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The science of the philosophers and the science of the multitude’

It is a well known fact that Proclus, the leading philosopher of the
Neoplatonic school in the fifth century, used the word of woAhot in
double meaning. The word traditionally meant the ‘multitude’, the aver-
age people, and, especially in the works of the proud pagan philo-
sopher(s), it got a new meaning: the Christians, who represented the
average people and the multitude in the cities.

Proclus describes the difference between the philosophet’s views
and that of the multitude in his commentary on the fifth book on
Plato’s Republic by saying that the philosophers like to know the universals
and the lovers of opinion’ (i. e. the common people) like to know the
individuals'. The multitude seeks to know many beautiful things, the
philosopher seeks to know the absolute beauty.

One has the impression that our text makes hint on the common
people who, deceived by their senses, take the many shadows of our
sensible world for real beings, whereas the philosophers who know the
world of the ideas only acknowledge the beings of the intelligible world.

This interpretation of the text which is fully compatible with Pla-
to’s philosophy 1s seemingly right. It is, however, not acceptable in its
late antique social and cultural setting. In the fifth century A. D. the
philosophical struggle about the criterion of the truth was over and
there was a new struggle between the pagan philosophy of the initiated

" The science of the philosophers vs. popular science.
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few and the popular wisdom of the Christian multitude. The Chistians,
as the example of the church fathers show, were not ignorant. They
were well versed in the contemporary popular scholarly traditions. The
great Christological debates of the fourth century provide us with
enough evidence to prove how different the two kinds of knowledge
were in their character.

The extant works of the Alexandrian Neoplatonic school of phi-
losophers contain the physical, psychological, etc. teachings of the
professional scientists, whereas Sextus Empiricus’ attacks are launched
against a different kind of ‘dogmatic’ knowledge. The Neoplatonic
school followed Aristotle’s lead, Sextus’ polemics are mainly directed
against the Stoics and Epicureans. The church fathers did not base their
theological proves on the Aristotelian tradition, their argumentation is
similar to that which is in the cross-fire of Sextus” critics.

In the following I want to quote some items of the inferences on
God’s nature from the fourth century Christian works of theology.

“If men are similar to the irrational animals in their body and

they are different because of their rational capacity, then God

is similar to men in His body and different in His mental ca-

pacity.

If... fire does not change the nature of iron, then the unity of

God with body does not change the [human] body.

If man has soul and body which remain the same in spite of

their unity, then it is much more so that Christ being God in

a human body preserves both of them without change and con-

fusion™.

All these inferences can only be interpreted as sign inferences of the
late antique period, the theory of which is well documented in Galen’s,
Sextus’ etc. works. Sign inferences of this kind were used also in the
Epicurean philosophical school as well as in different medical schools.

2 Bellini 1977:78. e.g.: “ei avfpwrog Kol Yuxnr Exet kol odua, kot péver TaTa v
évotym drro. woAAR pdhhov 6 XpioToc feotnrTa Exwr peTd odparol Exer ExdTepn
Siapevorra Kol ouyyeopera.”
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If we turn to a classical passege concerning the Muslim rational
theology, we find the following description.

A well known classical summary of the teachings of the Mutakal-
lims is the Chapter 73 of Maimonides’ Dalala. In this chapter the
essentials of the Muslim rational theology are summed up in twelve pro-
positions. The first three of them are concerned with the discontinuous
structure of the material world, or to put it in other words: they are
concerned with the atomic structure of bodies and time.

In the first propositon we learn of the nature of atoms that they are
devoid of magnitude and they are completely similar to each other. The
bodies consist of the conglomeration of these homogeneous atoms.

This teaching of the theologians imply their view of the atomic
structure of time as well. As the bodies arise from the unification of
small indivisible parts (1323 ¥ il e3al), so the time is the sum total of
short, indivisible instances’. '

These two propositions must also entail the atomic structure of
movement. In harmony with this necessary consequence the Mutakal-
lims denied the difference in velocity. Their occasionalism prepared the
ground for the assertion that God recreated all the bodies in all in-
stances of the discontinuous time in different parts of the discontinuous
place. In this case “the motion of the slower object was interrupted by
fewer moments of rest™.

The atomist theories rejected the existence of the universals. In the
tradition of Islam the philosophers seem to be the heirs to the selected
few of the Greek scientists and the theologians inherited the more popu-
lar wisdom of the Greek multitude which has been attached to atomism
and similar theories admitting only the existence of individuals.

? Maimonides, Dalilz Ch. 73: “iawall Juas¥ ol i olayll el "
* Maimonides, Dalila Ch. 73: “ Sl b Lallas Tk Ly U e g
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The two versions of the atomism

The Greek and Arabic versions of the atomism are similar in a cer-
tain respect and different in another respect as well as the Democritean
and the Epicurean theories of atomism were similar and different in the
Greek philosophical tradition.

In the first instance the Democritean and kzlam atomism seem to
be identical. There are two constituent parts in the world: the atoms
and the void. The material world consists of atoms which, falling down
in the endless void, collide and connect themselves.

These are the basic views of the Epicurean theory as well. In spite
of all similarities there are essential differences between the Democritean
and the Epicurean atomic theory.

1. First, in Democritean philosophy all events are necessary. Ac-
cording to this necessitarian physics everything that happens is deter-
mined by natural causes or a chain of natural causes.

Countless atoms of various shapes, sizes and weights (Barnes 1986:
365) are in motion in the empty space. They necessarily collide and be-
come entangled and their complex induces a vortex-like motion which
necessarily brings about a world. “No thing comes about in vain, but
everything for a reason and by necessity™.

Epicurus, on the other hand, needed free will and freedom of action
in his ethics. He introduced a new physical concept which was known
as ‘swerve of the atoms’. The significance of the swerve of the atoms
was summarized by Cicero as well. He writes in his De faio as follows:

“But Epicurus thinks that the necessity of fate is avoided by the

swerve of atoms. Thus a third type of motion arises in addition

to weight and impact, when the atom swerves by a minimal in-

terval, or elachiston as he terms it. That this swerve occures

without a cause he is forced to admit in practice, even if not in
many words. For it is not through the impact of another atom

5 Guthrie 1980: II, 400; Barnes 1986:412-413; Daiber 1980: 67 B 2; Cicero, Academica
2, 55. Diogenes Laertius, Vitae 9.45: “Tlavra 7e ka7’ dwéyxy yiveafau ...",
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that an atom swerves. How, after all, can one be struck by
another if atomic bodies travel perpendicularly in straight lines
through their own weight, as Epicurus holds? ... Epicurus’
reason for introducing this theory was his fear that, if the
atom’s motion was always the result of natural and necessary
weight, he would have no freedom, since the mind would be
moved in whatever way it was compelled by the motion of
atoms, preferred to accept this consequence that everything
happens through necessity than to rob the atomic bodies of
their natural motions™.

The existence of the Epicurean world and of every individual being
in it was supposed to be due to the chance event of the swerve, so Epi-
curus succeeded in abandoning the causal determination of everything
that happens. The Democritean and Epicurean atomic theory can be dis-
tinguished by the substantial difference of necessitarianism which is due
to the natural causes, on the one hand, and denial of causality, on the
other.

The denial of causality in Epicurus’ atomism made the physical
causes superfluous and threw the door open to a divine interference
when explanation was needed.

Wolfson has pointed out that the theory of ‘swerve’ was known in
the Arabic literature (Wolfson 1976:490-491). This characteristic view of
the Epicurean atomism was accessible in Pseudo-Plutarchus’ Arabic ver-
sion, where one can read that atoms sometimes move with an ‘inclina-
tion and bending’ (Gilkssly Jue L) (Daiber 1980:126). Saadia Gaon
makes a hint on the side-movement of the atoms describing the doc-
trines of the school which derives the physical world from chance in his
great work known as Imanat wa-i‘tiqadat (L. 3, 9th madhbab). The doc-
trine which is referred to with the expression (cwiall 3lasy1) can only
be the Atomism in its Epicurean version.

5 Cicero, De fato 22-23; id., De finibus 1, 6, 19: “nam et ipsa declinatio ad libidinem
fingitur (ait enim declinare atomum sine causa; ...)". The same idea in Lucretius, De rerum
natura 11, 253-254: “declinando ... fati foedera rumpat ...".
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Wolfson admits that there is no direct mentioning of the swerve in
the Muslim theological literature, because in the Islamic occasionalism
God created the world in every moment in a new combination. In this
occasionalistic approach the theory of swerve was indispensable, when
they, making place for God, wanted to break the necessity of the natu-
ral causes, but it was useless, when God has been introduced, who was
an excellent substitute for any chance collision. The Mutakallims were
in a bad need of the Epicurean atomism, which denied causality (Wolf-
son 1976:468), but once having accepted this version of the atomism
they did not need its ultimate foundation in the chance inclination of
atoms, because God became their explanatory principle.

“God was regarded by the mutakallimin as being the direct

cause of everything that happens in the world, which meant a

denial of causality. It is this denial of causality on purely reli-

gious grounds that made them predisposed to the acceptance of
atomism, which in their minds was historically associated with

the denial of causality, even though at the same time, on simi-

lar purely religious grounds, ... they rejected chance, despite its

being historically associated with the atomism accepted by

them. Evidently it was simpler for them to substitute their om-
nipotent God for chance than to harmonize Him with causal-

ity” (Wolfson 1976:468-469).

Thus in the Ash‘arite theology it became a canonised doctrine that
God was the only and ultimate cause of everything in the physical
world and the other causes, the so called ‘natural causes’, which were in
the center of the philosopher’s interest in Physics, Metaphysics and
Logic (as the middle term of a syllogism), did not play in the kalam
theory any significant role.

2. The other significant difference between Democritean and Epi-
curean physics concerns the structure of space and time. Democritean
atomism holds the view that “full and empty are elements, calling the
one ‘being’ and the other ‘not being™ (Barnes 1986:312; Aristoteles,
Metaphysika 985 b 5). Beyond “full” and ‘empty’, i.e. the atoms and the
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void, there is nothing. Atoms and bodies made up by atoms move along
the endless empty space.

After the Aristotelian discussion of movement which resulted in a
concept of the world as a continuous structure (in his theory the con-
tinuity of space implied the continuity both of time and movement,
because - as Aristotle has pointed out - they are correlative notions)
Epicurus developed his own theory of minima. After Aristotle Epicurus
who put forward the theory of the atomic structure of the material
world was necessarily compelled to propound the view that in harmony
with the atomic structure of the material world space and time were
consisting of minimal indivisible units as well. To put it in other words:
space and time, as well as material, were composed of minimal, indivis-
ible parts’. This is also a substantial difference between the Democri-
tean and Epicurean version of atomism.

If we consider this difference to be a prime factor in our examina-
tion, we have to say that the kalam atomism takes up the Epicurean
philosophy of nature. Maimonides begins his exposition by saying that
“time consists of instances” which “do not admit division, because the
shortness of their duration”. In the following sentences Maimonides
makes an explicit reference to the complementary nature of distance,
time and movement in Aristotle’s physical doctrine’. If one of them is

7 Asmis 1984: 283 n. 25; Simplicius, [n Ar. Phys. 618.16-20; Sextus Empiricus,
Adversus Physicos 11, 142: “TIpdc pev obv TolG g &mewpov Tépveafon Neyovrag Ta T€
obpara kal Tobe THTOUC kel TolC xpdroug (olTou 8¢ eiow oi &mo THC oTodS) Tall fppole
Meyew of 8¢ whwra el duep kaTaliyew imekndorec, o ol wepi Tov 'Emikovpov,
veavkwTépanC pahhov évéxovrar &moptag ... kTh. Diogenes Laertios, Vitae 10.72: “roig
péponc kol Talc vuEL oupThekoper Ko Toig TobTwy pépeowy ..".

¥ Maimonides, Dalalz Ch. 73, 3:

lgaie peadd Lawdl) Ja3 Y 508 Luepl Lol o gaas Sl e cale Glandl”

? Maimonides, Dalala Ch. 73:

o Rl L3 TSl TS paly glanly Blaall of Lex s 3 skl caalss ot 3 1l pesl”
“JHJ.“
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divisible or indivisible, the remaining two must have the same ac-
cident™. After the elaboration of the Aristotelian concept of movement
the Democritean doctrine of the continuous movement in the continu-
ous time in a discrete material world was hardly tenable. Maimonides’
words clearly indicate that the kalam theory is to be connected with the
post-Aristotelian philosophical tradition.

If Epicurus made the necessary modification in the concept of time,
he had to modify the concept of movement as well. From his concept
of time follows that movement cannot be continuous either. The above
quotation from Sextus Empiricus (Adversus Physicos 11, 142) shows con-
vincingly enough that Epicurus reduced motion to minimal, indivisible
parts. Cicero speaks of the swerve of atoms saying that the atoms dur-
ing their endless movement decline with a ‘minimal interval’ which
cannot be reduced to a smaller one'.

The theory of swerve presupposes minimal units in motion and
space. This theory is an indirect proof for the existence of the minimal
quantities of time and space. Simplicius is our direct proof. He says in
his commentary on Aristotle’s Physics: “For they [i. e. the Epicureans]
say that motion, magnitude and time have partless constituents, and that
over the whole magnitude composed of partless constituents the object
moves, but at each of the partless magnitudes contained in it it does not
move but has moved”®. Epicurus’ atoms fall down with a continuous

° Maimonides, Dalala Ch. 73: “ws ey Al pay Laaal alaay”

! Cicero, De fato 22: “... cum declinat atomus intervallo minimo ...”; Lucretius, De
rerum natura 11, 243-244: “Quare etiam atque etiam paulum inclinare necessest / corpora,
nec plus, quam minimum, ...".

12 Cicero, De finibus 1, 6, 19: “declinare dixit atomum perpaulum, quo nihil posset
Jfieri minus”,

B Simplicius, I Ar. Phys 934.18-30: “¢£ dpepdv yoip kel THY kivnow ko 70 péyefloc
Kol TO¥ xpovoy etvar Neyorteg ... k7A”. On the theory of motion: Asmis 1984:276-290.
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movement. Simplicius’ atoms do not continuously move, because they
are, after having moved in every indivisible part of space in rest™.

3. The theory of motion in the Muslim kalam is not entirely iden-
tical with what is to be found in Epicurus’ letter to Herodotus, but it
bears the unmistakable marks of the Epicurean tradition as related by
Simplicius and Sextus Empiricus. This sweeping statement is supported
by the following considerations.

Maimonides says that movement is transition from one unit to an-
other unit (Maimonides, Dalala Ch. 73: s 054 ;855 Jlan) oa iS50l ol
Gl ay0 sage ) asé sa4a g el32dl) and 2 movement is not faster than
the other (Maimonides, Dalala Ch. 73: g gl iS58 5585 ¥ ol aold
i<,a). The theory of equal speed is a typical Epicurean invention
against Democritus, whose atoms move downward with different speed.
(Their collision is due to the difference in speed.)

The problem of the atomism is that a distance consists of equal
units. A moving body must touch all the points. If all moving bodies
must touch all the points in the same distance, they must traverse the
same quantity of the points in the same quantity of the time-atoms.

The ‘contivous movement’ of the atoms is contradictory to the
atomic nature of space, time and movement which has been utterly for-
mulated by Sextus Empiricus and Simplicius, as the above quotations
show. The origin of this slight difference can be found in the philoso-
phy of the Megarian Diodorus Chronus (Long & Sedley 1989-90: 11, 48).
Diodorus said - as it has been reported by Sextus Empiricus - that “not
a single thing is in motion, but has been in motion. And the fact that
nothing is in motion follows from his assumption of indivisibles. For
the inivisible body must be contained in an indivisible place and there-
fore must not move either in it ... or in the place in which it is not”
(Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Physicos 10.85-86). We must not forget that

" Simplicius, ibid.: “Neyovaw 16 kwobpevov, kol "Eéxaatoy b Tow v abTd duepy

ob xveiofon AN kexvijofan”.
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in a quotation above Simplicius spoke exactly in the same way (Simpli-
cius, 934.18-30).

All this means that the original Epicurean theory later underwent
a change. In the later Hellenistic times some further consequences of the
original Epicurean teaching were drawn by later philosophers. The Epi-
curean philosophy has been rendered by Sextus Empiricus and Simplici-
us in this new, modified formulation. One of the most important
changes is the ‘staccato account of motion’ (Long & Sedley 1989-90: II,
48).

The Arabic terms (=llas «oli<.) indicate that the moving body is in
rest in every indivisible interval of space. It does not move, but it has
moved - as Sextus Empiricus and Simlicius put it using the expression
of Diodorus. This ‘staccato account of movement’ is also to be dis-
covered in Maimonides’ example.

The Muslim rational theology says that our senses deceive us, when
we see the continuous movement of a millstone. While performing a
complete revolution an atom near to center makes a shorter way in the
same time-interval, than an atom near to the circumference. It is pos-
sible, because the atoms of the millstone disintegrate in every time-atom,
and the atoms of the millstone near to the center make more rest in the
space-atoms, than those near to the circumference®.

This account of the movement is not compatible with that of the
early Epicurean theory which speaks of a continuous movement, and it
is even less compatible with the Democritean theory, but it is in harmo-
ny with the Epicurean theory after the Diodorean modification. The
Democritean and Epicurean view of the continuous movement does not
enable the theologians to disintegrate the whole world in every moment
and to recreate the whole world in every moment. The Islamic occasio-
nalism depends on the Epicurean destruction of physical causes which
was equal to the destruction of the intermediary causes between God

5 Maimonides, Dalala Ch. 73:
LSl ga 38T 585l e cun® sy eda JS AT SIS 5SSy Gl e Lajlnal dgan”
“oS sl e aadl ga sl el cllas S
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and the world. The consequences of the destruction of the (physical)
causality which resulted in the increased role of God as a non-physical
cause are shown by Judah Halevi who writes as follows: “If the events
are deliberately brought about by the First Cause with his first inten-
tion, then [all events] are being created in their time in every moment
and we can say of the whole world in every moment that it has been
created by the Creator just now”". The creation of the world in every
instant is equal to the movement of the millstone the parts of which
disintegrate in every instant and God recreates them in every instant in
a new arrangement. The Islamic theory of movement says that is similar
to the movement in a motion picture, the continuous movements of
which consist of many unmoved pictures. And this is exactly what the
late Greek philosophers say when they expound the Epicurean atomism.

This slight, but significant difference can be accomplished by
another difference which can be shown between the original Epicurean
atomism and the late antique version of it. Epicurus writes in his Letter
to Herodotus the following words: “We must recognize that this analogy
also holds of the minimum in the atom; it is only in minuteness that it
differs from that which is observed by sense, but it follows the same
analogy. On the analogy of things within our experience we have de-
clared that the atoms has magnitude; and this, small as it is, we have
merely reproduced on a larger scale. And further, the least and simplest
things must be regarded as extremities of length, ..”"” To put it in
other words: the atoms consist of smallest (éAd&xtoTov) parts which can-
not be perceived. Epicurus said that atoms had magnitude. The min:-
ma are ‘extremities of lengths’, parts of atoms which have no percivable
extension.

16 Halevi, Kuzari 220:
Jsin o slaly alball pa Lead T glae cal€) (o1 Uadl g Lyl 1aad 53 guadie Sl ol cilS 414"
Solal dala oW el gaa JS boubs ool 3
7 Diogenes Laertius, Vitae 10.59: “Tetbry 74 &vahovyig vopioréor ke 1o év 1i drope
ENbyoTor kexpiolon”.

8 Ibid.: “twel wep kol 70 péyeBoc Exer § &ropog”.
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The quotations show that both Sextus Empiricus and Simplicius re-
duce everything to atomic elements, but they do not distinguish be-
tween ‘minima’ and atoms. The lack of this distinction results in the
fact that some Muslim scholars said that atoms have a magnitude, some
others said that atoms do not have any magnitude®.

Referring to the question of magnitude Maimonides says in his First
Proposition that the acceptance of atoms destroys all geometrical
proofs®. This objection is not new, because it was known in the an-
cient Greece and Rome as well?’. The new moment in Maimonides’
work is that he shows that atomism destroys the science of geometry
even if the atoms do not have magnitude, because of the difficulties con-
cerning lines and surfaces.

Ibn Rusd writes in his commentary on De anima as follows: “What
Aristotle means thereby, as it seems to me, is this: And similarly he who
assumes that it is possible for a point to be selfmoving will admit that as
a consequence of his assumption the point would be a body. Accordingly we
may well say that the selfmoving round atoms of Democritus are so very
small that they are called points, for the point, according to its use in this
assumption, is nothing but a body™.

The sceptic Sextus Empiricus, while trying to show how unfounded
the theory of ‘body’ is, refers to the same procedure. He objects to the
geometers that “they assert that line is produced by the flow of the
point, the surface by that of the line, and the solid body by that of the
surface”, while they say that “point is a sign without parts or dimen-
sion” (Adversus Physicos 111, 19-20, 77-89).

9 Frank 1984:39-53, esp. 43; and Maimonides, Dalalz Ch. 73. First Proposition:
Flyms anlpll epall ¥y 4 oS7

2 Maimonides, ibid.:.“Uaallyy LS Tunsigll Gual o poan Jlass 31 asia) sy of”

1 Cicero, De finibus 1, 20; “ne illud quidem physici, credere aliquid esse minimum;

quod profecto numquam putavisset si a Poluaeno familiari suo geometrica discere maluis-
set quam illum atiam ipsum dedocere”.

2 Ibn Rudd, Comm. 69. The passage is quoted by Wolfson 1976:482.
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The self-moving point which produces lines and the self-moving
lines which produce bodies are constituent parts of *pythagorizing’ geo-
metry. a$-Sahristani speaks of points as limits of lines, of lines as limits
of surfaces, and of surfaces as limits of bodies (a¥-Sahristani, Nihaya 508).
The treatment of the question in a$-Sahristant’s Nibayat al-igdim is near-
ly identical with that in Sextus’ passage quoted above.

The question of the ‘mathematicized Pythagoreanism’ which was
‘resolved into a physical Atomism’ (Peters 1967:115) represents a prob-
lem which has been treated by C. Baffioni in a considerable length (Baf-
fioni 1982:143-210). Here I do not want to elaborate a question of the
Greek philosophy, so I confine myself to the brief statement that the
doctrine of the unextended mathematical atoms which constitute bodies
as the numbers of Pythagoras do not represent an Epicurean view. The
coalescence of the original Epicurean atomism with the Pythagorean tra-
dition is a later development in the history of the Greek philosophy.

The physical doctrine and its methodological basis

This physical doctrine was highly compatible with the methodology
of demonstration both in the late antique sources and in the Islamic ra-
tional theology.

It was al-Farabi among the philosophers who gave an account of
this kind of reasoning®. In his short commentary on Prior Analytics
al-Farabi devoted a chapter to inferences based on similarity. He sum-
marized the essentials of analogical reasoning as follows:

“It is now necessary that we discuss the ‘transfer’ from a judg-

ment by sensation in some matter, or knowledge about it

gained by other method, to another matter outside the realm

of sensation, without subordinating that other matter to the

first one. This is what the people of our time call ‘inference

from evidence to the absent’ () salall ga J¥iuwl (slalf). The

2 His work has been edited by Tiirker, DineSpezih, and al-“Agam. English transla-
tion: Rescher 1963. This translation will be quoted below.
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manner of this ‘transfer’ is: that it is known by sensation that

a certain ‘matter’ is in a certain condition, and that a certain

‘thing’ is present in a certain matter, and so the intellect con-

sequently transfers this condition or thing from this [known]

matter to some other [unknown] matter similar to it and thus
judges with respect to it upon this [known] basis™*,

The above-quoted sentence “without subordinating that other
matter to the first one” aims at making a distinction between the infer-
ences derived from similarity and those of Aristotle, the proving force
of which consists in the subordination of special cases to more general
rules.

Other characteristic feature of this inference is that our intellect sets
out of a sense-perception and entitled by the similarity between the ob-
ject(s) of sensation and another thing which is examined and cannot be
approached with sense-perception it transfers the observed circumstance
to the unobserved thing.

After having described the ‘inference by transfer’ al-Farabi gives the
following example: “One knows by sensation that some corporeal sub-
stances, like the animals and similar things are created, and consequently
the intellect transfers the createdness from the animals or plants, and
thus judges about the sky and stars that they are [also] created. But it is
only possible that one can ‘transfer’ [createdness] from the animals to
the sky, and thus to impute to it the createdness which was found by
sensation in the animals, if the animals exhibit a similarity” (Rescher
1963:93-94).

Is the Arabic theory of al-giyas based on any kind of similarity, as
it can be observed in the examples just quoted, or are there strict rules

# Rescher 1963:93. al-Faribi, Mantig, ed. Tiirker 267; ed. Dane$pe¥ith 175; ed. Rafiq

al-“Agam 45:
Sl g suk Lo sl ) AT 4 g b pplead S Lo sl (3 Gugaunall 2l Bl 6 J5al o507
actlalh ) salnfly JYanw¥l Lolsy Jal apan il gay oJy¥) 50 s ol el ol 50K ol Lk g
o Jlad s Gadl J3ai e 5a¥ apese i ol g Lo Jlay o 15 o guadly plis o go Rt5ll 0 Tgans
SMaale 4 pSad 4 s AT Sl ) a8 dls e e 00
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how to use similarity for inferences? This question must be clarified in
the following.

al-Farabi while examining this problem writes as follows:

“...and not just any agreeing similarity at all, but a similarity in
some matter that is relevant to the characterization of the ani-
mals created. That is, there must be a similarity between the
animals and the sky in a matter which lends truth to the judg-
ment that createdness pertains to this entire matter, such as
‘being contingent’, for example. For if it is known by sensation
that the animals are created and that they are similar to the sky
in respect of being ‘contingent’, and [if] the judgement regard-
ing createdness is true about everything that is ‘contingent’,
then the ‘transfer’ of createdness from the animals to the sky
will be a true one. But if the judgment that it is created is not
[assumed as] true of everything ‘contingent’, and the sky is
‘contingent’, then it is not possible [to make] the ‘transfer’ [of
createdness] from the animals to the sky, before [it has been
shown that] it is possible that createdness actually exists in
everything ‘contingent’. [The ‘transfer’] is bound to the condi-
tion which draws [the conclusion about] the sky from a similar-
ity with the animals in a matter relating to the createdness of
the animals; because createdness is only found as something ac-
tually present in animals due to a connection with ‘being con-
tingent’, through some special form of connection. This form
of connection is not to be found in [the case of] the sky. There-
fore, when the situation is of this kind, then it is not possible

at all for the ‘transfer’ to be maintained™”,

% al-Farabi, Mantig, ed. Rafiq al-*Agam, 45-46:
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In this method of ‘the transference of judgment’ means an inference
from an individual to another individual. The philosophers proceeded
from one universal to another universal, following the hierarchic order
of a Tabula Porphyriana. The mutakallimin were not able to prove
anything of a universal concept (the existence of which they did not ac-
cept), the philosophers’ proofs were directed towards the universal con-
cepts, the individuals fell outside of the realm of their sciences.

This fact explains Ibn Taymiyya’s criticism of the logicians. He de-
nied the validity of the Aristotelian definitions and syllogisms, because
they referred to universals. He rejected the Philosophers’ knowledge of
God, because God is an individual and a categorical syllogism has no
bearing on individuals (Ibn Taymiyya, Radd 125-126, 128, 134-135, 138).
The concrete knowledge of God as an individual being on one hand and
the abstract knowledge of genera and species, on the other, are two
completely different realms of the human knowledge whoch do not
have any connection.

In this world there are only individual beings with a lot of peculiar
features (op. cit. 134-135), whereas categorical syllogism can only prove
a small number of necesary common features of classes of beings (op. cit.
150). Consequently, Ibn Taymiyya had to accept the other method
which was popular in the antiquity and which was accepted by different
schools of philosophy, medicine, etc. He made inferences from signes
which are called ayat (ibid.).

The Greek philosophical schools which rejected the idea of the
‘second voyage” (Stoics, Epicureans, Sceptics) and the medical schools
which followed them (Methodikoi, Empeirikoi) largely applied the
analogical reasoning. These late antique philosophical and medical
schools were the ultimate sources for the Muslim rational theologians.

el elandl i Ll e opall el aa g Y Dol G Le s ol gall T jlaal doga
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Consequences

This philosophical difference enabled the Muslim scholars to incor-
porate some arts - which could not be defined by the philosophers as
such - into the body of sciences. Cicero speaks in his famous work De
divinatione of two kinds of divination: that which is to be considered
as an art and that which is not to be regarded as art’. The basic meth-
od of the scientific divination is the analogical reasoning. Observation
of usual connections between two events serve as a starting point for
conjectures concerning the future?”. Observation was the point of de-
parture for the empirical medicine as well. In this light it is completely
understandable that Cicero refers to medicine in defence of divina-
tion®™,

The method of al-giyas and the analogical reasoning are the basis of
Ibn Sirin’s Interpretation of dreams. The terminology of the book (asl,
dalla “ala, tasabuh, etc.) (an-Nablusi, Tagtiya 10), the wide use of the ter-
minology of the analogical reasoning is characteristic for the Persian
Daniel-name as well.

The concrete examples given by the book quoted show that inter-
pretation of dreams relies on similarity.

This fact explains the philosopher’s opinion who - speaking of the
religious Muslims - use the expression al-gumbuir (and this is the parallel
expression to the of w6A\ot of the Alexandrian Neoplatonists) and who
say that syllogistic demonstration is apt for teaching the selected few,
but the religious teaching of masses can rely on similes and analogical
reasoning.

% Cicero, De divinatione 34: “duo genera divinationum esse dixerunt, unum, quod
particeps esset artis, alterum, quod arte careret”.

27 . . . . . .
Ibid.: “Est enim ars in iis, qui novas res coniectura persequuntur, vereres observati-
one didicerunt”.

# Cicero, De divinatione 24: “At non nunquam ea, quae praedicta sunt, minus eveni-
unt. Quae tandem id ars non habet? earum dico artium, quae coniectura continentur et
sunt opinabiles. An medicina ars non putanda est? quam tamen multa fallunt”.
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