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Foreword to the Series

The Islamic Translation Series: Philosophy, Theology, and Mysticis
(hereafter ITS) is designed not only to further scholarship in Islam
studies but, by encouraging the translation of Islamic texts into the tec
nical language of contemporary Western scholarship, to assist in t}
integration of Islamic studies into Western academia and to promo

_global perspectives in the dlsmphncs to which it is devoted. If this goal
" achieved, it will not be for the first time: Historians well know that, du

ing the so-called Middle- Ages, a portion of the philosophical, scientif
and mathematical wealth of the Islamic tradition entered into and grea
enriched the West. Even Christian theology was affected, as is brillian:
evidenced in the works of St. Thomas Aquinas and other scholastics.

Manuscripts submitted to ITS for consideration are, of course, eval
ated without regard to the religious, methodological, or political prefi
ences of the translators or to their gender or national origins. The translat
of cach text, not the editors of the series nor the members of the advisc
board, is solely responsible for the volume in question.

On behalf of Daniel C. Peterson, the managing editor, and memb
of the advisory board, I wish to express deep appreciation to the cospe
soring institutions for their gracious support of this project. Spec

thanks are due to the Center for the Preservation of Ancient Religic
Texts of Brigham Young University and to the Institute of Global C
tural Studies of Binghamton University and its director, Ali A. Maz:

- —PaRvViz MOREWED
' Editor-in-Ci
Binghamton, New }
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Brigham Young University and its Center for the Preservation of Ancient
‘ ased to sponsor and publish the Islamic Translation
616§Y, and Miysticism (ITS). We wish to express our
itor-in-chief of I'TS, Parviz Morewedge, for joining
oject. We are especially grateful to James L. and
£ §alt Lake City for their generous support, which
and to the Ashton Family Foundation of Orem, Utah,

ded additional funding so that we might continue.

Eivity, and believers in Islam number in the hundreds of
he texts that will appear in the ITS are among the treasures
at culture. But they are more than that. They are properly the
ce of all the peoples of the world. As an institution of The
h of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, Brigham Young University

onored to assist in making these texts available to many for the first
me. In doing so, we hope to serve our fellow human beings, of all creeds
““and cultures. We ‘also follow the admonition of our own tradition, to
“seek . .. out of the best books words of wisdom,” believing, indeed, that

...~ “the glory of God is intelligence.” a :

—DanierL C. PETERSON
Managing Editor
Brigham Young University

+- o+
A NOTE ON SPELLING

In this work, terms of Arabic derivation found in Webster’s Third New Inter-
national Dictionary generally follow the first spelling given therein and are

~ treated as regular English words. Otherwise, Arabic or Persian words and
. proper names have been transliterated following, with few exceptions, the
standard recommended by the International Journal of Middle East Studies.

ation represents nearly fourteen centuries of intense .
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Translators’ Introduction

Subrawardi:
The Master of Illumination

" In the year 579 A.1./1183 C.E. a ragged young man. dressed in the gralb of
a dervish (an Islamic mystic) camé wandering into the city of Aleppo.! So
unprepossessing was his appearance that he was at first mistaken for a
donkey driver.2 Hé was Shihab al-Din Abii al-Futiili Yahya ibn Habash
ibn Amirak al-Suhrawardi.? He was born around 549 a.1./ 1154 ¢.x. ., per-
haps i in the village of Suhraward, near Zanjan in northwestern Iran*
Not hing is known of his family background, but he evidently went first
to Maragha, a nearby city, where he studied philosophy and theology
* with Majd al-Din alJili, who also taught philosophy to the famous theolo-
gian Fakhr al-Din al-Rézi (b. 543 or 544 A.H./1148-50 C.E., d. 606 a.1./
1209 c.e.).’ He next studied in either Isfahan or Mardin with Fakhr |
al-Din al-Mardini (d. 594 a.1./1198 c.E.), who is said to -have predicted
Suhrawardi’s death. He studied loglc with Zahir al- Farisi, who taught him
the Basa’ir (Insights) of “Umar ibn Sablan al-Sawi (fl. 540 A.H./1145 C.E.).
Al-Sawi’s logic differed significantly from Aristotelian logic, partic ularly
in its abandonment of the nine-part dmsmn of the organon in favor of a
simpler two-part division into semantlcs and'proof theory, which is later
reflected in Suhrawardi’s rcorgamzatlon of ‘the logical corpus.
Suhrawardi seems to have spent his' twernties traveling in northern
Syria and Anatolia, where he is mentioned as having been in Diyarbakr
and Miyafirigin, presumably with thé intention of attachlng himself to
courts. He seems to have already developed a reputation as a Sufi mystic
- and rising ph]losophcr A few anecdotes survive from this period, pictur-
ing him as an eccentric but brilliant ascetic.
" Sometime before coming to Aleppo, he made his fundamental philo-
sophical shift, rejecting the Avicennan Peripatetic philosophy he had

—x) —
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. studied in hls “youth. and setting himself the task of reviving the earlier
' phllosophlca.l tradltxon ‘of the Ancients. This change was, he said, occa-
sioned’ by a.dr am in which Aristotle. appeared to him, revealing the
d ctrme later known as “knowlcdge by presence” and asserting the supe-
cients and certain of the Sufis dver the Peripatetics. It
h mygtxcal experience that Suhrawardi claimed to have

ed of the existence of Platonic Forms.®

& niew philosophical system. His largest philosophical work,
a al-mutdrahdt, was completed that year. The work presented
kmat al-ishrag, was completed two years later, on 15 September
Thét evening at sunset the sun, the dark moon, and the five visible
nets'came together in the western sky in a magnificent conjunction in
‘the constellatlon of Libra. But soon the stars turned against Suhrawardi.
. These were dramatic years in Syria. Nine years earlier the death of
o the Amir Niar al-Din, the ruler of Syria, had opened the way for Saladin,
~ already ruler of Egypt, to add Muslim Syria to his empire. Saladin, a
pious Sunni Muslim, had absorbed something of the crusading spirit of
his Christian enemies. Saladin saw orthodox Islam as under threat from
two directions. Qutside, of course, were the Christian Crusaders, who
held the holy city of Jerusalem and its shrines. But Islam was also mien-
aced internally by the esoteric Isma‘ili Shi‘a. Saladin had already
destroyed the Shiite Fatimid state in Egypt, restoring the dominance of
Sunni Islam there. Now, as master of Syria, he neutralized another
branch of Isma®ili Shi’ism—the “Assassin” order in its almost impreg-
nable castles. He forced their leader, the “Old Man of the Mountain,” to
sign a treaty with him. Aleppo fell to Saladin with the fall of northern
Mesopotamia in 1183, and he put it into the hands of the prince al-Malik
al-Zahir, one of his teenaged sons, to give the young man some experi-
ence of government. ' '
Suhrawardi had come to Aleppo in the year of its fall to Saladin, and
the young philosopher soon attracted attention there. He was reportedly

_a charismatic teacher and gathered a circle of students fascmatcd to -

héar his novel philosophical views and to share in his mystical exercises
and experlences He was reportedly adc\%at in the magical crafts, and
, that he miraculously produced won him access to the prince-
'or‘ Scon the prince was Suhrawardi’s devoted disciple. His
cy ver | the prince soon aroused the jealousy of the Muslim

e city, especially the brothers Jahbal, resident faqgihs. at the
: Nurlya Madrasa

, _Suhrawardl arrived in Aleppo in 1183, he was already for-

ﬂ‘amldtor.r’Iﬁtroductibﬁ'; . T T i S : xvii

The complamts reached 1
his 6wn problems. In 1187, fou &
Saladin. had deeroycd the. ngdorn
Horns of Hattin. The dxsaster with -
roused Christendom. The counterattaék caine f ee
the form. of the Third Crusade, led by the two klngs Rlchard
hearted of England and Philip Augustus of France. Tha.t same eal
'adin ordered Suhrawardi put to death. The events are probably related.
Though the sources are confused, it seems that Saladin became alarmed
at the influence Suhrawardi had acquired over his son—an { alarm that
was fanned by the more orthodox clergy of Aleppo. Suhrawardji, a Platon-
ist, evidently sought to train the young prince to be a philosopher-king—
and he was accused of claiming to be a prophet himself, Even before
he came to Aleppo, he had had dealings with several rulers in Anatolia;

these contacts may have been attempts to carry out the implicit political

program of his Illuminationist philosophy. Saladin had met philosopher-
kings before—the Fatimid caliphs in Egypt and the Old Man of the
Mountain with his murderous followers—and he did not like them. He
could not take the chance that Aleppo, with its location strategic for both

"Saladin and the Crusaders, might revolt or even make ‘common cause

with the Crusaders. Saladin sent repeated orders that the troublesome
philosopher be executed. Eventually, the reluctant prince obeyed, some
said by leaving Suhrawardi to die of hunger.”

The Muminationist Philosophy

The nature of the “Hluminationist philosophy” has long been a mat-
ter of controversy. As early as the thirteenth century, Shams al-Din
Shahraziiri (d. after 1288) could write, “The philosophy of illumination

- _(hikmat < al-ishrag) is the philosophy based upon illumination (ishrdg),

which is unvc111ng (kashf), or the philosophy of the easterners, which is to
say, the Persians.” He adds, helpfully,

It amounts to the same thing since their philosophy is based on
unveiling and intuition (al-kashf wa al-dhawg) and so is related to the
illumination that 1 is the manifestation of the intelligible lights, of their
first principles, and their emanation of illuminations upon the per-
fected souls when they are abstracted from bodily. matter. The Persians
relied in their philosophy upen intuition and unveiling. The ancient
philosophers of Greece did the same, with the exception of Aristotle
and his school, who relied only upon reasoning and sylloglsm
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Shahraziiri captures both the essential features of the Illumination-
ist philosophy and the most important controversy concerning its nature.
Suhrawardi’s philosophy differs from that of the Islamic Peripatetics like
Avicenna in giving a fundamental epistemological role to immediate
and atemporal intuition. Intuition plays ari essential rolé, both on the
basic level of sensation and in the form of direct mystical awareness of
the supefscnsible entities that Suhirawardi in the present book calls
“immaterial lights.” His philosophy is explicitly—often stridently—anti-
Pcripateti‘g;ﬁamig“identiﬁed with the pre-Aristotelian sages, particularly
Plato. Like the Neoplatonists of Roman times, he is convinced that this
wisdom was also expressed, though generally in symbolic form, by the
ancient sages of other nations, notably the Egyptians, as represented by
Hermes Trismegistus, and the ancient Persian sages and righteous
kings.? Controversy, already prefigured in the passage just quoted, exists
concerning the degree to which Suhrawardi’s philosophy should be seen
as Persian. Considered another way, the dispute concerns whether
Suhrawardi’s thought should be looked at primarily as an attempt to con-
struct a philosophical system or as raysticism and gnosticism.

Suhrawardi himself identifies two periods in his thought, divided
by the dream of Aristotle revealing the key doctrine of knowledge by
presence and by his acceptance of the reality of the Platonic Forms.
Works written before that time were Peripatetic in doctrine; later works
reflected his Illuminationist thought. For our purposes, Suhrawardi’s
works can be divided into four classes—a system that can be supported
from the ‘analysis of his works given in the introduction to The Philosophy
of Illumination. -

1. Juvenilia. Suhrawardi wrote a mumber of philosophical works prior to
the development of his distinctive philosophical views, perhaps as exercises.
2. Persian and mystical works. He also wrote a large number of shorter

works in Arabic and Persian dealing with mystical topics. The Lest

known are the allegories, mostly in Persian prose. There are also prayers.

3. The matuge “Peripatetic” works. These are three medium to large
philosophical compendia: Al-talwikal (Intimations), Al-mugawamat (Appo-
sitcs), and Al-mashari® wa al-mutdrahat (Paths and havens). They are writ-
ten in the conventional Avicennan philosophical language but criticize
the Peripatetics on many points.

4. Hikmat al-ishrdg (The philoscphy of illamination), the work pre-
‘sented here. : . :

The interrelations among these works have been a subject of some con-

troversy, reflecting differing interpretations of the nature of Suhrawardi’s .

Translators’ Introduction : . xix

philosophical project. Among Western scholars there have been two
major approaches. The great French orientalist Henry Corbin saw
Suhrawardi’s project as an “Oriental theosophy.” The “Peripatetic” works
were thus either purely propzdeutic or a middle phase of his thought.
Among the philosophical works, The Philosophy of Illumination stands
alone as representative of Suhrawardi’s mature thought. What is iITvl].Z)OI‘-
tant in that work is the metaphysics of light and darkness and, in general,
the mythological elements of Suhrawardi’s thought. The allegories and
the mystical works are likewise seen as representative of the final and
highest stage of his thought. Subrawardi’s primary cultural identification
is with ancient Iran. Insofar as Corbin’s interpretation has premodern
roots, they are in the Zoroastrian-oriented philosophy of the Illumina-
tionists of Mughal India. Corbin’s interpretation is expressed not just in
his studies of Suhrawardi but-also in his translations and even his critical
editions of Suhrawardi’s works, The use of renderings like “theosophy”
and “oriental” indicate the fundamentally mythological focus of Clorbin’s
interests and interpretations. His translation of The Philosophy of Iilumi-
nation omits the logic, and his editions of the three “Peripatetic” (or, per-
haps it would be more accurate to say, anti-Peripatetic) works omit the
logic and physics of each work and contain only the sections on meta-
physics.’® Such methods inevitably downplay the strictly’ philosophical
aspects of Suhrawardr’s thought.! o :

~ Others—and we are among them—see Suhrawardi’s program as
fundamentally philosophical and consider the “mature Peripatetic” works
to be part of the same philosophical program as The Philosophy of Illumi-
nation. In such an interpretation, Suhrawardi’s logical and metaphysical
critique of the Peripatetics is central to his philosophical enterprise.
Suhrawardi is presenting what is fundamentally a philosophy—albeit one
with a place provided for the use of allegory and mystical experience—
and is thus to be interpreted and judged in philosophical terms. The
corpus of texts on The Philosophy of Illumination are thus ordered in the

following manner: the Intimations; the Apposites; the Paths and Havens;

and finally the best-known, which also bears the name of the new system
as its title, The Philosophy of Illumination. This same order-—as well as the
necessity of studying every part-of each text (logic, physics, and. meta-

. physics) for a complete understanding of the philosophy of illumination—
. Is corroborated by Shahraziiri in his ‘comprehensive [lluminationist

commentary, Shark hikmat al-ishrdg.'* The allegorical works, though of

works and not central to the Illuminationist philosophy.!?

literary interest, are seen as primarily elementary and semipopular
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: ":’['hi;-approach to Suhrawardi, in which the major “Peripatetic” works
+nd. The Philosophy of Illumination are seen as a coherent interdependent

radition, which almost always discusses Suhrawardi using conventional
A\}iécnnan termi'nolog}} and takes as its point of departure precisely
those points where Suhrawardi attacks Avicenna and the Islamic Peri-
patctics: the primacy of quiddity, the Platonic Forms, the epistemology
of presence, the rejection of ‘Aristotelian definition, and related issues. In
" terms of The Philosophy of Illumination, these are issues that derive from
the section on logic and the “discursive philosophy” that Corbin and
his followers have tended to ignore.** Suhrawardi referred to discursive
philosophy, one of two constituents of “perfect” philosophy, in terms
such as bahth, al-hikma al-bahthiyya, tarig al-masksha’in, and madhhab al-
mashsha’in. “Intuitive philosophy,” the other half, has priority in estab-
lishing the principles of philosophy. The terms used—such as dhawyg,

orpus, is endorsed by the example of the later Iranian philosophical -

al-hikma al-dhawgiyye, and al-ilm al-hudiri, al-%ilm al-shuhadi—all indi-

cate intuitive philosophy but differ when used in 2 technical context. The
distinction is made by Aristotle in Pos'te”rjor Analytics, 1.1-2, where ‘he
gives priority to “primary immediately known premises” in science. All
too often, intuitive philosophy is interpreted as a “mystical experience.”

The combination of discursive and intuitive philosophy into one consis-,

tent.system—the phil,osophy of Tllumination—was Suhrawardi’s major
achievement in the eyes of the medieval biographers and commentators
on Hluminationist texts.'® ' :

The argument of The Philosophy of Tllumination will be summarized
below, but it is appropriate to say something here about the principal dis-
tinctive doctrines of Suhrawardi and his school.

First is the doctrine of knowledge by, presence.. Suhrawardi stressed that
all knowledge involves some sort of direct, unmediated confrontation of
the knower and the known. In general, he rejected intermediary mecha-

nisms as ways of explaining various sorts of knowledge. At the lowest
level, this involved a rejection of both the extramigsion and intramission
théories of vision and of similar theories to explaf;l the other senses. At
i1:of logic, he rejected Peripatetic essential definition, arguing
s could only be known through direct acquaintance. At the
s the means by which supersensible entities

e by presence was also invoked to solve the

tuition wa

Kn 'le_

\}

xxi
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ontology as “p,ri'mag'y-d ]
Sadra’s assertion of the “primay
issue arises from_Avicéh.ﬁa.’s jfainotxs distinction
existence of a real thing.’ Suhr: : :
mental distinction did not i'mg]y' l'sh",ﬁ,‘ corresp fie
distinction in concrete things/fin other \}vit;r'd‘s',‘__:_‘ ch
as_existence, necessity, unity, and 50 on were i°tibarat Saqlia..
reason.” and only concrete individual cntities rbga,lly existed:.

Finally, it is clear that Suhrawardi himself saw the question of the
Platonic Forms as being the issue that united him and the Ancients
against the Peripatetics. Since he saw the forms not as epistemological
entities but as metaphysical explanations for order in the world, he
framed the issue in terms of the number of immaterial intellects. The
Peripatetics, by whom he mainly meant Avicenna, accepted a hierachy of
only ten such intellects. The Illuminationists believed there were a great
many more, many of them equal in rank but different in kind.

The history of the Mluminationist School

A comprehensive history of the Iluminationist school has yet to be
written. Except for the few years of Suhrawardi’s stay in Aleppo, the
school never existed as an organized, institutionalized group comparable
to the Pythagoreans, the early Platonists, or the Ismaili philosophers.
Suhrawardi strésses in The Philosophy of Illumination that proper under-
standing of the book is dependent on al-ga’im bi al-kitah, “he who arises
with the Book,” Suhraward?’s designated successor and interpreter. That
there should have been such a person is implicit in his system. Shah-
raziiri comments that. Suhrawardi’s wanderings were motivgted by a
search for such an intellectual peer but adds that he never found one.'®
However, Suhrawardi’s disciples were scattered with. his death and we
seem to know the names of none of t.hem—:wi'th, of course, the exception
of al-Malik al-Zahir. Suhrawardi’s books circulated widely after his death,
but without an accompanying oral tradition of intepretation.

The first prominent advocate of Suhrawardi’s philosophy was
Shahraziri, who flourished in the mid-thirteenth century. Though he was
the author of several widely read works, he remains a rather mysterious
figure. Contrary to some reports, he certainly was not a direct student of
Suhrawardi, nor was he taught by one; apart from the disparity of dates,
he makes clear in the introduction to his commentary on The Philosophy
of Illumination that. his knowledge of Suhrawardi came from books.
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Shahraziiri is best known for three works: the commentary just referred
to; a widely read but unpublished philosophical encyclepedia entitled
Al-shajara al-ildhiya (The divine tree); and a biographical dictionary of
ancient and Islamic philosophers on Illuminationist principles, Nuzhat al-
arwah (The consolation of spirits).!”

Shahraziiri’s commentary on The Philosophy of Illumination was the

scientist who was a student of Nasir al-Din al-Tosi. His commentary
incorporated and superseded that of Shahraziiri and came to be the vehi-
cle through which The Philosophy of Illumination was understood in later
Islamic philosophy. Suhrawardi’s influence is also predominant in Qutb

al-Din’s popular Persian philosophical encyclopedia, Durrat al-tdj (The -

pearly crown).!8 o
Another early expounder of the Illuminationist philosophy was the
Jewish convert to Islam, Ibn Kammiina, whose Al-jadid fi al-hikma (The
new philosophy) is a version of the Illuminationist philosophy and who
wrote a commentary on another of Suhrawardi’s works, Al-talwihat.'®
~ The next two centuries are something of a blank. Although commen-
_taries were written on Suhrawardi’s works by Ghiyath al-Din Dashtaki
and Jalal al-Din Dawwani around the beginning of the sixteenth century,

little is known about the philosophy of this period.

The major revival of the Illuminationist philosophy is associated with
the so-called “School of Isfahan” of the late sixteenth and seventeenth
- centuries and a curious revival of interest in Zoroastrian lore in Mughal
India at about the same time. The interest in Suhrawardi shown by the
members of the School of Isfahan was largely philosophical. The ‘great
exponent of Suhrawardi’s views was Mir Damad (d. 1040 A.H./1631 c.E.).
His student Mulla Sadra, generally considered the most significant
Islamic philosopher of the later period, broke with Mir Damad and
the Illuminationist tradition on certain significant points, the most
important issue being the reality and primacy of existence. Whereas
Suhrawardi and his followers had considered existence to be itibari, a
. “being of reason” produced by the mind’s activity, Mulla Sadra held that
there was a deeper sort of existence to which Suhrawardi’s critique of
Avicenna did not apply. Thus, in the later tradition of Iranian philosophy,
it may fairly be said that there are two wings of the Illuminationist tra-
dition: one faithful to Suhrawardi on the issue of the primacy of quid-
dity; and the other, led by Mulla Sadr, that criticized Suhrawardi on
major points but still defined itself in terms of issues that Suhrawardi
had first set out. Since Mulla Sadra, Iranian philosophers have largely

Translators’ ] ' i1
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been divided into those who supported and those who rejected Mulls
Sadra’s critique of Suhrawardi, with the supporters of Mulla Sadri gen-
erally in the ascendant. Both schools exist in Iran to this da'y, andoT/ze
Philosophy of Illumination is still taught in the theologicail acadermies.
In Mughal India, the mythological aspects of Suhrawardi’s writings
_ appealed to a group of Iranian and Parsi intellectuals led by one Adhar
Kaywan, a Zoroastrian priest. For them, Suhrawardi, with his allusions to
;hc doctrines of light and darkness among the ancient Persians, provided
an intellectually respectable form of Zoroastrian wisdom-—one that was
expressed in such productions of this school as the Dasatir and the Dabistan
le-qulzé/zib. A moore philosophical expression of the Indian school is found
in Hirawi’s Persian commentary on The Philosophy of Ilumination.2° .
In the Western parts of the Islamic world, however, _Suhfawardi’s phi-
losophy had little inﬂuer\xce, though a paraphrase of parts of The P}ziloso-
p%y of lllumination is found in a work of the Nasrid vizier Lisan al-Din ibn
al-Khatib (d. 776 A.1./1375 ¢.E.).*' On medieval European philosophy, it
probably had no influence at all.

Argument of The Philosophy of Nlumination

l,"T/ze Philosophy of Illumination® consists of an introduction and two
parts: logic (in three “discourses”), and the science of lights (in five).

. The arrangement is related to that of m‘ox"ci‘:'_:'éc}"n\kéntionél works of phi-

losophy but differs in certain important ,-;fefs'pc?:ts”.- A philosophical com-
pendium in the tradition of ‘Avicennajwbﬁld' typically consist of ;E‘o;jr
parts: logic, physics, mathematics, and metaphysics. Suhrawardi ornits
the middle two in The Philosophy of 'Illicrﬁizzq_tion and omits mathematics
in all his works. Lo :

The introduction identifies. the 'pl'lrpqs'q of the work, its intended
audience, its specific subject matter, and its relations to the work of ear-
lier philosophers. Its subject. is ‘the “science of lights®a science that
Suhrawardi first learned through mystical exercises, These experiences
were reinforced later by logical jafpdfs and confirmed by the parallel
experiences of the Ancients, especially Plato, who generally expressed
their philosophical views more or less symbolically. It was written at the
same time he was writing works in the Peripatetic style, but its method
is simpler and easier for _th'e"_'stu‘dent. The introduction states that
philosophers can practice discursive philosophy, intuitive philosophy, or
both. The philosopher who hasl mastered both kinds is the natural ruler
in this world, regardless of whether he actually possesses j)oliticél power.
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.‘ T-hc _;philosophers who possess only intuitive_ philosophy are supz?rior to
55e who possess only discursive philosophy. The reader of this booki
t have reached a’ certain level of mystical attainment, warns
uhfawardi; if he has not, he should confine himself to the books in the
_Peripatetic mode, which do not presume rystical experience. »
© . In “Part One: The Rules of Thought,” Suhrawardi gives an extremely
simplified account of logic, “a small number of very useful rules . .. suffi-
cient for the intelligent and for those who seek illumination.” It is, in
" turn, divided into discourses on concepts and definitions, proofs, and
- fallacies. His exposition of elementary logic is deliberately simple—
" even simple-minded—and uses many nonstandard logical terms, often
ordinary-sounding expressions like “general meaning” (al-ma‘na al-‘amm)
for “universal.” It is, among other things, a sort of parody of traditional
logic, in which the venerable and abstract discipline is revealed to be no
more than common sense wrapped up in complicated terms. His exposi-
tion of logic has important philosophical content, however, and the neol-
ogisms of bis logic turn out to have subtle differences from the Peripatetic
terms they replace, reflecting his distinctive philosophical views.

In the first discourse, on semantics, Suhrawardi rejects the Aristotelian

notion of essential definition. Such definitions were supposed to reveal
the essence of natural universals by listing the proximate genus and the

differentia. He argues that such definitions are not actually possible. If.

the definition is successful, it presumes that the hearer already knows
the genus and differentia; if so, the hearer must already have known the
essence of the thing. If he does not know the genus and differentia, the
definition will only be empty words. In other words, he who knows the
thing does not need the definition; if he does not know the thing, the
definition will not teach him what it is. Moreover, he can never he certain
that all the essential differentia have actually been included. Suhrawardi

argues that things must be known through direct experience, and defini-

tions can do no more than point out what is being talked about. The
rejection of essential definition thus wounds the heart of the Peripatetic
notion of science. .
: the second discourse, on proofs, in the course of an elementary sum-~
the doctrine of syllogism and scientific demonstration, Suhrawardi
complex structure of the Peripatetic modal svingism., He
‘any scientific purpose the modal proposition i be reduced
ssary affirmative proposition with modality, quantifi-
n‘incorporated into the terms of the proposition. For
“éxample,“Itis possible that any man is literate” may be reformulated as
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“Tt is necessary that all men are contingently literate.” Similarly, “Neces-
sarily no man is a stone” Becomes “Necessarily every man is non-stone.”
By this means all syllbgisms can be reduced to one, 2 modalized iterated
form of Barbara: “Necessarily all A are B, and necessarily all B are C;
therefore, necessarily allAare C” o ‘ ‘
The third discourse deals with fallacies in three sections. The first
two sections are an elementary survey of common fallacies and how
to avoid them. They have some interest, sinice the discussions contain
criticisms of Peripatetic philosophical argumentation. The third section
is central to Suhrawardi’s philosophical enterprise, since it contains refu-
tations of ten specific Peripatetic doctrines, forming a compendium

~ of Suhrawardi’s principal philosophical disagreements with the Peri-

patetics. He calls these discussions “judgments” (hukimat). His use of
this section on sophisms to discuss substantive issues of physics and
metaphysics is similar to the practice of medieval European natural”
vhilosophers, for whom books on sophismata came to be considered the -
appropriate place for discussing disputed questions of natural'philosophy
and metaphysics. ’

The section has an introduction “establishing certain technical
terms.” He does somewhat more than define terms, however, giving sub-
stantive discussions of substance and accident, necessity and contin-
gency, cause, and possible and impossible infinities. The philosophical
principles he establishes here are used extensively both in the critique of
the Peripatetics that follows it and in his own metaphysics of light in the
<ccond half of the book. Among the important ideas introduced here are:
(1) that “contingency” means to be necessary by a cause; (2) that a cause
is ontologically but not temporally prior to its effect; (3) that a cause may
be composite and include conditions and the removal of impediments;
and (4) that an ordered, simultaneous, actual infinity is impossible but
that an infinity that does not have these three properties is possible.

The first judgment deals with “beings of reason” (i“tibarat ‘aqliya),
which are concepts such as existence, necessity, contingency, unity, dual-
ity, color in general, privations, relations, and substantiality. Unlike con-
crete attributes like blackness, these attributes have no being outside the
mind and are actually products of our thought about things. Suhrawardi
complains that the Peripatetics have improperly reified such ideas and as
a result have created insoluble third-man problems. The second judg-
ment reiterates his ctiticism of the Peripatetic essential definition -and
adds a brief attack on the doctrine of the categories. As with the Stoics,
a reduced five-fold set of categories are said to be the subject of physics.
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The problem of the number of categories (hasr al-magiilat) was a lasting
problem bequeathed to philosophers such as Mulla Sadra.

The third, fourth, and fifth judgments attack Peripatetic hylo-
morphism, the doctrine that bodies are a combination of matter and
form. He argues that the positing of matter distinct from body is unnec-
essary and that body is simply self-subsistent magnitude. (His doctrine
probably derives from the Timeus, for Plato’s “receptacle” was often
understood in both antiquity and the Middle Ages as space.) Included
here is an attack on the Aristotelian notion of form and secondary
substance. In these sections Suhrawardi deals with a variety of physical
questions, including compression and rarefaction, heat, the elements, and
the nature of species. There are also separate refutations of atomism
and the possibility of vacuum. ‘

The sixth judgment deals with the Peripatetic proofs of the immor-
tality of the soul. In this case he does not disagree with the doctrine of

“the immortality of the soul but does hold that the specific arguments
used by the Peripatetics to establish it are invalid, primarily due to their
inadequate doctrines of causality and contingency. :

The seventh judgment concerns the Platonic Forms and the related
question—in Suhrawardi’s system, at least—of whether a simple effect can
have a composite cause. He confines himself to answering the traditional
Peripatetic arguments against the forms and defends his own theory of
composite causes, a theory that will later be a necessary underpinning
of his version of the theory of forms. _

The eighth and ninth judgments deal with vision and criticize bath
major theories of vision: imprinting and visual rays. Suhrawardi argues
here for his theory of vision by presence, whereby vision occurs by the

presence of a lighted object before a sound eye without the movement of .-

anything between the object and the eye. This theory of vision he later
generalizes into the theory of knowledge by presence. The tenth judgment
extends this theory to sounds, criticizing the view that sound is reducible
to vibrations in the air. -
“Part Two: On the Divine Lights” is the metaphysics of The Philosophy
of Illumination. The first discourse establishes his basic metaphysical con-
cepts—Ilight, darkness, independence, and dependence—and their inter-
relations. Light is that which is evident or manifest in itself and makes
_ other things evident. There are four classes of beings: .self-subsistént
light, which is self-conscious and is thecause of the other classes of beings;
accidental light; which includes bo’thphysiéal light and some accidents in

immatcrifai light; dus'ky subst:incés, which are material bodies; and dark
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accidents, which include both physical accidents and some accidents in
immaterial lights. Immaterial light cannot be seen by vision. All con-
scious beings are immaterial lights, aware of themselves directly. Irnma-
terial lights differ by intensity, not by species. Immaterial lights are the
causes of all other beings and in turn are caused by other, more intense
immaterial lights. The sequence ends in an uncaused light, the Light of
Lights, which is the counterpart of Avicenna’s Necessary Existent, or God.
The second discourse is a cosmogony explaining how all other beings
come into existence from the Light of Lights. The Light of Lights, being
perfectly simple, can have only one direct effect: a single light called the
“Proximate Light” that differs from it only in Intensity. Likewise, the first
material object must be a single; homogenous sphere encompassing
everything else. The circular motions of the spheres must be the result
of their being alive, and thus they must be moved by an immaterial light.
The outermost sphere cannot come to be directly from the Light of
Lights; rather, it cxists by virtue of a dark accident in the Proximate
Light or some lesser light. Because the light that is its cause has two rela-
tions to t‘he Light of Lights—independence, by virtue of its luminosity,
and dependence, by virtue of its being caused—it can bring into being
bot}/l/ainother immaterial light and a body, the sphere. Since all the lights
are manifest to each other, the lower they afe in thé hiérarchy of being,
the more accidental multiplicity the lights can contain. Rays of light

. donot represent the separation of something from the light but, rather,

the creation of an accident in the thihg'"'lillurriined. The complexity of the
interactious of the immaterial lights is shown by the apparent disorder of
the fixed stars. » . : .

Unlike Avicenna, who posited  hierarchy of only ten intellects, each
of a different ontological rank, Suhrawardi allows the possibility~ of lights
of equal intensity that differ in accidents. The lights of this “horizontal
order” are the causes of the species and natural kinds of the sublunar
world-—the Platonic Forms, or the “archetypes of the talismans.” There
are also immaterial lights directly controlling physical bodies: the souls.
God’s knowledge of particulars is simply the presence of everything else
to the Light of Lights—tl}e highest example of Suhrawardi’s knowledge
by presence. The general principle that everything on a lower ontological
plane must have a cause on a higher ontological plane is called “the'

‘most noble contingency” and isa fundamental principle of Suhrawardi’s

system. These lower lights may have composite causes.
The knowledge of the existence of these innumerable immaterial
lights is one of the products of Suhrawardi’s mystical experiences and
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canbc confirmed by the testimony of the great sages of the past, botb
" Greek and oriental. The Platonic Form, thus, is-not equivalent to the uni-
versal of logic but is an immaterial mind that is the cause of the species
of which it is the archetype. As one descends the, ontological ladder, the
immaterial lights grow dimmer and more complex until one reaches
lights such as human souls, whose power is finite.

The third discourse deals with the activity of the lights and, in par-
ticular, the relationship among the immaterial lights, the motions of
the spheres, and temporal events in the sublunar world. Simply put, the
eternal circular movements of the spheres are the intermediary by
which the timeless and unchanging complexity of the immaterial lights
is expressed in the physical world.

The fourth discourse deals with physical topics. First, Suhrawardi
reformulates the traditional four elements in terms of the opaque, the

translucent, and the subtle, rejecting fire as an independent element.

Next, he demonstrates that all motions ultimately originate in lights,
Finally, he deals with the topics of traditional psychology: the temporal
origin of the soul, the senses, the relationship between the rationa} and
animal souls, and the number and nature of the inner senses, which he
incorporates into his theory of knowledge by presence. '

The fifth discourse deals with religious topics. Suhrawardi first dis-
cusses reincarnation, explaining it with a quote attributed to the Buddha
and then giving an unconvincing refutation. The view discussed is that
the soul is first born into human beings and then is reborn into animals
until its evil moral qualities are expunged. Whatever his real views on
reincarnation, he firmly asserts the immortality of the soul and the sal-
vation of pure souls through their escape to the world of lights. Lesser
souls are rewarded or punished in the world of suspended images. Evil in
this world is not the direct product of the Light of Lights but is, rather,
a concomitant of the motions of the spheres. This world is the best and
only possible world, and there is much less evil here than good. Prophecy,
true dreams, and the like are possible because the forms of events are
inscribed in some way in the spheres and are accessible to human beings
inder special conditions. There are a variety of such experiences, includ-
ie_music of the spheres; and the prophets, saints, and magicians
ower to bring the forms of things into being from the world of
- this point Suhrawardi interjects two ecstatic utterances in praise
of the mystics.and prophets and assuring people .that God will answer
th 1ye . H:r'le_xt gives a list of mystical experiences involving light.
He closes with an exhortation to his disciples to study this book carefully.
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The edition and translation

The présent volume is the outcome of a plan that we made in Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts, in 1983, to translate The Philosophy of Illumination.
Other projects and commitments delayed the completion of the transla-
tion for some years. We had completed a second draft of the translation
when the Islamic Translation Series was established. This new publica-
tion series offered us the opportunity to incorporate a revised edition of
the Arabic text of The Philosophy of Illumination into a bilingual edition.

The translation

Apart from the general goal of making an important Islamic philo-
sophical text available to English-speaking readers, this project should
be seen as part of our larger project to explicate the philosophical nature
of the Iluminationist tradition. As we have already remarked, Western
scholars have tended to see Suhrawardi as a mystic, a “gnostic,” or a
“theosopher.” In order to demonstrate, therefore, the existence of a well-
defined systematic side to the philosophy of illumination, we have made
the attempt to provide the nonspecialist reader with a balanced and
philosophically meaningful English translation of the entire text of The
Philosophy of Illumination, including its neglected but philosophically
essential section on logic.”

Therefore, we have tried to translate the text into philosophically rige
orous contemporary American English with as little deviation from the
literal sense as possible. Technical terms are translated consistently, as
far as we are able. Whenever possible, we have used the terminology that
is standard in translations and analyses of Greek and medieval Euro-
pean philosophy. In a few places, Suhrawardf’s terminology does not
translate neatly into standard terms; these problems are discussed in
the notes as they occur. We have tried to avoid colorful but speculative
renderings like “theosophy” and “oriental” This is especially true
because we have almost always deferred to the judgment of the early
commentators Shahraziiri and Qutb al-Din Shirazi as to the meaning of
the text. Their interpretations seem to us to be almost always sound,
philosophically well informed, and temperate; and they do not, in gen-
eral, support the more lurid renderings. We have not annotated heavily
and have not identified Suhrawardi’s usually anonymous quotations
except for those from the Qur’an. When he cites “the followers of the
Peripatetics,” he is usually referring to Avicenna.
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The title we have chosen, The Philosophy of Illumination, reflects these
principles. Hikma is literally translated as “wisdom,” but in Arabic
it also came to replace_falsafa for “philosophy.” This was partly because
there is a tendency in Arabic for native Arabic words to supplant loan
words, but it was also because falsafz had come to have connotations of
atheism and materialism. Suhrawardi is using Aikma in a general sense
of “philosophy,” as is shown by such expressions as hakim bahhdth to refer
to philosophers of the Peripatetic style. Ishrdg means either “the rising of
the Sun” or “Illumination” and is used in the second sense in this book.

There are two exceptions to these policies. First, in the first and sec-
ond discourses of the logic, Suhrawardi uses a deliberately nonstandard

. set of logical terms. We have devised our own set of nonstandard logical
terms literally translating his. Where he uses the usual terms, as he
often does, we use conventional terminology. Second, in some passages
Suhrawardi uses a high-flown religio-poetic Arabic, particularly in the

"introduction and the concluding discourses. We have translated these
into a slightly archaic liturgical English and have been a little looser in
the translation where no philosophical point seemed to be at issue.

We occasionally translate variants in the notes if the variant differs

significantly in meaning from the reading we follow-—mostly they do-

not-—and the variant is clearly more than the idiosyncratic reading of 2
single manuscript. In most cases, this means that the notes document
cases where the meaning of our text differs significantly from that of
Corbin’s edition. :

The edition

Suhrawardi has been exceptionally well served by the editors of his -

text, going back to the scholars of the seventh A.H./thirteenth c.E. cen-

tury, who fixed the two major recensions of The Philosophy of Illumination. .

The textual tradition is documented by a series of excellent manuscripts,
both of the text in isolation and of the two early commentaries. As we
prepared the edition, we found that the textual problems we faced were
documented as early as Qutb al-Din's commentary. It is a pleasure to
acknowledge a debt incurred over eight centuries to the previous editors
who so carefully and skillfully preserved this text: Shahraziiri, whose
commentary preserves the older “Persian” tradition of the text; the

unknown thirteenth-century editor whose “corrected” text is preserved .

in Qutb al-Din’s commentary; Qutb al-Din himself, who carefully docu-

mented the textual traditions available to him; the obscure nineteenth-
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century scholar Muhammad-Ahmad, who edited and copied the fine Yale
manuscript of Shahraziiri’s commentary; his contemporary Asadu’llah
Harati and Muhammad ibn ®Abd al-°Alj al-Darjazini, the editor and copy-
ist of the magnificent lithograph of Qutb al-Din’s commentary; and finally

. Henry Corbin, whose edition of The Philosophy of Hlumination has been

the basis for most modern study.of the work. It is sobering to realize that,
despite the pretensions of modern scholarship, we and Corbin have
done little more than reproduce the editions of The Philosophy of Illumi-
nation preserved in the commentaries of Shahraziiri and Qutb al-Din
respectively—and where modern translations have deviated from the
interpretive tradition established by Shahraziiri, it has almost ceftainly :
been for the worse. :

During Ziai’s research for his text-edition of Shahraziiri’s Sharh
hikmat al-ishrdq, he identified manuscripts of the text and the two mair'l,
Arabic commentaries unknown to Corbin when he had worked on his
editiop. Corbin’s edition, he discovered, represents a corrected and regu-
lariz_ed text produced by an unknown seventh/thirteenth-century editor
and best attested in the commentary of Qutb al-Din Shirizi. We refer to
this edition as the “corrected” text. It is this version of the text that is
generally known to scholars because it was the basis of Qutb al-Din’s
commentary, which was the version generally studied even before the
publication of its lithograph edition, and because Qutb al-Din’s com-
mentary was the main basis of Corbin’s edition. The text preserved in
Shahraziiri’s commentary represents a different tradition, which we
refer to as the “Persian” recension. In truth, the differences between the
two early versions are minimal. The Persian recension is looser in its
Arabic grammar and contains a number of minor variants that are obvi-
ous slips of the pen. The grammatical lapses are in things like agreement
in case and gender—notorious weak points for Persians writing or speak-
ing another language. The slips of the pen generally concern fine philo-

“sophical points, usually only noticeable after the kind of examination

necessary to translate or comment on the text; the sentence looks right
on’ first examination, but when ‘one thinks about it there is obviously
something wrong. In the corrected recension—the version represented

" by the Corbin edition and the lithograph of Qutb al-Din’s commentary——

the Arabic grammatical lapses tend to be corrected and the slips of the
pen are usually fixed. In some cases, however, the Persian recension is
clearly superior, as in its use of and *ya, “ego,” i place of the corrected
recension’s more familiar andniya?* Qutb al-Din states that he had
used a manuscript copied from a copy read to Suhrawardi, a standard
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~~gcholarly method of correcting a manuscript. This is evidently the manu-

" “script referred.to throughout the commentary as ba‘d al-nusakh, whose

"~ readings almost always agree with those of the Persian recension. Qutb’
al-Din was aware of the formal authority of this manuscript, but he evi-

. dently preferred ‘the corrected recenmsion with its greater number of

manuscripts and its grammatical and philosophical clarity. .
We believe that the most probable explanation for the existence of

two distinct, very early textual traditions is that the Persian recension

tepresents The Philosophy of Illumination as Suhrawardi wrote it. The

- grammatical and textual lapses reflect Suhrawardi’s Persian background

and the unsettled and hurried conditions under which he wrote. At some
point—presumably in the mid-thirteenth century C.E., when Suhrawardi’s
works had become popular—an unknown scholar prepared a new and
corrected edition of the work in which some, though hardly all, of the

' grammatical irregularities were dealt with and the slips of the pen were

carefully corrected, resulting in a text that is grammatically adequate
and philosophically excellent. )

Thus, we believe that our text represents an older recension, though
not one that differs dramatically from the familiar text of ngb al-Din
and Corbin. It is based on Corbin’s text but deviates from it to follow the
older Persian tradition of the text. Indeed, since the corrections made by
the unknown editor of the corrected text are generally well informed
and judicious, in a sense our text is inferior to that of Corbin—although,
if we are right, it is closer to what Suhrawardi actually wrote. It also
corrects some errors in the Corbin edition—both typographical errors
and cases where pieces of commentary have been included in the text.
Deviations from Corbin are always noted in the critical apparatus. We
have not duplicated Corbin’s apparatus, so those interested in the full
documentation of the text will need to consult both our edition and
Corbir’s and will probably wish to consult Qutb al-Din and Shahraziri as
well. We have followed Corbin’s edition in such matters as paragraph
divisions and numbering. Section titles usually, though not always, follow
Corbin. Where they do not, they are generally taken—sometimes with

© abridgement—from Qutb al-Din. We have used modern Arabic orthog-
‘raphy and punctuation.

_In general, Corbin ténds to use masculine forms of verbs, a practice
>t uncommon in dotted medieval manuscripts such as  (described
): Since masculine and feminine verbs often differ only in the dot-
ting, we have changed them in accordance with the rules of Arabic gram-

mar but have not given them as variants in the notes.

Translators’ Fntroduction | xxxiti

Manuscript sources

' Manuscripts and editions of the text of Hikmat al-ishraq

b : Henry Corbin’s text-edition of Suhrawardi’s The Philosophy of
Tllumination, in Opera Metaphysica et Mystica (1952; reprint, Tehran: Bib-
liotheque Iranienne, 1977), 2:1-260. This edition is based on the litho-
graphed edition of Qutb al-Din Shirézi’s Sharh hikmat al-ishrag and on
several manuscripts described by Corbin (French introduction, 71-79),
including _»~, which is described below. This edition represents the cor-
rected recension described above and differs from the Persian recension
of ¢ and J mostly only in respect to minor textual variants, all indi-
cated in the notes to the present edition. Many of the discrepancies are
additions to Suhrawardi’s text taken from Qutb al-Din’s commentary
(described below), where the text (matn) and commentary (sharh) are often
distinguished only by a line drawn over the passages of the text. This
common device in running commentaries is used in manuscripts and the
lithograph of Qutb al-Din’s commentary. In many cases, however, the
lithograph edition erroncously extends the line over the commentary,
which probably led Corbin to consider the commentator’s additions as
parts of the text. A careful examination of manuscript %y resolves the
few ambiguities, which are recorded in the notes to the present edition.

5+ Los Angeles, UCLA, Special Collections: Minasian Collection of
Arabic and Persian Manuscripts, no. M1111, The manuscript is 18 by

12.5 cm, consisting of 139 folios, 15 lines per page, written in a scribal

naskh script. It has been briefly described by M. T. Danish-Pazhiih in
Fihrist-i nuskhahd-yi Danishgah-e UCLA, p. 214, who dates it to the cighfh/
fourteenth. century. The copy is not complete, consisting of almost all of
Part One minus the last section (corresponding to numbered sections
1-105). This copy differs from the text part ofJ in only a limited num-
ber of cases, all noted in the present edition. This copy, however, helps to
establish the text of The Philosophy of Illumination and to separate Qutb
al-Din’s skarh from the matn.

-Manuscripts of Shahraziri’s Sharh hikmat al-ishrag

As noted above, this commentary coritains the Persian recension of
the text.

5. Tehran University, Central Library, Collection of Manuscripts,

1no. 9081, The oldest manuscript of the work available to us, it was produced
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in the late decades of the seventh/thirteenth century and is not among
those used by Corbin in his edition. It has 212 folios, each 20.5 by 13.5 cm
with 19 lines of text. It is incomplete, including Shahraziiri’s commentary
orily on the second gism of The Philosophy of Illumination. Tt is most proba-
bly one of the several copies used in the production of J, with which it
is almost identical. This manuscript has been given primary status in
the preparation of Part Two of the present text-edition, but only in close
association firstly with J and secondly, in a few problematic cases (mostly
due to ink smears from facing folios), with . Some of its folios have been
exchanged at a later date; it was a common practice in medieval manu-
script collections to replace damaged or missing folios of a work. Thus,
there are two distinct styles of calligraphy and two types of paper utilized.
All but 9 of the 212 folios are written in a scribal naskh style characteristic
.of late seventh/thirteenth and early eighth/fourteenth centuries. Folios
covering the beginning of Part Two to the end of Discussion 2, Chapter 11
(corresponding to section numbers 107-72, plus the skark) are written in
this hand. The next six folios are written in a scribal ta/ig, a near-cursive
nasta‘liq resembling calligraphic styles used only from the eleventh/sev-
enteenth centuries on. These corrections cover the skarh on Discussion 2,
Chapter 11, plus portions of paragraph number 172 of the matn plus its
sharh. The rest of the manuscript is in the older scribal naskf style, with
the exception of one folio that covers paragraphs 266-71, plus the two
final folios of the work, which are in the same later scribal ¢a“fig style. This
means that the colophon, bearing the date 727 A.H. (1326—27 C.E.) as the
completion of the copy, is in the later hand. However, our assumption is
that the “repairs” were made based on a copy dated 727 a.H. This date is
consistent with the older portions of the manuscript, and these portions
are consistent in style and format with other manuscripts of that period.
For example, the Astin-i Quds manuscript of Ibn Kammiina’s Al-tangihdt
S sharh al-talwihdt, 2 commentary on another work of Suhrawardi, which
was intended as a textbook for the Nizimiya Madrasa in Baghdad, is
dated 703 A.1./1303 C.E. and is in a similar scribal naskh.

J: New Haven, Yale University, Beinecke Rare Books and Manu-
scripts Library: Landberg Collection, no. 7. It is briefly described in Ara-
bic Manuscripts in the Yale University Library, compiled by Leon Nemoy
(New Haven, Conn.: 1957), 125. This manuscript is 25.3 by 19 cm, con-
sisting of 239 folios with 25 lines per page. It is writtenin-a superbly exe-
cuted naskh calligraphy typical of many finely produced manuscripts and
lithograph printings from nineteenth-century Iran. It'was compléted
on Saturday, the 4th of Jumada al-Akhar, 1296 A.H./1879 C.E., by
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Muhammad-Ahmad. This manuscript is not a simple “scribal copy” but
is a carefully edited and collated copy based on an unspecified number of
manuscripts. On numerous pages, “variants” are given in the margins
in the following forms: nuskha, fi nuskha, fi akthar al-nusakh. In many
instances the “editor” offers his opinion on possible alternative, “more
corr.ect” readings of difficult or ambiguous passages by adding “perhaps
« - - 1s more correct” (wa la‘alla . ... asahh). In several instances the note
“Collation was completed with the original up to this point” (balagha
mugqabala ‘ald aslihi) is added on the margin, indicating that when a skeg-
ment was completed it was read against the sources used in the prepara-
tion of the manuscript and that two or perhaps more persons were
involyed in its production. The copy is indeed very well produced, with
few orthographic or other errors. We have used this edition as the prin-
cipal copy for Part One of the present text-edition. In a few instances we
have followed Corbin’s edition where its reading was clearly superior to
that of o and J; but in general, ¢= and J, supported by, (described
below), establish the present edition of The Philosophy of Illumination.
o~ Istanbul, Saray Abmet I, no. 3230. The manuscript is 26.5 by
15 em, consisting of 367 folios, 19 lines per page, written in a handsome
scribal 2a°lig script. It bears the stamp of Bayazid IT (ninth/fifteenth
century). This manuscript was first identified and described by Helmut

- Ritter® and was one of the manuscripts used by Henry Gorbin in his text-
edition of Suhrawardi’s The Philosophy of Illumination. There is a near-
total agreement between v and J; which leads us to believe that o was

copied from a manuscript—say, ¢~—that was 2 basis of the carefully
edited and collated manuscript J.

Editions ana'.manuscﬁpts of
Quib al-Din Shirdzi’s Sharh hikmat al-ishraq

Qutb al-Din’s commentary employs the corrected recension followed
by Corbin in his edition. Qutb al-Din, however, also had access to at
least one manuscript copied from a manuscript that had been read to
Suhrawardj, representing the Persian recension. He systematically notes
their divergences, which are, in general, the more important differences -
between our edition and that of Corbin. ‘ .

=2t Los Angeles, UCLA, Special Collections: Minasian Collection
of Arabic and Persian Manuscripts, No. M881. The manuscript is 20.5
by 11.5 cm, consisting of 324 folios, 19 lines per page, written in a
scribal naskh. and takriri naskh scripts. It has been briefly described by
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“ NL-T. Danish-Pazhoh in Fikrist-i nuskhaha-yi Danishgih-e yi si il ay, 250,

:nd is dated 881 A.x./1476 C.E. The rnanuscript is very carefully copied

*and collated, with variants noted.as: nuskha, fi nuskha, fi akthar al-nusakh,

‘ ﬁ ba‘d al-nusakh. In a few instances, descriptions and explanations are

-*,dded on the margins by the scribe himself, indicating that it had been

. produced by a learned editor. This manuscript is almost identical with

“the lithograph edition of copy #» described below, but is in many ways

a better copy since it is mostly free from S orthographical errors.

- Tehran, lithograph edition, 1315 A.H./1897 C.E. The edition is 25
by 17.cm, in 564 pages, with 19 lines per page. It is written in a superb
naskh by the calligrapher Muhammad ibn Mirza ‘Abd al-°Ali Darjazini.
Miilla Sadra’s Ta“ligat ‘ald sharh hikmat al-ishrdg, plus al-Farabi’s Al-jam®

* bayn'ra’yayn al-hakimayn aré printed on the margins. Evidently, ks had
been one of the copies used in the preparation of _p, and the two are
here employed to establish the main of The Philosophy of Illumination in
the present edition. Variants are given in the notes. o

Tn sum, the manuscripts S CS, and g form a consistent, closely
related family representing the Persian recension of the text. The Corbin
edition ls, the Tehran lithograph of Qutb al-Din’s commentary _j, and
the manuscript ks represent the corrected edition. .

Finally, while a widely employed standard for printing Arabic texts
has not yet been established, a brief note on orthography and style is
here given: _ '

(1) In general, we have not added all shaddas, hamzat al-gat‘es, or
extensive vocalization, following common practice in modern Arabic edi-
tions, except to avoid ambiguity. For example, a shadda is added to the
definite verbal noun of form 3 of the geminated verb m-s-s, JL;:J\, to
distinguish it from the indefinite verbal noun of form 8 of the verb l-m-s,

Lo\ Hamzat al-qatas are added to verbal nouns of the verbs a-m-r,
a-kh-dh, and so on, as was done in medieval manuscripts. Passive voices
of verbs are indicated, and the common practice of adding a damma to
the feminine singular ukhrd is observed.

(2) Of the possible forms Ligh, Liga. and Lals, the latter is the one
sed most widely in the manuscript traditions named here, though not
sistently so. We have chosen Lals but have not given variants in

Che name Plato appears>both as bl and O bl We have
51331 but have not given variants. ' ,
‘ersian names and loan words have been vocalized, e.g.: g ),
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(5) The Persian term Js jliid also appears as A lddwl; we have
chosen s ,l4ziwsd but have not given variants.

(6) The name o pl>-'(a “city” in \.1.13_)‘91:) also appears as _p_slbr
in the same manuscript, and the variation has been retained.

List of abbreviations in the apparatus criticus

J  Manuscript of Shahrazari’s Sharh hikmat al-ishrag, Yale University,
Beinecke Rare Books and Manuscripts Library, Landberg Collec-
tion, no. 7.

* Manuscript of Shahraziiri’s Sharh hikmat al-ishrag, Istanbul, Saray
Ahmet TII, no. 3230.

& Manuscript of Shahraziiri’s Sharh hikmat al-ishrag, Tehran Univer-
sity, Central Library, Collection of Manuscripts, no. 2981.

L Printed text of Suhraward?’s Hikmat al-ishrag, ed. Henry Corbin, in
Opera Metaphysica et Mystica (1952; reprint, Tehran: Bibliothéque Irani-
enne, 1977), 2:1-260.

»  Manuscript of Suhrawardi’s Hikmat al-ishrig, UCLA, Minasian Col-
lection of Arabic and Persian Manuscripts, no. M1111.

Manuscript of Qutb al-Din Shirazl’s Sharh hikmat al-ishrdg, UCLA,
Minasian Collection of Arabic and Persian Manuscripts, no. M881.
Lithograph edition of Qutb al-Din Shirazi’s Sharh hikmat al-ishrag,
~Tehran, 1315 A.x. [1897].

G

Explanations given by us in the notes.

Page.

¢ §

Line.

Margin of a manuscript, or notcs in printed texts.

N

] When used in the text, these indicate an add.iti_on to the text that we
deemed necessary for consistency in syntax; when used specifically
in section headings, they indicate additions to the text by Corbin
based on Qutb al-Din’s Sharh hikmat al-ishrag and at times modified
by us for consistency; and when used in the notes, they indicate
explanations added by us, as distinguished from textual variants and
from references to Qur’anic passages used in the text.



Shahrazuari’s Introduction

When Corbin published his edition and his translation of The Philosophy of
Nlumination, fe included the introduction to Shahraziari’s commentary as an
introduction to Suhrawardi’s text. What Shahraziri has to say about the iext is
of considerable interest, since it set the agenda for all later interpretation of the
work; we have therefore included a slightly abridged translation of Shahraziiri’s
introduction here. Since the Arabic text is readily available in Corbin’s edition
and in Ziai’s edition of Shahrazari’s Sharh hikmat al-ishraq, we have not
reprinted it here. '

O God, the Subtle! Make easy the path and do not make it hard.
In the Name of God, the Merciful, the Compassionate!

Exalted art Thou, O emanating Source of pre-eternal bounty, Giver
of order to eternal existence, Bestower of noble and holy essences, Per-
fector of precious human souls, Mover of the celestial spheres by their
everlasting and exalted longings, Joiner of the lower pillars by lofty
active powers. From those pairs and mixtures Thou didst create forms
straight and curved, loose and interwoven—mineral, plant, and animal
all together. Then didst Thou complete creation with man, that creature
both joyful and oppressed. Blessed be Thou in the glorious splendor of
Thine unmoved unity. Exalted art Thou in the divine grandeur of Thine
imperishable singleness. . . . :

Now, the purpose for which the rational soul descended from the lofty
world of the intellect to this dark and lowly world was to become per-
fected by true science and knowledge, for it does not at first have these.
Since it can only acquire these sciences by long toil and effort, it requires

— XXXVLIT -
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the t:ooperation of the body and its faculties. The body requires for its
stfbs;s:tence food, clothing; shelter, and the pleasant things associated
mth‘ﬁthem. It is necessary that these things be selected, limitedl a.nd
acquired in moderation, lest they lead the soul into one of the extr,emes
of deficiency or excess, thus, in the first instance, defeating the purpose
for which the bodily pleasures were created, becoming the cause that
strengthens the attachment and inclination of the soul to the world of
exile, and destroying its perfection. In the second instance, the body—
wh.ose: ‘survival is a cause by which the perfection that leads to divine
union 1s acquired—will be harmed. Therefore, we need ethics, directly
and indirectly, because preoccupation with the external and internal
senses and with desire and anger is a veil for the soul and will, in that
state, prevent it from acquiring the sciences. Even if they are attained
love for this lowly world will become firmly fixed in the substance of the,
soul, and its attachment to the world will strengthen. That love will
cause pains for a long period of time and prevent the pure enjoyment of
the intellectual pleasures. [But] if; when the soul is separated from the
body, the realities of existents are fully inscribed within it, it will break
the connection to the lower world and its weakness and will carry them
up to.the company on high. There it will attain its full reward, enjoying
the bliss of the pre-eternal beauty and the happiness of unending splen-
dor, for it will have acquired the correspondence bringing about union.

_ [As] it has been said, “Lineage is a condition of association.” [But] if the

soul is in the opposite condition when it is separated from the body, its
fate will be the opposite. ' '

You are aware that human perféction consists in the theoretical sci-
ences, that the science of practical wisdom is also theoretical, and that
improvement of character is acquired by turning the soul away from dis-
tractions and by purifying it from hindrances in order to become per-
fected. Therefore, human happiness is conditioned on acquiring sciences.
The sciences are divided into twe primary classes: the first is true sci-
ences and the second customary or linguistic sciences, By “true sciences”
I'mean those that do not change because their subject does not change,
for the change in a science is due to the change in its subject. If the sub-

‘ject of the science is unchanging, the science will also be unchanging——

for example, the sciences treating of the Creator, the intellects and
souls, the spheres, the universals, and the elements and their com-
pounds. The customary or ‘lingui‘sticAsciences are the opposite of the true
sciences and are those that chgnge with the alteration of their subjects,

.such as grammar, lexicography, poetics, rhetoric, epistolography, and
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_..._.other such literary sciences. These change and alter with the destruction
. " of peoples and religions and the Janguages associated with these sciences.
Thé most important cause for their disappearance is the fall of the
_empires belonging to those peoples and religious communities and their
' su_bjugaté?n by their enemies. In our ége, Greek grammar, poetics, and
.. " epistolography have vanished, along with the customary sciences of the
- Persians, Egyptians, Babylonians, and other ancient nations. As for the
~science of law, which is political science, it has not vanished completely,
but some of its branches have fallen into desuetude and its regulations
‘have been changed and altered as it moved from nation to nation. The
same is true of the science of jurisprudence.! There is, however, a mys-
tery in this to which we will refer later, God willing.

Now that you know this, you cught also to know that true perfection
can only be attained by true knowledge, for true knowledge is unchang-
ing. Thus, the soul can behold the unchanging object of that knowledge
after separation from the body. That which is changeable cannot be beheld
after separation from the body, so it cannot be the means for thé attain-
ment of true perfection, though it might be the means for the attainment
of estimative? perfection, In short, we know that happiness is conditioned
on true sciences and not on the other sort. Next, the true sciences are
divided into two classes: first, revealed and intuitive and, second, discur-
sive and speculative.

The first class consists of those in which the spiritual and incorporeal
entities are beheld directly and are known neither by thought and the
linking of syllogistic proofs nor by the devising of an essential or descrip-
tive definition. Instead, they are known by successive, differing rays of
light stealing the soul from the body so that they can be seen, suspended
and incorporeal, and that which is above them can be seen with the
divine providence. Very few of the philosophers attain this intuitive phi-
losophy, for it is acquired only by some virtuous individual divine philoso-
phers. Among them were the Ancients who came in the time before

- Plato, and other learned Ancients whose learning and precedence are

tj:;sted by the different nations. Though they devoted their efforts
the intuitive philosophy, they did not lack the speculative; for their
gations, writings, and hints were of use to Aristotle, the master of
ion, who corrected and expanded them. For this reason the First
Aristotle] said, “The early philosophers did true philosophy.
h‘?}' may have erred in some physical matters, they excelled
questions of theology.”® The Moderns—those who have come

-distracted them ‘-‘-:’i.th .Sp.é ul

Aristotle—Agathad@mon, Hermes, Empedocles, Pythagoras, Socrates,

xli

since Aristotle.."

queSt;ionsma.r}d ahsv&cfé,':émd g ,
acquiring intuitive philosophy, This is esp
philosophy s combined ‘with a love of }
thought has continually increased and mt tio
Tare up to nearly our own time. After such a long time,
W‘ayfaring have become .ovcrgroWn;' they are o Jonger ;al
direct vision of the incorporeal lights, and their souls canrnot:
ness, whether in the separation that follows the destructioniof the body
or before separation. The proofs have been erased before them, and they
can no longer see clearly the other path to their goal.

The steady decline of intuitive philosophy continued until our age,
when one man arose [who was] prepared for intuitive philosophy and dis-
satisfied with pure speculation. He sought to acquire some portion of the
true philosophy as it ought to be known. It was difficult for him, for the
path 1eading an individual to that goal had been forgotten. His quest was
blocked and troubled, until the star of happiness arose and the morn of
philosophy dawned from the horizon of certitude. The lights of realities
§hone from the all-highest spot with the manifestation of our master. He
is the king of reality and the guide on the path, the place where subtle,
truths become evident, the source of the emanation of realities, the mine
of wisdom, the master of spiritual resolve. He was strengthened by the
Kingdom and joined himself to the world of might. He was the remnant
O_f the pious forefathers, the prince of the learned of the latter genera-
tion, the most learned of the Ancients and Moderns, quintessence of
Philosophers and divine sages: Shihab al-Milla wa al-Flaqq wa al-Din al-
SuhraWardi——may God make holy his soul and let the spiFit flow over his
?eSting place! He began to reform that which had been corrupted, bring-
ing back to light that which had been effaced by the centuries, explaining
in detail what the Ancients had summarized, commenting on what they
had hinted at and told in symbols, unlocking that which had been closed
up and made difficult, and reviving what had been dead and forgotten.
He girded up the loins of effort to devote himself to the earliest sages,
dEfendillg themn and refuting those who criticized them. He went to every
length to understand their views—with open eyes and well informed, not
blindly or in confusion. His tools were the revelations occurring after rig-
orous and saintly spiritual exercises and sound and complete speculative
Investigations—may God be pleased with him!—for he was indeecﬂl a
master of both philosophies, the intuitive and the speculative, penetrating
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deeply into both. Indeed, no one apprehends the peaks he scaled or the
depths he plumbed. You will know this for yourself when we come to our
careful study of his words and our attempt to explain his aspirations and
being. He spoke of noble and hidden matters, precious mysteries locked
away in treasuries, which we have heard no other mortal mention. No
one else has appeared with the like, neither the philosophers nor the
mystics. That is a proof that his feet were firm in wisdom and that his

- arm was long in philosophy, that his heart was steadfast in revelation and
intuition in the science of the lights, as he said:

The verses of love’s prophethood became manifest to me.
Before me they were sealed, but in my time they were noised abroad.*

You will only understand all of this if you find this path and learn
some of its mysteries and states.

All the books of this great man are noble and profitable, but cspe-
cially the book The Philosophy of Illumination—that treasury of wonders,
laden with rare subtleties and useful points. On the science of theology
or other sciences no book greater than it has been seen on the face of the
earth, nor one nobler, sounder, more cdmplete, or more exact. It is of
great import, a noble work; but it is a hidden treasure, a rolled-up scroll.
It is reached by paths reserved to it alone. Few are they who walk these
paths or know them. It is not easy for most scholars who come after him
to follow these paths to the book or to unravel its symbols. Such scholars
are preoccupied with the affairs of the world and are too fond of and too
accustomed to the words of the Peripatetics. Inevitably, this book has
remained neglected and unheeded due to the difficulty of its style and
the subtlety of its method. But God eased for us the marvels and wonders
contained in it and unveiled to us its realities and subtle truths. To the
enlightened gaze both lean and fat are manifest, and by something else
both the subtle and the plain. For a long time we were stingy with the
secrets of this book and revealed them to no one. We hid them and did
not give them away generously. This was not out of a coarse miserliness
but because of the obscurity of the style, the subtlety of its depths and
investigations, and the lack of sincere students and learned individuals
prepared to study it. It was due also to the death of knowledge and phi-
losophy, to the dearth of people of learning and intellect, and the depres-
sion of the bazaar of philosophy in this age. Nevertheless, in my many
Journeys and wanderings through the lands and at the urgings of the
receptive; the learned, and those with pure souls.and high spiritual aspi-
rations, I learned of this excellent man and was seized with a desire to
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know about him and study his books and his words. The intelligent were
very anxiots to acquire his wise sayings and exquisite poems. There were
many requests to learn his paths and methods, especially those of his
book The Philosophy of Illumination. This book should only be begun after
following all the paths of knowledge and completely mastering the pop-
ular philosophy and the conventional sciences, for it is a summary of
philosophy and the quintessence of knowledge, a treasury of wonders
and registry of marvels. Neither I nor anyone else had found a sounder
book than it for theology and mystical science. Since such was the case,
I decided to compose a comprehensive commentary on its fundamental
and derivative teachings, containing the principles of both intuitive and
speculative philosophy. In this commentary I would correct both the
superficial and the excess. I would include the discourses and sectioms,
seeking thereby to clarify its obscurities and difficulties, to make clear
the solution to its subtle points and texts, to reveal the meaning of its
symbols and hints, and to investigate its principles and allusions. In my
commentary [ would seek to determine the reality, to hit upon the truth,
to record the proof, and to ease the path for the wayfarers to the court
of holiness and the presence of the Friend—those who strive to reach
the divine presence, who ascend the stairway to heaven, hoping for that
generous recompense and handsome reward, for the mention that gives
immortality, for eternal reward. . ..
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In the name of God, the Compassionate, the Merciful

[Subhrawardi’s Introduction]

(1) O God, glorious is Thy mention and mighty Thy holiness. Great
is Thy friend, exalted Thy majesty, and lofty Thy station. Blessings and
salutation be upon all Thy chosen ones and Thy messengers, and
specifically upon Muhammad, the chosen one, the lord of mankind, he
whose intercession will be heeded on Judgment Day. Enable us, then, by
Thy light to be among those who have attained and who remember Thy
blessings and are thankful for Thy bounty.

(2) Know, my brethren, that your frequent demands that I record
the philosophy of illumination! have finally overcome my reluctance.
Were it not for an incumbent obligation, a prior word, and a command
given from a place, disobedience to which will lead to straying from the
path, I would not have felt obliged to step forward and openly reveal it,
for the difficulty therein is known to you. But you went on, my friends—
may God direct you toward what He loves and approves of—begging me
to write you a book in which I would tell what I have obtained through
my intuition? during my retreats and visions. In every seeking soul there
is a portion, be it small or great, of the light of God. Every one who
strives has intuition, be it perfect or imperfect. Knowledge did not end
with one people, so that the doors of heaven are shut behind them and
the rest of the world is denied the possibility of obtaining more. Rather,
the Giver of knowledge,® who stands at the “clear horizon, is not stingy

with the unseen” [Qur®an 81:23-24]. The most evil age is the one in

which the carpet of striving has been rolled up, in which the movement
of thought is interrupted, the door of revelations bolted the path of
visions blocked.
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. (3) Before Iwrote this book and dﬁrihg the times when interruptioﬂs )

prevented me from working on it, I-wrote other books in which I have

" surnmarized for you the principles of the Peripatetics according to their

method. Among these books is the short work known as Intimations of the
Tablet and the Throne. Many pr1nc1ples are summarized in it, despite its
brevity. Then there is my book The Flashes of Light.* I have also composed
othér works, some in my youth. But the present work has another

method and provides a shorter path to.knowledge than their method -

does. It is more orderly and precise, less painful to study. I did not first
arrive at it through cogitation; rather, it was acquired through some-
thing else. Subsequently I sought proof for it, so that, should I cease con-
templating the proof, nothing would make me fall into doubt.

(4) In all that I have said about the science of lights and that which
is and is not based upon it,% I have been assisted by those who have trav-
eled the path of God. This science is the very intuition of the inspired
and illumined Plato, the guide and master of philosophy, and of those
who came before him from the time of Hermes, “the father of philoso-
phers,” up to Plato’s time, including such mighty pillars of philosophy as

Empedocles, Pythagoras, and others.® The words of the Ancxents are '

symbolic’ and not open to refutation. The criticisms made of the literal
sense of their words fail to address their real intentions, for a symbol can-

. not be refuted. This is also the basis of the Eastern® doctrine of light and

darkness, which was the teaching of Persian philosophers such as
Jamasp, Frashostar, Bozorgmehr,? and others before them, It is not the
doctrine of the infidel Magi, nor the heresy of Mani, nor that which leads
to associating other gods wnh God—be He exalted above any such
anthropomorphism!'? :

Do not imagine that philosophy has existed only in these recent
times. The world has never been without philosophy or without a person
possessing proofs and clear evidences to champion it. He is God’s
vicegerent on His earth. Thus shall it be so long as the heavens and the
earth endure. The ancient and modern philosophers differ only in their
use of language and their divergent habits of openness and allusiveness.
All speak-of three worlds,"! agreeing on the unity of God. There is no
dispute among them on fundamental questions. Iiven though the First
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Teacher [Aristotle] was very great, profound, and insightful, one ought

not exaggerate about him so as to disparage his master. Among them
are the messengers and lawgivers such as. Agathademon, Hermes,
Asclepius, and others.

(5) The ranks of philosophers are many, and they fall into these
classes: a divine philosopher proficient in intuitive philosophy'? but lack-
ing discursive philosophy; a discursive philosopher lacking intuitive phi-
losophy; a divine philosopher proﬁ<:1cnt in both intuitive philosophy and
discursive philosophy; a divine philosopher proficient in intuitive philos-
ophy but of middle ability or weak in discursive philosophy; a philoso-
pher proficient in discursive philosophy but of middle ability or weak in
intuitive philosophy; a student of both intuitive philosophy and discur-
sive philosophy; a student of only intuitive philosophy; and a student of
only discursive philosophy. Should it happen that in some period there be
a philosopher proficient in both intuitive philosophy and discursive phi-
losophy, he will be the ruler by right and the vicegerent of God. Should it
happen that this not be the case, then rulership will belong to a philoso-
pher proficient in intuitive philosophy but of middle ability in discursive
philosophy. Should these qualities not. coincide, rulership belongs to a
philosopher who is proficient in intuitive philosophy but who lacks dis-
cursive philosophy.'® The world will never be without a philosopher
proficient in intuitive philosophy. Authority on God’s earth will never

. belong to the proficient discursive philosopher who has not become pro-

ficient in intuitive philosophy, for the world will never be without one
proficient in intuitive philosophy-—one more worthy than he who is only
a discursive philosopher—for the vicegerency requires direct knowledge.
By this authority I do not mean political power. The leader with intuitive
philosophy may indeed rule openly,** or he may be hidden—the one
whom the multitude call “the Pole.”** He will have authority even if he
is in the deepest obscurity. When the government is in his hands, the age
will be enlightened; but if the age is without divine rule, darkness will be
triumphant. The best student is the student of both intuitive philosophy
and discursive philosophy. Next is the student of intuitive phllosophy,
and then the student of discursive philosophy.
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4 . , . . Suhrawardi’s Introduction

(6) This book of ours is for the student of both intuitive philosophy
and -discursive philosophy. There is nothing in it for the discursive
philosopher not given to, and not in search of, intuitive philosophy. We
only discuss this book and its symbols with the one who has mastered
intuitive philosophy or who seeks it. The reader of this book must have
reached at least the stage in which the divine light has descended upon
him——not, just once, but regularly. No one else will find any profit in it.
So, whoever wishes to learn only discursive philosophy, let him follow the
method of the Peripatetics, which is fine and sound for discursive philos-
ophy by itself. We have nothing to say to such a person, nor do we discuss
Iluminationist principles with him.'s Indeed, the system of the Ilumi-
nationists cannot be constructed without recourse to luminous inspira-
tions, for some of their principles are based upon such lights. Should
Illuminationists fall into doubt about these principles, they will overcome
it by climbing the ladder of the soul.!? Just as by beholding sensible
things we attain certain knowledge about some of their states and .are
thereby able to construct valid sciences like astronomy, likewise we

- observe certain spiritual things and subsequently base divine sciences

upon them. He who does not follow this way knows. nothing of philosophy
and will be a plaything in the hands of doubts. .

We have reduced the famous “tool”!® that guards thought from error
to a small number of very useful rules. These are sufficient for the intel-
ligent and for those who seek illumination. Whoever wishes to learn the
details of this science—which is merely a tool—should consult the more
detailed books.™®

The present work is divided into only two parts.20
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PART ONE
The Rules of Thought, in Three Discourses

The First Discourse

Knowledge and definition [comprising seven rules]

Rule one
[On how the word signifies the meaning']

(7) ‘The use of a word to signify its whole conventional meaning is

called “intended signification.” Its use to signify part of the meaning.

is called “implicit signification.” Its use to signify a concomitant of the
meaning is called “concomitant signification.”? Signification by intention
includes concomitant signification, because nothing in existence is with-
out concomitants.® It does not have to include signification by implica~
tion, because some things do not have parts. The general does not signify
the specific in its specificity. If someone says, “I saw an animal,” he may
also say, “I did not see a man,” but he cannot say, “I did not sec a body,
or something that moves by volition.”
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6 o Part One: The First Discourse

Rule two
[On the division between conception and assent]*

(8) If you apprehend a thing absent from you, you can only appre-
hend it—in that sense appropriate to this context——by having an image®
of its reality in you. If you know something without having some trace
oceur. in you, then the states before knowing and after are identical. If
you have a trace of it that does not correspond to [the thing], then you
have not known it as it is. Therefore, there must be some correspondence
in what you know. That trace in you is the image. We call the meaning
that can validly correspond to the many the “general meaning.” The

* word. that signifies it is the “general word,” such as the word “man” and

its meaning. If what the word signifies cannot in itself be conceived to be
multiple, then it is called “the individualizing meaning,” and the word
that signifies it is called the “individualizing word,” such as the name
Zayd and its meaning. A meaning that is included in something else is
called “ti‘g? inferior meaning” in relation to that thing.®
ToVA b 99
Rule three
{On quiddities]

(9) A “reality”” is either “simple”—having no parts in the mind—or

“not simple”—having parts. For example, [an] animal is compounded
from body and something that causes it to live.8 The first—that is, body—
is the “general part”? because, if it is taken in the mind with “animal,”
“body” is more general than “animal” and “animal” is lower in relation
to it. The second is the “specific part” of the thing and belongs to it
alone.!® The meaning specific to the thing may be equal to the thing (such
as capacity for speech!! in man) or may be more specific than the thing
(such as being male to man). The reality may have “separable accidents,”
such as actual Jaughter in man, or may have “concomitant accidents.”!?

43
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Part One: The First Discourse

The complete concomitant is the concomitant related essentially to the
reality—for example, the relation of the three angles to the triangle.
Even in the imagination, it is impossible to avoid predicating the three
angles to the triangle. The reason for the triangle having three angles
cannot be some other cause; for, were this the case, the three angles might
or might not attach to the triangle. In that case, there could be a real tri-
angle without three angles—which is absurd.!?

Rule four
[On the difference between essential
and separable accidents)

(10) If you wish to distinguish what adheres in a reality necessarily
and essentially from what adheres in it through an efficient cause, you
must contemplate the reality alone and avert your gaze from everything
else. That which it would be absurd to remove from the reality is depen-
dent on the reality and is necessitated and caused by the reality itself. If
its cause were something other than the reality, it could either adhere in
or be removed from the reality. Among the signs of the part is that it is
thought prior to thinking the whole and that it plays a role in giving real-
ity to the whole. A part by which a thing is described—for example, ani-
mality for man—is called “essential” by the followers of the Peripatetics.

About such things, we will mention only what is necessary. The thought

of the accident,'* concomitant or separate, is posterior to the thought of
the reality, and the reality plays a role in realizing its existence. The acci-
dent may be more general than the thing (like the ability to walk in rela-
tion to man) or may be specific to it (such as ability to laugh in relation
to man). .

Rule five
[Stating that the universal is not existent outside the mind]

(11) The “universal meaning” has no reality outside the mind. If it
had, it would have an identity by which it would be distinguished from
everything else and which would not be shared. It would thus become a
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. specific thing, whereas it has been suppbsed to be universal—which is

a contradlctxon ,
If the universal meaning apphes to many equally, like “four”-to its

' instances, it is called 2 “continuous universal.” If it can apply to the thing

more or less completely, as white apphes to snow and ivory and other
thmgs in which it is more or less present, then it is called the “differing

meaning.” When many names are said of one named thing, they are.

called “synonymous.” When many objects are named by one name and it

is not used with a single meaning, we- call its examples ° ‘equivocal.” If

a name is used with other than its meaning due to some resemblance,
proximity, or concomitance, we call it “metaphorical”

Rule six
[On human knowledge]

7. SYigk~

(12) Man’s knowledge is either innaté or not innate. When an
unknown thing cannot be made known by pointing it out or bringing it to

mind and it is something that cannot be attained by the true visions of

the great sages, then knowledge of it must depend on things leadmg to it
that are in an order and that are ultimately based on innate knowledge.
Otherwise, knowledge of anything that man desires to know will depend
on previously obtaining an infinite number of things, and he will not even
be able to obtain the first step in knowledge—which is absurd.

Rule seven
[On definition and its conditions]

- (13) If something is to be defined for someone who does not know it,
the definition must consist of parts that are specific to the thing—either
by each part being specific to the thing, or by some part being specific to it,

or by their combination.!® A definition must be by something more appar-

ent than the thing defined, not by something of only the same clarity or
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9 v Part One: The First Discourse

by something more obscure than it or by something that is itself only
known by means of the thing being defined. Thus, it is not correct to
define “father” as “possessor of a son,” because father and son are
équally known or unknown: whoever knows one also knows the other.
Moreover, a condition for that by means of which a thing is defined is
that it be known prior to the thing defined and not concurrently with it.
It is incorrect to say, “Fire is an clement that resembles the soul,”
because the soul is something more obscure than fire. Likewise, it is
incorrect to say, “The Sun is a heavenly budy that rises every day,”
because the day is only known by the period of time marked by the rising
Sun. The definition of the reality cannot be just the substitution of a
word, ' because such a substitution is only useful to someone who knows
the reality but is uncertain about the meaning of the word. The
definitions of relatives should mention the cause that brings about the
relation. The definition of defixatives should mention that from which
the derivation is made together with something else, depending on the
places of the derivation.!” )

A section [on real essential definitions]

(14) Someone!® uses the term wegsential definition” for a formula

. indicating the quiddity of 2 thing. Such a formula-indicates the essentials

and the aspects internal to the reality of the thing. The formula that
makes the reality known by externals is called “description.” Consider
the example of body. Some people affirm that body has parts, but some
are uncertain, and others deny the existence of parts altogether.*® (You
will later learn what such parts are.) However, for the multitude such
parts are not in the concept of the thing named. Indeed, the name
signifies only the sum total of the concomitants of its concept. Consider
also water and air. Even if there is a proof that these have non-sensible
parts, some people will still not accept it. Those parts, thus, have nothing
to do with their understanding of water and air. Even if a body is as we
have explained it to be and is part of 2 corporeal reality, people will only
conceive those parts apparent to them. It is those aspects that are meant
by the name—both by the one who coined the name and by them. Now,
if this is the case with sensible things, how much more will this be so for
something of which nothing can be sensed at all! Further, consider that
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10 ' ' . » ' Part One: The First Discourse

there is something possessed by man which makes him human. This

thing is unknown to the multitude and even to the elite among the Peri- .

patetics, for the latter define man as “rational animal.” But the capacity
for reasoning is accidental and posterior to the reality of man. But the
soul—which is the principle of these things**—can only be known
through concomitants and accidents. If this is so for the soul, the thing
closest to a man, how much more difficult will it be to know other things!
However, we will say later what is necessary about this question.

An Illuminationist principle
[in refutation of the Peripatetic theory of definitions]

(15) The Peripatetics admit that the general and specific essentials
of the thing must be mentioned in its essential definition. “Genus” is the
name for the general essential that is not part of another general essen-
tial belonging to the universal reality explained by the answer to the
question, “What is it?”? They call the essential specific to that thing the
“differentia.” (But there is another way of using these two in definition,
which we have explained elsewhere in our books.)?? Further, the Peri-
patetics stipl%l\%\t/tc,’thﬁt;ﬁ}e unknown can only be obtained through the
known. Howe\/cx‘,dihe ées?s‘éntial specific to the thing is-unknown to one
who is ignorant of it everywhere else. But if it is known through some-
thing othér than the thing defined, it will not be specific to the thing
defined. If the essential is specific to the thing and is neither evident to
sensation nor known, it will remain unknown, as will the thing defined.
And if that essential specific to it is to be defined, it might be by things
‘more general—which would not define it—and not by things specific
to it. It could not be defined by what is specific to it, since its case would
be the same as above. Thus, the only recourse is to use matters that are
either sensible or evident in another way and that are specific to the
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thing collectively. You will learn the gist of this in what follows.
j@\/{ Even if somecne chumerates the essentials he knows, he cannot be
\

(f; sure that he has not overlobked the existence of some other essential.

0 'Y\ Thus, an inquirer o an opponent may challenge the person who con- .

: structs a definition, and that person will be unable to reply, “Were there
another attribute, I would have known about it,” for there are more
atiributes that are not evident. And it is not sufficient to say, “If the

-
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11 Part One: The First Discourse

thing had had another essential, we would have been unable to know
its quiddity without it,” since the answer can be made, “The reality is
known only when all its essentials are known.” Thus, if the possibility
exists that another essential has not been apprehended, there can be no
certainty about the knowledge of the reality of the thing. Thus, it is clear
that it is impossible for a human being to construct an essential defini-
tion in the way the Peripatetics require—a difficulty which even their
master [Aristotle] admits.?? Therefore, we have definition only by means
of things that specify by conjunction. '
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The Second Discourse

On proofs and their principles, comprising [seven] rules

Rule one -f E éii
[In description of proposmons and sy]logxsms]

%%
(16) A “proposmon isan cxpresdoléh whose speaker may be told that

he speaks the truth or falsehood. A “syllogism” is an expression corm-

posed of propositions that, when accepted, imply esscntla]ly anorher'
expression. The simplest proposition is the“categorical proposition,”

5 one which contains a judgment as to whether or not one of two things is

the other—for example, “Man is (or is not) animal.” The thing judged

is called the “subject,” and that which is judged to be the case is called

the “predicate.” A single proposition is made from two propositions when

- each one ceases to be a proposition and the two are connected. If they

10 are connected by imp )Catlon, it is called a “conditional compound propo-

sition”—for example, *If the Sun is shining, then it is day.” The part con-

nected to the conditional particle is called the “antecedent,” and the part
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13 ¢ . Part One: The Second Discourse

. /
connected to the particle of implication is called the “consequent.” Tofa 7

construct a syllogism from a conditional proposition, we add a categori-
cal proposition that affirms the antecedent and thereby implies the
consequent. Thus, “The Sun is shining” implies, “It is day.”? If we can
add the contradictory of the consequent, we imply the contradictory of
the antegedent. Thus, “It is not day” implies, “The Sun is not shining.”?
This is because whenever there exists that which implies something,
then necessarily that which is implied also exists. If that which is implied
is not the case, then that which implied it must also not be the case.
However, we cannot construct a syllogism either by adding the contra-
dictory of the antecedent or [by] affirming the consequent.* This is
because the consequent may be more general than the antecedent, as in,
“If this is black,® then it is a color.” The negation and falsehood of the
more specific does not imply the negation and falsehood of the more gen-
eral, nor does the affirmation and truth of the more general imply the
affirmation and truth of the more specific. Rather, the affirmation and
truth of the more specific implies the affirmation and truth of the more
general, and the negation and falsity of the more general implies the
negation and falsity of the more specific. When the connection between
two categorical propositions is by alternation,® the compound proposition

‘is called a “disjunctive conditjional”—for example, “Either this number

is ev‘z?‘rr it is odd.” It may have more than two parts.” Such a proposition
is tr all its parts cannot be true and all its parts cannot be false. In

order to make a syllogism from a disjunctive conditional,.one may affirm .

some part of the proposition, thereby implying the contradictory of what
remains.® If it has many parts, affirming the contradictory of one part
implies the disjunction of the remaining parts.’

A conjunctive proposition may be compounded of two conjunctives:
“If the Sun is shining, then it is day; then if the Sun has set, it is night.”
A disjunctive may also be compounded of two conjunctive conditionals:
“Fither, if the Sun is shining, then it is day; or, if the Sun has set, then
it is night.” Many other. combinations are possible. Anyone with talent,

after learning the laws, will have no difficulty with such combinations. -

Conditional propositions may be reduced to categorical propositions by
stipulating the implication or alternation. Thus, we can say, “The rising
of the Sun implies that it is day; or it excludes the night.” The condi-
tionals may thus be reduced to catcgorlcal propositions. -
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‘Rule two
[On the classes of propositions]

(17) When one says, “If . .then...” or “Either...or. ”in a con-
ditional proposition, one ought to add “always or “sometimes” to quan-

'tify the proposition. Otherwise, it will be indefinite and may cause errors.

Thus, in the categorical proposition “Man is animal,” one must specify
whether every man is such or only some. Humanity itself requires neither
cxhaustlveness—othcrmse, a single individual would not be human-—nor
pe01ﬁc1ty but, rather; is compatible with both.}® Thus, one must specify
whether a judgment is exhaustive or not so as to avoid errors in quan-
tification.’ We call propositions whose subjects are individual “particular
propositions,” such as “Zayd is literate.”'? Examples of propositions whose
subjects are inclusive and in which the judgment applies to all members
of the class are “All men are animals,” or, in negation, “No man is stone.”

‘For evéry proposition there is an affirmation and a negatmn—that is,

an assertion and a denial. Examples of propositions whose subject is
specified by “some” are “Some animals are (or are not) human.” The

“term that removes indefiniteness is called the “quantification sign”:

“all,” “some,” and the like.!® A quantified proposition is definite. We call
the general definite proposition the “universal proposition.” We call a
proposition whose judgment is specified by “some” the “existential
indefinite proposition.”

In an existential indefinite conditional proposition we say, for exam-
ple, “It may bé that if ... then...,” or “Either...or... 2 There is also
indefiniteness in “some,” for the individual things may be many. Let that
“some” in a syllogism be given a name~G, for example. Thus, it can be

said, “All C is such and such,” and the proposition will become definite,’

so removing the misieading indefiniteness. The existential proposition
is not useful except in certain cases of conversion and the contradictory.

Likewise, in conditionals, if it is said, “If Zayd is in the sea, then he is
drowning,” let it be specified and thus made universal. It should then

SaVaSs Ve
- @Lﬂ\ bLﬂj\
_ [Lladl oL.31 )
cclal s Wby of OIS (OIS 131y Lgd (13 151 i 20 O » (V)

T 0,55 Yl tiads i gV jans (3 o) Lel> 0550 O peheasd

o by SOV e (O 5 0L J3 13 adedl 29 Ualis
(B ) a5 LV OB L LS o any 5l 1S OLSY)
i Ll Yy Ll algll el O L coasl oS
3B n 9o Jo (Sl O bl legd Bodllo (o0 s (a3
Lo oo g D Rl Ualie Yhodl 0S5 Y (o (G pns P
L g 3o g (IS A S aST (et Lo Lo pasls
(O s OLt 1Sy u}as‘tsa".x,udsk;;c_izjm@_gu;é)&u
(Lo Ulomal B3 JST 06 el 3 Comomy W o 15590 5
Byl ey VIS o andly panasn Ly Ly B
Jia s JLed¥l on o el Lall Jny () b (OLS
s polonlly (5 ez 5y 5medl Bpldlly Len 2By () «JS
el Je \,_i.,d\ Leod opf Fg c((@aendl il Wi LIS
(zny Aoga)
(Ul g OlS 151 055G S8 Jpi b adl el degodl (B
ol QU e s 3 S (e ol OB Ll Jlenl ad 2=y
et (1S eor IS0 JLih oo a9 ol ek DLl B
Yl ddan) aadly iz ¥ g Ll Jloa Wi i J 5 58 ctlaoes 2iad
15y Js LS colb 2l 5 1Sy jaddly WSl pol e Jan S
ey Jodl SIS s (a8 pd el (B 5 O 1B 0SS



(¥

10

15

20

25

30

35

Part One: The Second Discourse

be said, “Whenever'* Zayd is in the sea and does not have a boat and
does not know how to swim, then he is drowning.” It cannot be denied

that “some” is by nature indefinite.

When you do research in the sciences, you will find no questions in
which the nature of a particular thing is sought in its indefiniteness unless
the “some” is determined. If things are done in accordance with what we
are saying, then only universal propositions will remain, for the particular
propositions are not investigated in the sciences. At the same time, the
rules governing propositions will become fewer, clearer, and easier.

(18) Know that every categorical proposition must have a subject
and a predicate and that the relation between them is assent or denial.
It is only by virtue of their relation that a proposition is a proposition.
The word that indicates this relation is called the “copula.” It may be
omitted in some languages and something else that indicates the rela-
tion be substituted for it—as in Arabic, where one can say either, “Zayd
literate,” or, “Zayd he literate.”'® .

Negative propositions are those in which negation cuts the copula.
In Arabic, negation must precede the copula to negate it, as when they
say, “Zayd not he literate.” However, if the negation is connected to the
copula in such a way as to become part of either the subject or the pred-
icate, the affirmative nature of the copula will remain. Thus, when it is
said in Arabic, “Zayd is nonliterate,” the affirmative copula remains and
the negation has become part of the predlcatc Such affirmative proposi-
tions are called “infinite.”!%

In languages other than Arabic, whether or not the negative particle
precedes the copula may not determine affirmation or negation. Instead,
so long as there is a copula and the negation is part of the subject or
predicate, then the proposition itself will remain affirmative, unless the
negation cuts the copula. When you say, “All non-even numbers are odd,”
then oddness has been affirmed of every number described as non-even
and, thus, the proposition will remain affirmative.

A mental affirmative judgment can only apply to something estab-
lished in the mind. An affirmative proposition concerning something
that exists outside the mind must likewise apply to something that exists
outside the mind.
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16 ‘ - Part On_e: The Second Discourse

Moreover, if there is more than one negation in a conditional propo-

sition and the relation of implication or. disjunction remains unchanged, -

then the proposition itself will be affirmative. If a negation is negated,
the result will be affirmative.!” If you say, “Not all men are literate,” then
you may be able to say, “Some man is literate,” since the negation only
applies to the part. When it is said, “It is not the case that no man is
literate,” then it is correct to say, “Some man is literate.” A connective

" conditional proposition is negated by denying the implication, and a dis-
. junctive conditional is negated by denying the disjunction.

Rule three
[On modalities in propositions]

(19) The relation of the predicate of a categorical proposition to its
subject either must exist (in which case it is called “the necessary”) or
must not exist (“the impossible”) or may either exist or not exist (“the
possible” or “the contingent”). An example of the first is “Man'i§ animal”;
of the second, “Man is stone”; and of the third, “Man is literate.” By

p0551ble,” most people mean that which is not impossible. For when they
say “not impossible,” they mean by it the possible, and when they say
“not possible” they mean by it the impossible.'® However, this is not our
usage, for what is not contingent according to this usage may be either
what has to exist or what cannot exist. If the necessity or impossibility

of something depends on something else, and if that other thing is.

removed, then neither the necessity nor the impossibility remains, and
the thing is contingent in itself.

The contingent is necessary by virtue of that which necessitates it
and is impossible on condition of the nonexistence of that which necessi-
tates its existence. When one examines the thing itself in the two states
of existence and nonexistence, it is contingent.

(20) Know that when we say, “All C are B,” it means that each and
every thing described by C is described by B. This is because when you
say, “All C are B,” you will understand that the concept C is a general
meaning. You then make explicit that it refers to the particulars in C
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by saying “each and every,” because the meaning is not G as a whole: You
can say, “Any man can fit in a single house,” but you cannot say, “All men
can fit in a single house.” When, for example, you see a proposition such
as “All sleepers may awaken,” you will realize that the meaning of “all
sleepers” is not “one who sleeps qua being asleep,” because in such a case
it is not possible to imagine someone actually sleeping being described as
awake. Rather, what is meant here is that every individual who is
described as asleep may sleep and wake up. Likewise, when we say,
“Every father is prior to his son,” it does not mean that he is so insofar as
he is a father but as an individual who is described as being a father. Fur-
ther, when you say, “All things that move necessarily change,” you should
know that each and every thing described as moving is not necessarily
changing because of its own essence, but because it is moving. Thus, its
necessity depends on a condition and it is contingent in itself. By “neces-
sary,” we mean only that which it has by virtue of its own essence. That

which is necessary on condition of a time or state is contingent in itself.!?

An Hlluminationist doctrine [on the reduction
of all propositions to the necessary affirmative]

(21) Since the contingency of the contingent, the impossibility of the
impossible, and the necessity of the necessary are all necessary, it is better
to make the modes of necessity, contingency, and impossibility parts of
the predicate so that the proposition will become nécessary in all circum-
stances. You would thus say, “Necessarily all humans are contingently
literate, necessarily animals, or impossibly stones.” Such a proposition

is called the “definitely necessary.”?® In the sciences we investigate the

contingency or impossibility of things as part of what we are investigating.
We can make no definitive and final judgment except concerning that
which we know necessarily. Even for that which is only true sometimes,
we use the definitely necessary proposition. In the case of “breathing at
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18 Puart One: The Second Discourse

some time,” it would be correct to say, “All men necessarily breaghe at some
time.” That men necessarily breathe at some time is always an attribute
of man. That they necessarily do not breathe at some time is also a neces-
sary attribute of 2 man at all times, even at the time when he is breathing,
However, this is different from literacy. While literacy is necessarily
contingent, it is not necessary that it be actualized at some time. If the
proposition is necessary, the mode of the copula alone is sufficient for
us; or it is posited to be definite without including another mode in the
predicate—for example, when you say, “All men are definitely animal.”
In other modal propositions, whenever they are to be made definite, the
mode must be included in the predicate. We do not need to employ nega-
tion once we have specified the modes, for complete negation is the neces-
sary and is included in the affirmative type, as we have mentioned. The
same holds true for the impossible and for the contingent.?!

Know that a proposition is not a proposition by virtue of affirmation
only: it may be one by virtue of negation as well. Negation is also an
intellectual judgment, regardless of whether it is conceived as exception
or denial, for it is a judgment in the mind that is not pure denial, an
affirmation insofar as it is a judgment that that denial is the case. A
thing must be either denied or affirmed. Negation and affirmation in the
intellect are mental judgments whose state is something else. Thus,
when the intelligible is not judged to be in some state, then it is itsell
neither negated nor confirmed by another but, rather, is in itself either
confirmed or denied. Concerning this point, we shall have something to
add later. When the mode of a proposition is not specified, then it
remains indefinite in mode, and it will cause many mistakes. So you
should refrain from using indefinite modals as you would refrain from
using a proposition in which the quantity of the subject is indefinite.2?

Rule four
[On contradiction and its definition]

(22) Contradiction is when two propositions differ only by affirma-
tion or negation. It thus follows that they cannot both be true or both be
false. The subject, predicate, relations, and modalities must not differ in
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Part One: The Second Discourse

the two. In the case of universal propositions, there is no need for addi-
tional conditions; for we deny exactly what we had affirmed, as in the
definite proposition “Every A necessarily is contingently B,” whose con-

tradiction is “Every A is not necessarily contingentfy B.” It is the same in -

other cases. When we say, “No [A is B],” its contradiction will be “It is not
the case that no [A is B] nothing.” In this way, in the two propositions
we negate the very same thing we affirm. However, when the universal
affirmative is negated, some particular is certainly negated but some
other may still be affirmed.?2 When a universal negative proposition is
negated, it follows that some particular is affirmed, but some other par-
ticular may still be negated. The proposition that is specific to a particular
has no contradictory with respect to the particular. Statements such as
“Some animal is human” and “It is not the case that some animal is
human” are not correct, since the existential proposition is indefinite in
conception. The particular that is human may not be the same particu-
lar that is not human. In such a case, the subject of the two propositions
is not the same. However, if we specify the particular and give it a
name-—as we mentioned, a way to make it universal—then it will be the
same as above. Indeed, there is no need for the detailed explications of
the Peripatetics: if you remember this, you may dispense with most of
their elaborate explanations.

Ruleé five
On conversion

(23) Conversion is making the entire subject of the proposition the
predicate and the predicate the subject while keeping the quality and the
truth or falsity of the proposition the same. You know that when you say,
“All men are animals,” you cannot say, “and all animals are men.” The
same is true in every proposition whose subject is more specific than its
predicate. But at least the following is true: Suppose that something is
described as being A and is described as being B—let this thing be G, for
example. Then, since something of A is B (whether all or some of it)
then something of B (all or some) must be described as A, so that C will
be described by both A and B.
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‘When we say, “Necessarily all men are contingently literate,” its con- -
verse will be “Necessarily some thmg that is contlngcntly literate is a *

man.” The other modes besides contingency also move with the predlcate
when it is converted. The converse of the necessary definite affirmative
proposition is itself a necessary definite affirmative proposition, whatever
the mode may be.

Universal and particular propositions are converted in such a way that
something of the predicate is described by the subject without quantity.
If [it is true that] “Necessarily no man is stone,” then “Necessarily no
stone is man.” Otherwise, if one of the things described by either the sub-
ject or the predicate should also bé described by the other, then it will be
impossible to assert the falsxty of only one of the propositions, and both
propositions will be false.**

If the contingency is part of the predicate of the definite necessary
proposition and the negation is with the predicate, the negation will'also
be moved in conversion, as in the statermnent “Necessarily all men are
contingently nonliterate.” Its converse will be the definite affirmative:
“Necessarily something that is contingently nonliterate is a man.” Many
Peripatetics have been prone to err about this. For example, if you single
out the particular in the proposition “It is not the case that some animals
are man” and make the proposition universal, it will be converted to our
expression. However, if you make the negation part of the predicate and
say, “Some animal is non-man,” it will convert into “Some non-man is
animal,” or else it will not convert at all. Your statement “Nothing of the
throne is on the king” cannot be converted without changing it com-
pletely. Thus, you cannot say, “Nothing of the king is on the throne.” You
must change it to “Nothing of that which is on the king is a throne.” The
word “on” must be transported because it is part of the predicate here:

Conversion, contradiction, negatives, and indefinite particular propo-
sitions are mentioned here merely for instruction. We will not need them
hereafter.
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Rule six
[On what pertains to the syllogism]

(24) A syllogism has at least two propositions. If one of the proposi-
tions includes the entire conclusion, the proposition is conditional and
another proposition is posited or denied. This is the “exclusive syllo-
gism.” If one proposition corresponds to part of the conclusion, then the
other proposition must correspond to the other part. The syllogism in
this case is called “conjunctive.”® No single syllogism consists of more
than two propositions because the conclusion has only two parts. Since
each of the two premises corresponds to one part of the conclusion, it is
impossible to add a third. As for conditionals, in the case of exclusive syl-
logisms, only the exclusion will remain.2® Indeed, it is possible to have
many syllogisms, all of which establish the premises of 2 syllogism. When
a proposition becomes part of a syllogism, it is called a “premise.” In a
conjunctive syllogism, both premises must share something called the
“middle term.” Both the subject and the predicate of the premise are
called “terms.” The middle term may be in the predicate of one of the
premises and the subject of the other, or it may be in the subject of both
or the predicate of both. The two terms other than the middle are called
the “extremes.” The conclusion is obtained from the two terms with the
middle omitted. When the repeated term-—that is, the middle—is the
subject of the first premise and the predicate of the second premise,?” it
is an implausible figure whose validity as a syllogism is not intuitively
obvious and is thus omitted. The perfect conjuctive syllogism is that in
which the middle term is the predicate of the first premise and the sub-
ject of the second. This is the most perfect mood.?8

An Illuminationist doctrine fon negations]

(25) Know that the difference between negation in an affirmative
proposition and the negation that severs the relation of affirmation is that
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"*the first cannot apply to the nonexistent, since the affirmation must apply.

to something that can be affirmed. In the second, the denial may apply to
that which can be denied.2%. However, this distinction only applies to
propositions about individuals and does not apply to universal proposi-
tions or other quantified propositions. When you say, “All men are non-
stone,” or “No man is stone,” you are making a judgment about each and
every thing that can be described as “man” in the propositions, whereas
the negation applies only to stoniness. Thus, all individuals that can be
deséribed as being “man” must exist for the description to be correct.
Since there is no longer a distinction, negation in a universal proposition
ought to be made part of either the predicate or the subject, so that we
will only have affirmative propositions and no error will occur when we
distribute the parts in premises of syllogisms. Indecd, negation does play
a role in the making of a negative proposition—since it is part of the
assent, as we have said-—and is made part of the affirmative proposition.
How could it be otherwise when you know that affirming impossibility
allows us to dispense with the negation of the necessary and that the
negation and the affirmation of a contingent proposition are the same?

The most perfect figure is the single mood: “Necessarily.all C are B,
and necessarily all B are A; therefore, necessarily all G are A.” Should
the first premise be particular, then we will make it exhaustive, as men-

tioned before—as, for example, “Some animals are rational,” and “All

rational beings are capable of laughter.” Let us give' a name to the par-
ticular without considering the predication of rationality, though ratio-
nality accompanies the particular. Let this be D. Thus, it can be said, “All
D are rational, and all rational beings are so-and-so,” according to what
we said before. Now we no longer need to say, “Some animals are D” as
another premise, because D is the name of that animal, and how can a
thing’s name be predicated of it? If there should be a negation, we shall
make it a part, as before, and say, “All men are animals, and all animals
are non-stone; therefore, all men are noun-stone.”

There is no need to multiply the moods of syllogism, rejecting some
and accepting others. Further, since the last term leads to the first term by
means of the middle, the modes in the definite necessary proposition are
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Part One: .The Second Discourse

made part of the predicate in one or both of the premises, thus leading
to the major. For example, “All men are necessarily contingently literate,
and all contingently literate beings are necessarily animals by necessity
(or contingently walkers), therefore, all men are ncccssanly animals by
necessity (or contingently walkers).”30

There is no need here to elaborate any further concerning the com-
posite moods. Rather, the Illuminationist rule will suffice. The other two
figures®! are appendages of this figure. In this respect, there is a principle:

A principle [of Illumination relating to the second figure]

(26) Whenever there are two universal propositions with different.

subjects, and the predicate of one cannot be affirmed of the other in all
respects, or in some one respect, then it is known with certainty that if
one of the two subjects could be conceived to be included under the other,
it would have been possible for the predicate of the other to be predi-
cated of it. Therefore, it is impossible for one of the two to be described
by the other, regardless of which one is made the subject of the conclu-
sion and which one is made the predicate. The conclusion will be definite
and necessary, asserting the impossibility of predicating its predicate®

[on the other subject] or the necessity of negation therein. So affirma-
tions and negations will be made parts of the predicate, as in: “All men
are necessarily contingently literate,” and “All stones are necessarily
impossibly literate.” We thus know that “All men necessarily are impos-
sibly stones.” So, in this specific mood, it is not a condition that the
predicates be the same in every aspect. They need only be the same

in that which they share apart from the mode that is made part of the

predicate, and it is thus permissible for the two modes of the two
premises to be different.?® They differ from the first figure in that these
two statements are propositions such that what is impossible for the sub-

ject of one of the two is possible for the subject of the other. For each of

the propositions, what is possible for the subject of one is impossible for
the subject of the other. Their two subjects are necessarily incompatible,
yielding the conclusion that these two statements are propositions whose
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" subjects are necessarily different. Likewise, if the predicate of one defi-
nite proposition has a contingent relation and [the predicate of } the other -

a necessary relation, then a necessary relation is impossible for the first
and contingency is impossible for _the other. Likewise, if the predicate
of one has a contingent relation and [the predicate of] the other a rela-
tion of impossibility, it is as we had said before.

Should there be a particular proposition in this figure, then we will
transform it into a universal, as mentioned before. It is not necessary
for us to do this for each and every premise in the sciences. Rather, if
we learn the law here and apply it in every case to any two premises
that we encounter, we will know what their status is. We can thus leave
lengthy discussions to the logicians who deal with moods, exposition, and
mixed forms. . _

Conditionals also may be discussed in the same way. Should the sub-
jects of the two premises be such that one of the two may correctly
be included in the other, then that which is predicated necessarily of the
particulars of one will be the same as that which is contingcnt-or impossi-
ble for the particulars of the other premise. And in this way, the contra-
dictory of the consequence will imply the contradictory of the antecedent.

A principle [of Illumination rélating to the thirdﬁgure]

(27) When we _find a single thing described by two predicates, we
know that at least one thing from one of the predicates is necessarily

.described by the other predicate. For example, if “Zayd is animal,” and

“Zayd is man,” then we know that “Some animal is man,” and “Some
man is animal,” whatever else may be the case. Should this specific thing
be a general meaning, then we will make the proposition exhaustive, as
in “All men are animal, and all men are rational.” This will then be con-
fined to a specific thing described by both, and it will follow that something
from one of the two is the other. When a particular thing is described
by one or both of the predicates and is specified and made universal,
then the case will be the same.?* The negation should be made part of

the predicate and transferred to the conclusion. The middle term will.
"be described by the two extremes® in every place of this figure without
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requiring a negative proposition. And if both premises contain nega-
tions, then the two negations should be made part of the two predicates.
One should say, “All men are non-birds, and all men are non- -horses.”

The conclusion will be affirmative: “Something described as a non-bird
is a non-horse.” If one of the prermises is universal and the other is not,
it is permissible if the subjects overlap. This is because the particular is
itself included in “all.” In this way, it is certain that some one thing is

described by both predicates, implying that some one thing described by - - |

one predicate is also described by the other. It does not follow that every-
thing described by one of the predicates is described by the other in this
figure. This is because either both predicates or one of them may be
more general than the subject that is the middle term and more general
than the extreme. Therefore, it is not necessary that each single one of
the two be described by the other, but it will be necessary that something
of the one be described by the other. ' :

Since we have made the modalities and negations of the premises
parts of the predicate, we are able to dispense with many moods and
mixed forms. The validity of the syllogism will depend only on this: the
certainty that one thing is described by two things. It differs from the first
figure in that the two statements are propositions within each of which is
something described by each predicate and within which is something
described by both predicates. The refore, an individual described by one
predicate is also described by the other. This is all there is to these two
propositions, and we can dispense with lengthy discussions.

A section on conditionals®®

(28) Conjunctive syllogisms are composed of conditionals, as in the
compound proposition, “Whenever the Sun has risen, then it is day; and
whenever it is day, then the stars are hidden.”” The conditions and terms
are treated in the way discussed above.?® A syllogism may also be com-
posed of a conditional and a categorical proposition. The common term
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may bc39 in the consequcnt and the catcgorlcal in the major, as in “If all -
G are B, then all E are D, but all E are A” The conclusion will be a corn-
‘pound conditional proposition whose antecedent will be the minor
. antecedent of the syllogismi itself, and its consequent will be the result of |

the combination of the conscquent and the categorical, as in “If all C are
B, then all E are A

A section fon reductio ad absurdum/

| (29) The syllogism that shows the truth of the conclusion by proving

“the falsity of its contradictory is called reductio ad absurdum. It is composed

of two syllogisms, one categor: ical and one exclusive, as in “If it is false that
no C is B, then some G are B, and all B are A.” If the premise is true, then
the conclusion will be: “If it is false that no C is B, then some C are A.”
You could, if you want, make these propositions universal propositions, as
we saw before, by making universal the contradictory of the desired con-

clusion, which is the consequent of the conditional. Next, the contradic-

tory of the consequent will be excluded so that the contradictory of the
antecedent will be the result, which is: “It is not false that no C is B;
rather, it is true.” In reductio ad absurdum, it is clear that an’ absurd conclu-
sion cannot be inferred from true premises or their combination. The con-
tradictory of the desired conclusion implies the absurdity.

Rule seven
[On the matter of demonstrative syllogisms]

(30) Intrue sciences, only demonstration is used. Demonstration is a
syllogism composed of premises known with certainty. The premises that
we know with certainty may be “primary,” meaning those to wiich assent
is given merely by conceiving their terms and whose truth no one can
deny after their terms have been understood. Examples are the judg-
ments that the whole is greater than the part, that two things equal
to the same thing are themselves equal, and that “black” and “white”

_cannot be said of the same thing at the same time and place. “Perceived”

premises may be known through your outer or inner senses. These
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include sensory data, like the Sun shining, or your knowledge that you
have desire and anger. Such perceived premises are not probative for
someone else who has not had the same af)prehension.

Premises may also be “intuitive.” According to Tlluminationist princi-
ples, intuitive premises are of several kinds. The first are the empirical
premises: things observed with such great frequency as to yield certitude
and to make one confident that these could not occur by chance—for
example, the judgment that being hit with a stick is painful. This con-
clusion is not reached by induction, for induction is a conclusion about a
universal based on its many particulars. Since induction is an expression
for this judgment, then we know that our judgment that no man will live
if his head is cut off is only a conclusion in relation to the universal based
on the many particulars that are actually encountered because one can-
not observe the whole. Induction may lead to certitude if there is only
one species, as in the example just mentioned; but should they be of
different species, then the induction may not lead to certitude. The judg-
ment that all animals move the lower jaw when eating, which is an
induction based on what you have observed, may be false, because it is
possible that what you have not observed—such as a crocodile*®—is
different from what you have observed.

The second kind of intuitive premise is the “traditional” premise.
This is a proposition of which a man can be certain because of the large
frequency of testimonies to it, the observed thing itself being contingent
and the man himself being confident that there is no collusion. Certitude
itself is the evidence that the number of testimonies is sufficient. It is not
up to us to set the number at some fixed amount, because certitude is
often obtained from a small number.*! Associations have something to
do with all these things, and man acquires an intuition by means of
them. Your intuitions are not proof for someone else, because he does
not obtain the same thing as you do by way of intuition. Often the esti-

mative faculty of man makes a judgment about something which turns -

out to be false, such as the denial of the soul, of the intellect, and of the
nonspatial existent. It may assist the intellect by supplying premises that
imply its corverse, whereupon [the intellect] will accept what it had
rejected. However, every estimative judgment that contradicts reason is
false, and reason never affirms that which implies a contradiction with
something else it had deduced.
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“Generally accepted” premises are not always known innately.®?

" Some of them may be proven to be true—such as the judgment that.

ignorance is abhorrent—while others are false. A primary premise may
also be generally accepted.*®

Other propositions that may be used as premises are those that are
accepted from someone of whom one holds a high opinion.** Some
premises do not lead to assent but do affect the sentiments; these are
called “imaginative,” such as the judgment that honey is bitter and
induces vomiting.*® Other propositions trick people and induce doubts in
order to create belief in a falsehood. We will mention them later.

Demonstration uses only premises known with certitude—premises

cither known innately or based on prier innate premises in a valid

syllogism.

A section fon analogy]

(31) Analogy does not yield certitude. It is an argument claiming
that a predicate®$ is common to-two things based on an element being
common to them both. Dialecticians identify two methods in"this mode.
In the first, wherever the common meaning is found, then that predicate
is associated with it—and vice versa—so, therefore, they are connected
in point in question. However, [the dialecticians] cannot explain why
these two should be inseparable in some other circumstances not con-
sidered in the proof. In the second method, they enumerate some attrib-
utes of that in which the predicate happens to exist. This they call the

-“root,” or the “evidence.” They cannot be sure that they have not over-
looked some attribute that is the basis of the predicate. Many predicates

depend on something of which one becomes aware only later on. [The
dialecticians] then assert that all individual things, except that to which
the predicate is reiated in the root, are incapable of causing the predicate
because of the absence of the predicate with each one of them in another
context. They may also assert that that to which the predicate is related
is independent of the attributes in causing the predicate in another con-
text. Though they may try to eliminate everything other than that to
which the predicate is related, there is still the continuing probability of
its being in the root because of its specificity and individuality—not due
to 2 meaning that may be transcended, and not because of a collection of
attributes, that is more inclusive, because it certainly contains the cause.
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29 . Part One: The Second Discourse

They may work this out two by two or three by three, with every degree
of number having some role. It is also possible that what they specify.
might be divided into two classes in which the predicate is correlated
with only one of them and in which the correlation does not exist in the
absence of the common element. This is similar to the previous case, in
view of the likelihood of neglecting some attribute that is actually the

~ basis of the predicate. The claim that the attribute that [the dialecti-

cians] have specified is independent in another context is of no help to
them, in view of the possibility that that attribute is part of one of the
two causes and that, to whichever of the two it is adjoined, it implies the
predicate. It may also be that a single general predicate may have many
causes, as we will mention; so there would also be another attribute in
that place along with it, and the whole would collectively necessitate that
predicate. The argument would thus regress to the enumeration of the
attributes, if they were linked thereafter in a second place. [The dialecti-
cians] reject the possibility of a general predicate being caused in differ-
ent places by different causes, and they offer proofs against it. However,
the basis of their proof is itself analogy, so that they affirm by analogy
some of what analogy is based upon. Moreover, if it is possible for a sin-
gle general predicate to have multiple causes, then their principle—that
the cause of the evidence is. the cause of the absent thing—must be
unsound. The existence of conditions also makes it allowable for a general
or particular thing to have alternative conditions and causes. Another of
their principles is that that which indicates something in the evidence
also indicates it in the absent thing. To this it may be replied that, if the
indication of it were essential to the general predicate, then its relation
would be the same to both the evidence and the absent thing, and there
would be no need for analogy. But if the specificity of the evidence has
something to do with the indication or with the establishment of the
indication, the previous argument applies to the specificity.*”

A section fon the division of
demonstration into causal and assertoric/*®

(32) The demonstration in which the middle term is the cause of the
relation between the major and the minor terms in both the mind and in
concrete reality is called “causal.” That in which it is the cause of the
relation between the two extremes only in the mind—that is, it is the
cause only of the assent—is called “assertoric demonstration” because
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it shows only that the proposmon is the case, but not why it is so in itself.

It may happen that the middle term is. itself caused by the relation in .

concrete reality but is more apparent to us, such as, “This stick is burning,
and everything that is burning must have been touched by fire; there-
fore, this stick has been touched by fire.”*®

A section [on the questions asked in sciencej*°

(33) Among the questions asked in science is “What?” which seeks
the concept of the thing. “Does . . . ?” seeks one extreme of the contradic-
tion connected with it, its answer being one of the two. “Which?” seeks
a distinction. “Why?” seeks the cause of the assent; it may also seek the
cause of the thing in concrete reality. These are the principal scientific
questions. The secondary questions include, “Fow is the thing?” the
answer to which is called “quality”—for example, “The thing is black (or
is white).” The answer to “How much?” is called “quantity” and may be
continuous, as with rriagnitudes, or discrete, as with numbers. “Where?”
seeks a thing’s relation to its place, and “When?” its relation to its time.
“Which?” may be used to make these other questions unnecessary by link-
ing it to what is sought, as in, “In which place is it?” or “In which time is
it?” thereby making “where” and “when” extraneous. The question “Who?”
seeks to specify that which is known to be rational by essence.
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On sophistical refutations and some
Jjudgments between the Illuminationists and
the Peripatetic doctrine, in [several] sections
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Section one
On sophistical refutations’

(34) Error may occur in a syllogism because its arrangement is not
one of the valid moods that we have mentioned. This may be because the
middle term is not shared completely by the second premise, because it
is not the same in both, or because it is not predicated of all. For exam-
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ple, to say “All men are animals, and animal is a universal; therefore, all
men are universals” is an error due to the indefiniteness of the second
premise and because “animal” in the second premise cannot be predi-
cated of all but, rather, is something peculiar to the mental reality and
thus is not distributed as a middle term. Other errors occur because one
10 of the two extremes is not used in the conclusion in the same way that it
is used in the syllogism. If you bear in mind what has been said before,

you will be immune {rom error in such things. ‘
(35) Errors may occur because of the matter—for example, in beg-
ging the question, which is when the conclusion is presupposed in the syl-
15 logism in different words. The premise may be less known than the
conclusion or similar to it, so that the conclusion proven by the premise
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may equally well prove the premise. The premlse may be false because

of semantic errors in the use of parhcles or nouns or ambxguous gram-

matical forms.

(36) Errors may occur because the negation or the mode is too early’

or too late or is repeated, as when people suppose that “not necessarily”
and “necessarily not” are the same. This is an error, because the first is
true of the contingent thing, while the second is not. Likewise, “It does not
follow that . ..” is not the same as “It follows that not .
contingent may be necessary, either in its existence or its nonexistence.
This is unlike something that i is contingently nonexistent, because sucha
thing is also contingently existent. If by “contingency” is meant that
.which is not impossible—“general contingency”—the affirmative cannot
be converted to a negative, nor the negative to an affirmative.

If you make the negative particles parts of the subjects or the predi-
cates, as we mentioned before, and do not use a separate particle, and
reduce the propositions to affirmative ones, as you are able to'do, then
you will not have to multiply negations and verbal compounds and will be
safe from this fallacy. Negations indeed cause many errors,

(37) Errors may occur because of quantification, such as when the
“some” of quantification is used in place of the “some” that refers to the
real part,2 or when “any,” “every,” and “all” are used interchangeably.®

Errors may also occur because of invalid conversion, as when one con-
cludes that all colors are black because all blacks are colors. Errors may.
also occur by combining what is separate, as when “Zayd is a physician
and is good” is taken to imply that Zayd is a good physician, or by sepa-
rating the compound, such as when “Five is an odd number plus an even”
is taken to imply that five is both odd and even. Errors may also occur
when someone thinks that one of two concomitants is the other, or that
one of them is the cause of the other—such as [the faculties of ] being
able to laugh and of being literate—mnot realizing that the only connection
between concomitants is some association. This fallacy is very common
among those who have not mastered the sciences and who mistake that
which is with a thing for that by which the thing is. Such errors often lead

. That whichisnot
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to vicious circles. For example, it is said that there can be no fatherhood
without there being a child, and no child without fatherhood; therefore,

- since each depends on the other, there is a circularity. This is erroneous,

because they are simultaneous. An impossible dependence would only
occur if each existed because of the other, which would imply that each
was prior to the other and thus prior to itself.

(38) One scholar has imagined that no two things can be conceived
such that each is necessary with respect to the other. This is refuted by
the existence of correlative pairs, in which the existence of each of the
two things is inconceivable without the other. His proof is that if either
one of the two things were independent of the other, then it could exist
without the other. If each of the two determines in some way the exis-
tence of the other, then each one will depend on the other. If only one of
the two determines the existence of the other, then it will be prior to
[that which it determines], not equivalent to it. Since the latter is impos-
sible, then [this scholar] cannot hope to construct a proof of it. His proof
relates both to the concrete existence of the correlative pair and to the
necessity of their being intellected together. However, he often excludes
correlative pairs from his rule—which is the fallacy of establishing a rule
by some proof and then excluding from the rule, without proof, some-
thing whose relation to the proof is the same as something included
under the same proof. Our purpose in refutihg this doctrine is to guide—
not to rebuke—by showing that there may be two fallacies in a single
proof. The researcher should be aware of the possibility that two things
each have a role in the existence of the other—something inconceivable
unless they are correlative. It is not the case that if something has a role
in the existence of another, it is prior to it or a cause of it absolutely—
nor is having such a role a condition of necessary accompaniment.

(39) Errors may also occur when a specific concomitant of a thing is
taken to be a universal so as to establish commonness among several
things, such as when someone says, “Black collects vision because it is

color,” and then says the same about white.* Errors may also occur when -

the actual is taken to be potential, or vice versa; when something essen-

tial is taken to be accidental, or vice versa; or when beings of reason® and
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intellectual predicates are t.aken to be concrete——such as when someone
hears that “Man is 2 universal” and thinks that its being a universal is

' something predicated of it as a concrete thing by virtue of ‘its being
or when a thing’s image is taken in place of the ..

described by humanity;®
thing itself;” or when a part of a thmg s cause is taken in place of the cause;
or when in reductio ad absurdum a thing that is not the cause of the nega-
tion of the conclusion is taken to be so. The use of the method of equal
priority may also lead to errors when it is applied to different species,? as

when someone says, “Since both men and fish are alike in being animals,
~ men do not breathe by necessity any more than fish do.”? This method

may also lead to error when it is applied in the realm of chance, as in
“Zayd and ‘Amr are equally likely to be tall, since they are both human;
therefore, one of them cannot be taller than the other,” since one may
not realize that there are reasons unknown to us that necessitate or make
impossible contingent matters, as we shall demonstrate later. Within a
single species in which individuals differ by perfection and deficiency, this
type of argument is not applicable either; for one individual may be in
itself worthier of something due to its own perfection. The nature of this
perfection will be discussed later. ‘

(40) Errors may occur when something 1mpossxblc is postulated to
exist in order to prove something with respect to the sense in which it is
impossible.!® Errors may occur because of inattention to the sense in
which a word is used, as when someone says, “Whiteness is included in
the concept of every white thing, and Zayd is white,” implying that white-
ness is included in the reality of Zayd. The truth is that whiteness is
included in the concept of the white thing insofar as it is white, not inso-
far as it is human or animal or anything else, so it is not possible to
include it under the white thing.

(41) Errors may also occur when the usages of Lechmcal terms are
changed during the argument to respond to objections. For example,
“The similar to the similar is similar” is true only if the correspondence
holds in all respects. Should the similarity be in only one respect, then
the two things will correspond only in that respect. But when they are
not similar in the same respect, the conclusion does not follow, for it is
possible for something to correspond to something in one respect and to
another thing in another. Likewise, two things equal to a thing are equal
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Part One: The Third Discourse

provided the equality is in all respects. However, the respects in which
they are equal may be different, as when a body is equal in length to one
body but equal in width to another. Finding that something is equal in
one respect to a thing does not imply that it is equal to something else
that is equal to that second thing in another respect. No one, however,
can say that “equality” must only be used when there is equality in all
respects, because it is possible for two bodies to be equal only in terms of
their lengths.

(42) Another error is when the opposite privation is confused with
the contrary. Rest, for example, is the nonexistence of motion only in
what may move. Blindness is an expression for lack of sight only in a thing
that may be conceived as having sight. A stone, which cannot conceivably
have sight, cannot be said to be blind.

The rule in understanding privations is that if we can think of the
subject—body or man, for example—remaining after the state (motion
or sight) has ceased, then we will not need to posit something else that is
motionless or blind. Rather, it will suffice to leave the subject as it is and
remove something from it. Thus, privation needs no cause, its cause
being the absence of the cause of the state. However, if it is confused
with the contrary—which is something existential requiring a cause and
implying concomitants—errors will occur.

Some names of privations—such as “ineffability” and “uniqueness”—
are not conditioned on contingency, because they are names for negations.
Others are confined only to part of a species—for example, beardless-
ness.!! Others, such as blindness and rest, are conditioned on contingency.
However, the particular terms are used in different ways.'?

Another error is to confuse affirmation and negation with privation
and possession. Everything is subject to affirmation and negation, unlike
privation and possession. For example, you can say, “The stone does not
see,” but you cannot say, “The stone is blind.”
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(43) Errors may occur when a general meaning is used differently in

different places'and one use is mistaken for another. Aithough this could

have been included with the fallacies arising from ambiguous terms, we
shall mention it separately, since it is a common error, A general term, as
we mentioned, may mean that whose essence does not prevent it from
being common to many; or it may be exhaustive, meaning that which
applies to each and every case. The truth or affirmation of the first type of
general term does not imply the truth or affirmation of its particulars, but

" its denial or falsehood implies the denial or falsehood of the particulars.

The truth of the particular thing corresponding to it implies the truth of

_ the general term, but its falsity does not imply the falsity of the general.

The second type of general term is the opposite. Here, the truth of the
general implies the truth of the particulars included in it. For example,
“All C is B” implies “Some C s B,” as well as implying that each individual
G is B. However, the falsity [of the general] does not imply the falsity of
the particular included in it. As for the particular, the truth of the general
is not implied by its truth,!® but its falsity implies the falsity of the general.'*

(44) Errors may occur when a quiddity compounded of parts that all

resemble each other is identified with the reality of the pa,ll;t'f(This is only
valid in cases other than shapes and certain quantities.’® Two parts of a
circle are similar; but their reality is not the reality of the whole, which
is the circle, nor does the circle share their reality. Two results from one
and one, but two does not share the reality of one. '

Section two
On some rules and solutions to problems

(45) It might be thought that the second [major] premise allows us to
dispense with the first premise. Even though we know that every pair is
even, “What is inside Zayd’s sleeves” is not specifically or actually included
in the proposition until it is known that it is a pair through our judgment
that this is the case. We can only know that it is a pair through other
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knowledge, since the aspect of specificity is not identical with the aspect
of generality.'® This mistake is due to confusing the potential with the
actual, because the subject of the first premise is potentially included in
the subject of the second premise. It might be thought that it is actually
s0, but this is wrong.

(46) A well-known fallacy is to ask how you know that the unknown
thing which you have learned is what you actually had sought—implying
that you must either still be ignorant or that the knowledge already
existed, thus allowing you to recognize it.!” This error is also due to
vagueness about existence and modes; for if what is sought is unknown

in every respect, it could not be sought—nor could it be sought if it is

known in all respects. Rather, it must be known in some respect and
unknown in some other respect that may be specified by what we do know.
This applies only to propositions and assents. For example, when we ask,
“Is the universe contingent?” we are seeking no more than a judgment
specified by these concepts. On the other hand, when someone hears the
name given to something, seeks to know its meaning, and is told that it
corresponds to such-and-such a meaning, he does not acquire knowledge
of the thing just by hearing that this is what he had sought. Likewise,
when someone conceives of a thing through one of its concomitants and
has not actually seen it, he may be in doubt about its other attributes,
even after it is described to him. Suppose that someone knows for certain
that a bird called “phoenix” exists but has not seen it and seeks to know
it specifically. He will know only the general attributes of the bird—-that
it flies, for example. Only through many people telling him that the
other attributes of the bird called “phoenix” are such-and-such can he
know it so well that he can say that the attributes mentioned by someone
describing it to him all belong to what he seeks and to nothing else.
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38 . v _Paﬂ One: The Third Discourse

A rule [on the constituents of the thing]

(47) Thé existence of a thing can have alternating contradictory
constituents; but the quiddity of something cannot be conceived to have
alternating contradictory constiti;ents, since the quiddity would be
changed with each one of them:'® In understanding how the substitution
of a constituent is possible, one must first realize that it is not a con-
stituent of the essence. One must be careful to remember that the cause

~ does not embrace all the things taken as differing causes in such a way that

the general entity does not exclude the causality of what is other than
this. Thus, it would not be valid.to claim that this implies multiplicity
in the cause. :

A rule fon the Universal Rule"]:

(48) Know that the universality of a rule stating that something is

‘predicated of something else is disproved by a single instance where that
second thing is absent. The universality of a law stating the impossibility

of something being predicated of something else is proven, by the exis-
tence of that thing in a single case. Thus, if someone asserts that every
G is necessarily B but finds a single C that is not B, then the universality
of the rule is disproved. Likewise, if someone asserts that it is impossible
for any C to be B but then finds a single G which is B, then the law will
be disproved. However, if someone asserts that any C may be B, this is
disproved by neither the existence nor the absence of instances. Thus,
should someone claim that some universal is contingently true of another
universal—for example, asserting the “B-ness” of C—then he need find
only a single instance that is B and another that is not B in order to show
that the universal B is not impossible in the nature C (since otherwise no
individual C could be described as being B) and that [B] is not necessary
[in C] (since in ‘thavt case no individual C could fail to be B).

Whenever a simple nature has a mental genus—as we shall mention
Jater—it is possible for the genus in the mind to be that nature or a part

corresponding to it, insofar as the genus is made specific by the differ- -

ence of one of the two natures. For example, “being a color” may by its
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Part One: The Third Discourse

" nature mean either blackness or whiteness—that is, there is nothing in

the mind that prevents color from being specified as one or the other.
However, this is not conceivable in concrete reality, because there is no

concrete thing that is color without the specification of black or white, as .

we shall see later. Therefore, what is possible for the universal “color” is
not possible for any one color. In the case of the nature of a species, such
as humanity, the things that specify the individuals—such as white and
black, tall and short—rmay be applied to the species and to each one of
its individuals. If they cannot, it is due to some external factor.?

A rule and an apology

(49) Knowing that many books have been written about this science

of logic, we have been able to be very brief in this book; but we have

discussed fallacies at length so that the student will become familiar
with them. Students will find more error than sound reasoning in the
proofs advanced by the various schools and sects among men. Therefore,
it is just as useful to learn the occasions of error as to learn the rules of
correct reasoning.

Negation is existential insofar as it is a denial in the mind and a
rational judgment, and the assent is not just an affirmative relation that
is broken in the negation. Therefore, assent remains even after negation.
This continuing relation of assent during negation is not the ordinary
relation of affirmation. Therefore, negation is an existential judgment—
that is, it has an existence in the mind even though it itself breaks some
other affirmation.2! We have found that the mode of impossibility will
allow us to dispense with necessary negation, that riecessity allows us to
dispense with impossible negation, that negating and affirming possibil-
ity are the same, and that there is no limit to the possible combinations.
Thus, in this short book we have limited ourselves to the discussion
of affirmative propositions, since we have another purpose in this book.
The object of inquiry in the true sciences is something certain. Since the
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. 40 - . _ » " Part One: The Third Discourse

indefinite proposition—that in which no modes are mentioncd—does
pot include the contingent.which never occurs, we never say “All G

is B” absolutely when it does not apply to some of its particulars; for

example, we do not say, “All men are actually literate.”?2 The general
" indefinite proposition, when universal, is not valid except in the six nec-
essary modal propositions that are well known in books of logic,? each
one of which is necessary because of a specific modal. Therefore, we shall
here deal with the.necessary modal propositions. There is no benefit in
dealing with the indefinite propositions, since the general contingent is

. broader and more generally valid than they are. The general absolute
Geeurs at some time indicating some necessity in the encompassing
proposition, unlike the general contingent. If we consider some general
matter or some general mode, we have no need for these indefinite
propositions that so easily lead to mistakes. Since no science seeks to
know the state of some unspecified part of its subject, except in reductio
ad absurdum, we can omit any mention of unspecified particulars. The
investigator no longer needs to reduce the second and third figures to the
first in any scientific question, once he knows the rule in a single place; nor
does he need to incorporate the negation or make particulaf propositions
general in all their possible forms, ence he knows the x_‘ulé.

(50) The Peripatetics establish the validity of conversion by ecthesis?*
and reductio ad absurdum, though reductio ad absurdum in conversion is
itself based on ecthesis. If we say that necessarily no C is B, then likewise
no B is C, since otherwise it would be true that some B is C. Let us, then,
posit a specific thing, which we will call D, which is both C and B. There-
fore, something that is described by C is also described by B. However, it
has already been said that necessarily no G is B. {The Peripatetics] may
establish the validity of the conversion of both the universal afirmative
proposition and the particular affirmative proposition by ecthesis, or they
may establish their validity by reductio ad absurdum, which, in another
place, is itself based on ecthesis. The reductio ad absurdum in both is based
on the conversion of the negative proposition. In the negative proposi-
tion, according to what we have said, ecthesis is also necessary. Ecthesis

" is identical with the third figure, since both seek to prove, for example,
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41 . Part One: The Third Discourse

that C-ness and B-ness are predicated of something. Later, they estab-
lish the validity of the third figure by reducing it to the first figure by
conversion. Therefore, the cxplanation is circular, explaining a thing
by that which explains it! Because reductio ad absurdum is a compound
syllogism, its use in conversion is not something that people will under-
stand naturally.?5 A person who has not learned the syllogisms and how
they are deduced may know through common sense which syllogisms are
valid. This will be sufficient for him in all scientific questions. Therefore,

there is no need here for lengthy discussions about reductio ad absurdum.

1 do not deny that people find reductio ad absurdum useful and that they
recognize its soundness, even if they are not aware that it is compounded
from two syllogisms—one conjunctive and the other exclusive—and do
not know all the details of its uses and are ignorant of how it has been
used to prove the validity of conversions. However, there is no need to
discuss such things at length.

Further, reductio ad absurdum is not sufficient to show that this, and not
something else, is conversion. When someone claims that necessarily no
C is B, he converts it to “Necessarily it is not the case that some B is G,
since otherwise all B would be C.” We then posit that the elements in
B described by C-ness are D, as you learned before. Thus, an absurdity
will follow—that some C is B—though we had assumed that necessarily
no C is B. Therefore, the validity of conversion here does not imply that
this is the converse. Since reductio ad absurdum alone is insufficient and
since it is possible to establish the validity of the conversion by some other
argument, as we explained, it will not be a problem to drop it. Likewise,
in our discussion of the second and third figures of syllogism we will not
need to use conversion or reductio ad absurdum.

(51) No one should deny that the reductio ad absurdum used in conver-
sion is a syllogism, for whoever knows what syllogism and reductio ad
absurdum are knows also that reductio ad absurdum is a syllogism. However,
the reductio ad absurdum in conversion is also based on exclusive and con-
junctive syllogisms, for the conclusion that we are seeking is the condi-
tional proposition “If ne C is B, then no B is G.” The form of this reductio
ad absurdum is “If it is true that no G is B, and it is not true that no B is
C, then some B is C.” The first sentence i$ the antecedent, and the con-
sequent is “It is true that some B is C.” We take this and make it the
antecedent in another premise: “If some Bis C, then some C is B.” We
then connect it to the first premise and deduce, “If it is true that no C is
B, and it is not true that no B is-C, then some C is B.” The conjunctive

.
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42 Part One: The Third Discourse

syllogism is formed [rom two compound conditionals, the middle term is

dropped, and the contradictory of the consequent is excepted, as you
have learned. Even though the second premise is composed of two par-
ticular categorical propositions, it is universal because generality in con-
ditional propositions does not depend on quantification, but on positions
and times. Since all this is so, it is clear that the reductio ad absurdum used
to prove the validity of conversion is not valid in form, for the syllogisms
are based on proofs that cannot themsclves be carried out without
recourse to these syllogisms. Rather, it is correct to say that the validity
of the forms of the syllogism can only be established by reflection or
inspection. These few comprehensive rules are better than a multitude
of rules requiring great efforts and boring explanations.

Section three
Concerning the llluminationist judgments on certain points

[This section will] also examine certain principles in order to ascer-
tain their truth and thereby also provide examples of particular fallacies.
To further our goal, we will preface this with an introduction establishing
some technical terms,

Introduction

(52) If something having existence outside the mind is subsistent in
something else and completely diffused in it, we call it a “state.” If it is not
subsistent in it s0 as to be entirely diffused in it, we call it a “substance.”
In the definition of the state, we do not necd to specify that it is “not as
a part of it,” for the part is not diffused in the whole. Furthermore, being
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. 43 ' Part One: The Third Discourse

a color, substantiality, and the like are not parts according to Illumina-
tionist principles, as we will explain, so there is no need to specify or
worry about this. Therefore, the notions of substance and state are gen-
eral meanings.

(53) When a state is in a locus, it needs, by virtue of being a state, to
be diffused throughout that locus. That need lasts as long as the state
lasts, and it is inconceivable that the state could be self-subsistent or
could move to another locus: at the moment of transfer it ‘would be
independent in its motion, dimensions, and existence; would have three
dimensions; and would thus be a body, not a state. A body is a substance
that may be pointed to and that obviously must always have some length,
width, and d“epth. Since a state has none of these, it is different from
a body. Since bodies share in corporeality and substantiality but differ
in being black or white, these latter are superadded to corporeahty and
substantiality and are therefore different from them.

(54) A thing may be either necessary or contingent. The contingent
is that which is not itself a sufficient reason for itself to exist rather than
to be nonexistent, but whose sufficient reason is something else. The suffi-
cient reason for its existence is the presence of its cause, and [the sufficient
reason] for its nonexistence is the nonexistence of its cause. It is either

impossible or necessary by another, so its existence or its nonexistence is

contingent. If its existence made it necessary, as some have imagined, its
nonexistence would have made it impossible, and there would never be
anything contingent. That which is dependent on something else will not
exist when that other is nonexistent. Since that other has an influence
on its existence, the thing is contingent in itself.

We mean by “cause” that whose existence immediately and without
conceivable delay necessitates the existence of something else. Conditions
and the removal of impediments also enter into the cause; for if the
impediment is not removed, the existence of the thing is still contingent
in relation to what was assumed to be its cause. If [the impediment’s]
relation to the thing partakes of contingency without reaching the
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44 : - Purt One: The Third Discourse

condition of sufficient reasor, there can be no relation of cause and

effect. This is not to say that nonexistence does something; it only means -

that nonexistence enters into the causality in the sense that, when the
mind considers the necessity of the effect, it cannot do this without
considering the nonexistence of the 1mped1ment The cause has an intel-
lectual but not a temporal priority over the effect. They may be simulta-
neous in time, as in breaking and being broken, but we still say, “He
broke it, so it broke,” and not the opposite.

There also is a priority that is temporal, as well as a priority of place
or position—as in bodies—or of nobility in attributes admitting of being
more or less noble. A part of the cause may be temporally prior or intel-
lectually prior.

Here we encounter another subject of which we must take account
for our purposes.

(55) Know that any series that has an order—any order whatso-
ever—and whose individuals are coexistent must be finite. The reason
for this is that if there is an infinite number of items between some two
members of the series, this infinite number of members must be con-
tained between the two limits in an order—which is absurd. If there are
no two members of the series between which there is an infinite number
of other members, then there is only a finite number of members
between any two members of the series, and the whole must necessarily
be finite. We must also examine how this applies to bodies. If we posit a
series of differing qualities in bodies, or if we posit a series of bodies, this
demonstration also applies. Moreover, suppose that a finite quantity was
removed from the middle of a series and the two parts of the series were
connected as before. Now consider the series in this way once and then
another time as it was before, with the restoration of the quantity that
had been assumed not to exist, thinking of [these instances] as though
they were two series. Now, if you compare the two in your imagination—
or match each number of the one series with the corresponding number

of the other in your mind, if they are numbers—they will certainly differ.

It would not be in the middle, since we connected those, so it would have
to be at the end; one series would come to an end, and the other would
exceed it by a finite amount and not exceed the finite series by a finite
amount. By this, the finitude of all dimensions, causes and effects, and
so on is established.?®
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Part One: The Third Discourse

A judgment [on the beings of reason]

(56) “Existence” is used with a single meaning and as a single concept
for blackness and substance, for man and horse. It is an intelligible mean-
ing more general than any one of these, as are the concepts of quiddity
taken absolutely, thingness, and reality taken absolutely. We claim that all

" these predicates are purely intellectual. Consider: If “existence” were

Just an expression for blackness, it could not apply with the same meaning
to blackness, to whiteness, and to substance. If it were considered to be a
meaning more general than substantiality, it would be either subsistent in
the substance or independent in itself. If it were independent in itself,
then the substance could not be described by it, for its relation to the sub-
stance would be the same as its relation to everything else. If it were in the
substance, it would certainly be actual in it, and the actuality would cer-
tainly be the existence. If the existence were actual, it would be existent.
If its “being existent” were taken to be an expression for the existence
itself, then “existent” would not apply to both existence and other things
with the same meaning. This is because the concept of existent with
respect to things is that an existent is something having existence, whilc
in the case of existence itself it would be that it is the existence. We our-
sclves do not say something of many things except with a single meaning.
Next, we argue that if blackness is nonexistent, then its existence is not
actual. Therefore, its existence is not existent, since its existence is also
nonexistent.?” If we do intellect existence and judge that it is not existent,
then the concept of existence is distinct from the concept of existent. We
might say that the blackness, which we had taken as nonexistent, now
exists and that its existence was not yet actual, and then its existence
became actual. If so, the actuality of the existence would not be the exis-
tence itself, and the existence would have existence. This same argument
applies to the existence of the existence, and so on to infinity. But a simul-
taneous ordered infinity of attributes is absurd.
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46 ' l ' Part One: The Third Discourse

(57) Another consideration is that thelr opponents, the followers of

the Peripatetics, understand existence yet doubt whether it is actual in-

‘concrete things, just as they do with the original quiddity.® Existence
would have another existence, rcsultmg in a regression. It is clear from
this that there is nothing in e: xistence which is itself the quiddity of exis-
tence; for as soon as we conceive its concept, we may wonder whether
or not it has existence. Thus, it would have another existence-——and so
there would be an infinite regress.

(58) Another consideration is that if the quiddity had existence, the
existence would have a relation to it. This relation would then also have an
existence that would have a relation to the relation—and so on to infinity.

(59) Yet another consideration is that if existence were actually in
concretc things and were not a substance, it would obviously be a state in
the thing and so would not actually be independent. Thus, its locus would
be actualized, but it would exist before its locus. Its locus could not be
actualized simultaneously with it, since its locus would exist with the exis-
tence, not 4y the existence—which is absurd. It could not become actual
after its locus, obviously. Moreover, if existence in concrete things were
superadded to the substance, it would subsist by the substance and would
be, according to the Peripatetics, a quality—which thcy define as a stable
state whose conception does not require positing a dlwslon or arelation to
something external. They assert without qualification that the locus
is prior to any accident, whether a quality or something else. Thus, the
existent would be prior to existence, which is impossible. Moreover,
existence would not be the most general of things absolutely: quality and
accidentality would be more general in a certain respect. Moreover, if
[existence] were an accident, it would subsist in a locus. What is meant by
its “subsisting in a locus” is that it is existent in a locus, needing [the
locus] for its realization. Since there can be no doubt that the locus is exis-
tent by existence, the subsistence is circular—which is absurd.

1t is erroneous to try to prove that existence is superadded in con-
crete things by arguing that if something were not conjoined to the quid-
dity by a cause, the quiddity would remain in nonexistence. The one who
makes this argument posits a quiddity and then joins existence to it, so
his opponent can argue that this concrete quiddity is itself from the
efficient cause. The argument also can return to the question of whether
the added existence itsell is given something else by the efficient cause
or whether it is left as it was. '
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Part One: The Third Discourse

(60) The followers of the Peripatetics argue that we can think of
man without existence, but we cannot think of him without a relation to
animality. Yet the relation of animality to humanity means nothing

except its being existent in him, either in the mind or in concrete reality. -

Thus, they posit two existences in the relation of animality to humanity:
one belonging to the animality which is in him; and the second, that
which becomes existent in humanity by reason of the existence of
humanity. Indeed, some of the.followers of the Peripatetics base their
whole system of metaphysics upon existence. :

“Existence” can be said of relations to things, as when one says that
something is existent in the house, in the market, in the mind, in concrete
reality, in a time, or in a place. Here the word “existence” occurs with the
word “in” with the same meaning in all of these. “Existence” may be
used as a copula, as when one says, “Zayd exists writing.”?® It may be said
of the reality and essence, as when one says, “The essence of the thing
and its reality, the existence of the thing, its concreteness, and its self.”
These are taken as beings of reason and are applied to external quiddities.
This is what most people understand by “existence,” but the Peripatetics
give it another meaning, for they are in the habit of explaining it in their
arguments, overlooking the fact that they had also assumed that it is the
most evident of things, not definable by anything else.

(61) So, too, unity is not a meaning added to the thing in concrete
objects, for unity would be one thing among others and would itself have
unity. Moreover, one could say “a one” and “many ones,” just as one can
say “a thing” and “many things.” Moreover, if the quiddity and the unity
belonging to the quiddity are taken as two things, they are two—one of
them the unity and the other the quiddity to which the unity belongs—
so that each one of them would have a unity. From this follow absurdi-
ties, for if we say that they are two, the quiddity without the unity would
have a unity apart from the unity, and so on to infinity; and the unity
would have a unity, and so on, creating an ordered infinity of attributes. If
such is the case with unity, number must also be something intellectual,®®
for if number is made up of ones and unity is an intellectual attribute,
number must also be so.
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48 ‘ Paﬂ‘ One: The Third Discourse

(62) Another consideration is that if four, for example, is an accident

subsisting in man, either “four-ness” must be complete in each one of the

individuals, which is not the case, or else there must be something of

four-ness in each one, which can only be the unity. Therefore, either the -

totality of four-ness must have no locus other than the intellect, or else
neither four-ness nor anything of four-ness can be in each one. On this
latter supposition, too, four-ness is only in the intellect. It is obvious that
if the mind links one in the east to another in the west, it will behold
duality, If 2 man looks at a large group, he can count three or four or five,

- linking them together as his eye happens to fall upon them, and he can

also count numbers like hundreds, scores, and the like.
(63) The contingency of a thing is prior in the intellect to its exis-

tence, for the contingents are contingent and then exist. It is not correct

to say that they exist and then become contingent. Contingency applies
with a single meaning to things of different sorts; so it is accidental to
the quiddity, and the quiddity is described by it. Thus, contingency is not
something self-subsistent. It is not a necessary existent, since if its exis-
tence were necessary in itself, it would be self-subsistent and so would
not need a relation to a subject. Therefore, it is contingent, and its con-
tingency is intellected before its contingency, for what is not contingent
in the first place never comes to exist. Thus, its contingency is not itself;
and so the argument regresses in this way to the contingency of the con-
tingency, and so on to infinity—leading to an infinity that is impossible
because of the conjunction of its individuals in an order.

The same is the case with necessity, since necessity is an attribute of
existence. If it were added to existence and were not self-subsistent, it
would be contingent and have both necessity and contingency. Its indi-
vidual contingencies and necessities would form an ordered infinity. The
necessity of a thing would be prior to it and would not be the thing itself,
since the thing was necessary and then existed; it did not exist and then
become necessary. Then, also, the existence would have necessity, and the
necessity existence. Thus, there would be another regression of repeated
existence of necessity and necessity of existence. This, too, is impossible,
in the same way as indicated before.
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Part One: The Third Discourse

(64) In concrete things, the “color-ness” of blackness®! is not color-
ness and something else, for positing it to be color is the same as positing
it to be blackness. Were color-ness to have an existence and the particu-
larization, blackness, to have another existence, color-ness could have
any particularization that might by chance attach to it, since no one of
the particularizations would be a condition of color-ness. Otherwise, it
would not be possible for it to have a particularization opposite to or
different from the one it has. It would thus be possible for particulariza-
tions to alternate in their connection to it.*2 Moreover, if color-ness had
an independent existence, it would be a state: either a state in blackness
(in which case the blackness would exist before it, not by it) or a state in
the locus (in which case black would have two accidents—color and its
differentia—not one).

(65) Relations are also beings of reason; for if brotherhood, for
example, were a state in an individual, it would have a relation to
another individual and a relation to its locus. One relation would be dis-
tinct from the other; and by necessity, neither would be the essence of
brotherhood, since its essence—if it is posited as existent—would be one
essence and the relation of the two to two individuals would be two dis-
tinct things. How, then, could these two [relations] be brotherhood? It is
clear that each one of the two relations would be a different existent.
Also, this argument would apply to the relation [brotherhood] had to the
locus, and an impossible regression would occur. Therefore, all of these
are no more than ways of thinking about the thing.

(66) Privations—rest, for example—are also something intellectual.
“Rest” is a term for the absence of motion in what may be conceived?? to
be in motion, and absence is not something realized in concrete things

- but is something intelligible in the mind. Contingency is also something

intellectual. It therefore follows that the negative privations?® are all
intellectual things.

(67) Substantiality, too, is not something added to corporeality in
concrete things. Rather, to make a thing a body is also to make it a sub-

stance, since substantiality—according to us—is just the perfection of

the quiddity of the thing such that it subsists independently of a locus.
The Peripatetics define it as an existent not in a subject; but the denial
of a subject is negative and being existent is accidental.®® Their defender
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50 . ' ' Purt One: The Third Discourse

might say that substantiality is another existent entity, but it would be
difficult to explain or to prove this to the skeptic. If it were another exis-
tent entity in the body, it would have an existence other than in a subject

and would be described by substantiality. Thus, the argument would turn -

to the substantiality of the substantiality and would regress to infinity.
(68) Therefore, all attributes may be divided into two classes. The

first is the concrete attribute, which also has a form in the intellect— -

such as black, white, and motion. The second is the attribute whose only
concrete existence is its existence in the mind and which has no existence
at all except in the mind-—for ‘example, contingency, substantiality,

color-ness, existence, and the other such things we mentioned. Thus, the

being that it has in the mind is equivalent to the being something else
has in concrete reality. If a thing has existence outside the mind, then
what it is in the mind ought to correspond to it. However, that which
is solely in the mind has no existence outside the mind to which the

mental might correspond. Predicates as predicates are mental; but black- -

ness is concrete. Since “nigritude” is a term for something by which
blackness subsists,?® corporeality and substantiality do not enter into
it. But if blackness were to subsist in something other ph'ém a body, it
would be said that blackness was black. Then, if there is something that
enters in some way into nigritude, it would be something intellectual,
nothing more, even though blackness has an existence in concrete real-
ity. However, if intellectual attributes are derived from them and become
predicated®’——as when we say, “Every C is contingent”™—then both con-
tingentness and contingency®® are just intellectual [and] nothing more.
This is different from nigritude; for although blackness is an intellectual
predicate, it is concrete, and blackness as such is not predicated of a sub-
stance.3? If we say, “C is impossible in concrete reality,” it does not mean

that impossibility occurs in concrete reality but, rather, that it is some- .
thing intellectual that we attach sometimes to whatis in the mind and -

sometimes to what is concrete. This is also the case with other things of
this sort. In such cases, the error arises from considering mental things
as occurring independently in concrete reality. Once you know that things
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like those just mentioned—contingency, color-ness, and substantiality—
are intellectual predicates, you will understand why they are not parts of
the concrete quiddities. This does not mean that we can take a mental
predicate (like a genus predicated of a thing, for example), attach it in
the mind to any arbitrary quiddity, and still speak the truth. Rather, the
predicate must be applied to that which is specifically appropriate to it.
This is also the case for existence and the rest of the beings of reason.

Section [four]
[Showing that accidentality is external
to the reality of accidents]

(69) The followers of the Peripatetics say that accidentality is exter-
nal to the reality of accidents. This is correct, for accidentality is another
intellectual attribute. Some of them explain this by saying that man can
intellect something yet be unsure about its accidentality. However, they
fail to apply this reasoning to substantiality, not thinking that when man
is unsure about the accidentality of something, he is unsure about its
substantiality as well. That blackness is a quality is also accidental to it,
so quality is a being of reason. The argument that we intellect color and
then intellect blackness is arbitrary, for one might equally well say that
we first intellect that this is blackness and then judge of it that it is color
and a quality. However, we have no need for such an argument, for it is
rhetorical, and the true basis of the discussion is what came before.

Anotlzerjitdgment [showing that the Peripatetics
have made it impossible for anything to be known]

(70) The Peripatetics have made it impossible for anything at all
to be known, since substances have unknown differentia. They define
substantiality by something negative, while the soul and the separate
substances, according to them, have unknown differentia. They define
an accident like blackness, for example, as a color that collects vision.
Collecting vision is accidental, and you already know about color-ness.
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52 ' . ~ Part One: The Third Discourse

Thus, bodies and accidents would not be conceivable at all. According

to them, existence is the most evident of things—about this you already -

kniow. Then, if conception is posited to be by concomitants, the concomi-

tants will also have specific properties, about which the same difficulty -

will recur. This is not permissible, since it would imply that nothing at all
in existence could be known. The truth is that blackness is one simple
thing. It can be intellected and has no unknown part. It cannot be defined
as it is to someone who has not beheld it, but anyone who has beheld

* it has no need for a definition. Its form in the mind is like its form in sen-

sation. Such things have no definitions. Rather, the compound realities
are known from the simple realities: one conceives the simple realities
separately and knows the compound by uniting them in a single subject.

(71) Know that the categories they list are all beings of reason with
respect to their being categories and predicates. That one from which
it is derived—that is, the simple from which the predicate is taken'in its
particularity—is also an intellectual attribute, like the objects of a rela-
tion and the numbers in their particularity (as was explained before) and
also all that relation enters into. Some of them are concrete attributes
in themselves, but their inclusion in those categories is due'to a being of
reason—Iike an odor or black, for-example—for their being qualities
is something intellectual whose meaning is that they are states fixed as
such-and-such, even though they are both in themselves attributes real-
ized in concrete actuality. If the thing’s being an accident, a quality, or
the like were another existent, the argument would regress in the same
way as above.

Another judgment [on denial of prime matter and form]*®

(72) The Peripatetics argue that body admits of connection and divi-
sion but that connection does not admit of division. Therefore, something’
~ must exist in the body that admits of both, and this is prime matter. They

further argue that magnitude does not enter into the reality of bodies,
since all bodies share in corporeality yet differ in magnitudes—and
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Part One: The Third Discourse

because a single body may become smaller or larger with compression
and rarefaction. They are refuted by [the argument] that connection is
said of what is between two bodies; it may be judged that one of them
is connected to the other. This is what admits of separation. The body has
extension in length, width, and depth; yet separation does not admit
of extension at all.*! How can [the Peripatetics] answer someone who
claims that body is just magnitude admitting of the three extensions and
nothing else?*?

(73) The argument that these are accidents because of the alteration
of length, width, and depth, as in a candle, is a baseless assertion. Even if
this magnitude extending in various directions is an accident, it does not
follow that magnitude in itself is accidental to the body or is an accident;
for to the extent that the length increases, the breadth, for example,

decreases. Likewise, if the breadth is increased, the length is decreased;.

and certain parts, previously unconnected, are now in contact with each
other, while other parts, previously connected, are now separated. Its mov-
ing alternately in various directions is a concomitant of it, and its partic-
ular movements in different directions are accidental alterations. Body is
nothing but magnitude, and the three extensions are the extent to'which
the sides of the body have gone in different directions.

They are right in saying that connection does not admit of separation
if they mean the connection between two bodies. However, if by “con-
nection” is meant magnitude, it is impossible for magnitude not to accept
separation. Thus, using “connection” in place of “magnitude” leads to
error, because the ambiguity of the term leads one to imagine that what
is meant is the connection that is destroyed by separation.

(74) It is not correct to argue that since bodies share in corporeality
and differ in magnitude, magnitude is thus external to them. Absolute
body corresponds to absolute magnitude, and the particular body corre-
sponds to the particular magnitude. It is as though one were to say, “The
particular magnitudes. differ in being small and large and share in being
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‘54 . Part One: The Third Discourse

magnitude. Therefore, their difference in being small or large can only be
due to something other than magnitude—something by which the large

magnitude differs .fljom the small, since they both share in magnitude.”
This is unsound, for if a magnitude exceeds another magnitude, we can- -

not say that it does so by something besides magnitude. Magnitudes
differ only by magnitude. The difference is in respect to their being mag-
nitude and because one is more perfect and the other more deficient.
This is like the difference between the more intense and the weaker light
or the more intense and the weaker heat. By “more intense light or
heat,” we merely mean its intensity of resistance, power, and the like. The
intensity and weakness of light is not due to the admixture of particles of

. darkness—darkness being privative—nor due to darkened particles, for

our argument concerns what we see from a light and what is reflected from
luminous things by something shiny, like a mirror. In fact, its intensity
and dimness is a completeness and perfection that it has in its quiddity.
Length is also something of this sort; for if one length is greater than
another, it is more perfect in its length and magnitude. Its increase,
then, is also length. We cannot call this “intensity of length,” because it
is possible to point to the arnount by which it is identical and to the addi-
tional length. This is unlike more intense whiteness, for in the case of

length the difference is not confined between two limits, as is the case -

with more intense whiteness. Thus, the inclusive term is “the more per-
fect,” not “the more intense”—but one cannot refute 2 name.®

The result of the argument is that absolute body is absolute magni-
tude and particular bodies are particular magnitudes. Just as bodies
share in absolute magnitude and differ by their particular different mag-
nitudes, so too they share in corporeality and differ in their particular
divergent magnitudes.

(75) Rarefaction and compression are just** the separation and
bringing together of the parts, with the subtle body filling in between
them. The assertion that fire does not enter the whistling bottle?s is cor-
rect; but [the bottle’s] splitting is not because of the increase in volume,
as the Peripatetics have said, but because the heat disperses the parts.
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When the heat becomes intense, its sides have an inclination to go
in scparate directions, which the body prevents. This inclination has
strength; and a vacuum, as the books explain, is impossible. Thus, the
inclination to separation and the necessity of there being no vacuum
causes the bottle to break, but this is not because the contents acquire a
greater magnitude. '

When a bottle is sucked and overturned in water, water enters it.
Nonetheless, the conclusion drawn by some people is not correct: that
since the air remains inside and some water enters, the air is compressed.
It may be that when the water enters, some of the air leaves, forced out
through pores by the entry of the water. It may also be that the one who
is sucking gives something to the air equal in quantity to what he takes,
so that rarefaction results after the sucking. It is very difficult for us to
ascertain such matters through observation. If their conception of rarefac-
tion as the increase of magnitude is correct, we know intuitively that bod-
ies would have to interpenetrate. Assume that magnitudes increase and
that the whole universe is already a plenum. If the increase of the mag-
nitudes of bodies does not necessitate the decrease of the magnitude of
other bodies different from them without some cause that necessitates
compression, bodies necessarily interpenetrate. This is most obvious in the
case of great watery storms. Moreover, if the whistling bottle on which
they rely is supposed to be full, does the magnitude in it increase and the
bottle then break, or does it break and the magnitude then increase? If
the bottle breaks and the magnitude then increases, the breaking is not
due to that rarefaction that they have made its cause. If [these evénts]
are simultaneous, then the cause of the breaking must be something else
prior to it. If the magnitude increases first, bodies must interpenetrate. If
it is argued that the increase in magnitude is essentially prior to the break-
ing, we would ask the same question about the inclination of the parts to
separation, so that what they say does not follow.

Therefore, rarefaction occurs only by the separation of the parts of

"heat and the interpenetration of a subtle body like air. Then, if the parts
are inclined to separate-and something hinders them, they push it back
if they have the strength. This separation of parts is seen in cases of
rarefaction when water and other fluids are heated. If we push together
their parts, they will nonetheless return to their original magnitude. By
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~ of the world are neither increased nor decreased in the slightest. A mus-

. a thing that has magnitude.” If he examines the reality, he will find that

tent, accepting magnitudes and forms, like that which [the Peripatetics]
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tard seed’s matter has not the capacity to accept all the magnitudes of
the world, as the Peripatetics would argue. This was the opinion of the -
Ancients, the first sages. : ' .

(76) Though being extended or having a determinate magnitude are
predicated of a body, that is not grounds for arguing that they are super-
added to a body. Just because we say that a body has'a determinate mag-
nitude, it does not follow that its magnitude is superadded to it. Realities
do not depend on turns of phrase, for the latter are often metaphorical.
Often a man will think of thingness with magnitude and say, “A body is

the thing is simply magnitude. Even though common usage permits
expressions like “a far distance,” it does not mean that the farness of dis-
tance is something added to it. It is, rather, a turn of phrase, like “fleshy
flesh.” It is permissible to say, “The body is extended,” in the sense that
it has an extension peculiar to it in a particular dimension, but what this
really means is that its magnitude extends in various directions, or in a
particular direction, or the like.

They fall into these fallacies because they confuse connection with
extension due to certain inexact expressions and because of their invalid
notion that distinction by perfection and deficiency—for example, RO oy (Rate

between a long and short line—is by something added to magnitude.
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A judgment [that the prime matter of the
elemental world is self-subsistent magnitude]

(77) 1In the previous chapter you learned that body is just self-subsistent
magnitude. Therefore, there is nothing in the world that is simply exis- .

name “prime matter.” According to them, this is not something particular
in itself; it is particularized only by forms. The implication is that this is
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-an existent whose substantiality is the denial that it has a subject. Our

expression “a certain existent” is something mental, as has been explained.
Therefore, that which they name “prime matter” is really nothing at all.
According to the principle that we have established, the substantiality of"
this magnitude, which is the body, is a being of reason. If it is considered
in relation to the varying states in it and the various compound species
occurring from its states, it is.called their prime matter, but it is really

Jjust body.

Another judgment [concerning investigations
related to prime matter and form]

(78) The Peripatetics explain that the existence of the so-called
prime matter that they posit as existent is inconceivable without forms,
and that the forms are inconceivable without prime matter. Then they
sometimes assert that the form has something to do with the existence
of prime matter, often trying to prove that the forin can be a cause of the
prime matter by citing matter’s inconceivability without form. That is

not sound, for a thing may have a concomitant without which it never -

exists, yet the concomitant is not a cause of the thing.

Some of them give another argument as to why the existence of prime
matter is inconceivable without form. They explain that otherwise it
would either be divided, in which case it would be bodily and not incor-
poreal, or undivided, in which case it would be so essentially and not
admit of division under any circumstances. This is not correct; for if
it were undivided, it would not be absurd that it be divided, nor would it
be indivisible essentially. Rather, the absurdity would be in denying it the
condition of divisibility, which is magnitude.

(79) Among their proofs is the following: If prime matter is posited
to be without forms and a form then occurs in it, the form must occur
cither in all places or in no place. Both are clearly false. Thus, it must
occur in a particular place; but there is nothing to particularize it accord-
ing to the principles well known in the books.
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* reply that unity is an intellectual attribute implied by the necessity of

58 o ' Part One: The Third Discourse

One might answer them thus: “Its impossibility in a particular place
is due to the lack of something to particularizs it, not because it is absurd
for it to be without form.” The most that follows from this proof is that
if the world came into being and prime matter remained without form, it .
could not thereafter acquire a fdrm, since nothing would make the form
peculiar to a place. The absurdity of something under a particular con-
dition does not imply its absurdity in itself. Such errors result from
confusing'what attaches to the thing in itself with what attaches to it by
something else. '

(80) Closely related to their previous proof that prime matter can-
not be freed from form is their.argument that if it were freed from form,
it would be either one or many. But multiplicity requires something that
distinguishes, and distinction can only be by form. If prime matter were
characterized by unity, its unity would be necessitated by its essence, and
it could not become multiple under any condition. To this one ought to

indivisibility and that the impossibility of its divisibility is ‘only because
of the denial of the condition of division—which is magnitude, as has -
been explained. Since we have asserted that body is only magnitude, we
have no need to investigate prime matter. The only reason we mention
these proofs is to explain the errors in them. '

(81) The Peripatetics also assert that there are other forms,*® argu-
ing that the body must be either indivisible or divisible, and in the latter
case it must accept division and change in shape either easily or with
difficulty. Therefore, they say that it must have other forms that necessi-
tate these things and by which the body becomes particular. To this, one
must reply that these things by which it becomes particular are qualities
either in the elements—Ilike moisture, dryness, heat, and cold—or in the
heavens, so that they too are states.

If they say, “Accidents cannot constitute a substance, and what we are
talking about does constitute a substance,” [ will reply, “You assert that
these entities you call ‘forms’ constitute substance. This cannot be
because a body is never without some one of them, for the fact that some-
thing is never without some entity does not irnply that that thing is consti- -
tuted by that entity, some concomitants being accidents. If you think that
the body is constituted by them because they make the body particular,
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it is still not necessarily the case that what makes the body particular is a
form and substance. After all, you admit that individuals of a species are

~ distinguished by accidents. If it were not for the things that make them

particular, neither species nor other things would exist. You admit that
the species’ natures exist more completely than the genera, yet these can-
not be conceived to exist without what particularizes them. If the entities
that make a body particular are thought to be forms and substance
because the body cannot be conceived to be without something to particu-
larize it, then the things that parti¢ularize species are more worthy of
being substances. Since this is not thé case, an entity that makes some-
thing particular may be an accident, and an accident may be among the
conditions of the realization of a substance, just as the entities that par-
ticularize the species are accidents, and the species cannot conceivably be
realized in concrete things without accidents.”

(82) The argument that the reality?? of the species occurs and the
accidents follow is unsound, for if the nature of a spectes—humanity, for
example—occurs first and the accidents then follow, it must occur as
universal absolute humanity and then be individualized, which is absurd.
Humanity only occurs individually; absolute humanity never occurs
among concrete things. If these accidents were not conditions for the
realization of the nature of the species and if what this individual is dis-
tinguished by were not a concomitant of the reality of humanity, then it
would be possible to posit humanity remaining in a state of absoluteness,
as it was when it first occurred, and the accidents then attaching to it,
without anything to distinguish it. This is because these accidents by
which the individuals of the species are distinguished are not among the
things that necessitate the reality of the species, nor are they among its
concomitants; for otherwise, they would occur in every case. Therefore,
they must be from an external agent. If the nature of the species were
then able to dispense with them, we would be able to posit its existence
without them—that is, without these accidents—which is not the case.
From this it follows that an accident may be a condition of the existence
of a substance and a constituent of its existence in this sense. Moreover,
were it possible for humanity to occur absolutely with the things that
particularize and distinguish it coming later, then why could corporeality
not occur absolutely with that which particularizes it coming later?
Whatever arguments they may advance to defend themselves in this case
apply also to species.
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into the reality of the thing, how much less appropriate is it that contin-

60 . ‘ ~ Part ‘One: The Third Discourse

(83) Strangely, the' Peripatetics say that the intellect necessitates
body through its intellection of ifs own contingency, even though its own
contingency is necessarily an accident according to the principles of their

school. The same is true of intellection of contingency, for intellection of -

contingency is not intellection of necessity; for if they were the same, one
would necessitate the same thing as the other, which is not the case.
Thus, if intellection of necessity is not intellection of contingency, then
they are two things.added to the quiddity of the intellect—both of them
accidentals to it and both accidentals in it. Since existence does not enter

gency and necessity do. so, let alone the intellection of them! If their
‘ntellection is accidental and [if] by intellecting the two a separate
corporeal substance and another separate, noncorporeal substance®®
occur, then it is correct to say that accidents have a role in the existence
of substances, either as some sort of cause or as conditions. A constituent
of existence is something that has a role in the existence of the thing.
Also, is not the capacity recuiring the body’s soul a result of the bodily
constitution, which is an accidenit? This is a condition of the occurrence
of the soul. Are not the souls after separation from the body particular-
ized and distinguished one {rom another by accidents? Thus, it is correct

to say that among that which particularizes substances may be accidents -

and that being particularized by accidents is a condition of the existence
of the realities of species.

. (84) It is astonishing that they think that heat destroys the form of
water and that its absence is a condition of the existence of the form
of water. If it is possible for the absence of an accident to be a condition of
the existence of a substance and to be a cause, why will they not admit
that an accident can be a cause or condition of its existence? What is
a constituent of existence if not something that has some role in the
existence of the thing? They admit that heat calls the form of air into
being. Thus, it is one of the causes of the occurrence of air, despite its
accidentality. Such errors result in part from using terms ambiguously—
such as “form” and the like-—~and in part from making arbitrary exccptions
to general principles. »
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Part One: The Third Discourse

(85) Some of them argue that water, fire, and the like contain entities
that change the answer to the question “What is it?” These, then, would
be forms, for accidents do not change the answer to the question “What

~ is it?” This argument is unsound; for if a chair is made from a piece of

wood, nothing changes in the wood except states and accidents; yet if you
were asked what it was, you would say that it is a chair, not that it is wood.
In blood, for example, the forms of the elements are preserved, accord-
ing to what has been established; yet there is nothing in blood except the
states with respect to which it has become blood. If one were to ask con-
cerning particular instances of blood, “What are they?” the reply would
not be that they are elements or something of that sort but that they are
blood. Likewise, if one were to point at a house and ask, “What is it?”
the answer would not be that it is clay or stone but that it is a house.
Thus, accidents can change the answer to the question “What is it?”
Non-simple realities are named in accordance with their compositions,
but nouns and simples have no parts, so the answer to “What is it?” can-
not change with one of the parts. The rule in the case of the composite
species is to consider the combination of most of the best-known accidents,
not considering anything else that might alter the answer to “What is it?”

(86) One of their proofs is that this form is part of the substance,
and a part of a substance is a substance. The fallacy of this proof is that
each part of that which is predicated to be a substance in a certain respect
is not necessarily itsell a substance. One may predicate of a chair that it is
a substance in a certain respect and that the states by which it is a chair
are part of the chair, but it does not follow that these are substance. Only
in the case of a substance that is a substance in every respect are all the
parts substance. The fact that it is a substance in all respects just means
that all its parts are substance, if it has parts. Water and air are considered
to be pure substances, yet they are only substances with respect to their
corporeality, and their being water and air in particular is by accidents.
Water is a substance with accidents that are not themselves substance.
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" proven that there are no non-sensible forms such as they had affirmed,

differentia, for the answer to the question “What is it?” does not change;

62 A ' " . Part One: The Third Discourse

(87) They argue, “The form isa constituent of the substance, so it is

a substance. But the substantiality of the forms consists in their not -

being in a subject. Their being not in a subject means that the locus is

not independerit of them. That the locus is not independent of them.

means that they are constituents of the locus.” Thus, to say, “The form is
a constituent of the substance, so it is a substance” is equivalent to saying,
“The form is a constituent of the substance, so it is a constituent of the
substance.” We have shown that accidents may be- constituents of sub-
stance. By “form,” we mean in this book only the simple reality of the
species, whether substantial or accidental. There is nothing in the ele-
ments but corporeality and states—nothing else! Now that we have

all that remain are qualities that become more or less intense.

(88) It is erroneous to say, “When heat intensifies, it does not change
in itself by an accident. Therefore, the intensification of heat is by a
differentia.”*® Heat does not change; its locus changes with individual
heats. The individual instances of heat are not distinguished by 2

nor do they differ by an accident. They differ by a third category: perfec-
tion and deficiency. The intellectual quiddity encompaéses the essences
of all the individuals, perfect or deficient, but alteration does not lead to
a change in quiddity. The theory of the Peripatetics about what is more
or less intense is arbitrary; for according to them, one animal cannot be
more intense in its animality than another. However, they define animal
as “a body with a soul, sensible and moving at will.” That animal whose
soul is more able to cause motion and whose senses are keener certainly
has more pérfect sensation and movement. The fact that common usage
does not allow one to say that this animal is more perfectly animal than
that one does not imply that it is not so. Their argument that one thing
is not said to be more watery than another and their other arguments of
that sort are based on inexact common usages. If they are challenged
and asked the basis of their assertions, the weakness of their argument
becomes apparent. Later, we will mention the states peculiar to each of
the elements and show that there is nothing in the clements beyond what
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Part One: The Third Discourse

can be perceived. The Peripatetics, however, affirm that particular things
contain entities that cannot be sensed or intellected in their particular-
ity, thus making realities unknown even after they are known. It is the
Ancients who know the truth in this matter.

A principle fon the denial of the individual atom]®

(89) Among the errors resulting from confusing the potential with
the actual is thig argument: “A body is divisible into parts indivisible in
imagination or intellect. If it could be divided infinitely, the body and its
parts would be equal in magnitude, since both would be equal in their
infinite c]ivisibility. However, the equality of the part and the whole is
absurd.” These people do not realize that the division is not actually exis-
tent but is only potential. It does not have actual instances that would
allow one to say whether they were the same or different. Moreover,
there is no reason why the infinite should never be different, especially if
it is potential. Thousands may potentially be infinite in the intellect.
These thousands include hundreds, which are more numerous than they,
in spite of their also being infinite. The absurdity of a body having a part
that is indivisible in imagination and mind is clear. If this part exists
In space, its extension in one direction is different from its extension in
another—so it is divisible. Moreover, if a body did have an indivisible
part, then if one of these parts were assumed to be at the meeting point
of two others, it could not conceivably be in complete contact with the
whole of both, since in that case it would not be indivisible. Nor would it
be in contact with only one, for it is at their meeting point. Therefore,
it must be in contact with something of each and thus be divisible into
three. Furthermore, if the one that is between the other two does sepa-
rate them, then that which the one side meets is not what the other side
meets, so it is divisible. On the other hand, if it does not separate them,
its existence and nonexistence would be indistinguishable and there
would be no volume in the world, which is an absurd conclusion. There-
fore, since a body may not be conceived to have an indivisible part, nothing
of the body—sych as movement—rmay be conceived to have indivisible

parts. Movement occurs in distance and must be infinitely divisible, as
distance is.
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64 A " Part One: The Third Discourse

A principle [in refutation of the vacuum]

(90) As you know, body is .nothingr more than magnitude. Thus, the

space between bodies cannot.be vacant, since this nonbeing posited to.

be between bodies has magnitﬁde extended in three dimensions. That
which encompasses the body must exceed that which is smaller than it
and so have length, width, and depth that can be pointed to. Therefore,
it must be a body. Moreover, if a body occurred in a vacuum, the dis-
tances would become one distance and interpenetrate so that each would

meet every other. This is absurd. How could it not be absurd for two -

magnitudes to be combined without the total of the two being more than
one of them?

" Ajudgment fon proofs of the immortality of the soul]

(91) Among the fallacies resulting from changing the meaning of a
technical term to respond to an objection is the following argument:
“The soul does not contain the potentiality of nonexistence and the actu-
ality of perdurance, for it is actually existent and unitary. Therefore, it
cannot cease to exist.” Against this, one may reply, “You have judged
that the separate intellects are both contingent and actually existent.
However, what contingently is, also contingently is not. Therefore, its
existence has the potential not to perdure.”

One of the Peripatetics responds, “The meaning of contingency in the
separate intellects is that they arc dependent on causes; if the cause were
supposed to be nonexistent, they would cease to be. This does not mean
that they have in themselves the potential to become nonexistent.” This is

special pleading, for their dependence on a cause and the necessity of

their annihilation with the annihilation of their cause follows from their
contingency in themselves. When some difficulty is raised, one cannot
explain contingency by that which follows from contingency after admit-
ting that that which is necessary by another is contingent in itself. Its con-
tingency in itself is intéllectually prior to its necessity by another. All the.

intellects are contingent, and none are worthy in themselves of existence!
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Part One: The Third Discourse

(92) Thus, it is astonishing that he says, “The corruptible beings,
unlike the separate intellects, cease to exist even though their causes

_ continue to exist.” He asserts this absurdity without qualification, even

though the composite cause of the corruptible beings is like the cause
of the separate intellects in that it becomes necessary through the neces-
sity of its cause. Among the causes of the corruptible beings are the
capacity of the locus and the absence of that which would make the thing
impossible. Thus, a corruptible thing only ceases to exist when part of its
cause ceases to exist. It would only have been correct for him to have said
this of the emanating cause of the separate intellects, not of the cause
absolutely—for beings do cease to exist despite the perdurance of the
separate intellects that are their causes. They cease to exist only when
some other part of their cause ceases to exist. One ought to explain con-
tingency by the proximate potentiality that is the proximate capacity,
not repudiate the basis of contingency or the worthiness to exist of the
separate intellects. The object here is not to discuss this at length but
only to indicate the basis of the error.

(93) Another of the worthless arguments with which they reply to
the objections raised is: “Unity in the Necessary Existent is negative, its

meaning being that it is indivisible; but in other things it is affirmative,

the basis of number. Since number is existential, so is its basis.” To this,
one can reply, “The Necessary Existent is also described by this unity
that is the basis of number, for we say that the Everlasting is one, and its
second is the First Intellect, its third is this, and its fourth is that. Thus,
we have described it by the unity that is the basis of number, for we have
counted it and the enumerated existences together.” Such specia! plead-
ing and equivocation are of no use. The truth is that unity is an intellec-
tual attribute and nothing more, as we have said.

A judgment [concerning the Platonic Forms]

(94) Among the sophistries arising from taking the image in place of

the thing is an argument used by the Peripatetics to deny the Platonic
Forms: “Were the forms of man and horse, water and fire self-subsistent,
it would be impossible to conceive of anything that shared their realities

being incarnated in a locus. If any one of their particulars needed a locus, -
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66 ' o . Part One: The Third Discourse

then the reality itself would need a locus. Thus, none of them could be
free of a locus.” To this, one may reply, “Do you not acknowledge that the
form of a’substance occurs in the mind as-an accident? After all, you say
that the thing has existence among concrete things and existence in
minds. If it is permissible for the reality of substantiality to occur in the
mind as an accident, then there may also be self-subsistent quiddities
in the world of intellect, having images® in this world that are not self-
subsistent. These are a perfection for another, but they do not have the
perfection of the intellectual quiddities, just as the forms of the quiddities

of substances external to the mind occur in the raind and are not self-’

subsistent—being a perfection or attribute of the mind and not having the

~ independence and self-subsistence that the external quiddities have. In

this case, that which is true of a thing is not necessarily true of its image.5?

(95) “Then you assert that existence applies with a single meaning
to the Necessary Existent and to everything else. Existence is the Neces-
sary Existent itself, while in others existence is superadded as an acci-
dent of the quiddity. Against this, one may argue as follows: If the

" independence of the existence of the Necessary Existent from a quiddity

to which it might be related is due to existence itself, then all would
be so. If it is due to something added to the Necessai‘/}/ Existent, then it
contradicts your principles and implies a multipliéity of aspects in the
Necessary Existent-—which has been shown to be absurd. It cannot be
because the Necessary Existent is uncaused, for its lack of need for
a cause is because it is necessary and not contingent. ‘Necessity’ cannot
be interpreted as negation of a cause, for it is because of its necessity
that it has no need for a cause. Moreover, if its necessity were additional
to its existence, the Necessary Existent would be multiple, and the
argument would turn to the necessity added to the existence—which

is an attribute of the existent—asking whether the necessity would be -

posterior to and a concomitant of the existent as existent. If so, the same
would be true for all existents; if not, .the necessity would be due to a

cause. If the necessity is due to existence itself, the difficulty is obvious.
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67 o . Part One: The Third Discourse

and leads one to say that if its independence is due to existence itself] it
would have to be so in the case of all things.” He might reply, “Its neces-
sity is the perfection, completeness, and intensity of its existence. Just as
one thing is more black than another through an intrinsic perfection in
the black itself, not through something added to blackness, so likewise
does an intensity and perfection distinguish necessary existence from
contingent existence.” Here he has admitted that it is possible for the
quiddities to have perfection in themselves, making them independent
of a locus, or to have deficiency, making them in need of a locus, as is the
case with necessary exlistence and other existence respectively.
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A principle [stating that a simple thing may have a composite cause]

(96) A thing may have a cause compounded of parts. The one who
denies that the cause of a thing may have two causative parts argues that
if the effect is unitary, then either it must be entirely attributed to each
part, or one of them must have no influence on the effect at ali, or each one
must have an influence on the effect. The first alternative is absurd, since
what can be attributed to one does not need to be attributed to the other.
In the second case, that part would not be part of the cause. If neither had
an influence, the cause is not their combination. If each one had an influ-
ence, the effect would be composite, not unitary.

This fallacy arises {from his imagining that if each part does not have
an influence on the effect, then each one is not a part of the cause. This is
obviously false, for a part of the cause of a unitary thing does not in itself
have an effect that is connected with that thing. Rather, the totality has
a single influence, not each part separately. Thus, though each part does
not have an influence, what is true of each part is not true of the totality.
Rather, the totality has an influence, which is precisely the unitary effect.

Moreover, just as the part of a heterogcnedus cause does not necessar-
ily necessitate the effect independently or even necessitate part of the
effect, so too is the case with parts from a single species. For example,
although a thousand men may move some heavy thing a particular"distance
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. 68 v " Part One: The Third Discourse

“ force for a similar distance. There is no doubt that the time of its movement

some influence on its existence, then each would be a part of the cause

. perceptibles. We mention them because they will be useful later.

in a particular time, it does not follow that one man would be able to

move that heavy thing a part of that movement. Rather, he rhight not be
able to move it at all. - . .

(97) It is said that if a body possesses no inclination,? it cannot be”
moved by constraint. Suppose that a.particular force will move it a partic-
ular distance in a particular time and will move something possessing -
inclination a similar distance. It must then move that first thing in a lesser
time. So, let us now posit another thing, whose inclination is less than
that of the first thing possessing inclination in the proportion that the time
of the motion of the thing possessing no inclination is less than the time of
the motion of the body possessing inclination. Thus, it would move by that

would be less by the amount that its inclination is less. Thus, its move-
ment would be the same as the thing lacking inclination—which is absurd.

One ought to argue: Why can it not be the case that the weaker
inclination—which is a part of the other inclination and has no relation
posited to all of it—is unable to resist that which the whole resists? Thus,
the thing lacking inclination would be like the previous example of mov-
ing the heavy thing. This proof of theirs even implies that the bodies of
the spheres and even the outer sphere have an inclination other than what
arises from their souls. The positions of a circular thing are equivalent,
so that no particular side and no inclination in a particular direction can
have a special right.

(98) ‘An individual thing may not have two causes. If each one had

and not a complete cause. If one of them did not have an influence, then
the cause would be the other. Something general may have different
causes. For example, heat may be necessitated by an adjacent hot body, .
by radiatioin? or by metion. ,
The following are judgments concerning certain perc’éptions and
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A judgment [denying the corporeality of radiation]

(99) Some men falsely imagine that rays are body. If they were body,
they would not vanish when a window is shut suddenly. If it is argued
that small dark bodies remain but they are no longer luminous, it would

have to be admitted that the rays themselves are not body. Moreover, if |

they were body, they would be reflected more readily from something
solid than from something damp. The bulk of the Sun would be dimin-
ished by their emission. They would emerge only at right angles—not in
various directions, as is seen to happen—since a single body does not
move naturally* in various directions. The lights of many lamps would
pile up in a thick layer, its thickness increasing with every increase of
illumination. All this is not the case. Thus, rays do not move from the
Sun or from place to place. They are only states, which do not move.
Their cause is a luminous entity mediated by a transparent body like air.

(100) Some imagine that rays are color and that the ray that is upon
something black is nothing other than [the thirg’s] blackness. They say,
“Clolors do not exist in the dark. The dark does not veil them, for it is pri-
vative, as has been explained. Therefore, colors are’simply qualities evi-
dent to the sense of vision, and rays are the perfection of their being
evident, not something added to the color.”

One might reply to them, “Even if one admits to you that colors do
not exist when the light is extinguished, it still does not follow that they
are the rays themselves. The fact that things are concomitant or that one
depends on another does not imply the unity of their realities. That rays
are not color is shown by the fact that although ‘color’ may be taken as
an expression for being evident in itself or for being evident in a particu-
lar sense, ‘color’ may not be taken as an expression for being evident to
vision; for luminosity such as belongs to the Sun is not the same as the
color that is evident to vision. Morcover, if the illumination of certain

Part One: The Third Discourse .
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shiny black things—jet, for example—is sufficiently strong, the color -
will vanish, yet its being evident is-actualized by the illumination. If color

is taken not just as being evident per se but as being evident with some-
thing to particularize it, then there are two possibilities. First, the rela-

tion of being evident to black and white may be like the relation of color

to them in the sense that being evident is not added in concrete things to
the black itself, as we have said is the case with color. Therefore, only
black, white, and so on exist among concrete things; and being evident is
an intellectual predicate. The being evident of white in concrete things
would be nothing but white itself; and that which is more perfectly white
ought to be more perfectly evident, and so also that which is more per-

* fectly black. This is not so. If we place ivory in the light and snow in the

shadow, we still perceive the snow as being whiter than the ivory and

perceive the ivory in the light as being more brightly lit than the snow in g

the shadow. Thus, we perceive that whiteness is not brightness and that
color is not light. So, also, if we place something blacker in the shadow
and something less black in the light, that which is less black is brighter
and that which is blacker is less bright. That is not because of the dark-
ness caused by its being in the shadow; for if we were to move the blacker
thing into the light and the less black thing into the shadow, that which
is more black would be brighter, despite its still being blacker. The other
possibility is that being evident in concrete things is something other
than black or white, which is what we set out to prove.” It is clear from
what has been said that rays are not color but that colors are not actual-
ized without them. This is not a topic that we consider to be especially
important. Even if it turned out that they were right about it, it would
not disturb us.

A judgment [in refutation of what is said about vision]

(101) Some people have imagined that vision occurs by the emission -

from the eye of a ray that encounters the objects seen.®® If this ray were
an accident, how could it move? If it were a body and moved by the will,
one would be able to hold it back in such a way that one would not see
while looking; but this is not so. If it moved by nature, it would not go in
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Part One: The Third Discourse

every direction and would penetrate colored fluids more readily than
clear glass and would penetrate earthenware, whose pores are more
numerous, more readily than glass. The nearer and farther planets
would not be seen simultaneously but would be seen in an order relative
to their distance. This body would move in an instant to the farthest
spheres and pierce them, or this thing that emerges from the eye would
spread out over half the orb of the world! All these deductions are
absurd, so vision does not occur by a ray.

(102) Other scientists®® have argued that vision is the imprinting of
the thing’s form in the crystalline humor,5? but this theory involves them
in diffculties. Among them is the fact that we see the mountain as being

large. If vision is by the form and of the form and if the mountain does

have the magnitude that it has, how, then, can this great magnitude
be contained within the tiny pupil? One of them has responded to this
by saying that the crystalline humor is potentially divisible to infinity—
as has been shown to be the case with bodies—and the form.of the moun-
tain is also potentially divisible to infinity, so that the former may contain
the latter. This is not correct, for even though the mountain is potentially
infinitely divisible and the eye likewise, the magnitude of the mountain
and each of its parts, however it is supposed to be divided, remains incom-
parably greater than the magnitude of the eye and its parts. How, then,
could this huge magnitude be contained within a small magnitude?

(103) One of them argues that even though the form is smaller than
what is seen, the soul is able to infer from the magnitude of the form
what the magnitude of the original must be. This is not correct, since a

large magnitude is seen by direct experience, not by an inference. One of

them claims that a single material thing may contain its own small mag-
nitude and another large magnitude that is the image of sornething else.
Yet their adversary can compel them to admit that if the magnitude
belonging to a mountain were imprinted in the crystalline humor, the
parts that had been posited as belonging to that extension would not be
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joined with each other in one locus. Were it otherwise, it would no longer
be possible to perceive their arrangement. If the parts posited to belong
to that extension were not combined, each thing posited to be a part of
that extension would be in another part of the crystalline humor. If the -
magnitude of the crystalline humor were equal to the magnitude of the
extended form of the mountain, its great size could not conceivably be
perceived. If the extended form were greater than the magnitude of the
crystalline humor and the parts of the crystalline humor were entirely
filled with its parts, it would have parts and extension extended beyond
the limits of the eye. Thus, the magnitude would not be seen as it is and
would not be in a locus. Whosoever judges fairly will understand the
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extremely important principle in our method.®

A principle [on the realily of the forms in mirrors]

(104) Know that the form is not in the mirror, for otherwise your
view of the thing would not change with your point of view. Moreover, if
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with your finger you touch a mirror a cubit’s distance from your face, you
find that the distance between the form of your finger where it meets
the glass and the form of your face is greater than the thickness of the
mirror. Were the form actually in the mirror, it would be in its visible
surface, since that is its polished part; but this is not so. The form cannot .
be in the air; nor can it be in the eye, since it is larger than the pupil in
accordance with the argument just given. Nor can it be your own form
itself, reversed by the reflection of rays from the mirror, as some have
imagined, for we have already disproved the existence of rays. It cannot
be your own form scen by another path, since you see the image of
your face as much smaller than your' face, despite its exact resemblance
in every feature. In addition, it is facing the opposite direction from
your face. Moreover, if it were by the reflection of rays, that which was
reflected from a small mirror would be seen in its real size—not as
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‘smaller—since it would be in contact with the entire face. If it were only
i contact with part of the face or part of each feature, the shape of the
face would not be seen, nor would all its features be seen correctly. Since it
is possible for an observer to see his finger and its form, then if th
contacts the finger and is united with it, the finger would be seen
once, and its form would not be seen. This is not the cage. Moreoy
someone saw a planet in the water, the movement of hjs ray would go
instantly to the star, since the water and the form of the star are seen at
the same moment. Since the form is not in the mirror, and [since] the
relation of the crystalline humor to the objects of vision is like the relation
of the mirror to them, therefore the form that thege people assume ¢
be in the crystalline humor must be comparable to the form in the mirror,

If we use the sense of vision to perceive bodies in 4 particular directj on,
bodies that are far away and of great size—lofty mountains, one behing
another, for example—surely, according to them, thejr forms would be
imprinted, along with the distances to them. How could the crystalline
humor and its parts suffice for it?. The solution to the problems of vision,
forms in mirrors, and the imagination will come Ja¢

e ray
only
er, if

er. Our reason for

mentioning these questions here is only to ease the attainment of our aim,

A judgment [on objects of hearing—that is, sounds and words]

(105) The notion that air is shaped by the positions of the mouth into
phonemes® is false, according to what has been said about sound, Ajr
will not hold a shape, being quick to blend. If someone stirs the air
around his ears, he ought then to hear nothing, since the vibrations in
the air would be disturbed and altered. The response that the sounq

itself cuts through and penetrates the air by reason of its inte

not retain the power to penetrate and be distinguished from t
Actual compression and rarefaction have nothing to do with th

IlSity is
incorrect, for if all the air near the ear were dlsturbed, the part woylg -

he rest, .
€ realit _
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of sound, since the sound remains after both of them have ceased. Sound :
cannot be defined by something else, for none of the simple sensations

can be defined. Such definitions would ultimately have to be reduced to
objects of knowledge needing no definitions. Otherwise, there would be
infinite regression; but there is not. There is nothing more evident than
sensations to which the definitions might be reduced, since all our knowi-

edge is abstracted from sensations. Therefore, the simple sensibles are ‘

known innately and have no definitions. But [the Peripatetics’] analogy
that existence has no need of definition is even more absurd than what
they have to say about sensations. The dispute does not arise with sensa-
tions insofar as they are sensation, or black, or sound, or odor; but it does
arise with regard to other aspects. The simple sensations and experiences
are all without parts, and nothing is more evident than they. By them,
their compounds are known. The reality of sound cannot be defined at all
to someone without the sense of hearing, nor can luminosity be defined
to someone without the sense of sight. By whatever definition it might be
defined, he would not grasp its reality. Nor are the sensations of one
sense of any avail in defining the sensations of another sense in their par-
ticularity. Someone with the senses of hearing and sight has noneed for
definitions of luminosity and sound. Sound is a simple entity whose form
in the mind is exactly like its form in sense. Its reality is just that it is
sound. However, the argument about its cause is another matter—
whether its cause is compression and rarefaction, whether air is its con-

dition, and whether air is a condition in some other way if it is not a
condition in the sense that the phonemes occur in it. Such questions -

belong to a different investigation.®®
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Part One: The Third Discourse

Section [five]
[On unity and muitiplicity]

(106) That which is one in all respects is not divisible in any respect,
whether into quantitative parts or into parts of a definition or into par-
ticulars of a universal. That which is one in some respect is not divisible
in that respect. Remember this, and beware of loose expressions like
“Zayd and ‘Amr are one in humanity” Its meaning is that they both
have a form in the mind with the same relation to each of them. Other
expressions are similar.

This is what we intended to say here, and thereby part one is ended.

Unending praise be to the Light of Light!®
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PART T WO
On the Divine Lights, the Light of Lights,’
and the Bases and Order of Existence,
in Five Discourses

The First Discourse

On light and its reality, the Light of Lights,
and that which _first was generated from Ii,
in nine sections and rules.

Section [one]
[Showing that light needs no definition]

(107) Anything in existence that requires no definition or explana-
tion is evident. Since there is nothing more evident than light, there is
nothing less in need of definition.? :

) Section [two]
[On the definition of the independent]

(108) If neither the essence nor any perfection of a thing rests upon
another, it is “independent.” If its essence or any one of its perfcctions
rests upon another, it is “dependent.”
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77 ‘ Part Tivo: The First Discourse

Section [three]
[On light and darkness]

(109) A thing either is light and luminosity in its own reality or is
not light and luminosity in its own reality. The meanings of “light” and
“luminosity” are the same here, for I do not use these in a metaphorical
way, as when “light” is used to mean that which is evident to the mind,
though even such usages do at the last derive from this light. Light is
divided into light that is a state of something else (the accidental light)
and light that is not a state of something else (the incorporeal or pure
light). That which is not light in its own reality is divided into that which
is independent of a locus (the dusky substance) and that which is a state
of something else (the dark state). The barrier is the body and may be
described as a substance that can be pointed to. Some barriers are seen
to be dark when light ceases to shine on them. Darkness is simply an
expression for the lack of light, nothing more; and it is not one of the
privatives conditioned upon possibility.* If the world were posited to be a

vacuum or a sphere with no light in it, it would be dark. This would imply :

the deficiency of darkness without implying the possibility of light in it.
Thus, it is established that everything that is neither a light nor illu-
mined is dark. If 2 barrier is cut off from light, it does not need some-
thing else to be dark. Therefore, these bodies are dusky substances.
There remain some barriers that never lose their light—the Sun, for
example. These are like other barriers that may cease to have light in
that they are barriers, yet they differ in having light continually. The

light by which these barriers differ from the others is superadded to their -

being barriers and subsists in them. It is thus accidental light, and its
bearer is a dusky substance. Therefore, every barrier is a dusky substance.

(110) Sensible accidental light is not independent in itself, since other-
wise it would not depend on the dusky substance. Since [light] subsists
in [the dusky substance], it is dependent and contingent. [ The light’s]
existence is not from the dusky substance, since it would otherwise be its

concomitant and the dusky substance would never be without it. This

is not so; how, indeed, could it be, considering that nothing necessitates
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that which is nobler than its own essence? Thus, that which gives all dusky .
substances their lights must be something other than their gloomy quid- -
dities and dark states. You will learn that dark states® are caused by light, -
even though the light itsell miay also be accidental. The dark states, more
over, are hidden: how could they necessitate something less hidden than
themselves?® Therefore, that which gives lights to the barriers is not a
barrier, nor is it a dusky substance. Otherwise, all barriers and dusky sub-
stances would cause accidental lights. Thus, that which gives them their
lights must be something other than the barriers and dusky substances.
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Section [four]
[On the dependence of the body in its
existence upon the incorporeal light]
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(111) The dusky barriers possess dark aspects—shapes, for example—
and particularities of magnitude. Although magnitude is not superadded
to the barrier, nevertheless there is a certain particulairity, boundary,
and limit by which one magnitude is distinguished from another. These
things by which barriers differ from each other do not belong to the bar-
riers by essence, since otherwise all barriers would share them. Nor do
the boundaries of barriers belong to them by essence, since otherwise all
would be ‘equal. Therefore, they have the accidents by virtue of another.
Were the shapes and other dark states independent, their existence
would not depend on the barriér. Were the reality of the barrier inde-
pendent by its essence and were it necessary, its existence would not
have to be actualized by particular dark states and other such entities.
Were the barriers independent of magnitudes and states, they could not
be multiple, for there would be no separate states to distinguish them,
nor could the essence of each one be particularized. It cannot be argued
that the distinguishing states are concomitants of the quiddities of bar-
riers that necessitate them, for were that so, they would not be different
in different barriers—yet they do differ.

Intuition affirms that no lifeless dusky substance receives its existence
from another, since with respect to the lifeless reality of the barrier no
one [substance] would have priority over the others. Through another
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proof, you will learn that one barrier does not bring another barrier into
existence. Moreover, neither the barrier nor its dark and luminous states
can receive their existence in a circular manner from something else, for
nothing can depend on something that depends on it. Were that the case,
it would bring into existence that which brought it.into existence and
would so be prior to it and to itself-—which is an absurdity. Since they are
not independent by essence, they are all dependent on something that j5
neither a dusky substance nor a dark or luminous state—that is to say,
an incorporeal light. The substantiality of the dusky substance is intel.
lectual” and its duskiness privative. Therefore, it does not exist in Virtye
of these. It is simply a concrete thing with particular properties.

A rule [stating that incorporeal light cannot be pointed out by sensation]

(112) Since you know that any light that can be pointed to is an acc;.
dental light, then if there is a pure light, it cannot be pointed to, nor be
located in a body, nor have spatial dimensions.?

A rule [that anything that is light in itself is incorporeal light]

(113) Accidental light is not light in itself, since its existence is in
another. Thus, it can only be light due to another. The incorporeal pure
light is light in itself. Therefore, everything that is light in itself is incor-
poreal pure light,

[Five] a general section
[Showing that whatever perceives its
own essence is an incorporeal light]

(114) Nothing that has an essence of which it is not unconscious ig

dusky,? for its essence is evident to it. It cannot be a dark state in some.

thing else, since even the luminous state is not a self-subsisterit light, et
alone the dark state. Therefore, it is a nonspatial pure incorporeal light
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" jtself, it would not know itself. If it did know that this was an image

' that every attribute added to its essence, be it knowledge' or something
- else, belonged to its essence, it would have to have known its essence

80 - ' Part Tiwo: The First Discourse

A detailed section fon what we have just mentioned]

(115) ‘The self-subsistent, self-conscious thing does not apprehend its -
essence by an image of its essence in its essence. If its knowledge is by.
an image and if the image of its ego is not the ego itself, the image of
the ego would be an “it” in relation to the ego. In that case, that which
was apprehended would be the image. Thus, it follows that while the
apprehension of its ego is precisely its apprehension of what it is itself,
its apprehension of its essence would also be the apprehension of some-
thing else—which is absurd. This is not the case with externals, since the
image and its object are each an “it.” Moreover, if its apprehension
of itself were by an image and it did not know that this was an image of

of itself, it must have already known itself without an image. How could
something be conceived to know itself by something superadded to
itself—something that would be an attribute of it? If it were to judge

prior to and apart from any of the attributes. It would therefore not have
known its essence by the superadded attributes. ’

(116) You are never unconscious of your essence or your apprehension
of your essence. Since this apprehension cannot be by a form or by some-
thing superadded, you need nothing to apprehend your essence save that
essence, which is evident in itself and not absent from itself. Therefore, it
must apprehend its essence due to what it itself is in itself, and you can
never be unconscious of your essence or any part of your essence. That of
which your essence can be unconscious—organs such as the heart, liver,
and brain, and all the dark and luminous barriers and states—do not
belong to that part of you that apprehends. Therefore, that in you which
apprehends is not an organ nor anything to do with a barrier, since other-
wise you would always be aware of these as you are always and unceasingly
aware of your own essence. Substantiality, whether taken as the per-
fection of its quiddity or as an expression for the denial of a subject or a
locus, is not an independent entity that could be your essence itself. If
substantiality is taken to be an unknown meaning and if you apprehend
your essence continually by some means other than something super-
added to your essence, then this substantiality, of which you are uncon-
scious, can be neither the whole of your essence nor any part thereof.
If you examine this matter closely, you will find that that by which
you are you is only a thing that apprehends its own essence—your “ego.”

BV S ‘ - . A

[Lind 55 L (3] oS J

1 Jlkay 13 oy ¥ 10 2ol 515 (I ¢ 201D (1) o)

By 545 ch ed VAU Jliey Jlies OIS O ke O (13 S
army 5 AUV 81,00 0555 Ol ol e Jltadt 5o Aoy g L)
(Jowe sy (e 21,0l gi1d 1)) 055G 05 csp ga Lo I ol
DS O Ll .« om LeaaDS 03 & Ly Jlall Ol ¢esliom Ll sy
‘wduéxrj;o\)emggrb‘m._jmé\r@goum
M&JC;;':.J\‘.J%()\J}.AQY‘O\SDJ.:{) Al ¥ ands (e s
ax\)uwyb\g}xsu.dwoﬁéu camis e 215 b
@&}_J,;‘u\srl;.@o)i;‘axﬁwwﬁ;,\u&@mm&

381 il 615 e 18 055 b el g3y Slanal

S ) 3y gl STl ey Sl e i ¥ Sl (VA D)

I Sl o Lo Db 5 5l 85 e D50V O $SG O
5550 O o Nguads 2 SN Sl gh it 8 allall S
IS 6oy GBI e b i Y &1y (b WS L LI ST
ey &Ll ASTy A e slas VIS cae 21> i Ly
P ER TP SR U O ey e oLy 5l
wo\s’@’u@uuwf)ﬁfw)_,,@w:s/),w
5 Lgzaale JLeS™ 2ls 13 B eadly Jgn Y petes Ll ) pnd
0555 Jizea ol o (el gl g g2 sall o o Sl A5
ms,\:\&,g;s)a\j\j}w@”agjmﬁgno;wo\).uﬁw&:\s,
Yy . abi3 IS shie a3 & ol ol (ot S ,5h 15 el

SIS e s V) il ) OF Lo s M (oo 130 (D15 5 5




o

10

15

20

30

81 - ’ Part Tiwo: The First Discourse

. apprehension and therefore be unknown—which is absurd. Thus, the
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All else that apprehends its own essence and ego shares with you in this.
Apprehension, therefore, occurs neither by an attribute nor by something
superadded, of whatever sort. It is not a part of your ego, since the other
part would still remain unknown. Were there something beyond con- -
sciousness and awareness, it would be unknown and would not belong to
your essence, whose awareness is not superadded to it. Itis thereby appar-
ent too that thingness is not superadded to awareness, for it is evident
in itself and to itself. There is no other property with it of which being
evident could be a state. It is simply the evident itself~—nothing more.
Therefore, it is light in itself, and it is thus pure light. Your apprehension
is not something else posterior to your essence, nor is the capacity for
apprehension accidental to your-essence. If your essence were assumed
to be an identity that apprehends its essence, it would itself be prior to its

matter ts as we have said.

- Avrule

(117) If you wish to have a rule regarding light, let it be that light is
that which is evident in its own reality and by essence makes another evi-
dent. It is, thus, more evident in itself than anything to whose reality
being evident is superadded. Moreover, that the accidental lights are evi-
dent is not due to something superadded to them, since.if that were the
case they would be hidden in themselves. Rather their being evident is
simply due to their own reality. Nor is it the case that the light occurs and
its being evident is a concomitant of it, since then it would not be light in
its own definition and would be made evident by something else. Rather,
light is evident, and its being evident is its being light. Some incorrectly
argue that our vision makes evident the light of the Sun, whereas in real-
ity its being evident is its being light. Were there no men and nothing at
all possessed of senses, it would not cease to be light.

(118) Here is another way to express this: You ought not to say, “My
ego is a thing whose concomitant is being evident, but that tbing is
hidden in itself.” Rather, it is nothing but being evident and being light.
You already know that thingness is one of the intellectual predicates and
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attributes, as are a thing’s being a reality and a quiddity. Lack of unaware-
ness is something negative and cannot be your quiddity. Nothing, then,
remains but being evident and being light. Thus, anything that appre-

hends its own essence is a pure light, and every pure light is evident to .-

itself and apprehends its own cssc;nce. This is one of the methods of proof.

A judgment [that a thing’s apprehending
itself is its being evident to itself]

(119) In addition, we argue that were we to posit a flavor abstracted
from barriers and matter, we would only have shown that it was a favor
in itself—nothing more. If we assume a light to be incorporeal, it is light in
itself; and it then follows that it is evident to itself, which is apprehension.
It does not follow that an incorporeal flavor is evident to itself, only that
it is a flavor in itself. Were the fact that a thing is free from prime matter
and barriers sufficient to make it aware of itself, as is the opinion of
the Peripatetics, then that primé matter whose existence they assert
would also be aware of itself, since it is not a state in something else but
has its own quiddity and is free from any other prime matter—there
being no matter of prime matter. Thus, it would not be unconscious of
itself, if by “unconsciousness” is meant distance from itself. If by “lack
of unconsciousness” they mean awareness, then the awareness of the
separate intellects cannot be attributed to lack of unconsciousness.
Indeed, lack of unconscinusness is -an allusion to and symbol for aware-
ness, in this sense. According to the Peripatetics, a thing’s apprehension
is the fact that it is incorporeal and is not unconscious of its essence. The
particularity of the matter itself, as they argue, only occurs through states.
So, granting that the states are hindered from apprehending their own
essences by the matter, what, then, is it that hinders the matter? They
admit that prime matter has particularity only through the states that
they call “forms.” If these forms occur in us, we perceive them. If prime
matter in itself is just something unconditioned, or a certain substance
considered apart from magnitudes and all other states, as they claim,
then there is nothing that is more perfectly simple in its own definition
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than prime matter-—especially since its substantiality is the denial of
its having a subject, as they admit. Why, then, does it not apprehend its
essence by reason of this freedom from substrata and parts? And why
does it not apprehend the forms that are in it? But we have explained
this substantiality and thingness and have shown that these and their
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likes are beings of reason.

(120) Then these people argue that the Creator of everythmg is noth-
ing but pure existence. But if we examine the prime matter posited by
their school, it turns out that it is simply existence, since its particularity
is by means of forms and substantiality, as has been explained. There is
nothing that is quiddity absolutely; but rather, when some particularity
is established, it is said that it is a quiddity or an existent, Prime matter,
then, must either be some quiddity or some existent. If its need for forms
is due to its being some existent, then the same is true of the Necessary
Existent—exalted is He above that! If the Necessary Existent intellects
His essence and the things because of such simplicity, then this must also
be the case with prime matter, since it too is an existent and nothing more.
The falsity of such doctrines is plain. Thus, it is established that what-
ever apprehends its own essence is a light in itself, and vice versa. If an
accidental light were assumed to be incorporeal, it would be evident in
itsell and to itself. That whose reality is evident in itself to itself has the
reality of the light posited to be mcorporeal The one is the other, they
are one and the same.
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Section [six]
[On the lights and their classes]

(121) Light is divided into light of itself and in itself and light of itself -
but in another.'® You know that accidental light is light in another. Thus, i
it is not a light in itself although it is a light of itself, since its existence ' 3
is in another.!! The dusky substance is not evident of itself or to itself, :
according to what you know. Life is a thing’s being evident to itself, and
living thing is percipient and active. You know about perception; and th
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" certainly be evident to itself of itself? That which has no awareness of
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attribution of activity to light is clear, since light emanates by essence.
Thus, pure light is alive, and every living thing is a pure light. If a dusky
thing perceived its own essence, it would be light in itself and not a dusky

substance. If the barrier or some dusky substance as such necessitated
life and knowledge, that would have to be the case for all other things
that were also barriers or dusky substances, which is not true. If the
dusky substance were posited to have life and knowledge through an
added state, the same argument would apply. Morcover, a state certainly
cannot be evident to itself, as we already know. Nor would it be evident
to the barrier, since the barrier is dusky in itself. How could something
be evident to it, when something to which something else is evident must

itself cannot be aware of another. Since neither the barrier nor the state
is evident to itself, nor are they evident to each other, then nothing evident
to itself may result from either of them. Since the state has existence
only in another, then nothing self-subsistent may result from it and the '
barrier. Of those two, only the barrier is self-subsistent. If one of those
two perceives its own essence, it could only be that which has its own
essence: the barrier. For the barrier and the state aré two things, not
one—but you know that the barrier is not evident in itself.

(122) Here is another proof: We say that a thing may make something
evident to something else—as accidental light does for the locus—but
its being evident to another does not imply its being evident to its own
essence. If a thing makes something evident to another, then that other
thing ought to be evident to itself so that something else could be evident
to it. Once this is established, we say that there cannot be an entity that’
makes a thing evident to that same thing in such a way that that thing
becomes evident to itself. This is because there is nothing closer to itself
than itself, It was hidden from itself, and its self being hidden from itself
is of itself. Therefore, nothing else could ever make it evident to itself. How
could it be otherwise, when the fact that something else made its self
evident to itself implies the absurdity that its self was already evident to
itself? The barrier is thus in itself hidden from itself, and nothing can
make it evident to itself.
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(123) There is still another way of proving this. If anything were to
make the barrier evident to itself, it would be light. Every illumined body
would be evident to itself and so would be alive, which is not so. No par-
ticularity that the dark states give to the barrier can make it necessary
for light to make the barrier evident to itself. It has been shown by another
proof that if something is evident to itself, its being evident to itself is
not by any state nor by any dusky substance. '
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A principle [stating that a body L gle Ay

cannot bring another body into existence]

(124) You know that you are in yourself an incorporeal light and that

you are incapable of giving existence to a barrier. If an active, living, sub-

10 stantial light can be incapable of giving existence to a barrier, a lifeless
barrier will certainly be unable to do so. -
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Section [seven]
[Showing that the intellectual, incorporeal lights

differ by perfection and deficiency, not by species]

(125) Light in itself varies in its reality only by perfection and defi-
ciency and by entities external to it. If it had two parts, neither of which
was light in itself, each would be either a dusky substance ora dark state,

15 and the whole would not be a light in itself. Were one of them light and
the other not light, the latter would not participate in the luminous real-
ity, though it was one of the parts. You will learn in detail how the lights
are distinguished.
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Section [eight]
Also on the differences among the incorporeal lights

(126) We claim that the incorporeal lights do not differ in reality.
Were their realities to differ, there would be luminosity and something
clse in each incorporeal light. Either that other would be a state in the
incorporeal light, or the incorporeal light would be a state in it, or each
would be self-subsistent. If it were a state in the incorporeal light, it

after its realization as an independent quiddity in the mind. Thus, the
reality does not differ by the state. Were the incorporeal light a state in
that other, it would not be an incorporeal light. Instead, there would be a
dusky substance with an accidental light in it. Since it was posited to be
an incorporeal light—this is absurd. Were each of them self-subsistent,
neither could be the locus of the other or share in a locus with the other.
Not being barriers, they could not intermingle or touch, so neither would
have any attachment to the other. Therefore, the incorporeal lights do
not differ in their realities.

(127) Here is another proof: It has been shown that your €go is an
incorporeal light, that it is self-conscious, and that the incorporeal lights
do not differ in their realities. Thus, all the incorporeal lights must appre-
hend their own essences, since that which is necessarily true of a thing
must also be true of that which has the same reality. This is another
method-—though if you have understood what came before, you will have
no need of these proofs. '

A principle [stating that that which gives existence
to the barriers must apprehend its own essence]

(128) Since an iﬁcorporeal light gives all the barriers their lights
and existence, that light'must be alive and self-conscious, since it is a
light in itself. :
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Part Tiwo: The First Discourse

Section [nine]
[Proving that there is a Being necessary by essence]

(129) If an incorporeal light is dependent in its quiddity, its need is
not directed toward the lifeless dusky substance, which is not worthy to
give existence in any respect to that which is nobler and more perfect
than it. How could the dusky emanate light? Thus, though the actualiza-
tion of the incorporeal light depends on a' self-subsistent light, these
lights ordered in ranks cannot form an infinite series, since you know by
demonstration that an ordered simultaneous series must be finite.
Therefore, the self-subsistent and accidental lights, the barriers, and the
states of each must end in a light beyond which there is no light. This is
the Light of Lights, the All-Encompassing Light, the Eternal Light, the
Holy Light, the All-Highest Almighty Light, the Dominating Light. Itis
absolutely independent, since there is nothing beyond It. The existence
of two independent incorporeal lights is inconceivable. They would not
differ in reality, as has been shown. One would not be distinguished from
the other by something they have in common; nor would they be distin-
guished by something assumed to be a concomitant of their reality, since
they share in this as well. They would not differ by a foreign accident,
dark or luminous, since there is nothing beyond them that would cause
them to become particularized. If one of them particularizes itself or the
other, both would be individual before their particularization without
something to particularize them—though individuality and duality are
inconceivable without a particularizer. Therefore, the independent incor-
poreal light is one. It is the Light of Lights. Everything other than Itisin
need of It and has its existence from It. It has no equal, nor any peer. It

rules over all things, and nothing rules it or opposes it; for all sovereignty,

all power, all perfection derives from It. Nonbeing cannot overtake the
Light of Lights; for were it contingently nonexistent, it would be a con-
tingent existent and there would not be sufficient reason in itself for it to
come into reality, as you know, but it would require some sufficient reason

Thus, it would not be independent in truth and would need something
absolutely independent—which would be the Light of Lights, since this

series must end.
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.minated by an accidental dependent light that It Itself necessitated. This

88 | Part Tivo: The First Discourse RPN 1S o AA

(130) Moreover, there is another proof: A thing does not imply its
own nonbeing, or else it would never enter reality. The Light of Lights
is unitary, having by Its own essence no condition, and everything else fol-
lows from It. If It has no condition and no opposite, nothing can nullify It,
so It is eternal and everlasting. No state, be it luminous or dark, adheres
to the Light of Lights, and It may have no attribute in any respect.

(131) The general proof is that if a dark state were in It, It would
necessarily have a dark aspect, in Its own reality, necessitating It. Thus,
It would be composite and not a pure light. A luminous accident may
only belong to that in which light is increased. Were the Light of Lights
made more luminous by a state, Its independent essence would be illu-
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(132) Another general proof is this: That which illumines is more
luminous than that which is illuminated in that respect in which the
former gives the latter its light. Thus, its essence is more Juminous than
the other essence-—which is, in this case, impossible.

(133) Here is a detailed proof: Were the Light of Lights of Itself to
necessitate a state, It would act and receive. The aspect of activity would
be different than the aspect of receptivity; for were the aspect of activity
itself the aspect of receptivity, every recipient would be active when it
received, and every agent would be a recipient by the activity itself when
it acted—but this is not so. Then it would follow that in the Light of
Lights there would be two aspects: an aspect that necessitated activity
and an aspect that necessitated receptivity. Since this could not regress
infinitely, the series would end in two aspects in Its essence.

(134) Of course, neither of the two aspects would be an independent
light, since there are not two independent lights, as you know. Nor could
one of them be an independent light and the other 2 dependent light,
since if the dependent light were a state in the other, the argument would
regress. If it were not a state, it would be independent and would not be
in the independent light; but this is impossible, since the dependent light
was posited to be a state in the essence of the independent light. Nor
could one of them be a light and the other a dark state, since this argu-

ment, too, is regressive. Nor could one of them be a dusky substance and
the other an incorporeal light. In that case, neither would be connected
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89 Part Tivo: The First Discourse

to the oth'er, and the one, moreover, would not be in the essence of the
Light of Lights. Thus, it is established that the Light of Lights is abstracted

from all else and nothing is part of Iy, Nothing is conceivably more splen-

- 1 Si ing” . . .
dorous than It! Since a thing’s knowledge of itself amounts to its being

evident to its essence, and since the Light of Lights is pure luminosity
whose being evident is not by another, the life and self-consciousness of
the Light of Lights are essential, not additional to Its essence. You have
already seen the proof of this for every incorporeal light.
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The Second Discourse

On the order of existence,
in [fourteen] sections

Section [one]
[Showing that from the Truly One,
in that respect in which It is one,
only one effect is generated]

(135) A light and a darkness, whether dusky substance or dark state,
cannot both occur! from the Light of Lights; for causing a light is not the
same as causing a darkness. If this could occur, the essence of the Light
of Lights would be compounded from that which necessitated the light

5 and that which necessitated the darkness. The absurdity of this has been
made plain to you. Indeed, darknesses can only be engendered by It
through an intermediary. Moreover, the Light as light engenders only
light. Nor may two lights occur from It, for the one would not be the
other and that which engendered one would not be that which engendered

10 the other. Thus, there would be two aspects in the Light of Lights—the
impossibility of which we have already made clear. This is indeed
sufficient proof of the impossibility of any two things occurring from It,
whatsoever they might be. In further explanation, we say that there
must be something that distinguishes between two things. Thus, we must

15 explain that which they share and that by which they are dlstmgulshed
This would imply two aspects in its essence—which is absurd.

—90 -

Lo 1 AL
serdleais g
J gd Lgud g

o
we ey Y el Al OV ]
[at g J slan pn 381 LIS 50 2o (0

o o5 sy a5 IV 5 o Jeme O S Y (VT0)
sl o s slasl 0,58 dema gl be s e OIS bl
s by Aellall oo gry 8l o g Lo A e 1S (ol
e s Ly cilamly o ane Jad Y Relll o cadlond &
O 01 e s Vg 5 b oz D (231 O 58 o S
35y Oligor aip 51 Ll L Lot LBl ¢ 51 o6 Lo
By LIS LS e s JS S B S My Legelinad L
bl IS s gm o5 LY e Bl e N Y il

e sm g (13 5 Olzgor p3kd cloginy 8 22 ys,d\fe\n



10

20

30

Part Tiwo: The Second Discourse

Section [two]
[Showing that what is first generated from the
Light of Lights is a single incorporeal light]

(136) If we posit the existence of a darkness [occurring directly from
the Light of Lights], then no light in addition to it would come about
from the Light of Lights, for otherwise the aspects of the Light of Lights
would have to be multiple, as was explained before. Yet, it is obvious that
there are many self-conscious incorporeal lights and accidental lights.
Werce a darkness to be generated from the Light of Lights, it would
be alone and nothing else would exist, whether lights or darknesses.
Existence itself testifies to the falsity of this. Multiplicity cannot conceiv-
ably result from the Light of Lights in Its unity, nor can any darkness
be conceived to result from a dusky substance or state, nor yet two lights
result from the Light of Lights in Tts unity. Therefore, that which first
results from the Light of Lights must be a single incorporeal light. This,
then, cannot be distinguished from the Light of Lightg by any dark state
acquired from the Light of Lights. This would imply the multiplicity
of aspects in the Light of Lights in contradiction to the demonstration
that the lights, particularly the incorporeal lights, do not differ in their
realities. Therefore, the Light of Lights and the firgt light that results
from It are only to be distinguished by perfection zp4 deficiency. Just
as among the objects of sensation the acquired light is not like the
radiating light in its perfection, so, too, is the case with the incorporeal
lights. The accidental lights may differ in their perfection and weakness
by reason of the light that illumines them, though the recipient and
its capacity remain the same. A single wall may accept the light of the
Sun or of a lamp or the light of the Sun’s rays reflected from a lass onto
‘the clay; but it is plain that the light the clay receives from tbhe Sun is
more perfect than that which is reflected from a glass or which comes
from a lamp. The difference in perfection and deﬁciency between them
is due only to the two givers of light. The agent may also be the same;
but the perfection or deficiency of the ray may differ by reason of the

recipient, as is the case with the rays of the Sun that 4] upon crystal,
2

jet, or earth. That which crystal or jet accepts, for example, is more
perfect. The incorporeal light, however, has no recipient, so tha,t all such
lights other than the Light of Lights have their perfection and deficiency
by reason of the rank of their agent. The perfection of the Light of
Lights has no cause; rather, It ?s the pure light which has no admixture
of dependence or deficiency. o
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Part Twvo: The Second Discourse

(137) Question: Insofar as the quiddity of luminosity does not neces-
sitate perfection, would not its particularization as the Light of Light
[sic] be a contingent effect?? " ' : '
Answer: The quiddity of luminosity is a mental universal, not in itself
particularized in the external world. That which is concrete is a single

" thing, neither a basis nor a perfection. The mental thing has beings of

reason inconceivable in the concrete thing.
(138) Allusion has already been made to the arbitrary assertion that

- the self-subsistent thing does not admit of perfection and deficiency.

Indeed, the difference between the accidental lights and the incorporeal
lights, to which reference has already been made, consists in two aspects:
the ranks of the agent and of the recipient. It has been shown that the
first emanation of the Light of Lights is single—the Proximate Light,
the Mighty Light, that which some of the Pahlawis aforetime called
“Bahman.”® The Proximate Light is dependent in itself but independent
by virtue of the first. The existence of a light from the Light of Lights

“does not happen by the separation of something from It, for you know

that separation and connection are specific properties of bodies. Far
exalted is the Light of Lights above that! Nor can it be by something
moving from It, since states do not move, and you know the absurdity of
there being states in the Light of Lights. We have written for you a chap-
ter in which it is shown that the rays of the Sun simply exist by reason of
it, nothing more. So you must also understand that this is so for every
accidental shining light or incorporeal light. It must not be imagined
that an accident is transferred or that a body is separated from it. '

. Section [three]
Concerning the determinations of these barriers

(139) Know that in any direction you may point, there are limits. If

there were no impenetrable barrier surrounding all other barriers, then

movement and pointing would go on into nothingness once they passed
this last sphere—though it has been clearly explained to you that
ordered simultaneous classes, whether bodily or otherwise, are finite.
Nonbeing cannot conceivably be pointed to. It would be the same if this
all-encompassing barrier admitted of division or if it were composed of
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many barriers. In the latter case, each one of these barriers—even if it
was assumed to be indivisible—would necessarily be composite and so
would be subject to compounding and division. Thus, movement could
occur toward nothing and in no particular direction—which is absurd.
Also, heterogeneous things must necessarily occur individually first and
then be compounded. The simple substance must first be made as a sin-
gle body and then be divided, if it admits of that. Thus, it must neces-
sarily be a homogeneous, single, indivisible, all-encompassing barrier in
which parts cannot even be imagined to exist. Two different directions
cannot occur from it alone, for'it is single and homogeneous, from which
in itself only one direction can occur—namely, height. All that is near to
it is high. Therefore, the low is simply the extremity of distance from it—
that is, the center. This, then, is the encompassing barrier.

(140) There is evidence showing the indivisibility of that entity from
which direction is derived and which was posited to be unique. If that
which moves upwards were to divide it, then cither it moves upwards
after penetrating the nearer of the two parts (in which case “up” refers
only to the farther part) or it moves away from up (in which case “up”
refers only to the nearer part). In either case, all of that which was
assumed to be the direction of a part is the direction [of the whole], and
the other part would have no role in it. While we said that that which has
no role in direction is not to be considered together with that from which
the direction-is, the same arguments do not apply to the “down” deter-
mined by the center of the celestial sphere.* When the moving thing
reaches its limit, it becomes, by virtue of its portion of bulk, part of that
which has essentially the extreme of lowness. Each thing is related to a
place by being in it, its place being different from it and different from its

parts. It is possible for its parts to move in relation to the parts of that

which is posited to be its place, whether the transfer cannot be complete
(as is the case with the spheres) or can be complete (as is the case with
other things). Therefore, place is the interior of its proximate container,
and that which is not contained has no place.
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Section [four]
[Showing that the movements of the
spheres are voluntary and how the many
are generated from the Light of Lights]

(141) The lifeless barrier does not re;/olve of itself; for no lifeless

thing can have a goal that it seeks, reaches, and then separates itself
from. If ‘an inanimate thing does tend, of itself and by nature, toward
something, it does not then leave its goal; for it would then tend by
nature toward something from which it was also repelled—which is
absurd. Every point that the celestial barriers seek they also leave with-
out anything compelling them, for the lower has no power over the
higher. Nor do they vie with each other, since there is no mutual resis-
tance between the encompassing and the encompassed, neither one of
which leaves its place. How, indeed, could they, when they have differing
movements while sharing the daily ‘movement? The daily movement is
not compelled, for the compelled movement would not result from
another movement, and the body cannot at the same time have two
different movements by essence in one state. There can be no doubt that
some of the movements of the spheres are accidental and some essential,
as when a man walks on board a ship in a direction different from its
movement so that he accepts one motion essentially and the other by
virtue of what he is in. Thus, the daily motion in which all the celestial
barriers participate can only be from the encompassing sphere, while
each one of the spheres has another motion. The mover of each one of
these barriers is alive by essence and is therefore an incorporeal light.
Thus, it is also plain to you that the barriers are ruled by the lights.
Because the spheres are preserved from corruption, desires, and anger
and the movement cannot be for the sake of some desire related to bar-
riers, it must be for some luminous goal. The seven planets are known to

have many movements, so they must have many barriers. None of these .

are independent; rather, each is in need of an incorporeal light for its
realization and perfections. '
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(142) Now, only the Proximate Light comes to be from the Light of
Lights. The Proximate Light does not contain multiple aspects, since any
multiplicity in it would imply multiplicity in that which necessitated it
and thus imply the absurdity of multiplicity in the Light of Lights. How-
ever, there is multiplicity in the barriers. If only a single barrier and no

" light came to be {rom the Proximate Light, existence would cease with it.
But this is not so, since barriers do have multiplicity, as do their manag- .

ing lights. Then, if an incorporeal light came to be from the Proximate
Light, and from this light came another incorporeal light without ever
leading to barriers, everything would be lights. Thus, although the Prox-
imate Light cannot bring into being a dusky substance with respect to its
own luminosity, yet still a barrier and an incorporeal light must result
from it, since it contains dependence in itself and independence by virtue
of the First. Its intellection of its dependence is a dark state; but it beholds
the Light of Lights and beholds its own essence, since there is no veil
between it and the Light of Lights. There are only veils among barriers,
dusky substances, and dimensions. The Light of Lights and the incorpo-
real lights have no direction or dimension at all. Thus, by that whereby
[an incorporeal light] beholds the Light of Lights, it shadows and dark-
ens itself in comparison to It, since the more perfect light rules the more
deficient. By the manifestation to itself of its dependence and the dark-
ening of its own essence in its contemplation of the glory of the Light of

Lights in relation to itself, a shadow results from {the incorporeal light]. -

This is the loftiest barrier, greatest of the barriers, the all-encompassing
barrier of which we made mention. But with respect to its independence
and its necessity by the Light of Lights and its contemplation of its glory
and might, it brings into being another incorporeal light. The barrier is

its shadow, and the self-subsistent light is illumination from it. Its

shadow is only due to the darkness of its dependence. By “darkness”
here, we merely mean that which is'not light in its own essence.

A principle [explaining how multiplicity comes to be]

(143) Since there is no veil between the lower and the higher light, the
lower light beholds the higher and the higher shines upon the lower. Thus,
a ray® from the Light of Lights shines upon the Proximate Light. If jt
is argued that the aspects of the Light of Lights must become multiple by
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Its giving existence and illuminating, one may reply that that which is

impossible because it leads to multiplicity is that the Light of Lights -

should give existence to two things simply by virtue of Its essence. That
is not the case here. The existence of the Proximate Light is solely from
the essence of the Light of Lights, but the Light of Lights shines Its light
upon the Proximate Light simply by virtue of the suitability of the recip-
ient, its love for the Light of Lights, and the absence of any veil. There
are a multiplicity of aspects here, a receptive cause, and conditions. Many
different things may indeed result from the one thing by virtue of differ-
ing and multiple states of receptivity.

Section’ [five]
[Concerning the generosity of the Light of Lights]

(144) Generosity is giving that which is appropriate without any
recompense. The one who seeks praise or reward works for a wage, as
does the one who seeks to be free of blame and the like. But there
is nothing more generous than that which is light in its own reality. By
its essence, it reveals itself to and emanates upon every receptive one.
The True King is He who posscsses the essence of everything but whose
essence is possessed by none. He is the Light of Lights.

A principle [governing beholding]
\
(145) Since you know that vision is not by the imprinting of the form
of its object in the eye nor by something emerging from the eye, it can
only be by the illuminated object being opposite a sound eye—nothing
more. Imagination and images in mirrors will be explained later, for
they have great importance. Being opposite amounts to the absence of a
veil between that which sees and that which is seen. Extreme nearness
hinders vision only because illumination or luminosity is a condition of
being seen. There must be two lights: the secing light and the light seen.
When the eyelid is covered, there can be no question of its being illumi-
nated by external lights, nor does the light of vision have the power of
luminosity to illuminate it. Thus, one cannot see due to the lack of illu-
mination. This is the case with all excessive nearness. Extreme distance
acts as a veil because of the small degree to which they face each other.
Thus, the nearer the illuminated object or light, the more easily it is
beheld, so long as it remains a light or illuminated.
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Another Illuminationist principle [explaining
that beholding the light is not the same as the shining
of a ray of that light upon that which beholds it]

(146) Know that your eye both beholds and is shone upon by a ray,
The shining of the ray is not beholding; for the ray falls upon the eye
wherever it is, but the seeing eye can only behold the Sun when it faces
the Sun from a great distance, as was indicated before. Were the eyelid
luminous or the Sun as near as the eyelid, both the ray and the behold-
ing would be increased accordingly.

Section [six]
[Showing that every higher light has dominance
in relation to the lower light and that the lower light
has love in relation to the higher light]

(147) The lower light cannot comprehend the higher light, for the
higher light dominates it; but the lower light nevertheless beholds
the higher. When the lights become many, the higher light possesses a
dominance over the lower light, and the lower has a desire and passion
for the higher. The Light of Lights has a dominance in relation to what
is other than It. It does not Itself have a passion for another, but It does
have a passion for Itself, because Its perfection is evident to It. It is the
most beautiful of things, the most perfect of things. It is more evident to
Itself than anything else; for nothing else is so evident, either to that
thing itself or to another. Pleasure occurs only by the apprehension of
the actual perfection in respect to its being perfection and actual. He

who is unconscious of the acquisition of a perfection does not experience

pleasure. The pleasure experienced by the one who experiences pleasure
is in the measure of his perfection and his apprehension of hig perfection,
Since there is, nothing more perfect, nothing more beautiful than the
Light of Lights—nothing more evident to Itself and to another—then
there is nothing more pleasurable to Itself and to another than the Light
of Lights. It has a passion for Its own essence and is the object of the pas-
sion of its own essence and of everything else.

At the root of the deficient light is passion for the higher light. At the

root of the higher light is dominance over the lower light. Just as the fact

that the Light of Lights is evident to its essence is not something added
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to its essence, so, too, its pleasure and passion are not additional to its
essence. Just as the luminosity of another cannot be compared to it, the
pleasure and passion of another cannot be compared to its pleasure in its
own essence or to its passion for its own essence-—nor can the passion of
other things for another be compared to their passion for and pleasure
in it. Thus, all existence is ordered on the basis of love and dominance.
The rest of this will be explained to you. Since the incorporeal lights are
multiple, they necessarily have the most perfect order.

Section [seven]
[Showing that the love of each lower light for itself
is dominated by its love for the higher light]

(148) The Proximate Light beholds and is illuminated by the Light
of Lights. It loves the Light of Lights and itself, but its love for itself is
dominated by its love for the Light of Lights.

Section [eight]
[Showing that the incorporeal light does not shine .
by something being separated from it]

(149) The illumination of the Light of Lights upon the incorporeal
lights is not by something being separated from it, as has already been
made clear to you. Rather, the illumination is a radiated light that occurs
due to it in the incorporeal light. It is like the illumination caused by
the Sun in that which admits of such illumination. Beholding is another
matter, to which we have made an analogy for you. The light that occurs
in the incorporeal lights from the Light of Lights is that which we distin-
guish by the name “propitious® light.” It is an accidental light, for acci-
dental light is divided into that which occurs in bodies and that which
occurs in the incorporeal lights.
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Section [nine}
[On how and in what order the many
are generated from the truly one}

(150) From the Proximate Light a barrier and an incorporeal light

result, and from this light result another incorporeal light and barrier.

This continues until there are the nine spheres and the elemental world.
You know that the succession of ordered lights must be finite, so the series
ceases with a light from which no other incorporeal light results. Since
we meet with a star in each of the ethereal barriers—and, in the sphere of
fixed stars, with such stars as are beyond the power of man to number—to
these must correspond individuals and aspects beyond our reckoning.
Thus, it is known that the sphere of fixed stars does not result from the
Proximate Light, since the causal aspects thereof do not suffice for the
fixed stars. If it is from one of the higher lights, that light cannot have
many aspects, especially in the view of those who consider each intellect to
have only the aspects of necessity and contingency. If it is from the lower
lights, how, then, may this sphere be conceived to be greater and higher
than the barriers of the higher intellects when its stars are more numer-
ous than theirs? This leads to absurdities. Let us not, then, linger over this
series that the Peripatetics talk of. Each star in the sphere of fixed stars
has a particularity, requiring it to be necessitated and reduiring some-
thing to necessitate it, by which it is particularized.

(151) Therefore, the dominating lights—that is, the incorporeal lights
free of connections with barriers-—are more in number than ten, or
twenty, or one hundred, or two hundred, or a thousand, or two thousand,
or a hundred thousand. Some among them cause no independent barrier,

for the individual independent barriers are fewer in number than the -

stars and are ordered in rank. So a second light results from the Proxi-
mate Light, and from the second a third, and likewise a fourth and fifth,
up to a great number. Each of these beholds the Light of Lights and is

shone upon by Its rays. Moreover, light is reflected from one to another |,
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of the dominating lights. Each higher light shines upon those which are

below it in rank, and the lower light receives rays from the Light of

Lights by the mediacy of those which are above it, rank on rank. Thus,
the second dominating light receives the propitious light from the Light
of Lights twice: once from it, without intermediary, and another time
with respect to the Proximate Light. The third light receives it four times:
the two reflections from its master,” from the Light of Lights without
mediacy, and from the Proximate Light. The fourth receives it eight times:
the four reflections from its master, the two reflections from the second,

"once from the Proximate Light, and from the Light of Lights without

intermediary. In this way they are doubled and redoubled to a very great
number; for in the case of the higher incorporeal lights, the lower light
is not veiled from the Light of Lights, veiling being a peculiarity of the
dimensions and distractions of the barriers. Moreover, each dominating
light beholds the Light of Lights, and beholding is not the same as being
shone upon and the emanation of rays, as you know. If the propitious lights
have redoubled from the Light of Lights in this way, how, then, must be
the doubling by reflection of each higher light by its beholding and by its
shining its light upon each lower light with, and without intermediaries!

(152) If the rays of physical light fall upon a barrier, the light on it is
increased in accordance with their numbers. These may be united in a
single locus in such a way that the individual rays may not be distinguished
except through their causes. When the rays of several lamps fall upon a
wall, for example, though one of them may be shaded, another will
remain. This is not like something that becomes more intense from one or
two sources with the intensity remaining after them, nor is it like the parts
of a cause of one thing, however it may be. Many illuminations may be
combined in a single locus, like two desires for two things in a single locus.
The barrier has no knowledge of the increase caused by each illumination,
but the essence of a living thing is itself conscious of what illuminates it
and of the increase in illumination from each. Thus, a great number of
dominating lights result, rank on rank, one from another, in accordance
with the particular beholdings and the magnitude of the complete rays.
These are the fundamental and highest dominating lights. Then other
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individual lights result from these fundamental lights by reason of the
combinations of aspects, interactions, and correspondences. For exam-
ple, there is the interaction of the aspect of dependence with the rays, or
the interactions of the aspects of independence, dominance, or love with
them. There is the interaction of the rays of one dominating light with
another, or the rays of dominating lights with the aspects of beholding
each other. There is the interaction of their substantial essences, or the
interaction of one of the rays of some one of them with one of the rays of
another. The fixed stars and their sphere result from the interaction
of the rays of all of them, especially the lower, weak lights with the aspect
of dependence. The constellations of the fixed stars correspond to the
interaction of the rays of some with others. By the interaction of the rays
with the aspects of independence, dominance, and love, and the extraor-
dinary correspondences between the perfect, intense rays and the others,
the dominating lights bring into being the celestial archetypes!® of species
and the talismans of the simples, the elemental compounds, and all that
is beneath the sphere of the stars.

(153) The origin of each of these talismans is a dominating light that ‘

is the “archetype of the talisman” and the luminous self-subsistent species.
Insofar as the archetypes of the talismans fall under the classes of love,
dominance, and moderation in accordance with their origins, the planets
and other things differ in being fortunate, sinister, or intermediate. The
dominating luminous species are prior to their individuals—that is, prior
intellectually. The most noble contingency' necessitates the existence of
these incorporeal luminous species. The'species do not occur in our world
simply by chance, for there is no man save man, nor wheat save wheat.
The species preserved among us are not by chance. They are not due solely
to the conception of the souls moving the spheres, nor are they ends.
Because the conceptions of these souls are from above them, they must
have causes. We shall prove the nonexistence of that which they name
“providence.” There are no such things as species forms corresponding to

what is below them engraved in the dominating incorporeal lights, for

Bl eV S RS

Lol )liey wlgadl ST i Jseo¥l 0d o oo
S )Ltns 1Sy ccolelatdl e Ll 2gor 35 Loy LS clgilomlin s
A5 )iy 1S g (Lgma Lgall dgor 3875l 1Sy (Lgma sliazs V) g
CURA ps Lgany "5 a3 dndl Q\SJL&.;U (Lgns Aol dgor
Voam g lpan WGldaliag 5806 gl axsl WS Lie
& R sl am oS ey (A pa el L) 93 S jlbes
Lot C“""""H Ll MolS lied Mlbde bae o 8 Ladl e
W55 0 Jrmoy Jil Ggor pr o) 5 AU Rdnall
foln e pam Axdl Al Hlael dalaodl el Hl ey
Ololiodl g Leodly gally cliznaV dgo ok S S lia
salall 1l gV amd 31 sl g AlalSTN 5upuladl and ¥l Aupenl)
otsfj\j Ll cleelly 2L el plaV L))
NI U - JC P S DR L FOVELeN |
lo) sa LAl 4 on Olaalbll oda o J§ foes (VYoT)
Slondlall DUl by 1 (N gl (e
SIS b Ll Lgolad JlazeVly gl s domal oludl o
SRS HIESP S PO PN S WRER Py TR U E DR P
ods > gor g oiaziy 38N Oy L Mie dedize (81 LpolSedl oy
Spma of Lol 3 S tbﬁ}[l) 03 zeadl Ay 4l Cb}'ﬁﬂ
T e S ey COLSYY b LW e 0555 Y 66 ccolBLEY)
23283 e 8N 3 BT > s 5 o Uikis 8 i) glsyb
e e 10 Y 31 L b e LSl guai OY coble y CUA) 357 n o g
> e ol o izl ie gl ) seally callezo (Byliey o}@ Loy . L



10

15

20

25

30

-ciency is conceivable in the archetypes of talismans due to the perfection

102 ' Part Tiwo: The Second Discourse

these lights are not affected by what is below them. Nor do the forms .

occurring accidentally in some of them result from the forms occurring
in another, for this would imply multiplicity in the Light of Lights. Thus,
their species must be self-subsistent and fixed in the World of Light.
(154) It is inconceivable that dominating lights of equal rank come
into existence simultaneously from the Light of Lights, for multiplicity
is inconceivable from It. Thus, there must be intermediate lights ranked
vertically. Nor can the higher-ranked dominating lights be archetypes
and of equal rank. Therefore, the archetypes of equal rank must be
caused by the exalted lights and their multiplicity be from the inter-
actions of rays in the higher lights. If some excellence and some defi-

and deficiency of the rays that necessitate them, the like must occur in
the talismans,!? so that one species rules over another species in some
respect, but not in all. Were the ranks of volume among the spheres
caused by the exalted ranked lights, Mars would be unconditionally more
noble than the Sun and Venus. This is not so, since some have larger
planets and some larger spheres while being equal in other respects.
Thus, the same must also must be true of their lords—which is to say,
the archetypes. The fixed and everlasting excellences are not based on
chance, but on the archetypes of the ranks of their sphere.!?

(155) The incorporeal lights are divided into two classes. The first
are the dominating lights, those with no connection to barriers, either of
imprinting or control. The dominating lights include exalted dominating
lights and formal dominating lights: the archetypes. Second are the lights
managing barriers. Though they are not imprinted in the barriers, they
occur from each master of an idol in its barrier shadow with respect to
some exalted luminous aspect. If its barrier admits of being controlled
by a managing light, the barrier itself is from an aspect of dependence.
The incorporeal light does not admit of connection or division; for division,
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though it is but the lack of connection, is only said of that in which there

" might be connection. The aspects of dependence in the exalted lights is

made evident in the common barrier.'* These aspects of dependence aré
also made evident in the talismanic archetypes as an aspect of depen-
dence by which their luminosity is diminished. Dependence in the lower
lights is greater than in the exalted lights. Since ranks must be finite,
there cannot be a dominating light from every dominating light, nor
multiplicity from every multiplicity, nor a ray from every ray. Deficiency
ends in that which necessitates nothing at all, even though: multiplicity
may only be conceived to be caused by multiplicity and a dominating
light by another dominating light.

(156) Since the spheres are alive and have managing lights, their
managing lights are not their causes, since the luminous cause is not per-
fected by the dusky substance, and the dusky substance does not domi-
nate the luminous cause by this connection. On the other hand, the
managing light is dominated in a certain respect by its connection. That
which manages it is an incorporeal light that we might name “the com-
manding light.” From this fact, you will know that by virtue of the First
it necessarily has the aspects of dominance and love; and in the dominat-
ing lights there are the two aspects of the duskiness of dependence and
luminosity. Thus, the classes of effects must be ordered as follows: a light
in which dominance is predominant; a light in which love is predominant;
a dusky substance in which dominance is predominant, as some of the
luminous planets; another dusky substance in which love is predominant,
as other luminous planets; nonluminous dusky substances in which dom-
inance is predominant-—the ethereals immune from induced corruption;
and the dusky substances in which love and lowliness are predominant—

the elementals obedient to and loving their vile lights when they are

veiled from them. Since fire is near to the ethereals, it also necessarily
has dominance over what is below it. We will explain that, if God the
Exalted be willing.

(157) Know thatin relation toits effect every luminous cause possesses

love and dominance, and that its effect possesses a love whose concomi-

tant is humility. Therefore, all existence occurs in pairs, being divided
into luminous and dusky; love and dominance; might—the concomitant
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" the shadow of some intelligible order; but this order—nay, even the pat-

. man. The wonders of the ethereal world, the relations among the spheres,

104 . Part Tivo: The Second Discourse BTN O ) - : »

of dominance in relation to the lower—and humility—the concomitant of
love in relation to the higher. As it is written, “All things have We created
in pairs, that perchance ye might take heed” [Qur’an 51:49].
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Section [ten]
[Completing the discussion of the
fixed stars and the other planets]
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(158) Since the arrangement of the fixed stars is not haphazard, it is
tern of the planets among the fixed stars—is beyond the knowledge of any

their precise and certain enumeration—all these are very difficult. And
there is nothing to prevent there being other wonders imperceptible to
us in and beyond the fixed stars.!®

(159) There is nothing lifeless in the ethereal world. The sovereignty
and power of the higher managing lights reach the spheres through the
mediacy of the planets. From them their faculties go forth, and the planet
is like the absolute and supreme organ. “Hirakhsh,” who is the talisman
of “Shahrir,” 18 is a light of great brilliance, the maker of the day, lord of
the sky, to be venerated, according to the custom of the Illuminationists.
It does not exceed the planets by magnitude and nearness—rather, by
intensity—for the magnitude of all that which is seen from the fixed stars
at night and from the rest of the planets is incomparably greater than the
Sun and yet does not make the day.
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Section [eleven]
[In explanation of His knowledge—
exalted be Hel—according to the
Tlluminationist principle]

(160) It is clear that vision is not conditioned on the imprinting of
an image or on the emission of something: it is sufficient for there to be
no veil between the seer and the object of vision. The Light of Lights is
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105 : Part Tivo: The Second Discourse

evident to Itself, as was shown before, and all else is evident to It. “Not
the weight of an atom in the heavens or in the earth escapes Him”
[Qur®an 34:3], since nothing veils It from anything. Thus, Its knowledge
and vision are one, as are Its lJuminosity and power, since light emanates
by Its essence.

(161) The Peripatetics and their followers say: “The Necessary Exis-
tent’s knowledge is not something superadded to It but is only its lack
of absence from Its incorporeal essence.” They also say: “The existence of
things is from Its knowledge of them.” Against them, it may be argued
that if [the Necessary Existent] knows and then the thing follows from
Its knowledge, the knowledge is prior to the things and to the lack of
absence from them; for lack of absence of things is posterior to their
actualization. Just as [the Necessary Existent’s] effect is not Its essence,
so, too, Its knowledge of Its effect is not Its knowledge of Itself. Their
argument that Its knowledge of Its concomitant is bound up in Its knowl-
edge of Itself is without force, since according to this Its knowledge is
negative. How can the knowledge of things be contained in a negation?
Incorporeality is negative, as is lack of absence; for “presence” cannot be
taken to mean “lack of absence,” since the thing is not present to itself.
That which is present is not him to whom it is present. Thus, “presence”
may only be said of two things, or “lack of absence” is yet more general.
How, then, may knowledge of another be encompassed in a negation?
Moreover, risibility’” is something other than humanity, and knowledge
of it is not knowledge of humanity. For us, the knowledge of risibility is
not bound up in humanity,'® for humanity does not indicate it by corre-
spondence or inclusion, but only externally. Even if we know risibility, we
also need another form™ known to us potentially, apart from that form.
They make analogies to explain the differences among the detailed knowl-
edge of subjects, the potential knowledge of them, and the kind of knowl-
edge man finds in himself as soon as the question is asked, but these
analogies are worthless. When men find knowledge potentially in them-
selves when they are presented with questions, they have found
in themselves an ability and power to answer such questions. This power is
nearer than before the question [was asked], for potentiality has degrees.
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* in their connections, which are the locations where the higher managing
veil is negative. That this in itself is sufficient is indicated by the fact that

" along with the lack of any veil. Thus, the relation of the Necessary Exis-

106 . " Part Tivo: The Second Discourse

[A man] does not know the answer to each one in particular so long as he
does not possess the form of each one. [But] the Necessary Existent
is exalted above these things. Moreover, if C is not B, how can such
a negation be knowledge of "both -and be the providence that knows
the order best for both? And if Its kﬁpwlcdge of things occurs from the
things, then how can you seek prior providence toward the things or prior
knowledge of them?

(162) Therefore, the truth about the Necessary Existent’s knowledge
is given in the Tiluminationist principle—that is, Its knowledge of Its .
essence is Its being a light in Its essence and evident to Its essence. Its
knowledge of things is their being evident to It, either in themselves or

lights continuously perceive them.*® That is a relation, and the lack of
vision occurs simply by the relation of the thing’s being evident to vision,

tent to anything evident to It is Its vision and perception of that thing.
The multiplication of intellectual relations does not imply multiplicity in
Its essence. Though there is no such thing as providence, the order of the
world is a concomitant of the wonderful arrangement and relations
‘necessitated by the incorporeal lights and their reflected illuminations,
as was explained before. This “providence” is part of what they use to
refute the principles of those upholding the luminous realities and the
talismanic archetypes—but there is no truth to it. Once this is refuted,
it follows that the order of the barriers is based on the order among the
pure lights and their illuminations in the descending order of causal
rank, such causality being impossible for barriers.?!
(163) If there is black and white in a certain surface, the white will
appear nearer, since it is closer to being evident in the way that near
things are. The black will appear more distant for the opposite reason.
Thus, in the world of pure light, which is without the dimension of dis-
tance, all that is higher in degree of cause is closer to that which is low-
est because of the intensity of its being evident. Exalted be the Farthest
and the Nearest, the Loftiest and the Lowest! If it is nearer, it is more
worthy to influence and perfect each essence. Light is the very lodestone
of nearness!
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Part Tivo: The Second Discourse

Section [twelve]
[On the principle of the most noble contingency]

(164) One of the Illuminationist principles is that if a baser contin-
gent exists, a nobler contingent must already have existed. Thus, if the
Light of Lights had necessitated the basest darkness through Its unitary
aspect, no aspect would have remained to necessitate that which was
more noble. If it were supposed to exist, it would require the absurdity of
an aspect more noble than the Light of Lights to necessitate it. We have
demonstrated the existence of the incorporeal managing lights in man.
The dominating light——that which is entirely incorporeal—is nobler than
the managing light; being further from connections with darkness, it is
thus nobler. Thus, its existence must be prior. Therefore, in ail things
except coritingency, you must believe that which is noblest and best of
the Proximate Light, the dominating lights, the spheres, and the man-
aging lights. These are beyond the world of chance, so nothing prevents
them from being as perfect as they may be.

(165) There is a wondrous order occurring in the world of darknesses
and barriers, but the relations among the noble lights are nobler than
the relations of darkness and so must be prior to them. The followers of
the Peripatetics admit that there is such a wondrous order among the
barriers, yet they confine the intellects to ten. Thus, according to their
principles, the world of barriers would have to be more wondrous than
the world of lights, more subtle and generous in its order, and the wis-
dom therein greater. This is not true, since a sound mind will judge that
the wisdom of the world of light and the subtle order and astonishing
correspondences occurring therein are greater than that of the world of
darkness, which is but a shadow of the world of light. That there are
dominating lights, that the Creator of all is a light, that the archetypes
are among the dominating lights—the pure souls have often beheld this
to be so when they have detached themselves from their bodily temples.

They then seek proof of it for others. All those possessing insight and,

detachment bear witness to this. Most of the allusions of the prophets
and the great philosophers point to this. Plato, Socrates before him, and
those before Socrates—Ilike Hermes, Agathadzmon, and Empedocles—
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all held this view. Most said plainly that they had bebeld it in the world
of light. Plato related that he himself had stripped off the darkness and
beheld it. The sages of Persia and India without exception agreed upon
this. If the observations of one or two individuals are to be given weight
in astronomy, how, then, may we ignore the testimony of the pillars of
philosophy and prophecy as to that which they beheld in their spiritual
observations?

(166) The author of these lines was once zealous in defense of the
* Peripatetic path in denying these things.2? He was indeed nearly resolved
upon that view, “until he saw his Lord’s demonstration” [Qur®an 12:24].

Whoso questions the truth of this—whoever is unconvinced by the proof—

let him engage in mystical disciplines and service to those visionaries,
that perchance he will, as one dazzled by the thunderbolt, see the light
blazing in the Kingdom of Power and will witness the heavenly essences
and lights that Hermes and Plato beheld. He will see the spiritual lumi-
naries, the wellsprings of kingly splendor® and wisdom that Zoroaster
told of, and that which the good and blessed king Kay-Khusraw unex-
pectedly beheld in a flash. All the sages of Persia were agreed thereon.
For them, even water possessed an archetype in the heavenly kingdom,
which they named “Khordad.” That of trees they named “Mordad,” and
that of fire “Ordibehesht.”?* These are the lights to which Empedocles
and others alluded. N

(167) Do not imagine that these great men, mighty and possessed of
insight, held that humanity had an intellect that was its universal form
and that was existent, one and the same, in many. How could they allow
there to be something unconnected to matter, yet in matter? How could
one thing be in many and uncounted material individuals? It is not that
they considered the human archetype, for example, to be given existence
as a copy of that which is below it. No men hold more firmly that the
higher does not occur because of the lower. Were this not their view, the
form would have another form, and so to infinity.
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(168) Nor should you imagine that they held [universal forms] to be
composite, for that would have implied that they would disintegrate some
day. Instead, these are luminous simple essences, though their idols?6 are
only conceivable as composite. The form need not have a resemblance
[to concrete things] in every respect, for even the Peripatetics admit that
humanity in the mind corresponds to the many and is a form of the con-
crete things, though it is incorporeal and they are not, and that it is with-
out magnitude or substance and the concrete things are otherwise. Thus,
being a form is not conditioned on resemblance [to concrete things] in
every respect. Moreover, they need not hold that animality has » form,
and bipedality as well. Rather, each thing whose existence is indepen-
dent has something holy that corresponds to it. The scent of musk does
not have a form and the musk another; rather, there is a dominating
light in the world of pure light with luminous states—rays and states of
love, pleasure, and dominance-—whose shadow falling in this world has
as its idol musk with its scent, or sugar with its taste, or the human form
with its various organs, according to the interaction mentioned above.

(169) There are metaphors in the words of the Ancients. They did not
deny that predicates are mental and that universals are in the mind; but
when they said, “There is a universal man in the world of intellect,” they
meant that there is a dominating light containing different interacting
rays and whose shadow among magnitudes is the form of man. It is a
universal-——not in the sense that it is a predicate, but in the sense that it
has the same relation of emanation to these individuals. It is as though
it were the totality and the principle. This universal is not that universal
whose conception does not preclude being shared; for they believe that it

has a particularized essence and that it knows its essence. How, then,

could it be a universal idea? When they called one of the spheres a universal
orb and another particular, they did not mean “universal” in the sense
used in logic. Know this well!

(170) Some men adduce in proof of the forms the argument that

humanity per se is not many, and so it is one. This is not valid, for humanity *
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as such implies neither unity nor multiplicity but may be said of both.
Were unity a condition of the notion of humanity, humanity could not be
said of many. To say that humanity does not imply multiplicity does not
mean that its not implying multiplicity then implies unity. Though the
contradictory of multiplicity is nonmultiplicity, its mot implying multi-
plicity is not an implication of nonmultiplicity, and the contradictory of
implying multiplicity is nothing more than not implying multiplicity.
This latter may be so without implying unity. Therefore, the unitary
humanity said of all is only in the mind, and its use as a predicate does
not require another form. The argument that the individuals perish but
the species endures does not necessitate that there be something univer-
sal and self-subsistent. One rnight well answer that what endures is a
form in the mind and with the origins.?® All such arguments are rhetorical.

(171) The faith of Plato and the master visionaries is not built upon
such rhetorical arguments, but upon something else. Plato said: “When
freed from my body I beheld luminous spheres.” These that he mentioned
are the very same highest heavens that some men will behold at their
resurrection “on the day when the earth will be changed for another earth
and heavens, and will appear before God, the One, the “Triumphant’”
[Qur’an 14:48]. Plato and his companions showed plainly that they
believed the Maker of the universe and the world of intellect to be light
when they said that the pure light is the world of intellect. Of himself,
Plato said that in certain of his spiritual conditions he would shed his
body and become free from matter. Then he would see light and splen-
dor within his essence. He would ascend to that all-encompassing divine
cause and would seem to be located and suspended in it, beholding a
mighty light in that lofty and divine place. The passage of which thisisa
summary ended with the words “but thought veiled that light from me.”?’
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‘And thus spoke hé who gave the Law ¢ Arab and Persian: “God hath
seven and seventy veils of light. Were these 1o be stripped from His {ace,
the majesty of His countenance would consume all that He beheld.” And
God, “the Light of the heavens and the eartpy” [Qur’
unto him, “The throne is of My light »

In the prophetic prayers we find:
veiled without Thy creation and no |
of all light! The people of the heay

the people of earth are br‘ightened by Thy light. O.Light of all light!
O Thou Who dost extinguish every light by Thy light” A id among the

traditional prayers is this: “I ask Thee by the light of Thy countenance,
which fills the pillars of Thy throne.” do not adduce these things as

proofs; I only point them out. The testimonjes in the holy books and the
words of the ancient sages are beyond count.

an 24:35], revealed

“O Light of Light! Thou wouldst be
ght would behold Thy light. O Light
ens are illumined by Thy light, and

A principle [showing how the simple i generated from the many)

(172) By virtue of its rays, something may result from the dominat-

ing light that does not resemble it. This thing m ay come to be from the
essence of one of the other higher lights b

. ; Y virtue of the many lights pre-
sent in it as rays. These are like parts of

_ > - the cause, thereby allowing an
effect that differs from it by being different from the whole of the cause.

The effect then accepts the rays that its cause hag accepted, as well as an
additional ray from its cause. Thus, many differences arise in the domi-
nating lights. Entities may occur from the whole that are different from
any of the parts, and the simple may occur from differing things.

A principle [in explanation of the classes of the archetypes]

(178) Some of the lower dominating lights are not far removed from

souls. Some souls require the mediacy of the spirit of the soul,® while

others, such as the vegetative soul, are so greatly deficient as to dispensé
with that. Some minerals, like Coral, closely approach the station of
plants; and some plants, like the date‘Palm, closely approach the station
of animals. Some animals, such as the ape, approach the condition of
man in the perfection of their inner faculti

. es and in other respects. In
general, the lowest ranks of the higher degre
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112~ " Part Two: The Second Discourse

approach the higher degree. Some of the human managing lights are
nearly intellect, while the lower of them are nearly like those of the
beasts, Thus, some of the lower dominating lights are nearly managing
lights, and there can be no other incorporeal light beneath them as a
managing light due to the deficiency of their substance.?? Though the
aspects of illumination are doubled and redoubled in the lower dominat-
ing lights, the weakness of their substance is not mended by borrowed
light, especially if that light is from one of the higher lights. The domi-
nating lights that necessitate the elements have a solicitude for them—
which is to say that there is no intermediary between them and their
idols, such as the managing light, because of the deficiency of these
lights and their inability to bring into being another incorporeal light, as

A well as due to the lack of capacity of the idol. This is also the case for the

composite inanimate beings.

Section [thirteen]
[In explanation of the infinity of the effects of
intellects and the finitude of the effects of souls]

(174) You should not imagine that the incorporeal lights, whether

“dominating or managing, have magnitude—their existence being

spiritual3®—for everything having magnitude is of a barrier, and such
a thing cannot apprehend its essence, as has been said. Rather, these
are simple lights in which there is no composition in any respect. All
share in the luminous reality, as you know. They differ only in perfection
and deficiency. Deficiency in the luminous reality ends in that which is
not self-subsistent but is only a state in another. One ought not to follow
the critic who says, “Light is a quality and accident here, so how could
it be self-subsistent? If any light were without need for a locus, all would
be.” This is without foundation, however, since independence for light is
due to its perfection, and its perfection is by its substance. The final end
of its deficiency is accidentality and relation to a locus. The deficiency of
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Part Tiwo: The Second Discourse

something does not imply the deficiency of that which is like it in some
respect. Therefore, the difference could be by magnitude, by number, or
by intensity and perfection. The magnitude of the bearer of a lamp’s
light may be smaller than the magnitude of the bearer of jts ray, and the
bearers of its rays may be greater in number than it 31 g5 the fact that it
necessitates the ray in whatever way posited and the difference in lumi-
nosity are only due to its greater intensity and perfection, Thus, the
intensity of the Light of Lights and the perfections of 1tg luminosity are
infinite, and nothing else can rule over It by encompassing It. We our-
selves are only veiled from It by the perfection of Itg I;Uht and the
deficiency of our faculties—not because It is hidden, 5 intebnsity cannot
be particularized by any limit beyond which some other lioht could be
imagined, since this would imply that It had a limit ang abparticularity
requiring something to particularize and dominate It By Its light and
Its power, It dominates all things. Its knowledge is Itg luminosity, and Its
power and dominance over all things are Its luminosity, as well. Activity
is a property of light. The proximate dominating lights are finite, if by
“finitude” is meant that beyond the thing is something more perfect
than it; but they are inﬁnit; in intensity, if by this is meant that effects
may result from them infinitely. We shall demonstrate that the barriers
and the circular motions are perpetual and that these movements are
infinite in number. The effects of the managing light must be finite: for
if its power were infinite, it could not be imprisoneq by the connect,ions
of darknesses, whose essences and the attractions of whose powers and
natural desire are finite, nor could it be distracted by the attractions of
barriers from the luminous horizon. These unending movements result-

ing from the controlling lights occur only through the aid of the domi- -

nating lights and their infinite power, which is the perfection of their
luminosity. Since that is so, the Light of Lights must be infinitely beyond
the infinite; for the infinite, as we have explaineq before. admits of
differences. Each of the managing lights in barriers is ajded b; its master,

which is the dominating light that is the archetype; but it does not take ‘
b

new aid from the Light of Lights, for we will demonstrate that there is no
conceivable renewal in the world of dominating lights
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(175) Know that there must be redoubling of the illuminations and
the relations among them. I do not presume to claim that all the relations
are included within those which I have mentioned. There are indeed
wonders that the minds.of men cannot‘cnc'ompass so long as they remain
dabbling in the darknesses. All such wonders as have been described are
less subtle, less astonishing than other wonders there. That we know
even this amount is one of the proofs showing that things yet more won-
derful will be found there. If what we know were all that there is, we
would' have encompassed with our syllogisms and deductions—we, who
are in the darkness!—the plan of the Light of Lights. How absurd this is!
The mere fact that we are in darkness prevents us from beholding or see-
ing these wonders. What we have mentioned is but an example.

(176) The deficient light cannot be conceived to be independent in
its effects as it beholds a light that dominates it but, rather, is dominated
in its effects by that light more perfect than it. Therefore, the Light of
Lights is the ruling Agent despite all intermediaries, the Cause of their
activity, the Origin of every emanation, the absolute Creator, with or
without intermediary. There is no effect that does not contain Its effect,
although It may allow the relation of activity to be shared with another
[Qur’4in 55:29].
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The Third Discourse

, Explaining the activity of the
Light of Lights and the dominating lights
and the rest of the discussion of the
celestial movements, in_four sections

Section [one]
[Showing that the activity of the Light of Lights is eternal]

(177) Nothing results from the Light of Lights and the dominating
lights after it was not, except in the way we will explain; for anything
th‘at depends on only one other thing exists necessarily if that latter
thing exists. Otherwise, its existence would be either inconceivable or
would depend on something else, not on that which it was supposed to
depend on. Since it was assumed to depend on that one other thing, the

conclusion is absurd. Since everything other than the Light-of Lights is

frox.n It, they do not depend on another in the way that some one of our
actions depends on a time or the removal of an obstacle or the existence of
a condition, each of which has a role in our actions. There is no time for
the Light of Lights prior to everything other than the Light of Lights,

for time itself is also one of the things other than the Light of *

ngbts. Because the Light of Lights and all that the “people of attributes™!
posit to be attributes are perpetual, these must endure as long as that
frc?m which they come to be endures, for they do not depend on some-
thlng thé.lt comes later. Pure nonbeing cannot be supposed to be renewed,
;?;Sldermg that the same argument applies to everything renewed.?

us, the shadows and incorporeal illuminations of the Light of Lights
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116 Part Tiwo: The Third Discourse

and the dominating lights are perpetual. You know that the sensible ray
is from the luminous body, not the luminous body from the ray. So long
as the most great luminary endures, its ray will endure even though it
comes to be from it. ' :

: Section [two]
[Explaining that the world had no beginning in time and
that the motions of the spheres are completely circular]

(178) Any state that cannot be conceived to be fixed is motion. Any-
thing that was not at one time and then occurs is a temporal. Any tem-
poral that comes to be depends in part upon a temporal, since a temporal
cannot necessitate its own existence. This is because every contingent
must have a sufficient reason. If everything having a part in the sufficient
reason is perpetual, then the thing would be perpetual and would not be
temporal. Since it is temporal, something of that upon which it is depen-
dent must be temporal. The same argument applies as well to that thing.
Therefore, there is a series; and an infinite series whose parts exist

together is absurd. Thus, this must be an infinite series whose parts do

not exist together and which has no breaks. Otherwise, the argument
would end'in a first temporal after the break. Therefore, there must be in
existence an ever-renewed, uninterrupted temporal, but that [temporal]
whose quiddity is such as to be renewed is motion. Rectilinear motion is
limited, since an actual infinity of barriers is inconceivable. You know
that barriers only move naturally because of the absence of something
suitable, but when they reach what is suitable, they stop. Therefore, ifa
barrier had everything suitable for it and everything whose existence was
preferable for it, it would not move, since it would not seek that whose
existence was indifferent to it. Constrained motions are either by nature
or by volition. You will discover that nothing in the sublunar world capable
of voluntary motion admits of perpetual motion, nor can its barrier last
forever; for these compounds must dissolve. Thus, each motion beneath
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the spheres must come to an end. Since there must be a perpetual motion
continuing without end, this motion must belong to the spheres and be
circular. This explains the perpetuity of what bears them. By virtue of the
presumed origin of their movements, the end of their movements, and
their relations, the spheres may have right, left, and other directions,
and the points determining these directions may also be determined.

(179) Remark: When the Sun sets, it returns to jts rising point by
a complete circular motion. If it returned before completing a circular
motion, it would rise from its setting point. You will know that the day
occurs only by its rising, so the day would be doubled; but this is not so.
You know of the existence of the encompassing sphere and that down is
determined by the center and that the earth is there. If it were to depart
from the center in any direction, it would be tending upwards, which is
not suitable for it. There will be an explanation of how this is. All the
temporal things that we see are the result of the effects of the. move-
ments of the spheres, which are the cause of the occurrence of temporals.
But the spheres do not fall within the sway of generation and corruption
or composition from simples, since otherwise they would dissolve, their
movements would not be perpetual, and they would possess the tempo-
rality that necessitates prior movements and being encompassed by
other, perpetual barriers.

(180) The spheres in their movements and the interrelations, corre-
spondences, and so forth of their movements also resemble the relations
of the holy entities® and the rays of the dominating lights. Since all of
these positions cannot be combined and since some of the planets veil
others from each other, there cannot be an exact, unveiled correspon-

dence among all, such as exists in the world of dominating lights. Thisis

because the barriers have distances and veils. They preserve it {the exact
correspondence] in different times so that they express all the corre-

spondences successively, and [this succession is] renewed through ages
and cycles.?
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~ (181) Itis not true, as the followers of the Peripatetics have supposed
it to be, that each of the spheres in its many movements resembles a
single incorporeal intellect in all respects, for the spheres are many and

. their movements diverse.’ As they explain it, the goal [of the movement

of the spheres] is the movements of the planets. But a planet’s motion is
sometimes retrograde and sometimes rectilinear. Sometimes the planet
is at the apex and sometimes at the perigee. How can the planet resemble
a single entity if we accept the Peripatetic rejection of the illuminations
caused by the multiplicity of luminous correspondences? Therefore, their
movements with.their diversity of states are due to the correspondence
of the rays and intelligible lights in their beloveds. Their relatjons to each
other are patterned on the relations of their beloveds to each other—
relations of dominance that can be imitated and repeated through the
ages and cycles. In these doubtful matters® the Peripatetics actually
accepted a variety of the form that they had rejected from the Ancients.
Among the evidence pointing to the multiplicity of beloveds is that if the
beloved of the spheres in their movements were one, the movements
would be uniform. You know that if one of the celestial barriers was the
cause of another, the movements of those that were the effects would
resemble those of the causes out of love for them—Dbut this is not so.

Section [three]
[Completing the discussion of the horizontal
and vertical dominating lights and explaining
that time is without beginning or end]

(182) Because the dominating lights find joy in that Cne Light which .

is the Light of Lights, a single barrier results from them due to the com-

‘mon dependence. The dominating lights that necessitate the elemental

bodies are lower in rank than the higher dominating lights that are the
masters of the celestial barriers, so from them result barriers submissive
to and, by nature, influenced by the celestial barriers. These have a com-
mon matter that accepts varying forms; so the motion is also circular due
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to its imitation of one beloved, which is the Highest Light. However, these
differ in aspects due to the difference of their beloveds, which are the domi-
nating lights. The correspondences correspond to the correspondences
in the heavens and earth, and the differences correspond to the differ-
ences, and the differing things to the differing things. Thus, the aspects of
emanation become many and corresponding.

(183) The priority of some dominating lights to others is intellectual,
not temporal; but no man can reckon their number or determine their
ranks. They are not ordered only vertically, for some are equal to others.
Because the higher lights possess many luminous aspects or interact
with each other, the existence of other equal dominating lights may
occur from them. Were this not so, equal species could not occur. Those
dominating lights that come into being from the higher dominating
lights, by virtue of their beholding the Light of Lights and every other
higher light, are nobler than those which occur from the aspect of rays.
Among the rays there are also ranks and levels. Thus, among the domi-
nating lights are mother-lights—the fundamental vertical lights with few
radiant and substantial intermediaries—while others are lights horizon-
tal in their ranks from intermediate rays. .

(184) Time is the magnitude of motion when the magnitude of its
earlier and later are brought together in the mind. It is ascertained by
the daily motion, that most evident of motions. If you do something later
and something that was included in the earlier time ceases to be, you know
intuitively that something has escaped from you. This is time. You know
that it is the magnitude of motion because of the change and lack of
fixity that you see. Time is not discontinuous so that there could be a
beginning of time, for there would be a “before” not united with an

“after.” That “before” would not simply be nonbeing, for the nonbeing of

a thing can come afterwards. Nor could it be something fixed and com-
bined with it.” It would, therefore, also be a temporal priority. Therefore,
there would be a time before all time—which would be absurd. There-
fore, there is no beginning to time.
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(185) By another method: You know that temporal beings require . )

infinite causes not present together-and thus require perpetual motion.
Without doubt, that motion belongs to the encompassing sphere, and this
motion you know from another proof to be perpetual. Time also has no end,
since this end would have an “after.” Its “after” is not its nonbeing, since
the nonbeing could be before and not something fixed, as was said before.
Therefore, there must be time after all time—which is absurd. “Before”
and “after” are so considered in relation to the instantaneous moment of

‘imagination, and time is that which is around it. The nearer parts of the

past are “after,” and the farther “before.” The future is the opposite
of this. Otherwise, one would encounter the difficulty of homogeneity.?

(186) Emanation is pre-eternal, for its Agent does not change or perish.
Therefore, the universe is eternal, as He is eternal. It is argued that if the
emanation were everlasting, it would be the equal of its Creator; but this
does not follow. You know that the luminary is prior to its rays; but éven
though you may infer its prior existence or nonexistence—if it admits of
them——from the existence or nonexistence of the rays, yet that which is
caused is not in itself the equal of that which is the cause, but, rather,
is from it and by it. »

(187) It is unsound to argue that motions are simultaneously exis-
tent because when each one has become existent, all are existent.® It is
absurd to imagine that the successive motions are simultaneous and that
for this reason their infinity is possible. They are not simultaneous; for

. just as they come to be, they also cease to be. You know that the demon-

stration of the necessity of finitude only applies where it is possible for
the individuals to be. present simultaneously and to have order. This is
not the case with motions. You know that it is invalid to posit an absur-
dity in order to draw a conclusion from it in that sense in which it is
absurd. The causes that are necessarily finite in number are the fixed
and emanating essences.

(188) Itis argued that if the motions are infinite, no temporal motion
can occur, since each of them necessarily depends upon the occurrence of
an infinity, which will not occur. This is erroneous, because that which
cannot rest upon an infinity is only that for which the ordered infinity

S eV S~ ' ' VY

W edans ool O e 1 AT b oas (VAS)

Jasmead 055G OVg 24 Vg ¢us;‘a§f-~ ERCHH cc‘;o;y Loalize
Ol ik 31 el adaie ¥ L) DL .ﬁT&JLém,g'aquj
Aol s Yy O3 pdall 0,55 25 31 W,\;w;c.m} fmy A O 550

ey .J‘.}w}b) cOLﬂ)'OLaJ'J\C;«o?.-- ,Oﬁ()\ (»Jl;.e L}.«»LJ

(o 0 0Ly ¢ sl on ) 0TI () ey 2pnly LA

My htedly ¢ J RNy adl poledl el ot om0 AV
gLzl QU aomy Y1 4 ¢l

Sl p st coutan Wy nxn Y Jeldl O s b o=l s (VAT

c,.gjawc(_;lﬁY«d.G,\.;a S gl c(b)_‘u.'a_:ﬂ‘ Ohy JUis Loy L anl gy
ey g Ll 3 o gy el B OIS Oy g Ll e e 01 01
oyl Ll I3 Sy Lo ke |3 sy ald 2l 5y o
g ane gn oo g b Solon Y At (P
IS OV 5yl b Amarmee Al Ol JUs L Ly (VAY)
) cdalis (3o 30 Sl 25 ST 0555 dagom e Sl Al
L kgl e g 131y ¢ Lot V1 i A3Lez SIS ol
Al oy s O 1y ke o g LS LU Ml § gamen Y
¢U.\5y)u_ﬁ;;«J)qu&wzsdiﬁwdwmiqu
chie b Al Bgm e gmd Jedd 25 L olS ol
oLt Al ol ) s Bl Lgd Comy (Il
Q\A.;a\zjlicag_\_@.:]\a.o._,.xp@\_fg')\olS_ﬂ\bl»JLEgL»)(\/\/\)

c«t}#@w@uﬂyugjwyusywc»uyojg
oﬁmg&_ﬁéﬁ\@W\ﬁﬂ\J&pﬁpsb\) Lle g




&

10

75

20

121 - Part Tivo: The Third Discourse

has not already occurred. In this case, that which depended upon it would

ZZZZSZC;F T. However, if the infinity is in tbc past and tlfle temporal must
Y occur thereafter, the point of disagreement is the same.*
past(lifggniltt is argu&d‘ that since the pl:esent i§ t-he end of the past', th.e
no end, the ¢ If what is meant thereby is .that it ls'the enFl .after which is
after; t’ are argument is not valid. I'f wbat is meant is that itis the end and
the usags 1 Other ages, each of Wthh. is the end of tlilat which was bef_o're,
ning Ofbwhvs correct; for the present is the end of thl.S past and the begin-
both direC:t will come, if it is posited to be the beg}m"ur{g.'All of time in
have these 'ons—1I mean the past and the fut\ilre—ls mhmtf.:_ How often
. for . People affirmed of the whole what is true of each individual—
:lsl’ n:v(:r:‘m])le: “Each movement is preceded 'by nonbeing; thcx:efore,
iy rep]v.ef}t musf: be so0.” But you know that t_hl.s does not ff)llovxf, for you
you' may'n. Each instance of black must occur in one specific time, but
Ot say that the same is true of the class.” Thus, what is true of

each inst; . . :
ance is pot necessarily true of the class.

Section [four]
[Showing that the spheres move to attain
something holy and pleasurable]

. (190) 1e has been shown that the spheres have motions and that
these Motigng

out th . o
at thege managing incorporeal lights are not those dominating

lights t . :
t}?e 1 hat are exalted above connections with the darknesses. So, since
OWeSt |igh, « T .
est t ' Est light is that which is near the darknesses, then the one near-
ot : :
the darknesses is the one furthest from the luminous perfections.

It 1s alg . . .
50 known that the motion of the celestial barriers is not because of
what is bey, o

nothing at
would h
despair,
lights?

ath them nor to attain something all at once nor to attain
I, for surely in either of the latter cases the movements

Therefore, these movements are for the sake of the managing
attaj . L X
Hainment of some luminous end from the dominating lights.

are from managing incorporeal lights. We have pointed

Ave ceased, either because their end was attained or out of
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This is, then, a propitious light and a holy ray. Were there not something
perpetually renewed in the light managing the celestial barriers, pérpet-
ually renewed movements could not result from it, since that which is
fixed in itself does not necessitate ‘change. That which is renewed in the
celestial controlling lights is not something from the darknesses, as was
shown before. Therefore, it must be something luminous renewed from
the dominating lights. It would not be formal knowledge, for their knowl-
edge of what is below—of the effects of their movements—is actual,
as is also their knowledge of what is above them. As you will learn, the
determinations of temporal existents are finite in number and they nec-
essarily recur, and the relations of the dominating ordered existents are
also finite. Thus, though they may be many, the causes and effects are
fnite in number. Since the motions of the spheres are infinite, they must
be due to something infinitely renewed—which is to say, the pleasurable
and holy ray that we mentioned.

(191) These motions prepare the capacity for illuminations, while at
another time the illuminations necessitate the motions. The motion
resulting from an illumination is not numerically the same as the motion
preparing the capacity for that illumination. There is no impossible circu-
larity here. The motion continues to be the condition of the illumination,
and the illumination at another time necessitates the motion that is
after it, and so on perpetually. All the individual motions and illumina-
tions are determined by a continuing love and perpetual desire. The suc-
cession of motions is in one sequence in the spheres due to the succession
of propitious lights in one sequence in the managing lights.

(192) Since both the sphere and its agent are homogeneous, the
shape of the sphere is homogeneous. But there is no homogeneity of
position in that which is posited to have nonspherical parts. The same is
true of any simple barrier. Since the managers of the celestial barriers
do not have any connections of desire or anger or anything else keeping
them from the world of light, they accept many illuminations. Their
movements share in circularity by virtue of that which they accept from
the Light of Lights and share with the other managing lights, but their
movements differ by virtue of the difference of the illuminations due to
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their different causes. Even though the managing light comes from one
of the exalted dominating lights and accepts many illuminations, it is
not like a dominating light in the perfection of its substance. The domi-
nating light brings into being the managing incorporeal light only due o
perfections of the barrier acquired from the mighty lords'! and in order
to manage it in the way appropriate for controlling barriers of finite
power. By this, it strengthens its connection with the barrier.

A principle [showing that that which
is made is the quiddity, not its existence]

(193) Since existence is a being of reason, what the thing receives
from its emanating cause is its identity. A contingent thing cannot
dispense with a sufficient cause for its existence. Otherwise, it would
be transformed from being contingent in itself to being necessary by
essence. A corruptible being may be destroyed even -though its emanat-
ing cause remains because it depends upon other causes that have
ceased to be. A thing—a statue, for example—may have a cause for its
temporal occurrence and a different cause for its continued existence.
The cause of the temporal occurrence of a statue is its maker, and the

.cause of its continuation is the dryness of the element [of which it is

made]. The cause of the continued existence and of the temporal occur-
rence may be the same, such as the shape given by a mold to water. The
Light of Lights is the cause of the existence and the cause of the contin-
uation of all existents, and so also are the dominating lights. Since the

celestial barriers are neither generated nor corrupted, their managing.
lights never depart from them, but, rather, control them perpetually.
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,-The‘Fourth Discourse

On the classification of barriers,
their states, their combinations, and some
of their powers, in [eight] sections

Section [one]
[On the classification of barriers]

(194) Each body is either single and not composed of two differing
barriers, or dual and composed of two bodies. Each single body is either
opaque and blocks light entirely, or is transparent and does not block
light at all, or is translucent and blocks light incompletely and in various
degrees. The opaque-bodies in the heavens are luminous, and all others
are transparent. These are the dominating barriers—neither corrupted
nor destroyed—in accordance with that which I have explained to you
concerning the perpetual movements and their subjects. The enkindled
barrier! is that which is below them. The enkindled single body belongs
to one of three classes: enkindled and opaque, like earth; translucent, like
water; or transparent, like space.? There is nothing opaque or trans-
lucent between us and the heavens, since the celestial lights are not
veiled from us. Thus, there is only space. The clouds and the like that you
see are only vapors that are translucent to a certain degree. Water, by its
nature, is translucent, but it is clouded by that which is mixed with it.
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A compound is related to one of these by virtue of that which is predom-
inant. If the enkindled compounds are translucent, like crystal, their
translucency is due to the predominance of the transjucent single body,
which is water.

(195) Some?® say that there are four fundamenta) enkindled bodies:
the cold and dry, which is earth; the cold and moist, which is water; the
hot and moist, which is air; and the hot and dry, which is fire. The sign of
moisture, according to them, is ease of changing shape and dividing; and
the sign of dryness is difficulty in doing so. Reality refytes this in the case
of fire, whether they take it in the ordinary sense, with light as a part of
its notion, or in some other technical sense. Their proof that it exists
adjacent to the sphere—that fire here tends to go upwards—is weak.
This fire turns into air in a moment, and its barrier becomes so subtle
that light can no longer be made evident in it. Once heat is no longer
predominant in it, only air remains. One of the properties of heat is that
it makes things more subtle. If fire did remain fire or retained the heat
that had been in it, anything that it encountered in g straight line would
be burnt—but this is not so. If they argue that the motion of the sphere
must heat whatever is adjacent to that sphere, this would only show that
there was heated air, but it would not follow that it was fire. If they try to
prove that smoke burns when it reaches the vicinity of the sphere, result-
ing in comet meteors,* one must reply that burning is not a property
peculiar to fire. Hot iron burns, and hot air burng severely. Nor is it
sufficient to cite in proof the thing like a hole that we see in the Aame of
the lamp. It is only air; for the stronger fieriness is, the more readily it
may be transformed into air by becoming more subtle. If it is too weak to
be so transformed, the smoke becomes thicker, Things like the part of

the flame closest to the wick are more subtle and become air due to the

strength of the fire, but the heat remains with this ajr.
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(196) These people believe that the dry' is that which does not easily

accept or lose shapes. However, the flame above the wick is not like that,
but accepts shapes easily, as is the case with that which is close to the
sphere. These only differ from air by intensity and deficiency of heat.
Therefore, théy are hot air. The argument that fire is dry because it desic-
cates things is not valid, because desiccation is simply due to the elimina-
tion of humidity; and humidity is eliminated by making it subtle and
sending it up, not by the thing becoming dry. 1t is not that fire destroys
humidity; indeed, according to his principle5 it would make it more moist
because it would become smoke or air and become more liquid. There-
fore, the elements are three: opaque; translucent, and subtle. .

(197) The subtle is not conditioned on complete heat, for the heat
may be independent of the subtlety. Some water may be sensibly hotter
than some air. Forms are only evident states, as we have mentioned. If
air that has become intensely hot is called “fire,” that is acceptable—in
which case the subtle may be divided into two classes in accordance with
the intensity of a quality in one and its weakness in the other.

(198) 1t is also unsound to-argue that if fire were hot and moist, it
would be air and would not seek a higher place but would instead remain
where it was. To this, an opponent may reply that the hotter air becomes,
the more it tends to rise—not because it then has another reality, but
because it then has another degree of subtlety. It has a greater tendency
to rise because it has become more subtle, not because it has become
fire. Moreover, who has ever seen fire ascend in reality? An opponent
may say that what is adjacent to the sphere is heated by the motion of
the sphere. How strange that they should claim that there is a fieriness
in compounds! You know that the fire which they imagine to be adjacent
to the sphere cannot be brought down by something compelling it; the
sphere would not force it. Someone has suggested that some fire will
descend because of cold, but it would no longer be fire. The fire which is
with us soon becomes subtle and is destroyed. The only thing that occurs
in compounds is more or less perfect heat.
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(199) The fluidity of water is due to heat, but it solidifies if it
becomes rigid from its own cold or from the cold acquired from air. It is
more prone to fluidity than earth is, though heat is still foreign to it and
is acquired from light or from mdvement caused by light. Total cold is
not caused by the elemental barrier alone, but by it and the lack of some
heat. Were coldness caused by the quiddity of water alone, it would be
inconceivable for anything to remove it from water. Thus, the coldness is
caused by the barrier and by the lack of some heat, or the causes ol heat,
to remove it. Nonetheless, cold is existential, since a cold thing—such as
ice—chills that which is above or adjacent to it. Translucency is a con-
comitant of water in all its states, whether heated or frozen, unless some-
thing else is mixed with it.

(200) Air may be transmuted into water, as you see when drops form
on cups inverted over ice. Since this cannot be from leaks, it must be air
becoming water due to the intensity of the cold. One may not argue that
small particles of water distributed in the air are attracted to it, since, if
that were so, they would be more attracted to great basins, which is not
the case. Even if the cup is inverted over ice by basins or swamps, the
moisture forms just as it does elsewhere. It is the same whether it is in a
place where the vapors are assumed to be many or few. Water may be
seen to become air when dense vapors are dispelled, their translucency
vanishing so completely that they become totally subtle. The transmuta-
tion of water into earth may be seen in the petrifaction of waters in a
well.® The transmutation of air into luminous fire may be seen when you
strike sparks or blow on fires, in both cases making air into luminous firc.
Since one element may be transmuted into another, the other may be
transmuted into it, since otherwise none of that first element would have

remained untransmuted to the other throughout all the unending ages.'

Moreover, if transmutation is real, the substrata must have the same
relation of contingency to each.
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(201) The fire that possesses light is noble because of its luminosity.
The Persians all hold that it is the talisman of Ordibehesht’—that is,
the dominating light emanating .upon it. These things are transformed
into each other and so have a common prime matter. The prime matter
is the barrier. As it is in itself, we give it the name “barrier”; as it is in
relation to states, the “bearer” and “locus™; and as it is in relation to the
combination of it and the states—that is, the composite species—
“prime matter.” This is according to our own terminology. The prime
matter of the spheres is not shared—that is, the fixed states of their
barriers are never separated from them and the composite is not altered.

Section [two]
[Showing that all motions go back to
the substantial or accidental lights]

(202) You should know that the first cause—that is, the luminous,
highest cause—of all movements is either a managing incorporeal light
such as belongs to the celestial bodies, man, and others, or a ray necessi-
tating the heat that gives motion to what is around us, such as is seen
with smokes and vapors.

(203) The downward motion of a rock does not occur by its nature
alone—were it in its own proper place, it would not move—but also
requires constraint. That which constrains it must either go back to a
managing incorporeal light or to something caused by heat that necessi-
tates it. The descent of rain also occurs for this reason. Those dry things
in our world that become subtle and ascend are smoke, while what is
humid and becomes subtle is vapor. The cause in each case is heat,
resulting either from light or from heat caused by an incorporeal or an
accidental light. If cold becomes predominant in the vapor, it comes
down as water. Its descent is due solely to motion imparted by heat, as
is seen in baths where heat makes drops go up and cold makes them
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congeal. If the vapors congeal in the air and become clouds and if smoke
becomes trapped in them and tries to escape, the shuddering and crash-
ing that occurs in resistance to its attempt to escape is called “thunder.”
This is based on heat. The smoke may escape as fire, resulting in thunder-
bolts and the like. If the smoke meets with cold, it becomes heavy and
falls, It may return when it encounters the enkindled barriers adjacent
to the rotating sphere. It presses down upon the air and scatters it. The
winds are from this. The first cause of these things is heat, and there is
no heat with us except from the rays of the luminaries or from that
which occurs from fires resulting from our striking sparks. This is ele-
mentary. Now, the striking of sparks results from the controlling lights
that are in us. The movements of waters toward their natural places and
their eruption from springs result from compressed vapors, as do earth-
Quakes. The cause of the vapors has already been explained. Therefore,
all movements are caused by lights.

(204) Although the movements in the celestial barriers are prepara-
tory for the illuminations, the illumination is nonetheless from the dom-
inating lights and the direct cause of the motion is the managing light.
The cause here is the incorporeal light, along with the propitious light.
Movement is closer than rest to the nature of life and luminosity, for
movement demands a luminous existential cause, whereas a privation—
the lack of a cause of movement—is sufficient cause for rest. Since rest
is privative, it corresponds to inanimate darknesses. In this world, were it
not for light—whether self-subsistent or accidental—no movernent at

all would occur. Thus, the lights become the cause of movements and

heats, and light is evident in both movement and heat—not because

they are its cause, but because they prepare the receptivity for a light to .

occur therein from the dominating light that emanates by its substance
upon those recipients that are properly prepared to receive it.

(205) The light, however, gives being to both movement and heat
and, by its root nature, causes them to occur. The light emanates by
essence and is active by its quiddity, not by something making it so. The
rays of the planets are caused by the planets. The perfect light is such
that in itself it is the cause of the deficient light. Just as the triangle
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necessarily has three angles, though this is but a state, s0, too, it is not

unlikely that an accidental light will necessitate another accidental light,
given certain conditions. Heat or motion may each bring about the otherin
that which is suitable for it. The diversity and multiplicity of their effects
are due to the diversity and capacities of recipients. There is a compan-
jonship between movement and light in the celestial barriers—a com-
panionship more perfect than that between either one of them and heat.

(206) If you investigate things, you will find nothing that has an
effect both near and far save light. Since love and dominance are from
light—and movement and heat are also its effects—heat, therefore, has
a part in striving, passions, and anger. For us, all of these are completed
by motion. Desires also necessitate motions. Part of the nobility of fire
is that it has the highest motion and the most perfect heat and is near-
est to the nature of life. To it one turns for aid in darkness. It has the
most perfect dominance, and it most resembles the principles® due to its
luminosity. It is the brother to the human commanding light. By these
two, the lesser and greater caliphates are perfected.? Thus it was that in
the past the Persians commanded that prayer be performed facing fire.
All the lights ought to be praised, according to the Law commanded
by God, the Light of Lights.

Section [three]
[In explanation of qualitative change]

(207) Contrary to what is imagined, the heat caused by motion is not
hidden and then made evident by the motion. Consider water that is
agitated: Both its outside and inside are heated, though both were pre-
viously cold. If the heat had emerged from within, the inside would have
become cold. There is someone who thinks that water is not heated
by fire, but that fiery particles bearing heat are diffused within it. This
view is false; for if the heating did occur by diffusion, water contained in
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earthenware would be heated faster than that in iron or copper kettles
due to their relative composition and degree of resistance to diffusion,

‘which is not the case. Moreover, how could the fiery particles be forced

into a vessel that was too full to allow diffusion? If these enkindled things
are mixed, the generated things result thereby. The constitution is the
intermediate quality resulting from the opposing qualities in combined
interacting bodies that are homogeneous in all their parts.

(208) Since you know that the forms they posit are not real, there
can be nothing in the constitution except the intermediacy of qualities.
Briefly, the difference between the tonstitution and corruption is that
corruption is the total alteration of qualities, whereas the constitution is
the intermediate of things combined. From this result the compounds:
animals, plants, and minerals. Souls take loving delight in any mineral—
gold or ruby, for example—which has a luminous barrier and stability,
by which it resembles the celestial barriers and their lights. It is dear to
them By virtue of the perfection of its stability, and love for it is similar
to the love for the luminous star.

(209) Since the earthy substance is predominant in these things
hecause of their need to preserve shape and powers, Esfandarmodh, the
dominating light whose talisman is earth, has great solicitude for them.
Since its idol! is affected by everything else due to the lowliness of its
degree, its portion is womanliness—which is to say, Esfandarmodh, in
relation to every other lord of an idol, has the portion of females.!" If the
nature of anything is taken without its qualities, it is the light for which
that thing is the idol, as has been explained before.

(210y The most perfect constitution belongs to man, so it invokes a

perfection from the Giver. You kinow the impossibility of the dominating

lights altering, for their alteration could only be due to an alteration in
their agent, the Light of Lights—which is impossible. Thus, neither It
nor they ever change. However, from one of the dominating lights, things
can come to be, in accordance with a renewed capacity due to the renewal
of the perpetual movements. The agent may be perfect, even though the
act depends on the capacity of the recipient. Thus, in proportion to its
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moderateness, it accepts the appropriate states and forms that we men-

tioned in connection with the intellectual relations among the dominat-
ing lights and the relations of position among the fixed stars. From one of
the dominating lights, the incorporeal light that is the controlling light
in the human fortresses'? is brought into being for the human—the most
perfect—-constitution. That dominating light is the lord of the talisman
of the rational species. It is Gabriel-—upon him be peace!*®—the proxi-
mate father among the mighty lords of the Kingdom of dominance. It
is “Ravan-Bakhsh,”'* the Holy Spirit, the bestower of knowledge and
confirmation, the giver of life and virtue. This emanated light is the
managing light, the “commander of humanity,” that which calls itself “I.”

(211) This light was not existent before the body, for each individual
has an essence that knows itself and those of its states that are hidden

from others. Thus, the human managing lights are not one, since other-

wise that which was known to one would be known to all, which is not the
case. Now, if these lights were existent before the body, they could not
conceivably be one, since they could not be divided thereafter. This is
because they do not have magnitude and are not barriers that could be
divided. However, they could not conceivably be multiple cither. Before
the fortresses come to be, these incorporeal lights are not distinguished
by intensity and weakness, since every degree of intensity and weakness
would belong to an immeasurable number.’® Nor could they be distin-
guished by a foreign accident, since they are not in the world of the
movements that cause distinctions. Since they can neither be many nor
one before controlling the fortresses, they cannot exist.

(212) Another method: If {the human managing lights] were exis-
tent before the fortresses, they could not be veiled or distracted from the
world of pure light, nor could they be subject to chance or change. They
would thus already be perfect, and their control of the fortresses would
be pointless.'6 Moreover, there is no priority with respect to quiddity by
which one might be specially associated with a fortress. Chance happen-
ings—by which I mean necessity by the motions—exist only in the world
of fortresses. The fortress is made ready to receive a light by motions,
but there is nothing in the world of pure light that happens to distin-
guish that moment. It is not correct to argue that something happens to
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the controlling lights to make them fall from their stations, for there is
1o renewal outside of the world of movements and changes, as you know.

(213) Another proof: If the managing lights were prior to the body,
we could argue that some of them would not ever control a body. These
would not be managing lights, and their existence would be pointless. If
there were not such lights among them, there would necessarily come a
time in which all would have descended and no managing lights would
remain. This time would have occurred in the infinite past ages. Thus, no
managing lights would now remain in the world—which is absurd.

(214) Another method: You know that events are infinite in number
and that it is impossible for a soul to transmigrate into the world of
humanity. Now, if the souls were not temporal, they would be infinite and
would imply the existence of an infinite number of aspects in the incor-
poreal lights—which is absurd.

Section [four]
[On the five outer senses)

(215) Five outer senses have been created in man and the other per-
fect animals: touch, taste, smell, hearing, and sight. The objects of vision
are noblest, for they are the lights of the planets and the like. The objects
of touch are more important to animals, for that which is most impor-
tant is not necessarily that which is noblest. The objects of hearing are
subtler in another respect.

Section [five]
[Showing that there is a counterpart in
the body to each attribute of the soul]

(216) You know that light emanates by essence and that it has in its
substance a love for its origin and a dominance over that which is below
it. It thus follows that the commanding light in the dusky fortresses must
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have a faculty of anger by reason of its dominance and a faculty of desire
by mediacy of its love. The commanding light beholds bodily forms. It then
intellects them and makes them. luminous universal forms appropriate
to its substance, as when someone beholds Zayd and “Amr and takes
from them a universal form of humanity that it predicates of them and
of others. Thus, there must be a faculty of digestion in its fortress which
transforms all the various foods into something similar to the substance
of that which is nourished. Were that not the case, the body of man
would be corrupted, would not be replaced, and would cease to exist. Just
as it is in the nature of the perfect light to be the basis of another light,
so, too, a faculty occurs in the fortress that necessitates another fortress
possessing light. This is the reproductive faculty that ensures the preser-
vation of the species, even though its individual cannot continue forever.
This faculty separates a portion of matter to be the basis of another indi-
vidual. It is also in the nature of light to be increased by propitious lights
and to be completed by luminous states and thus to move from poten-
tiality to actuality. Accordingly, a faculty occurs in the fortress necessitat-
ing increase in proper proportion in all dimensions. This is the faculty of
growth. The faculty of nutrition is served by an attractive faculty, which
brings it aid; by the retentive, which preserves it to be used by its user; by
the digestive, which forms it and prepares it for use; and by the excretory,
which expels that which does not accept similarity. '

(217) These faculties are divisions of the commanding light in its
fortress, and the fortress is an idol of the commanding light. These fac-
ulties result from aspects in it and from cooperation with states of the
barriers. That they are different is shown by their existence before or
after each other, by their differing effects, and by the fact that one can be
defective while another is not. Man has the full share of the faculties of
animals and plants.
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Section [six]
[Showing the correspondence between
the rational soul and the animal spirit]

(218) The commanding light controls a barrier only by the mediacy
of a certain correspondence, that which it has with the subtle substance
called the “spirit.” Its source is the left cavity of the heart, since it has a
moderation and distance from extremes resembling that of the celestial
barriers. It has a translucency such that images appear in it, for the pure
translucent thing has this property. Other elementals become loci in
which the image is made evident by its mediacy. It has an opacity such
that it accepts and preserves light and preserves shapes and forms.
It also possesses a subtlety and heat corresponding to light. It has a
motion corresponding to the accidental light. There is no stability in the
instances of the species of spirit because of its rapid dissolution due to its
subtlety and the predominance of heat in it. Therefore, its species is pre-
served by aid.’” Among elemental things, only spirit corresponds to light
in all respects. Air does not accept rays, but it does correspond to light in
its heat and its quickly accepting motion. Therefore, it seeks the world of
barrial light, which is in perpetual motion, [and] approaches it and loves
it. The opaque accepts raciated light and preserves it, so it corresponds
to light in this respect. The translucent preserves rays and becomes
the locus in which the form of the luminary and the illumined is made
evident, but it fails to correspond to light in such aspects as its coldness.

(219) There are many correspondences in this spirit. It is dispersed
throughout the entire body and is the bearer of the luminous faculties.
The commanding light controls the body by its mediacy and gives it light.

The propitious light that the commanding light takes from the dominat--

ing lights is reflected from it upon this spirit. Sense and motion occur by
that which ascends to the brain and is moderate. It accepts the luminous
sovereignty and returns to all the organs. Because there is a correspon-

dence between happiness and light, everything that is generated—that

is, from every kind of food—becomes joyful, luminous spirit. Because of

FPart Tivo: The Fourth Discourse
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the correspondence of souls with light, souls flinch from darknesses and
are happy in beholding lights. Animals, all of them, seek light in darkness
and love the light. Thus, even though the commandi‘ng light is not spatial
and has no position, the darknesses in its fortress are subservient to it.

[Section seven]
[Showing that the inner senses are not limited to five]

(220) A man may sometimes forget something and find great difficulty
in remembering it. Try though he might, he is unable to remember it.
Then, it sometimes happens that he remembers that very same thing
easily. That which he remembers is not-itself present in one of the facul-
ties of his body, since it would not then have been hidden from the man-
aging light after its diligent search. Nor, as is sometimes thought, is it
preserved in one of the faculties of his body with something keeping the
light from it, for the seeker is the controlling light—not something to do
with a barrier that some obstacle could keep from getting at what is pre-
served in one of the faculties of its fortress. At the moment of his forget-
fulness, the man would be unaware of something that is perceived in his
essence and in his fortress. Thus, that which is remembered is only in
the world of memory, one of the places belonging to the lord of celestial
commanding lights. These forget nothing.

(221) The imaginative forms supposed to be preserved in the imagi-
nation cannot be real for similar reasons. If they were, they would be pre-
sent to the managing light, and it would perceive them. But a man finds
nothing at all perceptible in himself when the image of Zayd'is absent.
Indeed, if a man senses something corresponding to Zayd or thinks of him
for some reason, his thought moves to him and he acquires a capacity
to summon the form of Zayd from the world of memory. That which
recalls [the form] from the world of memory is the managing light.
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137 Part Tivo: The Fourth Discourse

(222) There is someone'® who asserts that man has an estimative
faculty that judges concerning particulars, and another—the imagina-
tive faculty—that separates and combines images. Both are located in
the central cavity of the brain. To him, one might reply: “Estimation
is the same as the imaginative faculty, for both judge, separate, and com-.
bine. The proof [you offer] that the faculties are separate might be that
one is corrupted while the other remains, but no one can claim that the
imaginative faculty remains sound while there is nothing judging the
particulars—that which you call estimation.” A difference of locations is
known by the corruption of one faculty as a concomitant of the corrup-
tion of its location, but it is admitted that these are both in the central
cavity.!® Since it is not the case that one of them is corrupted while the
other remains sound, the same must be true of théir locations. As for
the argument from the multiplicity of effects, one cannot judge that the
faculties are multiple just because the effects are, since one faculty may
necessitate two effects by virtue of two aspects. Does not he admit that
the common sense, which is a unity, perceives all the sensibles, despite
their origins in five senses? It combines within itself the images of all the
sensibles and perceives them all together. Were that not so, we could not
judge that this white is that sweetness when both are present. External
sense beholds them separately, but to judge them requires the presence
of both forms. Since it is possible for one faculty to have many percep-
tions, so, too, is it possible to have many separate effects from it. How-
ever, the estimative judgment is not in conflict with the actions of the
imaginative faculty. '

(223) It is strange that some of them say, “The imaginative faculty

acts and does not perceive,” even though it has the perception of the

form. If it does not possess a form and does not perceive, what then can
it combine and separate? How can it combine and separate a form that
belongs to another faculty? If it is impossible for the imaginative faculty

to be sound or to make its judgments without forms, then it cannot be

said that the imagination or its location can be corrupted while the imag-

" inative faculty remains sound and active.
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(224) The truth is that these three® are a singlé thing and a single
faculty, named differently depending on how they are considered. The
evidence that they are not the managing light is that when we firmly

resolve to do something, we find something in ourselves that resists.2! We

know by introspection that that which tries to be firm in its resolve is
other than that which has resisted it Aand' that that which is resolved on
something is other than that which opposes it. Since we find that which
opposes us in our bodies, it must be something other than that by
which we have our identities. Therefore, it is a faculty necessitated in the
fortress from the commanding light. Because it is dark and imprinted

in the barrier, it denies the incorporeal lights and believes in nothing
_except the sensibles. Sometimes it even denies itself. It assists in acquir-

ing premises; but when it reaches the conclusion, it returns to its denial,
rejecting the consequence of the premises it had accepted. Even though
memory is from the world of the spheres, there may nonetheless be a fac-
ulty to which is attached a capacity for memory.

[Section eight] )
[On the reality of the forms in mirrors and the imagination]

(225) You know that forms cannot be imprinted in the eye and that,
for similar reasons, they cannot be imprinted somewhere in the brain.
The truth is that the forms in mirrors and the imaginative forms are not
imprinted. Instead, they are suspended fortresses—fortresses not in 2
locus at all. Though they may have loci in which they are made evident,
they are not in them. The mirror is the locus in which the form in the
mirror is made evident. These forms are suspended and are in neither a
place nor a locus. The imaginative faculty is the locus in which the forms
of the imagination are made evident and are suspended. Since there can

_ be such a thing as an incorporeal image in a mirror—in a plane and with-

out depth or back, self-subsistent, and not an accident of the mirror—
there can also exist a substantial quiddity having an accidental image.
The deficient light is like an image of the perfect light—understand this!
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139 Part Tivo: The Fourth Discourse

(226) Just as all the senses reduce to a single sense—the common
sense—so, too, all of the faculties reduce to a single faculty in the man-
aging light-—its luminous essence, emanating by essence. Though vision
is conditioned both on being opposite and [on possessing] an eye, that
which sees is in fact the commanding light. It may not see things before
separation,?? because something can occur to the thing to keep it from
seeing that which it is able to see. The hindrance is a sort of veil. Those
who have ascended in the soul and cut themselves off from their bodies
have at that moment experienced a clear contemplation more perfect
than that which the eve possesses. At that moment, they know with cer-
tainty that these entities which they behold are not engravings in one of
the bodily faculties and that visual contemplation endures as long as the
managing light does. Whoso strives in the path of God as he ought and
subdues the shadows beholds the lights of the all-highest world more
perfectly than he beholds the objects of vision here below. The Light of

Lights and the dominating lights are seen by the vision of the com-.

maunding light and by their seeing each other. All the incorporeal lights
see, and their vision does not reduce to their knowledge; rather, their
knowledge reduces to their vision.

(227) Each of these faculties in the body is a shadow of what is in the
commanding light, and the temple is only its talisman, so that even the
imaginative faculty is the idol of the faculty of judgment in the command-
ing light. Were it not that the managing light has determinations by its
essence, one could not judge that it had a particular body or imagination
or that it had a particular imaginative faculty. Thus, none of these things
are absent from it but rather are evident to it in a certain way. The imagi-
native faculty does not deal with its own form, for it judges the sensibles

and what follows from them. The commanding light encompasses and -

judges that it has a particular faculty. It has this judgment by its essence
and is thus the sense of all the senses. That which is dispersed throughout
the body returns finally in the commanding light to a single thing. The
commanding light shines upon the images of the imagination and the
like, and it shines upon the vision without need of a form.
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140 . Part Tiwo: The Fourth Discourse

(228) In general, we must say here that the illumination upon the

imagination is like the illumination upon vision. If it were just the image
in imagination that was perceived to be the image of the external, it
would perceive the external absent thing without an image and thus
would be without need of it. This is ‘,impossible,'because the external
imagined thing might not exist at the moment of imagination. Percep-
tion through vision occurs by its being a luminous sense and by there
being no veil between it and the illumined thing. This luminosity and
absence of veils is more perfect in incorporeals, for they are evident by
essence. Therefore, they see and are seen.?
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The Fifth Discourse

On the resurrection, prophecy,
and dreams, in [nine] sections

-Section [one]
[In explanation of reincarnation']

(229) The constitution of the barrier invokes the commanding light
by virtue of its capacity to call that light into existence. The commanding
light has a friendship with its fortress because that fortress has called it
into existence. Its connection with its body is due to its dependence in itself,
and its contemplation of that which is above it is due to its luminosity.
The fortress is the locus in which its acts are made evident, the pouch for
its lights, the container for its effects, the encampment of its faculties.
Since the dark faculties love the commanding light, they cling to it out of
love and draw it to their world from the world of pure light, that world

where there is no taint of the darkness of barriers. Thus, its desire for .

the world of pure light is transferred from the world of pure light to the
darknesses. The human fortress was created perfect, and all the acts
arise from it. In the opinion of the sages of the East, it is the first station

of the commanding light in the world of barriers. Since the dusky sub-

stance by its nature desires the accidental light to make it evident and
the incorporeal light to control it and give it life, the dusky substance
must be from the aspect of dependence in the dominating lights. And
just as the poor man is desirous of freedom from want,? so, too, is the
dusky substance desirous of light.
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142 ' Part Two: The Fifth Discourse

(230) Buddha and the Eastern sages® before him said that the Gate
of Gates for the life of all elemental fortresses is the human fortress.
Whatever moral -habit captures the commanding light, whatever dark

state becomes established in it and bgcorhes its support, the command-’

ing light must transfer its attachment after the corruption of its fortress
to a fortress corresponding to that dark state: a fortress of one of the
brute animals. When the commanding light departs from the human

fortress, it is darkened and desirous of darknesses. It does not know its
" source or the world of light. Wicked states have become fixed in it, and it

is drawn to the brute fortresses of other animals, and the darknesses
beckon to it. :

(231) They said that the most noble constitution belongs to the
human fortress. It is thus the constitution most worthy to receive the new
commanding emanation from the dominating light. But no commanding
light can move to it from another source, since it summons a managing
light from the Giver. If a transmigrated soul were to become attached to
it, a single man could have two perceptive identities—which is absurd.

(232) They said that though, by virtue of its noble constitution, the
human fortress calls into being a commanding light from the dominating
light, it does not follow that the brute fortress* calls into being a
commanding light from the dominating light. If the human fortress is
corrupted and the commanding light is clouded by the darknesses,” not
knowing what is beyond it,% it is drawn by its desire to the lowest of the low.
The brute fortresses and the world of barriers also thirst for managing
lights. Thus, the commanding light is drawn by necessity to another
fortress. The wisdom, for the sake of which the commanding light
acquired the attachments of the body, has an eternal dimension. But
light is perfected only by light, so nothing ascends from the nonrational
fortresses to man. Rather, they descend from the human fortresses to
the nonrational fortresses by reason of states. To each moral quality
correspond fortresses: “To every class thereof an appointed portion”
[Qur®an 15:44].
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143 Part Tiwvo: The Fifth Discourse

(233) It is not valid to argue that the number of things generated
would fail to correspond to the number corrupted, for a great number of
managing lights have been darkened through the long ages. These lights
are ordered in descending rank. The greedy will not attach themselves to
the fortresses of ants until after separation from the fortresses of many
species differing in magnitude and attachments. Since none of them
ascend to man, difficulties will not arise in the correspondence of the small
number of long-lived fortresses with the very great number of short-lived
fortresses.” The attachment is destroyed through the pangs of death and
torments. Each degree has large individuals and middling and small.
Each group of craftsmen has a nation of dumb beasts corresponding to it
in morals and manner of life.® They transmigrate first to the largest, then
to the intermediate in the many degrees, and finally to the smallest at
the end of long ages. .

(234) According to the Easterners, the statement that every consti-
tution invokes a controlling light from the dominating light is not neces-
sarily correct, since it is not necessarily so for other than the human
fortress.” There is also no reason to accept the argument that the
moment of the corruption of a human body does not necessarily corre-
spond to the moment of the generation of a dumb body. These matters
are regulated by celestial states hidden from us. Just as one man’s
expense is another man’s gain, the money not remaining idle between

them, so, too, the death of one fortress is the life of another. This is the -

view of the Easterners. Sometimes they admit the possibility of trans-
migration from one individual to its peer below the level of man, since
this does not imply the duplication of souls that would take place in man
due to his capacity to receive emanation.

(235) The Peripatetics say: “Through their individual characteris-
- tics, all constitutions invoke controlling souls; so what you said about

man must also be true of the constitutions of animals.” This is the view
of the Peripatetics.
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144 . Part Tivo: The Fifth Discourse

Plato and the sages before him held the doctrine of transference,
even though there was disagreement among them about its details.

Some within Islam held this view on the basis of certain revealed
verses. It is written, “Whenever their skins scorched, We gave them back
different skins” [Qur®in 4:56]; “Whenever they desired to escape there-
from, We cast them back therein” [Qur®an 32:20]; and “Every creature
crawling on the earth, every bird soaring on its wings belongs to nations
like unto yours” [Qur’an 6:38)]. There are verses of metamorphosis and
traditions handed down concerning men being resurrected in forms differ-
ing in accordance with their differing moral qualities. The words of the
damned have been recorded in revélation: “Our Lord, Thou hast twice

brought us death and twice life” [Qur°an 40:11]. Of the blessed it is written:

“They shall taste no death therein save the first death” [Qur°an 44:56].
There are others of this sort. Most of the sages inclined toward this doc-
trine, and all agreed that the purified managing lights escape to the world
of light without transference. We will mention hereafter that which is
implied by the mystical experience of the philosophy of illumination.
(236) Know that it would be inconceivable for the incorporeal man-
aging light to become nonbeing after the annihilation of the fortress. If
the incorporeal light necessitated its own nonbeing, it would never have
existed at all. That which makes it necessary—the dominating light—
does not destroy it, for the dominating light never alters; and, in any
case, how could a thing destroy by its own essence the concomitant of its
essence? How could a light destroy of itself its own ray and luminosity?
The incorporeal lights do not jostle each other for locus or place; their
holiness is such as to make that impossible. They do not reside in the
dusky substances so as to be conditioned on presence or capacity in a
locus. The origin of the managing lights is unalterable; they are not like
those things that are suspended and result from the conditions of the
managing light alone or with something else, like reflections. These lat-
ter are conditioned on being seen by a living being possessing vision. The
relation of things other than the active soul to that which they possess is
like that of the locus to the drawing, whether from it or from another.
When the state in the cause ceases, [that which it causes] ceases. But
the cause of the incorporeal light is everlasting, so it is everlasting. If the
managing lights did admit of nonbeing, their nonbeing would result
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145 FPart Tivo: The Fifth Discourse

from dark states; and in the condition of connection to the attachments
of the body, they would be worthier of nonbeing—not after separation.
Once the incorporeal light escapes from the darknesses, it continues as
long as the dominating light that is its cause. The death of the barrier is
simply due to the destruction of its constitution, the basis of its worthi-
ness to receive the commands of the managing light.

Section [two]
[Explaining how the pure lights escape to the world of light]

(237) If the distractions of the barriers do not dominate the manag-
ing light, it will desire the world of holy light more than the dusky sub-
stances. The more it increases in light and brightness, the greater will be
its passion and love for the dominating light, and the greater will be its
independence and its nearness to the Light of Lights. Were the controlling
lights infinite in their power to influence, they would not be veiled from
the luminous horizon by being drawn to the distractions of the barriers.
When the commanding lights rule the dusky substances and their pas-
sion and desire for the world of light is strengthened, they are illumined
by the dominating lights and acquire the habit of connection with the
world of pure light. Then, when their fortresses are corrupted, they are
not drawn to other fortresses because of the perfection of their power
and the intensity of their attraction to the springs of light. The light that
has been strengthened by mighty rays and that loves its source is drawn
to the spring of life. The light is not drawn to such fortresses as these,
nor has it any wish for them. Thus, it is freed to go to the world of pure

light and becomes holy by the holiness of the Light of Lights and the

sanctified domninating lights. Since it is fundamental that this nearness is
by attributes, not by place, the more that men are abstracted from the
darknesses, the nearer they are to them.

(238) Desire bears the perceptive essences to the Light of Lights;
that which is greater in its desire is more attracted and climbs higher
toward the world of the All-Highest Light. Now, you know that pleasure
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is the attainment of that which is agreeable to the thing and its percep-
tion of its attaining it. Pain is the perception of the attainment of that

" which is not agreeable to the thing in that respect in which it is not agree-~

able. All perceptions are from the incorporeal light, and nothing is more
perceptive than it. Therefore, nothiﬁg is mightier or more pleasurable
than its perfection and those things that are suitable to it—especially, as
you know, because the pleasures in the talismans of incorporeal lights
trickle down from them, for the talismans are their shadows. Those things
that are not suitable for the incorporeal lights are dark states and dusky
shadows attaching to them from association with and desire for the dark
barriers. So long as the commanding lights have their attachment to the

fortresses and the many distractions of barriers, they do not take pleasure

in their perfections, nor are they tormented by their infirmities. They are
like the drunkard who attains his desire or who is afflicted by a disease
while he is staggering in his drunkenness, unaware of what happens to
him. He who does not take pleasure in the illuminations of the dominat-
ing lights and denies true pleasure is like the impotent man wlho denies
the pleasure of sexual intercourse. ,

(239) Each of the senses, as well as desire and anger, has a pleasure

_and pain not shared by any other sense in accordance with its particular

perceptions and perfections. The perfection of the commanding light
consists in giving each of the twin faculties of dominance and love its
due, for light in itself possesses both dominance over and love for that
which is below it. Thus, its dominance must rule over the dark fortress,
and its love must be directed toward the world of light. If misery is
decreed for it, its love and passion are directed toward the dusky sub-
stances, and the darknesses will rule it. Its love will only be properly

~ directed toward the world of light if it knows its own essence and knows

the world of light, the order of being, the resurrection, and the like, inso-
far as lies within the capacity of man. Since its management of and
solicitude for the body are also necessary, the most excellent of virtues
is to be moderate in matters of desire and anger and in thought for the
concerns of the body. ) '
(240) No one finds salvation unless his greatest desire is for the
afterlife and most of his thought is directed toward the world of light. If
the commanding light shines by knowledge of realities and loves - the
Wellspring of light and life, if itis purified from the filth of barriers, then
it will be freed from its fortress when it beholds the world of pure light
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after the death of the body. The unending illuminations of the Light of

Lights will be reflected upon it with and without intermediaries, as
has been indicated before. The illuminations of the dominating lights
will also be reflected upon it in that way, and so will be the illuminations
of the infinite number of pure souls since the beginning that has no
beginning—{rom each and every one its light, and each reflected time
and again without end. Thus, will it experience infinite pleasure. Every
later one takes pleasure in those before, and those before take pleasure
in it. Lights without end shine upon it from others and upon others from
it. These are illuminations and luminous intelligible rings of light, but
they are surpassed in their splendor by the illumination and contempla-
tion of the glory of the Light of Lights.

(241) Just as the perceptive incorporeal light, its perception, and its
object of perception are not to be compared to these three in dark things,
$0, oo, its pleasure is not to be compared to their pleasure, nor can it be
comprehended in this world. How could it be otherwise, when every plea-
sure of the barriers results only from something luminous sprinkled
upon the barriers? Even the pleasure of sexual intercourse is only a drop
of the true pleasure; for he who desires sexual relations does not desire

* to possess something lifeless, but rather a barrier and beauty wherein is

a trace of light. His pleasure is made complete by that heat which is one
of the lovers and effects of the light, and by that motion which is one of
the effects and lovers of the light. The two faculties of love and domi-
nance are stirred so that the male desires to dominate the female. From
the world of light, a love mixed with dominance occurs in the male and a
love mixed with abasement occurs in the female in the proportion of

cause and effect, as has been explained before. Each desires to be united

with his mate so as to lift the veil of barriers. This is, indeed, the search
of the commanding light for the unveiled pleasures of the world of light.

(242) The unity among the incorporeal lights is an intellectual, not a
bodily, unity. When the commanding light has a connection to the barrier
and to the fortress which is the locus in which it is made evident, it imag-
ines itself to be in the fortress, even though it really is not. When the
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managing lights are separated from the body, they imagine that they
themselves are the masterful't dominéting-lights and the Light of Lights,
because of their extreme nearness to thém and their relations of love
with them. Thus, the masterful dominating lights become the loci in
which the managing lights are made evident, just as the bodies were the
Joci in which they were made evident. In the proportion that the love
mixed with mastery increases, pleasure and affection increase in our
world, as does the mutual love of animals. If that is the case here, then
what have you to say about the world of true and perfect love and of the
pure, perfect dominance that is entirely light and luster and life?

(243) Do not imagine that the incorporeal lights become a single
thing after separation from the body, for two things do not become one. If
both remained, there would be no unity; if both ceased to be, there would
be no unity; if one remained and the other ceased to be, there would be no
unity. Only in bodies is there connection and mixture. The incorporeals
do not cease to be, for they are distinguished intelligibly through their
cognizance of themselves, through their cognizance of their lights and the

" {lluminations of their lights, and through a particularity based on their

control of the fortresses. Indeed, the perfect lights become the loci in
which they are made evident, just as, analogously, mirrors become the loci
in which the images become evident. The king of the dominating lights

descends upon the managing lights, and they achieve a pleasure and love,

a dominance and contemplation to which no pleasure can be compared.
The dominance of the all-highest world is incorruptible, since there is no
nature there admitting of nonbeing. Rather, it brings the pleasure to
perfection. These pure managing lights, which resemble the dominating
lights, are holy by the holiness of God, the All-Highest. “Blessed are they,

‘happy their end” [Qur’an 13:29].

Section [three]
[On the states of human souls after separation from the body]

(244) Those who have attained an intermediate bliss and the ascetics
whose worship is pure may escape to the world of suspended images,
whose locus is some one of the celestial barriers. There they can and do
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bring images into being. They can call forth such tastes, forms, pleasant
sounds, and the like as they desire. These forms are more perfect than
those that we have; for the loci in which these of ours are made evident
and their bearers are deficient, while those of the former are perfect.
There they may abide forever; for their connection with the barriers
and the darknesses is unending, and there is no corruption among the
celestial barriers.

(243) But as for the damned—those “kneeling about Gehenna”
[Qur’an 19:68], “who met the morn cowering,in their homes” [Qur’an
11:94]—it is the same whether transterence'? is true or false, for the
proofs on each side of the contradictory are weak. Once they have
escaped from the barrier fortresses, they will possess shadows of sus-
pendecl forms in accordance with their moral qualities.

(246) The suspended forms are not the Forms of Plato, for the Forms
of Plato are luminous,'® while some of the suspended forms are dark and
others illumined. Those possessed by the blessed, by which they find
pleasure, are white and fair, while those of the damned are blue-black.
Since the suspended fortresses are not in the mirrors or elsewhere and
since they do not have a locus, they may have a locus in this world by
which they are made evident. They may also change and become evident
in other loci. From them result a kind of jinn and devils. A very great
number of the people of Darband and innumerable people of a town
called Miyanaj'* have testified that they have often beheld these forms.
So many people gathered there in a great company beheld them at one
time that there can be no question of doubting them. This was not just
once or twice! They appear at every moment, but the hands of men can-

not reach them. Another phenomenon experienced is bodies clad in

armor that cannot be touched. The locus in which they were made evi-
dent was not the common sense, but they seemed to armor the whole
body, and they resisted the body and wrestled with men.

(247) I myself have had trustworthy experiences indicating that
there are four worlds: the worlds of the dominating lights, of the man-
aging lights, of the barriers, and of the dark and illumined suspended
images. The damned are tormented in the last of these. The jinn and
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devils result from these souls and suspended images. The estimative
happiness is also there. These suspended images may be renewed and
destroyed like the images in mirrors and the imaginative faculty. The
managing lights of the spheres may create them to serve as the loci in
which they are made evident in barriers:to the chosen ories. Those cre-
ated by the managing souls’® are luminous and are accompanied by a
spiritual munificence. The fact that these images have been witnessed
and cannot be attributed to the common sense indicates that being oppo-
site is not an absolute condition of beholding; vision alone is dependent
on it because being opposite is one sort of removal of veils.

(248) This above-mentioned world we call “the world of incorporeal
figures.”'® The resurrection 'of images,” the lordly forms, and all the
promises of prophecies find their reality through it. Certain intermedi-
ate souls possess illumined suspended figures whose loci are the spheres.
These are the numberless angels in their classes—rank upon rank in
accordance with the levels of the spheres. But the sanctified godly sages
may rise higher than the world of the angels.

Section [four]
[On evil and misery]

(249) Misery and evil in the world of darknesses are concomitants of
motion, and darkness and motion are concomitants of the aspect of

dependence in the dominating and managing lights. Evil is a concomi- -

tant through intermediaries. It would be absurd for the Light of Lights
to have dark states and aspects, so evil cannot be generated from it. Need
and darknesses are necessary concomitants of effects, just like other
inseparable concomitants of quiddities. Existence cannot be conceived to
be other than it is, and evil is much less in this world than good.
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A principle [explaining how the infinite
generated things come to be from the celestials]

(250) The power of the dominating lights is infinite in its activity, and
matter is infinitely receptive to that power. The motions that prepare
receptivity are infinite. Thus, the door is open to the occurrence of the
blessings and outpouring of the Light of Lights without end, age after
age. After their separation from the body, the perfect managing lights
attach themselves to the dominating lights, the victors in the race.!®
Thus, the number of holy ones among the lights increases without end.

Section [five]
[On the cause of premonitions and
cognizance of hidden mysteries]

(251) If the distractions of man’s external senses are reduced, he will
be freed from the distraction of imagination and will become cognizant

of hidden matters and thereby see veridical dreams. Since the incorporeal |

light has no volume and is not bodily, there is no conceivable veil between
it and the celestial managing lights save the distractions of barriers. The
veils of the commanding light are the distractions of the external and
internal senses. Thus, once it is freed from the external senses and the
inner sense is weakened, the soul is freed to join the commanding lights
attached to the celestial barriers and becomes cognizant of the inscrip-
tions of beings preserved in the celestial barriers. Thus, these lights
know the particulars!'® and the concomitants of their movements. If a
trace of them remains clearly in the memory as it was beheld in the

celestial tablets, it requires no interpretation or explication. However, its -

trace may not so remain but may have been taken by the imaginative fac-
ulty and transformed into other things resembling it, or opposite to it, or
corresponding to it in some respect. In that case, if the imaginative fac-

ulty has transformed it in any respect, it does require some explanation

and investigation.
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(252) The inscriptions of beings have been recorded as forms in the
celestial barrier from the beginning: that had no beginning; they will
remain forever, and they are inevitably repeated. Were there an ordered
infinity of temporal events inscribed in the celestial barriers, one of them
not occurring until after some other, these would themselves be ordered
and contemporancous chains, in contradiction to what has already been
demonstrated about them. Thus, this is absurd. Then, if they contained
an infinity of inscribed ordered events in the future, every single one of
them would ncccssarlly have already occurred at some moment, and a

~ time would come when all that is in them would have come to pass, and

the chain would end. But they have been assumed to be infinite, so this
is absurd. However, were there no future time when all would have come
to pass, then some of them would never come to pass and would thus net
be future beings. Since they were posited to be future beings, this is
absurd. This does not follow for future contingents, however they may
be, for they are without detailed intelligible forms and have no totality.

(253) Do not imagine that the celestial managing lights know none
of the past or future beings; for dreams, oracles, and the ability of the
prophets to tell what has and will happen, as well as the memory of past
states, show that they do. It has already been demonstrated that memory
also occurs by means of the celestial barriers and their managing lights.
He who has premonitions—whether from prophecy, oracles, or veridical
dreams-—does not obtain his in his own essence by something from his
own essence corresponding to what will occur, for his inability to do so
and the inability of his species to do so are evident. The person sleeping
has no power to do so in his faculties or in his soul, for otherwise he would
be able to do it more easily while awake. Moreover, if he devised his
knowledge of what will happen from his own soul, he would then have to
know it before he knew it, in order to produce certainty as to its corre-
spondence with reality—which is absurd. Alsc, man knows in general that
his prediction is necessarily from something else higher, for the celestial
entities comprehend present, past, and future. If it is assumed that the
masters of the celestial barriers acquire knowledge from something else
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above them by which they are aided, the difficulty is repeated for that
thing from which they acquire it and by which they are aided. Therefore,
there can be no doubt that these determinations must recur.

(254) By the necessity of the recurrence of determinations, we do

. not mean that what has ceased to exist returns, for that which separates

the states of a single species is the locus, or the time if the locus is the
same. Since time is part of that which separates two similar things in a
single locus and which particularizes the essences in a single locus of
a single species, that which has ceased to exist does not recur, due to the
impossibility of the repetition of its time. If the accident and its, time
were supposed to recur, then this accident and its time would be before
themsclves and would be two existents. Thus they would possess tempo-
ral priority, and time would have time—which is absurd. Moreover, if the
repeated accident and its repeated time possessed priority to that [acci-
dent] which was repeated and had a particularity thereby, this accident
could not be repeated. That which was repeated and was assumed to be
time would not be time.

(255) Since you know that beings must be repeated, there can be
nothing everlasting among the composites of the three kingdoms since
otherwise its like would be multiplied without end through the infinite
cycles. This would result in an infinite number of individual bodies existing
simultaneously-—which is absurd. Neither matter nor the finite bodics
would suffice for them. Infinity is conceivable in the case of the incorporeal
figures, though not in that sense which the demonstration makes impos-
sible, for they cannot be combined in an infinite extended dimension.

Section [six]
[On the classes of hidden things that
the perfected are informed of

(256) The prophets, saints, and others may learn of the unseen when

written lines descend upon their souls or they hear a sound, whether *

pleasant or terrible. They may behold the forms of a being. They may
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behold beautiful human forms that address them with fairest speech and
speak to them of the unseen in secret. They may see forms like graven
statues addressing them with utmost subtlety. These things may descend
upon their souls in a thought, or they may see suspended forms. All that
is experienced in dreams are self-subsistent images—mountains, seas,

lands, loud sounds, and individuals, as well as scents and the like. The -

mountain or sea that is beheld in the veridical or false dream—how can
the brain or one of its cavities encompass it? Just as when the sleeper or
the like is awakened, he departs the world of image without motion and
without finding it to be in a particular direction, so, too, he who dies from
this world behalds the world of light and is there without any motion.
~ (257) Luminosity is the cause of the images in mirrors. Images occur
only with smooth bodies, since the parts of rough bodies have dark pits,
with only small areas being free of these pits. -

(258) The spheres have sounds not caused by the same causes asour
sounds. We have explained that sound is not the vibration of the air; the
most that one can say is that sound here is conditioned on it. However, it
does not follow that if something is conditioned on a thing in one place,
its like is.necessarily so conditioned. A thing as a universal may have
different causes in different instances, and so it may also have different.
conditions in different instances. Just as the colors of the planets are not
conditioned on that on which colors with us are conditioned, so, too, is
the case of their sounds. The awful sounds heard by the mystics cannot
be said to be the vibration of air in the brain, for it is inconceivable that
the vibration of air by that power is due to a ringing in the brain. Instead,
it is an image of sound—which is a sound. Thus, there may be sounds and
music in the spheres not conditioned on air or ringing. There is no con-
ceivable music more pleasurable than their music, just as no desire is
conceivable like unto their desire. Peace be upon a folk gone dazed and

drunk in desire for the world of light and in passion for the glory of the -

Light of Lights, whose existents are become like unto the mighty seven!?0
Therein is “a lesson for those possessed of hearts” [Qur®an 12:111]. The
heavens possess hearing not conditioned on ears, sight not conditioned
on eyes, olfaction not conditioned on nostrils. This is the most noble con-
tingency, and it is necessary therein.
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(259) The brethren of incorporeality have a special station in which
they are able to bring into existence self-subsistent images in whatever
form they desire. This is called “the station of ‘Be.’” Whoever sees that
station knows with certainty the existence of a world other than that of
barriers. In it are self-subsistent images and managing angels, taking for
themselves talismans and self-subsistent forms by which they speak and
are evident. From there flow violent attacks and overwhelming seizures
by astonishing images and sounds of which th¢’ imagination can in no
wise tell. How very strange that a man hears that sound in a certain
incorporeality and attends to it, finding at that. moment that his imagi-
nation also listens to it, though that sound is from a suspended image!
Whoever has experienced this in his divine trances as he ascends will not
return until he has ascended from level to level of the agreeable forms.
The more perfect is his ascent, the purer and more delightful will be his
contemplation of forms. Thereafter, he will penetrate the world of light
and finally reach the Light of Lights.

(260) The form of everything in the elemental world is to be found
in the sphere exactly as it exists here, in all its states. Every man, all his
states and motions and rests as they are and as they will be, are there
inscribed: “Everything that they do is in books; all matters great and
small are there inscribed” [Qur®an 54:52-53]. One of the demonstrations
of the existence of the soul and of its incorporeality is that the locus in
which it is made evident may either be the barrier or a suspended image
‘and that it perceives itself in either case. Thus, it is neither of the two.

Let us mention here and ponder what can be perceived from the Mem-
ory, in which is the true metaphor.2! This is one of the inspirations; seek

the mysteries thereof from one who holds the authority to teach the Book.
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Section [seven]
Written in the plain tablet of memory

(261) The wayfarers who hammer upon the doors of the chambers of
light—they who are sincere and patient—will be met by shining angels
- of God, who will give them the greetings of the heavenly kingdom and
will purify them with water flowing from the spring of glory, for the Lord
of Loftiness loves the purity of the traveler. The brethren of insight,
those who are devoted to glorification—-are they not cloistered, submis-
sive unto God? They persevere in submission, making mention of the
Devisor of the planes of the worlds. Standing within the temples of near-
ness, they shun the sons of shadows. They hold private converse with the
companions of glory, pleading for the ransom of the prisoner, enkindled
with its evident light. It is these who have followed those arrayed in ranks
nearest unto God. They glorify God, who has made the Sun a means, the
twin luminaries a caliph, the planets wending through space bearers
in the nearness of God. They live in bliss and convey bliss. The folk of
brightness in the levels of motion benefit from the light of God; so do
they give benefit to those below. _

(262) God casts sanctity into the hearts of those who have sought
refuge in the mihrabs, reciting prayers® and calling upon their Lord:
“QOur God, wipe us clean from the gloom of denial, for the gloom of denial
is the robe of the ignorant. Our God, we have come to Thee obedient.
The spirits have pointed to Thee by their glorifications in their search for
ascent to the seats of glory before Thine ample throne, the spot bright
with Thy guiding light. Sanctify them by Thy firm hand. The souls of
those possessed of vision hasten their wanderings when they gaze upon
the courts of Thy bounteous luminosity, for Thy generous luminosity is
the succor of those who seek refuge.”

(263) The guidance of God has reached a people standing in ranks
with hands outstretched in expectation of heavenly sustenance. When
their eyes were opened, they found God clothed in glory, His name above
the circle of the heaven of glory, and beneath His rays a people gazing
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toward Him. Were it not for those possessed of resolve upon the earth
purifying all the rest for the presence of God—for they are the friends
of God who loathe wicked things—the heavens would have been cast
down as a curse upon earth convulsed, and the wicked doers would have
been destroyed.

(264) God sent the prophets to men that they might worship Him.
Some men worshipped him in piety and drew nigh. Others swerved far
from the truth as heretics. God will raise those who have worshipped
Him humbly to a plane of light, and they will enter into the ranks of
glory and venerate God in His purity. There will they abide in bliss with
God forever. But those who turned aside will be cast into abasement, and
their heads will be bent down beneath a veil of darkness. Praised be He
who has brought forth before Himself the virtuous essences and granted
abundance unto them. They have returned unto their people in honor!

(265) The All-Merciful pledges that He will snatchaway the people
wandering in desire for that meadow of glory—the refuge of the people
of eternity around the everlasting pavilion—and will deliver them to the
court of the Absolute. They will dwell forever at the spring of life, glori-
fying the greatness of the station of a people who have stood bowed low
in prayer. In the dark of night have they wept in fear of their Lord, tears
raining from their eyes. In the scrolls of mercy God hath written that no
dust shall remain upon their faces when they meet Him, and He shall
make them to attain unto His presence. A thunderbolt of the light of the
All-Merciful shall fall upon the one who is obedlent unto Him. Is not
God’s star the best of night visitors?

[Section eight]
Containing Another Inspiration

(266) God has covenanted with every generation that they might
answer the one who calls to them??® and flee the lies that the parties have

invented against God ere the veil of the time of Resurrection weighs heavy *

upon them. How many generations have opposed the revelations of their
Lord! But His might has scized them and obliterated their issue. They
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have been cast down in utter ruin, crawling in the Fire in hope of escape.
It is prohibited in the First Tablet for the wicked to return to their home-
lands.2* Those who have committed wickedness have imagined that the
mercy of the horizon of glory will reach them without their taking firm
hold of the Book of God. They will fear the snare of fate on the day when
they are summoned from their homes to the court of dread. Soon at the
moment of manifestation shall the deniers behold a scourge that cannot
be opposed, nor in any way denied.

(267) God has placed seven paths in the world; on the seventh the
reality of each wandering wayfarer is affirmed.?® Those who follow the
path shall consummate what God hath written for them in the primal
inscription. Joys shall not keep them from the journey, nor the blazing
heat of summer keep them from the good pleasure of the Lord of Com-
mand. Those who circle about the gate, who fear the might of God, who
pray in the night season, who are patient in their cells, who give alms
while their people are heedless, who are implacable in the holy war,
wandering the earth although their spirits have risen to the all-highest
spot, possessors of the greatest shekinah—these shall find froin God the
glad tidings of salvation.

(268) God has inscribed in the Book and decreed to the Faithful
Spirit2® that He will answer the prayers of all who are weighed down with
gloom—of all who are pure yet seek to be darkened for the good plea-
sure of God-—that He will aid the patient against the evil of the sons of
devils, that He will clothe the evildoers in shirts of tar. The sons of grace
will snatch from the ephemeral that which will give them immortality.
Those who are forsaken will be kept far away and will prefer the
ephemeral to that which could accompany them—to that which they
could carry through the torments. The scourge of God shall take its
vengeance upon each lying fugitive.

(269) The angels have heard the cries of the virtuous in their fear of
God and beseech their Lord on their behalf: “O Master of the Kingdom
of Might and Lord of the all-highest creatures! O Thou Who hast reared
the pavilions of power and illumined all beings! Pray for them, for Thy
good prayer giveth joy to each upright heart. Our Lord! There is a people
who cry in the night season, who weep in Thy mihrabs, seeking blessings
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159 Part Tivo: The Fifth Discourse

from the heaven of Thy glory. They have nc idols and no ill-gotten
property. They expend their efforts in Thy gracious path. Grant them a
mighty portion from Thyself, and give them from Thee a sovereignty
confirmed and illumined.”

(270) God has answered the angels’ prayer in behalf of those who
work virtuous deeds, who are steadfast in worship, who associate nothing
with Him, decreeing that when they reach the court of power, they will
be cloaked in that in which the archangels are cloaked, the angels who
stand beneath the stair of grandeur at the source of grace. He will aid
them against the people of corruption before they are brought back to
God’s lofty gate. He will give them beauty?? from His shining beauty, and
all possessed of seeing eyes will humble themselves before them.

Section [nine]
[On the states of the wayfarers]

(271) Let us now return to the scientific objective that we had been
considering. Know that if the exalted illuminations shine continually
upon souls, the matter of the world will be submissive to those souls, and
their prayer will be heard in the highest world. It will be ordained in the
preordained fate that the prayer of an individual will be the cause of its
answer in a certain thing. The propitious light from the all-highest world
is the elixir of might and knowledge, so the world is submissive to it. An
image of the light of God becomes established in the incorporeal souls,
and a creative light becomes fixed in them. The evil eye is a dominant
luminosity affecting and corrupting things.

(272) Lights of sundry kinds shine upon the brethren of incorporeality: a

a flashing light descending upon the beginners, shining and receding like
the flash of a thunderbolt of pleasure; a stronger flashing light descend-
ing upon others, more like a terrifying thunderbolt, with which often a
sound is heard like the sound of thunder or a roaring in the brain; a pleas-
ant descending light whose descent is like warm water pouring upon the
head; a light fixed for a long period, great in power, accompanied by a
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stupor in the brain; a light most pleasurable, not resembling a thunder-
bolt, but accompanied by a sweet and subtle joy moved by the power of
love; a burning light moved by the motion of the power of might-—when
hearing drums and trumpets, it may result in things terrifying to the
beginner, or in thought and imagination it may give him glory; a glittering
light in a mighty blast, which in 2 drowning pleasure makes contemplation
and vision more keen than does the Sun; a flashing light, greatly pleasur-
- able, during which one seems to be suspended by the hair of the head for
-a long time; a propitious light by which one seems to be scized—it seems
as though the hair of the head is grasped and one is dragged roughly and
tormented with a pleasurable pain; a light with a seizing that seems to be
fixed in the brain; a light, extremely pleasant, shining from the soul upon
the entire spirit of the soul,?® in which it seems as-though something

armors the body, and the spirit of the entire body might almost seem to

have a luminous form; a light that begins as an assault, at the beginning
of which a man imagines that something is being destroyed; a propitious
light negating the soul, in which the soul appears to itself as something
utterly suspended and wherein it beholds its own abstraction from dimen-
sions, even if the one who experienced this had not known it beforéhand,;
a light accompanied by the feeling of a weight almost too heavy to bear; a
light accompanied by the power to move the body so great as to nearly
tear asunder the joints.

(273) All of these are illuminations upon the managing light
reflected upon the temple?? and the spirit of the soul. These are the goals
of the intermediate. These lights may bear them up, allowing them to
walk on water and air. They may ascend to the heavens with their bodies
and associate with one of the celestial masters. These are determinations
of the eighth clime, in which are Jabulg, Jabars and wondrous Hiirqalya.>®

(274) The mightiest state is the state of death, by which the manag-
ing light sheds the darknesses. If it has no remnant of attachment to the
body, it will emerge into the world of light and be attached to the domi-
nating lights. There will it behold all the veils of light as though trans-
parent in relation to the glory of the eternal, the all-encompassing Light:
the Light of Lights. It will become, as it were, placed within the all-
encompassing Light. This is a station mighty indeed! Plato spoke from

i) ot s ety ¥ L )5 6 Ll 3 s
55 iyl 8 58 8 el e B ety B e 53 $Aeed) 850 8 oy 35l
Jsy S g esdaell dlile ol Blply J sk g lews (o Joans
oo B Dlany saalin jelay Aodae Ribs 5 aaY 5 ¢l s
DI nzy ez G158 Jen 1or 01 By 55 636 35 800 3 et

adl ) i coad GlS ‘\jﬁumwc«éuﬂg Sy b Ul

u.eck.go.w\.s_ﬂs‘ \)WC@J); ‘\JJ.ULJ‘MJ)J)L)J.L&JOJ?UJ
atsjeb_gcgu@ﬂ\cjj\@&;;&;wgﬂswdjqjy ¢g Lol
S PR R SRR Y ST T LTRIEee I

(ol s OIS LY Jsm ol Loy Wl poo (5 olin 55 ¢t
o s s Jalal L Aaoee Bilae iy i) o il 5
Y B e Jn (3 )5 e elad SG (d Ol gl
.wwé@,;&i&;—omﬁfsagw”s@u)&i

S oS el Gl e Bl sl LS eday (YYY)
ko A3y ol gradl G 0day L Glnddl -5 0 I JSd
T [ R P e R e
Al BV S sdny g plall Balldl ey O phazls O
ol D3 LB gy o gl g Gl 4 sl

oF tedl sl ey @ B Ll (laely (YVE)

S5m0 V] 0 n e By o o o Oy DT Ll
4.:_)}.5\ L_Ot?cj‘ S 29 ‘oJALQS‘ )‘fyb\.ﬂlﬂﬁj@j J).J\ (,,.J\_G

Deac®, 44.9[.2...»\.@_\5 \f‘}ﬂ)_y(ﬂfaj‘w\)}ﬂdyp—g\WL
le:'j\_é\ olS S R (\.L:J\ \Jubj ,_b:?;a.“ J?‘J\LSBCWJ'“




Fart Tivo: The Fifth Discourse

his own experience of this station, as did He
The Author of this Law® spoke of this statiop,
divested themselves of the rank of humanjy

found throughout the ages. To each thing ¥, hath appointed a measure,
“and with Him are the keys to the unseen; which none knoweth save
Him” [Qur®an 6:59]. Whoso does not himself behold these stations, let
him not gainsay the pillars of wisdom,®? for that is ignorancé and great
folly. Whoso worships God sincerely and who dies from the darknesses
and disdains to look upon them will beholq what no one else can behold.
(275) Those lights in which there Is an admixture of might are of use
in matters dependent upon might, and the lights in which there is an
admixture of love are of use in matters dependent upon love.3® There are
wonders among the lights! Whosoever ig abl
of might and love, his soul will hold sway
dance with that which corresponds to eac
thinks and endures will attain. Among th
perils, terrors, and bewilderments. Each
by those whose thought and opinion cone
ters is sound and whose resolve is steadfs
strengthen each faculty: the might th
love that strengthens attraction.
(276) The visionary will understand t
learning much from a few hints. He will have patience to be resolute in
all matters, the secret of this patience bejng entrusted to the one who
holds the authority to teach the Book. He w
ness to God most high, a spare diet
to ease the path for him, and a hea
He will ponder the clues to God’s holinesg enshrin
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and lict]e sleep, supplication to God

ed in beings. He will
. e, e matters. He will be
ard the Light of nghts, which is the basis of this
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\

(277) Once the divine lights are dispersed®® within a man, he is
clothed in a robe of might and awe, and souls bend to his command. For
seekers of the water of life, God hath a mighty spring! Who is there who
will seek refuge with the light of One possessed of sovereignty and the
Kingdom? Who is there who will hammer in longing upon the gate of
divine glory? Who is there who will humble himself in the remembrance
of God? Who is there who will go forth in search of God’s guidance?
No one who seeks His court will perish; neither will He disappoint the
hopes of him who stands before His door.

[ The Author’s Exhortation]

(278) I exhort you, my brethren, to keep God’s commandments, to
shun what He abhors, to turn with all your being to God our Lord, the
Light of Lights, to forswear every word and deed that does not profit you,
to cut off every satanic thought.

(279) I exhort you to preserve this book, to keep it safe and auard it

from those unworthy of it. God is my successor ruling over you! I com-
pleted its composition on the last day of the month of Jumada al-Akhira
of the year 582,% on the day the seven planets were in the sign of Libra
at the end of the daylight. Give it only to one well versed in the methods
of the Peripatetics, a lover of the light of God. Let him meditate for forty
days, abstaining from meat, taking little food, concentrating upon the
contemplation of the light of God, most mighty and glorious, and upon
that which he who holds the authority to teach the Book shall command.

(280) When the time for the book has come, let him immerse him-
self therein. He who studies it will learn that what escaped the Ancients
and Moderns God has entrusted to my tongue. On a wondrous day the
Holy Spirit blew it into my heart in a single instant, though its writing
took many months due to the interruptions of journeys. It has great
import. God will take vengeance upon him who strives against the truth.
“God indeed is great, possessed of vengeance” [Qur’an 3:4]. Let no one
seek to peruse the mysteries of this book without repairing to my succes-
sor, he who possesses the knowledge of the Book!
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(281) Know ye, my brethren, that the remembrance of death is ever
essential, for “the other abode is life, did ye but know” [Qur®an 29:64].
“Remember God often” [Quran 8:45]. “If ye are Muslims, ye shall not
die” [Qur’an 2:132]. O God! O my Lord, my God, and the God of all
things! Do with us as is worthy of Thee. Leave us not to ourselves nor
entrust us to anyone save Thee for even the twinkling of an eye. Spread
out before us, O Lord, the good things of this world and the next, and
avert from us the evil of this world and the next. Shield us, teach us, aid

“us, purify us, perfect us, teach us, and make us happy in Thee, O Thou

Who art our fairest hope and the answerer.of our prayers, O Thou Who
art most merciful of the merciful!

Praise be to God, worthy of thanksgiving and most pleasing, who
emanates bounty and gives existence. He alone is due thanksgiving, for-
ever and ever. Blessings be upon our master, Muhammad, and his family
good and pure—Dblessings without end, ever-increasing and spotless!3®

There is no power or might save in God, the exalted and almighty.
Praise be to the Lord of the worlds,
and blessings and peace be wpon our master, Muhammad,
his family, and his companions. Amen.
O God, blessed be our lord, Muhammad, who is Thy servant,
Thy prophet, Thy friend, and Thy messenger, the unlettered prophet;

and blessed be his_family and companions.
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Notes to the English Text

Translators’ Introduction

1. The major biographical sources on Suhrawardi which include references
to Iluminationist philosophy are: Ibn Abi Usaybi®a, “Uydn al-anb@’ fi tebagat
al-atibba’, ed. A. Miiller (Kéningsberg, Ger.: al-Matba®a al-Wahbiya, 1884),
1:168; the edition of the same by N. Rida (Beirut: Dar Maktabat al-Hayit,
1968), 641—46, which differs in part from Muller’s; Ibn Yaqit, Irshad al-arib,
ed. D. S. Margoliouth, 6:269-72 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1924); al-Qifti, Tarikh al-
hukama’®, ed. Bahman Dara®i (Tehran: Tehran University Press, 1347 a.H.
/1967 C.E.), 345; Ibn Khallikdn, Wafayat al-a‘yan, ed. L. ‘Abbas (Beirut: Dar al-
Thaqafa, [1965]), 6:268~74; Ibn Fadl Allah al-“Umari, Masalik al-absar fi
mamélik al-amsdr, ed. F. Sezgin, Publications of the Institute for the History of
Arabic-Islamic Science, Series C, 46, no. 9 (Frankfurt: Institute for the History
of Arabic-Islamic Science, 1988), 86-93; and Shahraziiri, Nuzhat al-arwdk wa
rawdat al-afr@h fi tarikh al-hukamd’ wa al-falasifa, ed. S. Khurshid Ahmed
(Hyderabad, India: Da®irat al-Ma®arif al-*Uthmaniya, 1976), 2:119--43.

There arc two other editions of the Shahraziiri text just mentioned: Nuzhat
al-arwah wa-rawdat al-afrah: Tarikk al-kikamd’, ed. ‘Abd al-Karim Abti Shuwayrib
([Tripoli]: Jam®iyat al-Da‘wa al-Islamiya al-*Alamiya, 1988); and Kitab nuzhat
al-arwih wa rawdat al-afrdh: Tarikh al-hukama’, ed. Muhammad-Ali AbG Rayyan
" (Alexandria: Dar al-Ma‘rifa al-Jami‘a, 1414 A.H./1993 C.E.), 600-622. The Abi
Shuwayrib edition was done on the basis of two Istanbul manuscripts but is
sharply criticized by Abfi Rayyan (pp. 44—50). The seventeenth-century Persian
translation of Nuzhat al-arwah by Maqstd-°Ali Tabrizi has recently been cedited
by M.-T. Danish-Pazhiih and M. S. Mawla® and published under the same title
(Tehran: Shirkat-i Intisharit-t “Ilmi va Farhangi, 1986), and it differs—con-
siderably, at times—from the Arabic text. Part of the notice on Suhrawardi
in the Persian text just mentioned has been translated into English by W. M.
Thackston, Jr., in The Mystical and Visionary Treatises of Shihabuddin Yahya
Suhrawardi (London: The Octagon Press, 1982), 1-4. Thackston’s translation -
is based on the partial edition of S. H. Nasr in Suhrawardi, Opera Metaphysica
et Mpystica, vol. 3, ed. Seyyid Hossein Nasr (Tehran: Institut Franco-Iranien, .
1970). The Nasr edition includes the Arabic text as well as the Persian trans-
lation of Tabrizi. L
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9. Kharbanda, a term that would imply a lowly mendicant.

3 He is to be distinguished from two other major Suhrawardis of roughly
the same period, both Sufi mystics: Abii Najib °Abd al-Qahir (d. 1168), the
author of a popular short manual of Sufism called Adib al-muridin (Rule for
novices), and Abt Hafs “Umar (1145-1234), nephew of Abii Najib, author of the
influential Sufi handbook “Awdrif al ma ¢grif and founder of the Suhrawardiya
order. Our Suhrawardi is often called al-Suhrawardi al-Magqtal, “the executed
Suhrawardi,” to distinguish him from the other two.

4. There is a picture purporting to be of Suhraward in Suhrawardi, (Euores
philosophiques el mystiques, vol. 3, ed. Seyyid Hossein Nasr (1970; reprint,
Paris: Adrien Maisonneuve, 1977), between 940 and 241. Its authenticity is
guestionable. The village of Suhraward actually lies southwest of Zanjan; cf.
H. ‘A. Razmari, ed,, Fuarhang-i jughrafiy@’i yi Iran abadiha (Tehran: Dayirah-i
Jughrifiya®i-i Sitad-i “Artish, 132832 a.1./1949-54 c.E.).

5. Tbn Abi Usayhi®a, “Uyiin al-anbd’, 2:23.

6. Al-talwihat, paragraph 55, in GEuvres, 1:70-74; The Philosophy of Tllumina-
tion, section 166, this volume. On the significance of the Sufis he mentions,
see John Walbridge, The Wisdom of the Mystic East: Suhrawardi and Platonic
Orientalism, SUNY Series on Islam (Albany: State University of New York
Press, forthcoming).

7. The political aspects of Suhrawardi’s thought and career are discussed
in Hossein Ziai, “Suhrawardi wa-siyasat,” Irdn-ndma 9, no. 3 (1370 AR/

1991 ¢.E.): 396-410; Ziai, “The Source and Nature of Authority: A Study of
al-Suhraward’s Illuminationist Political Doctrine,” in The Political Aspects
of Islamic Philosophy: Essays in Honor of Muhsin S. Mahdi,.ed. Charles E. Butter-
worth, Harvard Middle Eastern Monographs 17 (Cambridge, Mass.: Center
for Middle Eastern Studies of Harvard University, 1992), 304—44; John ‘Wal-

bridge, The Leaven of the Ancients: Suhrawardi and the Heritage of the Greeks, .

SUNY Series on Islam (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2000),
ch. 12; cf. Walbridge, “The Political Thought of Qutb al-Din al-Shirazi,” in
Political Aspects of Islamic Philosophy, ed. Butterworth, 345-78.

8. Shahrazari, Sharh hikmat al-ishrdg, ed. Hossein Ziai (Tehran: Institute
for Cultural Studies and Research, 1993), 16; cf. Qutb al-Din Shirazi, Sharh
hikmat al-ishrag, ed. Asad Allah Harati (Tehran: n.p., 1313-15 A0/ 1895-97 C.E.),
12, who repeats the explanation almost verbatim. On Suhrawardi’s theory
of knowledge, see Walbridge, Leaven, ch. 10, and Hossein Ziai, Knowledge and
Illumination: A Study of Suhrawardi’s Hikmat al-Ishraq, Brown University
Judaic Studies 97 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990).

9. On Suhrawardi’s views concerning his Greek predecessors, see Walbridge,
Leaven. For his views concerning the “Orientals,” see Walbridge, Wisdom.

10. Only the sections on metaphysics of the three works JIntimations,
Apposites, and Paths and Havens, each referred to by Suhrawardi as “The Third
Science on Metaphysics” (al-“ilm al-thalith fi al-ilahiyyat), have been edited and
published in Opera Metaphysica et Mpystica, vol. 1, ed. H. Corbin (Istanbul:
Maarif Matbaasi, 1945). : ' .

- 1I. Corbin develops this account of Suhraward?’s views in, for example,
Suhrawardi d’Alep, fondateur de la doctrine illuminative (Paris: G. P Maisonneuve,
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1939) ; Les Motifs zoroastriens dans la philosophie de Sohravardi (Tehran: du Cour-
1*1cr,.1946); Ln Islam iranien, vol. 2, Sohravardi et les platoniciens de Perse (Paris:
Galhmz}rd, 1971); and the prolégoménes to his critical editions of Suhrawardi’s
works, found in Opera, vol. 1; Opera Metaphysica et Mpystica, vol. 2, ed. H. Corbin
(Tehran.: Institut Franco-Iranien, 1954); and Opera, vol. 3. Sce also Corbin’s
tran‘slauonS of Suhrawardi’s works: LArchange empourpré: Quinze traités et récits
mystiques (Paris: Fayard, 1976); and Le Livre de la sagesse orientale: Kitab hikmat
al-ishrag, trans. Henry Corbin, ed. Christian Jambet (Paris: Verdier. .1986).
For a comprehensive discussion of Corbin’s vicws, see Daryush Sh;ycgan
I{e:’my Corbin: La topographie spirituelle de ’Islam iranien (Paris: Editions de lz;
Dlﬂ'érencc, 1990), especially 134-38, 192-201. On misconceptions of post-
chcnnz\n philosophy by western historians, which we believe to have resulted
in part frgm Corbin’s “theosophical” terminology as well as from his emphasis
on esoteric doctrine, see Hossein Ziai, “Explaining the Philosophical Meaning
of Sadr al-Din Shirazi’s ‘Metaphysical Philosophy, Hikmat-e mota @liyeh,”
Iranshenasi 5, no. 2 (summer 1993): 354—64. . '
Al"l interpretation similar to that of Corbin is given by S. H. Nasr, Three
Mutvlzm :S'ages: Avicenna, Suhrawardi, Itn Arabi (Cambridge, Mass.: H,arvard
Un.lversny Press, 1964), chapter 2; Nasr, “Suhrawardi,” in 4 History of Muslim
Philosophy, ed. M. M. Sharif (Wiesbaden, Ger.: Otto Harrassowitz, 1963)
i1:372§98. N.a.s;"l 'also givzs 21\\] religious significance to Suhrawardi’s life an;i teach:
ngs. See, in this regard, Nasr, An Int : ] ) :
(Boulder, Colo.: Shzglmbhala, 1978), chzg:(:xt‘u;;.to Iolamic Comological Doctrines
12. See Shahrazuri, Sharh hikmat, e.g:, 8ff, 60f. Shahraziiri makes exten-
sive references to other texts by Suhrawardi in order to establish the rc;ccss
t_hrougl’t which Illuminationist arguments are proven. F ‘
13. 1.*Qr a contrary view, see Mehdi Aminrazavi, Sukrawardi and the School
of Hllumination, Curzon Sufi Series (Richmond, Engl.: Curzon, 1996), reviewed
by John Walbridge, International Journal of Middle East Studiex’BO noi 4 (1998): -
615.-.17; a:ncl Aminrazavi, “The Significance of Suhrawardi’s ’ Persian Sufi
}/;/rlélr}g.s in the P}.milosophy of IMumination,” in Classical Persian Sufism: From
Pi o Zﬁ::; nt:, Ili’gug;gz), ed. Leona.rd Lewisohn (London: Khanigahi Nimatullahi
14. For our views of the nature of Suhrawardi’s project, see Ziai, Knowledge
especxally' 9.-15, 20-31, and 38-39, which discuss the interrelations among hi;
works; Ziai, “Shihab al Din Suhrawardi: Founder of the Illuminatic:m'st
School” and “The Uluminationist Tradition,” in History of Islamic Philosephy,
ed.‘ Seyyed Hossein Nasr and Oliver Leaman, Routledge History of World
Ph.llosophies 1 (London: Routledge, 1996), 1:434—-96; and John Walbridge, The
Science of Mystic Lights: Qutb al-Din Shirdzi and the Illuminationist Tradition in:
Islamic Philosophy, Harvard Middle Eastern Monographs 26 (Cambridge, Mass
Center for Middle Eastern Studies of Harvard University, 1992) csl’)ccilal
chap.ters 2 and 3, which analyze the relationship between Ilh,l,rninati:)nist met
physics and the Islamic Peripatetic tradition of Avicenna. See also Walbridg
Leaven, and Walbridge, Wisdom. -
S.uhr?wardi’s mature system has been characterized in many ways, for ex:
ple: “reinplatonischen” (Carl Brockelmann, Geschichte der arabischen Litera




i

- 168 Notes to Translators’ Introduction

2d ed., [Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1943-49], 1:437-38; and Geschichte der arabischen
Literatur Supliment [Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1937-42], 1:481-83); “néoplatonisme . ..
exprimé au moyen d’unes termes métaphoriques qumitre-ténbres’” (B. Carra
de Vaux, “La Philosophie illluminative,” Journal asiatique 19, no. 1 [ janvier—
février, 1902): 63); “avicenno-platonicienne” (Louis Massignon, Recueil de textes
inédits concernant Uhistoire de la mystique en pays d’Islam [Paris: Paul Guethner,
1929], 113); “Avicennian, Neo-Platonic” (Majid Fakhry, 4 History of Islamic
Philosophy, 2d ed. [New York: Columbia University Press, 1983], 303-4);
“la restauration de la sagesse de ancienne Perse,” “théosophie orientale,”
“philosophie orientale,” and “sagesse orientale” (Henry Gorbin, Histoire de la
philosophic islamigue [Paris: Gallimard, 19641, 2841T).

Other scholars do recognize a systematically developed philosophy of
IHumination-——much of it in agreement with the Avicennan doctrine, but based
on non-Aristotelian logical foundations—which in part is finally stated as a
unified theory of knowledge. The new system is progressively formulated in
texts ordered according to degree of complexity but agrecing in fundamental
doctrines. This view was expounded by early twentieth-century scholars, who
emphasized the significance of Suhrawardi’s accomplishments in “philosophy

of logic”—to use the modern term. See Max Horten, Die Philosophie der Erleuch- -

tung nach Suhrawardi (Halle, Ger.: Strauss und Cramer, 1912), vii-x, 5-29.

Muhammad Igbal earlier noted the philosophical basis of Suhrawardi’s thought

in his The Development of Metaphysics in Persia (London: Luzac, 1908), 121-50
(he draws from the manuscript of Harawi’s Persian commentary, “Anwariyya,”
in Berlin at the Kéniglichen Bibliothek, Bibliotheca Orientalis Sprengeriana,
Spr. 766). Noteworthy in this regard is a study by A. Dana-Seresht, Khuldsa-yi
afkar-e Suhrawardi wa Mulla Sadrd (Tehran: n.p., 1934), one of the few twentieth-
century Persian works that recognizes the logical distinctions between the
Peripatetic and Illuminationist systems (e.g., 9-15). On the influence of
Suhrawardi’s philosophical views on later Iranian philosophy, see Toshihiko
Tzutsu, The Concept and Reality of Existence, Studies in the Humanities and Social
Relations (Tokyo: Keio Institute of Cultural and Linguistic Studies, 1971).

15. For medieval testimonies on Suhrawardi’s accomplishments regarding
the perfect synthesis of rational and intuitive knowledge, see Ibn Abi Usaybi®a,
“Uyiin al-anba® (Miller ed.), 1:168; Yaqfit, Irshdd, 6:269; Shahraziiri, Nuzhat
(Ahmad ed.), 2:119~43; and al Qifti, Tarikh (Dard’i ed.), 345.

16. Shahraziri, Nuzhat (Ahmad ed.), 2:124-25.

17. Hossein Ziai, Persian and English introductions to Shahraziri, Sharh hik-
mat; Ziai, “Mu‘arrifi wa-barrasi-i nuskhaha-yi khatti-i Shajara-yi ilahiya ...”
Transhindsi 2, no. 1 (spring 1369 A.1./1990 c.E.): 89-108.

18. See Walbridge, Science. _ :

19. Sayyid Ja°far Sajjadi, Da’irat al-ma‘drif-i buzurg-i Islami, s.v. “Ibn
Kammina.” _ ‘

90. Ibn al-Hirawi, Anwdriya, ed. Hossein Ziai, Majmi‘a-yi Mutala’at-i
Isigmi 2 (Tehran: Intisharat-i Markaz-i Irani-i Mutila®a-yi Farhang, Amir
Kabir, 1358 A.H./1979 c.E.) On this movement, see Walbridge, Wisdom, ch. 5.

21. Ibn al-Khatib, Rawdat al-ta‘rif bi al-hubb al-sharif ed. Muhammad al-
Kattini (Rabat, Morocco: Dar al-Thaqgafa, 1981).
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22. Published in Opera, vol. 2. .
23. There have been two previous translations of Hikmat al-ishrag: the
French translation of Corbin, Le Livre de la sagesse orientale, cited above, and.- .

~ Sayyid Ja“far Sajjadi, Hikmat al-ishrag, Intisharit-i Danishgih-i Tihran 1562

(Tehran: Danishgah-i Tihran, [1976]). Corbin’s translation, as has been men-
tioned, omits the logic but includes extensive translations from the commen-
tary of Qutb al-Din Shirazi and the supercommentary (ta “ligat) of Mulla Sadra.
24. The variant noted to section 115 of the Arabic text. Shahraziri, Shark
hikmat, 295 n. 413.
95, Helmut Ritter, “Philologika IX: Die vier Suhrawardi,” Der Islam 24
(1937): 278 n. 17

Shahraziri’s Introduction

1. “Law” (figh) and “jurisprudence” (usii al-figh) refer respectively to legal A
regulations and the principles by which they are deduced. Usually these terms
refer specifically to Islamic law, but here they arc used in a general sense.

2. Estimation (wwahm) is the faculty by which the mind judges images with-
out the use of pure intelligibles—for example, it is how an animal judges that
a predator is dangerous.

3. Metaphysics, 1.3.983*24-984°23. .

4. Cited in Shahraziinl, Nuzhat al-arwah, ed. M. “A. Abi Rayyin, 614.

Suhrawardi’s Introduction

1. Qutb al-Din, Shark hikmat, 12, writes: “Philosophy of illumination, i.e.,
the philosophy based on illumination, which is visionary experience (kashf);
or the philosophy of the Easterners—meaning the Persians. This amouiits to
the same thing since'their philosophy is based on revelation and intuition. It is
thus limited to the revelation of the lights of the intellects, their rays, and the
outpouring upon the soul during its abstraction from the body. In philosophy,
the Persians relied on intuition and revelation, as did the ancient Greeks with
the exception of Aristotle and his school, who relicd only on study and demon-
stration.” The passage could also be translated “that I write The Philosophy of
Tllumination,” but this interpretation js not supported by the commentators,
who agree in taking fikmat al“ishrdq as a common noun phrase rather than as
the title of the book.

9, Intuition (dhawg) in Illuminationist terminology is the direct, instan-
tancous apprehension of the quiddities of things. It is a Sufi term used to
describe mystical experience and literally means “tasting.”

3. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 14, says that the wdahib al-ilm is the active
intellect. _

4. Al-talzri;tl(t‘dl (The intimations) is one of Suhrawardr’s three major works
written in the “Peripatetic style” Only the part discussing mectaphysics is
published. Al-lamahdt (The flashes of light) is a short summary of philosophy,
written in the Peripatetic mode. ’
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5. Qutb al-Din, Sharfk hikmat, 18, remarks that the science of lights deals
with the First Principle, the (celestial) intellects, and souls. That which is
based upon it includes most of physics, some of metaphysics, and, in general,
that which is known by intuition.

6. On Suhrawardi’s attitudes toward the Greek philosophers, see John
Walbridge, Leaven, where Empedocles, Pythagoras, and Plate are discussed.

7. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 17-18, lists four reasong for the use of sym-
bolic language by the Ancients: to sharpen the reader’s mind; to make the
text suitable for both the elite and the masses; to conceal doctrines from
those unworthy of or hostile to them; and to separate the intelligent stucdents
from the stupid. On the question of symbolic Philosophical language in
Suhrawardi’s thought, see Walbridge, Leeven, 97116, )

8. Quth al-Din reads al-ishrdg for al-sharg, which woyld mean “the IHumi-
nationist doctrine.”

9. Three semilegendary ancient Persian sages: Jamasp was the vizier of
Vishtaspa, the king who was Zoroaster’s protector. Books on alchemy and
astrology were attibuted to him in Islamic times. Frashostar was another
early Zoroastrian mentioned in the Avesta. Bozorgmehy was a sixth-century
Sassanian vizier famed for his wisdom. Books also circulated under his name.
See Walbridge, Wisdom, ch. 3.C. : :

10. On Suhrawardi’s attitudes toward Hermes, the ancient Persians, and
also the Indians, see Walbridge, Wisdom.

11. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 20, says that they are the worlds of the intel-
lect, the soul, and the body (or matter).

12, “Intuitive philosophy” is a (not wholly satisfy
ta’alluh, which literally means “deification.” “Mysticisy”
phy” might also do. ’

13. Some manuscripts add, “and he will be the vicegerent of God,” but this
is evidently a gloss. The commentators tend to soften th
of this paragraph.

14. Some manuscripts add, “and unveiled.”

ctory) rendering of
or “mystical philoso-

e political implications

15. That is, “axis.” The Pole is the highest rank in the hierarchy of hidden .

saints of Sufi folklore.

16. These principles cover specific areas of Illumin
identified by section headings in The Philosophy of Illumingtion. Lesser points of
Hluminationist doctrine are called dagiga ishragiva, “Illuminationist lemmas,”
and in one case a general principle is called 4ikmaq
wisdom.” Other terms such as nukta ishragiva and sunng, al-
less technical way to identify special topics in Muminationj

I7. Such principles are obtained by a soul “separateq fr
avision of the intellectual principles (al-mabadi’® al-
lights,” Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 26.

18. The organon—that is, logic.

19. The commentators mention both Suhrawardi’s “Peripatetic” works and
Avicerma’s‘ standard works like the Shifa” and the Naja,

20_. This is .probably an allusion to the arrangeme\m of
of philosophy in Arabic, which were normally d

ationist doctrine and are

ishrdq are used in a
st philosophy.

om body, which has
‘agliya) and the apocalyptic

>~ “Peripatetic” works
vided into parts-dealing with

is/zrziqz‘ya, “Illuminationist ,

to have three sides. The three angles are not part of the essence of a triangle,.
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logic, physics, and metaphysics. This book contains only parts on logic and a
“science of lights”—a pattern followed by later members of the Illumination-
ist school in their works. '

Part One: The First Discourse

L. When there are no titles in Suhrawardi’s text, they have been suppliced
whenever possible from Qutb al-Din’s commentary, Shark hikmat, though
sometimes in shortened form. The first five rules comprise the subject matter
of the traditional Isagoge.

2. The standard Arabic terms for these three forms of signification are
dalalat al-mutiabage, daldlat al-tadmin, and daldlat al-iltizim respectively. His use
of unorthodox terminology, here and throughout the part dealing with logic,
signals his intention to break with the logic of the Islamic world of his time.

3. Qutb al-Din, Shark hikmat, 37-38, disagrees with this on the grounds
that the correlate may not be present in the mind.

" 4. Suhrawardi does not accept the standard notion in Islamic logic that ali
knowledge can be divided into conceptions and assents (terms that he quite
deliberately does not use in this book). He adds a third category, “knowledge
by presence.” Qutb al-Din, Shark hikmat, 38-39, explains that in elementary
logic one would ignore knowledge by presence, to which this analysis does not
apply—which is why his commentary specifies that this is the “division
between conception and assent in the manuals of logic.”

5. Suhrawardi uses the term “image,” (mithdl) and not the standard
“form,” (sira).

6. Quib al-Din, Sharh fikmat, 44, gives the example of man in relation to
animal.

7. The commentators here equate Suhrawardi’s hagiga, “reality” or “real
thing,” with the standard term for quiddity or essence, mahiya. Cf. Qutb al-
Din, Sharh hikmat, 45, “every reality—that is, quiddity—whether in concrete
things or in minds.”

8. That which gives life to the animal is traditionally called the “animal'soul.”

9. The Peripatetic term is “genus.”

10. In Peripatetic terms, this is the specific difference—the differentia. In
this example it is the animal soul, which exists only in animals. .

11. The Arabic word ratig, “speaking,” is used as the equivalent of “rational”
in the phrase “rational animal” in Islamic philosophical texts.

12. An individual human being may or may not be laughing at a particular
time. A concomitant accident is an attribute that is possessed by all members
of a species without being part of the essence of the species. '

13. The essence of a triangle-——despite the derivation of English word—is

but every triangle necessarily has three angles. Suhrawardi is saying that the
cause of all triangles having three angles must be the essence of the trianglt; :
If the cause were something other than the essence, then a triangle could be

conceived that did not have three angles. This can be made clearer by men
tioning properties of triangles that do have causes external to the essence. FO}\,
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example, if one of the angles of the triangle is greater than ninety degrees,
this is due to some cause other than the essence of the triangle. Thus, in both
mind and reality, there can be triangles with or without such an angle. H‘aving
three angles, however, is not such a variable property. Still, only the property
of having three sides is part of the essence of a triangle; the property of having
three angles is not. :

14. Some manuscripts read “accidental.”

15. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 53-53, explains that something can be
identified by a series of attributes, each of which is unique to that thing: *Man
is rational, laughing, etc.” Alternatively, only some part of the definition might
. be peculiar to that thing: “Man is a rational animal,” where “rational” is
unique to man but “animal” is not. Finally, none of the elements may be unique
to the thing defined, but in combination they may identify the thing: “A bat is
a flying creature that bears its young alive.” '

16. That is, a lexical definition.

17. For instance, definition of “something black” must include two elements:
blackness and the thing that is black.

18. Ibn Sina, Al-isharat wa al-tanbihat, 1.2.7.

19. Qutb al-Din, Shark hikmat, 58, identifies these three schools as being.
respectively, “the First Teacher [Aristotle] and his followers, the Peripatetics,
who hold that the natural body is compounded of two non-sensible and simple
parts: prime matter and form”; “some theologians and others”; and “the
theologians who hold that the body is composed of indivisible parts [i.e., the
Muslim atomists among the Mutakallimiin] and the Ancients who held that
body is unchanging fixed magnitude.” The theory of “the Ancients” (see sec-
tions 72-88) is Suhrawardi’s own.

20. That is, the essentials.

21. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 59, explains that this formulation restricts it
to the proximate genus and excludes the remote genus. This is because the
more general is part of the less general, so that which is not a part of a part of
the explanation of the thing itself must be the proximate genus.

22. For example, Al-mashéri® wa al-mutdrihat 1.2.1, published by Hossein
Ziai as “Definition and the Foundations of Knowledge in Illuminationist
Philosophy,” in Papers in Honor of “Ostdd” Javad Mosleh, ed. Borhan Ibneh Yousef
(Los Angeles: Research and Education Center, 1993), 108-30.

23. Possibly a reference to Aristotle, Analytica Posteriora, 1.22.82°39 or
2.3.90b15. This is Suhrawardi’s first major dispute with the Peripatetics. He is
challenging a major portion of the logical foundation of Peripatetic philosophy
and offering an Illuminationist alternative.

Part One: The Second Discourse

1. Literally, “predicative.”
2. Modus ponens: if ((if p, then q) and p), then q.
3. Modus tollens: if ((if p, then q) and not q), then not p.

4. That is, both (if ((if p, then q) and not p), then not ) and (if ((if p,
then q), and q), then p) are invalid.
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5. Some manuscripts read “blackness.”
6. That is, exclusive disjunction, p or q, in which onc and only one of the

‘propositions can be true.

7. The term used is_gjzd’, meaning “parts,” but it is clear that what is
meant are propositions. For example, the basic form of the exclusive disjunc-
tive conditional proposition is p or g, but other propositions could be added-—
p or q or r, and so on.

.8. For example, if ((p or q) and p), then not q.

9. For example, if ((p or q or r or s) and not p), then (q or r or s).

10. This is a problem concerning quantification of certain types of proposi-
tions, be they universal or particular to begin with. Thus, the proposition
“Human is animal” can be quantified correctly both as a universal and as a
particular proposition. .

11. Subrawardi is saying here that any proposition A is B should be speci-
fied either as universal (all A is B) or as a particular (some A is B) but should
never remain simply as A is B.

12. Here the subject, Zayd, is a proper name and is thus particular.

13. The term sir is a non-Aristotelian term, though not one unique to
Suhrawardi. See Soheil M. Afnan, A Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic
(Beirut: Dar El Mashreq, 1968), 131. o

14. The Arabic “whenever” (kulluma) is here considered as an application
of the universal quantifier “all” (kull) to a conditional proposition.

15. In the simplest sentences, Arabic omits the verb “to be” and sometines
uses a pronoun to mark the division between the subject and predicate.

16. The distinction is that, for example, “x is y” is called affirmative and
sy is-not y” is called negative, but “x 1s non~y” and “non-x is y” are still cons.id.—
ered affirmative and are given the name “infinite”—or in, Arabic, “modified”
(ma ‘diila) because their copulas are affirmative.

17. This is the law of negation: not not p implies p.

18. Mumbkin can be translated as cither “possible” or “contingent.” In Arabic,
this term has the same ambiguity that the English “possible” has, in that it can
mean cither that which is not impossible or that which is neither necessary nor
impossible. The term is uniformly translated “contingent” here, wh_ich accu-
rately renders its technical Arabic meaning; but, of course, this makes
Suhrawardi’s explanation of the difference between popular and technical log-
ical usage unnecessary. ‘

19. Take the proposition “A is necessarily B.” If this proposition be condi-
tioned as “A is necessarily B, if Bt and Bg,” then A itself is only possibly B when
the time (t) and the state (s) are removed.

20. The proposition referred to here as the “definitely necessary” or “p?c-
essary at all times” combines the three modes with the temporal modahugs
“always” and “sometimes.” In the language of contemporary formal .lOglC,.
this is a type of “iterated modal proposition.” By putting forth the notion of
“reduction of proposition,” Suhrawardi has in this section departed from (.h.c
Peripatetics, notably Avicenna. The term al-gadiya al~darﬁ_n‘ya al—[m.tlét(z is
coined by Suhrawardi himself and has no counterpart—despite the opinion o(
M.-T. Danish-Pazhiih in his edition of Ibn Sahlan al-Sawi, Tabsiva wa du risila-yi
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digar dar mantig (Tehran: Tehran University Press, 1958), 21—in the Aristotelian
logical corpus. Where Aristotle states that “all propositions are convertible
save only the particular negative” (Prior Analytics 1.46.52b7-8), he means
“conversion” and not “reduction.” Suhrawardi’s “iterated modal proposition”
reducing all propositions to necessary propositions is an innovation by him
in the area of formal logic: &p—0<p , where [ is the necessity sign and
<> is the possibility sign. (In addition, the following, though awkward, are also
iterated modal propositions according to Suhrawardi’s scheme: —-[Jp—0 —
Opand 2~ Sp—=>0O0-Op))

21. He is recapitulating his argument that negation and the, modes of con-
tingency and impeossibility can be eliminated by incorporating them into the
predicate. Thus, “necessarily all men are non-stone” and “contingently white.”

22. From this perspective, the proposition called muhmalat al-jiha, “indefinite
in mode”—which is also called al-mutlaga al-“Gmma, “universal absolute”—and
the particular’ (al-sh@khisa) and the indefinite, unquantified, are considered
without value in logic. In general, all particulars are reduced to universals, all
negatives are reduced to affirmatives, and every proposition is reduced to an
iterated necessary modal. See Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 86.

23, That is, if a necessary universal proposition is negated—*It is not the
case that all men are mortal”—it follows that some man is not mortal but not
that all men are not mortal.

24. Quthal-Din, Sharh hikmat, 92—93, has a long note explaining that this argu-
ment attacks the position of certain “moderns”—that is, Islamic philosophers.

25. See section 16, above. The “conjunctive syllogism” is the categorical
syllogism, and the “exclusive syllogism” includes both the hypothetical and
the disjunctive syllogisms. The first is the familiar syllogism of Aristotle’s term
logic. The second includes syllogisms of the types (if ((if p, then q) and p),
then ¢) and (if ((p or q) and p), then not q), the first being hypothetical
and the second disjunctive. Though we would consider the second class of
syllogisms to belong to the propositional rather than term logic, Suhrawardi
considers them to be a special case of term logic—syllogisms where hoth
terms of the conclusion appear in the same premise.

26. A somewhat ambiguous statement, perhaps to be considered as follows:
“The Sun is shining, then it is day; or the Sun is not shining, then it is not day,”
and so on.

27. Mecaning the fourth figure of the syllogism, whose development was
usually attributed to Galen and which was a subject of deep suspicion among
medieval logicians. A valid example is: “No men are quadrupeds, all quadru-
peds are animals; therefore some animals are not men.”

28. Ais B; Bis C; therefore, A is C.

29. In the first type, al-mdjiba al-ma ‘diila, the subject, the predicate, or both
are prefixed with negative particles, as in the Persian statement “Hasan nd-bina
ast,” (Hasan is non-seeing), to use Avicenna’s example. In the second type,
called al-saliba al-ma‘diila, the whole proposition is denied. In other words,
“A is non-B,” “non-A is B,” and “non-A is non-B” are all different from “It is
not the case that A is B.” Suhrawardi holds that the existence of A (ornon-A)
Is assumed in the first type but not in the second.
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30. In section 21 Suhrawardi had earlier formalized a single iterated nec-
essary form of proposition, and here he is using it as the form for the premises.
By incorporating quantification and negation into the terms, he is able to
reduce all propositions to universal necessary affirmatives.

31. That is, the second and the third figures are appendages of the first.

32. Some manuscripts read, “the impossibility of part of its predicate.”

33. That is, for one of them to be necessary and the other contingent.

34. Such as “All A are B, and all B are non-C; therefore, some B is non-C.”

35. Aristotle, Prior Analptics, 1.3.25°.

36. Suhirawardi uses the term shartiyat to denote the conditional proposi-
tions like, “If p, then q.” However, the constructions discussed in this section
are pure and mixed hypothetical syllogisms that combine conditional proposi-
tions with categorical propositions.

37. This is the basic form of the hypothetical proposition: if ((if p, then q)
and (if ¢, then r)), then (if p, then r), where in this specific case p, ¢, and r are
all thought to be propositions reducible to the A-type.

38. See sections 16 and 21.
39. Somc manuscripts read, “The simplest case is when the common term

»

40. Aristotle, History of Animals, 1.11.492°24, states that the river crocodile
is the only animal that moves its upper jaw.

4l. According to Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 122, this was in contrast to cer
tain scholars, presumably of the religious sciences, who set a fixed number of
witnesses whose testimony would together establish certitude.

42. The argument is that all primary premises, and others of the same
rank, are known “innately” and need only be conceived for the mind to assent
to their validity. These premises are also called “self-evident” and “innate.”

43. Suhrawardi is arguing that the well-known premises may be innate or
acquired, the latter of which would have to be demonstrated in order to be
accepted. His example, “Ignorance is abhorrent,” is not known innately but
will be readily accepted once the nature of ignorance is investigated. The con-
trasting premise that “Ignorance is bliss,” while well known, is false. However,
“al-diddan la yajtami‘an” (non coincidenta oppositorum) is well known to be true
but is also known innately and hence is among the primary premises.

44. A separate type called magbildt. Such premises are not scientific and, as
Qutb al Din, Sharf hikmat, 126, states, are used in rhetoric, poetry, and sophistry.

45. Suhrawardi is making the point that although it is obvious that such a
proposition is false, it may affect a person who hears it. '

46. The usage of fukm—“predicate,” “judgment,” «
theological, not philosophical. -

47. Subrawardi is criticizing the analogical reasoning used by Islamic
theologians. The argument he is criticizing is as follows: Suppose we know that
A is C and want to prove that A is D. This we can do if we know that for any x,
if x is C, x is also D. For example, suppose we want to prove that the celestial
spheres were created in time. Since we know that the spheres are bodies, we
can reach our conclusion if we can show that anything that is a body is also cre- -
ated in time. Suhrawardi identifies two variants of this argument: (1) We can’;

is.
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do an induction showing that everything we examine that is C is also D and
everything that is not-D is also not-C. In our example, then, all bodies that we
examine are created in time, and everything that we know of that is not cre-
ated in time—God, mathematicals, angels, and such—is also not a body.
(2) We can choose a B that is both C and D. We can then show that C and D
are always associated, whereas all other attributes of A are independent of
D—that is, E, F, G, and so on, all occur independently of each other in other
things. In each case, the validity of the argument is destroyed by the possibility
that the correlation is by chance and that the real cause is some other factor—
possibly a combination of attributes. Suhrawardi offers the further criticism
that a single effect—heat, for example—may have more than cne cause.

48. This is the distinction between knowledge of the fact (hoti) and knowl-
edge of the reasoned fact (dioti) of Avistotle, . Posterior Analytics, 1.13, the
medieval distinction of demonstration guie and demonstration propter quid.

49. The real cause in this example of the burning stick—and therefore the
middle term of its causal demonstration—is the stick’s being touched by fire.

50. See Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, 2.1, although Suhrawardi’s direct source
is probably Ibn Sina.

Part One: The Third Discourse

1. Al-mughdlatat, one of the two terms used in Arabic for “sophistical refu-
tations” (the other being the transliterated form safsata), is the participle of
the third form of the triliteral root gh-I-f, one of the basic meanings of which
is “to make or commit an error.” Thus, the third discourse is devoted to a dis-
cussion of “crrors” that occur in formal as well as material logic, and to a refu-
tation of Peripatetic metaphysical principles considered to be false.

2. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 145, gives the example, “Some African is
black” and “Some of the African is not black.” The Arabic idiom makes it easy
to confuse “some one” and “some of.” : ’

3. These are errors such as interpreting the assertion “All men can be fed
with a loaf of bread” to mean that one loaf is sufficient to feed all mankind;
cf. ibid., 145.

4. He means the fallacy of incorrectly assuming that a specific property of
a thing is caused by a more general property shared by other things, then
attributing the specific property indiscriminately to other things that share the
general property.

5. Itibardl dhihniya, which Suhrawardi usually calls i“%ibarat ‘aglipa. He
evidently wishes to stress that these are products of our minds and not real
qualities abstracted from concrete things, and for this reason the term is
translated “intellectual fictions” in John Walbridge, Science of Mpystic Lights,
especially 45—46. Another translation might be “second intentions,” although
both this term and “beings of reason,” the term used in the text, have slightly

different meanings in the Latin tradition. .

6. That is, this thing man is not a universal, but the idea of man is.

7. That is, one errs by imagining that because fire burns, the image of fire
formed in the mind should burn the one who has thought of it; but, since it
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?:CS flOtc, one f'urth.cr.err's by Cop;l_uding that there is no such thing. as the
nage or a thmg existing in the mind.

8. The {HCthOCl called al-ld-awlawiva stipulates that when attributes of
members of a group are being predicated, an attribution may lead to false con-
clusions if the group is not homogeneous. ’ o

9. Such an inference would be valid only if man and fish were of the same
species under the genus animal, which they are not. ’

10. The argument is that we ought only to postulate things that are possible.
For example, Qutb al-Din, Shark hikmat, 152, says that to postulate a god other
than the one God would be a sophistical error, since it is not the case that ’zi
second God is possible just because we can suppose that there is one. It is gen-
crally held in the Islamic tradition that a second God is a rational impossibiblity.

11. The idea is that beardlessness cannot be said in the same way of a child
and a grown mar. I

12. For example, there are differences of opinion about whether air can be
said to be dark.

13. That is, one cannot infer that “All C is B” from “Some C is B.”

14. In summary, whenever there is a true universal affirmative proposition
the definite affirmative is true as well as the specific; for example, “All humansf
are animal” implies that “Some humans are animal” and that “Zayd is an
animal.” But “It is not the case that all animals are man” does not imply the
invalidity of “Some animals are man” or “Zayd is man.”

15. Such an inference is valid when the parts and the whole differ only in
quantity, as is the case with water.

16. The syllogism under discussion is, “What is in Zayd’s sleeves (that is
his hands) is a multiple of two, and every multiple of two is even; thcrc('orc,
what is in Zayd’s sleeves is even.” The view that Suhrawardi is refuting is evij
dently that it is possible to go directly from the major premise to the conclu-
sion without explicit use of the minor premise, the minor premise being
implicitly included in the major. However, Suhrawardi rejects this view con-
cerning the syllogism. See Qutb al-Din, Shark likmat, 160.

17. Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, 1.1.

18. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 162—63, gives the reading: “The reality of
the thing cannot have alternating contradictory constituents, since the quid-
dity would change with each one of them; but it is possible for the existence of
the thing to have alternating contradictory constituents.” He mentions the

reading in the text, which we derive from the Istanbul manuscript, as being
that “of most of the manuscripts.” The point is the same in both readings: thai

-the essence of something cannot have contradictory constituents at different

times, since that would change what the thing is, but one kind of thing can have .
quite different causes—for example, heat can be caused by a variety ofjpx'ocesses.
Suhrawardi is saying that a thing cannot at different times have essential
attributes that are contradictory to each other: a human cannot be at one time
an animal that speaks and at another an animal that whinnies. On the other
hand, a thing’s existence may have incompatible constituents in its complétcz
cause at different times. Since the cause consists of all aspects of the thing that
cannot be taken as part of its existence, an example would be youth and old



! 78 ’ Notes to Part O;;e: Third Discourse

age, which may partly constitute a human being and, although contradictory,
an at different times be part of the individual’s cause. A simpler example
would be the material from which a ring is made. See ibid., 162-63.

19. In this case, the term “law” may also be used.

20. That is to say, unlike the genus, the attributes that are true of all indi-
viduals of a species are also true of the universal corresponding to the species.
The attributes that 'clistinguish individuals of a species—the blackness of
the African, for example—are due to external factors and are not essential.
CE Qutb al-Din, Shark hikmat, 165, .

21. The point is that a negation can be treated as an affirmative proposi-
tion, as he has already argued in section 21. )

22. The point is evidently that nothing necessary can be said about contin-

gents in propositions that do not specify the mode.
23, These are: al-daririya al-mutlaga, al-mashrita al-‘Gmma, al-mashriita
l-khdssa, al-wagtiya, and al-muntashira. Sec Hossein Ziai, “Modal Propositions
in Islamic Logic,” Bulletin of the Franian Mathematical Society 12 (winter 1980):
58-74.

24. “Ecthesis” is Aristotle’s term for exposition, a logical operation in
which an individual is selected to test a general rule. The use of the term D
here is ecthests. , ]

25. Suhrawardi’s contention has heen that only the first figure, as a simple,
straightforward form, is readlily understood by people of simple common sense.
Any other compound argument is considered unnatural and thus must be
proven in reference to a simple argument such as the first figure.

26. Suhrawardi asserts the impossibility of any infinity whose members are
actual, ordered, and simultancously existent. Thus, there cannot be an infinite
number of levels of being. Possible infinities include numbers (since they are
not actual) and causal chains of temporal events (since they are not simulta-
neously existent). This principle is iinportant and is often used by Suhrawardi
and his followers, as in section 57 below.

27. This is less tautological than it sounds, since the Arabic word for

“nonexistent” (ma ‘dam) —literally “lacking,” is unrelated to the word for “exis-

tence,” which comes from a root meaning “to find.”

28. Qutb al-Din, Shar)t hikmat, 185, explains that the issue is the implica-
tion of the fact that one can intellect. a quiddity and yet doubt whether it
exists. This is the argument Avicenna used to distinguish quiddity and existence.
According to Suhrawardi, the followers of the Peripatetics—meaning the
Avicennans—-held that this meant that existence was added to quiddity in
reference to concrete things. Their Wluminationist opponents countered that
the same argument could be applied to the existence of a concrete thing as dis-
tinct from its quiddity—asking, in other words, if the thing’s existence had an
existence of its own, which would imply an infinite regress. This doctrine—
that existence is a secondary intelligible—was later called “primacy of quid-
dity” and was one of the main doctrines by which the Illuminationists were
distinguished from their opponents. ' )

*29. Islamic logicians were handicapped by the lack of an equivalent of “to
be” in Arabic to render the logical copula. Thus, when the existential sense of
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the copula is important, as here, the copula is rendered yigjad, “exists,”
followed a predicate, resulting in an Arabic sentence that is as awkward in
Arabic as its English rendering suggests.
30. Mcaning a being of reason. N
* 3L Arabic distinguishes between aswad, “black,” a descriptive adjective,
and sawdad, “blackness,” a qualitative noun. Suhrawardi also occasionally uses
aswadiya, “being black,” to refer to the state of being of a black thing. As for
color in general, he uses both lawn, “color,” and lawniya, “color-ness.” Despite
the awkwardness, these distinctions are maintained in the translation.

32. The argument is thus: Assume that the mental distinction of being

a color and being black corresponds to a real distinction. Since there are
different colors contingently, there is nothing in color-ness that requires that it
be associated with blackness. Therefore, the blackness could be removed and
replaced with whiteness, the color-ness remaining as a substratum-—which is
absurd in the same way that the independent existence of genera is absurd.
Cf. Qutb al-Din; Sharh hikmat, 197, : ‘

33. Reading yatasawwaru with Qutb al-Din, Shark hikmat, 198.

34. That is, instances of nonbeing in cases where being is conceivable.

35. In effect, this is not a real definition. ' .

36. “Blackness” renders sawdd and “nigritude” aswadiva, the latter evidently
meaning that by which blackness is blackness.

37. Sorne manuscripts read “predicates.”

38. Mumkinipa and imkan. If there is a difference between the two, it would
be that the first is the property of being contingent and the second that by
which something is contingent; but Suhrawardi’s point is that such abstract
terms can be formed arbitrarily.

39. That is, blackness is also an intellectual attribute, in the sense that it is
derived from the attribute black. Therefore, one can say that a substance
Is black, but not that a substance is blackness. However, it is morc concrete
than, say, contingency, which is not dircetly derived from something external
to the mind.

40.- Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmar, 206, entitled this section “Settling the dis-
agreement between the Peripatetics, who hold that the body is compounded of
prime matter and form, and the Ancients, who held that it was magnitude that
accepted three dimensions.” : .

41. Some manuscripts read, “yet extension does not admit of separation at all.”

42. This view reflects the “receptacle” in Plato’s Timeus 49A ff., which
commentators from Aristotle on identified with space. Cf. Aristotle, Physics,
4.2.210°11-18. . . :

43. Suhrawardi mearns that the choice of technical terms is arbitrary and
not subject to logical refutation. .

44. Some manuscripts read, “have no real meaning except.” Corbin’s text,
reads, “We do not accept rarefaction and compression in the literal sense,:
since they are just .. .” : . R

45. The experiment .involves putting a tightly plugged bottle containing
water into a fire. The bottle will break when the water boils. !

46. That is, nonbodily forms like species and nature.
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47. Qutb al-Din, Shark hikmat, 228, reads “nature.”

48. Some manuscripts read “another, a corporeal substance.”

49. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 233, attributes this view to the Peripatetics,
who recognize distinction of species by differentia and distinction of indi-
viduals by accidents, but not distinction of individuals by intensity. Allowing
distinction of substances by intensity is a characteristic Uluminationist
doctrine.

50. Suhrawardi is attacking the ancient atomists and, more particularly,
the Islamic kalam theologians, most of whom were atomists.

51. Sanam; literally, “idol,” probably rendering the Platonic eikon. The Pla-
tonic Forms are “lords of idols”—arbab asnam. The notion is evidently that the
species are the material imitations of a spiritual reality, corresponding to but
not resembling their respective forms.

592. Mitkal (pl. muthul), is used in two senses here, as Qutb al-Din, Sharh
hikmat, 252, makes clear: the image in the mind and the Platonic Form. They
are translated as “image” and “Form” respectively, but they are the same Ara-
bic word. Normally Suhrawardi uses sira, “form,” for the mental image and
for the material form, which transfers the ambiguity from Arabic to English.
In this translation, “Form” (mithdl) in the Platonic sense is consistently capi-
talized to distinguish is from mental form (sira).

3. “Inclination” is the body’s natural motion or resistance to motion.
Qutb al-Din, Sharf hikmat, 958-59, summarizes the succeeding argument as
follows:

A is a body lacking all inclination that is moved by a particular force of ten cubits
in an hour. B has a certain inclination and is moved by the same force ten cubits
in two hours. The time of B’s motion is half the time of A’s motion. C is a body.
The ratio of the inclination of B to the inclination of C is the same as the ratio of
the times of B’s and A’s motion. Thercfore, the inclination of C is half the incli-
nation of B. The time of G’s motion will thus be half the time of B’s motion: cne
hour. Thus, A and C will each move the same distance-—ten cubits—in response
to the same force in the same time—one hour, despite the fact that G has an
inclination and A does not.

54. Some manuscripts read “in its coarseness” for “naturally.”

55. This view was associated with Plato and, more particularly, with writers
on mathematical optics, such as Ptolemy.

56. Aristotle and the Peripatetics.

57. The gelatinous substance in the eyeball.

58. Physical vision and mushdhada (“intellectual apprehension”) are two
complementary principles of knowledge in Suhrawardi’s system, so that he
generalizes the principles he has established for vision when he works out his
epistemology.

59. Literally, “points of articulation,” the technical term in Arabic linguis-
tics for the positions of the mouth by which the phonemes are articulated.

60. The point of this section is that the other senses can be brought within
the same Illuminationist theory that he has just used to explain vision—a theory
that he eventually uses to explain knowledge in general.

61. Other manuscripts read “Light of Lights.”

#
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Part Two: The First Discourse

1. Some manuscripts. read “Light of Light.”

2. “E\'ic.ienl’.’ might als:o be translated as “manifest.” Suhrawardi is arguing
here that light is a self-evident conception and can thus be a basic concept of a
science. He is also establishing, as a fundamental principle of his system, that
our knowledge of the world is based on direct contact with real things—with
lights as directly manifested to us. .

3. These two Arabic terms, taking the place here of “necessary” and “contin-
gent,” have a double meaning: rich and independent, and poor and dependent. .

4. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 286, explains that the Peripatetics thought
that only that which could be illumined could be said to be dark. Thus, they
held, against Suihrawardi, that air was not dark because it was transparent and
could not itself be illumined.

5. Some manuscripts read “most dark states.”

6. In being hidden, they are the opposite of being manifest, which is the
primary quality of light.

7. That is, while substances are external entities, substantiality exists only
in the mind.

8. That is, if there is any such thing as metaphysical light, it is something
different from visible light.

9. Meaning, bodily. “Essence” here renders dhal, which means both “self”
and “essence” in the sense of the concrete being of the thing. The two mean-
ings are not sharply distinguished in Suhrawardi’s Arabic. This translation
tends to use “essence” whenever there is any doubt.

10. Immaterial light and accidental light respectively. :

11. According to Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 300, a light is a light in itself
if it is manifest, and it is a light ¢f itself if it is manifest to itself—in other
words, if it is self-conscious.

Part Two: The Second Discourse

1. Suhrawardi seems to deliberately avoid the use of the term fayd, “cma-
nation,” preferring more neutral terms like sudir, “generation,” and husitl,
“accurrence.”

2. In other words, there must be some cause to explain the perfection of
the Light of Lights, since other lights have the same quiddity of light and yet
are not the Light of Lights.

3. “Bahman” is the New Persian and Arabic form of the name of the
Avestan Vohu Manah (“Good Thought”), the first of the Zoroastrian arch-
angels (amesa spentas) to be created by Ahura Mazda. .

4. Suhrawardi is replying to the objection that the same argument could be
used to prove the indivisibility of the earth.

5. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 230-31, explains that the daily movement of
the outermost sphere, which the other spheres follow, cannot be by compul-
sion, since there is no sphere beyond it to drive it and since the motion of a
lower sphere cannot drive the motion of a higher sphere.
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6. “Ray” should be understood not as a line of light connecting the radiant
existent with the thing it llumines hut as an increase in illumination caused
by the presence of the illumined thing before the radiant light.

7. Some manuscripts read “Principle.”

8. The word means both a favarable omen and something that comes into
the mind.

9. Meaning the light immediately above it that gives it being.

10. Lirerally, “masters of species idols,” meaning the incorporeal lights
that are the Platonic Forms of the various earthly species. It is synonymous
with “lords of talismans,” “talismans® being the earthly instances of the
Platonic Forms: individual men or horses. Talismans and idols both are mate-
rial representations of immaterial spiritual realities. This complex of terms
stoutly resists being rendered by English cquivalents that are both literal
and clear.

1. This is a technical term for a fundamental Hluminationist principle
stating that every existent must have a cause ontologically prior and superior
to it. See section 164 below:

12. Some manuscripts read “archetypes of talismans.”

13. Reading muthul. If it is read as mithl, the meaning would be “on some-
thing like the ranks of their sphere.” Some manuscripts read, “on the ranks of
their causes.”

14. The sphere of the fixed stars, according to Qutb al-Din, Shark hikmat, 353.

15. Some manuscripts read “the sphere of fixed stars.”

16. “Hiirakhsh” is the sun. “Shahrip” is the Zoroastrian angel Xshathra
Vairya, “Good Dominion,” associated with the sky and metal.

17. “Risibility” is the ability to laugh, which is a property of all human
beings but is not part of the essence of humanity.

18. Some manuscripts read “in the knowledge of humanity.”

19. That is, the form of humanity.

20. According to Qutb al-Din, Shark hikmat, 365, these are the past and
future contingents, which are manifest in the souls of the spheres.

21. Since bodies cannot cause bodies, this hierarchical order must be based
on the causal relations among the lights. '

22. That is, denying that there are more than ten immaterial intellects—
or in other words, that the Platonic Forms exist.

23. The terms in this passage translated as “spiritual” and “kingly splendor”
are words borrowed from pre-Islamic Persian and carry strong’ Zoroastrian
connotations.

24. These are well-known Zoroastrian angels associated with nature.

25. Meaning, their material instances, such as individual men. The Arabic
expression rendered here as “archetypes” is literally “masters of idols.” See
note 10 above.

26. Meaning, among the immateria) lights; cf. Qutb al-Din, Skark hikmat,
377. .

27. Pseudo-Aristotle, “Theology of Aristotle” in Aftiatin “ind al-Arab, ed.

‘Abd al-Rahmain Badawi (Cairo: al-Nahda al-Misriva, 1955), 22.
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28. Meaning, the animal spirit.

29. Some dominating lights—Platonic Forms——are too low to require
another light—a soul—to mediate between them and their individuals. This
is the case for the forms of material elements. ‘

30. This interjection is omitted in most manuscripts.

31. Suhrawardi is speaking of the lamp’ wick and the walls that it {lumi-
nates, respectively. '

Part Two: The Third Discourse

L Qutb al-Din, Shark hikmat, 392, identifies them as the Ash®arites, those
who believe in the distinction of God’s essence and his attributes, such as life,
knowledge, power, and will. )

2. He means that there is no explanation for something coming into being
from nonbeing if its cause has no beginning. The point at issue is whether the
universe had a beginning in time.

3. By which Suhrawardi means the immaterial lights, according to Qutb
al-Din, Sharf, hikmat, 358.

4. While the celestial spheres can express the full complexity of the world
of lights, they cannot do so at one time and by a single set of planetary posi-
tions; they require all the positions of the planets over a period of time.

5. The conventional explanation of the movements of the spheres involved
the imitation by each planet of one of the ten incorporeal intellects.

6. Qutb al-Din, Sharp hikmat, 401, reads this word as “comparisons” and
explains it as “intellectual comparisons, such as the comparison of the idols
with their archetypes, including imitation by the spheres of the dominating
lights.”

7. The example given by the commentators is a quantity of two, which con-
tains in some sense a quantity of one that is prior to it. The point of the argu-
ment as a whole is that positing a first moment to time implies a previous
time, so that there can be no beginning to time. . :

8. Suhrawardi means that without some way of distinguishing the parts
of time-—as is done by relative priority and ‘posteriority in relation to the
present-~there could be no moments in time, since there would be nothing to
distinguish them. ‘

9. In other words, the eternal pre-existence of the world implies an
illegitimate actual infinity, so therefore the world had a beginning in time.
Infinities, according to the philosophers of Suhraward’s tradition, cannot be
simultaneous, actual, and ordered. He is responding to the argument that
past motions are implicitly existent in the present and therefore must be finite
in number. ' o

10. That is, this argument rests on the same disagreement about the status -
of past infinities as the argument in the previous paragraph. -

11. Meaning, the archetypes, the Platonic Forms; of. Qutb al-Din, Shark _
hikmat, 415. ’ o : '
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Part Two: The Fourth Discourse

1. Meaning the sublunary material elements and what is genecrated from
them, so named because the source of their light is always another.

2. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 418, infers that this means air.

3. That is, the Peripatetics. :

4. Qutb al-Din, Skarh hikmat, 421, says that one manuscript reads “comets
and meteors” and that this reading is better, which it is.

5. The one whose argument is being cited——Avicenna, according to Quib
al-Din, Shark hikmat, 423.

6. Suhrawardi is referring to the formation of mineral deposits on the sides
of wells.

7. A$a VahiSta (Avestan) or Ardwahist (Middle Persian), the Zoroastrian
archangel (ame3a spenta) associated with fire. '

8. Qutb al-Din, Shark hikmat, 434, explains that he means the incorporeal
lights.

9. That is, the human soul and fire are the nearest counterparts in this
world to the incorporeal lights and the rays of the incorporeal lights.

10. Meaning earth.

11. Esfandarmodh is the Avestan angel Spenta Armaiti, “Holy Devotion,” .

who is associated with the primal element of earth in Zoroastrianism.
“Womanliness” might well be translated as “the passive principle.”

12. Sisipa, pl. saydsi, “fortress,” an unusual word that Suhrawardi uses as
the Illuminationist term for the human body.

13. Some manuscripts omit “It is Gabriel—upon him be peace!”

14. Persian for “Giver of the spirit.”

15, The point, according to Qutb al-Din, Shark hikmat, 442, is that if souls,
before their union with the body, were distinguished from each other by their
intensity alone, the number of souls {which is infinite) would require that
there be many souls of each degree of intensity. '

16. The reason for their being made to control the fortresses is their per-
fection, which would already have been attained. '

17. That is, by aid of the blood that it draws to itself.

18. Avicenna and his followers.

19. Another way to prove that they are different faculties would be to show
that their location in the brain is different, which can be done by studying the
effects of brain damage. :

20. That is, the imagination (the storehouse of forms), the estimative fac-
ulty (which makes judgments concerning particulars), and the imaginative
faculty (which combines and separates forms).

21. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 469, gives the example of deciding to spend
the night alone with a corpse. There is a desire to flee that is different from the
resolve to stay and that must have another cause.

22. From the body. In other words, the human soul does not necessarily
behold the intelligible world before death.

23. Several manuscripts add “by the lights.”
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Part Two: The Fifth Discourse

1. Although the commentators, from whose works we took  the section
titles, used the term “reincarnation” (tandsukh), Suhrawardi did not, carefully
confining himself to the more neutral term “transference” (nagl).

2." A play on words, since the word translated as “dependence” in the pre-
vious sentence means, literally, “poverty.”

3. Biadhdsuf, from bodhisattva, is the Buddha. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat,
479, identifies “the Easterners” as the sages of Babylonia, Persia, India, and
China, and the othey mystics. :

4, Meaning, the body of a nonhuman animal.

5. Other manuscripts read “loves the darknesses.”

6. Other manuscripts read “not knowing its real abode.”

7 Subrawardi is attacking a standard Peripatetic objection to reincarnation:
the difficulty of explaining how the number of souls o.f the newly dcad‘cnn cor-
respond to the number of bodies being born and needing souls. He ayoxds some
of the difficulties by insisting that all human souls are newly created; that no
animal souls are newly created, all animal souls being reincarnated hurnan
souls; and that there is thus no transmigration of animal or human souls to
human bodies. The next difficulty is that there are always far more animals
being born than human beings dying. Suhrawardi points ()th-:——corre.ctly———(;hac
if the world is without beginning, there have been an indefinitely large
number of human souls that have come into the world, thus supplying a sufli-
cient number of souls to transmigrate to all the world’s animals, large and
small. The final difficulty of how the deaths and births precisely correspond
and why there are no temporary surpluses and shortages of souls is solved by
providence—by the relentless logic of the movements of thfz spllere?_ .

It is not quite clear that Suhrawardi himself accepts reincarnation, but it
was the view of his Platonist forebears and he certainly wishes to defend it as
a legitimate point of view. It is probably because of the extreme unacceptabil-
ity of the doctrine of reincarnation in the Islamic world that Suhrawardi
e:lcpresses himself so cautiously, attributing the doctrine to the ancient non-
monotheistic religions of the East.

8. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 489, gives the example of Turkish soldiers,
who correspond to the beasts of prey.

9. That is, the Peripatetics say that a new soul is emanated for every animal
6r human; but the Easterners say that though this is true of humans it may
not be true of animals. . .

10. Nagl, explained by Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 491-92, as being “from
man to animals only, and from them only to plants, and to minerals”—a form
of transmigration that excludes the possibility of a I'Cill(.’fll‘n?..ltt‘:d soul entering
a human body. It would also seem to be a cuphemism, avoiding the charged
word landsukh, “reincarnation.” ) .

11. Qutb al-Din, Sharh likmat, 506, reads “higher” here and in the next
sentence.

12. Meaning, transmigration of souls.
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13. Some manuscripts add “and fixed.” »

14. Darband is now in Dagestan in Russia, and Miyanaj is in Iranian
Azerbaijan, both in the general arca that Suhrawardi came from.

15. Meaning the managing souls of the spheres.

16. 1t is later generally known as the “world of image,” “dlam al-mithal.

17. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 517, reads “bodies.”

18. Qutb al-Din, Shark fikmat, 523, reads “to the triumphal lights” and cites
as another reading “to the victors in the race” {cf. Quran 56:10). Qutb al-Din
says that in either reading the meaning is the celestial intellects. However, the
last reading might be interpreted as meaning that the holy souls join other
holy souls, for the “victors in the race” in the Qur®an are the souls of the saints.

19. Qutb al-Din, Shark fikmat, 525, cites a manuscript reading “movements.”

20. The seven planets; cf. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 538. '

21. The sense of this invitation is obscure and not fully elucidated by the
early commentators. Seemingly, it is an introduction to the following sections
in which the luminationists’ mystical quest is described in the language of
the Qur’an and its tradition.” “Memory” or “Mention” (dhiks, in this text
usually meaning “memory”) and “Book” are titles by which the Qur®an refers
to 1tself. “Metaphor” (mathal) is the term used by the Qur®in to refer to its
own figurative language; but when vocalized as muthul, it means “Forms” or
“archetypes” and has been used as a technical term by Suhrawardi. Thus, the
following passages will tell what can be learned about the mystical quest from
the celestial prototype of the Qur®an, and they are full of Quranic terminology.
This passage, then, bears a double meaning and may be read both as “ponder
the archetypes that can be apprehended in the memories of the celestial
spheres” and as “ponder the true metaphors that can be read in the “Qur®an.”

22. Adhkdr: this term is especially used for a kind of Sufi mystical prayer.

23. That is, the prophet. .

24. The commentators explain that the “First Tablet” is the First Intellect

and that the “homelands” of the wicked are their bodies (Qutb al-Din, Shark
liikmat, 546). '

25. Qutb al-Din, Sharl hikmat, 547, explains that the “world” is the body -

and the seven paths are the five senses plus imagination and intellect.

26. Gabriel.

27. Quib al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 550, cites as an alternative reading “a cloak.”

28. That is, the animal spirit,

29. Meaning, the body.

30. Fabulous cities of legend.

31. Muhammad.

32. A term for the ancient sages.

33. Qutb al-Din, Sharh hikmat, 558, explains that being illumined by a
light mixed with might will tend to make one mighty among men, and being
illumined by a light admixed with love will make one beloved.

34. Some manuscripts read “multiplied.” ,

35. The evening of 15 September 1186 C.E., when there was such a con-
Junction. (We owe this information to John Bromberek.) o

36. The manuscripts differ considerably in these last few lines.
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Glossary

The glossary deals with technical philosophical terms, particularly those used  frequently,
whose meaning or nuance is not obvious Jrom the context. Most proper names and terms
used only once or twice are omitted, as are many conventional philosophical terms. Terms
in bold italics are defined elsewhere in the glossary.

accidental light (nar “Grid). (1) A physical light; (2) a luminous accident in an
immaterial light. :

accidents (adj. accidental) (2 %ad, ‘awdarid). Attributes of a thing that are not
. constituents of it.

antecedent (mugaddam). The first term in a conditional proposition: “If
Socrates is a man, then .. .”

‘apprehension [perception] (idrik). The direct knowledge of something,
whether through sensation or intuition.

archetypes (arbdb al-asnam, ashab al-agn@m). Literally, “lords of idols,” refer-
ring to the Platonic Forms, so called because they possess copies or images
in the material world that are like statues of them.,

assent (lasdig). The acceptance of the truth of a proposition.

barrier (barzakh). A physical body.

bearer (hamil). The substance in which a state inheres, The term is equivalent
to barrier, locus, and matter.

beholding (mushahada). Direct intuition of an entity, whether through sensa-
tion or mystical experience; also translated as contemplation.

beings of reason (i tibarat “agliya). Conceptions, such as existence and neces-
sity, abstracted from cornceptions rather than concrete things and thus not
necessarily corresponding to external entfities.

Book, he who arises with the (a/-ga’im [or al-gayyim] bi’l-kitdh). The mystical
successor of Suhrawardi as head of his order. _

caliph (khalifa). Literally, “successor”; also translated as vicegerent. Suh-
rawardi uses it not in its usual sense of the political leader of Islam but in

the mystical sense of the spiritual vicegerent of God on earth. “The lesser
and greater caliphates” are fire and man.

N
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. categorical proposition (gadiya hamliya). A proposition in which a predicate
is asserted of a subject: “All men are mortal”; “Socrates is white.”
commanding light (nir isfahbad). The humarn rational soul.

common sense (hiss mushtarak). The faculty in which the impressions of the

five external senses are combined. :

compound proposition (gadiya muttasila). A proposition composed of two or

more propositions to form either a disjunction ora conditional proposition.
conception (tasawwur). The knowledge of what something is, as distinguished
from assent, which is a judgment about its truth.

concomitants (lawdzim). Properties that are invariably associated with a thing

but without necessarily being parts of its essence. _
concrete things (z‘pan). Real entities outside the mind; the opposite of men-
tal entities. . :
condition (shart). A necessary but not sufficient reason for the existence of
something that is itself not one of the four causes.

conditional proposition; compound conditional proposition (gadiya shartiya;
qadiya shartiya muttasila). A proposition (or compound proposition) of the
form “If ... then...”

consequent (tali). The second, or “then,” part of a conditional proposition.

constituents (mugawwimat). The parts of the quiddity.

contemplation (mushdhada). See beholding.

. contingency, principle of the most noble ( qa’idat al-imkdn al-ashraf). The
TMluminationist version of the principle of sufficient reason: that the exis-
tence of something implies the existence of something of a higher ontological
level.

contingent (mumkin). That whose existence is neither necessary nor impossible.

contradictory (nagid). One of a pair of propositions which, when asserted
together, make a contradiction: “All men are mortal, and some men are
not mortal.” :

contradiction (tandqud). The assertion of two propositions that cannot both
be true or both be false.

contrary (didd). A proposition that cannot be true if its contradictory is true.

control (tasarruf). The relation of a soul to its body.

conversion { aks). The transformation of one proposition into a second whose
subject is the predicate of the first and vice versa and which has the same
affirmation or negation and the same truth value as the first: “All men are
mortal” thus converts to “Some mortals are men.”

dark state (hay’a zulmaniya). A nonluminous accident, whether in immaterial
light or bodies. o »

darkness (zulm). Lack of light, regardless of whether or not light is possible.

definite proposition (battdla). A proposition converted to a universal affir-
mative, with the mode and any negation made part of the predicate; an
iterated modal.
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definition (ta“rif). An expression that makes a conception known, whether
by a process of essential definition, description, or explanation of the usage
of a word. : ' .

definition, essential (badd). A definition that conveys the quiddity of the species
by naming the proximate genus and the differentia; rejected by Suhrawardi.

demonstration (burhdn). A proof that yields certitude by means of valid syllo-
gism and premises that are themselves known to be true. It is the sort of prroof
required in the sciences and may be either assertoric (proving that some-
thing is the case) or causal (proving the fact by showing its actual cause).

dependence (fagr; also tawaqquf; ta’allug). Contingency; the state of a thing’s

. . (4

existence being dependent on another thing.

description (rasm). A definition identifying its subject by properties not essen-
tial to it: “Man is a laughing biped.” ,

differentia (fasl). A property that distinguishes a species Irom other species
in the same genus.

direction (jika). Extension in one dimension.

discursive philosophy (bahth). Philosophy based only on reason and not on
the direct apprehension of the intelligible realm; the opposite of intuitive
philosophy.

disjunction (istithnd’). A proposition composed of two propositions connected
by “or.” Suhrawardi and Islamic logicians recognize only exclusive disjunc-
tion: one of the propositions must be true, but not both.

dominance (gahr). The relation of the higher immaterial lights to the lower,
the reverse of which is love.

dominating lights (gawahir). The immaterial intellects that have no direct
relation to material beings and are neither souls controlling bodies or
spheres nor archetypes of species.

dusky (ghdsig). Corporeal.

dusky substances (ghawasig, aljawakir al-ghdsiqa). Bodies.

ecthesis (iftirdd). A form of reasoning in which a hypothetical individual is
introduced.

efficient cause (fi“i{). The cause that immediately occasions the effect.

ego (and’iya, iniya). The self-conscious thinking subject.

element (“unsur). One of the basic physical substances identified in Greek
philosophy: earth, air, water, and fire. Suhrawardi does not recognize fire as
an element, however.

emanation (fayd). Creation by eternal generation from a higher being. Suh-
rawardi usually avoids this term. ’

enkindled (qabis). Hluminationist equivalent of the term elemental.

essence (dhat). The thing in itself, not as it is known. In some contexts it is
translated as self

essential (dhati). Anything that is a constituent of the thing’s essence; the
opposite of accidental. :
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estimation, estimative faculty (wahm, giwa wahmiya). The faculiy by which
the value of particulars is judged: “The wolf I see is dangerous.
evident (zihir). The essential property of light.
exalted lights (al-a“lin). The higher dominating lights. -
exhaustive (mustaghriq). The INluminationist term for a universal proposition.
existence (wwjiid). The act of being; to be distinguished from existent. Accord-
ing to Suhrawardi, existence in general is only a concept.
existent (mawjid). Anything that is actual in some sense.
existential proposition (al-gadiya al-ba“diya). A proposition whose subject
includes only some of a class.
extreme (of a syllogism) (tarqf). Either of the two nonrepeated terms in a cate-
gorical syllogism.
faculty (giiea). A particular ability of the soul, .
figure, image (shibl). A spatial form not embedded in matter, such as forms in
mirrors, dreams, and the imaginal world; synonymous with forms, suspended.
figure (of w syllogism) (shakl). One of the lbur‘classes of syllogism,‘del‘)ending
onwhere the middle term is in the two premises. In the most useful figure—
the first—the middle term is the subject of the major premise and the pred-
icate of the minor premise. )
form (siira). The physical shape and function; the opposite of matter.
Forms, Platonic (muthul aflatiniya). The celestial archetypes of natural kinds.
In Suhrawardi’s system, they are immaterial intellects.
forms, suspended (suwar mu allaga). Forms or figures, such as those in dreaqqs,
mirrors, and visions, that are not embedded in matter; synonymous with
Jfigure, image.
fortress (sisiya). An animal or human body. .
generation (suddr). The process by which an existent of a lower ontological
level comes to be {rom one of a higher ontological level.
genus (jins). A natural kind divisible into species.
godliness (ta’alluh). Mystical attainment.
horizontal order of lights (al-anwar al- ‘ardiya). The Platonic f"orms, so called
because they may differ in kind without differing in ontological level.
identity (huwiya). The concrete reality and essence of an entity. ~
idol, image (sanam). A sublunar existent considered in relation to its archetype.
illumination (ishrdg). The influence upon an existent by an incorporeal or
accidental light, the result of which is a luminous accident. _
Tluminationist (ishrdgi). The school of Suhrawardi, sometimes said by later
" Islamic writers—though not by Suhrawardi——to be the Islamic followers
of the Stoics. )
imagination (khapal). The faculty of the animal soul that stores the sensible
images when they are no longer present in sensation.

imaginative faculty (mutak/myyila). The faculty that combines sensib_le' Sforms
for the use of thought. ‘

-Glossary ' 199

immaterial lights (znwar mujarrada). The lights that are not accidents in a
material body or in another light; immaterial intellects. _
impediment (mdni ). Something that prevents the operation of a cause.

impossible (mumtani®). That which cannot exist.

See also contingent and
necessary.

imprinting (intiba©). A theory of sensation and knowledge, rejected by
Suhrawardi, in which sensation or knowledge occurs by means of a mater-
ial organ taking the form of the thing sensed or known. The term cornes
from an analogy of wax imprinted with the form of a signet ring.

incorporeal (mujarrad). Not embedded in matter.

indeﬁnite_:ness (ihmdl). The failure to state explicitly whether a proposition is
necessary, contingent, or impossible,

independent {ghani). Not dependent for its existence on sohething‘ else.

individualizing (shakhis). A meaning or word referring to a single individual.

infinite proposition (gadiya ma‘dila). A proposition one of whose terms is of
the form “non-x,” as in “Non-man is not rational.”

intellect (“agl). The human Jaculty of pure reason; an incorporeal mind or
immaterial light.
intellection (fa‘agqul). Rational cognition, understanding.
intelligibles (ma ‘qiilat)- Conceptions that can be grasped by reason.
iniensity (shidda, ishtidid). The property of having degrees of strength of being.
Suhrawardi holds that it is a cate gory and applics to substance.
intuition (dhawq). The acquisition of supersensible knowledge directly, with-
out the mediation of reason or thought. _
intuitive philosophy (ta *allu). Philosophy based in part on the direct appre-
hension of the intelligible realm; the opposite of discursive philosophy.
invoke (istid“i°). Possess a state that necessitates the generation of something
from some higher entity; refers particularly to the capacity of the.human
bodily constitution to necessitate the generation of a human soul,
Judgment (hukiima). The dialectical proof, without recourse to Hluminationist
principles, of the invalidity of a non-flluminationist philosophical doctrine.
knowledge by presence (“ilm hudiri). Knowledge acquired by apprehension,
especially the intuition of supersensible entities.
light (nir). That which is manifest in itself and manifests entities other than
it. It is divided into immaterial light or intellect, luminous accidents in
immaterial lights, and phiysical light in bodies.
Light of Lights (nar al-anwar). The HMluminationist term for the Supreme Being.
locus (mahall). The substance in which a Jorm or quality exists.

locus of manifestation (mazhar). The body in or by which an immaterial | form
is visible, such as the mirror for its images.

lords of idols, of talismans (arbdb). Platonic Forms. o
love (mahabba). The relation of lower lights to the higher lights.
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luminous (niri, munir). Having or being lighi,' the property of being manifest
and manifesting another. : '

‘ managing light (n@r mudabbir). A soul that is associated with a body, whether

human or celestial. . . »
matter, prime (hayild). In the philosophy of Aristotle, the constituent, with
form, of bodies. Suhrawardi denies its existence.
meaning, general (ma‘nd ‘@mm). Iuminationist term for a universal.
mode (jiha). A proposition’s degree of necessity: whether necessary, contin-
" gent, or impossible.
nature (tabi‘a). The inner power of a corporeal substance by which it is what
it is. .
necessary (wdjib). ‘That which must exist. See also impossible and contingent.
necessary (of propositions) (dariri). That which is not contingent; cither it
must exist or it must not exist.
Necessary Existent (wdjib al-wujid). The Avicennan term for the Supremc
Being, equivalent to God and the Light of Lights.
negation (salb). The denial of a proposition.
Pahlavi ( fahlawi). Pre-Islamic Persian.
particularities (khusisiyat). The accidental properties that distinguish one
member of a species from another.
passion (“ishg). Intense—usually sexual—yearning, used as a technical term
in Islamic mysticism and by Suhrawardi as a description of the relation ofa
lower light to a higher one.
perfection (kamdal). Complete actualization; closely related to intensity, and
the opposite of deficiency.
Peripatetics (Mashsha’an). The followers of Aristotle, and usually the Avicennans
in particular.
perpetual, enduring (dawam). Eternal throughout time.
philosopher (hakim). Also translated as sage. On the root, sce philosophy.
philosophy (hikma). In accordance with later Islamic usage, Suhrawardi
almost always expresses the concept of philosophy with the term hikma,
which he also occasionally uses in a nontechnical sense for wisdom. In this
work he does not use the loan words faisafa and faylasif, which seem to have
had bad connotations by his time.
pillars of philosophy (asatin al-hikma). The theistic or “divine” philosophers
among the Ancients, particularly Hermes, Empedocles, Pythagoras, Socrates,
and Plato.
predicate (mahmildt). What is said of the subject of a proposition.
presence (hudiir). The property of being manifest without obstruction to
something else. See knowledge by presence.
principle (gi‘ida). A general philosophical doctrine; in this work, usually a
point of doctrine distinguishing the Iluminationist philosophy from the
Peripatetic philosophy of Avicenna.
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privations (‘adamiyay). Properties that are really the absence of a quality,
such as silence and rest. '

proof (hujja). An argumeﬁt of any kind, ranging from scientific demonstration
to poetry.

propitious light (nir s@nif)). A luminous accident resulting from the Light of
Lights illuminating another immaterial light.

proposition (gadiya). A complete statement, which can be either categorical
(consisting of a subject and a predicate) or compound (a conditional proposi-
tion or disjunction).

providence (“indya). The concern of an immaterial light for its material
talismans.

proximate light (n@r agrab). The first light generated from the Light of Lights.

Pure light (nir mahd). Incorporeal light. ‘

quantification sign (s27). The “all,” “some,” or “no” governing the subject of
a proposition.

quantified (of propositions) (mahsiir). Having a quantification sign.

quiddity (mahiya). What a thing is, considered apart from its existence or
nonexistence.

ray (shu“@*). The accidental light generated in a body or light by another light
shining on it.

reality (hagiga). A synonym for essence.

reincarnation (tandsukh). Metempsychosis; transmigration of a soul to a differ-
ent body after death.

relative (idafiyat). The accidental qualities of a thing being related to another
thing.

sage (hakim). Usually translated as philosopher.

self (dhat). Sece also essence.

self-consciousness (“ilm bi-dhatiki, idrak li-dhatihi, or li-nafiihi). The self-
awareness possessed by all incorporeal lights, including souls.

separate intellects (muféragat). Equivalent in Suhraward?’s system to imma-
terial lights.

shadow (zi/l). Thatwhich is material considered in relation to the incorporeal
lights.

shining (shurdg). The act of a light illuminating something else.

signification, concomitant (daldlat al-tajafful). The method of making a
thing known by its correlate: “Man is a being capable of laughing” The
usual Arabic term is dalalat al-iltizam.

signification, implicit (daidlat al-liita). The method of making a thing known
by terms exactly corresponding to it: “Man is a rational animal.” The usual
Arabic term is dalalat al-mutibaga.

signification, intended (daldlat al-gasd). The method of making a thing known
by terms corresponding to only part of its meaning: “Man is a rational
being.” The usual Arabic term is daldlat al-tadammun.
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soul (nafs). An immaterial light associated with the body of an animal or
human. See also managing light.

species (naw*). The most specific natural class of things; a natural kind.

sphere (falak). One of the transparent globes that move the planets.

spirit (rih). (1) Synonym for the intellect or immaterial light; (2) the pneuma,
or animal soul. _

state (hay’a). Properties of a substance; any of the categories except substance.

subject (mazwdii). The first term of a categorical proposition; that of which
the predicate is said.

subsistent in (hall). In a substance but not as a part of it.

substance (jawhar). An existent that is not a state in something else.

subtle (latif). Transparent: the distinguishing property of the element air.

sufficient reason (tarjit, murajjif). The cause of a thing’s existing as it is
rather than not existing at all or existing with different properties.

syllogism, conjunctive or categorical (giyds igtirani). A syllogism in which
the middle term is the subject or predicate of both the major and minor
premises—rthe usual form of the syllogism in Aristotelian term logic.

syllogism, exclusive or hypothetical (giyas istithna’i). A syllogism in which
one premise is'of the form “if .. . then . ..” or “cither . . . or...” and the
other premise affirms or denices one part of the first premise.

talisman (#ilism). Synonym of idol.

temporal (hadith). An event or being in time.

term (hadd). The subject or predicate of a categorical proposition.

thihg (shay’). The most general class of entity.

translucent (mugtasid). Allowing the partial passage of light: the distinguish-
ing property of the element water.

transmigration (nagl).. Synonym of reincarnation.

transmutation (ingildh). Transformation of one element into another.

unity (wahda). The property of being one.

universal (kulliya, kulli). An idea that can apply to more than one entity.

universal proposition (qadiya muhita). A proposition whose subject is an
entire class.

vacuum (khald’). Space containing nothing.

veil (hijgh). Something that intervenes to prevent perception or knowledge by
presence. .

vertical order of lights (ili). See dominating lights.
vicegerent (khalifa). See caliph.
vision (basar, ibsir). Apprehension of the visible.

wisdom (hikma). Variant translation of hikma when this term is not meant to
imply the technical sense of philosophy.
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absence, 49, 60. See also nonbeing;
privation

absent thing, in analogy, 29

abstraction, from darknesses, 145

absurdity, under a particular condition,
58

accidentality, 46

accidents, xxv, 6, 7, 46, 49, 52, 53, 58-60),

61-62, 171, 195; dark, xxvii; and
light, 85, 87, 88

activity, and light, 8384, 88, 11415

acrual and potential, 33, 36-37, 4546

Adhar Kaywan, xxiii

adhkar (Sufi mystical prayer), use of

. term, 186

affirmation, 18, 35

“after,” in time, 120

afterlife, xxxix—xli, 145-50, 157

Agathadamon, xl, 3, 107

agent, 59

Ahura Mazda, 181 )

ajr, 61, 125~27, 135, 184; and sound,
7374

ajza’ (parts), use of term, 173. See also
parts

‘@lam al-mithal (world of image), use
of term, 186

Aleppo, xvi, xxi

“all,” as used in syllogisms, 1617, 32.
See also quantification

alteration, of dirnénsions, 53

“always,” 173

ambiguity, 31, 32, 60

amela spentas. Ser archangels

intuitive philosophy of, xvi, xvii,
xxiii, x1, 169; and Suhrawardi, xviii,
xlii, 2-3

angels, 150, 155, 158--59, 176;
Zoroastrian, 181, 184

anger, 130, 134, 146; as veil, xxxix, 122

animality, 47, 109

animals, xxxviii, 62, 111, 131, 133, 134,
136, 148; and reincarnation, xxviii,
14244

antecedent, 13, 26, 41

apprehension, 6, 80-83, 97, 180, 195

arbab agnam (lords of idols), usc of term,
180, 200. See also lords

archangels, 159, 181, 184

archetype, xxvii, 101-2, 106, 107, 108,
182, 183, 195

Aristotle, 3, 11, 180; and intuitive
philosophy, xvii, xl-xli, 169;
Suhrawardi’s dream of, xviii

Asa Vahista (Ardwahist), 184

asalat al-méahiya (primacy of quiddity),
use of term, xxi, See also quiddity,
-quiddities, primacy of

agdlat al-wyjid (primacy of existence),
use of term, xxi. See also existence,
primacy of

asceticism, 148, 161

Asclepius, 3

Ash®arites, 116, 183

aspects, of incorporeal lights, 99

assent, 6, 15, 29, 39, 171, 195

association, fallacies involving, 32

astrology, 101

astronomical observations, and intuition, -
' 4,108
atomism, refutation of, xxvi, 63, 172, 18_0

analogy, 28-29, 175
Anatolia, xv, xvii
Ancients, xxi, 63, 109, 118, 144, 162;
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attraction, 145

attributes, 109, 145, 177, 178; concrete
and intellectual, xxv, 50-51, 52; and
Light of Lights, 88, 115, 183; people
of (Ash®arites), 116

Avesta, 170

Avicenna (Ibn Sind, Abi °Ali), xviii, xx,
xxi, xxii, xxiii~xxviii, xxix, 170, 178,
184

Babylonians, xlI, 185
Bahman (Vohu Manah), 92, 181
Barbara, ideal syllogism, xxv
barriers, 78-79, 82-86, 95, 100, 102,
112, 145, 195; all-encompassing, 92;
celestial, 103, 118, 124, 148-49;
enkindled, 124; luminous, 77, 131
Bayazid II, xxxv
“to be,” as copula, 173, 178-79
bearer, 128, 195
_beauty, 159; of light, 97
“before,” in time, 120
begging the question, 31
beholding, 98, 195. See also contemplation
being, beings, 50; four classes of, xxvi
being of reason, beings of reason, xxi, -
xxv, 4551, 83, 92, 176, 179, 195;
categories of, 52; existence as, xxii;
fallacies involving, 34; number as, 65
bipedality, 109
black, 45, 49-51, 52, 106
blindness, 35
blood, 61, 184
body, bodies, xxvi, 9, 43, 44, 49, 52, 55,
63, 64, 78-79, 80, 146, 170; absolute
and particular, 53—-54; classes of,
54, 124--25; human, xxxix, 110, 141;
_ subtle, 54
Book, he who arises with, xxi, 161, 162,
195
bottles, and rarefaction, 54--55
boundaries, of bodies, 78
Bozorgmehr, 2, 170
brain, 135, 137, 159, 184
brethren, 162
brightness, 70, 145, 156
brotherhood, as being of reason, 49
Badhasuf (Buddha), xxviii, 142-43, 185

caliph, lesser and greater caliphates,
130, 156, 195. See also vicegerent,
of God :

Index

capacity, 60, 65, 130, 131

categories, xxv--xxvi, 52

cause, causes, xxv, xxvi, 43—44, 46, 120;
compound, xxvi, xxvii, 65, 67-68, 111

~in logic, 29, 30, 34; luminous, 103, 114;

multiple, 38, 68; sustaining, 65, 123

certitude, 27-28

chance, 34, 101, 132; world of, 107

circularity, fallacies of, 32-33

clime, eighth, 160

clouds, 124

cogitation, 2

cold, 58, 126, 127, 128-29

color, xxv, 42, 49-51, 69-70, 154, 179

comet, 123

commander of humanity, 132

commandments, 162

common sense, 41, 137, 139, 150, 195

compounds, 93, 125, 131

compression, xxvi, 53-56; and sound, 73

.conception, xxiv, 6, 46, 52, 171, 196

conclusion, of syllogism, 21

concomitant, concomitants, 3, 7, 35, 37,
52, 57, 59, 105, 171, 196; fallacies
involving, 32-33

concrete objects, 46, 47, 49, 50, 59, 79,
92, 196

condition, conditions, 115, 196; in causes,
29, 43

conditionals, 13, 25-26

conjunction, astronomical, xvi, 186

connection, of bodies, 52--53, 103, 148

_consciousness, 79-85, 181, 202; of lights,

86, 89, 106, 112
consequent, 13, 26, 41, 196
constituents, 38, 58-60, 177, 196
constitution, human, 141-42
constraint, motion by, 68
contemplation, 139, 147, 148, 155, 162,

195. Sec also beholding
contingent, contingents, contingency,

- xxvi, 16, 32, 35, 43, 50, 60, 99, 181,
196; as being of reason, xxv, 48-50;
future, 152, 182; of incorporeal
lights, 64—65, 87; necessity of, 17, 34

contingency, principle of the most noble,
xxvii, 101, 107, 196

contradiction, contradictory, 18—19, 26,
30, 42, 196

contraries, 196; fallacies involving, 35

control, 196; of barriers 102

conversion, 19-20, 32, 40-42, 196

Index

copula, 15, 18, 47, 178-79. See alsv “to
be,” as copula

Corbin, Henry, xix, xxxi

corporeal, corporeality, 43, 49, 50,
52-54, 62. See also duskiness, dusky

correlates, 171

correlative pairs, 33

correspondence, 6, 50, 117-19, 135

corruption, 65

cosmogony, INuminationist, 90-92

cosmology, Illuminationist, 99104

counting, 48

covenant, 157

craftsmen, 143

creation, in time, 183

Cireator, Light of Lights as. See God, as
Light of Lights

crocodile, 175

Crusaders, xvi, xvii

crystal, 91, 125

crystalline humor, 71-73. See also vision,
Tiluminationist theory of

cycles, cosmic, 117, 152-53

Dabistan al-madhahib, xxiii

dalélat (signification), use of terms
including, 171, 202

Damad, Mir, xxii

damned, torment of, 149

dagiga ishragiya (Illuminationist
lemmas), use of term, 170

Darband, 149, 186

al-Darjazini, Muhammad ibn “Abd
al-fAli, xxxi

darkness, 77-78, 9091, 107, 114, 136,
141, 196; of air, 177, 181

al-darariya al-mutlaga (term of modal
logic), 165

Dasdrir, xxiii

Dashtaki, Ghiyith al-Din, xxii

Dawwani, Jalal al-Din, xxii

death, 143, 163; state of, 160-61

deficiency, 67, 103

definition, xxiv, 811, 37, 47, 172,
197; essential, xx, xxiv xxv, xl,
9, 51--52, 197

demonstration, 26-30, 44, 169, 197

denial, 15, 22, 156

dependence, dependent, 76, 95, 101-3,
150, 197

derivatives, 9

description, as definition, 9, 197
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desire, 134, 146; for light, 122, 145;
as veil, xxxix, 122 -

devils, 149-50

dhat (essence, self), use of term, 181,
198. See also essence

dhawq (tasting), use of term, xvii, 169.
See also intuition .

dhikr (Mention), use of term, 186

dialecticians, use of analogy, 28

differentia, xxiy, 10, 51, 171, 197

dimensions, 43, 44, 100

cdirection, 93, 117, 197

disciples, Subrawardi’s, xxi, 162

discipliue, mystical, 108

disjunction, 197; exclusive, 173

distance, 63, 73, 106

distinction, mental and real, xxi

distractions, 145

distribution, 22, 31

division, divisibility, of bodics, 46, 32-53,
57, 58, 63, 75, 102-3

Diyarbakr, xv

dominance, 101, 103, 109, 130, 133, 146,
148, 197; of lower light by higher.
97-98, 113

dreams, xxviti, 151, 152, 154

dry, dryness, 58, 125, 126

dualism, condemned in Zoroastrianisim
and Manicheeism, 2

duality, xxv, 48

duskiness, dusky, 79, 84, 197. See also
corporal, corporeality

carth, 91, 124, 125, 127, 131

carthenware, 71

Easterners, sages ol East, xvii, 2, 48,
14143, 169, 185

ecthesis, $0-41, 178, 197

effect, xxvi, 29

ego, 81-82, 86, 197

Egypt, xviii, x|

elementals, 103

elements, xxxix, 112, 184, 197; in
Hluminationist theory, xxvi, 118,
12425, 183; in Peripatetic theory,
125-26; qualities of, 58, 6162

emanation, 114, 119-20, 181, 197

Empedocles, xl, 2, 107-8

empirical premises, 27

epistemology. See knowledge

epistolography, xxxix—x!

equality, fallacies involving, 3435
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equal priority, fallacies involving, 34

equivocation, fallacies involving, 34-36,
64

Esfandarmodh, xxxvii, 131, 184

essence, essences, 47, 49, l/l =72, 181,
198; as self, 80-81; ‘perceptive, 145

essential definition. See definition

essentials, 7, 911, 33, 198

estimation, estimative faculty, 27, 137,
169, 184, 198

eternity, ofum\'erqc 115-16, 119-21,
183; of motions, 113, 151

crhmaals 103

cthics, xxxix

events, xxviii, 133, 178

avidence, as parf of analogy, 28

evident, 47, 52, 70, 74, 81 -85, 181, 198

evil, in this I)esl ol all possible worlds,
xxviii, 52

evil eve, 159

excellence, of archetypes, 102

exceptians, [allacies involving, 60

exercises, spiritual, xli

exhaustive, 22, 198

existence, 16,43, 46, 48, 49, 123, 198;
as being of reason, xxv, 45-47, 50— 51;
concrete, 42, 66; of lxu riers, 78-79;
of Necessary Existent, 66— 67, 83;
Peripatetic view of, 52; primacy of, xxi

existents, 45-46, 49, 66-67, 198

exposition, 24, 178

extension, of bodies, 53, 179

extramission. See vision, intramission
and extramission

extremes, 21, 198

eve, 71, 96, 180

faculties, 10, 111, 133-34, 184, 198;
hodily, xxxix, 135, 139, 141

fallacies, xxiv, xxv, 31-37, 39, 50

falsafa (phllosophv), use of term, xxx,
200. See also phxlnmphv wisdom

al-Firabi, Al-jam” bayn rapayn al-
hakimayn, xxxvi

fasting, 161, 162

fate und pxeclestm.«ltmn, 155, 159

Fatimids, xvi, xvii. See also Isma® ilis

fayd (Cl’ndﬂ'ltloﬂ), use of term, 181, 197.
See also emanation

females, 131

fictions, intellectual, 176

figure. See syllogism

Index

figures, 198; world of, 150

Jigh (law), use of term, 169

fire, xxviii, 54, 103, 125-26, 184; nobility
of, 128, 130 :

flame, 125-26

flavor, 82

fluids, transparency of, 71

food, 135

forgetting, 136

forms, 102, 171, 180, 198; as constituents
of bodies, xxvi, 56-63, 82; elemental,
61-62, 131; suspended, 13840, 149,
155, 198; vmblc 52,71-72

Forms, Phtomc See Platonic Forms

fortresses, 136, 138, 141, 145, 184, 198;
human 132, 134, 142 147

four, four-ness, 48

Frashostar, 2, 170

friendship, 141

future, 120

Gabriel, 132

Galen, on syllogism, 174

Gate of Gates, 142

generality, 37, 46

generation, 181, 198; and corruption,
117, 123

generosity, 96

genus, 10, 38, 51, 59, 171, 172, 198

Giver of Knowledge, 1

glass, transparency of, 71

glorification, 156

God, as Light of Lights, xxvii, 83, 110~ 11,
H4; and existence, 83, 87-89, See
also Light of Lights

grammar, xxxix—xl, 32

Greek language, xI

Greeks. See Ancients

growth, 134

guidance, 156, 162

. happiness, 135, 150

hagiga (reality, essence) use of term, 171,
201. See also essence, essences;
reality, realities

Harati, Asadu’llah, xxxi

hearing, 133

heart, and spirit, 135

heat, xxvi, 54, 58, 60, 62, 125, 126,
128-31, 135

Hermes Trismegistus, xviii, xl, 2; 3
107-8, 161

Index

hikma (phllosophy, wisdom), use of term,
xxix—xx, 201, See also philosophy;
wisdom

hikmat al-ishrag (phxlosophy of wmdom)
use of term, xvii, 169

Hikmat al-ishrdg (The phxlosophy of
illumination), xvi, xviii, xix, 1, 4, 162,
169; place of, in Suhrawardi’s
philosophy, xx, 2, 4; requnres
a[—qa im bi al-kitdh, xxi; summary of,
xxiii-xxviii; Shahraziiri’s interest
in, xlii—xliii; textual history of,
*xx-xxxiii; translations of, 169

Hirawi, Muhammad-Sharif ibn
Anwariya, xxiii

holiness, 144, 145, 161

Holy Spirit, 132, 162

homonymous, 8

horizon, luminous, 145

Horns of Hattin, xvi-xvii

hukm (predicate, judgment, state of
affairs), use of term, 175

hukamat (judgments), xxv, 199, See also
judgment

humanity, 10, 47, 59, 105, 10910

humidity, 126

humility, 103

humor, crystalline. See crystalline humor

. Hurakhsh 104, 182
‘Hiurgalya, xxxvii, 160

hugitl (occurrence), use of term, 181
hylomorphisin, xxvi. See also body

“I,” 132. See also ego

Ibn Kammana, xxil; Al-tangihdt fi shark
al-talwihat, xxxiv

Ibn al-Khatib, Lisian al-Din, xxiii

‘Ibn Sina. Se¢ Avicenna

identity, 7, 123, 198

idel, 109, 112, 134, 139, 180, 182, 198. See
also Platonic Forms; talismans

illumination, xxx, 69, 88 92, 95, 96, 98,
100, 129, 140, 147, 160, 199; and
dominating lights, 112, 114, 122, 145;
by Light of nghts, 95-95, 98, 115;
phllosophy of, xvii~xviii, xx, 144, 169

Iuminationist principles, 17, 21 23, 42,
43,106, 107,170 .

Iluminationist school, xix, 199; history
of, xxi-xxiii; and veneration of
Sun, 104

1Xlusxonb, 106
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images, 6, 34, 65, 66, 80, 149, 171, 180;
suspended, xxviii, 137, 138, 148, 149

imagination, 73, 96, 120, 136-37, 139,
150, 151, 184, 186, 199

impcdiments, 199; removal of, as part of
cause, 43-44, 65, 115

impossible, impossibility, 16, 17, 22, 39,
50, 199; in fallacies, 32, 34

imprinting, 102, 104, 138, 199; and
vision, xxvi, 7172

“in,” as mode of existence, 47

inclination, 68

incorporeality, 8283, 199; brethren
of, 155

indefiniteness, 199; fallacies involving,
31

independence, independent, xxvil, 45,
46, 76, 87, 95, 101, 145, 199

India, xix, xxiii; sages of, 108

individuals, 14, 87, 108

individuation, by accidents, 6, 59

induction, 27

inference, in perception, 71

infinite terms, 25, 173. See also
proposition, infinite

infinity, 48; of lights and spheres, 1['5
120, 151; possible and impossible,
44, 45, 4-7 63, 87, 178

inscriptions, in celestial spheres, 151-52

msxght brethren of, 156

inspection, in logic, 42

inspiration, 155

intellection, 60, 134, 199

intellects, xxxix, 18, 27, 45, 48, 50, 51,
60, 63, 99, 108 109, 110, 112, 118, 169
170, 186 199; separate, xxi, 48, 60,
64-65, 107, 169, 202; world of,
xxxviii, 66

mtelhglblc 199; negation of, 18

intensity, 199; distinction by, xxvii, 54,
62,67, 100 180

intentions, second, 176

intermediate, in afterlife, 148

interpenetration, 55, 64

intramission. Se¢ vision, intramission
and extramission

intuition, xvii-xviii, 1-2, 78, 144, 170,
199; and proof, 2, 27

Isagoge, 171

Isfahan, xv; School of, xxii L

ishrdg (illumination), use of term, xvii,
xxx, 170, 199. See also illumination
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IsmaCilis, xvi, xxi. See also Fatimids
.«jt,” as relation to external thing, 80
.jteration, of modes, 22 :
i%tibdri, i‘tibarat (alternative forms of
being of reason), xxii; ‘agliya, use of
term, xxv, 176, 195; dhihniya, usc of
term, 176. See also being of reason

Jabars, xxxvii, 160

Jabulq, 160

Jamiasp, 2, 170

jet, 91

al-Jili, Majd al-Din, xv

jinn, 149-50

Judgment Day, 1

judgments, 12, 15, 18, 27, 175, 199; as
points disputed with Peripatetics, xxv

jurisprudence, x1, 169

kashf (unveiling), use of term, xvii, 169

Kay-Khusraw (king of Persia), 108

kharbanda (lowly mendicant), use of
term, 166

Khurdad, xxxvii, 108

king, light as, 96, 148

Kingdom, 108, 161, 162

kingly splendor, 108

knowledge, 84, 139; God’s, xxvii, 105-6;
human, xxxviit, 1, 8, 37, 114, 175;
Peripatetic account of, 105-6, 171; -
by presence, xvi, xviii, xx, xxvi, xxvii,
xxviii, 80, 171, 180, 200; of souls of
spheres, 122

kull (all), use of term, 173. See also “all,”
as used in syllogisms

kullumd (whenever), use of term, 173

al-ld-awlawiya (rule of logic), 177

lamps, 100

language, 56

laughter, laughing, 6, 171

law, science of, xl1, 169, 178

lawgivers, 3

leadership, Peripatetic love of| xli

length, difference of, 54

lexicography, xxxix

Libra, conjunction of planets within
constellation of, 162

life, 86, 89, 94, 103, 104

light, kinds of: accidental, xxvi, 77-78,
79, 81, 83, 86, 91, 98, 112, 130, 181,
199, 200; all encompassing, 87;

Index

borrowed, 112; classes of, 77-78,
83-34,.111-12; commanding (also
controlling or managing), 94, 103,
104, 107, 12123, 129, 130, 134, 136,

" 138, 139, 141, 142, 145, 147, 149, 196;
deficient, 114, 138; dependent, 88;
dominating, 87, 99-103, 107, 109,
111-12, 115, 118, 119, 121, 123, 128,
129, 139, 142, 144, 147-49, 197,
eternal, 87; exalted, 198; first, 91-92;
of God, 1, 156; highest, 119; holy, 87,
145; horizontal order of, xxvii, 119,
198; incorporeal (also immaterial,
pure, or metaphysical), xxvi, xxvii,
77, 79, 145, 181, 184, 199; independ-
ent, 88; managing, 200; physical,
xxvi, 77-78, 100; and Platonic Forms,
65; propitious, 98, 100, 122, 135, 201;
proximate, xxvii, 92, 95, 98, 99--100,
107, 201; reflected, 99--100; vertical
order of, 203; vile, 103. See also soul

light, subjects related to: and animal
spirit, 135-36; as cause, 79, 90, 128,
130; correspondence of, to human
faculties, 133-34; indefinability, xxvi,
76, 181; as Iranian doctrine, xix,
xxiii, 2, 169; mystical expericnces of,
xxviil, 4; properties of, 46, 83, 100,
112; science of, xxiii, 2, 69-70, 170;
and self-consciousness, 79, 82-84;
unity and distinction of, 81-82,
85-87, 112, 113, 147-48; vision of] xli,
96, 107, 110, 138; world of, 102, 108,
141, 142

Light of Lights, 100, 102, 107, 118, 119,
123, 130, 139, 145, 147, 148, 150, 161,
162, 200; attributes of, 96, 104-5,
113, 181; as cause, 90, 114-16; corre-
sponds to Necessary Existent, xxvii,
87-89; in hadith, 111, See also God

linguistic sciences, alteration of, xxxix—xl

linguistic usage, 62

locus, 43, 46, 49, 62, 128, 200

logic, in Philosophy of Hlumination, xix,
xxiv, xxx, 171, 174; critique of, 4, 24,
39, 40

lords, 123, 180, 182, 200. See idols;
Platonic Forms; talismans

love, 101, 103, 109, 130, 133, 146, 160, 186,
200; of lights, 98, 103, 118, 122, 145,
161; prophcthood of, xlii; and sexual
intercourse, 147; world of, 148

Index

luminosity, 69, 74, 77, 86, 92, 96, 103,
200; of Light of Lights, 89, 105, 113

Magi, on light and darkness, 2

magic, xvi, Xxviii )

magnitude, 30, 64, 71-72, 112; body as,
52-56, 78, 172, 179

mdhiya (quiddity, essence), use of term,
171. See also essence, essences; ‘
quiddity, quiddities

male and female, 147

man, XXxviii, 47, 111, 131

Manichzism, on light and darkness, 2

manifest, 181

‘magbildl (nonscientific premises), use

of term, 175

Maragha, xv

Mardin, xv

al-Mardini, Fakhr al-Din, xv

Mars (planet), 102

al-meshrita (terms of modal logic):
al-‘amma, 178; al-khdssa, 178

masters of idols, 182. Se¢ also Platonic
Forms

mathal (metaphor), use of term, 186.
See also Platonic Forms

mathematicals, 176

mathematics, xxiii

matter, 52, 82, 110, 151, 170, 179;
Hluminationist rejection of, xxvi,
56-58, 128; prime, 200; of
syllogisms, 2628, 31-32

ma‘dila (modified), use of term,173

ma “dim (nonexistent), use of term, 178

al-ma‘nd al-‘@mm (general meaning), usc
of term, xxiv

meaning, 36, 45, 47; general, xxiv, 6-8,
24, 200

meat, abstentions from, 162

memory, 136, 155, 186; and spheres, 138

messengers of God, 3. See also prophets

metamorphosis, 144

metaphor, 8, 155, 186

metaphysics, xix, xxiil, xxv, xxvi, 47

meteors, 125

middle term, of syllogisin, 24, 29-31

might (power), 161, 186

mind, existence in, 47

mincmls; xxxviiy, 111, 131

mirrors, 149, 154; forms in, 72-73, 96,
138, 150

misery, 150

mithal (pl. muthul) (Platonic Form,
Forms), use of term, 180, 182, 186.
See also Platonic Forms

mixtures, xxxviii, 148

Miyanaj, 149, 186

Miyafariqin, xv

modalities, 18, 32, 48

modal logic, xxiv-xxv

moderation, 101, 135, 146

Moderns, 162, 174; and intuitive
philosophy, xl-xli. See also
Peripatetics

modes, 16, 25, 200

modus ponens and modus tolens, 15,172

moisture, 58, 125

moods, 22~25

Mordad, 108

morphemes, 61

mother-lights, 119

motion, 43, 49, 63, 119, 135; cause of|
xxviif, 129-30, 150; of spheres, 94, 113,
116-18; types of, 6768, 116, 128, 180

mughdlatat (sophistical refutations), use
of term, 176

"Muhammad, 1, 163, 186

Muhammad-Abmad, xxx

muhmalat al-jiha (indefinite in mode),
use of term, 174

al-migjiba al-ma ‘dila (type of
proposition), use of term, F74. See
also proposition, propositions

Mulla Sacra. See Sadr al-Din Shirazi
(Muila Sadri)

mulciplicity, xxvii, 58, 95-96, 103; and
Platonic Forms, 109-10 )

mumkin (possible, contingent), use of
term, 173, 196

al-muntashira (term of modal logic), 178

mushihada (intellectual apprehension),
use ol term, 180, 195, 196. Sew also
beholding; contemplation

music, 1545 of the spheres, xxviii

musk, 109

al-mutlaga al-“@noma (universal absolute),
use ol term, 174

mystics, mysticism, 134, 156-57, 162,
170, 185; and intuitive philosophy,
xx, xliii

names, 8
nagl (transmigration), use of term,
185, 203
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ndtig (speaking), use of term, 17)

nature, natures, 38, 59, 180, 200

nearness, 106, 145, 148, 161

necessary, 16, 17, 43, 181, 200

Neces:my Existent, 65-67, 83, 8789,
200. See also God; Light of Lights

nceessity, xxi, 32, 39, 99; as being of
reason, xxv, 17, 48; of Necessary
E\lslent 66-G7

need, of lloht 87

negation, 15-16, 18, 20, 21922, 39, 175,
178, 200; fallacies involving, 32, 35;
in third figure of syllogism, 24—25

Neoplatonists, xvii—xviii

nmgritude, 50. See black

nonbeing, nonexistn nce, 16, 22, 44, §7,
88, 92, 113, 120, 145, 178, 179. See also
absence; privation

nouns, 61

number, 30, 48, 52, 65, 178; as being of
reason, 47—48

Nariya Madrasa, xvi

nutrition, 134

odor, 52

Old Man of the Mountain, xvii

omens, favorable, 182

one, 47

opacity, xxviii, 124, 135

opposition, as condition of perception;
150

optics, 180

oracles, 152

order, 44; of universe, 98, 104, 106-7

Ordibehesht, xxxvii, 108, 128

organon, xv, 170

“oriental,” use of 1erm, Xix, Xxix

Pahlawis, Pahlavis, 92, 200

pain, 146 -

pairs, xxxviii

particles, grammatical, 32

particulars, particularity, particulariza-
tion, 52, 58—60, 87, 99, 137, 200; God’s
knowledge of, xx, xxvii; in syllogism,
24-25

parts, 6, 9, 42, 52, 54-55_ 61, 63

passion, 130, 200; ofhghts 97-98, 145

past, 120, 12}

paths, seven, 158

patience, 161

perception, 83, 137, 147

Index

perdurance, 64
perfection and deficiency, 34, 54, 62, 92,
200; human, xxxix, xI; of light, 85,
87,91, 97, 107, 112
Peripatetics and Peripatetic philosophy,
xlii, 4, 47, 162, 170; 184, 200; critiyue '
of, xv, xx, xxv; logic of, criticized, ;
10-11, 19, 20, 51-52; metaphysical
topics, xxi, 7, 47, 49, 51, 62, 107;
physical topics, 46, 52-56, 99, 109,
118, 12526, 172, 180; psychologv
6465, 82-83, 143 ] T
Peripatetic worLs. See Suhrawardx,
works of
Persia, sages of, xvii, xviii, xI, 2, 108, 128,
130, 169, 170, 185
Philip II, Augustus (king of France), xvii
philosopher, philosophers,107, 200; 5
divine, 3; as rightful rulers, xvii,
xxiil; Suhrawardi as, xix
philosophy, xxx, xlii, 2, 201; discursive,
xx, xxiii-xxiv, xl, 3—4, 197; intuitive,
xx, Xxili—xxiv, xI, xl-xliii, 3—4, 169,
170, 199; Iranian, and Illumination-
ists, xxii—xxiii; pillars of, 108, 111,
161, 201
phoenix, 37
phonemcs 73,180 .
physics, in Philosophy (Jlllummatwn, i
‘(‘(l]] AXV
place, 44, 47
planets, 71, 99, 101-4, 118, 129, 154, 156,
186; motions of, 94, 183
plants, xxxviti, 111, 131, 134
Plato and Platonists, xviii, xxi, xxxvi,
144, 160, 180; and intuitive
philosophy, xxiii, x, 3, 107-8, 110;
Timeus, xxvi
Platonic Forms, xvi, xx, 10810, 123,
149, 180, 182, 183; as horizontal
order of lights, xxvii, xxviii, 111-12;
as Hluminationist doctrine, xxi, xxvi, ‘
xviii; Peripatetic views of, 65-66, 118. i
See also idols; talistnans
pleasure, xxxix, 97-98, 109, 146, 148,
159; intellectual, xxxix, 147
plenum, 55
poetry, poetic, xxxix—xl, 175
pointing, 8 ' )
Pole, the, 3, 170 : i
political science, decline of, xi - :
pores, 55

Index

position, priority of, 44

possibility, negation of, 39

possible, 16 )

potential, potentiality, 65, 105; fallacies
of, 63

power, 145; of Light of Lights, 87, 105,
113

practical wisdom, xxxix

prayers, efficacy of, xxviii, 159;
Suhrawardi’s, xviii

precious stones and metals, 131

predicates, 12, 15, 19, 28, 34, 50, 109, 175,
201; as beings of reason, 45, 51; in
syllogism, 23-25

premises, 21, 31--32; generally accepted,
27-28; 1magmat1vc, 28; innate, 28,
175; intuitive, 27; perceived, 26-27;
Primnary, xx, 26, 28; self-evident, 175;
traditional, 27; well- -known, 175

premonitions, 151-53

presence, xx, 105, 201

present, 121

Presocratics. See Ancients

Principle, First, 170

principles, 97, 170, 201

_-priority, 44, 78

privations, 35, 49, 129, 201. See also
absence; nonbeing -

proofs, xxiv, 2, 201

prophecy, prophets, xxviii, 107-8, 150,
152, 153~57; of love, xlii;
Suhrawardi’s claim of), xvii

proposition, propositions, 201; absolute,
: 40; categorical, 12, 13, 15, 25, 42, 196; -

compound, 196; conditicnal, 196;
definite, 197; definite necessary, 17,
20, 22, 40, 173; exhaustive, 24;
sccond figure of, 24; hypothetical
and disjunctive compound, 12, 13, 41,
42, 173, 175; indefinite, 14— 15, 18, 20
40; infinite, 15, 199; iterated modal,
173, 174; negative, 16; particular and
existential, 14-15, 19, 20, 40, 198; in
syllogisms, 12-13, 21; universal, 203;
universal aﬂirmatnve XXiv-xxv, 19,
20, 22, 39, 40, 177 .

providence, 101, 106, 201

psychology, Illummatxomst Xxviil

Prolemy, on vision, 180

punishment, God’s, 158

Pythagoras and Pythagoreans; xxi,
xl, 2
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al-qadiya al-daririya al-battala (definite .
necessary proposition), use of term,
173,197, 200. See also proposition,
propositions

qualities, 30, 46, 51, 52; of bodies, 44, 58,
13]; intensity of 62

quantification, 1415, 18, 32,42, 173,
175, 201

quantity, 30, 44

questions, in science, 30

quiddity, quiddities, 67, 9, 36, 38, 45,
46, 49, 61, 62, 83, 86, 87, 171, 201;
concrete, 46, 47, 51, 66, 138; and
existence, 46, 66, 178; PIatomcIorms,
66; primacy of, XX~XX1, xxii, 178

Qur’an, names of, 186-

rarefaction, 53, 54-56; and sound, 73

rational, 171

Ravan—Bakhsh 132

ray, xxvii, xl, 69, 100, 109, 111, 116, 117,
119, 120, 122, 145, 169, 181, 20%; of
Light of Lights, 95, 156; and vision,
70-71, 97

al-Razi, Fakhr al-Din, xv

reality, realities, 7, 45, 47, 56, 59, 83, 171,
201; definitions of, 9, 11; luminous,
85; simple and compound, 6, i1, 52

1eahzatlon 59

“receptacle,” Plato’s, xxvi, 179

receptivity, 88, 96

reductio ad absurdum, 26, 34, 4042

reduction, of figures of syllogism, 40;
of propositions, 174

" reflection, 91, 154; as way of learning

validity of syllogisms, 492 -

regressxon, 46, 48, 49, 50

reincarnation, xxvili, 141-44, 149, 201;
and Platomsm 185. See also
transrmgratxon

relations, 46, 47, 52, 106, 114, 185; as

. beings of reason, xxv; 49

remembrance, of God, 161

renewal, 115, 133

reproduction, 134

resemblance, of form to individuals , 109

rest, 35, 49, 129

resurrection, 146, 150

return, eternal, 152-.53

revealed sciences, xI

revelation, as basis of Persian
philosophy, 169
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reward and punishment, xxviii

rhetoric, xxxix, 175

rhetorical arguments, 51, 110

Richard I, the Lion-Hearted (king of
England), xvii

risibility, 105, 182

root, part of analogy, 28

rulership, and intuitive philosopher, 3

Sadr al-Din Shirazi (Mulla Sadra),
xxii—xxiil, xxvi; Al-ta“ligat ‘ald sharh
hikmat al-ishrig, xxxvi

sages, 201; visions of, 8

saints, xxviii, 153, 186

Saladin, xvi-xvii

al-sdliba al-ma‘dila (type of proposition),
use of term, 174. See also proposition,
propositions

salvation, 146

sanam (idol), use of term, 180, 198. See
also idol; talismans

al-Sawi, “Umar ibn Sahlan, xv

science, sciences, xxiv, 43 acquisition of,

by rational soul, xxxvili, xxxix; divi-
sions of, xxxix, xl; propositions in, 15,
17-18, 39; questions asked in, 30
scripture, as proof of lights, 11
self, 47, 80-81, 181, 201
self-consciousness. See consciousness
semantic errors, 32
semantics, Xxiv _
sensation, senses, xxvi, 52, 74, 135, 146;
inner and outer, xxviii, 133, 186;
unity of, 137-38; as veil for soul,
xxxix, 151
sensibles, sense-data, 13, 27, 74
series, 44, 116
service, to mystics, 108
sexual intercourse, 146, 147
shadow, 95, 102, 107, 109, 146, 201; of
Light of Lights, 115
al-Shahraziiri, Shams al-Din, xxi~xxii,
xvii-xviil; Sharh hikmat al-ishrdq, xix,
xxix—xxxv, xliit
Shahrir, 104, 182
shakhisa (particular), use of term, 174.
See also particulars, particularity,
particularization,
shape, of bodies, 78
shartiyit (conditionals), use of term, 175,
196. See also conditionals
shekinak (presence of God), 158

. ' .. Index

al-Shirazi, Qutb al-Din, xxit, xxxiii;
Sharl hikmat al-ishrag, XXix, XXXi,
Xxxiii, XXXV-XXXVi

signification, types of, 5, 202

similarity, fallacies of, 34

simple, 52, 101,11

simultaneity, 33; 44, 46

sisiya (pl. saydst) (fortress), use of term,
184, 198. See also fortresses

sleep, 161

smoke, 123

Socrates, and intuitive philosophy, x!1, 107

solicitude, 112

sophisms, sophistry, Xxv 31-37, 175, 176

soul, souls, xxvii, xxxviii, xxxix, 10, 51,
64, 101, 169-71, 183, 184, 202; classcs
of, 111-12; emanation of, xxviii,

60, 131, 13233, 147, 151, 184, 185;
immortality of, xxviii, 14445

sound, 73~74, 149, 154

sovereignty, 162; of Light of Lights, 87.
See also rulership

space, 124 and Platonic receptacle,

xxvi, 179
special pleading, 33, 60
species, 59, 61, 180, 202; and horizontal
order of lights, xxvi, xxvii, 101-2
specific properties, 52
specificity, 37
speculative philosophy, xl-xlii
Spenta Armaiti, 184
spheres, XXxix, 102, 107, 109, 117, 192, 125,
128, 202; generation and eternity of,
99, 117, 121-22; motions of, xxviii, 68,
94, 120, 181; music of, 154; outer,
92-93, 95; souls of, 103, 150
spirit, 202; animal, 111, 135-36, 183, 186;
Faithful, 158
splendor, 110
stars, arrangement of, xxvii, 104; cause,
99, 101
states, 4243, 46, 49, 52, 61, 62, 202;
of bodies, 57, 58, 78-79, 82; light
and dark, 77-78, 79, 85, 109, 146;
of lights, 86, 88, 91
statucs, 123, 154 ’
storms, 35
striving, 130; mystical, 1
" style, of Philosophy of Hllumination, xxiil
subject, 12, 15, 19, 49, 62, 202
subrnission, 156
subsistence, subsistent, 43, 46. 202

Index '

substance, substances, xxvi, 43, 46, 51,
61, 62,93, 202; dusky, 77-78, 83-88;
95, 103, 141, 144, 145,197
substantiality, 43, 45, 50, 51, 80, 83; as -
being of reason, xx, xxv, 49-50,
56-57, 181; of bodies, 43, 79
subtle, subtlety, 126, 202; of animal
spirit, 135. See also body, subtle.
sudir (generation), use of term, 181,198
v See also generation
sufficient reason, 43—44, 87, 116, 123, 202
Sufi, Suhrawardi as, xv
Suhraward (village), xv, 166
Suhrawardi, Aba Hafs ‘Umar, 166
Suhrawardi, Abi Najib ‘Abd al-Qahir, 166
Suhrawardi, Shihib al-Din Yalya
(author of The Philosaphy of
Illumination), biographical sources
on, 165; conversion of, from
Peripatetic philosophy, xlit, 108;
interrelation of works of, xviii—xx;
juvenilia of, xviii, 2; al-Lamahdt:
(Flashes of light), 2, 169; life of,
xv—xviiy @l-Mashari® wa al-Mutarahdl
(Paths und havens), xvi, xviii, xix;
Mugareamdl (Apposites), xviii, xix;
Peripatetic works of, xviii, xx, xxiii,
xxly; 2, 169, 170; Persian works of,
xviii; poetry of, cited, xlii; reputation
of, xliii; al-Tahoiha: (Intimations),
Xviil, xix, xxil, 2, 169. See also
Hikmat al-ishrag (The philosophy
of illumination)
Sun, 69, 77, 97, 98, 102, 117, 156, 182;
venerated by Hlummationists, 104
Sunni, xvi
superadded, 46, 80
sier (quantification sign), use of term,
173, 201 _
sara (form), use of term, 171, 180, 198.
See also forms
syllogism, syllogisms, xvii, x1, 12, 21, 26,
114; categorical, 26, 174, 202; con-
junctive, 21,41, 42, 174; disjunctive,
174; exclusive, 21, 41, 174, 202; figure
of, 198; first tigure of, 21, 22-23,
177, 178; fourth figure of, 21, 174;
hypothetical, 13, 24, 174, 175, 202;
mixed forms of, 24, 25; need for two
premises in, 36, 177; reduction of,
xxiv-xxv; second and third Agures
of, 23-25, 41, 175

svmbolism, as mode ol expression
of Ancients, xxiii, xli, 2, 109, 170;
in Philosophy aof Ttumination, xlii, 4
synonymous, 8
Syria, xv

ta’alluh (deification, godliness), use of
term, 170, 198. .See also philosophy,
intuitive
tablets, celestial, 150 .
talismans, 101, 139, 146, 155, 182, 202,
See also idols; Platonic Forms
tandsukh (reincarnation), use of term,
185, 201. Ser also reincarnation;
transmigration
technical terms, 42, 179; [allacies in,
34-35
temple, 107, 139, 160; of nearness, 156
temporal, 116, 202; events, 117, 122, 123,
152; modalities, 173
term, terms, 21, 32, 202. See also
technical terms
terminology, Huminauionist, in logic, xxiv
theologians, Islamic, 172, 175
theology, in Philosophy of wmination. xhi
“theosophy,” use of rerm, xix, xxix
thingness, 45, 56, 81, 83
thunderbolt, 108, 157, 159
time, 30, 44, 47, 115, 119, 121, 153, 183
touch, and animals, 133
transference, 185
translucency, 12425, 203; of animal
spirit, 135; of water, 127
transmigration, 133, 149, 185, 203. Ser
also reincarnation
transmutation, transformation, 125,
127-28, 203
transparency, trausparent, 71, 1245 air,
xxvili
trees, archetype of, 108
triangle, essence ol 171-72
Turks, incivility ol 185
al-Tisi, Nagir al-Din, xxii

unawareness, 82
unconsciousness, 80, 82

58, 75, 203, as being of reason,

7, 65; of Light ol Lights, 87

uniiversality, disproof of, 38

universals, xxiv, xxviil, xxxix, 7-8, 119,
173, 176; continuous, 8

universe, finitude of, 92, 93



known, 37

veiling, as illumination, Xvii

p” and “down,” 93

i al-figh (\jurisprudc‘.m:r:), use of term,
169. See alsa Jurisprudence”

uum, 203; impossibilil:y of, xxvi, 55, 64
or, 124, 12829

Is, 96, 139, 203; only among bodies,
95, 100; of light, 111

wis (planet), 102

ration, ancd sound, 73

gerent, of God, 2, 3, 170, 203. See
also caliph

ues and vices, 142, 146

htaspn, 170

on, 81, 133, 140, 203; Iuminationist
theary of, XX, XNvi, 773, 1045
intramission and extramission, xxvi,
70-73 ; und knmvlcrlgcx 139, 180
ms, 1, 8,169, 203

al vays, xxvi

u Manah (Bahman), 92, 181

b al-“ilm (Giver of Knowledge),
15¢ of term, 169, See also Giver of
(nowlcdge

Index

wahm (estimation, estimative faculty),
use of term, 169, 198. S, also
estimation, estimative faculty

al-wagtiya (modal proposition), 172

war, holy, 158 :

water, 61, 12425, 127, 130-31;
archetype of, 108

wayfarers, xli, 156

west, 48

white, 45, 54; appears nearer than
black, 106

wisdom, Xxix—xxx, 107, 142, 203

witness, in analogy, 29

witnesses, 175

womanliness, 184; of earth, 131

word, 5; general, 6; individualizing, 6

worlds, three and four, 2, 149

Xshathra Vairya, 182

Zahir al-Farisi, xv

al-Zihir, al-Malik, XVi-Xvil, xxi

Zoroaster and Zoroastrianism, 108;
and Illuminationism in Indja, Xxiii;
terms in, 182
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. A Note on the Tipe

The English text of this book was set in BASKERVILLE, a typetace originally
designed by John Baskerville (1706-1775), a British stonecutter, letter designer,
typefounder, and printer. The Baskerville type is considered to be one of the
first “transitional” faces—a deliberate move away from the “old style” of the
Continental humanist printer. Its rounded letterforms presented a greater dif-
ferentiation of thick and thin strokes, the serifs on the lower-case letters were
more nearly horizontal, and the stress was nearer the vertical—all of which
would later influence the “modern” style undertaken by Bodoni and Didot in
the 1790s. Because of its high readability, particularly in long texts, the type was

subsequently copied by all major typefoundries. (The original punches and
" matrices still survive today at Gambridge University Press.) This adaptation
of Baskerville, designed by the Compugraphic Gorporation in the 1960s, is
a notable departure from other versions in its overall typographic evenness
and lightness in color. To enhance its range, supplemental diacritics and liga-
tures were created in 1997 for exclusive use in the Islamic Translation Series.

TYPOGRAPHY BY JONATHAN SALTZMAN







