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A. INTRODUCTION
1

In Metaphysics, TV, 1, of his at-Shifi’ {Healing),! Avicenna
tibn Sia@i) (d. 1037) gives an extensive discussion of the
concept of priority. He entitles his chapter, “On the Prior,
the Posterior and on *Coming into Existence,’ fal-hudithi.
The term. el-fudiith, which does not oceur again in the
chapter.? refers to the longest discussion in it, on the pri-
ority of the efficient cause to its necessitated eflect. For
Avicenna, the efficient cause does not precede its effect in
time, but only “in existence” (fi al-oujid) The chapter is
largely devoted Lo explaining and defending this concept of
“ontological” pricrity.

Avicenna beuins with the introductory comment {p. 1653,
lines 4-6):

Sinee woe have discussed the things that in relation te exis-

tenee and unity stand as species, it behooves us to diseuss

the things that in relation to these twao stand as properties

and necessary aceidents We will begin fiest with the

things helonging to existenee and of these with priority aml

posteriorily.
It is clear from the wording that this “Porphyrean” way of
putting things is only an analogical manner of speaking,
{Existence for Avicenna is not a genus.} It serves, however,
to remind us of the metaphysical setting of the discussion.
In an earlier chapter, Avicenna declares that the subject
matter of metaphysics is the existent inasmuch as it exists.?
He then explains that metaphysics is concerned with the
attributes and concomitants flawdhig) of existence qua
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existenee,” referring specifically to priority and posteri-
ority as being among such concomitants.b

This preliminary statement is followed (p. 163, lines 7-9)
by a broad definition of “priority” and “posteriority,”
followed. in turn, by an explanation of various general
meanings of these terms (p. 163, line 9 - p. 164, line 11) —u
discussion that leans heavily on Aristotle’s statements in
Categories, 12, and Metaphysics, V, 11. Avicenna then
introduces the coneept of ontological priority. of which he
distinguishes two types. The first (p. 164, lines 12-17) is the
type where the prior is a necessary condition for the exis-
lence of the posterior, but does not necessitate it. The
example given is the number one: it is a necessary condition
for the existence of plurality, but does not necessitate it.
Avicenna’s discussion is basically Aristotle’s in Categories,
12, 142 29-35, though the terminology is somewhat different.

The second type of ontological priority is the one where
the prior is both the necessary and necessitating condition
for the existence of the posterior—its cause. This is the
longest discussion in the chapter {p. 164, line 18 - p. 16%).
Although the treatment goes considerably beyond Aris-
totle, it nonetheless has a basis in his Categories. In Cate-
gories, 12, 145 10-20, Aristotle speaks of those things the
existence of each of which implies the existence of the
other. He argues, in effect, that if one of two such things is
in some manner the cause of the other, then it is reasonable
to call it prior by nature. To illustrate this, he points to the
relation between a fact, the existence of a man, and the
true statement about it. Although the true statement’ and
the existence of the man reciprocally imply each other, it is
the man's existence that is in some sense the ecause of the
truth of the statement. Here we have a hasic idea that
underlies Avicenna's analysis, namely, that two things may
mutually imply the existence of each other, one, however,
being the cause of the other and as such ontologically prior.

Avicenna, however, does not use Arvistotle's example.
Moreover, he stresses another related feature in Aris-
totle’s causal theory —the simultaneity of cause and effect
tMetaphysies. V, 2, 10143, 20 {.}. Avicenna’s concern is with
the priority of “the cssential efficient cause™ to its neces-
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sitated effect. Unlike accidental and preparatory causes,
which, for him, precede the effect in time, the essential
canse does not. Hence he is largely concerned with explain-
ing and defending the sense in which the essential efficient
cause is prior Lo its effect when (a) both coexist in time and
tbl the existence of the one can be inferred from the exist-
ence of the other. _

Now hoth these points were criticized by medieval Islamie
theologians, particularly those belonging to the school of al-
Asheart (d. 935}, Avicenny, il is true, makes no explicit refer-
ence in this chapter to these theologians. But the indica-
tions are that he has their eriticisms in mind.? Hence, by
way of introducing his discussion of causal priority, we will
say something brief about these eriticisms and also ah()L:lt
Avicenna's counterposition. relevant to his argument in this
chapter, which he expresses in other parts of his a/-Shifa

2

The Asharites did not deny that there are observable
events we habitually regard as causes and effects that are
temporally simultaneous. But, as we shall shortly indicate,
these for them are notl real causes and effects of such
causes.!” Again, they did not deny that the existence of the
cause can be inferred from the existence of the effect, For
they held that all existents other than God are originated
time and that it Is self-evident thal whatever is origina@o(l
requires an origsinator. This was their premise for proving
the existence of God. Rather, they denied (a) that the real
cause and its effect must coexist and (b} that the existence
of the effect can be inferred from the existence of the
cause. To them, hoth these points are the consequences of a
theory of natural causation which they rejected. This is the
theory that causal action proceeds as the necessary conse-
quence of the agent's nature or essence. Adherence to this
theory leads to the doctrine of the world's eternity —the
supreme example of the coexistence of cause and effect.
For if the eternal agent produces the world by the neces-
sity of his eternal essence, then the effect, the world, must
be eternal.
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For the Ash¢arites a doctrine of an eternal world meant
the denial of the divine attributes of life, will, knowledge,
and power. According to these theologians, all causal action
proceeds from the attributes of will and power of a living,
knowing being. In reality, all causal uction consists in the
direct, voluntary creative acts of God. The observable
events we habitually regard as causes and effects are only
concomitant events, all directly created by God. Their reg-
ular association is nol necessary in itself, being merely u
habit r“adas decreed by God. The world is created ex nihito
at a [inite temporal moment in the past. Its finitude is
eternally decreed by the divine will. The world is witled as
an act that “is delayed” fealg al-tarakhi), as al-Baqgillani
puts it.!

This theological position was buttressed by arguments,
two of which are pertinent to Avicenna's diseussion of
causal prierity. The first and better known of the two is
the ¢mpirieal argument that the observing of regularly
associated events does not prove necessary causal connec-
tion. This argument finds its most forceful expression with
al-Ghazali (d. 1111), who came after Avicenna. But its basic
ingredients are found in earlier Ash¢arite writings, particu-
larly in al-Baqillani (d. 1013)."2 The second lesser known,
but very pertinent to Avicenna’s discussion, is also found in
al-Baqiliani. But let us begin with the first argument.

Avicenna himself affirms that the ohservation of regular-
ities in naturce does not show necessary causal connection. !
He, however, argues that with the observation of such
regularities there is always “a hidden syllogism” that if the
regularities were due to aceident or coincidence they would
not have continuwed always or for the most part.'! He then
concludes that the source of these regularities is the in-
herent causal natures in things. This is an epistemological
argument that has a background in Aristotle {Physies, i,
196D 10-16}. Avicenna, however, has a metaphysical argu-
ment to show not only that every contingent existent is
caused, but that its existence is necessitated. This is the
argument which is more directly related to his discussion of
causal priority. It is found in Metaphysics, 1, 6, of his Shifa™
and can be paraphrased as follows:
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All existents other than God are in themselves only
possible: in themselves they can exist or not exist_. But such
possibles do in fact exist. Something outside their natures
must have thus “specified” them with existence rather
than nonexistence, This {s their cause. Now, suppose there
is an existent, “A.” that in itself is possible but which hz}s
been brought into existence by a cause, "B." "A”, though 11’1’
itsell is only possible, must become necessary throz{gh "B
and "with respect to it." If it were not, then with the
existence of “"B” and in relation to it, “A" would remain
possible. But. since it exists, then some other cause "L‘
must be supposed to have specified it with existence; and if
“A" 1s not rendered necessary through “C,” then we would
have to suppose yet another cause “D” and so on ard
infinitum. But an infinity of such causes —even if al_lowed—
would not specify “A" with existence. Since "A” exists, and
thus has been specified with existence rather than non-
existence, then it must have been rendered necessary
through “RB.” _

In this argument, the starting point is the contingent
effect. (Given a contingent existent, it is argued that its
existence becomes necessary through its cause. Aviecenna
here is not merely asserting that every contingent must
have a eause, but that it is necessitaled by its cause. This
hecomes clear in the chapter on priority, where he olfers an
argument which is essentially the complement of the above,
[n this complementary argument, Avicenna also speaks of
the contingent effect. But his emphasis is on the eause. He
tries to show that, given the cause 1all eausal conditions
being fulfilled), the effect necessarily follows. It is t.hu§ l_ha'at,
as long as the cause exists, the effect must exist, Implicit in
this argument is that —barring impediments—the effect
cannot be delayed after the existence of the cause, Cause
and effect coexist in time.

The second Ashtarite argument challenges the theory
that the cause can be “a nature” that necessitates the effect
and that cause and effect must coexist. This lesser known
argument is given by al-Bagillani as an objection to those
who maintain that the world has heen produced by the four
eternal natures and is hence eternal. Referring to such a
nature, he asks:"
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[f the nature is pre-cternal and post-eternal and the thing
wenerated by it is likewise pre-eternal and post-eternal,
then why is it more proper for one of the two to necessitate
and cause the other than it is for the effeet to be the cause
and ground”?

As we shall shortly see, Avicenna reports a version of this
argument as an objection directed specifically against his
own causal theory and answers it in detail.

Avicenna's version of the argument and his answer to it
are not, however, restricted to natural eauses. Thus he
holds that the determining factor fulfilling the causal con-
dition for the necessitation of the effect need not he “a
nature.” It may be “a will” or a human passion. At first
sight this stalement seems to contradict what he says
elsewhere about human voluntary agency. In the fiemon-
stration of the logical parts of the al-Shifa’ he states that
when the causal power is natural and the recipient of the
action is present, the effect cannot but follow. But, he goes
on, this is not the case when the cause is one of the human
“technical, voluntary, or appetitive” powers. For such
powers may exist with the recipient of their action without
the effect having to follow. 17

A resolution of this difficulty is suggested by Meta
physics, 1V, 2, where Avicenna differentiates between two
meunings of “will."* The first is “a will that |simply] inclines
[the soul towards action]” firdda mumila). The second is “a
decisive will firada jazimaj, namely, the resolution tal-ijmi«/
that necessitates the motion of the organs.” In the chapter
on priority, Avicenna seems to he speaking of a will in the
second sense, one that is already activated, so to speak.

Avicenna'’s eoncluding and longest part of the chapter
divides naturally into three parts. The first (p. 164, line 18 -
p. 165, line 14) is an explanation (that includes an appeal to
reason) of what is meant by the second type of ontologial
priority, vividly illustrated by the example of the hand
moving a key (p. 165, lines 4-9):

The mind is not repelled at all by our saying, “when Zayd
moved his hand the key moved,” or “Zayd moved his hand,
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then the key moved,” bul is repelled by our saying, “when
the key moved, Zayd moved his hand,” even though the
mind vightly says, “when the key moved, we knew that
Zayd moved his hand,” The mind with respeet to the_ tem-
poral coexistence of the two movements, assigns a priorily
to one, a posteriority Lo the other. For i is not the existence
of the second movement that causes the existence of the
first, bat it is the first movement that causes the existenee
of the seeond.

The setond part {p. 165, line ¥ - p. 167, line 5) atfirms,
first of all, that properly speaking cause and eflect must
coexist. It then discusses some of the conditions that must
obtain for the effect to follow from the cause. It is here that
we have the complementary argument to the one in Mefa-
physics, 1. 6, discussed in Part 2 above, to show that an
efficient cause (when the ecausal conditions are fulfilled)
must produce its effect. The wording of Avicenna's discus-
sion makes the argument ai certain points very difficult to
follow, As we read him. he seems Lo be arguing as follows:

If, for example, C is something that by itself is sullicient
to cause E, then E follows necessarily the existence of €,
or, as Avicenna puts it, 50 long as the cause exists, thf?
effect exists. If, on the other hand, C has only the possi-
hility of generating E and E only the possibility of l}(r{ng
the effect of C, this would be insufficient for the generation
of E. One many conclude. however, that since the gencra-
tion of E and its nongeneration are equally possible, then
would at one time exist with C and at another not exist
with it. Assuming this to be the case, let us take the
instance in which E exists with C. This existence cannot
he due to C alone, since E's existence [rom C and its non-
existence are equally possible. Reason compels us to con-
clude that some state. B, has been introduced to account for
the distinetion between the existence of E with C and its
nonexistence. This B3, then, necessitates the distinetion,
and when added to C forms in combination with it the
cause. That Avicenna here is thinking partly in terms of
human agency is indicated vy his reference to this added
state, BB, as “a will, a desire, an anger or some nature that
has come into existence, and so on.” He then coneludes th_is
section by affirming that when the causal conditions obtain
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the effect follows necessarily from the cause and coexists
with it.

In the third part (p. 167, line 16 - p. 169, line 3), Avicenna
reports an objection to his analysis and then answers it in
detail. This is the objection which has strong affinities with
al-Baqillani’s argument. Tt is as follows (p. 164, lines 6-8)

H each of two things are such that if one exists, the other
exists, and if one is removed from existenee, the other is
removed, the one is not the cause, nor the other the effuet,

since neither has the hetter elaim to he the cause than the
other.

Avicenna begins his answer by pointing out an ambiguity
in the conditional, “if one exists, the other exists.” This,
he explzins, can mean one of foyr things:

(a) if either cause or effect exist in external reality, then
the existence of the other must oceur in external reality;

{h) if either cause or effect exist in external reality, then
the existence of the other in external reality must have
occeurred;

le) if either cause or effect exist in the mind, then the
other must exist in the mind:

(d) if cause or effect exist in external reality, then it
hecomes evident to the mind that the other must have
existed either {i} in reality or (ii} in the mind.

Of these alternatives, he argues, only {¢) is entirely true.
la} is false as regards the effect, (b) {alse as regards the
cause, while only (d) (i), not (d) {ii), is true. As for the
removal of either cause or effect from existence, it is only
when the cause is removed that the effect is removed.
When the effect is removed, we know that this is because
the cause has been removed. He then concludes (p. 169,
lines 9-13):

It is not eonjunction which rendered one of the two exis-
tents necessarily the causc so that neither has the hetior
claim to be the cause than the other, since with respect to
conjunction they are on a par, Ruther, they differ because
we supposed that the existence of the one is not rendered
necessary through the other, whereas in the ecase of the
second, just as we supposed its existence to be with the
other, likewise. we supposed it to be through the other.
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B. TRANSLATION

On the Prior, the Posterior, and
on Coming into Existence!®

[Introductory statement: p. 163, lines 4-6]

Since we have discussed the things that in relation to
existence and unity stand as species, it behooves us to
discuss the things that in relation to these two st_and_ as
properties and necessary accidents.” We will hegin fl].f'S[,
with the things belonging to existenee and of these with
priority and posteriority.

[ A general definition of priovity and posteriority:
p. 163, lines 7-9]

We suyv: Although priority and posteriority are predi-
ated in ‘many ways, these, in an equivocal manner, alm_ost
unite in one thing, namely, |in the fact] that to the prior,
inasmuch as it is prior, belongs something not possessed _hy
the posterior and that nothing belongs to the posterior
unless it {also] exists for the prier.

[The popular meaning of priority and posteriority:
p. 163, lines 9-14]

What is prior to the popular mind is the prior in p_la(re
and time, where heing prior and ‘hofore” pertains to Ihmgs
that have order. Thus [the prior] in place 1s that which is
closest to a determinate starting-point. It would t_hus have
[the characteristic] of coming after the start ing-pmnP where
its ewn successor does not, the [latter] succeedn_'lgrt;he
starting-point after the first had already sm'(‘{:edc{li it. !he
same applies also to time in relation to 4 present now” or
some ‘now’ supposcd as a starting-point —although it would
be a different starting-point in the past and in the future, as
yvou know.

[Other usages of the terms, ‘prior' and ‘posterior”:
p. 163, line 15 - p. 164, line 11]

The term, ‘before’, and [the terml], ‘aftcr'. were then
transferred from this to apply to whatever is closest to a
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determinate beginning. This priority in terms of order
could be in things by nature in the way body is prior to
animal relative to substance and the positing of substance
as a principle, but this would differ if the individual®! ig
made the principle. The same applies to the nearest to the
first mover as, for example, the boy whao is before the man.2
It could also be in things, not by nature but either [{a}] in
some art as m musical tone where if you take high piteh as
the starting-point the priority would be other than the one
where low piteh is so taken, or [(b}] by chance or coinci-
denee in whichever way it occurs.2

The term, 'prior’, was then transferred to other things:
the excelling and the virtuous,? also the foremost even if
not in virtue, were made prior. The very meaning was then
made akin to the determinate starting-point. Hence, what-
ever one thing has of this meaning which the other does
not, the other possessing nothing which is not possessed by
the first, the former was made prior. For the preceding
belongs to the category of possessing what the second does
not have and where whatever belongs to the second belongs
to the first and more so. It is in this way of viewing things
that they made prior the one who is served and the leader.
For choice befalls the leader, not the person led, It only
befalls the follower inasmuch as it has befallen the leader,
o0 that the former moves at the leader's choosing.

[The first type of ontolegical priority:
p- 164, lines 12-17]

They then transferred this to that which is considered in
this way with respect to existence. They thus made the
thing that has existence first prior to (a] second [thing]
even if the second may not have existence and would only
have it after it had helonged to the first. An example of this
is the [number] one. For it is not a condition for Lthe exist-
ence of the one that plurality should exist, whereas it isa
condition for the existence of plurality that the one should
exist. This is not 2 matter of whether or not the one
bestows existence on plurality, but only that it is needed so
that through the combination of it plurality would have
existonce, 2

o
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[The second type of ontological priority: (a) its definition;
p. 164, line 18 - p. 165, line 4]

Then after this it was transferred to the (f{)ming_—tn—he of
cxistence in another way. For if there are two thlngs and
the existence of one is not from the other—its existence
being rather from itself or from a third thing—hut.. the
existence of the second is from the first so that it [der‘wcs]
from the {irst the necessary existenee which it hus nelt.‘her
from nor in itself, having in itsell only possibility; allowing,
[that is], the assumption that the first is such that as lopg
as it exists it follows as a necessary conscquence of its
existence that it is the cause for the necessary existence of
the second; then |[when all this obtains], the first is onto-
logically prior to the second.

For this reason the mind is not repelled at all hy"mn'
saying, “when Zayd moved his hand, the key m_ow.-.d, or,
*Zayd moved his hand, then the key moved.” but is I'upe]!{{(l
by ‘()\II' saying, “when the key moved, Zayd moved his
h;md," even though [the mind] rightly says, "when the ’key
moved, we knew that Zayd moved his hund.” The mind,
with respect to the temporal coexistence of the two move-
ments, assigns a priority to one, a posteriority to the other.
For it is not the existence of the second that causes the
existence of the first, but it is the first movement that
causes the second.

{The second type of ontological ]11‘im‘it.\_':
{h) the causal conditions that must obtain;
p. 165, line ¥ - p. 167, line 5.

It is not improbable® that as long as a thing {rx?sts. il
fallows necessarily that il is a cause of Janother]| thing. In
reality a thing cannot he such that it is rightly a cause (!f
[another] thing unless the latter coexists with it. [f a mnfl]—
tion of its being a cause is its very sell, > then as long as |I:s
very self exists, it is 4 ground and a cause for the sec‘nnd S
existence. But if the condition of its being Lhe cause is not
its very self, then itsell by itself is something from wh‘ich it
is possible for a thing to be generated and possible for it not
to be, neither alternative having precedence over the other.
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Similarly with that which is generated: it is likewise
something that has the possibility of existing or of not
existing. It is not inasmuch as its existence is possible that
it exists. Nor is it by virtue of the fact that the other has
the possibility of generating it that Ithe other] bestows
existence, This is because a thing's being generated by that
which has the possibility of generating it is not due to the
fact that the former has such a possibility. For its very
being possible is not sufficient for a thing's coming into
being from it. If its very heing possible to generate it, even
though not sufficient, [obtains), then the thing would exist
with it at one time and not exist at another, the relation [of
the eause] to that which exists and that which does not
exist being, in the two states, one and the same. The state
made distinet by the [thing’s] being [as opposed to] its
non-heing does not inelude the distincetion? of something
by reason of which the effect, in conjunction with the possi-
bility of its being generated by the cause, would exist, in a
manner thut renders [such a state) different from the state
of the nonexistence of the effect from the cause. in con-
Tunction with the possibility of its being generated by the
cause, Hence the effect’s relation in being from the cause to
its existence or nonexistence would be one and the same.
But that whose relation to g thing's existence from it and
its nonexistence is one and the same has no greater claim
to be the cause than not to be. Indeed, sound reason neces-
sitates that there should be a state that differentiates
hetween a thing's existence and nonexistence from it.

If this state also necessitates this distinction, then if this
state occurs to the cause and exists, then the “entity ™ and
what has joined it together become the cause. Prior Lo this,
the “entity” was the subject of causality and the thing that
appropriately could hecome the cause. |Prior to this|, that
existence would not have heen the cause, but rather an
cxistence which when another existence is added to it,
their combination would form the cause. The effeet would
then proceed from it necessarily regardless of whether [the
added existence| is a will, a desire, an anger, some nature
that has come into existence, and so on, or some external
thing awaited for the existence of the cause. I, then, it
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becomes such that it is appropriate for the eflect t‘u_pmceed
from it and il no causal condition is left unsatisfied, the
effect must necessarily exist. _

Hence with the existence of its cause, the exlstcmfe of
every effeet is necessary and the {'xisten('f:= of its cztu‘.»,:e
necessitales the existence of the effect. The two L’.‘(lhl‘
together in time, eternity, or wha’tev‘or, bt are nol t{>gg?.t11{?1l
with respect to the attainment of existence. Fhis is he{."ll'l?t.
the existence of the former does not derive from Lhe exist-
ence of the latter. Thus to the former helur}gs an altain-
ment of existence not derived from the latter’s th;upmenL.
while to the latter belongs an attainment of existence
deriving {rom the attainment of the fgrmcr. f\f:% Sl{(?h‘ Lhe
former is prior with respect to the attainment of existence.

| The second type of ontological ;n‘iprit_v:
{e) an objection and @ reply to it
p. 167, line 6 - p. 169, line 1.1

Someone, however, may say: If each of the t-\\-’t:ll thmgs
are such that if one exists, the other exists, and if one is
raised {rom existence, the other is raised, Lht_?n one is not
the eause, nor is the other the effect, since neither has the
better elaim to be the cause in existence than I.hv I)th’r.

We will reply to this without, howover, ‘Inpkmg into fh\e:
implied meaning of this pmpositim‘..-‘f For it is not the L(w
that when either one of the two exists, the l)tht’f: &‘X]hlh.
without distinetion and difierence. This is hevan:«‘(fl' il rnust
mean either: [{ar] that the existence ol each if 1‘0:1]1?_,9(]
necessitates in existence itself* that the other sh{n_llq exmtf
LB ] that if the existence of either is realized then'lt tu]luw.k,_
necessarily from [this] in existence that the exr.slen(fe 01'
the other must have occurred; [ie}] that if the e;}ustonce of
either occurs in the mind, then the {'xistup(-u of th:-' (?ther
must oceur to the mind; [(dI} that if the exmtemje of either
has securred, then it follows as a rational necessity I,h_at the
other must have occurred either in existence or in ‘lh(‘
mind. For the expression, "if." in such contexts is equivo-
*al, sophistical. _
Ldl{-\;:)s?a\-': The first |alternative] is false and not zuir‘thtud.
For it l‘u [only]) one of them. namely, the cause, which [is
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suchj that if it oeeurs, that the aceurrence of the other—
afler being possible — follows necessarily from it. Regarding
the effect, its oceurrence does not necessitate the occur-
rence of the cause; rather, for the effect to occur, the cause
must have oceurred.

As for the second alternative, this would not be true,
[first of alll, as regards the cause. For., if the cause exists, it
does not follow necessarily that the effect would have come
hito existence by itself or without the eause. This is because
if 1t had oceurred, it would not have been necessitaled in
cxistence by the occurrence of the cause sinee the cause
would have existed and that ether would have oecurred
without need of [its] existence —unless by “oceurred” is not
meuant what has |just| been [said],* conjunetion being sut-
fickent.* This [secondly|, would not be true as regards the
effect in two respeets. [(1)] Because the cause, although it
itself has heen realized, it has not been so [realized] as a
necessary consquence of the oceurrence of the effect. [i2}]
The sceond is that the existence of the thing which has
already occurred cannot be necessitated by the occurrence
of something supposed to be oceurring, unless one does not
mean by “oceur” what it [nermally] signifies.

Regarding the last two alternatives, the first of them is
correct. For it is possible to say: “If the cause exists in the
mind, il is a rational necessity that the offect of which the
former is its essential cause should exist in the mind”; also,
“if the effect exists in the mind, the existence of the cause
must likewise exist in the mind.”

As for the second [of the last alternatives), which is the
fourth part, of it [this much| of what YOU say 18 true,
namely, that if the effect exists, the mind testifies that
there has been realized for the cause an existence that has
necessarily becn completed so that the effect has come to
exist. The cause could well be in the mind after the effect,
not only in time.* But the last part of these two that belong
to the fourth alternative need not be necessarily true for
the reason you know.

The same applies with respect to removing [cause and
effect]. For if we remove the cause, we really remove the
cffect; but when we remove the effect, we would not have
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removed the cause, but would [simply] have known t}_mt
the equse in itself has been removed so that the removing
of the effect has become possible. For when we suppose the
effect raised, we suppose that which is necessary Lo sup-
pose to be potentially with it, namely, l_hut its removil u.lda
possible, And if removing it was p({h‘f-ilh]t‘. it wus posusible
through the removing of the cause first, H_(_rm-a- Lo remove
and alfirm the cause is Lo remove and il‘H]]‘m th(_r pllet't.
[respectively]. The removing of the vl'iect_ is a prool ‘im‘ the
removal of the {cause| and its allirmation prool lor the
affirmation of [the causel]. _

To return to where we left, we suy in solving the per-
plexity: It is not conjunction which rendered one of the two
[existents] necessurily the cause so that m-ilhu!‘ his Lvhv
hetter elaim to be the cause than the other, since \}-:1.[]‘1
respect Lo conjunction they are on o par. I{altlher. they _(liilvr‘
because we supposed that the existence of the one is nol
rendered necessary through the other, whereas in the case
of the second, just as we supposed its existence to e with
the other, likewize, we supposed it to be throngh Lh(r other,
It is in this way that this problem shonld be uscertained.

[A remurk on the question of which is 1}1‘im'.
potentiality or actuality, linking this chapter with the next:
p. 169, lines 14-17.]

What is {still} perplexing in this connection |- th.' (ques-
tion of potentiality and actuality, which of them s 1):'101‘11111'{1
which more posterior. For knowing the answer to this ix
one of the important matters relating to th(t kpnwludgv of
priority and posteriority; alse because potentiality 5}11(1 actu-
ality are themselves among the accidents and zul_mm'ts_ of
exi;stemre. being things that must be known when knowing
the states of absolute being.

NOTES
1. 1bn SindiiAvicennal, al-Shifa: al-lahivyae 1ilel ;l;]lllysin're!. vilited
by (. Apawati, 8. Thnvd and 70 Z2avid. revised and introduced by

L Madkir, 2 vols. (Cadro, 19600, vel. 1. pp. 16368, This work will be
abbreviated tn the notes us Hed biyaif. . . o
2. 0n the other hand, the active puretiviple of the verb, feedutha,



) ISLAMIC PIILOSOPHY AND MYSTICISM

Toeeur,” "to come into existence.” used adjectivally oceurs once Ijr. 16,
line 150, It is used to qualify the substantive, tahe, “nature,” in the
expression, faht hadith, “u nature that has come into existence,”

Avicenna draws a distinetjon between aljidath of Ahati, “ussential
coming into existenee,” and al-finedith ul-zamani, “temporal coming inio
existenee.” [hn Sina, (ff—;\"(:‘jﬁf Cairn, 1458), v, 23 see also the compie-
mettary discussion in Hahiyuit, vol. I, pp. 266-67: and G.C Anawali,
“Hudith alvAam,” Eneyelopedin of Isfam, 20d edition fin progress),
voll I p. 548,

He delines af foodicth as “coming intu existenee after nen-existenee,”
In the case of “essentjal coming into eXistenes " however, the relation of
“being afler” nonexistence, of “posteriority,” al-bT diyya, is not g tem-
poral one: it is o posteriority in essence, not in time. This is because il
existents other than God are vonlingont, in themselvey only possihie.
Each and overy such existent derives jts existence from sumething else,
Its exsence does pot inclhide existence, the ESSENCce acquiring existence
“afler nonexistence, from an external cause. But the cause does not
brecede the effect in time, Thie applies to all existents other than Gaod,
whether they are sternal tior sxample, the celestial intelligences, souls
wind spheres, and the world a5 a wholel or partieglar lemporal eventls
tintte in chrration (the particulsr motions of the heavenly bodies and the
particulir events in the sublunary world of generation and corruption),
Temporal events, however, in addition Lo being precoded “essentially”
by nonexistence, they are also procoeded “temporally” by noncxistence,
Hence they represent instances of at-fielit b vl-zeomimi, “temporal coming
into existence,”

as well as al-budith al-«Ihaes

(Uis eed-finelBth afd-cdhiitF of all existents other than God that is the more
undamental for Avicenna, 1t is herc that he differs from the Islumic
theologians fal-mutukaliinging wha maintained that g cxistents other
than God are originaled in Lime and that in heing originated in time
they require an originator, God. In the Nejdt ipp, 243-44), Avicenna
explicitly eriticizes such theologians, arguing that in the case of those
contingent existents that are breceded by nonexistence in time, it is not
this temporal precedence of nonexistence that demands that they have
A cause. For a cawse has no efficacy in nonexistence. Rather, it is their
being in themselves unly bossibie thal demunds theip having a cause,
the canse coexisting with Lhem.

Hence the term findarh is a key term in the controversy hetweon
Avicenna and medieva) Islamic theologians. Its presence in the heading
of the chapler on priority is un indication that he has the theologians in
mind in his discussion of the rature of the priority of the efficient Cilllse
Lo its necessitated effeet.

3. "The things that in relation to existence and unmty stand as
species” are substance, quantity, and quality, discussed in Hahiyyar, 1.
1-3, 11,4 & 7. In Hakiyyar, 1, 2 (p. 12, lines 12-17} Avieenna writes: “The
primary subject of this seience [ie., metaphysics) is the existent inusmuch
4s it exists, The questions sought in it are the things that follow it
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simply inasmueh as it exists, wit hout fu!‘t.h_vr comdition. Some Inf I:h(*:uf-
things belong to it as thongh they dare speeies, .fur example, su :ht‘m(h(:
auantity. and quaity . . . others us special E!('('I{Il'l]l:-i. fl‘}l’ exumple, the
one and the many. potentiality and actuality. the universal and the
particuiar, the possibde and the necessary.” o .

Avicenna does nol tell us explicitly whether priovity and posteriority
“stand I relation” Lo existenee as properties ar NE eSSy urvullvms.
These, however, are relatjons and relations are rewariled s :u‘t':{l-..’m:f
ftahiguin, 11,100, although Avicenna in this chaplor on relations
mentions orly temporal priority.

4. See nole 3 uabove. ‘

G flabiguiae, A p 2500 and note 4 above, We have Il.\’i}ll]{‘{l ll'}ILI'l‘.\i-
[sting dered iy ax “ronsequences” twhich the Latin ll‘&l!'l.‘%]illl.llll'l sprrest =),
sinee this earries wilh it the notion of following m'('u:wszu'll‘\',l ‘

G. In Hahignit,. p. 26, lines 1116, Avicenna writes: “\\'(I- wil _mu]w_
clear the diseussion of ‘prineiple’ and "beginning’s then l_hv thisenssion “I
priovity, posteriority, and coming into existence fef Zf.mhrr‘h,f |.H{‘(‘I note 2
abovel. ... For these und their like are the concomitants of existenee
QUi existence. . _ ‘

" 7. For a comment on Aristotie’s usage, see L. Akrill, A ristoties
Cutegorios and e Dnterpncfolione London, 1963, p. 1L _ o

5. For a diseussion of Avicenna’s theory of l‘.\':*{'l'l[!‘.'l[ IL“H_wwnl‘ll
causation. see MUE. Marmura, “CGhazali and l)e-mnns_l,.l‘ut[\-'i' :‘\.{'](_'n(‘l__'.
Juienal of the Iistory of Plitosaphy 3,2 100t 196510 186-81, “'hrm.
however, does nol always refer to Lhe essenee or nature, bud sometimes
tovan entity. See note 29 helow. . ‘

9. The inclusion of the term of adih in the title, :h:fvur:swl}n note
T above, is one stromy indication: another 3= the nh‘ivt'llf?n ainst h_|_.<
theory which he reports and answers which has o |JE{T‘:I“('| i the i
of the Asheurite al-Banillin, as we shall <hortly indieate.

. There ix, however, the status of the human power I’r:f:qﬂth':”
which. for the Ashearites, exists only with the aet it.zu'mmp;mrt:s, nat
bofore it Human power, will, and act, howevor, are Tor t‘hv ;\sh'_m'm.-r:
all fowaedith, temporal evenis ereated direetly by (émll._\\' hother in lh_ls
lhv;n'_v the ereated human power has vonuine rausull vihr:?v_\' lad lewast tn
part) scems questionalle, See 3LE. Marmur, *( 2_1[_1.‘%:![[(!1?‘]!] le:l}nlt:
Thoustht,” Divtionary of the History af fdens, od. Philip P W iener INew
York, 1973, vol. L, pp. 286-89. [ it has. then for the Asl:}l"ztr!tes there
would he umonyg temporal events instatiees of 1he copxistence of gen-
uine causes wnd their offects, Bt whether the ereated human power in
Ashvarite doctrine has genuine elfivacy is doubtful. . ‘

11. Al-Bagillant, Kital of-Timbid, od. Richard J. Ml arthy (Heirut.
18571, . 36, line 7. For Averroes’ use of this ter.m, see Ihn Rui‘]':d
LAverroes). Tohdfut ofl-Trhaiut, od. M, Bougges (Reirat, 19301, pp. 7.9,
for example, )

12, Al-Bagilland. of Tambid, pp. 43-44,

13 Hahiyyar, 11 po &
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14. Ibn Sind {Avicennal, al-Shifa' : al-Burhin tDemonstration), o,
AE. AL, revised by 1 Madkiir (Cairo, 1956), p. 95, Thix work will be
abbreviated in the notes as Burhin,

150 Hithigyat, p. 47 {1,

16, Al-Banilland, «f-Tumhid, p. 48 tparagraph G7).

17, Burhin, p. 204,

8. Hahiyyat, po 1745 also, Thr Sind, A/ fsaharir wa al-Tarhikar, od.
. Forget (Leinden, 1882, p. 52,

19, Hahipydr, 1V, 1, pp. 16369,

2L See note 3 above.

2L AkShakhy, probably in the sense of an individual person, rather
than an individual instanee, 4 particular,

22, The first mover seoms to he the source of weneralion. In the
medievad Arabic version of Fustathius jand others) of Aristotle's Mt
phasies quoted by Averroes in his great commentary, Mefapdiysios
10ESM 20 reads as follows: “It is said *before” in motion [to] that which is
nearest to the fiesl mover as, for example, the Loy wha is hetore the
man in motion.” Averroes” comment is as follows: TAristotie means by
the first mover the first senerator of man; this is hecause the buy s
nearer to the first generator than the man.” Thi Rushd, 1Averroes),
Tifsie mia Bavd af-Tubfoa, ed. M. Bonyges, 3 vols. (Beirut, 1938, 1942,
19451, vol. 11, p. 5372,

23 OF Aristotle, Motaphysics, V. 11, 108014,

24, AlFadit, “the virtuous,” which sometimes earries with it the idea
of being learned. The discussion has a basis in Categories, 12, 149 4.6,

20, Ax we have noted earlier, this derives from Catoegorics, 12, 144
RAIBE

26. As in Lhe easv of the Neeessary Existent, God.

200 Fuda yabead, Hterally, "it s not remote,™

2H, 1L is possible Lo translule pafs dhatihi as “its VETY essence.” Hul
apart from "essence.” dhd! means “sell)” ar “an existing ontity.”

28. More literally, “There is not in the state made distinet by il
heing [as opposed tol its non-being the distinetion. . . . " This cntire
sentence s a good example of how invelved Avicenna's style ean be.

S0, Dhar, see note 28 ahove.

A4l Avieenna is probably reforring to what the argument implies
regurding the repudiation of the concept thal thers are natural causes
or, at least. causes that neeessitate their effeets. See my article, “Ghazali
and Demonstrative Seience,” p. 98, 1. 65

32, The emphasis here is on extramental as contrasted with mental
existence.,

33, Heading ilh, us given by some manuseripts, instead of fdha, il

34, Namely fon our reading of the texth, that the oceurrence of the
effect is necessitated hy the oeeurrence of the cause. For other possible
interpretations, see note below.

36, Lakin tughn! el-pgirana, “but eonjunction suffices.” In five of
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the munuseripts, feghnd s omitted, in which case the Hl’l]l(‘]l(’(i l.u's{m
ning with “uniess™ would either road. "unless by “ocearrence’ 15 not
maeant “whal has passed”, but only “conjunetion,” ™ or. "un]a-ss_h_\' .‘ljrruy-
rence’ is nol meant whal has been [said ], but onby “conjunetion.” ™ 1t i
also possible that the word faghnd should rewl yn v, “wh'ul is moeant,
vielding transtations similar in meaning to the ahove two in lhll' ol
36, Since the mind i inforeing the existenee of the viose from thv
vxistonee of the effect, the effect may be prior in the mind not [:1.1]_\' in
time, but “lowicalls™ in the way the premise of an argument is prior Lo
its vonclusion.,





