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IBN RUSHD —STAS

IBN RUSHD, ABU’L-WALID MUHAMMAD IBN
AHMAD IBN MUHAMMAD, also known as Aver-
roés (b. Cordoba, Spain, 1126; d. Marrakech,
Morocco, 10 December 1198), astronomy, philos-
ophy, medicine.

Ibn Rushd, who was called the Commentator in
the Latin Middle Ages. came from an important
family of jurists. His grandfather (who bore the
same name as he, for which reason the philosopher
is culled the Grandson [al-Hafid]) had been cadi
(religious judge) and imam of the great mosque of
Cordoba: he was also the author of a famous trea-
tise on Malikite law, the Kitab al-Mugad dimat al-
mumahhidat, in which he set forth its principles
with a view to facilitating its study. His father was
also cadi. In this milieu the young Ibn Rushd re-
ceived a very good Muslim education. His training
was especially thorough in law, in which field his
teacher was al-Hafiz Abio Muhammad ibn Rizq.
He learned by heart the Muwatta’ of the Imam
Malik. He was also initiated into the science of the
traditions, but he was less interested in it than in
the principles of law. In theology he worked
through the Ash‘arite kalam. which. in Sunnite
thought, represents a system of the juste milieu
and of equilibrium between the extreme doctrines;
it could not easily be defended except with dialect-
ical arguments, which were inspired by controver-
sies and often led to intellectually unsatisfactory
compromises. Ibn Rushd later turned against this
theology, attacking the most famous proponent of
Ash‘arism. al-Ghazali. Ibn Rushd was certainly
well acquainted with the Mu-‘tazilite kalam. which
sought to be more rational, and if he included it in
his condemnation of the speculative methods of all
the mutakallimun, he was not indifferent to the
problems that occupied this school. But it is evi-
dent from his own works that he favored primarily
the type of reasoning used by the jurists, which
seemed to him much more solid than theological
reasoning and, in the areas in which it finds appli-

cation, much more in harmony with the require-
ments of pure logic.

Ibn Rushd studied medicine under Abu Ja‘far
Haron al-Tajalt (originally from Trujillo), a noted
figure in Seville who was versed in the works of
Aristotle and the ancient physicians. Thoroughly
familiar with the principles (usii/) and various
branches (furi‘) of medical science, he was an
excellent practitioner. and his cures were frequently
successful. He was in the service of Abu Ya‘qub
Yasuf (1163-1184), the father of al-Mansir
Ya‘qub ibn Yasuf (1184-1199). This prince. dur-
ing his stay in Seville, surrounded himself with phi-
losophers, physicians, and poets. He patronized
meetings of scientists, which were attended by
men like Ibn Tufayl, Ibn Zuhr (Avenzoar), and Ibn
Rushd himself. It is likely therefore that Abu Ja‘far
played an important role in the life of his student,
teaching him not only medicine but also Aristo-
telian philosophy. It is worth noting, for a better
understanding of Ibn Rushd’s intellectual develop-
ment, that he studied the Stagirite during his medi-
cal training. This explains why, later, while viewing
Aristotle as the master of logic (Sahib al-Mantiq)
and the first fulasifa, he was particularly interested
in the natural sciences and physics, which occupy
such a prominent place in the thought of the Greek
philosopher.

Ibn al-Abbar, a historian born in Valencia in the
year following the Commentator’s death, gives in
his Takmila the name of another physician—a man
of the first rank in the practice of his art—who was
one of Ibn Rushd’s teachers: Abli Marwan ibn Jur-
rayiil.

The biographers make no mention of Ibn
Rushd’s philosophical studies. Ibn Abi Usaibi‘a
confirms that it was under Abu Ja‘far that Ibn
Rushd became interested in the philosophical sci-
ences, and Ibn al-Abbar notes simply that he “in-
clined towards the sciences of the Ancients.” These
meager data are sufficient to substantiate the idea
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that he approached philosophical problems with a
scientific outlook, though without forgetting his
early instruction in legal reasoning. To an impor-
tant degree. therefore. it was his scientific and legal
training that gave Ibn Rushd’s thinking its particu-
lar cast.

It was still science that occupied Ibn Rushd’s
attention when he was in Marrakech, where, ac-
cording to Renan, he supported the views of the
Almohad ruler ‘Abd al-Mu’min “in the erection of
colleges that he was founding at this moment”
(1153). We know, in fact, from his commentary on
De caelo that Ibn Rushd conducted astronomical
observations at Marrakech. He was undoubtedly
referring to this period when he recalls. in the
commentary on a book of the Metaphysics. his
penchant for the study of astronomy in his younger
years. It is possible that as early as this period
he met Ibn Tufayl, who was to play a major role
in his philosophical career by introducing him to
Abl Ya‘qub Yuosuf. Now, Abn Bakr ibn Tufayl
(Abubacer) was a philosopher, but also an astron-
omer. F.J. Carmody, in the introduction to his edi-
tion of al-Bitrtiji's De motibus celorum, reports an
interesting remark by the author of this work:

You know, brother, that Abi Bakr ibn Tufayl. may
God bless him, told us that he had been inspired with
an astronomical system and with principles of motion
other than those postulated by Ptolemy: these avoid
use of eccentrics or epicycles. And he explained by
this system all movements: and nothing impossible
arose from this. He also promised to write on this
matter: and his place in science is not unknown.

This declaration can explain the numerous similari-
ties between the ideas of al-Bitraji and those of Ibn
Rushd, if it is assumed that they derived from a
common source in the thought of Ibn Tufayl. More
directly, perhaps, than medicine. astronomy posed
metaphysical problems. This fact is brought out by
the account of a meeting that Marrakushi, who
reports it in his Mu‘jib. had from the lips of one of
Ibn Rushd’s disciples. It concerns an encounter
between Abi Ya‘qub, Ibn Tufayl, and Ibn Rushd.
The prince asked if heaven is a substance that has
always existed and will continue to exist through-
out eternity, or if it has a beginning. Ibn Rushd,
who was at first troubled, became more confident
and took part brilliantly in the discussion. Hence-
forth he enjoyed the favor of the prince. This epi-
sode reveals the close relationship that existed at
this time between the problems of astronomy and
those of metaphysics.

Abli Ya‘qub, complaining of the obscurity of
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Aristotle’s texts, asked Ibn Tufayl to make com-
mentaries on them. The latter, thinking himself too
old and too busy. may in turn have asked Ibn
Rushd to undertake the project. This is perhaps
what prevented him from pursuing the research
and astronomical observations to which he would
have preferred to devote his time.

Ibn Rushd remained in high favor throughout
the reign of Abi Ya‘qub Yuasuf (1163—1184). In
1169 the philosopher became cadi of Seville. but
he continued to work on his commentaries and
paraphrases. In the latter year he completed his
paraphrase of the Parts of Animals, and in the
fourth book he stated that his task was made much
more difficult by his official duties and by the ab-
sence of his books, which were still in Cordoba. He
returned to Cordoba in 1171, still holding the office
of cadi. Despite his many responsibilities. he man-
aged to find even more time to devote to his com-
mentaries. Between 1169 and 1179 he traveled
through the Almohad empire, in particular to Se-
ville, where he dated several of his works. In 1182
he went to Marrakech to replace Ibn Tufayl as
chief physician to Abt Ya‘qub Yasuf. He was
then honored with an appointment as grand cadi of
Cordoba.

During the reign of Ya‘qub al-Mansir Ibn Rushd
enjoyed the prince’s favor for ten years. It was only
in 1195 that he fell into disgrace. It is possible,
and even probable. that the Malikite fugaha’—
doctors of the law who in Spain were always
the intransigent guardians of a legalistic form of
Islam —had regained influence as a result of the
struggles against the Christians. They may have
then inspired a hardening of the attitude of the
government toward all positions that could be sus-
pected of weakening, at first doctrinally and then
politically, the bastion of religion. Ibn Rushd was
banished to Lucena. near Cordoba, and subse-
quently appeared before a high court of Cordoban
notables who anathematized his doctrines. Edicts
were issued ordering the burning of philosophy
books and forbidding the study of philosophy.

When al-Mansir returned to Marrakech, to a
Berber milieu, he canceled all these edicts and re-
called the philosopher. But Ibn Rushd did not have
long to enjoy his return to favor: he died at the end
of 1198. He was buried in Marrakech near the
Taghzut gate. Later his body was brought back to
Cordoba. The mystic Ibn ‘Arabi, who was still
young, attended his funeral. He is supposed to
have said, upon seeing the Commentator’s remains
placed on one side of the base of a monument and
the books he had written placed on the other, that
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all these philosophical works were equal to no
more than a corpse. Although another anecdote
recounts a meeting between Ibn Rushd and Ibn
‘Arabl1, in which the old philosopher supposedly
recognized the young man’s genius, it is certain
that Averroism in no way leads to mysticism, un-
like Avicennism. Seen in this light, 1bn “Arabi’s
judgment assumes its full significance. Moreover,
in the anecdote in question, when Ibn “Arabi finds
himself in the presence of Ibn Rushd. he first says
“yes: yes, no doubt, to the philosopher’s inten-
tions: then he says “'no”": no to the method, no to a
system in which the immobile prime mover closes
the universe in upon itself, leaving no prospect at
all for a mystical life.

Astronomy. In his commentary on Aristotle’s
Metaphysics, 1bn Rushd wrote:

In my youth | hoped it would be possible for me to
bring this research [in astronomy] to a successful
conclusion. Now, in my old age, 1 have lost hope, for
several obstacles have stood in my way. But what |
say about it will perhaps attract the attention of fu-
ture researchers. The astronomical science of our
days surely offers nothing from which one can derive
an existing reality. The model that has been de-
veloped in the times in which we live accords with
the computations, not with existence.

These lines express the essence of Ibn Rushd’s
thinking on astronomy. He was interested in the
subject and acquainted with the history of its the-
ories. Capable of explaining what Aristotle said
about the systems of Eudoxus and Callippus, he
was just as well informed about the work of Ptol-
emy, and. through the latter. he had some knowl-
edge of the ideas of the ancients who preceded
Hipparchus. He also knew the writings of the Arab
astronomers. In this connection, it should be re-
called that whereas scientists like al-Battani
(Albategnius) and Ibn Yiinus remained faithful to
Ptolemy, others, such as Farghani, Zarqali, and
Bitriji (who lived slightly later than Ibn Rushd, but
whose conceptions are, in several respects, similar)
altered more or less thoroughly the Ptolemaic ex-
planations.

Certain authors returned to the vision of a world
composed of homocentric spheres, while others
took up again a theory that goes back to Thabit ibn
Qurra, that of trepidations, or approach and reces-
sion (al-ighal wa'l-idbar), which 1bn Rushd briefly
explains in his commentary. In this situation Ibn
Rushd aligned himself with those astronomers who
advocated a return to Aristotle, but in order to sort
out his own ideas, he took into account the whole
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of the history of the subject that separates him
from the Greek philosopher. In fact, the abun-
dance and the weakness of the contending theories
left him very perplexed. Although he treated the
scientific aspects of these problems as an expert,
he hesitated to offer definitive solutions.

Ibn Rushd was certainly influenced by the
“moderns,” but he did not follow them blindly. He
remarked that if one considers the plurality of the
planetary motions, one can distinguish three kinds:
(1) those accessible to the naked eye: (2) those that
can be detected only with the use of observational
instruments—which sometimes take place over
periods exceeding the lifetime of an individual and
sometimes over shorter periods: and finally, (3)
those whose existence is established only by rea-
soning. The first movements pose no problems, but
their description is far from sufficient for astronom-
ical investigation. The second kind require the con-
tinuous collaboration of several generations, during
which time it is evident that the instruments used
can undergo improvement. As for the movements
postulated on the basis of reasoning, one cannot
always be sure that they correspond to physical
realities, although it is possible to criticize a hy-
pothesis by appealing either to new observational
data or to the requirements of physical principles.
These considerations are responsible for the cau-
tion Ibn Rushd displays when judging theories
based on a given state in the development of the
science (for example, those concerning the number
of planetary movements, or the theory of the spiral
movements [harakat lawlabivva]). On the other
hand, they account for his rigor when principles
are at stake,.

Widely varying figures had been proposed for
the number of the planetary motions. Aristotle
himself had counted fifty-five of them, which he
reduced to forty-seven. Ibn Rushd relates that in
his time the astronomers fixed this number at fifty,
including the motions of the starry sphere. He
himself admits forty-five: thirty-eight for the
sphere of the fixed stars and the planets and seven
for the diurnal motions of the planetary spheres.
All the same, he wrote, “As to a profound exami-
nation of what is necessarily and really involved in
this question, we leave it to those who devote
themselves more completely to this art, those who
dedicate themselves entirely to it and who concern
themselves with nothing else.” He expressed the
same reserve regarding the spiral motions. They
result from contrary motions, but they must be
executed around different poles; for contrary mo-
tions around a single pole cancel themselves. It
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may be objected that if the sphere that carries the
celestial body is situated between two spheres
moved in opposite directions, its resultant motion
will be a violent one (haraka gasrivyva), an impossi-
bility for such a body. The best recourse is to sup-
pose that these spiral movements arise from con-
trary movements about different poles. On this
supposition, the body is able to move sometimes
directly and sometimes with a retrograde motion,
sometimes more rapidly and sometimes less rapid-
ly: and there can be differences of latitude with
respect to the zodiacal sphere. This explanatory
principle leads to no absurdity: the spiral motion is
that which occurs in the heavens by the combina-
tion of the diurnal movement of the sphere of the
planet with the movement of the planet in its
oblique sphere (al-falak al-ma’il). Understood in
this sense, spiral motions can be admitted.

Ibn Rushd found the system of eccentrics and
epicycles, adopted and developed by Ptolemy,
completely unacceptable. From the time of Plato
the task of astronomy had been to save the phenom-
ena by providing a rational account of the irregu-
lar apparent motions of the planets. The burden of
Ibn Rushd’s criticism of this type of explanation is
that it is mathematical and not physical. Physics
explains, and metaphysics confirms, that the mo-
tion of the celestial bodies should be uniform. con-
trary to what it appears to be to the sight. It is,
therefore, necessary to construct a model (hay'a)
of a planetary configuration in such a fashion that
it yields the visible phenomena, without at the
same time entailing physical impossibilities. Posed
in this manner, the problem has only two conceiv-
able solutions. But only one of them fulfills all the
conditions: the one that furnishes a model corre-
sponding to a physical reality and that considers
the apparent motion as composed of several mo-
tions. In this conception the planet is moved by the
motion of the sphere and thereby participates in
the universal motion: but it also has its own pecu-
liar motions within its sphere. Ibn Rushd gives the
example of the government of a just city (medina
fadila, an expression borrowed from al-Farabi): it is
unique, and its unity is preserved to the degree that
the various chiefs imitate the monarch in serving
him. Each one has his own function, just like the
monarch who has his function and whose activity
is the noblest. Another example is the subordina-
tion of the arts and sciences, which aid each other
in the execution of a single work. This is the case
of the auxiliary arts of the science of equitation,
such as the art of bridling a horse.
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The second solution is to posit the existence of
spheres the centers of which are exterior to the
center of the world, the eccentrics (al-aflak al-
kharijat al-marakiz), as well as of epicycles having
their centers on the deferent (called in Arabic affak
al-tadawir). This option involves various kinds of
constructions, a circumstance that explains the
disagreement of the astronomers over the number
of the movements of the heavenly bodies. Regard-
ing the zodiacal anomaly (that is to say, the fact
that the planets traverse equal arcs in unequal
times), Ibn Rushd shows how the astronomer is
led to multiply the movements: “When one calcu-
lates the movements of the heavenly bodies, the
calculation requires that they be in definite places
on the sphere of the zodiac. Now, observing them
with instruments, one discovers them in other
places, which requires the introduction of a new
movement for the body in question.” It was in this
way that Ptolemy introduced new movements for
the moon and the other planets. But it was impos-
sible for him to base these upon a hay'a, a term
designating a configuration that, according to Ibn
Rushd, should not be a simple theoretical model,
but a physical reality. Ibn Rushd raised particu-
larly strong objections to the hypothesis of the
equant (circulus aequans), to which he alludes in
these terms: ““The same is true regarding what he
believed, that is to say, that the uniform move-
ments of the planets on their eccentric spheres
take place [in a uniform manner] with respect to
centers other than those of the eccentric spheres.”

It is clear that the center of the equant and the
equant itself, on which absolutely nothing actually
turns, are pure mathematical fictions without the
least physical reality. The Ptolemaic theory does
not accord with the nature of things. The existence
of the epicycle is fundamentally impossible, for
“the body that moves in a circle moves about the
center of the universe and not exterior to it, since
it is the movable body moved along a circle that
determines the center.” Thus, in contradistinction
to geometry, in which a circle is defined with re-
spect to its center, the physical method starts from
the reality of the circular movement, which is what
entails the position of a center. the earth. If, there-
fore, there were an eccentric, there would be an-
other earth exterior to our own. Now, that is phys-
ically impossible: if there existed numerous centers
other than the earth, heavy bodies would fall to-
ward these centers out of their natural places.
Moreover, these hypotheses imply the existence in
the heavens of superfluous bodies (fadl) with no
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utility “‘except that of producing a filling (hashw),
as occurs, it is thought, in the body of animals.”
Elsewhere, concerning the theory of Eudoxus, lbn
Rushd writes: “There is no need to assume two
movements of two celestial bodies [the second and
third sphere for the moon and the sun]; for what
their natures (taba’i) can accomplish with a single
instrument, they do not do with two.”

At the end of these criticisms Ibn Rushd comes
over to the opinions of the ancients: “They are
exact,” he asserts,

. . . by virtue [of their conformity to] the principles of
nature; they are established, according to me, on [the
basis of] the movement of a sphere unique in itself,
about a center unique in itself, with different poles,
two or more, as a function of what is required by an
application corresponding to the apparent motions;
for it may happen accidentally that such motions will
be more or less rapid, direct, or retrograde.

Ibn Rushd remained loyal to Aristotle because
he considered the master’s thought a coherent sys-
tem that must be taken as a whole. Undoubtedly,
metaphysics was not for Ibn Rushd a sovereign
science that imposes its conceptions on the other
sciences. On the contrary, it is to a certain degree
tributary to the others; it draws its knowledge of
mobile substances, whether corruptible or eternal,
from physics; and from astronomy it derives
everything that it knows concerning the motions of
the heavens. Nevertheless, celestial phenomena
can be understood only within the framework of a
general theory of substance. The celestial bodies
have only a single motion, eternal circular transla-
tion in space. Since motion has a contrary —rest —
these bodies preserve in themselves the possibility
of rest (imkan fi an taskana). Aristotle showed that
this possibility remains in them a pure possibility
that can never be realized. But the result is, that
while this motion is eternal, it is not established as
such in the celestial bodies themselves. Thus arises
the necessity of a first mover. immaterial and im-
mobile, which moves bodies “as the loved one
moves the lover.” There exists, among the heaven-
ly bodies, a hierarchical order (tartib): as the mo-
tor of all the rest, the first heaven is obviously an-
terior “‘'by nature, by the place it occupies, and by
its size,” as well as by the great number of its stars
and the rapidity of its movement. The order of the
planets follows the order of their spheres with re-
gard to position (makan), but for the velocities this
order is inverted: those closest to the earth have
the most rapid motion, whether because of the
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“nobility” of their motors or the smallness of their
bodies (ajram).

Ibn Rushd rejected the hypothesis of the “*mod-
erns” postulating a ninth sphere anterior to the first
heaven. According to him, the reasoning that led to
this doctrine was inspired by the Neoplatonic ax-
iom that out of primary substance, which is one
and simple, there can only proceed a being that is
itself one. Now, what depends immediately on the
prime mover is both the first heaven itself and the
motor of the sphere that follows it. This, accord-
ingly, is not a simple effect, and there must exist an
anterior cause of this complexity. For Ibn Rushd
this reasoning was pure fantasy; there is, at the
level of the prime mover, neither procession, nor
necessary dependence, nor action, since it moves
while remaining immobile. Just as, for example,
one and the same intelligible entity can be grasped
by several knowing subjects from different points
of view, the unique prime mover can be the end
toward which several different mobile entities
tend. The motive force that the first heaven re-
ceives from the prime mover is strictly analogous
to the motive force that the sphere of Saturn re-
ceives from this same prime mover. “That is to
say, the perfection of each sphere is given in the
representation of the cause that is proper to it to-
gether with the first cause.” It is in this manner
that one must understand the motions of each of
the heavenly bodies; they tend to a unique motion,
which is that of the body itself, and which, in other
terms, is their resultant. Similarly, the motions of
the spheres tend toward the motion of the starry
sphere, in the sense that they derive their perfec-
tion from the diurnal motion of the first heaven
under the effect of the motion of the prime mover.
Thus, the rejection of the Neoplatonic axiom al-
lows the astronomer to unify the motions of the
universe while justifying their diversity and plurali-
ty, above all at the level of the planets.

Philosophy. The philosophical writings of Ibn
Rushd are divided into two groups, the commen-
taries on the works of Aristotle, and the personal
writings, which are entitled Fasl al-Magqal, Kitab
al-Kashf, and Tahafut al-Tahafut.

As a commentator on Aristotle, Ibn Rushd at-
tempted to restore the Stagirite’s own thought, and
to supplant the Neoplatonic interpretations of al-
Farabi and Ibn Sina. Ibn Rushd regarded Aristote-
lianism as the truth, inasmuch as truth is accessible
to the human mind. Referring to a passage of the
M etaphysics —which in the Arabic version reads,
“The difficulty of metaphysics is shown by the fact
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that it has not been possible to grasp either the
truth as a whole or one of its important parts™ —
Ibn Rushd wrote:

Aristotle means that this [grasping of truth| has been
impossible from the earliest times to his own age: it is
as if he were hinting that he himself has grasped the
truth, or at least most of the truth, and that what his
predecessors grasped was very little in comparison,
whether it be the whole or the most important part.
The best thing is to assume that he comprehended
the entire truth, and by the whole of the truth | mean
that quantity which human nature —insofar as it is
human —is capable of grasping [Tafsir ma ba‘d ai-
Tabitat, Bouyges. ed.. I, p. 7, 6g].

The implication of this declaration should be
carefully noted: Aristotle not only greatly ad-
vanced human knowledge. he brought it to the
highest possible state of perfection. He enunciated
al| the truth that is accessible to man, that is to say,
all that can be established by demonstrative proof
(burhan).

Although Ibn Rushd had a more complete
knowledge of the corpus Aristotelicum and ana-
lyzed it more carefully and more accurately than
did his predecessors al-Farabi and Ibn Sina. he
continued to view Aristotle essentially as the mas-
ter of logic (Sahib al-Muantig). and it was the logi-
cal rigor of the demonstrations in the Stagirite’s
philosophical and scientific writings that produced
the greatest impression on him.

Ibn Rushd made an important qualification in his
evaluation of Aristotle, however: he cautioned that
while the Greek philosopher possessed the totality
of the truth available to man, he did not possess
the Truth itself. In other words, man is confronted
with questions that cannot be answered by the
strict application of logical reasoning. While fol-
lowing Aristotle in all his demonstrations, Ibn
Rushd nevertheless allowed for faith in revealed
truths. When the Koran touches on the same sub-
ject as philosophy, it is philosophy that must be
heeded. and the sacred text must be interpreted so
that it will agree with the requirements of demon-
strative reason. But in those cases where philoso-
phy is silent, then instruction must come from the
word of God.

The obscurity of many Aristotelian texts permit-
ted wide latitude in their interpretation. The Com-
mentator (as Ibn Rushd was called in the Latin
West) naturally did not always give the correct
explanation, especially since he often had to work
with defective and even incomprehensible transla-
tions. In any case, it is clear that he always inter-
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preted the texts in such a way as to accomplish
two things: emphasis on the opposition between
Aristotle and Plato, and criticism and correction of
the positions advanced by Ibn Sina. Ibn Rushd
rejected the view of metaphysics as the universal
science that gives to all the other sciences their
goals and principles, as well as the corollary to this
view, that all human knowledge can, in principle at
least, be deduced from metaphysics. At the same
time, he opposed a cosmology that claimed to de-
duce, by the process of emanation, the celestial
world of the Intelligences and of the spheres from
the existence of the First Principle (al-Awwal) or
Necessary Being. Nor did Ibn Rushd accept the
idea that the last of the Intelligences, that of the
sphere of the moon (also called the Active Intel-
lect), is the dator formarum (wahib al-suwar),
which gives form to the material beings of the sub-
lunary world. In short, he rejected the Avicennian
world view that explained the universe as having
started from above and as having then proceeded
downward, moving from the superior to the inferi-
or. In Ibn Rushd’s eyes this was Platonism. Faith-
ful in this regard to Aristotle, he considered that
beings become what they are as a consequence of
a movement of desire toward the First Unmoved
Mover. which causes them to pass from a potential
state to an active state. This movement is, there-
fore, from below to above. Similarly, metaphysics
is not a primal science that abides in a region be-
yond physics, whence it projects its light on both
thought and matter. Metaphysics is instead the
keystone that supports the edifice of physics: but it
is a keystone set into place only after the latter has
been constructed. For Ibn Rushd, it is not meta-
physics that gives physical science its subject:
changeable substance. Without the study of phys-
ics, the human mind would lack even the idea of
change or movement. Further. contrary to Ibn
Sina’s erroneous interpretation of a passage of the
Posterior Analytics (1, 2, 72a), it is metaphysics
that, far from supplying the answer to everything,
presses physics with its own questions (vusda-diru).
In discussing the main subject of metaphysics, be-
ing as being, Ibn Rushd stated that “being" is. first
of all, a word that the metaphysician studies ac-
cording to its different applications in order to
show that it refers, first of all, to substance: “The
nine categories relate to existence by the fact that
their existence is in a real existent (al-mawjid al-
haqign), which is substance.” The metaphysician
also investigates the word “‘being” from different
points of view. “Aristotle noted these different
points of view concerning such words [the ana-
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logues| in order to show that what is true of sub-
stance and the nine categories is also true of the
word ‘being’ (mawjid).” Thus, like Aristotle, Ibn
Rushd accorded primacy to substance in his theory
of being. This led him. in commenting on the Me¢ta-
physics. to hold that metaphysics in its entirety is
a study of substance, corruptible or incorruptible,
changeable or unchangeable. Such a study. of
course, was not based on the fact that substance is
qualified in this way, but rather on the fact that
with these qualifications it is being. That is to say.
metaphysics always considers substance under the
aspect of being. Physics, on the other hand, studies
substance as changeable, but it is, in any case, led
to conceive of an unchanging substance. Thus the
subject of this particular science is the same as that
of metaphysics, but it is not examined from the
point of view of being. Conversely. metaphysics is
not unconcerned with the substances of our world
or of the celestial world. It deals with the same
substances discussed in Aristotle’s Physics and De
caelo, although it treats them from the point of
view of being as being. Consequently, being as
being is not a separate subject, distinct from all the
others, and reserved to metaphysics in the way
that, for example, changeable substance is the sub-
ject of physics and of no other science. Metaphys-
ics studies being as being not in itself (that is im-
possible since it has no concept), but in all beings,
and particularly in substance in all its forms.

Ibn Rushd propounded a theory of the intellect
that is important both in itself and for its influence
on the Latin Middle Ages. In order to understand
it properly, one must constantly bear in mind that
Ibn Rushd’s main goal was to explain intellection
without appealing to such separate intelligible enti-
ties as the Platonic Ideas. He observed, first, that
man thinks by abstracting forms (called material
forms) from the objects of perception. Apprehend-
ed by a process of abstraction, they are not intelli-
gible entities perpetually in actu: rather, they are at
first intelligible potentially, and only later actually.
Thus, they are capable of being generated and of
being destroyed:; abstraction is not sufficient to
prove that they exist separately. In fact, they are
separable only in thought. Moreover, they consist
of two elements, one of which plays the role of
matter and the other that of form. This can be seen
in the case of the concept “snub-nosed.” in which
concave is, as it were, the form, and the nose is the
matter. Similarly, with the concept of man: it con-
tains a quiddity that corresponds to its definition —
this is the formal aspect: but there can be no man
without flesh and bones — this is the material aspect
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(cf. Aristotle. De anima. 111. 4. 429b, 10 ff.). Con-
sequently, in the intelligibles that we abstract there
is a part that is liable to disappear (fan') and a part
that subsists (hag'™). The latter resembles a purely
immaterial “speculative intelligible™ (ma‘qul naza-
ri). But such an intelligible is absolutely identical
with the intellect that apprehends it. This being so,
the material intelligibles that arise in us require an
activating agent and a subject. Since it is evident
that they are abstracted from perceived objects
and, more immediately, from images of the imagi-
nation, it is permissible to suppose that in this fac-
ulty there is a disposition (istidad) to produce and
receive these intelligibles when they become ac-
tual. For Ibn Rushd, the forms of the imagination
are, above all, the activating elements in the pro-
cess. They are not subjects, except by virtue of the
fact that the intelligibles are in them potentially,
but not to the extent that they are in actu. Other-
wise, there would be a mixture of the forms of the
imagination and of the intelligible forms. Now, in
order for it to be able to think all things. the intel-
lect must be without mixture (cf. De anima., 111. 4.
429a, 19). Ibn Rushd gives the name **first material
intellect™ to this ““disposition to receive the intelli-
gibles that are in the forms of the imagination.”
But this intellect cannot be the true subject; it can
be generated and it can be destroyed, since the
imagination is inseparable from the corporeal
structure.

It is therefore necessary to introduce a second
subject, the receptacle of the intelligible forms in
actu. This is the material intellect (but not the first
material intellect), also called the intellect in poten-
tia (al-‘aql bi'l-quwwa). 1t stands in the same rela-
tion to the intelligibles as the prime matter does to
the perceptible forms. It is eternal (azal?), and it is
called material because it plays a role analogous to
that of prime matter. Like the latter. it cannot be
generated and cannot be destroyed. As pure poten-
tiality, it must receive from an intellect in actu the
intelligibles in acru, without which it is nothing.
But the individual human being, who, by his facul-
ty of reason, not only conceives and apprehends
but also exercises judgment (hukm, tasdig). partici-
pates personally in these operations. The intelligi-
bles that existed potentially in the forms of his
imagination and are received in the material intei-
lect common to all men constitute a kind of stock-
pile for each individual, to which he has free ac-
cess whenever he wishes (mata shi'a). Thus arises
the habitual intellect or intellect en habitus (al-‘agl
bi'l-malaka). An example of the knowledge it con-
tains is that possessed by a professor at a time
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when he is not teaching, but which he can make
actual at will when he begins to teach. Since this
habitual intellect depends on the individual’s deci-
sion, it appears that it is particular to each man and
represents his personal store of intelligibles among
all those that are received or can be received in
actu in the common material intellect.

If the imagination plays an activating role in this
process, then the agent upon which everything
depends is an intellect perpetually in an active
state, and is called, for this reason, the active intel-
lect (al-‘agl al-fa‘‘al). It bestows being upon the
material intellect in the way that what is actual
bestows being on what is potential. In order to
accomplish this, it actualizes the disposition in the
imagination by acting on the imaginative forms—
which are potentially intelligible entities —causing
them to pass into a state of actuality. But it is not
only agent: in itself it is form, intellect perpetually
in actu: and it is absolutely identical with the intel-
ligible entity that it apprehends. It is this intelligi-
ble that is called speculative. It was seen above
that by their formal aspect the material intelligibles
we grasp are like speculative intelligibles. On this
level, man can be said to think with a speculative
intellect. ““One may therefore suppose.” wrote lbn
Rushd, **that it is possible for us to apprehend the
active intellect.” In this case we will have reached
an intelligible that is itself eternal and that, in con-
tradistinction to the material intelligibles, is not
dependent for its existence on the act by which we
conceive it. Man thus arrives at a state that is called
conjunction (itrisal) or union (ittihad). This is the
path that the sufis sought to travel. But, according
to Ibn Rushd. they did not really succeed. Turning
to Ibn Bajja’s theory on this subject, Ibn Rushd sub-
jected it to thorough criticism, asking if such a
state of union will be natural or divine. If it is di-
vine, how could it be an ultimate perfection of na-
ture? If it is natural, how could nature manage to
produce a state in which she negates herself? If
this conjunction does not occur as a result of natu-
ral perfection, then it must itself be a perfection in
the sense that the separate forms are a perfection
for the celestial bodies endowed with circular mo-
tion, which in itself is a perfect motion. “In short,
it is a separate perfection for a natural relation of
perfection that is in matter.” The divine perfection
exists only in the relationship (iddfa): that is to
say. it is not there through a substantial presence.
In conclusion, Ibn Rushd stated: “It is on account
of this relationship [nisha] that the active intellect
is called the acquired intellect [al‘-aql al-mustafad).

It is evident, therefore, that while Ibn Rushd
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employed the notion of an intellect common to all
men, he did not infer from it that human immortali-
ty —which it alone can assure—is impersonal. He
studiously modified Ibn Bajja’s ideas so that they
did not in fact lead to such a doctrine. If Ibn
Rushd’s conclusion is far from being clear and
definite, it is owing to the difficulty of the problem.
Moreover, the obscurity of even Aristotle on this
very point is proof that the problem admits of no
perfectly cogent demonstration. Under these con-
ditions, one may let faith settle the issue.

In his personal writings Ibn Rushd sets forth his
positions on the religious problems of his time,
notably on the agreement between reason and faith
and on the interpretation and speculative use that
can be made of the verses of the Koran. A philoso-
pher but also a believer, Ibn Rushd accepted the
reality of Revelation. He maintained that the Ko-
ran and hadith encourage the study of nature. But
the divine message takes into account the diversity
of human capacities. All men are not equally re-
sponsive to rational demonstrations, and thus it is
necessary to resort to dialectical or even rhetorical
arguments. Whatever the means employed, it is
our duty to understand both nature and the mean-
ing of the language of Revelation. The role of the
philosopher is either to furnish a demonstrative
argument where it is appropriate but has not yet
been formulated, or else to give the unsuitable lit-
eral meaning a metaphorical meaning (majaz)
through a commentary containing figurative lan-
guage (ra'wit). The theologians (al-mutakallimiin)
err in seeking to defend surface meanings that have
no value as they stand with arguments that can
only be dialectical if not sophistical. On the other
hand. Ibn Rushd often appeals to the juridical rea-
soning of the fugaha’. These methodological ques-
tions form the subject of Ibn Rushd's Decisive
Treatise and Exposition of the Convergence of the
Religious Law and Philosophy.

Ibn Rushd also wrote Kitabh al-Kashf, the full ti-
tle of which may be rendered as Exposition of the
Methods of Demonstration Relative to the Reli-
gious Dogmas and to the Definition of the Equivo-
cal Meanings and Innovations Encountered in the
Process of Interpretation and which Alter the
Truth and Lead to Error. In this work Ibn Rushd
examined the theories of the major theological
sects, particularly the demonstrations of the exis-
tence of God, of His unicity, and of His attributes,
and conceptions about the origin of the universe
and the infinite chain of causation, as well as about
predestination and human freedom. This treatise,
too, is primarily methodological, but in it Ibn
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Rushd stated his position on a number of issues,
correcting errors based on false arguments and
offering demonstrative proof wherever he can.
Thus, on the subject of causes. he shows that God
exercises an actual causality through his com-
mandment (amr), and that it i1s not necessary to
traverse in thought an infinite time to discover his
creative act at the beginning of time. The question
of human freedom, however, remains difficult to
settle philosophically. One must trust in the Koran
and accept its teaching of the existence of both di-
vine omnipotence and human initiative, thus hold-
ing—as Bossuet was later to say —the two ends of
the chain without knowing how they are joined.
Finally, Ibn Rushd upholds the reality of a future
life, stating that the dogma is not contrary to rea-
son, even though reason cannot specify modalities
of such an existence.

After the Kashf, which prepared the way for it,
the Tahafur al-Tahafur may be considered the
most complete exposition of Ibn Rushd’s personal
thought. It takes the form of a critique of the
Tahafut al-Falasifa, in which the theologian al-
Ghazali refutes Ibn Sina in the name of religious
dogma, using arguments that Ibn Rushd attacks
because they are not demonstrative. While he con-
siders al-Ghazali's refutation worthless, he never-
theless thinks that Ibn Sind’s ideas should be com-
bated, and marshals a number of demonstrative
proofs against the major themes of Avicennian
thought. In the process, Ibn Rushd presents vir-
tually an entire philosophical treatise. On the
whole, he sought to replace Arab Neoplatonism
with what he thought were Aristotle’s real views,
at the same time taking into account the demands
of religious faith, Thus, while upholding the doc-
trine of the eternity of the creation, he explained
that the First Mover moves the world not by a sort
of attraction, but by his commandment (amr), like
a king seated on his throne who has no need him-
self of moving in order to act. Offering an interpre-
tation of what the Koran calls divine will, 1bn
Rushd stated that it is the mode of action ad extra
of a being perfectly transcendent to his own action
and who thus can create a multiplicity of beings
(contrary to the Neoplatonic doctrine, adopted by
Ibn Sina, that the one can come only out of the
one), In this perspective, Ibn Rushd demonstrated
that God knows particular things in themselves
and not in the universal —in this sense. that God’s
knowledge, which is creative, is closer to the
knowledge we have of particulars than to our
knowledge of the universal. With regard to the
soul's destiny, Ibn Rushd. referring to Aristotle’s
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Nicomachean Ethics, observed that the soul ac-
quires not only the comtemplative virtues linked to
the apprehension of the intelligible entities com-
mon to all men who think, but also personal moral
virtues that it may preserve. A personal immortali-
ty is therefore possible. Kot Assaioes

Medicine. The philosophical, religious, and legal
works of Ibn Rushd have been studied more thor-
oughly than his medical books, since he was pri-
marily a theologian-philosopher and scholar of the
Koranic sciences. Among his teachers in medicine
were ‘Al Abl Ja‘far ibn Harin al-Tarrajani (from
Tarragona) and Aba Marwan ibn Jurrayal (or
Hazbul, according to al-Safadi). Ibn Rushd’s major
work in medicine, al-Kullivvar (“*Generalities™),
was written between 1153 and 1169. Its subject
matter leans heavily on Galen, and occasionally
Hippocrates’ name is mentioned. It is subdivided
into seven books: Tashrih al-a‘da’ (* Anatomy of
Organs™), al-Sihha (“Health™), al-Marad (*'Sick-
ness”), al-‘Alamar (**'Symptoms”), al-Adwiva wa
l-aghdhiva (**‘Drugs and Foods™). Hifz al-sihha
(“*Hygiene"), and Shifa® al-amrad (*Therapy™).
Ibn Rushd requested his close friend Ibn Zuhr to
write a book on al-Umir al-juz’ivya (particular-
ities, i.e., the treatment of head-to-toe diseases),
which he did, and called his book al-Taisir fi
'l-mudawatr wa 'l-tadbir ("“An Aid to Therapy and
Regimen™). Ibn Rushd’s al-Kullivvar and Ibn
Zuhr's al-Taisir were meant to censtitute a com-
prehensive medical textbook (hence certain printed
Latin editions present these two books together),
possibly to serve instead of Ibn Sina’s al-Qaniin,
which was not well received in Andalusia by Abu
I-‘Ala’ Zuhr ibn ‘Abd al-Malik ibn Marwan ibn
Zuhr (Ibn Zuhr's grandfather). Two Hebrew ver-
sions of al-Kullivvar are known, one by an uniden-
tified translator, another by Solomon ben Abraham
ben David. The Latin translation. Colliget. was
made in Padua in 1255 by a Jew. Bonacosa. and the
first edition was printed in Venice in 1482, followed
by many other editions. Ibn Rushd wrote a talkhty
(abstract) of Galen’s works, parts of which are
preserved in Arabic manuscripts. He showed in-
terest in Ibn Sina’s Urjiza fi 'l-tibb (*Poem on
Medicine.” Canticum de medicina . . . ), on which
he wrote a commentary, Sharh Urjiizat 1bn Stna.
It was translated into Hebrew prose by Moses ben
Tibbon in 1260: a translation into Hebrew verse
was completed at Béziers (France) in 1261 by Solo-
mon ben Ayyub ben Joseph of Granada. Further, a
Latin translation of the same work was made by
Armengaud, son of Blaise, in 1280 or 1284, and a
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printed edition was published at Venice in 1484.
Another revised Latin translation was made by
Andrea Alpago, who translated Ibn Rushd’s
Magala fi 'l-Tirvag (“Treatise on Theriac,”
Tractatus de theriaca).

So far, no evidence has been provided to sup-
port, or refute, the claim that Ibn Rushd is quoted
as saying, “He who is occupied with the science
of anatomy will have more faith in God.” In 1182,
he succeeded Ibn Tufayl, who retired on account
of his advanced age from the post of court physi-
cian to the caliph Abi Ya‘qub Yasuf. and contin-
ued to be favored by his son and successor al-
Mansur Ya‘qub ibn Yuasuf until the year when Ibn
Rushd fell out of favor and his philosophical works
(but not his medical and other strictly scientific
books) were banned or burned. In the East, the
writings of al-Ghazali against the principles of
Greek philosophy probably led to changes in the
medical curriculum, whereby Greek philosophy
was gradually supplanted by Islamic theology,
which included some aspects of philosophy, and
particularly logic. Furthermore, the massacre of
Herat in 1222 and the Mongol invasion that led to
the eradication of the eastern caliphate in 1258,
and (in the West) the period that followed Ibn
Rushd’s unsuccessful attempts to defend philoso-
phers against theologians paved the way for a de-
cline in Arabic medicine. The great image of the
hakim (physician-philosopher), which culminated
in the persons of al-Razi and Ibn Sina. has been
superseded by that of fagth musharik fi 'I-‘uliim (a
jurist who participates in sciences). among whom
were physician-jurists and theologian-physicians.
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The Russell family has played a prominent part
in the social, intellectual, and political life of Great
Britain since the time of the Tudors: Russells were
usually to be found on the Whig side of politics,
with a firm belief in civil and religious liberty, as
that phrase was interpreted by the Whigs. Lord
John Russell (later first earl Russell), the third son
of the sixth duke of Bedford. was an important
figure in nineteenth-century politics: He was a
leader in the struggle to establish the great Reform
Act of 1832, held several high offices of state, and
was twice prime minister in Whig and Whig-Liber-
al administrations. His eldest son, known by the
courtesy titie of Viscount Amberley, married Kath-
erine Stanley, of another famous English family,
the Stanleys of Alderley. The young couple were
highly intelligent and were in strong sympathy with
most of the reforming and progressive movements
of their time, a stance that made them far from
popular with the conservative section of the aristoc-
racy. Unhappily, neither enjoyed good health; the
wife died in 1874 and the husband in 1876. There
were two children, Frank and Bertrand, the latter
the younger by about seven years.

The Russell family did not approve of the ar-
rangements made by Viscount Amberley for the
upbringing of the two children in the event of his
death. When this occurred, the boys were made
wards in chancery and placed in the care of Earl
Russell and his wife, who were then living at Pem-
broke Lodge in Richmond Park, a house in the gift
of the Crown. Bertrand’s grandfather died in 1878,
but his grandmother lived until 1898 and had a
strong influence on his early life.

Like many Victorian children of the upper class,
the boy was educated at home by a succession of
tutors, so that when he entered Trinity College,
Cambridge, as a scholar in 1890, he had had no
experience of communal life in an educational es-
tablishment save for a few months in a “cram-
ming’’ school in London. At Trinity he was wel-
comed into a society that for intellectual brilliance



