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Abstract

According to standard interpretations of Avicenna’s philosophy, he is often regarded
as a determinist who also endorses causal necessity. In this paper, however, I have
attempted—>by referring to less discussed textual evidence and alternative
readings—to show that Avicenna is not a determinist in any counterintuitive or
irrational sense. To this end, I have drawn upon three fundamental elements of his
philosophy: his account of modalities, his conception of causality, and their
interrelation.

Introduction

Determinism, as a belief that admits that nothing could have been otherwise than it
is, strictly opposes our intuitions about contingencies. Also, it's commonly accepted
that Avicenna is a determinist. My aim in this paper is to draw attention to certain
aspects of his philosophy that may acquit him of this charge; I refer to the notorious
claim that he is a determinist in a counterintuitive sense.

First, I should notice the two most important issues that are the reason for calling
him a determinist. Avicenna has characterized existents as necessary in themselves
and necessary through another. In contrast with modal statuses that have been
identified in possible worlds semantics, He left no room for possible existents in his
modal metaphysics. Apparently, it leads us to the problem of modal collapse, which
is not consistent with our ordinary intuitions.
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Second, Avicenna believes in the coexistence of cause and effect in efficient
causation. As Zarepour has discussed (Zarepour, 2025c: 7), if we apply this
coexistence principle to every couple of existents in the timeline, then if x causes y
and x exists at time t, y must exist at time t, too. And there's no temporal priority in
this relation.

On the other hand, Avicenna holds that there is only one necessary existent in
itself, that there is no external cause for its existence. All of the other existents are
possible in themselves, which need an external cause to bring them up. Therefore, if
we trace back all of the causation chains, considering that no possible in itself can
bestow existence to another possible entity, we can conclude that the ultimate
efficient cause of all the creation i1s God. In addition, God, known as the eternal
being, is always present in the whole timeline. Now, and in the light of the principle
of coexistence of cause and effect, the illogical result is derived: every existent must
exist all the time.

Both of the two above doctrines have been included in standard interpretations of
Avicennian determinism. Now, I incline to shed some light on some other aspects of
his philosophy to legitimize this minimal claim: Avicenna is not a determinist in a
counterintuitive sense. For this purpose, I have to regard three overlooked points in
the following.

1. Explaining the relation of existential dependency by necessitating through
another

In this section, I address an aspect of Avicenna’s definitions of the necessary and the
possible beings, according to which it can be argued that he was not committed to
the necessity of existence for all beings. In this view, Avicenna employs the notion
of “necessitation through another” merely to clarify the relation of causality and to
emphasize the ontological distinction between God and other beings. Consider the
following passage from the Metaphysics of al-Shifa’:

There are specific properties that belong individually each to the Necessary
Existent and the possible existent. We thus say: The things that enter existence
bear a [possible] twofold division in the mind. Among them, there will be that
which, when considered in itself, its existence would be not necessary. It is
[moreover]| clear that its existence would also not be impossible, since
otherwise it would not enter existence. This thing is within the bound of
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possibility. There will also be among them that which, when considered in
itself, its existence would be necessary. (2005, Metaphysics, chap. VI.1, sec.

)

Here, despite defining the notions of “necessary in itself” and “possible in itself,”
he notices an essential point: in the totality of creation, there are only two modes of
being from a purely rational perspective: necessary and possible. If we take this
exclusive dichotomy of Avicennian ontology, we understand that only one being,
namely God, possesses the mode of necessary existence. The other mode, that of
possibility, belongs to all other existents.

At this point, it might be objected that Avicenna often applies the expressions
possible in itself and necessary through another to created beings. However, he
repeatedly states elsewhere that the “possible in itself” is, with respect to existence
and nonexistence, completely neutral and therefore needs an external cause to bring
it out of this state of equivalency into actuality or impossibility. Thus, in that
definition, the “possible in itself” has not yet come into existence. In contrast, in the
definition cited above, Avicenna explicitly speaks of two modes of being, which
means that an existent cannot simultaneously be both necessary and possible. If
Avicenna were to regard all possibles in themselves as necessary (by defining them
as necessary through another), then only one mode of being would remain. Instead
of saying “there are two modes of being,” he would have to say “there is only one
mode of being: necessary.”

Such claims may seem controversial, yet Avicenna himself clarifies the matter in the
continuation of the same passage: “We thus say: That which in itself is a necessary
existent has no cause, while that which in itself is a possible existent has a cause.”
(2005, Metaphysics, chap. VI.1, sec. 2). He maintains that if the necessary existent
in itself were to have a cause, it would thereby become dependent on that cause and
would no longer subsist through itself. It is evident that the possible existent—since
it has no existence of its own—depends on a cause that bestows existence upon it.
Elsewhere, Avicenna asserts that when existence is considered with emphasis
(Taakod), it signifies necessity (“The necessary points to the assuredness of
existence” (2005, Metaphysics, chap. V.1, sec. 24)). Hence, when we say that
something is necessary through another, what we mean is that it has received
existence, to the highest degree required for becoming existent, from its cause (the
“other””). However, if the cause were to cease bestowing existence, nothing would
prevent it. For the mode of being of the possible existent is possibility, not necessity;
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its necessity is nothing but the existence it receives from its cause, and beyond this
relation of causality and existential dependency, necessity has no meaning for it.
Therefore, we may conclude that Avicenna, in this sense, does not consider
everything as necessary.

2. Whatever is actual has become necessary

Concerning the relation between actuality and necessity, views similar to Avicenna’s
can be found in the modal systems of both the ancient and medieval traditions. For
instance, according to Aristotle, there is an approach that equates actuality not with
ontological necessity but with temporal fixity. Following this view, whatever exists
is necessary at the time at which its existence is realized or has become actual. But
the present necessity of a being or event does not imply that it was necessary
beforehand, nor that it could not have been otherwise (Knuuttila & Simo, 2021: 3).
We also share the intuition that the past is fixed, while the future remains open
(Garson & James, 2024: 4). In other words, according to this approach, everything
that is necessary is also actual, but not everything actual possesses absolute
necessity.

Now, regarding Avicenna’s own view, we will examine the textual evidence
provided by Zarepour (Zarepour, 2025c). It should be noted that he aimed to
demonstrate that Avicenna does not consider the truth-value of future contingencies
to be determined. Our purpose here, however, is different: when Avicenna calls
something that has come into existence and whose being has been realized
“necessary,” he does not mean that it could not have been otherwise. Rather, he
means that, once it has come into existence, it has attained a kind of temporal fixity—
the past cannot be altered. Consider, for instance, the following passage: “Every
possible existent in itself—if its existence has [indeed] occurred—is a necessary
existent through another”(2007, Salvation, 548). Here, Avicenna clearly attributes
necessity to what has already been actualized, not to what precedes its realization.
In another passage, he is even more explicit about this point:

Just as it is not necessary for the affair to be existent, it is also not necessary
for the statement to be true. And just as it is necessary for the affair to be as
long as it is and not to be as long as it is not, the statement that is not necessary
to be true when it is said in an absolute sense (bi- 1- itlaq)—for example, ‘Zayd
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exists’—is actually (bi- I- fi'l) true when it 1s said [qualifiedly as] ‘Zayd exists
as long as he is existent. (1970, The Interpretation, chap. 1.10, 75)

Clearly, the kind of necessity Avicenna speaks of here has no counterintuitive or
absurd sense.

Thus, so far, we may say that Avicenna is, on the one hand, committed to the mode
of being of possible existent; on the other hand, he holds that once a possible being
has been realized and become actual, it can be called “necessary” in a specific
sense—namely, that “whatever exists, exists necessarily.”

If we interpret this necessity as equivalent to ‘actuality’ in the sense used in
analytic philosophy, the concept becomes perfectly intuitive. Zarepour likewise
argues that the future, which has not yet been actualized, is neither determined nor
necessary. In summary, within the Avicennian framework, we can state:

Actualization = Necessitation
Temporal fixity = Determination

If these notions are applied to what 1s ‘possible in itself’, they do not yield the
counterintuitive conclusion that such a thing could not have been otherwise.

3. Last station: causal indeterminism

The problem that seems to remain unresolved thus far is the issue of the coexistence
of cause and effect in Avicenna’s philosophy. In fact, the difficulty lies in the
necessity that appears to apply both on the side of the cause in relation to its effect
and on the side of the effect in relation to its total cause. To escape this difficulty (as
well as many others within traditional theology), one possible solution is to accept
‘causal indeterminism’ and to extend it to the relation between God and His creation.

Causal indeterminism means that the causal relation between a cause and its effect
does not necessarily result in a specific and determinate outcome. In this view, the
cause genuinely exerts influence in bringing about the effect, yet the result is not a
determined or necessary effect. Accordingly, God is necessarily the cause of His
creatures, but the effect of His causal act remains indeterminate and contingent.

But can we find any textual evidence in Avicenna’s writings to support such a
reading? I have found only one indication of it, in Book Eight, Chapter Four of the
Metaphysics of al-Shifa’. There, Avicenna remarks that there is no problem in
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describing the Necessary Existent as possible with respect to certain relational
attributes of contingent beings. For instance, one may say that it is possible for the
Necessary Existent to be the cause of Zayd. If this statement can be interpreted as
suggesting that, in the causal relation between Creator and creature, there is neither
absolute necessity nor strict coexistence, then it becomes much easier to absolve
Avicenna of the charge of determinism.

Conclusion

In this paper, | have attempted to examine certain readings of Avicenna’s texts that
have not yet received attention. My aim has not been to portray Avicenna as
fundamentally non-deterministic; rather, I have sought to show that his determinism
may not be as counterintuitive or objectionable as it is often assumed to be.
Nevertheless, the validity of these interpretations may well be challenged in future
discussions.
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The Fallacy of Farabi and Avicenna in the Emanation of Multiplicity
from Unity

Aliasghar Ahmadi'

Abstract

Al-Farabi and Avicenna have committed a fallacy in explaining the manner of the
Emanation of Multiplicity from Unity (EMU). They raised intellects up to the point
where they could explain the Ptolemaic paradigm of spheres, but although they could
go beyond, they did not go beyond. In other words, without changing Peripatetic
paradigms, the Infinite Emanation of Multiplicity from Unity (IEMU) can be
explained differently from the Peripatetics and with greater conformity to
monotheistic religions. This article uses content analysis method. The result is a
more realistic theory concerning the emanation.

Keywords: Al-Farabi, Avicenna, infinite emanation of multiplicity from unity
(IEMU)

Introduction

Al-Farabi and Avicenna, as intermediary links between ancient Greek philosophy
and contemporary Western philosophy, have differences in the quality of the manner
of the emanation of multiplicity from unity (EMU). Paying attention to these
differences, and the internal inconsistencies of the theory of EMU, causes a new
theoretical synthesis in this problem. The importance of this new theory lies in the
fact that it remains within the Peripatetic paradigm. In this article, first Al-Farabi's
view, after that Avicenna's view, and then the "theory of the infinite emanation of
multiplicity from unity (IEMU)" are presented. Finally, the conclusion section will
be the culmination of this article.

! Researcher at Pooyafekr Research Group. Ph.D. Candidate at University of Religions and Denominations, Email:
aa.ahmadi@urd.ac.ir Tel: 09305865760
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Al-Farabi's View

Al-Farabi in Principles of the Opinions of the Citizens of the Virtuous City and Its
Opposites' explains the manner of the emanation of multiplicity from the First (Al-
Awwal) in the tenth chapter. He says that from the First, existence emanated to the
Second? (the first intellect in Avicenna's view). In Al-Farabi's statement, it is not
mentioned that the First intellectized itself and the subsequent existent was created.
"From the First flows the existence of the Second."* Al-Farabi starts the
intellectizing of itself and "the First" and the emanation of the subsequent existent
(the third) from the Second (the first intellect in Avicenna's view). He says that with
the intellectizing of the First by the Second, the Third comes into existence. When
the second intellectizes itself, the first sphere comes into existence (Al-Farabi, 1995,
p. 52).

Up to here, it is almost equivalent to Avicenna. But Al-Farabi also says about
the Third (the second intellect) that it intellectizes itself and intellectizes the First
(the Cause of Causes). From these two intellectizings, the Fourth (the third intellect)
and the corresponding sphere come into existence. He says the Third intellectizes
itself and the First (remote cause), not the Second (proximate cause). He claims the
same about the rest of the intellects.

His claim is not a false claim. It must be noted that intellects-from the aspect of
the emanation of the subsequent intellect-are simple and complete causes. That is,
in Al-Farabi's view, the Second is nothing but limited of the First. It seems that Al-
Farabi had this in his mind that intellects intellectize limited existence (itself) and
unlimited existence (the First). With this explanation (conformity, simplicity, and
limitation), there is no problem that intellects do not intellectize intermediary
intellects. Even a human, with all these intermediaries between itself and the First,
can intellectize the First. So, intellects a fortiori can intellectize the First. Although,
as will come later, Avicenna's commentators had a view opposite to Al-Farabi.
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Overall, Al-Farabi's view has minor and major differences with most
Peripatetics. Understanding these differences and paying attention to the fact that he
is the second teacher-after Aristotle-can be a preparation for a better understanding
of the theory of this article.

Avicenna's View

Avicenna, like Al-Farabi, explains the longitudinal chain of ten intellects to explain
the nine Ptolemaic spheres. There are only a few differences in Avicenna's
cosmological system compared to Al-Farabi. Avicenna expressed a double aspect in
intellects and with this double aspect proved "the soul of spheres." He considered
being necessary by another' (the relation between the intellect and its cause) a
separate aspect and related the soul of the sphere to it (Ibn Sina, 1984, pp. 405—406).
But Al-Farabi did not separate the body and soul of the sphere.

Another change was in the numbering of intellects. Al-Farabi considers the first
emanated as the Second and the active intellect as the Eleventh (Al-Farabi, 1995, p.
52). But Avicenna considers the first emanated as the first intellect and the active
intellect as the tenth intellect. Avicenna's texts express only up to the second
intellect, stating the rest follow the same pattern.

In Avicenna's theory of emanation, each intellect has three aspects: intellectizing
the higher cause (for the emanation of the subsequent intellect), intellectizing its own
existence by another (for the emanation of the soul of the sphere), and intellectizing
its own existence by essence (for the emanation of the body of the sphere). The last
intellect (active intellect) manages the sublunary world (Marmura, 2017).

In the Peripatetics' theory of the EMU, there are internal inconsistencies. For
instance, Avicenna said: "The First innovates an intellectual substance that is truly a
innovator ... and it ends at an intellectual substance from which a sphere body does
not necessarily follow"? (Ibn Sina, 1996, p. 125). This contradicts cause-effect
conformity, as the ninth and tenth intellects differ only in limitation. Another
inconsistency is that-as mentioned in Avicenna's text-the First itself must also be an
innovator. Innovator (mubdi®) is an active participle in Arabic grammar. Active
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participles are used for repetition and habitual practice of an action. But in the
Peripatetics' view, the innovation of the First is limited to one emanated. In another
example of inconsistency, Avicenna says that the first intellect is the universal
intellect and the world (it’s world) is filled with immaterial angels (Ibn Sina, 2004,
p. 13). This is another contradiction. The world of intellects is sparsely populated in
the view of the Peripatetics and only includes a few Intellects. Whereas Avicenna
considers angels-who are numerous-also in the world of intellects.

Theory of the Infinite Emanation of Multiplicity from Unity (IEMU)

Philosophers were aware that the ten intellects cannot justify the multiplicity of
angels and stars of spheres. Some philosophers were even willing to change
paradigm to solve the problem. Suhrawardi chose the duality of Light and Darkness
for his philosophy and with the help of light and darkness, explained longitudinal
and latitudinal intellects. With these intellects, he could give an explanation at his
level of the multiplicity of angels and stars of sphere in the Ptolemaic system. Mulla
Sadra, with the duality of existence and quiddity, and gradation of existence,
addressed the conflict of ten intellects and multiplicity of angels (intellects) in
another way.

But the main question is whether the Peripatetic paradigm is capable of solving
the conflict of ten intellects and multiplicity of angels? This article claims that within
the Peripatetic paradigm, this thousand-year scientific gap can be solved.

Al-Farabi says about the Third (the second intellect in Avicenna) that the Third
intellectizes itself and the second sphere emanates and "intellectizes the First" and
as a result of that, the Fourth (the third intellect) emanates. Therefore, Al-Farabi, as
the second teacher and one of the pioneers of Peripatetic philosophy, does not say
that lower intellects intellectize their own cause, but says that they intellectize "the
First."

On the other hand, Avicenna is one of the famous Peripatetics and his
philosophical tradition has influenced the West and East until now (Lizzini, 2015).
He does not explicitly speak about the second to ninth intellects. He says the manner
of the emanation of the second intellect from the first intellect and says that the rest
of the intellects are emanated up to the tenth intellect in the same way. Here lies an
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ambiguity. The first intellect intellectizes the Cause of Causes (Al-Awwal) and the
second intellect is emanated from the first intellect. The ambiguity is here that it
intellectizes the Cause of Causes from the aspect that it is its proximate cause or
from the aspect that it is the Cause of Causes? Avicenna's commentators say that
each intellect intellectizes the intellect before itself (the proximate cause). When the
intellect finds itself possible of existence, between “intellectizing the proximate
cause” and “intellectizing the remote cause”, the certain minimum is that it
intellectizes its proximate cause. From this view, Avicenna's commentators have
taken a minimal and more reliable view.

This difference between Avicenna's commentators and Al-Farabi is one of the
main keys to solving the problem of the EMU. Consider the second intellect (the
Third in Al-Farabi). According to the totality of the views that were mentioned, the
second intellect can intellectize these cases:

1. Itself (its own possible by essence) => body of the sphere

2. The proximate cause (possible by essence of the first intellect) => emanation
of the subsequent intellect (according to the view of Avicenna's
commentators)

3. The Cause of Causes (necessary of existence by essence) => emanation of the
subsequent intellect (according to Al-Farabi's view)

4. The relation of itself and the proximate cause (its own necessary by the
proximate other) => soul of the sphere

5. The relation of itself and the Cause of Causes (its own necessary by remote
another)

6. The relation of the first intellect and the Cause of Causes (necessary by
proximate another of its own proximate cause).

From the six states above, the Peripatetics have named for three states (body of
the sphere, soul of the sphere, and subsequent intellect). It seems that the goal of the
Peripatetics for these abstractions was only to explain spheres. When they explained
the sphere, they ignored the rest of the states. Whereas they could express them as
well. Avicenna explicitly limits the journey of unity to multiplicity to his own view!
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(Ibn Sina, 1404, p. 406). Here the fallacy of "Suppression of Evidence" or "Non-
Exhaustive Enumeration" has taken shape. If we do not have a name for the other
three states, it does not mean that we should ignore their existence as well.

This article has not transgressed the Peripatetic paradigm. It is not important
whether we believe in Ptolemaic spheres or not. What is important is that the second
intellect emanates (at least) 6 existents. The third intellect (at least) 10 emanates
existents. The fourth intellect (at least) 18 emanates existents. And subsequent
intellects also emanate existents exponentially. According to the Peripatetic view, in
the descending journey from a certain stage onward, the world of matter takes shape.
So, even in the Peripatetic paradigm, multiplicities are more than a simple chain. But
this is only half of the "theory of the infinite emanation of multiplicity from unity
(IEMU)." The greater multiplicity is in the second half.

The other half of IEMU is formed by correcting another fallacy. The next fallacy
occurs when all attention is limited to the last emanated intellect. It seems that these
intellects had only one duty and with the three emanations they performed-according
to the Peripatetics' view-their work is finished. But, based on the Peripatetic
paradigm, the intellect can intellectize other intellects. Why is the gaze of intellects
only to itself and higher than itself, whereas they can also intellectize below
themselves? That is, there is no prohibition that the first intellect pays attention to
below itself, also intellectizes the second intellect, and after the emanation of the
second intellect, another existent i1s emanated from the first intellect. There i1s no
prohibition that the first intellect also intellectizes the relation of itself (as proximate
cause) and the second intellect and another existent is emanated from the first
intellect. The same matters can be said relative to the First as well; That is, the
infinite emanation of lateral caused (effects) directly from the Cause of Causes -
including longitudinal causes. Avicenna also-in contradiction with his previous
exclusive statement-has not ruled out this possibility (Ibn Sina, 1404, p. 406). This
half of the theory of IEMU creates existents exponentially and with much greater
acceleration. The name of this half of this theory is "expansion of attention in
causes."

"Expansion of attention in causes" causes the creation of an infinite chain in
effects and laterally (not necessarily longitudinally). In its place, it has been proven
that chain in effects is not impossible (Tabatabai, 1995, p. 169). With the expansion
of attention in causes and also avoiding the fallacy of Non-Exhaustive Enumeration,
the theory of IEMU can be proven in the Peripatetic paradigm. The important point
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is that this theory is merely abstract analysis and takes shape in reality without
temporal priority and posteriority; It is similar to the analysis of the existence of the
complete cause, then the necessity of the effect, and then the existence of the effect.
This analysis between cause and effect is merely abstract, and not in objective
realization (Tabatabai, 1995, p. 60). Therefore, the “expansion of attention in
causes” results the emanation of infinite multiplicities from the Cause of Causes in
parallel with longitudinal emanations. In other words, in abstract analysis, priority
and posteriority are placed, but in objective realization, there is no more than one
emanation and one act; even though the mind desires that emanations be created one
by one and with temporal priority and posteriority.

Conclusion

Before and after the invalidation of Ptolemaic spheres, many criticisms have been
made to the Peripatetics' theory of EMU. Sometimes to resolve these internal
inconsistencies, they gave paradigm shift, like Suhrawardi and Mulla Sadra. But this
article showed that the Peripatetic paradigm is not so narrow for solving this
problem. It is not necessary to escape from this paradigm. Fallacies must be
recognized and previous Peripatetic theories must be repaired. Although the
paradigm shift of Suhrawardi and Mulla Sadra was not only because of the problems
of EMU, but one of the main axes of a monotheist philosopher's system is explaining
this complex problem. In any case, in this article, by recognizing and repairing the
fallacies of Al-Farabi and Avicenna in this problem, the theory of “IEMU” was
founded.
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Abstract

The present paper assumes that Avicenna’s perspective on essence and its distinction from
existence is rooted in his particular understanding of the concept of “nature.”
Consequently, it is necessary to examine the historical evolution of the notion of nature in
the history of philosophy, as well as Avicenna’s response to earlier interpretations. Tracing
this historical trajectory provides a fresh reading of the essence—existence problem in
Avicenna’s thought. This study demonstrates that a precise understanding of Avicenna’s
conception of nature is essential for grasping the ontological and epistemological

foundations of his views on essence and existence.

Introduction
In Avicenna’s philosophy, essence is defined as “that upon which the identity of a thing
depends.” It constitutes the intrinsic reality of an entity, distinguishing it from all that is

other. In itself, essence is neither existent nor non-existent; rather, existence is predicated
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upon it as an accident. Essence appears in three modes: in itself (/a bi-shart), in external

reality (bi-sharti shay’), and in the mind (bi-sharti la).
This definition faces several philosophical challenges:

1. The challenge of unity and multiplicity: How does a single essence (such as
“humanity”) become instantiated in multiple individuals without losing its intrinsic

unity?

2. The challenge of causality and individuation: What is the relationship between a

general essence and particular individuals?

3. The triadic challenge of the modes of essence: What is essence in itself, and how

does it relate to external and mental instantiations of essence?

4. The challenge of the distinction between essence and existence: In contingent
beings, is existence truly distinct from essence? If this distinction is not external,

what does it mean to say that existence occurs as an accident to essence?

These challenges complicate the essence—existence debate in Avicenna and have led some
interpreters to reduce it to a merely linguistic or epistemological issue. This paper does not
aim to resolve these challenges individually. Rather, it questions our initial understanding
of the meaning of essence in Avicenna and offers a reinterpretation grounded in his

conception of “nature.”

The central hypothesis of this study is that Avicenna formulates a distinctive theory
of nature, and that grasping this conception offers a foundation for understanding his
metaphysics. To contextualize his position, the historical evolution of the notion of

nature—from ancient Greece to the Islamic world—is thersore briefly surveyed.

From Physis in Ancient Greece to AI-Tabi‘a in the Islamic World
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Contrary to common assumptions, the concept of physis (¢¥o1g) or nature has been the
subject of philosophical debates from ancient Greece to Avicenna’s era, rooted in varying
cosmological and theological perspectives. Pre-Socratic philosophers conceived of physis
as the processes determining the real structure of things and the source of cosmic order.
This usage marked the transition from myth to philosophy and science, where natural
causes replaced mythological ones. Even when divine order was acknowledged, it
remained intelligible within the realm of perceptible nature. This perspective led to
ontological monism and an animistic conception of the cosmos, exemplified in Thales’

claim: “All things are full of gods” (Laertius, 2020, 1, 27).

Plato and Aristotle, critiquing their predecessors, redefined physis and laid the
groundwork for a theistic conception. Plato attributed it to a divine soul preexisting the
material world, the source of all motion and supremely ordered (1926, 1. 889b—896¢; 1966,
1. 30a—48a), thereby elevating physis from the material level of the Pre-Socratics to a
cosmic soul. Aristotle, on the other hand, introduced physis as the internal principle of
motion and rest in natural beings—that is, their essence—and as the defining principle of
a thing (1947, 5, 1. 1017b15-24). He also asserted that “physis is more form than matter”
(1970, 2, 1. 193b3-7). He regarded nature, or substantial form, as the efficient and final
cause operative in material things, which, under celestial motion, produces changes in
matter and imparts proper functioning to each entity. Moreover, it appears that in
Aristotle’s thought, the concept of form is employed less for the physical description of
things than for the cognitive and explanatory process of understanding the ontological

origin of beings.

In response, Plotinus regarded physis as the rational, immobile formative principle that
imposes order upon undifferentiated matter, functioning as a mediating source of
emanation (1969, 11, chap. 4, sec. 10; 1969, III, chap. 8, sec. 1). He compared this process
to stamping a seal onto multiple wax tablets (1969, VI, chap. 5, sec. 6). When Greek texts
were translated into Syriac and Arabic, al-tabi‘a (“nature,” from taba‘a, “to imprint”)

replaced physis (McGinnis, 2011, pp. 64-65). Within the Neoplatonic framework, nature
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became the instrument of the intelligible and psychic worlds under unitary emanation,
directed toward the creation of the material cosmos. Influenced by this perspective, later
commentators on Aristotle (e.g., John Philoponus) defined physis as “life” and as a

pervasive active force across the cosmos.

First example: A treatise attributed to Abii Bakr Zakariya al-Razi, titled Magala fi
Maba ‘ad al-Tabi'a (A Treatise on Metaphysics), recounts the views of commentators on
Aristotle’s Physics, Book II—such as Alexander of Aphrodisias, Plotinus, Porphyry, and
John Philoponus—and highlights their inconsistencies regarding nature. The author
examines five controversial features of nature: (1) the self-evidence of its existence, (2) its
relation to human-made products, (3) the difference between nature and its activity, (4) the
teleology of nature, and (5) the tension between the activity of nature and divine agency
(Razi, 2005, pp. 118-120). If the treatise is genuinely by al-Razi, he aims to show that what
Aristotelians attribute to nature ultimately belongs to God, since nature possesses neither
intellect nor will, nor is it alive. In this respect, al-Razi approaches the theologians’

perspective.

Second example: The views of al-Kindi and al-Farabi, which stand in contrast to one
another. Al-Kind1 regarded nature as more matter than form. By integrating the ideas of
Aristotle, Galen, and Ptolemy and relying on creation ex nihilo, he held that qualitative and
accidental changes in natural matter, under the influence of celestial bodies, are the causes
of universal forms (al-Kindi, 1950, pp. 220-236). In contrast, al-Farabi, faithful to
Aristotle, considered form and nature to be identical. According to him, universal forms
are the primary causes, preceding accidental forms in matter. Al-Farabi explains the role
of matter and form solely within the physical world, meaning that their actualization
depends on the position of the celestial bodies (al-Farabi, 1996, pp. 29-31). The only
Neoplatonic element in al-Farabi’s scheme is the intellect and desire of celestial beings to

mediate emanation to lower entities.
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Third example: Two Nestorian philosophers of Baghdad, Abs Bishr Matta ibn Yiinus
and Yahya ibn ‘Adi. Unlike Aristotle, who returns the active, final, and formal aspects of
nature to form, Abii Bishr emphasizes that the active nature (al-tabi‘a al-fa‘ala) is neither
form nor matter. He speaks of three types of nature: material, formal, and active. Abt Bishr
separates the activity of the active nature from the soul (as the form of a human) and
considers nature capable of acting independently, without the administration of the soul (as
in the example of the embryo). Nevertheless, he remains faithful to Aristotelian teleology
and situates the activity of nature under final causality, since nature operates in the embryo
toward a specific end (the fully formed human) (Aristotle, 2007, pp. 147-151). This view
has led many scholars to interpret Abii Bishr’s thought in a Neoplatonic framework (Janos,

2015, pp. 147-148).

In contrast, Yahya ibn ‘Ad1 speaks of a pure, divine nature in the sublunar world that
brings about the actualization of things. Unlike Abi Bishr, he does not posit a third, active
nature; rather, like al-Kindi and al-Farabi, he describes the cause within a thing under its
form, which, prior to mingling with hyle, possesses a pure, divine, and accident-free
existence. Accordingly, ibn ‘Adi does not conceive of a single, emanated form; instead, he
envisions a form with independent existence for each entity (2012, pp. 78-79). The

significance of this discussion becomes clearer when compared with Avicenna’s theory.
Accordingly, three main interpretations of nature emerged in the Islamic world:

1. Nature lacks independent agency; what is attributed to it is in fact divine action (al-

Razi and Mutakallimiin).

2. Nature is sometimes passive matter affected externally (al-Kind1) or internal forms

realized in matter (al-Farabi).

3. Nature is an independent and external cause, agent, and teleologically directed
beyond matter and form (Abu Bishr), or a simple divine existence that produces the

particular form of each thing prior to material combination (Yahya ibn ‘Adi).
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Nature in Avicenna’s Thought

Within an Aristotelian framework, Avicenna adopts a distinctive approach: in Shifa, Al-
Tabi ‘iyat, he neither regards nature as a single, all-pervasive potency nor separates it from
its emanative source. He emphasizes that nature is actualized only in particular individuals
and diversifies across kinds and particulars. At the same time, he speaks of a universal
nature (tabi ‘a kulliyya), which lacks actual, external existence and exists solely as a mental
abstraction. In this way, Avicenna distinguishes between “particular nature” (a concern of
the natural sciences) and “universal nature” (a concern of first philosophy), simultaneously
critiquing Neoplatonic notions of an independent nature while rationally reconstructing the
role of nature within a teleological causal framework (1404b, bk. 1, pp. 34-39). In this
context, he employs the analogy of the sun: its light is not a particle separate from the sun
itself, but rather its rays are generated in suitable substrates (Avicenna, 1404b, bk. 1, pp.
34-39). This metaphor aptly illustrates Avicenna’s conception of universal nature or

€Ssencce.

For a deeper understanding of universal nature in Avicenna, it should be added that he
distinguishes between the “universal nature of the species” and the “absolute universal
nature.” The former preserves the species, while the latter preserves the entire cosmic

order, and both are grasped through intellectual abstraction:

“As for the one, it is what is apprehended from a principle that necessitates
providence in preserving each species; and the second is what is apprehended from
a principle that necessitates providence in maintaining the whole in its order”
(1404b, bk. 1, p. 39).

This “apprehension from a principle” refers to human intellectual perception of nature, not
to an actual emanation from a separate transcendent source. In this way, Avicenna
preserves the existence of particular natures in the external world without assuming a prior

emanation of intelligibles, thereby distancing himself from the Platonic theory of Forms.
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In Shifa, Al-Mantiq, Avicenna explains three aspects of genus: natural (ma gabl al-
kathra), logical (fi al-kathra), and rational (ma ba ‘d al-kathra). Natural genus is the unified
nature present in multiple individuals (e.g., “animality” in all animals), which is neither
general nor a genus externally but possesses the potential to become a genus in the intellect.
The same applies to species. Natural species exists potentially in nature; as a finite
actuality, it requires material determination to become multiple and individualized (1404c,
bk. 69-71). This natural species exists pre-multiplicity and is accessible only to the
intellect, forming the basis of essence-in-itself or general natural essence, whose ontology

belongs to first philosophy.

In Shifa, llahiyat V, Avicenna explicates the existence of essence-in-itself (mahiyya la
bi-shart): the essence, as such, has actual existence—it is realized in external individuals
and applicable to many (1404a, pp. 196-197). Although this essence is free from
contingent conditions, its external realization inevitably associates with individual
characteristics without being perceived as a separate, Platonic form. Its priority over
compounds is conceptualized as simple and divine, and its ontological relation to the First
Principle is understood through causality and divine providence (Avicenna, 1404a, bk.

204-205).

Conclusion

Examining the historical evolution of nature from Greek physis to Islamic interpretations
reveals that Avicenna stands between prior traditions, bridging Aristotelian ontology and
Neoplatonic challenges, particularly regarding the unity of existence and the relation of
form and matter. In his system, the distinction between essence and existence is not an
external separation but the accidence of existence upon essence-in-itself in particular
beings. Nature is neither a pervasive, independent power nor passive matter; it is the
substantial form moving according to its intrinsic teleology, guiding each entity toward the

fulfillment of its essence and perfection. Causality emerges from the relation of form to
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existence, where in the philosopher’s intellect, the form is attributed to the teleologically
directed particular nature in the world and manifests its causal efficacy through the

realization of essence.

If essence were considered purely cognitive, lacking external reality, Avicenna’s
essentialism would be undermined, allowing a nominalist reading in which essences are
merely names for mental categorization, not independently existing beings. Historical
study of concepts, therefore, clarifies conceptual ambiguities, provides a coherent
understanding of classical philosophers’ systems, and establishes a reliable basis for critical
reinterpretation of metaphysical heritage. This approach is equally applicable to other
fundamental philosophical concepts, deepening our understanding of Islamic and Greek

philosophical traditions.
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Abstract

This paper explores al-Ghazali’s view on prepositional gratitude and its relevance to
contemporary philosophical debates. I first articulate al-Ghazali’s Tripartite Account
of Gratitude, demonstrating its potential contribution to the modern literature on the
obligation of gratitude. Based on the elements of his tripartite account, I extract a
thesis on gratitude: the Uniqueness Thesis of Gratitude (UTG). The paper then shows
how UTG could resolve a significant problem within the Philosophy of Worship.
Subsequently, 1 argue that the UTG faces three major challenges.

1. Introduction

Two preliminary remarks: (1) The focus of this paper is on al-Ghazali’s view of gratitude as
articulated in his fhya’ ‘uliim al-Din (The Revival of Religious Sciences). “The Book of Patience
and Gratitude” (Kitab al-Sabr wa-1-Shukr) is the specific section of the /hya’ where al-Ghazalt sets
forth his views on gratitude. He also presents a summary of his opinions on gratitude in his Persian
work, Kimiya-yi Sa ‘adat (The Alchemy of Happiness).

(2) In normativity there is a common categorization where duties are classified as either
propositional or prepositional. Propositional duties are duty that ®, whereas prepositional duties
are duty to Y that ® (Hayward, 2013).! In a similar vein, propositional gratitude is being grateful
that ®, and prepositional gratitude is being grateful to Y for ®-ing (Manela, 2015). The core

philosophical concern often revolves around prepositional gratitude, which requires a tripartite

I, This distinction is sometimes referred to using the terms “directed” and “non-directed duties” (May, 2015).
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relationship involving the benefactor, the benefit, and the beneficiary.! al-Ghazali analysis of

gratitude is fundamentally set within this prepositional sense.

2. The Tripartite Account of Gratitude

When we owe gratitude to someone, what exactly do we owe? What response must the
beneficiary have toward the benefactor for it to be counted as gratitude? Is merely saying “Thank
you” sufficient? Does gratitude include actions on the part of the beneficiary? Simmons says that
ingratitude stems from deficiencies in one of two distinct areas. The first involves a deficiency in
affective state, wherein the beneficiary fails to possess the requisite feelings of gratitude. The
second is a deficiency in outward performance, where the beneficiary fails to adequately express
this gratitude through action. According to Simmons, Kant maintains that gratitude has both
affective and active (performative) dimension, whereas Sidgwick believes that outward
performance alone is sufficient for gratitude (Simmons, 1979: 166). Determining the precise
content of the obligation of gratitude is crucial.

It appears that al-Ghazalt presents a comprehensive account of gratitude that attends to its
various influencing aspects. al-Ghazali’s tripartite account of gratitude requires satisfaction in
cognitive, affective, and performative areas (al-Ghazali, n.d. Vol. 12: 68)

The Cognitive Element: This stage involves the knowledge of three components: (1) that
something has been received by the beneficiary; (2) that the received thing constitutes a benefit in
respect to him; and (3) that this benefit originated from the specified benefactor (al-Ghazali, n.d.
Vol. 12: 68).

The Affective Element: This stage involves feeling joy that the benefactor has conferred a
benefit upon one, and it is accompanied by a sense of profound humility and meekness (al-Ghazali,
n.d. Vol. 12: 70).

The Performative Element: This stage involves the actions that outwardly demonstrate
gratitude (al-Ghazali, n.d. Vol. 12: 71).

For al-Ghazal, fitting gratitude is realized only when all three stages are fulfilled, such that

the second stage is, in essence, derived from the first, and the third stage similarly results from the

!, However, there are also those who believe that the significance of propositional gratitude has been overlooked in
the discussions (see Rush, 2020).
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second. That is, the appropriate affective state must be formed within us because knowledge has
been attained, and the appropriate action must follow because the appropriate affective state has
been formed.

So far, so good. al-Ghazal1’s tripartite account of gratitude is more comprehensive than some
contemporary definitions and better reflects our intuitions regarding cases of gratitude. However,

al-Ghazalt adds certain points in explaining these three elements of gratitude that are challenging.
3. Uniqueness Thesis

Recall the first element of the Tripartite Account of Gratitude. al-Ghazali maintained that
the Cognitive Element requires three kinds of knowledge: (1) knowledge that something has been
received by the beneficiary, (2) knowledge that this constitutes a benefit, and (3) knowledge that
this benefit originated from the specified benefactor. He then, by elaborating on what constitutes
a benefit and who is the benefactor, arrives at a thesis which I shall term the Uniqueness Thesis of
Gratitude:

The Uniqueness Thesis of Gratitude (UTG): God is the only appropriate object of
gratitude.

3. 1. Arguments for UTG

In support of UTG, al-Ghazali present two arguments.

The Argument from Non-Autonomous Agency

1. Fitting Gratitude requires acknowledging the true, independent agent (benefactor)
responsible for the benefit.

2. Any human benefactor is ultimately a non-independent means (an instrument)
whose volition and power are ultimately controlled by God.

3. Acknowledging an instrument as the true and independent benefactor constitutes
shirk (associating partners with God).

4. Therefore, God is the only appropriate object of fitting gratitude (al-Ghazali, n.d.
Vol. 12: 68-69).

al-Ghazali views any human benefactor as a non-autonomous agent — instruments lacking
genuine, independent volition in the act of bestowing a benefit. He introduces the example of a

King who writes a decree to bestow a benefit upon a subject. He writes this letter with a pen and
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paper and gives it to his treasurer for execution. He asserts that everyone agrees it would be
ludicrous for the subject to express gratitude to the pen and paper or to the treasurer for receiving
the benefit; the subject ought to be grateful to the King (al-Ghazali, n.d. Vol. 12: 69). In his view,
the relationship between God and humans is precisely the same. If a benefit reaches us, other
humans are either analogous to the pen and paper or to the treasurer. Hence, they are not the fitting
objects of gratitude.

Here is the second argument is support of UTG:

The Argument from the Impossibility of Altruism

1. Gratitude is fitting only when it is directed toward a genuine benefactor.

2. A genuine benefactor is defined as one who bestows benefits with a purely

altruistic motive, not an egoistic one.

3. No human being can bestow a benefit upon another with a purely altruistic
motive.

4. Only God can bestow benefits upon humans with a purely altruistic motive.

5. Therefore, only God is the genuine benefactor, and thus, God is the only

appropriate object of gratitude (al-Ghazali, n.d. Vol. 12: 69).
This argument relies on the assumption that humans are incapable of purely altruistic action.

He explicitly states that the human benefactor bestows the benefit “for his own purpose, not for
your purpose.” (al-Ghazali, n.d. Vol. 12: 69). This is because the human agent, being imperfect
and finite, is motivated by the desire to attain a benefit for themselves, whether it be worldly
(reputation, gain) or otherworldly (divine reward). Consequently, the human benefactor is seeking
“the benefit of his own soul” by using the recipient as a “means to another benefit which he hopes
for.” (al-Ghazali, n.d. Vol. 12: 69). A genuine benefactor must act purely for the sake of the
recipient. Since the human agent is primarily motivated by their own end, they are not the true
source of the goodness but have merely transformed the recipient into an instrument for their self-
interest. Therefore, human beings are not the genuine benefactor and are not the fitting object of

gratitude.
3. 2. Brief Evaluation of UTG

UTG offers a direct solution to a major challenge regarding the grounds of worship. The
widely held view is that we ought to worship God because God created and benefited us in various

ways, thereby establishing gratitude as a suitable ground for worship. However, Bayne and
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Nagasawa (Bayne and Nagasawa, 2006: 301) argue that this grounding fails due to the Uniqueness
Thesis of Worship (UTW): while theists maintain that only God is the fitting object of worship
(UTW), gratitude itself is not unique. Since we owe gratitude to human benefactors but do not
worship them, gratitude cannot ground worship (Bayne and Nagasawa, 2006: 306).

The Acceptance of UTG resolves this Issue. If one accepts the UTG, then gratitude is no
longer a general moral obligation but a unique one. This unique gratitude is then able to satisfy the
demands of the UTW, effectively maintaining that gratitude is indeed the ground of worship
without facing the aforementioned challenge.

However, UTG is also highly challenging. I will highlight three key challenges here. First,
the UTG conflicts sharply with our moral intuitions. For example, consider a scenario where John
is drowning and Alex bravely rescues him. We intuitively believe that John genuinely owes
gratitude to Alex. Yet, the UTG dictates that John’s gratitude towards Alex must be either
figurative or fundamentally wrong. al-Ghazali explicitly states that calling worldly gifts benefit is
either “figurative or false.” (al-Ghazali, n.d. Vol. 12: 98). Naturally, expressing gratitude to these
worldly benefactors must similarly be either figurative or wrong. This view, which dismisses the
genuineness of everyday gratitude, runs counter to deeply held moral feelings. Furthermore, this
type of figurative gratitude is arguably insulting. Assume that Alex is an atheist who saves the
drowning theist, John. John then says to Alex, “Thank God that you saved me,” or expresses
gratitude to Alex in addition to God. However, Alex knows that John, as a theist, believes Alex
was not an autonomous agent in the act of saving (per The Argument from Non-Autonomous
Agency). John believes God truly did the saving, and that John’s expression of thanks to Alex is
merely figurative (or a social convention). In this scenario, Alex would be justified in feeling that
this theist viewpoint constitutes an insult to him. By reducing Alex’s brave, life-saving act to a
mere instrumental mechanism that lacked genuine independent will or moral worth, the UTG
effectively strips Alex of the full moral credit for his action.

The second major challenge to UTG stems from its denial of the possibility of altruistic
action by human beings. In moral philosophy, Moral Egoism and Moral Altruism are two
competing views regarding the nature of human action. Moral Egoists (especially psychological
egoism) assert that it is fundamentally impossible for humans to act on purely other-regarding
(altruistic) motives. Conversely, Moral Altruism maintains that humans can act on altruistic

motives, and fundamentally, morality is deeply connected to altruism, arguing that the elimination
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of altruism would seriously undermine morality (see Shafer-Landau, 2018: 24-27). Most moral
philosophers defend Moral Altruism. However, as we observed in The Argument from the
Impossibility of Altruism, al-Ghazalt denies the possibility of altruistic action by humans.
Consequently, all the critiques directed against Moral Egoism are equally applicable to al-
Ghazali’s view of human motivation within the UTG framework.!

The third challenge to the UTG is that it is not only incompatible with our intuitions
regarding gratitude towards other human beings, but also with our intuitions concerning blaming
of others.

Consider al-Ghazalt’s first argument in support of the UTG, The Argument from Non-
Autonomous Agency. This argument posits that other human beings are not truly autonomous
agents; if they bestow a benefit upon another, their role is analogous either to the pen in the King’s
hand or to the treasurer commissioned by the King to deliver a gift. This line of reasoning cannot
be confined solely to gratitude. The prevalent view is that a some parity exists between gratitude
and blame. If humans possess a characteristic (lack of autonomy, independence, and being merely
an instrument) that makes genuine gratitude towards them meaningless, that very same
characteristic would render genuine blame towards them meaningless as well. Yet, the practice of
blaming others plays a critical role in our moral lives.

Put differently, al-Ghazali’s first argument in favor of UTG implicitly leads to the
following thesis:

The Uniqueness Thesis of Blame (UTB): God is the only appropriate object of blame.

Therefore, if al-Ghazalt wishes to maintain consistency and preserve the parity between
gratitude and blame, in addition to the UTG, he must subscribe to UTB.? This, however, is a

conclusion that no theist readily accepts. al-Ghazalt categorically rejects this UTB. He maintains

1 one challenging issue is exploring the possibility of altruistic action for theists. Altruism is arguably harder to justify
for theists than for atheists. This is because all the egoistic motivations that can hinder altruism for atheists also exist
for theists. However, theists may also perform good deeds because of God’s rewards. Indeed, theists believe that
God will grant them a magnified reward, either in this life or in the next, for any good deed they perform. Some
philosophers have argued that this very component of theism ensures that a theist can never act with a purely
altruistic motive (Wielenberg, 2005 :91-92) al-Ghazali’s perspective on UTG and his Argument from the Impossibility
of Altruism significantly reinforce the tension between theism and altruism.

2, The necessity of parity between one’s thesis on gratitude toward God and thesis on resentment toward God has been
emphasized by Oppy (Oppy, 2023).
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that gratitude toward God is good, while complaint or blame directed at God is extremely

reprehensible (al-Ghazali, n.d. Vol. 12: 72).
4.Conclusion

I articulated al-Ghazali’s Tripartite Account of Prepositional Gratitude. I established that this
account is more comprehensive than some contemporary accounts of gratitude and can
successfully explain certain problematic cases. Drawing upon al-Ghazali’s exposition of the first
element of his tripartite framework, I introduced the Uniqueness Thesis of Gratitude (UTQG). 1
demonstrated how the acceptance of this thesis could potentially resolve a significant challenge
within the philosophy of worship, while also arguing that the UTG itself faces three serious
philosophical challenges.
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Abstract

Russellian monism is a theory of mind which states that (i) ontologically, there
are either dispositional or categorical properties, (ii) some categorical properties
are not revealed by physics, and (iii) these properties ground consciousness.
Hiddleston (2019) argues that (i1) is false, because it relies on a false assumption
of dispositional/categorical distinction. Instead, the distinction falls into a middle
ground of properties’ spectrum. I explicate that his framework has two more
consequences: (1) categoricals’ nature are their roles and (2) physics can reveal
all categoricals. Furthermore, by employing (1) and (2), I argue that if (i1) is false,
then (iii) is false.

1.Introduction
Russellian monism, on one hand, holds the reflexivity of consciousness in dualism, and

reconciles it with physical/causal structures of the world (Alter and Nagasawa, 2015).

Proponents consider three core claims for the theory':

(R1) Categoricity-with-dispositionality: Ontologically, properties are either

dispositional or categorical in an order

Furthermore, they should claim that categorical properties possess some quiddities that

individuate them.

(R2) Scientific Inscrutability of Categoricals (SIC): Physics cannot reveal the
intrinsic nature of these categorical properties; they remain hidden from any dispositional

descriptions.

(R3) Phenomenal Role of Categoricals: these intrinsic natures play the role of

phenomenal consciousness.

! There are different accounts of the theory. Nevertheless, my main focus is on Stoljar (2014; 2015), Pereboom (2015),
and Alter and Nagasawa (2015).
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2.Scientific Inscrutability: Variations And Motivations

There are three variations of SIC. The weak version is attributed to Stoljar (2014, 2015), in
which he claims that properties are either Standard or non-standard. The former means properties
which physics describes or reveals in current theories. The latter means the properties that future

physics may describe.

Pereboom (2015) asserts the moderate version of SIC, according to which physics is

ignorant of some absolutely intrinsic categorical properties. He says:

“P is an absolutely intrinsic property of X just in case P is an intrinsic property of X, and P
is not necessitated by purely extrinsic properties of parts of X. By contrast, P is a comparatively
intrinsic property of X just in case P is an intrinsic property of X, and P is necessitated by purely

extrinsic properties of parts of X.” (Pereboom, 2015: p. 306)

Therefore, absolutely intrinsic properties, unlike relatively intrinsic ones are not grounded

in other properties (and thus exists in themselves).

Chalmers (2003), on the other hand, states the strong version, according to which, physics
only deals with structural-and-dynamical properties (Chalmers, 2003). This means that physics is

ignorant of al/l non-dispositional properties.

Although Stoljar does not explicitly commit to (I1), there is a consensus among the three

versions that the following propositions establish SIC:

(I1) There are some absolutely intrinsic categorical properties,
(I2)  their very nature is not grounded in dispositional relations, and

(I3)  current physical theory cannot reveal these properties.
3. The Middle Ground Strategy Against Sic

Hiddleston (2019) challenges the traditional binary understanding of properties as either
“super-dispositional” (purely dispositional) or “super-categorical” (purely categorical). In
defining the exact terms of dispositional and categorical, he is careful about the ambiguity in
metaphysical literature. So these two properties are the "extreme ends of a spectrum of options"

(2019: p. 1).
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Furthermore, the author attempts to define the concept of quiddity, which play a cruial role

in categorical properties (as shown in (I12)):

Q is a quiddity of [categorical] property P iff necessarily, for all X, [X has Q iff X = P]
(Hiddleston, 2019: p. 12)

Quiddities are the feature of absolutely intrinsic categorical properties. This type of
quiddity functions as a principle of individuation. So, Q individuates P, that is, a property is P

because it has Q.

By super-dispositional, he means properties which their “pure essence individuates them.”
By super-categorical, he means bare quiddities, which similarly share no dispositional properties.

We can now provide two theses:
Super-Dispositionalism: There exists a property F such that F is super-dispositional

Super-Categoricalism (Bare Quidditism): There exists a property F such that F is a bare
quiddity (merely categorical).

Moreover, he provides the following hierarchy:
Level-0 objects: Individual objects in the world, such as protons and electrons.

Level-1 properties: Properties possessed by individual level-0 objects, like protons with a

mass of 1g.

Level-2 relations: relations among the level-1 properties within a quantity. For instance,
"being an X such that 1 g is less than X" or "being an X such that X is the sum of 1 g and 1g" are
structural features of 2 g. (Hiddleston, 2019: p. 5)

The hierarchy is a more advanced version of (R1). He claims that this understanding of
level-1 properties (or categorical properties) and level-2 structures (equivalent to dispositions)

helps clarify the traditional distinction between dispositional and categorical properties of traits.

The following thesis, is a comprehensive formulation of the spectrum within which

properties are not “supers’:
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Structural-Categorical Identity Theory (SCIT): All scientific properties are both
dispositional and categorical, and it is not the case that some properties are super-dispositional or

super-categorical (Hiddleston, 2019: p. 17)

The arguments against super-categoricalism and super-dispositionalism in the next section,

are also an arugment for SCIT.

Argument against SIC

Despite the risk of oversimplification, the argument proceeds:

1. If SIC is true then either bare super-categoricalism or super-dispositonalism are
true.

2. Super-categoricalism is false and super-dispositionalism is false; therefore:

3. SIC is false.

Premise #1

Interpretive Hypothesis: RM is based on super extremes of the properties’ spectrum. According
to (12) and (13), physics does not deal with some absolutely categorical properties and these are
not grounded in dispositional properties. This entail two claims: (1) What physics reveals is
characterized as "structural” or dispositional. (2) What physics hides is characterized as
"categorical bases" or quiddities. In both cases, there must be an individuating nature that

makes the properties pure.

Premise #2
The Fried-egg Counter-example (Part One): 1g as a level-1 property never plays the role of
being a fried egg. The same case applies to other categorical properties possessing a quiddity (p.

14). The claim is an appeal to intuition.

The Proton/Anti-proton Argument (Part Two): Consider a possible world containing
protons and anti-protons that have “perfectly symmetrical nomic relations” (p. 14) Both are
disposed to bond with things of their own kind. However, a crucial difference exists: protons and
anti-protons do not bond with each other, and instead annihiliate on contact. So, they have
different impure (bonding with protons) dispositions while having the same pure dispositions
(bonding with their own kind). Scientists are still able to distinguish these two particles, despite

their having the same super-dispositional properties. The same case applies to other situations,
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and therefore any dispositional property is distinguishable by their lower-level categorical

properties.

Argument for The Categorical Roles

Thus far, we showed that categorical properties do not possess quiddities and also they act
as a role in realizing dispositional properties. The latter is ambigious. However, corresponding to
Hiddleston’s hierarchy and SCIT, the best formulation is in terms of entailment. That is, D
entails the lower level properties C; and C», and vice versa. Here is a more complex

formulation':

(MD) In every possible world w, for any categorical properties Ci and Cz, C; necessitates

Czin w iff D(C1,C>) is a dispositional relation in w,

where D is a nomic relation with Cy and C; as roles. These roles are either a part of C; and
Ca, or their ultimate nature. The former requires more theoretical entities, and thus redundant.
On the other hand (MD) is sufficient to posit the framework of Hiddleston. This enables the
elimination of all additional features of categoricals, excepting their roles in dispositionals, for

the sake of parsimony.

Argument for the epistemic revelation of categoricals

Hiddleston’s ontological framework has a crucial epistemic consequence in our
understanding of categorical properties. By revelation, I mean the ability of refering to properties
indirectly. This can be in three ways: (1) Semantic revelation is to express a categorical property,
when describing a scientific dispostion. (2) Metaphysical revelation is to show the existence of a
categorical property once a dispositional relation is provided. (3) Epistemic revelation is to to
identify a categorical’s feature by describing some higher-level dispositionals. (3) is limited

because the only feature we can know of categoricals is their role.

Besides, SCIT states that categorical properties (in the sense of level-1 properties) are

always known, whenever we know their dispositional level-2 relations. Also, he writes:

! Hawthorne (2001a; 2001b) provides a clear formulation of this as well.
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“The “‘essences’” and ‘‘natures’’ of these [categorical] properties are (or are among) their
structural features, which are revealed by physical theory (or can be). The identities of these
properties are not fully determined by their natures or essences, but they are known perfectly

well in a partly demonstrative way” (Hiddleston 2019, p. 26).

This is due to the prima facie claim in the previous subsection that the very nature of

categorical properties is their roles in dispositionals. We can formulate it as follows:

(SR)  If current physics describes all dispositional relations, then it reveals all

categorical properties.
4.0bjections And Replies

In this section, I explain some challenging objections to the premises from other

philosophers, and respond to them.

Objection #1: Premise 2 is flawed, because the fried egg argument does not distinguish
“fundamental” categoricals from “non-fundamental” ones (Brown, 2021: p. 7). Fundamental
categorical properties like mass and charge can swap each other, while non-fundamental properties
like being red, or being 1g only play specific roles in higher-order properties. Therefore, unlike

the claim from intuition, mass can play the role of being a fried egg.

Reply: There are two senses of a “fundamental” categorical: (1) a level-1 categorical
property, or (2) an absolutely intrinsic categoriacl property. In second sense, the argument is
begging the question. These fundamental categoricals are are already absent in Hiddleston’s
framework. It says that ‘because these quiddities exist, then they exist.” In the first sense, the

property preserves its role, and still revealable with higher-level dispositions.

Objection #2: Alter and Pereboom (2023) state that RM does not entail SIC!, and therefore
Hiddleston’s argument is dissolved (2023: p. 6, p. 13). They claim that in specefic versions,
Russellian “quiddities are not distinct from the properties described by physics” (Alter and

Pereboom, 2023: p. 6). They ground consciousness and entail SIC’s denial.

! Their original term is “structuralism about physics”.
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Reply: This entails a contradiction, because building on Hiddleston’s framework,
phenomenal consciousness cannot be grounded in categorical properties. In the next section, I will

show how this is possible.

5. Middle Ground Strategy Against Phenomenal Role Of
Categoricals
The argument shows that unlike Alter and Pereboom’s claim, once we accept Hiddleston’s

rejection of SIC (of R2), the categoricals cannot ground phenomenal consciousness (rejection of

R3). It proceeds:

1. If Phenomenal Role of Categoricals (R3) is true, then categorical properties
ground phenomenality

2. If SIC is false (according to Hiddleston), then current physics can fully reveal
categorical properties

3. Current physics does not reveal phenomenality grounded in categorical properties

4. If current physics can fully reveal categorical properties and it does not reveal P

grounded in them, then P is not grounded in them.

5. SIC (R2) is false (assumed premise)
6. Current physics can fully reveal categorical properties (Modus Ponens 5, 2)
7. Current physics can fully reveal categorical properties, and it does not reveal

phenomenality grounded in categorical properties (Conjunction 6, 4); Therefore:

8. Phenomenality is not grounded in categorical properties (Modus Ponens 5, 7);
therefore:

0. Phenomenal Role of Categoricals is false (Modus Tollens 2, 8)

10. If SIC is false then Phenomenal Role of Categoricals is false (Conditional Proof

5-9).
Support For Premises

Premise #1: This is a definitional commitment for any Russellian monist. However, there
are three options for Russellian monists to account for categorical properties grounding

phenomenal consciousness: (1) A single categorical is consciousness-relevant, (2) A group of
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quiddities are consciousness-relevant , or (3) A single quiddity or group of quiddites with some

structures are consciousness-relevant.

Premise #2: By proposing SCIT, categorical properties C are not in fact hidden. If C is
revealable using dispositional properties, then according to (SR), C’s expression, existence and
nature are revealable by physics. C’s ultimate nature is its role (according to 3.2), and so C is

fully revealed by physics.

Premise #3: A proponent of Russellian monism is less likely to pose that current physics
reveals the phenomenal roles of categorical properties (because they are currently not), unless the

view collapses into traditional physicalism.

Premise #4: The premise is probably the most challenging among the others. Here is a
short argument for it. First, according to physical revelation account, physics reveals categorical
property C in the following ways: (1) Semantically, it expresses C, (2) epistemically, it captures
C’s nature, and (3) metaphysically, it entails the existence of C. If C is existent and known with
all its nature then it is impossible to have a feature unknown (by feature, I include possessing
grounding relations as well). So if someone claims that C grounds P but not revealed so, then

either P is not grounded in C or P is non-existent. In both cases, P is not grounded in C.

Objection #1: Premise 4 entails eleminativism about phenomenality, which is not

supported thoroughly. Therefore it is insufficient.

Reply: The argument does not correspond to any specific theories of mind for
two reasons. First, Eliminativists claim that phenomenality does not exist, but
my thesis implies that phenomenality may exist, but certainly not as an aspect
of quidditie. Second, the conclusion can correspond with other types of monism
or dualism, but not with the Russellian versions.

6.Conclusion

In this paper, I explicated Hiddleston’s framework of middle-ground spectrum, in three
ways: First, it is an argument against SIC. Second, it shows that physics can reveal all
categorical properties correspondent to their dispositional relations. This also has a metaphysical
consequence: categorical properties’ nature is the roles they play in dispositional properties. So,

physical revelation and categorical roles are crucial in our understanding of scientific properties.
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In response to criticisms, especially those of Alter and Pereboom, I showed that allowing any

categorical properties revealed by physics results in rejection of phenomenality as well.
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Abstract

This paper concerns the debate between the diffusive nature of divine goodness and divine
freedom in understanding God’s act of creation. It traces Aquinas’s attempt to reconcile
the Dionysius principle bonum est diffusive sui, with the Christian doctrine of creation
from ex nihilo and divine freedom. It examines the contemporary reception of Thomistic
tradition by analysing themes pertaining to creation out of God’s goodness such as
befittingness of God’s goodness, desirability of goodness, and liberty of spontaneity. In
doing so, this paper finds that these contemporary accounts remain incoherent and the
problem of necessity persists.

1.Introduction

Did God create the world out of necessity, or was it an act of free will? Ancient Neo-Platonist
Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite asserted that goodness is self-diffusive (Pseudo-Dionysius the
Areopagite, The Divine Names, 1987). It is the nature of goodness to overflow and diffuse to
radiate itself. It cannot be contained or limited. Therefore, this principle necessitates the act of
creation thereby preventing the presence of divine freedom. On the other hand, Thomas Aquinas
proposes a synthesis of diffusion and freedom by interpreting diffusion to be an act of volition

which is due to divine generosity instead of necessary emanation.

However, Aquinas’s attempt of reconciliation is not free from problems.! God cannot be said to
have the freedom to choose to create if he must diffuse by the doctrine of diffusiveness. This central
problem of Aquinas has been revisited by contemporary scholars, such as Carlos A. Casanova
(2025), B. Kyle Keltz (2019), and Michael Liccione (1995), whom I term Thomistic Non-

Necessitarians, to defend the integrity of his reconciliation.

! For a criticism of Aquinas’ approach, see Kretzmann (1991).
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The paper concerns itself with the Thomistic Non-Necessitarians to show that their understanding
still remains inconsistent since the problem of God’s necessity to create still remain unaccounted.
For this, in the first section, I elucidate the Dionysian Principle followed by the interpretation of
Thomistic Tradition and provide an outline of the defence of Aquinas’ reconciliation by Thomistic
Non-Necessitarians. In the second section, I attempt to identify the problems in their account to

show that the problem of necessity remains unexplained.

2. Thomistic Non-Necessitarian Understanding of Creation

Bonum est deffusivum sui, meaning, good is self-diffusive is the principle articulated by Pseudo-
Dionysius the Areopagite (The Divine Names, 1987). According to this principle, goodness
communicates and extends itself. In Dionysius, there is the concept of all being emanating from
the One compelled by a necessity as the One is the source of all goodness. The One communicates
its existence to other creatures who participate in its perfection. Here, creation by this analogy
becomes necessary and not an act of free will. Aquinas tried to bring this principle into the
Christian concept of creation from ex nihilo and divine free will. He interprets the Dionysian
principle as voluntary diffusion which originated from divine act and will (Aquinas, Summa
Theologiae, 1a, q. 6, a. 1; Summa Contra Gentiles, 1.37). According to Aquinas, goodness is the
fundamental cause of the creation of all things. All creations exist by participating in the goodness
of God. This way, Aquinas translates creation into divine generosity and evidence of divine
perfection. A crucial distinction which Aquinas makes is that even though God’s goodness is
diffusive in nature, God’s creation still remains an act of free will. It is not a necessity. The diffusive
nature of God does not compel God to create. The act of creation out of free will befits His nature
(Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, La, q. 19, a. 2). This way, he makes both divine perfection and
divine freedom possible. It balances the Neoplatonic necessity of emanation with the Christian

doctrine of divine freedom.

This Thomistic understanding has been defended by a group of contemporary scholars, such as
Carlos A. Casanova (2025), Kyle Keltz (2019) and Michael Liccione (1995), who can be termed
as Thomistic Non-Necessitarianism. They hold that God created the world because goodness is
God’s essence. This divine goodness is diffusive in nature. It overflows and communicates
creation. These creations participate in the divine goodness by existing. This creation takes place

not out of necessary compulsion but with an act of free will from the end of God. In a way, their
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works try to preserve the coherence of his synthesis of God’s diffusiveness and divine freedom of

creation.

Using Aquinas, Casanova (2025) states that God wills man to make the universe complete because
the good of the universe befits God’s goodness. Now, since God cannot contradict himself, it
becomes fundamental that there cannot be any contradiction to the fact that God wills man because
ultimately, it befits His goodness. Here, God’s willing of man becomes vital to arrive at his
goodness. B. Kyle Keltz (2019) using Aristotelian understanding argues that goodness is
something which is desirable. Here, God’s goodness is understood in terms of desirability. Michael
Liccione (1995) further states that God’s creation of the world is intentional for the communication
and representation of His goodness. Further, in a supposed response of the Thomistic Problem
commonly stated by critics, how God has liberty if His goodness is diffusive in nature, and
therefore, he is bound to create, Liccione (1995) answers with liberty of spontaneity which implies

that God can choose either to create or not create.

3.Problems with Thomistic Non Necessitarian Account

In this section, I discuss four primary issues concerning the Thomistic Non-Necessitarian account
of God’s creation. These issues are befittingness of God’s goodness, goodness as desirable,

intentionality in God’s creation and liberty of spontaneity in creation.
3.1. Befittingness of God’s Goodness

According to Casanova (2025), there cannot be any contradiction to the fact that God will man
because it befits God’s goodness. Yet, surprisingly, Casanova (2025) again states that the divine
goodness neither is reflected in the perfection of the universe nor is anything added to divine
goodness from this perfection. This is a contradiction in the earlier proposition. According to his
argument: (1) God’s will to create is necessary for the fulfilment of divine goodness as it befits His
goodness and (2) the creator is independent of the creation. The argument suffers from self-
contradiction. He accepts Aquinas’s distinction between absolute necessity and necessity of
supposition, but then he conflates the latter with concepts of befittingness and usefulness. He did
not explicitly address how due to the so-called necessity of supposition, divine goodness is
possible, while being independent of man and the rest of God’s creation which are all the result of

His divine goodness.
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3.2. God’s Goodness as Desirable

Keltz (2019) claim that goodness of God needs to be understood in terms of desirability.
Desirability cannot be the defining factor of goodness. It would make the concept of goodness
dependent on the act of desiring by other entities. If no desiring entity exists than teleologically
the very concept of goodness would cease to be so. As Michael Huemer (1992) argues, defining
goodness with desirability conflates what is actually aimed at by humans and other things, and
what they ought to be aiming at. If we consider an alternate possibility in which all things or
humans aim at unhappiness, in such a case, abiding by the above claim would mean to accept

unhappiness which is equal to goodness.

In Ketlz’s (2019) examples explaining goodness such as non-human animals working to keep
themselves healthy and to survive, human beings constantly working to preserve health,
accumulate wealth and doing whatever that gives them happiness, even the organism lacking self-
awareness acting to achieve perfection such as acorn growing into an oak tree, there is an end goal
which is perfection or ultimate goodness. But in these cases of perfection or goodness, the
realization of the end is not independent of the entity and the constant effort being put by the entity
seeking the end. Animals will not survive if they do not work on their safety and food, human
beings would not realise happiness if they do not put in the constant effort, the acorn cannot grow
into the oak tree if the micro cellular processes cease to function. Therefore, not only does the so-
called perfect end require a pursuer, but it also demands the pursuer’s constant specific effort
directed towards the end. To think that an end exists independent of any process is fallacious and

nonsensical.

Keltz (2019) claims that Aquinas’s Five Ways entail God is infinite goodness and infinitely
desirable. Against this, Mackie (1982) argues that from the notion of motion, causation or
contingency, nothing can be drawn out which is morally perfect or infinitely good. Similarly, Oppy
(2006) holds that it is a theological extrapolation to jump from the initial claim of the first mover
to the omniscient, omnipotent, and infinitely good God of Christian theology. Even if such a first
mover exists, it does not entail anything about the attribute of the mover and thus, it remains

indeterminate.

3.3. God’s Intentional Creation
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Regarding the understanding that God’s creation is intentional in showing his goodness,
the word, intend, which is the translation of the Latin term intendit. If we go by exactly the same
meaning of the term as clarified by Liccione (1995, p. 226), it would be better translated as “aims
at.” To understand it simply, to aim at something is to do something by will. The very act of aiming
or intending entails that something is wanted, looked forward to, or even desired. The objective or
goal is goodness. It still posits a requirement which needs to be fulfilled ad extra. Now, God who
is already a perfect being and does not have any kind of shortcomings, meaning: supposedly does
not have any need of intending, yet, still intending, is paradoxical. An intention can only be the

consequent result of an unfulfilled condition.
3.4. Liberty of Spontaneity

Regarding the question of how God can have freedom to be good if his goodness is diffusive in
nature, the answer given is liberty of spontaneity (Liccione 1995). It means God is free to choose
whether to create and not to create. He only happened to have chosen to create because He has the
liberty to do so. But this simply seems to be disguising of metaphysical necessity into divine
liberty. This world has been created, and it has been explained as the diffusion of God’s goodness
which he freely chose due to liberty of spontaneity, but what if it was otherwise? If God had
decided not to create because He has the liberty to choose not to, He is then supposed to be creating
nothing, causing nothing. He is supposed to be idle and content. But how would the state of His
goodness be then explained? It is supposed to be diffusive. But if God chooses this later alternative
by practicing liberty of spontaneity, His goodness would cease to be diffusive. He would cease to

be the God advocated by the Thomistic non-necessitarians.

The Thomistic synthesis between divine freedom and self-diffusive nature of divine goodness
appears, at least prima facie, on what George Orwell termed ‘doublethink’- the simultaneous
affirmation of two contradictory propositions. While Aquinas attempts to resolve this tension
through the distinction between necessity ex suppositione and necessity simpliciter, the conceptual

reconciliation remains open to question.

4.Conclusion
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From Pseudo-Dionysius to Aquinas and the contemporary Thomistic Non-Necessitarians, the
problem of necessity and divine freedoms still remains unresolved. The Dionysian principle pivots
upon the necessity to diffuse to make the act of divine creation possible. Aquinas posits it to be
divine volition out of God’s generosity. Casanova (2025), Keltz (2019) and Liccione (1995)
attempt to defend with their respective propositions of befittingness, desirability, and liberty of
spontaneity. Yet, they all arrive at the same logical impasse. Therefore, the philosophical and
theological coherence of Aquinas’ system remains unfulfilled. Any future investigation of the
cause of God’s creation of the world would require either abandonment of the Dionysian principle,
or examination of other broader possible causes by going beyond the limited sphere of the God’s

attribute of goodness.
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Abstract

Saul Kripke holds that a proper name’s sole semantic content is its referent, and names
are “rigid designators,” referring to the same entity in all possible worlds where it
exists. Widescopists (who are among Descriptivists), however, interpret rigidity as a
matter of scope within modal contexts. This paper distinguishes two widescopist
claims, analyzes Kripke’s three responses (mainly from Naming and Necessity) and
contends that his first and third responses fail against the cluster theory.

1. Introduction

Saul Kripke agrees with Millians! that the sole semantic content of a proper name is its
referent, and a proper name refers directly to an object. In explaining so, he considers all names?
as "rigid designators"; that is, in every possible world in which their referent exists, they designate
and refer exclusively to that entity. (Kripke, 1980, p. 49) In response, widescopists believe that
Kripke's notion of rigidity is nothing more than a theory about scope distinctions in modal contexts.

As a concrete example, consider the term 'Aristotle’. Descriptivists® (including widescopists)
believe that 'Aristotle' refers to Aristotle in virtue of one or more definite descriptions that convey
the meaning of the name, e.g. Alexander's teacher. The person who lacks the properties introduced
by those definite descriptions cannot be Aristotle. On the other hand, Kripke argues that in some
possible world, Aristotle might lack all these properties and yet still be Aristotle, hence 'Aristotle’

is a rigid designator.

' Or: Direct Reference theorists. The main defenders are John Stuart Mill (1843), Kaplan (1989a&b), and Soames
(2002)
2 In this paper, the term “name” refers exclusively to proper names; accordingly, rigidity is discussed only in relation

to them.

3 The main defenders are Gottlob Frege (1948), and Bertrand Russell (1905).
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In this paper, I examine two distinct but related claims of the widescopist, and clarify how
exactly they differ. I then turn to three of Kripke's responses, primarily in the Preface to Naming
and Necessity. Finally, I show that Kripke’s first and third responses can be effectively rejected by

appeal to the cluster theory, a well-known substitute for descriptivism.

2. Widescopism: the first claim

These philosophers claim that names are not rigid and are equivalent to one or more definite
descriptions, but — to use Kripke’s own words — '....natural language has a convention that a
name....should be read with a large scope including all modal operators.' (Kripke, 1980, p. 11)
This is similar to giving definite descriptions wide scope, so that their contribution to the meaning
of the sentence is by involving only the actual referent, rather than their descriptive content.

But what happens when a non-rigid name is read with wide scope in modal sentences?
Suppose that the only fact we know about Aristotle is that he was Alexander’s teacher.! Now
consider the following sentence:

(1)  Itcould have been the case that Aristotle was not Alexander’s teacher.

Descriptivists must be able to provide an analysis that supports the intuitive idea that Aristotle
might never have been Alexander’s teacher. Their analysis of the sentence would be something
like this: Tt might have been the case that: for some x, x is Alexander’s teacher and x has never
been Alexander’s teacher.' Or, expressed in logical form (where T stands for Alexander’s teacher):

OAX(T(X)A~T(x))

Which is false: the teacher of Alexander cannot fail to be the teacher of Alexander. But this
does not contradict the claim that Aristotle could have failed to be Alexander’s teacher. Therefore,
the scope of ‘Aristotle’ in the analysis must be widened so as to align with our intuition: 'For some
X, X 1s Alexander’s teacher and it might have been the case that: x has never been Alexander’s
teacher.' Or, expressed in logical form:

AX(TX)AO~T(X))
Which is true. In descriptivist terms, when a proper name in a modal sentence is replaced

with a definite description, the resulting analysis becomes ambiguous, since it allows for two

! This presupposition is adopted in order to avoid further debate concerning which property the name “Aristotle”

necessarily involves.

YA



VEot OLT— aads o amedils Jialen cpemsslss

possible readings: one with wide scope and one without. However, our unambiguous
understanding of a sentence like (1) would correspond to only one of these readings, and only that

reading could be considered synonymous with (1). (Andrew Cullison, 2011)

2.1. Kripke's replies

But is the function of rigidity really equivalent to assigning wide scope to proper names?
Kripke denies this. His first response concerns the fixed meaning of a modal sentence like (1), his
second reply addresses simple sentences, and his final reply deals with cases involving the
omission of modal operators.

2.1.1. The reply of fixed meaning

The theory of rigidity holds that in modal sentences such as (1), the wide-scope and narrow-
scope readings are equivalent, since proper names are not synonymous with definite descriptions.
This equivalence is meaningful only in a language that allows both readings, not in one where
proper names are always assigned wide scope. Thus, rigidity does not claim that only one reading
of a sentence like (1) (the wide-scope one) is acceptable; rather, it maintains that both readings are
possible but express the same fixed meaning. (Kripke, 1980, p. 12, footnote 15)

2.1.2. The reply of simple sentences

The doctrine of rigidity applies to all sentences, including simple ones, and not merely to
complex sentences containing modal operators. (Kripke, 1980, p. 12) For example, consider the
difference in our understanding of the following two sentences:

(2) Aristotle likes cats.

(3) The teacher of Alexander likes cats.

The truth-condition of (2) is that Aristotle himself likes cats, while that of (3) is that whoever
is Alexander’s teacher does. In this world that person is Aristotle, but in another it might be
someone else; whereas Aristotle remains the same individual in every possible world. This
difference in truth-conditions grounds our intuition about rigidity. Descriptivists, however, would
hold that if ‘Aristotle’ meant ‘the teacher of Alexander’ (such that being Alexander’s teacher
became necessary to him) the two sentences would share the same truth-condition.

2.1.3. The reply of omitting the operator

The third response is based on this argument that we can treat modal sentences in such a

way that they retain their modal status even without an explicit modal operator. Thus, the further
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scope distinctions under discussion would no longer arise (Kripke, 1980, pp. 13-14 & Noonan,
2013, pp. 74-75):
(4) Aristotle was Alexander’s teacher. It could have been otherwise.

This is true in Kripke’s terms. For descriptivists, however, whether the first sentence is
considered necessary or contingent depends on how one describes ‘Aristotle.’ If being Alexander’s
teacher is among the descriptions that provide the meaning of ‘Aristotle,” then the first sentence
would be necessarily true, and it would therefore be false to say that he could have failed to be
Alexander’s teacher. Whereas the following sentence is false under both the descriptivist and
Kripkean readings, since the first sentence is necessarily true in any case:

(5) The teacher of Alexander was the teacher of Alexander. It could have been
otherwise.

Once we set things out in this way, one can no longer resort to giving a non-rigid proper name
or a definite description wide scope. The intuitive difference between the truth of (4) and the falsity
of (5) shows that our understanding of ‘Aristotle’ is rigid.

Widescopist Michael Dummett is explicitly criticized by Kripke in footnote 13 of Naming
and Necessity. Dummett’s wide-scope reading of rigidity, in addition to the issues previously
mentioned, suffers from the further mistake of assuming that all definite descriptions in Kripke’s
view are non-rigid. This implies that, within modal contexts, they must take narrow scope (i.e.,
remain within the reach of the modal operator.) (Dummett, 1973, p. 128) However, Kripke
explicitly discusses rigid definite descriptions, such as 'the first even number'. This definite
description designates 2 in every possible world. This has nothing to do with whether, in some
possible world, the expression ‘the first even number’ is used to mean, for instance, the cube root
of nine. We speak about possible worlds by our language, with our meanings and our references.

(Kripke, 1980, p. 77)

3. The second claim

Kripke also discusses another widely accepted claim, which closely resembles the previous
one. This second claim maintains that scope distinctions can serve as a substitute for rigidity. That
is, we could accommodate a// our intuitions about the rigidity of proper names by treating them as

non-rigid designators that are simply read with wide scope. (Kripke, 1980, p. 10) The key point
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that also can be raised in response to this claim is that rigidity is a general theory concerning all
sentences, not merely modal sentences in which scope distinctions can be invoked.

In explaining the difference between these two claims, we may say that the first claim seeks
to reduce the theory of rigidity to one about scope distinctions, aiming to show that Kripke’s notion
of rigidity simply means that proper names always take wide scope. It makes no judgment about
this principle’s truth, but only describes rigidity in scope terms. Dummett, for instance, does not
himself think that all proper names are rigid, yet holds that those which are can be explained by
their wide scope. The second claim, by contrast, does not address Kripke’s intention but argues
that everything explained by rigidity can equally be explained by scope distinctions. Since our
intuitions already favor wide-scope analyses of sentences like (1), rigidity becomes unnecessary;

a redundant theory when wide scope alone accounts for the same phenomena.

4. The cluster theory

This theory explains reference by holding that a name’s referent is determined not by its
equivalence to a single or a conjunction of definite descriptions, but by its association with a cluster
of them. This association allows flexibility in determining a name’s reference, since the falsity of
some descriptions does not alter the name’s meaning. John Searle argues that '....it is a necessary
fact that Aristotle has the logical sum, inclusive disjunction, of properties commonly attributed to
him: any individual not having at least some of these properties could not be Aristotle.' (Searle,
1958, p. 172) In such a view, a disjunction is true of a referent if at least one property holds,
whereas a conjunction requires all to hold. The key difference from Kripke’s theory is that, for
Kripke, none of these properties are essential; even their entire disjunction is contingent (Kripke,
1980, p. 62). We can now assess how the cluster theory stands against Kripke’s replies.

This theory fares better with respect to the first reply Kripke offers to widescopists. The
response concerning fixed meaning holds that both readings of modal sentences containing proper
names are admissible and that both convey the same fixed meaning. This is precisely what
widescopists fail to explain, since they accept only the reading in which the name takes wide scope.
The cluster theory, however, can account for the admissibility of the narrow-scope reading as well.
Since, in the cluster theory, a name is associated with a disjunctive combination of descriptions,

its analysis of sentence (1) is as follows:
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It might have been the case that: for some x, x is Alexander's teacher, or the
student of Plato, or..., and x has never been Alexander's teacher.

And this is correct, since it is sufficient for Aristotle to satisfy only one of the descriptions in
the disjunctive cluster in order to be Aristotle. Therefore, denying the description “the teacher of
Alexander” of him is permissible.

This theory also responds better to Kripke’s third reply concerning the omission of operators.
While widescopists must decide whether the first sentence in (4) is necessary or contingent in order
to assess (4)'s truth or falsity, Searle’s final analysis ultimately coincides with Kripke’s, though by
a different route. Since, for Searle, one may bear the name ‘Aristotle’ if at least one of the
associated properties holds, Aristotle could exist without being Alexander’s teacher, provided
another description applies. Hence, being Alexander’s teacher is not essential to him, and the first

sentence in (4) expresses a contingent truth; accordingly, (4) is true.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, I have sought to show how Kripke rejects the widescopists’ criticisms in three
distinct ways: through his response of fixed meaning, simple sentences, and the response of
omitting modal operator. It appears that the reply of simple sentences is considerably stronger,
since Kripke’s first and third responses can be addressed not only by modifying descriptivism into
the cluster theory (which was explained in the previous part), but also by widescopist descriptivists
themselves. For example, to mention briefly, Dummett argues that formulation (4) of sentence (1)
fails to eliminate the scope distinctions, since the occurrence of it at the beginning of the second
clause of (4), which refers back to the entire preceding sentence, preserves the wide-scope reading

of Aristotle. (Dummett, 1981) Consequently, this formulation cannot be regarded as non-modal.
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Abstract

Most Muslim theologians (mutakallimiin) in the classical period divided knowledge
into two categories: necessary (dartirl) and acquired (muktasab). This distinction
initially arose in the early centuries as a response to differing views regarding the
relation between human agency and divine action in the acquisition of knowledge.
Later, with theologians’ analytical discussions of the nature, instances, and sources
of justified knowledge, the scope of this division expanded beyond purely religious
epistemology. The debate reached its height in the works of Bahshamite theologians
such as al-Sharif al-Murtada and Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar al-Mu ‘tazili, who identified
sensory perceptions and moral cognitions of good and evil as examples of necessary
knowledge, and reasoning or inference as an instance of acquired knowledge.

In classical Islamic theology ( I/m al-Kalam), a distinctive classification of knowledge was
prevalent—one that later traditions neglected and that is now almost unknown. Rooted in the
theologians’ epistemological framework and their analysis of the components of ‘i/m (knowledge),
this division was later transformed under the Avicennian (Sinawi) paradigm, which introduced a
different conception of knowledge (see ‘Ata’1-Nazari, 2015). This study examines the nature of
that theological understanding of knowledge and, based on extant texts and reports, traces its
prevalence among major kalam schools from the second to the seventh Islamic centuries,
concluding with brief remarks on the intellectual concerns of the mutakallimiin and the role this

classification played in their doctrinal debates.
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From the perspective of most Bahshamite theologians of this period—such as al-Sharif al-
Murtada and Qadi “Abd al-Jabbar—knowledge (‘ilm) in matters of belief is that which corresponds
to reality and brings assurance (itmi nan) to the knower. After presenting the principal components
of knowledge, they usually proceeded to discuss its degrees (al-Sharif al-Murtada, 1990, p. 154;
Qadi “Abd al-Jabbar, n.d., 12:13). Both degrees, in their view, meet all the conditions of what may
properly be called knowledge. These two types are designated as necessary knowledge (‘ilm
dartirt) and acquired knowledge (‘ilm muktasab) (al-Sharif al-Murtada, same source; Qadi ‘Abd
al-Jabbar, n.d., 12:59). Setting aside minor individual variations, it may be said in general terms
that necessary knowledge is that whose agent' is non-human (i.e., God). The second characteristic
of necessary knowledge is that doubt cannot enter into it; doubt does not remove the knower from
the state of knowing the known. In contrast, the agent of acquired knowledge is the human being,
and if the knower doubts in acquired knowledge, their assurance is lost and the essential condition

of knowledge no longer remains.

In the early period of Islamic theology, roughly from the second to the fourth Islamic
centuries—and almost up to the beginning of systematic kalam compilations (see Schmidtke,
2016) and the organization of theological topics—this division was known as necessary and
acquired knowledge (ma‘rifa dariiriyya and ma‘rifa muktasaba). It primarily pertained to religious
matters, particularly to the knowledge of God (al-Ash‘ari, 1980, p. 51). The main question during
that era was whether the human being is capable of attaining this knowledge, whether they are
obliged to acquire it, or whether such knowledge is in fact an act of God—and if it is God’s act, in
what manner and at what point it is bestowed upon the human being (see Subhani & MontazerT,
2015). Nevertheless, it seems that in the classical period of Islamic theology—when systematic
theological treatises were composed—the discussion of religious knowledge was elevated to a
discourse on knowledge in general, encompassing all that is considered knowable, while only part
of these discussions continued to be concerned specifically with religious cognition, the knowledge

of God, and theological doctrines.?

Although this division continued to be known as necessary and acquired (and in some cases

as compulsory/acquired, dartiri/iktisabi), the theologians’ discussions under this heading were no

I, (see also Theological Theories of Action, al-Sharif al-Murtada, 2002; Ibn Shahrashiib, 1973, 1:230)
2. Providing evidence for this claim requires an independent study.

YVo



VEot OLT— aads o amedils Jialen cpemsslss

longer confined to religious sciences and doctrines. It should be noted that their attention in this
context generally centered on the epistemological aspects of knowledge, while its ontological
status—whether it is an accident (‘arad) or a contingent being (hadith)—was addressed elsewhere.
Our own concern here likewise focuses on their epistemological reflections on the matter (al-TiisT,
1983, p. 190). Based on textual evidence and the historical development of these discussions, our
hypothesis is that the principal systematization and generalization of this division originated with
Abu Hashim al-Jubba'i, and that it was subsequently reflected in the thought of his two major
followers, al-Sharif al-Murtada and Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar. Although these two theologians—on
whom our analysis of the types of necessary and acquired knowledge primarily focuses—belonged
respectively to the Imamt and Sunni traditions and differed on significant theological issues, their
reasoning within the Bahshamite framework of kalam reveals strikingly similar ideas in this

discussion and in several other central doctrinal matters (Abdulsater, 2017).

The types of necessary knowledge (‘ilm dartir) are as follows: initial and non-initial
necessary knowledge. In this view, initial necessities are the most primary propositions of the heart
(i.e., of the faculty of thought) with which the knower begins to think and reason, and to which
one attains knowledge merely by soundness of intellect. Examples include the impossibility of a
body being in two places at one time, the proposition that an existent either has a first cause or
does not (which may roughly correspond to the principles of non-contradiction and excluded
middle), or a general awareness of the reprehensibility of injustice without identifying its particular
instances. Non-initial necessities refer to types of knowledge that arise upon the existence of a
cause or reason; these, in turn, are of two kinds. The first type—causal non-initial necessary
knowledge—is that which necessarily comes into being, such as sense perceptions and other
empirical cognitions. According to this account, such knowledge arises necessarily if the knower
faces no impediment (such as a defect in sensory organs or in the means of perception) and the
object of cognition is present (al-Sharif al-Murtada, 1990, p. 155; Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar, n.d.,
12:59).

The second type of non-initial necessary knowledge arises through habit (see al-Mughni,
same source, 15:182) and is briefly termed habitual knowledge (‘ilm ‘adi). This kind is itself
divided into two categories: uniform (concordant) habitual knowledge and non-uniform

(discordant) habitual knowledge. An example of uniform habitual knowledge is the knowledge
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derived from a reporter of transmitted information, which some identify with tawatur (knowledge
by recurrent transmission), or the knowledge obtained through the testimony of a prophet. As for
non-uniform habitual knowledge, it refers to the kind of knowledge that becomes necessary for an
individual through learning and repeated practice of a particular art or craft. In this model, two
persons may differ in method or procedure (for instance, in distinct styles of carpentry), each
attaining such knowledge through different means; yet, for both, this experiential and practiced
form of cognition arises necessarily through habituation, the creation of which is ascribed to God

(al-Sharif al-Murtada, same source; Qadt ‘Abd al-Jabbar, same source).

In contrast to necessary knowledge, there stands acquired knowledge (‘ilm muktasab, also
termed kasbi or iktisabi), in the attainment of which the human being acts as an agent. Some
scholars also distinguish it from necessary knowledge by noting that it ceases to exist when doubt
arises. Acquired knowledge is of two kinds: the first consists of inferential or rationally
demonstrative knowledge, and the second comprises non-inferential and non-rational kinds (al-
Sharif al-Murtada, 2002, p. 309). Theoretical acquired knowledge is obtained through methodical
reasoning and systematic inference, such as the analogical argument from the known to the
unknown (qiyas al-shahid ‘ala al-gha’ib) (al-Nashar, 1984, pp. 132-136). An example of the
second type of acquired knowledge—one attained without rational inference—is when one
possesses knowledge of a matter, and subsequently experiences a dream that confirms that prior
knowledge. Because this dream aligns with and reinforces the foundational knowledge, it produces
a renewed certainty. For instance, one may have attained knowledge through reasoning that God
is One, and then see a dream conveying the same meaning; that dream, in turn, generates new

knowledge based on the previous one (al-Sharif al-Murtada, same source, p. 68; 1990, p. 156).

A study of the writings of theologians from the fifth Islamic century shows that this division
was well known among them. Reflections of it can be observed in the works of various schools,
including the Imamiyya, Mu'tazila, Ash'aris, and Maturidis. Necessary knowledge (ma‘rifa
dariiriyya) was among the principal doctrines of the Imami theologians of the early period,
particularly those of the Kufan and Qummi schools (see Amirkhani, 2014; Subhani & MontazerT,
2015). The theologians of the Baghdad school, despite some methodological changes, continued
to uphold this classification; Shaykh al-Mufid (d. 413 AH) also discusses this issue in Awa’il al-

Magqalat, examining an example of the known and the divergent views regarding whether it should
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be classified as necessary or acquired knowledge (al-Mufid, 1993, 4:89). In the Hillah school, as
kalam gradually took on a more philosophical character, this division began to fade, although
‘Allama al-Hill1 (d. 720 AH) continued to refer to it in some of his works (al-Hill1, 1994, p. 165).
Likewise, this division appears in the extant theological compendia of the Imami tradition from

this period (see al-Maqarri al-Nishabiir1, 1993, p. 90; Ibn Shahrashiib, 2014, 1:125).

The application of this division in Mu tazilite theological writings is clearly observable from
the very earliest extant texts. Al-Jahiz (d. 255 AH) regarded all forms of knowledge as necessary
(see Abdulsater, 2025). Among his contemporaries, Abii al-Hudhayl al-‘Allaf and al-Nazzam
classified some types of knowledge as necessary and others as acquired (al-Baghdadi, 2003, p. 32;
al-Jahiz, 2002, p. 112). The Bahshamite Mu tazilites took this division seriously as the foundation
of their epistemological discussions (Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar, n.d., 12:38; al-Mankidim, 2001, p. 22).
Even among the later Mu‘tazilites, although kalam had become increasingly philosophical in tone,
figures such as Abu al-Husayn al-Basr1 and his student Ibn al-Malahimi continued to reference

and employ this division in their works (al-Basr1, 2006, p. 50; Ibn al-Malahimi, n.d., 12).

Among the Ash‘arT and Maturidi theologians who referred to this division, figures such as
Abt al-Hasan al-Ash‘ari (d. 324 AH)—as cited by Ibn Furak (d. 406 AH)—and Abt al-Yusr al-
Bazdaw1i (d. 493 AH) may be mentioned. Ibn Furak, in his work compiled to collect and organize
al-Ash‘arT’s doctrines, reports that in al-Ash‘arT’s view, all forms of knowledge fall into one of
two categories: necessary or acquired (Ibn Fiarak, 2004, p. 257). Al-Bazdawi, the Maturidi
theologian, also refers to this division in his Ustl al-Din, adding a third category in which

knowledge is considered neither necessary nor acquired (al-Bazdawi, 2003, p. 23). Abu Bakr al-

In conclusion, it may be said that this division of knowledge, which was widely employed
among the theologians, emerged from their fundamental epistemological concerns. Through
reflection upon this classification, they addressed several of their central problems. On one level,
it served as a framework for articulating a theory of justification—clarifying the means and sources
of justified knowledge, such as sensory perception, moral discernment of good and evil, rational
or inferential sciences, and even dreams—while assessing their degrees of justification and their
susceptibility or immunity to error. On another level, it provided a basis for explaining the

attribution of various kinds of human knowledge: to whom they belong and by what manner they
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come into existence, thus responding to the theological question of agency in the act of knowing.
Finally, given the extent of human capacity and justification in acquiring knowledge, the
theologians discussed whether human beings are obligated and commanded to attain religious

knowledge and to know God.
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Abstract

According to Zhang, Suhrawardi, through his theory of knowledge by presence,
seeks to offer an alternative to Ibn Sina’s theory to address the problem of how
knowledge of particulars is possible—an issue that remains unresolved within
Avicennian epistemology. In Zhang’s view, Suhrawardi liberated Ibn Sina’s
concept of self-awareness from the Aristotelian epistemological framework and
constructed a theory through which this concept could be fully developed and
expanded. In this essay, I will argue that even if we grant Zhang’s proposed
differences, his critique of Aminrazavi’s Avicennian interpretation of Suhrawardi’s
epistemology does not hold, and Suhrawardi remains Avicennian.

1. Introduction

In Suhrawardi’s Illuminationist philosophy, knowledge by presence’ (‘ilm hudiiri) is
considered the foundation of epistemology and stands in opposition to the formal knowledge ( ‘ilm
siri) emphasized by the Peripatetics. According to Suhrawardi, knowledge by presence is a form
of cognition in which the known is directly present to the immaterial subject, unlike Ibn Sina’s
theory, which holds that knowledge results from the forms of things. With this theory, Suhraward1
aims simultaneously to address issues concerning the nature of knowledge, knowledge of

particulars, and God’s knowledge of particulars.

According to Zhang, Aminrazavi, along with others?, has traditionally misunderstood

knowledge by presence as equivalent to self-awareness, a misinterpretation based on the

! Zhang uses the term ‘presential knowledge’ instead of ‘*knowledge by presence’.
2 Ha’iri Yazdi, 1992; Aminrazavi, 1997, 2003; Marcotte, 2004.
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assumption that knowledge by presence traces back to Ibn Sina’s theory of self-awareness (shu ‘iur
bi-dh-dhat). Zhang argues, however, that while self-awareness constitutes one form of knowledge
by presence, Suhrawardi posits at least three other types as well: awareness of the body and its
faculties, apprehension of pain caused by amputation, and visual perception. Furthermore, unlike
Ibn S1na, who restricted knowledge to universals, Suhrawardi considers knowledge of particulars
to be possible. Thus, from Zhang’s perspective, Suhrawardi’s epistemology is intrinsically non-

Avicennian, as it relies on two fundamentally incompatible assumptions.
2. Avicenna’s Self-Awareness

In al-Isharat, Tbn Sina (1892, p. 119) begins with the perception of the self. It thus appears
for Zhang (2023, p. 40) that Suhrawardi was aware of this discussion and used it as his starting
point for developing the theory of knowledge by presence (‘ilm hudiri). In other words,
Suhrawardi realizes that a human being can, at the very least, know a particular directly: one’s
own self. He then, through an extensive analysis of the perception of the self, concludes that many
other particulars can also be known directly and as they truly are. Furthermore, he maintains that

the true objects of human knowledge are particulars rather than universals.!

The perception of the self, which Suhrawardi uses as the starting point of his inquiry, is
originally derived from Ibn Sina’s epistemological insight within the framework of his theory of
self~-awareness (shu ‘ur bi-dh-dhat). Unlike Aristotle, who considers self-awareness dependent on
awareness of external objects, Ibn Sina, in his “flying man” thought experiment—the most famous
formulation of self-awareness—demonstrates that even in the complete absence of all sensory
perceptions and memories, a person can still affirm their own existence. In this state, the person
sees nothing, hears nothing, has no body to touch, and not even a language with which to think—
but still knows that they exist. This fundamental experience establishes the reality of immediate
self-awareness. However, self-awareness within Ibn Sina’s Aristotelian epistemological
framework faces several problems. First, it is unclear how this type of cognition is compatible with
Aristotle’s theory of self-intellection; how does Ibn Stna reconcile these two forms of knowledge

of the soul?? If, at the beginning, the soul is merely potential intellect, then how can it, in the

! Suhrawardi (1993, p. 70).
2 See Kobayashi (1990, p. 76) and Black (2008, p. 64).
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capacity of mere potentiality, possess self-awareness?' Second, self-awareness is genuine
knowledge of an individual, immaterial being, whereas Ibn Sina regards true knowledge as always
concerning universals.> Third, self-awareness requires no form, yet in Ibn Sind’s theory,

knowledge is always defined in terms of the acquisition of forms.

Therefore, according to Zhang (2023, p. 43), self-awareness is incompatible with Ibn Stna’s
formal knowledge, and Suhrawardi, by developing the theory of knowledge by presence and
presenting self-awareness as its highest exemplar, seeks to liberate this concept from the
constraints of the Aristotelian framework. If a human being already possesses immediate
knowledge of oneself, what reason is there to deny the possibility of similar knowledge of other
particulars? Indeed, since the existence of universals has always been subject to doubt, it appears
that particulars should be the primary objects of human knowledge. Consequently, in the context
of widespread dissatisfaction with Ibn Sina’s formal knowledge, Suhrawardi establishes the theory

of knowledge by presence.
3. Four Non-Formal Kinds of Human Knowledge

To establish his [lluminationist theory of knowledge by presence, Suhrawardi argues that
four types of human perception cannot be formal knowledge, because in them there is no
intermediary: (1) self-Apprehension, (2) apprehension of one’s body and bodily faculties, (3)
apprehension of pain caused by amputation, and (4) visual perception. These kinds of knowledge
occur immediately, realized solely through the presence (rather than absence) of the known to the

knower, and are therefore examples of knowledge by presence (Aminrazavi, 2023, p. 39).
4. Two Conditions of Knowledge

Zhang (2023, p. 53) explains that for Suhrawardi the term “non-absence” (‘adam al-ghiyab)
is more precise than “presence” (hudiir), because even if something cannot be present to itself (as,
for example, the self to itself), it cannot be said to be absent from itself. Accordingly, Suhrawardi

establishes two conditions for knowledge:

! See Marcotte (2004, p. 17).
2 See Black (2008, pp. 75-76).
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1. The presence or non-absence of the object to the subject.
2. The immateriality of the subject.

To demonstrate the immateriality of the soul, Suhrawardi presents a series of arguments,
largely following Ibn Sina, including: (1) the “flying man” argument, (2) the mutability of the
body contrasted with the stability of the soul, (3) the soul’s independence from food, unlike the
body, and (4) logical arguments based on the idea that universals cannot exist in a material
substrate, since in that case they would possess quantity and spatial position, which is incompatible

with their universality.!
5. The Nature of Human Knowledge

Suhrawardi categorizes knowledge of objects into two general types: knowledge by presence
and formal knowledge. In knowledge by presence, the object is present to the soul, and the soul
perceives it directly and immediately—for example, the soul’s perception of itself, its body, its
senses, or certain sensible particulars. In formal knowledge, Absent objects may be either
particulars (such as Zayd), which are apprehended through the faculty of imagination, or universals
(such as humanity), whose immaterial form is present to the soul. When an absent object is a
universal, like humanity or animality, the soul perceives it by making the form of the universal
present to itself, since universals cannot inhere in material faculties or instruments (Suhrawardi,

1993, p. 72). This issue is also discussed in detail by Ibn Sina (1985, pp. 356-371).

Thus, the mechanism of human intellectual understanding in Ibn Sina is preserved in
Suhraward1’s epistemology. This is because the nature of intellectual understanding entails that
the soul apprehends absent universals through their emanation from the Active Intellect, thereby
making them present to the soul. Consequently, all knowledge—whether by presence or form—is
the presence of an object to a subject; the only difference is that in knowledge by presence, the
actual, particular object itself is present, whereas in formal knowledge, the form of an absent object
is present. Hence, the concept of “presence” in Suhrawardi’s philosophy can account for both
formal and immediate knowledge, effectively unifying them within a coherent and integrated

system.

! See Suhrawardi (2009, pp. 155-157, 163-166; 2014a, pp. 379-392; 2014b, pp. 259-262).
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6. Critique of Zhang’s non-Avicennian reading of these

differences

Based on these three fundamental points, which we examined in detail earlier, Zhang
concludes that Suhrawardt’s epistemology is non-Avicennian. First, for Suhrawardi, there are at
least four types of human knowledge that cannot be classified as formal. Second, Suhrawardi
argues that the essence of any type of knowledge or perception consists in the presence (or non-
absence) of the object to the non-material, Illuminationist subject. Third, God must possess
knowledge by presence of everything, since, by virtue of His absolute dominion, nothing is absent
from Him. Moreover, God’s knowledge of all particulars and events is entirely compatible with

the simplicity and immutability of His essence.

However, I believe that even if we accept these differences and gaps, Suhrawardi’s theory
of knowledge can still be considered Avicennian according to Aminrazavi (2003, pp. 203, 204),

because it continues to follow a framework in which knowledge has the following hierarchical

stages:
1. Knowledge by definitions
2. Knowledge by sense perception
3. Knowledge through a priori concepts
4. Knowledge by presence
5. Knowledge through direct experience: mysticism!

While this hierarchy forms the basis for Aminrazavi’s reading of Suhrawardi as Avicennian,
Zhang does not target this framework; instead, he attempts to show that Aminrazavi and others
understanding of knowledge by presence is mistaken (Zhang, 2023, p. 37). Even if we accept that
Aminrazavi erroneously equates knowledge by presence with self-awareness, according to Zhang’s
own interpretation, Suhrawardi’s knowledge by presence—introduced as an alternative to Ibn

Sina’s formal knowledge—still adheres to this hierarchy. Furthermore, the fact that Suhrawardir’s

! See Aminrazavi (2023, pp. 203-204).
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theory extends knowledge to particulars does not suffice to render his epistemology non-

Avicennian.
7. Conclusion

In this essay, after presenting Zhang’s central arguments for reading Suhrawardi’s
epistemology as non-Avicennian, we critiqued his interpretation and argued that, at least according
to Amin Razavi’s criteria, Suhrawardi’s theory remains Avicennian. On this basis, we claimed that
it is possible to acknowledge all the key differences between Avicenna and Suhrawardt highlighted
by Zhang, yet still maintain that Suhrawardi’s theory is Avicennian.
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Abstract

Recently, Evers (2024) has developed ‘aesthetic non-naturalism’, a view
according to which there are objective aesthetic truths and the aesthetic entities
described by them are neither reducible to, identical to, nor fully explained by
natural entities. In this paper, we follow Evers in opening up the conceptual
landscape in the metaphysics of aesthetics by constructing a ‘relaxed’ aesthetic
non-naturalism. According to this relaxed view, there are objective aesthetic
truths, and the aesthetic entities described by them are not reducible to, identical
to, or fully explained by natural entities, but these truths have no ontological
implications.

1. Introduction
Aesthetic non-naturalism has entered the literature regarding the metaphysics of aesthetics.!

Aesthetic non-naturalism ought to be understood in this paper as the conjunction of the following

thesis:?

! See Evers (2024).

2 Our characterisation of aesthetic non-naturalism is inspired by Akhlaghi’s (2022) characterisation of non-realist
cognitivism.
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A- (Existence): Some aesthetic entities exist, e.g., aesthetic properties, facts and relations.

A- (Cognitivism): At least some aesthetic claims express propositions that describe aesthetic
entities.

A- (Non-Nihilism): At least some aesthetic claims (that describe aesthetic entities) are true.

A- (Objectivity): At least some true aesthetic claims (that describe aesthetic entities) are true
independently of certain psychological states, e.g., evaluative attitudes.!

A- (Non-Naturalism): The aesthetic entities some of these aesthetic claims are about are not

reducible to, identical to, nor fully explained by natural entities.?

Aesthetic non-naturalism has not been considered by many philosophers, and only a few
philosophers are understood as being aesthetic non-naturalists.® This is in stark contrast to the
domain of meta-ethics, where non-naturalist views have not only been rigorously developed, but
remain a popular view amongst meta-ethicists.* So, let us outline why aesthetic non-naturalism
should be taken seriously. The main reason is that we think there seems to be a striking
symmetry between moral discourse and aesthetic discourse.’ Hence, for all the reasons one might
have to think moral non-naturalism is true, one has (at least some) reason to think that aesthetic
non-naturalism is true. Evers (2024, pp. 507-510) has specified some examples: (a) uncommon
relativised clauses, (b) disagreement, (c) phenomenology, and (d) evaluativity.

However, given this symmetry, challenges for moral non-naturalism also seem to arise
for aesthetic non-naturalism. One such challenge is the commonly raised worry that moral non-
naturalism must take on costly ontological commitments to non-natural entities.® This might

push some philosophers away from aesthetic non-naturalism, thinking that the view is too

! How to understand the relevant sense of dependence is controversial. However, it seems plausible to us that
something like constitutive dependence aptly characterises the kind of objectivity relevant. For more on constitutive
dependence as it relates to objectivity, see Huemer (2005, pp. 2-4).

4 For a brief survey of non-naturalists in the meta-ethical domain, see Enoch (2011), Huemer (2005), Moore (1903),
Shafer-Landau (2003), and Wielenberg (2014).

> See Hanson (2018, p. 39).

6 See Enoch (2011, p. 136”.
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metaphysically extravagant. Here, we will assume that this is a serious challenge for aesthetic
non-naturalism. In response, we wish to explore the possibility of a relaxed aesthetic non-
naturalism, building on the work of Parfit (2011, 2017), Scanlon (2014), and Skorupski (2010).
In what follows, we will argue that such a view can be outlined as coherent, thereby maintaining
all of the virtues robust aesthetic non-naturalism has without having to take on the worrisome

ontological commitments it might be thought to carry.

2. Relaxed Realism Redux

To understand whether we can make sense of a relaxed aesthetic non-naturalism, we must
first understand whether we can make sense of relaxed realism simpliciter. As typically
understood in meta-ethics, normative relaxed realism is taken to be the conjunction of the

following theses:

N- (Existence): Some normative entities exist, e.g., normative properties, facts, and relations.

N- (Cognitivism): At least some normative claims express propositions that describe
normative entities.

N- (Non-Nihilism): At least some normative claims (that describe normative entities) are
true.

N- (Objectivity): At least some true normative claims (that describe normative entities) are
true independently of certain psychological states, e.g., evaluative attitudes.

N- (Non-Naturalism): The normative entities some of these normative claims are about are
not reducible to, identical to, nor fully explained by natural entities.

N- (Relaxed): At least some true normative claims (that describe normative entities) do not

have normative entities as ontological implications, that is, as ontological commitments.

3. Understanding (Relaxed)

We believe that we will have demonstrated the coherence of relaxed realism if we can
provide at least one account of ontological commitment, according to which, it is prima facie

possible that non-naturalism and (Relaxed) can be true of at least one entity and which captures
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paradigmatic cases of relaxed realism in the literature.! So, we must survey the various
contemporary accounts of ontological commitment. Let’s start with what’s taken to be Quine’s

(1948, p. 33) criterion of ontological commitment:

(QTOC): “A theory is committed to those and only those entities to which the bound
variables of the theory must be capable of referring in order that the affirmations made in the

theory be true”.

According to (QTOC), if some theory 7 contains a quantified sentence such as “3Ix Rose(x),”
then x must range over roses in order for 7 to be true, and, according to (QTOC), T is
ontologically committed to roses. Relaxed realism does not appear to be coherent if one takes on
(QTOC) to understand (Relaxed). To see how this is so, consider an example. Consider the
aesthetic sentence “Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony is beautiful.” This sentence seems to entail that
there is some property, ‘beauty’, that is true of Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony. This, in turn, seems
to entail the sentence “There exists some property, beauty.” Such a sentence could be translated
into first-order predicate logic as “Jx Beauty(x).” And such a sentence would carry with it an
ontological commitment to the property of beauty. This generalizes to all entities that theories
existentially quantify over. In light of this, (QTOC) can be understood as the view that a theory is
ontologically committed to what it takes to exist. This is why relaxed realism is incoherent on
(OQTOCQ): relaxed realism holds to both (Existence) and (Relaxed), but (QTOC) and (Existence)
seem to entail the falsity of (Relaxed).

Let us now turn away from quantifier accounts of ontological commitment like (QTOC) and
turn toward another popular way of understanding ontological commitment: the entailment
accounts. An entailment account of ontological commitment holds that some theory 7 is
ontologically committed to some entity £ if and only if 7 entails that £ exists. However, how one
is to understand the entailment relation is controversial. For example, one might understand the
entailment relation in terms of necessary implication. This leads to the modal entailment

criterion, (MEC):
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(MECQ): “A theory T is ontologically committed to Ks iff T necessarily implies that Ks exist
iff, for every (metaphysically) possible world w, T is true at w only if the domain of w contains at

least one K (Bricker, 2014).

But (MEC) doesn’t seem to be able to capture paradigmatic cases of relaxed realism.
Relaxed realists about mathematics, for example, hold that the existence of numbers is
metaphysically necessary and so exist across all possible worlds. Hence, according to (MEC),
these particular relaxed realist views about mathematics would have numbers as numbering
among their ontological commitments which is inconsistent with (Relaxed).

Having shown that some quantifier and entailment accounts of ontological commitment fail
to make sense of relaxed realism, let us now turn toward truthmaker accounts of ontological

commitments:

(TCOCQ): “A theory, T, is ontologically committed to x iff x is something that must exist to
make true the propositions expressed in T.” (Akhlaghi, 2022, p. 304)

Can (TCOC) help make sense of things here? If there is at least one entity that exists and is
not a necessary truthmaker for any proposition expressed by any true claim, then we can make
sense of (Relaxed) through (TCOC) The antecedent of this conditional seems perfectly
intelligible to us. Moreover, that is plausible can be motivated by certain hypothetical cases. One

such case is the following, provided by Parfit (2011, pp. 20),

Empty World: [I]t might have been true that nothing ever existed: no living beings, no

stars, no atoms, not even space or time.

In Empty World, nothing exists. Nothing in or out of space-time. Nothing to roam around
in Plato’s Heaven. This seems impossible on reflection, however, for if it were frue that nothing
exists, then there would be the t7uth that nothing exists; that is, the proposition <nothing exists>
would exist and have the property of ‘being true’.

Parfit thinks that there is something to this reply, but that there is also something to the

thought that there can be an empty world. If we take an empty world to be one in which there are
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no entities present in the ontology of the world, that is, one in which there are no true statements
that have any entities as their ontological commitments, then we have a way to resolve the
apparent contradiction. We can do this by taking up the view that truths about the existence of
propositions do not have propositions as their ontological commitments. Given this, the truth that
there is a truth that nothing exists does not have anything as its ontological commitment. Hence,
the ontology of the empty world stays empty.

Given that we think that Empty World is possible, we have some defeasible reason to think
that propositions are entities that exist and are not necessary truthmakers for the relevant
propositions. This is because it seems that, in Empty World, the truthmaking work is done by
nothing, that is, for free. Nothing is needed to make it true that nothing “exists” in an empty
world. This is, however, all controversial. Moreover, even if it is true, it might not be true of any
aesthetic entities, in which we could make sense of relaxed realism simpliciter but not relaxed
aesthetic non-naturalism. So, allow us to see if we can make sense of relaxed aesthetic non-

naturalism through (T7COC).

4. Truthmaking to the Rescue

In the last section, we outlined how (TCOC) can help make sense of relaxed realist views
simpliciter. Now, we need to see if we can use it to make sense of and/or motivate a relaxed
aesthetic non-naturalism.

Recall that in the previous section, we appealed to Parfit’s Empty World to show that there
were at least some entities, propositions, that we have some reason to think exist and are not
needed to make true any true proposition. In other words, we appealed to Parfit’s Empty World
to relax realism about propositions. Here, we will mirror this move of Parfit’s to show how
(TCOC) can make prima facie sense of relaxed aesthetic non-naturalism.

An Empty Symphony: Imagine the empty world once more: nothing exists. There are no
stars burning, no planets spinning, nor are there any angels humming, or any Platonic forms
frolicking about. It seems plausible that there are various truths. Truths like <nothing exists> and
<everything else equal, it is wrong to cause suffering>. Still, it also seems plausible that there are
various aesthetic truths such as <Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony is more beautiful than how

Donald Trump burps the Alphabet Song>.
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Such a truth in An Empty Symphony could plausibly be interpreted as being the same as
the truth that the property of beauty is such that if both Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony and some
burp-based rendition of the Alphabet Song existed, then it would be of a greater degree in
Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony than in the burp-based rendition of the Alphabet Song. As
explained in section 3, whatever exists in an empty world, understood as a world with an empty
ontology, is not needed as a truthmaker for any true proposition in that empty world, precisely
because all of the truthmaking is done “for free.” Hence, given we are right that the
aforementioned aesthetic truth is true in an empty world, then the property of beauty would be
something that exists and is not a necessary truthmaker. So, (7COC) can render both relaxed

realism simpliciter and relaxed aesthetic non-naturalism prima facie coherent.

5. Conclusion

In conclusion, then, we have developed a new view in the metaphysics of aesthetics. First,
we alluded to certain problems the aesthetic non-naturalist account faces. Then, we illustrated
how a relaxed version of aesthetic non-naturalism may avoid those problems. Finally, we
brought in truthmaking accounts of ontological commitment to make sense of our relaxed
aesthetic non-naturalism. The upshot is that there is a new, and perhaps more plausible, theory on

the table with respect to the metaphysics of aesthetics discussion.
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Aspects in Metaphysics

Tarik Tijanovic

Abstract

In this paper I explore Wittgenstein’s (1953) concept of aspect seeing in a new,
metaphysical context. I will claim that all metaphysical thoughts can be seen under
aspects. The main argument for the claim that all metaphysical thoughts can be seen
under aspects is what I will call the aspecttest. According to the aspect test, everyone
should try the following themselves: to think a metaphysical thought and induce a
visual aspect at will in order to learn that metaphysical aspects can be seen. For
instance, one can think the thought that the world is designed by God and
subsequently see the world as designed by God. The fact that we can see different
metaphysical aspects at will via the aspect test has epistemic consequences—the two
benefits and one cost. The first benefit is that the ability (or inability) to see
alternative metaphysical aspects might be an indicator of entrenchment or dogma.
The second benefit is that the fact that we can access alternative metaphysical aspects
at will enables us to know what it’s like to hold alternative beliefs which facilitates
understanding of others, which also has moral implications. The epistemic cost is that
if we cannot maintain, evaluate and form our beliefs in the absence of influence from
metaphysical aspects, then there might be a problem for metaphysics (because
metaphysical aspects do not have justificatory value). In the worst case, we should
stop doing metaphysics, in the best case we should be careful how we form and
evaluate metaphysical beliefs.

Paper:

It is a fact that we see aspects. We see them in carefully constructed ambiguous figures, such

as the duck-rabbit figure, in the social world, or in some other domain. The main way in which
aspects can be seen is via cognitive penetration. (Siegel, 2011) According to this view, our thoughts

can enter visual perception and determine content or phenomenology of a percept. For instance,
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while looking at the duck-rabbit figure, I can will to see a rabbit which results in my perception of
arabbit, or I can see someone’s face as angry if [ have a fear that the person might be angry. While
the interesting feature of the duck-rabbit figure is of course the fact that we can shift between a
duck and a rabbit at our own will, (RPP I, 899) not all aspect seeing is aspect switching. Very
often, aspects do not have anything to do with one’s conscious decisions. Suppose that I always
saw the duck and never a rabbit. I would still be seeing an aspect—I would be seeing the figure as
a duck—without ever knowing that I see an aspect. Besides the fact that aspects are not confined
solely to switching and that they are continuous, aspects are not only confined to ambiguous
figures, such as the duck-rabbit figure. The truth is that aspects are mainly seen in everyday life
across the social and the natural world. For example, we can see another person as angry if we
have fear that they are angry at us, or we can see another person as sad, and so on. It is only that
we use the duck-rabbit figure as a heuristic and as the most vivid case of what aspect seeing or
aspect switching involves. But also, it is useful to note that the late discovery of the duck-rabbit
figure also explains why the concept of aspect seeing didn't historically emerge prior to
Wittgenstein. My assessment is that in order to even realize that we can see aspects in the social
and the natural world, we first had to encounter a striking switching case of the duck-rabbit figure
which vividly revealed our capacity to see aspects. It was only a matter of time for a genius like
Wittgenstein to ask if aspects apply to everyday world. Another important feature of aspects is that
they have doxastic force in the absence of defeaters. Suppose again that I see the figure as a duck
without ever seeing it as a rabbit. That visual experience would convince me that I see the figure
of a duck. That is, the aspect of a duck presses us with the doxastic force which makes us believe
that there is a drawing of a duck out there in the world. But when we see the figure as a rabbit,
then we have a defeater for our first aspect, which would most likely make us suspend our
judgment about there being either a rabbit or a duck. The last important thing to note about aspect
seeing is the possibility of aspect blindness. According to Wittgenstein, aspect blindness is the
total inability to see aspects at all. (PI II, 213) It is an open question if aspect blindness is even
possible, although, we should assume for our purposes that it is a live possibility.

In this paper I want to focus on the underexplored relationship between aspects and
metaphysical thoughts. A metaphysical thought is a thought whose content involves something
within the subject matter of metaphysics. Historically, such a relationship has been considered in

the context of religious beliefs. Verbin (2000/2001) claimed that religious beliefs can enter
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perception and that they can play an important role in the life of a religious person. For instance,
one can see the world as designed by God which cannot be understood by an atheist who doesn’t
see the same aspect.

My first goal in this paper is to make the case that not just religious thoughts can be seen
under aspects but that a// metaphysical thoughts can be seen. For instance, an atheist who sees the
world as not designed by God sees the world through an aspect. A modal realist who believes that
all possible worlds exist, sees the actual world as one of the worlds. A person who believes in
simulation theory sees the world as simulated, and so on. To show that all metaphysical thoughts
can be seen under aspects I make three arguments. The first argument, call it the non-disjunctive
argument, claims that if religious thoughts can be seen, then all metaphysical thoughts can also be
seen while the burden of proof is on the opponent of this view to show why one instance of
metaphysical thought can be seen while the other cannot. The second argument states that the best
explanation why we disagree in metaphysics is mainly because we see different aspects. A person
who believes that God exists sees the world as designed by God while an atheist sees the world as
not designed by God. The reason why an atheist doesn’t agree is not only because she is incapable
of seeing the theistic aspect, but rather, pace Verbin, because an atheist is locked in her own
atheistic aspect. When an atheist sees the world as devoid of God, it just seems right from within
that aspect that there is no God. The mutual inability to enter mutual aspects explains the inability
to understand the other party. An even better argument that explains disagreement is the case when
we are convinced that the other people’s beliefs are not just false but also irrational. One can often
find materialists, such as biologists or theoretical physicists who talk about theism with a smirk
and sense of humiliation to the point of intellectual disrespect. The best explanation why the
alternative aspect is so “far” from one’s own is due to the fact that one’s own aspect prevents one
from seeing the alternative. We can also illustrate this point by mentioning the duck-rabbit figure.
Suppose again that a person can only see a duck without being able to see a rabbit, while another
person can only see a rabbit without being able to see a duck. The person who can only see a rabbit
would be convinced that there is a rabbit in front of her, but not only that, she would vigorously
claim that the other person who sees a duck is irrational, and vice versa. For instance, the first
person could easily claim that the second person is hallucinating. Overall, metaphysical aspects

can be regarded as theoretical posits that play an explanatory role with respect to why we disagree
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so much and why we cannot understand why others hold different beliefs. Therefore, we should
accept the conclusion that all metaphysical aspects can be seen.

The third argument in favor of the claim that all metaphysical thoughts can be seen has the
form of what I will call the aspect test. The aspect test is the direct attempt of trying to see different
aspects. The reader should try herself and think about certain metaphysical thoughts in order to
verify that they can be seen under aspects. Sometimes the natural environment can be conducive
with regards to helping seeing some metaphysical thoughts. For instance, one can go in nature and
think about God. Since nature is not created artificially, then one is more likely to see it as
“directly” designed by God. Or if one imagines that all possible worlds exist, then one can see the
actual world as one of the many—one can try to run the aspect test across the seven examples of
metaphysical aspects that we offered above. The aspect test works in my own case, and it should
work for other people. The most striking feature of the aspect test is that it shows that we can
access alternative aspects at will with a little bit of effort, and also, without necessarily forming
beliefs about what we see. Unlike the first two arguments for the claim that all metaphysical
thoughts can be seen, the aspect test is different in one very important way. Namely, when we
enter other metaphysical aspects, we gain direct knowledge about other aspects. To use Russell’s
(1911) distinction, we know other aspects by acquaintance rather than merely by description. For
instance, one can know war by experiencing the atrocities of war, or one can read a book about
war in a warm bedroom. Unlike the first two arguments which aim to teach us by description that
all metaphysical thoughts can be seen, the aspect test teaches us directly what it’s like to be in
other metaphysical perspectives—which is nothing other than knowing what it’s like to believe
something that we could never imagined to be believable. The aspect test is the central concept in
this paper since it doesn’t only function to establish the fact that other metaphysical thoughts can
be experienced under aspect, but also because it has epistemic ramifications.

This directly takes us to the second goal. I will consider epistemic benefits and costs of
understanding alternative aspects by acquaintance (due to taking the aspect test). There are two
epistemic benefits. The first benefit is that the fact that we come to see alternative aspects directly
might be a potential indicator that our beliefs are not dogmatic or entrenched, while the inability
to see alternatives might be an indication of entrenchment or dogma. The second benefit is that by
experiencing other aspects directly, we come to understand that others are rational even if they

have contrary beliefs to us. This is important because people often make strong claims against
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others who hold different metaphysical beliefs. Here is the example of one such claim by Richard
Dawkins: “Do not indoctrinate your children. Teach them how to think for themselves, how to
evaluate evidence, and how to disagree with you.” (Dawkins, 2006) The context of the quote is
the indoctrination with religion, or theism more narrowly. My assessment is that Dawkins sees the
world through an atheistic aspect which impresses doxastic force onto his mind such that he cannot
conceive other alternative metaphysical aspects. While I do not claim that Dawkins would change
his mind even if he performed the aspect test and saw the theistic aspect, I do claim that he would
not make such a strong epistemic claim. The strength of the epistemic claim lies in the use of the
word ‘indoctrination’ which has a connotation of brainwashing and irrational thinking. My point
is that in the absence of knowing other metaphysical perspectives by acquaintance, one will be led
to make strong claims and to take positions of ultimate epistemic authority.

When it comes to epistemic costs, a potential problem is that aspects play a partial or full
causal role with respect to the: maintenance, evaluation and formation of our beliefs. A potential
problem doesn’t lie in the sole fact that aspects play that role, but rather, that aspects on their own
have zero epistemic value with regards to the maintenance, evaluation and formation of beliefs.
This is evident from the aspect test which enables us to see different metaphysical aspects at will.
If they can be seen at will, then they cannot matter epistemically such that they play a justificatory
role for our beliefs. Ultimately, I will not take a stance on the question if we can truly mitigate the
impact of aspects in metaphysical thinking, although I will suggest that we must remain highly

vigilant about the potential of their negative impact.
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Abstract

Al-Farabi and Avicenna have committed a fallacy in explaining the manner of the
Emanation of Multiplicity from Unity (EMU). They raised intellects up to the point
where they could explain the Ptolemaic paradigm of spheres, but although they could
go beyond, they did not go beyond. In other words, without changing Peripatetic
paradigms, the Infinite Emanation of Multiplicity from Unity (IEMU) can be
explained differently from the Peripatetics and with greater conformity to
monotheistic religions. This article uses content analysis method. The result is a more
realistic theory concerning the emanation.

1.Introduction

Al-Farabi and Avicenna, as intermediary links between ancient Greek philosophy and
contemporary Western philosophy, have differences in the quality of the manner of the emanation
of multiplicity from unity (EMU). Paying attention to these differences, and the internal
inconsistencies of the theory of EMU, causes a new theoretical synthesis in this problem. The
importance of this new theory lies in the fact that it remains within the Peripatetic paradigm. In
this article, first Al-Farabi's view, after that Avicenna's view, and then the "theory of the infinite
emanation of multiplicity from unity (IEMU)" are presented. Finally, the conclusion section will

be the culmination of this article.

2.Al-Farabi's View
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Al-Farabi in Principles of the Opinions of the Citizens of the Virtuous City and Its
Opposites! explains the manner of the emanation of multiplicity from the First (Al-Awwal) in the
tenth chapter. He says that from the First, existence emanated to the Second ? (the first intellect in
Avicenna's view). In Al-Farabi's statement, it is not mentioned that the First intellectized itself and
the subsequent existent was created. "From the First flows the existence of the Second."? Al-Farabi
starts the intellectizing of itself and "the First" and the emanation of the subsequent existent (the
third) from the Second (the first intellect in Avicenna's view). He says that with the intellectizing
of the First by the Second, the Third comes into existence. When the second intellectizes itself, the

first sphere comes into existence (Al-Farabi, 1995, p. 52).

Up to here, it is almost equivalent to Avicenna. But Al-Farabi also says about the Third
(the second intellect) that it intellectizes itself and intellectizes the First (the Cause of Causes).
From these two intellectizings, the Fourth (the third intellect) and the corresponding sphere come
into existence. He says the Third intellectizes itself and the First (remote cause), not the Second

(proximate cause). He claims the same about the rest of the intellects.

His claim is not a false claim. It must be noted that intellects-from the aspect of the
emanation of the subsequent intellect-are simple and complete causes. That is, in Al-Farabi's view,
the Second is nothing but limited of the First. It seems that Al-Farabi had this in his mind that
intellects intellectize limited existence (itself) and unlimited existence (the First). With this
explanation (conformity, simplicity, and limitation), there is no problem that intellects do not
intellectize intermediary intellects. Even a human, with all these intermediaries between itself and
the First, can intellectize the First. So, intellects a fortiori can intellectize the First. Although, as

will come later, Avicenna's commentators had a view opposite to Al-Farabi.
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Overall, Al-Farabi's view has minor and major differences with most Peripatetics.
Understanding these differences and paying attention to the fact that he is the second teacher-after

Aristotle-can be a preparation for a better understanding of the theory of this article.

3.Avicenna's View

Avicenna, like Al-Farabi, explains the longitudinal chain of ten intellects to explain the
nine Ptolemaic spheres. There are only a few differences in Avicenna's cosmological system
compared to Al-Farabi. Avicenna expressed a double aspect in intellects and with this double
aspect proved "the soul of spheres." He considered being necessary by another ! (the relation
between the intellect and its cause) a separate aspect and related the soul of the sphere to it (Ibn

Sina, 1984, pp. 405-406). But Al-Farabi did not separate the body and soul of the sphere.

Another change was in the numbering of intellects. Al-Farabi considers the first emanated
as the Second and the active intellect as the Eleventh (Al-Farabi, 1995, p. 52). But Avicenna
considers the first emanated as the first intellect and the active intellect as the tenth intellect.

Avicenna's texts express only up to the second intellect, stating the rest follow the same pattern.

In Avicenna's theory of emanation, each intellect has three aspects: intellectizing the higher
cause (for the emanation of the subsequent intellect), intellectizing its own existence by another
(for the emanation of the soul of the sphere), and intellectizing its own existence by essence (for
the emanation of the body of the sphere). The last intellect (active intellect) manages the sublunary

world (Marmura, 2017).

In the Peripatetics' theory of the EMU, there are internal inconsistencies. For instance,
Avicenna said: "The First innovates an intellectual substance that is truly a innovator ... and it ends
at an intellectual substance from which a sphere body does not necessarily follow"? (Ibn Sina,

1996, p. 125). This contradicts cause-effect conformity, as the ninth and tenth intellects differ only
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in limitation. Another inconsistency is that-as mentioned in Avicenna's text-the First itself must
also be an innovator. Innovator (mubdi’) is an active participle in Arabic grammar. Active
participles are used for repetition and habitual practice of an action. But in the Peripatetics' view,
the innovation of the First is limited to one emanated. In another example of inconsistency,
Avicenna says that the first intellect is the universal intellect and the world (it’s world) is filled
with immaterial angels (Ibn Sina, 2004, p. 13). This is another contradiction. The world of
intellects is sparsely populated in the view of the Peripatetics and only includes a few Intellects.

Whereas Avicenna considers angels-who are numerous-also in the world of intellects.

4.Theory of the Infinite Emanation of Multiplicity from Unity
(IEMU)

Philosophers were aware that the ten intellects cannot justify the multiplicity of angels and
stars of spheres. Some philosophers were even willing to change paradigm to solve the problem.
Suhrawardi chose the duality of Light and Darkness for his philosophy and with the help of light
and darkness, explained longitudinal and latitudinal intellects. With these intellects, he could give
an explanation at his level of the multiplicity of angels and stars of sphere in the Ptolemaic system.
Mulla Sadra, with the duality of existence and quiddity, and gradation of existence, addressed the

conflict of ten intellects and multiplicity of angels (intellects) in another way.

But the main question is whether the Peripatetic paradigm is capable of solving the conflict
of ten intellects and multiplicity of angels? This article claims that within the Peripatetic paradigm,

this thousand-year scientific gap can be solved.

Al-Farabi says about the Third (the second intellect in Avicenna) that the Third intellectizes
itself and the second sphere emanates and "intellectizes the First" and as a result of that, the Fourth
(the third intellect) emanates. Therefore, Al-Farabi, as the second teacher and one of the pioneers
of Peripatetic philosophy, does not say that lower intellects intellectize their own cause, but says

that they intellectize "the First."
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On the other hand, Avicenna is one of the famous Peripatetics and his philosophical
tradition has influenced the West and East until now (Lizzini, 2015). He does not explicitly speak
about the second to ninth intellects. He says the manner of the emanation of the second intellect
from the first intellect and says that the rest of the intellects are emanated up to the tenth intellect
in the same way. Here lies an ambiguity. The first intellect intellectizes the Cause of Causes (Al-
Awwal) and the second intellect is emanated from the first intellect. The ambiguity is here that it
intellectizes the Cause of Causes from the aspect that it is its proximate cause or from the aspect
that it is the Cause of Causes? Avicenna's commentators say that each intellect intellectizes the
intellect before itself (the proximate cause). When the intellect finds itself possible of existence,
between “intellectizing the proximate cause” and “intellectizing the remote cause”, the certain
minimum is that it intellectizes its proximate cause. From this view, Avicenna's commentators

have taken a minimal and more reliable view.

This difference between Avicenna's commentators and Al-Farabi is one of the main keys
to solving the problem of the EMU. Consider the second intellect (the Third in Al-Farabi).
According to the totality of the views that were mentioned, the second intellect can intellectize

these cases:

1. Itself (its own possible by essence) => body of the sphere

2. The proximate cause (possible by essence of the first intellect) => emanation of the

subsequent intellect (according to the view of Avicenna's commentators)

3. The Cause of Causes (necessary of existence by essence) => emanation of the subsequent

intellect (according to Al-Farabi's view)

4. The relation of itself and the proximate cause (its own necessary by the proximate other)

=> soul of the sphere

5. The relation of itself and the Cause of Causes (its own necessary by remote another)
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6. The relation of the first intellect and the Cause of Causes (necessary by proximate

another of its own proximate cause).

From the six states above, the Peripatetics have named for three states (body of the sphere,
soul of the sphere, and subsequent intellect). It seems that the goal of the Peripatetics for these
abstractions was only to explain spheres. When they explained the sphere, they ignored the rest of
the states. Whereas they could express them as well. Avicenna explicitly limits the journey of unity
to multiplicity to his own view ! (Ibn Sina, 1404, p. 406). Here the fallacy of "Suppression of
Evidence" or "Non-Exhaustive Enumeration" has taken shape. If we do not have a name for the

other three states, it does not mean that we should ignore their existence as well.

This article has not transgressed the Peripatetic paradigm. It is not important whether we
believe in Ptolemaic spheres or not. What is important is that the second intellect emanates (at
least) 6 existents. The third intellect (at least) 10 emanates existents. The fourth intellect (at least)
18 emanates existents. And subsequent intellects also emanate existents exponentially. According
to the Peripatetic view, in the descending journey from a certain stage onward, the world of matter
takes shape. So, even in the Peripatetic paradigm, multiplicities are more than a simple chain. But
this is only half of the "theory of the infinite emanation of multiplicity from unity (IEMU)." The

greater multiplicity is in the second half.

The other half of IEMU is formed by correcting another fallacy. The next fallacy occurs
when all attention is limited to the last emanated intellect. It seems that these intellects had only
one duty and with the three emanations they performed-according to the Peripatetics' view-their
work 1s finished. But, based on the Peripatetic paradigm, the intellect can intellectize other
intellects. Why is the gaze of intellects only to itself and higher than itself, whereas they can also
intellectize below themselves? That is, there is no prohibition that the first intellect pays attention
to below itself, also intellectizes the second intellect, and after the emanation of the second
intellect, another existent is emanated from the first intellect. There is no prohibition that the first

intellect also intellectizes the relation of itself (as proximate cause) and the second intellect and
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another existent is emanated from the first intellect. The same matters can be said relative to the
First as well; That is, the infinite emanation of lateral caused (effects) directly from the Cause of
Causes -including longitudinal causes. Avicenna also-in contradiction with his previous exclusive
statement-has not ruled out this possibility (Ibn Sina, 1404, p. 406). This half of the theory of
IEMU creates existents exponentially and with much greater acceleration. The name of this half

of this theory is "expansion of attention in causes."

"Expansion of attention in causes" causes the creation of an infinite chain in effects and
laterally (not necessarily longitudinally). In its place, it has been proven that chain in effects is not
impossible (Tabatabai, 1995, p. 169). With the expansion of attention in causes and also avoiding
the fallacy of Non-Exhaustive Enumeration, the theory of IEMU can be proven in the Peripatetic
paradigm. The important point is that this theory is merely abstract analysis and takes shape in
reality without temporal priority and posteriority; It is similar to the analysis of the existence of
the complete cause, then the necessity of the effect, and then the existence of the effect. This
analysis between cause and effect is merely abstract, and not in objective realization (Tabatabai,
1995, p. 60). Therefore, the “expansion of attention in causes” results the emanation of infinite
multiplicities from the Cause of Causes in parallel with longitudinal emanations. In other words,
in abstract analysis, priority and posteriority are placed, but in objective realization, there is no
more than one emanation and one act; even though the mind desires that emanations be created

one by one and with temporal priority and posteriority.

5. Conclusion

Before and after the invalidation of Ptolemaic spheres, many criticisms have been made to
the Peripatetics' theory of EMU. Sometimes to resolve these internal inconsistencies, they gave
paradigm shift, like Suhrawardi and Mulla Sadra. But this article showed that the Peripatetic
paradigm is not so narrow for solving this problem. It is not necessary to escape from this
paradigm. Fallacies must be recognized and previous Peripatetic theories must be repaired.
Although the paradigm shift of Suhrawardi and Mulla Sadra was not only because of the problems

of EMU, but one of the main axes of a monotheist philosopher's system is explaining this complex
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problem. In any case, in this article, by recognizing and repairing the fallacies of Al-Farabi and

Avicenna in this problem, the theory of “IEMU” was founded.
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Abstract

The axiological question concerning the prophets has been neglected in the
philosophy of religion; however, just as there is discussion of the axiology of
theism, one can examine the value of prophets in terms of value enhancement or
value diminishment. This discussion, in the Muslim theological tradition, has
appeared under the title of husn al-ba‘thah (the goodness of the prophetic mission).
After briefly referring to the theologians’ method, this paper challenges their view
by examining one of the instances of the prophets’ value enhancement. This
challenge shows that the theologians’ certainty in their value judgment concerning
the prophets requires responding to such challenges.

1. Introduction

One of the recent discussions in contemporary philosophy of religion is the axiology of theism.
Questions concerning God were, until 1990, limited to epistemological and ontological issues;
however, in that year, Rescher, in an article titled “On Faith and Belief”, by distinguishing between
belief in the existence of God and the preference for His existence, raised an axiological question
about God (Rescher, 2007, p.2). After Rescher, Kahane, in an article titled “Should We Want God
to Exist?”, for the first time seriously and independently addressed the axiological question

(Kahane, 2011). The main questions of this discussion are:

e What axiological difference does God’s existence make? (Kraay, 2018)
e Why should we prefer that God exists / does not exist? (Kahane, 2011)
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In response to such axiological questions, five Views can be taken: pro-theism, anti-theism,
Neutralism, agnosticism, and Quietism (Kraay, 2021, p.2). The literature of the debate has focused
mainly on the first two. The pro-theist believes that the existence of God adds to the value of the

world, while the anti-theist claims that God’s existence diminishes it (Kahane, 2011).

Inspired by this debate, a similar question can be posed about prophethood. In the philosophy
of religion, various issues concerning prophethood have been discussed—such as its nature,
possibility, and epistemological dimension'—but prophethood has not been examined
axiologically. In an axiological analysis of prophethood, one asks: What value changes does the

existence of prophets bring about in the world?

Unlike the neglect of this axiological question about prophets in the philosophy of religion,
Muslim theologians (mutakallimtin) have addressed it, and one of the central theological
discussions on prophethood in kalam texts is husn al-ba‘thah (the goodness of the prophetic
mission). In this discussion, the prophet is subjected to value judgment, and afterward, the
necessity of mission (wujiib al-ba‘thah) is examined. Of course, addressing the benefits of mission
and the instrumental value of the prophet in society has not been exclusive to theologians; Muslim
philosophers have also mentioned it. However, since their focus was quite limited—only on the
legislative function of the prophet (Ibn Sina, 2002, p.356; Suhrawardi, 1993, vol. 3, p.453; Mulla
Sadra, n.d., p.488)—this study will primarily focus on the theologians. Thus, the first part briefly
reviews the background of axiology of prophethood in the theological tradition, followed by an

examination of the challenges facing it.

Before entering the discussion, it is proper to first define prophethood. Multiple definitions have
been offered. The earliest disagreements on this matter can be traced to early Christianity. Some
early Christian thinkers regarded prophecy merely as foretelling the future, while others considered
possession of hidden knowledge or prophetic ecstasy as conditions for prophethood (Hall, 2021,
p-19). Regardless of these differences, a prophet can be understood as a mediator between God
and humans, a conduit through which information is received from God and transmitted to human
beings—information that, under ordinary circumstances, the prophet could not have known

(Prophecy, 2005).

! See the entry “Prophecy” in the Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy.
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Theologians have provided a similar definition. They define a prophet as a human being
appointed by God to reform the worldly and otherworldly lives of people and who, in knowledge
and command, is independent from others (Fadil al-Miqdad, 2001, p.239). As these two definitions
indicate, two main features characterize the prophet: first, communication with God, and second,
the transmission of a special kind of knowledge. Yet, in the theologians’ definition, the prophet’s

practical impact on the worldly and spiritual life of people is also emphasized.

The working definition of “prophet” in this paper follows the second part of the theologians’
definition; however, the challenge raised in section three does not apply only to prophets in this
sense—it can also be extended to non-divine prophets such as Buddha or Confucius. In the second
definition—which I call the “broad definition”—two characteristics are considered essential: (1)
possession of a kind of wisdom that is difficult or perhaps impossible for others to attain, and (2)
the guidance of a group of people who follow this individual. Hence, in this view, the prophet is

regarded as a social institution.
2. Axiology of the Prophets among the Mutakallimiin

Prophethood is, after Tawhid, the second fundamental principle of religion; therefore Muslim
theologians have given it special attention. One of the important debates among the theologians
concerning prophethood is husn al-ba‘thah. In this debate the question is addressed whether the
mission of the prophets is value-adding or value-diminishing. Relying on the answer to this
question, a group of Muslim theologians — namely the Mu‘tazilites and the Imamiyya — have

used it to prove the necessity of mission.

Qadi “Abd al-Jabbar, one of the Mu tazilite theologians, regards mission as a grace bestowed
upon the morally responsible (Mukalaf) (Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar, 1422, p. 386). This statement
indicates the value-enhancing role of the prophet. According to him, the benefits of the prophet in
the life of the morally responsible include: providing the conditions for religional obligations,
affirming and strengthening reason, warning the servants and awakening them so as to reform
behavior, creating the prerequisites for guidance, and creating a context for the recipients of the

call to obtain double reward ( Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar, n.d., pp. 19-23).
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In the Imamiyya tradition, too, one of the topics treated under prophethood is husn al-ba‘thah

and the benefits of the prophet. Khvajah ! lists eight benefits for the prophet:

e Support of reason in matters to which it implies.

Access to legal rulings in matters where reason does not provide guidance.

Removal of fear.

e Recognition of good and evil, and profit and loss.

e Preservation of the human species.

e Helping humans to attain perfection according to differences in their capacities.
e Teaching of hidden arts, ethics, and politics.

e Raising awareness regarding reward and punishment(Tdist, 1407, pp. 211-212).

In the view of Sharif Murtaza as well, the prophet is an intermediary for the realization of divine
grace and the removal of the epistemic and moral obstacles of the morally responsible. The prophet
directs the morally responsible toward reward and averts them from the reprehensible, and thus
effects moral reform in individuals. The morally responsible, alone and without the prophet’s
assistance, would not be able to do this and need the prophet’s invitation, instruction, and

affirmation(Sayyid Murtada, 1411, pp. 323-327).

Although, according to the Ash‘arites, the question of the necessity of mission as a conclusion
of the discussion of husn al-ba‘thah does not enter the discourse about God and divine power, they
have nonetheless addressed husn al-ba‘thah. Among the Ash‘arites, Fakhr al-Razi, in addition to
pointing to the benefits of the prophet, introduces these values as reasons to prove prophethood
(Fakhr al-Din al-Razi et al., 1383, p. 38). In Fakhr al-Razi’s view, the benefits of the prophet are
not limited to the individual’s hereafter but also affect human worldly life; he not only calls people
to remedy their moral maladies but also to reform worldly livelihood and social relations

(Mahdavi-Nizhad, 1387, p. 159).

Overall, in the discussion of husn al-ba‘thah, Muslim theologians consider the prophet not only

as the bearer of the divine message but also as an agent of the realization of divine grace, moral

! Khvajah Nasir al-Din Tais
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reform, epistemic growth, and the improvement of social life. From the advantages they attribute

to the prophets it appears that the value they have in mind is instrumental value.
3. Challenge Facing the Theologians

As indicated above, the existence of prophets is in many respects value-adding; however, this
idea faces challenges. What at first glance appears with certainty to be a value-adding instance
will, upon closer examination, encounter problems. In this section, to clarify this challenge, social
justice and equality will be examined as an example of one of the prophets’ value-adding roles in

the realm of social life reform.

A prophet, through his teachings, can strengthen social justice and equality in society and reduce
existing discriminations. There are many examples of prophets’ emphasis on establishing social
justice for their followers. For example, in Stirat al-Nisa’ God decisively commands that humans
exercise justice in judgment'. A clear instance of the injunction to social justice in Christianity is
the Golden Rule found in Matthew 7:122. Encouragement and even command toward social justice
are not confined to the revealed religions; one can also find numerous instances in Buddhism?,

Hinduism?, and the teachings of Confucius.

There is no doubt about the value-adding nature of the prophets’ insistence on justice; however,
under certain conditions the same mechanism can have the opposite effect and be value-
diminishing. The first negative effect is the transformation of the concept of justice into an absolute
and final concept, removed from dynamism. Such a conception of justice will no longer be open
to discussion in society. Here the question arises: is there fundamentally any need for social
deliberation about justice? And are what is presented in the teachings insufficient? In response,

one must say: first, many of the matters that have come to us from the teachings have, over time,

! Indeed, Allah commands you to render trusts to whom they are due and when you judge between people to judge
with justice. Excellent is that which Allah instructs you. Indeed, Allah is ever Hearing and Seeing.(4:58)

2 So whatever you wish that others would do to you, do also to them, for this is the Law and the Prophets. (Matthew
7:12)

3 See The Buddha's Teachings on Social and Communal Harmony: An Anthology of Discourses from the Pali Canon,
p-7.

4 See Modern Hindu Thought: An Introduction. India, pp. 140 and 164.
3 See The Analects of Confucius, p. 203.
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undergone subjective interpretations and have become distant from their original meaning. While
the followers of the prophet, with certainty due to their unconditional acceptance of the teachings,
resist criticism and reform of this altered concept. On the other hand, this non-discussability will
deprive the opportunity to coordinate this concept with social changes. Human societies are
constantly changing, and if the concept of justice is not considered revisable, it will not be revised

and developed in accordance with these changes.

In response to this objection one might say that if the original form of justice were perfect then
there would be no need for change; but first it must be asked what guarantees this perfection? If
the guarantee is that it is communicated by God, then it must first be proven that it is directly from
God and it must be shown that no change occurred in the stages of reception and conveyance.
Second, it must be proven that no personal and possibly biased interpretation of this concept
occurred over time. Third, given our broad definition of prophethood, it is not necessary that these
prophets be sent by God; yet the same certainty regarding what has been transmitted from their

prophet is seen among the followers of a prophet who does not claim to be sent by God.

Another question is whether the existence of prophets is necessary for achieving social justice,
and whether humans could not have reached this justice within a system based on collective reason
in a secular society. Evidence shows there are societies that, without relying on prophetic teachings
and based on legislation, have established a high level of social justice. In response to this, one can
say that what collective reason arrives at over time through trial and error is found in the prophet’s
speech, and thus, given this, it has greater value because attaining it otherwise would require a
long time and probably the suffering of countless humans before reaching that level of social

justice.

Therefore, in summary, one can say that the effect prophets have in establishing social justice
is conditionally value-adding. The conditions, as explained, are the creation of a space for intra-
religious critique and continuous reexamination of the teachings, and aligning them with the
conditions and exigencies of society; without taking these conditions into account one cannot
categorically judge the prophet’s value-adding role and the husn al-ba‘thah. A similar situation is
observed in the axiology of theism as well. There, matters such as the meaning of life have been

presented by pro-theists (Linford & Megill, 2018, p7) and anti-theists (Kahane, 2011) as reasons
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supporting their claims, in such a way that a single subject leads to different value judgments and

requires careful examination and consideration of all aspects.
4.Conclusion

The theologians have spoken with certainty regarding the husn al-ba‘thah (the goodness of the
prophetic mission). This belief in the husn al-ba‘thah has been common among all theologians,
and in this respect there is no difference between the Mu‘tazilites and the Imamiyya on the one
hand—who, based on the principle of grace, have proven the necessity of the prophetic mission—
and the Ash‘arites on the other hand, who have merely pointed to its goodness. However, as shown
in this study, the theologians’ categorical claims face challenges. Here only social justice was
discussed, yet the same process of critique can be extended to other cases such as epistemic
guidance or legislation. As demonstrated, instances that at first glance appear value-adding can, in
the absence of certain conditions, become value-diminishing. Ultimately, for the theologians to
employ the virtues of the prophet as proof of the necessity of his mission, they must necessarily

respond to these challenges.
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