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YAHYA IBN °ADI
ON THE FOUR SCIENTIFIC QUESTIONS
CONCERNING THE THREE KINDS OF EXISTENCE

EDITIO PRINCEPS AND TRANSLATION

by

Stephen MENN and Robert WISNOVSKY
McGill University

The codex Madrasa-yi Marwi 19 includes 24 treatises by Yahya ibn ‘Adi that were
listed by the bio-bibliographers but which had been assumed until now to have been
lost.” This article is a transcription and translation of one of those “lost” treatises,
the title of which is On the Four Scientific Questions concerning the Three Kinds of
Existence: Divine, Natural and Logical (Maqdla fi I-bubiith al-ilmiyya al-arba’a ‘an
asndf al-wujid al-thalitha al-ilahi wa-I-tabi'i wa-l-mantiqi).*

1. These treatises are listed with transcriptions of their incipits and explicits, and collated with the orders
given by G. Endress (in his 7he Works of Yahyi ibn ‘Adi: An Analytical Inventory [Wiesbaden, 1977]) and
S. Khalifat (in his Magalat Yahya ibn ‘Adi al-falsafiyya [Amman, 1988]), by R. Wisnovsky, “New philo-
sophical texts of Yahya ibn ‘Adi: A supplement to Endress’ Analytical Inventory,” in F. Opwis and D. Reis-
man, eds, Islamic Philosophy, Science, Culture, and Religion: Studies in Honor of Dimitri Gutas (Leiden,
2012), 307-326. A facsimile edition of the entire codex, including an index of names of individuals and
groups, and titles of books, is being prepared by Wisnovsky for inclusion in the series co-published by the
Institute of Islamic Studies of the Free University of Berlin and Mirath-i Maktiib of Tehran. The authors
gratefully acknowledge the help and advice of Naser Dumairieh, Kostyantyn Filonenko, Taro Mimura,
Ahmedreza Rahimirisch, Reza Pourjavady, and Marwan Rashed. All remaining errors are our own.

2. This treatise was listed by Endress as #5.12 and by Khalifat as #67. It should not be confused with
the text listed by Endress as #3.12 and by Khalifat as #45, and which was translated by N. Rescher
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74 STEPHEN MENN AND ROBERT WISNOVSKY

Three of the four questions that Yahya refers to in his title (hal hiya [whether it is],
ma hiya [what it is), and li-ma hiya [why it is]) correspond to three of the four ques-
tions that Aristotle lists at Posterior Analytics 11.1 (respectively, ei esti, ti esti and to
dioti). However, Yahya’s remaining question (ayyu l-ashya’ hiya (which thing it is))
differs from Aristotle’s remaining question (fo hoti [that it is]). Here Yahya appears
to be following al-Kindi, whose list of the four questions was taken over not only by
Yahya but by Isaac Israeli, Miskawayh and — through Yahya — Abu al-Faraj ibn
al-Tayyib, who was a student of Yahya’s students Aba ‘Alf ibn Zur‘a and Ibn Suwar.?

The difference between al-Kindi’s and Yahya's four questions on the one hand,
and Aristotle’s four questions on the other, is deeper than the replacement of 70 hoti
by ayyu l-ashyia’ hiya. With al-Kindi and Yahya, the scientific questions are construed
as four successive one-place questions. With Aristotle, the questions are not successive
but are instead divided into two pairs: e/ esti and # esti are construed as one-place
questions, while 20 hoti and to dioti are construed as two-place questions. Moreover,
Aristotle’s fundamental claim is that to ask what it is (e.g., “What is an eclipse?”) is
to ask why it is (e.g., “Why does an eclipse exist?”). This claim appears to be absent
in al-Kindf’s and Yahya’s discussions of the four questions, although it can be found
in a discussion by Yahya’s teacher, al-Farabi, in Part III of the Kizib al-Hurif. Yahya
and al-Farabi had both been students of the same teacher, Abu Bishr Matta ibn
Yiinus, and after Abu Bishr’s death Yahya, already a mature philosopher, became a
student of al-Farabi. The differences between al-Kindi and Yahya on the one hand,
and Aristotle and al-Farabi on the other, show that it would be an oversimplification
to describe Yahya as a follower of al-Farabi. They also show that Yahya’s Aristotelian-
ism was sometimes refracted through al-Kindi or directly through the Neoplatonic
Aristotle-commentators Elias and David, in whose texts the Greek hopoion ti esti
anticipates the Arabic ayyu l-ashya’ hiya.

Comparing Yahya's discussion of the four questions with the treatments by Kindi,
Israeli, Miskawayh and Ibn al-Tayyib, as surveyed by Stern, it emerges that all five

and F. Shehadi (as “Yahya ibn ‘Adi’s treatise ‘On the four scientific questions regarding the art of
logic,” Journal of the History of Ideas 25/4 [1964], 572-8), on the basis of an edition by M. Tiirker
(“Yahya ibn ‘Adi ve negredilmemis bir risalesi,” Ankara Universitesi Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi
Dergisi 14 [1958], 98-102). In fact, the Marwi codex contains that treatise (MS: Tehran: Madrasa-yi
Marvi 19, no. 3: fol. 4a5-b30), but with the title Magala fi inniyyat [Endyess: anniyyat] sinaat al-mantiq
wa-maiyyatihd wa-limiyyatihd wa-hiya l-mawsima bi-hidaya li-man ta'attd ili sabil al-najat.

3. On al-KindT’s list, see Stern’s commentary (13-23) on Isaac Israeli’s Book of Definitions, #1 (10-12),
in A. Altmann and S. Stern, trans, Iszac Israeli (Oxford, 1958). On Ibn al-Tayyib, see S. Stern,
“Ibn al-Tayyib’s Commentary on the Isagoge,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies 19/3 (1957), 419-25, and the edition by K. Gyekye, Tafsir Kitab Isaghajt li-Furfariyiis
(Beirut, 1975).
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Arabic philosophers agreed that the first of the four questions (“whether it is”) pointed
to the thing’s existence, and that the last of the four questions (“why it is”) pointed to
the thing’s final cause or purpose. But they differed over how to construe the second
and third questions. Kindi and Ibn al-Tayyib thought that the second question
(“what it is”) referred to the thing’s genus, Isaac Israeli that it referred to the thing’s
quiddity, and Miskawayh that it referred to the thing’s species. As for the third
question (“which thing it is”), Kindi, Miskawayh and Ibn al-Tayyib claimed that it
indicated the thing’s differentia, and Isaac Israeli that it indicated the thing’s quality.
Yahya agrees with al-Kindi, and Ibn al-Tayyib agrees with Yahya, in thinking that
the second question refers to the genus, which Yahya calls the “general quiddity”.
Yahya takes the third question as asking not precisely for the differentia, but for what
he calls the “specific quiddity”, i.e., the genus and differentia together.

Also noteworthy is that a large section of Yahya’s treatise is openly reproduced
in a Christological treatise that he wrote, entitled 77reatise on the Necessity of the
Incarnation (Magqdlat al-shaykh Yabyd ibn ‘Adi fi wujib [alt. wujid) al-ta’annus).*
Yahya says in that treatise “Since the intellect in act and the intelligible in act are a
single thing in substrate, as Aristotle has shown and as we too have shown in our
Book on the Three [Kinds of] Existent (sic), and as we will mention also in the present
book, our intellects while we are thinking the Creator, may He be glorified and
exalted, must be united with Him.”s Until the present treatise was discovered,
we could not determine how close the relationship was between these two works.
We now know that Yahya borrowed almost verbatim a substantial section.® At least
in this case, the line dividing Yahya’s theological and philosophical works was quite
blurry. The section that Yahya copies into the treatise on tzannus is a discussion from
the On the Four Scientific Questions concerning the Three Kinds of Existence devoted to
explaining the process of intellection (in which a form comes to be in the mind of
the knower) and to analyzing the definition of human. This philosophical discussion
was relevant to Yahya’s Christology because in his essay on #a'annus, Yahya argues
that God and Christ are one in the sense that once the form of the known thing
arises (badatha) in the mind of the knower, the knower becomes united with the
known, and that in cases where the known thing is not a matter-form composite but
a pure form, there is no distinction between the knowledge and the known thing.
What makes Christ unique is that due to his special qualities, and given the unique

4. Edited by Augustin Périer as “Traité de Yahya ben ‘Adi sur le mode de I'Incarnation”, in his Petits
traités apologétiques de Yahya ben ‘Adi (Texte arabe) (Paris, 1920), 69-86. Périer prefers wujid to
wujiih, although most of the manuscripts listed by Endress use wujizb; Endress, Works, 106-7.
Périer, 74,8-75,4.

6. Périer, 75,7-82,3 = Madrasa-yi Marwi 19, 66ar1-28.
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set of circumstances surrounding his conception and birth, the union in him between
the human knower and the form of God is complete (ittihid tamm). Conversely,
when God knows human beings, God becomes informed (tasawwur) by the form
“human”. In both of these complementary ways, by God’s knowing “human” and by
Christ’s knowing God, God becomes human (zz'annus) in Christ.

Finally, in the Four Scientific Questions Yahya shows his commitment — particu-
larly in the introductory paragraphs — to the larger project of harmonizing Plato and
Aristotle, here following the lead of late-antique Neoplatonists. One aim of Yahya’s
essay is to defend Plato and Aristotle against the charge that they disagree fundamen-
tally over the reality of separate, immaterial forms. Yahya describes three types of
existence: logical (or rational) existence, i.e., the existence of a form in the mind;
natural existence, i.e., the existence of a form in a concrete individual; and divine
(or metaphysical) existence, i.e., the existence of a form taken in and of itself, inde-
pendent of either mental or concrete existence. Yahya does not mean simply that
there are some forms — perhaps angels or intellects — that have divine existence,
and others — such as horse — that have natural existence. Rather, the quiddity of
horse has all three kinds of existence. But he denies that the numerically identical
form of horse which is now in Bucephalus can subsequently exist as an individual
apart from matter. Rather, the quiddity of horse exists as combined with matter, it
exists in human knowers, and it has a different, divine, mode of existence considered
apart from matter and from human knowers. It is this last kind of existence that,
according to Yahya, Plato was committed to in his theory of forms. Avicenna will
start from Yahya’s analysis and refine it. He agrees with Yahya that the quiddity of
horse can exist naturally in matter or logically in the mind of a knower, and also
that it can be considered purely in itself, that is, apart from matters and knowers.
But Avicenna, drawing on his distinction between essence and existence, denies that
the quiddity has a third mode of existence. Although a quiddity can be considered in
itself, it exists only as bound up either with the mind or with enmattered individuals.
Yahya agrees that any quiddity that has divine existence also has natural and logical
existence. But this is not because it depends on matter or mind for its existence.
Rather, divine providence guarantees the inexhaustibility of natural species and
human knowers.” Yahya’s attempt to reconcile Plato and Aristotle can be compared
with the project of the treatise On the Harmonization of the Opinions of the Two Sages,

7. On Avicenna’s debt to, and criticism of, Yahya's theory, see M. Rashed, “Ibn Adi et Avicenne: sur
les types d’existants”, in V. Celluprica and C. D’Ancona, eds, Aristotele ¢ i suoi esegeti neoplatonici
(Naples, 2004), 107-171, and S. Menn, “Avicenna’s metaphysics”, in P. Adamson, ed., Interpreting
Avicenna: Critical Essays (Cambridge, 2013).
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the Divine Plato and Aristotle, traditionally attributed to his teacher al-Farabi.* The
impression one gets from Yahya's treatise, however, is that while Yahya was clearly
more learned in Aristotelianism than al-Kindi was, Yahya’s views — at least in this
treatise — were as much Kindian as they were Farabian.

Key:

In the Arabic text, words between <angled brackets> are textual interpolations by
the editors. In the translation, words between [square brackets] are added to help
convey the meaning. Paragraph numbers in angled brackets mark the scribe’s breaks
in the manuscript. In the footnotes, the editors’ emended version is given on the
right, next to the footnote number, and the original version found in the manuscript
is given on the left; the two versions are separated by a colon. Thus:

};L‘SJU 1}‘;‘2‘-”).[0
Where there is a variance between the current edition and Périer’s edition of the
Magdlat al-shaykh Yahyi ibn ‘Adi fi wujib (alt. wujid) al-ta’annus, or a variance
between the current edition and a reading contained in one of the manuscripts used
by Périer and recorded in his apparatus, it is given in the footnotes in square brackets.

Thus:
[P 76(2) H ] [P 76,3 @] =

ARERAL

MS: Tehran: Madrasa-yi Marvi 19, no. 45: foll. 65a34-66b20

Cilaally mckally S Y B 54 ) [65035) Skl e G V) Zalal) g & Al

Il elinadl Lol Zawdl) T bl 550 IS e Sar Loty 08 L &) J6 <y>
Yy Lo/l I sbulS s Yy sl e sl el Bl s ey ,L /)

8. The attribution of this treatise to al-Farabi has been seriously challenged by several scholars. The
most recent argument against the attribution to al-Farabi, with references to previous discussions, is
by M. Rashed, “On the authorship of the treatise On the Harmonization of the Opinions of the Two
Sages attributed to al-Farabi”, Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 19/1 (2009), 43-82.



78 STEPHEN MENN AND ROBERT WISNOVSKY

oy 2 W) G Jadll 1 Jandl oy LSy iy 6,5y aku 65240/ olly Y gl
o i | 03lon)y anis) Slad) 3/ P, [165bU/] SlgaNly [ w3 o suan ankall / OLsW
g il /6351 Yy Ligs oo U gl Y A 2alal 255001 / 22220 Lol el i8S
oy S Lgixly 04 SN/ e ufu lpmar 1 2 W Il o L] a e )
b1 gl adl Jlasly AL Sl Yy sl uf,m\«g / o3& Lol ;\,M\Ja i)
icler ade Sy Wy U i)y 25,0 Zoloeally fo,:mb /3 5 aadldly oy
seeally Uy G5l a3 S 2y 2l _,-sgswbu\/e,‘ibnw s1g6 i
dn o oS g S S el el 765b107 g1 gl a3 e I3V
Ll Jol B e [ Olad) o3 g P epllly sy Sl s dny s NI
W\Jwy\wﬁuubwww\,uﬁijbM\Wﬁdw&,\,
Lo 54y JS7 s alls Eimmn Aoy sy 25y shy 4 R sl /4 ) Sl
PNy Lol Sl Vil I (6T s 8l 3 4T eply Wlpm o 2 IS 0
L3 o s oSl e s 85 255 L nokall il pall yo 3 (s T 1ya iy
2573 Wy oetl) Bl 8 pall O iy b3 O 0 il / g oo i o
e o) Ol oge ooy oelsbl o 05 S Y e Sl L 2l 3 ol
o i) ol Bl Al s e ) s R e Le»wu Bl ;65b15/ axy
8sh O sl g Wil 0 5l o Lngloeny ool By Loges Logigs 3 gl slie
i gay 4] 3ls Ol y 3 6 4y 8" 8 ) o) e pbilond) L) m ptiensed] (su] / MU
wfjﬁmfu\&?mujs&;aw\m&m 3 e, Wl we w8 3 ale
J S5 oy
S Vs Gy Cndall D) 5 ) Sl e o) Blid) sda L 2 3] <>
Oty ogrpall jpll o G ki OIS T 3T o | S 5 Bk s S
Gl o Ly o 05 oy W el Sl gy L oy e il e f 3T/

oldly oy 9

Ay Radly a0
crardsiedly tanandly
Gty : pedlly 2

r..g;\ KV b 3



YAHYA IBN “ADI ON THE FOUR SCIENTIFIC QUESTIONS 79

\.M SU3 é\ \J....u),w..n .L...n)\ M\) J..»J...J\ de.J\ Ao 9 e JLAJ\j‘J @ (J) LS“ ;_L...»Y‘
\...9\5) \.MM) \J)\Aw/fh)iﬁlt«a.bb
/GSbZO/Q\A)?}A U}Lu.auLJIG!JJLA%Yb%)@U}&i;W‘YHMuAA}\)
Slaxed) J) & yose Lalarad) 3Yy Eilase Sls g go Wyl Uly Sy 3 oy ge bo Slys Tnss
[ S e Wghamiy A a1 5 S kY6 sy ne o 5T e 0 lanal) 2
a5l 538 e Lenio] il tuines Lol Lghorto shasall Aad) 3 (55 B J a8
I e B 16 13) gl el deleall Sy Ol W D3l Jpail) r b o
22 I3 pmedl gn (el lasall ) L gy L3 Eilare Lgnoy Eineb ey [ &Y} 5 1 Y1,
\4..»)‘_;}.4)\ °>;>;Vt‘ﬂbw‘—>y‘w o) 146 5} paline oo s ("@’S)’g{”d}'{"ﬂ“““
d.a.«.“ \MJ ),_‘:.‘.J\ 0)9 ‘*.; 0349 Ls L«.}A} J"\j’U\ (G 1495)9 Ay / (,)U Jﬁx 6349 Ls
Y aunly o ) Byiad) palls sl sl 2 al jpeall b iy 5 Llasal) imn e
2y ol gsdly Jgmally ¢ 1531y olionl 3106 130 /65b25/ Limlly Ty o (5,7 s
22 Ma gl pnn 0558 U anall pay Gl delal) ) U peeny W Lkl (] 250
S 5] ol Yl s n sy lasall dolis / Lehanzd Olas Lgl] 16 ) gl 3 one
itls p Aamins 8 oba1 O] 0yh (S B JB OB Lhansas ¥ Ealasd! Zeliall
oo by byl o] (6)ls st [y gl B A sy 55 de oo Lay slasadl
Wl e o o sl 8 a8 by S5 L otV on 875 3T tads slasddl (oS e
J».-;J:JS le\.ﬂ\ E))r,'a_U/L&J;S \.«:b‘.g.: JM}\.G.\PQW LG,:»TJ;Y)V.QJM
BUIN o Lo by gdlly ) OF sy lasdl b flemiad) LU mmy ) Glias ]
sl Y1y /65b30/ 1a S5 ) Sl 1ylass oVl | &5l o b p Sl 5 tlane)
sl ) i L) Lals ake Sl gemge W i) 3 Walims JJuan Lo iy Lgdoy J
[ Wiy itlasell il 35 )3mmn U g3 31 1y 40 s WLy B8 tlanad) pomn o VI
o eondl b ds bl B Ll ada e/ dly dely ade g b b2 6 56 <>
G16 dndall Tty Lot 3 ade Wl Lo e g, V) k) &l LY gt pp mly
Sl Ly T

L aniny (W 137 0342 Lo Lgzay 158 amiy V.j\j s o3y b Lwy 14



8o STEPHEN MENN AND ROBERT WISNOVSKY

i s gl o oy 3] ] i s Ll y4 Plgila o o) Ul Jgis <o>
Gl g Lol e T DR 3 e | JB LS 4 s ELs L ISl e
Jb e

3 plall oY1 e O i3y T O Gy Lod 8 5 gm g ¢ 8 Al / 3T s KB <15
o L) aasl | 5a VU /65b357 8,8 Uall ) 5e N ety 5 redl 3 TS ey ol g gl e 188" O
O Lnlall ,a\!\gaubbornaﬂuj\ ot 8 Aty By madl ,Nu\)MYJAJ»J
Lo o ot el 1ia B AR Gedal) ] gt 2 o 0 ST Oy [ Kl Y
LS 1 algoeld o3l Lgsay Jny 85 Oliio oy jalgr Lgan 31 23y diisn Lo g3 o
by S ol ity A all /T 0l 0L 1y 0lSly 0,5l 38 Il
G@@;wé\fﬁqu\/wg\www S ANRVPR RS JP]
3 JLSl o Uiy ol Goas 765bgol ¥ Ay YJ\ o o L Sglly i ] faee
Sy Je U

st ol 1 b L DL Tl Uy ¢ po e g Tl Jpgl / &8l Ty <y
s 165Das/ dom s o Uly ol Gujor Y ad g /gy e ol 0050 e sl 5 2
[ ool 3521 5o

5500 4 b/ JLSG 250 Leale / Uly JLS™ //66ar// 22wl / L@;j.au; S Ul <>
tll B opall 055 L fuds s Ul /RIS s L

5 Ul Il e Al aale BB pie D) aales 0, S /66as/ Uy <as
b/ Jo Jymd) B 28N gl el 43 P s

[ @slodl p 5l o 251 aale Uy el W1 agaled 01 Gy <) 0>
fyeal) 5381 Lnall plor V1 a8 Sasds g I Uy Sl o oyl bl (sl

plizadl M 357 5 gdmad ol aiale Uly 83 0me L)l aiales 0Ll / Uy <) 1>
L3Ssadl Olinghll OIS s 045 4 il /66a10/ 4a HL:B Al

<gr> Lpwn tlglla a5
s 2 b J8 salt ars elale J§ 16
S5t
UisTen Loy 380U po L 8380l ga L JLSS celiST e Lo 83800 40 L JLSG 18
[ap. Phys. 1111, 201a10-12 = Aristutalis, al-Tabi‘a, ed. “A. Badawi (Cairo, 1964), Vol. I, 171,2]
B RN CRCICRR ()
(dittography) &Y &Y.l :&Y¥,¢)l 20



YAHYA IBN “ADI ON THE FOUR SCIENTIFIC QUESTIONS 81

sdn 35y [ Ul Lglady Mgy Wplialy nab g5 3pmy oS Ly gb A <1 Y>

G ol Wb el ot 3 5 sl D Sl 25 iy o I 5
el Gbb B W sy Réier 76,1}- oi ade Joy /L ny Sk o\...;\g\ b ke 13|
o 3 5 S e 8 W e 60, B 5y ol s Lale 260 0 O e
Pmay Meomlin) il S L) ey B e 7 oy pelally OLIY e/ 1ny S
U6 oo iy 755 e 8 a1 s oyl Sl (il L 95l L 0,55 3 5,0,
sl O 763y sy5 b ador y 56Y g 50l 0,50 HN gay Jlown olls ok Pige
i 85 166a15] D530 p S Wlien Bl Zeliadl alls 1in,y Bl o5

8 W ey 5 Olayl iyl 0,50 O U %00 0 e Miay axy IS {P: 77,1}
0ySa 1 &l ae 0LsY) i Tl 0,0 L 51 dtem ool BY Jlows Ll 1y #20LsY)
Cillion €Y Jlows 1oy 0L plny OLsY) il gilpe & oy 6 3] 0LVl Lale

bl sy 21

Lelie tleslaey 22

b b 23

[P 75(4) JK sl [P 75,7 5] 25 .24

[P 76,1 Oly] = 25

[P 76() Z; H o5 K &) [P 76,1 o55] oS0 26

[P 76(2) H o] [P 76,3 %] g 27

[P 76,54 dl- L) s Jf iy eeil] amin] Uil of i) el 28
[P 76(2) H oy JK ] oy 29

[P 76(4) JK Soslodl 1is 0,5 O] [P 76,4 coslod! 0,50 3] @osloddl 1 0555 &1 30
[P 76(5) JK CJBJ\ F 39 sall] 34sall 31

[P 76,5 Jop o] 83 0 32

[P 76,5-6 4 :)f-JA] i S o 33

[P 76,6 :)i‘,h Jows ell3] & s Jbws $U5 34

[P 76(6-7) JK &, 50< 9> azbore] eV ogs 35

[P 76,7 s155] Ll ys lys 36

[P 76(8) H clis,] ellsy .37

[P 76,7 s143] Lslys :Lslys .38

[P 76,8 Jsr o] 85l 0 39

[P 771 o o] iz Jo 40

[P 7700 H <Slolan blas] ble .2

[P 77,1-2 OLsY) & 4 L ;Li.i\}») OLW] ol & 4a LJ Li;‘\r) J}JI OliW .42



82 STEPHEN MENN AND ROBERT WISNOVSKY

Lol 0,5 O Uy 0L 8 ialey Y Ol Zaley Slade 055 L) 40T 4ay 95, pall
s S 18] & 43 e Jlown L 1y Laf 0Ll 2 o L Talny 57,01 £ 0Lt
0352 Bl 7 mals (P2 78,1} Zload) s 2y Lgioms Bty QLY e J) iy OLSY) )
3 ) Lany inss ol ol 15 1348 DLV st Lk 0555 1 5 e I3 oLl e
BT 2lsy >y pold illon iy OLasY) o OLsY) o 3o 5B 9 B J 5 n #ods
OLasYl e Yy 0L Zabe Y s UT Gy / 08 00 oty LYl ol Ve o e L3l

il J.x; b Lade 13 STOLSY) Zale (..Lu Y 39 gall Callses L@\ s 4%

Paxy 166220/ o by40y Job e J,A\ Ol Lv\y Sl 0,5 o Uly <\v>

o Sl & B2 ol 9\/)\!\ Olewdl) {P: 79,1} Jlowzasl 8 3 5 45T 4y o o) 53u5\>u-)
310 alondl 0585 O gy ool Mg By anally gl a8 B9 k0 i
May iy o b Wllsny Tl amy o0 Conclall OLGY) 5298500y Jgep [ 0 S0l DLW
5 &3y Jows Ling FS ol 33l U] adal) (Sl OLasY) Soslond) 4 il (sl snal
oS Ly L’5;\3\ oL £ olusY) 6)\.‘“\51) 0,6y Ol Yl a8 2y / J,.J\ oLyl 2330k

[P 77,5 252 sadl] 252 2 32l 43

[P 77(2) Z; H UI] [P 77,5 <11 61 .44

[P 77.5 Wle] Lude 45

-y Ol 8 J) ans c5lS7 15)] des P9 Ly 8-y 0L 2 ) sy LY ) s S 13 46
[P 77.8 4 2y Lgm

[P 78() H 8] [P 78,1 o] bs .47

[P 78(2) Z; H [..L\u (..Lg. 48

[P 78,3 a‘,-»] )

[P 78,5 oludl &4 OlusY) Tala (..l.-.; uf ULyl ol e Yy ol Zale Y (._L., Ui Uly .50

[P 78,6 0Ll Zale olas UY] ol Zabe oy Y sl Zale s Y st

[P 788 cani] axy oo 52

[P 786) H W] Wiswsy 53

[P 788 5T smad] 5Tary oo .54

[P 79(1) K &enudl)] [P 79,1 o] dodl .55

[P79(2) ] &dll ey it K B5vall g ] Lually gl La as 56

(P 794«»;,4 boary 0 .57

[P 79,56 <5 ol Jpon Ul ya] S ,J1 830 L) .58

(P 79,6 Sel Bl 59

(P 79,7 ] 48 .60

[omitted from P 79,7] olusyl & olusY! Sl 3]y 0,84 .61



YAHYA IBN ‘ADI ON THE FOUR SCIENTIFIC QUESTIONS 83

{P: 80,1} 3L aw 3 olsYU Lake 0585 S @bl Lot Boslonld dslyedl s as3le
ol ga L) slolt 31 2l o Y Jloe iy 53l s / S00Ls 8Lt o Ly Lo 0,85
0 & U9d Q\.«uy\a

Loa o Sa) o r 01 Y 22 5 2l o ol iy Sl 800 Uy <1 65

13y BLEW oY s ) O LS TV £a3Y 5801 ilS 5 / ab Lidd) Led Al P
L 9wl 3 J) O3 0las¥l e Zdall gl p Fadory S 5 Lgiams S odbn =SS
S5 b ga {P: 81,1 1ng Y b n 8me il b /66025 Le,,\,u) by e 2 L)
& ey dl 25 8 7263l 095 pslaally ol 3 Wassrg o By ade J i) !
b i o ol 005 85 el ol /ol L 5 985 ephan s 15 () o
Slaghaall g3 BV g Tk Slaghasdly al) P00 sa g pokaall L S 2w 2y
o el s OIS 500 73l n LS, OIS/ ) plaat 31 sy S Ay L 3
{P: 82,1} 015 *20]y a3k ay 51 el g3 Jall s 5 455 g0 T gmy T A J,;,

[P 79,7 ¥y 3] a3l 3 .62

[P 79,7-8 sl @] Q;\;:.U .63

[P 80(x) JK 0ls #,Lecs] [P 80,1 LYl 8,Leca] 0LsW 8,Len .64

[P 80,1 oVyr 3] w3l 5 .65

wwg\;ﬁ-ﬂ_\/‘;,;umﬁopxwm,‘nﬁm)]ué\cﬁ,dg\;iqvéum\éiuy\;}ym\;\;, .66

[P 80(2-5) H &l e oo 01 2Ss i) ey 3l ga 1da] [P 80,3-4 Lidd

[P 80(6) H sV &4 5V] [P 80,5 MM 46j¥] OV 4aY .67

[P 80(7) JK 41y :Lf] s4>14 J{ .68

[P 80,7 % mdl ] &0l ST ) .69

[P 81,2 6¥5m 093 pslaall 8,500 O] w3le 035 plually odall 3B 70

[P 81,2 S ol] Jas L;S s e A 71

L) a2

5 ) T gy pacdi b Jlo 5 4 2 B Lo o ol OIS )y go ne o il ol Loy 5k 85 73
[P 81() J & s O hony HK 31 s O aca] [P 813 3 (o

[P 81(2) JK Cilssu] [P 81,4 cilisen] il reibissy .74

[P 81,5 5 Ay S ANy 75

[P 85 Jsoa oa] Ezbd 76

(P 81(4) HIK 435] [P 81,6 al>] &3> .77

[P 81(5) JK 24] 524 .78

[P 81,7 N)_,n] 3l .79

[P 81(6) J 1] [P 81,7 3] &)y .80



84 STEPHEN MENN AND ROBERT WISNOVSKY

il 0,58 180) Bty /gy i) 5 a0 ool med B 500 B0 IS Pl
[[Fasams 3ty Bt B yinns
53%mn i) b 8 gt ) Liale Ul | pumd B3 iland) lsg pal Zale UG <y 0>
dom g3 t@uygj\“,‘dg\ 6 Sakall 0L Y) J\?\/CM@(,JLAJL;}*@J\UW};
Leeoiy Lo o o L) Lptaley gy 31 ong il oy T By s Syl &
Lo 3ty J5 e o A sl oyl sy L)) /668300 pansm 5 el o
L e s s ol 31 g el Doy ) syl pny Ly ol n
oy o S g W S e I3 250 il syt 3T 20 e/ aily
o o A S/ ey 45 ot Yatluanh 1815 Bl 5 e S LA
A8 et Bl r S ) 2l OIS 50 L) iy o elotl p LS 0 Uy Lol L)
o o uf),L@M,SJ.,J\ O B3] 839 g0 0,55 O ) Jao V) yad / algon 2T ;wuiuvj
A?ﬁq\woi,v_v/L_;,\J\J\,u.)\wutssgujw@u\sugu}mwvsﬂm}g
e 2 Lo 8 2 g 03 ) gl ol 2 3] o s ca Lpse 52 A o281y LS
;uu, B ) Ao T3] gty 5N s ) Js sem4ll }Ifj,-.T;J; 166a35/ 34>
o A_S,A Tadall Doy godl lS” Oly Lge d,.}\ LY / o o .\.f}su Sl sl
L Bl oo I3 L3V s 0,85 S UL/ il sl 5,0 o 2570 Ll n s
e bl s A,Sf O «5,‘ Bly /lassmy Sl a5y n o o lslll e
L e b cf‘;)‘ St ISy gy 250 o o B el £ e 0,80 BT 1 8
Haps g3 ) 3l J) Wil [ 3 S o O n s)),@:u‘if\lj\\.@_u-/%u;)/
Pelisl 55y o 1166b1/] & | (SN Ll S /) N u,;;\..m,u I
£ Ll Ll Jloms Sl /1 aniny 1 Lo Jlows oy il / Sl 3 el s Y

[P 82(1) H Uopss] b 81
[P 82(2) H] clisy] [P 82,1 4» ldls] o elis, 82
[P 82(3) H Sf_«a.»)] 8 ey .83

[P 82,2] Jsixally Jadl] dydeny il 84
[P 82(4) H lor] dto 85

[P 82(5) J A1) L\»U 86.

(P 82(6) H Lgan] aomy .87

syl O 4yl OF 88

51:0) .89



YAHYA IBN “ADI ON THE FOUR SCIENTIFIC QUESTIONS 85

IS/ o lme Sy J) Btiss § ialine b Zinlal /66b5/ gyl gy S s
o o e Bl ) g/ Badall Sl gyt O gy aadi e sl 13]y 550
S k)l S5 4o gl V.SJ Lgee g-J\ ! sl sdn O 23 O IS els OIS 3 Lea1 g
ronld A a3y Lpin &5 1 Bl £ g gl pie gy Ol s Jlos 53
835 g0 e 311 Sl r Bl /) pal) 3T o gl 5y Jloes Jlmedl s a0 Lod Jloms ha
5N,y 166b10/ 532y Il fl pn dppall ypoall S ny il gy oo 1o Sl 13
Bl 5l afens p il 23l o ISy Ll p My Sl el (a ) peall s
Gl jgnalls Eacdall ol g podl p Wgiliny il or 28l /13]Gl e e
Al sy g »ﬂufu\ syl [ ads CJQJL r,\m) Engdall Sl3 g padl p adally (-,u\
o a5 BT TS e gy sy e Sl el s s 031 il jealls e
o Ol e sy e 1 S )

O o Sas 63\ &3 éjﬂj\ o O Lgls e dJs sl O el a‘ S by ¥y <yi>
Yy g Blin Boom Ty 83 g0 166b15/ 0385 Gom Jadlly Syt Bl o poen o
EI a5l lia ) L @\’ Sl L £ Qbﬁ\ oy Gy New Sl 8550
St L o i3 b g y\)m@.,wmﬁs\/g;ﬂ)\uﬁug\ ] gl )
a5 g ade ol i s P L;'“ L3ls5 b Bared) jpeall O el L) ISU ol oL
20 il b g 5 B8 2l m}%é%‘lﬁﬂja’ Ll e e / ¥ 0 Syl il 2
ooy 5o sl gl Losgmy (3 Uly Jadl J) b s7aan o873y Jydl) J) 4 Shois 6

Sbmw}sﬂ;gg@@@wuﬂ;@wwv%;;J\/L&su,;;;@;i
B il 9y5 3 ) e oo B 0n o o lyy e e Sl kY el
1y ol ol oy y L)L T L Lt L ¥ / @l Q\;ﬁ;n 2ds poar
83pn yyo ot Al gl Uly jpo g8 DL Linle Ul OIS ZgIY) gl 540y L)
" algen ;g.;‘wﬂc_*.,‘.f &,$/66b20/ y 5=\ 1 par s Jsngl) 0

sl Jy aol o U3 ls 2 I Uy <1v>

B gras o 8 Ly B sy gl 0dn 3 Piadall n, V) Il e Lt i <y A>
~ [ epead el ;)Qﬁwg @};WJQTS\

J-EJJ\ LA;)"} 1;;\.5.'.“ \ﬁéf-) -90
Lol el Lor



86 STEPHEN MENN AND ROBERT WISNOVSKY
TRANSLATION

On the Four Scientific Questions about the Three Kinds 16535/ of Existence: Divine
[or “Metaphysical’), Natural and Logical

<1> He said: It is an obligation and a benefaction for every seeker to follow
in the footsteps of the excellent philosophers, who are the recipients (as far as is
humanly possible) of the acts of God the Blessed and the Exalted, who is most excel-
lent in respect of generosity. For the highest excellence is to give being to the most
excellent essence, and there is no essence more excellent — among beings that come
into existence — than animals, and among these, there is none like Man, since he
has been blessed with the faculty of material intellect, whose /65a40/ complete
and perfect form he has also been blessed and honored with: the intellect in act,
whose existence in natural man is fulfilled only by his apprehending himself and
[by his] striving //65b1//, to the full extent of his capacity, to acquire it for himself
and to make it exist in others.”* There are four true scientific questions that constitute
philosophy, which has no constitution apart from them, nor /65bs/ a need for
anything other than them; and they each consist in investigations of the essence
without its concomitants. Therefore, it is an obligation of the first rank to investigate
pure essences, as well as to ascertain the truth, to love inquiry, to put up with the
strains of application and toil, to exert oneself with earnestness and by rolling up
one’s shirt-sleeves, and to avoid any slackening or curtailing [of the investigation].”
It is on account of this [i.e., slackening or curtailing of the investigation], and due

to a grudge borne by a group of those?* who lived close to the time of the earlier

92. Cf. anna afdala ljaidina huwa Ljaidu bi-afdali I-dhawati: Périer, 69,6-7. The relationship between
Socrates and Alcibiades is given by Proclus as an example of this: Socrates” primary perfection is
perfecting his own intellect, while his secondary perfection is perfecting his student Alcibiades intel-
lect; cf. Proclus, Theol. Plat., edd. H. Saffrey and L. Westerink (Paris, 1968-97), Vol. 4.16, 49,2-3;
4.37, 109,1-13; in Ale. I, ed. L. Westerink (Amsterdam, 1954), 121,1-123,20 (teleiésis is also seen as
something bestowed at 129,16; 132,4; 140,8; and 141,11).

93- On the perseverance needed to confront the toil of studying philosophy, see Yahya's Commentary on
Metaphysics Alpha Elatton: Tafsir Yahya ibn ‘Ads li-I-Magala al-Ula min Kitab Aristatilis al-mawsiim

Magalat Yahya ibn ‘Adr al-falsafiyya, 222,7-10 (= Tafsir Yahyi ibn ‘Ads li-I-Magala al-Uli min Kitab
Ma Ba'da l-tabi'a li-Aristatalis al-mawsima bi-Alif al-Sughrd, ed. ‘A. Badawi, Rasdil falsafiyya
li-L-Kindi wa-I-Faribi wa-ibn Bdjja wa-ibn ‘Adi [Benghazi, 1973], 170,6-9).

94. Possibly the middle Platonists Lucius and Nicostratus, who saw the Categories as an attack on
Plato and mounted a Platonist counterattack; their objections were recorded, via Porphyry’s lost
Greater Commentary, in Simplicius’ Commentary on the Categories. (Ibn al-Nadim’s Fihrist mentions
Simplicius’ commentary, and one of Porphyry’s commentaries, but it is not clear which one.)
Alternatively, Yahya might be thinking of Elias, who in his Commentary on the Categories lists the
attributes of a good commentator on Aristotle, and says that “he must not be a sympathizer of some



YAHYA IBN “ADI ON THE FOUR SCIENTIFIC QUESTIONS 87

investigators of the philosophers’ books (of whom none of the students of the
second Aristotle /65bio/ — I mean the teacher Alexander of Aphrodisias” —
much less those who followed Porphyry, let alone those [who came] after John the
Grammarian, Olympiodorus, Elias (?) and their contemporaries, all the way up to
our own generation, reached the first rank), that the conviction came to prevail that
Aristotle disagreed with his teacher Plato concerning the philosophical topic that
most warrants subtle examination and thoughtful consideration: the existence of
simple, pure forms, the essence of each of which is unmixed with anything other than
it. They accused him of departing from Plato’s view on this matter, and also gave
voice to such an abominable view of Plato (imagining that he viewed the forms of
natural beings as having an existence and subsistence outside of composite things),
that the manifest [import] of their statements gives the impression that they thought
Plato believed that a form that is clothed in matter somehow also has an existence in

[other] school, which is what happened to Tamblichus: for he, being a sympathizer of Plato, attrib-
uted [as a credit] to Aristotle that he did not contradict Plato on the Ideas” (123,1-3). Elias thus
thinks that Aristotle did contradict Plato on the Ideas, and apparently implies that he was right to
do so.

95. This strongly recalls Elias Commentary on the Categories 128,12-13, which speaks of “the teacher Alex-
ander” as a “second Aristotle.” However, the text there is indisputably corrupt, and the description
of Alexander as a second Aristotle does not seem to make sense in the context, which is talking about
other people named Aristotle whose works might be falsely attributed to Aristotle of Stagira. Paul
Moraux, in “Aristoteles, der Lehrer Alexanders von Aphrodisias”, Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philoso-
phie 49 (1967), 169—182, argued that Elias’ text originally referred to “the teacher of Alexander” as a
second Aristotle, since other evidence supports the claim that Alexander of Aphrodisias in fact had
a teacher named Aristotle. In any case it seems clear that Yahya is drawing on Elias or some parallel
source, and that Yahya, with the extant Greek manuscripts of Elias’ Commentary on the Categories,
took “the second Aristotle” to be an honorific designation of Alexander. At 65bro, the manuscript
has something like “/lynsq, evidently a copying mistake by a scribe who did not recognize the person
Yahya meant to refer to. It is not clear how the text should be restored. It is likely that Yahya is
referring to the Greek commentator Elias, and this is how, provisionally, we translate the name. But
rather than restoring the Arabic text as /lyas, we make the palacographically easier correction to ynws,
agreeing with the references to a commentator /ynws in the Commentary on the Lagoge by Ibn
al-Tayyib (d. 435/1043), who was a student of two of Yahya’s own students, and in related Arabic
sources. Ulynws in Ibn al-Tayyib may well be Elias, as was thought by Ibn al-Tayyib’s editor Kwame
Gyekye (Tafsir Kitab Isaghiji li-Furfuriyis, xxvi-vii, n. 13; see also his translation of that text, Arabic
Logic: Ibn al-Tayyib’s Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge [Albany, N.Y., 1979], 221, n. 43 and 228,
n. 88). But the identification has been disputed, and we do not want to prejudge the case by cor-
recting the text to /lyds. For arguments against identifying Z/ynws with Elias, see Richard Walzer, “New
light on the Arabic translations of Aristotle”, in his Greek into Arabic: Essays on Islamic Philosophy
(Oxford, 1962), 69-70 and 75-6; and Franz Rosenthal, “A commentator of Aristotle”, in S.M. Stern,
Albert Hourani and Vivian Brown, eds, Islamic Philosophy and the Classical Tradition: Essays Pre-
sented by his Friends and Pupils to Richard Walzer on his Seventieth Birthday (Oxford, 1972), 337-49.
For a succinct review of the question, see Cleophea Ferrari, Der Kategorienkommentar von Abi
l-Farag ‘Abdalldh ibn at-Tayyib: Text und Untersuchungen (Leiden, 2006), 15-16.
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something other than matter (or in something that we cannot conceive of from their
assertions and their expressions). And yet this is the kind of implication that gets
connected to him [Plato] and which is entailed /65b1s/ by their ranting, with its ugli-
ness and its remoteness from whichever of these two great and excellent philosophers
it gets ascribed to, [resulting] from the limited capacities of those beneath them
[to understand] the two of them and [from] the disconnection of their [Plato’s and
Aristotle’s] lofty station from contamination with muck such as this. [My] hope in
this [treatise] is to perform one of two good deeds: either guiding aright those who
have strayed from the truth, if I speak the truth; or finding someone who will guide
[me] to it and acquaint [me] with [the truth], if I deviate from it. [So] I thought I
would compose this treatise on that [topic], relying on God and asking Him for help.
Indeed, “He suffices for me and is the best of helpers”.>

<2> Our objective in this treatise is to investigate the three kinds of existence:
natural [or, “physical”], logical [or, “rational”] and divine [or, “metaphysical”].
Some commentators on Aristotle’s books say that Plato believed that they [i.e., the
three kinds of existence] apply to all the forms that exist, and they suspected
Aristotle of departing from his [Plato’s] view about them, in regard to the four
types of scientific investigation: “whether it is”, “what it is”, “which thing it is” and
“why it is”. Being led by what correct reasoning and right method entail is made
easy by asking Him for guidance and support in this. He suffices for me as a guide
and a helper.

<3> Since each investigation is preceded by conceiving what the name of the
object of investigation signifies, let us first comment on the signification of each
of these terms — I mean our saying “natural”, “logical” and “divine”. We assert
that by our saying “natural /65b20o/ beings”, we mean essences that exist in matter.
As for our saying “logical [or rational] beings”, well, because “logical” is connected
to “logic”, and given that the term “logic” signifies more than one meaning, it is
best that we explain the meanings that the philosophers employ. We assert that we
think that philosophers use the term “logic” with two different senses. One of them
is the sense of the discriminatory faculty, which is one of the specific differences
that constitute human beings. The other is the art of logic. If they say “Among
genera and species are those that are divine, those that are natural, and those that
are logical”, they will connect them [i.e. “logical” genera and species] to logic in
the first sense, namely, the [faculty of] discrimination. So the sense of their saying
this is what they would mean if they were to say: “Among genera and species are

96. Interestingly, Yahya is citing the Qur'an here (Al ‘Imtan - 3/173: hasbund llihu wa-nima l-wakilu)
rather than the New Testament (e.g., kifayatuna min Allah at 2 Corinthians 3:5).
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those whose existence is in matter; those whose existence is separated, self-subsist-
ent and free of all concomitants; and those whose existence is in the faculty of
discrimination”. The former sense of “logical” sometimes includes isolated forms
that are one in number, like the intelligible forms that are unique and have no
counterpart, such as the Creator (may He be blessed and exalted), and the Intel-
lect.7 /65bas/ If they say: “Genera, species, differentiae, properties and general acci-
dents are logical”, they will connect them to the art of logic, namely, the second
sense [of “logic”]. So the sense of their saying this is what they would mean if they
were to say: “They are things that the art of logic deals with.” Individuals are
excluded from this sense, since the art of logic does not deal with them. If someone
says, “How can they assert that individuals are not dealt with in the art of logic,
when they are mentioned as a subject in the fagoge, Categories, De Interpretatione,
the Analytics and other books of logic?”, let him know that they mention individu-
als in those books of logic where they bring them up, not in the sense that they
[individuals] are dealt with in them, nor in the sense that they are the object of
investigation or concern. They bring them up only due to the need to reject this
[very notion], in view of the fact that they [i.e., individuals] are related to some
terms that are dealt with in logic.%® This is because genus, species and other logical
terms are sometimes related to individuals inasmuch as they are general;?” and for
this reason they were compelled to mention them /65b3o/ and gesture towards
describing them, to the extent that their meaning is conceivable in the soul. Thus,
when we say “logical beings” here, we signify only the first of the two meanings of
“logical”, and we mean by it only forms — i.e., essences — that are conceived in
the logical soul. When we say “divine beings”, [we mean] essences that are inde-
pendent of matter and of soul, as well as free of all concomitants other than these
two [i.e., matter and soul].

<4> Since we have now explained what each of these three names signifies, let us

take up the investigation of each of the things signified by them. The four scientific

97. Cf. Yahya’s distinction between what is intelligible in and of itself (a/-ma‘qil bi-dhatibi), which
is absolutely unclothed with matter (ghayr mulibis li-l-hayili al-battata), and the intelligible
forms found in matter (2/-suwar al-mawjida fi I-hayala), which are less intelligible in themselves:
Commentary on Metaphysics Alpha Elatton, Khalifat, ed., Magqalat Yahyi ibn ‘Adi al-falsafiyya,
227,2-20 (= Badawi, ed., Rasa’il falsafiyya li-I-Kindi wa-I-Firibi wa-ibn Bijja wa-ibn ‘Adj, 173,18-
174,15).

98. ...min qibali annahi mudafatun ila ba'di l-alfazi [-musta'malati fi l-mantigi; note the similarity to
the title of al-Farabi’s famous treatise.

99. Because to call them “general” entails their being related to individuals, i.e., “general” is a relative
term, and means nothing without being related to “individuals”.
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investigations are ordered as we have listed them. Let us begin with nature, for we
are most familiar and best acquainted with it."*°

<5> We say: investigating its [1a] whether-it-is-ness [haliyya] is omitted as unnec-
essary, since its existence is so manifest that there is no need to research it. Indeed,
every doubt that is raised about its lineage™" is like what Aristotle said in Physics 1I,
where he said:

<6> “[The attempt] to ‘show’ that nature is something that exists is laughable,
since it is obvious that there are many beings that are like this [i.e., there are many
beings that are by nature]; and elucidating obvious things /65b3s/ by means of
obscure things is an act of someone incapable of distinguishing between that which
is knowable in itself and that which is knowable through another.”°* As for [1b] what
are natural things: although inasmuch as they are connected to nature, they agree
in this respect, inasmuch as they are some essences or other, they differ, since some
of them are substances — and these are of two kinds, form and matter — and
others are concomitants of composite substances, such as motion, rest, place and
time. The general quiddity of forms, which the second investigation (“whatr the
form is”) determines, is “principle”; whereas the specific quiddity, which is what
the third investigation (namely, about [1c] “which thing it [i.e., nature] is”) deter-
mines, is “principle of motion and rest of that in which it is per se and not /65bgo/
per accidens.”** As for [1d] why [nature] is, it is on account of the perfection of the
generosity of the Creator, may he be glorified and exalted.

<7> Now the general quiddity of matter [hayila] is “substrate”, while its specific
quiddity is “substrate of each thing, out of which the thing comes to be and which
is present in it [the thing] not per accidens.”* As for why it is, it is in order that
/65b4s/ forms might have corporeal existence in it.

100. Cf. Yahya’s interpretation of Aristotle’s phrase all” hekaston legein ti peri tés phuseos Metaph. ILi,
993b1-2 (lakinna kulla wahidin mina I-nasi takallama fi I-tabati: ap. Averroem, Tafiir Ma ba'da
[-Tabra, ed. M. Bouyges [Beirut, 1938-48], Vol. 1, 3,8-9): = Commentary on Metaphysics Alpha Elatton,
Khalifat, ed., Magalar Yahya ibn ‘Adr al-falsafiyya, 223,18-224,10 (= Badawi, ed., Rasa’il falsafiyya
li-I-Kindi wa-I-Farabi wa-bn Bajja wa-bn ‘Adi, 171,11-23).

tor. Le., its genealogy or origins. Alternatively, one could read kullu masiki nisbatibi, “everyone who
grasps its connection [to reality]”. The skeleton (rasm) of the nisbatuhu must be correct, since it is
shaped identically to the skeleton of nisbatuhu on 66ar7.

102. Physics 111, 193a3-6 (= Aristatalis, al-Tabi'a, Vol. 1, 81,1-6). When Yahya's quotations of Aristotle
correspond exactly with the text of the Arabic translation, the reference is given directly, as it is here.
In those cases where the quotation does not exactly reproduce the text of the translation, the refer-
ence will be preceded by a “cf.”.

103. This is actually Aristotle’s definition of nature, not of form: cf. Phys. 1L1, 192b21-23 (= al-Tabia,
Vol. 1, 79,7-9) and Metaph. V.4, 1015213-15 (= ap. Averroem, Tafiir Ma ba'da I-Tabia, Vol. 11, s07,11-12).

104. Phys. 1.9, 192a31-32 (= al-Tabi'a, Vol. 1, 75,7-8). Note that Yahya's quotation leaves out the adjective
“fiest” (proton/awwal) in the phrase “the first substrate”.
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<8> The general quiddity of motion //66a1// is “perfection”, and its specific quid-
dity is “perfection of what is in potentiality inasmuch as it is 50.”"% As for why it
[motion] is, it is in order that by means of it [motion], the coming-to-be of forms in
matter be completed.

<9> /66as/ The general quiddity of rest is “privation”, while its specific quiddity
is “privation of motion”. As for why it is, it is in order that material forms persist in
matter in a certain way.

<10> The general quiddity of place is “surface”, and its specific quiddity is a con-
tainer’s inside surface which is equal to the outside surface of the thing contained.*
As for why it [place] is, it is in order that natural, contained bodies that come to be
may be located in it.

<1r> The general quiddity of time is “numbered [number]”, and its specific
quiddity is “the numbered [number] of the motion of the sphere, with regard to the
earlier and the later.”7 As for why it [time] is, /66a10/ it is so that by it, the coming-
to-be and motions of natural things that come to be may be made determinate.”*®

<12> From what we have said, the existence, “whatnesses”, “whichnesses” and
“whynesses” of natural essences have become clear. Now the logical existence
(i.e., [the existence] in the logical soul) of those essences which, by virtue of their

association with matter, are natural, [[becomes™ clear when we know, for example,

105. Le., omitting the second bi-ma huwa bi-I-quwwati in the manuscript as a scribal repetition, in order
to match Yahya’s definition with the definition of motion given in Phys. 1111, 201a10-11 = al-Tabia,
Vol. I, 171,2, which reads kanat al-harakatu kamila ma bi-l-quwwati bi-ma huwa ka-dbailika = hé tou
dunamei ontos entelekheia héi toiouton kinésis estin. Alternatively, Yahya might be conflating this
definition with the formula at Phys. IIL1, 201bg-5 = al-Tabi'a, Vol. I, 178,15.

106. Cf. Phys. IV.4, 21246 (= al-Tabia, Vol. I, 312,7-9 ). Although Yahya’s wording differs from the
Arabic translation of the Physics, he does seem to be drawing on a part of the Physics text which,
according to Ross™ apparatus criticus (Aristotle’s Physics: A Revised Text with Introduction and Com-
mentary, ed. W.D. Ross [Oxford, 1936], ad loc.), is preserved in the Arabic translation (and in the
Arabic translation’s Latin translation) and in the Greck commentators, although not in any of the
extant Greek manuscripts.

107. Cf. Phys. IV.11, 219b1-2 (= al-Tabi‘a, Vol. 1, 420,3) and 219bs5-8 (= al-Tabia, Vol. 1, 420,7-8). Neither
passage specifies that the motion is that of the sphere (a/-fzlak); but this might be inferred from
GC IL10, 337a22-25. This is the view maintained, and attributed to Aristotle, by Alexander of
Aphrodisias, Maqdlat al-Iskandar al-Afridisi fi l-zaman, in ‘A. Badawi, ed., Shurih ‘ali Aristi mafqiida
Ji FYandniyya wa-rasd’il wkhra (Beirut, 1971), 19-24 at 21,1-2: wa-naqiilu inna l-zamana innama sira
‘adada harakati |-falaki dina ghayriba mina l-harakati li-annabu la harakata asra‘u minha.

108. This could mean simply that time allows us to measure things, but it could also mean that the
motions of the spheres are responsible for the determinate periods of the seasons and of the life
cycles of living things; cf. GA 4.10 and GC 2.10.

109. This marks the beginning of the identical passage in Magalat al-shaykh Yahyi ibn ‘Adi fi wujib
[alt. wujid) al-ta‘annus, 75,7. The Marwi codex sides with Périer’s H against Périer’s JK roughly the
same number of times as it sides with JK against H. There is only one consistent difference between
the passage contained in the Marwi codex and the parallel passage contained in the 7zznnus treatise:
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what “human” is — and this is what is signified by its definition, i.e., by our saying
“mortal, rational animal”"® — after we had not known it. For it is strictly necessary
that something new occurs in us which had not been there before we knew this.
This is so evident and manifest that one does not seek proof of it nor is one obliged
to make it plain. It is strictly necessary that this occurrent thing must [1] either
agree in every respect with the existing human who is composed of a matter and a
form (and this entails an absurdity, for the composite, [complete] with its matter
and its body, will be in ourselves, and this would amount to the occurrent thing’s
existing in ourselves; and this is manifestly objectionable); or [2] [the occurrent
thing will be] different in every respect from the human who is composed of a
matter /66ars/ and a form. And this [i.e., Option 2] is of two types. [2a] Either [the
occurrent thing is] distinct from the composite human and agrees with the non-
human, which is also absurd, because the occurrent thing would be better suited in
that case to be a knowledge of the non-human than it would be to be a knowledge
of the human, given that it has been posited that it agrees with the non-human and
is distinct from the human, and this is absurd because it is different from what is
found [to be the case], since our knowledge is only of the quiddity of the human,
not the quiddity of the non-human. [2b] Alternatively, [the occurrent thing might
be] distinct from the composite human as well as distinct from the non-human —
and this too is absurd in view of the fact that if its relation to the human and
its relation to the non-human are one and the same, being a [single] relation of
distinctness, its [i.e., the occurrent thing’s] being a knowledge of the human
would not be more suitable than its being a knowledge of the non-human. And
this [i.e., Option 2b] will entail one of two objectionable states of affairs: either
[2b’] we will know, from the statement of one who says “mortal, rational animal”,
the non-human along with the human (and this would be different from what is
found to be [the case], because we know from this statement only the human alone,
and not what is other than it); or [2b”] we will not know either the quiddity of the
human or of the non-human (and this is also different from what is found to be
[the case], since we know the knowledge of the quiddity of human when we know
what its definition indicates).

<13> Alternatively, [3] the occurrent thing will agree with the human composed

of a matter and a form in /66a20/ one respect, and be different from it in another

the nine instances of madda in the passage from the Marwi codex appear as Aayiild in all three
manuscripts of the 7zannus treatise.

110. Périer drops the wa-huwa (introducing a hal clause) in favor of wa-, and translates as “lorsque nous

apprenons, par exemple, ce qu'est ’lhomme et ce qu’indique sa définition ‘vivant, raisonable, mortel’,

apres un temps ol nous n’avions pas cette connaissance...”.
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respect. Since the first two alternatives are impossible, and no fourth alternative
is left beyond these three, necessity and correctness and truth will attach to this
[final] alternative, namely, that the occurrent thing agrees with the human that is
composed of a matter and a form — namely, the natural human — in one respect,
and differs from it in another respect. Now, this respect in which the occurrent
thing agrees with the natural, composite human, is either [i] the matter of the
composite — and this is absurd, because the matter of the composite human is
common to both the human and the non-human, and if the human is equivalent
to the non-human that shares its matter, with respect to [its] agreement with the
occurrent thing, the occurrent thing will be no better suited to be a knowledge of
the human than it is to be a knowledge of what shares its matter with the human;
and this is absurd because the occurrent thing is a knowledge of the human, not
of something else.

<14> Alternatively, it is [ii] the form of the composite, and this is evidently true:
that two agreeing things will not be multiple to the extent that they agree, but rather
they will be one in what they agree in, since multiplicity is implied by difference just
as oneness is implied by agreement. If this self-same path is followed with each one
of the natural essences other than the human, it will lead to [the conclusion that]
knowledge of each of them is just the coming to be, in the soul, of their forms and
intentions /66a25/ stripped of their matter. This is what we said the word “logical”
signifies, and its [kind of] existence has been made clear: it has been made clear that
knowledge of the object of knowledge is produced in the soul of the knower without
its matter, when it becomes an object of knowledge. It would fit with what we have
said in calling attention to something that, though beyond our scope, completes the
explanation of a [particular] state of what is known, namely, that knowledge of the
objects of knowledge differs in accordance with the difference of the essences of the
things known in respect of simplicity and composition. This is because if the thing
known is something composed of matter and form, what is meant by knowing it
will consist in the coming to be of one of its two parts (its form) in the soul of the
knower, without the other part (its matter); and if it is something simple, it will
accordingly be a pure form. Thus what is meant by knowing it will be the intellect’s
formation™ of it and its [the intellect’s] becoming it, so that in this case the intellect
and its intelligible are one and the same.]]™

1. The standard Arabic philosophical term for conceptualization is tasawwur, i.e., the formation of a
concept.
2. This is the end of the identical passage in Magalat al-shaykh Yahyi ibn “Adi fi wujid [alt. wujid)

al-ta’annus: Périer, 82,3.
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<15> The general quiddity of logical beings, then, is “forms”, and their specific
quiddity is “a form in the soul, abstract and free of matter”. As for why they are,
they are for the improvement of the states of the natural human. As for the fact that
forms that are apt to exist in matter and thereby become natural have an existence in
themselves (they being those [things] whose essences and quiddities are just in a state
of abstraction and freedom from matter and from all /66a30/ their concomitants),
and [the fact that] in general each of the abstracted essences which is signified by its
specific definition [also has an existence in itself], and [this] is the existence that is
called divine [or “metaphysical”] existence, which is the most real of beings, this
[fact] will become clear from what I am describing as self-evident, that natural beings
are composite, as each composite being is only ever composed of its simples. It is
strictly necessary that either these are simples that are not composite at all — and
these are the essences that are free of all things other than themselves — or they are
composed of things which are their simples [in turn]. If the being is composed of
simples that are [themselves] non-composite and which are independent of anything
other than themselves, it will be necessary either that they be existent (if that which
is composed of them is an existent), or that what is composed be non-existent (if they
are non-existent). This is because it is absurd and incomprehensible for the compos-
ite to exist while the things of which it is composed are non-existent, since they are
the causes that necessitate its existence. It is evident that whatever is a cause of the
existence /66a35/ of another thing will be more really existent than that other thing.™
Therefore simple forms that are free of all other concomitants are more really existent
than all the things that are composed of them. If natural beings are composed of
things which are also composite, one of two things will follow necessarily. Either
these second-level things will be [composed] of simples that are free of concomitants,
so that their existence necessarily follows from the existence of the second-level

things; or [these second-level things] will be composed of third-level things that are

3. Cf. Metaph. 2.1, 993b26-27 (= ap. Averroem, Tafsir Mi ba'da I-Tabi'a, Vol. 1, 13,1-3: fa-yajibu
min dhalika an yakina awla l-ashyi'i bi-l-haqqi l-shaya lladhi huwa “illatun li-hagiqati l-ashyai
llati ba'dahu) = Commentary on Metaphysics Alpha Elatton, Khalifat, ed., Magalat Yahya ibn “‘Adi
alfalsafiyya, 230,12-13 (= Badawi, ed., Rasa’il falsafiyya li-I-Kind; wa-1-Farabi wa-ibn Bdjja wa-ibn
Adi, 177,1-3). The Arabic root s-g-q here translates a/éthes, which would more naturally be translared
“true” than “real”, but Yahya, following the opening chapter of al-Kindi’s On First Philosophy, takes
it in the sense of “real”, which can be justified by Aristotle’s saying “Each thing stands in relation to
truth as it stands in relation to reality (ein4i)” at Metaph. 2.1, 993b30-31 (= ap. Averroem, Tafsir Ma
ba'da I-Tabia, Vol. 1, 13,6-7: fa-yajibu min dhilika an yakina kullu wihidin mina l-ashyai haluhu fi
Fwujids hiluhu fi I-haqqi) = Commentary on Metaphysics Alpha Elatton, Khalifat, ed., Magalit Yahya
ibn ‘Adi al-falsafiyya, 230,16-231,1 (= Badawi, ed., Rasa’il falsafiyya li-I-Kindi wa-I-Faribi wa-ibn Bijja
wa-ibn “Adi, 177,6-7).
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[themselves] composite, so that what was entailed in the case of the second-level
things will be entailed in the case of the third-level things: either they will be [com-
posed] of simples that are free [of further concomitants] or they will be composed of
fourth-level composites, and likewise what was entailed in the case of what /66a40/
came before them will be entailed in the case of the fourth-level things. But there
is absolutely no way for this composition to avoid terminating, on the upward path,
in its principles, in essences that are simple and free of all other things. For if it
[the composition] did not terminate in simples that have no multiplicity at all,
1166b1// the actual existence of an infinite number of things would be entailed in
the composite, and this is absurd, and that whose positing entails this absurdity will
also be absurd. What entails this absurdity is the positing of natural beings /66bs/
that do not terminate, on the upward path, in simples that are free of all con-
comitants. If this is impossible, its contradictory will be correct — namely, that
natural beings terminate in simples that are free from all concomitants. Since this
is so, if those things from which natural beings are composed are posited as non-
existent, an absurdity that is clear for the eye to see will be entailed: namely, the
non-existence of natural beings that are composed of them and whose existence is
plain to the senses; and this is absurd. That which entails this absurdity will [also]
be absurd, namely, positing that forms free of all other concomitants do not exist.
If this is impossible, its contradictory is correct and necessary: namely, that forms
free of all other concomitants do exist. /66b1o/ Because these forms are parts of the
composite and for this reason are causes of it, and every cause is prior by nature to
its effect, forms free of all concomitants will therefore be prior by nature to their
effects. Their effects are the natural beings, so forms free [of all concomitants] will
be prior by nature to the natural beings. When what is prior by nature is removed,
what is posterior to it will be removed; and when what is posterior to it exists, it
will exist." So when forms free [of all concomitants] are removed, the things that
are composed of them will be removed, and when they [composite things] exist,
they [forms] will exist. They [i.e., forms free of all concomitants] are therefore more
really existent than what is composed of them. This is what we wanted to make
clear.

114. For this criterion of priority by nature, sece Metaph. V.11, 1019a1-4 (= ap. Averroem, 7afsir Ma ba'da
l-Tabia, Vol. 11,569,9-12) and Cat. 12, 14229-35 (= Mantiq Aristii, ed. "A. Badawi [Cairo: 1964]
Vol. I, 48,15-19). Yahya's term zrtifi* (“removal”) translates anairesis or its cognates, which are not
in these “classic” passages but are commonplace in many parallel accounts of priority by nature, e.g.
Aristotle Protrepticus B33, Porphyry Commentary on the Categories 118,24-119,3, Elias Commentary
on Porphyry’s Isagoge 68,22-30, Alexander Questions 1,11, and Alexander’s essay against Xenocrates
preserved in Arabic and edited by ‘A. Badawi, Aristii inda [-‘arab (Cairo, 1947), 281-2.
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<16> Let no one imagine'™ that I believe that the forms that are apt to be clothed
in matter"® — the ones that can become sensed — are actually separated from mat-
ter, such that they /66b1s/ exist with a sensible existence [while] separated from it
[i.e., matter]; nor [let anyone imagine that] I believe that the form of man, for exam-
ple, [can] at some moment in time exist unclothed in matter. I did not maintain this
in my saying that simple forms that are independent of matter and free of all other
concomitants exist devoid of matter and of all other concomitants. Rather, I mean
only that simple forms, in their essences — which correspond [exactly] to what their
definitions signify — are utterly unclothed in matter and do not need it; they need
it only for their sensible existence. As for their intellectual existence, they do not need
matter for it, although they do need the intellect. Now for their divine existence,
which is their real existence (I mean [their existing] in their [essential] realities), and
in which they are not clothed with anything else, they need nothing at all apart from
themselves — even though they do not exist at any given moment in one of the three
kinds of existence without [also existing in] the other two [kinds of existence]. Rather,
all of these three existences must always attach to it, as long as their Creator and
Existentiator — hallowed be His names — wishes it. This is [what we have to say]
about proving the existence of divine forms. As for their general quiddity, it is
“forms”; their specific quiddity is “forms stripped of matter and of all concomitants
and /66b20o/ free of all things other than themselves”.

<17> As for why they are, they are on account of the generosity of the Creator,
glorified be His name and exalted be His grandeur.

<18> We have now gone through the four scientific questions about these three
[kinds] of beings, and achieved our aim with God’s help and His kindness in grant-
ing [us] success. Praise be to God, Lord of the worlds.

115. Reading the hortatory jussive /2 yaznun, rather than the energetic yazunnanna.

16. Cf. enduesthai, which appears twice in the discussion of reincarnation at DA 1.3 407b20-26
(= Aristatalis: Fi I-Nafs, ed. ‘A. Badawi [Cairo, 1954], 17,20-18,3; enduesthai at 407b23 appears in
Arabic as al-intigal at 17,22; enduesthai at 407bas appears as tasta'milu at 18,1).



