s ‘Metaphysics’ he still considers metaphysics as science that
provides the proof for the existence of God. The proof, as he advocates, should be established
on the basis provided by natural sciences, but nevertheless metaphysics is capable to offer
certain ‘positive’ knowledge about the world by going beyond physics in identifying not only
the final but also the ultimate efficient cause:

“It aims, as has been shown, at considering [(i)] being inasmuch as it is being,
[(i1)] all its species up to [that point] where it reaches the subject matters of the
departmental sciences, [(iii)] the essential concomitants of [being qua being], and
[(iv)] at the completion of all this [by considering] the first causes of [being qua
being], i.e. the things separated [from matter]. This is why this science states only
the formal and the final causes, and, in a specific respect, the efficient cause, that
is to say, not in the respect in which the efficient cause is predicated of changeable
things... In short, it is [Aristotle’s] basic aim in this science to state that which
remains [to be stated] scientifically with respect to the knowledge of the most
remote causes of sensible things, because that which has been shown in this
respect in physics are only two remote causes, namely the material and the
moving [causes]. What remains to be shown here [in metaphysics] are their formal
and final causes, and [also] the agent. For [Aristotle] thinks that that which moves
is distinct from the agent inasmuch as that which moves gives to the movable only
[its] motion, whereas the agent gives the form through which the motion [occurs].
This knowledge is peculiar to this science because it is through general things that
one apprehends the existence of these causes; and this still [holds true] when we
take for granted here what became plain in physics: that there is an immaterial

[first] mover”.84
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Thus, we can see certain continuity in Ibn Rushd’s philosophical development. Even when he
was follower of the emanation doctrine, he still maintained that natural philosophy should
have priority in knowledge. This view he gradually developed into a real naturalistic

metaphysics.

All basic principles of natural sciences are self-evident, cannot be deduced®® and, as such, are
not dependent upon metaphysical arguments. However, to be ‘self-evident’ for Ibn Rushd
does not mean ‘to be able to be grasped by everyone.” These principles are not impressed in
us in any way except empirical evidence, so they can be ignored. For example, one can still
assume that existent is one and immobile, like Parmenides, but from the point of natural

philosophy this is nonsense.

It is natural philosophy that shows that the reality is composed of many natural entities that
are mobile, that they have a cause and that they are composite; however, it is not a job of
natural philosopher to defend these principles against those who are not able to grasp them.84°
Therefore, natural scientist is concerned only with research, i.e. scientific inquiry into reality.
He does not discuss about his founding with non-scientists. At one point Ibn Rushd draws an
analogy that explains the relationship between natural scientist and metaphysician: it is the
metaphysician that argues with those who do not understand the scientific principles; just as
just as the geometer does not argue with those who deny the principles of geometry, nor
should physicist: “speaking with this kind of people belongs to a different sciences, either to
the special one or to the one common to all [sciences], that is, either to the first philosophy or
to the art of arguing [i.e. dialectics]”.8® As science that systematise scientific theories and
concepts, metaphysics is best suited to defend theories of natural philosophy against those
who are not scientists themselves. Natural philosopher does not argue, but demonstrates
starting from the fundamental principles of his art; he defines substances and quiddities of
particular existents and provides his findings to metaphysician so they can be systematise and

elaborated.®!

Text 8 of the first part of 1bn Rushd’s Long Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics implies that

metaphysics, besides being a science that completely depends on natural philosophy, or on the

848 |C Physics I, t. 8. This is also argued throughout entire Tahafut al-Tahafut XVII.

849 |C Physics I, t. 8.

850 jbid:

Et tamen qui hoc ponit negat principia posita a naturali, rectum est, ut cum eo non fiat disputatio,
quemadmodum geometra non disputat cum negantibus prima principia geometriae, sed loqui cum huiusmodi
hominibus pertinet et ad aliam scientiam, aut propriam aut communem omnibus scientiis, scilicet primam
philosophiam aut artem disputandi.

8Libid., I, t. 11; VIII, t. 22.

182



demonstrations and principles of natural sciences, also ‘serves’ the science of physics by
defending its demonstrations and principles. It seems that metaphysics uses the method
similar to dialectics to refute possible objections against principles of physics,

“for the natural scientist is not expected to defend the principles of his own
science, but to use them in expanding the frontiers of knowledge in his discipline.
Clearly, then, it is in his capacity as metaphysician that Averroes, following
Aristotle, undertakes to answer all those who denied the diversity, mobility, stasis,

and intelligibility of being.”%

This idea is further developed in the Tafsir, JIM, where lbn Rushd discusses dialectic as
acceptable form of philosophy that has certain place in science.®® In this sense dialectic, or
perhaps more specifically ‘metaphysical dialectics’, iS a necessary part of metaphysical

science.

However, Ibn Rushd still maintains that metaphysics is in a way superior to physics, as he is
well aware of Aristotle’s doctrine in Metaphysics and Posterior Analytics:®** the inferior
science provides the fact to a superior, and superior science offers additional explanation of
that fact. In the context of the relationship between metaphysics and natural sciences, for
example, physics provides the proof for the existence of the non-material substances and
metaphysics deals with the explanation of their natures. Therefore, although metaphysician
deals with non-material existents, they are not proven in his science, but in physics, so they
are taken for granted as subject matter of metaphysics. Thus, Ibn Rushd states that “physicist
provides proof that there are existents separated from matter, and the mathematician
demonstrates their exact number” and metaphysician further on uses these data in order to
investigate “their substances and all that pertains to them”.8% (LC on the Posterior Analytics,
A. 100, 369; Lat. 1.2a 230 C-E; Bertolacci, 2007). This viewpoint obviously represents a
gradual development from Ibn Rushd’s earlier ideas, like in On Aristotle’s ‘Metaphysics’
where he states that metaphysician “...takes for granted the existence of the [first mover]
from physics... ... and states [only] the mode in which it is the moving [cause], just as he
takes for granted the number of the [celestial] movers from the discipline of mathematical

astronomy” (Epitome Met. I, p. 24, a4).

852 Kogan, Metaphysics of Causation, p. 111.

83 Tafsir, JIM, t. 2.

854 Post. Analytics, A, 13, 78b-79a

85 |_C on the Posterior Analytics, A. 100, 369; Lat. I.2a 230 C-E; from , Avicenna and Averroes on the proof of
God, pp. 92-93.
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As we can see, Ibn Rushd’s understanding of existence eventually led him towards a position
that could rightly be called “a turning point towards natural philosophy”. His elaboration
shows that it is physics, and not metaphysics, the fundamental science for all demonstrative
knowledge of the world. Evidently, in order to explain the world one must explain it by the
relationship with its cause - God - and this is the task of metaphysician because, as we have
seen, physics focuses on efficient, formal and material causality. Final causality is properly
explained in metaphysics, after all abstract ideas are grasped from physics, psychology and
astronomy. So, in order to go ‘beyond’ physics one must first analyse the physical. Therefore,
although metaphysics is still considered as the highest science and ‘wisdom’®® it is not ‘the

most perfect science’ in the sense of production of the most reliable knowledge.

It may be the case that Ibn Rushd saw Book A of Metaphysics as main connection between
Aristotle’s works on natural philosophy and the ideas about the science of metaphysics, due to
the discussion about generation and corruption which is widely emphasize in this part of
Metaphysics.®’ Reliability of metaphysics depends on demonstrations provided by natural
sciences is evident from the analysis of Ibn Rushd’s proof for the existence of God: while
physics here provided the proof for the existence of the celestial bodies, the celestial souls,
separate intellects and God as the absolute first cause,®®® metaphysical speculations in Tafsir
extended this knowledge by showing that God is in fact the ultimate final cause of all things.
In other words, once the existence of God is established in natural sciences, metaphysics
further clarifies “what’ God is.28%° This clarification shows that God is the ultimate goal, the
end and the form of all existence; so metaphysician “shows in this science that the immaterial
existent which has been shown to be the mover of the sensible substance is a substance prior
to the sensible substance and its principle insofar as it is its form and its end” - in this way

metaphysics offers the ultimate and the most general explanation of being qua being.¢°

Similar is the relationship between metaphysics and psychology. Psychology is a
demonstrative science that investigates principles of living beings.2* Due to the fact that
according to Ibn Rushd heavenly bodies are living causes of the movement of the sublunary

world, it is up to psychology to provide demonstrations for the understanding of these living

86 |bn Rushd, Tafsir ma ba‘d at-tabi‘at, Metafizik, Biiyiik Serhi, transl. Muhittin Macit, Istanbul, Litera
Yaymcilik, 2016, BA, [297].

87 Altuner, llyas, Some Remarks on Averroes’ Long Commentary on the Metaphysics Book Alpha Meizon,
Entelekya Logico-Metaphysical Review, Vol. 1, No. 1-2 (November, 2017, pp.6-17), pp. 7-9.

858 Twetten, Averroes on the Prime Mover, p. 131.

89 Conditionally speaking, of course, as there is really no ‘what’ regarding God’s nature.

860 Tufsir, LAM, t. 6, 1433.

81 Alper, Omer Mahir, Ibn Sina, Istanbul, ISAM (2010), p. 79.
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entities (qua living). Psychology proves the existence of the non-material intellect that
represents substance independent of body. 82 This demonstrative knowledge is further used in
metaphysics together with facts from physics for the final synthesis that gives the complete
explanation of existence by the means of the intellectual and living final cause. Psychology,
therefore, provides key principles for metaphysics by proving the existence of separate
intellectual forms in a different way than physics.8%® In short, without psychology it is
impossible to grasp that the First Cause is in fact the pure intellectual actual reality that has no

potency whatsoever,%

which means that it would be impossible to explain the world as the
effect of the ultimate intellectual living cause. In this sense the essential principles of

metaphysics are established in the science of the soul.%®

The world, as we saw, is according to Ibn Rushd the result of eternal movement which is
moved by the intellectual desire of living celestial intellect for the Unmoved Mover which is
the supreme intellectual being - psychology as science that deals with the nature of intellect is
in this sense essential for the explanation of the world.

Therefore, the only way to build metaphysics is on the basis of Aristotelian physics and
psychology; while physics provide the demonstrations for the eternity of heavenly
movements, psychology shows the nature of intellect by pointing to its difference with regard
to matter, thus it becomes evident that non-material beings which set the entire world in
motion are in fact intelligent.®%® In this way natural sciences are synthesised into the
harmonious system with the universals of metaphysics.®’ In Tafszr Ibn Rushd summarises his
view:

“... 1t has been explained in the eighth book of the Physics that the mover of these

celestial bodies is without matter and a separate form, and in the De Anima that

the separate forms are intellect. It follows that this mover is an intellect and that it

is a mover insofar as it is the agent of motion and the end of motion. This is
distinct and multiple only in us, I mean that which moves us locally as efficient

82 1bn Rushd, Long Commentary on De Anima of Aristotle, transl. Richard Taylor, Yale University Press, 2009,
Il c. 5. 410. Abb.: LC De Anima.

83 Taylor, Richard C., Averroes on Psychology and the Principles of Metaphysics, in Journal of the History of
Philosophy, 36:4, Research Library Core (October 1998, pp. 507-523), p. 514. Abb.: Taylor, Averroes on
Psychology and the Principles of Metaphysics.

84 Taylor, Richard C., Averroes’ Philosophical Conception of Separate Intellect and God, in La Lumiére de
Uintellect. La Pensée Scientifque et Philosophique d'Averroés dans Son Temps. Eds. Ahmad Hasnawi (Leuven:
Peeters Publishers, 2011, pp. 391-404), pp. 392-395. Abb.: Taylor, Averroes’ Philosophical Conception of
Separate Intellect and God. Also in Taylor, Averroes on Psychology and the Principles of Metaphysics, p. 518.
85 Taylor, Averroes’ Philosophical Conception of Separate Intellect and God, p. 395.

86 Taylor, Richard C., Averroes: religious dialectic and Aristotelian philosophical thought, in The Cambridge
Companion to Arabic Philosophy, eds. Peter Adamson and Richard C. Taylor (Cambridge University Press,
2005, pp.180-200), pp. 194-195.

87 Endress, Averroes’ De Caelo, pp. 23-24.
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cause and that which moves us as final cause, because it has two modes of
existence, one in the soul and one outside the soul. Insofar as it exists in the soul it
is the efficient cause of motion, and insofar as it exists outside the soul, it is mover
as end”.%68

Metaphysical knowledge is clearly the extension of the content that provides physical
demonstration, while metaphysics cannot demonstrate anything on its own. However,
metaphysics offers an important synthesis that unites all knowledge of particular sciences and
shows that sometimes (like in the case of God’s existence) different aspects of different

scientific inquiries represents only nominal distinction of the mind.

The only way to solve aporetic character of metaphysics, as it is described by Aristotle in
Metaphysics B, but also to properly respond to any sort of critique, like the one from al-
Ghazalt’s Tahafut, is by establishing first philosophy on the philosophy of nature. From this
we can conclude on twofold function of metaphysics in Ibn Rushd: 1) metaphysics is the
highest science that synthesizes all scientific demonstrations and 2) it provides the dialectical

defence against those who attack the principles of natural sciences.

This view is not in itself inconsistent, and these two functions are tightly interconnected:
metaphysics does not provide any demonstration on its own, but uses demonstrative
knowledge from other sciences which are synthesised into one complete scientific system; by
accomplishing this task there is no one better to defend scientific knowledge against those
who do not understand it than a metaphysician, as he has the complete inquiry into reality and
so only he can provide proper explanation for those who do not know better ways of
reasoning than dialectics and rhetoric. As the science that synthesise all positive knowledge,
i.e. all the demonstrations provided by natural sciences, strives for the more general

demonstration.8°

For this reason it is correct to say that physics deals with substance qua moved, while
establishing efficient causes as the principles of substances, and that metaphysics investigates
substances qua such, and establishes that all the principles established in natural sciences are

also formal and final causes of substances.®”® But it is important to underline that in this whole

868 Tafsir, LAM, t. 36, 1594:
@ A ) geall ) pedil) GBS 8 g g Land] (e AL 848 Hlaa ) ga adl g (Ao e (B 48 (a8 A gland] gl Cilial |
5L G L) 13 o el A all Ale 4 dga g 5 ASjall Joli 4 dga e ol jae 4l s Jie @l jadl 138 (5K o @ll3 e a3l Jic
dens s ol (o syl O e s Ll ey Sl A3 e US s 35 Jelb il dga o Sl G US pa 53 el aaiy

Al Gaob e d e paiil) 7 A sdsa s A (e 5 AS all Je b Gaiill B odsa g dga (e sed Gl 7 A
869 Tafsir, ALIF, t. 6, 22.
870 Adamson, Averroes on Divine Causation, p. 209.

186



process natural philosophy is using its own demonstration, while metaphysics is using the
demonstrations established by the natural philosopher. Therefore, metaphysics according to
Ibn Rushd is not the highest science by its demonstrative character, but its synthesis of all

other sciences into one complete system.
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CONCLUSIONS

Ibn Rushd’s critique of Ibn Sina’s approach to metaphysics is based on his nominalist
approach to being and existence; it is merely a notion that as such in its abstract form does not
denote anything. Its primary denotation is substance and secondary other nine accidents.
Thus, in Ibn Rushd the most general metaphysical meaning is tightly interconnected with
Aristotelian conception of ‘substance,” which results in Comentator’s firm belief that
Aristotle’s philosophy must represent scientific perfection, thus cannot be refuted but only
expanded on certain cases and aspects that the Philosopher himself did not take under

consideration (Chapter 1.2.2).87

Therefore, all reality cannot be divided into what is possible in itself and what is necessary in
itself, but in substance and accidents. For Ibn Rushd, modalities belong only within the
judgment of the mind for Ibn Rushd, but categorisation of particular things corresponds with
their real natures, i.e. natures of species, which reflect in their forms (Chapter 1.2.4). Science
represents a strict logically guided inquiry into substance; that is into the concrete particular
substance in the sense of natural philosophy and into the meaning of ‘substance’ in the sense
of metaphysics. Such inquiry of natural philosophy leads towards the proper positive
knowledge about the world, while on this knowledge metaphysics establishes speculative
explanations of the world (Chapter 3.2).

According to Ibn Rushd, there is no and cannot be a scientific inquiry into existence qua
existence. Such metaphysics represents logical analysis of empty notions and has no positive
use. All knowledge is based on two proceses: 1) observation of certain behaviour of material
substances, which is determined by their innate natures, according to which they act as causes,
interact and move and 2) abstraction, or forming universal concepts and judgement about
things - this includes grasping of the meaning of ‘existence’ (Chapter 1.3.2). As we saw, such
empiricist foundation leads Ibn Rushd to oppose Ibn Sina in three main senses: ontological,

cosmological and in the sense of the relationship between metaphysics and other sciences.

Metaphysics as science of being primarily analyses the relationship between two meanings,

‘existence’ and ‘substance’. The analysis is based on the scientific inquiry into material world

871 This becomes even more evident if someone pays attention on less philosophical theories within 1bn Rushd's
thought, for example his zoological theories in Kitab al-hayawan/De animalibus - see Fontaine, Resianne,
Averroes' Commentary on Aristotle's 'De Generatione Animalium' and its Use in Two Thirteen-Century Hebrew
Encyclopedias, in Islamic Thought in the Middle Ages, ed. Ann Akasoy and Wim Raven (Leiden Boston: Birill,
2008), pp. 489-502.
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and it reveals that the distinction here is only conceptual: in reality, existence is substance, a
real being that posess its intrinstic nature, or essence, according to which it behave as a
member of a species. In this sense, in every real being existence is its essence. In Greek all
three meanings are encompassed by one universal term, odoia, which is the unique meaning
that in the mind can be grasped as jawhar, mawyjiid, mahiyya, but what stands primarily for
‘what is real’, ‘what stands under’ or ‘what is the specific cause of a particular being’. Thus,
in Greek terms the main formulation of Ibn Rushd’s philosophy would be that efveu primarily,
or in reality, means odaia, and all divisions are merely divisions of the mind. This is the core

of his Aristotelianism.

From such established ontology it is clear why according to Ibn Rushd one cannot establish
the proof for God’s existence through pure analysis of any concept (Chapter 2.1.3.1). Due to
the fact that we acquire intelligibles from images we abstract from sensory experience, the
proof for the existence of God can be established only by the means of observation of the
motion of empirical substances (Chapter 2.1.3.2). Consequently, the proof is established
within science that research motion and rest, i.e. physics. Ibn Sina failed to realise this
because of the influence of theologians who considered the division between essence and
existence as division in thing itself, as well as because of their understanding of existence as
accidental property of an existent. No proof can be established on the pure consideration of
the meaning of ‘existent’, ‘thing’ or ‘necessary’. On the contrary, these meanings denote
substance, accident and causal relationship - this is why there is no such thing as metaphysical
proof for God’s existence, but only the proof provided by natural sciences. In metaphysics we
do not establish proofs, but the ultimate synthesis of proofs. Thus, metaphysics is the highest

science in explanatory sense, not in epistemological or demonstrative sense.

The fact that existence is not per se accidental property of substance implies that it is not and
cannot be something ‘bestowed’, hence theory of emanation is not just wrong, but useless in
its explanation (Chapter 2.2.2). Existence of the world as totality of existing substances
cannot be consistently explain by emanative process of the bestowment of existence, but only
by the explanation of the succession of forms which give actuality to material existent
(Chapter 2.2.3). Ibn Sina’s cosmology is based on his view of existence as accident as well as
metaphysical efficient causality. But in 1bn Rushd, existence is not an accident, and we cannot
tlak about metaphysical efficient causality. Efficient cause is the cause of motion, and through

motion world as eternal substance has existence in its own right.
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Another problem with Ibn Sina’s ‘metaphysical causality’ and the emanation theory is that,
like al-Ghazali noticed, it does not answer the question about the origin of the plurality. The
plurality exists within the first emanation immediately after the existence is bestowed upon it.
Therefore, it cannot be a strict rule that from one only one proceedes. Also, if the emanation
is the result of the bestowment of existence that eventually ends with the Giver of Forms, this
IS just another subtle way to affirm the creation ex nihilo doctrine, which obviously contradict
Ibn Sina’s own claim that the world is eternal (Chapter 2.2.2).

To correct these missconceptions we have to realise that metaphysics is the ultimate science
of being in a different sense than Ibn Sina understood it. It is the continuation of natural
philosophy that deals with scientific conception, and not with demonstration. Metaphysics
synthetise scientific knowledge and elaborates scientific facts. It takes its foundation in the
form of subject-matters from natural philosophy, as any higher science depends on lower
sciences in terms of its subject-matter (Chapter 3.2.2). In fact, as we saw, for Ibn Rushd, even
the goal of natural sciences is the highest possible goal - God’s existence, its demonstration
and the means for understanding Him as intellectual being. Thus, due to its explanatory nature
and all-encompassing synthesis, metaphysics is the preffered science when arguing with
science illiterates, or in order to dialectically defend scientific theories. A dialectical
argumentation is, therefore, important for reasoning with those unables to grasp real
demonstrative arguments. If someone would be able to grasp Aristotelian demonstration, he

would have no doubt in the facts established by natural scientist (Chapter 3.2.2).

In the end, it is important to draw attention how through his critique 1bn Rushd anticipated
many later arguments against classical metaphysics, mostly that of logical positivism and
metaphysical physicalism. Historically, this is one of Ibn Rushd’s greatest contributions for

the development of philosophical thought.
But how acceptable is Ibn Rushd’s critique and how could Ibn Sina reply?

As ‘existence’, in the sense of Ibn Sina’s wujiid, is the meaning of the ultimate extension it
cannot be grasped by the means of abstraction but has to be ‘impressed’ in the soul (Chapter
1.1.1). Moeover, it is ‘existence’ that allows us to grasp intelligibles through experience, as
every meaning becomes intelligible through this absolute meaning (Chapter 1.3.1). As every
thing that exists in any way must participate in the absoluteness of existence, every meaning
must participate in the absoluteness of this meaning. Thus we can in fact talk about existence
per se as ‘existence’ has certain denotation, other than substance, which is ‘everything-that-is’

- it denotes the absoluteness of all beings, those that exist as well as those that can exist.
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Therefore, in its abstract form, the meaning of ‘existence’ cannot be an empty meaning, but
on the contrary, the fullest possible meaning. As such, it is opposite to ‘nothingness’ and can
never be equal to it in accordance to all three principles of logic; 1) if something exists, it does
exists, 2) something cannot exist and does not exist, and 3) it must either exist or does not

exist. Thus the very principles of logic are implied in the absolute meaning of ‘existence’.

For this reason Ibn Sina takes ‘existence’ as the starting point of his metaphysical
speculations. He notices that this absolute meaning is grasped with connection to ‘existent’,
‘thing’ and ‘necessary’ (Chapter 1.1.1); this is so because it is evident that existence in the
most general sense is necessarily predicated to every thing as existing; and this cannot be
otherwise. This is the basis of every conception, thus the foundation of scintific thinking.
Therefore, scientific necessity is based on ontological necessity, which implies certainty of

existence.

Because of its absolute extension, and the fact that the meaning of ‘existence’ corresponds
with the absoluteness of reality, existence is predicated to a thing not just in the mind but also
outside of the mind. In the mind this predication is the predication of a statement, but outside
of the mind every existing being participates in the absoluteness of existence by the limitation
of its own essence. Thus when we say “X exists”, this means that X is a part of reality, i.e.
part of the totality of existence. This also means that the division of existence into necessary
and contingent as established in the mind must correspond with the division in reality; if we
say that a being is contingent, we say it so because we realised that its existence is based on
the participation in the absoluteness of existence, which means that it cannot have its
existence essentially. It is for this reason, as Ibn Sina noticed, that our mind can consider an
essence of ‘X’ devoid of its existence. The division between necessary and contingent is thus
found by Ibn Sina in every existent inasmuch as it is an existent: this is the division between
what a thing is and why it is, or the division between its essence and existence (Chapter 1.1.2).
This consideration simply must correspond with any existing substance as it is in itself
because it is the most general consideration of existent, hence no particular existing being can
avoid it. According to this division an existent is never its existence, in fact its what-ness per
se is always something else, ungraspable for the intellect, hence unexplainable - the absolute
determined potential nature that is manifested as a concrete existent outside of the mind or as

a concrete thought, or idea in the mind.

We can talk about possible existence in two senses: in the sense of essence and in the sense of

prime matter (Chapter 1.1.3). In fact there is a similarity between these two natures, of
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essences per se and Aristotelian prime matter: they are both unknowable, because they are not
and cannot be actually existing as such, but their postulation necessarily follows from the
consideration of their phenomena; prime matter cannot exist per se, but only as material
existent actualised by certain form, and essence per se cannot exist except through the
actualisation through the efficient cause that gives existence to that absolute potential nature -
it is this actualisation that contains the intelligible which is grasped by the intellect. For this
reason, both speculative inquiry into essence as well as into prime matter, belong to

metaphysics.

Therefore, if the ultimate meaning of ‘existence’ stands for the starting point of metaphysical
inquiry into reality, then the division between necessary and possible also stands. This
division is indeed a consideration of the mind. However, as this consideration is absolute and
neceaasry, it also reveals something about things as they are in themselves: every existent is
either such that it can be otherwise, or it cannot be otherwise. Thus, the very fact that we can
imagine a non-existence of a certain object without contradiction reveals something about the
most general nature of that object. The division starts as consideration, but as it necessarily
accompanies the absolute meaning of ‘existence’ then it necessarily accompanies the
absoluteness of existence as well - the absoluteness of the meaning of ‘existence’ transcends
nominal boundaries. For this reason, nominalist critique of Ibn Rushd, as well as of al-Ghazali
before him, does not work on Ibn Sinad; one cannot simply point out that ‘existence’ has
merely a copular function in a judgement, or that it simply denotes the truth — instead,
‘existence’ as the meaning of the absolute extension corresponds with the absoluteness of

reality, thus its necessary divisions must also correspond with reality.

We can see that existence is not an accident in Ibn Sina in the sense of Aristotle’s ten
categories. By existence being accident Ibn Sina means that as being is either such that its
non-existence can be imagined without contradiction, or such that its non-existence cannot be
imagined without contradiction, then it either has existence essentially (the former case) or it
has existene accidentally (the latter case) (Chapter 1.3.1). While the former is contingent, the
latter is in itself necessary. Ibn Sina is fully aware of Aristotle’s doctrine, but he obviously
does not follow it dogmatically. For Ibn Sina substance indeed exists by itself, but only in
specific sense: when compared with the existence of accidents, or as something ‘that is not in
a subject’; in this sense substance is ontologically prior to all other categories, but this does
not mean that it exists absolutely. In fact what exists absolutely is existent that cannot be a

substance in the Aristotelian sense: as something that has attributes that are distinct from its
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essence - this is so because such existence involves composition and whatever is composed
does not exist absolutely. In this way Ibn Sina adds an additional meaning to Aristotelian
substance, the meaning that perhaps is indeed borrowed from Islamic theologians as Ibn
Rushd notices. However, Ibn Sina’s understanding of substance is perfectly consistent with
his understanding of existence, and is implied by it. So, in order to dispute this conception it is
not sufficient to just compare it with the theological account, but one has to undermine the
very foundation of his metaphysics — his understanding of ‘existence. As we saw, Ibn Rushd

tries exactly that, but according to my opinion unsuccefully.

Therefore, if Ibn Sina’s ontology stands his proof for God’s existence as well as the entire
approach to metaphysics also stands. The analysis of the meaning of ‘existence’ does produce
positive knowledge about the wold due to the absolute extension of the meaning. Although
Ibn Rushd correctly notices that Ibn Stna’s metaphysics stands on tautological foundation, his
derived criticism misses the point. In al-Zlahiyyat, 1, 5, (5) Ibn Sina himself admits that his
ontology is based on tautological ground, yet this tautology is the necessity of the absolute
meaning of ‘existence’, and necessary tautology is not like any other arbitrary tautology. The
absolute knowledge, i.e. knowledge based on the most general notion, represented by the most
general explanation, and is related to the absolute cause, must be tautological in order to be
valid.

This necessitates need for the division between approach of natural philosophy and approach
of metaphysics. This also indicates why metaphysical knowledge cannot be continuation of
physical in the sense of Ibn Rushd. The absolute understanding can be based only on intuition
of absoluteness, never on inquiry into what is particular as materially present. This intuition of
absoluteness is immediatelly evident in Ibn Sina, as his thought experiment in al-Nafs (I, 1,
16) shows: the one cannot not to affirm the existence of the self, even if he would have no
prior experience (Chapter 1.3.1). This is so because the self qua self is intuitively aware of his
participation in the absoluteness of existence and only through this participation can be self-
confirmed. This means that ‘existence’ is such absolute meaning that it is grasped before even
‘self” is grasped; in order to confirm self-existence, the meaning of ‘existence’ must be
comprehended. Thus, we have two complementary approaches to reality: meaning sensible,
and the other from ‘what is separable from matter in subsistence and definition’. The first
approach relies on demonstrative induction that searches for the middle term, the latter on
speculative deduction that follows “clear” implications. In essence, in order to provide the

ultimate explanation of reality we must rely on what is intuitively evident, which is
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‘existence’ - the meaning so general that encompass the whole reality. Empirical approach

simply cannot fulfil this task.

Beside this, due to the necessity that every state of potency can become a state of act only
through the action of the cause it is also necessary that we talk about physical and
metaphysical causality, or causality investigated in natural philosophy and causality
investigated in metaphysics (Chapter 1.2.2). This could be an additional argument that
investigation of natural philosophy and investigation of metaphysics represent two different

but needed approaches to the same reality.

Once Ibn Sina’s ontological starting point is understood, it becomes clear that Ibn Rushd’s
critique of the proof for the existence of God fails as well. 1bn Rushd is clearly under the
influence of al-Ghazali’s objection that Ibn Sina’s notion of ‘the Necessary Existent’ is
conversible with ‘the Uncaused Cause’, and that the division between necessity and
possibility of existence can mean only the division between ‘being caused’ and ‘being
uncaused’. But if we have to predicate existence to any object in order to think about is at all,
and when we say that an object exists we are also predicating necessity to it, then this
relationship between existence, necessity and thing is such that it must be shared by every
being inside as well as outside of the mind. In addition to this, metaphysics treats causality as
an intellectual concept that is implied by ‘necessity’ i.e. by the division of existence into
necessary in itself and possible in itself (Chapter 1.2.2). This is important as the relationship
between necessity and causality overlaps with the relationship between ‘the Necessary
Existent” and ‘the Uncaused Cause’; the latter is implied by the former. This means that in
metaphysical reasoning we reach understanding and conception of ‘the Uncaused Cause’ only

through the necessary division of existence, not vice versa (Chapter 2.1.1.1).

This is something that Ibn Rushd could not (or perhaps refused) to grasp, due to his nominal
presupposition; if closely analyse 1bn Rushd’s arguments we will see that he is not able to
disprove Ibn Sina’s doctrine in any way, but instead offers merely an alternative approach to
reality - the approach that could rightly be considered as naturalistic. So, while al-Ghazali’s

alternative is scepticism, Ibn Rushd turns to more constructive metaphysical naturalism.

The basis of 1bn Rushd critique of Tbn Sina is his naturalistic and nominalist interpretation of
Aristotle’s philosophy. These naturalistic matrices are the essential part of his philosophy.
However, his critique does not pose a real treat for Ibn Sina’s metaphysical system if we
accept his well established ontological starting point. Hence Ibn Rushd naturalistic view can

be merely an alternative to Ibn Sina’s metaphysical foundationalism. The evaluation of Ibn
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Rushd’s criticism to Ibn Sina depends entirely on acceptance of his naturalistic philosophical
project, and his critique is acceptable only from the perspective of requirements set by his
interpretation of Aristotle.
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168-169, 173-174, 177-180, 188-189, 192

action/activity; 12, 21-22, 29, 38, 41, 58, 66-67, 70, 74-77, 79, 81-83, 85, 97, 122, 126, 128,
131, 134, 136-137, 141-142, 147, 151, 159, 181, 194

active power; 79, 97, 148

actuality (fi); 15, 29, 31-33, 36-40, 44-46, 50, 54-57, 60-61, 65, 75-80, 83, 94, 131-136, 145,
148, 151, 154-155, 158, 169, 171, 181, 189,

agent/efficient cause (fa ‘/); 10, 14-16, 36, 53-59, 62-69, 70-71, 74-75, 77-79, 81, 83, 97, 100,
119-126, 136-138, 140-141, 149-152, 156-159, 165, 170-172, 181, 185-186, 189, 192

astronomy; 11, 167-168, 172, 178, 183-184

attribute (sifa); 22, 31, 45-46, 56, 101, 115-117, 119-120, 124, 137-138, 146-147, 150-152,
163, 178

becoming; 36, 77, 79, 141
body; 38, 80, 88-89, 106, 133-136, 143-146, 154-155, 163, 185

cause (sabab/‘lla), causal/causality/causation; 9-16, 20, 25, 27-28, 31-34, 36-40, 45-52, 54,
56-84, 90-173, 177-194

celestial bodies/spheres/world/movers/intellects, heavenly bodies/spheres; 13, 16, 135-136,
146, 153-155, 172, 178, 183-185,

chance; 70

change/changable; 10-11, 15-17, 21, 32, 36-39, 45-46, 49, 52-62, 68, 71, 74, 76-79, 82-83, 98,
100, 106, 119, 127-128, 131-133, 135-136, 141, 151, 153-156, 158, 160, 167-168, 170-171,
181

circular motion/movement; 55, 145, 159
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composition/composed; 15, 29-30, 34-36, 38-39, 44-46, 49, 51-54, 61-62, 79, 113, 115-118,
124-125, 128, 134, 136-137, 154-156, 158, 164, 181-182, 193

corporeal/corporeality; 22, 39, 53, 138, 143-145, 154, 160-162, 170-171
cosmology; 10, 148, 153-154, 189

creation; 10, 23, 37, 44, 52-54, 56, 67-68, 71-72, 83, 119, 122, 129, 131, 142-144, 147-148,
151-152, 190

demonstration/demonstrative; 7-8, 11, 19-20, 45, 71-72, 85-87, 89, 91-98, 102-105, 111-115,
118, 120-121, 125-126, 128-130, 138-140, 160-161, 165-167, 169, 171, 174, 178-180, 182-
187, 189-190, 193

desire; 16, 47, 117, 119, 128, 135, 145-146, 154, 156-159, 174, 185

determinism/deterministic/determined; 5-6, 15-16, 27, 46, 69-72, 77-78, 97, 101, 124, 140,
145, 153, 168, 170, 188, 191-192

Divine; 13, 35, 47-48, 100-101, 114-117, 122, 136, 138, 140, 142-143, 146-149, 152-153,
155, 164-165, 170, 176-179

effect/act (ma ‘Ial); 9, 16, 27, 32, 53-54, 57-59, 62, 64-83, 91, 97-102, 108, 113, 119-123, 128,
132-144, 146-147, 149-151, 156-159, 169-171, 185

efficient cause; 10, 14-16, 20, 36, 54, 56, 58, 60-72, 77-79, 81, 83, 97, 100, 119, 125, 136-
138, 140-141, 150-152, 158-159, 165, 170-172, 181, 185-187, 190, 192

emanation/emanates; 4, 10, 13, 16, 20, 33, 72, 117-119, 131, 139-152, 166, 171, 182, 189-190

essence (dhat/mahiya); 9, 14-15, 24-52, 54-55, 57-58, 60, 62-67, 71-72, 76-88, 96-97, 99-100,
105, 107, 109-113, 116-120, 123-128, 136-137, 141-143, 146-147, 149, 151-152, 158-159,
165, 169, 172-173, 177-178, 189, 191-194

experience (tajriba); 10, 42, 48, 52, 74, 83-86, 88-90, 93-99, 105, 112, 189-190, 193

form (siira, uopeileidog); 13,15, 28, 37-39, 45-62, 67, 77-80, 83, 86-87, 112, 115-116, 119,
125-128, 131, 135-137, 141-145, 148-149, 153-159, 167, 178-179, 181-185, 188-192

generation/corruption; 10, 36, 52-59, 62, 76, 78, 95, 128, 132-133, 135-137, 143, 153-156,
158, 167-169, 171, 176, 178, 180, 184
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God; 5-6, 8-14, 16-17, 19-20, 22-24, 31, 33, 35-38, 40, 43, 47, 62, 64, 66, 68, 70, 72-74, 78,
90, 95-96, 102-106, 108, 112-124, 126, 128-133, 136-147, 149-152, 155-164, 167-171, 177-
179, 181, 183-186, 189-190, 193-194

habit/habitual; 73-74, 92, 122-123

heat; 155

hierarchy/hierarchical; 71, 82, 142,144, 146, 172, 174
impediment; 58-59, 64, 81

impossibility; 32, 65, 72, 125

induction (istigra’, éxaywys); 74, 84-90, 94, 99, 130, 193-194
infinite regress; 41, 106, 109, 125, 127, 134

innate; 97, 105, 188

intellect; 13, 15-16, 20-22, 31, 38, 44, 47, 53, 59, 63, 80, 86-87, 94, 96, 98-101, 105, 114,
117-119, 136-138, 140-148, 154-159, 169, 178, 184-185, 190-192, 194

intelligence; 98, 119, 142-144, 146, 148

knowledge; 5, 8-11, 13-14, 17-19, 40-42, 46-49, 51, 64, 71, 74, 84-103, 105-107, 112, 114,
119, 122-123, 126, 131, 137, 141-142, 145-149, 159, 164-165, 167, 170, 172, 175-186, 188,
190, 193

living/alive; 47, 119, 136-138, 141, 145, 155-156, 184-185

logic/logical; 9, 17, 21-22, 26-29, 31, 33-34, 40, 44, 54, 58-59, 64, 74-75, 80-84, 90-91, 93,
97-101, 103-104, 114, 126, 128, 149-150, 160, 166, 172-175, 188, 190-191

matter (madde, 5iy); 13, 15, 36-40, 45-80, 83-84, 86, 90, 106, 112, 115-116, 118, 125-128,
131, 133-138, 141, 143-145, 148, 154-155, 159, 161-164, 167, 171-172, 178, 181, 183, 185,
192-193

metaphysics; 4-21, 28-31, 37, 39-45, 50-62, 66-72, 76, 80, 82-83, 87-88, 90-93, 95-96, 102-
103, 105, 109, 111, 113-116, 118, 122-123, 126, 128-129, 132, 139, 146, 152, 160-194

motion; 10, 12-17, 19-21, 36, 45-47, 54-56, 58, 61-62, 65, 67-68, 70-71, 76, 78, 80-81, 83, 89,
98, 101, 104-106, 119, 127-139, 145-146, 148, 150-163, 166, 169, 171, 178, 180-181, 185-
186, 189
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natural science/philosophy; 5-8, 10-11, 13-16, 36, 38, 50, 56, 61, 65, 70, 81, 87-88, 90-92, 95-
96, 103, 105-106, 115, 123, 129, 132, 137, 139, 145, 153, 162, 165, 167-172, 174, 177-190

naturalistic/naturalism; 4-7, 9, 11, 15, 68, 93-94, 96, 99, 152, 159, 171, 175, 177, 182, 194-
195

nature; 11, 13-14, 16, 27, 36, 39, 44, 46, 49-51, 54, 57-59, 61, 64, 69-70, 74, 76-77, 80-82, 85,
92, 94, 97-101, 105, 114, 121, 124, 127-129, 131-132, 134-135, 143, 145, 149-152, 155-156,
161, 165, 167, 169, 171-172, 178, 181, 183-183, 188-192

necessary (dariri, wajib); 8, 13-16, 19-20, 28, 30-36, 38, 40, 44, 50-51, 53, 58-60, 62-65, 69-
70, 72-75, 77, 80-82, 84-85, 89-96, 99-100, 102-128, 131, 133, 135-136, 139-143, 145-147,
150, 160, 162, 164-166, 169, 175, 177, 183, 188-189, 191-194

the Necessary Existent (wajib al-wujud); 31, 33, 35, 40, 63, 107-108, 112-120, 124-126, 140,
142-143, 164

possible/possible in itself/contingent (mumkin/mumkin bi-dhatihiimumkin al-wujid); 8, 15-16,
31-41, 44, 57, 60-63, 65-67, 69, 71-75, 77-78, 80, 82, 90, 92-93, 103-104, 107-115, 121, 124-
128, 136, 140-144, 146-147, 149-150, 160, 165, 169, 177, 180, 188, 190-191, 194

potency/potentiality; 15, 26, 31-33, 36-40, 44-46, 49-57, 60-61, 65,67-68, 75-80, 84, 94, 131-
132, 135-136, 144, 148, 151, 154-155, 157-158, 169, 171, 181, 185, 194

power; 9, 38, 46, 57, 61, 64, 76-77, 79-83, 94, 97, 99-100, 119, 134-136, 138, 145-148, 158
prime matter; 39, 54, 78-79, 154, 178-179, 191-192

privation (‘adam); 39, 76-77, 158

prophecy; 163, 171

real distinction; 33, 77

scientific; 5, 10-11, 13-14, 17, 40, 45, 48, 51-52, 56, 72, 80, 84-85, 87-91, 93-94, 96-99, 102-
103, 115, 120, 122-123, 129-131, 139, 161, 165-166, 169, 171, 175-178, 180-182, 186, 188,
190-191

self-evident (awwali); 19, 26, 100, 126, 152, 181
senses/sensible; 19, 48, 51, 72-73, 75, 95, 102, 123, 130-131, 134, 158, 169, 175-177, 181,

184, 193
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sceptic/scepticism/sceptical; 90, 95-96, 98, 121, 166, 174, 194
sophist/sophistic/sophistry; 56, 98, 100, 123, 160, 174-175

soul (nafs); 9, 13, 15, 19, 25, 38-39, 41-43, 48-49, 78, 87-92, 94-96, 98-101, 105-106, 118,
123, 126, 135, 137, 141-145, 148, 155-156, 160, 169, 184-186, 190

species (anwa’); 20, 30, 45-46, 52-53, 76, 82, 85, 93, 99, 114-116, 124-125, 129-130, 156,
167-170, 173, 177, 181, 188-189

sublunar/sublunary; 13, 137, 143-144, 148, 153-158, 169, 172, 185

substance (jawhar, odoia); substance; 4-5, 9-11, 15, 22-26, 28-29, 36-41, 43-53, 56-28, 68,
75-82, 89, 97-101, 105, 114-116, 118, 127-128, 130-134, 136, 141, 144, 150, 152-154, 156-
161, 169-170, 173, 175-186, 188-193

supra-lunar; 13, 135, 145, 148, 153-154, 169
syllogism/syllogistic; 86, 91, 93-94, 96, 99, 114, 165
teleology/teleological; 129-130, 139, 170

theology/theologians; 9-10, 12-14, 19, 24, 37, 44, 54, 56, 71, 78, 117, 122, 124, 126, 128-130,
151-153, 161, 163, 170, 172, 177, 189, 193

truth; 11-12, 17-18, 39-42, 45, 49, 81, 87-89, 99, 106, 109, 117-118, 122-123, 125-126, 131,
173-174, 176-177, 192

unity; 12, 21-23, 31, 38, 46, 49-50, 64, 84, 116, 129, 138, 140, 144, 149-150, 153, 156-157,
163-164

Unmoved Mover; 12, 47, 119, 133-134, 138, 145, 150, 156, 169, 185
will/willing; 119, 122, 135, 145-147

world; 5-6, 8-10, 12-17, 20, 24, 33, 35-36, 40-42, 44, 47, 52-53, 55-56, 59, 62, 66-78, 81, 90,
93, 95-106, 112, 115, 119, 121-135, 137, 139-140, 142-161, 165, 167-172, 177-178, 181,
184-185, 188-190
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