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Abstract

The present work deals with establishing of the exact meaning of the technical terms used
by al-Kindi in the longest of his extant philosophical treatises, The Letter on the First
Philosophy. On many occasions, however, when the meaning of a term appeared to be
obscure in the Letter, the evidence of al-Kindi’s usage of such a term has had to be
brought forward from his other pﬁilosophical works in order to elucidate its meaning as
accurately as possible.

Much attention has been paid to the original significance of the terms that are al-Kindf’s
translation of Aristotle’s philosophical vocabulary. In some instances, when the

difference between the Aristotelian usage and that of al-KindT appeared to be crucial (as
for example, in case of the terms n kown aicBnoig (the common sense), and al-hiss al-

kullt (the universal sense), both usages have been given in a detailed exposition.
Whenever helpful to clarify the meaning of the terms, the definitions of philosophical
terms given by al-Tahanawi in the Kashshaf, have been included with the definitions
proper to al-Kindi.

Most of the philosophical terms have been analyzed in their proper philosophical
contexts, which allows not only elucidating more distinctly their meanings but also

delineating the main themes of al-Kind1’s philosophy.



Résumé

Ce mémoire est consacré a la définition des termes techniques utilisés par al-Kindi dans
la plus longue de ses ouevres philosophiques, La lettre sur la Premiére Philosophie.
Néanmoins, les terme dont la signification n’est pas claire dans la Lettre, sont expliqués a
partir de leurs usage dans les autres traités d’al-Kindi.

Beaucoup d’attention a été accordée aux sens originals des termes qui sont la traduction
d’al-Kindi de la terminilogie philosophique d’Aristote. Dans certains cas ol la difference

entre 1’usage d’ Aristote et celui d’al-Kindi était cruciale (comme, par exemple, en cas des
termes 1 kown dicOnoig (le sens commun) et al-hiss al-kulli (le sense universel), tous les

deux sont donnés dans un exposé detaillé.

Dans des cas discutables, les définitions des termes philosophiques, donnés par al-
Tahanawi dans le Kashshdf, sont ajoutées aux définitions propres a al-Kindi.

La plupart des termes philosophiques sont analysés dans leurs propres contextes, ce qui
permet non seulement de définir leurs significations plus nettement, mais aussi de

signaler les thémes principales de Ia philosophie d’al-Kindi.



Partl

The Contextual analysis of The Letter on the First Philosophy

The precise meaning of most of the technical terms in the’ Letter can be established only
through the context in which they occur. On the one hand, this is the case with the terms
al-Kindi uses synonymously for notions that are translated into English by the same
word. On the other hand, the same Arabic term can be used as a homonym and have a
completely different meaning in different contexts. The terms djism and djirm, which
designate the notion of body, are a good example of this kind of synonymy. They have
different connotations that can be grasped only through their contexts. Thus, the term
djism is used mostly in a mathematical or physical context. When al-Kindi draws a
distinction between point, line, surface and body he uses the term djism to denote the
mathematical body. However, when he speaks about body in its metaphysical or

ontological sense he uses the term djirm. The body of the universe would be for him

djirm al-kull. Kull, in its turn, is a homonym. In a mathematical context, or when al-Kind1

speaks about the predicates, it means all, synonymous to whole, djami ', but when used in

a discussion of an ontoldgical issue it means the universe. Thus, if taken without its
proper context, djirm al-kull can be understood completely erroneously.

It should be noted however, that al-Kindi is qm'te often inconsistent iri his choice of the
terms for a ’particula;r issue, and djirm can happen in a mathematical context as well
instead of a more common djism. This inconsistency of the technical vocabulary is
mainly due to his difficult style, which is in some places highly convoluted and of

obscuring brevity. Nonetheless, the repetitiveness and redundancy of other passages



redeem, so to speak, these stylistic drawbacks, and the general tendency in the usage of
the terminology can still be traced. Another feature of al-Kind’s writings, which is of
great help in view of his abbreviated style, is the fact that the majority of his treatises
complement each other, and an issue that is vaguely mentioned in one work may come to
be sufficiently clarified in another one. Since the text of The Letter on the First
Philosophy is only partially available to us, and, in any case it is all too brief in the
discussion of many important questions, I thought it necessary, when need was felt, to
bring eVidence from several other philosophical treatises of al-Kindi in order to elucidate
his terminology sufficiently. |

The following principal contexts can be singled out: Philosophy, to which mainly the first
chapter, fann, of the Letter is dedicated; Epistemology, with which al-Kindi deals in the
second chapter; Mathematics, which immediately follows Epistemology in the second
chapter; Predicates, which are treated by him at length in the third chapter; and Unity,
which summarizes and concludes the foregoing argumentation in the fourth chapter. No
separate chapter is assigned to Ontology in the existing text of the Letter, but ontological
issues occur passim in all the chapters. In my opinion, the most expedient way would be
to analyze the contexts in the order al-Kindi puts them. And, though he is far from being
systematic in this respect, and on many occasions the contexts overlap each other, even
so, I think that following the general sequence of the themes will make it possible to trace
more easily the development of his thought from the beginning to the end of the treatise.
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The Context of Philosophy

The Letter starts with an explanation of the nature of philosophy, as was traditional in late
Hellenistic philosophical treatises.’ AI-Kindi, who was evidently acquainted with some of
the Greek sources on the subject, combines several definitibns of philosophy found in late
Hellenistic philosophical works into one extended definition. He does this in’ a very
selective way; emphasizing some characteristics of philosophy as they were understood

by the Greeks, while downplaying others. First, and this is the most important point for

al-Kindi, philosophy is knowledge (ma rifah) or craft (sind ah) about the Truth (al-hakk).

By the Truth here al-Kindi means God. He never says it directly, although it may be
surmised even in the beginning of the treatise from the fact that in Islam al-hakk is one of
the attributes of Allah. This becomes clearer toward the end of the Letter where he speaks
about the True One (al-wahid al-hakk). The treatise thus starts and ends with the same
theme, the nature of God, which allows us to regard it, despite its incompleteness, as an
integral whole.

The Truth, God, is understood by al-Kindi in his definition of philosophy not in an
epistemological or theological sense, as would be the case with the Mu'tazila®, but

ontologically and causally. For al-Kindi, God’s being and causing the existcnce of all
things’are His principal attributes. This brings him from the outset of the Letter into the
framework of the Aristotelian philosophical paradigm, which he observes rather steadily
throughout the treatise. Thus, he sounds like a true Peripatetic when he declares that since
the Truth exists necessarily (idtirdgran) the (individual) beings (al-inniyaf) exist. This

statement, in which the existence of God/The Truth is assumed to be the cause of the



existence of all things, recalls the assertion of Aristotle in his Metaphysics: “wt9’

174 L] 7 ~ 9 \L4 B ~ ] I4 . s 8 .
£KOOTOV QG EXEL TOV EWVO1L, OVT® Kol Thg aAndsiag” (“so that as each thing paricipates in

being, so it does in truth”)3. Nevertheless, it is questionable whether al-Kindi here

paraphrases Aristotle from the Metaphysics or is quoting Plotinus from a passage of the

Uthiiliidjiya, where God the Creator (al-bari’) is described as the First True Essence (al-
aniyah al-ila al-hakk) the cause of both intelligible beings (aniyat akliyah) and those

which are perceived with the help of the senses (hissiyah)®. In the latter case there would
be a shift of significance which would lead to the neo-Platonic cohcept of emanation. To
my mind, the extant text of the Letter on the First Philosophy does not give sufficient
ground for such a suggestion, since nowhere is the notion of fayd, emanation, mentioned
- in the philosophical context‘. Al-Kindi speaks about the emanation of the unity from the
True One at the very end of the Letter. It should be noted, however, that in his treatise On
the Explanation of the Active Proximate Cause of Generation and Corruption, al-Kindi
does refer to God as al-inniyat al-hakk that never becomes laysa, nothingne355 .Evenifit
can be concluded from this reference that he was acquainted with the Uthilidjiva and
borrowed from it a somewhat neo-Platonic attitudé towards the understanding of
philosophy, still in his definition of philosophy in the Letter (based chiefly on the
Peripatetic concept of being qua being), al-Kindi remains mainly Aristotelian. This
suggestion is further corroborated by other similarities between him and the Stagerite. In

the next passage Aristotle indirectly equates being(s) and truth, to which al-Kindi alludes

. . o . . P ~ AL 3 s ’ ~ y v 7
in his definition of philosophy: “del TOG TOV AEL OVIMV OPYOG CVOYKOIOV OEL EVOL



wnBeotatag” (“so necessarily, the principles of eternal beings necessarily must be

always the most true”)®.

One more parallel of the being-truth relation can be traced in the following passages of
al-Kindi and Aristotle. As the True One for al-Kind1 is the only cause of the existence
and the unity of created things, which participate in (true) unity only metaphorically, bi’
-madjdz, so too for Aristotle the existence of what is the most true is the reason why the

other things are derivatively true: “aAn@€ctoTov 10 TOIG DOTEPOLS GiTIOV TOD OANOESY

”
gwvar”’

. There is, nonetheless, a very substantial difference between him and Aristotle.
Generally speaking, al-wahid al-hakk of al-Kindi corresponds to Aristotle’s 10
oAnoBetatov, the Truest One. But in the Metaphysics the Truest One is not absolutely
one, but rather, It is the eternal principles which cause the other kinds of existence but

which for their own existence do not require any exterior cause : “ovVd€ EKEVOLS KUTIOV T

98 (

~ T 3 ’ ~ 2, . . - .
E0TL TOV £vau, AL’ eKetvag Tog oAAoig™ (“for these principles there is no cause of being,

but "they are the cause of being for others”). Needless to say, such a postulation of the
multiplicity of the ultimate cause would be unacceptable for al-Kindi and in fact his
whole treétise is directed against it. That is why he renders this line from the
Metaphysics, probably through As_tﬁt’sk (Euétathius, a Syriac Christian, dit Astat or
Ustath, translator for al-Kindi, end of VllIlc.- first half of IXc.) translation, as follows:

“wa illat wudjid kull shay’ wa thabatuh al-hakk” (the cause of the existence and

endurance of everything is The (one) Truth), translating tag apydg by al-hakk.



The definition of philosophy from the ontological/causal point of view is given alongside

the definition of philosophy from the point of view of its goal (gharad). This goal is

twofold: the achievement of the truth, isGbat al-hakk, through science, ilm; and the

action, amal, acting according to the truth in practice.

In the Letter al-Kind1 does not dwell in detail upon what he means exactly by achieving
the truth and acting according to the truth, and this part of the definition of philosophy
remains unexpounded. But in his other treatise, On Definitions, he adds another meaning

to the definition of philosophy found in the Letter: philosophy is similitude (tashabbuh)

to God through actions (af @l)°. One may suppose, as A. Ivry did'®, that here al-Kindi

hints at a neo-Platonic theme of the unity of an individual soul with God, which is

attained as a result of becoming similar not to God per se, but to God’s actions

(evépyeion) and power (Suvopeic). Hence the term af @l in al-Kindi’s definition. A. Ivry is

right, I think, in that this definition, called in late Hellenistic sources the teleological
definition of philosophy and whose origin goes back to Plato’s Theaetetus', was
borrowed by al-Kindi from some Alexandrian source. What he misunderstood, in my
opinion, is that the purpose of al-Kindi’s quoting this definition in his treatise On
Definitions and briefly alluding to it in the Letter on the First Philosophy is not to bring a
neo-Platonic flavour into his discussion, but rather to accentuate that the goal of
philosophy, through the imitation of the actions of God, is virtue. Indeed, he concludes
the definition as follows: “arddii an yakina’l-insan kamil al-fadilah” (“they meant by this
that man should be of perfect virtue”)'2. Al-Kindi was known for his writings on morality

in the Middle Ages; indeed, he wrote several treatises on this subject and was the alleged



author of a great number of popular maxims of moral character'’. Moreover, philosophy
was viewed by many educated Muslims of that period14 principally as wisdom, hikmah,
akin to Greek co@io, whose goal was self-improvement and ennoblement of the soul. In
such an attitude towards philosophy, doubtlessly many Greek elements must be found,
not only neo-Platonic but also Stoic and probably Pythagorean, since the notion of
hikmah-cooia itself is essentially foreign, at least in its origin, to Muslim thought.
Consequently, by adopting the teleological definition, (neo)-Platonic by its source, as part
of his definition of philosophy al-Kindi does not intend to change his philosophical
paradigm (which remains predominantly Aristotelian all through the Letter on the First
Philosophy) into a neo-Platonic one but just refers to an understanding of philosophy
commonly accepted in his time. For this reason I also reject A. Ivry’s suggestion that al-
Kindi by the term sarmadan in the phrase with which he ends the teleological definition
in the Letter (“V'ao,awJ=all V7 (not acting endlessly) wanted to emphasize the absence of
any permanent conjunction with God". It would seem more plausible, to my mind, to
explain it by the fact that al-Kindi, following John Philopponus (ca. 490-570), opposes
any kind of infinity in actuality, a subject about which he speaks extensively in
subsequent chapters.

In the Letter, al-Kindi defines philosophy exclusively as human knowledge. The

knowledge of the true nature of things, ilm al-ashya’ bi haka ikiha, which is one of the

definitions of philosophy, is by no means omniscience but limited to the ability of man,
bi kadr tdkat al-insdn. This knowledge is attained through a cumulative process,
generation after generation, because “in the time of one man, even if his life span is

extended, and his research (bahth) intensive...it is not possible to assemble as much as

10



has been assembled, by similar efforts over a period of time many times as long”. This

attitude, which F. Rosenthal calls “deuring”16

, is a disguised attack on the traditional view
of knowledge as received by divine inspiration. Later in the chapter, al-Kindi equates
human knowledge, the greatest embodiment of which is Aristotle (whom al-Kindi
mentions by name) with the prophetic knowledge received from God.

One may even venture to suggest, in view of this “daring” attitude, that in the first
chapter of the Letter al-Kindi tacitly gives preference to philosophy over prophecy,

because the former has the advantage over the latter in that it uses an elaborate scientific

apparatus (alat mu addiyah ila al- {lm) for its purposes. Its main constituents, as
mentioned by al-Kindi, are the four types of scientific inquiries (al-matdalib al- ilmiyah:

“whether”, hal; “what”, ma; “which”, ay, “why”, lima), which correspond to the four

Aristotelian causes (matter, unsur, form, sitrah, efficient cause (f@ ilah) and final cause,

(mutammimah); definition (hadd) based on the knowledge of the causes, and
demonstrative proof ( illah or burhan). Moreover, philosophy has its own methodology
that leads to verity. Al-Kindi does not mention in the Letfer what can be contrasted from

the part of prophetic knowledge with this scientific apparatus of philosophical research

(talab). The nature of prophecy is explicated in his treatise On the Number of the Books
of Aristotle'’. Prophetic knowledge (al- ilm al-ilahi) as distinct from human knowledge,
is obtained neither through research, nor effort (takalluf) nor mathematical cleverness
(hilah bi’l-riyadiyat), nor logic ( mantik) proper to the human beings. It is acquired in no
time by the will of God (bi-irddatih) by His purification of their (the prophets) souls (bi-

tathir anfusahum) and by the illumination of their souls (indratiha) through His help, His

1



guidance, His revelation and His messages (aolplly oasiuis oambiy aiMuyg) so that their
souls could be prepared for the acceptance of the truth (al-hakk). This knowledge is

superior to human knowledge, it is the miraculous spiritual experience of the prophets

(khawalidjuhum al- adjibah) and one of the signs (dyatuhum) granted to them and which

raise them above other human beings (diina 'I-bashar). This eulogy of prophecy allows R.

Walzer to draw the conclusion that here “we find ourselves, quite unexpectedly, in non-
Aristotelian surroundings”'®, from which it follows that al-Kindi sides with the Mu'tazila.

What R. Walzer does not mention in his article is that just a bit further in the treatise, al-
Kindi starts speaking about the knowledge of the prophets in the same language he uses
to speak about the knowledge of philosophers. He says, for example, that for human
beings (with the exception of the prophets) there is no way to the understanding of the
science of the secondary hidden substances (al-djawahir al-thawani al-khaffiyah) as well

as to the science of the primary sensible substances (al-djawahir al-ila al-hissiyah) and

to what happens as an accident in them (wa ma ya rid fihd). Somewhat later, he refers to

God, using philosophical terminology, as al-wahid al-hakk who creates being from
nothingness (aysa min laysa). It looks as if al-Kindi’s prophets are perfect philosophers;
the difference between them and the philosophers among human beings is that the
Prophets have received their knowledge, which is purer but essentially the same, without
any éffort, from al-wdhid al-hakk. They even apply this knowledge to the same scientific
quaesita as the ordinary philosophers do. Prophetic knowledge has no scientific apparatus
because it does not need it, and in this lies its main distinction and superiority in respect

to philosophy. Taking this all into consideration, it is in my view premature to speak

12



about ‘“non-Aristotelian surroundings”. Moreover, al-Kindi in the Leffer attaches
considerable importance to the elaboration of scientific methodology, and, en passant,
after expounding the scientific apparatus of the philosophers mentions the research

method of the theological investigation, i.e.,, nazar. Theology’s principal tools, as

mentioned in the Letter, are opinion (ray ), individual reasoning (idjtihdd) and estimation

(zann). Since he gives a very negative characteristic of the bl ¢ soumsoll, who, as it may
be guessed, are the Mu'tazila, often mentioned in the sources as ahl al—na_zarlg , it may be

deduced that al-Kindi does not hold their method in high esteem. In his treatise On

Definitions, he dwells in some detail on several of the theologians’ research tools and

contrasts them with the philosophical method. Thus, in the definition of ma Fifah®,
which is one of the signiﬁcations of philosophy, he says that ma ¥ifah is the opinion that
does not cease (al-ray ’ ghair za il) whereas opinion, (ray’) is an apparent estimation (al-
zann al-zahir) in an oral or written form, or a conviction of the soul (i tikad al-nafs) in
one of two contradictory things that can cease (yumkin al-zawal ‘anh)?. Further, in his

definition of estimation, al-zann, al-Kindi contends that it lacks scientific precision,

because it is a judgement of the apparent nature of the thing, not of its true nature (al-

kada’ ‘ald al-shay’ min al- zahir...la min al-hakikah) and because it is an explanation
without proofs or demonstration (al-tabyin min ghair dald il wa burhan)®. Ma ¥ifah, on

the other hand, derives its permanence from its accordance with the truth, and this truth

can be explained through proofs and demonstration. Therefore, the importance of an

13



elaborated scientific apparatus is evident to al-Kindi, and he imputes a lack of it to the
Mu‘tazila.

Finally, al-Kindi incorporates into the first chapter of the Letfer another Alexandrian
definition of philosophy: called the definition of philosophy from pre-eminence”. This
definition is closely connected with, and in fact follows from, the definition of
philosophy from the ontological/causal point of view, as explained above. Philosophy is

called al-falsafah al-iila, the first philosophy, not because it is the ﬁrst in number but

because its subject is the first cause (al- illah al-ild) of the rest of the things. Since the

knowledge of the cause is nobler than the knowledge of the effect, the first philosophy is
the noblest (al-ashraf) of the sciences.

At the end of the chapter, al-Kindi sums up his expounded definition of philosophy in the

following way. 1) The first philosophy is the knowledge of the divine ( ilm al-rububiyah)

i.e., the true theology, because it studies the true nature of things and because it

investigates the first cause, which is one. That is why it is also the knowledge of unity

(ilm al-wahdaniyah). For this reason, it is the noblest of all sciences, as stated in the
definition from pre-eminence. 2) The first philosophy is the knowledge of virtue ( ilm al-

fadilah) as was explained in the teleological definition. 3) The first philosophy is the
complete knowledge of everything useful and the way to it (aJ] Juadls 23U JS ple dlomg)®
for it is distinguished among all other speculative kinds of investigation due to its precise

scientific apparatus.

14



Having viewed philosophy from all these sides, in the next chapter al-Kindi will narrow
the field of his discussion and will look mainly into that branch of philosophy that deals
with the process of cognition.

2

The Context of Epistemology

In the Letter al-Kindi mentions three organs of cognition: the senses (al-hawass), the soul

(al-nafs) and the intellect (al- akl); and two kinds of perception: sensory perception
(wudjiid al-hawdss) and intellectual perception (wudjiid al- akl). Each kind of perception

has its own object of apprehension. For sensory perception, it is a material individual
object (al-mahsiis) which is in constant evanescence (zawal) so that it is not permanent
(ghair thabit) in nature. That is why al-Kindi says that it is far from nature, i.e., it has no
factual existence; but it is close to us, that is, it exists only when our senses apprehend it,
(obll =l 8,u8lio go yumdbasla=el) (JT, p.19 lines 13-14). This material object is always a
body and in a body (djirm). The objects of apprehension of the intellect are the
Universals (al-kulliyat) which lack matter. They are close to nature; i.e., they have real
existence. As for the soul, no kind of perception is allotted to her by al-Kindi, though he
ascribes to her certain cognitive abilities. In addition, it is not very clear, at first sight at
least, what the soul’s object of apprehension may be. It is better, I think, to begin the
expianation of al-Kindi’s epistemological theory with the soul, because her role in the
epistemological process seems to be problematic to him.

When a human being perceives a sensory object through the senses, its form, or image

(sirah) is first located in the imaginative power (al-musawwir) and then transmitted to

15



the memory (al-hifz) from whence it is conveyed to the soul. This image does not go
further to the intellect, but is somehow rationalized by the soul. The rationalizing
capacity of the soul is mentioned in On Definitions, where it is called “imagination” (al-
fantasiya or tawahhum)®. Tts main function, as described there, is the representation of
the images of sensory things without their matter (lpxiubaué go dwswaxoll sbuiVl 130 ,50>)
(AR, p.167). In his other treatise, On the Essence of Sleep and Vision, al-Kindi gives the
definition of the imaginative power (al-kuwwah al-musawwirah) which strikingly
resembles that of tawahhum and in which the rationalizing feature is more accentuated?®.
Thus, he says that the differentia (al-fasl) between the senses and the imaginative power
is that the senses present us with the images of sensory objects in their matter, while this
power presents us in an abstract way with individual images (al-suwar al-shakhsiyah
mudjarradatan (sic!), without their (three) dimensional substrates (hawamil) and without
their qualitative and quantitative characteristics. This power al-Kindi callé too al-
fantasiya. It can be concluded that imagination (tawahhum) is identical with the
imaginative power (al-musawwir or al-kuwwah al-musawwirah). It is a rationalizing
capacity of the soul, which consists in abstracting the information received from the
senseé. So, it functions as a cognitive link between the senses and the soul, and presents
the latter with her objects of apprehension which are the abstract images of sensory
individual things.

As one can see, there is no evident connection between the soul and the intellect. This can
cause an epistemological problem for al-Kindi, because in such a case, the process of
cognition will be fragmentary; and sensory and intellectual perceptions will be

independent from each other. In the Letter Al-Kindi attempts to solve this problem not by
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establishing an epistemological bridge between the soul and the intellect but by blurring

the difference between them. In so doing, he contradicts himself on certain points. The

question is how the specific notion (al-ma na al-naw 7) can be perceived. On the one

hand, since it is a kind of image due to the fact that it belongs to a species (naw ‘or siirah)

it cannot be apprehended by the intellect, because, as al-Kindi says, intellectual
perception is an apprehension without images (idrdk la mithali). On the other hand, the
specific notion and the abstracted images of the sensory things, with which the soul is
presented through the imagination, seem not to be images of the same order, because the
images of the species do not issue from the sensory objects, and thus, from their origin,
they are not apprehended by sensory perception (/a mdwdjﬁdah wudjiidan hissiyan);
consequently, they are not later abstracted by the imaginétion power. Therefore, the
specific notion (or better translated here as “the meaning of the species”) cannot be
grasped either by the senses or the intellect.

In order to extricate himself from this impasse, al-Kindi asserts that the meaning of the
species (as well as that of the genera, adjnas) falls under one of the faculties of the
perfect human soul, which is called the human intellect. Thus, it appears that the intellect
and the soul are the same ability of the human being. The specific notion, which is a kind

of intellectual image, is apprehended, — or rather validated (musaddak) — in it through

self-evident intellectual premises (al-awa il al- akliyah al-ma %iilah idtiraran). Several

points remain unclear in the explanation given by al-Kindi. First, it is not obvious how
this intellectual image can be dealt with by the intellect, which is, as he states in the

Letter, exclusively idrak la mithali. Second, al-KindT in his exposition in the Letter takes
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up his stand upon some abbreviated version of Aristotle’s epistemological theory, as it is
developed in De Anima®” and which he does not present completely correctly. There
Aristotle, after giving a long argumentation as to why perception and thinking are not
identical (briefly stated, this is because perception is always true while thinking can be
erroneous) concludes that the soul thinks by that part of it which is called vouc, mind.
This thinking is possible due to the role of gavtoolo, imagination. Aristotle uses the term
voug equivocally in his works; it can mean both mind and intellect. The latter is not part
of the Soul at all; it is pure rational faculty, the ultimate stage of the cognitive process,

because of which cognition preserves its integrityzs. Al-Kindi in the Letter seems to

understand - @kl as pure intellect, since it is a non-imaginary apprehension, which leads

him to the contradiction mentioned above. Finally, al-Kindi’s chain of epistemic process
(sensory object — sénsory perception — imagination — memory — soul) is based on a partial
representation, (and, probably, on an confusion of some of its details with the epistemic
process as given in De Anima) of Aristotle’s description of this process in Posterior

Analytics®. What al-Kindi does not mention in the Letter is that Aristotle after memory
mentions a very important link: experience, gunepta, (imagination is excluded from the
process there) which becomes, when established, a universal notion, 10 xafoAov, and

which, when apprehended by mind or intuition (voi¢) through induction (emoyawyn)

serves as the starting point for art and science (1éqvng apyn ko emotnung). The

rationalising role of the imagination not being mentioned by Aristotle (he mentions it

only indirectly in De Anima), it looks as though al-Kind1 has laid the rationalising role of

eumepio, upon it.
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It should be noted that in his treatise On the Intellect, al-Kindi attempts to resolve this
epistemic problem by linking the soul to the (first) intellect through a chain of intellects.
He opens the treatise by saying that he is going to expose not his own view, but intends to
treat this question in a doxographic manner, according to what Plato and Aristotle have
said on the subject3 ° Since he reads them through late Hellenistic sources®', his
exposition is a mélaﬁge of different views coming not only from Plato and Aristotle but
at least from three reprsentatives of late Hellenistic thought : Plotinus, Alexander of
Aphrodisias (d. ca. 200 AD) and John Philopponus (490-570 AD), through whose
commentary al-Kind read De Anima’”. Al-Kindi’s whole treatise is an extremely concise
and Qbscure set of statements for which he provides no explanation. Thus, al-Kindi gives
two lists of the intellects which do not match each other in all details. Based on the

second list, which seems to be more elaborated by al-Kindi, the main points of his

exposition are as follows : there are four intellects:1) The Agent Intellect (al- akl al
fa ‘@D. It exists independently outside the soul and is a specific being, i.e., being of
species (naw fyah) of the things that are always in actuality. This Intellect is the cause of

all other intelligible images and secondary intellects ( silox)l Jgaelly wVsanall groze Jolg ale).
It is not God or the first cause, as might be assumed by analogy with Aristotle, because,

as is asserted in the Letter on the First Philosophy, the intellect in general is multiple and

does not possess true unity. 2) The Acquired Intellect (al- akl al-mustafad) which is in

potentiality in the soul. When the soul contacts the Agent Intellect (basharath) the
Acquired Intellect brings the intelligibles in the soul from potentiality to actuality.

Through it the soul becomes acquiring (mustafidah) and that is why the First Intellect is
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also called al-mufid, the Dispensing One. Al- akl al-mustafad is briefly mentioned in the

Fourth Chapter of the Letter on the First Philosophy, where it is equated with the

Universals themselves (al-kulliyat a yanuha). The acquired intellect serves for al-Kindi

as an epistemic link between the soul and the first intellect. The other two kinds of
intellect mentioned in the treatise On the Intellect belong solely to the soul. They are 3)
the Appropriated Intellect (kad iktanath lit. which (the soul) has already appropriated)

which roughly corresponds to the infellectus habitus of Alexander of Aphrodisias, and

which exists in the soul and for the soul; and 4) the Apparent Intellect (al- akl al-zahir)

which kis the Appropriated Intellect in its active function, i.e., when the soul procedes to
act.

The endeavour of al-Kindi to preserve the integrity of the cognitive process with the help
of the composite nature of the intellect is not satisfactory mainly for two reasons. First,
the process of the soul conjoining the intellect or the inteﬂigible immaterial non-
imaginary images (al-suwar allati la hayild la-ha wa la fantasiyd) seems to be the
mirrbring of the process through which the soul acquires the images from the sensory
objects (al-suwar al-hayiilaniyah) ébout which al,-Kindi speaks in On the Intellect. Thus,
the soul acts in the same way vis-a-vis two qualitatively different types of images, whichk
hazes the distinction between sensory and intellectual perception, but does not unite them
in a whole. Second, in On the Intellect, after having dealt with sensory i;)erception al-
Kindi immediately starts the discussion on the iﬁtellect without any further mention of
the role of the senses in the cognitive process. In doing this, al—Kindi overlooks (as he

also does in the Letter) the stages through which cognition passes from sensation to
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intellection as they are given by Aristotle in both De Anima and the Posterior Analytics.
The gap between sensory and intellectual perceptions is not bridged by al-Kindi either in
the treatise On the Intellect or in the Letter on the First Philosophy, or, to my knowledge,
in any other of his extant works. His epistemological theory remains fragmentary,
principaily because he based it on the sources that were only partially available to him®>.

3

The Context of Mathematics

The importance of mathematics is mentioned by al-Kindi in many places. In the treatise

On the Number of the Books of Aristotle, for instance, he says that human knowledge and
the understanding of the true permanent things (al-ashya’ al-hakkiyah al-thabitah) — by
which al-Kindi means the Universals — cannot be obtained without mathematics™. In the
Letter, there is no such direct statement of its significance. Nevertheless, its
indispensability for obtaining philosophical knowledge is shown through its role in
scientific methodology.

For each branch of science, as al-Kindi states in the Letfer, its proper method (al-fahs al-

ta 1imf, or al-fahs al-riyadi, —terms he uses synonymously, from which can be seen the

importance of the mathematical method for most of the sciences) should be acquired.

Thus, in mathematics one should seek a demonstration (burhdan) rather than persuasion

(ikna § because in the latter case understanding would be conjectural, zanni, (again he is

making here an attack on the Mu'tazila) and not scientific ( i/mi). It is indispensable for

anyone who undertakes the study of any science to inquire first what is the cause of what
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falls under that science, i.e., what is its subject (md illat al-waki “taht dhalik al- ilm). Al-

Kindi proceeds to give a list of the wrong applications of some scientific methods to

several branches of knowledge, in which he mentions that the science of the divine (al-

ilm al-ilahi) which is true theology, or philosophy, as shown above must be studied

neither through exemplification (representation: tamthil) nor through sensation (al-hiss).
Here he does not say, however, what exactly the true method for philosophy is, but when
compared to what he said earlier in the First Chapter of the Letter about the research tools
of philosophy, it becomes evident that two of them, namely, demonstration and
demonstrative proof, originally are proper to mathematics. To be Sure, the scientific
philosophical method surpasses that of mathematics because, as al-Kindi states, not in
each science solely the apodictic perception (al—wudjﬁd al-burhani: here synonymous to

demonstration) should be sought. Thus, in the science of the principles of demonstration

(awd il al-burhan) one should not seek a demonstration, otherwise it would give rise to

an infinite series of proofs, and that which does not end in knowledge of its principles is
not knowable. Therefore, the First Philosophy, which investigates the first cause of all
things, cannot be grounded exclusively on demonstration, but its method includes it.
Hence, the importance of mathematics for the study of philosophy.

Al-Kindi applies the mathematical method to one of the crucial philosophical problems in
the Lerter, namely, to the impossibility of a body to be infinite in actuality. As it is one of
the central points in the whole treatise, I will dwell in some detail upon it. Al-Kindi

grounds his demonstration on a set of veridical premises, “thought”, as he says, without
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mediation (al-mukaddimat al-uwal al-hakkiyah al-ma kilah bila tawassut). They are six

in number; at least one of them is taken from the propositions of Euclid.

1) The bodies (al-adjram) are equal (mutasawiyah) when no part (shai’) of each is

greater than the parts of the other;

2) The bodies are equal when the dimensions (ab dd) between their limits (bayna

nihdydtihd) are equal in actuality and potentiality™;

3) What is finite is not infinite™;

4) For all equal bodies, if a body is added to one of them, it becomes the greatest of
them, and greater than before the act of adding;

5) Whenever two bodies of finite magnitudes are joined, the body, which comes to be
from them, is of finite magnitude;

6) The smaller of two generically related things measures (s i.e., is the unit of
measurement) the larger one or a portion of it>’.

The demonstration of the impossibility of any body to be infinite in actuality goes as

follows. If an infinite body (al-djirm la nihdyah lah) is divided and a body of finite

volume (mutanahi al- izam) is separated from it, that which remains is either of a finite

volume or of an infinite volume. If that which remains is of a finite volume, then
whencyrver the finite volume which has been separated from it is added to it, the body that
comes to be from them together is a finite magnitude (premise 5). Thus, that which
comes to be from them both is that which was infinite originally, before something was
separated from it. Therefore, it is finite and infinite, and this is an impossible

contradiction (khulf 1a yumkin). If the remainder is of an infinite volume, then when that
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which was taken from it is added to it, it (the whole) will be either greater or equal to
what it was before the addition. If it is greater than it was, then that which is infinite will

be greater than another infinite. Therefore, the smaller infinity should be equal to a
portion (ba ) of the greater infinity, and thus the limits (ab ad ma bayna nihdyatiha) of
the smaller infinity and those of the portion of the greater infinity should be equal

(premise 2). So the smaller infinity, as well as the portion of the greater infinity,

possesses limits, for equal bodies which are not similar (mutashabihah) are those in

which one part (djuz ) is numbered the same by the same body, though they differ in

abundance or quality or both, they too being finite. Therefore, the smaller infinite object
is finite. However, this is an impossible contradiction. Thus, one of them is not greater

than the other. If it is not greater than that which it was before it was added to (a body

having been added to a body and not having augmented anything) and the whole (djami )

~of this is equal to it alone (it alone being a part, djuz ’ of it) and to its own part, which two
parts join, then the part is like the all (al-kull). This is an impossible contradiction
(premise 4). Thus, it is impossible for a body to have infinity, as well as for any
quantitative thing (shay "min al-kammiydt) it is impossible to be infinite in actuality.
This is the most common type of argumentation in al-Kindi’s works. It recalls certain
elements of the Stoic logic, namely, the conditional statements and the application of the
law of the excluded middle, which the Stoics emphasized, and through which the denial

of one disjunct proves the affirmation of the other’®. Al-Kindi seems to be influenced by

the Stoics not only in logic but also in the definition of some mathematical notions. For

example, he defines body (djirm) as that which has three dimensions (dhii ab ad
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thaldthah) following the Stoics who stressed the tridimensionality of the body as its main
feature. Finally, it should be worth noting concerning the Stoic influence on al-Kindi’s
mathematical and logical views, which are tightly related to each other, that Zeno, the
alleged founder of Stoic philosophy, is reported to have been influenced by the Megarian
school established by Euclid®, whose propositions al-Kindi uses among his veridical
premises.

4

The Context of Predicates

The Arbor Porphyrii, as al-Kindi sketches it in the third chapter, is directly connected
with the definition of philosophy based on the notion of being qua being, given at the
beginning of the Letter. This is one of the principal differences between al-Kindi’s
presentation of the predicates and the way Porphyry explains them in Isagoge. For the
latter, the aim of his work, as he understood it, lay in writing a concise guide of how
Aristotle’s categories could be used in definitions, division and demonstration. In his

work, Porphyry says, he will put aside the investigation of some profound questions, like

whether genera or species exist in themselves or reside in mere concepts (£ite DPEGTNKEY

gite kot &v povaug yihad emvoiang kettan)*’. For al-Kindi, the question of the existence of

genera and species is central. He starts the exposition of the predicates from this point
after mentioning the kinds of dicta (lafz): the meaningful ones, which are the subject of
philosophical inquiry, and the non-meaningful ones, which are not. The meaningful dicta
are either universal or particular. Following Ammonius (ca. 440-521 AD)*, al-Kindi

asserts that the subject of philosophy is not particular things but the Universals (al-

falsafah 1a tatlub al-ashya’ al-djuz Tyah) because the particular things are not limited
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(ghayr mutandhiyah) and that which cannot be limited, knowledge cannot comprehend

(lam yuhit bih al- ilm).

The Universals are of two kinds: 1) Essential (dhatiyah) due to whose existence (wudjiid)
the (temporal) existence (kawn) of a thing receives sustenance (kawam) and permanence
(thabat). That is why this kind of the Universals is also called djawhari, substantial. They

are divided by al-Kindi into several subgroups. 2) Non-essential (ghayr dhatiyah) whose

sustenance is due to their substrate (al-mawdi ‘ lah). These are accidents (a ¥ad).

Speaking generally, this kind of the Universals has no subdivisions, as all of them are
considered by al-Kindi as concomitants to the essential Universals. Nevertheless, two
subgroups can be noted here: property and accidental parts. The following scheme can be

drawn to show more clearly the place of the predicates in al-Kindi’s system of the

Universals:
Meaningful dicta
~ ~
Universal dicta Particular dicta (not subject of philosophy)
Essential Universals Non-essential Universals Individuals
Collective Universals Distinct Universal Accidents (Property) (Part)
NN
Genera Species All Whole Portion (Part) Differentiae

Several important conclusions can be drawn from this scheme. First, the division
of the Universals according to their existence/non-existence places al-Kindi in the ranks
of medieval “realists”, who asserted the “real” existence of the universal qua universal.
Originally established by Aristotle as logical tools, the predicates gain metaphysical
overtones in Late Hellenistic Philosophy*?. That is why al-Kindi, under the influence of

that philosophy mentions additional predicates besides those found in the Isagoge: the
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individuals (ashkhdas), the all (kull), the whole (djami ), part (djuz ), and portion (ba d).

The sole criterion for their being included among Porphyry’s predicates is their asserted

“real” existence. Second, out of the five predicates of Porphyry, al-Kindi mentions four in
his scheme, downplaying the role of property (161ov, khdssah) which he does not mention

at all in his first division of the predicates, and which he later in the chapter subsumes
under the accidents. The reason for this uncertain position of al-khassah is that al-Kindi
does not correctly represent Porphyry’s subdivision of the accidents. The latter divides

them into the common accidents (1o cvpPePnrota kovav) which are identical with the

separable accident (10 ywpiotov: al-Kindi renders this subbdivision truthfully by al- Grad

al- amm), and the inseparable accidents (ta aympirote) whose role al-Kindi substitutes by

that of property. The general impression from al-Kindi’s treatment of the
accident/property is that he thinks of accident in the broad sense of an adventitious
attribute under the influence of Elias (VIc. AD). Another reason for al-Kindi’s confusion
about “property” may be due tb the fact that he cannot consider it exclusively as a non-
essential universal. Due to a poor translation of Aristotle’s Topica‘” al-Kindi

misunderstood the definition of the property as given there. Thus, in Topica Aristotle

z ~ Y ~ Y S VA 4 ks ’ v 4 Y
says that “iSiov 8’eoTiv O pr SmAol MEV TO TL MV EWOL, HOV® O ORAPYEL Kol

&Vrmamyopafrm T0d mpaypatoc” (“the property is something which does not show the

essence of a thing but belongs to it alone and is predicated convertibly of it”)**. Al-Kindi

renders this definition as follows: “the property is not the essential part of the thing but it

is indicative of its essence (rmunbi ah an inniyat al-shay’). In a way, the situation is the
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same with the part (djuz ) which al-Kindi classifies both under essential and non-

essential Universals. The one classified under the essential Universals is the substantial
part (djawhari: synonymous with essential, dhati). Its definition is given through

examples. It is either like parts of water, which are all similar to each other (this kind of

substantial part is called mushtabih al-adjza’, “of similar parts™); or is it like the parts of a

=7 <

- living body (in this case it is called 18 mushtabih al-adjza’, “of dissimilar parts”). The
part which is classified under the non-essential Universals is the accidental part, al-djuz ‘

al- aradi. This part is an attribute, mahmil, of the substantial part, and it is like its three

dimensions, color, taste etc.

In his newly introduced predicates, al-Kindi is inconsistent in the application of the

distinction between the essential and the non-essential. At least, the portion, (ba d), could

have been distinguished in the same way. But despite its inconsistency, al-Kindi’s
striving to view the predicates in their relation to existence brings him closer than any
other context analysed to the neo-Platonic themes of medieval philosophy with its

hierarchy of beings. Al-Kindi, though, does not undertake their discussion in the Letter.

5

The Context of Unity

Unity for al-Kindi exists in two ways: either metaphorically (bi’l-madjaz) or truly (bi’l-

hakk). Metaphorically unity exists in the predicates and, consequently, in each (created)

28



thing (al-ka in min al-makilat), since the definition of each thing can be given in terms of

the predicates. True unity, from which metaphoric unity derives, is applicable only to the
First Cause, God.

Metaphoric unity is not true because necessarily it exists alongside with multiplicity (al-
kathrah or takaththur). All things are multiple either due to djvision or change/motion

(the latter being a kind of change), or due to the fact that a notion, like the predicates or

the mathematical one (al-wahid al- adadi) can be predicated of many things. On the other

hand, if things were only multiple, a knowledge of them would not be possible, because
for a thing or a notion to be an object of knowledge, it must be somehow limited. That is
why some unity must exist in all things as well. For Aristotle, on whom al-Kindi bases
his exposition here, there are two kinds of unity: accidental unity (kata cvpBepnxoc)

when accidents or general terms, such as genus, refer to a single primary being; and
essential unity (xaf’> avto €v) which is due either to the continuity of a thing, or to its

similitude in form to another thing, or when the things belong to the same kind or genus,
or when their definitions are indistinguishable®. Al-Kindi, though accepting this
Aristotelian distinction (wdhid bi’l-dhdt and wahid bi’l- arad), in fact subsumes
Aristotle’s essential unity under unity by metaphor and stresses exclusively the accidental

unity in the instances, where for Aristotle the unity would be essential. Genera and

species, for example, do possess unity, al-Kindi states, because they are predicated

univocally (mutawdti an): genera of the species, and species of the individual. This is a

metaphoric unity, since they are predicated of a multiplicity of things (this unity would be

essential for Aristotle). The individual (al-shakhs) in its turn, is one only by convention,

29



(bi’l-wad %, not essentially, bi al-dhat, (for Aristotle it would be one essentially due to its

continuity) since in reality it is physically divisible (munkasim). The unity of all other
things is likewise divisible. Essential unity is reserved by al-Kindi solely to the First
Cause. Having thus broken with Peripatetic tradition, al-Kindi begins advocating the true
essental unity, which is more akin to neo-Platonic thought. This is the second instance
(besides the predicates), and the last in the Letter, where the neo-Platonic element is quite
conspicuous in al-Kindi’s philosophy. He starts this theme with a statement asserting a

link between metaphoric and true unity: that which is accidental in one thing should be

essential in another. The accident is an affect in what it occurs (al- Grid athar fi al-
ma rid fil). The affect is a relative term (min al-muddf) it must come necessarily from an
‘agent (mu aththir) therefore an accidental unity is an affect coming from an agent whose
unity is essential. Speaking about the correlation (athar/mu aththir) in his treatise On the
True First Agent46, al-Kindi uses these terms along with the more usual munfa il/fa i,

following Astat’s translation of Aristotle’s manticov/momticov®’. Here in the Letter, he
prefers the first variant, probably to accentuate that in reality all oth‘er“‘agent‘s” are the
affects of the First Cause.

The First Cause is described by al-Kindi through a series of negations, which places him
in the ranks of those who explicated the nature of God apophatically. This tradition,
which started from Albinus (II c. AD), has as its main representatives Plotinus, Pseudo-

Dionysius (ca. 500 AD) and John of Damascus (ca. 675 - ca. 750). It was also continued

among the mutakallimiin, in the works of Abu al-Hudhayl (Abi Hudhayl al-"Allaf, ca.
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752-840) and al-Nazzam (d. 835 or 845), for example. It is difficult to say, by whom al-
Kindi was most influenced in his views on the nature of God, (probably Plotinus, as he
read the Uthdladjiyah), but almost certainly, those were not the mutakallimiin, since any
allusion to a link between God and the creation would not be acceptable for them. Thus,
al-Kindi says, the True One is neither matter (hayiila) nor form (sirah), nor quantity, nor
quality, because all these are divisible. The One is not a relation, as it does not acquire
unity from another thing (lam yufid al-wahdata min ghayrih). The True One is not the
intellect, which is multiple as a result of the multiplicity of the Universals; It is not the
soul, because the soul is subject to change/motion, as thoughts pass in it from one form

(siirah) to another. Finally, the True One is not the mathematical one (al-wahid al-

adadi) because the latter, though being not a number properly speaking but the principle,

(rukn) of numbers and thus being indivisible and exempt from characterization by
equality/non-equality, is still multiple, like all units of measurement, because it measures
different substrates. The True One is not described by any of the remaining intelligible
things. Moreover, the unity of all other things derives from It, the unity (here understood
as both kinds of unity, the true one and the metaphoric one) being the cause of
existentiation of every multiple thing (tahawwi kull kathir bi al-wahdah). Therefore, all
things come into being from Its unity (wahdatih) and then pass to that which is other than
Its being (il@ ghayr hawiyatih), i.e., to their own existence. This process is the emanation
(fayd) of unity from the True One. Al-Kindi ends the Letter on this neo-Platonic note,
equating unification of (created) things with their individual existence, (tawahhuduha

huwa tahawwiyuhd).
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The Context of Ontology

In my opinion, al-Kindi’s philosophical outlook, despite some neo-Platonic influences
(which I have tried to delineate above) remains mainly Aristotelian. The proof of this is
the numerous similarities between him and Aristotle concerning ontological issues. Some
passages from the Metaphysics (in Astat’s translation), which I will mention in Part II of
this work, are almost literally quoted in the Lefter. And since philosophy, in al-Kindi’s
view, studies primarily being qua being, these similarities allow us to say that al-Kindi
conceives of his philosophy mostly along Peripatetic lines.

The Context of Ontology penetrates the Letter from beginning to end and touches upon
numerous philosophical themes, of which the following three are central: a) the relation
between essence and individual existence; b) characteristics of the eternal; ¢) finitude and
infinity in actuality and potentiality. The themes are logically connected, and though al-
Kindi does not discuss them in this order, it would be better, I believe, to keep this
sequence for a more detailed analysis.

a)

Essence and Individual Existence

Al-Kindf starts his discussion with the question whether it is possible for a thing to be the
cause of the generation, or existence (kawn) of its essence (dhdt). By kawn he means here
an individual existence, tahawwin, which R. Rached énd J. Jolivet translate also as

“constitution en sujet”. Al-Kindi investigates four variants of logically possible relations
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between a thing (thing is here synonymous with rahawwin) and its essence. He makes it
seem beforehand that none of the variants is valid, though with his penchant for
unnecessary details, he goes through all of them. I shall briefly mention all the variants.
1) A thing is an existent (aysa) while its essence is a non-existent (laysa). 2) A thing is a
non-existent, while its essence is an existent. 3) A thing and its essence are both non-
existents. 4) A thing and its essence are both existents. It is obvious from the first that the
third variant is beyond discussion, because if neither a thing nor its essence is existent,

there is nothing to talk about; or, as al-Kindi puts it, in this case there is neither cause

(“illah) nor effect (ma 7il) because cause and effect are predicated of something that has

existence. The first two variants are not possible either, because they contradict the

postulate that the essence of every thing is that thing (kull shay ’fa-dhatuh hiya huwwa).

Indeed, if something occurs (ya ¥id) to a thing, (for example, non-existence) which does

not happen to another, these things cannot be considered the same. The fourth variant is
invalid too, because in such a case a thing would be the cause of its effect. The cause and
the effect of the cause being different from each other (this is an old argument which al-
Kindi borrows from the Stoics)*®, there Would be a contradiction to the above-mentioned
postulate. This exposition of al-Kindi is a very brief and rather superficial summary of

Aristotle’s explication in the Metaphysics of the kinds of relation of the essence (10 Tt
£6TWV) to being, or substance (ovoia)®. Aristotle’s final conclusion is that the essence and

its substance are one. Hence al-Kindi derives his postulate that the thing and its essence
must be one. Aristotle says nothing, however, about the self-sufficiency of the essence,

whereas for al-Kindi to prove that no essence can be self-sufficient is here the major
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point. In this al-Kindi contradicts himself, for if the essence of a thing is an effect of
something else, that is, its generation is due to an external cause, it cannot be identical

with its thing. To make things still less clear, al-Kindi, dealing with this topic, confuses
terminology. Thus he renders Aristotle’s 10 t1 gotv by dhat, while in the translation of
the Metaphysics made for him by Astat this term is rendered by aysa (or aysu). The latter
is roughly used by al-Kindi as an equivalent to Aristotle’s ovoia. Al-Kindi’s dhdt means

rather “self”; this meaning is more obvious at the end of the third chapter where he
explains the necessity of the correlation between unity and multiplicity. One very
important conclusion can be drawn from this rather confused explication of the
essence/existence relation: the essence is not the cause of the generation of its thing, it
cannot thus be identified with the Platonic forms, nor can it be associated with the neo-
Platonic hierarchy of beings’with God as their ultimate essence. Al-Kindi, no matter how
he might simplify Aristotle on this point, remains here a Peripatetic.

b)

Characteristics of the Eternal

As shown above, neither essence is the cause of its individual existence, nor is individual
existence the cause of its essence. Both depend on an ultimate external cause, which
necessarily must be causa sui, otherwise there would be an infinite regression of causes.
That is why one of the principal characteristics of this ultimate cause is that it has no
existential “before” to its being (l@ kabla kawniyan li-huwiyahih). Its sustenance
(permanence), kiwamuh, is not due to another. This cause cannot be defined in terms of
the predicates, because the predicates are general terms that are predicated of a

multiplicity of things, whereas the ultimate cause must be unique. In this, al-Kindt
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follows John Philoponus who writes in the Refutation of Aristotle: “iovov 10 TpOTOV

ayévov (i.e., without genus) ot war avaitiov”™. Tt has therefore neither subject
(mawdii § nor predicate (mahmiil) nor agent cause ( fa il) nor final cause (sabab). The

essence of this cause, unlike other essences, must be necessarily simple, since it is not
composed (murakkab) of genus, species and differentia. Finally, Its essence must be
eternal (gzali): It does not undergo corruption (fasdd) because corruption involves
changing the predicate (tabaddul al-mahmil) and It has no predicate. Thus, this eternal
ultimate cause does not require absolutely (muzlakan) what is not It, (ma laysa hiiwa).

At first, it looks as if al-Kindi identifies the ultimate eternal cause with the primary
substratum (al-hamil al-awwal) about which he speaks after having given the foregoing
characteristics of the eternal. The primary substratum is also eternal, since as such it
never changes even if the things or individual existences, which it underlies themselves,

change. The corruption of what corrupts is not the existentiation of its existence (al-fasid

laysa fasaduh bi al-ta yis aystyatih). In other words, the primary substratum is pure being

(or rather essence, as I shall show further: aysu) that is not involved in any of the changes

of individual beings. This is an intrusion of the Aristotelian theme of the eternity of VAn

or vmokeipevov (rendered by al-Kindi as al-hamil al-awwal) into the set of the

characteristics of the eternal, which are largely borrowed from John Philoponus. For the
latter, everything but God, the First Cause, is created, including prime matter, the
duration of which depends upon His will. This distinction between the nature of God and

the nature of Nature, Quotc, as to the creation of things is clear from the following
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passage, reported by Simplicius (first half of VI c. AD): kav yap 1 UGS, ONGY, Ut oW
TV TPpOTY VANV, GAL’ 0 Bg0¢ MOIEL aTHV OVK EE VMG, ®0TE Kol QOEIpEL QUTNV OTAV

Behrion €1 10 pn ov (“he says that the nature does not create the prime matter but that

God does not create it out of matter, and that He destroys it into non-being whenever He
wants”)’!. Al-Kindi seems to be in accord with these views of John Philopponus. He too
upholds the idea of creatio ex nihilo, most clearly expressed by him in the treatise On the
Number of the Books of Aristotle, and, just like John Philoponus, asserts the distinction
between the Eternal (God) that is unchangeable and can create out of nothing in no time
(kun fa-yakin) and Nature, which is in constant change and, thus, not eternal properly
speaking. Still, he does not know how to deal philosophically with prime matter, given
that it should be also created and consequently, not eternal. In order to find a way out al-
Kindi has to implicitly ascribe it eternity (he never states directly that al-hamil al-awwal
is eternal (azalf) the term being reserved by him only for the First Cause), thus following
Aristotle. In the treatise, On the Explanation of the Proximate Cause of Generation and
Corruption, dealing with a similar situation when speaking about the outer spheres and
the four prime elements, which are too eternal for Aristotle, al-Kindi, slightly disguising
his Aristotelian standing, describes them as ‘permanent’, which last (ayam muddah) as
long as God wills. These attempts clearly show that, in spite of the fact that al-Kindi tries
to elaborate his philosophical system in the light of a monotheistic religion that
presupposes creation out of nothing and evanescence of the created, he has to recur to the

Aristotelian paradigm to preserve the integrity of his philosophical system.

c)

36



Finitude and Infinity in Actuality and Potentiality

The logical impossibility of any body (djirm) to be infinite in actuality (bi’l-fi 1) is proved
by al-Kindi in the way shown above. Not only is body finite, but any quantity is finite in
actuality as well. More clearly, this can be shown in a list of correlatives al-Kindi deals
with in the second chapter of the Letter. For al-Kindi, a correlative (min al-mudaf) is such
a term that necessarily presupposes a simultaneous existence of another term, which

shares some of its (the first term’s) basic characteristics. Existentially, one correlative

term is dependent upon the other. The first pair of correlatives is body-motion (djism-

harakah). Each body is brought into existence through composition (tarkib or i tilaf).

Tarkib and i tilaf are kinds of change (fabaddul) which is equated by al-Kindi with
motion. Therefore, whenever there is body, there must be motion, which is simultaneous
in time with the existence of body. This agrees with the position of Aristotle: “kivnoig
§’dvev QUoKOD cwpatog ovk gotv™ 2. Existentially, nevertheless, body is prior to

motion, because motion is predicated of body and not vice versa. This is due to the
following reasoning that can be reconstructed from al-Kindi’s scattered arguments. Body
is created out of nothing, therefore it is something given, actual. When there is body,
motioh is possible. From this it ensues that motion necessarily exists in some bodies, for

that which is possible is that which exists (in actuality) in some possessors of its

substance (li-anna al-mumkin lah shay ' huwa al-mawdjid dhalik al-shay’ fi ba 4 dhawat

djawharih)”. The last statement is based on Aristotle’s assertion of the priority of

actuality to potentiality54. This is so due to the final cause, évts}.éxata, which al-Kindt
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also recognizes but does not mention in this context. For man, as Aristotle says, is prior
to the material he is made from, because this material is not yet in operation. Thus,

actuality is prior to power (potentiality) in being, because the actuality is the end for the
sake of which this power is possessed: “Télog 8’1 EVEpYEL0, KAl TOUTOV YOPWV 1 SUVAMIC

dopBavetar” (“actuality is the end, entelechy, and for its sake, potentiality is
sustained”)55 . Therefore, body is in a sense prior to motion, while motion existentially
depends on body.

Motion is finite, since whatever is predicated of something finite, must necessarily be so.

The second pair of correlatives is motion-time (harakah-zaman). Time is the number of

motion ( adad al-harakah). Whenever there is motion, there is time, which depends on it

and is, therefore, also finite. The third pair of correlatives is place-spatial object (makan-
mutamakkin). Any body is mutamakkin, which follows from its definition as a three-
dimensional object. Wherever there is a body, there is place (space) necessarily, which is
finite because it is dependent on a body. These correlatives serve for al-Kindi not only to
show the actual finitude of the universe in actuality from, so to speak, all sides, including
besides the body of the universe (djirm al-kull) such quantitative magnitudes as time,
space, and motion, but also to demonstrate that neither time nor motion could have
preceded the body of the universe cbming into being. This is one of the fundamental
differences between al-Kindi and Aristotle: for the latter the world, time and motion are
eternal; for al-Kind7 the creation happens not in time (for that would presuppose that time
and therefore motion existed already before the creation of the universe) but

simultaneously.
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The aim of al-Kindi in arguing for the finitude of body and of any quantitative magnitude
is to prove that the universe was created. His argumentation is a slight modification, as H.
Davidson remarks’®, of John Philoponus’ arguments that the infinite cannot be increased
in actuality; in an eternal universe (i.e., in such a universe that is infinite in time), there
would have to be addition of movements of the planets, consequently an eternal universe

is impossible. That is why the universe has only finite power, since infinite power,
amelpodvvopa, cannot be present in a finite body. Al-Kindi mirrors the last statement of

John Philoponus in saying that since the inniyah, being, of the universe is finite, the
universe is generated.

In potentiality, though, the universe is infinite, because any quantity can be added to in
imagination (bi’l-wahm). A. Ivry remarks that this is kind of “whimsical” possiblity
which is not taken seriously by al-Kindi, that is why, unlike Aristotle, he is left solely
with an actually finite world, completely dependent on an external agent. This may be
true, but later, in the fourth chapter, when speaking about the relativity of such attributes
as big/small, long/short etc., al-Kindi proves that none of these attributes can be
predicated absolutely (mursalan) recurring to imagination. Thus, I would rather say that
this is probably another inconsistency of al-Kindi and that imagination, (wahm or

tawahhum) plays a significant role in his philosophy.

' Cf. “In Porphyrii Isagogen.” Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca iv/3, p.6.
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Part 11

The Technical Terms

In order to analyze the technical terms as accurately as possible, the above-discussed
contexfs should be taken into account. Nevertheless, not all of the contexts mentioned
could be fully mis en jeu for this purpose. Thus, most of the terms used in the
Philosophical context might be more conveniently regrouped as the ontblogical terms,
epistemological terms, etc. the previous division still being kept in mind and recurred to
when shades of meaning have to be established. Moreover, such regrouping would be
more suitable in view of the great number of technical terms al-Kindi uses in the Letter
(of which it is possible to discuss only the key ones here).

The discussion will be three-fold: firstly, whenever it is possible, I shall try to give a
historical account of how such a term first appeared in the translation literature; secondly,
I shall analyze what meanings al-Kind1 ascribes to the term in the Letter; and thirdly, I
shall compare the term’s usage, proper to al-Kindi, with the general usage of the term in
Arabic philosophical works, mostly relying on A Dictionary of the Technical Terms Used

in the Sciences of the Musulmans by al-Tahanawi [d. 1158 H/1744 AD]".

Why al-Tahanawi?

(a historical note)

All sorts of compendia and dictionaries intended to facilitate an acquisition of various
branches of science have been appearing throughout the history of Islamic civilization.

The first among them were of purely linguistic character: they dealt with various sides of

language, such as grammar, lexicography, rhetoric (im al-balaghah) etc. Some of the

42



most famous authors of this kind of dictionaries and compendia were: Abti Amr Shaybani

Kafi (d. 206 H/820 AD); Khalil Ibn Ahmad Farahidi (100-173 H/718-788 AD), founder

of the rules of Arabic prosody (al- ariid); Sibawayhi Farisi (121- 161 H/739-779 AD),

who wrote a famous book of the grammar of the Arabic language, and many others. In
their works, these authors discuss in detail various forms of such and such a word in
different dialects of the Arabic language, differences between the vocabulary of such and

such a poet, and try to establish rules of grammar either by analogy (kiyas) or deduction

(istikra ). These works contain no information about how such and such a word was used

as a philosophical term, becaus¢ most of them had been written before falsafa was
introduced into Islamic culture (in fact, the most fundamental of thesé works had
appeared before al-Kindi, the first Arab philosdpher, was born). That is why, they are of
little help as regards al-Kind1’s philosophical vocabulary.

Another kind of dictionaries and compilations ’started to appear shortly after al-Kindi’s

death. They deal mainly with the terminology in different sciences (mustalahat or

istilahdt al-funiin or al- ulim). They are very numerous. Some of the principal ones are

the following:

1) al-Farabi’s (d. 339 H/950 AD) Ihsa’ al- Ulim (The Enumeration of Sciences). It is

not a very extensive work, but despite its brevity, it attracted attention of many

scholars and was translated into many European languages.

2) Mafatih al- Ulim (The Keys of the Sciences) by Abi Abd Allah Ibn Ahmad

Khawarizmi (d. 387 H/996 AD); it investigates tersely what each science, such as

logic (al-mantik), pharmacy (adwiyah) etc, is.
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3) Ta ¥ifat (Definitions) by al-Djurdjani (d. 1413 AD); it is rather similar both in
contents and in composition to al-Farabi's Ihsa

Some other interesting works of this kind a signaler are the following: The Letters of the
Brethren of Purity, a collective work of a group of Islamic gnostics (IV c. H/X c¢. AD);
Mukabasdt by Abti Hayan Tawhidi (d. 300 H/912 AD); Al-Mudhish by Ibn Djawzi (d.

598 H/1201 AD); Haka ik al-Anwar by Fakhr Razi (d. 606 H/1209 AD); Aksam al-
Hikmah by Nagir Tasi (d. 672 H/1272 AD); Namidhadj al- Ulim by Muhammad Shah

Fanari (d. 839 H/1434 AD); and Al-Nukdyah by Djalal al-Din Suyufi (d. 911 H/1504
AD). |

All these works in some way are concearned with scientific terminology. Ideally, one
should take into consideration as many of them as possible while analyzing al-Kindi’s
technical vocabulary. However, this goes beyond the scope of the present thesis, whose
main objective is to analyse al-Kindi’s technical terms primarily as used in the Letter and
in some other of his philosophical treatises, and to compare their usage to that in fhe
Greek sources (mainly in works of Aristotle, on whom al-Kindi builds his argumentaiton
most freqnenﬂy). Nevertheless, when a sufficient elucidation of the meaning of a term is
possible only through tracing its further destiny in the philosophical literature after the
death of al-Kindi, a reliable reference has had to be found. Such a reference should be
first of all eomprehensive, that is, chronologically, late enough to encompass all nlain
works that deal with scientific technical terminology. Secondly, to facilitate the tracing of
the terms under consideration, it should be structured as a dictionary rather than a

summarising treatise on various branches of science.
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For these reasons I have chosen the Kashshaf by al-Tahdnawi. Indeed, it appeared in
1158 H/1744 AD, the year of the death of its author, that is, long after the works of al-

Farabi, Djurdjani and others. It is comrehensive : al-Tahanawi quotes in it many authors,

though sometimes without mentioning his sources. And finally, unlike Mafitih al- Ulim

by Khawarizmi, al-Kashshaf is structured as an encyclopaedic dictionary, which
facilitates its usage.
In some cases, however, I have made a few references to al-Djurdjani as well as to

several medievel Arab linguists.

The Ontological terms

Beginning the analysis of the technical vocabulary of al-Kindi with the ontological terms
is justified, in my view, by the fact that they serve as basic terminology for him to explain
a varikety’of philosophical issues, dealing with epistémological, ’math‘ematical and other
“questions. These terms occur in’all the contexts in whiéh they: gam a vast ramification of

meanings and rich synonymy.

Inniyah (being)
The exact meaning as well as the origin of this term, translated as being, is uncertain®.
Al-Djurdjant [al-Sayyid al-Sharif] lists inniyah in his Book of Definitions, in the form of

aniyal’. Tt indicates for him individual existence or an individual existent, al-wudjid al-
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ayni, that is, an existent that is perceived by the senses, in contradistinction to mahiyah,

an existent that is perceived by the intellect.
As for the origin of this term, some of the Arab linguists, like Abii’l-Baka’4 [Abii’l-Baka’

Kafawi, d. 1059 H/1648 AD]’ asserted that it is a derivative of the emphatic inna, which
in the Arabic language stresses the existence of a thing. From this it would follow that
inniyah indicates the permanent existence of a thing in a way that it (this existence) is
perceived directly by the senses. This assertion is in accord with thé opinion of al- |
Djurdjant.

Abd al-Rahman al-Badawi’® upholds quite a different view on the origin and the original
meaning of inniyah. In the Uthilidjiya of Aristotle, edited by him, he uses this term in the

form of aniyah, as al-Djurdjani does in the Book of Definitions, but unlike the latter he
assumes that it derives from the Greek eway, to be.’ Thus, aniyah would mean for him
pure unqualified existence. Mlle Goichon in her Lexique de la langue philosophique
d’Ibn Sind’ generally agrees with the view of Abp al-Baka’ that the origin of inniyah is
inna. She points out that the emphatié inna in some cases has a close meaning to the
Greek om (that), which is somewhat equivalent to 10 ov, being. She gives several
examples of inna(u) and inniyah used by Ibn Sina to indicate existence, as in the
following phrases from his Al-Nadjah wa al-Shifd 8 ss>g09 "0} ail s9>)l caxlg) (sJoVl asali

(the first attribute of the Necessarily Existent is that He is innu and existent) and in auVl

B 0idg wuxly il 5ue 399l cuxlo) duale V (there is no essence for the necessarily existent but
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that it is necessary, and this is inniyah, existence). It seems that inniyah in this context has
the meaning of pure existence, like A. Badawi’s aniyah.

In the Letter, al-Kindi uses inniyah either in the plural, inniyat (probably the more
frequent usage), or in the singular when speaking about the being of sémething. He uses
this term in the plural, for example, when establishing an ontological link between Truth
and beings, al-inniyat’. In On Definitions he gives the following definition of philosophy:
“it is knowledge of eternal universal things, their beings (inniydf) essences and causes”™".
If inniyah meant pure existence for al-Kindi in these cases , he would mosf erly use it in
the singular; therefore it can be concluded that inniyat means for him individual
existences. Further, if inniyah signified for him, like for al-Djurdjani, sensory existence,
he would not use this term in the definition of philosophy, since, as has been shown in the
Context of Epistemology, philosophy does not consider the particulars but only the
universals. The conc]ﬁsion, based on this usage of inniyah by al-Kindi, is that for him it
means an individual existence as perceived by the intellect. That this meaning is most
likely to be correct is corroborated by al-Kindi’s usage of this term in the singular in the
following instances: 1) when speaking about the four scientific inquires, he states that
what (ma) the second scientific inquiry, investigates the genus of every existent,
inniyah''; 2) on several occasions, when proving thé finitude of time he says that the
existence (inniyah) of body and time is finite'’; 3) he uses this term as well when
speaking about the finite existences of the body'of the universe, djirm al-kull”’. Never in
the Letter does he use inniyah to denote being in general, it is always either beings or the
being of something. To indicate pure being al-Kindi uses kawn, wudjiid or aysa. That is

why, to my mind, A. Ivry’s suggestion (based on M. T. d’ Alverny’s article) that al-Kindi
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uses inniyah both the in broad (pure existence) and the narrow (individual existence)
senses is not plausible“.
Al-Tahanawi does not mention inniyah in his dictionary, probably because in later Arabic

philosophical works it was mostly replaced by more common huwiyah, kawn and wudjid.

Djawhar (substance)

Al-Kindi uses djawhar in the Letter in many places but without giving a definition. To
elucidate properly its meaning it is better to start with how he defines it in On Definitions.
There al-Kindi says that djawhar is that which subsists by itself, which serves as substrate
for accidents and whose essence, dhativatuh, does not change. Djawhar is always
predicated of, but is itself never a predicate, and it is not subject to generation and
corruption (since in these cases a new substance comes into being)'®. This definition
generally holds trué in thé instances gijaWhar is used in the Letter, but there, several new
details are added to its meaning.

Al-Kindi first mentions djawhar in the classification of changes 1. generation and
corruptiori are the changes of djawhar. This is one of the four Aristotélian kinds of

change, namely, the substantial change (xo1’ ovoiav)'’; hence, it appears that al-Kind’s

djawhar is equivalent to Aristotle’s ovoia. Djawhar has an Aristotelian meaning too in

al-Kindt’s definition of body, where, as in the Metaphysics', it is identified with matter:
body, djirm, is a long, broad, deep substance (djawhar)"®. That matter is a kind of

substance is clear from al-Kindi’s division of djawhar into the simple substances (al-

djawhar al-basit, they are matter, (‘unsur) and form, giirah) and the composite (al-
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murakkab) substance, which is formed matter”. Finally, as was shown in the Predicates
Context, al-Kindi divides the universals into the essential, dhatiyah (they are also called
there substantial, djawhar?) and the non-essential or accidental (ghayr dhatiyah)®. In
other words, on the one hand, djawhar and dhat, “essence”, have the same meaning for
al-Kindi and thus can be used synonymously, because each of them is that through which

the subsistence or permanence (kiwam) of a thing is possible. On the other hand, they are

both opposite to arad, accident. None of these relations, substance-essence and

substance-accident, is fully investigated by al-KindT in the Letter. For al-Tahanawi these
relations seem to be important, he treats them at length along with some other meanings
of djawhar in the kalam and philosophical literature. In a way, he supplements al-Kindi
on the subject by making explicit what the 1atter omits™.

Al-Tahanawt starts with giving an introductory definition of djawhar, very similar to that
of al-Kindi. Djawhar has two general meanings: an existent that subsists by itself; and
truth or essence. In both the meanings, djawhar is contrasted with accident that has
opposite characteristics. Al-Tahanawi proceeds to explain the details of these meanings

that are ascribed to the term by the theologians (al-mutakallimin) and the philosophers

(al-hukama ). The basic definition of the term for the theologians runs as follows:

djawhar is part of the contingent existent (al-mawdjid al-mumkin); it is temporal, hadith,
and spatially coincident with its own essence (al—mutahakyiz’ bi’l-dhat). Accident is that
which does not have independent existence, it subsists in djawhar, al-mutahayiz bi al-
dhat. Djawhar is not composite. Its place in the relations between the universe (creation),
individual existents, bodies and accidents can be better understood from the following

scheme.
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Everything in the Universe is:

(either) accident (or) ayn, self-sufficient existent

(if composite) body (if not composite) substance
Substance as understood in this scheme, which according to the theologians (the

veteriores among them, like Abi al-Hudhayl®) reflects the ontological structure of
creation, is synonymous with the indivisible part, al-djuz ’alladhf 1a yatadjazza . 1t is also
called al-djawhar al-fard (atom). A set of brief definitions, quoted by al-Tahanawi, can

add to the understanding of the scheme. Substance (= atom) is that from which something

else is composed. Body is that which is composed from something else (not from itself).

Accident is that the permanence, baka ; of which is not possible.

Another scheme, according to the muta akhkhiriin, recentiores among the theologians,

by whom al-Tahanawi probably means the Basrian School of the Mu'tazila, places

substance in a somewhat different relation with the created things.

Contingent (temporal) existent, hddith

(inhering, hall, in djawhar) / (spatially coincident with its essence)
arad diawhar
(abstract notion) djawhar fard djism
mudjarrad

In this scheme, substance is either indivisible, in which case it is called, as in the first
scheme, djawhar fard, or composite, and then it is body, djism. Accident is an attribute,

. 24
sifah, of substance™".
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This approach to substance by the recentiores among the theologians is close to the

understanding of substance by the philosophers (al-hukamd’) for whom, as has been

shown on the example of al-Kindi, djawhar is either basit or murakkab.
The main feature the philosophers attributed to substance, in contradistinction to

accident, as reported by al-Tahdnawi, is that substance never happens in a substrate,

mawdii , while accident necessarily needs a substrate for its subsistence. Unlike the

theologians, the philosophers do not mention indivisibility as its outstanding feature. On
the contrary, al-Kindi, for instance, stresses the actual divisibility of all created things,

substance included, as I tried to make clear in the Context of Unity.

Dhiit (essence), ma Tyah (quiddity), hakikah (truth)

In al-Kind1’s usage, these terms appear to be closely related synonyms: all of them denote

such ontological aspects of a thing that are in one way or another coincident with the

thing itself. Dhat is identical with the individual thing itself (kullu shay’ fa-dhatuh hiva

huwa)>. Ma iyah is the common element of the things that are related to the same genus,

since, according to al-Kindi’s definition, genus is such a predicate of a multiplicity of

specifically different things that informs about their (common) quiddity, munbi’ an
ma ’z‘yah26. It is grasped by intellect, not by the senses, which is evident from al-Kindi’s

statement that everything which is either perceived sensually (ma adrakah al-hiss) or

whose md Tyah is apprehended intellectually, is one or multiple?’. The truth (reality) of a

thing — and each thing/being has its truth (kullu ma lah inniyah, lah hakikah)®, - is the
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object of philosophical inquiry, inasmuch as it is that part of the thing through which its
sustentation, kiwam®’, is possible.
For al-Tah@nawi these terms are close synonyms and he explains them through each

other. Essence is that which is validated (musaddak alayh) as the (common) quiddity

(mahiyah) of individuals, (afrdd)”. In this definition gfrad can have two meanings;
therefore, essence can have two distinct meanings as well. First, afrdd can be taken

absolutely (mutlakan) as abstract notions, consequently, essence is understood in this case

as an abstract notion. Second, afrad can be considered specifically, naw an, or through

their property or differentia, which are equivalent to species. (For al-Kindi, as has been
shown in the Predicates context, khassah and fasl too can be used interchangeably with
species). In this case, essence is identical with djawhar, substance. Finally, essence is that
which subsists by itself, mad yakiim bi nafsih; in other words, it is comparable to an
individual thing, which agrees with al-Kindi’s definition above. It is also that in which
non-essence, i.e.accidents and attributes inhere (ma yakiam bih gllayruh). Logically

(grammatically) essence is that which is independent as notion, al-mustakill bi al-

mafhiimiyah, i.e. it cannot be known through a predicate, ma yasihh an yu lam bi khabar

anh.

The definition of mdhiyah is reported by al-Tahanawi from different points of view’'.
The logicians, al-mantikiyiin, define it as that by which the question “What is the thing?”

is answered. The theologians and the philosophers define it as that due to which the thing

is itself (ma bih al-shay ‘huwa). In the latter definition the following two meanings of the
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mahiyah are distinguished: the specific quiddity (al-mahiyah al-naw Tyah) which appears
in the relation of a genus to its species (tahakkaka fi al-djins bi al-kiyas ild al-naw %; and
the particular quiddity, al-mahiyah al-djuz tyah, which is the thing itself.

Al-Tahanawi sums up this set of definitions of quiddity (he uses the form mahiyah,

mentioning that grammatically, the form md Tyah, the one al-Kindi prefers, is also

’ possiblé) stating its synonymy with the other two: dhdt and hakikah. There is a slight
nuance, though: the two latter terms canr usually be used intérchangeably with mdahiyah
when the external existence of mdahiyah is taken into consideration. What the external‘
existence of a thing means becomes clear from al-Tahanawi’s division of intelligibles

into primary and secondary intelligibles. The primary intelligibles are such as exist in

individual existents, a yan (to put it more clearly, the primary intelligibles are being, they

constitute outer existence, al-wudjiid al-kharidji); unlike them, the secondary intelligibles
exist only in the intellect. Thus, al-Tahanawi wants to say that essence, quiddity and truth
are secondary intelligibles, and in this respect, they can be considered as accidents of
being(s).

A contradiction arises: how can mdhiyah have an external existence while being a
secondary intelligible? Al-Tahanawi’s attempts to resolve it by mentioning two kinds of
mahiyah: the true quiddity (al-mahiyah al-hakikiyah) which is permanent (thabitah) in
existence and thus is identical with an individual existe’ntk itself (huwz'yah)32 and the

conventional quiddity (al-mahiyah al-i tibariyah) which subsists due to the convention of

the intellect (k@ inah bi-hasab i tibar al- akl). This latter kind of mdhiyah and specific
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quiddity are the same. Of these two, only the latter can be said to be an accident of being.
Still, to be fully consistent, al-Tahdnawi should have divided essence and truth into
similar subdivisions, since all three terms, as he asserts, are synonyms. He does not do
that, and the contradictionk remains. The root of the problem, I think, lies in that the
division of intelligibles into primary and secondary is unsatisfactory in view of the
existence of God as ultimate reality, which all the Islamic thinkers, al-Tahanawi included,
uphold, for such a division inevitably ascribes to an individual being (huwiyah)
independent existence. For al-Kindi this problem never arises, not only because essence,
quiddity and truth are perceived only by the intellect, which can be deduced from the fact
that they are objects of the philosophical inquiry, but also because the division into
primary and secondary intelligibles is impossible for him owing to the fact that in his
view, all individual beings derive their existence from the True One, and thus, are called

beings only metaphorically.

Wudjiid (existence), mawdjid/yidjad (existent/“to’ be” used as a copula)

In al-Kindi’s usage, wudjid is a ’homonym: it can mean either existence or human
_perception with kits subdivisions (ulss>y silusVl »s>l)*>. The latter meaning I shall
discuss among the Epistemological terms.

Wudjiid for al-Kindi means unqualified existence. Usually he uses this term to assert that

something is the cause of existence of something else, as in the following statement,

where the Truth is asserted to be the cause of the existence of each thing (wa- illat

wudjiid kull shay’ wa-thabdtuh al-hakk)**. Another example of this usage occurs in the

discussion of the impossibility of a thing to be the cause of its own essence” . There al-
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Kindi says that in order that the relation between the thing and its essence be valid for
investigation, they both (the thing and its essence) must be predicated of something that
has a kind of existence (Lo 399 @ sosuis (sle UVgio lod LoJ1)36. The same meaning (that of
unqualified existence) wudjiid has in the definition of the essential (al-dhati): the
essential is that through whose existence (bi-wudjidih) the sustention of the generation of
a thing (sl UgS p|3§)37 is possible.

Mawdjjiid, a derivative of wudjid (or, to be more accurate, the passive participle from the
root w-dj-d) is used by al-Kindi to denote that something is or is not under certain
conditions. Thus, in the exposition to the effect that body, motion and time are
concomitants and none of them precedes the other, he says that if there is body
(maudjiid), there is (also) motion (mawdjiidak)*®. In the same exposition, maudjid is used
in this sense interchangeably with yakiin (is), as in this phrase: “either there is no motion
at all, or it is not existent but can become existent” (usSi vl o,Sows weSs VI Lo & 4S,> weSs
Vi L)*°. Here, the omitted nominal part of the predicate is implied to be mawdjiidan
(existent). From this example, it can be inferred that in such instances mawdjiid, due to its
synonymy with yakiin, has not exactly, or not exclusively, the meaning of “existent”.
Rather, it used as a substitute for the copula (like Latin esse), which is absent in the
Present Tense in the Arabic language®. Another characteristic example of this usage is in
the following statement of al-Kindi (I quote it in J. Jolivet’s translation which accurately
renders this shade of meaning, distinguishing between the meanings of mawdjid and
inniyah): “nécessairement, le vrai est, pour des existences qui sont”* (Ll 5] se>ge
Lol 328 639>90). Here, mawdjiid is rendered by the copula esz, sont (though it does

not appear as such at first glance due to the omission of the nominal part of the
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predicate), in contradistinction to “existences” (existents) by which al-inniyat is
translated. That this usage of mawdjiid (Passive Participle) / yiidjad (the Passive Voice of
the Present Tense) was rather common in the early period of Arabic philosophy is
corroborated by an example given by al-Tahanawi in the Kashshdf"™ : it seems that it was
accepted to say, for example, “Zayd yidjad katiban” (Zayd is writing). Here, yidjad is
used in place of the lacking copula in order to distinguish between the subject of the
sentence (Zayd) and the nominal part of its predicate (katiban). As al-Tahanawi says,
wudjiid is used here (yutlak) m lieu of a connectiife word (al-riban™®. Though such
constructions with yﬁdjad/mawdjﬁd are artificial in the Arabic language, and are never
used outside philosophical literature, al-TahanawT tries to explain the given example in
terms of Arabic grammar. Evidently, he cannot do it in the way common to the

grammarians, because this sentence would not fit into the ordinary division for

nominative sentences mubtada Tkhabar. Therefore, al-Tahanawi’s explanation is a

curious mixture of grammar and philosophical terminology, called upon to account for
this unconventional usage. Thus, this construction, in al-Tahdnawi’s wording, is “an
attribution (nisbah) of existence (wudjiid) to the subject (al-mawdii 3, i.e. “Zayd”, through
the predicating (mahmil) of an external (i.e. other than Zayd) quiddity (al-mdhiyah al-
kharidjiyah), i.e. “writing”**.

What is striking in this explanation is that the two distinct meanings of the verb (eg. ot

in Greek or esse in Latin), which in the Indo-European languages serves both to denote
. being/existence and to differentiate, as a copula, between the subject and the predicate of

a nominal sentence, and of which yidjad/wudjiid is an Arabic equivalent, are conflated
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here. Primarily, I conjecture, the reason for this usage of mawdjid/yidjad was the
necessity to grammatically differentiate between the subject of the proposition and the
nominative part of the predicate, which could be otherwise easily mixed up with the
subject or taken for its attribute, thus causing a problem for the logicians. But then,
soméhow, the original meaning of “being” was not totally erased from the significance of
mawdjiid, even when used as a copula. The reason for this may be the fact that literally
mawdjiid means “is found”, i.e. grammatically, it already implies “to be”. |

In al-Kindi’s ’language, however, the nominal part of the predicate is in most cases
omitted, which makes it difficult, as I mentioned above, to recognize at first glance
mawdjiid/yidjad as a copula. Such is the last part of the sentence under consideration :
“li-inniyat mawdjiidah”. Here, as in most similar instances, the nominal part of the
predicate can be restored. Indeed, as I tried to show in the Context of Ontology, existence
for al-Kindi is either true, bi’l-hakk, or metaphorical, bi’l-madjdz. Thus, if this
consideration be taken into account, the full meaning of the phrase will appear as “for the
existences that are (exist) metaphorically”. The structure of the phrase,’restored in this
way, is analogous with that of the example explained by al-Tahanawil “Zayd yadjad
katiban™.

Wudjid for al-Kindi, as I mentioned above, means existence generally speaking, that is
such unqualified existence that does not differentiate betweén the existence of an accident
and the existence of a differentia, for instance. Nevertheless, al-Kindi makes a very brief
notion of several kinds of existence (apart from his mainstream division of existence,

along with unity, into true and metaphorical existence). He mentions individual existence,

or, to translate it more accurately, existence in itself (wudjiid fi aynih), natural existence
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(wudiiid tabt ¥) and accidental existence (wudjiid aradi)®. These kinds of existence are

referred to by al-Kindi in his argnmentation for the multiplicity of the soul. The soul, as
has been shown in the Context of Epistemology, carries out both sensory and intellectual

perceptions. Every thing apprehended by the soul either exists in itself as individual

existence (wudjiid fi ‘aynih)- this is the case when it is perceived by the soul through the
senses,- or as natural existence (wudjid tabi 7)- and in this case it is perceived by the soul

through intellect. Wudjiid fi ‘aynih, is not the same, as might be at first thought, as

inniyah, because the latter (as explained above) is individual existence perceived
intellectually. Wudjiad fi aynih is closer to the human being, for the senses, as al-Kindi
says, “belong to us from the beginning of our development” (Lisaii 3y e U s8)*®, and
farther from nature, because it is unstable, “due to the motion and fluctuation of that

which we contact” (-als b Jlg) ol +¢)*7. On the other hand, wudjiid tabi T, which, as

al-Kindi says, is closer to nature, because it is stable, and farther from the human being,

exists as such only in our thought. The soul is multiple not only because it perceives

changeable objects, subsumed under wudjiid fi ‘aynih, but also because the soul passes, in

its apprehension, from certain forms (suwar) of things to others, which exist as natural
existence.

As for wudjiid aradi, it is not, as might be thought, the existence of accidents, but the

conventional existence of a thing, through which it exists in our speaking or writing,

because speaking and writing, as al-Kindi implies, must be learned, and as such are
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accidental for human nature (i.e. these capacities may not exist and human nature would
be in its essence the same).
Al-Tahanawi, quite in accordance with al-Kindi, but for some changes in terminology,

divides wudjiid into three subdivisions : existence in itself or external existence (al-

wudjiid al- ayni or kharidji), which corresponds to al-KindU’s wudjid fi aynih;

intellectual existence (al-wudjiid al-dhihni), which is equivalent to al-Kindf’s natural
existence; and existence in speech and writing (al-wudjiid al-lafzi wa al-khatti), which is
the same as al-KindT’s accidental existence®®. The latter, al-Tahdnawi adds, is called
existence only metaphorically,’ because speaking and writing do not contain any
individuation (tashakhkhus) or quiddity of a thing (or of a human being, as runs al-
Tahanawi’s example), but only its name (in case of speaking) and its graphic image (in
case of writing). For al-Kindi, quite‘ unlike al-Tahanawi, quiddity is not the criterion by
- which existence could be described as true or metaphorical, and all the three subdivisions

of existence remain for him metaphorical, as I have mentioned above.

Kawn (being/generation/being-in-time), fasad (corruption)
The key word of this pair of terms is kawn; which is why it is more convenient to start

the discussion from its analysis. The more so in that fasdd and fasid rarely stand in al-
Kindi’s usage unaccompanied by kawn or ka in.

To begin with, kawn is translated not in the same way by J. Jolivet and A. Ivry: while the
former translates it alternatively as “I’étre” (being) or “génération”, the latter consistently

renders it as “generation” throughout his translation of the Letter on the First Philosophy.

Thus, the following phrase of al-KindT: “asls usS ale s sub wsSs of Koy ol is translated
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by J. Jolivet as “il est impossible quune chose soit 1a cause de I’étre de son essence”;

the same phrase in A. Ivry’s translation sounds as *“it is not possible that something
should be the cause of its own generation™". J. Jolivet’s translation is the more precise,
for A. Ivry, apart from blurring the very important point, namely the relation of a thing to
its essence (he omits the word essence from his translation altogether), which is central in
this argumentation of al-Kindi, apparently presents the causal relation as a creational
action. This might not be true: first, because it is impossible for al-Kindi to suppose that
something other than the First Principle can cause generation, as is perfectly clear from
the very beginning of the Letter. Second, because when al-Kindi wants to stress that

something is generating and something else is generated, he uses the correlative terms

mu ‘aththir/mu ‘aththar, as I have discussed above, or mukawwin/mukawwan. Even so, for

several reasons, which I shall explain later, in my Contextual Analysis of the Letter, 1
have preferred A. Ivry’s translation of kawn as generation in this instance.

" For another phrase of al-Kindi, “J; pJ sl gud e "UsS JSI o> 0sSy Ol oo gl W32, the
following translations are given by J. Jolivet and A. Ivry. The first translates it as follows:
“alors de deux choses I’une: ou bien le corps de ’univers est un étre venu de non-étre, ou
bien il est éternel”. The second again translates here kawn as generation: “(either) the
body of the universe would have to be a generation from nothing or eternal”™. In this
instance, A. Ivry’s version appears to be clearer than that of J. Jolivet because it reflects
more distinctly the concept of creatio ex nihilo, which, as is known, al-Kindi upheld.
Nonetheléss, I would not discard J. Jolivet’s translation as inaccurate.

Al-Tahanawi well explains in al-Kashshaf, in my opinion, why both variants of being and

generation can be used for al-Kindi’s kawn. His definition runs as follows: “kawn, in the
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writings of the philosophers ( inda al-hukama’) is the temporal occurrence (hudiith) of a

355

specific form (sirah naw Tyah)™>. Not the temporal occurrence of any form (sirah), as

al-Tahanawi stresses further, can be called kawn. For if it is only the physical form (al-

stirah al-djismiyah) of a thing that occurs, with the preservation of its matter ( /G hayiila

wahidah), the temporal occurrence of such a form is not called kawn, but rather a change
(tabaddul).

No doubt, the kawn of al-Tahanawi’s definition means the same as Aristotle’s substantial
change or generation (yéveow). (Cf. also él-andi;s definition: the change of the
substance (of a thing) is (called) either generation or corruption (tabaddul djawharih
huwah al-kawn wa’l-fasad)y>®.

The most important thing, to my mind, in al-Tahanawi’s definition of kawn is that it is
viewed as a temporal occurrence (hudiith). Al-Kindi too, on several occasions,
emphasizez its temporal character (as well as that of corruption), as in the following
instance: “0sSJl aud Sl Ololl puwss lomadio slauslly UsSIl dylgs (sJl slanslls OeSIl sy o LIS
sbwalls™ (from their beginning, generation and corruption are divisible by way of time
they are in). This divisibility is due to the fact that kawn and fasad are kind of motion:
“sLasd ol UgS ol Lodi gl 5y, ol ..alsi &S _,:JI”S 8 (motion is either locomotion, or growth, or
diminution, or generation, or corruption). Since body, motion and time are concomitants,
wherever there is body, there must be motion (aS,> wilS p,> OIS oL's)59, and wherever
there is motion, there must be time, because time is a quantity (&S olo 30% and as such it

is segmented through motion (&S,=JL d_g.as‘m)61.
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Though in J. Jolivet’s translation of the Letter it appears that kawn is a homonym which
means both being and generation (the latter meaning is mainly due to the fact, I think,
that kewn wa-fasdd are used respectively by ai—KindI to render Aristotle’s yeveoig xat
q)()opa'sz, which often come together in the Metaphysics), it does not appear that al-Kindi
is fully conscious of these two distinct meanings of kawn. In the following phrase, from a
passage where al-Kindi speaks about generation being one of the kinds of motion, for
example, kawn can be read either as “being” or as “generation”®: “fa-idha lam yasbik al-
djirm kana dhdatah, fa-idhan lam yasbik kawn al-djirm al-harakah battatan” (“if body
does not precede (its own generation, kawn, as understood from the preceding sentence),
thus it is its éssence, and in this way the being/generation (kawn) of body is never
preceded by motion™). In this context J. Jolivet translates kawn now as generation, now
as being, which obliges him to make a clarifying remark to the effect that “le mot kawn a
dans ce contexte deux sens, soit celui, le plus usuel, de étre, soit le sens aristotélicien de
génération”®. These distinctions seem to be not important for al-Kindi, for otherwise, he
would have made his entire discussion of the impossiblity of body precede its kawn split
into two parts: first, to prove that body does not pﬁ:cede its being, and second, that body
does not precede its generation. However, this is not the case, that is why J. Jolivet’s
distinguishing the two meanings of kawn in al-Kindi’s usage seems to me somewhat far
fetched.

Mofe important, in my view, is the difference between the meanings al-Kindt ascribes to
wudjiid ahd to kawn. Even if there is no explicit opposition of these terms in the Letter, it
can be inferred from al-Kind?’s usage of them that some of their characteristics are

opposite to each other. For one thing, when speaking about the existence/being of the
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universe, or body taken in the physical sense, al-Kindi steadily uses the term kawn, and
never wudjid, although, as has been shown above, they both can signify existence or
being. Kawn djirm al-kull, or kawn al-djirm® are the only combinations used in such
instances. On the other hand, if a thing or a body is taken as an abstract notion, al-Kindi

uses wudjiid rather than kawn. Thus, in the phrase already quoted in the section under

Wudjiid, al-Kindi says that the cause and its effect (al- illah wa’l-ma 1il) are predicated
of a thing (shay) that has a kind of existence (lah wudjiid ma). As cause, effect and

predication are abstract notions; shay’ here is used abstractly, not in the sense of a

physical body, and therefore wudjiid instead of kawn is used in this context. As J. Jolivet
remarks in one of the notes to-his translation of the Letter, kawn means “1’étre de la chose
engendfé ou en devenir”, Whereas wudjiid means “I’étre de I"universel”®®,

Taking all this into consideration, I would suggest that the most precise equivalent in
'English for al-Kindt’s kawn would be “being-in-time”. However, as this sounds a bit
clumsy and would obscure the understanding of some passages, in my Contextual
Analysisvof the Letter 1 preferred to keep A. Ivry’s translation of kawn as generation, all
the more so since the term generation already implies being-in-time. And as al-Kind1 uses
kawn without any specification as to whether it means being or generation in such-and-
such a case, following A. Ivry, I havé used “generation” for kawn even in the instances
when J. Jolivet renders it as “1’étre”.

It should be noted, however, that this distinction between kawn and wudjiid is peculiar to

al-Kindi, for al-TahanawT quotes instances of the interchangeable usage of these terms in

some authors®’. He says, for example, that in the works of the Mu'tazila ( inda’l-
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mu tazilah) as well as in general in the works of the theologians ( inda’l-mutakallimin),

kawn is a synonym (muradif) for wudjiid. He refers to some works by the Ash‘arites (he

does not specify them) in which the terms permanence (al-thubiit), being (al-kawn),
existence (wudjid) and actualization (al-tahakkuk) are used as synonyms. Of these
terms, al-Kindi never mentions tahakkuk at all. As for thubiit, which al-Kindi spells as
thabar®, it occurs seven times in the Letter, mostly as a synonym to “sustentation”
(kiwam) in the passages dealing with the relation of a thing to its essence. The most
characteristic example of this usage is the following phrase: “(al-dhati) huwa alladht bi-
wudjidih kawdam kawn al-shay’ wa thabatuh (the essential is that by whose existence

there is sustentation and permanence of a thing)”®.

Al-Tahanawi says nothing about what meaning the philosophers ascribe to the term
kawn; but based on the material of the Letter on the First Philosophy by al-Kindi, it can
be surmised that the usage of kawn constitutes one of the important differences between
the technical vocabulary of the theologians and that of the philosophers.

The term fasdd occurs mainly in combination with keawn and is a translation of
Aristtotle’s @Bopd, corruption. When speaking about the characteristics of the eternal, al-
Kindi defines fasadd as follows: “the eternal does not undergo corruption, because

corruption is a change (tabaddul) of an attribute/or predicate (mmahmiil), not of the first

substrate (al-hamil al- awwal’)™.

Other important ontological terms used in the Letter
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Most of the other ontological terms that occur in the Letter are proper only to the
vocabulary of al-Kindi. Al-Tahanawi does not mention them in the Kashshdf, either
because other authors, besides al-Kindi do not use them (eg. fahawwin, existentiation or
“coming to be” in A Ivry’s translation)’’, or because they became obsolete shortly after
his time. Of thesé, the most frequently used are the derivatives of the root a-y-s (o),

such as aysa (J. Jolivet prefers reading it as aysu), which means “an existent”; aysiyah

(existence), ta yis (existentiation). The root [-y-s occurs in two forms: laysa, which means

“non-existence”; and (according to J. Jolivet’s reading) laysu, which means “non-
existent”.
The term aysa first appears in the form of al-aysu (very seldom used by al-Kindi in the

Letter) in the translation of the Metaphysics by Astat, carried out in the translation circle

of al-Kindi. It was meant to be an equivalent of Aristotle’s 10 i gottv (literally, “that

which is”, quod quid esf)’>; 1O pn evar and t0 pn Ov (a non-existent) were translated by

him as md laysa huwa, for which al-Kindi uses laysu or laysa.

It seems that the derivatives from the root g-y-s were never, or extremely rarely, used
outside the cifcle of al-Kindi. Not only does al-Tahanawi say nothing about this term or
its derivatives; it is not used once in the Uthiliidjivah; nor was it used in other translation

circles, contemporaneous to that of al-Kindi. Ishak ibn Hunayn in his translation of

Aristotle’s De Anima, employs the term shay’ for ovoin (a being)”>. Nor does ’aysa

happen in Themistius’ paraphrase of Book XII of the Metaphysics, the real translator of

which was probably the same Ishak or Abii Bishr Matta’™.
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The theologians in the 9™_10™ centuries also hardly ever use this term, for R. Frank does

not mention it in his list of the technical terms of the Basrian School of the Mu'tazilah”.
Despite its rarety, aysa, as stated in the Lisan al- Arab’®, is originally a pure Arabic word,

and the medieval linguists were aware of this. Literally it means haythu huwa, when
speaking about the existence of a thing; accordingly, laysa, which, in the view of the

medieval linguists al-Khalil [d. 791 or 786] and al-Farrd’ [d. 822], is composed of /G and

aysa, is the negative of aysa, literally meaning haythu la huwa”’.

Thus, al-Kindi (and Astat) employed not a foreign word, as it might have been judged
from its rarity, but an old Arabic one, unusual as it might have sounded even for many of
his contemporaries. This fact, I think, accounts for its frequent usage in the Letter and for
its numerous derivatives, which al-Kindi coins rather freely to create synonyms to already
existing and commonly accepted terms in the milieu of the philosophers and the
theologians.

Abiti Ridah is of another dpinion and disagrees with the medieval scholars. He claims that
since ‘aysa in al—KihdI’s vocabulary is synonymous to wudjid or mawdjid, the true
origin of the term should be sought in the language of Aristotle, because, as he says
“ovoi0 dalS (sl & (i.e. aysa) ol vlisl dic (siadall 2MbaoVU eudlell 5sbay 38778, As this

argument is based on nothing but an accidental phonic resemblance between the two

words, I would rather stick to the explanation of the term given in the Lisan al- Arab, no

other reasonable explanation having been offered, to my knowledge, elsewhere.
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Of the derivatives from the root a-y-s, the most frequently used in the Letter are aysu

(occurring also a few times with the article, al-aysu) and laysu. Aysiyah and ta yis occur

only once, and that in a combination with each other; and laysa in the sense of non-
existence occurs three times.

For the first time aysu occurs in the definition of the primary substratum (al-hdmil al-

‘awwal, which corresponds to Aristotle’s vrokeipevov or ovoio in the sense of primary

being): the primary substratum, which is al-aysu, does not change (la yatabaddal). A.
Ivry and J. JoliVet translate al-aysu in this instance differenﬂy: the first renders it as
“being”, while the second prefers to preserve in his translation the original meaning of the
term as it was first used by Astat, and translates it as “I’existent”. Abf@l Ridah in a note to

this passage remarks that al-aysu here means al-wudjiid”, that is being.

Now, if R. Walzer’s remark that Astit translated by al- aysu Aristotle’s 10 Tt €oTv is

correct, then al-aysu should have rather been translated in the above definition according
to one of the meanings of this Greek term. “Being”, or “primary being” is only one of
them, it can also mean “essence” or “quiddity” (“existent” is not among its meanings)*°.
The whole passage under consideration reads as follows:

al-fasad innama huwa tabaddul al-mahmiil, la al-hamil al-awwal, fa-amma al-hamil al-
- awwal alladhi huwa al-aysu, fa-laysa yatabaddal, li-anna al-fasid laysa fasaduh bi-ta yis
aysiyatih.

Three terms here can be rather generally translated as “being”, as A. Ivry did in his

translation: * perishing being but just the changing of the predicate, not of the primary

substratum; as for the primary substratum, which is being (al-aysu), it does not change,
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for the perishing of a perishable object does not involve the being (ta ¥is) of its being

(aysz’yatih)”SI.

It would be strange, if al-Kindi used in one short paragraph three different words for
exactly the same notion. His general stylistic abstruseness cannot account for it, because
whenever ’al—KindT lines up several synonyms in a single phrase, they do not have the
same signification, but carry diff¢rent shades of meaning in order to elucidate more fully
the purport of the sentence or the passage. A. Ivry’s translation fails to preserve the

original meaningfulness of al-Kindi’s phrase; J. Jolivet does better, and gives precise

equivalents for fa yis and aysiyah: “existentiation” and “existence” respectively®>. The

- problem arises with his translation of al-aysa as “I’existent”, for Aristotle’s 10 i 6T

does not have this meaning83. Certainly, one can translate al-aysu as being, as A. Ivry did,
and the two other terms as “existentiation” and “existence”/or “being”, as in J. Jolivet’s
translation. That will be a rather accurate translation, though there will be again two
words, al-aysu and aysiyah, to denominate being.

On my part, I would offer andther version of this passage, which seems to me more
adequate to what al-Kindi implies here. First, I would like to draw attention to the fact
that the passage starts with the definition of fasad (corruption) in terms of mahmiil:
corruption is a change (tabaddul) of a predicate (al-mahmal), not of the primary
substratum. This is A. Ivry’s translation. Mahmiil, however, can mean not only predicate
but accident as well, and J. Jolivet in his variant prefers this meaning: “la corruption n’est

rien d’autre que le changement de ]’accident, et non du sujet premier”. Now, the primary

substratum, which is al-aysu, must have the nature opposite to that of mahmiil, accident.
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That can be only essence, and this meaning is found among other meanings of Aristotle’s
70 71 eotwv. The whole passage in my reading is as follows:

Corruption is the change of an accident, not of the primary substratum; as for the primary
substratum, which is essence (al-aysu), it does not change, for the corruption of an object
which is subject to corruption is not (or does not involve) the existentiation of its being.

Thus, the essence of a thing cannot be corrupted, because the act of corruption would
" mean an existentiation of its being. This does not appear very clear until one looks into
how al-Kindi classifies different kinds of action in his treatise On the First True Perfect

Agent and on the Imperfect Agent, Called Thus Metaphorically®. There al-Kindi says

that true primary action (al-fi I al-hakki al-awwal) is to produce beings from non-being
(ta yis al-aysiyat min laysa). This action belongs exclusively to God: “and this action, it
is evident, is the property of God Almighty (wa hadha’l-fi { bayin annahu khassat Allah
ta Gl@)”; and to no one or nothing else: “verily, the existentiation of beings out of non-
being is not proper to anyone beside Him (fa-inna ta yis al- aysiyat an laysa laysa li-

g s

ghayrih)”. 1t is this kind of action, namely, ta yis, which is called ibda ‘ “and it is
specified by the name of ibda ‘(huwa al-makhsiis b’ism al-ibda . Essence is not subject

to corruption because, as can be concluded from the above exposition, its corruption
would mean a creative process, and in al-Kindi’s philosophy, only God is able to perform
such an act.

The Epistemological Terms
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The epistemological terms can be divided into two main groups: the terms that signify
perception and its kinds — which are three: wudjiid (perception properly speaking), hiss
(sensation or sensory perception) and tawahhum or wahm (imagination, the last
derivative of the root w-h-m can also have a derogatory connotation of a whim); and the

terms that denote the predicates—which are ten in number; five of them are borrowed by

al-Kindi from Arbor Porphyrii: djins (genus), naw ' or siarah (species), khassah
(property), fas! (differentia), @rad (accident); while the other five are his own: kull (all),
djami * (whole), djuz ’ (part), ba d (portion) and shakhs (individual).

The reason I include the names of the predicates with the epistemological terms is the

following. For al-Kindi, cognition (al- ilm) is a process of attaining the true nature of
things. As he says in On Definitions: “al- ilm - wididan al-ashya’ bi-haka ikiha’

(“cognition is attaining things according to their true nature”)®. However, the true nature
of things can be grasped only with the help of the predicates. This process is described in

a detailed way by al-Kindi at the beginning of the Letfer: “when we attain the

knowledge/cognition of the matter ( unsur) of an existent, we thereby attain the

knowledge of its’ genus (djins); and when we attain the knowledge of its form (sirah) we

thereby attain the knowledge of its species (naw ); knowledge of the specific difference

(fasl) being subsumed within the knowledge of the species. When, therefore, we attain
full knowledge of its matter, form, and final cause, we obtain full knowledge of its

definition (hadd), and the true nature of every defined thing is in its definition”®®. The
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process of cognition, therefore, appears to consist for al-Kindi in giving definitions in

terms of the predicates.

Perception and its kinds

a) wudjiid and widjdén

The most general term for perception, and that, which occurs most frequently, is wudjid.
Another form of the same root w-dj-d, widjdan, which differs from the signification of
wudjiid in that it represents perception as a process, OCCUrS only two times in the Lezter™,
but is not uncommon in al-Kindi’s other treatises.

I have dwelt at some length on the kinds of wudjiid and the objects of their apprehension
in the Context of Epistemology in Part I. Here I have only to add that, strictly speaking,

wudjiid al-hawdss (sensory perception) is excluded by al-Kindi from the cognitive

process, or at least its role is much less significant than that of wudjitd al- akl (intellectual

perception). Indeed, he says: “(s8 Josiuy Ol oSey o) BB . WJoud 918 samb S L3S

ad od V b aols od 3] byl pazallaeuhall slowVl 592975 (“Therefore every physical
thing is material and hence it is not possible for mathematical investigation to be used in
the perception of physical things, since it is the property of that which has no matter”).
Here, “mathematical investigation” should be understood in a broad sense as one dealing
with abstract notions; and since defining things in terms of the predicates is abstract, the
true cognitive process belongs to the domain of intellectual perception.

The term wudjiid is not commonly used for perception in medieval Arabic philosophical
literature — al-Tahanaw1 does not mention this meaning in the Kashshdaf under the heading

of Wudjid®. He speaks briefly, though, about widjdan’ 0 and among several meanings he
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attributes to this term, one describes it as inherent powers/capacities of the soul (al-nafs
wa-kuwaha al-batinah). These capacities seem to be of a purely intellectual character, for
al-Tahanawi completes the exposition of this meaning of widjddn in the following way:

“According to the well-known definition ( ald’l-kawl al-mashhiir), it (widjdan) is that
which everyone finds in his soul as purely intellectual ( akiiyan sirfan), like the states of

his soul (ka-ahwal nafsih), or as perceiving (mudrikan) by the intermediary of an inherent
power/capacity (bi-wasdtat kitwah batiniyah)”. Al-Tahanawi does not provide sufficient
clariﬁcation for a detailed understanding of this exposition. Nevertheless, it is clear that
widjdan means intellectual perception, not only because it is “purely intellectual” bilt also

because “mudrikan (perceiving)” is the nomen actionis of idrak, which, in its turn, is a

synonym of ilm, intellectual knowledge.

Al-Kindi does not use the term idrak in the Letter (he uses it in several other treatises),
and a consideration of it is beyond the scope of the present work. I shall just give al-

Tahanawi’s definition of it, because it shows its intellectual character, and, also, involves

some terminology proper to al-Kindi. “Idrak is an intellectual image (sirah inda’l- akl)

appropriated from a thing (hdsilah min al-shay ) and which is more general (a amm) than

this thing being taken either abstractly (mudjarradan) or materially (maddiyan), as a

particular (djuz Tyan) or a universal (kulliyan) (notion)™".

For al-Kindi (though it is difficult to make a conclusion on the base of his scanty usage of
this term in the Letter) widjdan is likely to mean not exclusively intellectual perception,

but such a sensory or an intellectual kind of perception, which is viewed as a process.
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That is why J. Jolivet prefers to render this term not by a noun, but either by a participle
or an infinitive®®. The first instance where widjdan means a process of sensory perception
reads as follows: “(the sensory object) is very close to the perceiver (al-hdss), being

perceived by the sense/““étant percu par le sens” (li-widjdanih bi-l’hiss) with the contact

of the sense with it (ma ‘ mubdasharat al-hiss iyah)”. A. Ivry translates here widjdan as

“perception””.

In the second example, widjddn means an intellectual process through which scientific

quaesita are obtained: “wa in khilafni dhalik (i.e. the proper method in our scientific

research), akhta na aghradand min matalibind wa ‘asura ‘alaynd widjdan maksiadatina”.

J. Jolivet renders it by an infinitive: “si nous nous en écartons nous manquerons le but de
nos recherches et il nous sera difficile de trouver (widjdan) ce que nous nous proposons”.
A. Ivry, here as well, translates it as “perception” and the final part of this passage runs as
follows in his translation : “we will miss the objectives of our pursuits, and the perception
(widjdan) of our intended objects (matalibina) will become difficult”.

In both examples, J. jolivet’s translation is more precise, for it preserves that shade of
meaning of widjdan as a process, which A. Ivry’s version fails to do.

Finally, I think it worth mentioning that al-Kindi too, as al-Tahanawi does in the
Kashshdf, refers to perception as “power/capacities of a perfect soul (kuwa’l-nafs al-
tammah)”. Kuwah, similarly to wudjiid and widjdan, can mean either “intellectual

perception/capacity”’, when the object of its apprehension is genera or species, because

the latter do not fall under the senses (ghayr waki ah taht al-hawdss); or “sensory

perception”, when its object is a kind of representation in the soul of an object
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apprehended by the senses (“fa-kull mutamaththil fi-Unafs min al-mahsiisat fa-huwa li-

lkuwat al-musta milah al-hawass” (“every sensible object represented in the soul belongs

to the faculty/capacity which employs the senses”).

b) hiss, tawahhum/wahm

Hiss means sensory perception in general; I have already mentioned its role in the process
of cognition and its relation to the intellect in the Context of Epistemology above. Here 1
shall speak about one of its functions, which stands aside from the mainstream of the
epistemological process as given by al-Kindi and which therefore has not been mentioned
in Part L.

Like Aristotle, al-Kindi is faced with the same problem in his epistemological theory :
how can a material object be perceived as an integral whole? Each object has different
qualities that require different senses for their apprehension : color requires sight, sound
requires hearing, etc. Nevertheless, each human being in his perception forms holistic
images of material things around him in which all the qualities perceived are somehow
united. It is obvious that these holistic images cannot be produced by any of the five
senses taken separately, for sight, for example, can perceive only the color of a given
object, while its other qualities remain unpercéived by it. Nor can all the senses put
together form a holistic image, because each of them forming an image of a separate
quality, the ‘perception of a material object would be desintegrated into a multiplicity of
images.

That perception of material things requires some other sense besides the five physical

senses is especially clear in case of the so-called common sensibles. The common
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sensibles (10 kowd in Aristotle’s terminology) are such things that “ exdot) dicrnoet

o1cBavopeda koto_ovuPePnxog (we perceive incidentally by each sense)”94. Such are

motion, rest, shape, magnitude, number and unity. One object can be incidentally
perceived by touch and sight, for instance, or two sounds by hearing, but neither sight nor
touch nor hearing can perceive “one” or “two”. Nor can an object that requires all the
senses for its perception can be judged by them as being a unity, for “unity” does not fall
under the perception of any of the five senses.

Aristotle resolves this problem by introducing a sixth sense, which he calls the “common
sense”, 1| kow1] atonoic. It is the general perceptive faculty of the soul which perceives

the common sensibles through the perception of particular sensible objects. While the
five physical senses perceive each other’s proper objects incidentally, that is, not in their
own identity but acting together as one (eg. bile, being yellow and bitter is perceived
incidentally by sight and taste; but the senses can be deceived, and if another object is
bitter and yellow, think it to be bile), the common sense perceives the common sensibles
not incidentally, so that in normal conditions, according to Aristotle, the human being
cannot err as to the unity, number, motion, rest and shape of the perceived objects95 .

Al-Kindi, though heavily dependent on Aristotle’s theory of sensation, introduces the
common sense, which he translates as al-hiss al—kullz'? % (lit. the universal sense), for
reasons that are different from those of Aristotle. For him, the question is not how the
things can be represented in the soul as integral images, but what is represented in the

soul as an image and what is not. Generally speaking, al-Kindi divides objects of

perception into two groups: particular material objects (al-ashkhds al-djuz Tyah al-
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hayiilaniyah) perceived by the senses — each of them is mithal?’’ | that is, represented in
the soul by an image; and objects of intellectual perception, which are universals
(kulliyat), like genera and species”™. The latter are not representational, because they lack
matter, and that is why intellectual perception is also called by al-Kindi idrak la mithalt
(non-repreSentational apprehension).

Any material object (kull ma kana hayilaniyan) is represented in the soul by the
universal sense (yumaththiluh al-hiss al-kulli fi’-I-nafs). This is not exactly how Aristotle
decribes the function of the common sense, which, in his view, first of all, perceives the
common sensibles. Al-Kith says nothing about the common sensibles in the Letter, nor
in his other philosophical works, and this important link in the chain of the
rationalizational process of sensory images is omitted by him. He gives, though, an
explanatory example; of the functionning of al-hiss al-kullf, and it is Aristotelian.

Besides the two main groups of objects of perception mentioned above, there is a
particular kind of objects that, in al-Kindi’s view, can cause confusion: being immaterial,
they happen in matter and therefore seem to produce images in the soul. To illustrate how
it can happen, al-Kindi takes as example one of the Aristotelian common sensibles,

namely, shape (shakl). In a colored image, the shape is the limit (nihayah) of the color,

and through the color the shape occurs by accident (ya ¥id, and this is quite Aristotelian

languagé, cf. koo GuszBang above) to the sense of sight. Due to the fact that the shape
is the limit perceived (mudrak) by the visual sense, it is sometimes believed that the
immaterial (in this case shape) is represented in the soul through it being transmitted
(idjtilab) to the soul by the universal sense. However, in reality, al-Kindi says further, the

perception of the limit (wudjiid al-nihdyah) is not sensory but intellectual®®. The last
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statement al-Kindi does not prove. He takes it for granted, and that is why overall it is

unclear how he understands the function of the universal sense. On one hand, it seems to
perceive all kinds of material objects (which Aristotle’s 1 kown oictnoic does not do),

and on the other, things like common sensibles, which according to Aristotle are
perceived by the common sense in the first place, in al-Kindi’s epistemological theory are
perceived by the intellect.

Two reasons, to my mind, may account for al-Kindi’s misrepresenting the role of the
common sense in his epistemological theory: first, his failing to understand how sensory
perception is related to intellectual perception. He tries unsuccessfully to find an
intermediary between the two by multiplying the nature of the intellect (as I have shown
in the Context of Epistemology) or, as in the case now under consideration, by bringing
forward al-hiss al-kulli to bridge the gap between them. It may be surmised, though al-
Kindi says nothing about it in the Letter, that unlike thé other five senses al-hiss al-kullt
should perform some intellectual operations, and that is why al-hiss al-kulli, and not any
other sense, is mentioned in the context when the intelligibles, which, though deprived of
matter, occur in matter.

Second, Aristotle’s epistemological theory in itself lends sufficient grounds for such
confusion: it is unclear whether the common sense forms holistic yimages directly from
material things or through forming first the images of the common sensibles. Indeed, as
Aristotle says'®, it is impossible to pass judgement on separate objects (or separate
qualities) by separate faculties, because each sense relates only to the subject which is
proper for it to perceive. For example, sight discriminates between white and black, but it

cannot distinguish between white and sweet. So, the physical senses, according to
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Aristotle, cannot be the ultimate sense organ (ovk goti 10 Eoyatov cioBnTipov)'’.

Whether this ultimate sense organ is identical with the common sense or not remains

192 Aristotle refers to the ultimate sense just as “judging faculty” (10 kpivov),

unclear
which is one of the faculties of the soul, but he does not mention the common sense at all.
A much more systematic exposition of perception and its kinds is found in the
Kashshaf'®. Since one of the kinds of perception mentioned by al-Tahanawi appears to
be quite similar to al-Kindi’s universal sense, it might be helpful to examine al-
Tahanawi’s exposition in order to establish what meaning al-Kindi could have possibly
ascribed to his al-hiss al-kulli.

Just as al-Kindi divides perception into sensory and intellectual, so al-Tahanawi
distinguishes two major groups of senses (alfhawdss, pl. from al-hiss as used by al-
Tahanawi, though strictly speaking, hawass is the plural of hassah, a sense organ): the

external senses (al-hawdss al-zahirah) which are the five physical senses; and the internal

senses (al-hawass al-batinah), which are also five in number. They are: al-hiss al-

mushtarak (the common sense; al-Tahdnawi gives here a more faithful transation of 1

xown aicBnoig than al-Kindi’s al-hiss al-kulli), imagination (al-khayal), conjecture (al-
wahm; al-Tahdnawi uses this term in another sense than al-Kindi, without a pejorative
connotation), al-hdfizahl/or al-dhdkirah (memory) and finally al-mutasarrifah (the
judging faculty; with some certainty, it can be supposed that this latter should correspond
to Aristotle’s 10 Kpivov).

As al-Tahanawi remarks, this division of the senses into external and internal is peculiar

only to the philosophers, for the theologians do not recognize any but the five physical
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senses. On the authority of the philosophers (though he does not specify any of them) he
expounds the function of each of the internal senses in a way which has much in common
with al-Kindi’s theory of the predicates as shown in the Context of the Predicates in Part
L

Thus, there are two principal kinds of objects of apprehension: particular notions and
universal notions. As in al-Kindi’s epistemological theory, the universals are
apprehended by the intellect. Matters grow more complicated with the particular notions,
for they seem not to be apprehended by the same faculty. They are subdivided into

particular notions with images, apprehended by the five external senses; and particular

notions without images, which are abstract meanings (ma Gnin). Now, there follows an

interesting passage in the Kashshdf'™, in which al-Tahanawi allots to each of the
internals senses its proper object of apprehension or its role in it. This does not proceed
without what seems to be a contradiction. Al-hiss al—mugh_tarak is the perceiver (mudrik)
of images (or the particular notions with images); and their preserver/retaining capacity
(hafiz) is al-khayal (imagination). Whether he refers here to the same kinds of images that
are perceived by the external senses, or to some other kinds of images, is not clear. Al-
wahm (conjecture) is the perceiver of meanings (or the particular notions without
images), and their preserver is dhakirah (memory). (Al-kuwah) al-mutasarrifah has no
particular object of apprehension, it is said to be a thinking (mufakkirah) faculty of the
soul, which again makes it look like Aristotle’s 70 kpivov.

In an attempt to answer the question, i.e., what kinds of images does the common sense

deal with, according to al-Tahanawi’s theory of perception, it is helpful to consider his
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account, concise as it is, of its role in the epistemological process under the heading of
“al-Hiss al-Mushtarak” in the Kashshaf'®:

“The common sense is a capacity in which the images of sensory particular objects are
pictured by the external senses. The common sense is also called in Greek “bantasiya”,
that is the tablet of the soul (lawh al-nafs). The external senses function as “spies” for the

common sense; that is why it is called “common” (i.e., because all the five senses

contribute to its functioning). According to (some) researchers ( inda’l-muhakkikin), the
g g

soul contemplates the images (of material objects) through them being pictured (al-
irtisam) on al-hiss al-mushtarak; according to some others, it is al-hiss al-mushtarak, not
the soul, that perceives (fudrik) these images”.

Therefore, the common sense actually plays the role of imagination, bantdsiyd, as al-
Tahanawi transliterates it, and its function appears to be the same as the one ascribed by

al-Kindi to al-tawahhum in On Definitions: apprehension of the images of sensory things

without matter (ma " ghaybat tinatihd). The only difference between al-Tahanawi’s

account of it and that of al-Kindi is that the former clearly implies that al-hiss al-
mushtarak produces integral images of sensory objects, based on the perception of the
physical senses. Al-Kindi’s theory of perception, though not contradicting al-Tahanawi,
omits this point.

Finally, it should be remarked that wahm has almost the same meaning as tawahhum in
the Letter, though sometimes it may have a negative connotation of a “whim”, as I have
mentioned in the Context of Ontology in the discussion of Finitude and Infinity in

Actuality and Potentiality.
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The Predicates

In the Context of the Predicates I have already indicated the main differences between the
categories of Aristotle (or, strictly speaking, between Porphyry’s representation of
Aristotelian categories in the Isagoge) and al-Kindi’s predicates. Here I shall confine
myself to giving the definitions of the predicates as they are found in the Letter, with
some additional details as for their meaning that can be deduced from their usage in a
number of passages that do not directly bear upon them.

As 1 have mentioned above in the form of a diagram, al-Kindi divides his predicates
according to three criteria: either according to their being universal and particular; or
essential and non-essential; or collective and distinct. These criteria are based on the
ways the predicates can be viewed'%, When they are considered in their ontological
status (i.e. in their relation to being), they are either essential, that is, having independent
existence, or non-essential, that is, depending in their existence on essential universals.
When considered according to the way they are perceived, the predicates are subsumed
either under universal dicta, which are objects of intellectual perception, or under
particular dicta, in which case they are apprehended by the senses. The latter are ashkhds
(individuals). The predicates are collective or distinct according to the way of their
application. )When they apply to a number of things, giving to each of them their name or
definition, they are called collective. When they apply only to one class of things, they
are distinct.

Of these three criteria, the second, based on the way of perception, is, so to speak, the

weakest. Indeed, the predicates were introduced by Aristotle to serve as logical tools for
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giving definitions; and to this end al-Kindi principally uses them in the Letter. To include
objects of sensory perception as instrumental into the domain of logic would seem
incompatible with the notion of logic itself as science dealing exclusively with mental
constructs. That is why neither Aristotle, not Pofphyry lists individuals among the
predicates.

For al-Kindi, however, as I have briefly mentioned when analyzing the predicates above,
the reason for including ashkhds into the Aristotelian categories is probably their
independent existence, for the ontological status (the first criterion) of the predicates
becomes of crucial importance in medieval philosophy. On the other hand, al-Kindi does
not subsume ashkhds either under the essential or non-essential predicates, and they,
though having independent existence, stay apart from the rest of the predicates.

The division of the predicates according to the third criterion was borrowed by al-Kindi
from some late Hellenistic commentaries on Porphyry’s Isagoge'™.

Aristotle and Porphyry used none of these criteria in their treatment of the predicates the
way they are used by al-Kindi. Aristotle, though discriminating between essential and
non-essential categories, does not fully elaborate their ontological characteristics, apart
from mentioning that non-essential ones inhere, and therefore are existentially dependent
on essential ones'®, Porphyry, ‘in his turn, though aware of the problem of the
independent existence of such predicates as genera and species, deliberately omits its
discussion from the Isagoge™®.

Before starting the analysis of each of the predicates, some of the characteristics that are

common to them all should be mentioned.
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All the predicates are multiple either through division (like ashkhas, for they can be
physically divided into pieces) or through their reference to a number of things (the rest
of the predicates).

At the same time, along with multiplicity, there is some kind of unity in all the predicates,
otherwise, if they were infinitely multiple, no definition, and therefore knowledge would
be possible*°.

Since “one” can be predicated of every continuum (kull muttasil) (an Aristotelian
thought picked up by al-Kindi), unity can be predicated of each of the predicates. Each of
them is a kind of continuum either through the connection and interrelation of the parts
(individuals); or due to the fact that they refer in the same way (i.e. define in the same
way) a number of things (genera and species); or because they belong exclusively to one
kind of things (differentiae and perercy).

Accidents too possess unity, though not through continuity, but accidentally, xazo.

11 Al-Kindi in the Letter does not mention in what way

cvpBePnrog, as Aristotle remarks
an accident can be considered “one™.

The unity that is predicated of all the predicates is metaphoric.

Djins (genus, Gr. Y£vog)
Djins is a collective essential universal. It indicates the substance of a thing or, in other
words, it is the informer of the quiddity of a thing (munbi’ ‘an ma iyat al-shay )''>. Being

a universal, it is perceived only by the intellect, not by the senses. Being collective, it
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refers univocally (kawlan mutawdti an) "~ to the things of the same substance. Finally,

being essential means that it does need for its sustentation (kiwam) anything but itself.
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Genus can be predicated of all created things, but not of the Eternal. The eternal has no

genus (ld djinsa lah)'

because if It had a genus, It would be necessarily subsumed under
some species. This is not possible, since the Eternal is simple by definition, while species

are composed of genera and differentiae.

Fasl (differentia, Gk. Siagopd)
Fasl is a distinct (mufarrik) essential universal that distinguishes between the definitions

of things. It is the informer about the quality of a thing (munbi’ ‘an ayiyat al-shay)'".

One of the examples of differentia given by al-Kindi in the Letfer is in the definition of
body: body is composed of substance, which is its genus, and of the three dimensions,
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which are its differentia’ . In this definition, differentia is a synonym of “form”,

Aristotelian &60(; (or 13€a, but the latter is used by Aristotle in reference to Platonic

forms).

Naw ‘or siirah (species, Gk. £150c)

Species is a collective essential universal. It is composed of a genus and a differentia. It is
predicated of a multiplicity of individually different things that belong to the same genus
and have the same differentia. Or, in al-Kindi’s words, species is composed of its genus

that is common to it and to others, and of a differentia that does not exist in others (al-

naw “murakkab min djinsih al-kabil lah wa li-ghayrih, wa min fagsl laysa li-ghayrik)'"’.

Etymologically the Greek &60@ which Aristotle and, following him, Porphyry use for

species, comes from the verb 18t to see; thus, &50§ means literally an object of sight.
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As Porphyry mentions in the Isagoge, é’iﬁoq is used, above all, to designate the

shapeliness/form of an individual (0 8t £180¢ AéyeTan... £l TG EKAGTOL popeiic) 'S,

That is why the first Arabic translation of the Greek érlﬁog was sirah, “image”. It occurs
in A_stﬁt’s version of the Metaphysics. For example, the definition of the species taken
from the Metaphysics (0_€180¢ £k 0D YEvov motodot Kol 1év Swupop@v) is rendered by

him as following: “verily, the species (is composed) of a genus and differentiae (inng’-I-
strah min al-djins wa ’l-fu§ﬁl)”“9.

AlQKind'i was probably the first, or among the first ones, who translated gtﬁog as naw .

Nevertheless, he still uses the older translation, sirah, to designate “species” in the

Letter, though much more rarely than naw . Thus, speaking about collective and distinct

universals, he remarks that a collective universal (djami ) is such that refers to many

things, giving to each of them its definition (haddah) and name (ismah). The collective
universal that refers to individuals is called species (siirah)'®°, because it is a unique form
(again the term sirah is used here) that applies to each of the individuals.

This is one of the instances of al-Kindi’s unsystematic usage of the technical terms,
which can cause, as in the example above, difficulty for understanding. The more so, that
besides being used to designate “species” and “form”, si#rah can also mean “image”, as in
the following passage from the Letter, which speaks about the objects of sensory
perception: “ it (i.e. a sensuously perceived object) is that whose images are established
in the imaginative faculty (wa huwa alladhi tuthbat suwaruh fi I-musawwiry’ 2. A.

2122

Ivry’s, who translates here surah as “form is not precise, because “form” for al-Kindi1
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means the same as differentia, which is an intelligible category and has nothing to do
with imagination. J. Jolivet gives a correct translation: “...c’est aussi ce don’t les images
»123

persistent dans I’imaginative

It may be the polysemy of the term siirah that induces al-Kindi to chose another word,

namely, naw | to denote species wherever confusion may arise, but he does not do that

regularly.

Khassah (property, Gk. 16iov)
Property is a non-esssential universal that indicates the existence of a thing (munbi ah an
inniyat al-shay)'**. It happens in many individuals but only in one species ( @la@ naw *

wahid). Al-Kind’s example of property is laughter in men: it happens in many
individuals but is confined to one species among animals, namely, to human beings. The
diffefence between property and differentia, which too occurs only in the individuals of
one species, is that differentia must exist necessarily as long as its species exists, because
it is that which distinguishes one species from the other species of the same genus.
Property does not exist necessarily. Indeed, one can imagine a person that never laughs,
and still he would be a human being, as long as the differentia which distinguishes him
from other animals, namely, being rational (ndtik, as al-Kindi says)'® is preserved. On
the other hand, property indicates human existence, because if someone is said to be
capable of laughter, it means that he is human, since among all animals the capacity of

laughter belongs only to human beings.
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Arad (accident, Gk. copBefnkog)

Accident is a non-essential universal. For its sustentation it needs the substrate of another

thing (huwa alladhi kiwamuh bi’l-shay’ al-mawdii ‘ lah)'®°. That is, when the substrate

perishes, the accident perishes with it. Accident occurs either in one thing exclusively (ff
shay’ wahid munfaridan bin'?, by this al-Kindi implies that it occurs exclusively in one

species), - this is property; or does it occur in many things to which it is common (yakiin

7 ashya’ kathirah ya ummuha'®, that is, it can occur in many species),- this is common
Ly Y y sp

accident ( arad amm). Common accident can indicate either quantity, thus being subject

to augmentation and diminuition, or quality — in this case it is subject to
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similarity/dissimilarity, strongness/weakness etc ©. In other words, accident is the only

predicate that can manifest itself in a heigher or in a lower degree.

The other five predicates are not found in Aristotle or in the Isagoge, they are proper to

al-Kindi.

Shakhs (individual)
Though shakhs is considered by al-Kindi a predicate, he does not subsume it under any

subdivision of universals. Shakhs belongs to particular dicta (alfaz djuz Tyah) which, in

general, are not subject of philosophical investigation.

Shakhs can be either natural (fabi¥), or artificial (sing H'°. This division al-Kindi

borrows from Aristotle, though not without a change. The latter in the passage in the
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31 to which al-Kindi alludes in his division of individuals into natural and

Metaphysics
artificial, speaks not about individuals but about what kind of objects can be called one.

The objects are “one” through being continuous either by nature (ta Qucet cuveyh) or by
art (texvi}). An example of continuity by nature is any organ, such as a leg or an arm;

pieces of wood unified by glue, or a house are an example of unity by art. Both

individuals, either continuous by nature or by art, are asserted by Aristotle to constitute
an essential unity (xa@’govta gv, lit. “one” by themselves). -

Al-Kindi, though, in his example of “house”, shifts the accents. According to Aristotle,

“house” is continuous by art, but it is an essential unity. For al-Kindi (quite

unexpectedly!), “house” is continuous by nature (fa-inna’l-bayt muttasal bi’l-tab 132 but

its composition (tarkib) — and such a term Aristotle does not mention at all- is continuous
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by accident (rmuttasal bi’l- arad) ~, that is, as he adds at the end, through the (builder’s)

craft (bi’l-mihnah). In doing this, al-Kindi considers essential unity as accidental, quite
contrary to Aristotle’s view. |

Though the text of the Metaphysics could lend grounds for such a confusion (éf. Met. X 1
1052a 22 ff;, where Aristotle contrasts, among non-accidental unities, things that are
themselves the cause of their continuity, and those that are continuous by art), I think that
the main reason for al-Kindi’s stressing accidental unity in cases where Aristotle would
see essential unity only is the fact that for the former essential unity means “true unity”,

and he reserves it, along with true existence, exclusively to the True One.

Kull (all, totality) and djamsi ‘(whole)
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Kull is a collective universal that is predicated of that whose parts are either similar
(mushtabah), like, for instance, parts of water, or dissimilar, like the parts of a living

body.

Djami‘, which is a collective universal too, is predicated only of that whose parts are
dissimilar, ie. of an aggregate heterogeneous by accident (djam ° mukhtalifat bi’l-

arad)’>*. Therefore djami’ is a non-essential universal; while kull can be either essential

(when, as J. Jolivet remarks in a note to his translation of the Letter, it is predicated, for

example, of genus with respect to species), or non-essential, when it is used in lieu of
djami °

Al-Kindr’s distinction between “all” and “whole” is taken from the Metaphysics (Met. V:
26 1024a) where Aristotle, speaking about quantities, discriminates between mav (all,

total), whose parts can change their position without affecting the aggregate; and olog

(whole), whose parts have fixed positions. Al-Kindi, on his part, substitutes “change of
the position of the parts” by “similarity/dissimilarity”.
It is of interest to note that al-Kindi, grounding his exposition here on Astit’s version of

the Metaphysics" ?, reverts the latter’s translation of v as “diami * (whole) and olog as

“kull” (all). Nevertheless, in On Deﬁnitions” ¢ al-Kindi preserves Astat’s translation of

mav: “all is proper of that which has similar parts (al-djami‘ khass lil-mushtabah al-
adjza y”, but “all is also said of that which is an aggregate of accidentally dissimilar parts

(al-djami aydan yukdal ald djam ‘ al-mukhtalifit bi’l- arad)”.
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In the Letter, however, al-Kindi uses kull nav for and djami *for ohog regularly.

As a predicate, kull is used either without an article or with a definite article: al-kull. In

99137

passages dealing with ontological questions, al-kull can mean “universe” ~’, mostly in

combination with djirm: djirm al-kull — “the body of the universe”.

Djami’, besides designating one of the predicates, in some contexts in the Letter can

mean a totality or a combination of units (JJ p. 31 line 6).

Djuz ' (part) and ba g (portion)
Djuz’ is a collective universal that measures/enumerates kull (yukal ald ma adda al-
kull)'*®. 1t divides kull into equal amounts (akdar mutasawiyah); in other words, djuz ‘is a

unit of measurement for kull. Djuz’ can be either essential or accidental. When it is

essential, it can be either one of the similar parts of a totality (kull), like parts of water; or

one of the dissimilar parts of a totality, like parts of a living body. The accidental part (al-

djuz’ al- ‘aradi) is an attribute (mahmiil) of the essential part, like “tridimentionality of the

parts of a living body, or their color, taste etc. (The last example given by al-Kindi to

illustrate the accidental part is contradictory to the first definition of djuz ’ because it does

not divide body into equal amounts).

Ba d is a collective universal that does not measure/enumerate kull, because it divides it

into unequal amounts. That is why it cannot be called a unit of measurement for kull (fa-

yakin djuz an lah)'®.
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The Physical and Mathematical Terms

In medieval Arabic sources al-Kindi was acknowledged to be not only the first
philosopher among the Arabs, but also the one who obtained high proficiency in various
arts and sciences, like mathematics, physics, astrology, medicine etc. According to
Fihrist, his scientific works by far outnumbered his philosophical treatises'**. This
allowed to some medieval historians to regard him first of all as a scientist. Al-Bayhaki,
for example, in his History of Islamic Scholars refers to him as an engineer'*.

Being so deeply interested in the exact sciences, al-Kindi created a rich technical
vocabulary for some of their branches. The glossary of the first volume of the works of
al-Kindi edited by Roshdi Rashed gives an idea of how meticulously al-Kindi elaborated

142., In the Letter, however, as in most of his philosophical

his terminology for optics
epistles, scientific terminology is rather scarce, and is used not for its own sake, so to
speak, but mainly to elucidate metaphysical issues.

As in creating technical terms for the applied sciences al-Kindi was dependent on various
translation of the works of Euclid, so the terms which occur in his philosophical treatises

and which can be classified as physical and mathematical, are borrowed chiefly from the

Arabic translations of Aristotle’s Metaphysics (by Astat) and Physics (by Ibn
Na'‘imah)'®. Of these, “motion”, “change” and their subdivisions occupy the central

place among the scientific terminology used in al-Kind1’s philosophical works in general

and in the Letter in particular.

Harakah (motion), tabaddul (change) and their subdivisons
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Strictly speaking, for al-Kindi, as for Aristotle, motion is a kind of change, and it would
be more correctly to speak about “change” and its kinds. Indeed, the line from the

55144

Physics: “naco xivnoig petafoin 1ig” ™ al-Kindi renders in one place as follows: “al-

istihalah tabaddul (motion is changf:)”145

, or in another place in the Letter: “al-haraka
tabaddul md (motion is a kind of change)m. That is, xivnotg is translated either as
harakah or istihdalah. In spite of al-Kindi’s using these terms sometimes indiscriminately,
as in the instance above, he tends to use harakah when he wants to stress general physical
characteristics of motion, such as its continuity/discreteness, its finitude in actuality and

its relation to time (“al-zamdn huwa adad al-harakah, time is the number of motion”)m.

Istihdlah, on the other hand, in most cases means one of the kinds of change.

In other words, though change is the generic notion for motion (and motion in its turn is a
species of change), the later possesses its own kinds (in respect of which it plays the role
of a genus) and outstanding characteristics that it would be easier to consider separately
from “change” and its subdivisions.

Before going into the details, a general scheme of “change” and its species can be drawn

according to al-Kind1’s understanding of this term.

Tabaddul (change)
harakah makaniyah istihalah kawn/fasad tarkib and i tilaf
or intikal (locomotion) (alteration) (generation/corruption)  (composition)

/

rabw (increase) idmihlal (decrease)
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a) al-harakah

Al-harakah stands for Aristotle’s kivnoig. As can be seen from the scheme, it is too
general a term to be used for any of the species of tabaddul, in fact, all these subdivisions
of tabaddul are harakah. In case of locomotion (harakah makaniyah), intikal is a more
preferable term in the Letter.

Harakah (or, rather its principle) is one of the four Aristotelian causes al-Kindi

enumerates at the beginning of the Letter, namely, the agent cause (*/G tlah, a hi ma minh

mabda’ al-harakah, the agent cause, I mean (by this) the principle of motion”)"8, 1t is

one of the main characteristics of a sensory object, in which case it is synonymous with

sayalan (evanescence)'*’

. Haraka is the criterion by which science in general is divided
into physics, whose object of scientific inquery (matlizh) is in motion and, therefore
sibject to changes; and metaphysics, which inquires into the nature of the Eternal, that

does not move or change. Harakah is that by which the duration of time is divided and

courited (al-zaman mafsil bi ’I-harakah)*™.

b) intikal (locomotion)

Intikal is al-Kindi’s translation for Aristotle’s gopo~'. It is the change of place of the
parts of the body and its center. Intikal is the generic notion for two other kinds of
locomotion which are its species, namely, rabw (increase, lit. growth) and idmihlal

(decrease, lit. evanescence). The difference between them and intikal is that the center of
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the body that undergoes increase/dicrease is unmoved: it is such a change of place to
which the body is brought by its limits either in nearness or farness from its center.
Al-Kindi was probably the first one who translated qopd as intikal: Astat in his

a3

translation of the Metaphysics uses “al-harakah fi’l-makéan” for “popa 8& 1 kota. TomOV”

(Mez. XII 1 1069b 12)'*2. Abii Bishr Matta translates the same phrase as “al-nuklah fi’l-
makan” (lit. transfer in the place).

Though al-Kind?’s inzikal doubtlessly is a translation of @opd, there seems to be an
important difference between him and Aristotle in the way they understand this term. For
al-Kind7 locomotion is a species of change in general, or else a kind of motion. For

Aristotle (pop(i'is the genus of all other kinds of change (and motion), as is clear from the
following line: “@opa yap 1 mpeT TAV petaPordv”, translated by Astit as “wa inna’l-

harakah ild al-taghayyurdat, motion is the first of changes”'>> (Met. XII 7 1072b 9).

¢) istihdlah (motion, alteration)
Only once in the Letter (in the example mentioned above under Harakah) does al-Kindi

refer to istihalah as “motion”, in which case it is synonymous with harakah. In all other
instances istihalah means “alteration”, the same as Aristotle’s &Mo{wmg154, change of

qualities, or accidental change. As al-KindT defines it: “the change of qualities alone that
are accidental (al-mahmiilah) in a body is alteration”. Istihdalah is contrary to kawn and

fasdd, which are substantial change.

d) kawn/fasid (generation/corruption)
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These terms have been analysed at length among the ontological terms. Here it should be
noted in connection with other kinds of change/motion that in fact there is only one kind

of change that al-Kindi would call substantial, or generation: this is creatio ex nihilo,

ibda ‘which is a unique action proper to God. All other changes, kawn/fasad included

(unlike Aristotle’s ye€veoic, generation, or petafoln, substantial change), do not involve

the essence of a thing (cf. my discussion of the usage of aysa in the Ontological Terms).

e) tarkibli tilaf (composition/combination)

I tilaf is just another word for tarkib; there is no difference between their meanings. It

occurs only once in the Letter.

Tarkib (composition), the more usual term of the two, means such a change that is
opposite to the state of not being composed (“al-tarkib tabaddul al-hal allati hiya la
tarkib”)!>>. As the result of tarkib, murakkabdt come into existence, that is, all things

composed of form and matter; in other words, all created things.

Al-wahid al- adadi (the mathematical “one’)

Investigating the answer to the question “what is the true unity?”, al-Kindi comes to
consider the absolute litdle. It may be supposed, he argues, that little may be predicated
absolut"ely,’ because in fact the first number is “two” (it is probable that al-Kindi grounds
himself here on David’s commentary on Isagoge, but not following him exactly'*®) every
other number being greater than it. That is, “two” is the absolute little, since it is the least

of the numbers.
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But, on the other hand, “two” is composed of “ones”,and if “one” were a number, nothing
would be less than it. The question now is: can “one” be considered an number?

In order to find an answer, al-Kindi applies to “one” an Aristotelian property of
quantities, found in the Categories (Cat. V1 6a 28 ff). Each quantity (mocov) — and the

number, according to Aristotle (and al-Kindi) is a discrete quantity (kammiyah
munfasalah) - can be both “equal” or “unequal” (icov/avicov) in relation to other

quantities. Thus, if “one” were a number, it would be musawin ld musawin (equal and
unequal at the same time). For Aristotle that would hold true, and “one” would be a
number according to this distinction (but Aristotle rejects the idea of “one” as a number
for some other reason mentioned further). But al-Kindi applies the property of
equality/inequality in another way: not to “one” itself but to the units (@had) from which

“one” were presumably composed: some of these units would be equal to the whole

“one” and the others would be unequal (ba duhd musawiyah lah (to “one”), wa ba duha

la muscfwiyah). To be sure, such units of “one” do not exist, and this supposition is one of
the weakest arguments of al-Kindi against “one” being a number. (Later in the chapter,
he, however, applies correctly equality/inequality to “one”, i.e., “one” is equal to another
“one” and unequal to other numbers, but the concluéion that “one” should be thus a
number is finally rejected owing to other arguments).

The second argument against “one” not being a number is the following: each number is
either even (zawd]) or odd (fard). But “one” is neither even nor odd, because in order to
be even it would have to be divisible into two equal parts, as well as for being odd, it
whould have to be divisible into two unequal parts. Consequently, one is not a number.

This distinction of numbers goes back to the Pythagoreans, as is reported in the
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Metaphysics (Met. 15 986a 17). It is strange that al-Kindi brings forward this argument
here, since for the Pythegoreans the combination of odd and even makes unity (cf. Met.
ibid. and ff.), to which al-Kindi would never agree, asserting that both even and odd are
divisible, émd thus, not truly one. This argumentation of al-KindT is as unsatisfactory as
the first one. |

The third argument (the decisive one) by virtue of which al-Kindi finally declares. “one”
not to be a number, is based on Aristotle’s postulate found in the Metaphysics to the efect
that the principle, or the element, of a thing is not that thing. This postulate is not
expressed outwardly, rather it is iﬁiplied in the following two passages. In the first one,
Aristotle states that the questions “what is it to be one?” ahd “what is the definition (i.e.
explaining factor, as he elucidates further) of unity?” do not have the same meaning (Me:.
X 1 1052b 1 ff.). In the second one (Mer. XIV 1 1088a 1 ff.) Aristotle argues that “one”
cannot be a number because it is the measure of numbers and thus belongs among the
priﬁciples (cf. also Met. XIV 1 1087a 30 ff).

Based on these passages from the Metaphysics, al-Kindi formulates his principle that

“rukn al-shay’ alladhi yubna minh al-shay’... laysa huwa al-shay 757 ( the element of a

thing from which that thing is constructed... is not that thing)”. Thus, if any number is
composed from units, then “one” is the element ofnumber, and therefore, it is not a
number. Moreover, if “one” were not the element/principler (rukn) of the numbers, it
would have to be composed of units as any other number (murakkab min dhad), and
therefore, would not be one.

Still, under the influence of David, al-Kindi is obliged to take into account his further

argument: if “one” is not a number because it is an element of “two”, then in its turn,
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“two” may also be said not to be a number because it is an element of “three” etc., this
line of reasonong being applicable to all the numbers. This argument is not true in al-
Kindi’s view (even to David it holds true only with respect to “two”; he consideres
“three” to be the first number), because unlike all the numbers “one” itself has no

elemerit; it is simple (basif). It is not possible for any number to be simple, and
cohsequently, as al-Kindi concludes finally, al-wdhid al- adadi is not a number.

Since “one” is an element of a number and not a concrete number, the definition of
number will include “one” fully. That is, “one” by itself is not a subject (vmoksipgvov),
(i.e. in itself “one” is nothing) but either an arrangement of units (nagm al-wahdaniyat),
or a totality of units (djami’ al-wahdaniyit), or a collection of units (fa Tif al-
wahdaniyat). Thus the smallest number for al-Kindi (as for Aristotle) is “two” because it

is the smallest combination of units. (cf. Met. XIV 1 1088a 6 ff: “shoyiotog 88 ap1Ouog 0

LEV amAQC EoTV T Suoc” absolutely speaking, the smallest of the numbers is “two™).

Though “two” is the absolute smallest number, it is not the absolute little because by its

nature it is the doubling of “one” (fad i al-wahid), or the sum (djam 9 of two “ones”. The

following reasoning is operative here: 1) “two” is composed; 2) every composed has
parts; 3) a composed is a whole related to its parts; 4) a whole is bigger than its parts; 5)
thus, “two” cannot be absolute little because it is bigger than its parts.

Thus, in responding to the question: “What is the absolutelit’ter?”, al-Kindi asserts that it
does not exist, which is in accordance with his view that no attribute can be predicated

absolutely (mmursalan). “Being absolute” is reserved by him only to al-Wahid al-Hakk.

98



Djism and djirm (body)

Both djism and djirm can be said to mean “body”, and this is how A. Ivry renders them

thoughout his translation of the Letter. Al-Kindi’s usage of these terms in the Letter,

however, is very nuancé to be rendered always by “body” without an explanatory
remark.

J. Jolivet translates djism as “corps” and “solide”; and djirm as “corps” and “volume”. In

both cases, his translation seems to me somewhat artificial. For example, let us consider

the following passages:

1) “wa kd@alik 1G yukal kawlan sadikan: djism atwal aw aksar min sath aw khagt...(De
méme on ne dit pas, si ’on parle correctement, qu’un solide est plus long ou plus
court qu’une surface, une ligne (JJ p.81 linel6 ff);

2) (al-Kindi continues the same topic) “fa-bayin an la yukal al-til wa’l-kasr ... illa li-ma
kana fi djins wahid, aw fi djirm fakat aw sath ....(Il est donc clair qu’on attribue le
410ng et le ’court... seulement & ce qui est dans un genre unique, c’est-a-dire a un
volume seulement, & une surface seulement... (JJ p.81 line 25 ff).

Here al-Kindi’s usage of djism and djirm is obviously synonymous, for both of them are

used in the same discussion of the continuous magnitudes (body, surface, line, place,

time) and compared with the same notions of “surface”, “line” etc. Therefore J. Jolivet’s
translation djism as “solide” and djirm as “volume” appears arbitrary, and besides, he
does not make any explanatory remark to ground his translation on. I think that it would
be better to translate here both djism and djirm as “body” with a remark that it is

considered in its quantitative aspect.

99



The distinction between djism and djirm, to my mind, lies sooner in a different usage
(inconsistent as it may appear) rather than in different meanings. As I have mentioned at
the beginning of my Contextual Analysis of the Letter, djirm occurs more frequently than

djism in the ontological and mathematical contexts. In the latter, djism may also occur

with the same meaning, as in the passages above. In some instances, however, djism and
djirm may have a slightly different connotation. For example, for “the body of the

universe” in most cases stands “djirm al-kull”. Only in the discussion of void and plenum

(@al& " wa mala ) does djism al-kull occur, in which case djism is a synonym of plenum
(cf. JJ p.21 line 15 where khald’ and mala’ are juxtaposed with faragh and djism

respectively).

In the physical contexts, djism is more common than djirm (in these cases J. Jolivet
translates it as “solide”, cf. JJ p. 81 line 5,6,7 ff); though djirm kalso occurs (al-mahsis
abadan djirm wa bi’l-djirm, the sensory object is always a body and in a body).

It may be worth noting that in his scientific works, al-Kindi uses djism and djirm

irrespectively in the meaning of physical body.

! Kashshaf, p. 4. ,
2 In her article Anniya-Anitas, M.T. d’ Alverny gives a detailed summary of different views concerning the origin of

this term. She herself seems to uphold the hypothesis of anniya having been coined from €iven, because it corresponds
most often to this Greek term in Astat’s translation of the Metaphysics. M. T. d’ Alverny. “Anniya-Anitas™. Mélanges
offerts & Etienne Gilson, Paris : Librarie Philosophique 1. Virin, 1959, p. 73.

3 See AR, pp. 97-101.

* Ibid.; . 97.

% Kashshaf, p. 4.

S AR, p. 98.

" Ibid., p. 100. See also A. M. Goichon, Lexique de la langue philosophigue d’ Ibn Sina. Paris: Desclée de Brouwer,
1938, pp. 9-11. '
S hid.

¥ J1, p. 9 line 13.

1 AR, p. 173.
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AR M. ‘A. H. Abi Ridah’s edition of The Letter on the First Philosophy and other
treatises, in the Rasa il al-Kindi al-Falsafiyah

1J Oeuvres philosophiques et scientifiques d’al-Kindr, vol. II: Métaphysique et
Cosmologie. Ed. par R. Rashed et J. Jolivet
Al A. Ivry. Al-Kindi’s Metaphysics

CAG Commentarii in Aristotelem Graeca
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