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- In recent decades considerable progress has been made in investigating

~and identifying carlier philosophical sources for the thought of Thomas
Aquinas. Among these sources Avicenna stands out as onc whose work
‘must be considered by anyonc interested in the historical origins of -
Thomistic metaphysics. In addition to groundbreaking studics by Eticnne -

" Gilson illustrating the gencral influcnce of Arabic philosophy on Latin:
scholasticism,! a number of more recent efforts have been directed to

~ particular examples of the Avicennian influence on Thomas himself. Some

of these have investigated the Ayicen'nianyinﬂuc‘ncc on particular doctrines

while others have concentrated on Avicenna as a sourcc’ for particular
Thomistic works.? o S € u o w

1. “Pourquoi saint Thomas a critiqué saint Augustin,” Archives d'Histoire Doctrinale
¢t Littéraire du Moyen Age 1 (1926-1927), pp. 5-127; “Avicenne et le point de départ de
Duns Scot,” ibid. 2 (1927), pp. 89-149; “Les sources gréco-arabes de laugustinisme
avicennisant,” ibid. 4 (1929), pp. 5-149. . o

2. See for instance, G. Smith, *Avicenna and the Possibles,” The New Scholasticism
17 (1943), pp. 340-57; A. Lobato, D¢ influxu Avicennae in theoria cognitionis Sancti :
Thomee Aquinatis (Granada, 1956); B. Zcdler, “Saint Thomas and Avicenna in the
De Potentia Dei,”” Traditio 6 (1948), pp. 105-39; “St. Thomas, Interpreter of
Avicenna,” The Moden Schoolman 33 (1935-1956), pp. 1-18; L. De Raeymacker, -
«] ’atre sclon Avicenne ct sclon s. Thomas d’Aquin,” Avicenna Commemoration Volume

- (Calcutta, 1956), pp. 119-31; “La esencia avicenista y la esencia tomista,” Sapientia
11 (1956), pp. 154-65. For alist of explicit citations of Avicenna by St. Thomas sec
C. Vansteenkiste, “Avicenna-Citaten bij S. Thomas,” Tijdschrift voor Philosophie 15
(1953), pp. 457-507. For further bibliographical indications concerning Avicenna
and his influence on Latin scholasticism sce G. C. Anawati, Essai de bibliographic
avicennienne (Cairo, 1950), section 4, “Les Travaux Sur Avicenne En Languces Autres
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Y : Atthc same nmc,qqﬁand 60f _Thomas’s Commentary Qn}Biqél'hius’_’s",D:[ o

Tviniate contain his most exterisive treatiment of the division and naturc of - -

- the spoculative scicnces and:their respective methods. Rencwed interest in.
 these questions is-indicated by:the rélatively. recent appearance of two I
: ‘English translations,* and by

thes * and by
* f:abstraction and scpara-
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tical scioncos s found in these same,
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the objcct and method:of the:thcoretic: und in. these
6 However although.considerable’attention has understandably.

Love

" Que L'Arabe,” and for a résumé of this bibliography in French his “La‘tradition © -
- manuscrite orientale de Pocuvre d'Avicenne,” Revue thomiste 51 (1951), pp. 407-40; -
- also his “Chronique avicennienne 1951-1960,” Revue thomiste 60 (1960), pp. 630-31;
and “Bibliographic dc la philosophic médiévale ¢n terre dIslam pour les années 0
1959-1969,” Bulletin de philosophie médicale 10-12 (1968~70), p. 361.-Now alsosechis =~
“Saint Thomas d'Aquin ct la Méaphysigue: d'Avicenne,” in St Thomas Aquinas .
- 1274-1974: Commemorative Studies (Toronto, '1974)," Vol. [, pp. 449-65 " (with®
references to other studics); La Métaphysique du Shifa’ Livres 14 V. Introduction; traduc- =
tion ¢t notes (Paris, 1978), pp. 63-78 (with some additional references). Also see L.~
Gardet, “Saint Thomas et ses prédécesseurs arabes,” in St Thomas Aquinas
1274-1974, Vol. 1, espccially pp. 435-38; A. Judy, “Avicenna’s Metaphysics in the
Summa contra gentiles,® Angelicum 52 (1975), pp. 340-84, 541-86; and vol. 53 (1976),
pp. 185-226. Also sec Gilson, “Avicenne en Occident au Moyen Age,” Archives
FHistoire Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age 36 (1969), pp. 89-121, '

. 3. Thomas von Aquin, In librum Boethii De Trinitate, Quacstiones Quinla el Sexta, P.
Wyser, ed. (Fribourg-Louvain, 1948); Sancti Thomae de Aquino Expositio super librum
Boethii De Trinitate, B. Decker, ed., 2d ed, (Leiden, 1959). In addition to being an
odition of the entirc Thomistic Commentary rather than merely of qq. 5 and 6,
Decker’s work has the added merit of having consulted other codices in addition to
the autograph manuscript used by Wyscr. Sce Decker, op. cit., pp. 33f1. L

4. St. Thomas Aquinas, The Division and Methods of the Sciences: Questions V and VI of
His Commentary on the De Trinilale of Boethius, Translated with Introduction and Notes, A. .
Maurer, tr., 3d rev. cd. (Toronto, 1963); The Trinity and The Unicity of the Intellect by -
St Thomas Aquinas, Sr. Rose Emmanuclla Brennan, tr. (St. Louis, 1946), pp. 8-197
for a translation of all six questions of Thomas'’s Commentary on the De Trinttate.
Maurer's translation is based on the autograph edition of Wyser, but in the third
cdition Decker’s edition has also been used. See Maurer, pp. xxxix-x1. Although
the Brennan translation is not restricted to qq. 5 and 6, it appeared beforc the Wyser
and Decker editions and hence is not based on the better text now available.
5. For reference to many of thesc and for discussion of this issu¢ sec Ch, IV below.
6. S. Neumann, Gegenstand und Methode der theoretischen Wissenschaften nach Thomas =
von Aquin aufgrund der Expositio super librum Boethii De Trnnitate, in Beitriige zur
‘ Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters +1:2 (Mdnster, 1965). -
- Since the original appearance of my article in 1973, another book-length study of
Thomas’s Commentary has appeared: L. Elders, Faith and Science: An Introduction to
St. Thomas® Expositio in Boethit De Trinitate (Rome, 1974). Morcover, H. Weidemann
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- been given-to Aristotle and to Boethius as sources for Thomas in his writing . -
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“on-Thomas's Commentary in his Melaphysik
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" has concentrated heavily m n his. Melapliysik und Sprache: - -
- Eine sprachphilosophische Untersuchung zue Thomas von Aquin und Aristoteles. (Freiburg- <~
" 7. Thus Neumann, in the work cited in n. 6 above, devotes pp. 19-36 toAristotle.
and pp. 36-57 to Boethius as background matcrial for Thomas’s Commentary. With "~
rarest exceptions such as pp. 115 and 132, Avicenna is completely disregarded. . -
Nonetheless, Vansteenkiste lists ten explicit citations of Avicenna by Thomas in this
- Commentary and four from questions 5 and 6 (q.'3, a. 1, ad4;q. 5,a. 1, 2d 9, q. 5, . -
a. 4¢; q. 6, a. 3c),-0p. cit., pp. $58-60. In the footnotes of his edition Decker has in- -
dicated @ number of further parallel passages between Avicenna and Aquinas inad- -
dition to the cxplicit citations. More recently, Elders has also noted a number of
points in the Commentary where Thomas is influenced by Avicenna (op. ait.,
Index), though he does not single out the passage which is of primary interest to me
in the present chapter. Also, for some references to Avicenna and to my article see
~ Weidemann, op. cit. The Avicenna known to ‘Thomas and to which I shall here be
referring is the Latin Avicenna, that is, the Latin translation of the Metaphysics of
Avicenna's most important philosophical work, his Kifab al-Shifa. Although a major
part of the original Arabic text was translated into Latin in the Middle Ages, this
translation activity occurred in different stages. Moreover, certain sections were -
simply not translated at all. For an outline of the various parts of the Shifi and a
description of the various steps involved in the medieval Latin translation of the'
same, sce M.-T. d'Alverny, “Avicenna Latinus I,” Archives d’Histoire Doctrinale e
Littératre du Moyen Age 28 (1961), pp. 282-88. The most important step scemns to have
occurred at Toledo after the year 1150 and included an Introduction, Isagoge, ch. 7 of -
scction 2 of the Second Analytics, Physics (in part), De Anima, and Metaphysics, Only a
 relatively small part of the Logic (about one-fourteenth) was translated into medieval
Latin. See Anawati, “La tradition.manuscritc oricntale,” p. 417, Both the Latin
. Logic and Melaphysics may be found in a 1508 edition: Avicennae perhypatetici philosophi
- ac medicorwn facile primi Opera in lucem redacta ac nuper quantum ars niti botuit per canonicos
. emendata (Venice, 1508; repr. Frankfurt am Main, 1961), ff, 2-12 (Logica); ff.
70-109 (Philosophia prima). The Metaphysics is also availuble in o 1495 edition: Aeta-
bhysica Avicennaz sive eius Prima Philosophia (Venice, 1495; repr. Louvain, 1951). More
recendy a critical edition of the Latin Metaphysics has appeared in two volumes:
Avicenna Latinus, Liber de Philosophia Prima sive Stientia Divina I-1 ¥, S. Van Riet, ed.;
G.'. Verbeke, “Introduction doctrinale” (Louvain-Leiden, 1977);, V-X (Loui-ain:
Leciden, 1980). While forced to rely on the earlier noneritical editions and on an itmpor-
tant manuscnipt contained in Godfrey of Fontaines' library and dating from ca. 1280
&arcl:i’ﬁgt:dliﬁznl,&oge) when originally writing the prcscn‘t article, here I shall folvlow
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8. Decker ed,, p. 166. (All citations will be from this edition.) “De quibus om-

" nibus cst theologia, id est scientia divina, quia praccipuum in ¢a cognitorum st

dcus, quac alio nominc dicitur metaphysica, id cst trans physicam, quia post physi-~ .

. cam discenda occurrit nobis, quibus ex sensibilibus aportet in insensibilia devenire,

Dicitur etiam philosophia primna, in quantum aliae omnes scientiue ab ea sua prin-
cipia accipicntes cam conscquuntur.” Cf. also . 6, 2. 1, of this same Commentary
(op. ait., p. 212). In the latter context, after having designated the method of reason
as typical of natural science and the method of learning as characteristic of
mathematics, Thomas assigns the method of intellcctual consideration to divine sci-
ence. Divine science gives principles to the other scicnces inasmuch as intellectual
consideration is the principle of rational consideration, Becausc of this divine
science is also called first philosophy. He also notes in this same context that divine
science is learned after physics and after the other sciences in that rational considera- -
tion terminates in intellectual consideration. For this rcason it is described as
metaphysics in that it is, as it were, trans physicam, since it comes after physics in the
order of resolution. Ifin these passages Thomas names metaphysics first philosophy
iences; in other contexts he assigns this
the highest being or of the first causc(s) of things.
Cf. in particular his Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Prooemium, and clsc-
where, where this reason for the title first philosophy or first scicnce appears as a ”
common theme. See J. Doig, “Scicnce premitre et science universelle dans le ‘Com- -
_ de saint Thomas d'Aquin,” Revue philosophigue de Lou-
vain 63 (1963), pp- 43-46. For my attcmpt to resolve this apparent discrepancy in
aphysics first philosophy, scc Ch. III below.
I (Tractatus Primus) of his Metaphysics, after having
the subject of this science, Avicenna notes that the
th the notion that it is the most certain philosophy, that it is
verifies the principles of the other
disti quod haec cst philosophia cer-
od ipsa facit acquirere verificationem principiorum

-9, In the opening chapter of Bk.

reader is acquainted wi
first philosophy, and that it is the science which

all-here limit: myscf to onc issuc and to oncitext

it and come after it,8 Avicenna also assigns this final ="~ .-
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his cwthatmt:taphysws or first philosophy or divine science

sciences with their principles, an apparent difficulty arises.

it in the ninth objection of this same article, that science
 others depend should be prior (o them. But all other sciences
pon divine science, since it pertains to the latter to establish their

nciples Therefore divir Psnlenc'e should be placed before and not after
other sciences.' Since Thomas explicitly refers to the text of Avicenna
eplying to this objection, [ shall present the texts from the two authors
olumns so as to facilitate comparison between them:

ceterarum scientiarum, et quod ipsa est sapientia certissime.” While considering the
visions of this science in ch. 2 of this same Bk. I Avicenna writes that one part
treats of the principles of the particular sciences. The principles of a less general
science themselves are questions or problems to be investigated by a higher and
general science. Thus the principles of medicinc are investigated by a higher
rce, natural philosophy, and the principles of measure arc worked out in
_Consequently, it pertains to first philosophy to study the principles of the
ridual sciences and to establish their subjects. Their function will be to investi-
that which follows from their subjects: “Contingit igitur ut in hac scientia mons-
ur principia si jum scientiarum quae inquirunt dispositiones uniuscuius-
e esse” (op. cit., p. 15). Shortly thereafter he observes that this science is first
ohy because it is the science of the first cause of being. In addition to this he
that which is first from the standpoint of universality is being (esse) and
nes huius scientiac quaedam sunt causae esse, inquantum est
n sunt accidentalia esse, et quaedam sunt principia scien-
quaerltur in hoc magisteﬁio. Et haec est phi-
e prima causa esse, et haec est prima causa,
 unitas” (pp. 15-16). In light of all of this
describing this science as first philosor




" axiom that whatever is moved is moved by another 'knowlcdqc of thosc thmgs""
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Avncenna Me!ap/zyszca[ ch. 3
(Van Riet ed., pp- 20-21)

Ordo vero huius scientiae est ut discatur 9
bost scnen(tas naturales ct dzscuplmalcs. ST
Scd post naturalcs, idco quia multa de.

hlS quac conccduntuz m lStZl sunt dc 1lhs

.......

allac scientiac sunt pnorcs. ,Ut ‘cnim
dxcxt Avicenna in prmcxplo SUZE, Mctd-
physxcac, ordo hulus sc.u.nuac est;-ut ad-
- ".discatur post scientias: naturalcs, “in’,
quibns sunt multa detcrmmata, qutbus
-ista scnentm umur ‘ut generauo, corrup»‘»»
uo, motus et alla hutusmodx.,

-------
bl

-----

''''''''
........

| ccordmg to chenna and Thomas,
aftcr the natural sciences because various pomts

. ‘which are presupposcd by mctaphysncq Thomas cntes gcnclation éorriipuon

- motion, and things of this typc, and to. this -Avicenna; adds- placc, ‘time;.the.:

.......

"""""

- that arc moved with rcspect to the first mover, ctc. In cach text the xmphcmon Fryeved
is that metaphysms is in some way dcpcndcnt on, thc natural sc1cnccs forits: ..
. awareness of such items. Receiving this dala from du. lowu' sc1cnccs, thug-ljf‘ff
fore, mctaphysms will then be in a position to pureuc, its analyscs irom ano(hcr ,~_' i it
‘point of view, that of being as being.!2 : =
‘Thomas continues to follow Avicenna in notmg that mctaphysms should L =
also be studted after mathcm'mcs.

Thomas, :bzd

Sumhtcr etiam post mathcmaucas In-

. dxget cnim haec scientia ad cogni-
tionem substantiarum ‘separatarum
cognoscere numerum ct ordines or-

bium caclestium, quod non est pos-
sibile sine astrologia; ad .quam tota -

>A§iccnna, p. 21

Post disciplinalcs vero, ideo quia inten-
“tio-ultima in hac scientia cst cogmuo

gubernationis Dei altissimi, et cognitio-

" angelorum spiritualium et ordinum -
suorum, et cognitio. ordinationis in

compositione circulorum, ad quam

‘mathematica pracexigitur. - scientiam impossibile est perveniri nisi

11 Hcrc I have changcd the punctuatlon of thc Decker cdmon sl:ghtly by placmg
the comma after natural:ler. I‘or thc same mtcrprctanon sce \Aaurcr op. cit., p. 16,
and n. 44, ’
12. On being as bcmg as the subjcct of mctaphys:cs in Aquinas sce, for mqmnc::
a the texts cited above in Ch. I, notes 86 and 87. For Avicenna sce his Metaphysics, Bk. I,
- chs, 1 and 2. Note in particular: “Igitur ostensum cst tibi ex his omnibus quod ens, in- -
> quantum est ens, est commune omnibus his et quod i ipsum debet poni i subiectum huius-
.; maglstcru, et quia non cget inquiri an sit et quid sit . . . . Ideco primum subicctum
- huius scientiae est cns, inquantum cst ens; ct ¢a quae mqumt sunt conscquenn.l ens
a3 mquantum est ens; smc condlcxone" (pp 12-13). ’
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;-?pcr cognmoncm astrologiac; ad scien-
tiam - vero aslrologxac ncmo potest
pcrvcmrc nisi per scientiam anlhmc' %

.........

Phllosophy is to arrive at a knowlcdge of Gb‘d as suprcnu, rulcr as wdl as atfi
-knowledge of.the angels and their ordcrs and ‘at. knowlcdgc of thc hca’ijth

------------
R

s sphcres In his text also one finds knowlt,dg(. of 2 astronomy laxd down as.an

.......

&scnual prerequisite- for this together with thc vncwwhat astronomiy’ itsclf

gty

prcsupposcs arithmetic and geometry. Nccdlcss to say, ,cach authol hcrc o

| bodles.13 If such were the case, know]cdgc of thc hcavuﬂy aphucs and lhcu‘
movements would be regarded as essential. for knowlcdqc of the scparatc nel At
telligences themselves, In brief, if metaphysical mvesug'mon should end in
knowledge of God and the scparate cntitics, and if an mvcstngatnon of thc
- heavenly spheres is required for such knowledge, then mathcmatlcs aspr csup- i
posed by astronomy will also be presupposed by metaphysics., .
Here it may be helpful to recall the opening lines of Thomas's rcply to thc \
ninth objection. There he distinguishes between the order of nature and the
order of dlscovcry (naluralzter and quoad nos). Metaphysics is prior to the
other sciences in the order of nature. But as far as we are concerned it
should be learned after physics and after mathematics, for it receives cer-
tain data from each of these sciences. Although Avicenna does not explicitly
“advert to this distinction in the immediate context under consideration
here, it is presupposcd by his dmcuwon In fact, some lines farther on,
“after a somewhat involved cons:dcmuon of a possible objection to the view
that metaphysics depends in somc way on physics and mathematics, Avicenna
refers to a similar distinction. There he notes that in the order of nature (in
1psis rcbus) there is another way of pmcccdmg Rather than move f rom sense

13 On thls view in Aristotle and Thomas see Maurer, op cit., p. 17 n. 46 For
" ‘more on Thomas's views concerning the movers of the heavenly bodlcs see T, Litt,

- Les corps célestes dans Uunivers de saint Thomas d/Aquin (Louvain-Paris, 1963), pp. 99-109; .

" and J. Collins, The Thomistic Philosophy of the Angels (Washington, D.C., 1947), pp.
~.305-10. Also, for some interesting comments on this first part of Thomas's reply to

~ objection 9 and for some reference to Avicenna, see G. Klubertanz, “Sl. ‘Thomas on

' Lcarmng Metaphysms, Gregorianum 35 (1954) pp 10—13
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mathcmatlcs w1th rcspcct to mctaphysxcs apphcs to thc ordcr of Ienrmqg or‘

........

DU Rt

.......

the close parallehsm continues. -, |

'I’homas ibid, Bhpn, ie g Avxccnna :b:d ‘
[ . ; . : 5
Aliac vero scientiae sunt ad bene esse”. - \duqlca vero . pqrncularm dnmpll- 3
ipsius, ut musica et morales vel aliae. naliumn et morales et civiles utiles sunt,
' § .

huiusmodi. non ncccssanac ad ham. scu.mlam

Agam Thomas shortens thc text of Avicenna. He snnply notes that othu B

sciences such as music and moral philosophy contributc to the perfection of
metaphysics. The implication would seem to be that thcy are not necessary
for one to arrive at metaphysxcs. Avicenna notes that music and the par-
ticular mathematical sciences as well as moral and polmcal sciences are use-
ful but not necessary for metaphysics. His text is more explicit than that of
Thomas on this final point. L o T e

At this j juncture an 1ntcresung objccllon s ranscd by Avicenna, Awareness
 of the same dlfﬁculty accounts for the corrcspondmg Thomistic passagc

Thomas. :bxd

Nec tamcen oportct quod sit c1rculus.'

~ quia ipsa suppomt ¢a, quac in aliis - quod, si principia scicntiac naturalis ot -
probantur, cum ipsa aharum prmcxpla s dlsaplmahum non probantur nist in hac
probct oo, : : ‘

scientia et quaestiones ulmmmquc'
scientiarum probamur per principia -
c'Lrum, quacsuoncs vero carum fiunt

Avncenm thid.

14, Op. a!., PP 23 24 Notc in pamcular' “Sed nos propter mﬁnmtatcm nostrarutn
animarum non possumus incedere per ipsam viam dcmonstratwam, quac cst pro-
grcssus ex pnnapus ad sequentia ct ex causa ad causatum, nisi in aliquibus ordini-
bus umvcmlaus corum quac sunt, sin¢ discretione. Igitur ex merito huius scicntiae
inseest, ut 1psa sit altior omnibus scncnms~ quantum vero ad nos posterioratur post

. omnes scientias” (p 24) | T o

I s e 3

Potcst autem ahqms opponcrc dicens
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v rumcn~_ 5
: u:prmcnpxa hums, tunc haec arg

: iﬁt"mamfcst'mo sux ipsius.

. . . quia principia, quae '1CClpll alla scxcnua, scxllcct naturalls, a:: A

pnma philosophia, non probant ea quae ‘idem phxlosophus pnmus: Jak

accipit a naturali, sed prob:mtur per alia | pnncnpla per senota; et’ - E

similiter . phllosophus primus non probat principia, quac: tradu,'\ ;B

naturali, per pnnctpxa quacab co accnplt, sed per alia’ principia pcr o
. s¢ nota. Et sic non est aliquis mrculue. in dlfﬁmtwnu 15

Bccause this text admits of two dlﬂ'crcnt mtcrprctauons [ shall consldcr ll
according to the followmg steps'

First Reading:

1, The prmcnples Whlch another scxence such as natural philosophy“
receives from first philosophy: - . ‘

a) are not used to prove those
from the natural philosopher;

b) rather they (the prmcnplcs) -1rc pmvcd by means of othcr sc..l['-cviclém
principles, and apparcntly in ﬁrst phllosophy : . . ‘

points which the first philosopher receives -

2. In like fashlon as- rcgards thc pnncnplcs which the ﬁrst phlloqophcri
gives to a partlcular science, that is,

natural philosophy:

 a) they are not proved by means of principles derwcd lmm the natural _
‘philosopher = -

.b) but by means of other self-

evident pnnmplcs.
Conclusion:

Therefore there is no vicious circle. Thn conclusxon follows-
from step 1 as well as from step 2. According to step 1-a there is no vicious
-_»cxrclc becausc the prmmplcs which the parucular science receives - from
i 15 Op cu.,p 172,

‘ tatio est circularis et per ultimum cmsv M5
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2 mctaphysms are n0t used to provc thosc thmgs which mctaphysics derives
- from the: pamcular science.: Accordmg to step 2 there is no vicious circle
L becausc these same prmcxpleq are not. provcd by means of principles der ived

---------------

"?{‘;» from thc pdrucular science; but by m(.ans of othcr sclf-wzdcnt prmcxp]cs. f
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prising, and stcp 1-b hardly seems ncccssary in’ ordcr to rcfutc thc, argum(,'rit
. about circular réasoning. Moreover, grantcd th(. prebcnce of stLp 1:-b; step.
-~ 2-b seems to be repetitious. If accordmg to step - 2-a’ thesc same* prmc:plcs
-~ (which the first philosopher gives to the natural plulosophcr) arc not proved
by means of principles derived from natural p}ulosophy, it is-because they .-
arc derived from other self-evident prmcxplcs (cf. step 2-b). But this has.~
~already been asserted in step 1-b. Again, step 1-a states that the principles -
given by first philosophy to a lower science are not used to prove the prm- '
mplcs that first phxlosophy receives from that science. The qucsuon remains
unanswered as to how the laucr principles (those received by mctaphysms |
from the lower sc1ence) are themselves established. However, it should be
noted that in step 3 (sce below) where a'sccond argument appears, the
demonstrations of natural philosophy will be grounded in sense experience.
To assume that principia is also the subject of probantur appears to be the

more natural readmg, at lcast at first sight. Itis also the rcadmg 1mpllcd by
A. Maurer in his translauon of the same:

Forthe pnnap!e: lhat another science (such as natural phllosophy)
takes from first phllosophy do not prove what the same first phi-

losopher takes from the natural philosopher, but they are provcd |
through other sclf-cvxdcnt pnncnplcs 16 (Itahcs rmm.)

Howcver, anothcr rcadmg is posslblc

For the principles that another science (such as natural phnloso- o
phy) takts from first ph\losophy do not prove those thmg.r whtch'

1. Op. cit., p. 17.



©7.0 " 'the same first philosopher.takes from the natural philosopher, but

. thy (the late) ar provd throvgh other slfovident principles.

According 1 s rading the it o bt ol ot be the prin-

ciples that another science receives from first philosophy but rather those - -
things which the first philosopher receives from the natural pl1ilqsopller. (SRR
is these that are proved through self-cvident principles. Recalling our

previous analysis of the text (“First Reading”), we find that this interpreta-
tion would lcad to another reading.

Second Reading:

1. The principles which another science such as natural philosophy
receives from first philosophy:

a) arc not uscd to prove those things which the first philosopher receives
from the natural philosopher.

b) Rather, the latter (those things which the first philosopher rcc«g’.vcs
from the natural philosopher) are proved by means of other self-evident

principles. Such proof, according to this reading, would take place in
natural philosophy itself.

Step 2 would remain the same as in the First Reading.
Relative merits of the two readings:

According to the Second Reading, step 1-b now has a more logical func-
tion in the argumentation. It tells us precisely why the principles which
another science receives from first philosophy are not to be used to prove
the conclusions that first philosophy takes from the particular science. Such
is true because the latter type of conclusion, that which first philosophy de-
rives from a particular science such as natural philosophy, is proved by
means of other self-cvident premises within the particular science itself 17
Then in step 2 attention is directed to the manner of proof for the principles
of step 1-a. The principles that first philosophy gives to a particular scicnce

17. Vernon Bourke translates the sentence at issue as follows:
ciples that another science, say, natural philosophy, takes from
not prove the points which the first philosopher takes from the n
rather, they are proved by means of different principles that
The Pocket Aquinas (New York: Washington Square Press, 1960; 6th printing, 1968),
p. 152. While nicely capturing something of the ambiguity of the Latin text, this
translation appears to support the Second Reading T am defending here. The same
appears to be true of Klubertanz's rendering: * . . . the principles which another
saientia, that is, natural seientia, received from first philosophy do not prove those
things which the first philosapher accepts from the natural scientia, but they arc proved
by other principles which are known perse . . . * (cp. cit., p. 9).

“In fact, the prin-
first philosophy do
atural philosopher;
are sclf-cvident.” Sce



rceives from natural philosophy. In additon they ave not to be proved by

are not only not to be used to prove those conclsions that first philosophy -

" means of principles derived from naturalphllosophylhcytoo'lrc rather *

proved by means of other self-evident principles; and in metaphysics its

According to this Second Reading both steps enter into the refutation of
alleged circularity, with cach makinug'a' distinctive contribution. Step 1-b
notes that those principles that first philosophy receives from natural
philosophy themselves derive from self-evident principles and not from
other premiscs in natural philosophy which themsclves would be given to it
by first philosophy. Steps 1-a, 2-a, and 2-b deal with those principles that
first philosophy gives to a particular scicnce such as natural philosophy. If
such principles are not used to prove conclusions that metaphysics receives
from natural philosophy (step 1-a), in like fashion they are not themselves
proved by means of such conclusions (cf. step 2-a). Rather they too follow
from other self-evident principles.

Moreover, this interpretation allows for a certain autonomy of the par-
ticular theoretical sciences. Granted that they do receive principles from
metaphysics, in some way they can also discover their own starting points or
first principles by grounding them in that which is sclf-evident. In the imme-
diatcly following context ‘Thomas devclops this final point in what is really
another argument or another reply to the objection about circular reasoning.

Practerea, effectus sensibiles, ex quibus procedunt demonstra-
tiones naturales, sunt notiores quoad nos in principio, sed cumn per
cos pervencrimus ad cognitionem causarum primarum, cx cis ap-
parebit nobis propter quid illorum cffectuum, ex quibus probaban-
tur demonstratione quia. Et sic et scientia naturalis aliquid tradit

scientine divinae, et tamen per eam sua principia notificantur. 12

In this passage, which I shall describe as st¢p 3, Thomas notes that the
demonstrations of natural science depend on certain cffects available to
sensc expericnce. These cffects are more evident to us in the beginning,
that is to say, they are prior with respect to us in the order of discovery. Pre-

sumably these sensible effects may also be described as “principles” in a-

broader sense, since they serve as starting points for demonstrations in
natural philosophy. By mcans of thcm one comes to a knowledge of first
causes. When this happens onc will only have knowledge guia concerning
these effects and concerning their causes. Onc will know fhat they exist
but not why. However, Thomas suggests that when one has come to such

18. Op. ait., pp. 172-73.

f, i
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 knowledge of their causes and has analyzed the knowledge of said causes in-
metaphysics, then one may be in position to-reason back from the cause to
the effect. That is to say, onc will then have propter quid knowlcdge of the’
sensible effects, the starting points or principles of the natural science. In
this way, concludes Thomas, natural philosophy may contribute something
to divine science (knowledge concerning the existence of a cause or causes)
and divinc science may in turn contribute something to natural philosophy
(knowledge of the reason for the clfects in terms of the causes from which
they follow, which effects themselves had served as starting points or as
principles in natural philosophy).1?

This argument (step 3) differs somewhat from that presented in steps 1
and 2. According to the carlier argumentation there is no vicious circle
because different principles are involved. The principles that metaphysics
gives to the particular science are not proved by means of principles derived
from that science but by means of other sclf-cvident principles. And accord-
ing to our suggested reading, the principles that mctaphysics receives from
the particular sciences are not proved by means of principles given by
metaphysics to that science but likewise by means of self-cvident premiscs.
In the present argument, however, it scems that one and the same “principle,”
a fact of sensc experience, for instance, may be discovered by the particular
science on the basis of experience and then reaffirmed by metaphysics in terms
of propter quid knowledge of itas an cffect following from its proper causc. Ac-
cording to this linc of reasoning a vicious circle is avoided in that the
“principle” of the particular science can be established in two different ways.

To return to the text of Avicenna, onc finds a similar development there,
However, since his reply is somewhat extended and more or less scems to
repeat itsclf, I shall present it in three scctions. In cach section cssentially
the same reasoning reappears, although there is some dcvelopment and the

three steps involved in that reasoning arc brought out most distinctly in

Scction C.
Section A:

Dico igitur quod principium scicntiae non st principium sic ut
omnes quacstiones pendeant ex €o ad demonstrandum eas in
actu vel in potentia, sed fortasse accipictur principium in
demonstratione aliquarum. Possibile est etiam esse quacstiones
in scientiis in quarum demonstrationibus non admittuntur ca

19. For more on this distinction between demonstrations guia and profler quid see
Maurer, ¢p. cit., pp. 17-18, n. 47; W. Wallace, Tke Role of Daronstration in Moral
Theslszy (Washington, D.C., 1962), pp. 17-22; John of Sz, Thomas, Cursus Phtlosophicus
Themisticus, Vol. 1, Ars legica, B. Reizer, ed. (Turin, 1930), 11, 25, +, pp. 785-91.



AVICENNA

* AQUINAS:AND

" quac posita sunt principia ullo modo, quia non admiuntur nisi ="
propositiones quae non probantur ad'hoc ut principium scientiac =

sit principium verissimum, per quod ad ultimum acquirawr cer- L

sia. Si autem:

tissima veritas, sicut cst illa quac acquiritur ex:causa. : m
ae sic sed

non acquirit causam, non dicetur principium scienti
aliter, quia fortasse dicetur principium, sicut sensus solet dici
principium, co modo quo scnsus inquantum cst scnsus, NON ac-
quirit nisi esse tantum.?0 ‘

According to this passage (1) in order for something to be regarded as a
principle of a given scicnce it is not necessary for all the conclusions of that
science to follow from it. It may merely serve as a principle for demon-
strating some of the conclusions of that science. (2) Again, ccrtain points
may be demonstrated in a particular science without using “principles” at
all but merely by depending on undemonstrated premiscs, presumably
because they are sclf-cvident. (3) Finally, that alone is a “principle” of a
science in the truest sense which leads to most certain knowledge as of a
conclusion in terms of its cause. If it does not lcad to such knowledge of the
conclusion it should not be described as a principle of the science in this
sense but from some other point of view, as for example, when one refers to
sense knowledge as a “principle” insofar as the senses lead to a knowledge of

esse, i.c., that somcething is.

Section B:

Soluta est igitur quaestio, quoniam principium naturale potest
esse manifestum per se, ¢t potest esse ut manifestetur in phi-
Josophia prima per id per quod non fuerat probatum antea, sed
per quod in illa probantur aliae quacstiones ita, quod est propo-
sitio in scicntia altiori ad inferendum in conclusione illud princi-
pium, non in hoc assumatur principium ad concludendum illud,
sed assumatur alia propositio. Possibile cst ctiam ut scientia
naturalis et disciplinalis acquirant nobis demonstrationcm de an
est, ct non acquirant nobis demonstrationem de quare cst, sed
haec scientia acquirit nobis demonstrationem de quare est, et
praccipuc in causis finalibus remotis.?!

This scction more or less repeats the rcasoning of Section A, but with
fuller development of certain points. (1) A principle of natural philosophy
may be sclf-cvident in itsclf. Scc Scction A-2 above. (2) Such a principle
may also be established in first philosophy by means whereby it was not
previously proved, but by which (mcans) other conclusions arc proved
therein. Hence that which serves as a premise (propositio) in a higher science
(first philosophy) to establish this principle (of natural philosophy) will not

20. 0p. at., pp. 21-22,
21. 0p. «t., pp. 22-23.



" be assumed in order to'establish’it.:Some other

| other premise will be assumed.#2 .
(3 In Section A-3 Avicenna had remasied that only that which leads wcer-.
tain knowledge of a conclusion in tcrms ofifs causc is aprinciple of ascience’ ~

in the strict sense. Here he observes that:natural science and mathematics -~

may simply result in a demonstration that something is (an est) rather than
y Simply rc . SIS\ ,

in a demonstration as to why it is (quare est). But first philosophy may lead to

knowledge as to why it is, particularly in terms of remotce final causes.

Section C:

Manifestum cst igitur quod de quaestionibus scientiae naturalis
id quod cst principium huius scientiac aliquo modo, (1) vel non
manifestabitur ex principiis quac manifestantur in hac scientia,
sed ex principiis quac sunt per se nota, (2) vel manifestabitur ex
principiis quae sunt quacstiones in hac scientia, sed non conver-
tuntur ut fiant principia illarum carumdem quaestionum sed
aliarum, (3) vel illa principia erunt principia aliquorum huius
scientiae quae significarunt illud esse de quo quacritur manifes-
tari in hac scientia quare est. Constat igitur qued, cum ita sit,
non erit praedicta probatio circularis ullo modo, ita ut ipsa sit
probatio in qua aliquid idem accipiatur in probatione sui ipsius.?

As regards a principle derived from a lower science such as natural phi-
losophy and employed by mctaphysics, the three steps of the above reason-
ing are now proposed by Avicenna as three possibilities. (1) Tt may be that the
principle in question is not derived from premises which are cstablished in
metaphysics but rather from sclf-evident principles. Cf. Sections A-2 and B-1
above. (2) It may be that such a principle is derived from premises which are
quazstiones to be established in metaphysics. So long as thesc quaestiones are not
used as principles to establish themsclves but to establish other conclusions,
there will be no vicious circle.2* See Section A-1 above. (3) It may happen
that such a principle of a lower science will be used by metaphysics to estab-
lish the factual existence of that whose reason for existing is to be deter-
mincd by metaphysics on other grounds. Cf. Avicenna's distinction above

922. This is a difficult passage even in the Latin critical edition. Thus in lines 3-4
(“sed per quod in illa") the quod might be taken to refer to the principle of natural
philosophy or to the metaphysical premise which is used to cstablish that natural
principle in metaphysics. [ have here taken it in the latter sense. In the Van Rict edi-
tion, the following literal translation is offered from the Arabic for the section run-
ning from *non in hoc” to *illud™: “(ce qui est prémisse dans la scicnce supéricure) ne
zera pas pris cn considération . . . en tant qu'il produit cc principe: (au contraire
celui-ci aura une autre prémisec).” For a slightly different rendering of the Arabic,
ree Anawati, La Mécphysique du Shife’ . . ., p. 99.

23, 0p. at., p. 23.

24. Perhaps this i the point the difficult text in Section B-2 is attempting to make.
See note 22.
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between demonstrations. _an'at and qud(é est and between causal and non-
causal knowledge of & conclusion in Sections A-3 and B-3. Avicenna con-
cludes by observing that in each of these situations circular reasoning will -
" beavoided. - . ol e -
In addition to serving as a key for’ n}pre;clé;irlysingling out the steps in
. the reasoning of Sections A and B, this passage is also helpful as a frame of
reference for comparing the Avicennian text with that of Thomas. The
~ parallel between the Avicennian passages and the Thomistic text is not
" perfect. Aquinas has greatly abbreviated. Avicenna’s rather extended
presentation. Moreover, Thomas focuses his discussion on those principles
which a lower science receives from first philosophy. The Avicennian passages
concentrate on the principles which first philosophy receives from the lower
~ science. By concentrating on the latter type of principle in rcading the
Thomistic text, however, one finds the essentials of the Avicennian reasoning.
‘Before making this comparison, it may be helpful to recall these steps
‘once more. According to Avicenna, then: (1) A principle of a lower science
‘such as natural philosophy (which is also used by metaphysics) may be self-
evident in itself. Insofar as it does not lead to knowledge of conclusions in
terms of their causes it is not a principle of that science in the strict sense but
according to broader usage (cf. A-2, B-1, C-1). (2) Such principles may be
used by metaphysics to arrive at certain conclusions thercin. Such prin- .
ciples may also be established in metaphysics itself, but never in such a way
that the metaphysical premise used to establish a principle is itself derived
from that same principle (cf. A-1, B-2, C-2), (3) Such a principle of a lower
science may only serve to establish the fact ‘th,at jsomcthing is (demonstration
an est), its reason for existing being detcrmined in metaphysics by knowledge
of it in tcrms of its cause (demonstration quare). Cf. A-3, B-3, C-3.- -
As suggested above, one finds these three basic points in Thomas's text
and more completely so according to the Second Reading which I have pro-
‘poscd. As rcgards the principles which first philosophy receives from

natural philosophy Thomas holds: (1) They are not proved by means of the

-~ principles that first philosophy has given to natural philosophy. According
 to the First Reading of the Thomistic passage the discussion as (o the origin -

of such principles ends with this observation, the remainder of steps 1 and 2
 concentrating rather on the origin of those principles which first philosophy * .
~ gives to a lower scicnce. According to the Second Reading proposed above,

- however, Thomas gocs on to note that such principles (taken by first phi- - |
losophy from a lower science) are proved by means of other self-cvident . |

principles. The parallel with step 1 of Avicenna’s reasoning as outlined

- above is more perfectly maintained by this Second Reading. (2) If Thomas “

again seems more interested in the principles which first philosophy gives to
other sciences, he also writes that they are not themselves proved by means



" other self-cvident princip

. Butlike Aquinas he warns that t

“.~ Thomas seems t0 have generalized Avicenna

“ . authors, however. (3) Aquinas notes t
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of prmc1plcs def'i;ed:;liyfrhcta)p‘bySics; from other sciences but by mecans of
les. While apparently concentrating-on thosc par-
S s, Avicenna

aphysics borrows from lower science
be.established in ‘metaphysics (cf. step 2 above).
Bc;gfﬁugds;fo_fﬁ establishing such a principle
lves derive from that same principle. Here
\vicenna’s rcasoning so as to apply it to
that.mctapllysicé can cstablish. Avicenna’s
texts seem to be concerned more directly with principles taken from a lower

- science by first philosophy for its own purposes, which principles first
-philosophy may also be in position to demonstrate according to its proper
method. Fundamentally the same argumentation is present in both
hat the demonstrations of natural

. science proceed from sensibly observable effects. By reasoning from them

" one may conclude to the existence of their causes. At this point, however,

onc would only know that these effects are. One would not yet know the

.. reason for their existence, the why. By examining their causes in first phi-

losophy, one might then be in position to-reason back from cause to cffect,

 thus cstablishing the season for their existence. This reasoning reproduces

~that found in step 3 of Avicenna's text, but again in shortencd form. Avi-
cenna has indicated that the demonstration quare provided by metaphysics
should give knowledge of the effect in terms of ils cause, above all in terms.
of its final cause. While Thomas speaks of a knowledge of first causcs: as
providing propter quid knowledge of the effect, he docs not here single out
any one cause for special emphasis. C ety T

~ In conclusion, then, the ,préccding-an'alysié suggests two, points with
respect to Thomas’s‘x_‘eply'tq-this ninth ‘objection in his Commentary on
Boethius’s De Tn'nitate;hFirst,-,his,'dcpcndcn,ce“pn Avicennais far greater here
than the brief reference in his text might indicate.?* He appears to be heavily

" dependent on Avicenna both for the objection concerning possible circular

_ reasoning and in formulating the various'stépsvofhis reply.to that objection. - '

= Sccpn}:l, asto iht_crprcting'_thc difficult passage cited above in Thomas's text,

- added evidence appears for the Second Reading as I have proposed.it in -

- light of his gencral ‘dependency on Avicenna in this context. This depen-
" dency of itself does not suffice to prove that Thomas"rcasoncd in the way -
suggested here. Nevertheless, if I am correct in finding the $econlecadihg’l< :

~ " more likely on the grounds of internal consistency, then the similarity be- -
~ tween the reasoning _implicd by that Reading and the gencral argumentation It

ound in the Avicennian text serves as a supporting argument for my view.

ticular principles-that mct
also writes that they too may

in metaphysics must not themse

..-any principle of a lower science

25. See p. 42 of my text above,



