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Abstract

The article presents, for the first time, a new Arabic fragment of Porphyry on the triad “Goodness-
Power—Wisdom” preserved by the medieval Copto-Arabic theologian al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal
(d. between 1270 and 1286). The article argues that the fragment is authentic and belongs to Porphyry’s
Commentary on the Timaeus and that it was translated into Arabic, whether as part of an Arabic
adaptation of Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus or as embedded in some later work, by Ishiq
ibn Hunayn (d. 910). The article further contextualizes this fragment with particular attention to the
tenth-century Muslim philosopher al-Isfizari. It shows that al-Isfizart likely drew on Porphyry in
Question 20 of his metaphysical treatise Kitab [t Masa’il al-umar al-ilabiyya.

In his article “Goodness Power Wisdom: A Middle Platonic Triad”, John Whittaker
explores the early history of the idea that the divine is characterized by three qualities:
goodness (ypmotéTNg or dyadbétng), power (SVvapts), and wisdom (cogia or, in the writings
of Proclus and later Neoplatonists, yvéoig).! According to Whittaker, the triad most likely
originated in the context of Middle Platonic defense of the idea of divine providence against
Stoic and Epicurean objections.? By the second century AD, the triad “Goodness-Power-
Wisdom” came to be integrated into the tradition of commentary upon Plato’s Timaeus,
which subsequently became the main vehicle for its diffusion and impact on late antique
philosophical thought, both Pagan and Christian.?

The transmission of the triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom” from Greek into Arabic has
been in the focus of recent research. Thus, Elvira Wakelnig has shown that it plays a significant

"I am deeply grateful to Cristina D’Ancona, Giovanni Mandolino, and the anonymous reviewer at Studia
graeco-arabica for their extremely helpful comments and suggestions.

']. Whittaker, “Goodness Power Wisdom: A Middle Platonic Triad”, in M.-O. Goulet-Cazé - G. Madec -
D. O’Brien (eds.), S0OIHE MAIHTOPEX/Cherchenrs de sagesse: Hommage 4 J. Pépin, Institut d’Etudes Augus-
tiniennes, Paris 1992, pp. 179-94; cf. J. Whittaker, “Proclus and the Middle Platonists”, in J. Pépin - H.D. Saffrey
(eds.), Proclus lecteur et interpréte des anciens, Actes du colloque international du CNRS, Paris (2-4 octobre 1985),
CNRS, Paris 1987, pp. 277-91, here 282-7.

2 Whittaker, “Goodness Power Wisdom” (above, n. 1), pp. 186-9 and 191-2.

> Whittaker, “Goodness Power Wisdom” (above, n. 1), p. 190: “Whatever its ultimate origin, it remains none-
theless the case that in the sources to which we have access the triad Goodness-Power-Wisdom first comes to the
fore in the second century of our era in the ambit of the interpretation of the Timaeus. Its appearance at this date
is no doubt in part a consequence of the random survival of texts and of our resultant dearth of Hellenistic philo-
sophical literature. However, the absence of the triad from the writings of Philo of Alexandria strongly suggests
that in his day the triad had not yet assumed the dominant role that it was destined to play in the later tradition of
commentary upon the Timaeus of Plato”.

Studia graeco-arabica 15 / 2025 — ISSN 2239-012X
© Copyright 2025 Pisa University Press Polo editoriale CIDIC Studia graeco-arabica 15 / 2025



68 Alexander Treiger

role in the Arabic Christian philosopher Yahya ibn ‘Adi (d. 974), who identified the triad
with the hypostases of the Christian Trinity,* and in a wide variety of Muslim philosophical
works (al-Isfizari, Miskawayh, the Longer Theology of Aristotle, and others), where the triad
describes the threefold perfection of God.’ She argued that the triad was transmitted into
Arabic via the Neoplatonic prolegomena to the study of philosophy.® Michael Chase has
presented evidence (surveyed also by Whittaker) that this triad is found in Proclus, where it
seems to be tied to Proclus’ interpretation of the Chaldean Oracles. Chase argued that since
Porphyry was the first Neoplatonic commentator on the Chaldean Oracles, the transmission
of the triad into Arabic could have taken place (in addition to the Neoplatonic prolegomena
channel postulated by Wakelnig) via translations of Porphyry’s works.” Other transmission
channels (e.g., via Greek patristics and/or Syriac literature) are, of course, possible as well
and, indeed, have been suggested by other scholars; consequently, we should construe these
explanations as complementary rather than mutually exclusive.®

Recently, I was fortunate to discover a new Arabic fragment attributed to Porphyry that
showcases the triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom”. It is preserved in the Coptic theologian al-
Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal’s (d. between 1270 and 1286) Arabic Christian religious encyclopedia
Magmu‘ usil al-din (Summa of the Principles of Religion).” As we shall see, this new fragment
probably originates from Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus (extant only in fragments
in Greek)!" and thus lends support to Chase’s hypothesis regarding Porphyry’s role in the
transmission of the triad into Arabic.

The purpose of the present contribution is to draw Graeco-Arabists’ attention
to this important passage and to discuss its transmission into, and circulation in,

* Goodness corresponds to the Father, Wisdom to the Son, and Power to the Holy Spirit.

5 On al-Isfizari, see Section 2.3 below.

¢ E. Wakelnig, “What Does Aristotle Have to Do with the Christian Arabic Trinity? The Triad ‘Generosity-
Wisdom-Power’ in the Alexandrian Prolegomena and Yahya ibn ‘Adi”, Le Muséon 130.3-4 (2017), pp. 445-77. On
Yahya ibn ‘AdT’s use of the triad, see Yahya ibn ‘Adi, Treatise on Divine Unity According to the Doctrine of the
Christians: Arabic Text, English Translation and Commentary, ed. and trans. G. Mandolino, Brill, Leiden 2024 (East-
ern Christian Texts, 1), pp. 56-74, 212-20, and 296-302 (with a wealth of references to this triad in Greek, Syriac,
and Arabic sources). On the Neoplatonic prolegomena to the study of philosophy, see, Anonymous Prolegomena to
Platonic Philosophy, ed. L.G. Westerink, North-Holland Publishing Company, Amsterdam 1962, pp. XXV-XXXII.

7 M. Chase, “The Triad of Goodness, Power, and Wisdom: Pagan, Christian, and Muslim Authors in Search of
Authorities”, https://cnrs.academia.edu/MichaelChase (retrieved 2025-07-08). For a survey of Arabic translations
of Porphyry, see H. Hugonnard-Roche, “Porphyre de Tyr: III. Survie orientale”, in R. Goulet (ed.), Dictionnaire
des philosophes antiques, CNRS Editions, Paris 2012, vol. V.2, pp. 1447-68.

8 A. Treiger, “From Dionysius to al-Gazali: Patristic Influences on Arabic Neoplatonism”, Intellectual His-
tory of the Islamicate World 9.1-2 (2021), pp. 189-236 (revised reprint: A. Treiger, The Church Fathers in Arabic
Translations, Brill, Leiden 2025 (Receptio Patristica, 2), pp. 337-80; discusses Arabic adaptations of Greek patristic
sources as a possible transmission channel); Mandolino, Yahya ibn ‘Adz (above, n. 6), pp. 61-74 and 297-302 (high-
lights the importance of Christian hexaemeral literature in the transmission of the triad into Arabic).

9 al-Mu’taman ibn al-“Assal, Magmi‘ usil al-din/Summa dei principi della Religione, ed. W. Abullif (edition
in 2 vols.: 1.1 and II.1; apparatus in 2 separate vols.: 1.2 and I1.2), trans. B. Pirone (2 vols.), Franciscan Centre of
Christian Oriental Studies, Cairo 1998-1999. On this work, see also S.Kh. Samir, “Date de composition de la Som-
me Théologique d’al-Mu’taman b. al-‘Assal”, Orientalia Christiana Periodica 50 (1984), pp. 94-106; W. A[bullif],
Dirasa ‘an al-Mu’taman ibn al-Assal wa-kitabibi “Magmi usil al-din” wa-tahqiqibi, Franciscan Centre of Chris-
tian Oriental Studies, Cairo 1997, pp. 200-1.

19 Porphyrii in Platonis Timaeum commentariorum fragmenta, ed. A.R. Sodano, Istituto della Stampa, Napoli
1964; Porphyrii philosophi Fragmenta, ed. A. Smith with D. Wasserstein, Teubner, Stuttgart 1993, p. 198.
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Arabic.!! Here is the text of the fragment as it appears in the oldest manuscript, the thirteenth-
century Vat. ar. 103 (with one emendation indicated by an asterisk):!?

170.:5\16 b&)”lsu.b Bl 4.1.&” U'; 14&.’ d\ b.L,,ae u_>u \J\ LS)j.ﬁ.eJ\ 13&)}.@3 r..&.;\ J\.ej
Lias AEERI ‘u\j} oliaus ‘dsj}‘ Jradt o e 2 JLoS e aESa) Bl
u.» b\jm_,ai\(a\ﬁ}\fwv)m\j Cr /L;'J,,zet;w\!mdl_c“‘j.u u\z"a\.:.l.:.i\a.k_@_;
The sage (al-hakim) Porphyry of Tyre said: If we set it as our goal to negate of the First
Cause the passions (al-a‘rad)* affecting us that hinder [us from producing] a perfect
thing in the most excellent of states, we call Him good, wise, and powerful (§awadan,
hakiman, qadiran). Our intention in these three [characteristics] is that it be indicated
that there is nothing more excellent than what He produces and that He is not hindered
from perfecting [His] work (thkam al-san‘a) by any of the passions (al-‘awarid) that
hinder us from this: either by ignorance (gahl) that affects us in most things, or by evil

(Sarr) and envy (basad) that affect many of us, or by weakness (du f) that is present in all
of us in most things.

I This Arabic Porphyrian fragment is rather similar to — though uses a different terminology than — a passage from
Longer Theology of Aristotle, X.12; for an edition and English translation, see A. Treiger, “Aristotle, The Longer Theology
of Aristotle, Book X.6-13: A Critical Edition and Translation”, in O. Michaelis - S. Schmidtke (eds.), Religious and Intel-
lectual Diversity in the Islamicate World and Beyond. Essays in Honor of Sarah Stroumsa, Brill, Leiden 2024 (Islamic His-
tory and Civilization, 205.2), vol. 2, pp. 863-900, at pp. 838-9; cf. Wakelnig, “What Does Aristotle” (above, n. 6), pp. 466-8.

12 T have consulted Wadi Abullif’s edition of the text — al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal, Magmu* usil al-din, ch. 18,
§14, vol. 1.1, p. 377 (cf. apparatus, vol. 1.2, pp. 342-3) — as well as four manuscripts: Vat. ar. 103 (13 cent.) [=V],
f. 188r-v, https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Var.ar.103 (retrieved 2025-07-08); Paris, BnF, ar. 200 (year 1613) [=P], f.
127v, https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b11004842v (retrieved 2025-07-08); Paris, BnF, ar. 201 (13-14% cent.)
[=R], f. 213r-v, https://gallica.bnf fr/ark:/12148/btv1b11004400s (retrieved 2025-07-08); Beirut, Bibliotheque Ori-
entale 584 (Garsuni, 19* cent.) [=G], {. 68r, https://w3id.org/vhmml/readingRoom/view/504976 (retrieved 2025-
07-08). In nearly every case, MS V seems to me to preserve the best reading. I have therefore reverted to the readings
of V and put the readings of the other three manuscripts and of the printed edition in the apparatus. On MS 'V, see
Samir, “Date de composition” (above, n. 9); A[bullif], Dirasa (above, n. 9), pp. 200-1.

3 322 VPR G] )48 ,3 edition (I have found no manuscript support for this reading).

4 5 VP Gedition] a5 R.

13 Q;Y\ VP G edition ] VI R.

2 =¥ my emendation ] 5! ,.YI'V ! ¥ PR G edition. (The emendation is necessary, because without
it, it would be hard to explain the reading 4a3l| Lii>ls (sl in most early manuscripts).

7" I VPR ] ) G edition.

18 (s, V] Li=l R Lisl, P G edition.

? 33l VPR ] 35l G edition.

2 322l VPR G | &9 edition (I have found no manuscript support for this reading).

2 Juy VP G edition ] J.5 R. (The reading of R is, of course, possible and would even result in a smoother
Arabic; however, in view of the general reliability of V, I am inclined to adopt the reading of V over R. The passive
of yudalla may reflect a passive infinitive in the underlying Greek).

2 4wy VPR G ] d) Yy edition (I have found no manuscript support for this reading).

2 Liaeosw V G ] Lot PR edition.

% As discussed below, the terms a7ad and ‘awarid mean “passions” (they must render the Greek md97).
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We now need to discuss the content and the likely original context of the fragment and
address the question of its authenticity (as we shall see, there are good reasons to believe that
it is authentic). This will be the subject of the first section of the article. In the second section,
I shall discuss the question of this fragment’s line of transmission from Greek into Arabic and
its circulation in Arabic and possible impact on Arabic philosophical thought. In the third
section, I shall present my conclusions and outline avenues for future research.

1. Content, Context, and Authenticity

First of all, let us consider the content of the passage. The fragment argues that it is precisely
because the First Cause is good, wise, and powerful and is subject to none of the opposite
characteristics (evil and envy, ignorance, and weakness, respectively) that He is able to produce
what is supreme in perfection. His “product” is, evidently, the universe as a whole, and so the frag-
ment implies that the universe is supreme in perfection. We, on the other hand, are affected by
these negative qualities, and it is for this reason that we are unable to produce anything perfect.

The fragment would fit well into a commentary on the Timaeus. The Timaeus (29A)
describes the world as “the most beautiful of things that have become” (xdAhiotoc tév
veyovotwy) and the Demiurge as “the Best of causes” (&ptotog Tév altiwy).” It maintains
(30A) that “it was not, nor can it ever be, permitted that the Best should produce anything
but that which is most beautiful” (9ép.ic 8° o8t Av olt’ EoTLv T8 dploTe Spdv &AA0 TATY TO
#éAhotov). Moreover, the Timaeus argues (29D-30A) that the Demiurge’s creative activity
stems from the fact that He is good (dya96c¢); it also specifically points out that the Demiurge
lacks the quality that opposes goodness, i.e., “jealousy” (¢96voc):

Let us, then, state for what reason becoming and this universe were framed by Him who
framed them. He was good; and in the good no jealousy in any matter can ever arise (dyaddc
v, dyadd Ot 0ddeic mepl 0ddevoe 0bdémote dyyiyvetar p9évoc). So, being without [jealousy],
He desired that all things should come as near as possible to being like Himself. ... Desiring,
then, that all things should be good and, so far as might be, nothing imperfect (3ovin9eic
oo 6 Jedg dyado piv mhvta, ehaboov 3t undev elvar xate dvvaypev), the God took over all
that is visible — not at rest, but in discordant and unordered motion — and brought it from
disorder into order, since He judged that order was in every way the better.

The word “good” (dyaddc) was often translated into Arabic as gawad,*® and the
word “jealousy” (¢96voc) as hasad (literally, “envy”)” — precisely what we see in the

» Here and below, I follow Cornford’s translation of the Timaeus (slightly modified); see EM. Cornford,
Plato’s Cosmology: The Timaeus of Plato, Hackett, Indianapolis 1997.

% Galeni compendium Timaei Platonis aliorumque dialogorum synopsis quae extant fragmenta, ed. P. Kraus -
R. Walzer, Warburg Institute, London 1951, p. 5:9-10: axe dewm ¥ 35ty ¢ Jlas s &,L5 il 55 Sl 5l 3 IO
DBV e 23y B eld Y ee 5 e Yy cf. GJ. Moseley, “Plato Avabus: On the Arabic Transmission of Plato’s
Dialogues - Texts and Studies”, PhD diss., Yale University, 2017, p. 215. See also Aristoteles’ De Anima: Eine verlor-
ene spatantike Paraphrase in arabischer und persischer Uberlieferung: Arabischer Text nebst Kommentar, quellen-
geschichtlichen Studien und Glossaren, ed. R. Arnzen, Brill, Leiden 1998 (Aristoteles Semitico-Latinus, 9), p. 693;
Proclus, On the Eternity of the World/De Aeternitate mundi, ed. and trans. H.S. Lang - A.D. Mango - J. McGinnis,
University of California Press, Berkeley 2001, pp. 153-163, esp. p. 160, n. 5; cf. E. Wakelnig, “The Other Arabic Ver-
sion of Proclus’ De Aeternitate mundi: The Surviving First Eight Arguments”, Oriens 40 (2012), pp. 51-95, at p. 61,
n. 22 and the text of the first argument, pp. 64-9 (because gawad and gid render dyadéc and dyadétne respectively,
I prefer to translate them as “good” and “goodness” rather than “generous” and “generosity™).

27 M. Ullmann, Worterbuch zu den griechisch-arabischen Ubersetzungen des 9. Jahrhunderts, Harrassowitz,
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Arabic Porphyrian fragment cited above. Moreover, the Timaeus (92C) ends with the
famous declaration that the world is (among other superlatives) “supreme in perfection”
(tedewTatog):

For having received in full its complement of living creatures, mortal and immortal, this
world has thus become a visible living creature embracing all that are visible, an image of the
intelligible, a perceptible god, supreme in greatness and excellence, in beauty and perfection,
this heaven single in its kind and one (9vnta yop xai d9évarta Lo haBav xal supmineedeic 63e
6 x6op.0c oltw, (Hov 6patov o Gpatd TepLéyov, elxtv Tob vontod Yeog alodntos, péyiotog xal

b4 ! ’ \ ’ I3 b 3 \ o \ R4
&pLoTog XIANLGTOS Te %ol TEAEWTATOS YEYOVeY elg 0bpavdg 83 ovoyevng ¢v).

Itis precisely the world’s being “supreme in perfection” that the three qualities of the divine
— goodness, power, and wisdom — are deployed to explain in the Arabic Porphyrian fragment.

The Arabic Porphyrian fragment also features a divine-human contrast: the First Cause
is unaffected by ignorance, jealousy, and weakness and is therefore able to produce a perfect
universe; we, on the other hand, are affected by these three passions and it is these passions
that hinder us from producing perfect effects. We see a similar pattern in a Greek fragment
from Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus (fr. 51 Sodano), where Porphyry argues that
the Demiurge creates without any tools, just in virtue of His own being (adt$ t¢ ctvat):

Fourth and next is the section of [Porphyry’s] arguments in which he shows that divine
Intellect (tov 9<Tov volv) practises a mode of creation [which is performed] just by being
(o0t t& elvae) and establishes [this] by several [arguments]. Even artisans [he says] need
tools for their activity [only] because they do not have mastery over all [their] material
(See t6 pa) maomg wpatetv tHe Uing). They show this themselves by using these tools to
get [their] material ready for use (mpog t6 edepyov morficar tiv SAnv) by drilling, planing,
or turning it, all of which [operations] do not impart form, but [merely] eliminate the
unreadiness of the [material which is] to receive the form. The actual conformation
(A6y0¢g) [of the work], on the other hand, supervenes (rapayivetar) upon the substrate (té
dmoxetpéve) instantaneously (&ypévec) from the art (and T téyvne) once all the inhibiting
factors have been removed (mévrav EEarpedévtev tav Eumoddv). And if there were no
inhibiting factor in the case of [artisans] either (xat el phdev fiv xai Todtorg Eumddiov), they
[too] would add the form to the matter all at once (49p6wc) and would have absolutely
no need of tools.?

Here we see a very similar divine-human contrast: the Demiurge has complete control
over matter (in fact, as Porphyry argues in a later section of fr. 51, the Demiurge does not

Wiesbaden 2002 [=vol. I]; Supplement Band I: A-O, Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden 2006 [=vol. S-I]; Supplement
Band II: I1-Q [=vol. S-1I], Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden 2007, vol. I, p. 730 (s.v. 99ovéw and ¢96vog); vol. S-II, p. 601
(s.v. Yovepde and @Hbvoc).

% Porph., In Tim., fr. 51, p. 39.4-14 Sodano = Proclus, In Platonis Timaewm Commentaria, 3 vols., ed. E. Diehl,
Teubner, Leipzig 1903-1906, vol. I, p. 395:10-22. English translation from: Proclus, Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus,
5 vols., trans. H. Tarrant - D.T. Runia - M. Share - D. Baltzly, Cambridge U.P., Cambridge 2006-2013, vol. II, p. 269
(slightly modified). On causality “just by being” (a0t & elvar), see C. D’Ancona, “Plotinus and Later Platonic
Philosophers on the Causality of the First Principle”, in L.P. Gerson (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Plotinus,
Cambridge U.P., Cambridge 1996, pp. 356-85; cf. Mandolino, Yahya ibn ‘Adi (above, n. 6), pp. 304-8.
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even need any pre-existing matter for His creative activity);? this is why He is able to create
instantaneously and without tools. Human artisans, on the other hand, do not have complete
control over matter and are therefore in need of both time and tools to remove the material
substrate’s imperfections. Significantly, the Greek fr. 51 speaks of “inhibiting factor(s)”
(ta éumodav, éumddiov) relative to human artisans — evidently, in reference to the material
substrate’s unpreparedness to receive the form and to the human artisans’ inability to exercise
full control over their materials. This language is quite similar to the Arabic Porphyrian
fragment, where the three passions (ignorance, jealousy, and weakness) are said to “hinder”
(various forms of the verb ‘@ga are used) human beings from producing perfect effects. The
parallelism is rather striking.

In view of the above discussion, it seems quite likely, first, that the Arabic Porphyrian
fragment discussed herein is authentic and, second, that it originates from Porphyry’s
Commentary on the Timaeus.

However, one significant difficulty remains. If the source of the Arabic Porphyrian
fragment is indeed Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus, it seems reasonable to assume
that the fragment, as penned by Porphyry, referred to the Platonic Demiurge and that,
consequently, the triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom” characterized the creative activity
of the Demiurge. Given that the Neoplatonic tradition identified the Demiurge with the
Intellect — as indeed suggested by Porphyry’s fr. 51 Sodano, which attributes creative
activity to the “divine Intellect” (6 9etog volc) — it is rather unlikely that Porphyry would
have identified the Demiurge with the First Cause (i.e., the Neoplatonic One).** How can
this be reconciled with the fact that the Arabic Porphyrian fragment attributes creative
activity not to the Demiurge (i.e., the Intellect), but to the First Cause (al-lla al-ila =
N TewTY altla)?

There are two possible solutions to this problem. The first solution would be to argue
that Porphyry’s views of the Neoplatonic hierarchy are complex, that they are characterized
by a desire to harmonize diverse influences (Plato and Aristotle, Plotinus and the Chaldean
Oracles), and that, as a result, they evince a tendency towards “telescoping” or “compressing”
the Neoplatonic hierarchy.’! In the words of John Dillon, “Porphyry wishes, at least to some
extent, to ‘telescope’ ... the first two Plotinian hypostases, by propounding the position that
the One, in its ‘positive” creative aspect, may be identified with the highest element of the
intelligible realm, One-Being, or, in Chaldaean terms, the ‘Father’ of the triad of ‘Father-
Life (or Power)-Intellect’. It is this “telescoping” tendency that could perhaps account

» See discussion in Section 2.3 below.

3 If anything, Porphyry was inclined to demote the Demiurge to the level of the Neoplatonic Soul (according
to Proclus, frs. 41-43 Sodano), not to promote the Demiurge to the level of the One. See Porph., In Tim., {rs. 41-43,
pp- 26-28 Sodano. That Porphyry, like his teacher Plotinus, postulated the One beyond the Intellect is clear, e.g.,
from Porphyry’s Sent. 43: ‘O vobg 0dx EotLy oy mhvTweV: TOAAL Yo 0Ty 6 volg, TEd 88 TGV TOAAGY dvéyxn elvat
6 év (“Intellect is not the first principle of all things; for Intellect is many, and prior to the many there must be
the One”); see ].M. Dillon, “Intellect and the One in Porphyry’s Sententiae”, International Journal of the Platonic
Tradition 4 (2010), pp. 27-35, at p. 34.

31 On Porphyry’s role in harmonization of Plato and Aristotle, see G.E. Karamanolis, Plato and Aristotle in
Agreement? Platonists on Aristotle from Antiochus to Porphyry, Clarendon Press, Oxford 2006, pp. 243-330.

32 Dillon, “Intellect and the One” (above, n. 30), p. 28 (with references to earlier publications); cf.
J-M. Dillon, “Logos and Trinity: Patterns of Platonist Influence on Early Christianity”, in J.M. Dillon,
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for Porphyry’s inconsistency in identifying the Demiurge with different hypostases of
the Neoplatonic hierarchy depending on the context. Moreover, the fact that Plato in the
Timaeus spoke of the Demiurge as “the Maker and Father of this universe” (tov ... mountay
xal Tatépa Tobde Tob mavtog, 28C) would have made the identification of the Demiurge with
the “Father” of the Chaldean triad — and consequently with “the One, in its ‘positive’ creative
aspect” — quite natural.?

An alternative solution would be to argue that in the original Greek, as penned by
Porphyry, the fragment indeed explicitly referred to the Demiurge (i.e., the Intellect).
However, at some point during its transmission (in Greek or Arabic) or, alternatively,
in the process of translation from Greek into Arabic, creative activity, and with it the
triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom”, was reattributed to the First Cause, understood
simply as the theistic God. On this explanation, the fact that the Arabic Porphyrian
fragment attributes creative activity to the First Cause rather than the Demiurge (i.e.,
the Intellect) does not cast doubt on its authenticity or on its likely attribution to
Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus. We just have to assume that the fragment
underwent editing along the way (whether in Greek or in Arabic) to bring it into line
with the theistic worldview.*

The Great Tradition: Further Studies in the Development of Platonism and Early Christianity, Ashgate
Variorum, Aldershot 1997, Essay VIII, pp. 1-13, at pp. 9-10: “For Porphyry (we are told by Damascius),
the First Principle is the Father of the intelligible triad [i.e., the triad Being-Life-Intellect from Plato’s
Sophist, 248E equated with the triad Father-Power-Intellect from the Chaldean Oracles]. ... [T]he Father,
while maintaining his ‘incomparable superiority’ [i.e., transcendence], also presides over a triad made up
of Potency or Life, and Activity (energeia) or Intellect”. On this subject, see also S. Strange, “Porphyry
and Plotinus” Metaphysics”, in G. Karamanolis - A. Sheppard (eds.), Studies on Porphyry, Institute of
Classical Studies, London 2007, pp. 17-34. OnPorphyry “telescoping” the Neoplatonic hierarchy, see also
A.C. Lloyd, The Anatomy of Neoplatonism, Clarendon Press, Oxford 1990, p. 136: “Porphyry ... seems to
me to come close to regarding the embodied soul as Intellect/Being seen through ‘a screen of imagery’. His
refusal adequately to distinguish these two hypostases was a regular complaint of his successors. Certainly
like any Neoplatonist he described an hypostasis as brought into existence by a higher one or, from another
point of view, as self-created. But this is consistent with his having believed that this existence depended
also on a dim sight or confused thought of the higher one, so that in a true light the hypostases would
contract like a concertina into one”; cf. A.C. Lloyd, “Porphyry and Iamblichus”, in A.H. Armstrong (ed.),
The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy, Cambridge U.P., Cambridge 1967,
pp- 283-301, at pp. 287-93.

3 It should also be recalled that many Neoplatonist authors use “theistic” language; in doing so, they
deploy the term “the God” (6 9eéc) quite fluidly to refer to any hypostasis of the Neoplatonic hierarchy
or to all of them combined. The following words of Koenraad Verrycken about the late Neoplatonist com-
mentator Ammonius Hermiae seem to apply, mutatis mutandis, to Porphyry as well: “[TThe use of the term
ho theos is perfectly compatible with a distinction between the divine Intellect (Noxs) and ‘the very first
principle (hé protisté arkhé)’. This ambiguity makes it possible to indicate, by the single term bo theos, either
the highest principle alone or the Demiurge, or ... both together. Now, this possibility of either unfolding or
telescoping, as it were, the concept of God according to the needs of the context, seems to be one of the basic
features of Ammonius’ metaphysics”. See K. Verrycken, “The Metaphysics of Ammonius Son of Hermeias”,
in R. Sorabji (ed.), Aristotle Transformed: The Ancient Commentators and Their Influence, Bloomsbury,
London 2016, pp. 215-50, at p. 226.

3 T gratefully acknowledge Cristina D’ Ancona’s insightful comments on an earlier draft of this article, in which
she brought this possibility to my attention.
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2. Transmission History

We now have to address the thorny question of this Arabic fragment’s transmission from
Greek into Arabic — from Porphyry to al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal. There are four aspects to
this question that need to be considered:

e  First, is it possible to identify the translator?

® Second, was the fragment transmitted as part of a complete or partial Arabic
translation of Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus (primary transmission) or
via a quotation from Porphyry in another, later Greek work that was translated into
Arabic (secondary transmission)?

e Third, how did the fragment circulate in Arabic?

e  Fourth, how did it eventually reach al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal?

I shall now discuss these four questions in order.
2.1. The Translator

It is obviously quite challenging to identify the translator when one has only a very short
Arabic fragment to go on, and, moreover, without the underlying Greek. Nonetheless,
I believe there are good reasons to think that the translator was Ishaq ibn Hunayn (d. 910),
who translated into Arabic an entire library of philosophical works: Aristotle’s Categories and
De Interpretatione (both from Hunayn’s Syriac versions), Aristotle’s Physics, several books
of Aristotle’s Metaphysics (of which Book a and fragments of other books are preserved),
Themistius’ Commentary on Metaphysics /1 (the translation was possibly revised by Tabit
ibn Qurra), Aristotle’s De Anima (fragmentarily preserved; Hebrew and Latin translations
from the Arabic are extant) with the commentary of Themistius (extant in full), the first four
books of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, Theophrastus’ On First Principles, Alexander of
Aphrodisias’ On the Intellect and On Vision according to Aristotle, Proclus’ De Aeternitate
mundi (the first nine arguments only), Nemesius of Emesa’s De Natura hominis, and others.*
There are several clues that point in this direction.

Our first and most significant clue is the term ‘awarid (sg. ‘arid). While one’s initial
inclination would be to interpret this term as a reflection of the Greek cupfefrxéra,

% Recent studies of Ishiq ibn Hunayn’s translations and translation technique include: Theophrastus, On First
Principles (Known as His Metaphysics): Greek Text and Medieval Arabic Translation, ed. D. Gutas, Brill, Leiden
2010 (Philosophia Antiqua, 119); M. Ullmann, Die Nikomachische Ethik des Aristoteles in arabischer Ubersetzung,
2 vols., Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden 2011-2012 (as convincingly shown by Ullmann, only Books I-IV of the Nicoma-
chean Ethics, up to 1128b, were translated by Ishaq ibn Hunayn); Aristotle, Physics VIII, Translated into Arabic
by Ishaq ibn Hunayn (97 c.), ed. R. Arnzen with P.S. Hasper, De Gruyter, Berlin 2021 (Scientia graeco-arabica, 30);
Themistius, Paraphrase of Aristotle’s Metaphysics 12: A Critical Hebrew-Arabic Edition of the Surviving Textual
Evidence, with an Introduction, Preliminary Studies, and a Commentary, ed. Y. Meyrav, Brill, Leiden 2019 (Ar-
istoteles Semitico-Latinus, 25); K. Eksell, “Pragmatic Markers from Greek into Arabic: A Case Study on Transla-
tions of Ishaq ibn Hunayn”, Studia graeco-arabica 5 (2015), pp. 321-44; A. Treiger, “Reconstructing Ishaq ibn
Hunayn’s Arabic Translation of Aristotle’s De anima”, Studia graeco-arabica 7 (2017), pp. 193-211; P. Starr, “Ishaq
ibn Hunayn’s Version of ITept gioeag dv9pdmou: A ‘Balance of Alternatives’ in Translating éavtob”, in Z. Pasa (ed.),
Between the Cross and the Crescent: Studies in Honor of Samir Khalil Samir, S.J. on the Occasion of His Eightieth
Birthday, Pontificio Istituto Orientale, Roma 2018, pp. 659-67.
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“accidents”, I believe this would be a mistake: the context of the passage is decidedly non-
Aristotelian, and such an Aristotelian term as cupBefnxéta would, therefore, be uncalled for.?
A search in the database “Glossarium Grzco-Arabicum” indicates that the term ‘awarid can
also translate the Greek w9y, “passions” — a term that makes perfect sense in the context of
the Arabic Porphyrian fragment.”” The notion that the divine is dradng (“impassible”) is a
commonplace of late antique Platonism; Porphyry himself insists on the gods’ impassibility
in his Letter to Anebo (extant only in fragments).*

It should now be pointed out that the translation of wé9» (and of the related term
nadpata) as ‘awarid is characteristic of only one translator: Ishaq ibn Hunayn (though it
should be noted that he also uses alternative translations for ©&9v, notably infi‘alat). Here
are some typical examples from his translations:

(1) Aristotle, Categories, 9 b 4-15/Arabic p. 341.7-8 Georr®®
oote xal el TLg PvoEL TRV ToLoVTwY TL Taddv mtémovdey
arash b oyl 38 o SVAEY) 0ds any el U 6 0L Lyt OIS 0
(Note that here Ishaq uses both infi‘dlat and ‘awarid to translate né9v).
(2) Aristotle, Physics, IV.12, 221 a 11-13/Arabic I, p. 449.1-3 Badawi?!

~ \ ’ o4 e ’ b ~ \ ’ \ o o ~ 9 ~ N b4
ToUto 3¢ onpativet HroL g pépog aptdpod xal madog, xat §hag 8Tl Tod detduod T, 7 b1t ZoTLy

adTob Gptduog

smin U e b e Ay el oglally suall e3HS a Lo e UL J il Vs,

oAl qu
(3) Aristotle, Physics, IV.14, 223 a 18-19/Arabic I, p. 472.17 Badaw1
nvhoeds Tt madog 1) E€Le
2R 28
L den 5T S =l L p)le

3 To be clear: I am not, of course, arguing that Porphyry would not use the term cupBeBnnéta (“accidents”);
quite the contrary, “accident” is one of the famous névte puvai (five predicables) of Porphyry’s Isagoge (alongside
genus, species, differentia, and proprium). All I am saying is that cupPePnxéta would not fit the context of this
specific passage.

¥ “Glossarium Graco-Arabicum”, https://glossga.bbaw.de (retrieved 2025-07-08), s.v. ‘arid.

3 Porphyry, Letter to Anebo, fr. 1; see A.R. Sodano, Porfirio, Lettera ad Anebo, L Arte tipografica, Napoli
1958, pp. 4.11-5.3. For an English translation, see A.P. Johnson, Religion and Identity in Porphyry of Tyre: The
Limits of Hellenism in Late Antiguity, Cambridge U.P., Cambridge 2013, p. 138. On the textual tradition of the
Letter to Anebo (preserved in fragments by Iamblichus, Eusebius, and Augustine), see the introductions to Henri
Dominique Saffrey and Alain-Philippe Segonds” critical editions of Porphyry’s Letter to Anebo and Iamblichus’
De Mysteriis: Porphyre de Tyr, Lettre a Anébon PEgyptien, ed. and trans. H.D. Saffrey - A.-P. Segonds, Les Belles
Lettres, Paris 2012; Jamblique, Réponse a Porphyre (De mysteriis), ed. and trans. H.D. Saffrey - A.-P. Segonds, with
A. Lecerf, Les Belles Lettres, Paris 2013.

¥ A search for na9* in the database “Glossarium Grzco-Arabicum” produces 126 results; of these, only six
translate the underlying Greek term (né90o¢ in four cases and md9mpa in two cases) as ‘@rid. It is extremely signifi-
cant that all these six results come from Ishaq ibn Hunayn’s translations.

% Les Catégories d’Aristote dans leurs versions syro-arabes, ed. K. Georr, Uimprimerie catholique, Beirut 1948.

- Aristutalis, al-Tabi‘a, tar§amat Ishaq ibn Hunayn, 2 vols., ed. “A. Badawi, al-Diar al-qawmiyya li-l-tiba‘a
wa-l-nasr, Cairo 1964.

Studia graeco-arabica 15 / 2025



76 Alexander Treiger

(4) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 11.5, 1105 b 19-22, 28-30/Arabic pp. 167.12-14, 167.20-
169.1 Akasoy & Fidora®

émel obv Ta &v T Yuyd YLvopeva tota Eotl, wady Suvayer EEeL, Toltwy &v Tt el N dpeth. Aéym
3t mwadn pev Emduplay doyny [...] a9y ptv obv odx clolv obY’ al dpetal ob9” al xaxtat, 87t 00

heyopeda vatd to wadn omwoudatiot 7 eallot

oo BT as s - OV (585 oyl 48 - B k) S S ) sls Yl cols 1)

U")‘j’c u"j\"”‘;-\) Jjw\ ol [.1] w.e.x.s\j 5}.@.&.5\ uﬁ)‘)ﬁ.’b ;s*“b cidlozsd) e oda
Sl T e T ilaill T oo Ul ) padly i iy oo WY

(5) Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Vision according to Aristotle, Greek I, p. 144.7-9 Bruns/
Arabic p. 153.13-14 Gitje®
goTL Yop mAslw capato dStapépovta *at’ 100¢ GAANAWY %oLvéy TL TO THE dapaveloc Tadog

&yovta
AR e y\&)u%tjgpm;ﬂ:{fwimufﬁdbsj

(6) Themistius, In De Anima, Greek p. 107.14-15 Heinze/Arabic pp. 194.20-195.1 Lyons*

v dvdpamors 3¢ oltwg dpa xatl To TN pétoya Aéyou
Glald 38 L Ly e il ) 5o (ST GUAST WU 3 eV
The Arabic Porphyrian fragment also calls passions a 7ad (sg. ‘arad). This translation, too,
occasionally appears in Ishaq’s ceuvre, though not as frequently as ‘awarid or infi‘alat; nor

is the translation a7ad (unlike ‘awarid) unique to Ishag. Here is one example from Ishaq’s
translation of Aristotle’s Physics:

(7) Aristotle, Physics, VIIL.1, 251 b 27-28/Arabic II, p. 811.10-11 Badawi = p. 10.8 Arnzen
elnep 6 ypdvoc Taog TL wLVvAcENLS
S A gl ol o U o 48 5 L) 0L OIS 3)
The second clue is the translation of the Greek éumod- with the Arabic verb ‘Gga (rather
than, for example, mana‘a). It appears only once in Manfred Ullmann’s Worterbuch zu
den griechisch-arabischen Ubersetzungen des 9. Jahrhunderts. Ullmann indicates that

the expression la ‘awa’iqa lahu translates avepnédiotog in Ishaq ibn Hunayn’s version of
Nemesius’ De Natura hominis.®> Here is the relevant passage:

2 A.A. Akasoy - A. Fidora (eds.), D.M. Dunlop (trans.), The Arabic Version of the Nicomachean Ethics, Brill,
Leiden 2005. For more examples from the Nicomachean Ethics, see Ullmann, Die Nikomachische Ethik (above,
n. 35), vol. 1, p. 233; vol. 2, p. 26.

% Alexandri Aphrodisiensis Praeter commentaria scripta minora, ed. 1. Bruns, 2 vols., Reimer, Berlin 1892
(Suppl. Aristotelicum, 11.2); H. Gitje, Studien zur Uberlieferung der aristotelischen Psychologie im Islam, Carl
Winter, Heidelberg 1971, pp. 140-172.

“ Themustii In libros Aristotelis De Anima paraphrasis, ed. R. Heinze, Reimer, Berlin 1889 (CAG V.3);
M.C. Lyons (ed.), An Arabic Translation of Themistius/’] Commentary on Aristoteles’ De Anima, University of
South Carolina Press, Columbia 1973.

% Ullmann, Wérterbuch (above, n. 27), vol. I1, p. 887.
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(8) Nemesius, De Natura hominis, ch. 17, p. 226.108-117, pp. 227.8-10 Matthaei = ch. 18,
p. 79.8-14 Morani/Arabic p. 146 Haji-Athanasiou*

89ev Apiototédng abthy 6plletar évépyetay Tig nata giowy €lcng kvepmodioTov. To Yo
éumodia THc kot UoLy dvepyelag, AOmy dAAG %ol 1) e0daLpovia, vépyetd E6TLY AVERTOSLGTOG
e nata evowy EEcwg’ oupPaiver 34 nata oV Bpov Toltov TH eddarpoviay ASoviy elvar, xal
drecpdrar Tov Bpov: dropdoipevoc obv Gploato ThH Hdoviy Téhog elvar Ty Tol ou xatd @ioLy
GveumodioTwv évepyeldy, ig cupmemAéydar xal cuvurdoyely TH eddatpovia THY HdoVV, GAN’

oy doviv elvar Ty eddatpoviay.
gpwywumwgwgwua@ng“uyyugﬁbwmw@%mﬁ>w%
S oy 3k Ve lonrlall el 4 3 Fle Y s > Ly saland) (S35 (5391 4o
.L~>- cob}.«.w\j ..X.J-\ fda u.JUaan)\ C.La\ \.&j cJ.U-\ .l..:L\ fia J:-.L_e o.U salecd! Q)_<J d‘
15y 20 301 0,55 i b @le N ol dpanall S Jlasf 1l s 521 O) JUas 33U
.S:U solad! d)g_-“ \jj LAJ};-)CA 3.)}.2-).» SJ\&..M.SLg
Other similar examples from the Arabic Nemesius can be given.® The same éunod- ~ ‘aga

correspondence is also attested in Ishaq ibn Hunayn’s other translations, for instance that of
Aristotle’s Physics. The following examples will suffice:®

(9) Aristotle, Physics, IV.8, 215 a 21-22/Arabic I, p. 363.9 Badaw1

v uh TL épmodioy) xpeltTov
w31 3ile U3 e ddag I e

(10) Aristotle, Physics, VIIL.4, 255 b 7/Arabic p. 35.6 Arnzen (cf. II, p. 840.5 Badaw1)
av ) TL %eAUY xol épmodily

g;j\.ca.é.i;ji@uw‘vju

(Note that here as well as in the following example, Ishaq differentiates Yz and N wg:
the former is used to translate xwAbw, the latter to translate urodiln).

(11) Aristotle, Physics, VII1.4, 256 a 2/Arabic 11, p. 844.10 Badawi = p. 38.4 Arnzen

N e ~ \ s ’ \ ’ ’
) VTTO TOV TA E(LTCOS LCOVTM KAL XOAVOVTA )\UGO{VTOQ

SN @l LA s

4 Nemesius Emesenus, De Natura hominis graece et latine, ed. C.E. Matthael, . . Gebauer, Halle 1802; Nemesii
Emeseni De Natura hominis, ed. M. Morani, Teubner, Leipzig 1987; M. Haji-Athanasiou, “Le Traité de Némésius
d’Emese De Natura hominis dans la tradition arabe”, PhD diss., Université de Paris I, Panthéon-Sorbonne, 1982.

¥ Omitted in the manuscrit de base due to homoioteleuton; supplied from the apparatus.

® 359,20 in the manuscrit de base; the correct reading & 9,4 (~ovpmeniéy9ar) is supplied from the apparatus.

¥ E.g., Nem., De Nat. Hom., ch. 2, line 298, p. 92.1 Matthaei = p. 26.1 Morani gunodilet ~ p. 53.13 Haji-
Athanasiou Lgle (read so).

% For more references, see Arist., Physics VIII (Arabic), pp. 144 and 226 Arnzen.
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The third clue is the translation of ©96évoc as hasad (rather than, for example, bupl).>!
It appears, e.g., in Ishiq ibn Hunayn’s translation of the first four books of Aristotle’s
Nicomachean Ethics:

(12) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 11.5, 1105 b 21-23/Arabic p. 167.14-15 Akasoy-Fidora
Aéyo 8¢ Tadn pév éntduplay dpyny poBov Ydpoos @Bovov yaoay pLitay uicog méov LHiov Ereov

G oidly sliandly Ldly 55 ndly dewdlg 3T 41y O gl Coaadly 5562l o)) 5all g;*‘iﬁ
&q})\jsj?ﬂ\j

(13) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 11.7, 1108 a 35-b1/Arabic p. 181.6-7 Akasoy-Fidora

vEpeoLg B¢ pechH T PHOVoL xal EmLyatpexaniag
[] 3l sl L Jli Bleadly dand) o 3l e I Lialag

Admittedly, the ¢96voc ~ hasad correspondence is rather common in Graeco-Arabic
translation literature and thus does little to point specifically to Ishaq ibn Hunayn; nonetheless,
it has some corroborating force.

Finally, the Arabic Porphyrian fragment has the interesting expression ibkam al-san‘a
(translated above as “perfecting [His] work”). I have found one case where Ishaq uses the
related participle mubkam (“perfect, masterful, well-crafted”) to translate the adverb »aiéc
(“well, beautifully”). It appears in Ishaq’s translation of Proclus’ De Aeternitate mundi:

(14) Proclus, De Aeternitate mundi, 6* argument, apud Philoponus, Contra Proclum,
p. 120.1-2 Rabe/Arabic p. 39.12-13 Badaw1*

dLétL T RAABG Gppoadey Aety E9éheLy naxob
J : poos? e ¢ Vs
ﬂﬁYlWMML&QL} gl oY

If the term 7hkam in the Arabic Porphyrian fragment also renders some derivative from the
same root as xaAée, we can wonder if thkam al-san‘a could perhaps reflect the expression Spdv
... TO &Mooy in Timaeus 30A. If true (obviously, more information on the use of ihkam in
Ishaq’s translations is needed to substantiate this claim), this would further strengthen the theory
developed herein that this fragment originates from Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus.

' On the translation of p9évoc as bupl (not attested in the database “Glossarium Grzco-Arabicum” or in
R. Arnzen - G. Endress - D. Gutas - G.J. Moseley, A Greek and Arabic Lexicon (GALex): Materials for a Diction-
ary of the Mediaeval Translations from Greek into Arabic, Brill, Leiden 2020%- [in progress], vol. 2, p. 82, s.v. bu}l),
see Ullmann, Worterbuch (above, n. 27), vol. S-1I, p. 601 (s.v. o3&l p96voc [sc. éott]). See also Ibn al-Tayyib’s
Commentary on the Isagoge and the apocryphal Aristotle’s Letters to Alexander (both texts are cited in Wakelnig,
“What Does Aristotle” [above, n. 6], p. 456, n. 38 and p. 466, n. 83, respectively), and a passage in the Longer The-
ology of Aristotle (Treiger, “The Longer Theology of Aristotle, Book X.6-13” (above, n. 11), p. 888). In the citation
from Galen’s Synopsis of Plato’s Timaeus in n. 26 above both hasad and bupl are used. It is also significant that
al-Gazali uses bupl in contexts that hearken back to the Demiurge’s lack of p96vog in Timaeus 29¢ — see E.L. Orms-
by, Theodicy in Islamic Thought: The Dispute over al-Ghazali’s “Best of All Possible Worlds”, Princeton U.P,,
Princeton 1984, pp. 62 and 83; A. Treiger, Inspired Knowledge in Islamic Thought: Al-Ghazalt’s Theory of Mystical
Cognition and Its Avicennian Foundation, Routledge, London 2012, pp. 79-80.

52 Joannes Philoponus, De Aeternitate mundi contra Proclum, ed. H. Rabe, Teubner, Leipzig 1899; ‘A. Badaw1
(ed.), al-Aflataniyya al-mubdata ‘ind al-‘arab, Wikalat al-matbi‘at, Kuwait 1977, pp. 34-42.
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None of these clues would be decisive on its own; yet their combination is sufficient to
build a case if not for certainty, then at least for strong likelihood, that the translator of this
Porphyrian passage into Arabic was none other than Ishaq ibn Hunayn.

2.2. Primary or Secondary Transmission?

Was there an Arabic translation, whether complete or partial, of Porphyry’s Commentary
on the Timaeus? This is certainly possible.

In his al-Milal wa-I-nipal, the twelfth-century Muslim heresiographer al-Sahrastani
cites a passage that he claims comes from Porphyry’s Risala ila Anabu (Letter to Anebo),
which scholars have convincingly argued has nothing to do with the real Lerter to Anebo
and originates instead from Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus.>* This implies that in
the Arabic tradition, Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus was either mixed up with, or
circulated under the name of, Risala ila Anabi.>*

This is corroborated by the only other known Arabic fragment from Porphyry’s
Risala ila Anabiu; this fragment was discovered by the late David C. Reisman but was
never published.” It appears in the tenth-century Neoplatonist philosopher al-Isfizart’s
still unedited Risala fr hadat al-‘alam (Istanbul, Ragip Pasa 1463, fol. 56r; emendations are
indicated by an asterisk):

> A.R. Sodano, “Una citazione apocrifa dalla ‘Lettera ad Anebo’ di Porfirio nel ‘Kitéb al-Milal wan-
Nibal’ di Muhammad a3-Sahrastini”, Rendiconti della Accademia di archeologia, lettere e belle arti N.S. 35
(1960), pp. 35-56; Porphyrii in Platonis Timaeum pp. XV-XVI and 119-22 (includes an Italian translation of
the passage); J. Jolivet - G. Monnot (trans.), Shahrastani, Livre des religions et des sectes, 2 vols., Peeters, Leu-
ven 1986-1993, vol. 2, pp. 357-9 and notes thereto (for the Arabic original, see al-Sahrastani, Kitab al-Milal
wa-l-nibal, ed. ‘A.°A. Muhanna - ‘A.H. Fa‘Gr, Dar al-ma‘rifa, Beirut 1993, vol. 2, pp. 484-5); K. van Bladel,
The Arabic Hermes: From Pagan Sage to Prophet of Science, Oxford U.P., Oxford 2009, pp. 95-100, esp. p. 99
(it is, however, misleading to argue that al-Sahrastani’s “Arabic citation is actually entirely the same as one
of the surviving fragments of Porphyry’s Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus”; in reality, Sodano included an
Italian translation of al-Sahrastani’s passage in his collection of fragments from Porphyry’s Commentary on
the Timaeus, there being no other surviving fragment to which al-Sahrastan’s passage is identical). It may be
added here that the Andalusian Jewish scholar Sém Téb Ibn Falaquera cites a section of the same passage in a
Hebrew translation in his commentary on Maimonides’ Guide of the Perplexed — see Sem Téb Ibn Falaquera,
Moreh ha-mméreb, ed. Y. Shifman, ha-Iggid ha-‘6lam1 lo-madda‘é ha-yyahidit, Jerusalem 2001, pp. 258.58-
259.62.

¢ Here and below, I deliberately keep the Arabic form of the title to differentiate it from Porphyry’s real Letter
to Anebo.

5> See P. Adamson, “Porphyrius Arabus on Nature and Art: 463F Smith in Context”, in G. Karamanolis
- A. Sheppard (eds.), Studies on Porphyry, Institute of Classical Studies, London 2007, pp. 141-63, at p. 143,
n. 8: “David Reisman informs me that there is a fragment of this work [Porphyry’s Letter to Anebo] to be
found in the writings of the 10 century Neoplatonist al-Isfizari, who possibly knew it through [Aba Bakr]
al-Razi”. Following Adamson’s lead, I went over all the writings of al-Isfizari and was finally able to locate
the fragment in al-Isfizar?’s unpublished Risala f7 hadat al-‘alam (Istanbul, Ragip Pasa 1463, fI. 54v-57r, at
f. 561, accessible at: https://portal.yek.gov.tr/works/detail/2069 (retrieved 2025-07-08); I thank Elvira Wake-
lnig for directing me to the portal of Tiirkiye Yazma Eserler Kurumu Bagkanligi, through which I was able
to consult this manuscript). On this famous philosophical manuscript, see M.C. Kaya, ““Sadaqa the Copyist’
A Hanbalite Scribe of MS Siileymaniye Library, Ragip Pasa 1463”, Mélanges de I’Université Saint-Joseph 68
(2019-2022), pp. 301-16.
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Porphyry said in his Risala ila Anabu: These disparate things in the world happen by
accident,”® so if we were, notionally (bi-I-wahm),” to remove accidentality from the world,®
the physical, substantial things would remain unaffected by either malice or disparity.
Further,”! the presence of nature in things in actuality only takes hold from the beginning
of the things’ motion until such time as they reach perfection; after that, [nature] no longer
has presence in actuality but [only] in potentiality.

Though attributed to Risala ila Anabiu, this Porphyrian passage, like the one cited by
al-Sahrastani in al-Milal wa-I-nibal, has nothing to do with Porphyry’s real Letter to Anebo.
It would certainly be more at home in Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus (or in some
other Porphyrian work dealing with physics or metaphysics). Significantly, immediately
following this Porphyrian quotation, al-Isfizari cites Plato’s Timaeus (38B: ypévoc 8 odv pet’
obpavod yéyovev, tva &pa yevvndévreg dpa val AudéoLv) —a further sign of the connection of
the Risala ila Anabiu to the Timaeus:

e Oty 3 e LS 0Ll sl 3] o b1 S5

Plato said that heaven and time were created together and will disintegrate together.®

Relatedly, it should be recalled that the tenth-century Muslim historian al-Mas‘adi has
an interesting account of, as he puts it, “questions and answers on metaphysical sciences (al-
masa’il wa-l-gawabat fr I-‘ulum al-ilahiyya) that took place between Porphyry of Tyre, ...

U35, my emendation ] ., 43,5 MS.

7 423!y my emendation ] 4a3l s MS.

8 Here, there is no doubt that bi-I-‘arad means “by accident” (xoté cupBefnndc).

% bi-l-wahm most likely translates xat’ émivorav. This expression is used in a similar way in al-Isfizari:
D. Gimaret, “Un traité théologique du philosophe musulman AbG Hamid al-Isfizart (IVe-X¢ s.)”, Mélanges de
PUniversité Saint-Joseph 50.1 (1984), pp. 209-52, at pp. 234.5, 234.17, 237.22, 249.13, 249.15.

% The clause “if we were ... to remove accidentality from the world” probably reflects the Greek genitive abso-
lute. Moreover, the first-person plural (“we”) may be a passive-active transposition (on such transpositions in Ishiq
ibn Hunayn’s translations, see Ullmann, Die Nikomachische Ethik (above, n. 35), vol. 2, p. 282, §7); thus, the Greek
could have had a passive participle (probably something like 8€arpedévroc ... Tob cupPefnuévar or Earpedévtay ...
6V oupPelnnbdTay).

" On the expression wa-aydan fa-inna, see Ullmann, Die Nikomachische Ethik (above, n. 35), vol. 2, pp. 328-
9, §118.

¢ This Platonic saying is alluded to by Proclus in De Aeternitate mundi, argument 5; see Proclus, On the
Eternity of the World/De Aeternitate mundi, pp. 56-57 Lang - Mango - McGinnis. It is also invoked by Phlloponus
at the end of the second section of the Arabic epitome De Contingentia munds; see G. Troupeau, “Un Epitomé
arabe du De contingentia mundi de Jean Philopon”, in E. Lucchesi - H.-D. Saflrey (eds.), Mémorial André-Jean
Festugiére: Antiquité paienne et chrétienne, P. Cramer, Geneva 1984, pp. 77-88 (reprinted in: G. Troupeau, Etudes
sur le christianisme arabe au Moyen Age, Variorum, Aldershot 1995, Essay V), at p. 81.21 and p. 86; cf. S. Pines, “An
Arabic Summary of a Lost Work of John Philoponus”, Israel Oriental Studies 2 (1972), pp. 320-52, at p. 329.
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[who supported] the doctrines of the Greek Sabi’ans [= Pagans] ..., and the Egyptian priest
Anebo, who supported the first philosophy of Pythagoras, Thales the Milesian, and others,
this being the doctrine of the Egyptian Sabi’ans [= Pagans]; this happened in letters (rasa’il)
between them, well known to specialists in the sciences of the ancients and their doctrines
and sects”.%> The fact that al-Mas‘Gdi mentions both “questions” and “answers” suggests that
he was aware not only of Porphyry’s Lerter to Anebo, but also of Iamblichus’ rejoinder to
Porphyry, the De Mysteriis, which was written in response to Porphyry’s Letter to Anebo
under the name of “Anebo’s” alleged teacher “Abammon” (both “Anebo” and “Abammon”
being fictional personalities).®

Al-Mas‘adi then goes on to mention the philosopher Abu Bakr al-Razi, who, he claims,
wrote “a book in three parts (magqalat)” in support of the Pythagoreans sometime after the
year 310 AH (=922/3 AD). As suggested by Kevin van Bladel, this is most likely a reference to
al-Raz’s own discussion (I would argue, refutation) of Porphyry’s “book to Anebo”;® it may
have been al-RazT’s treatise that served as al-MasGd1’s source for the above information. Then, as
noticed by van Bladel, al-Mas‘Gdi “for no apparent reason, begins to give information about the
Timaeus of Plato and its Arabic translations and commentaries, and other works on the ordering
of the world”. According to van Bladel, “One may suppose, then, that somehow Porphyry’s
Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus became mixed up with or circulated together with his Lezzer
to Anebo, and that this confusion must have happened by the time of ar-Razi, so that when al-
Mas‘tdi used ar-Razi’s work as a source on the Sabians, he began also to include information
about commentaries on the Timaeus because he associated the two with one another”.®

In light of the above considerations, it would seem highly probable that the Risala ila
Anabi, asitcirculated in Arabic, included material from (not necessarily an integral translation
of) the following sources: Porphyry’s authentic Letter to Anebo with Iamblichus’ responses
and Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus." This would explain why both al-Sahrastani

& Al-Mas‘adi, Kitab al-Tanbibh wa-l-israf, ed. M.]. de Goeje, Brill, Leiden, 1894, p. 162.

¢ On Porphyry’s Letter to Anebo and Iamblichus’ De Mysteriis, see n. 38 above.

6 P. Kraus (ed.), Epitre de Bériini contenant le répertoire des ouvrages de Mubammad b. Zakariya ar-Razi,
Imprimerie Orientaliste au Calame, Paris 1936, p. 17, no. 128: (s .2\l sl J| o5 58,5 oS 2. Confusingly,
Ibn al-Nadim claims that Aba Bakr al-Razi authored a refutation of Anebo’s letter to Porphyry, rather than Por-
phyry’s letter to Anebo (Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a’s wording is identical to Ibn al-Nadim’s; in al-Qift1, “refutation” [raqd]
is corrupted into “commentary” [tafsir]) — see Ibn al-Nadim, The Fibrist of al-Nadim, Abul-Farag Mubammad
ibn Ishiq Composed at 377 AH, 4 vols., ed. A.F. Sayyid, al-Furqan Islamic Heritage Foundation, London 2009,
ch. 7, vol. IL.1, p. 309.16-17: ‘;ﬁ_}}l\ ('J‘*J‘ & rdblan i Calde TP RS b oS 285 3 oS Tbn
Abi Usaybi‘a, ‘Uyin al-anba’ fi tabaqat al-atibba’, 2 vols., ed. A. Miiller, Cairo 1882, vol. 1, p. 317.9-10; Ibn al-
Qiftt, Ta’rif al-hukama’, ed. ]. Lippert, Dieterich’sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, Leipzig 1903, p. 274.11-12. On the
conflicting versions of the title, see S. Pines, Studies in Islamic Atomism, trans. M. Schwarz, ed. T. Langermann,
Magnes, Jerusalem 1997, p. 100, n. 157; van Bladel, The Arabic Hermes (above, n. 53), pp. 98-9. I follow al-Birtni’s
version of the title of this book for two reasons. First, because it is known independently that Abt Bakr al-Razi
polemicized against Porphyry — see Adamson, “Porphyrius Arabus” (above, n. 55), pp. 146-51. Second, because if,
as al-Mas‘Gdi claims, al-Razi wrote “in support of the Pythagoreans”, this would mean that he supported “Anebo”
and refuted Porphyry, rather than the other way round.

¢ van Bladel, The Arabic Hermes (above, n. 53), p. 99.

¢ Tt is noteworthy that according to Ibn al-Nadim, Porphyry wrote “two books” (kitabani) to Anebo. These
“two books” could refer to Porphyry’s real Letter to Anebo with Tamblichus’ responses and to material from
Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus, respectively. See Ibn al-Nadim, Fibrist, ch. 7, vol. IL.1, p. 175.12 Sayyid:
1501 Jl o OLLS (reading Anabi for Abanwa).
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and al-Isfizari cite, under the title of Risala ilz Anabi, material that seems to come from
Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus as well as the strange transition, in al-Mas‘ad1’s
account, from the Porphyry-Anebo correspondence to a discussion of Plato’s Timaeus.

If, as just argued, the Arabic Risala ila Anabi contained some material from Porphyry’s
Commentary on the Timaeus, this would mean that there was indeed an Arabic translation
(more likely partial than complete) of this commentary. The Arabic Porphyrian fragment
on the triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom” preserved by al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal could
therefore originate from that Arabic translation.

Alternatively, it is certainly possible that Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus
was cited in some (unknown) later Greek work (perhaps by Proclus, Philoponus, or
Simplicius), which was then translated into Arabic. If it is via an Arabic translation of
any such later Greek work that the Porphyrian fragment concerning the triad “Goodness-
Power-Wisdom” entered the stream of Arabic literature, then it would be a question of
secondary transmission. We can envision different scenarios of how this could have taken
place. For example, Ishaq ibn Hunayn is credited with an Arabic version of Olympiodorus’
Commentary on the Sophist. Though this work is lost in both Greek and Arabic, if such an
Arabic translation existed (and there is no reason to doubt that it did), it is not out of the
question that Porphyry’s Commentary onthe Timaeus could have been cited there.®® Another
possibility is that Porphyry’s fragment was transmitted into Arabic via a doxographical or
gnomological source.” There is no question that these and similar scenarios are possible;
however, in the absence of specific evidence for such secondary transmission, this would be
unwarranted speculation.

2.3. Circulation in Arabic: al-Isfizary

Given that al-Isfizari cited the Risala ila Anabi — a text that, as argued above, may have
contained material from Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus — in his Risala ft hadat
al-‘alam, is it possible that he used it (perhaps alongside other Porphyrian works) also in his
main metaphysical treatise Kitab fi Masa’il al-umiur al-ilabiyya? Though in this treatise he
never refers to Porphyry by name, I believe this is most likely the case.

In order to demonstrate this, we shall have to focus on Question 20 of the treatise. Strikingly,
Question 20 is a kind of commentary on the triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom”, so there is a
strong link here to the Arabic Porphyrian fragment preserved by al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal;
moreover, al-IsfizarT’s Question 20 seems to harken back to Porphyry’s discussion of the
Demiurge’s mode of creation in virtue of His own being (a0t 6 eivae) in his Commentary
on the Timaeus, fr. 51 Sodano.

Actthis point, I would like to offer acomplete English translation of al-IsfizarT’s Question 20,
which has not yet been translated, to my knowledge, into any language.

¢ Ibn al-Nadim, Fibrist, ch. 7, vol. IL1, p. 156.2-3 Sayyid: « 3loeu| door 5 dand ss 158 o o L, g
JJJ-*:'"““j‘ A

® T am grateful to Cristina D’Ancona and Giovanni Mandolino for suggesting this possibility to me. For
an up-to-date survey of Arabic doxographical and gnomological literature, see D. Gutas, “Popular Ethics,
Practical Politics”, in U. Rudolph - R. Hansberger - P. Adamson (eds.), Philosophy in the Islamic World, Volume
1: 87-10" Centuries, Brill, Leiden 2017 (Handbook of Oriental Studies. Section 1 The Near and Middle East,
115.1), pp. 655-80.
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Question 20: Why did God create the world and what is the canse that made [Him] do that?

[A] Itis not possible that there should be an [external] cause which made God bring the world
into being, for if [creation] had a cause outside the essence of the Creator, then He would not
be the Prime Mover, and God would not be the Cause of causes. Rather, it is God’s [own]
(1) plenteous goodness, (2) perfect wisdom, and (3) abundant power and overpowering
divine force (sa‘at gud Allah wa-kamal hikmatihi wa-fadl qudratihi wa-galabat
quwwatihi al-ilabiyya) that made it necessary [for Him] to create the world in its entirety.

[B] This is because His goodness makes it necessary [for Him] to bring existents into being,
to fashion every species of animals and plants, and to equip them with devices, limbs, and
faculties in the necessary quantity, at the necessary time, and in the necessary condition —
just as we observe currently in the world.

[C] Similarly, His wisdom makes it necessary [for Him] to perfect”™ the affairs of the world,
to produce” every kind of what is therein, at the necessary time, in the necessary quantity,
and in the necessary condition, and to preserve them [all] from corruption by various subtle
[stratagems] of wisdom — just as we find world affairs and all the kinds of things therein to
be arranged currently.

[D] He preserves some of them from corruption by continuous motion, like the [celestial]
sphere and the heavenly bodies; others He preserves through alteration, like the elements;
others He preserves through procreation, like plants and animals. This is because heavenly
bodies have permanence in virtue of their continuous motion and their subtle matter. The
elements, on the other hand, are constituted from matter which is weak in its nature; this
is why they are unable to remain permanently in the same state or to retain one [and the
same] species; therefore, they need rest [which they get] when they alternate from some
opposites into others. As for the bodies of animals and plants, they consist of opposites
and cannot remain in the same state even for a single instant, for necessity plunges them
into dissolution and death. This is why God preserves all the species of earthly animals
and plants from corruption by means of their individual members’ procreation, just as He
preserves the elements by means of alteration and change.

[E] If these bodies, which are subordinate (?)7 to the sphere of the moon, were to remain in
the same state for a period of time, they would perish instantly, and so God preserves them
from corruption in three ways — the heavenly bodies by continuous motion, the elements
by alteration, and the bodies of animals and plants by procreation — so that the world may
remain forever new and fresh in accordance with the will of its Creator, however He wills

[it to be].

[F] As for His abundant power and overpowering divine force, they make it necessary
[for Him] to create [all] things from nothing (literally: not from something, /z min say’). This
is because every existent thing has an action, and it is in the business of transmuting what is
nearby from what does not [initially] conform to its nature into its nature (min Sa’nihi ihalat

70 (2) e~ MS ] (al_i:-l Gimaret.
7 ld>|y my emendation ] e |4y MS and Gimaret.
72 (?) L3 MS] (?) ,25 Gimaret.
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ma gawarahu mimma laysa min tabihi ila tabihi) — just as fire transmutes what is nearby
into heat, snow transmutes what is nearby into cold, and fragrant things [transmute what is
nearby] into fragrance (ka-ma tubilu I-nar ma gawaraha ila I-harara wa-I-talg ma gawarahu
ila l-bard wa-l-asya’ al-tayyibar al-rih ila I-1ib).”> Because the exalted God existed when
there was no other existent thing with Him, He inevitably transmuted what was nonexistent
into existence — by His abundant divine force. Just as fire, snow, and perfumes (al-nar wa-I-
talg wa-l-asya’ al-itriyya) transmute what is nearby from what does not [initially] conform
to their nature into their nature (and not only these things but also plants, trees, and animals
transmute foodstufls into their own nature), so also every existent thing does the same. It
is in the same way that we have to conceptualize God with His overpowering divine force:
He alone existed, with nothing else beside Him, yet He transmutes and produces, so it is
inevitable that He should transmute nonexistence into existence.

[G] John the Grammarian (Yahya al-Nahwi = Philoponus) and Aba Bakr al-Razi
have argued that if it were the case that God’s action proceeded in this manner, then it
would necessarily follow that [His action] is nature-based (tabi%yyan), not choice-based
(thtiyariyyan), and it would be inappropriate to call such an agent good, wise, and powerful.

[H] This, however, is sophistry. This is because the choice-based action of the rational
soul consists in [making others] akin to its own substance. When it is able to disengage
itself from matter, its action consists of abstracting and stripping material forms from their
matter, bringing them, notionally, to the same level as the hidden entities which are its
own objects of intellection, such as the genera and the species. It is in the same manner
that God transmutes nonexistence into existence by [His] choice and substantifies it
(yugawhirubu) by producing a form within it whenever He wishes. If His action were
nature-based, it would not be posterior to His essence, and He would be unable to refrain
from [performing] the action.

[I] While it is possible for an accident to produce [another] accident, as [for example] being
in motion produces heat and being at rest produces cold, substance is more potent in its
action than accident. The Prime Mover is more overpowering than all things, and so He has
even more power to produce substance from accident than to produce an accident. Rather,
it will be found upon reflection that all the acts of production and bringing-into-being are
to be attributed to Him (may He be magnified and exalted!), for it is He who substantifies
(yugawhiru) by bringing nonexistence into existence and by producing forms within it.

[J]1 The nonexistent thing that can become existent once it gets united to a form is what
Aristotle calls “matter” (bayula). Thus, the first thing that God created was matter, and
He turns it into an existent by producing a form within it. The form produced within it
comes about from the First Paradigm (al-mital al-awwal),”* which is His foreknowledge

73 These three examples — and indeed the “transmutation model” presented in [F] — are inspired by Plot.,
Enn. V.1[10], 6.22-40. See discussion below.

74 T am grateful to Cristina D’Ancona for suggesting to me that this is a silent quotation from the Arabic ver-
sion of Plotinus” Enneads V.1[10], 6.14, dyadpa t6 mpétov éxpavéy, rendered in Arabic as al-mital al-awwal — see
Theology of Aristotle, Book VIII, ed. ‘A. Badawi, in Aflatin ‘ind al-‘arab, Maktabat al-nahda al-misriyya, Cairo
1955, p. 108.16.
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(sabiq ilmibi) regarding what existent things are going to be before they come to be.
Because He is always knowing, this knowledge is called abstract Forms and Paradigms
(suwaran mugarrada wa-mitalat)” —because’ a thing can exist “before multiplicity”, “with
multiplicity”, and “after multplicity”: “before multiplicity” and “after [multiplicity]”
means with God; “with multiplicity” means with Him but also within existent beings

which are endowed with forms.”

[K] Just as the paradigms (mitalat) of all the crafts (sina‘ar) are found with the craftsmen
before the thing crafted [comes into being], and it is from these [paradigms] that the forms
come to be in the crafted objects, such that by means of these [forms] [the objects] become
something else,” so is the case also with the forms of the world and of all the beings that
have their Paradigm (mital) with the exalted God prior to the production of the things
that get produced. I am not concerned at this point with [the question of] whether one
has to posit here that these abstract Forms and Ideas (suwar mugarrada wa-anwa) exist
and subsist on their own, as the divine Plato believed (kama ra’ahu al-ilaht Aflatun), or
whether they subsist [only] within individuals, which is alleged to be Aristotle’s doctrine
(kama yuzannu bi-Aristi annabu ya'‘taqidubn).”

As we can see, al-Isfizari’s Question 20 falls into three main sections:

(1) Paragraphs [A]-[F] argue that God is good, wise, and powerful and then proceed to
work out the implications of each of these qualities for the modality of God’s creation
of, and providential care for, the world; significantly, Paragraph [F] argues for creation ex
nihilo and presents an interesting “transmutation model” of creation: just as fire, snow,
and perfume “transmute” (yuhilu/tubiln) their surroundings into heat, cold, and fragrance
respectively, so God “transmutes” nonexistence into existence;

(2) Then we have Paragraph [G], which presents Philoponus’ and Aba Bakr al-Razi’s
objection to the “transmutation model” just discussed; according to these thinkers, this
model implies that God’s actions are “nature-based” (tabi‘%) rather than “choice-based”
(thtiyari) and, therefore, God cannot be held to be “good, wise, and powerful” (the reason

75 Cf. ]J. Dillon, “The Ideas as Thoughts of God”, Ftudes platoniciennes 8 (2011), pp. 31-42. On the term
mugarrad, cf. C. D’Ancona, “Degrees of Abstraction in Avicenna: How to Combine Aristotle’s De Anima and the
Enneads”, in S. Knuuttila - P. Kirkkiinen (eds.), Theories of Perception in Medieval and Early Modern Philosophy,
Springer, Berlin 2008 (Studies in the History of Philosophy of Mind, 6), pp. 47-71 (I am grateful to Giovanni Man-
dolino for this reference).

76 3% seems both out of place and ungrammatical.

77 On the Neoplatonic (and later medieval) notion that universals exist in three modes — “before the many”
(Tpd TV ToAAGY), “In the many” (év Tolg mohhoic), and “after the many” (ént tolc moAhoic) — see, e.g., S. Fortier,
“Ammonius on Universals and Abstraction: An Interpretation and Translation of Ammonius’ In Porphyrii Isago-
gen 39,8-42,16”, Laval théologique et philosophique 68.1 (2012), pp. 21-33; A. de Libera, La querelle des universaux
de Platon & la fin du Moyen Age: Edition augmentée d’une postface, Editions du Seuil, Paris 2014, pp. 230-3. On
the Porphyrian roots of this idea, see Karamanolis, Plato and Aristotle in Agreement (above, n. 31), pp. 315-6.

78 For example, wood in the hands of a carpenter takes on a new form and becomes a desk, a bed, or a chair.

7 Gimaret, “Un traité théologique” (above, n. 59), pp. 236-8. On the Platonic Ideas in Arabic, see R. Arnzen,
Platonische Ideen in der arabischen Philosophie: Texte und Materialen zur Begriffsgeschichte von suwar Aflataniyya
und muthul Aflataniyya, De Gruyter, Berlin 2011 (Scientia graeco-arabica, 6); though al-Isfizari is mentioned once
in this monograph (p. 6), this passage is not referenced.
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for this being that this model, with the particular examples of fire, snow, and fragrance used
therein, sidesteps God’s rationality);

(3) In Paragraphs [H]-[K] we have what seems to be al-Isfizari’s own rejoinder to Philoponus
and Abt Bakr al-Razi, in which al-Isfizari (most likely, drawing on some threads from the
same source that he used in [A]-[F]) defends the idea that God is a rational agent and offers
additional clarifications about how exactly “transmutation” of nonexistence into existence
takes place. Strikingly, al-Isfizar1 claims that God’s first creation is matter (bhay#la),® that
therefore the “transmutation model” describes generation of matter, and that matter is
“subsequently” (“subsequently” in the logical, not in the temporal sense) informed by
forms that originate from the Paradigm, which is identical to God’s foreknowledge.

If we are to take Section 2 (Paragraph [G]) seriously, as I believe we should, this would
imply that Section 1 (Paragraphs [A]-[F]) comes from a source that is chronologically earlier
than Philoponus, was accessible to both Philoponus (in Greek) and Aba Bakr al-Razi (in
Arabic), and was criticized by both thinkers. Realistically, this could only be Porphyry or
Proclus; yet Proclus is out of the question because he did not toy with the idea of creation
ex nihilo, while Porphyry does indeed have recourse to the notion of creation ex nihilo in his
works (for example, in a later section of the same fr. 51 Sodano of his Commentary on the
Timaeus).®! As this question was dealt with extensively in a recent article by Michael Chase,
I shall cite three key passages from his discussion.

Some Porphyrian texts on matter come close to the Christian view of creatio ex nibilo.
For Porphyry, the demiurgic logos can produce all things without any need for matter. If
Plato calls the Demiurge “Father and maker”, says Porphyry, it is because a father (patér)
is one who generates the whole from himself (rotip pév éotiv 6 4o’ Eautol yevviv T 8hov),
like Ariston generated Plato, while a maker (poiézés) is like a house-builder who does not

% This notion is not uncommon in Arabic sources. See D. De Smet, Empedocles Arabus: Une lecture néopla-

tonicienne tardive, Koninklijke Academie voor Wetenschappen, Letteren en Schone Kunsten van Belgié, Brussels
1998, pp. 96-111; D. De Smet, “Le Souffle du Miséricordieux (Nafas ar-Rabman): un élément pseudo-empédocléen
dans la métaphysique de Mulld Sadra a3-Sirazi”, Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 10 (1999),
pp. 467-86; S. Pessin, Ibn Gabirol’s Theology of Desire: Matter and Method in Jewish Medieval Neoplatonism,
Cambridge U.P., Cambridge 2013, esp. pp. 22-7, 91-117, 165-88; T. Werthmann, “Neoplatonic Variations on a
Pre-Socratic Theme: Transposing a Material Element into the Intelligible World”, in Michaelis - Schmidtke (eds.),
Religious and Intellectual Diversity in the Islamicate World (above, n. 11), pp. 812-32; S.N. Haq, Names, Natures
and Things: The Alchemist Jabir ibn Hayyan and His Kitab al-Abjar (Book of Stones), Kluwer Academic Publish-
ers, Dordrecht 1994, ch. 2, esp. p. 54; Kitab Gayat al-hakim wa-abhaqq al-natigatayn bi-l-taqdim al-mansib ili Abi
I-Qasim Maslama tbn Abmad al-Magriti, ed. H. Ritter, Teubner, Leipzig 1933, ch. 1.6, p. 50.1-6 (the Intellect is said
to be created from Light, which serves as matter [bayiula] for the Intellect). On the Arabic (and Hebrew) terms for
matter, see now Meyrav, Themistius’ Paraphrase (above, n. 35), pp. 527-40.

81 One has to be very careful about how one defines creation ex nibilo relative to Porphyry. It is not creation
“of all things, visible and invisible” by the theistic Creator God, as Christians understood it. Rather, it refers to how
the Demiurge (the Neoplatonic Intellect) produces lower levels of reality. Nor does Porphyry’s version of creation
ex nihilo imply that the world is created in time (i.e., that time itself has a beginning). For Porphyry, the world is
not created in time (Porphyry emphatically upholds eternity of the world and hence believes that the account of
creation in Plato’s Timaeus must not be understood literally). Depending on one’s point of view, Porphyry’s cre-
ation ex nhilo can be described as instantaneous (&9pdwg, “all at once™) or eternal.
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himself generate the matter he uses (6 00x adtog Ty Ghny yevvév).?2 Given that Plato calls the
Demiurge both “Father” and “Maker”, he must, according to Porphyry, have believed that
the Demiurge creates matter. Thus, Porphyry envisaged the Demiurge’s creative activity as
taking place both instantaneously and eternally, by virtue of his thinking. Since his thinking
is his being, however, this is equivalent to saying that the Demiurge creates by virtue of his
being alone. [...] According to a quotation preserved by Aeneas of Gaza, Porphyry rejected
as impious the Middle Platonic belief that matter is an ungenerated principle. Instead, matter
is generated or has come into being, as Porphyry claimed, citing the Chaldaean Oracles
(cf. fr. 34 des Places).® If matter is generated by the Father, however, it is not generated in
time (akhronon), but causally, in that the Father bestows existence upon it throughout all
perpetuity. [...] It may, then, have been later in his philosophical career that Porphyry, now
under the combined influence of Plotinus and the Chaldaean Oracles, hit upon the idea that
matter is patrogenés, i.e. that God creates matter, a doctrine which he was to bequeath to
virtually all subsequent Neoplatonists. It may have seemed to Porphyry that the Chaldacan
Oracles provided divine, or at least semi-divine, justification for the doctrine of God’s creation
of matter, a doctrine which eliminated the ambiguities of Plotinus’ doctrine on matter.*

Though Chase does not articulate this conclusion in quite the same terms, it would seem
that for Porphyry, the Demiurge is both “Father” and “Maker” in the sense that He is the
Father of matter and the Maker of everything else from matter. Matter, therefore, must be
engendered “first” and everything else must be produced “subsequently” from matter (though,
because Porphyry regards creation as happening all at once, “first” and “subsequently” must
be understood in the logical, not in the temporal sense, i.e., as signifying a causal relationship
of priority and posteriority, not a chronological sequence).®

It should be added that the three examples used in Section 1 of al-IsfizarT’s text to illustrate
the “transmutation model” of creation ex nibilo are clearly inspired by Plotinus’ Enneads
V.1[10], 6.22-40. In this crucial passage, Plotinus seeks to explain how Nous (Intellect) is
generated by the One, without the One being moved, i.e., “without any inclination or act
of will or any sort of movement on its part” (o0 Tpocvevoavtog 00d¢ Bovindévtog 0ddE Bhag
»wndévrog). Plotinus compares Nous to the One’s “radiance” (repihapdrc), similar to the
bright periphery of the sun (fAlou t6 mept adtod Aapmpdy), which is constantly generated by the
sun, without the sun being moved (8¢ adtob del yevvapevov pévovroc). He further explains that:

82 Porph., In Tim., fr. 40, p. 26 Sodano = Procl., In Tim., vol. I, p. 300.1-6 Diehl; cf. English trans. by Tarrant-Runia-
Share-Baltzly (above, n. 28), vol. 2, p. 154: “Porphyry says that Father is he who engenders the whole from himself,
whereas Maker is he who receives the matter from another. Hence Ariston is said to be Plato’s father as cause of the
whole being, whereas the builder is said to be maker of the house because he himself did not engender its matter”.

8 Porph., Fragmenta, fr. 368F, pp. 439-40 Smith.

8 M. Chase, “Porphyry”, in H. Tarrant - D.A. Layne - D. Baltzly - F. Renaud (eds.), Brill’s Companion to the
Reception of Plato in Antiquity, Brill, Leiden 2018 (Brill’s Companions to Classical Reception, 13), pp. 336-50, part.
pp- 342-3, 344, 346; see also Chase’s earlier draft “Porphyry on Matter”, https://cnrs.academia.edu/MichaelChase
(retrieved 2025-07-08), where some of the sources—notably fr. 368F Smith (from Aeneas of Gaza) and the related
passage from John Lydus’ De Mensibus — are discussed in greater detail. On Porphyry’s views on creation, see also
Karamanolis, Plato and Aristotle in Agreement (above, n. 31), pp. 277-84.

% 1If this is an accurate presentation of Porphyry’s position, then al-IsfizarT’s claim in Paragraph [J] that “the
first thing that God created was matter” (cf. n. 80 above) may also be a reflection of the same (as I have argued,
Porphyrian) source that he used in Paragraphs [A]-[F].
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All things which exist, as long as they remain in being, necessarily produce from their own
substances, in dependence on their present power, a surrounding reality directed to what is
outside them, a kind of image of the archetypes from which it was produced: fire produces
the heat which comes from it; snow does not only keep its cold inside itself. Perfumed
things show this particularly clearly. As long as they exist, something is diffused from
themselves around them, and what is near them enjoys their existence (nlp pev v nap’
adtol YepubdtnTa- ®al (Lev odx clom wévov To Yuypdy xatéyel: pdhiota 8¢ o edwdn papTupet
Tobto- éug yép oL, mpbetal L EE adtdv mepl adtd, Gv dmolavel YmocTavTwey 6 TAnstov). And
all things when they come to perfection produce; the One is always perfect and therefore
produces everlastingly; and its product is less than itself.*

It is I think quite clear that the author of Paragraph [F] — who is, consequently, the author
of the entire Section 1 of al-IsfizarT’s chapter (though it is, of course, possible that al-Isfizarl
reworked his source) — is applying this Plotinian model of the generation of the Nous to the
(non-Plotinian) idea of creation ex nihilo. Given Porphyry’s interest in creation ex nibilo and
the fact that he often draws inspiration from Plotinus even when he articulates his own views
distinct from his teacher’s, it is very likely that the author whom al-Isfizari is following here
is none other than Porphyry."’

A philological observation may be added here: Paragraph [F] indeed has the appearance of
having been translated from Greek. It is particularly significant that it features the expression
al-a$ya’ al-tayyibat al-rib; this expression looks like an exact rendering of Plotinus’ 8o ed¢d7
(which perhaps appeared as ta e0¢d7 in what I believe was Porphyry’s passage dependent on
Plotinus and cited or reworked by al-IsfizarT’s). Similar renderings of eddnc and edwdia are
attested in the Graeco-Arabic translations of Hunayn and his school.®

It is hardly surprising that Philoponus and Abt Bakr al-Razi took issue with the
“transmutational model” of creation. They must have immediately recognized that
it implied that creation proceeded from God without volition (it may be recalled
that this was precisely the reason why Plotinus articulated the “transmutational
model” in the first place: he wanted to explicate how Nous is generated by the One
without any movement and, specifically, without an act of will, 00d¢ Bovan9dévroc).”
Where did Philoponus and Abta Bakr al-Raziarticulate their objections to the “transmutational

8 Plotinus, Enneads, V.1.6.31-40 (Armstrong’s translation); see A.H. Armstrong (ed. and trans.), Plotinus with
an English Translation, 7 vols., Harvard U.P., Cambridge MA 1966-1988, vol. 5, pp. 30-33. An Arabic version of
this passage is preserved in the “Sayings of the Greek Sage” — see E. Wakelnig, A Philosophy Reader from the Circle
of Miskawayh, Cambridge U.P., Cambridge 2014, pp. 94-5, §32 and commentary, pp. 364-5; cf. E Rosenthal, “a3-
Sayh al-Ytinini and the Arabic Plotinus Source”, Orientalia N.S. 21 (1952), pp. 461-92, 22 (1953), pp. 370-400, 24
(1955), pp. 42-66, at pp. 476-477. Cristina D’Ancona has suggested to me that the whole description of creation in
al-IsfizarT’s Question 20 may depend on the Arabic Plotinus. This is a fruitful avenue of inquiry for future research.

7 Of course, as with the Arabic Porphyrian fragment, al-Isfizari reflects a theistic adaptation of Porphyry’s
idea. While for Porphyry it would have been a matter of the Demiurge (i.e., the Intellect) creating the world, in al-
Isfizari the Demiurge is tacitly replaced by the theistic Creator.

8 Ullmann, Wérterbuch (above, n. 27), vol. 1, p. 276; vol. S-1, pp. 424-5; “Glossarium Graco-Arabicum”,
https://glossga.bbaw.de (retrieved 2025-07-08), s.v. svwd™. The “Greek Sage” passage (see n. 86 above) has: dawat
al-rawa’ih al-tayyiba and al-say’ da al-ra’tha al-tayyiba.

% Cf. Mandolino, Yahya ibn ‘Adz (above, n. 6), pp. 304-8 (discusses the same Plotinian passage as cited above
and Yahya ibn ‘Adt’s counterarguments).

Studia graeco-arabica 15 / 2025



The Triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom” and a New Porphyrian Fragment in Arabic 89

model” of creation? This is a difficult question to answer. I have not seen anything similar
in Philoponus’ Contra Proclum, which would be the natural place to look for it, or, for that
matter, in his other works, though Philoponus does, of course, object to the Neoplatonic
idea that God and the world are coeval, and that God generates the world “just by being”
on the model of the sun and its light.”® If the Arabic epitome De Contingentia mundi is an
extract from a longer Arabic text (i.e., from a lost integral Arabic translation of Philoponus’
so-called “third anti-eternalist book™), then it is quite possible that Philoponus refuted the
“transmutational model” there.”* As for Abi Bakr al-Razi, we already have had a chance to
mention that he is credited with a refutation of Porphyry’s “book to Anebo”;” if, as argued
above, this “book to Anebo” (i.e., Risala ila Anabi) contained material from Porphyry’s
Commentary on the Timaeus, then it is possible that it is there that Abt Bakr al-Razi refuted
the “transmutational model”. Unfortunately, it is impossible to verify these hypotheses
because the relevant texts are now irretrievably lost.

Two more pieces of circumstantial evidence seem to link al-Isfizari to Porphyry. First, the
triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom”, which, as we have seen, features in the Arabic Porphyrian
fragment preserved by al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal, is fundamental for al-Isfizari. In addition
to Question 20 (translated and discussed above) — which, as argued above, is effectively a
commentary on the triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom” — al-Isfizari refers or alludes to this
triad in Question 4,” Question 25, Question 26, and Question 28.° While some of these
references are rather casual, al-IsfizarT’s commitment to the triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom”
is not to be denied. If this triad is known to al-Isfizari from Porphyry, as seems likely, this is
a sign of a strong connection between the two thinkers.

Second, al-Isfizar?’s treatise has many similarities (and may well share a common source)
with Miskawayh’s Minor Triumph (al-Fawz al-asgar).” It is therefore hardly accidental
that Miskawayh (Fawz, ch. 1.2) also refers to the triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom”;
moreover, as noted by Chase, this triad is introduced right before a citation from an
(unspecified) work by Porphyry.”® This is another confirmation of the tight connections

% Philop., De Aet. mundi contra Proclum, pp. 14.18-28 Rabe; English trans.: Philoponus, Against Proclus’s
“On the Eternity of the World 1-5”, trans. M. Share, Cornell U.P., Ithaca 2005, pp. 26-7. For an Arabic version of
this passage, see E. Wakelnig, “al-Antaki’s Use of the Lost Arabic Version of Philoponus’ Contra Proclum”, Arabic
Sciences and Philosophy 23 (2013), pp. 291-317, at p. 303.

%' On the De Contingentia mundi, see now G. Mandolino, “On the Origins of John Philoponus’s De Con-
tingentia mundi”, Mediterranea: International Journal on the Transfer of Knowledge 9 (2024), pp. 165-211; I am
grateful to Giovanni Mandolino for a copy of this article.

2 See n. 65 above.

% Gimaret, “Un traité théologique” (above, n. 59), p. 219.18-22; cf. Wakelnig, “What Does Aristotle” (above,
n. 6), pp. 470-471.

% Gimaret, “Un traité théologique” (above, n. 59), p. 247.11-13.

% Gimaret, “Un traité théologique” (above, n. 59), p. 249.7.

% Gimaret, “Un traité théologique” (above, n. 59), p. 252.4-5.

77 See Wakelnig, “What Does Aristotle” (above, n. 6), p. 469; E. Wakelnig, “Die Philosophen in der Tradition
al-Kindis: al-‘Amiri, al-Isfizari, Miskawayh, as-Sigistani und at-Tawhidi”, in H. Eichner - M. Perkams - C. Schifer
(eds.), Islamische Philosophie im Mittelalter: Ein Handbuch, Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt 2013,
pp- 233-52, here pp. 242-5. If it is a matter of al-IsfizarT and Miskawayh sharing a common source, one may even
wonder whether this common source is Porphyry. This subject remains to be investigated.

% Chase, “Triad” (above, n. 7), p. 15; cf. Wakelnig, “What Does Aristotle” (above, n. 6), p. 469. For a translation
of this Porphyrian citation, see Adamson, “Porphyrius Arabus” (above, n. 55), pp. 161-2 (Adamson believes that
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— which are still to be investigated — between al-Isfizari, Miskawayh, Porphyry, and
the triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom”.

2.4. How Did the Porphyrian Fragment Reach al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal?

In his religious encyclopedia Magmi® usil al-din, al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal used a wide
variety of sources: the Bible, biblical apocrypha, patristic works in Arabic translations (John
Chrysostom, Dionysius the Areopagite, Basil of Caesarea, and others), Greek Christian
philosophical works in Arabic translations (Nemesius’ De Natura hominis, with a mistaken
but very common attribution to Gregory of Nyssa, and Philoponus’ De Contingentia mundi),
works of Christian Arabic philosophy and theology (Hunayn ibn Ishaq, Yahya ibn ‘Adj,
Nazif ibn Yumn, Ibn al-Tayyib, Elias of Nisibis, al-Arfadi, and others), as well as treatises by
Jewish and Muslim theologians (Maimonides and Fahr al-Din al-Razi, respectively).”

Given the astonishing variety of sources used by al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal, it is not out of
the question that he could have had a treatise by Porphyry (ex hypothesi, Porphyry’s Risala ila
Anabiu, with material from the Commentary on the Timaeus) at his disposal. However, secondary
transmission seems, on balance, more likely. In other words, al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal probably
came across the Porphyrian quotation in an otherwise unknown Christian Arabic or Muslim
theological work (the paragraphs in which he discusses the triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom”
may reflect the content of that work).!” He had certainly procured manuscripts of many
treatises authored by, and those that circulated among, the Baghdad Aristotelian philosophers.!*!
Yahya ibn ‘Adi in particular was a key influence on him. It is significant that, as shown by
Elvira Wakelnig, it is precisely Yahya ibn ‘Adi who introduced the triad “Goodness-Power-

this citation comes from Porphyry’s Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics). This is one of the two Porphyrian passages
cited in Miskawayh’s Minor Triumph; on the second passage (Fawz, ch. 1.5), see Adamson, “Porphyrius Arabus”
(above, n. 55), pp. 162-3. For an edition and French translation of Miskawayh’s Minor Triumph, see Miskawayh,
al-Fawz al-asgar/Le petit livre du salut, ed. S. ‘Udayma, trans. R. Arnaldez, Maison arabe du livre, Tunis 1987; the
Porphyrian passages are found on pp. 40-41 and 48-50 (Arabic section)/pp. 19-20 and 24-26 (French section).

? W. Abullif, “Les sources du Magmiu* usil al-din d’al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal”, Parole de I’Orient 16 (1990-
1991), pp. 227-38; A[bullif], Dirasa (above, n. 9), pp. 184-9. On al-Mu’taman’s use of some of these sources, see N.
Seleznyov, Pax Christiana et Pax Islamica: Uz ucmopun meskkongeccnonanvmvix cBazeit na cpegrebekoBom Bausknem Bocmoke
[Pax Christiana et Pax Islamica: On the History of Interconfessional Ties in the Medieval Middle East], Petimune
HoBunok u nonyaspusix knue usgameascm8a, Moscow 2014 (Orientalia et Classica, 45), pp. 33-42 (on Nazif ibn Yumn),
101-6 (on al-Arfadi), 107-19 (on Ibn al-Tayyib), 121-8 (on Hunayn ibn Ishaq); N. Seleznyov, «Knuea obumnocmu Bepi»:
Cpegnebekoborii Bocmounoxpucmuarnckudt skymenuneckusi mpakmam [“The Book on the Concordance of Faith”: A Medieval
Oriental Christian Ecumenical Treatise], Grifon, Moscow 2018 (on al-Arfadi); E. Platti, Yabya ibn ‘Adz: Théolo-
gien chrétien et philosophe arabe, sa théologie de I’Incarnation, Departement Oriéntalistiek, Leuven 1983, pp. 36-46;
Mandolino, “On the Origins” (above, n. 91), pp. 167-70 (on Philoponus); Haji-Athanasiou, “Le Traité de Némésius
d’Emese” (above, n. 46), pp. LXXXII-XCII; M. Morani, La tradizione manoscritta del “De Natura hominis” di Nem-
esio, Vita e Pensiero, Milano 1981, pp. 90-6 and 182-5; A. Treiger, “New Evidence on the Arabic Versions of the Corpus
Dionysiacum”, Le Muséon 118.3-4 (2005), pp. 219-40, at p. 225, n. 18; G. Schwarb, “The Reception of Maimonides
in Christian-Arabic Literature”, Ben ‘Ever la-‘Arav 7 (2014), pp. 109-75, esp. pp. 123-4; G. Schwarb, “Excursus III:
The Coptic and Syriac Receptions of Neo-Ash‘arite Theology”, in S. Schmidtke (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Is-
lamic Theology, Oxford U.P.,, Oxford 2016 (Oxford Handbooks), pp. 547-66, esp. 555-7 (on Fahr al-Din al-Razi).

10 For a translation, see Appendix below, §§9-13.

10 On the Baghdad Aristotelians, see G. Endress - C. Ferrari, “The Baghdad Aristotelians”, in Rudolph-
Hansberger-Adamson (eds.), Philosophy in the Islamic World (above, n. 68), pp. 421-525 (see p. 463 on the triad
“Goodness-Power-Wisdom”).
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Wisdom” into Arabic Christian theological discourse.'®> Moreover, as hypothesized by Graf, it
is from Yahya ibn ‘Ad1’s writings that al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal gained his knowledge of ancient
philosophy. Graf even mentions Porphyry in this regard.!® We cannot be sure, of course, but
the possibility that al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal owed his knowledge of Porphyry to an unknown
treatise either by Yahya himself or another member of his school seems to be the likeliest
explanation for the appearance of the Arabic Porphyrian fragment in the Magmu* usul al-dimn.

It may be added that al-Mu’taman ibn al-“Assal cites Porphyry on two other occasions: in
ch. 11, §87 (vol. L1, p. 274) and in ch. 34, §15 (vol. II.1, pp. 105-106). The first citation (ch. 11,
§87) reads:

Lo Lo 0555 68 Y clgn 2387 5 P USCE o) V) e O s iy 1 533 s
s g Ay grzy 3500 5T ALY
Porphyry said: And keep in mind that all the opinions are [such that] there is doubt

concerning many of them, because there is much in them that is incomprehensible or can
only be grasped with difficulty because of its abstruse nature.

Al-Mvu’taman ibn al-‘Assal citation is derived at second hand from the treatise by his
brother al-Safi ibn al-‘Assal al-Saha’ih fi §awab al-nasa’ih.'* Moreover, it corresponds to
a section of the lengthier Hebrew quotation from Porphyry preserved by the thirteenth-
century Andalusian Jewish philosopher, commentator, and translator Sem Téb Ibn
Falaquera.!”” While there is no reason to doubt the authenticity of this citation, especially
as it is now attested in both Arabic and Hebrew, it does not seem possible to identify the
Porphyrian work from which it originates.

The second Porphyrian citation in al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal’s Magmii“ usil al-din (ch. 34,
§15) is fr. 260F Smith (from Porphyry’s Symmikta Zetemata),'”® which al-Mu’taman ibn al-

192 See also Mandolino, Yahya ibn ‘Adr (above, n. 6), pp. 296-7: “The use of the triad of attributes goodness-
wisdom-power in Arabic trinitarian theology is to be considered an original development inaugurated by Yahya
ibn “Adi, followed by scholars such as his pupil Ibn Zur‘a and by ‘Abdallah ibn al-Fadl”.

19 G. Graf, Geschichte der christlichen arabischen Literatur, 5 vols., Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Citta del
Vaticano 1944-1953, vol. 2, pp. 409-10: “In der philosophisch-rationellen Darlegung und Begriindung geht Abu
Ishaq [al-Mu’taman ibn al-“Assal] auf den Wegen des Yahya ibn ‘Adi und seiner Schule. Ihn ruft er auch am hau-
figsten als Zeugen auf, besonders zur Abwehr der gegen die christlichen Grunddogmen gerichteten Angriffe. Es
scheint, dass er auch durch diesen zu den ‘Philosophen’ (Aristoteles, Plato, Porphyrius, Ammonius) und den unter
ithren Namen laufenden Schriften gefiihrt wurde”.

104 iy 9,2 V(£ 138v) ] o) 8 edition.

105 s sy Pirone’s emendation (Italian trans., vol. 1, p. 258); this reading is confirmed by al-Safi ibn al-‘Assal
and by the Hebrew version | |z, V edition.

196 21-Saft ibn al-“Assal, al-Sabha’ib ft gawab al-nasa’ih, ed. M. Girgis, Matba‘at ‘Ayn Sams, Cairo 1643 AMart
[1926/7], ch. 2, p. 22.

17 G. Freudenthal - A.P. Johnson, “A New Porphyry Fragment?”, Classical Quarterly 70.1 (2020), pp. 410-28,
at p. 415: “For there are in those [unaccustomed] doctrines many things that require of the student much investi-
gation and he may [also] hit upon some doubts; however, this does not happen with this kind of [unaccustomed]
doctrines only, but is a universal feature of all doctrines, in most cases. For in all these matters there are things that
are impossible or difficult to grasp”.

198 Porphyrii philosophi Fragmenta, fr. 260F, pp. 286-88 Smith. On this work, see H. Dérrie, Porphyrios’ “Sym-
mikta zetemata”: Ihre Stellung in System und Geschichte des Neuplatonismus nebst einem Kommentar zu den
Fragmenten, C.H. Beck, Munich 1959.
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‘Assal cites as part of a longer quotation from Nemesius’ De Natura hominis (misattributed,
as already mentioned, to Gregory of Nyssa).

3. Conclusions and Avenues for Future Research

We can draw the following conclusions from the above discussion. First, the Arabic
Porphyrian fragment on the triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom” preserved by al-Mu’taman ibn
al-‘Assal is authentic and most likely originates from Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus.

Second, material from Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus seems to have circulated
in Arabic in conjunction with, and as part of, Porphyry’s Risala ila Anabu. This Risala ila
Anabu (with the embedded Commentary on the Timaeus material) was known to Aba Bakr
al-Razi, who wrote a refutation of it, to al-Isfizari who cited it in his (still unpublished) Risala
f% hadat al-‘alam, and to al-Sahrastani who cited it in his al-Milal wa-I-nibal.

Third, the Arabic Porphyrian fragment on the triad “Goodness-Power-Wisdom”
preserved by al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal seems to be part of the same text as the one which
al-Isfizari used in Question 20 of his Kitab ft Masa’il al-umir al-ilabiyya, Paragraphs [A]-[F]
(and less systematically in the remainder of the chapter). This text therefore must have also been
Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus, presumably under the guise of Risala ila Anabi.
The fact that al-IsfizarT’s source uses Plotinus’ Enneads V.1[10], 6 and creatively redeploys it
in defense of creation ex nihilo and the fact that al-Isfizari claims that his source was refuted by
Philoponus and Abtu Bakr al-Razi further corroborate the attribution to Porphyry.

Fourth, the evidence examined herein strongly suggests that Porphyry’s Commentary on
the Timaeus, presumably under the guise of Risala ila Anabu, played a major role in shaping
both Christian and Muslim philosophical discourse. In particular, al-Isfizari had direct
access to it and seems to have used it extensively. The following questions still remain to be
examined: (1) Do other sections of al-IsfizarT’s Kitab fi Masa’il al-umir al-ilabiyya depend
on Porphyry? (2) Are the similarities (including verbatim correspondences) between al-
IshizarT’s Kitab ft Masa’il al-umar al-ilahiyya and Miskawayh’s Fawz to be explained by both
thinkers’ using a common source, and if so, is this common source Porphyry’s Commentary
on the Timaeus? (3) Could Miskawayh’s citations from Porphyry in Fawz, ch. 1.2 and 1.5 also
originate from Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus?

Fifth, it has been demonstrated that the Arabic Porphyrian fragment on the triad “Goodness-
Power-Wisdom” preserved by al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal was most likely translated into Arabic
by Ishaq ibn Hunayn. Unless this is a question of secondary transmission (see Section 2.2 above),
this would imply that it is Ishaq ibn Hunayn who translated Porphyry’s Commentary on the
Timaeus (or sections therefrom) into Arabic. Ishaq ibn Hunayn’s terminology and translation
technique have been the subject of in-depth studies by Dimitri Gutas, Manfred Ullmann,
Ridiger Arnzen, and others.!” It remains to be seen whether the fragments of Risala ila Anabu
preserved by al-IsfizarT and al-Sahrastani show signs of having been translated by Ishaq ibn
Hunayn and whether the same is true of the (ex hypothesi) “Porphyrian section” of Question 20
of al-Isfizar?’s Kitab ft Masa’il al-umur al-ilahiyya, of other sections of this treatise by al-Isfizari,
of the material common to al-Isfizari and Miskawayh, and of Miskawayh’s own quotations
from Porphyry. While there is still a lot of work to be done, it is my hope that this preliminary
study will have laid a foundation for a more in-depth examination of all these questions.

19 See references in n. 35 above.
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Appendix
Translation of al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal, Magmu‘ ustl al-din, ch. 18, §§1-30

[L.1, 374]'° {§1} Chapter Eighteen: {§2} Containing [discussion of] the attributes of the divine
Essence (sifat al-dat al-ilabiyya), expressed [1] by philosophical attributes (al-sifat al-hikmiyya),
L.e., “intellectus”, “intelligens”, and “intellectum™'"! (al-‘aql wa-I-‘aqil wa-I-ma‘qul), [2] by religious
attributes (al-sifat al-sar‘iyya), i.e., “fatherhood”, “sonhood”, and “procession” (al-ubnwwa wa-I-
bunuwwa wa-l-inbi‘ar), so that the Father corresponds to the intellectus, the Son to the intelligens, and
the Spirit to the intellectum, and [3] by the attributes by which scholars and religious leaders (a’immat
al-din) described [God] (may He be praised!), i.e., “wisdom”, “goodness”, and “power” (al-hikma
wa-l-gud wa-I-qudra). These are the properties and the attributes under which fall all other properties
and attributes [of God], “properties” and “attributes” being [two] ancient synonymous affirmative!'?
terms designating the same meaning (alfaz mutaradifa qadima tubutiyya tadullu ‘ala ma‘nan wabid).

[375] {§3} The limitation (al-hasr) [of philosophical attributes] to intellectus, intelligens, and
intellectum is explained by that''? the intellectus is a substance that intellects all existents. Since [God]
(may He be praised!) is one of the existents, it is necessary that He should intellect His own essence
(databu), so that He is intelligens with respect to His essence, and since His essence intellects Him He
is intellectum with respect to'* His essence. Now, intellectus and intellectum are one and the same
thing in actuality, as explained by Aristotle in the De Anima, by Alexander [of Aphrodisias] in his
treatise On the Intellect,""> as well as by the master Yahya ibn ‘Adi in his treatise On the Exemplification
of the Trinity (f7 I-tamiil li-I-tatlir)." ¢

10 Here and below, page references are to vol. I.1 of the edition. I have also consulted the apparatus of Abullif’s
edition and MS V, f. 186v-191r.

1T have opted for these Latin terms to avoid infelicities of such English renderings as “intellect”, “intellect-
ing”, “intellected” (or “object of intellect”, “thing intellected”). On the theory, first put forward by Yahya ibn
‘Adi, that applies this triad to the Christian Trinity, see R. Haddad, La Trinité divine chez les théologiens arabes,
750-1050, Beauchesne, Paris 1985, pp. 222-33; Mandolino, Yahya ibn ‘Adz (above, n. 6), pp. 57, 121, 315.

12 For an explanation of this term see al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal, Magmii‘ usil al-dim, ch. 11, §7, vol. L1, p. 253 Abullif.

113 Read anna for inna.

14 Here and below (see n. 129), the passive participle (ma ‘gil, ma‘lam, etc.) takes its agens as a direct object or
as an indirect object introduced by /-, due to analogy with the corresponding active participle and/or due to the
influence of Syriac.

15 E M. Schroeder - R.B. Todd (trans.), Two Greek Aristotelian Commentators on the Intellect: The De Intel-
lectu Attributed to Alexander of Aphrodisias and Themistius® Paraphrase of Aristotle, De Anima 3.4-6, Pontifical
Institute of Mediaeval Studies, Toronto 1990, pp. 48-9. On the Arabic (and Latin) transmission of Alexander of
Aphrodisias’ De Intellectu, see now C. D’Ancona, “The ‘Conjunction’ of the Intellect with the Separate Sub-
stances and God: The Greek and Graeco-Arabic Background”, Studia Graeco-Arabica 11.1 (2021), pp. 177-213; C.
D’Ancona, “Il TTept vob di Alessandro di Afrodisia: version araba e latina”, Studi sull’Aristotelismo medieval (secoli
VI-XVI) 2.2 (2022), pp. 15-45 (I am grateful to Cristina D’Ancona for sharing this article with me).

116 The reference is to Yahya ibn ‘Adt’s Magala fi tamtil al-nasara al-ibn bi-1-‘aqil dina I-ma‘qil wa-lI-riah bi-1-
ma‘qul dina I-‘aqil (alternative title: Magala yutbatu fiha wasf al-ilah al-wahid bi-I-tatlit wa-tamtil al-ab wa-l-ibn
wa-l-rih al-quddus bi-l-‘aql wa-1-‘aqil wa-lI-ma‘qul), ed. A. Périer, Petits traités apologetiques de Yabhya Ben ‘Adi,
J. Gabalda, Paris 1920, pp. 24-7 (with French translation). As pointed out to me by Giovanni Mandolino (personal
correspondence, May 16, 2024), this section of al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal’s discussion, and especially the last lines
(including the reference to Aristotle and Alexander), comes from the Trinitarian part of Yahya’s Refutation of
al-Warraq — see N. ‘Abbas (ed.), Nazariyyat al-tawhid wa-I-tatlit ‘inda Yabya ibn ‘Adz ft kitabibi “al-Radd ‘ala
al-Warrag”, Gami‘at al-Qiddis Yasuf, Beirut 2014, p. 316.12-15. Yahyi refers to the same sources also in: E. Platti
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{§4} So this one and the same Essence is the abstract essence of the intellectus that exists in three
states: a state in which it is by itself (mufrada), a state in which it is intelligens, namely [the state of] its
conceptualizing itself (tasawwuruha li-datiha), and a state in which it is intellectum, namely [the state
of] its being conceptualized by itself (mutasawwara min datiba). Neither of the [latter] two aspects
(al-ma‘nayayni)'V can be conceptualized without the other [i.e., first] aspect: [that of] the intellectus.

{§5} The limitation of religious attributes [to] fatherhood, sonhood, and procession is explained
by what the philosopher al-Hasan ibn al-Samh!*® said with regard to God being eternally (lam yazal)
Father, Son, and Spirit. He said:'?

{§6} God eternally knows His essence, and it is He, and nobody else, who is the cause of
His knowing His essence. Therefore, it is necessary that there be realized in Him an aspect
(ma‘na)'® of His being a cause that agrees (muwafig) with an effect in its very essence
(ft nafs datihz). It is also agreed upon that He is a living being. It follows from these two
[premises] that God is eternally a living cause that agrees with a living effect, which [in
turn] agrees with [its cause] in its very essence. Now, [it is the case with] every living cause
which agrees with its effect in its very essence that the cause is a father, and the effect is
a son.”?! Therefore, God the exalted is eternally Father and Son.

[376] {§7} As for His eternally being Spirit, the veracity thereof becomes apparent when
one examines what is the case with each'? of the inspirited beings that [we observe] before
us. For the generative force (al-quwwa al-mukawwina) alters it and transfers it from one
state (literally: thing, s2y°) to another'? till it makes it reach'? the spirit and makes it stop'®
naturally at this point. <From>'"* these [arguments] it becomes clearly necessary that there
be, in a living being, a spirit.'”

{§8} It is [also] clear that the object of knowledge (al-ma‘lim) is the final cause (gaya)
of knowledge [in its striving] to apprehend'® it as it is. Now, the Essence of God is an

(ed.), La grande polémique antinestorienne de Yahya ibn ‘Adi, Peeters, Leuven 1981, vol. 1, p. 38.11-14; however,
there he only mentions Aristotle and Alexander, without the titles of the respective works. Nonetheless, his adver-
sary al-Misr1 knows which work he is referencing (7 maqalatibi fi I-nafs ‘ala ra’y Aristaralis) - see E. Platti (ed.), La
grande polémique antinestorienne de Yahya ibn ‘Adz, Peeters, Leuven 1982, vol. 2, p. 215.4-10. T am deeply grateful
to Giovanni Mandolino for these references.

17 On this term, see Haddad, La Trinité divine (above, n. 111), pp. 168-9; R.M. Frank, “al-Mana: Some Reflec-
tions on the Technical Meanings of the Term in the Kaldm and Its Use in the Physics of Mu‘ammar?”, Journal of the
American Oriental Society 87.3 (1967), pp. 248-59.

18 Aba “Alf al-Hasan ibn al-Samh (d. 1027) — Peripatetic philosopher from the school of Yahya ibn ‘Adi. His
glosses on Aristotle’s Physics are printed in BadawT’s edition of the Arabic translation of this work: Badawi (ed.),
Aristitalts, al-Tabi‘a (above, n. 41); cf. his introduction, pp. 20-21; see also S.M. Stern, “Ibn al-Samh”, Journal of
the Royal Asiatic Society 16 (1956), pp. 31-44; G. Endress, “Ibn al-Samh”, in U. Rudolph - R. Hansberger - P. Ad-
amson (eds.), Philosophy in the Islamic World (above, n. 68), pp. 490-6.

9 The quotation covers §§6-8. This is clear from the fact that in §9 the author resumes his discussion of the
three kinds of sets of attributes applied to God by referring to the third set of attributes. The editor is wrong in
assuming that the quotation continues till §13; see A[bullif], Dirdsa (above, n. 9), p. 187.

120 See n. 117 above.

121 The sentence seems to be syntactically misformulated, but the sense is clear.

12 [ read wahid wahid in place of wahid (two manuscripts have this reading; the reading wahid is due to haplography).

12 This description seems to refer to the process of generation of a living being (e.g. of a foetus in the womb).

124 ] read tablugn in place of yablugu (taking al-guwwa al-mukawwina to be the subject).

135 T read tagifu in place of yagifu (taking al-quwwa al-mukawwina to be the subject).

126 T would suggest adding min before hadihi (or hada, according to one manuscript).

127 T would suggest secluding hadibi in line 4 and following five manuscripts in reading r#bhan in place of rih.

128 1 read yudrikubu in place of tudrikubu (one of the manuscripts indeed has this reading).
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object of knowledge with respect to'? itself; <therefore>!'® it is a final cause. <A final
cause>"! of a living thing in its very essence is the spirit; so the Essence of God [as] an
object of knowledge!?? with respect to'? itself <is the Spirit>."* By this we know that God
is eternally Father, Son, and Spirit.

{§9} The limitation of the attributes applied to God by religious scholars and leaders [to] goodness,
wisdom, and power is explained by that the Creator’s work could not be accomplished according to the
most excellent, most complete, most perfect, most correct, the best, and the truest of states unless there
existed in him these three aforementioned attributes which correspond in the analogy to the Father,
the Son, and the Spirit.

{§10} This is because should it be the case that the Creator were greedy and avaricious with His
creation and that His greed and envy prevented Him from transferring it from potentiality to actuality,
from causing it to appear in existence from non-existence, and from permitting it to appear in existence,
He would not have a perfect creation.

{§11} And should it be the case that this good Creator were not wise and that His ignorance of His
work prevented Him from perfecting it, His creation would not be accomplished, and even if it existed
it would be deficient and useless.!*

[377] {§12} And should it be the case that the good and wise [Creator] were not powerful,
He would be unable to accomplish His creation and perfect it according to the right
arrangement and the proper state, [so that] no one would think well of it and agree with Him
concerning it.

{§13} [Therefore] without these three attributes combining together in the Creator, His creation
would not be complete and perfect. But with [these attributes] combining in Him, He needs nothing
else in addition to them in His creation.

{§14} The sage (al-hakim) Porphyry of Tyre said {see the Arabic Porphyrian passage translated in
Section 1 above}.

{§15} The great and learned imam Fahr al-Din ibn al-Hatib [al-Razi] (may God have mercy on
him!) said in his book entitled The Pinnacle of the Intellects [in Knowing the Principles (of Theology)]
(Nibayat al-‘uqul [fi divayat al-usul]):'>

No one will object should one describe Zayd, for example, as intellecting, thinking, and
reasoning and should one describe the Creator as existent,"* wise, and powerful.

[378] {§16} Aristotle said in the fourth chapter (maqala) of the Book of Politics on Managing the
Authority (Kitab al-Siyasa ft tadbir al-ri’asa):*

122 See n. 114 above.

130 T would suggest adding fa-.

B! T would suggest adding wa-gaya, which may have dropped through homoeoteleuton.

12 Should one read al-ma‘lima in place of ma‘luma?

3 1 would suggest adding hiya al-rih, otherwise the passage is unintelligible. The entire paragraph seems to
be corrupt.

1341 read the verb in the passive: la yuntafa‘n biba.

135 Fabr al-Din al-Razi, Nihayat al-‘uqil fi dirayat al-usil, 4 vols., ed. S.A. Fida, Dar al-daha’ir, Beirut 2015
(for Fabr al-Din al-Razi polemic against Christians, see vol. 1, pp. 541-4; this quotation is not found there).
I believe al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal cites Fahr al-Din al-Razi at second hand from al-Safi ibn al-‘Assal, al-Saha’ib,
ch. 3, p. 30; cf. Schwarb, “Excursus III” (above, n. 99), p. 554. (There seems to be some confusion about where the
citation from Falr al-Din al-Razi begins and ends).

13 The context would seem to require “good” (§awad) rather than “existent” (mawgud). Could this be a scribal
mistake due to the fact that these two words have three consonants in common?

%7 The reference is not to Aristotle’s Politics, but to the spurious work Sirr al-asrar, on which see:
EE. Peters, Aristoteles Arabus: The Orviental Translations and Commentaries on the Avristotelian
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Things are established on at least three [requirements], without which perfection of a
thing would not be established.

{§17) The master Yahyaibn ‘Adihasatreatise on thisissue, of which the following is an abridgement:!*

It is [one] of the observable things that when we!® set two mirrors one facing the other,
we find in each of them an image of all that faces it. Since however each one of them faces
the other, there must be in each of them an image of the other.

{§18} It is also apparent upon observation that we'” do not find in each of the mirrors
only an image of the other to the exclusion of all the images reflected in [the other] but we
find in each of the mirrors an image of the other with all the images that [the other] has
received.

{§19} Now, it is clear that the image of [the first mirror] is one of the images that [the
other mirror] has received.'® Therefore, it necessarily follows that the image of each of [the
mirrors] is reflected and is found in [this mirror] itself. Now, if we examine [it], we find the
image of any of these mirrors [to have] three states, each of which is distinct from the two
others.

[379] {§20} First, the state which belongs to it insofar as it exists in concreto (‘aynan),
namely the form!! existing in iron or some other polished body [capable of] receiving
images of what faces it. It is clear that this form in this state is the cause of the existence
of the image in the other two states, since [the first form] removes the two [images] under
the supposition'®? of its having been removed, while they do not remove'® it under the
supposition'? of their having been removed. This [kind of] existence is analogous to

Corpus, Brill, Leiden 1968, pp. 67-72, and cf. p. 54 (in the section on Aristotle’s Politics) where Peters notes that
Kitab al-Siyasa fi tadbir al-ri’asa is an alternative title of Sirr al-asrar. The text of Sirr al-asrar was edited by
‘A. Badawi, in al-Usil al-yananiyya li-l-nazariyyat al-siyasiyya fi l-islam, Cairo 1954, pp. 67-177. Our quota-
tion is found in a slightly different form on p. 137.4-5: sLa¥ ade o5 L 36 ¢ & O3 o5 U 2JEIY S
5%, It is interesting to note that al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal (or his source) takes the quotation out of con-
text, for in the original it continues to argue that seven rather than three is the perfect number (p. 137.5-7):
CAxw (\.3‘)/\) Qo SJL:.MJU Qo C)}.@)Y\j Secne Q\MU Ddaew L@.L«.ST) o \.@.Ja_wjij
oS3yt i s et om0 LT e Shedl by cuee el Ol
OnSirr al-asrar, see also M. Grignaschi, “L’origine et les métamorphoses du Sirr al-Asrar”, Archives d’histoire
doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 43 (1976), pp. 7-112; M. Grignaschi, “La diffusion de Secretum Secre-
torum dans ’Europe occidentale”, Archives d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 48 (1980), pp.
7-70; M. Grignaschi, “Rémarques sur la formation et I'interprétation du Sirr al-Asrar”, in W.E. Ryan - C.B.
Schmitt (eds.), Psendo-Aristotle, “The Secret of Secrets”: Sources and Influences, Warburg Institute, London
1982, pp. 3-33 (and other articles in this volume); R. Forster, Das Geheimnis der Geheimnisse: Die arabischen
und deutschen Fassungen des pseudo-aristotelischen Sirr al-asrar/Secretum secretorum, Dr. Ludwig Reichert
Verlag, Wiesbaden 2006.

138 The reference is to Yahya ibn ‘Adt’s treatise Magala fr Sibbat i‘tigad al-nasara fi I-Bari’ annahi gawhar
wabid du talat sifat; see Petits traités apologétigues, pp. 11-23 Périer. According to Gerhard Endress (G. Endress,
The Works of Yabya Ibn ‘Adi: An Analytical Inventory, Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden 1977, p. 101), there is an abridge-
ment of this treatise by al-Safi ibn al-‘Assal (al-Mu’taman ibn al-“Assal’s brother). It is possibly this abridgement
that al-Mu’taman ibn al-“Assal quotes below.

1% Read anna in place of inna.

19 The following section (minhuma ... qabilatha) is to be secluded, for it is a repetition of a phrase from the
preceding paragraph.

14 The term used for “form” (sizra) is the same as has been used previously and is used in what follows for “image”.

142 Read bi-tawabhhumi in place of yatawahhamu.

1 Read yarfa‘anibi (with five manuscripts) in place of irtifa‘ubn.
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the existence of the Father, since He is the cause of the Son and the Spirit, and They are
His effects.

{§21} The second state is the existence of this very form in the opposite mirror, and it
is thus analogous to the description (wasf)!* of the Spirit as proceeding and issuing forth
from the Father.

{§22} The third state'® is'* what results, by way of reflection, in the mirror from which
[the form] emanated [in the first place]. This [image] is analogous to the attribute (sifz) of
the Son, for He is similar to the Father in two aspects: first, in the image, and second, in that
He exists in [the] essence and does not issue therefrom.

{§23} It has become clear that' insofar as it is an image, it is one image, but when the states
(or if you wish: the three attributes) become joined to it, it becomes three things, being one
insofar as it is an image and many in its attributes, which is what was to be demonstrated.
This analogy is clearer than the analogy of intellectus, intelligens, and intellectum for
someone who knows only the sensibles and has no familiarity or acquaintance with other
[i.e., intelligible] things.

[380] {§24}'4¢ The first form in the iron is the first state, which is analogous to the Father.
The image emanating from it to the opposite [mirror] is the second state, which is analogous
to the Spirit as proceeding and issuing forth from the Father. As for the third state, this is
the reflection of the first mentioned form upon, and the return to, its source, and this is
analogous to the Son.

{§25} The priest (a/-giss) Anba Yuhanna al-Antaki,' the disciple of Ibn Butlan,™ said concerning
analogies that require that one thing be described by a number of descriptions:

[381] {§26} Everything that acts upon a thing acted upon, both in [the realm of] nature
and otherwise, produces its effect in the thing acted upon only by imparting it its essence.!!
This is the case with fire, for it warms an adjacent body like's heat that is its form. Now,
it is obvious that the definition of heat that is in the body and of [heat] that is in the fire
is the same definition; the difference being only in the substrate (al-mawdu). When it is

14 This term seems to be synonymous with sifz in the next paragraph.

145 That the word bal is indefinite may be due to the influence of Middle Arabic; see ]J. Blau, A Grammar
of Christian Arabic, Based Mainly on South-Palestinian Texts from the First Millennium, 3 vols., Secrétariat du
CSCO, Louvain 1966-1967, vol. 2, pp. 359-60, §239.

146 Read hiya for wa-hiya.

17 Here and below read annaha in place of innaha.

148 T do not reproduce the illustration on p. 380. The word inqata ‘at in the right mirror should probably be cor-
rected to in‘atafat.

% On this eleventh-century author, see M.N. Swanson, “Ythanni al-Antaki”, in D. Thomas et al. (eds.), Chris-
tian Muslim Relations: A Bibliographical History, 21 vols. to-date, Brill, Leiden 2009- (in progress) (The History
of Christian-Muslim Relations), vol. 3, pp. 274-6. This quotation by al-Mu’taman ibn al-‘Assal is the only text
remaining from him.

150 On this author, see Graf, Geschichte (above, n. 103), vol. 2, pp. 191-4; L. Conrad, “Ibn Butlan in Bilad al-
Sham: The Career of a Travelling Christian Physician”, in D. Thomas (ed.), Syrian Christians under Islam: The
First Thousand Years, Brill, Leiden 2001, pp. 131-57; D. Oltean, “From Baghdad to Antioch and Constantinople:
Ibn Butlan and the Byzantines”, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 114.1 (2021), pp. 355-76; J. Glynias, “Baghdad on the
Orontes: Between Greek and Arabic Intellectual Worlds in 11%-Century Antioch”, PhD diss., Princeton Univer-
sity, 2022, pp. 465-537; Ibn Butlan, The Doctors’ Dinner Party, ed. and trans. P.E. Kennedy - J. Farrell, New York
U.P, New York 2023.

5!t Read yuksibabu datahu for taksibubu datuhu.

152 The reading mitla seems to be out of place; one would expect some expression meaning “by imparting it”.
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considered in abstraction from the two [substrates], namely the fire and the adjacent body,
it is one in essence, but [at the same time] somehow different in nature.

{§27} Similarly, a carpenter who makes!> a chair does so only by imparting to the wood
that he assembles [as] a chair the form <of>'>* a chair in his soul, and from this form his act
proceeds and obtains in the wood. This is because he makes!'” a chair not by that by which
he is a man, or by that by which he is an animal or a body or a substance, but by the form
obtaining in the soul of the carpenter; and it is this very form that comes to be in the chair.
When it is considered in abstraction from the two essences, no difference in essence will
result for it. But when it is considered together with the carpenter, it is called acting, and
when it is considered while in the wood, it is called acted upon and a chair.

{§28} Similar is the case with knowledge, knower, and thing known, for when the form
of the thing known obtains in the soul of the knower, this person is called knower on
account of it, not on account of that through which he is a man or an animal, but on
account of nothing else but the form of the thing known. Therefore, it is one in the knower
and in the thing known, but different [382] insofar as we consider it in the knower or in
the thing known. When this essence is considered in abstraction from the substrates, it is
one and undifferentiated, and is at the same time knowledge, knower, and thing known.

{§29} If, according to what we have made clear, this is the case with natural things and
artifacts, how much more [should this be so] with spiritual things whose essences do not
require circumscription (tahayyuz) [in matter].

{§30} Thus, according to what Aristotle has shown, things can exist in three places: in
the First Cause, where'™ they exist spiritually (razbaniyya); in the heaven (al-falak), where
they exist relationally (nisbiyya);"” and in the sensibles, where'® they exist objectively
(wugudiyya). An analogy for that would be the form of the essence of the same garment:
in the soul of the weaver, it is spiritual; when he prepares a warp of cloth, it becomes
relational; and when it turns into the garment itself, it becomes objective.

153 Here and below, I read yanguru for yanguzu.

1541 suggest adding hiya after allati.

155 [ suggest reading nagiran for nagizan.

15¢ The First Cause is treated as masculine (fzh: rather than fiha) because it is identified with God. For a similar
case of personification of the Cause, cf. Dawiud ibn Marwan al-Muqgammis’s Twenty Chapters (‘Ishrun Magala),
ed. and trans. S. Stroumsa, Brill, Leiden 1989 (Etudes sur le judaisme médiéval, 13), pp- 55, 57.

157 Another possible translation would be “rationally”; in this case the reference would be to mathematical
ratios (nisab) of the movements of the celestial spheres.

18 Read fzha (with six manuscripts) for fihima.
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