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ABSTRACT

Sadr al-Din Qunavi (605/1207-673AH /1274 CE) — stepson and pupil of Ibn “Arabi (d.
638 AH/1240 CE) ~ played a pivotal role in the development of Islamic intellectual
history. His contributions in the medieval period helped alter the course of mystico-
philosophical tradition, which was then flourishing from Asia Minor and Persia to the
major learning centers of the Arabic-speaking world. His importance was largely due to
the complex mystcal doctrine he expounded in the light of Ibn Sina’s cridque of
knowledge. The age-old dilemma of knowledge was encapsulated in a famous declaradon
by Ibn Sina — the ra#tonalist philosopher — who asserted that man is incapable of knowing
intellectually “the realinesof things,” let alone the First Being. This did not imply that the
realies were either unknowable in every sense, or that they did not exist. The queston
is in what sense and how are they knowable? It was Ibn Sina’s special calling, Qtnavi
argued, to show the proper role and scope of reason in this quest. Philosophical
knowledge may be represented chiefly through demonstraave logic, the only paradigm
available to Ibn Sini. Qunavi, on the other hand, set out to develop an exegetical
grammar more suited to the movements of spiritual dialogue and paradox. For him, an
intellectual knowledge of the “realities,” in essence, rested on the relation between two
distnct realides (subject and object). Yer all agreed that God’s knowledge of Himself
was the root of all knowledge. It had to transform urterly the distincion between the
two realides. God’s self-revelaton is furthermore an unfolding book divulged through
the infinite possibilites of linguistic construction. Mysticism’s technical vocabulary had,
therefore, to distinguish itself from, though without displacing, the bare skeleton of
demonstraave logic.



NOM: Asaad Shaker

TITRE: “Le langage technique et P’expérience dans la
philosophie mystique de Sadr al-Din Quanavi”
DEPARTEMENT: Institut des études islamiques
DIPLOME: Ph.D.
RESUME

Sadr al-Din Qunavi (d. 605/1207-673AH/1274 CE) — éléve et fils adoptf d’Tbn “Arabi (d.
638 AH/1240 CE) — a joué un role clé dans le développement intellectuel de I'Islam. Son
appott a contribué a donner une nouvelle direction i la tradiion mystico-philosophique
médiévale, tradition qui s’épanouissait en Anatolie et en Perse, tout comme dans les
principaux centres du monde arabophone. Son importance est due largement a la
doctrine mystique qu’il a élaborée a la lumiére de la crtique de la connaissance avancée
auparavant par Ibn Sina Le vieux dilemme épistémologique est résumé par la fameuse
déclaration d’Ibn Sin3, philosophe rationaliste par excellence, qui affirme que ’homme est
incapable de connaitre seul par son intellect “les réalités des choses,” sans parler de celle
de I’Etre Premier. Mais cela ne voulait pas dire que les réalités sont inconnaissables dans
tous les sens, ou qu’elles n’existent pas. Donc la question était de savoir en quel sens au
juste et comment. Qunavi soutenait qu’lbn Sina avait comme mission de démontrer le
juste role et 'envergure de la raison dans la recherche d’une connaissance intellectuelle.
En termes philosophiques, la connaissance est représentée par la logique de la
démonstraton, seul paradigme accessible a Ibn Sina. Qunavi, donc, s’est donné pour
tiche de développer une grammaire exégétique plus appropriée aux mouvements du
dialogue et du paradoxe spirituels. Une connaissance intellectuelle des “réalités” reposait
essentiellement sur la relation entre deux réalités distinctes (le sujet et 'object).
Toutefois, tous étaient d’accord que la connaissance de Dieu de lui-méme érait la source
premiére de toute connaissance. Et elle devait complétement transformer cette
distincdon entre les deux réalités. La révélation de Dieu est un livre qui s’ouvre en
divulgant les infinies possibilités de la construction linguistique. Le vocabulaire technique
de la mystique devait par conséquent se distinguer de la logique, mais sans la remplacer.
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Rather than write a separate preface, let me make two brief points here regarding the
choices that I have had to make in this study.

My academic training has given me an understanding of historical processes and, in
particular, the historical development of Islamic thought. The present study stands out
for its almost exclusive focus on the thought of a single author. It is much less
concerned with the historical circumstances or developments that go into the making of
such a prominent figure in the high culture of Islam as Sadr al-Din Qinavi.
Nevertheless, [ am keenly aware of the importance of the broader intellectual context.
There is no doubt that, in a general sense, the one approach is incomplete without the
other. But this does not make their equal treatment within a single study a feasible task.
I have tried to convey, in the introduction, some historical sense of the issues to be
discussed. However, the opportunity for a concentrated study of Qunavi’s complex

system of thought appeared to me far too important to miss. The result was a conscious



the larger picture.

My second point concerns language. Many of the terms Qunavi employs are difficult
if not impossible to translate into comfortable English. I have done my best, in a paper
in the main intended for scholars, to highlight the complex semandcs which almost every
term usually involves. It should be noted, though, that while Qunavi was a master of the
Arabic language, the technical nature of his writing did not allow for much grace in
literary expression. Another choice has been to use “man” (in “Perfect Man”) instead
of “humankind” or “human beings,” and to favor the masculine over other pronoun
torms (e.g. “his or her”, “their,” etc.), which are redundant or just too cumbersome;
using the feminine form is, of course, out of the question, being simply too ideologic.lly-
rainted to be of interest here. While fashionable in small intellectual circles, many current
views on the English language remain unacceprable. Languages have differing capaciues
to convey reference without recourse to the masculine form. Though one of the richest
languages in the world, English is grammatically limited in this respect — though without,

I think, necessarily privileging either sex.



INTRODUCTION

Konya, the city where Sadr al-Din Qunavi® (605/1207-16 Muharram 673AH/22 July 1274
CE) had spent the better part of his life, sits in a fertile plain thar stretches all the wav to
the foot of the Taurus Mountains to the southeast. Despite inclement cold and
tempestuous winds, the area is agriculwrally productive, if almost entirely dependent on
irrigadon. Upon being conquered by the Saljags, it acquired considerable politcal and
military importance, entering a period of unprecedented prosperity after the suléan of the
western branch of the Saljaq dynasty, Mas®id (r 512-50 AH/1118-55 CE), declared the
city his capital. New mosques, madrasas and &hangas were built, and famous personalities
slowly trekked their way to this far-flung region of the Islamic world. Growing Mongol
pressure around mid-century no doubt had its disruptive effects; the city reached its nadir
in 1277 CE, when it was occupied for a short spell by the Qaramanids. Yer despite its
inital and recurrent ferocity, Mongol rule in the Islamic world ironically tended to
facilitate exchange among peoples by removing regional barriers to the movement,
partcularly, of commercial goods. An ers'twhile factor of destabilizaton had been the
creeping economic localization of many parts of Iran and Asia Minor (Togan EcCoAn
217). And the incessant movement of populations in this period rapidly gave our frontier
capital its cosmopolitan character ~ which was partly a spur to, partly a result of, its
polidcal importance — making it the envy of both Muslims and local Greeks and

Armenians.
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This was the time when Qunavi’s father Majd al-Din Ishiq® began his carcer as a
great statesman and, epitomizing mysticism’s pervasiveness, became a revered spiritual
figure. During his return journey from a pilgrimage to the holy city of Mecca, he was
accompanied by Ibn “Arabi, with whom he struck a deep friendship. Upon Ishaq’s
death, the latter reportedly became Sadr al-Din’s stepfather by marrying the widow.’
Through this marriage. it is said, East met West in Islamdom-— and Anatolia’s medley
spiritual and cultural character suddenly gained shapeliness. Although Konya was
unusually heterogeneous in 1ts ethnic compositon, under the Saljiqgs it managed to
develop a social cohesiveness that was conducive to new political and intellectual forms
of expression. Its spiritual life, which began to show a remarkable vitality of its own
around the middle of the thirteenth century, was nourished by two main sources.
One was an emerging natve synthesis of Turkish, Iranian, Hellenic and Mongol
cultural patterns. Indeed, fronuer innovation in the political arena found its natural
outgrowth in the novelty of expression that burgeoned among mystic-poets like Jalal al-
Din Rtmi. Rumf’s literary achievement was in Persian, and while Persian was not quite
the language with which the nomadic Turkoman roaming the countryside had expressed
their popular beliefs, his linguistic depth reflected no less a kind of “practical”
literary obverse to Arabo-Islamic learned culture, as it was then developing under the
aegis of the eastern Saljiqs. Rumi was in many ways a wellspring of new
experiences and poetic content not easily explained by sole reference to the prim

learnedness of scholars as they had been known until then. Despite thisdifference,
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Aflaki’s official biographical account portrays a close-knit community of both mystcs
and scholars of a curiously uninhibited spiritual mien.

As a scholar, Qunavi, unlike RGmi (to whom he was close and who lived in the same
city), wrote mostly in Arabic, with a particular bent for Arabic linguistics. This brings us
to the second source alluded to above, the uninterrupted links with the centers of
rraditional science — Damascus, Aleppo, Cairo, etc. — written and taught almost
exclusively in the Arabic language. By then, nuinerous schools and colleges had been
built by the Ayyubids in Syria and Egypt, where the Arabic language was studied
assiduously by both specialists and non-specialists congregating from all over the Islamic
world, among them Sadr al-Din Qunavi from Anatolia and his teacher, Ibn “Arabi, from
the Maghreb.” Both spiritual and scientific themes were carefully nurtured by many
circles, and tended to blend together. Indeed, in a/-Nafahat al-ilahiyyah, Sadr al-Din relates
how the matter of a/l-kitabah al-wla al-ilahiyyah itself, or the “Primary Divine Writing,” an
important aspect of his doctrine, was revealed to him in an early form in the City of
Damascus. Of course, his mystical linguistics must not be confused with conventonal
grammar; and yet to separate the two domains completely would riot bring us any nearer
to grasping the intellectual climate reigning then. Its Islamic character mote deeprooted
and variegated than Konya’s, Damascus fostered a broad intellectual fraternity that was
especially felt in those traditional domains held in common by all the major schools of
jurisprudence. Specialized fields like /adith studies, in which Qunavi himself excelled to

the point of being an authority and teacher, provided ample opportunity for mutual
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enrichment, any doctrinal or ethnic channels of admission being far less insttutionally
practicable here than elsewhere. This is not to argue that intellectual influence was
evenly distributed among the higher ranks of academic scholarship. Unlike Ibn “Arabif,
Qunavi was steeped in Shafi'T jursprudence, and the Shafi‘ites were abundantly
represented in the schools.

One of the most prestigious centers, established eatlier in the century, was the Dar al-
Hadith al-Ashrafiyyah, whose first Shaykh, for instance, was the celebrated Shafi't
mubaddith Ibn al-Salih al-Shahraziri (d. 643/1245) (Pouzet DVS 182). But in centers like
these, beyond the basic training needed to produce functional judges and lawyers,
intermingling, ironically, offered a chance for some to exert an influence far
disproportionate to their numbers. We know that Abd Shama, the famous chronicler of
the city, kept a close liaison with Malikite circles and Ibn ‘Arabi, in particular (Pouzet
DVS 179). The Milikis present an interesting case where, despite its smaller number of
adherents, a school was able to play an important role in the Qur’anic sciences due to its
preponderance in /gra’ and nabw (Pouzet DVS 179). Interest in these two areas was
becoming increasingly focused on Arabic philology. In view of his special reladon with
Ibn “Arabi, Qunavi must have had easy access to Maghrebi~exegetical sources. ButI
have found little evidence of anything pccuﬁuly Maghrebi, even in his grammarical
interpretations, apart from some themes easily idendfiable as belonging to Ibn “Arabi.

Besides Damascus, Qunavi visited Aleppo and Cairo, where he had a certain faithful

following. By the mid-thirteenth century, Konya’s close links with all these traditional
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centers of learning had established the second most important pillar in its religio-
intellectual edifice. But the intriguing question to be asked now is how his spiritual bond
with Rami, the inveterate opponent of any bookish scholar, could have developed to the
point of mutual recognition, as Afliki indeed reported, while Qunavi continued
unabatedly to produce such unequalled scholarly accomplishments as he had to his name
(Huart SDT 281-82).° We shall not try to answer this in connection with Rdmi but in
more general form with reference to the intellectually treacherous questions of language
and experience.

Although not strctly a “literary practidoner” in the way that Rami was, Qunavi was
intensely interested in language, and not always in the disciplinary sense discussed by the
grammarans. [t was after all language that provided a vehicle of expression — more
technically, the “devices of conveyance” (adawat al-tawsil) — for conveying the most
profound experiences available to a human being. And the “meanings” it purported to
embody — naturally to varying degrees of success — were thought of as constants; they
were intangible, immaterial and, in their insular subsistence, had no means of disclosing
themselves without some device of conveyance. In his search for the proper language
of concrete expedence, then, he hardly differed from Rami. But the theoretcal
orientation he adopted allowed him to explore realities at a slightly different angle and
distance from the core experience, which one needs to stress from the outset can only
be personal. His own relationship to the experiential core intimated to him even by so

close a spiritual master as Ibn ‘Arabi certainly conveys its own story of single-minded
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devotion, fulfilment, but also of frustrated hopes; for a teacher’s experience is sensibly
different from that of which he, the pupil, eventually became a direct witness. Although
“Abd al-Rahman jami has remarked that Ibn “Arabi’s true intentions regarding (what
later became known as) “wabdat al-wujad’ simply could not be discerned in any manner
conforming to both reason (‘ag/) and religious law (shari“ah) without a proper study of
Sadr al-Din’s works (JNU 556), Qtnavi’s own appraisal of his relationship to Ibn “Arabi
is more nuanced. The reason was that he was careful to emphasize personal witness, as
opposed to the interpretation of ofhers’ experience, no matter what their station. Al-
Munawi (1265-1350 CE), for example, quotes him as saying that his teacher had striven
to lead him to ever greater heights, so as to attain in his lifetime the level at which God
(al-Hagq) manifests Himself through flashes of manifestaton (a/-tajalliyat al-barqiyah) to
every seeker, but that he was unable to do so (NJK 222).

A manifestation of this sort is called a “flash” when a “direct witnessing of the
essence” (al-shubnd al-dhasi) resembles the light, speed and evanescence of a any ordinary
flash or lightning (a/-barg) (cf. Hakim Mu#/jam 660-61). A “flash” is defined by Qashani
as “the illumination appearing to a person which beckons and summons to the Presence
of Proximity to the Lord [badrat al-qurb min al-rabb] for a journey within God” (QIS 36).
Ibn “Arabi also refers to the deep tranquility (sakinah) felt by the saintdy “friends of
God,” the awliya’, who take their repose in it. But this does not always occur to them,
and so they can only take furtive glances at the manifestation, as if in a flash (Hakim

Mijam 660-61). To return to our point about his relationship with his teacher, Qunavi



recounts how after Ibn “Arabi had passed away and he had already visited his grave,

[ walked one summery day through an empty stretch in the Taurus. An easterly wind was
sarring the blossoms. I gazed at them and reflected upon God’s power, might and
majesty (Exalted be He). The love of the Merciful filled me with such ardent passion that
I laboured to part with created things. Then, the spirit of Shaykh Ibn “Arabi was
personified to me in the most splendid form [ ahsan sirah), as if he were a pure light. He
called out [to me], “O ye who are perplexed, look at me! If God Sublime and
Transcendant hath shown Himself to me in a flash of manifestadon [bii-tajalli al-bargi)
from the noble elevation of the essence, absent hast thou been therein from me by a mere
glance of an eye.” I agreed at once and, as if the Shaykh al-Akbar [i.e. Ibn “Arabi] had
been standing there [bodily] before my eyes, he greeted me with the salutations of reunion
after a parting, and embraced me affectionately, saying: “Praise be to God who the veil
hath lifted and who bringeth those dear unto each other into reunion. No goal, effort or
salvation hath been disaffirmed.” (NJK 222)

So central and so controversial has the relation of expression to direct experience been
to Islamic tradition that it became the touchstone for Massignon’s radical distinction
between the earlier mystical figures, whom he claimed were more solidly rooted in the
Qur’an and holy scriptures than their successors; and the /aer, more intellectually-refined
schools. Massignon has been dealt with by other writers. But it might be well to
consider briefly some of his observations. There is no question that his writings exude
a politcal tendentiousness that makes it quite difficult at times to separate the social
militant from his thesis. Because of his stature in Islamology, this alone should not,
however, automatically disqualify him from consideration in our study of technical
language and experience in the writings of Qunavi. His real achievement, I think, is a
clearsighted grasp of “grammar” as the motor force behind the specializaton of terms
and concepts central to Islamic mysticism. To illustrate, he names several expressions
— hagiqah (as opposed to majaz, maqdl), shahid (Opp. mithal), jant (opp. farq), md'rifah (opp.

nakirah), hal, ‘illah, khaft (opp. jaki), tajalli, iqtiran, mulbaq, isharah. Unfortunately, aside
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from intermittant remarks and two bref but important papers (Massignon ReStPr,
PhOrAl), he never really probed very deeply into this phenomenon. Nor did he properly
gauge, I think, the works of the later mystics, for whom Arabic philology was of
undiminshed, if not higher, importance. Instead, he insisted on seeing in practcally every
later advancement, whether in grammar or in philosophy, only the bedraggled coat of
“Semitic” tradition heavily sullied by Greek pagan influences. And the culprits, he claims
in the militant spirit of Ibn Taymiyyah, were clearly visible:

C’est a I’école d’Ibn “Arabi qu’on doit le divorce entre la discipline ascétique (ntuelle et
morale) — et la théologie mystque, — I’élaboration d’'un vocabulaire théorique subdl, visant
des hiérarchies gnostiques incontrélables, des cosmogonies et d’idéogénies invénfiables
(Farghani, Jili, Kawrini). (Massignon EOL 80)
Creation, he argues, is represented by this school as something emanating from God
according to “une évolution cosmogonique en cinq temps [in clear reference to Qunavi’s
‘five presences’] corrélatve d’une explicitaton ratdonnelle symmétrique de la science
divine; et quant a 'union mystque, c’est par un mouvement inverse d’involution idéale
en cinq temps, que, totalisant la création entiére dans notre pensée, nous ‘redevenons’
Dieu” (Massignon EOL 79-80). He declaims against this “vocabulaire syncrétste
hellénistique” for failing to rely on “I'analyse expérimentale et l'introspection de la
pratique cultuelle...” (Massignon EOL 80). For the technical terms culled by the mystics
from the natural lexical variety offered by the Arabic language are not merely “des images
décalqués d’objets sensibles, ou des schémas de charpente des concepts radonnels”;

above all, they must a/lude to spiritual realides, to “sanctifying virtues” which persistent

practice alone allows one to discover, taste and acquire gradually (Massignon EOL 117).
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In the followers of Ibn “Arabi he saw only the mentality of social passiveness, no
different in his mind than tumn-of-century Parisian Bohemianism, with its sorry fumerse
collecton of recumbent dreamers spinning out their theories in maudlin obliviousness
of social consequences. In his opinion,

Notre seul moyen de contrdler la réalité visée par les expérimentations des mystiques
musulmans, c’est d’examiner leurs conséquences sociales: la valeur, Pefficacité de leur
régle de vie pour la guérison du corps social. (Massignon EOL 17)

Most of all, one need not agree with his call for social activism to see that mystical
tradition did indeed place a high premium on a more fecund use of linguistic devices than
our ordinary, run-of-the-mill “visionaries” were apt to do. The history of every language,
he states, is dictated by the desire to express realides without becoming mired in the
“unproductive commerce of formulae and instruments” (Massignon ReStPr 3). But what
he means to say is soczally unproductive commerce. And, while this may be, the problem
one then has to face with this sort of issue is, without belabouring the point, how to
temper our own modern concept of the “social” with what communitarian sense of
obligaton may have existed and which one understandably may have some difficulty
perhaps in clearly making out in the vast corpus of medieval literature. But to deny it to
a whole movement in mysticism is, I think, somewhat drastic. In response, then, I would
say that Massignon’s “social consciousness” normally took the form of a more
concrctc%md pregnant sense of duty to /nstruct. This was as true of philosophy in Plato’s
time as ‘it was in Farabi’s; the latter all but enshrined it as the supreme, inalienable
functon of the beholder of religious truth, if his knowledge be truth. One may certainly

reserve the right to dispute the philosopher’s ability to render this truth, one may decry
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the social sterility of his choice of language, but not his intent — as far as the documentary
evidence will tell.

This being the common thread linking the “religious philosophy” of fa/safah, mystical
utterances and religious law, it is more appropriate perhaps to take note of the
particularides of the Islamic criique of the Hellenic way of instructing or doing
philosophy — which it was the Ibn “Arabi school’s special calling to carry out. Itis
against this intellectual backdrop that Massignon’s valuation of grammar, certainly the
importance assigned to 7rab (“inflection”), which we will analyze later in this thesis, can

be fully appreciated:

Les sarfiyviin ont établi une connexion entre les trois fonctions de la déclinaison (le cas),
de la conjugaison de l'inaccompli (indicadf, subjonctif, conditionnel), et de la syntaxe des
propositions (énongant un simple récit; appréciant des états d'ime; établissant un rapport
d'annexion); et ils les onr unies en trois Fonctions fondamentales d'une seule ordinaton
de la langue arabe, PFrab, littéralement ‘la clarification (désinendelle).” Ils les ont appelees
raf", nasb, garr, les organes phonétques de ces trois fonctions étant les trois vocalisations
désinendelles: U, A, I (en arabe: damma, kasra, fatha). Prononcées pour le subjoncuf et
I'inaccompli, sous-entendues pour la propositon. (Massignon ReStPr 11-2)
The importance of the Arabic language for the Islamic critique of philosophy cannot be
overestimated, and Massignon’s is not the only study to emphasize it. More recently,
Frank’s work on early £alam has shed some light on how language gave decisive shape
to the vocabulary first used by those who discoursed systematically on problems relating
to correct beliefs about God and the Divine message. Frank, however, tends to
minimize the impact of scriptural exegesis on their responses to dialectical issues at this

formative stage. Exegetical science had its own basin of conflict which the more

specialized grammarians perhaps waded into only at the risk of appearing too dogmatic
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or reductionist within their own field (Frank BTA 9-10). He, like Massignon, relies almost
exclusively on the period up to the eleventh century. Once again, however, Massignon’s
observations on the grammar of the mystcs ironically seem best borne out by those
figures whom he placed beyond the pale of that genuine mystical consciousness he
claimed to have found in early mysticism and only as late as Hallaj (albeit in “revivalist”
form).

The aspect that Massignon had almost completely neglected had to do with the
pedagoegical aims just mentioned of later masters like Qunavi, for example, who makes a
point of avowing these aims from the very start of his famous introduction to [jaz a/-
bayan. Theirs was a necessary chore — irksome perhaps when the impersonal theoretical
desiccaton needed for the task was measured against the fullness of personal illumination
that was almost their staple — but certainly religiously binding. The duty to instruct
others was intensely felt; that is how they became mystical fbin&ers. Such a task, of
course, may be differenty construed at every age; #berr felt burden was to undertake the
arduous and often tentative “theoretical” probings that they did in order to help both the
novice and the practised individual merely to the appropriate spiritual expectations, with
barely even a guarded assurance of success. Just the language they employed is a good
index of the historical progression achieved from a point which, in Massignon’s view,
had marked the pristine glimmerings of spiritual life in Islam. But we shall have to await
Qunavi’s canny interjection in the debate over the place of grammatical exegesis and

language before passing judgement.
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This study is very much concermed with the manner in which traditional philosophical
method based on demonstrative science is reaffirmed and then developed further in the
direction of an exegetical grammar, held up as the language of experience. From this
perspective, the fairer question to ask perhaps is not whether the original intent of the
earliest mystics in Islam remained the same but how it had to transform itself and to
deepen its roots in the face of the tumultuous intellectual upheavals that led up to the
thirteenth century. The obligation to instruct, to explain the general intricacies of another
person’s spiritual peregrinations — even though there is no substtute for the direct,
personal experience — encouraged the adoption of a disciplinary division aimed at
accommodating authoritative transmission and reception at any given level of noetic
realizadon on a model closely resembling that of philosophy, though with some
significant differences. Such a division did not seek to override, in the particular case of
theological science, the central fact and semantc unity of Divine Speech that Massignon
so rightly emphasized; on the contrary, it reaffirmed it.

And yet, upon closer examination, one may not be saying very much here that the
Greek philosophers did not themselves theoretically adhere to. It is really in its
instructiveness or the efficacy of its teachings about Divine Speech — or lack thereof — that
technical reflection, against which Ibn Taymiyyah’s petulance was directed, has usually
been seen to be most seriously fettered. Ibn Taymiyyah dismissed wholesale the mystics’
claims to all higher modes of knowledge, in preference to an unassumingly simple,

fideistic cognition which he took for what was originally intended by revealed scripture
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and correctly understood only by the sa/gf. But while his views reflected a powerful
personal insight into the nature and failings of human reasoning, his “empirical
scepticism,” noted by Dr. al-Nashshar (Nash MMI 147), does not seem to differ in form
from Qunavi’s “spiritual empiricism” (as one might call it and which we will have
occasion to examine), at least with regard to his position on man’s capacity to know the
realities of things by sole recourse to intellectual reasoning. On this score, al-Nashshar
distinguishes Ibn Taymiyyah’s “destructive” from his “constructive” approach; the
constructive being his insistence on the need to reconcile the “plainness of what is
intelligible [a/-ma'g7)” with the “plainness of textually-transmitted authority [a/-mangil)”
(Nash MMI 148). Ibn Taymiyyah felt that technical meanings did not square with man’s
God-given nature (fitrat Allab) (TMS 111 68); the technical impulse which he saw behind
every amr istilahi, allegedly introduced by Greek logic, had to be expunged altogether
from the field of religious inquiry. It was inconsistent with the notion of ‘ag/, taken in
its primitive Arabic sense rather than that of the philosophers and the mystics. Against
the latter he fulminated for distorting ‘ag/s Qur’anic meaning in favour of the Greek
(TFB 78-9). His scepticism, for this reason, appears to be much more radical than that
of Qunavi’s, for he even denies the objects of knowledge, the “realitres of things,” which
his opponents at least uniformly reaffirmed through other, more creative means. In spite
of their sceptical arguments on the intellectual facultes, neither Qunavi nor Ibn Sing
went that far.

What we find in the mystcal reflections of an Ibn “Arabi or a Qunaviinstead are
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encoded utterances embodying an asymmetrical division — the one hinted at just before -
between two basic components of instructive knowledge. Massignon in my opinion was
completely off the mark when he referred to their radonally-contrived “symmetry.”
Philosophically, these two components are known as the “subject” (mawd#) and the
“object of inquiry” (mat/ub); in religious dialectics and the Islamic sciences generally as
“root” (asl) and “branch” (far). Therefore, the idea, in Qinavi’s view, is not merely to
posit the “root” but to acquire knowledge of it and to establish the modalities of this
knowledge. A simple, unreflective cognizance of religious fundamentals(insofar as they
are given) in the manner advocated by Ibn Taymiyyah is stll knowledge, and nothing in
the world can extricate it from the mundane influences that normally impinge upon
human comprehension.

In the “theological science” envisioned by Ibn Sin3, the central question posed is that
of “existence.” Ideally, its syllogistdcal division consists of the indemonstrable premises,
on the one side, and the conclusion, on the other. Indemonstrables are variously given
(through the senses, imagination, intellect, etc.); and “theology,” as conceived by Ibn
Sina, collects under its own jurisdiction all the pregivens — which allows it to act as the
ground of all other sciences. Now, Ibn Sina saw existence as something which required
more than just a natural awareness of things. Qunavi admits in a/Nafahat al-ilahiyyah that
in this rather banal sense it may be claimed that the awareness of existence is posited by
way of intuiton (a/wad? al-badihi) as the “first cognizance,” for which there is no

demonstrable proof (burban) or true definition (##rif) and which has merely an indistinct
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unity (NI A:29a-b; B:15a). But this is not the real issue, he insists; the difficulty arises with

the “second cognizance” (a/-mdrifab al-thaniyah), namely, knowledge of the “reality
distnguishable in itself from other realities” (bagiqatihi al-mutamayyizab bi-dhatiha ‘an
ghayrhd) (NI A:29b; B:15b). The goal of true knowledge is “knowledge of the realities of
things,” which one may either deny for man, on the grounds that his natural faculties are
imperfect, or affirm, at the risk of according him absolute knowledge. This is the
classical dilemma that had preoccupied Qanavi. The first cognizance consists of the
“awareness of existence” (ihsas bil-wujnd)y and the percepton of its “thingness” (idrak
shay'iyyatihi). And the demarcaton between what the indistinct thingness and what
singular reality tell us corresponds to the theological division of “subject” and “object of
inquiry,” what is given and what is sought by way of knowledge. The realities, in the
plural, are the branches (a/-musammat furitan), the manifold qualities of the Essence, or
kayfiyyat dhatiyyah mutd addidah (NI A:33b-34a; B:17a).

But there 1s the more cryptic point of speculative reason that that which is sought is
simply the original subject, revealed. This imposes certain limiting conditions upon
knowledge of the thing which are absolutely central to Qunavi’s Introduction to [jag a/-
bayan. The Introduction, amounting almost to a separate disquisition, will be analyzed
in detail in the second part of this study. The shay’ (“thing”) having been given as the
subject, just like manjad (“existent”), therefore the “cause of its knowledge [sabab al~ilm
bil-shay’) is the predominance of that precept by which there is unity with the [thing]

known [huwa ghalabat bukm ma bibi al-ittéhad md a al-md lwm), whatever it may be” (NI A:21a;
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B:11b). This “unity” between knower and known is what any claim to a knowledge of
the reality must rest upon; but it is a unity which says that we know the reality in the way
that / reveals itself to another reality, that of the knower, and is not a simple identity of
two entities. In the knower’s radical otherness this unity is utterly impossible.

So how can man, in his finitude and imperfecton, come to know not only the
“realities of things” but God, his Creator? There is a way in which unity may become
feasible through the notion of the consonance of predominant attributes between the
two realities. This is possible by virtue of “pre-existing knowledge.” In philosophy, the
didactic process of discovery is tersely represented as a procession from what is known
to what is unknown. Every “theological science” — from Aristotle’s to Ibn Sina’s to
Qunavi’s without exception — no matter how formal, and however spiritually meager or
mellifluous its utterances, accepts this rudimentary principle.” Qinavi, however, takes
pains to describe the passage, ot supersession (/#add), that occurs with the knowledge
of the thing as a unique reality by way of a special “unity” through consonance — that is,
as we find out, knowledge of it in the form of an object of inquiry or “branch” (far) (NI
A:22b; B:12a). But there is more to it than meets the eye. Itis not the kind of passage
that moves mechanically from one point to the other. The possibility of transmutation,
at some given level of commonality between two distinct realities (the knower and the

known), is opened up through this consonance, or maunasabab.

PROBLEM AND CHAPTER SUMMARY

i. The problem of knowledge. From the above remarks, the task of any theory of knowledge
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would appear to consist in envisioning noetic perfecdbility without spoiling the
authentcity of the root. These two poles of “instructive science,” as we shall henceforth
call it, the root and the branch, are key to what we shall basically be seeking to
understand in this thesis: namely, Qanavi’s passage from demonstratve science based
on strictly logical principles of reasoning to “exegetical grammar,” by which alone the
highest and “noblest science” can retain its rootedness in Divine Speech (as, in fact,
intended by Qunavi and Ibn Sina alike). The success of such a passage toward a more
identifiably mystcal outlook is really contingent upon the resolution of the following
dilemma found in as old a doctrine as Asistotle’s (or Plato’s, for that matter). If
knowledge be more than just a fragment of information, or even a falsehood, one is
tempted to apply 4 forziorz, rather unwittingly, the most stringent possible standard of
knowledge, according to which it must be decided whether man is to be declared capable
or utterly incapable of wisdom.

Our discussion will begin with this central problem by presenting its many facets and
all the various devices and tropes which Qunavi employs in order to account for it. The
whole matter conceming the relation between Divine and human knowledge is summed
up in a passage from Ibn Sind’s Kitab al-tdliqat that is not very widely known to modern
students of Islamic thought, but which is faithfully quoted in Qunavi’s correspondence
with Nasir al-Din Tusi and his other works. There, he states that man is incapable of
apprehending the realitres of things through his limited faculties alone. Put in its proper

context, such putative support for the second option just mentioned — that human beings
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have no access to wisdom — in the end amounted to little more than an insistence that
more than just a computation of facultative perceptons is needed before the true
apprehension of a thing can be grasped. Moreover, neither Qanavi nor anyone else in
his circle claims to be substituting the technical rendition for the noetic experience by
way of correspondence — again, as Massignon, inspired by Ibn Taymiyyah, has charged.
What he does say is that there is no radical separation between any given root experience
and the reflection upon it. Relative to the root, “reflection” is but another, albeit lower
“spiritual state” with a substantive claim of its own. More than that, a number of vantage
points and distances from the supreme “root” to the one “witnessing” the “realities” may
be named. These realities are intertwined in such a way as to allow for a double
movement — ascent and descent — of manifestation and perfection. But the source of the
“movement” is always Divine hiddenness, where God alone is said to know Himself in
a knowledge that lies athwart what ordinary cognitdon warrants through the ascription
of knowledge to man. The twin noetic perfection taking place here — the “essendal
individualities,” or &yan, are perfected by being existentated, and minds are perfected
through their reception of Divine light ~ finds its true focal point in what God knows
of Himself through the creature. In other words, the Essence as it is in itself lies
concealed in absolute hiddenness and reveals itself only qua something that is both itself
and another. Qunavi describes knowledge as both an “attribute” of God and matatis
mutandis an “‘attribute-for-the-other,” by which He knows Himself and we know Him by

way of a consonantal transmutatdon of atuibute. We shall try to understand the
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complicated course of the one from the other.

ii. The chapters of the thesis. Chapter One is intended to familiarize the reader with
Arstotle’s inquiry into the nature of knowledge as instruction. Some of the most central
problems there concem the different forms of reasoning, or different forms of
representing knowledge syllogistically. This methodological aspect needs to be discussed
at length in connection with both Aristotle and Ibn SinZ, in view of Qunavi’s theoretical
interests, the prominence of logic in his thought and his general acquaintance with
Aristotle.

More broadly, Part One of this thesis will elaborate the wider problems associated
with Divine vs. human wisdom,; the search for a measure of knowledge; fact vs. reasoned
fact; knowledge of the cause; commensuradon and consonance; knowledge of the
particular and the universal, etc. This will spare us much effort in trying to contrast what
is indigenous and properly “mystical” in those topics Qunavi discusses which tend to
hark back to Aristotle. Although ancient #hemses (as opposed to full-fledged doctrines) recur
condnually, even under vastly different circumstances, in the thirteenth century, I do not
mean to suggest that they do so as the isolated relics of a superannuated Aristotle or
Plato. There is no denying that Aristotle rarely figured among the direct sources utilized
in this period; the commentary tradition of late antiquity made sure of that. But this
hardly proves that, at some level, a basal affinity of theme - and not just mechanical

borrowings — did not also exist with the most typical medieval expressions of mysticism.



20
Our object in this chapter is to come to grips with the central features of Aristotle’s
epistemology, found especially in the Metaphysics and the Posterior Analytics, not through
their lines of transmission but directly at the source. This should enable us to measure
more accurately, first, the significance of Ibn Sina’s critique of reason and its implications
for the problem of knowing the “realides of things”; and, second, Qunavi’s
transformation of this critique into something more closely expressing, in the theoretical
parlance of his school, the highest aspirations of mystical tradition.

Ibn Sina’s critical distance in the T#'/igat from Peripatetic philosophy already points
to a different center of gravity for “radonal” thought in Islam than the one we are
perhaps conditioned to recognize as the very antithesis of religiously-sanctioned truth.
It may be well to note at this stage that both Ibn Sin and Anstotle concur in the ultimate
humility of the rational investigator before Divine wisdom. And their respective
justifications are not the exiguous reasons one would normally impute to religious
fideism. Upon setting out to uncover the hidden causes of things, the seeker of
knowledge faces perplexing difficulties even at the level of immediate sensory perception.
Demonstrative knowledge might be predicated on the data gathered through observaton,
or intuitively grasped; but its instructiveness depends on how well it can bridge the
categorical abyss separating what is thereby “known” from “what is sought.” This means
any procurable knowledge is always at some remove from the root experience of which
it is a rendition. It has instructive value only on account of its link with the pregiven

element of knowledge, and because the object grasped through the cause has somehow
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been demonstrated. There is a “fact,” pregiven in the form of premises, on the one
hand, and a “reasoned fact,” which Ibn Sina called the object of inquiry, ma#/ut (Lat.,
quaesitur) , commensutrate to any given discipline. The question to be asked in this and
the next chapter is: If these two sides of the equation are so closely ihterdependcnt, and
the pregiven “fact” is not in dispute, what then is the status of the “reasoned fact” with
respect to the problem indally posed in this chapter? In other words, can one say it is in
any sense identical to God’s knowledge? Or must it always be radically different —
perhaps merely “rational””?

What we learn from Adstotle and Ibn SinZ, briefly, is that any effected judgement has
a precept which is distinctly different from that of the integral knowledge of the root
subject. But for the noetic content of the root it purports instructvely to present, the
precept in fact would never be that of a judgement of anything. Rather, it would be a
purely methodological device, which does not bring us closer to plumbing the difficult
question of our reladonship to God’s knowledge or wisdom. Balancing method with
content seems therefore indispensable, and there are many ways of doing it. In the
following chapters, we will see how Qunavi takes us from his usually parsimonious
presentaton of elementary demonstration and logic, usually given in his major writings,
to the outermost goal of theological science. The ambiguity of the term “Wm iabi, closely
reflecting that of the concept of knowledge itself, allows him to envisage a science that
serves as the theoretical point of intersection between Divine and human knowledge, the

place where the knowledge attributes, as we said earlier, are “exchanged.” Interestingly,
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the “ambiguity” tends to safeguard, on the one hand, the instrumental value of theology,
since it has a reflective function it must discharge with respect to its content; and, on the
other, the authentcity of the knowledge it purports to convey. This way the two aspects,
method and content, remain connected. Theoretical reflection, however much diluted
in content, must possess a portion of that knowledge one seeks through its
instrumentality to interpret, if it is to count as a judgment of anything. Essenually,
Qunavi sees a hierarchy of levels each at some distance relative both to the next and to
an orginal source.

As we shall not be dealing fully with Ibn Sina’s position cn the relationship between
Divine and human knowledge, our treatment of his ideas in the second part of the
chapter and thereafter in this thesis, will be circumscribed by what Qanavi himself has
selected from his doctrine. Qunavi’s most explicit reference in both his correspondence
with Tusi and in his Iag al-bayan is to Ibn Sina’s posthumous Kitab al-Td'ligas. But this
is not an entirely original work; it incorporates Farabi’s treatise with the same dtle.® Ibn
Sina maintained there that the epistemic movement from a pregiven knowledge toward
that which is unknown, one of two types of “perfection,” is granted by God as
“wisdom,” which, however, human beings do not need in the same way they do their
created natures, the “first perfection.” In order to attain perfect knowledge, however,
human perception must be freed of all “material” — that is, facultative — attachments,
thereby attaining the state of immateriality befitting the “spirit.” This provides an escape

from a method-content dilemma just alluded to,’ allowing the instrumental aspect of
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intellection to survive in translucent form as immaterial spirit. So effective is the solution
that, in respect of immateriality alone, it might even be conjectured that no difference at
all exists between God’s and the spirit’s knowledge. Ibn Sina, though, does not opt for
simple identficaton, even here. Instead, analogical relationships are pressed into service.
And they come into full view in Qunavi’s Introduction. An interesting complex of
noetic relations, which Qunavi essentially adopts and enriches in his works, will thus be
considered in the last portion of this chapter. The problem of God’s knowledge of
particulars, too, will be taken up briefly, since if there is to be knowledge it must be
resolved as something that is directly witnessed, or particularized, as well as something
that is universal. This is the very nature of the process going from the known to the
unknown; and the reader might want, by the end of this study, to glance back at this
theme from the different angle worked out by Qunavi.

In the second chapter, we will investigate why man is deemed incapable of knowing
by himself the “realities of things.” The epistemic distinction berween pregiven
knowledge and the object of inquiry seems to gainsay this by presupposing that
knowledge can be obtained. In fact, neither Ibn Sina nor Qunavi deny the realities of
things, but only their knowledge through the external senses and the rest of man’s limited
faculties. The parallels with classical Scepticism evident in this approach ~ especially
Qunavi’s “sceptical” contentions in the Introduction to Ijag al-baydn — will be briefly
discussed. We shall then go on to see how this scepticism may still be accommodated

within the scientfic framework by which Ibn Sina purports to show that the knower, in
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moving from what is known to what is unknown, does so from the subject to the object
of inquiry. Qunavi argues, however, that theological science requires a special “scale,”
or method, even if knowledge of God can never really fall within the scope of any
measure. And the division between subject and object of inquiry provides the key to this
scale by first specifying the noetic priority that must obrain for there to be, in the second
place, a synthetc knowledge of God. In this connection, Qunavi™ refers to that
encompassing “form” whose necessary internal order, or far#ib, takes us from the known
to what is unknown, where the subject is given as “thing” (precisely the word figuring in
Ibn Sina’s declaraton concerning the realities of things). “Thingness” (shay iyyah) itself
is dissoluble into the basic building blocks of the language that expresses the knowledge
of God, and in the face of which one says — as in the end one must —~ that it is God who
describes Himself. Within God’s own knowledge, there is an interior and an exterior
aspect of knowledge expressible as an act of writing. There, letters, words, #y@, suwar and
kutub exhibit various types of unity and meaning, anteriority and posteriority, in relation
to one another. Qunavi employs three nodal concepts, as ““philosophical” understanding
of the knowledge of God modulates into a “mystical” conception: form, perfecion and
existentiation.

Chapter Three examines the correspondence between Qunavi and Nasir al-Din Tasi,
where Ibn Sin@’s statement on man’s incapacity to know the realities of things is quoted
in full. We shall begin by looking more closely at the nature of philosophical knowledge

of God, that is, knowledge of the Reality, in the singular. The dispute centers on three
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notions — quiddity, reality and Necessary Existence — which are used in talking about
God. The polarity between “reality” and “quiddity,” in particular, transpires as
something more consequential than just a difference in epistemic stress with respect to
the referent, although this is a point he will also make. His discussion marks a critical
turning point within our knowledge of God, and an emphasis away from God’s Reality,
ineffable in itself, towards a knowledge of what God’s knowledge must formally subsume
with respect to ozher realities. God’s knowledge of Himself cannot be identified with His
knowledge of other things; and yet the connecton survives by little more than that
knowledge of other things must ultimately be resolved as a knowledge of Himself, and
no other. The questions raised here are preliminary, one of the aims of this chapter
being to see how the instructive knowledge of God fares as something quintessendally
distinguishable by its discursive distance from the coazents revealed in holy scripture.
Qunavi even proposes a classification of all the efforts at scriptural interpretation within
a framework that comes closest to being an historical discussion, certainly an historically
pertinent one. Within this framework, the rational method is viewed as flaty
contradicting the literal side of revealed truth when the impulse to abstraction is given
free rein, untrammelled by any regard for what is concretely and immediately given,
whether sensory or intelligible. Following such a path to its logical conclusion would
only lead to an impossible dilemma. The Aristotelian rule itself that some things cannot

be demonstrated, but need to be posited and submitted beforehand, would be broken.
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Based on this understanding, Chapter Four will examine what it truly means to know
the realities of things, only this time we will focus mainly on Qunavi’s arguments as
presented in [jag al-bayan. In fact, this chapter begins Part II, where the analysis of the
Introduction to this important work will be carried out in eamest. The “realities” which
we said cannot be known through naturally endowed faculties will be more fully
analyzed. Since their ontic value is unaffected by any “sceptical” verdict, Qunavi has to
explain what it means to affirm and to know them. He does so by reference to the
consonantal relationships that need from the beginning to obtain between the knower,
taken in a derivative sense, and his object of knowledge. It is because of this basic
“consonance” that every other analogical relaton can be recapitulated in the “Five
Presences,” the methodological representation which Massignon was obliquely referring
to in his criticism. This being its overall orientation, the chapter will then consider two
further aspects bearing on the questdon of knowledge: the relatonality of w«/ahiyyah
(“Divinity””) and the exclusivity of abadiyyah (“singular oneness”). Qunavi’s chief goal is
to establish an operative framework within which to analyze something which, by his and
Ibn Sina’s admission, is refractory to the mechanical operadons of the mind. The
interplay between the relational poise of Divine manifestation and the singularity of its
source is of decisive importance. It is only once the act of worship performed toward
the Divine is confirmed in the relation of #/ahéyyah that God’s Succour is granted and that
the particular features of consonance emerge. The rest of the chapter will give a basic

outline of these features with respect to manifestaton and the recipient of manifestation.
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For example, when the essence manifests itself it must be stipulated that it does so as a
thing manifested to something else serving as its locus of manifestation, although both
are joined at some /eze/, without implying idendty therefore in every sense. The essence
can only be manifested by being coloured by the locus. And this is how they are said to
be commensurate. Without commensuration, there can be no manifestation; but without
a “level of similitudes” (martabah al-mudahd)," as man is described in the Introduction in
effect as being, there is no receptivity. The “staton of man,” not only as a petfect
recipient of Divine manifestadon but as an isthmus, or bargakh (l.e. a state of
“betweenness”), is therefore brefly discussed before proceeding to a more detailed
analysis of the concept of “manifestation.” In sum, the manifold realities need to be
apprehended in what philosophical traditdon has been named “universality” and which
Qunavi specifies as the comprehensive wnstary attribute associated with the level occupied
by man as the isthmus.

In the fifth chapter, we reach Qunavi’s consideration of the metaphor of light,
popular among many of his predecessors. His aim is to clarify further the nature of
“manifestation” as it relates to the problem of knowledge. Knowledge does not lend
itself easily to straightforward interpretation, and even less to a single, regular definition.
In fact, he begins by asking what kind of definition can possibly translate the “secret” of
knowledge. The process of “instruction” itself is likened to the “illumination” of light,
since light cannot be perceived in its full purity. This way of posing the issue effectively

encapsulates the type of problem faced by Aristotle when comes the time to show how
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demonstration differed from definition (a problem to be briefly examined in the first
chapter). But the same dilemma is present in the case of singular oneness relatve to its
exteriorization, which indicates not unadulterated purity but what Qunavi will call
“specification” (##ayyun). This specification occurs, however, both in the exteriorized
aspect of light and its interior manifestadon in God’s knowledge. The locus of
manifestaton or light issuing from hiddenness signals the first emergence of epistemic
“forms” — philosophical for the letters, words, etc. that make for the disclosure of
knowledge. From this angle, forms are the epistemic counterparts of the realities, which
are hence postulated as ontic beings. All these issues stand in close relation to each
other, but the central question posed here remains knowledge, since it is God’s
knowledge of Himself that lies at the core of all theoretical reflecdon. Taken in all its
dimensions, indeed, Divine manifestaton exhibits complex relatons which are more fully
summarized by the five presences.

We will conclude by looking at Qunavi’s characterization of the loci of manifestatdon
as the “devices of conveyance” of intangible meanings. He devotes some space to the
manner of communicating and the different senses in which the integrity of speech is
either maintained or lost with the method of transmission used. The limpidity or
opaqueness of the “devices” (or parts) of speech and, hence, the loci of manifestation,
are factors which effectively determine the result. With knowledge (or light) and our
acquaintance with it established through the intermediary of the device and locus

(whether the definition or something else), Qunavi next analyzes speech as the Willed
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Act of God, which foreshadows the actual existendation of the “essental individualities™
(ayan) subsistng pre-eternally in His knowledge.

In the next chapter, accordingly, we discuss the nzention of the speaker qua both &alan
(roughly “speech” or “utterance”) and gaw/ (“word,” as in the Qur’anic “Be!” [£xn]).
The purposiveness of speech is expressed through the organizadon and arrangement of
the elements of communicated speech, whether spoken or written. These, of course, are
the devices of conveyance. For this, we shall examine various philological concepts that
Qunavi employs throughout his works. Thus, in the case of the Qur’an, insofar as it is
the purposeful speech of God to man, we encounter #agm, or “arrangement,” which the
renowned philologist ‘Abd al-Qzhir Jurjani (d. 472 AH/1078CE) is perhaps best noted
for having elucidated in terms that, by and large, remained relatively stable for many
centuries thereafter. A second concept is j#ima, which we translate as “integrated
conjunction”"! in order to emphasize the organic cohesiveness so indispensable to proper
speech transmission. This should clarify some of the more abstruse aspects of Qutnavi’s
approach to the problem of knowledge. The parallel drawn between Divine and human
speech is maintained with remarkable consistency, to the point that every urterances,
whatever its provenance, are classifiable according to its particular combination of noun,
verb and particle. Itis through his extended analysis of these parts of speech, in which
“noun” and “verb” in Arabic nomenclature equally indicate “name” and “act,” that the
main features of his method will finally begin to emerge. In all, he identifies six types of

construction, each possessing its own value as a device conveying an inner meaning,
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which ultimately is nothing but the reality manifested at a given level. Other terms
besides nagm and #jtimd may be used — e.g. tarkib, imtizag — which give the same or similar
effect, depending on the context. The most syntactically significant term borrowed from
Arabic philology, however, is /ndimam, whose origins we will briefly describe. It denotes
the reciprocal relationship or association among the parts of a phrase, or any utterance.

In all of this, Quanavi is anxious to show how Divine manifestadon occurs through
a locus, which is then cast into the somewhat ambivalent role of the “reality manifested”
and the sign pointing to that reality; although it has its own precept and reality. As a sign
or, grammatically, a bada/, (“permutative”; literally, “substirute™), the latter may stand for
the root without being identified with it. Since linguistic expression, “exteriorization”
and “manifestaton” are all interchangeable in their final consequence with “form” and
“figure,” he can distinguish various senses of “figuration” — “what is figured,” the “thing
qua figured,” the “figure” itself, etc. — to demonstrate his point.

In Chapter Seven, we will clarify the internal relationships of the parts of speech also
in terms of subordination, or /b4 iyyah, another key concept taken from Arabic philology.
Both the parts of speech and the realities in their manifold existence are said to be
subordinately related to each other in 2 manner whereby the predominant precept of the
Reality known through them (and is their source) can maintain for this Reality its status
as a known reality, not a reality as it might be in itself. These relations, as we see at the
end of the sixth chapter, may be represented through form or “figuration.” In this

chapter, the forms of words exhibit certain dynamic relations which are laid bare through



31
7rab, or “inflection.” Inflectional endings generally give indicaton of the “exteriority”
and “interiority” of a manifestation, as we will see in the case of swkin. As far as the letters
of a word are concerned, on the other hand, the level of the manifestation may be
indicated either by points or by the lack of points. Again, while the symbolic
representation requires a minimum number of recognizable details before it can have any
value, the symbol has also to maintain its unity, in the manner of the original object
symbolized whose predominant “precept” imparts meaning to the whole in the first
place.

Chapter Eight deals with the fundamental assumption upon which what we call here
the “analogical method,” expressing the particular character of the subordinate relations
internal to 2 noetic manifestadon, must rely if it is to retain its coherence as a method;
and that is the permanent distnction, as far as method is concerned, between God and
“what is other than God.” These are the two main ingredients of the analogy, which is
in fact sustained by a third category, that of the “comprehensive secret” where a
“commonality” between these two elements is found at the “station of the Breath of the
Merciful.” Being the level of the isthmus and because of its “distributive” funcdon, this
category clearly is the hub of analogy in theological science. Getting back to the light
metaphor, he describes its nature as being both perceptible (unlike “pure light”) and that
through which there is perception (as light). Analogy, he tries to show here, is not one
of simple comparability between two equal things, correlatives or even levels - e.g. the

reality of the knower and that of the known. He has in mind a relation that holds
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between the root and the branch. This tends to vindicate the manner of approach widely
adopted by those exponents of theological science who articulate their theories through
a theoretical vocabulary often contrasted with the logically valid but factitious reasoning
of the falasifah. The relation between root and branch is carefully analyzed in preparaton
for his final synthesis, to be discussed in the last chapter.

Chapter Nine collects the main threads of his argumnents presented so far in order to
sketch the dynamic relaton obtaining between the reality qua o7 of knowledge
(“subject”) and the reality qua &nown object (“the object of inquiry”). In this chapter,
Qunavi elucidates the notion of “relative hiddenness” as the true source of multplicity,
which includes that of a root- and a branch-knowledge. Ptor to the whole division into
root and branch, the only intelligible factor left is something that bears no relaton at all
to either side of this  division, even by way of negadon. This he calls the “separating
agent” “safeguarding the distinction” and, therefore, itself given as something that
accepts no further distinction. It is the ontic source of meaning, yet without being a
reality which requires a locus of manifestation to which it has to point or name by way
of subordinate relations, construction, etc. Furthermore, it is because of this agent that
uniqueness is imparted to things and that one is able to affirm that “He who is
exteriorized beholds Himself at the level of the ozher” — which is the final act of
particularization we tried to bear in mind when God’s knowledge of the particulars was
first discussed in Chapter One. In any case, knowledge for us always retains its relational

character, there is no identty with God, for which Massignon remonstrated the later
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mystics. Apprehension signifies a transmutation of God’s attribute of knowledge into
an attribute attached, through the isthmian intermediary, to the “what is other than He”
part of the analogy. This allows us to know “things” (ashya’) both through the things
themselves, as unique items, and through Him, insofar as they are His knowledge of
things and — in a manner belonging only to God — His knowledge of Himself.

Finally, in the last section, we shall summarize the main findings of this study and the

conclusions to be drawn.

THE SOURCES

i. Fjaz al-bayan. The most important of Sadr al-Din Qunavi’s works for our study is [z
al-bayan. While this is the ttle we have elected to use in the citadons, the book is today
known by different names, for example, Tafsir al-Fatibah, which is what it basically is: an
exegesis of the opening s#rah of the Qur'an. This is what Qanavi usually calls it in his
other works (e.g. Kitab al-fuknk). However, he refers to it on occasion as [jas al-bayan
(e.g. NI A:12a; B:6b). That these two words, Z/ax and bayan figure in the ttle is indicative
of the great place accorded to the problem, taken up eatly in the Introducdon, of
knowing the “realities of things,” of whose existence one may well be convinced without
the apodeictic certainty of a clinching proof, or bgyan. It might be noted nonetheless that
Tafsir al-Fatibah is how generations of Islamic authors have referred to the book.” [ag
al-bayan is how we shall refer to this work.

I have relied mainly on both the Hyderabad-Deccan, which is excellent, and the “Ata’

editions. On balance, the two are very close, save for minor differences that do not



34

appreciably alter the meaning of the text. The “AtZ’ edition is based on two manuscripts
and would normally qualify as the more reliable one. But even for the smallest of
variations, I have generally inclined toward the second Hyderabad-Deccan edition (for
the reader’s benefit, most of these variations have been recorded in the pagenotes). Of
the books coming off the modern press, I tend almost automatcally to favour older
edidons, when the author is not the same, unless contrary evidence proves irresitible.
For one thing, the number of typographical etrors seems more under control and of
lesser gravity; and current notons about a subject matter of the kind under study here
are more likely to find their way into the editing process itself the closer the date of
publication is to our own. In my view, these fears are bome out by a cursory comparison
of the two edidons.

The [jag consists of a preface, a very lengthy introduction (the one we shall be
concerned with in this study) to his science of exegesis, and a threepart mystical
interpretation of the Faffhah according to an accepted tripartite division. It was a
relatively popular work in literate circles and interest scarcely waned into this cenrury.
This is reflected in the number of extant manuscripts to be found in libraries and
collectons all over the wotld and, in particular, those of Turkey. Unfortunately,
Qunavi’s own copious marginal notes have been omitted from both published versions.
W.C. Chittick has drawn up a useful list of Istanbul manuscripts which either contain or
lack these notes (Chittick FDP 125, n. 6). Of those manuscripts that contain them, Aya

Sofya 402 appears to have been copied from another manuscript read before Quinavi
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himself. After having rapidly examined the notes available in the manuscripts at my
disposal, I have decided that economy dictated against their consideradon in a study that
had already surpassed the limits initially planned for it. The more so that Qanavi’s
writing is as lucid as it is astonishingly consistent in its use of technical terms and
expressions; if, that is, one is willing to follow closely the warp and woof of his
presentation, which must surely mark a high point in the philosophical diction of the
medieval period. The other, unpublished works to which I have had no access so far,
may hold some promise in helping deepen our general grasp of this man’s ideas."” Iyag
al-bayan is an exceptional work, and probably his most important, as Chittick thinks (EU?
SDQ). Its difficulty is such that many a medieval novice must have stumbled over its
passages. Therefore, the notes may have been a helpful aid, considering the originally
pedagogical designs professed by the author himself in the preface. Apart from this, I
do not discount the possibility that they may bring to light some additional biographical
information not already available. Finally, Chittick’s brief search of his private library,
which stll survives in Konya, has revealed that several personal copies of books by other
authors also contain his notes and comments written along their margins; these books
include a copy, written in his own hand, of Suhravardi’s Hikmat al-ishrag and a work
called Lubab al-Isharat wal-tanbihat by Muhammad b. Muhammad “Umar al-Razi (Chittck

LWT 51).

ii. Other works by Qmawi. While this study is concentrated mainly on Qunav{’s lengthiest
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and most important work, Ij& al-bayan, other works of his were heavily consulted. These
are:

1.  A/Mnufawadat — the correspondence with Nasir al-Din Tusi.

(a) In Briefwechsel Zwischen Sadr ud-din-t Qanawi (gest. 673/1274) und Nasir ud-din Tusi
(gest. 672/1274). Edited and commented by Gudrun Schubert. Based on seven
manuscripts.

(b) ® Mufsihah. Sileymaniye Kiitliphanesi, Istanbul. Qunavi’s first treatise sent to
Tasi. Sehit Ali Paga #1366, fols. 92-103.

* Tusi’s response to the Mufshah. Sileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Istanbul. Sehit Ali
Pasa #1366, fols. 103-107.

2. Kitab al-Nafahat al-ilabiyyah. An important and mature work on mystcal themes
containing bref biographical references; based on a manuscript left unfinished by
Qinavi and completed by his nephew Muhammad b. Ahmad b. Muhammad al-
Qunawi on 739 AH/1338-1339 CE). My own working editdon is collated from two
manuscripts enttled:

(a) Kitab al-Nafahat al-rabbaniyyah, dated 998 AH/1589-1590 CE. Bibliothéque
Nationale, Paris. Ms. 1354. Last few pages executed by Nur al-Din b. Masi b.
Sharaf al-Din and Muhammad b. Mahfiiz al-Sanhari; completed 16 Dhi al-Hijjah
1072/1 August 1662 (Egypt); 138 fol.; 200 x 140 mm or 20 x 14 cm; 19 lines per

page.

(b) .A/-Nafahat al-qudsiyyah. Osterreichische Natonalbibliothek, Vienna. Ms. 1913.
7Y2 x 5 inches.

3. Kitab al-nusus. Copied by Ibrahim al-Larijani, 1315. Lithographed, Tehran:
Kitabkhanah-i Hamidi, Jamadi II, 1395 AH/1354 AHS; fol. 274-300.

4. Kitab Mifiah al-ghayb.
(@) In La clef du monde suprasensible (Miftah al-Ghayb) de Sadroddin Qonyawi (Ob.
672/1274). Two volumes. These présentée a I'Université de Paris I'V, Sorbonne,

par Stéphane Ruspoli, 1978. Edited text based on four manuscrpts.

(b) Miftah ghayb aljant wal-wynd. On margin of Miftah al-uns bayna al-mdqil wal-
mashhud fi sharh Miftah ghayb aljanmt wal-wujnd, a commentary by Shams al-Din
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Muhammad al-Fanari al-Hanafi (or Muhammad b. al-Hamzah b. Muhammad al-
‘Uthmani al-Raqab). Lithographed. Tehran: Ahmad Shirizi, 1323 AH/1905.

5. Kitab alfukik. Ed. Muhammad Kh®zjavi. Tehran: Intisharat-i Mawli, 1371
AHS/1413 AH, pp. 177-316. This is his seminal commentary on Ibn “Arabi’s Fusas al-
hikam.

6. Sharh al-asma’ al-husns. Collated from:

(a) Sehit Ali Paga #425. Siileymaniye Kiitiphanesi, Istanbul ; fol. 37-42; 140 x 82 mm.

(b) Agr Ef. #431/2, dated 865 AH. Silleymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Istanbul; fol. 21-113;
105 x 55 mm.

(c) Sehit Ali Paga #1366/1. Sileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Istanbul; fol. 1-26; 186 x 126
mm.

7. Kitab ith Abi al-Qasim Ya Sin al-Tilimsani. Kara Celebi #345; fol. 175-184. Letter to
°Afif al-Din al-Tilimsani (610-690 AH)

8. Sharh al-Arbdin hadithan. Edited and annoted by Dr. Hasan Kamil Yilmaz. Istanbul:

Yidilzlar Matbaasi, 1990. (Published as Tasavwufi Hadis Serhleri ve Konevinin Kirk Hadis
Serhi.)

PREVIOUS STUDIES

The most recent treatment of Qunavi to date is Gudrun Schubert’s thesis on the
correspondence, listed above, entitled Brigfwechsel Zwischen Sadr wd-din-i Qanawi (gest.
673/1274) und Nagr ud-din Tasi (gest. 672/1274); preceded by her brief University of Basel
lecture, “Die Korrespondenz zwischen Sadr ud-din-i Quinawi und Nasir ud-din-i Tsi,”
presented at Perspectives de la recherche en Suisse sur le Moyen-Orient et I'/Afrique du Nord, Société
Suisse Moyen-Orient et Culture Islamique, 1ére Conférence, Institut universitaire d'étude du
développement (Geneva, 15-16 October 1992). The first, and only, full length book on

his thought is Dr. Nihat Keklik’s Sadreddin Konevi'nin felsefesinde Allah-Kainit ve Insan
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(Istanbul, 1967). In English, W.C. Chittick has published the following on his thought
and that of his followers: “Mysticism vs. Philosophy in Early Islamic History: The al-
Tasi, Qanawi Correspondence,” Religious Studies 17 (1981), pp. 87-104; “The Circle of
Spiritual Ascent According to al-Qunyavi,” in Neaplatonism and Islamic Thought, Parviz
Morewedge (ed.) (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1992); “Sadr al-Din
Qunawi on the Oneness of Being,” International Philosophical Quarterly 21 (1981), pp. 171-
84; “The Five Divine Presences: From al-Qunyavi to Qaysati,” The Muslim World 72
(1982), pp- 107-28. One of the earliest entries on Sadr al-Din Qunyavi and his works is
found in Hilmi Ziya Ulken’s La Pensée de /Islam, trans. from the Turkish by Gauthier
Dubois, Max Bilen and the author (Istanbul: Fakulteler Matbaasi, 1963).

The important episodes of his life, but also some anecdotes relating to his and his
father’s reladonship with Muhy al-Din Ibn “Arabf, are to be found in Claude Addas’s
well-documented biography of Ibn “Arabi, Ibn “Arabi ou La quéie du Soufre Rouge (Paris:
Edidons Gallimard, 1989). “Ibn “Arabi,” EI? III, pp. 707-11 and Stéphane Ruspoli’s
introducton, La Clef du Monde Suprasensible (Miftah al-Ghayb), 2 vols. may also be
profitably consulted. (Thesis presented at the University of Paris IV, Sorbonne, 1978).
James Winston Motrris gives some hints on Qunavi’s links with other personalities in
“Ibn “Arabi and His Interpreters,” Journal of the American Oriental Society, beginning with
vol. 106:3 (July-September 1986), pp. 539-51; especially “Part II: Influences and
Interpretations” 106:4 (October-December 1986), pp. 733-56 and 107:1 (January-March

1987), pp. 101-19; while Ulken provides a few glimpses into the intellectual climate of
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Asia Minor in “L’Ecole wudjudite et son influence dans la pensée turque,” Wiener
Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes LXII (1969), pp. 193-203.

As for his bibliography, perhaps the earliest paper on his writings is Osman Ergin,
“Saddreddin al-Qunawi ve eserler,” Jarksyat Mecnuas (1958). However, Ruspoli’s thesis
combined with Chittick’s recent EI? article and his “The Last Will and Testament of Ibn
‘Arabi’s Foremost Disciple and Some Notes on its Author,” Sophia Perennis 41 (1978), pp.
43-58, should provide a sufficient description and introduction to Qunavi’s work, its
nature and range. For a listing of authentic and spurious works, see Brockelmann, GAL
I, pp. 585-86; GAL Supplementband 1, pp. 807-08. Finally, Suraiya Faroghi, “Vakif
Administration in Sixteenth Century Konya, the Zaviye of Sadreddin-i Konevi,” Journal
of the Economic and Social History of the Orient XVII (1974), pp. 145-72, looks at the waqf
founded in his name, still standing in the city of Konya, from an interesting historical
perspective. In Turkish, there is also A. Ateg, “Konya kiitiiphanelerinde bulunan baz
mithim yazmalar,” Belleten 16 [1952], pp. 49-130; and Ibrahim Hakki Konyalt, Abideleri ve

Kitableri ile Konya Tarihi [Konya, 1964], pp. 487ff).



NOTES

1. His name is spelled here with a “v”” instead of a “w.” There is no strict academic reason for
this choice, only that its pronunciation in Turkish and Persian seems better to reflect his origins;
although it must be remembered that Sadr al-Din is better known for his Arabic than for his
Persian works (whose authenticity has proved far more difficult to establish — cf. Chittick LWT).

2. Probably the best biographical source on Majd al-Din is Ibn Bibi (cf. AAU). On his career,
Claude Addas is an indispensable modern source. (Cf. Addas QSR 266-69, 277; her book has now
been translated into English).

3. On this marriage, see DTM 25, 35, 38. Claude Addas summarizes the information on this
marriage, as well as the subsequent relationship between the Ibn “Arabf and his new stepson
(Addas QSR 270-71).

4. [ am not referring to the political bureaucracy itself, where Persian and Turkish dialects were
more probably used for communication. In the educational field, which the Saljiqs were
instrumental in transforming, and leamed tradition, Arabic remained the predominant language,
regardless of ethnic origin.

5. The most recent source to consult for the city of Damascus, is Pouzet DVS. However, there
are many other studies of varied quality available. One is Sourdel PrMaAl; for a list of schools
and sponsors in the Ayyibid period, see Shalaby HME 59-64.

6. Huart’s book is a translation of Shams al-Din Ahmad Aflaki’s Managéb al-arfin.

7. Few philosophical tenets are as fundamental to intellectual tradition, both Greek and
Islamic, than this. Its logical casting should not cloud the didactic background against which
Aristotle discussion of the knowledge is usually set. The standard source is Aristotle’s opening
statement in the Posterior Analytics: “All instruction given or received by way of argument
proceeds from pre-existent knowledge” (Pa4n 71a, £ 1). In the Burban, Ibn Sini reformulated this
idea in connection to the finer of aspects of intellectual apprenticeship (see the whole of Ch. 3);
and the whole question continued to be understood in this fashion thereafter in Islamic and
Chrstian tradition. In fact, the main problem to which it gives rise and with which we shall be
preoccupied throughout this thesis is precisely that, stated too categorically, it would not
account for illumination, mystical or otherwise. Qiinavi’s concern was, therefore, to show
precisely how it was that something somehow had to be known beforehand, which Ibn Sind of
course recognized but expressed differently.

8. Jean Michot has constructed a table of comparison between the two books; see Michot
TaCoTa 231-50.

9. That is, if we assume that the strictest formal method strives for perfect transparency, which
precludes all content, or “matter,” then a dilemma arises.

10. I realize that my rendering of the term martabab al-mudahat as “level of similarities” may not
be very obvious at this point, but it will become apparent after we discuss the question of the
Perfect Man later on in the thesis.
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11. This expression will be discussed in great detail below.

12. That has not prevented its modern publishers from giving their own titles. The first and
the second modern, revised editions, both put out by the same company, go by ljaz al-bayan fi
ta’wil umm al-Quran. They were published in Hyderabad-Deccan in 1310 AH and 23 Jamadi I,
1369 AH, some fifty-nine years later, respectively. The third edition by “Abd al-Qzhir Ahmad al-
‘A’ is called al-Tafsir al-Safi kil-Quran, although it is important to bear in mind that the work
was never intended as an interpretation of the whole of the Qur’an, but only the Fafihah; in
Qiinavi’s own words, it “contains the elucidaton of the universals with respect to the secrets
of the Mother of the Qur’an” (NI A:12b; B:6b).

13. In short, [ doubt if anything new of thematc significance will come out of the notes.
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CHAPTER ONE

Scientific Discourse and the Problem of Knowledge

§ PRELIMINARY REMARKS

The problem of knowledge has a lengthy history, which we can hardly be expected to
examine in all its dimensions or, indeed, beyond the contributons of a single epoch or
author. Nevertheless, Sadr al-Din Qtnavi affords us a revealing glimpse into the inner
workings of speculaave reason pondered at this critical juncture in medieval history. In
this study, we will ry to preserve some of the sequence of presentation and thematic
context of his writings, rather than to fasten on the bare contours of each problem.
Taken to extremes, the tendency to isolate specific aspects of an author’s thought for
analysis often leads to glib conclusions which, in my view, sometimes fail to convey the
intellectual depth and range of the thinker himself, to say nothing of the proper
dimensions of the subject. Success is better assured perhaps whén the invesdgator’s
fidelity to the text before him is such as to enable him to deal with what may well be
“timeless questions” but as near to the original thought as his method will possibly carry
him.

This is not to sayv that the author under discussion and his wider tradition may not
coalesce in spirit and, therefore, merit comparison with a larger cultural setdng. [ do not
claim to be singularly talented or qualified in tracing out an author’s “originality” —

although if anyone had originality Qanavi surely did. Sall, it is exceedingly difficul, I
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think, to fathom another person’s original contribution with so inconclusive a measure
as radical and fundamental dissent from “tradition,” any tradition, only to have to fall
back on some disembodied shape of human reason as the final arbiter. Maybe a balance
needs to be struck in our construal of these internal tensions, if only to escape the
quandary of deciding who that arbiter ultimately is, as opposed to who he ought to be.
The circular strategies often resulting from sole reliance on the abstract criteria of
reasoned argument may be avoided through a closer contact with what is actually
presented to us from the past, learning therefrom, and then perhaps spinning our
theories — indeed, ones that might even teach us something about ourselves. And,
conceivably, the exchange may operate in reverse, beginning with our own perspectival
insights and perceptions as the starting point for deciphering the past. The point is that
we ought never to give ourselves over entrely either to pure speculadon or to evidental
facts, with respect to the creatve impulses or movement of the past — whether of an
isolated thinker or an entre school.

The reader may note in this observaton perhaps a slight hint of the medieval
approach to radonal investigation about to be studied in this thesis. What a thinker, at
any rate, has made of the vast resources offered him by his native culture in order to
express anything from the tritest to the subtlest experience imagined, but one fully his,
is surely a signal achievement in itself, to be carefully recorded and studied; the more so
that anything beyond that range seems to me to require a practically superhuman effort

for proper balance. Yet both aspects involved — the individual personality and his milieu



— occupy the same space within which they exhibit themselves to us. As far as orginaliry
is concerned, one can at least note that intellectual dedication and pellucid style are
seldom less important than the welter ot ingenious neologisms that normally lie within
the capacity of any common author — although the two sides may, under excepuonal
circumstances, go very well together. [n the end, even the most dreadfully complicated
authors must sall have concretely felt a meaningful poruon of their thoughts — if they
hope to produce anything worth imbibing — almost, one might in a mystcal vein say, “as

' Sertous thought and investigaton today, on the

immediately as the odour of a rose.”
other hand, are varied. Wherever his sympathies may ulumately lie, the reader will most
certainly find that many aspects of Qanavi’s thought coming to his artention in this study
belong to a larger community of ideas. But “community” is already more alive to content
than any abstract reordering of the endre philosophy to suit one of many varants ot
modern sensibility can ever be.

The reality is that medieval traditior! is already intellectually bounded by limits, which
are often misconstrued. For one thing, it never consented to a parucular kind of
dichotomy that only later became prevalent and which, to our loss, we very frequenty
accept uncrigcallv in our scholarly work: the radical separadon of the /&gru/ integument
of a problem from its religious content. This is the foundational truth, if ever there was
one, of its parocular “community of ideas.” Although widely acknowledged in other

departments of medieval studies, it has cither been obfuscated or distorted in [slamics

by the personal idiosyncracies of the “campus radicals.” In any case, the separadon in



46
question began to widen in Latn Europe only in the late Scholastic period (around
Ockham’s time), and from that period on emerged a distinctly new problematic, the
intellectual consequences of which are sdll being played out to this day. I am certainly
not suggesting that this is historically either right or wrong. I do not assume any
ideological positon on this matter. My argument simply is that, at the very least, one
should not feel methodologically beholden, in a serious study of the premodern period, to
a compartmentalization of thought that figured at first, somewhat dreamily, only within
the covers of college manuals, an intellectual expediency that was then regarded at most
with an air of uncertainty. Placidly adopting such a recent arrival to metaphysics without
sufficient historical appreciation should do little more for us than help conjure up some
imaginary object, fascinating to our coevals perhaps, but with little historical veracity.

If anything, Qunavi’s work is further proof that a systematic avoidance of this
conceptual divorce had been widely and judiciously kept in view by contemporaries. In
particular, his single-minded interest in linguistic analysis as a model for the sought after
“scale,” or miugan, of “the Divine Science” is designed to introduce the very element of
“concreteness” into methodological questions otherwise missing in the conventional
logic of philosophy in his tme. It is not to say that all previous philosophy, basically
Hellenic in character, was foreign to the underlying problem. What it does imply mainly
is that at the heart of the medieval debate over knowledge and of the proper employment
of reason, as we hinted, lay a pre-eminent consciousness of the reality of Divine Speech,

both as an eternal and a deterrninately “concrete” event — in short, the real ground of
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knowledge. My hope simply is that this indubitable consciousness is faithfully translated
in this study with all its nuances and complexites.” A sparing use of faddish cant in the
treatment of a past thinker, far from attenuatng analytical rigour, can only enhance 1t the
less pensively methodological ore tries on the whole to be. [t there 1s one thing to be
eschewed, it is not so much the .oz of method as its sheer obtrusiveness.

The onlv note on “methodolcgy” we wish to make is the following. We shall begin
by idend fying some of Aristotle’s central concerns, starting with the Mefaphysics and then
his Analytics. This will not be done for comparative purposes but in order to get to
Qunavi himself. It will disencumber us of the need constantly to refer his thoughts back
to more ancient debates on science, which are interesting in themselves but require
special care. Perhaps then the reader will be in a better positon both to view the
historical evoludon of the theme at hand and, also, to make an independent judgment
about the author’s contibuton bevond its structural affinides with pracucally every other
past system of note. As far as Anstote and the Islamic scholars we shall be discussing
here are concerned, these affinides are all too obvious and too freely professed to require
extensive textual corroboradon in a work not endrely devoted to this task, and we should
be none the worse for failing :0 locate the direct channels of borrowing, if any.
Stmilarities, at anv rate, are no mwore to be taken as evidence of inteilectual debt than
would an admiring portraval of Anstode’s views on some of the most central themes ot
philosophy as an argument for Ais exclusive importance. We shall pur aside tor the

moment any speculaton on the purely texrual aspect of our problem, in anticipanon that
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the reader may himself recognize the real locus of intellectual transformation. For,
doubitless by around Qunavi’s time something old had come into its own and something

new was being born.

§ DEMONSTRATIVE KNOWLEDGE AND DIVINE WISDOM IN ARISTOTLE

To start with, there is nothing novel, philosophically speaking, in the proposition that the
highest form of cognizance has to approximate, in some respect or other, Divine
Knowledge. In ancient Greek philosophy, two distinctly different but interrelated
considerations arose, man’s knowledge of God and that knowledge which God alone
possesses. Perhaps the most notable acknowledgement of this was made by none other
than Aristotle at the very beginning of the Metaphysics (983* 1-11). Let us consider briefly
what he says, since this will furnish just the background we need for a later, threeway
philosophical debate between Qunavi, Nasir al-Din Tusi (his contemporary) and the Ibn
Sini of a posthumous work, Kifab al-Tdligat — upon whose interpretation and even
attribution to Ibn Sina the former two were in disagreement. In the Ta%gat, Ibn Sini
had fixed his doctrine, according to which the most universalizing element of knowledge
is “cause.” Given mortal beings’ radical difference from the First Being, the science of
causes represented a theoretical “meeting point” between Divine knowledge and the
highest possible attainments of human intellectual endeavour. Even Qunavi’s
philosophical forebears in Islam held in common a concept of science based on such an
idea as the key to genuine knowledge if not, as Aristotle at times seems to suggest,

outright perfect knowledge.
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Whatever its true character, this science by definition had the merit at least of being
intelligible even to those for whom the greatest intellectual endowment before God’s
infinite capacity was of little avail. Now, Islamic thinkers took this also as evidence for
the contextuality of science, that only that inceptive knowledge is possible as human
predisposition — meaning the intellectual faculty — can sustain. But if science is a lower
or derivative form of knowledge and if the “realities of things” cannot be known as they
truly are through any faculty alone, how then are they known beyond predisposition,
since it was held that they were knowable in some respect or other — extreme nominalists
like [bn Taymiyyah apart? The paramount question is, In what sense can one be said to
know them and what exactly does one know? The emphasis on direct apprehension,
circumventing endless layers of perspectival approach to the object of knowledge, was
a partial answer to these perplexing questions, one that was based on an epistemic
diviston between conception and judgment (or assent). However, matters were never so
clearcut as to resolve themselves into a direct contest between Divine revelation and
reason’s infinitely ponderous route to illumination. In view of this, “science” will have
to occupy our attention for most of the early chapters. This is hardly avoidable in view
of the attitude adopted by the Ibn “Arabi school, inspirited as it was by its founder’s
sophisticated understanding of scriptures and their significance for human existence,
toward the intellectual endeavour as a whole.

Aristotle begins his Metaphysics with an epistemological analysis based on what is

implied in ordinary usage . He settles on a notion of “knowing” (eid€vat *) (Met 980*
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21) which, reladve to both experience (pmetpia)* and reason (A6Y0s),” exhibits various
degrees of perfecton where experience vields the knowledge of individuals (Met 981°21-
2; ct. Met [Ross commentary| 119). From the outset, there is thus more than just tacit
recogniion of the ambiguous nature of the concept. The most clevated rank is that of
“wisdom™ (0o ia), concerned with “first causes” and the principles of things (981°28-
9). Three things follow from this. First, “the wise man” must know all things as tar as
possible, though not each one in dertail (982'9). “Knowing all things” is characteristuc of
the one “who has in the highest degree universal knowledge,” and indicates that “in a
sense he knows all the instances [T UTOKelpue v, Lat. subjectum, suppositum| that fall under
universal” (982%21-3; cf. Met 983* 30).” The highest type of demonstranon Arnstotle calls,
in the Posterior Analytics, “*commensurately universal demonstraton,” since it teaches both
the universal and the partcular; whereas “particular demonstration” teaches only the
particular (PoA 86*10-2). Second, the wise man knows difficult martters. Thirdly, he is
more exact and capable of reaching the causes (Met 982°8-15). And fourthly, wisdom is
sought for its own sake.

Let us first see what this third point implies. Aristotle hoped to establish that the
“theoretical science” which invesugates causes is also istructive at a higher degree and vice
versa, “for the people who instruct us are those who tell the causes of each thing” (982
28-30)." Instruction at its best naturally entails a systematic or scientific approach that
relies on some notion of “pre-existent knowledge” (PoA 71* 1). However, a puzzling

complication results when the technical terms Aristode coined for use within this
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theoretical framework are juxtaposed. In Met 982° 1-4, he states that “first” and “cause”
are pursued as knowledge “which is most truly [instances of] knowledge,” “for by reason
of these, and from these, all other things come to be known, and not these by means of
the things subordinate to them.”™ But, as one modern commentator put it, if they are to
be presupposed by all knowledge, or €mioTHuN, as Aristotle holds here, how can they
at the same tme be the objects of €Tt THuN(Met [Ross Commentary] 122)? €TLOTTiuT
is of a demonstradve nature and, therefore, cannot prove its own premises, which
together comprise the pregiven component of a syllogism (PoA 100° 10).”

Arstotle chose to consider “opinion” as well as pure knowledge within this scheme
of things. While [bn Sina was circumspect in the way he depicted Aristotle’s view of
their differences," opinion was said to grasp premises which are “immediate,” but not
“necessary” (PoA 89* 4); whereas necessity is a defining feature of demonstradon.
Technically, in trying demonstradvely to determine the mode in which an accident is
known to inhere in a subject (89* 38), tve are really seeking, as Aristote often repeated,
“to grasp truths that cannot be other than they are” (89" 16-7). Burt what makes them sor
Aristotle states that,

We suppose ourselves to possess unqualified scientfic knowledge of a thing, as opposed
to knowing it in the acadental way in which the sophist knows, when we think that we
know the cause on which the fact depends, as the cause of that fact and of no other, and,
further, that the fact suld not be oirer than it is... * (PoA {Ross commentary] 71" 9-12).

A functonal distincuon berween the “fact” (6T1)" and the “cause” of the fact (10

Lut\ E( ‘\ (Ca‘/S
aitLov) need not controvert the implicit recognidon here that 1t 1s above all the facr/\

* My emphasis.
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to necessity in the demonstration, being what is most fully pregiven. The paradoxical
result is that the very same “fact,” taken in one respect, must also qualify as the object of
demonstration, if there is to be any syllogistic demonstration at all. But while “fact” and,
in this latter sense, “reasoned fact” (81671) — as W.D. Ross translated it (PoA 78°13:6-7)
— do have close affinity, they are not exactly the same, at least in regard to their order of
inquiry. Otherwise everything would be uniformly evident from the start or, conversely,

equally hidden from view. Bdefly,

Recogniton of a truth may in some cases contain as factors both previous knowledge and
also knowledge acquired simultaneously with that recognition -- knowledge, this latter,
of the particulars actually falling under the universal and therein already virtually known.
For example, the student knows beforehand that the angles of every triangle are equal to
two tight angles; but it was only at the actual moment at which he was being led on to
recognize this as true in the instance before him that he came to know “this figure
inscribed in the semicircle” to be a triangle...Before he was led on to recognition or before
he actually drew a conclusion, we should perhaps say that in a manner he knew, in a
manner not (PoA 71* 16-25).

Indeed, that the same fact is differently known upon logical predication gives mse to an
additional set of requirements absent from the “original” fact.” What this means is this.
For demonstration to be necessary knowledge, as it is meant to be, all a#fribates must also

be necessary.
Since the object of pure scientific knowledge cannot be other than it is, the truth obtained
by demonstrative knowledge will be necessary. And since demonstrative knowledge 1s
only present when we have a demonstration, it follows that demonstration is an inference
from necessary premisses” (PoA 73* 4:21-4).

To Anistotle this means that it is impossible for them not to inhere in their subjects (PoA

73b 17-8). Indeed, although the muldplicity of a demonstration’s premises effectively

breaks up the unity of the object, the premises must be essenttally connected, as we shall

® My own italics.
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sec below, on the grounds that “all atuibutes must :nhere essennallv or else be
accidental...” (PoA 74* 6-7). Therefore, once “the artributes ot the thing are
apprchended.” he points out, “our business will then be to exhibic readily the
demonstradons” (PeA 46 23-4). This is the hallmark fear-c ot demorstranve knowledge
that ensures a cohesive unity of relatons throughout. 3ut in orde: to operate it also
suffers a suitably different set of conditions than those - 7 the singuiir tact

Having distnguished between knowledge of the fact :1d knowlecze of the cause, or
the “reasoned fact,” which implies a complete causal account "PoA 73* 13:23) has been
found," Aristotle suggests a matching epistemological ¢:vision berween empirical and
theoretical knowledge' (78°13:3-4).” Nevertheless, tnere must de a combinative
knowledge with elements from both. In fact, this is what makes demonstraton mstructive,
where “all instruction given or received by wayv of argument proceed: trom pre-existent
knowledge” (71* 1-2).

The empirico-theoretical division is important for ¢=r purposes. ind we shall have
more to say on it later in this thesis. But by calling demonstranon instructive, Aristotle
confers upon knowledge, whether of essental nature (93:36) or or some other aspect
of a thing, a pedagogical purpose expressed through an ¢oeranon wh:ch can successtully
display the contents of knowledge in the most orderl rashion. Tmus is another key
element we shall be investigating later in our study, orc that served to introduce the
method of “theological science” conceived by Qunavi z=d Ibn Sini. Lert us, therefore,

take the ume to get some rudimentary idea of this logic.
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Briefly, demonstradon as “a syllogism productive of scientific knowledge” (71* 17-8),
he says, consists of three elements: (1) the conclusion; (2) the axioms (or premises of
demonstradon); (3) the subject-genus whose essential propertes are revealed by
demonstration (75* 38-75° 2-3). Within this formal structure, “pre-existent knowledge”
consists in assuming an “admission of the fact,” “comprehension of the meaning of the
term used” or both (71* 12-3). The premises themselves must be “true, primary,
immediate and better known than and prior to the conclusion” (71* 20-2). For obvious
reasons, experience is more readily assimilable as prior knowledge for its immediacy and
at least its perceptual certainty than deliberative mode of knowing can ever be. Aristotle
has exactly this in mind when he concludes that “it is the business of expetience to give
the principles which belong to each subject” (PrA 46* 18-9). There must always be certain
premises which, being primary truths, are themselves incapable of demonstradon '
within the same science.” While this seems reasonable enough, it still does not explain
how — given the structural cleavage, and peculiar exigencies, of demonstration — the
cause or the “reasoned fact” may be known. For demonstration leads us inexorably to
the odd position of having to assert that we can only seek to know what we “already”
know. Can “predicative complexity” as an additional factor be so easily reconciled with
knowledge of the one “essential nature” of the thing?
This is a problem whose terms Ibn Sina had sought to established formally. In
mysticism, it presents many more difficulties, as we will see. While it may not present

any difficulty to a “superior intellect” poised to acquire the full measure of knowledge,
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: 15 quite crucial to a didactc discipline like theology. More specttically, it retlects the
:nherent “ambiguity” of knowledge which tor all of theology’s logical nigor, lends itself
zspecially well to theological applicatdon. Thart “theology’ was after all what philosophers
-~ad in mind when discussing logic 1s perhaps more obvious in [bn Sind’s case. [n view
»f the extensive use later made of demonstrauve method in this domain and given Ibn
sina’s persistent quest for an adequate reformulation of the problem of God’s existence,
one may go even further to insist that the philosophical knowledge of God expressed in
-erms of concomirtants and constitutive attributes was, in the end, scarcely to any other
end than to bolster scriptural claims, or the scriptural manner of knowing God.
Demonstraton became the typical method of “theological science,” and the compaubility
of Ibn Sina’s theory with Islamic tradigon, if defensible, had to stem from the narrow
strictures he placed upon what rew knowledge one might expect the illative operation of
-he mind to offer in reladon to the immurtable content of God’s own revealed Word. So
Tue has this been that the deceptively “propaedeutical” air of the debate on the formal
conditdons of scientfic knowledge could only take a decidedly “cosmological” um of its
wn as the existendal link with the Divine Word acquired such complexiry that
-heoredcal reflection itself began to look more definitely like a province of texrual
2xegesis — and nowhere more so than in Qanavi’ writings. [mmuring theology within
: mesh of logical complexides failed to dislodge Ibn Sina from religious tradidon. On
e contrary, it carned him a surprising repuradon, for Qunavi duly conceded his role as

Soth criuc and proponent of the radonal method in theology to behis chief contribunon.
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The consequence was that the previous disciplinary order going from parts of speech to
logical propositions — traditionally regarded as preparatory “for [Aristotle’s] doctrine of
the syllogism” (KDL 67) — while not exactly reversed, gave way rather to a “philosophy
of speech” tout court. Elaborating such a philosophy without supplanting logic as a formal
tool was an adversity that not only mystics like Ibn “Arabi and Qunavi but, somewhat
more dimly, fa/asifah like al-Farabi and Ibn Sina had tded to meet.

The difference between a doctrine of language or grammar and a doctrine of logical
predicadon cannot be defined in the same stark terms one might wish o adopt for
optimum clarity. Although it would be etroneous to picture a one-to-one correspondence
between their respective “parts” in a reasoned or uttered statement, respectively, both
purport to rely on a structural dependence of these parts. Aristotle, for instance, referred
to the necessary connections of affributes as a feature of, in the words of Kneale and
Kneale, “a piece of reasoning that relates two general terms by means of a middle term...”
(KDL 44). In other words, there must be a term common to both premises (the “middle
term”) “so related as subject or predicate to each of the other two terms that a
conclusion may be drawn regarding the relation of these two terms to one another” (DiaP
21). This being definitve as far as the subject-predicate relation is concerned, it is clear,
as we said earlier, that the conclusion of the syllogism must show an aturibute “inhering
as such” (1501\. 750 37-9)'* As Aristotle explains,

The method is the same in all cases, in philosophy, in any art or study. We must look for
the attributes and the subjects of both our terms, and we must supply ourselves with as
many of these as possible, and consider them by means of the three terms, refuting
statemnents in one way, confirming them in another, in the pursuit of truth starting from



premisscs in which the arrangement’ of the terms 1s 1n accordance with truth... (P 461 3.9)

Aristote’s allusion to instances (UmoKeipevat) = whether in true knowledge or in
opinion (89% 12) — where exsentially the same thing may be adduced as both the fact and
the object, almost though not quite in the manner of an idenuey (Po.\ 89* 27, 33), shutts
the emphasis a fortiorr onto the partcularniues of the arrangement or “graduated” strucrure
of predicaton said to culminate in a necessary causal knowledge. This wav of looking
at things is not foreign to what medieval traditon claimed for its scriprurally-based
method of doing theology. \Whart we would like to retain ar this stage is the necessary
structural coherence of complex propositions as well as the logical “idenuty” of the
reasoned fact with the given fact the intervening complexity we call logical inference.
Unity and structural complexity are two contrastive aspects shared bv both logical and
grammatical constructons.

In logic, the most impregnably defensible unity or “idenary,” however artificial, is that
of the “definidon” — to which we shall now turn — and its “parts” with the definiendum.
So sharply has the contrast sometmes been drawn berween “statements of idenuty” and
“statements of predicadon” that their confusion may have led some philosophers before
Aristote even to denv that predication could be anvthing else but ‘identcal predicagon”™
(Kneale DOL 22). If so, the views of those who argued that “non-idendcal predicauon
and negaton were nonsensical would have been serious stumbling-blocks to the

development of logical theory” (Kneale DOL 22). But what defininonal knowledge 1s

¢ My emphasis.
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expected to respect is the unity of the definiendum itself. We shall briefly deal with the
particulars of Aristotle’s treatment of its relationship to other paradigms of knowledge."’
Aristotle’s response to the “idendrty” issue was to posit two further limiting factors on
inference’s propensity for ramification. I shall refer to these two factors as the vertical
and the horizontal. The first is that the “basic truths” be somehow “appropriate,” that
belonging to the same genus.”™

Another limit besides appropriateness is the number of postulates or hypotheses
which might be assumed: the fewer the premises, all equally known, the higher the
demonstraton (85* 25:34-6; 86* 34-7)." Thus not only must the “attributes” in a
demonstration, which prove the inherence of essentral/ attributes in things, be
“commensurate with the subject and not of wider extent” (84* 22:24-5), these attributes
also have to be finite, or else — and here is the interesting point — no definition is possible
(84a 22:26). Generally, any intermediates between two terms must be limited in number
(84a 22:30-2).% The implication, it transpires, is that definition may well serve as a model, but
it is to be approximated, and never truly reached. He is driving basically in that direction.

These two limits are indispensable for the primary conditon of knowledge to be
fulfilled; in the language of logic: “grasp of a reasoned conclusion™ (79 14:23). The first
limit is especially important, since grasping the reasoned fact is effectively that of the

commensurate untversal (“universal” being what we know about the cause). By this is meant,

an attribute which belongs to every instance of its subject, and to every instance
essentially and as such; from which it cleatly follows that all commensurate universals
inhere necessarily in their subjects.



To this he adds,

The essendal attribute, and the attribute that belongs to its subject as such, are identical
(PoA 73° 4:27-9).

Therefore, demonstration being a “syllogism that proves the cause,” it has to be
primarily, commensurately and universally true of the subject. Here the universal aspect
alone imparts causality (85°24:234), and the value of the commensurate universal is that
“it makes clear the cause” in all its dimensions (88" 31:5). Every inquiry asks something
about the “middle”; indeed, we inquire because we have not yet perceived the middle (90*
2:25). In view of this goal, there are really two sorts of questions to be asked in the
course of an inquiry: “Is there a middle” and “What is the middle”; if, that is, we are to
take the “middle” as being “precisely the cause, and it is the cause that we seek in all our
inquiries” (90* 2:6). In all, there are four distnct questons:

(1) whether the connexion of an attribute with a thing is a fact, (2) whatis the reason

of the connexion, (3) whether a thing exists, (4) what is the nature of the thing.

(PoA 89° 1:24-5)

Now, it is clear from this, he argues, that the reason of the fact (816T) is identical to “the
nature of the thing” (90° 2:15). The answer to the question, “what is something,” is the
same as to the question, “what is the reason for something” (90* 2:16-7); hence to know
a thing’s nature is to know the reason why it is.” To summarize,

When we are aware of a fact we seeh its reason, and though sometimes the fact and the
reason dawn on us simultaneously, yet we cannot apprehend the reason 2 moment sooner
than the fact; and clearly in just the same way we cannot apptchend a thing's definable
form without apprehcndmg that it exists, since while we are ignorant whether it exists we
cannot know its essential nature. Moreover we are aware whether a thing exists or not
sometimes through apprehending an element in its character, and sometimes
accidentally... As often as we have accidental knowledge that the thing exists, we must be
in a wholly negative state as regards awareness of its essential nature; for we have not got
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genuine knowledge even of its existence, and to search for a thing’s essential nature when
we are unaware that it exists is to search for nothing. On the other hand, whenever we
apprehend an element in the thing’s character there is less difficulty. Thus it follows that
the degree of our knowledge of a thing’s essential nature is determined by the sense in

which we are aware that it exists. (PoA 93* 8:16-29)

The peroration of this passage shows the degree to which all the key questions are
intertwined. We do not know a thing without knowing at least some “element in its
character” (that is, without having some prior knowledge of it, even if accidental), and
the “degree of our knowledge of its essential nature” depends on “the sense in which we
are aware that it exists.” The latter is the ontological postulate that allows him to escape
the barren confines of definidon and circular reasoning he would otherwise be saddled
with in a noton of demonstradon modelled on the definition. His conclusion is that
essental nature is demonstrable in one sense but not in another, and of certain things to
the exclusion of others (94* 10:14-7). What is particularly noteworthy for our later
discussion in this thesis is that knowledge should in essence be inseparable from
existence. Stated differently, there is an epistemic link berween &nowledge of the thing's
existence and knowledge of its essential nature.

But what of the highest knowledge or Wisdom? What gives knowledge the “nobility”
that befits the “noblest object of knowledge”? Indeed, is it identifiable with Divine
Wisdom?

While in the Posterior Analytics, Asistotle deals chiefly with demonstrative knowledge,
central to which is the search for cause, in the Metgphysics his attention is immediately
turned to the notion of cause itself. More particularly, he asks what might distinguish the

First Science. Its investigation of causes alone cannot confer upon it any uniqueness,
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since other sciences do it as well (Met 996° 2:2). Its first claim to distinction, rather, is that
it is the science of substance or essence, given that “he knows most fully who knows
what a thing is, not he who knows its quantity or quality or what it can by nature do or
have done to it” (996" 2:14-8). Sdill, not all substances are the same, some being more
nearly those with which the highest science is concerned than others (996° 2:15),
depending on whether they are sensible or etemal. As we saw, it is the business of each
demonstrative science to investigate the essental attributes of its own subject (or genus),
in this case a single class of substances (996° 2:19-20). There is a science, he says, that
deals with axioms (the most universal and the principles of all things [997* 2:13]), which
must be assumed, and another that deals with substance (997* 2:11-2]; and the hallmark
of true wisdom is of course what the science of the cause elaborated in the Posterior
Apnalytics claims to procure. What is less clear is whether or not this high knowledge is
identifiable with Divine Wisdom itself. Arstotle remarks that possession of the highest
science may be thought by some to be “beyond human power,” since in some respects
human nature is “in bondage” (982° 28-9). The frailty of human faculties would, in that
case, be an insuperable obstacle to knowledge. This issue, though not Aristotle’s
rendering of it, is of the greatest consequence for Qunavi, who sought quite
independently of him to delimit the nature and scope of formal reason.

More precisely, in the terms stipulated by Aristotle so far, knowledge in the supetlative
sense seems to demand that cause, essential nature, demonstration and definition be

welded together, though in a way that seems to defy conventional reason. And yet,
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human frailty here would almost certainly mean that “God alone can have this privilege,”
which He jealously guards; and that man then ought to seek the knowledge which is best
suited to him (982° 28-32), by which he meant a drastically lower order of cognition
detached from Divinity, rather than something explicitly anchored in human
predisposition or the natural faculties, as later intellectual tradidon would have it. But
“"divine power,”** he retorted, cannot be jealous, for there is no science more worthy of
honour than this (983* 5-7). I do not wish to be drawn into a textual discussion, but
Amstotle, it seems to me, is affirming some kind of identification of science with Divine
Wisdom, at least by virtue of their common object of knowledge. He sets forth

nonetheless the following elements of the problem:

For the most divine science is also most honourable; and this science alone must be, in

two ways, most divine. For the science which it would be most meet for God to have is

a divine science, and so is any science that deals with divine objects; and this science alone

has both these qualities; for (1) God is thought to be among the causes of all things and

to be a first principle [&px1], Lat. prinapium], and (2) such a science either God alone can

have, or God above all others. All the sciences, indeed, are more necessary than this, but

none is better. (Met 983 6-11)%

The two types of knowledge (vo0s*), Divine and human, are radically different from
each other, in certain respects incommensurable; this after all is what has given rise to the
difficulties enumerated in Met 1074* 15. While Divine knowledge is described as the most
divine “of all things seen,” Aristotle has attempted an answer first to the question of how
it must be “situated in order to have that character” (1074° 16-7). That is a key
consideration in philosophy, whose aim is not to substitute its own content for Divine

Wisdom, but merely to elucidate the formal conditions of knowledge. Hence, he tries

to disentangle Divine knowledge from all potency associated with the faculty of
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thinking.”’ But he also argues that “it must be of itself that the divine thought thinks
[since it is the most excellent of things], and its thinking is a thinking on thinking” (1074°
32-4). This is how Arstode conceived ot Divine Wisdom. The kind of knowledge we
have through percepuon, option and understanding. on the other hand, has alwavs
“something else” as its object and itself “only by the way” (1075b 35-6), in other words,
accidentally. To be an ac of thinking and to be an odjecr of thoughr are not the same here
at all.™

Our objective so far has been to outline the general features of the Aristotle’s
concepton of knowledge, which might help us gain a clearer idea of the direction of the
debate in the Islamic rather than the Greek tradidon. What is most striking about
Aristotle’s solution to the problem of Divine Wisdom is its purely formal nature. We
have gone from a treatment of the necessary coordination among various ways of
knowing an object (“whether,” “what,” etc.) to whar the formal condition for “perfect”
or “complete” knowledge, as it were, has to be: namely, it has to be a sefarate principle
and to consist of “self-knowledge.” Logos understood in this sense is almost
indisunguishable from the discursive importance, indeed primacy — insisted on in Judaic,
Christdan and Islamic traditon — of revealed Scriprure. That it is God who can truly
describe Himself and that it is God who knows Himsclt has come, in prophetic (and to
some extent Hellenic) religion, to signify the wrgpsural exigencies of Divine knowledge;
what is revealed unto man is both God’s knowledge of Himself and man’s knowledge

of God.
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§ THE PROBLEM OF KNOWLEDGE IN IBN SINA’S Kitzb al-ta’liqat
While both the Hellenic and the prophetic traditions seem to have arrived at this
remarkable recognition, the historical circumstances under which it was elaborated
intellectually differed considerably. In face of human frailty, the Greek philosophers, as
we saw, took it upon themselves to reconcile the notion of “theological science,” in all
its internal complexity and relative prorites, with that noble and supreme Wisdom that
i1s God’s. The way it was done in Islamic mystical tradition is perhaps rarely so clearly
illustrated as in the following, almost offhand remark Qtnavi made to his correspondent,
Nasir al-Din Tdsi, about the precariously “narrow” reladon of:
the sphere of concepts [a/-tasanwwural] and mental specifications [a/-taayyunat al-dhibniyyab),
[on the one hand,] to the domain of psychical attachments [‘arsat a/-taallugat al-nafsaniyah)
and the simple concepts [a/-fasawwurit al-basitah], on the other. The same holds true of
the simple concepts of the soul relative to the universal things [£lumir al-kulliyah]; and of
the causal realities [a/-faga’iq al-illiyah] to the intellecdon of the intellects [/dagqu! al-ugil);
and of the universal souls [a/-nufiis al-kulliyah] to the universals [al-kulliyyal]. [However,]
the intellects’ and the souls’ intellections are related to the specification [t#ayyun] of the
objects of knowledge in God’s own knowledge in the same manner that the intellecton
belonging to He who has no intellects or universal souls at the level of knowledge is to
them. (MQH 96-7)*
The significance of this explanation will become clearer in Chapter Three. Briefly, what
it shows is that theoretical reason is assigned a secondary, interpretive role with respect
to the stationary sphere of the noetic object, and #so facto to intellectual expersence.
The proper function of reason has never been an easy theme to deal with, particulatly
in connection with Greek philosophy, which has resisted any facile interpretation in

matters fundamental to religious tradition based on revelatdon. One seems nonetheless

justified in arguing that reconciling two levels of “intellectual” knowledge — Divine and
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facultative — is a more accurate way of identifying the venue of “conflict,” if any exist,
between reason and faith, as it continued to develop into our era, than could any
irreligion by the Greek philosophers that is thought to result from their reliance on
rational methods. Perhaps ancient philosophy refused to demand that reason be taken
in any but the most benign methodological sense. But the reflective faculty was still
needed, if propetly deployed, for its unique capacity to harmonize two modal poles;
perhaps the Greeks were unwilling or were perspicacious enough not to suggest a more
substantial role for it than intermediation. In its intermediary role, theoretical reason at
least holds the promise of human knowledge without extenuating the Perfect Wisdom
of God it needs to qualify as knowledge. This is a “reason” of synthesis and predication.
But approaching the problem in this fashion also runs the risk of banalizing knowledge
altogether. Prophetic religion always maintained its distance, not necessarily with logic
as such, but its metaphysical applications, because all logical utterance came to be seen,
as it was in the Islamic perod,” as a distillation from natural discourse, no less dependent
on the specific rules of communication for language. That it was dependent to this
degree may appear somewhat pedantic, but it was just the spur needed for a much wider
debate on the role and nature of discursive methods. All discourse in the premoderm era
— and disguisedly, some would also argue, into our own period — was discourse on God.
The difficulty arose with respect to God’s discourse to man, which, for all believers, is
enshrined in Scripture and transmitted through language rather than logic or, for that

matter, the ponderous argumentation of the mutakallimin. And so rather than fault logic
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directly for its dependence on natural language, religious tradition tended simply to
emphasize the speech factor in knowledge. Indeed, being merely “distilled” gave logic
a remoteness from experience which a more plenary operation of reason (rather than
mere logic) also required before it can procure any knowledge. Itis hardly surprising, in
the face of such a seemingly impossible dilemma that Divine Speech, championed for so
long by the votaries of the revealed knowledge of the great prophets and messiahs should

5o easily come to fill the void. As Frank points out,

Aristotle asks what do we mean when we say of something that it 1s an entity [ous/a] or
when we say that something has come about “through nature” [phises); but in the kalim
(and the term itself is resonant in the context), the origin of the questioning which is at
the root of the science itself is perforce more self-consciously and more explicitly
exegetical because of its explicit relationship to a revelation whose linguistic nature is not
merely a fact among facts, something given and to be taken for granted, but an
overarching fact, the awareness which must influence the view and conception of all facts.
(Frank BTA 11)

In view of this, it is perfectly reasonable that the science of &a/am should be pondered,
indeed questioned, in relaton to Divine “Wisdom” or “Knowledge,” as van Ess has

pointed out in his commentary on a later but quite representative work by Ij,

Fiir Ici befaBt sich Theologie, entsprechend seiner Definition, ganz allgemein mit
Problemen, wie sie sich religiosem Denken beim Betrachten der Glaubenswahrheiten
stellen. Mit der Klausel ,,unmittelbar oder mittelbar*®' bezieht er ausdriicklich auch
propideutische Fragen (z.B. die Atomtheorie, die Diskussion von Abd Hasim’s Modus-
Begriff usw.) mit ein. Gerade diese sekundiren Fragen, die gleichwohl noch ,, Theologie*
sind, verbieten thm, der Ansicht beizustimmen, daf kaldm einfach ,Wissen von Gott“ (im
Ursinn des Wortes ,,Theologie®) sei. Jene Formulierung liBt sich nach seiner Ansicht nur
halten, wenn man vieles wegschneidet — wie es etwas Gazzali getan hatte, der in den
Sekundirproblemen nur ,extravagante Albernheiten® sah und meinte, da3 man durch
allzu groBe Griindlichkeit hiufig etwas nur verworrener mache... (van Ess EAI 41)

Some, like the sceptics of all ages and stripes, simply denied that any reconciliation

between theoretical reflection and religious truths, or human and Divine knowledge, was
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feasible. We should like to see how Ibn Sini and Sadr al-Din Qunavi gave meaningful
retort, especially in view of the Islamic scholars’ adherence as members of a prophetic
religion to the scriptural sources of interpretation at practically every step of their
intellectual peregrinadon. Qunavi, we will see shortly, scrutinized the theoretical task of
the philosopher along lines that appear to hark back to some of the most cardinal tenets
of Greek Scepticism. Aristotle’s rhetorical demur on man’s capacity for wisdom had
found a formulaic extension in Sextus Empiricus (second century AD), who deployed
Sceptcism’s famed inquisitive doubt to pronounce all “things™ as “non-apprehensible”
and indeterminable.”” And the “sceptical” critique presented by Qinavi, of course, was
already familiar to Ibn Sina’s. In fact, a major part of the debate between Tasi and
Qunavi revolved on the latter’s bold pronouncement in the T#/%gar that man was
incapable of knowing the “realities of things,” quoted below. Not unlike the classical
sceptics, the main justificaion he advances, and which Qunavi~ accepts, for this
ineffecrualness is a principle on which the common knowledge of things is understood
to rest, namely, sensory experience (a/-45s); sensory expedience is what he called “mabda’
md'rifat al-ashya” (MQA 32; Tal 82). In a passage quoted in full by Qunavi, he openly
declares that,

Man can never apprehend the reality of the thing precisely because his knowledge of
things begins [mabda’ md'nfatibi kl-ashya] with sense [al-biss]. He then distinguishes
intellectually [67/ag)] between what is ambiguous [matashabiball and what is clear
[mutabaynaf]. At this point, he comes to know intellectually some of its concomitants,
acts, effects and properties and, from this, approaches [fa-yandarij] a kind of synoptc
knowledge ([ma'rifab mujmalah) of it that has not been verified with those of its
concomitants which he does not know except the easiest ones. He may know it for the

most part, except that it is not necessary that he know all of its concomitants. But if he
had apprehended the reality of the thing and descended from a true knowledge [manfah
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hagigiyah] down toward its concomitants and properties, he would know these
concomitants and properties in their entirety. [As it is,] his way of knowing is the reverse
of what it ought to be. All souls intrinsically need [mubtgjab fi~ dhawatiha] to become
intellectually perfected, whether they are closely or remotely predisposed to this (Tal 82).

The “sense principle” enunciated in the T#%gat is important for us because Qunavi
himself draws attention to its role in Avicennan epistemology and proceeds only after
taking his bearings from what Ibn Sini says on the matter. Since this is not a study on
Ibn Sina, we will be more at liberty to concentrate on the evidence offered by the
posthumous work known as the T#/%gas. Ibn Sina concludes that during its bodily life
the human soul tends to act according to the body’s promptings, devoting itself only to
what it can perceive through the senses (Tal 30-1). He believed that its intimate
acquaintance with its sense organs results in a dependence so deep-rooted that whatever
the soul cannot perceive it at once consigns to non-reality (Tal 31), an argument having
clear affinities with classical Scepticism. Instead of verifying things for itself, the soul
recedes, “moving away’”’ from its essence (dhattha).

On this ground, he proceeds to make his famous declaration about man’s incapacity
to perceive the “realities of things” (hsga’iq ai-ashya) — especially that which is simple (Tal
34), let alone the simplest of all things: God.”

It is not within the power of the human being [gudrat al-bashar] to grasp the realities of

things [baqa’iq al-ashya]. Of things, we only’ know their properties [a/-kbawass),
concomitants [a/-lawasim] and accidents [a/-#rad]." But we do not know the constitutive

The following abbreviatdons indicate the source: Q for Qunavi’s Asiah, S for Ibn Sina’s
Ta'ligat.

* Q: fa-inna lasna na'rifu | S: wa nabnu la na'rifu.

® Q: kbawassaha | S: al-khawidss, Q: wa lawagmaha / S: wal-lawazgm, Q: al-d'radaba | S: al-drid
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differentiae™ [al-fugd al-mugawwimah) for each one of them, indicating [that thing’s] reality
(at-dallab ‘alt hagiqatibi]. We only know that they are things which have properties and
accidents [annahia ashya’ laha khawas wa &'rad wa lawazim).© We do not know* the reality of
the First [Being] [fugigat al-awwall, the Intellect ['agl, the soul [#af], the [heavenly] spheres
[falak], fire, air, water and earth. Nor do we know [even] the reality of the accidents.
(MQA 31)

The source of falsification of knowledge thus identfied, what does it mean exactly to
attain a true knowledge of the reality of things? Under what conditions can one properly
speak of such knowledge, which neither he nor Qunavi after all denies? These are the
questions we shall be seeking to answer in this study.

In the T4/igat, Ibn Sina reduces the problem of knowledge to a relational complex
composed of the knower, the act of knowing and the object known. The knower (a/-
‘alim), he says, is related to the object known through a configured form (hay'ah) that
occurs in him (Tal 13). It might be pointed out that Ibn Sina employs the term Aay'ab
instead of g#ah. Qunavi uses both to elaborate his philosophy of language. The former
has the special significance of a configuration of parts, as in the letters of a word or the
words of a sentence. The “form” in general is quite fundamental to our study, but
configured it may suggest an internal ordering of accidents, attributes and concomitants,
to be examined later on, based on “subordinate-superordinate” relations and a structural
behaviour normally associated with the parts of speech. Ibn Sina maintained that a
relation (a/-dafah) obtained between the knower and the object known through the form,

but that this form can neither be collapsed with the relation itself (e.g. with “left” and

 Q: khawass wa d'rid wa lawazgm | S: kbawass wa arad

4 Q: fa-la narif | S: fa-inna la na'nf.
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“right,” where changing the reladon would not normally spare the “form,” let alone
change it) nor be said to be completely independent of it. Something must survive the
relaton, and only once the form engendering the relaton between knower and known
ceases does the knowledge of the knower become vacuous (yabul).

That knowledge is a form may, on the other hand, seem to assuage the desire for a
close linkage between knowledge and existence, between the “what” and the “whether."”
The simplest instance of this is when the form occurring in the knower coincides with
the existence of the object of knowledge (md'a wusind al-md'lim) and immediately ceases
with its non-existence (mda ‘adamibi) (Tal 13). What is really invalidated whenever we
speak of an invalidaton of knowledge (fa-butlan al<ilm) by the absence of the known
object is nothing more than an attribute “extrinsic” (min al-kharzj) to the object known.
“Being a knower” (a/alimiyah) at all is superadded to the “relatedness” that obtains
between the knower and the object known (37'/d ‘als al-tadaysf). The text is somewhat
muddled, but what he is in essence doing is leaving open the option that something may
be simultaneously absent, having no external existence whatever, and yet known.
Knowledge cannot simply be a function of the actual existence of the object known,
since a thing’s existence, being accidental, cannot be what causes (sababarn) knowledge to
occur. Otherwise there would be no knowledge of what is as yet absent, as is often the
case. Because knowledge signifies merely the form’s presence in the knower himself, in
the event that something is known and then ceases to be known, he states, it is really the

state (fal-halah) of the knower that has changed, not the relaton as such (Tal 13).
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Indeed, knowledge under conditions where the thing is absent or outrightly non-
existent (‘adam) calls for a special inquiry. The controversy over the nature of ‘adam has
a long history, and in order not to digress too much we ought to keep in mind the proper
context. A doubt has been raised as to man’s capacity to perceive the “realities of things”
unaided. The sceptical tenor of this distinction between shay’and bagigab,” which will
be examined more closely later when we come to Qunavi’s Introduction to Iyag al-bayan,
is as unmistakable as it is stll perfectly consistent with the fact that, being undenied, the
realities have to be taken as 2 priori.® The “realities” are known in some respect before
any attemnpt to prove their existence even gets underway. This epistemic priorty is
indispensable (Frank MWM 208). However, it has given rise to disconcerting questions
about the realities’ “existential” status in the instance where their affirmed “knowledge”
may quite reasonably preclude their actual existence in the world but not their
subsistence as realities of sort — for example, in our minds or in God’s knowledge. In
the end, knowledge cannot be separated from a kind of “existence,” whether actual or
potential, as Ibn Sina argued. According to van Ess,
Der Begriff ma'dam etwa lieBBe sich dadurch erkliren, daB man ja nicht scharf zwischen
»oein® und ,,Dasein, Existenz* in der Terminologie unterschied (vgl. S. 200), die Dinge
aber erst durch die Schépfung ithre Existenz erhalten, vorher demnach ,,nichtseiend” sein
mussen (vgl. auch Nyberg 82 und Anm. 2). Wieweit im einzelnen fremdes Gut assimiliert
worden ist, bliebe noch zu untersuchen; nicht zu leugnen bleibt die durchaus originelle

Initative, in der man es an sich zog und den diskutierten Problemen einordnete. (van Ess
EAI 197)

Nyberg in fact points out that “Die ideale, relatv nichtseiende Welt tritt als die dritte
metaphysische Kategorie auf, und diese erhilt Bestimmungen, die uns ermdglichen, der

ganzen Konzeption ideengeschichtlich niher beizukommen” (Nyberg EKS 47). God’s
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knowledge is that “third thing” mentioned by Ibn “Arabf, the “Mittelding zwischen Got
und der Welt,” as Nyberg points out.

Although Nyberg is certainly correct as far as the conceptual similarides are
concerned, [ would not put the case as screncly as he perhaps for a straighe line of
transmission from al-Nazzim to Ibn “\rabi. In tracing the origins of an influenual
Mu‘tazili current advocating the daring view that whar 1s absent can sall be something,
he goes so far as to characterize Ibn “Arabi’s work [nsha’ al-dawa'ir as a “typical product
of the Ma‘dimiyvah School.” “Die Schrift ‘Insa’ al-dawa'ir,” he states, “stellt sich als ein
tvpisches Produkt der Ma“dimija-Schule heraus, erst aus dieser Schrift fallt Gber diesen
Ideenkreis helles Licht” (Nyberg EKS 47). The Mu‘tazili posidon on maduam qua thing
or entity may have had wider currency among other schools than we are wont to suppose
(cf. van Ess EAI 191). This does not lessen the usefulness of his historical treatment of
‘adam and shay"> The whole object, he says, is to grasp Divine knowledge’s relation to
the world qua thing (“zu den Weltdingen” [Nyberg EKS 47]), and what this Madamija-
Schule managed to introduce was a “realism” that propounded “die Bewusstseinsinhalte”
as obyective Realititen, of which Qunavi will avail himself above all as the primary level of
knowledge at which the epistemological concerns of theology can be properly met. Put
in broader perspective, however, it also evinces a critical methodological shift away from
the inscrutable queston of the quiddity — “what-is-it” — of God, towards a more
appropriate venue for knowledge, where an Divine etfusion is accepted by a recipient,

no longer the agent, as both knowledge of God and knowledge of what is “other-than-
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God.”

With regard to what is customarily qualified as “non-existence,” Ibn Sina himself
makes the following clarifications. Certain things may be non-existent by essence
(mddim bil-dhat) and, therefore, impossible of existence (mumitani dl-wwad); in other
words, they are not a thing (/2 yakim shay’) (Tal 175). While null by essence, they only seers
to contain reference to an existent (isharab ils mawsud). This, he says, is true merely as a
manner of speaking; in reality, they have no such referent. By contrast, a shing that does
not exist in time may be taken for something which, while #o# existing (ghayr mawsadab), is
nonetheless in a state of potendality. Having a kind of existence, what is “non-existent”
here may pass from potentiality to actuality (Tal 30). In the case of God’s knowledge, this
would of course entail an element of change (Tal 29). Therefore, “knowledge” cannot
be the same in both cases, since every “thing” is necessary and actually existent (mawyidah
bil-f)) in relaton to God. The third instance, is when a thing has no form (s#rab) in our
knowledge but is present “by nature” (bil-zat) (Tal 30). The human soul, for example, is
innately aware (matbitah ‘alé ann task‘ur) of existents. It is in one way aware of them by
nature, which awareness is ever present and actual; in another way, it has the capacity to
become aware of them by “acquisition” (b#/-iktisab). Hence, by nature, it has in its very
constitution self-awareness (sh#'muba bi-dhatiba) continuously in state of actuality; whereas
its awareness #hat it is aware of itself is something acquired and fundamentally different.

All this resemblence Mu‘tazili views like those of the influential follower of Aba

Hashim al-Jubba'i, “Abd al-Jabbar (Frank MaWaMa 188). Although their positdon on
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mddim being a “thing” appears to have had wider currency than their immediate
following, as we suggested,” mddiim seems to have acquired explicit designation as a
“thing” with Aba Ya“qub al-Shahhim, Jubba1’s teacher (van Ess EAI 192). But it should
also be pointed out that m&dam signified “something known,” and, as van Ess remarks,
Shahham appears

mit seiner Lehre einem Kompromif3 gefunden zu haben: Die Dinge existern vor ihrer
realen Existenz in Geiste Gottes; sie sind weder ginzlich nichtseiend, so daB auch Gott
nicht von thnen wissen konnte, noch aber ganz vorhanden, sondern im besitz einer
gewissen, “idealen Dinglichkeit,” in der sie sich, obgleich noch nicht in der Schépfung
verwirklicht, schon, voneinander unterschieden. (Van Ess EAI 193).

Mddum, in short, indicated something known as well as unqualified by any existence
“perceptble” by the faculties. In contrast to this, what is izposszble of existence signified
what could nof be known (Frank MaWaMa 189). Ibn Sini, on the other hand, had
recognized at least the possibility of an appearance of a claim to the latter’s knowledge,
even if only a verbal one.

Frank argues further that the early Mu‘tazilis’ strong concern with possibility when
broaching the question of the “non-existent as an entity” all but determined the later
schools’ identification of mddwn solely with the “possible,’ rather than with the possible
and the impossible fout court (Frank MaWaMa 190), as consideration of “knowability”
alone ordinarly implied. In short, this later treatment of all entities as possible
disregarded the necessity of it being so to a knower and failed to accord with the
epistemically-dependent distinction between impossible and possible. The Basrian
Mu‘tazilah acknowledged merely “the intrinsic possibility of the madu to become

existent and the power of the autonomous agent to cause it to exist” (Frank MaWaMa
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199, 202). To be sure, the Mu‘tazilis made a logical distincton between the “prior
possibility’”” of realizaton and the agent’s power to effect an entity’s existence (Frank
MaWaMa 202), and it is this correlatedness that gives an epistemic dimension to their
scheme (Frank MaWaMa 204). But this is a far cry from the sense Qunavi intended when
he took up the content of Divine knowledge. It sdll falls short of maintaining that the
non-existent is possessed of an existence all the same which, while unlike that of any
actually existing being, is “real” — that is to say, it is a thing (séay’), which is to affirm its
reality, or hagigah.

For Ibn Sin3, if knowledge is more than just a functon of the actual existence of the
thing known, then there must be two fundamental poles to be counted as “pre-existing
knowledge” — one for those objects that have acquired existence and an another for
those that have not. At one end is what we have called the “sense principle,” at the
other, lies Divine knowledge and its “precepts” (abkan). Knowledge takes its ideal form
in the Divine knowledge of things before these are ever endowed with external existence.
Going by the epistemic order of priority presupposed by all discursive learning, and as
taught by Aristotle, one must nevertheless remember that the senses, too, display what
is pedagogically “given” and "immediate," but only within a temporal dimension that the
natural faculties need if they are to discharge their function. Though andthetical to
Divine knowledge for this latter reason, their “givenness” is stll comparable to what
Islamic theologians generally regarded as “given” on another, higher plane: the

“inspired” or “revealed” cre of theological science or knowledge. Falafah uses a
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heuristic model where sensory data figure as a kind of genetic counterpart to revealed
content. Lest the analogy be drawn too dghtly, though, overruling indiscriminately the
“sense prnciple” in favour of the “reality” lying beyond what the senses can procure
would normally also mean having to embrace the meaning of scriptural language at the
expense of the word-form that alone reveals it. The balance, if not the equivalence, has
to be maintained. The senses by themselves may be insufficient for intelligibility on a
physical plane, just as reckoning the word-form alone does not exhaust apprehensible
meaning; but, on a discursive plane, the one cannot do without the other.

The term bhagigi (“real”) in Arabic philology is usually contrasted with majagi
(“metaphorical”), and is used to denote both objectvity and inclusiveness. In our
present context, while God’s knowledge of something that is “real” is pdmordial — prior,
thar is, to ours — a “real entity’”indicatcs the inclusive object-centeredness of that
knowledge in its heuristic representation. The word hagiqah, however, has not been
spared new creative transformation at the hands of mystcs, for whom the interplay
between the literal form and the inner “meaning” is a human journey as well as a
manifested procession from the Divine Reality, the noblest object of knowledge.” This
being so, it would seem only natural that Ibn Sina should express his concatenate views
in epistemology and Qur’anic exegesis throughout his writings. A good instance is the
following account.

Based on the conception of knowledge established so far, God, he says, performs a

determinate act (f/ mubkam) which grants each thing all that it needs for self-preservaton
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and “existence” (ff wuyadihi) within the range of possibility (Tal 21). Whatever is needed for
sheer existence Ibn Sini designates as the “first perfection” (atkamal al-awwal); everything
bevond that is a “second perfection,” namely, “[philosophical] wisdom” (a/-hikmah). He
identfies the source for this rationale in the Qur’anic words, “Our Lord is He who hath
granted each thing [shay] its nature [£balgahu} and hath given guidance [wa hadd)” (20:50);
and, “the One who created me, it is He who guideth me” (26:78). While guidance (a/-
hidayah) is not indispensable for sheer existence and survival, he says, nature (&balg) is.
The term “perfection” points to a key aspect of our problem, but it will not detain our
attention as yet. What is also noteworthy is the element of possibility he introduces into
the picture, one that admits of movement. Since possibility “comprehends” matter (a/-
maddah), and is not equivalent to it, he reasons it is realized naturally to the extent
permitted by the predisposition of matter (a/-ist/dad alladhi fiha). Where matter is cleatly
not involved, the possibility of something is “considered by itself,” as in the case of the
active intellects (a/-‘wqil al-fd"alah). There are different sorts of possibility, indicating the
varying levels of the existents (dargjat al-mawjndat) construed in respect of perfection or
imperfection. Only with absolute perfection (a/-kamal al-mutlag) qua necessity (baythu al-
wupab) is there no element of possibility whatsoever; here existence is never considered
together with non-existence, or actuality with potentality, truth with falsehood.®

It is within this general framework of contingency, in fact, that sensation comes into
play first of all as an “affection” (inf7a/) precipitated by the sensed object (Tal 23). With

respect to the “instrument” (a/lalah), the sense organ, it is an affection insofar as
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something ceases and something else occurs (Tal 77). The trouble is that the soul
habitually takes as truth, in the manner suggested above, whatever experience and
induction cast before it, be it a mere product of the imagination, of which only the active
intellects are free (Tal 22). Neither the “separate intellects” (a/-ugil al-mufaragah) nor the
First Being (a/-Awwal), on the other hand, need the intermediacy of “sensible forms™ in
their contemplatdon of their essences (lamma kanat ‘aqilab bi-dhawatiha) (Tal 23), since all
perception at that level of the intelligible forms is strictly by means of “reasoned facts”
and “causes” (asbabiha wa ‘tlalihd), which are unchanging. Indeed, our incapacity to know
the realities of things as they really are, along with their concomitants, is due to the fact
that we do not know things in the same manner as the separate intellects — through their
causes. The realities are given first through our sense organs, and we know them only
insofar as they exist (mawyiidah) and are sensed by ws (mabhsasah lana) (Tal 77)."' More
generally, instrumentality is indefeasible to a knowledge parceled out into what is given
and what is sought-after; more so as the givenness of the senses. Since man cannot do
without sense organs for his cognitdon (Tal 23), his perception of the universals is a
function of his sensation of particulars.” First and foremost, he perceives particular
things as sense experience (4#san) and sensation (a/-2hsas), once they have been created, never
before (Tal 25, 77). But there is here not only the makings of the general philosophical
observation on the nature of human knowledge, which we met above, but an
adumbration of what one modern writer has described as the “aporetic” of the individual

and the universal, traceable to the controversy over Plato’s Forms relative to the
y
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individuals that participate in them (Booth AAO 3). And the implications are as follows.
Ibn Sina’s pronouncements on man’s cognition of things through what his senses
present to him should not be taken as his last word, since other types of perception have
to be just as particular as those of the senses and yet remain universal. That is the
paradox of perception. The “partcular individual” is not only sensed by man bur known
by the immaterial intellect, though in a different sense, as we shall see below. The notion
of “intelligible particular individual” (a/t-shakhs al-ju3 i al-md qil) raises a whole gamut of
questions.* Assuming that it is capable of it at all, the soul must in that instance
perceive, firstly, the sensible forms of the “partcular individual” (al-shakhs al-jug?)
through its sense organs and, then, their “intelligible forms” (sswaraha al-md qalah) by
means of their “sensible forms” (bi-fawassut suwaraha mahsisab). Furthermore, what is
intelligible of the sensible forms should correspond (matabigan) to what is sensed,
otherwise it could not have been intellected from them (Tal 23). In short, man perceives
the intelligibility of things (md'qiyat al-ashya) through the intermediary of what properly
belongs to that which he senses (wis@at mahsasiyatibd) beyond his person, his “soul alone”
being insufficient for a concocted percepton of the intelligible forms. The senses
furnish elements of knowledge originating from outside the perceiver. This intelligible
“objectiveness” is what lends immediacy and givenness, however tentative, to what
would otherwise remain a vacuous solipsistic knowledge.
In Ibn Sina’s view, the “primary premises” (a/-awa’il) here may even be compared to

those of any empirical inducton (is#gra’) (Tal 22). But although he confirms that the
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individual intelligible linked through correspondence to the sensed object is perceptble
through the intermediary of the sensible forms (Tal 23) and then transcended, he draws
nevertheless an important difference between sensation and other kinds of primary
premises. He notes, for instance, that a child may be predisposed to apprehension through
primary premises and principles (al-awa’il wal-mabadi’) which he possesses without the aid
of any sense organ. Further along in life, in fact, when the soul finally “separates from
the body,” ready to receive the intelligibles, it can do without the bodily facultes
altogether (al-quswi al-jismiyah), which it foresakes “without any specific intent or
awareness.” The difference between these two stages partly explains why Faribi, in his
own Tdligat, might have seemed to Fazlur Rahman to be contradicting his other
doctrines when he asserted that both the potendal and the actualized intellects may
survive after death, being also separate (Rahman PrI 65). I find nothing anomalous in
this, unless Rahman is assuming that Farabi could not have believed that there is some
residual, separate “reality” — which is what it comes down to in the end — beyond what
the various faculties, including even the intellectual faculty, can collectively procure. As
Davidson emphasized, the human intellect is merely prepared by these faculdes for
reception of a knowledge from without (Davidson AAA 95). No doubt, so long as the
soul is enveloped in matter it cannot know its pure essence (mujarrad dhatiha), the goal of
its search, nor any of those attributes which would attach to it once it enters a state of
immatedality (mujarradah) (Tal 23, 107). It needs to /arn (ie. through effort and

acquisition) that should it finally intellect its essence, it would be as petfect as the
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intellects contemplating their own essence (Tal 107).

If Ibn Sini here is, among other things, nudging us to an understanding of theoretical
reflection as only a preparatory stage before the Active Intellect’s noetic suffusion,* it
is exactly how Qunavi takes him to be saying — although there is another edge to his
argument that is of more than just propaedeutc interest and where, again, as Qanavi
claims, accords a certain spiritual reality to theoretcal reflection. To answer the point
about the possibility of residual spiritual survival in the afterlife, however, it is clear that
in the distant event of intellectual illumination all hindrance posed by the bodily faculties
— or any other faculty, for that martter — will have been removed, and the soul’s own
unique individuality (a/-tafarrud bi-dhatibd) and special perceptions (wa khass idrakatiha),
rooted in its essence, will come to light. What this seems to signify is quite interesting.
We shall seek an explanation of this nodon in the rest of this chapter.

Because of the soul’s dependence on sensations, the facultes force the soul always to
imagine rather than to intellect (mutakhayyalab la md gilah) things (Tal 24). And man, if we
are to understand Ibn Sina correctly, may perceive things in two ways. Either through
the vagaries of the natural sense organs (at-hawass) and the imagination (bi/-wabm), or
immatenally and “intellectually” (‘aglan) (Tal 22). The latter allows him to participate in
something called knowledge, yet without having to claim a perfect or complete
knowledge demanding a fu// separation from his facultative moorings. We find that, with
respect to the apprehension of the “realities of things,” Ibn Sina also posits two

correlated types of sapient being: active and passive. The higher, active being consists
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of what Ibn Sina calls the immaterial, “self-knowing” thing, which ostensibly closes the
gap between knower and object of knowledge. In this respect, however, God remains
the highest immaterial being:

the existence of the Creator is an intellected existence [wwud ma'qil], that is, an immaterial
existence [wujud mujarrad). And every immaterial existence intellects its [own] essence.
The forms to be found of Him (a/l-suwar al-mawjudah ‘anku) are [likewise] immaterial and
contemplate their own essences. (Tal 60)

God is “intellect” firstly by virtue of the fact that He is “immatenial ipseity” (buwiyah
mujarradah): like all intellects, of course, He intellects (‘@) His Essence. And He is that
which is intellected “because His Ipseity [he-ness’] is immaterial due to His Essence
[huwiyyatabu al-mujarradab li-dhatibi)” (Tal 78).

But that He intellects and is intellected must not imply that there is a duality either in
essence or in mental consideradon. Mentally, any priority and posteriority here differs
in terms of conceptual order (ff farfih al-md ant), but it is inconceivable that the reality of
anything could occur twice on account of this. Immaterality is supposed to ensure
against that. Yet duality does arise with every theoretical attempt to apprehend the
object. It must, therefore, be overcome through correspondence, though not between
theoretical construct and object but between what is intellected and what items of
knowledge were pregiven of the individual thing. If these must agree with each other by
way of correspondence, this does not mean that the intelligibility (mdq#liyyatahs) of the
particular has always to pass through its sensibility (&ssiyatibi). God’s own knowledge of
the wniversal® causes and attributes allows sensoty perception to find its true fulfilment,

Divine knowledge (for mystical philosophy) being what imparts uniqueness to the



83
particular (Tal 24). This paradoxical projection from a sensory base of knowledge
militates against any easy analogy between either sensory and intelligible givens, or
between the sensory and the scriprural givens. There is no real symmetry.

With respect to particularization, his argument is that “each cause and attribute is a
species collected within the individual [majmi fi shakhsibi] having a universal intelligible
[md qul kulli], knowledge of which is thus neither corruptible nor subject to change” (Tal
24). This, he says, is espedially true of what is intellected by the First Being. Hence, the
knowledge of any individual phenomenon through its universal causes* and attributes,
cach of which is a species “collected within the individual,” remains universal. Though
universal in themselves, he says, in the sense of being predicable of many things, these
causes and attributes are nevertheless peculiar to it (Tal 25). We ourselves would have
access to a knowledge of “things” through their causes and concomitants (b:-asbabiha wa
lawasimiha) if we could only know the Reality of the Necessary Being (bagiqar wajibh al-
wuiad) and what His essence demands by way of concomitants (a/lawazgir) in their totality
(Tal 15).

Ibn Sina’s views here clearly rest on the assumption that an abstract knowledge alone
cannot suffice, or substitute for direct illuminaton. So where exactly do we situate our
knowledge within this scheme of things? As matters now stand, there are really three
levels of intelligence. Bdefly, the first indicates that everything obtainable through
human intellects — e.g. the intelligibles (al-md qitlat) — is “potential’ in every respect, being

merely potentially knowable (Tal 27). Only here, as we said, the “primaries™ possess a
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unique structural necessity and cannot be acguired, how they occur or whence they
originate is beyond our present ken. Something must already be given at this lowest level
for there to be knowledge in other respects. The second type of intellect, God’s, is actual
in every respect. Unlike the dualism that attends solipsistic knowledge, knowledge of His
essence for Him is attached to nothing else. Moreover, that “God is everything” to Ibn
Sina signifies that He &nows everything through intellect. A third type is that which is
potential in one respect but actual in another. 1t is said by analogy with the “First Being” (bi/-qiyas
ila al-Awwal) to intellect Him, although “it is He who grants all things both intellect and
knowledge.” He gives the intellects existence by connecting their knowledge to Him,
which makes them actual at least in one aspect; if they are considered in themselves, then
the potendal aspect comes to view. All things particular or individual (shakhs?) are said
to be intelligible in exactly this manner (Tal 28).

According to this scheme, the scientific knowledge of things requires first thart the
“individual” object be expressed as an ‘“abstracted particular quiddity” (wahiyah
mujarradah jug'tyah), which is impermanent (fasidab) insofar as it is commensurate to it and
occurs in the mind through sensatdon (Tal 26). At this level, one ordinarily speaks of
knowledge of the “individual” only after the coming into being of the individual, never
before. The intelligible concept (a/-md na al-md'qal) is said to be particular (jug7) in this
respect. Contrasted to this is a knowledge of the individual #hrough #ts causes, being neither
particular nor impermanent. Such a knowledge holds before, during and after the latter

comes into being (buduthibha), based on a single definition (‘alh hadd wahid). The First
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Being intellects the impermanent individual thing (a/-shakhs al-fasid) in this universal
respect, such that neither His knowledge nor the object of knowledge (md'lamubu) is
subject to change. Here, “intellecdon” is employed in only two opposite senses,
depending on whether the reference is to an impermanent individual, whose intelligible
may be particular and corruptible, but intellected all the same; or to an individual thing
where the species is “collected” in its individual (naw/ubu majm# fi shakhs) and whose
intelligible is universal. In the former case, no definition can be given. Whereas what
the First Being intellects of the individual is, as we said, the intelligible form, e.g. absolute
humanity (alinsaniyabh al-mutlagah), rather than some humanity particularized through
accidents and concomitants that indicate something that is sensible. Thus, at least, is what
Ibn Sina derives from “knowledge” as an essental attribute of God having a peculiar
priority of its own relative to other atuributes.

The most glaring difficulty has to do with the status of knowledge obtained through
the potental intellect, which, while facing its object has not achieved identity with it. The
errancy of its cogitative powers is, as we noted, due to the theoretical duality of its mental
conception. The question to be asked is the following. How can the Necessary of
Existence, known to Himself or knowing its own essence, and thus completely “self-
identical,” be known by a “potential intellect” that fails in this regard, and what does this
knowledge entail? (Tal 20). In principle, He cannot, if by intellect we mean the limited
faculty or bodily instruments of the soul, based as they are on the “sense principle.”

Potendal intellect can relate only to impermanent things and their intellection: to its
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potentality corresponds the corruptble individuality of external objects. But to the
actuality of separate intellect corresponds the permanence of the noetic object,
inseparable from it save by conceprual distincdon. The contemplation of God in a state
of immatenality entails several things. In the contemplation of the Creator, for example,

I mntellect Him [‘agaltu al-bar] through His concomitants [lawagimib] and from His
concomitants the existence of these concepts through Him. So, I intellect Him as the
source [mabda an] of these concepts and intellect Him as He is in Himself in existence,
such that this very intellection [a/-md'qiiliyah) is existence itself. Thus, when I know that
He is their source, the occurrence of this consists in my mentally attaining [hasaia fF dbibni]
His Form qua immaterial form [s#ratan mujarradab), and in finding in my mind His
concomitants to be immaterial. Therefore, their existence in my mind is identcal to their
intelligibility... (Tal 60)

This marks out the furthest limit of formal reasoning short of actually pretending to
embody whole that knowledge. Ibn Sini is trying to show what the highest obtainable
philosophical knowledge must consist of without having to subsdtute this for what lies
beyond the formal construct as opposed to the object directly perceived. What lay
beyond philosophical formality he never made clear in his lifetime, aside from a certain
frequency in references to a new science. But there are already interesting hints of a full-
fledged philosophy of language and Divine speech. Distinguishing the “two phases of
human thought,” as Davidson states, Ibn Sini

explained that in the first phase, the active intellect emanates an “absolute” or “abstract”
intellect, in which thought is not differendated. Thought becomes differentiated in the
second phase, which is an emanation beginning and ending within the soul. Avicenna
states clearly that the second phase comes about “through the mediacy of cogitation.”
From the absolute intellect, which had been emanated in the first phase, the cogitative
faculty induces the further emanation of “differentiated forms,” it puts those forms into
“terms” [a/fag], and it “arranges[s]” the terms in sequences. Since differentiated
knowledge emerges through the mediation of the cogitative faculty, Avicenna terms such
knowledge “cogitative,” as distinct from the undifferendated “simple knowledge” of the
first of the two phases. Since the soul possesses differentiated knowledge “insofar as it
is soul” — whereas it receives the first phase not insofar as it is a soul but by virtue of its
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wintellect — he also calls such knowledge “soul-knowledge™ |nafiani]. (Davidson AAA 96)
The elucidation of this had to awairt the later schools ot thought, founded on elaborate
mystcal philosophical doctrines. According to Iba Sind, though, as far s the potenual
intellect is able to determine through its own power, the unitary knowledge ot God also
entailed that “God is everything.” Although He inrtellects the intelligibles 1n a perperual
state of actuality, His intellecton is of an infinite number of things. Bur He 1s also the
very cause of every thing intelligible (Tal 28).

Shay’ and ashya’ here designate the content of Divine knowledge, in reference to what
Ibn Sini calls primary things (a/awa’i)) (Tal 29). But since only one act can emanate from
a simple thing, God need have only one, simple “emanaung act,” called the “first
concomitant” (al-lagim al-awwal); this concomitant happens to be part of what the
potendal intellect must formally know about God (Tal 27). Ibn Sini offers up our own
“primaries” (al-awa’il) as the closest epistemic equivalent humanly possible to the single,
active Divine knowing. For it s, first, as “primaries’” that the only knowledge accessible
to Auman intellects, the first of three types of intellect, can be properly broached. By their
very nature, primary things cannot be said to “come into existence” one moment and
then be prevented from “having existence” the next (al 29). As we observed above,
they possess a kind of strucrural necessity when represented systemadcally and
discursively. Now, because God contemplates things all together, not one by one (Tal
28), all things intelligible are present in Him in their every state before and during their
existence without triggening anyv change in Him whatsoever. That God knows the

“parucular things” (a/-ashya’ al-jug Tyah) does not, theretore, entail anything bolder than
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that He knows all things through His essence, it being their source. For He intellects His
own essence and the concomitants of His concomitants and so on up to the furthest
existence (/4 aqsa al-wujad). By the same token, He knows each of the prmary existents
(awa'tl al-mawjudal), their concomitants and the concomitants of their concomitants, all
the way to the most distant. In reladon to Him, everything is necessary of existence.
Intellecting this or that individual through its causes, His mere knowledge of the existent
and its “inscription” (ir#is@mubu) acts as the cause of its existence (Tal 29), since the cause
of their existence is that He knows them for all eternity.

To go back to a position first held by Aristotle, let us conclude with a consideration
of Ibn Sina’s construal of philosophical wisdom (#&mah) as conceptually coinciding with
the noton of “complete knowledge” (a/~#/m al-tamm), but not identical to it (Tal 20). A
thing is said to be fully and completely known only when its cause is known; whereas
definition, to which “conception” happens of course to be closely tied, preempts the
mental operation necessary for causal knowledge. Ironically, even if demonstraton were
given full play to procure for us a knowledge of the cause, cause is not quite what we
want to know about God: for He has no cause. Demonstrative knowledge in this
limited sense tells us something about an external object. The science we are looking for
is not based on the concept rooted in the sense principle, but an active, immaterial
intelligibility that instructs us as to differentiated order according to a primary unity that
takes precedence over all parts and itself acts as their cause. Aristotle did not explain

how this was to be done. And, according to Ibn Sini, forming a conception of that
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which has no cause can only be done directly through the essence, for it is only in that
sense that God may be thought of ultimately as a “knowable object” (md/am). There is
no definition which can mediate knowledge of Him. Yet He (that is, His Essence) is
“conceptualizable” directly through His Essence — above all, to Himself (Tal 21), being
in need of nothing else beside that Essence.

In this way, the meaning of “Wise” (hakim) is kept within the formal, philosophically
discernible dimensions in God’s knowledge of His essence; His “wisdom” is that He
knows His essence, and through this essence He knows the causes of everything.
“essence” is accorded much more dynamism as a technical concept than one is apt at
first to grant. This is ably brought home by Qunavi. But it is quite different from what
a response to the quidditive inertness of the query “What is it?” informs about, and
different also from demonstratve knowledge by cause; although here, too, is found some
glimmering of “wisdom.” There is an active sense of “essence” which, though attached
to God as He is in Himself, nevertheless consttutes the source which the causal knowledge
of other things tends to and finds its ultimate resoluton in. Acting as the source allows
it to confer, first and foremost, 2 mode of “oneness” upon creation. But that is something
we shall investigate in more detail later in this study. It remains that at the very pinnacle
of causal knowledge as presented to the potential intellect lies God’s knowledge. From
our vantage point, it is closely intertwined with the causal knowledge of things by virtue
of the fact that He knows His concomitants and the concomitants of His concomitants,

from His Essence, through the arrangement of cause and effect (‘a/s tarfib al-sababi wal-
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musabbabi) (Tal 14).

One is at pains sorhetimes to decide, based on the text, whether Ibn Sina regarded this
knowledge as accessible to the “potental intellects” of human beings, on the assumption
that they can surpass the limits of their facultes. But perhaps the ambiguity was intended
with the anonymous use of the word “intellect,” effectvely standing for the most
common denominator for all instantiations of the intellect, some of which are potenual,
some actual. All we can say about Ibn Sina’s true convictons on this matter is that our
theoretical access is as good as the tools we use to refer to the nature of Divine
knowledge. And philosophical knowledge can humbly inform us only that God knows
such and such an effect to be dependent on such and such a cause which corresponds
to it (mutabig labu), etc. (Tal 14). He knows all things in a universal way; that is, His
knowledge of existents is universal. Because His knowledge encompasses (aba/) the
particulars and the order of existents in a universal way, the world is known as a single
intelligible order (nizam al-alam nizam wahid ayy nizam md qal). 1f His knowledge did not
comprehend the oneness of the intelligible order (wabdaniyat al-nisan al-mdqi)), He would
not know the world in its “reality” (bagigatzhi), even though He is said to be Wise. His
Wisdom is His knowledge through His essence precisely in this unigue respect. That lesser
intellects may even conceive of such wisdom is largely due to the inherent “ambiguity”
of the theoretical function, which Qunavi was keen to acknowledge.

What Ibn Sina did not do was to base his views on man’s knowledge of the realities

on the idea that Divine knowledge as such was attainable by virtue of the state of
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immateriality gained by moving from the sensory level toward an intellectual state devoid
of sense experience. Such an avenue was foreclosed by the unexpungeable
impermanence associated with the “sense principle.” The “holy intellect” was thought
to be the highest attainable by any human being, the Divine light understood only with
reference to its recipient and, more particularly, to the human condition where it finds its
most perfect recipient. Indeed, that the facultative shortcomings insisted upon almost
uniformly by Islamic thinkers were not forcibly incompatible with a genuine percepton
in the same individual appears defensible. Both Ibn Sini and, more elaborately, Qunavi
maintained that one might be utterly certain that something is true even in the absence
of rational proof. In this case, the very faculties that confounded man’s perception
merely render the demonstration inconclusive.

Genuine truth required an inscrutably sublime, creative perception that lay beyond the
reach of ordinary, even extraordinary, human “natural faculties,” one that was the sne gua
non of human knowledge for which no proof suffices. Itis exactly the inclusiveness of
demonstration, despite inner certainty, which Qanavi sets out to explain in the first part

of the Introduction to I7ag al-bayan, as we will now see in the next chapter.



NOTES

1. Eliot SEM 287.
2. That is, regardless of personal belief. As T.S. Eliot once said, “I deny, in short, that the

reader must share the beliefs of the poet in order to enjoy the poetry fully” (Eliot SED 269).
While theoretically true, Eliot later sagaciously thought back with this qualification:

Actually, one probably has more pleasure in the poetry when one shares the
beliefs of the poet. On the other hand there is a distinct pleasure in enjoying
poetry as poetry when one does nof share the beliefs, analogous to the pleasure
of ‘mastering’ other men’s philosophical systemns. It would appear that ‘literary
appreciation’ is an abstraction, and pure poetry a phantom; and that both in
creaton and enjoyment much always enters which is, from the point of view of
the ‘Art’, irrelevant. (Eliot SED 271)

3. Lat. sare, noscere.

4. Lat. experientia, experimentum.
5. Lat. ratio, sermo, oratto, mentio.
6. Lat. sapientia.

7. Cf. Hope’s more literal translaton: “But, of the traits specified, that of knowing totally must
be his whose knowledge forms a systematic whole; for in a way he knows something about any
given subject.” (Met [Hope] 6)

8. Ross points out that the following syllogism is implied in these passages (Met [Ross
Commentary| 121):

Knowledge that is d18aokaAikwtépa is codia.
Knowledge of causes is S1000kaAIKWTEPQ.
Therefore knowledge of causes is codia.

9. It is true that éumelpia is occasionally accorded a wider, more pregnant sense
apparently indistinguishable from voUs; voUs as in o, which knows first principle (Met
[Ross Commentary] 122). The éumerpia of Guéoa (immediate) mentioned in PoA 72° 19 is
affirmed as being Gvat60e1kT0s (undemonstrated), while in 88° 36 umeipia avanodelkTos
is employed with voUs seemingly as an equivalent expression (Met [Ross Commentary] 122).
Aristotle frequently used the term éumeipio ATOSELKTIKE, suggesting that the qualification
gpmerpio venddelktos (“undemonstrated knowledge™) was not ordinarily considered a
contradicton in terms.

10. He states in the al-Isharat wal-tanbibat the following:
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Ne fais donc pas attention 2 ce qui se dit: les démonstratfs seraient nécessaires,
les dialectuques seraient possibles la plupart du temps; les rhétoriques, possibles
a chances égales sans [que la fréquence] penche en leur faveur comme sans
rareté; les poétiques enfin seraient menteurs et impossibles. Il n’y a point a
prendre cela en considéradon, et le Maitre de la logique ne I'a pas indiqué. (SIT
(Goichon] 224-25)

11. For 671, see Liddell-Scott Grlex 1265.

12. This point was not missed by Ghazzali in his Mungidh min al-dala/, where he refers to the
nature of knowledge sought in demonstraton with respect to the certainty of the pregiven fact
(cf. Jabre MD 13-4).

13. His formal account is presented in the next several lines.
[4. The latter being that of a mathemaucian, for example.

15. Although he adds that the more exact and prior science is the one that contains both types
of knowledge, as the following makes clear (87* 27:31).

16. He contends that,

The premisses must be the causes of the conclusion, better known than it and
ptior to it; its causes, since we possess scientfic knwoledge of a thing only when
we know its cause; prior, in order to be causes; antecedentdy known, this
antecedent knowledge being not our mere understanding of the meaning, but
knowledge of the fact as well (PoA 71° 29-33).

17. One may try to deny this by arguing that once the (primary) premises are assumed to be any
further, scientific knowledge should be considered superfluous or even questionable (POA 72°
5-18), since it can never surpass the former apodictdcally in any meaningful sense. Anstotle has
had here to reject the sweeping view thar only those things are knowable which can be
demonstrated, arguing that an infinite regress would result if the seres did not end in immediate
truths; some things cannot be demonstrated. Later he argues,

Since the object of pure scientific knowledge cannot be other than it is, the truth
obtained by demonstradve knowledge will be necessary. And since
demonstratve knowledge is only present when we have a demonstraton, it
follows that demonstration is an inference from necessary truths. (POA 73a 20-4).

The entire problem has created considerable difficulties, with reverberations as much in Islamic
philosophic (especially Ibn Sina) as in mystcism.

18. That s, “It is clear that if the conclusion 1s to show an attribute inhering as such... “ (PoA
75° 37-9).

19. Anstotle had had to contend with immense difficulties when he sought to coordinate
among key terms like definition, essendal nature, cause, etc, each of which was based on a
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specific question about the object. The problem has a direct bearing on the themes we intend
to discuss from Qunavi’s works. The relation between definition and demonstratdon was also
of great interest to Suhravardi. For a cursory overview of his philosophical project, see Ziai KAI
55, 67, 85-6; Suhravardi himself remains the best source (see fnfer alia SHI 11 20-2, SKT 75-80).

20. Short of this, “a proof even from true, indemonstrable, and immediate premises does not
constitute knowledge™ (75°9:39).

Our knowledge of any attribute’s connexion with a subject is accidental unless
we know that connexion through the middle term in virtue of which it inheres,
and as an inference from basic premisses essental and “appropriate’ (my
emphasis) to the subject... (76* 9:4-6)

The elementary demand for “appropriateness” is critical to deciding whether a given syllogism
is able to display the actual cause or merely shows through the effect that something, /s, i.e. in a
copulative sense; Ibn Sina has expended much effort to explain the difference. Furthermore,
every science has its own domain, a single genus (PoA 87 28:37-8). In other words, he says, “all
the subjects constituted out of the primary entities of the genus — i.e. the parts of this total
subject — and their essential properties” (PoA 87 28:37-8). This genus, in turn, possesses
certain basic truths (unprovable within that science) that must be assumed (76* 10:31).
Formally, this may be expressed as follows:

if the middle term also belongs essentally to the minor, the middle must belong
to the same kind as the major and minor terms. (PoA 76* 9:8-9).

In a disciplinary sense, this means that there are always basic truths “peculiar” to each
demonstratve science, although certain truths may be common to several (76* 9:38-9); not every
question is relevant to a given demonstrative science. The issue of appropriateness, therefore,
touches on two aspects of knowledge: one classificatory, relating each of the demonstrative
sciences to the rest, the other having to do exclusively with logical predication. There is a
constant attempt to correlate the two, and we shall see how Ibn Sini and Qanavi try to resolve
the matter in their respectve ways.

21. Anstotle indeed held that “the most exact of the sciences are those which deal most with
first principles; for those which involve fewer principles are more exact than those which
involve additional principles, e.g. arithmetic and geometry” (Met 982* 25-7).

22. As Anstotle put it, “There are... as many ‘elements’ of the demonstrated conclusion as there
are middle terms, since it is propositions containing these middle terms that are the basic
premisses on which the demonstration rests... “ (84° 23:26-8).

23. The problem now becomes how both to reveal the essential nature and to show “in what
way it can be reduced to demonstration” (90* 3:36) — if at all, since not everything demonstrable
can be defined (90° 3:18). Can the same stability found in definition be assured in demonstraton
without causing us to fall into a circular reasoning? We shall not follow Aristotle’s sinuous
arguments on this point but rather how he resolves to answer the question raised in Met 93* 8:4-6,
simply whether or not knowing the essential nature is identical to knowing the cause. If they
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are distnct (i.e. if essental nature has a cause distinct from itself), as we would have to
presuppose for the strict purpose of the syllogism — assuming that the essental nature is at all
demonstrable — the cause may still be the middle term in its demonstraton. But Anstotle is
hardly committed to this view. He insists that if the essental nature of anything has a cause
distinct from itself, it can be known nezther with nor without demonstration. Strictly speaking, of
course, there is no demonstrative syllogism of essential nature. But it is no less true that
essential nature can be laid bare only through the demonstrative syllogism (93° 8:15-20). The fact
remains that, ideally, there are things that have a cause but from which the cause is not distnct;
in other words, there are essental natures which, qua immediate, become the “basic premises”
whose “that’ and “what” must o6 be assumed (93° 9:21-4).

24. Lat. divinum.

25. The first point is fundamental to Greek natural theology qua science of explanation. That
“God” must be &py1), or cause and first principle, is an idea that predates Aristotle and Plato.
The pre-Socratic search for genetic explanations was a response to the need for “a hypothetical,
explanatory entity” that could provide a sciendfic account of the world (Gerson GGP 3). The
term Gp )T itself signified a beginning or “the principle of any orderly arrangement” whatsoever,
standing also for the ulimate or overriding principle of explanaton. On Simplicius’ account
(Physics 1097.2), “a spring, the heart, an individual, 2 point and the government are all called
&px", though they differ from each other so much in nature. (Urmson GPV 32). One might
easily mnfer from this that the Greeks’ interest in God was dictated by nothing more than a
preoccupaton with cawusal/ explanaton. This would not have disunguished them appreciably
from, say, the medical traditon with which ancient Greek philosophy had been so closely allied.
Ancient causal explanatons were needed to account for what we may, with L.P. Gerson,
peripherally call “non-evident enddes,” both “that which is 4 facto and that which is in principle
unavailable to the senses” (GGP 3). They require a type of inference which presupposes that
causes are somehow revealed in their effects (e.g. the observed symptoms of an illness), without
this implying any strict deduction from effect to cause. The first hurdle to be overcome in
theology was how a unique &p)1, being entirely separate from matter, can act as a prinaple of
creation is not immediately obvious. What made causal cosmogony palatable to the pre-
Socratics was precisely that cause and effect had certain affinities as natural substances (Gerson
GGP 7). For example, water may serve as the primal cause of the rest of the elements and of the
world’s creation; or fire, etc. All these elements act as “causal principles,” although they
themselves belong to the natural world. While causality in the ordinary sense may plausibly
explain natural objects, knowledge of God as cause or &p)Tn entailed some additional
considerations that raised it above other kinds of knowledge. God conceived as &py™ is
different from the causal factors commonly inferred in the world of the senses. The Greeks
insisted on a separate causal principle, or &p) 1), that was characteristically 2 monotheistic deity,
although dvinity was also spoken of in the plural. One reason, intrinsic to the Greek scientfic
endeavour itself, is, as Gerson proposes, the following.

An illuminatng contemporary example of this feature of science is the working
hypothesis among cosmologists that the four basic forces of nature can be
explained as expressions of a single, unified force. The germ of such a tendency
towards simplification is already evident in the technical use of the concept of
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arche”. Thus, an arche” which is different from that which it explains will stand
In a one-many relaton to the data. A number of arhar may be posited to
explain different data. Yet the more complex the nature of the posited archar,
the greater is the tendency to seek out another anse™ for these. Alternauvely, as
the posited arche™ is made more simple and posited to explain a greater diversity
of data, the tendency towards a reduction in their number is obvious. For the
more each arche™ explains, the fewer are needed. Thus, a tendency in the
development of natural theology i1s explained by its essentally scientfic
character. (Gerson GGP 7-8)

Although the object of Aristotle’s universal science of being gwa being had to be unqualifiedly
separate — only a separate substance counted as arvbe, or an ultimate explanans itself needing no
explanation - he and Greek philosophy did not abandon those objectives which made theology
what it is. Philosophical theology remained “the abiding underlying link within Greek
philosophy”” and “the common ground which made dialogue among them a fact” (Gerson GGP
13). There is considerable “convergence” among Greek thinkers on those attributes of apy1i
even which give the “uncaused cause” the unmistakable character of a deity. While the need
to show that divine attibutes can be saensifically known (Gerson GGP 13) was a vital concern for
Chrisuan, Judaic and Islamic thought, it was also felt by Greek philosophy, which was itself
commited to a /ggos of theos whose explicit identification of the arrhe with God was a most telling
feature. This point brings us back to the second question noted by Aristotle above, concerning
whether an explanatory science of God qua cause either God alone can have or God above all

others.

26. Lat. intellectus.

27. If Divine thought were not the “act of thinking” itself but a mere potenuality, the
continuaton of thought would lead to wearnness, since it has to think of that which is most
divine and precious, without ever changing (Met 1074° 26-7); moreover, there would remain
something more precious than thought (1074° 29-30), there being things which are better left
unthought. In this general sense, “thinking” and “the act of thinking” may be performed even
by the one who thinks of the worst thing in the world and, therefore, would not be regarded as
the best of things (1074 30-2): there would be something better sdll than thought.

28. However, there are cases where knowledge itself (Em10T1jun) is the object (Tpaypca) . He
explains:

In the productive sciences it is the substance or essence of the object, matter
omitted, and in the theoretical sciences the definition or the act of thinking is
the object. Since, then, thought and the object of thought are not different in
the case of things that have not matter, the divine thought and its object will be
the same, i.e. the thinking will be one with the object of its thought. (Met 1075a)

This noetic exception, based on the claim that the &p1] is thinking, was disputed by Plotinus,
who argued that thinking always required a distinction between thinker and object of thought;
wherever there is thought there must be duality and, hence, no primary principle (Gerson GGP
193). He did agree, though, that the pnmary thinker is also a self-thinker. In a stricty theoretical
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sense, Qunavi, while no Neo-Platonist, certainly would not have quibbled with that. [ronically,
Aristotle’s motive for identifying voUS and VOEG1S was not only to remove the possibility of
potency, but also to safeguard unity. Plotinus’ objection was that this idendfication itself
presupposed a distinction between the subject and its acuvity that preempted unity at the
source.

29. This is a typical Avicennan position (cf. Tal 48).

30. For example, as debated by the Nestorian Chrstian Abd Bishr Matta b. Yanus (ca. 256-
328/ca.870-940) and Muslim mutakallim, jurist and philologist Abi Sa‘id al-Sirafi (280-368/
893-979). Aba Bishr’s Anstotelian bias was hardly conventional in its insistence on the universal
validity of logical jargon and applications; whereas Sirifi denied this and opted for language-
dependence — though, it is important also to note, without the inner meanings or ideas (ma'ani)
that then need to be rendered in approprate language. (Cf. Mahdi LLI 51-83).

31. This refers to gariban aw batidan (cf. it MIK 7).

32. Sextus Empiricus stated that,

Our attitude is similar when we say, “All things are non-apprehensible.” For we
interpret the words “all things” and supply the additional qualification “to me”
in a similar way as before. Consequently, what we say is this: “In all the
dogmatc investgations I have inspected, the non-evident things they speculate
about appear to me non-apprehensible.” And this does not mean that the
Sceptc is absolutely certain that the things which the dogmatcs speculate about
are of such a nature as to be non-apprehensible, but simply that he is reportng
his own state of mind about the matter. He expresses this state of mind when
he says, “I suppose that because of the equal validity of the things opposed I
have thus far not been able to apprehend any of those things; and for the same
reason all arguments aimed at making us refute ourselves seem to me to be
irrelevant to the things we report on.” (SES 84)

33. In the latter case, he can perceive merely one of God’s concomitants (lawagimibi) and what
is perceptble here of its truth is, at most, the “necessity of existence” (wwkb al-wwjad), which is
the most distinctly characteristic (akbass) of the Divine concomitants (Tal 34). In other words,
once established, Ibn Sina’s structural distncton applies at every level. Not only is it
abundantly clear that apprehending the realities of things is not within the power of mortals (a/-
wuqif alk haga'iq al-ashya’ laysa fi qudrat al-bashar), but we are at the same tdme informed about
what /s knowable of these realites and what is not (Tal 34). In the case of God, we only know
“that by necessity He has existence or that for which existence is necessary,” which is a
concomitant His, not a reality. The point seems seems nevertheless central to the discussion
here as it was in their correspondence.

34. “Constitutive” indicatng that which is part of the quiddity, as opposed to the accidental,
concomitant or derived (Goichon, Lexigne 606:328).

35. See Suhravardi’s brief remarks on the notion of “Aagigak” in the “Third Rule” in SHI II 15-6.
On the uses of the notion of shay’ from an historical point of view, see van Ess EAI 187-200. He
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descnbes its relation to the “reality” as follows:

.-,Ding” heifdt alles, was im Wissen Gottes enthalten ist. Wenn man jedoch an
das menschliche Wissen dachte, so bedeutete dies nichts anderes, als daB alle
psvchischen BewuBtseinsinhalte zu objektven Realititen erhoben waren, dal3
auch das Irreale, ein ,Wissensinhalt” immerhin, mit unter die ,,Ding”
einbeschlossen war — womit der Lehre vom ens in potentia der Boden entzogen
war. Abud HaSim stellte sich demgegeniiber auf den Standpunkt, dal man
Irreales nur durch Vergleich und Analogie mit Realem erkenne (icf IT 212,3);
Wissen um Irreales ist ein ,,Wissen ohne Objekt” (im & malama labiz; vgl.
Cuwaini, $&rri/ 36, -7£.), denn das Irreale ist kein ,,Ding” — Sahham’s These, daB3
nur das madin mumkin ein ,Ding” seil —, das WiBlbare (ma /am) aber immer say’
(vgl. Icf VI 59, 4ff. mit weitere Disckussion). (Van Ess EAI 195-96)

36. Al-ma'dam al-mumkin, the ens in potentia, 1s synonymous with bagiqah and thabit.

37. The sectuon on Ideengeschichtliches should, in particular, should be consulted (Nyberg EKS 44-
56).

38. Cf. van Ess EAI 191 in the case of Ij.

39. This is paracularly evident in the works of Suhravardi. Although his artcle focuses mainly
on literary theory, Wolfhart Heinrichs offers some bref introductory remarks on links between
Arabic literary theory, Qur’anic interpretaton, theology and mysticism. See Heinrichs SiHeLi 253-
84 and his GeHaDi 111-40.

40. According to Ibn Sina, by moving from the known to the unknown, as in science, the soul
betrays the presence of an element of potenuality, as we shall see, something which is at first
unknown and in a potental state and then becomes known actually (Tal 168). There is nothing
potential, on the other hand, in pure intellect (¢/~ag/ al-mahd); everything in it that is intellected
is always present with it (badiran mdabu da'iman) (Tal 168). Both the First Being and all other
“immaterial beings” share in a type of “intellectuality” (‘agéyyakh) which the limited faculdes of
perception do not partake of and the soul only by separating from matter. The “intellectuality
of a thing” (aglyyat al-shay), in the manner employed by Ibn Sina here, then, indicates primarily
its separation (fgjridahx) from matter (Tal 80). Its meaning, he says, is that both the one who
intellects (a/ag:/) and what is intellected (a/-maqi), the intelligible, are separate from matter (Tal
81) — which, in other words, applies to every intellect. The thing, he says, whose existence is
intellectual (wwjid “aglk), that is, immaterial (majarrad), is the intellect; and so is “that whose
essence belong to itself” (alladhi huwa labu dbaubu) — i.e. does not exist for anything else, as does
the accident for the substance (Tal 77). It cannot be possessed, act as an instrument, attribute or
accident, in the manner of the faculties to the soul (Tal 77).

41. In prnciple, if we ourselves knew all the causes, we too would have a universal knowledge,
without having to suffer any change (Tal 14). The problem, he reiterates, is that we cannot avoid
mentally /magining at least some of the causes, even if we are able to intellect others (Tal 14).
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42. As Ibn Sina otherwise put it, the universal concepts (al-ma'ani al-kalliyyah) must be taken in
respect of what parucular is suggested by its knowledge.

43. As Ibn Sina puts it,

The individual intelligible is that whose species [naw/ubu] is collected within its
individual [a/ladbi nawubu majmi fi al-shakbsihi][check text]], does knowledge of
it change. Its attributes and causes are proper to it, predicated of it alone. All
that to which it is related and upon which it relies is perceivable through the
intellect and, hence, does not change. (Tal 25)

44. On the histonical sources for the “transcendence” of the Actve Intellect, see Davidson AAA
13ff.

45. While the senses offer the particulars, there can be no knowledge without universality, and
the intelligible of anything whatever is universal thanks to causes and attributes. This is the
classical gporia described by Booth (AAO 19), citing in support Met XIII: “This is evident from the
facts; for without the universal we cannot acquire knowledge, and the separation of the universal
is the cause of the difficulties which we find in the Ideal theory.” His solution is that universals
qua quality are “second substances” (Categorzes 3° 13; Booth AAO 22). Ibn Sina’s account of
universal knowledge is as follows:

Knowledge is through causes [a/-asbab] and acquaintance through expenence (-
mushahadah]. Knowledge never changes even when it is particular. And so, our
knowledge that the eclipse will take place tomorrow is composed of both
knowledge and acquaintance. If it were tomorrow, there would be no [direct]
indicaton of it [mushar ilayhi], but rather would be known through its causes
[ma lam bi-asbabibi] and be nothing but universal knowledge. Nor could it
change or be temporal. Indeed, every knowledge not apprehended through a
sign [al-sharah] or through a reliance on something that is a sign for it is through
cause. And knowledge through cause never changes so long as the cause
continues to exist. Whereas that knowledge changes which is obtained from the
[external] existence of the thing and its experence. The Necessary of Existence
is above that, because he does not know that thing from its [external] existence,
which would make His knowledge temporal, transformable and changing. If we
were to know the reality of the Necessary of Existence and what His essence
requires [fawyzbuhu dhatibr] with respect to the emanation of all the concomitants
from Him [min sudir al-lawazim kulliba minku lagiman], one concomitant after the
other up to the furthest existent, we would undoubtedly know the things in their
causes and concomitants; moreover, our knowledge would not be changing. If
He intellects His essence and whatever His essence requires, it is necessary that
His knowledge be through the causes of things and their concomitants without
changing (Tal 15).

46. Adstotle distinguished between two senses for causes: one proximate (associated with
individuals), the other always general.



CHAPTER TWO
The Limits of Science

In the last chapter, we have seen how Ibn Sina had argued that human facultes alone
were incapable of knowing the realides of things, for which the culprit cause passed
under the heading of the “sense principle.” Pursuing this line of argument further, he
appears to have committed himself irrevocably to the task of finding another path to the
abstract knowledge of the realities. These realities were not themselves in doubt so much
as the means employed to demonstrate them; hence the value of his analysis to Qunavi.
Reason, as it would presumably have extended its scope waywardly and unchecked in
search of a theoretical basis for knowledge, was chastened at Qunavi’s hands by a
condign dose of intellectual scepticism inspired by the example of Ibn Sina.
Refurbishing theoretcal knowledge without relapsing into new philosophical
hairsplitting, though, was no mean task. It required first (as with Ibn Sin3) that sensory
knowledge be unequivocally shown to be too flawed to serve as a complere foundation,
though without denying it its appropriate didactic value in epistemology.

What is curious is that, having expressed the otherwise hazardous demurral of a
doubting epistemologist, Qunavi should not then have been transformed into an out-
and-out sceptic, a denier of the realides of things themselves. For, as an intellectual

realist, he too admitted to their existence and, therefore, to their status partly as prior
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knowledge and partly as object of knowledge. if we go by the svllogistuc model to be
examuned more closely later in this chapter. \While this did not make demonstrauve
science any the more divine, sensatons were not simply replaced 1n thetr role as “givens.”
Something else needs to be given in theoreacal claritication betore we can be brought
closer to some such legitimate appraisal of “reality” as the scope of ranonal expression
would allow.

As we said in the last chapter, the sensotial knowledge denied us in intelligible
perception is of a different order than what the primordial awareness of something
perforce denotes. While perceived, it cannot be wholly relied on. We shall spend the
better part of this chapter, first, in establishing the main principles of demonstraave
science (subject, object of inquiry, etc.) and, second, in elucidating the structural content
of “givenness” in order better to understand the difference that separates sensory from
intelligible perception in the syllogistic division of knowledge. Finally, this will be
carefully measured against what Qunavi has to say regarding “thing” and “thingness,”
in particular, as he tries to draw out those aspects of tradidonal Peripatetc philosophy

that most readily admit of philological analysis of the act of writing.

§ QUNAVI'S OPENING ARGUMENT IN [JAZ AL-BAYAN
There is a view in medicval [slamic philosophy that the denial of something need not
preclude its existendal affirmative. Let us begin by looking at how, in adopting a linc ot

attack armed with this chary piece of deduction Qanavi hoped to steer away from the
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abnegatng consequences of classical sceptical arguments. Availing himself of what are
typically “sceptcal” devices, he hoped in the main to establish the rational
indeterminateness of what philosophy is frequently tempted to try and secure by force
of argument alone. He does this without denying the perception of the realities of things
in another sense.

The “sceptical” character of Qunawi’s opening arguments in Iag a/-bayan concerning
demonstrative reason is all the more interesting for its careful acknowledgement of the
scriptural attachment of all theoretical activity. Unfortunately, the logical side of his
science receives only intermittent treatment in his treatses, though with a convincing
enough display of his expertise in this technically abstruse area of intellectual traditon
to perrnit us at least a bref glimpse into the intellectual role that devolved, in his view,
upon scripture. But we shall examine his sceptical arguments before developing some
of the finer points in science and logic relevant to this thesis, and thereafter move on to
his philosophy of language. All these strands of thought together will take us beyond the
narrow and rather obvious structural similarities that exist with his philossphical — as
opposed to mystical — forerunners.'

Although the points raised below are presented in [z al-bayan, they are identical
almost verbatim to passages found in Qunavi’s Mufizhah, one of two ueatises he
dispatched to Nasir al-Din Tasi during their correspondence. After some brief
introductory remarks, Qunavi begins his discussion by observing the differences in

“intellecrual affirmadons” (muwjibat ‘ugnithim), “reflective requirements” (mugtadayat
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afkarihim) and conclusions (nafa’iha) among the proponents of theoretical reason (ah/ a/-
‘aql al-nagari), which he says are legion (IB A:16, B: 115; MQM 13) . We shall have
occasion to consider the reasons at greater length in the next chapter through his mystical
doctrine of spiritual realizadon. At this early stage, he starts by referring to the
percepuons (madarzk) on account of which fheoretical questons, to use his exact terms, or
“theoretcal precepts™ (a/-abkam al-nasariyyah), tend to differ according to each theorist’s
own decidedly contingent “objects of inquiry” (maf@lib). Theoretical proofs (al-adillah al-
nagartyyah) so depend on their proper objects of inquiry that sound rational argument
completely free of any “reflective doubts™ or objections is simply unrealizable (IB A:15,
B:114; MQM 12). The result is that theoreticians are never of the same opinion on any
single issue (IB A:16; B:115). What is proof (da/il) to one is specious to another (IB A:16,
B:116; MQM 13). Truth for the observer is what he prefers or deems correct.
Qunavi’s point, though, is that the indeterminateness (#5444/) of an object can never
be conclusively argued solely on the grounds that the proof has been falsified beyond
doubt or that its validity is unprovable.

We find many things whose soundness we cannot establish through demonstraton
[burham|, even though no doubt exists as to their reality, both for us and for many of those
who insist on theoretical proofs [al-mutamassikin bil-adillah al-nazariyah].’ But we also find
that many things are established through demonstratons whose soundness becomes
certain to some people and to those around them during their lifetime, once they are
unable to discover any premises in these demonstratons that are amiss or false; and thus
no impairing doubt is entertained. So, they think the demonstrations evident and their
sciences certain. After a period, they or someone else coming after them may reconsider
as 2 result of their own perception of defects in some or all of these premises (IB A:16-7,
B:116; MQM 13).

In other words, there are things which, while conceivable at one time through
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demonstration, can still be reduced to mere instances of indeterminateness, or /shkalar.
And invalidadons leading to a judgment of indeterminateness may themselves be either
of a specious or of a sound character (IB A:17, B:116; MQM 14). The only way of
justifying, indeed, of escaping this predicament is to suggest a kind of relativism that
closely connects the demonstrauve enterprise with employment of human faculdes
variegated according to capacity. This makes the possibility of error ubiquitous, and
without error the discovery of error and “the reliance [¢##7 'nan] of some people on both
that which is not free of error and what one cannot be [fully] sure is wrong,” there would
not be any religious (&A:/df fil-adyan), doctrinal (madhabib) and other disagreements among
scholars (IB A:17; B:117). One also needs to note that what some theoreticians
confidently agree, as a martter of course, is sound should not be accorded the same weight
of an exact contrary view (mukhalifthi) held by other theoreticians. This is not to say that
either the preference (farjif) of one option or the unity berween two opposite statements
(aljant bayn al-qawlayn aw al-aqwal al-mutanagidah) is unassailable so long as a cotrelation
exists where one statement implies affirmation and the other its contrary (IB A:17-8;
B:117). The two opposite statements remain irredeemably separate so long as the
correlation is upheld. One alternative cannot be given preference over the other solely
by virtue of a demonstration of the reason or factor of preference (murajjih), since,
Qunavi reasons, one side has the exact same status as that of its opposite (IB A:18;
B:117). Yet, if there were no demonstration at all, there would not even be a preference,

there being no reason for the preference in the first place. Briefly, no certainty or
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complete satsfactdon can ever be achieved through what thought and theoredcal proofs
alone can yield.

For ar least some of the above, Qunawi appears to be relying on a species of
equipollence, which consists in balancing any given proposition against its opposite. The
technique was commonly used by the Greek Sceptcs in order to prove at least the
apparent impotence of reason when applied to complex metaphysical questions and to
establish a mental state where all judgement is banished.* To be sure, Qunavi’s was not
simply a scgptical critique of reason and its possibilities, aiming to achieve a state of
“mental tranquility” through a suspension of judgement. If we go by Sextus Empiricus’
own definition, a sceptc is one who has the “ability to place in antithesis, in any manner
whatsoever, appearances and judgements, and thus — because of the equality of force in
the objects and arguments opposed — to come first of all to a suspension of judgement
and then to mental tranquility” (SES 32-3). As James Collins explains, Sextus Empiricus
himself may not have “intend[ed] to deny God’s existence and human knowledge thereof
but only to preserve the skeptical suspension of judgement” (Collins GMP 34).
Moreover, the sceptical argument was not without its salutary effects whenever it was
deployed against those who put forward highly speculative theoretcal claims about God
or the inner constitutive reality of anything. But the method was not meant to demolish
religious belief and practices — as intellectual libertinism and dilettantism in the early
modern period, enamoured of the Greek sceptics, have sought to do in France and

elsewhere.’ It is not surprising, therefore, that, for Qiinavi, embracing a critical view of
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reason did not obscure the fact that many proponents of theory and proof (ab/ al-nagar
wal-dalil) — so inadequate as these may be for the purposes they are intended to serve —
are otherwise ““quite resolute [jagman] in regard to many matters over which they harbour
no doubts whatsoever” and in which, indeed, they have found firm anchorage (IB A:18;
B:117). But whence do they acquire this resoluteness?

He answers by pointing to their “state” (ba/ubum). This resoluteness bears
comparison in one sense with that found among the “Masters of Tastng” (aht-al-adhwag),
and, in another, with that of the “Masters of the Imaginaton” (ah/ al-wahm), especially in
respect of the intellect (a/ag)) with the admission of the premises (f7 zaslim al-muqaddana)
and the clinching of the conclusion (wal-fawaqquf fi al-natijah) (IB A:18; B:117-8). The
imaginaton, it might be recalled, has a positng function, where images are essentally
deposited for use by the intellect in its synthesizing actvity. The People of Tasting, on
the other hand, are those whom Ibn “Arabi described as being in possession of what he
called a “knowledge of the states” (im al-abwal),’ which occurs to them only through
direct experience, or “tasting” (dhawg) (FuM I 67:139, / 11). Ibn “Arabi himself had
divided knowledge into three categores: knowledge by intellect (‘% al-agl), knowledge
of the states and knowledge of the secrets (% al-asrar). Briefly, the first may either be
a “necessary” form of knowledge (darsratan), i.e. intuitive, or result from the study of a
proof (aw ‘aqib nagar fi dalil) (FuM 1 66:139, / 8). Through it one seeks principally “to
differentate the true from the false” (FuM I 66:139, £ 10). While this is the same

distincton made by Ibn Sina between conception and assent defining the types of
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premises possible for a syllogism, Ibn “Arabi here uses the vocabulary of £a/am instead
of falsafah. Qunavi himself adopted it generally for the purpose of clarifying the requisite
logical ordering of instructive knowledge (cf. [B A:19; B:118).

The next category, the one which concems us at present, is knowledge of the states,
that is, “knowledge by tasung” (FuM I 67:140, £ 12), which no man of reason can
adequately define and whose knowledge can never be captured by any proof — e.g. the
sweetness of honey, etc. (FuM I 67:139, /. 11-2). Finally, the third and highest type,
knowledge of the secrets, is simply described as situated “beyond the stage of the
intellect’” (al-tlm alladhi fawq tawr al-aql); it indicates knowledge of the suffusion of the
spirit by the Holy Spirit (4m nafth rish al-quds fi al-rish) (FuM 1 68:140, /. 1-2). The notion
of Revealing or Disclosing Light “beyond the stage of the intellect” found in Ghazzali’s
Mishkat al-anwar conveys something of the same sense. This is the level which belongs
to both the Prophet and the “friend of God” (a/-nabi wal-wali) (FuM I 68:140, / 2). But
it is of two sorts. In one, surprisingly enough, perception sdll takes place through the
intellect, as in the first level mentoned above (FuM I 68:140, 4. 2-3). The other sort is
affiliated, to a degree, with the second category but at a higher state; or it may pertain to
the Science of the Reports (wiom al-akhbar) (FuM 1 68:140, k. 4-6). Hence, the person who
possesses the sciences of the secrets (sahib ‘wlam al-asrar) may declare, based on a
knowledge of the report, that “there is a Garden” (¢thamma jannatan); his declaradon on
the resurrection (gzyanah), that “It contains a basin [Aewdan] sweeter than honey,” is based

on a knowledge of states or by tasting; while the statement that “God was and nothing
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was with Him” and the like is based on intellectual knowledge, and has been theoretcally
perceived (FuM I 69:140, /. 10-3).

Seen from this overall perspectve, then, Qtnavi’s main concern is to identify the
underlying experiential source of intellectual knowledge. Properly anchored, reflectve
reasoning can provide a legitimate — albeit narrowly limited — avenue to the expression
of a noetic truth garnered from experience, though without it being implied that there
is anything resembling a conclusive proof. The vigilance kept alive by a robust, if not
unconventional, scepticism met with above did not prevent Qunavi from searching for
a way to legitimize that thin crust of cogitative understanding which nevertheless encloses
more consequental developments within apprehension that are reladvely hidden from
public view, not because of any deliberate choice but as the ineluctable fact of all private
experience. The problem is how to find it without contradicting what he earlier tried to
illustrate concerning all the known inconsistencies of the pure thinkers.

It 1s in this vein, nevertheless, that one ought to take his tantalizing question about
whether there is a proper canon or standard of thinking (al-qanan al-fikr3) to speak of that
can be used by those who choose to rely on thought or reflection. We know from his
other writings that he is not looking for a new logical doctrine or anything more abstract
stll than logic, but a standard that is somehow adapted both to the specific requirements
of thinking and to the concrete character of experience. Something more than a purely
formal procedure is intended, for he complains again that there is no firm opinion

concerning which inference or proof for any given matter, one that all can agree on (cf.
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IB A:18; B:118). The fact of the matter is that the same inferences (bd'd al-qara’iny (C£.
Afnan PLex 232; SIT [Goichon] 197-99; Goichon Lexzgwe #579) which some believe yield
true conclusions, others consider otiose (‘@kimah); some accept as concomitants to the
proposition what others do not, etc. To reiterate, from his later arguments (which we
shall study in this thesis) our present construal must simply be that the canon has
somehow to achieve a distinctive level of semantc concreteness not found in the
svllogism; it must be propetly anchored in individual experience and yet distant enough
to allow for a more public order of inquiry.

The question of whether a “canon of thinking” is at all possible or even needed,
especially given the directness of the apprehension as the pregiven fact upon which
reflecton is based in the first place, may be challenged on the following technical
grounds. Going by the same division employed by Ibn “Arabi above, it may be argued
that the “reflectve part” of the canon must always terminate in the “inruitive” one
(yantah? ila al-badihi), and, ensuingly, any sound natural dispositon (alfitrah al-salimah)
would be sufficient to procure every species of knowledge. This is one reductionist
possibility in logic met in the previous chapter whereby logical predication is denied any
role alongside the definition, itself to be regarded as the exclusive source of knowledge.
But one should not accept an all or none situation. For there are those who believe that
canons have their legitimate uses, and counter by further insisting that even if some
people can do without a standard, this does not excuse all others from doing so,

especially in view of the widespread errors committed (IB A:19; B:118). They are in effect
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responding to the following challenge, hinted just above:

You acknowledge that the canon is divisible into “necessary” and “reflective” knowledge
(dariz? wa nagari), and that the reflective part is acquired from the necessary. Therefore,
the necessary, if it be truly sufficient for the acquisition of knowledge in this canon [badha
alqanin], must suffice for all other knowledge. Else, the acquired part would also need
another canon (IB A:19; B:118-19).

The answer to this is, first of all, that “comprehending all methods” (a/-thatah bijami al-
turnq) is preferable to committing error; the need for the canon arises simply in the
natural course of every effort to comprehend (IB A:19; B:119). It is perfectly conceivable
that one person’s thoughts be correct on many matters due to the “soundness of his
natural disposition” (4-salamat fitratihi). But that one person may be correct on a// matters
without exception, this without any personal effort to acquire but through a Divine
Support (fa’yzd i/ahi) uniquely intended for him, does not mean that the rest have no need
for a canon. One who is considered to be a poet by virtue of his natural talent is quite
different from another who possesses a knowledge of prosody (‘#rid); the same applies
to the Bedouin who, unlike the sedentary person who has to take up the study of the
Arabic language (a/-hadari al-mutd arrib), has no need of grammatical science (nahw).
The study of language and grammatical rules is a particularly appropriate example.
From the earliest days, it presented a problem and stood in need of some adroit
justification as a science before the unimpeachable eloquence of the native Arabic
speaker. With this debate arose the question of whether the grammatical rule devised by
scholars actually corresponded to linguistic reality. According to Zajjiji, on whom we
shall be relying for certain aspects of grammar relevant to the Ibn “Arabi school of

mysticism, it was a man named al-Khalil b. Ahmad who provided the first learned answer
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when asked whether he had borrowed trom the Arabs or invented on his own the
"reasons" (w/-tlal) he was wont to use tor explanatory purposes in grammar (21D 65).

The Arabs, he answered, speak spontancously and naturally [ald sajiyatiha wa tibdiha).
They know where to place their words and the reason for it, even if nothing about this

has been transmitted. As for myself, [ try to provide explananons in terms of what [
regard as the reason for whatever [ am secking to explain. (ZID 65)

This parddoning off of a class of linguisucally-gifted persons, as the nomadic peoples
were invariably considered to be by Arabic philologists, finds its parallel in philosophy.
But Qunavi contends that the rare person who can do without any logical scale or
measure (mizan) thanks to a healthy predisposition (swlamat fitratibr) and percipience
(dhaka) is, when lacking such predisposition, related to the one who receives his higher
learning direcdy from God (al-mu abbilin lil-talagqi min jinab al-Haqg) no differently from
anyone who has to rely on a scale (IB A:19; B:119). Although the “compressed,”
immediate narure of the former’s knowledge is certainly conceivable, and even
comparable to the highest spiritual kind, the basic division of instructive knowledge must
be preserved for the rest, who enjoy neither the linguistc gifts of t}:c Bedouin nor the
spiritual superiority of the accomplished teacher. The words fitratihi and dhaka’thi seem
to point to a division not unlike Zajjaji’s — i.c. supiyatiha wa tibaiha — which one is equally
tempted to render as facultative (fitratihi/ tibaiha) and performaave (dhaka ihe/ sajiyatiha).
The point is that a comprehensive type of linguistic apatude, where no scale needs to be
learned, may be hypothedcally balanced against a process of apprehension bifurcated into
two aspects of knowledge. While inconclusive as a purely cogitatve standard tor the

one, scale is an indispensable tool for the other, those who are used rto living by
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“instruments” — in other words, who need to employ their faculties. In the language of
science, “demonstration” (burhan) here is primordial and recognized as the principal form
of the syllogism (a/-‘umdabh ‘indabum fi al-aqisah).” It concerns itself with the “thatness”
(¢enni) and “whyness” (/m?) of a thing. Such a division of logical query, of course, is
typically Aristotelian, expressible in terms of subject and object of inquiry. But about this
we shall have much more to say later.

All these findings are incorporated in [7ag al-bayan, although Qunavi here does not
dwell on the nature of the scale of theological science but proceeds directly to a
discussion of the elements of the syllogism. He does this using expressions, like “spirit”
and “pole,” coined largely by Ibn “Arabi for that purpose. His aim is not to rehash
commonplace conceptions of logic, but to point to what demonstradon purports to
represent in the first place. All this will pave the way for an exposition of the concrete
features of the proper scale for “Divine science.” This ruling objective enables him
confidentdy to identfy the correspondences with mystcal language but, more
importantly, to draw out the fluid noetc process informing every logical representation;
and, in this manner to move beyond the formal veneer of communicable knowledge.

Here is a2 summary of his conclusions so far. To begin with the “spirit” and “pole”
of the demonstration (r#h al-burban wa qutbubs) are the middle term (al-hadd al-awsat) (IB
A:19; B:119). But they cannot be “acquired” through any demonstration. Rather, they

require conceptualization (i.e. in place of assent), based on the Avicennan dichotomy (IB

* Lit., the “prop” of the syllogism.
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A:19-20; B:119). [n the light of this, Qunavi accepts trom the preceding discussion on
the **pure theoretcians,” first, that one of the “two parts™ of the syllogism (which he calls
the “scale”) has to be given, not acquured (ghayr muktasab) (1B A:20; B:119). Second, the
onc that is acquired cannot be had through sometnung else that has been acquired. Third,
the “spirit of demonstration” and “root” (4s) on wnuch it is contended that the “validated
knowledge” (al-tlm al-mubagqag) may be realized rerers to the part that is “not acquired.”
Fourth, there are things which are not doubted and vet whose truth or falsity cannot be
clinched through any demonstration that is not uself called into question or subject to
ambiguiry.

These preliminary observatons describe pertecdy the kind of restrictions and essential
predicament faced by those who cling to a doctrine based on imbibaton when they hold
that “true knowledge” (a/ilm al-satih) is Divinely granted (mawhiab)® rather than acquired
through effort (IB A:20; B:120). Qunavi’s purpose so far has been to explain why it is
that, although one may have no doubt or hesitadon as to its truth, the knowledge
received from God (tariq al-talagqi min janic al-Hagqq) admits of no theoredcal
demonstration (@/-burhan al-nagari). The remedial approach is to consider that the real
goal (ghayah) with respect to any given science should simply be what occurs to the adept
of that science through the imbibation, which is immediate and requires no “instrumental
proof”’ (din dalkil kasbi) of its truth (IB A:20; B:121}. Experence is primary; it is what gives
meaning, dircctdon and concreteness to all subsequent operanons of the spirit. He makes

it clear that there is no sense in asking once again whether or not the thing upon which,
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in a literal sense, “one comes to rest” (al-amr al-maskan ilayhi) — that is, whose veracity has
been acknowledged — has to be true in exactly the way one may think it is, since this can
be known only through the actual realization of a noetic “unveiling” (i/a bi-kashf
muhaggaq) and Divine indmation (i&hbar ilah?) (IB A:20-1; B:121). What cannot be
doubted is that knowledge that is certain (a/-%m al-yagini), containing no element of
doubt (i.e. “/a riba fib?”), is difficult of access through any canon hewed solely to thinking
(bil-qansm alfikri) or theoretical demonstration (IB A:21; B:121). Reaching a cognition of
“things” (md'rifat al-ashya’) by way of demonstraton alone (al-burbaii wahdan) is either
absolutely impossible or impossible only in the majority of cases.’

Yet, in the end, Qinavi opts for a prudent course of resolution by elaborating his
previously announced position thus. People of insight and sound intellect, he says, argue
for two possible paths to the artainment of valid knowledge (#/-md'rifah al-sahihah). The
first 1s that of demonstration, by which he means exclusively theoretcal reflection and
inference (al-burhan bil-nagar wal-istidla)). The second is the path of “direct observation”
(tarig al-iyan), as in the case of “the one [experencing] unveiling through the purification
of the interior [/4-dbi al-kashf bi-tasfiyat al-batin] and refuge in God (wal-iltya’ ilh al-Haqq)”
(IB A:21; B:121). While they are presented as two distinct paths, their relation
will become clear in the course of this thesis. Brdefly, it is dictated by the fact that the
second path is that which finds its specification in the “conative focus” upon God
through ascetic divestment (a/-tawajjub ils al-Haqq bil-tdriyah), perfect poverty (al-iftiqar al-

famm) and “‘the complete emptying from the breast of all creational attachments, formal
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sciences and canons” (IB A:21; B:121-22). This is the more fundamental opton, though
one that does not deny the other its narrow legitimacy.

Now, if one is incapable of it, it stll rests upon him as a duty to follow those more
advanced than he in their apprehension, ie. the “Accomplished Ones” (kummal), who
travel the Way of God and the entire length of attainment (&khada /lujjat al-wusi). Here the
basic division typical of all “instructive knowledge” crops up in a manner that almost
suggests an alternate route to direct experience. Itis, of course, misleading to put it quite
that way. At the core of this division lies prophetc knowledge, for among those
who can directly achieve the highest degree of apprehension are God’s Messengers (rusu/)
(IB A:21; B:122). God has made them the recipients of His knowledge and providence
(magabir ‘ilmihi wa ‘inayatibt) and the “interpreters” of His command and wish (tarzjimat
amribi wa iradatibi). Therefore, whoever claims his heritage from them will be fortuned,
for only then will God bestow upon him a revealing light (## zshif) that exposes things,
indeed, as they really are."® The “staton” (magam) of those who “guide” and those who
are “well-guided” (a/-hadin wal-mubtadin) is taken up again by Qunavi in his exegesis of
the phrase, “/hdina al-grat al-mustagin?’ (“Guide us upon the straight path”) of the Fatihab
of the Qur'an. What is noteworthy is that their functional division reflects the same
complex relationship we saw in the previous chapter in connection with the logic of the

falasifah, who imbued the noetic dichotomy of concepton and assent, reproduced here
by Qunavi, with a pedagogical value expressible in the form of pregiven premises and

the inference, respectively.
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In the end, there is no simple, broad formula that could somehow caprusz every
dimension of what Islamic scholars and mystcs alike intend when they uv o wed
intellectual endeavour to scriprural reveladon, the correct account of which undc zbtedly
figured as the philosophers’ principal goal. Scripture and its injuncuons here are Zzrtainly
admussible on authorno as one kind of pregiven premise, no ditterent trom - zac the
mutakallimin have been saying on the matter, even if the incepuve range ot revelagon
implied is far greater than what the derivative premises of any commonplace science
based on the logical svllogism can locally encompass. The latter has more to do “:1th the
structural ordering of the noetic relatons of the parts than with the etrluent cozzent of
Divine communicaton received, assimilated and, in turn, transmitted to other: whose
role is to be “guided.” The “scale” Qunavt 1s searching for has to embodyv coztent as
well as form, and this formal means of representing their rclanonship . :fers a
conventional way of dealing with the passage from a pregiven component, on e one
hand, and the object of inquiry, on the other. These two elements occur with every act
of apprehension. Bur this aspect of epistemology begins to look like more thin justa
simple matter of logical order when the “comprehensive purpose” of scriprure :s taken
into consideration.
In the “theological science” of the philosophers, the pregiven is usually dex :ted by
the “primary concepts.” e.g. “existent,” “thing” and “necessary.” We shall uv -y keep
in mund the rough funcaonal equivalency of these three “concepts.” What follew s from

the level of the pregiven is the ramose necessity of the ancillary or branch science:. states,
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attributes, etc. However, before considering more fully what repercussions upon the role
of the revealed texts flow from this, we ought to recall briefly how Ibn Sini's theory of
logical classifcation fit into the concepton Qunavi was trying to work out.

By the thirteenth century, Ibn Sina’s division of the sciences had become widely
influental, if not accepted wholesale, and yet Qunavi seemed to operate from a different
vantage point than was possible in Ibn Sina’s time, when falsafah was sudll deeply
embroiled in controversies which arose directly from classical writings.!" There is, of
course, no deiying general similarities in form and structure. But when one compares
the technical terms used by both, an unmistakable /Znguistic filiadon with the “non-
philosophical” sciences comes to light in Qunavi’s case, especially &a/am and figh. The
close technical kinship with £4/#m does not imply a concordance of method and results,
though. A common technical language does not make for common cause, and Qunavi
has generally eschewed the predominant approach of &a/am. This will become evident
shortly.

In one of his clearest staternents regarding what science — more precisely, the “highest
science” — is, exactly, he states that the sciences (‘w/#m) are ordered thus. On the one
hand are what he calls the “primal roots” (ummahat asliyah), on the other the (special)
branches (furit tafsiliyah) (MG 2:3).” These terms are not customarily used by
philosphers. And yet the overall aim is remarkably similar. In retaining the
jurisprudential distinction between as/ (“root”) and far* (“branch’), he does not appear

to be giving pride of place to either figh or &alam per se, but instead stresses an undetlying
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contnuity of instructive science with the scriptural sources or roots (Qur’an and hadizh).
This seems to cohere with Ibn Sind’s own approach on two counts: an interdisciplinary
and a logical one.

The classification of the “philosophical sciences” (a/<ulim al-falsafiyyah) Ibn Sina
proposes was divided into a theoretical and a practcal part, the former comprised of
physics, mathematics and theology (#ahéiyyab). Under this scheme, knowledge aims for
“perfection,” and so the first part seeks to perfect or complete (iszikmal), in particular, the
soul’s theoretical faculty, thereby allowing it to atrain to the intellect i actu (SIL 3-4). By
affirming this, Ibn Sina infused a kind of spiritual dynamic in his otherwise ponderously
formal system that Q@navi had hoped to recover for his own salvational motifs. It is
precisely the linkage berween the soul’s ascent toward its own spiritual perfection and the
“commensurability of the essential artribute” (i.e. the goal of each displine or knowledge)
that allowed Ibn Sina to proffer, with his epistemology, anything more than a logical
husk (SIL 4)."> He thought that all of the sciences shared in ar least one thing: their
usefulness in helping the human soul to reach acnal perfection; they helped it prepare for
happiness (SIL 17). But there is a difference, according to him, between what is usefu/ in
this respect and the good ##seff, just as the harmful (dar) is not to be identified with evil (a
sharr). In view of this, theological science possesses only a necessary utility permiting us
to move toward the good and away from evil. Itis not an end in itself, certainly not the
type of knowledge we would want to ascribe to God. Yet being “derivative” in this latter

sense does not technically relieve it of the task of preserving something of the
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prescriptive force of a scriptural source of knowledge, prescriptve force which Qanavi
makes a point of assigning to his own science in unmistakable terms. For this to be
feasible, a congenital identity must exist between formal science and, as we shall see,
scrptural injunctions. Their idendty is no doubt more acceptable when science is
conceived as an nstructional vocation, rather than an absolute acquisition. The affinity of
a derivative science with scriptural injunctons is bound up with the principle enunciated
by Arstotle that “[a]ll teaching and learning by way of reasoning proceeds trom pre-
exisuing knowledge” (PoA 71* 1:1). Indeed within the framework established by
Peripatetic philosophy, it is not merely the subject (mawd#) of science that “pre-exists”
or is “prior.” Also pdor in philosophy — as Davidson pointed out for the second,
differentiated noetic phase — are the first principles of judgement (fasdig) that compose
it, or the primary premises of the demonstration (cf. SIL 29)."* The fransference of priority
to the subject’s constitutent elements is important to bear in mind as we try to idendfy
the /ogical and, eventually, the lnguiszic distribution of this “pdority” as distinctly as
possible from that which is “posterior.” Contnuity with the revealed sources is more
readily understood through this logical “breakup.” However, there is no strict, one-to-
one correspondence between logical premises and scriprurally-based doctrine.” The
likely reason is that while Qutnavi’s main concern in adopting the root-branch division
has been to emphasize seriptural revelation as the primary noetic source, logic moves in a
different direction, aiming at purely relational determinations Zrrespective of content. In

order to see the connection, therefore, let us examine more closely Qunavi’s
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epistemological scheme, drawing appropriate comparisons with Ibn Sini and Ibn “Arabi.
The last section of this chapter will deal more fully with Qunavi’s philological reading

of this connection.

§ THE SUBJECT-MATTER OF THEOLOGY VS. THE OBJECT OF INQUIRY
In al-Burhan min al-mantiq (“Book of Demonstration”), Ibn Sifia’had established that
every science must possess something that constitutes its subject, other things that
comprise its object of inquiry (ashya’ hiya al-matlabah) and, finally, its own principles
admitted beforehand or pregiven (mabad:’ musallamab minba) and capable of producing a
demonstration (f« ‘a/lif al-burban) (SIL 5). The first substantal matter dealt with in the
llahiyyat is the question of what the “subject” of the Divine Science must be (mawdw /i/-
‘t/m), which he tells us has not been clearly determined by the Greek philosophers. A
sharp distincion between subject and object of inquiry, in fact, marks his contribution
to the question of “existence,” his main preoccupation. Whereas in the case of every
other science the existence of the subject must be admitted (musallam) and its “modes”
investigated, theological science for Ibn Sina takes God’s existence and His attributes as
its very objects of inquiry (SIL 6).'

In typical Avicennan fashion, Qunavi held that the sciences have in common all three
components: subject (mawdd), principles (mabadi’) and objects of inquiry (masa’i) MG

2:3)."7 The “subject,” according to Qiinawi, is “that whose reality [agigatibs] is being
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nvestigated” together with “the states ascribed to it [a/-ahwal al-mansabah ilayhi] and the
things predicated of its essence [al-umiar al-‘aridah labu fi dhatih)” (MG 3:3). Curiously,
however, he chooses “existence” (w#ad) as an example in the case of theological science
(al-ilm al-ilahi), “according to one view” (‘al4 ra’). If the wording is correct, and it
appears to be, its concision hardly assists us to a satisfactory interpretation of the text,
for “existence” is normally assumed to be the object of inquiry, not the subject. Itis
possible that he may have intended all along to say “existent,” especially since his second
example — “measure” (migdar) in geometry — is then duly noted with 2 repetition of the
word “subject”'®: “kal-migdar fi kawnihi mawd# ‘ilm al-bandasab” (MG 3:3). As far as Ibn
Sina was concerned, the common subject (mawdif) of “the science concerned with
everything not subsisting through objects of sense” (i.e. Theology) can only be one thing:
the “existent” (mawyud) (SIL 12). Strangely enough, though, the Persian expression Aasfi
mutlag, or “Absolute Existence,” is used in his Danishnamab-ye ‘ala’i in place of existent,
meaning “absolute existence” or “absolute being.” A little below, he appropriates the
term to argue parenthetcally that “a substance is that which is not an accident, whose
being [hast?], moreover, is not in a subject, but /s a reality [hagigah] such that the being of
that reality and that essence are not receptve to another thing having the aforesaid
characterisdes” (Morewedge MOA 15). Though sententious, this passage makes it clear
that he maintained 2 single view of what a subject should and should not be. Qiinavi
may equally have had in mind this second more particular connotation of “existence,”

in contradistinction only to existence understood as what existents have in common and,
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lesser still, the copulative. In the Sz, while Ibn Sina feels that nothing is more verzfiably
general than “the reality of the notion of existence” (bagigat md'né al-wusad) (SIL 12)," in
fact, only the existent qua existent is common to all things and, thereby, qualifies as the
subject of this discipline. The evidence he adduces for this is disciplinary: the subject is
considered independently of any additional need to examine (##allum) both its quiddity
and its affirmadon (i#hbarhi); that would require another sience, since the operation cannot
be performed within the same discipline (SIL 13). In this he stands on the familiar
Aristotelian view that the “subject” of demonstratve science is incapable of
demonstraton within the same science, being “already given as a postulate, prior to the
investigation of its nature and attributes” (SuMaMe 139). But whereas in the other
sciences its “thatness” (inniyah) and its quiddity are given beforehand, in theology
“existence” requires investgation (SIL 13) and, in this sense at least, is postedior to the
subject.

But what exactly is pregiven in this science?

Predictably, the school of Ibn “Arabi holds to the view that the intellect can receive
nothing else than what it already knows intuitvely (badibatan) (FuM II 95:100, / 77). In
Avicennan philosophy, this naturally beckoned to the three aforementoned primary
concepts — “existent” considered in its more general and convendonal sense, “thing” and
“necessary” — which Ibn Sina determined to be etched in the soul by means of a
“primary inscription” (ér#sam awwaltyan) (SIL 29). Things (both the existent and the single

thing [al-shay' al-wahid]) are primary because, in Ibn Sina’s words, they are “inherently
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conceptualizable” (mutasawwarah li-anfusiha). Beyond them nothing else is better known.
And, being common to all things, any attempt to prove them would lead to a vicious
circle (SIL 30), since if each conception (fasawwur) were preceded by another, there would
be an infinite regress. Indefinable, they are for these reasons the most basic of an entire
class of pregiven knowledge.

But it turns out that Ibn “Arabi, unlike Qunavi, was more specific and direct about
the nature of the subject than one would expect a mystic perhaps to be  insuch a
technically-wrought philosophical system. Briefly, he argued that true knowledge of God
(al“tlm bil-lahy is scarcely percepuble by the intellect and the soul excep? in respect of the
fact that God is “existent,” that is — and in a further variation of this theme - literally,
“found”: “illa min haythu annahu mawid tdalh wa taqaddasa’ (FuM II 81:92, /5. 9-10). And
the emphasis is duly noted to be on the 4eistic instead of the creaturely denotation of
“existent.” He justfied this in the following manner. For everything uttered (ku// ma

yatalaffaz, bihi) in accordance with what he referred to as the “right of created things” (fi
haqq al-makhligat) or imagined with respect to composite things (aw yatawabham fi al-
murakkaba) — in other words, what may properly be ascribed to them — a sound intellect
must take God to be radically different (FuM II 81:92, 4. 70-12) on account of His
transcendence. Whenever such utterances are applied to Him, the
purpose is merely to bring the listener closer to awareness by giving positive affirmatdon
to “finding” (or existence) (thubnt al-wujnd ‘inda al-samf) rather than to the full Reality of

which He is deserving (a/-hagiqab allafi buwa al-Haqq ‘alayhd) (FuM 11 81:92, k. 13-15). This
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ambiguity of “existent” has also been pointed out by Ibn Sina carlier in his career (SIL
14). But Ibn “Arabi throws into relicf more mastertully the resuling paradoxical
situaton, which does not allow for a proper cognizance of God (ma rifat bibi subbanabu)
except through our own inability to know im (FuM 11 83:93, L. 5-6). The reason for this
impotence is perfecty acceprable, once we recall that often we seek to know Him in the
same way that we do all things — in terms ot “the parucular reality abour which these
things inform us in the first place.” Therefore, he asks, when we know thar there is an
Incomparable Existent (thamma mawjadun laysa luhu mithl), who cannot be conceived
through the mind, how could we at the same ome be so bold as to assume that the
intellect can fully “ascertain Him” (yadbutuhu) (FuM II 83:93, /. 7-8)? This is not what
obuains when knowledge of His “finding” (or existence) is affirmed (FuM II 83:93, 4. 8-9).
We only know that God ts “found” (or existent) iannabu mawyjud) and 1s unique in His
Divinuty (wated fi wlibatihi), not the realitv ot His essence (br-bagiqat dbatihr) through which
He knows Himself (FuM II 83:93, 4. 9-17). We will see that this posidon is reaffirmed in
Qunavi’s correspondence with Tusi in determining the manner in which we know God;
tor, different quesdons may be asked concerning the quiddity, His reality, etc.

Our comprehension of God’s “existence,” in the specific sense intended by Ibn
“Arabi, would then have to hinge on — and can onlv be understood through —a deliberate
contrast with the “unknowability” of His reahev, contrast that incidentally is basic to
Qunavi. [bn ~Arabi leaves litde doubr rhar the inruinve knowledge o7 God cannot be

more accuratcly determined intellecrually than b reference to the fa.: that God is the
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Existent, and that He has an incomparable nature. This, in its authentic deistic
denotation, is incontestably the primary knowledge suggested earlier by one of the three
subject-concepts — namely, “existent.” The points so far raised will help us analyze
Qunavi’s famous debate with Nasir al-Din Tasi on this issue. The mainspring of his
own doctrine is that theoretical utterances, collectively comprising our intellectual
knowledge, are intrinsically aboxt God, which is what “knowledge through the absence
of knowledge” (a/-tlm bi-adam al-ilm) had earlier signified to Ibn “Arabi (FuM II 83:93, /
77). The latter referred to it as “first knowledge” (@/-élm al-awwal) (FuM 11 83:93, L 14), the
principal reason being that the goal is not a human knowledge of God’s reality as it is in
itself, but rather, as we shall see, an apprehension of His self-manifestation in hierarchical
and necessary fashion, as we shall see in the next chapter.

The brevity of Qtnavi’s own remarks do not permit a more detailed treatment of his
theoretical justification of the “subject,” short of a complete expositdon of his later
account in terms of the Divine Names, to be presented also in the next chapter. The
upshot at this point is that wherever employed the term “subject” denoted an entitative
but primary knowledge of existence, and not a copulative or general notion of existence,
as used in other instances. The confusion of terms probably reflects the difficulty of

separating the same reality intended in prior knowledge from what is postetior in the

object of inquiry.



§ THE OBJECTS OF INQUIRY AND THE PRINCIPLES

We have so far seen that for [bn Sind and Ibn “Arabi the “pomary subject” (wl-mawdi al-
«nwal) of theological science is the existent qua existent, so long as one understands by
this that it is pregiven. The “objects of inquiry,” on the other hand, are those things
which make up its derived attributes (falbugubu) insofar as it 1s the unconditonal existent
subject (min ghayr shart) (SIL 13); the exact term [bn Sind uses to designate the object of
inquiry in theology is “existence.” We ought to bear in mind that the logic ot the
sciences is closely intertwined with the internal disciplinary division of theological
science. Being the noblest science (a/-ilm al-afdal) of the noblest knowable object
(md lam), theology is the science of the first causes of everything, and under this aspect
offers the soundest and most exact knowledge in various branches of scienufic
investigation (SIL 5). [n his search for its true subject, Ibn Sind found its scope to be
quite large:

You have [no doubt] heard also that thco\logy is [the science] through which are
invesugated the first causes of physical and mathemancal existence and their concerns,
the cause of causes, the principle of prnciples, and that 1s the Deity, most exalted (SIL 5).

[t is hardly surprising, therefore, that “true wisdom” (a/-lkmab al-bagiyah) should appear
to [bn Sini in the form of a “first philosophy” that can be used to verify the principles
(mabad!") of the other sciences. Combined with what we have said so tar about the nature
of theoretical science, this important funcdon renders the relationship berween Divine
Wisdom and systeradc science much more manageable. Theology 1+ the discipline “hat
investigates those things which are derivadvely and detiniovely  separate irom

matter. [t seeks that which does not subsist through scnsible obiects
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mahsisat) (SIL 12), investigating the mode of the substance qua existent and qua
substance, that of body qua substance, of measure and number qua existents and the
manner of their existence, of “formal things” (a/-amir al-satyah) which are either separate
from matter or are in a different kind of marter than that of bodies (SIL 11). By swudying
the “mode of existence” of all these things, it makes clear the principles of all the special
sciences investigating the modes of existing particulars (SIL 15). It is also said “to study
the modes of the existent as such, its divisions and kinds.”® And, similiarly to Ibn
“Arabi, he explains further that considering the principles (7abadi) in a broad sense does
not mean that “principle” pertains to the “existent” taken in all senses (a/-mawyjad kullihi).
His own justification of this is that an existent cannot be its own principle but that of a
cansed excistent only (SIL 14).

This is not just an innocuous play of words but represents a conceptual distinction of
major proportons, marking a crossroads in the type of systematic knowledge of the
object sought and a shift in our quidditve grasp towards the caused existent. God, on the
other hand, has no cause. Therefore, the “principle” commonly referred to is only with
respect to a certain type of existent, not the unconditionally existent (a/-mawysund mutlagan)
(SIL 14). Hence, the questions or objects of inquiry belonging to the “science of
prnciples” have to do with the reasoned facts (e.g. #ma) of the caused existent (asbab al-
mawjid al-md i) qua cansed existent, some being the accidents of the existent, others the actual
principles of the ancillary sciences (SIL 15), as Qiinavi also points out below.? Finally, in his

view, the questions investigated by theology must collectvely balance the philosophical
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(or rational) method with religious truths. In essence, they all indicate the dignified rank
proper to prophethood, the obligation to comply with it and its origin in God; equally, the
morality (akhlag) and deeds (#mal) needed by human souls together with “the wisdom
that they hold the promise of nextworldly felicity” (a/-sa'adab al-ukbrawiyah) (SIL 28).
These are the things sought in theological science.

Qunawi stztes plainly that the objects of inquiry — which he calls masa'i,* a term
Suhravardi also prefers (SKL 93) — may comptise both the roots (#) which comprehend
all that a science contains, such as the genus in reladon to what is below it, and the
branches ordered (fur#) (cf. IB A:97; B:205) beneath the principles, e.g. species and the
subspecies. In another passage, he agrees that theological science possesses its own
subject, principles and objects of inquiry (masz),” just like every other science, and that
those of other sciences are “branches for [its} subject [furi¥ mawd# al-ilm al-ilahi),
principles and objects of inquiry, respecuvely” (MG 7:5). Therefore, while espousing the
same connection as Ibn Sin’s between the internal division of theological science and
the classification of all other sciences, he carries the division of “roots” and “branches”
to the objects of inquiry themselves. Just as the foundational subject constitutes an
undifferentiated whole, so the object of inquiry embodies in the first instance this noetic
bifurcation into root and branch — an important theme that will be taken up in the last
chapter of this thesis. Once the roots, primal sources (ummubat) and their precepts
(abkam) are known, he explains, then the manner in which “the branches are related to

them, the form of their subordination [s#rat tabd'iyyatiba laha) as well as their ordering
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beneath them [indirg tahthd will also be known” (MG 6:5). According to him, theological
science encompasses each and every science in the same way that its first concem,
literally, its primary “object of attachment” (#hatat mutd llagibi) — viz. the “Reality-through-
everything” (al-Hagqq bi-kull shay) — is itself encompassing MG 7:5). The “reality-
manifested-through-each-thing,” then, constitutes the “object of inquiry.” The internal
logic of theological science, notably in coordination with the endre classificatory order
of the sciences, is oriented toward a common on#c point of reference that leaves the
investigator without any need to step beyond the bounds of his foundational science just
in order to apportion his energies according to each of its ancillary branches. While
theological science's restrictive subject (mawddubu al-khasis) is, in Qunavi’s words, “God’s
existence,” its “principles” are the “primary realides” (#mmabat al-haqa’tq) which follow
necessarily from His “found” or manifested existence — otherwise called the names of
the essence (asma’ al-dhai) (MG 8:6).

This points to the same conceptual shift in our quidditive knowledge towards those
things that must flow in orderly fashion from the primary subject — in effect, the
schematic properdes of its manifestation, if not of an outright “definition.” Ibn Sina was
bound in his afterthought on the “existent” first by something which was itself governed
by the First Principle as a caused existence, thereby giving rise to this necessary hierarchy.
Likewise, existence for Qunavi is conceivable only in respect of what he calls specfred
things (mutd ayyana), not unconditionally. He, by contrast, endeavoured more persistently

to portray the hierarchical mode of governance resulting therefrom according to a
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scheme of things based on the Divine names. Thus, the essentdal names may include
“that whose precept (or ‘status’) is specified i the world [ma tdayyan hukmubu fil-alam) and
by which He — that is His existence — is known” (MG 8:6). This pervasive multplicity
of names does not alter the fact that there are basically two ways of knowing God. In
other words, He can either be known from behind the veil of the effect (4576 at-athar),
in the case of one group of people, “the knowledgeable among the pious” (a/-arifin min
al-abrar), or be perceived through unveiling and “witnessing” (kashfan wa shubudan)
without any intermediary or veil per se, in the case of those who are in intdmate proximity
to Him — namely, the Accomplished Ones (a/-mugarrabin wal-kummal). The only other
division of Essental names is that for which no precept in the world is specifiable
(yatd ayyan) and which God appropriates for Himself in His unseen state (a/ladhi ista’thara
al-Haqq bibi fi ghaybibi) (MG 9:6). Below the names of the essence are those of the
“subordinate attributes” (asma’ al-gfat al-fabfah); then come the names of the (Divine) acts
(MG 10:6-7) and, finally, the reladonships and links (a/-nisab wal-idafa) between the names
of the essence and those of the attributes, on the one hand, and between the names of
the attributes and those of the acts, on the other (MG 10:7).

As we said, the objects of inquiry, or the masz i/, are “elucidated through the primal
names [‘amma yattadih bi-ummubat al-asmal” (MG 11:7). Of all the “realities of these
objects’ attachments” (baga’iq mutd allagariha), the primal names comprise the actual
principles, levels (maratib), abodes (mawatin) and the “relation of differentiation” (nishat

tafast)) belonging to the precepts of every one of their (i.e. objects of inquiry) divisions
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and its place. The objects of inquiry include those descriptions or epithets (n##7),
attributes, ancillary names (a/l-asma’ al-far'iyab) and their effects (atharia) through which
there is specificaton (/#ayyana). He refers all this back to two central aspects of the God-
world relatonship: “knowledge of the world’s connectedness (/r#2baf) to God and of
God’s connectedness to the world.” The knowledge sought is inaccessible when these
two aspects are combined (majmi). But we shall defer discussion of this theme unal we
get to the notdon of wahiyyah (“Divinity”) in I'ya al-bayan, a noton he takes as the perfect
exemplificadon of God’s connectedness with the al-ma’/ah (“that for whom He is a

Deiry”).

§ THE TRANSFORMATION OF LOGIC

a. The Question of the “Scale”

As we saw earlier, every discipline possesses some device — Qunavi calls it a “criterion”
(mfyar) — intended for discriminating between the true and the false in that which is said
to be proper to that particular discipline: in the field of linguistic interpretation (7barah)
it is called grammar (#ahw), in theoretcal science (altlm al-nagar?) logic, etc. (MG 13:8).
Theological science being no exception in this regard has additional methodological
requirements; the specificity desired for its scale, one whose form and content could be
agreed upon, is dictated by the peculiarities of the discipline. After all, theology is the
highest and noblest of all the sciences because of the nature of its “object of attachment,”

viz. God (MG 14:8). As such, what it requires most pressingly is a “knowledge of scales”
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appropmdate to this object which includes its principles and canons (us#/iha wa qan aninihi)
MG 14:8-9). The difficulty is how to reconcile this with the fact that the knowledge of
God or Divine knowledge itself — the expression “a/“ilm al-ilah?’ is deliberately left
ambiguous — cannot be governed by or “subsumed under the precept” of any scale, being
too broad and too great to be captured by any fixed canon (MG 14:9). But while it
cannot be confined to any “designated scale,” he insists that this does not mean that it
has no scale at all. On the contrary, all those accomplished in their spiritual realizadon
(al-kummal dhawi al-tahqiq), whom he calls God’s Devotees (ah/_Allah), have found that
theological science indeed has a “scale,” one that is closely coordinated and in consonance
with (yunasib) each level, Divine name, station, abode, state, ime and individual (shakhs).”
Such a “scale” enables them to disdnguish (a/-famyig) between “the various kinds of
Divine disclosures [a/fatf], experiential sciences {or sciences of ‘direct witness’] [a/~ulum
al-shubidiyah), instructions [al-ilga’al], obtainments [a/-waridall and manifestatons
[tajalliyad] occurring to the denizens of such levels as are recognized by wtadition [i.e. 4-ah/
al-maratib al-sunniyah], along with their states and stations” (MG 14:9). It enable man to
separate between genuine Divine and angelic intimation, on the one hand, and diabolic
instruction, on the other. In fact, the broader aim of Miffah al-ghayb is to present a
“synoptic” view of what is inzellectually “allotted to us by God in the form of canons
[gawd’id), precisions [al-dawdbif], premises, primal existential roots [ummabat al-usulal-
wufidiyyah], oot presences [al-hadarat al-asliyah)*® and final goals [al-maqasid al-gha’fyyah)”’

(MG 15:10). Such a view, he says, will serve to “lengthen their tether in the way of
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knowledge of what details [a/-fafasil], sciences, names, levels, etc. they [happen] to
contain” (MG 15:10). Within this overall picture, each part of the whole is interconnected
with the other so as to disclose it through a “disclosure” from God (bil-fath al-ilahi) and
the pre-eternity of the root itself (wal-qidam al-asli).

Our discussion of the problem of knowledge thus far has brought us not only to the
nodon of a simple coordination between principial science vis-a-vis the causes studied
by each ancillary science but, more manifestly, to a theology of the Divine creative act
in its downward descent through the Word revealed and intimated in various forms to
man. This happens to be the hub of the transformaton of logic into a scale that could
accommodate the particular requirements of the highest science insisted upon just above.
The question we posed in the first chapter concerning the reladon between Divine
wisdom and the knowledge accessible to human beings, which Ibn Sina tried to resolve
by showing how philosophy is always a formal knowledge about God, is reinterpreted by
Qinavi more definitely in terms of “consonance.” This consonance would not
conceptually differ to any great degree, if not for the scriptural dimension, from the
commensurability and appropriateness Aristotle described with respect to each discipline
or, indeed, syllogistic inference. Significantly, the key word that Qunavi uses in MG 14:9
above is_yunasibu, implying a relatedness based on consonance — namely, here, the
consonance between the scale and the Divine noetic level. What this consonance also
tells us is that every systematic or scientific elaboration can hold only in accordance with

a pror Divine Will (a/-mashi'ab al-ilabiyah); more specifically, with what the Pen
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engenders “as it inscrolls” (that is, “ma yajri bihi al-qalam hal al-tastir’) (MG 15:10). The
nature of this priority demands special attention, since the act of writing in this “art”
(kitabat hadha al-fann) is not based on something premeditated or prepared beforehand.
That 1s why he takes the trouble to point out that the Pen construed by the “formal
scholars” (‘ulama’ al-rusam) who would object to “associationism,” or ish#irak, has more
to do with verbal form and conventional terminology (MG 17:10), a consideration hardly
relevant to what is being delimited here (MG 16:10-11). What is said to be pre-eternal,
as the priority of God’s Act of Writing cleatly entails, has often been viewed with
suspicion, as only God can be pre-eternal in any real sense. The expression he himself
accepts, however, renders “most approprately” and “most perfectly” the intended
meaning for the subject-matter at hand, at least from the perspectve of the speaker
employing it (MG 16:11). On this score, Qtnavi adds that at his “stadon of speaker” (a/-
magqam al-mutakallim fih), a person has the choice of embracing either whatever he is apt
to receive from “someone who is veiled and oriented essentally by his own thinking [a/
malyab al-mutawagjah bi-fikribi],” or whatever “he who relies on his heart is devoted to [a/-
mutawajjah bi-qalbib)” (MG 16:11). He relies on his heart, though, “who takes the
expression through unveiling [£as#fan] and witnessing [shubadan] without any effort [daun
td ammul), at a pure and unsullied place [bi-maball tahir la shub fik]” (MG 16:11). Whereas
the purity of the one who truly finds its root endures, the one who is veiled receives the
Command (yatalaggi al-mabjub al-amra) from behind the veil of thinking and human

mortality (bashariyah) by striving in an impure place.”
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b. The Different Types of Priority and Pregivenness

In order to appreciate to the fullest possible extent the nature of priority intended here,
let us look more closely at how it was altered from the original logical framework Ibn
Sini had established for it. This transformation played a capital role in defining the way
in which the mystical school would eventually distinguish itself from philosophy.

The notion most closely affiliated with priority is, of course, mawd# — that is, the
“subject.” As matters now stand, whenever one “subject” is said to be more
“specialized” (akbass) than another, such as “cosmological science” (a/-%m al-kawn?) in
relation to the “Science of Lordship” (am al-rabbani), it must lie below it (MG 5:4). The
entire framework carries the indelible mark of that single science which alone can act as
the ground for the rest, in a manner similar to that envisioned by Ibn Sini for the First
Philosophy. The assortment of sciences follows a pattern of priority that is dghtly
coordinated with a single science, in an ascending movement whose final resolution is
in the predominant noetic source — the root, or as/.

While priority is no doubt complicated and, indeed, “broken up” by this hierarchical
movement, the question rests, as it did in the “lahiyat,” on the following epistemic
division of pregiven principles taken in their functional role within this closely-knit
scheme. This division is laid out in the perfectly conventonal terms and expressions we
have learned so far, but what he makes explicit is rather interesting. Hence, “principles”

consist of either conceptions and judgments. As definitions, conceptions fall squarely
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within the compass provided by the particular “subject of knowledge under
investigation” (MG 4:3); whereas judgments, he says, are the premises (mu#gaddamat) on
which this knowledge is internally established (y«btand). Now, judgments may be referred
to simply as “pregivens” ot “postulates” (awd) for a particular domain of science and
serve to “pluralize” the subject into its constituent parts, as we saw (MG 4:4).® Shihab
al-Din Yahy4 Suhravardi (d. 587/1191) hid maintained that the awda were really
principles taken as premises whose “acceptance is not necessary” (SKL 93). For Qtnavi,
however, some pregivens are certain (yaginiyyah), others admitted on faith (musallamah
imaman) or through the favourable opinion of the one reporting them MG 4:4). Within
the same science, they are all prior and constitute the “pregiven [or posited] roots” (#s#/
mawditah), thus recalling their special kinship as well as etymological link with “mawdu”
(“‘subject”). Some types of premises admitted introduce further the factor of time,
insofar as they appear in another “subject matter” but within the same listener (a/-sam?).
Ibn Sina assumed that the latter “are not self-evident” (bayyinab fi nafsiba), their
explanation being found either in another science or “at some later point within the same
science.”” In this instance, the “learner” (a/-mutd allim minha@), says Qunavi, may continue
to entertain certain doubts pending clarification by theoretical, natural or Divine proof
(burhan nagari aw fitri aw ilahi), in which case they are said to be “pre-posed” (musadarat)
(MG 4:4). But syllogistically, this latter notion was used more in reference to the instance

where the conclusion, in particular, is said to be pre-posed, although it was agreed by and

® Otherwise known as Shaykh al-Ishrak.
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large that anything the learner admits to only grudgingly, with a certain degree of
resistance, must be “pre-posed” (musadar) (Goichon Lexigue 177); whereas among the
awdd which the learner admits to “without any resistance” is the “pregiven root” (aslan
mawddan). For Ibn Sina, though, the term wsi/ mawdifab, referred to all pregivens (awdd)
which the learner admitted “without there being any resistance on his part” (Goichon
Lexcique 177).

In contrast to the “facticity” of the subject, the masaif are those objects of inquiry for
which proof and affirmation are sought — viz. “allafi yubarhan ‘alayba wa yugsad ithbatuha
‘ind al-mukhasl’ — for the benefit of the intetlocuter (mukbatab) (MG 6:5). In pointing this
out, Qiinavi associates himself with Ibn Sina’s effort to link the consequence with the
receiving end of the pedagogical process, as we will see below — indicated, in his case, by
the mukhath in dialogue. In the event of ignorance, however, a unique situation develops
before the consequence can become fully plain to the recipient. Both the principles of
theological science (mabadi ‘ilm ilah?) and the objects of inguiry must be admitted
(musallamah) by whoever has no knowledge of them from someone who does and in
whom they have been realized (MG 12:7). Tentative admission holds in a general
interdisciplinary sense, where some objects of inquiry may serve as roots, even primal
roots. At any rate, the person unfamiliar with a given object of inquiry must admit them
until the truth of the matter becomes clear (MG 12:7-8) in one of two ways: either he

lights upon some discernible evidence (da/#/ md'qul) confirming that it has really occurred

¢ Ibn Sina uses more often the word mafaib.
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to the knowledgeable reporter from whom he has taken it (MG 12:8); or the listener
realizes for himself their soundness, whereupon the truth of the matter is indicated
“through something he discovers that is itself true.” The almost circular reasoning
resulting from the case where the object of inquiry is expressly unfamiliar and yet
temporarily admitted to obviously resembles the instance where the conclusion is pre-
posed with “some resistance,” pending an act of assent. The only difference is, as
Qunawi stresses, the operation in the end cannot be explained through any extraneous factor or
cause (sabab kharijiy — such as a syllogism (agisah), premises (mugqaddama), etc. Direct
experience is primordial.

What this does, in effect, is to allow for a process of discovery going from a state of
reception of transmitted knowledge to a2 new order of synthetic complexity that is that
of the object of inquiry proper, all within the inidal scope admitted for the pragrven “object
of inquiry,” as it were. The theological uses of this way of putting the matter are
obvious. Scriptural verities can then be safeguarded, admitted to by the learner and,
subsequently, “rediscovered” without having to overstep the orginal boundaries by
introducing “new premises.” It is not for nothing that Qanavi speaks of a pregiven
“object of inquiry.” The higher priority generally associated with the object of inquiry
presents us with a set of questions of a plainly different character than that which arises
with respect to the fragmentary subject posited in the form of awdd, or any “mere”
premise. So, the facf closely tied in with the reasoned fact — indicated by the conclusion and,

here, temporarily accepted beforehand — may, at the same time, be regarded as an “object
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of inquiry” and, consequently, more a fact having a certain “poise” or “inclination.”
What Qanavi may have had in mind is the following question: while logical structure
ideally allowed one to move from the “pregiven” element to a “knowledge of the reality
of the thing,” how can the noetic process of discovery be a knowledge of a reality if, even
when presumed to shift from simplicity to some sort of re-unified synthetic state, the
reality, over and above our knowledge of it, remains simple in nature. The initial
knowledge, through which the unknown becomes known, and the consequence must
both be simple; the process of judgment has to be composite and yet unitary. But, as the
emphasis now cleatly suggests, the “fact” may be considered as a kind of knowledge

which foreshadows the object of inquiry, fully exposed.

c. Teaching and Learning as a Twofold Process
Ibn Sini has tried systematically to show the various ways in which the reality and the
judgement may be connected. To do this he had had to analyze other types of teaching
and learning beside, for example, mathematics, logic and the “speculative sciences.” The
framework, which Qunavi largely accepted, leads us into the crux of the problem raised
by his declaratdon concerning “knowledge of the realities of things”; namely, that
“prority” in knowledge assumes two forms: an initial root and a consequence.
Teaching and learning (t#/im wa tdallum), according to Ibn Sina, are equally
indispensable for apprenticed artisans in carpentry and painting, who must ply their trade

before they can master it; and “instruction” (fal4in) is needed in poetry or language,
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where practice in pronunciation is requisite (SBU 57). It may be moral (#a'dibi), relying
on proper counsel; or based on authority (fag/idf), with the aim of “familiarizing the
person with belief in a certain opinion [f#gad ra’y ma),” realized only through a trust in
the teacher (al-thigah bil-mdallim). Higher up is the instructive actvity Ibn Sini describes
as being “mental” (dhibni) and “reflective” (fikri) — as in the Arabic rendering of
Aristotle’s opening statement of De Interpretatione. These are acquired through either a
transmitted or an intellected statement (gaw! masm# aw md gitl) whose very nature is to
posit a belief (##gad), opinion (ra’) or concepton (fasawwur) that was not there before.
The mental (dhshni), usually taken as poised most closely with respect to the knowledge
gathered through the senses, may take place either between two persons or inside a single
individual in different respects. Considered in terms of the intuitve grasp (ads) of the
middle term in a syllogism, it signifies and is associated with the teacher (m#allim); and
in terms of the consequence (nafijah), the student (mutd allim), as mentioned above. The
pedagogical process with respect to the intuitive (A24s7) is a specific form of assimilation
(tamaththul) of the middle term that occurs when the object of inquiry occurs to the mind,
in the absence of any conscious search or request for it (SBU 59). Whereas teaching and
learning through thinking or reflection (a/-fikr?) need a kind of search that implies the
temporary presence of the guaesitum (matlab).*® With understanding (fahmi), as the soul
moves in search of a middle term for the syllogism, the middle term does not occur
through any such request, but specifically through an audible transmission from the

outside by a teacher.” “Mental teaching and learning”’ Ibn Sina regards as the most
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general category and, being so, calls to mind the Arstotelian apothegm that every kind
of mental knowledge or presumpton (gann) is acquired only through some prior
knowledge or assumption (SBU 60). Moreover, not just any kind of prority (sabg) is
intended, but one that is useful in teaching and learning (naffan fi al-tdlim wal-td allum)
(SBU 58). And just as prority and posteriority are two aspects of the same mental
operation, so instruction and learning must be thought of as two aspects of a single

process [nstyag ma toward the acquisition of the unknown by means of the known [inszb
maghil bi-md lim), which, on the one hand, is called leaming [/#allum], in relaton to
whomever it occurs to; and, on the other, is called instructon [#&/i], in relaton to
whomever 1t results from, viz. efficient cause [a/%/lab al-fZilah} (SBU 57)

The same rules which apply to transmitted knowledge (masm#) in the productive arts are
only more true in the teaching and learning of “intelligible things” (a/-umur al-aqliyyah).
But in the mental process — which includes thinking, intuition and understanding (SBU
60) — knowledge is said to be prior (s@big) by essence rather than in tme (SBU 62),
whether it is acquired through personal inference or learned from the outside through
another person (SBU 61).

Ibn Sina illustrates his point as follows. For every thing to which formal assent
(tasdig) may be given, this assent is potentially obtainable through something else (SBU
60), either an implicant (malgam) or a preventve condition (m#annidubu). With the
proposition, “every bis a,” as an example, the pregivens (mawdiéa) of b- not any object
of predication b (a/-makhminl) — are already contained (mutadamminan) in the judgement
(hukm) (SBU 61). If we understand by b every subject falling under b, should the

implication ({«z7) existing between band anot be through pregivenness and predication
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(haml) then the implicate ot conclusion (/azm) would not be conrtained by the implicant
(malzm).” A\ representadon ot this is when,

supposing there is a major, a minor and a middle term, upon finding that the middle

extends [fast/ al-wujied] obrained for the minor vou inquire whether the major does so to

the muddle, from which results [l-yanty runbu] 1ts extension to the munor. Once 1t 1s
yanty

evident to vou that it extends to the muddle, then it becomes immediately clear that 1t does

so to the minor. You do not need to await anything [else] or to investigate the attachment

of the minor to the muddle. The two questions become manifest rogether at the same

ame [md an fi al-Zaman|. (SBU 61-2)

After finding that the major obtains for the middle, “you do not need to ask if it is
present for the minor, be it within the shortest duraton, it any” (SBU 62). This prior
knowledge is prior by essence (sabig bil-dhad) and “it is to [this knowledge| essendally that
the initial search [awwal al-talab) 1s oriented” (SBU 61-2).

What kind of a search it is naturally depends, from the outset, on the nature of the
question; one may ask, for example, “what” (74) a thing 1s, “whether” (hall) it is, “why”
(lima) it 1s, etc. (ct. SBU 68).”" What is important is that, if we are to gain access to
anything by means of prior existng things, that thing must be neither ¢senfially absent nor
impossible of existence. Otherwise, “what-is-it?” and, in its wake, “whether-it-is” can be
neither coordinated nor conceprualized (tatasawwar) (SBU 72). If the object of inquiry 1s
either known or unknown to us beforehand 1z every respect in which it is being invesugated,
then what is the use of searching for it (SBU 75)7 His contention is thar it may be known
in two respects and unknown 1n one. It is known through both concepdon & aciw (a!-
tusawwur b1t and assent in porentia (bil-tasdiq bil-quwwabh). [t is unknown qua somerhing

specitic i wctu (mun haytha huwa makhsis bilff)) and known only qua something non-

pardcularized o actn. Knowledge is prior because the judgement that “such and such a
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thing is that thing” has not yet been sought. Moreover, noetic priority, as we know, is
readily available through the natural endowment of the mind (bi-fifrat al“aql), sensation,
etc.; many things are potentally comprehensible through this. The particular things
(/#1yat) spontaneously observed without having been sought enter into an actuality
subsumed under “first knowledge” (a/<ilm al-awwal).

Furthermore, other “parallel” cases exist where the object of inquiry is known first
through conception and whatever precedes the object known so as to lead toward a
cognizance (mdrifah) of that object by way of assent. For example, we might say that the
way to the place where a runaway prisoner may be found is known before the place.

When we make our way towards the object of inquiry [salakna al-sabil ils al-matlab) with
a conception [fasawwar] of the object that is prior to it, together with the pathway leading
to 1t, upon reaching it we have a perception of the object [adrakna al-matlab). (SBU 75)

By the same token, if we make our way toward the prisoner while retaining a prior
concepton of him and the pathway leading to him, upon reaching him we would
recognize him (SBU 75-6). We would be able to do so without ever even having seen him
before, but only by conceptualizing a sign (‘@/mahb) of his (SBU 76). Whoever conforms
to this sign would automatically be a runaway, indeed o#r runaway prisoner. If we attach
to this a knowledge that either fits the observation (iffifag bil-mushahadab) or is acquired
(fa bi-kash) through a request, this sign becomes linked to a prisoner. We thus know that
this prisoner has run away. The sign in this sense is like the middle term in a syllogism.
And the capture of 2 prisoner is always relative to the sign, comparable to the occurrence
of the minor, since the knowledge that whoever possesses this sign must also have run

away indicates the preceding major; and thus the discovery of the runaway constitutes
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the conclusion. But the runaway prisoner was not known to us beforehand in every
respect, else we would not have had to search for him. He was known only inasmuch
as we possessed a “conception” of him. He was unknown in respect of his place, in view
of which we began our search for him.

Briefly, then, the actual assent is said to be preceded (yatagaddamubs) by three items
of information (ma/amat). The first is conception (fasawwur) of the object of inquiry —
even if the assent falters thereafter. Second, the conception of the statement (tasawwur al-
gawl) having priority of order to the assent (yataqaddamu ‘alaybi fil-martabah). Third, the
act of assent upon this same statement (fasdiq al-qawl) (SBU 58). Assenting to the object
of inquiry follows naturally from these three items. Knowledge obtains in two respects:
first through conception and then assent, until a fina/ assent of something that had
previously been absent is “gained.” This is how Ibn Sini can sedulously te what
happens to be missing with the operation of assent. The result is that assent is really
assenting to the new element only; that is its entire raison d%tre and why it happens to be
governed by a unique set of rules corresponding to its complexity.

As we know, the “object of inquiry” mentioned in the first point is what is sought
through a process of reasoning from the known to the unknown, #be form (siirab) of the
object known having been established according to a necessary order (tartib) through which the mind can
pass through to the unknown (al-majhil). The “consequence,” which does not simply come
later but consists of whatever the syllogism advances, is of course, literally, the “object

sought,” matlab (Goichon Lexigue 204-5). What is now most interesting about this
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statement are both the superventon of the form — which we had encountered in the last
chapter when discussing the noetic complex of knower, knowledge and the object known
— and the “necessary order” that results. This is because form impatts a particular
“poise” to everything pregiven, and is especially useful in providing a philosophical
grounding for the tricky passage to a doctrine of Divine speech, which both Ibn Sinz and
Qunavi shared at least in inspiration. We shall defer discussion of this to the next
chapter. For the present, let us conclude this section by reiterating that the movement
from the known to the unknown suggested to Qunavi that the “known” is likely to be
consonant with or, in a disciplinary sense, commensurate, to the unknown object. This
consonance finds certain relevancy in the notion of “pre-position,” and may be gleaned
from the “items of information” listed by Ibn Sinz above. It is what minimally informs
us that the “unknown” is known in some respect prior to judgment. For Qunavi, it

undergirds the whole view that “there must be a [ptior] awareness of that whose
knowledge is sought [al-shs ur bima yurad md'rifatihi)” (IB A:122; B:123). Since there is no
uncomplicated, mechanical movement from one end to the other, consonance offered
Qtinavi much wider scope for setting the issue to rights in formulable but extra-logical
rules — as we will see in subsequent chapters — which take into account the critique of the
rational mode he has tried to incorporate in his work from various quarters, not just Ibn
Sina. Having established the problematic nature of man’s receptive faculties, he has had
to work out the full implications of what it means to have knowledge of that which is too

sublime to be rationally comprehended. If this reality is affirmed to exist, despite the
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absence of clinching /gical proof, then the effort to bridge the gulf separating what two
aspects of the same thing happen to display in their consonance or commensuration

certainly requires an unusual degree of creadve innovation.

d. The Transformation of Logical Priority and Pregivenness

Medieval thought set its energies to finding a device that could account for the noetic
process described above, which embraced pregiven knowledge of the object, on the one
hand, and an object qua object sought, on the other. It sought to do this — and this
appears to hold across the cultural divide separating the Islam from Latin Chrstiendom™
— 1n a manner befitting the spiritual aspirations of the age.

For Ghazzali, it was at the precise moment when a proof patterned on the limpid
certainty of “indernonstrables” or primary concepts becomes impossible that, ironically,
even the faintest hope of overcoming the circularity involved in the problem of pre-
position can be entertained. Ibn Sina’s solution had been to use the process of assent
in order to portray how the “new” element of any discovery is properly reckoned. The
unwieldiness of this procedure in metaphysical problems, however, prompted Ghazzali
to resort to the metaphor of “light,” which, in place of “systematic argument” and
“structured discourse™ (nagm dalil wa tartib kalam), he felt, provided the sole “key to most
knowledge” (GMD 13-4). “Itis through this light,” he says,

that one seeks [mystical] uaveiling [a/-£ashf]... The point of our accounts is that the quest
may be rigorously prosecuted until one reaches an object of search which ought never to
be sought [fasth yantabi ilh talab ma la yutlab). Hence, the first premises [al-awwaliyya] are
not [what is] sought, being already present [fainnaba badirah). Whenever that which is
already present is sought, it becomes lost and vanishes; although whoever is seeking what
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is never sought cannot be accused of being remiss {fa-% yattahim bil-taqsir] in his search of
whatever it is he seeks [f7 talab ma yutlabu]. (GMD 14)

However much we may wish for a fixed trajectory from the epistemically pregiven to a
licit knowledge of the object beyond it, if followed through to the furthest limit of
certainty, either a self-idendcal object or sheer incoherence will be
our only recompense — should we insist, that is, on retaining the premises. The highest
class of received knowledge is dubbed “inspired,” something communicated through a
Divine intervention infusing each “event” of noetic discovery with an immediacy,
wholeness, singularity and simplicity that must preclude composition in the trivial sense,
and yet is no longer at some remove from the object qua subject. The “rediscovery”
does not render the object of inquiry immediate in the primary sense commonly
associated with the pregiven premise. This said, however, even the premise is artificially
distilled from something more basic and integrally given. One possible candidate
that Aristode had considered for completing this difficult path was, as we saw, definition.
While conveying the desired unitary conception of the definiendum, however, definidon
is not only made up of “parts,” albeit of a particular sort, but leads to the exact same
circular reasoning one presumably was trying to avoid. Aristotle realized that definidon
per se was incompatible with what demonstrative method sought to achieve even while
it was seen to gravitate toward it.

All sides considered, Islamic thinkers’s critical verdict on the philosophical approach
as a whole appears to have been the following — that all that demonstrative science really

does in face of these difficulties is to transpose the religious truism that true wisdom is
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knowing God, the noblest object of knowledge, into 2 new structured discourse of rather
uncertain spiritual (or even intellectual) fecundity. The rational mode of knowing God
was meant to render in the most intellectually astute sense what that knowledge must and
must not consist of. But it spoke always abowt things. Sdll, it ought to be said as well, in
all fairness, that the noetic interplay alone between the “what” and the “whether” — two
of Ibn “Arabi’s “primal objects of inquiry” (wmmubat al-matalib)® (FuM 84:94) — had
already reached so far afield than is often let on that philosophical inquiry itself was
impelled into areas of which Aristotle and perhaps Ibn Sina himself were decidedly less
conscious than their mystical successors. It almost seems inconceivable that philosophy
would be so staunchly defended for ages if it were thought merely to yield judgements
about things. Such a knowledge would tell us very little by itself unless the “judgment”
happens to conceal a further articulaton of a more positive or concrete nature,
something like a seriptural act of Divine self-manifestaton, as the prime guarantor of a
discursive certainty that all rational judgment in effect seeks to express.

Extracting the positive from the negative (i.e. “abox# so and s0”) is, incidentally, what
Qunavi tried to do through certain logical “rules.” Although this issue will detain us
briefly in Part IT of this study, we ought to examine more closely the passage from Ibn
Sin@’s Tdligat which figures in Qtnavi’s famous correspondence with Nasir al-Din Tisi,
since it is critical to any transition contemplated from a logically to a linguistically based
understanding. The dialogue with Tusi centered on the fundamental question of man’s

incapacity to grasp through his intellect the “realides of things,” a common expression
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among Islamic thinkers, from al-Farabi to Qunavi, Ibn “Arabi* and Suhravardi. Instead
of viewing the perception of the realities as a purely intellectual act, in the facultatve
sense, the general consensus revolved increasingly around the open-ended character of
natural human artculation as the prime model. Language has the advantage of offering
a rough equivalent to the almost unfathomable fluidity of apprehension, not to mention
its tendency to deepen further a theoretical realism that ran counter the dry formalism
of Perpatetic philosophy. Logic proved to be a rigorous but stll impoverished way of
describing the prority, complexity and, as we will see, comprehensive interlacing of a
unitary knowledge of the realities of things. A knowledge of the latter kind did not
require us to disclaim, in overcompensation before the overwhelming transcendence of
Divine Speech, the concrete dimensions introduced by any discourse. But in discourse’s
lettered concreteness, it was essental that a dynamic reladon be shown to exist,
animating all the parts of speech and, with them, the self-manifesting act of speech.

Before we move on, let us quickly consider the provision attached to the passage
quoted by Qunavi in his correspondence, where Ibn Sini declares that all we know are
merely the acczdents of things, not their realities. Either the accidents in a statement tell
us something about the reality or they do not; if they do not, then what is their funcdon?
This was difficult to discern in a non-empirical field — and sometimes disputed in
empirical ones as well - in a logically consistent manner. The sticking point was precisely
the internal ordering and the interlacing of accidents, attributes, states, etc., the

manifoldness of which somehow did not translate into a coherent whole on a par with
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the individual unitariness of the object known. Because of the passage’s importance to
our study, we shall quote liberally from the original, noting any discrepancies between the
two versions; those portions which do not appear in Qunavi’s correspondence are placed

in large parentheses. According to Ibn Sina,

It is not within the power of the human being [gudrat al-bashar] to grasp the realities of
things [hega’iq al-ashya]. Of things, we only® know their properties [alkhawass],
concomitants [a/-lawazim] and accidents [a/-a'rad).c But we do not know the constitutive
differentiae®’ [a/-fusd al-mugawwimak] for each one of them, indicating [that thing’s] reality
(al-dallah ‘alb hagiqatib). We only know that they are things which have properties,
accidents and concomitants [annaba ashya’ laba kbawass wa &'rad wa lawaggm).! We do not
know® the reality of the First [Being] [4agigat al-awwal), the Intellect [‘ag/], the soul [nafi],
the fheavenly] spheres [fa/a£], fire, air, water and earth. Nor do we know [even] the reality
of the accidents.

{ By the same token, we do not know the reality of the substance [bagiqat jawhar]. We
only know something [shay an] which has this qualification that it 1s that existent which
is not in any substrate. But this is not its reality [hagigatubn]. We do not know either the
reality of the body [hagigat al-fism] but only a reasoned fact [sababan] which has these
properties: length, width and depth. We do not know the reality of the animal [4agigat
al-hayawan] but only a reasoned fact qualified by perception and activity [alidrik wal-f7]).
However, perceiver and agent [afmudrik wal-f£°a)] are not the reality of the animal,
merely a property or concomitant. The “real specific difference” [walfas/ al-hagiqi] we
cannot perceive. That is why differences arise over the quiddities of things: each
person perceives a concomitant which the other does not, judging [fs-hakama] according
to what that concomitant requires. We affirm some qualified thing [nathbuta shay an ma
makbsasan] we know to be qualified by virtue of one or more properties, and later
recognize other properties belonging to this thing through the intermediary of what we
first knew [bi-wasitat ma ‘arafnahu awwalan). Thereupon we gain access to a knowledge
of its haecceity [ansyyanhd), as in the case of the soul, place [wal-makan] and other things
whose haecceities we affirm, not from their own essence (& min dbawatiba), but from
their relations [#5a6] to other things, accidents or concomitants we know. An example

The following abbreviations indicate the source: Q for Qunavi’s As7lab, S for Ibn Sina’s
T ligas.
4 Q: fa-inna lasna na'rifu | S: wa nabnu la ndrifu.
 Q: kbawissaha [ S: al-khawass; Q: wa lawazimaba | S: wal-lawagm, Q: al-dradaha [ S: al-drad.
“Q: kbawiss wa d'rad wa lawasgm | S: khawass wa &£rid.

8 Q: fa-la nd'rif | S: fa-inna la nd'rif.



151

this movement. Then we observe a motion that differs from that of other bodies and
thus know that it has a special mover [mwbarrikan khassan), whose first and special
atribute does not belong to other movers. Thereupon, we trace one property after
another [thumma tatabba'na khasatan kbassatan] and one concomitant after another, untl
we gain access through them to its haecceity.

Similarly, we do not know” the reality of the First [Being| [fagigat al-anwal], although we
do know from God that He must exist [annabu yajib labu al-wujad) or that He is that for
which existence is necessary. This is one of His concomitants, not His reality. And we
know by means of this concomitant [4s-wasitah] other concomitants, such as unicity
[wabdaniyah] and the rest of the attrbutes. His reality, [supposing] its perception is at all
possible, is that which exists by virtue of itself [al-mawjiad bi-dbatibi), that is, what has
existence by virtue of itself. But' the meaning of our expression "what has existence by
virtue of itself" points [isharab) to something whose reality we do not know. Its reality
is not identcal to existence nor is it merely one of the quiddities. For existence is
extrinsic [£harzjan] to the quiddites’ realities, whereas He is the cause of existence by
virtue of Himself [buwa fi dbatthe ‘illat al-wujnd). Either, on the one hand, existence enters
His definiton [fahdidibz] in the manner of the genus and the differentia in the definiton
of simple [beings] [a/bas@’#] according to what the intellect determines them both to be),
thus making existence a part [or “term”] of His definiton [jug an nrin haddibi], not His
Reality — just as genus and differentia are parts of the definitions of simple [beings]
rather than of their essences [dhawatiba].*® Or, on the other, He has* a reality above
existence, and existence is one of His concomirants. (MQA 31-2; Tal 34-5).

Although Tusi proffered his own interpretation of this passage — admitting of not being
aware even that Ibn Sina could advance the idea that the “realities of things” are
unknowable — Quinavi’s own testimony bears comparison to the portrayal given by his
contemporary, Suhravardi, who himself believed the Islamic Peripatetics to be doubtful
that accidents by themselves could lead directly to a secure knowledge of a reality. The
point is that if this was not the real intent of philosophy, the value of the accidents had

nevertheless to be carefully weighed in their functon as “parts” of some entity seen to

® Q: /a nabnu la na'rifu [ S: wa kadbalika la nd'rifu.
‘' Q: lakin manb [ S: wa ma'né.
' Q: ma yafraduba | S: ma yafradubuma.

* Q: imma an takiina | S: innama yakana.
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comprise a whole. This presented certain problems which Suhravardi adeptly analyzes.
We find him arguing in this same vein, for instance, that:

The Peripatetics have made it [intellectually] incumbent that a thing could not be known
from [many] things, as substances have unknown differentiae [fus#/ majhaiab).
Substantiality [a//awhariyyah] they make known through something negative [bi-amr salbd],
while the soul and immaterial entdties [walmufiragaf] for them have unknown
differentiae. They let an accident like “blackness” be known, for example, as a colour
that connects to sight, and thus the connecton with sight is accidental. The state of
“coloration” [wal-lawniyyah) is [likewise] made known. Therefore, bodies and accidents
are not originally conceptualized [mutasawwarah aslan]. The state of existence, which ts
the most manifest of things for them, is also made known. But if conception is alleged
to occur through the concomitants [b#/-lawazm], then the concomitants themselves
[must] have properties, to which [in tum] what has been said should be equally
applicable. But that cannot be, since it would follow that nothing about existence is
known. The truth is that “blackness™ is one simple thing [shay’ wabid basif; it is
intellected with no other part of it being unknown. It is indefinable [/rifuba] to
someone who cannot perceive it in itself [yushabidubu kama huwa], while he who
perceives it has no need for a definition. Its form in the intellect [saratub fi al-agl] 1s
similar to its form in sensaton [&a-siratubu fi al-biss]. Nothing akin [to these] has any
definition. Only the realites composed of simple realities [at-haqaiq al-murakkabah rin
al-haqa'ig al-basil] which we imagine to be immatenal [mutafarragah) are known. (SHIII
73-4).

Qumnavi was, therefore, not alone in his construal of the “Peripatetics.” Logical syllogism,
definition and predication are notoriously ill-suited to show how a complex of “parts”
could yield anything remotely resembling the simple truth of what knowledge of 2 reality
had in the end to be. It is true that Ibn Sina’s more youthful expatiations on “theological
science” in the Shéfa’ indicate that he may not have despaired of finding some conceptual
foundation for a “science” of the realides (SMA 12). But it was more in the conscious
vein of formal conditons of intellectual apprehension, as we now recognize — and as
Qunavi indefatiguably insists on ~ that he sought to establish the interconnectedness, as
it were, of all the necessary concomitants of the subject. This is not inveterately

anathema to his other recognition in the Td/igat of the difficulty of a true “knowledge
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the realities of things” — or, for that matter, to the intricate flowering of later mystical
philosophy at the hands of many of those who would later become most intimately
familiar with his works. There is no doubt, though, that the scepticism propitiously
expressed in his Ta'/igat with regard to this method of approach provided an impetus to
Qunavi’s masterly elaboration of an exegetical grammar — which, it must be stressed, had
already, several generations ago, begun to emerge. Qunavi did not have to resort to
philosophy’s piecemeal determinations that many took pains to show could never go into
the abstract reconstruction of the “reality of a thing” as required. It was Qunavi’s firm
convicton that this exegetical grammar befitted what he had earlierly called the “most

approprate” rendering of “Pen.”

e. The “Thing” (Shay"

Our discussion in this chapter is intended to give a more comprehensive view of the
intellectual foundations of philosophy which Qunavi had been able to use for his own
objectives as a mystic than is usually done in similar studies. Faligfah, especially the
Avicennan variant, has given Islamic prophetic tradition a more systematically-argued,
pedagogical theory of the noetic process, where something had to be pregiven and
something else derived. The key factor that Ibn Sina had identified in this process is the
form’s role of mediation. All three aspects — the structurally given, the sought after and
the form — are ubiquitous, and have pretty much determined the organization of this

thesis. Our task will not be completed without some clarification of the pregiven aspect,
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the “subject qua shay’” The word shay’ not only connects Ibn Sina’s expression “the
realides of things™ to this systematic approach to knowledge — hence, hagigat al-shay’,
which man has been deemed “incapable of grasping by himself,” and ‘ag/yat al-shay’ (“the
intellectuality of the thing”) — but also helps coordinate the internal ordering of its parts
along more palpably linguistic lines. Let us mumn to what Qunavi’s says about it in an
important work of his called a/-Nafahat al-ilahiyyah.

Shay’ * happens to be one of the “primary concepts.” One cannot imagine
Avicennan science without such notions as “existent,” the “thing” and “existence” (Le.
the object of inquiry). Of these, shay’ (“thing”) has played an interesting and rather
significant role. It is, therefore, to be expected that in the introduction, or Madkhal, to
Ibn Sina’s encyclopaedia work, Kifab al-Shifa’, the entire object of science is encapsulated
in the single suggestive remark duly expressing the need to search for “the realities of
things” (feqa’ig al-ashya). “The goal of Wisdom®,” he declares, “is to apprehend all the
realtttes of things to the extent that is humanly possible’ (SMA 12). This naturally could sdll
pass for evidence of a rationalistic bias in his thought. A “demonstrable knowledge” of
the object of inquiry, the matiab, could well turn out to be merely an oblique
representatdon of knowledge of the reality of the thing — otherwise to be taken in a
contrastively undefined sense - if by “demonstration” nothing more were implied than
a completely transparent method. But his interpretation of the noetic process, we saw,
involved certain considerations that were additional to the initial simple concepton, and

hence require a new precept. It is not clear that Ibn Sina’s revision of the Peripatetic
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doctrine of science and knowledge could have achieved anything more than making
philosophy a trifle more amenable to the constant prescriptions of religion without
everything he left unsaid and barely suggested in his works providing a personal
touchstone.” Yet however one may choose to construe his famed pronouncements on
the “Wisdom of the Matinal Orient,” Qanavi set out to accomplish through exegetical
grammar what the philosophers were widely seen to have been ill-equipped to do, this
without relinquishing logic as the choice didactical tool for practically any science worthy
of its name. His discussion of shay’ falls squarely in the ambit of the logical subject
(mawdid). But the question of how a simple reality may be conveyed through a seres of
postulatve distllatons from the subject he answered by marking off the stricty
syllogistical sense of priority from a deeper lying, linguistic one he has come to identify
with shay’. The noton of shay’lends itself congenially to the new task he set himself
because it contained the very “building blocks™ of discourse: the pregiven letters, words,
etc. In the purview of science, shay’is first and foremost something given, being a
pamary concept. We will next see that it may indicate further a relative givenness within
Divine hiddenness, so far as is theoretically ascertainable. All in all, Qtnavi deals with
two sets of considerations on prority, one existendally external and the other internal to

God’s hiddenness.

1. Knowledge in relation to God.. Like “existent,” its functional equivalent, “thing” is

descrbed by Ibn Sini as having an existence that may be either “for itself” or “for
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another” (wwjuduha laha aw wujaduba li-ghayriba) (Tal 69). This makes knowing “things” a
more tangled affair than simply getting to know the items of the world before us. Where
the separate existent (or immaterial beings) (fa/-mufaragab) is said to exist for itself, the
result — as we found out in Chapter One ~ is that it also perceives itself (tudrik dhawataha).
“Thing” follows suit, in this respect, being no different in its percipience. Among the
immaterial entiies Ibn Sina considered was the soul. But though the soul may be
included within this class, its bodily organs (a/-alat al-jasadiyah) — such as the eye, which,
being a faculty, cannot perceive itself — are not.

While “immaterality” in Ibn Sina’s scientfic theory of knowledge, i.e. knowledge of
God, has a functional importance, Qunavi draws attention to the danger of erasing all
distinctions in knowledge. It may beguile us into thinking that an ideal knowledge
possessed by any singl individual endty (“m kwll ahad), by simple virtue of its
immateriality, can somehow correspond (mufabig) to God’s own knowledge, which alone
encompasses all noetic obiects (bi-kull md'lum) (N1 A:6b-7a; B:3b). Such a consequence
may follow from a theory of knowledge relying on the redemptive capacity of
“immaterality.” Since there is no question for Qunavi of an apprehension of the reality
of a thing by dint of one’s own powers, immateriality alone offers little hope of
overcoming the hindrances to perfect intellectual apprehension. Neither can it settle the
larger issue of non-facultative knowledge of the realities. It is merely a theoretical
palliative that cannot detract from the fundamental fact that man is distnct from God,

his Creator. Whatever its degree of perfection, his knowledge is rooted in something
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more fundamental stll to which, it is permissible to add, this knowledge is “consonanty”
related, but whose internal articulatdon it is likely only to “mirror.” The highest
knowledge is reserved for God and safeguarded through what Qunavi's calls Divine
“Perfection” and “Concem” — two terms which play a vital role in his elucidation of the
existendating act of God. This highlights the preponderance of the source of
illumination.

Qunavi position is based on a distinction found in his Kitab al-Nafahat al-ilabiyyah
which we shall have to bear in mind throughout this study. God’s knowledge taken as
an attribute is quite different from its linkage or “attachment” to the “knowledge of
another” (mughayir li-ta allug ‘timibi bi-ilm ghayrihi) (NI A:72; B:3b). In the latter case, what
happens is that Divine knowledge is transmuted into an attribute-for-the-other (bi-Zttbar
annabu sfab lil-ghayr). What does this really mean? Is he arguing for two grades or types
of immateriality?

What the distinction will eventually do is to render the noetic consonance between
two disparate considerations of the same manifestatdon more palatable by insisting on a
vertical integration /# the difference. Knowledge is seen to be particularized “for the other”
and yet rooted in a Divine state. Accordingly, while God’s knowledge of Himself
remains in its utter simplicity free of any attachment to the “other,” the self-knowledge
of each particular (immaterial) entty is marked by its multifarious attachment to “many
objects,” all differing in their capacity to contain or encompass (a/-thatah). That identity

and containment are, as systemic features, key factors at every level of manifestation will
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become more evident as we proceed. It was precisely to enable theological science better
to represent the internal ordering of pregiven knowledge that this whole march was begun.
This does not, of course, gainsay what we have learned from both Suhravardi and Ibn
Sina. The difficulty of discovering the simple reality by the accidents or attributes
logically ascribed to it remains. But the concept of shay’, far from being discarded for its
association with the school of philosophy, acquires a regulative function belied by its
subordinate status relative to the simple reality. In a-Nafahat al-tlahiyyab, the “things” are
specifically connected with what he calls the “primal sciences” (ummzbat al<ulam), which
concern themselves above all with God’s concomitants, etc. (NI A:5a; B:2b). So thar,
although derivative in relation to God’s own knowledge of Himself, they are completely
primal with respect to us, basic to all levels of understanding. In short, “thing” is allowed
to act as a factor of transmission of the manifold givenness of what is known in
philosophical demonstraton as the “subject”; it stands for a level of rootedness by which
knowledge is featured according to its “containing” capacity, giving it essentally the
character of wuttered discourse on God, and not just some artificial construct of logic.

Considering the importance of this dimension of knowledge, let us see what Qunavi
says in his preliminary remarks to the Nafahat. There, he traces the origin of
“containment” to a revealed tradition® to the effect that God desired (s/abba) to manifest
Himself through the attribute of His Perfection (bi-gfat kamalih) (NI A:5a; B:2b). Based on
this, his first observation is that the attribute of Perfection lies concealed within the

Hiddenness of God’s Ipseity (b#wiyyah), along with the precepts of other Essental
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“Concerns of God’s” (al-mustaw/tb li-ahkam sa'ir shu'unibi al-dbatiyyah). However, He
manifests Himself in each of these other Concems (f7 &x// sha’n minbd) in accordance with
this First Concemn of Perfection — thus derivatively — and never purely as the particular
Concern taken by itself or His essence unadulterated. “Concerns,” as he was later to
explain, are used synonymously with the terms “possible entties” (@/-mumkinaf) and
“realides of the existents” (baga’iq al-mawjsudal), which, subsisting in God, have not
acquired an external existence of their own (NI A:8b; B:4b).* Each Concern “gathers”
within it the precept of the remaining Concems (fwkm sa'ir shu'unihi) (NI A:5a; B:2b). For
this, every instance of the entire whole must be manifested through a form and an
attribute (NI A:5a; B:2b). The precept of the whole consists in an acquaintance (#Zarruj)
with all of these Concems, but according to what the peculiarity of each Concem requires
at the absolute essence of God, in respect of what he calls His “Comprehensive Union of
Everything” (m2in haythu jant thi li-sairiba).

The consequence is that any awareness of them must be consistent with the principle
of atuributon enunciated just earlier, both through them and through Him-qua-them (fa-
astfaraha biha wa bihi min haythu hiya). Two disunctly different directions are discernible:
one from below, the other from above. God’s multiple manifestation (gwharub#) on these
Concerns’ own terms (hasabiha) goes generically by the name “created being” (&balgan)
(NI A:5b; B:2b). Created being remains intact and distinct not only when the “precept”
of the whole (i.e. the First, derived Concern) prevails over (ghalabah) that of the particular

entity or essence, but vice versa as well. Other than this, each Concern encompasses (bitat
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bd'd al-shu’sin) the precepts of other Concerns by way of priority and posteriority (a/-
tagaddum wal-ta'akhkhur), subordination and superordination (a/-tabdtyyah wal-matbit tyyah),
unconditionality and delimitedness (a/-itlag wal-tagyid), etc.* The twin element of polarity
and interconnectedness, plainly evident in this enumeration, is what gives each essence
its level and particularity. Acccording to this scheme, then, on the one hand, we have the
Concerns’ precepts of multiplicity and, on the other, those of the specific essence’s
oneness of God (ahkam wahdat ‘aynibi). The real upshot, though, is that this essence is
really specified in two ways: first, qua Concems and their hidden, intangible
commixtures (a/-masajat al-ghaybiyyah al-md nawiyyah), and, second, qua derivation from the
unspecified absolute hiddenness of His essence.

This, he says, is what gives rise to the Divine name “Last” (a&4s7), affirmed of God
primarily through the operation of a posterior precept (hukm al-muta akhkhar); the Divine
Name “First” (a/-awwal) is affirmed through that which is prior in manifestation (bi-sabig
al-zubir). Thence remains the precept of “Pre-Eternal” and “Everlasting” (bukm al-azal
wal-abad), and so on down to the plants, animals until, finally, man is called “Man” (fa-
sammabu insan) and “God’s viceregent and shadow” (kbhalifah wa gall) (NI A:6a; B:2b). God
has, however, made Man a terminal point and locus (mangz/ wa mahall) that His
Commands be fulfilled in the rest of creation (V-tanfidh awamiribi fi sa’tr khaliqatib) (NI
A:6a; B:3a2): to know God is to be felicitously embowered where “the special requirement
of each ‘thing’ [derived] from Him [md‘an bayn ma yaqtadibi kbususiyyat kall shay’ minbu),”

in the manner noted above, “and the requirement of the ‘singular oneness’ of His
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comprehensive union with respect to the totality of ‘things’ [bayn ma yaqtadibi ahadiyyat
Jantiht bil-nisbat ilh jam?* al-ashya)” are both fulfilled (NI A:6a; B:3a).

In more practical terms, this suggests that there are several ways of knowing God and
of amalgamating noetic limits according to the pattern of relatonship with God. For
instance, some people, in Qunavi’s words, are acquainted with Him through a
predominance of the precepts of the effect (ghalaba ‘alayhi abkam al-athar) and, therefore,
persist within the compass of “existentiation” relegated to “effect” and “affectedness”
(al-athar wal-ta’aththur). Some others are acquainted through what is specifiable of His
attributions (awsafths) and Concerns, but only on the basis of the latter’s variadon. This
variation (a/-fafavu?) at the same time elicits a kinship of those “concealed,” both with the
“root” (idafat al-mustajann minha ils al-asl) and with the “other” (ghgyr), who is equally
concealed with God. Yet another person may be acquainted with God through
knowledge’s precept in him (bukm ‘tmibi fih) and his kindred (amthalibi), a precept
variously referred to as discourse (&hifab), speech (kalam), noetic descent (tangil), light
(nir), guidance (hud). This indicates that Divine knowledge’s precept in the addressee has
a “form” (garat hukm ‘imibi fi al-mukhbatrh) and that there is an interpretation (faryamah) of
God’s “states” concealed within this knowledge, whether the noetic object is one or
more. Qumavi’s contention is that this defines God’s Concemn with respect to each and

every existent. In fact, there is no state possessing a “universal cycle”™ (dawratubu al-

! That is, according to ab/ al-tagyid, or those who turn their attention strictly to what is
“delimitable” (atmutagayyad).

™ That is, no universal state.
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kulltyyah) that can truly refer back to Him (/4 yduda ‘alaybi wa la yarjd a ilayhi) which is more
perfect than the form of the precept of knowledge belonging to the existent's Lord
through that existent, through his Lord’s concomitants (fukns tlm rabbibi bibi wa bi-lawaginihi)
and everything else encompassed by the “circle” of His reality (wa ma yubit biki da'irat
hagiqatibr). This is the circle that consists of the Form of his Lord through Himself (gwrar
rabbihi bi-nafsihi) and in respect of His Concem (min haythu sha'nibi) qua existent, form
and, indeed, locus of manifestation (magharihi). Rephrasing this, Qunavi states that
nothing that can either “existendate or be existentated [mimma awjada wa yuwjad) refess
back to the root except the Form of His knowledge of Himself qua Himself [sarat ‘i/mibi
bi-nafsihi min baythu nafsihi] and qua His multiple Concerns, by which His manifestation is
made multiple [sh# wnibi al-mutd addadah suburubu fih@” (NI A:6a-b; B:3a). This, one ought
to keep in mind, despite the “singular oneness of God’s singular essence” (md' abadiyyar
‘aynihi al-ahadiyyah), which constitutes the very source of both oneness and the manifold
(manbd al-wahdah wal-kathrah). Stated more fully, the upholders of God’s name (ab/
Allah), says he,

seek to discover [yastajilina] the form of God’s knowledge through Himself and in
Himself, and the Form of His knowledge through Himself in respect of His Concerns
and their precepts. [These precepts] are specified in them and by them [firstly] at the
levels of His manifestation through them and in them (fatZayyan fibim wa bibim fi maratib
gwharibhi bihim wa fihim]; and [secondly] at other levels where they are manifested within
Him (ubarasibim fi janabibr], insofar as He acts as a mirror “to them” and “to their states
with Him” [min haythu huwa mira'ab labum wa li-abwalihim mdabu). They also seek to
discover the Form of God’s knowledge [that obtains] through them and through their
states relative to each other, with which they vest themselves in successive order [al
sabil al-tadqub], one thing after another and one state after another. Therefore, they take
their knowledge from their Lord through their realities and states insofar as their

Existentator’s knowledge 1s attached both to {the Lord] and to them [min haythu taailug
‘tlm muwyidibim bibi wa bibims]. (NI A:6b; B:3a)
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These differences in noetic level and purpose arise because people’s knowledge “through
themselves” (Umibim bikim), “through their Lord” and “through that which they know
as their Lord’s knowledge through all of that” (bzma ‘alamiubu ‘ilm rabbibim bi-dhalika kullihi)
is not quite the same as that higher pre-eternity (gsdam), containment (fhatah), perfect
extension to all noetc objects (kamal al-inbisat ‘alh al-mdiamat) and everlastingness
(dawamibi) which uniquely belong to God (NI A:6b; B:32). Qunavi describes God’s
knowledge as being never passive but pre-eternal (gadim), all-encompassing (mubhif),
exhaustive (munbasii), everlasting (da’im) and active (/7). What people manage to obtain
of this knowledge is exactly equal to the amount afforded by the compass of their own
station’s circle (ma yastadibi sfat da'irat magamibim). This in his view explains why the
knowledge of any particular person cannot truly correspond to God’s, which
encompasses every noetic object (NI A:6b-7a; B:3b) and alone establishes the enduring,

unexpungeable link with the root.

i£. The significance of “thingness” (shay’tyyah) for the Act of Waiting. So far, we have seen
how the question of primacy or priority (sirr al-awwaliyyah) propetly falls within the
province of the relatve subject. Quinavi wishes now to isolate the notion of ““thingness”
(shay’tyyah) (cf. SKM I:125) which, in contrast to the ordinary awareness of thingness in
this world, makes for a primary noetic priority of objects as they subsist in a single unity
within God’s knowledge (cf. NI A:9a; B:4b). So, while yielding a multiplicity which we

said was congenial to utterance about God, thing must also contain the secret of unity
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for the manifold.

He begins by recalling that the first degree of being, for all existents, is their
hiddenness and their remoteness qua intelligibles (ba7idah min haythu al-mdné) from the
separate distinctness of the root by way of the precept (‘an mughayarat al-as! bi-muwyib al-
hukrm) (N1 A:7b; B:3b-4a) — as told by the following Qur’anic words: “God was and
nothing was with Him [/ shay’ ma'abu]” (NI A:7b; B:4a). But here “things” are in a state
of pre-etemal self-identity (agalan ‘aynan), rather than of “otherness [from God]” (ghayr).
The precept of that through which there is unity (bukm ma bibi al-ittikad) is for that reason
stronger and more dominant than the precept of that through which there is distinction
(imtiya). And the latter, in tumn, is stronger and more dominant than the Lordly coursing
(al-sayr al-rabbani) through the whole range of creational levels (a/-maratth al-kawniyyah) and
“possibilistic recipients” (al-gawabil al-imkaniyyah), going from Divine hiddenness to the
world of witness (mén al-ghayb ila al-shahadah). In keeping with this internal order of
priority, he envisages a new dialectic berween what is exterior and what is interior that
is rather different from the one normally associated with external s5. mental events.
Within the hidden “expanse” of Divine knowledge, this dialectic is best described as an
act of writing.

In the Nafabat, Qunavi recounts an unusual expetience he once had® He
characterizes it as a “Lotdly Event” (wagfah rabbantyyah), by which he descred the secret
of the primordial act of Divine writing (sirr al-kitabah al-ilab al-ilabiyyab) (NI A:8a; B:4a).

This secret had to do with what he calls the sources of the “knowledge of God and of
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unity”’ (usidan miin md'rifat al-Haqq wal-ittibad), the “secret of the letters,” perfections, sawar
(the Qur’an’s “chapter divisions”), @yat (“verses”), books and all other things descended
from Heaven (al/-nazz/a?). These are all recapitulated in a type of subsistence called
“general existence,” which envelops all the things that have not yet acquired external
existence — that is, “externalized” in a material sense — but which subsist in God’s
knowledge by grace of the light of God’s essence over His Concerns. While the
Concemns play a vital role in this, there is much the same preoccupation with that peculiar
sense of existence possessed by the “non-existent possibilittes™ that was earlier examined
in connecton with Ibn Sini and the Mu‘tazilah. Here, anyhow, is how he recollected his
discovery.

...I found the general existence [wajadtu al-wujad al<amm) in which the possible enutes
vested themselves [falabbasat bibi] to be essental light’s profuseness {huwa fa'id al-nir al-
dbati) stretched over [inbasata ‘alf] the Divine Concerns. Thus were manifested their
specifications, which had been concealed within the hiddenness of the essence and
which had vanished in His singular oneness (walmustablakah fi ahadiyyatibi]. [Also
manifested, though| not uncondivonally [& mutlagan], was the delimitation of absolute
hiddenness [fagayyud al-ghayb al-mutiag] qua existence through the precepts of the
Concerns and in accordance with the noetic requirement of the eternal essence {#:-hasab

al-igtida’ al-tlmi al-dbafi al-agali]. (NI A:8a-b; B:4a)
The “Reality of the Supreme Pen” (fa-hagiqat al-qalam al-dlh), as the First Intellect (a/“ag/
al-awwal), has an inclusive reach over all its subsequent exteriorization by means of “the
intangible meaning that combines the intangible meanings of all the specificatons of
possibility [af-md'né al-jamf li-mdani al-td ayyunat al-imkaniyyah] that God intended to display
from among the infinite possibilities” (NI A:8b; B:4a). In other words, it acts as a single
archetypal meaning in which are collected all other intangible meanings. God has etched

(naqashaha) all Concems or specifications upon the “papyraceous veneer” *bf the
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existential light (3@hir safhat al-niar al-wwjadi) through both a hidden volitional movement

(al-harakah al-ghaybiyyah al-iradiyyah) and the supreme precept of the essence. It will be

1 <L

recalled that “specifications” are synonymous with “Concemns,” “possible entties”

(mum#kinat) and “realities of the existents” (haga'iq al-mawsuda?).

Whatever is attainable from the absolute hiddenness of the essence by way of a

comprehensive union realized in the integrated conjunction of knowledge [aljamt al-

rutabassal fi ijtim al“tlm), will [iradab), power [qudrah), life [bayas] and existence [wujid]

is exteriorized by the Pen upon the papyraceous veneer of existental light. (NI A:8b;

B:4b)

The “papyraceous veneer,” then, is what is manifested of God (g@hir al-Hagq) and is to
be contrasted with His interior (bafinihi), which contains all the specifications in unitary
fashion. The specifications are “imprinted” (muntabiah), in the same way as in a mirror,
upon that which is manifested of God. The spirit (r#h) — indeed, all spirits — and the
“parchment leaves” (awrag) resemble (muthul) the papyraceous veneer of existential light
in this respect relative to God’s efficacy. Relative to the sphere it is intended to reflect,
writing itself merely consists in the exteriorization of the precepts of the specifications
(rzbar abkdam al-ta ayyundi) inscribed in God Himself (a/-murtasimab fi nafs al-Haqq) (NI
A:8b; B:4a).

The exteriorization, however, is done through the forms. But each epistemically
significant form — whether it is beheld sensorially (mashhuadah hissan), imaginatively
(khayalan), spititually (rithan) or “imaginally”"’ (mithalan) — is in the end nothing but the
“specified Concem” itself (laysat ghayr al-td ayyunat al-shu aniyyah) (NI A:8b; B:4b). In this
regard, the “givenness” analogously ascribed to both the sensory and intelligible forms

in the first chapter is redrawn for the level of “relative exteriority” of non-existence (or
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perhaps, more inclusively, “General existence”), in terms of a creative act of writing,

where the “Concems specified” — and, consequently, the forms — rather than Concern

Zout conrt, are said to consist of:
(1) the primary letters (buraf al-a/b) qua noetic inscriptions (nuqishiha ‘ilmtyyatan),

(2) “words™ (kalimal) qua appearances of their specifications in that which is
manifested of God (g@hir al-Haqq), namely, the papyraceous veneer of the
existential light;

(3) @@ (the Quranic verses; lit. “signs™), indicating “signification” (dala/ab) in the
“form of some configuration of conjunctive union” (s#rat hay'ab min hay'at al-
itimd tyyah);

(4) suwar (the Qur’anic “chapter divisions™), or that which contains a set of direct
expetiences (jumlah min al-shawahid) attached to one of the nominal and
existental levels (atmaratih al-isma fyyah wal-kawniyyah);

(5) the Books revealed (a/-kutub al-munaszalah), which are the forms of the noetic
precepts of existence and possibility (suwar al-abkam al-ilmiyyah al-wujndiyyah
wal-imkaniyyah) and are characteristc of one of the universal levels. (NI A:8b-
9a; B:4b)

With regard to the fifth point, Qunavi adds that the Qurzn constitutes the “precept-form
of that knowledge which comprehends all things, based on the different classes of
existents [i&htilaf tabaqat al-manyadad] and their concomitant states, acts [a/-afal], relatons
[@l-nisab] and linkages [a/-idafaf] in every knower” (NI A:9a; B:4b). Exhibiting relative
prority with respect to us, the Qur'an acts as the form of comprebensive knowledge. As such,

it reflects what is concealed above it; and so on down the ladder of knowledge and

priority.
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[t is small wonder that Qunavi should name Ibn Sin2, having accredited him with the
discovery of the spiritual substantiveness of the thinking faculty, “Teacher of the
Theoreticians” (ustadh ahl al-nagar) (IB A:25; B:126). He was prompted to this because,
for thinking to be “spiritual,” it need be only refective, much like a mirror, rendering exr.czt
to our faculties a higher level without having to affect identificaton with 1. This runs
analogous to what at all imes occurs per Divine manifestation. The significance it holds
for him is as follows. At the level of ordinary human discourse, one of Qunavi’s
dilemmas in [yas al-bayan’s Inuoduction was that, if talking about personally-realized
knowledge (al-kalam fil-tahgiq), for example, happens itself to be merely “one ot the
relations [néisbah min nisab al-ilm] or precepts of knowledge [fukm min abkanihi],” how can
one then claim to convey anything of real substance about the secret of knowledge 2 25
entirety or, for that matter, its levels, universally-inclusive attachments (musa lligatihe ai-
kulliyah al-hasirah), precepts (ahkamibe), erc. (IB A:7-8; B:105)? The type of hierarchical
rclations noted above, exhibiting linkages based on priority and posterionty where each
level mirrors the one above it, makes it far easier conceptually to circumvent, at the very
least, the looming quandary of this train of thought. Yet failing to take the full &g/
consequences could stll compound the problem. That is why the *Divine Concerns,”
“things” and the basic components of speech are plaved up. They surmount the
tradidonal  difficulues  taced by philosophical science by requiring a carerul
reconsideradon of the nature of discourse and language. We shall see in the next chaprer

that 1n posing the quesuon “what is it?”, quiddity all buc seals tts own techmcal
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irrelevance to God, though not necessarily to the things which follow from the
knowledge of Him.* A more formal type of unity and cohesiveness of the object is
meant in that case, even if equally unged with the multitudinous variety of contingent
objects answerable to the quiddidve question. This variety is what keeps all discussion
relating to the quiddity at arm’s length from that final focus of “knowledge of God”
claimed as being “what He is.” In sum, Qunavi, in taking the turn that he does toward
language, is not looking for a redundant universality but an epistemic angle that can
mirror the ontic reality and retain well enough its form-wholeness at another level to
qualify as something that can represent it.

Shay’, in contrast to quiddity, may licitly refer to God. Therefore, its link with Divine
knowledge has less of a roundabout character than seems at first glance to be the case.
Directing his sights to the wide versatility of its substantive, viz. “thingness” (shay 7yyab),”
he extracts two semantic poles: existence (w#jid) and permanence (thubi) (NI A:9a; B:4b).
The aim is to portray “thingness” — and not only “thing” — in its philosophical career as
an obyect of knowledge in its own right, to be viewed in termns of the unique function he sees
fir to confer upon it. The “thingness of existence” (shay fyyat al-wwjid) indicates, first, the
commonplace human awareness “that a thing exists in itself,” as an entity apart (mawyudan
bi-aynihi), with respect both to itself and to another (NI A:9a-b; B:4b); that is, as
something both unique a#d distinguishable from another. Quiddity could qualify as the
best-suited to convey these two qualides through the genus and differenta, if the
definition is complete.

The “thingness of permanence” (shay fyyat al-thubii), on the other hand, indicates

above all the form of the “knowability” (s#rat ma'laméyyat) of everything within Divine



170
knowledge (NI A:9b; B:4b). Pre-eternal and everlasting (agalan wa abadan), this
“knowability”” is based on a single permanent, unchanging mode he calls “wafirah wahidah
thabitah ghayr mutaghayyirah wa la mutabaddilah,” possessing its own special character (b:-
khusisatihd) and marking it off from other objects of knowledge. Qunavi is searching for
the orginal, concrete uniqueness of knowledge he could not find in a universalizing
philosophical concept like quiddity. Such a concreteness of knowability encompasses
literally everything to which our relationally-driven access has otherwise been through
a featureless universalism, rather than the uniqueness he is emphasizing now. The
“single mode” (wafirah) referred to, therefore, stands on its own: God in His perpetual
knowledge of it distinguishes it (y#tamayyizuba), in fixed manner, from other types of
knowledge such that His Knowledge never has to be altered or renewed (NI A:9b; B:4b-
5a2). No new designative precept need be generated for any higher containment still to
allow for God’s utter transcendence above His own creation (nagahatihi ‘an giyam al-
bawadith bihi) (N1 A:9b; B:52). From such an expedient no advantage would redound to
us, the reason simply being that the sort of discourse we sought to define for scientific
purposes will always presuppose that there is something unknown, and that something
previously unknown can later become known typifies our own ineluctable human
condition but says nothing at all about God’s knowledge. Rather, His act of
existentiation (77aduh#) through the “Power subordinate to His Will” (bi-gudratibi al-fabfah
li-iradatihi) takes place “subsequent to” a pre-eternal and prior knowledge (bd'da ‘tlrmibi al-

sabig al-azali)y the precept of whose designation is being manifested — and this is the
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reason for the concrete uniqueness at this permanent level — through the Will qualified by
the “designation” (bil-takhsis).

The single mode of “thingness” — the thingness of permanence — corresponds to the
“Third Thing,” which Ibn “Arabi contrasted both to the First Thing (the absolute
existent, w/-mawjud al-mutlag) and to the Second (delimited existent, a/-manyjud al-mugayyad)
(IAI 15). The Third Thing, collected together all the realities in their perfecton and is,
in consequence, variously named the “reality of the realities,” the first matter (a/-baynik
aw al-maddabh al-ala), genus of the genera (IAI 19). Now, Qunavi stpulates further that
“thingness” is really derived from that which, in the Qur’an, is “addressed” by the
“creational command” (al-shay ‘tyyab al-mukbatabab bil-amr al-takwini). “For Our word to
a thing, when We will it, is but to say to it: Be! and it is” (Qur’an 16:40) (NI A:9b; B:5a).
In this sense, he says, it appears to possess “some touch of existence” (darb ma min al-
wujud), though in respect only of God’s knowledge of it; that is, its specification and
distinction in His pre-eternal knowledge from other types of “objects of knowledge.”
The same applies to the possible entities, since the permanence of anything that precedes
external existence is required equally in existence and at the Presence of General
Possibility (ff' hadrat al-imkan al-amm) through its conditon of non-existence.® The
thingness implied in the Qur’anic verse quoted above, stands for that which had not yet

been addressed (yukbatib) for the purpose of creation nor existentiated through Power.
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[tis indicatve of the fact that every one of God’s objects of knowledge has a “pre-cternal
and permanent torm” (siruh agaltyyah thabitah), but at the Presence of His Knowledge.
[n tact, he says, it is upon that “presence” that “creavonal address” (a/-&hitab al-takwint)
ts conaavely tocused (mutawagjah), inasmuch as specificaton and particularizaton arc tirst
carried out exclusively with respect to it and in contradisunctnon to other, lower “objects
of knowledge” (NI A:9b-10a; B:5a).

All these objects, while having “a touch of existence,” are non-existent in themselves;
thev subsist onlv through the knowledge of their existenunator, not as something
existenually realized. And. to get back to the subject of Qur’anic reveladon, Qunavi
explains their status of relaove interiority — “relative” to the externalized order — directly
by reference to the descent of the “Mother of the Book” (umm al-kitab) (NI A:10a; B:5a),
whose thingness brings into full relief both its pregiven aspect, depicted as follows, and
the concrete uniqueness proper to language at different levels of unified subsistence. At
one level, it is the “Mother of the Book put into writing [yastamidd minku] by the Supreme
Pen [al-galam al-ald upon the Tablet preserved from forgetfulness [ff al-lawh al-mabfus; min
al-nasyan], alteravon [tabdii) and change [taghyir]” (NI A:10a; B:5a). In this respect, the
Mother of the Book 1s as unchanging as it is pregiven; itis in effect but one remove above
the Preserved Tablet descended in a single moment upon the “heaven of this world” (a/-s.cma’
ul-dunyd) during the Prophet Muhammad’s “Night of Immensity” (1.e. “laylat al-qadr’). and
only subsequently ser forth in derail through further revelation (bi-wahy akbar).  'his

‘Tablet was brought down to earth gradually (munajaman) over a period of 23 veurs,
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the time it took for the Qur’anic revelation to the Prophet, as we know, to be completed.
In it, God has written down the measure of each created being (ka/aba maqadir al-khala'iq)
and in doing so, he emphasizes, “evoked it [fi al-dhikr] before having created it [gab/ an
yakblugabum]” (NI A:10b; B:5b). By declaring in the Qur’an that a thing is madbkiran
(“evoked”), God really means that it was wrtten. Accordingly, the permanent thingness
refers simply to something preceding another, dedvative thingness specified and
distinguished through essenual distincton (@/-tamayyus al-dbaf) in God’s Knowledge at
the “station of permanence.” This is the transitonal point marking the difference
between a direct reference to God and one that is mediated by the thingness of the
“other.” Since the “form” is specially redeployed in view of the linguisitc aspect of self-
manifestation, and God reveals Himself through language, the “for7 of the knowability”
of each thing in Divine pre-eternal knowledge has a specific letter, more precisely, a
consonantal-leve' (martabat al-harfiyyah), that allows the Divine “tincture” (sabghat al-Haqq)
to take its course through the existendal light of God’s essence (bi-nirihe al-wujadi al-dhafi)
(NI A:11a; B:5b). It does so through an “intelligible, intangible movement™® (bi-harakah
md gilah ma nawiyyah), as required by some Divine “Concern,” and is fittingly described
as an act of writing.

It is, therefore, quite fitting that the form of the knowability of a thing whose creation
is intended be called “word.” All existents being words, the Qur’an applies the term to
an assortment of beings — e.g. Jesus is word (kafimatan) and logos (gqawlan).”> But
Qtmavi’s objective is twofold. He would, of course, like to show that existentiation takes
place through complete words (a/-ijad bil-kalam), but also that these words themselves are

really posterior (muta’akhkharab) in rank to the leve/ of consonants as such (al-martabat al-
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harfyyah) (NI A:11a; B:6a). The circuit finds resolution where the “thingness” of things,
taken in their “consonantality” (farfiyyatihd), subsists permanently (thubatiyyah) within the
“innermost knowledge” art a station of “evanescence in God” (ff ‘arsat al“ilm wa magam
al-istihlak fi al-Haqq). On the other hand, the specification of things in the “heart of
entitatuve existence” (L.e. *“f7 ‘arsat al-al-wujnd al-ayn?”’) — inasmuch as the light of God’s
existence extended (i#b#5@) upon thingness, its concomitants and manifestation belongs
to them rather than to Him — is cast in the role of “existential word” (kalimah wusndiyyah).
In this second sense, he says, things have an existential thingness, as it were, whereby the
existents rise through various degrees of “comprehensive union” (ff darajat maqam al-jant)
understood as a station in its own right. These degrees of comprehensive union are
vouchsafed as @@, suwar, kutub qayyimah and, finally, all together in the single instance of
kitaban jamtan (“the Comprehensive Book”) - all within the range displayed by endratve

existence.

Conclusion. From our lengthy discussion in this chapter we may draw the following
conlusions. Qunavi’s critique of theoretical reason has centered on the argument that
no proof can either establish or invalidate conclusively the reali#y of a thing. This reality
the theoretician may fully accept beforehand without compunction, it may indeed first
be given precatiously through the senses. The “scale” that would then be needed as a
formal confirming sign for the truth of its existence requires a structuring principle based

on an instructive science which can at least represent the epistemic process as a
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movement from some conceptually known pregiven toward the “object of inquiry” sought.
Demonstrative science, in Qunavi’s view, though, fails to safeguard sufficiently the
“‘concrete uniqueness” we have been alluding to so far, in short, the articulative character
of this process, as opposed to the formal patterning of relationships normally exhibited
by logic. Utterances, after all, if they are truly to be significant, transmit particular and
disparate items ~ letters, words, meanings, etc. — not just indistincr reladons among the
parts of speech. In order to get at its concrete, articulatve thrust, he proposed to analyze
the pregiven component, normally called the “subject,” qua “thing” —Le. the thing whose
reality we wish to know — and “thingness.” These can accommodate more readily the
constructive exigencies of articulation whence arises meaning — or on the basis of which
our knowledge of the thing’s reality is ultimately predicated. This function of utterance
will occupy most of our attention in this study. It provides the main avenue through
which Qunavi will effect his passage from a philosophical mode of discourse to a more
palpably “mystical” one, with all its typical traits and interests. The key terms of this
passage are “form,” “perfection” and “existendation.” To be sure, knowledge is — just
as the falasifab had insisted — primarily God’s knowledge of Himself, but transposed it
becomes a Divine attribute-for-the-other. The problem of knowledge hinges on this
operation; whereas, unqualified, God’s knowledge of Himself implies knowledge in a
single mode of undifferentiated “permanence,” as we saw. Its artculation in terms of
pregiven building-blocks — letters, etc. — entails a final resolution or perfecdon through

created being. Existence signifies this perfection, and its elucidation in philosophy must
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be understood to be both an existentating self-manifestation and Speech. How well our
methodological concerns are accommodated by this conception will perhaps be better
seen in the following chapter, when another philosophical concept, quiddity, is
investigated more vigorously in relation to absolute existence. Before studying Qunavi’s
philological approach to these problems in Part II of this thesis, we shall consider several

key notions and their place in his mystical philosophy.



NOTES

1. The link with Ibn Sini in this section of the work was, not surpnsingly, picked up by
Ruspoli, who even notes textual similarities with the Cairo edition (1960) of at-Isharat wal-tanbibat
(7th Naky, Sect. 3 (“On the Subject, Principles and Object of Inquiry”) (pp. 523-533). [ am not
convinced that Qunavi necessanly had to borrow any passages from the Isharat, although it
would have been quite natural for him to do so from such a standard work. His summary here
seems to me to pertain directly to the immediate objectives of his treatise. Ruspoli himself
observes that he does not appear to have been working on the same recension of Ibn Sina’s
book we know; the discrepancies are more readily explained by simply accepting the authenticity
of the passages. (Ruspoli CMS I:216).

. The notdon of Axkm, which denotes a single ruling property, 1s brefly explained in Chitack
SPK 39. Jurjani defines it as “the posmng (wad) of a thing in its proper place (mawdf'ib)” (]KT
92). Its application is very wide-ranging and includes the act of judging sometbmg concermng
another, which yields the relatonal complex of “judge,” “what is judged upon” and
“judgement.” This will be analyzed later.

3. This has been asserted by many thinkers. One version is that of the famous physician, Aba

Bakr al-Razi (d. 313 AH/925 CE), who argued that “We are not obliged to invoke anything
[simply] (an nada) because people are ignorant or have erred; it behoves them, if they truly are
people of good sense, good standing and circumspection (ab/ ra’y wa tathabbut wa tawaqquf], not
to deny [inkar] what they have not demonstrated to be false [ma laysa ‘indabum ‘alt butlanibi
burhan] (Misi MBI 181; cf. Abd Bakr b. Zakariy® al-Razi, Khawass al-ashya’ Ms. 264, Tibb Taymar,
al-Maktabah al-Taymuriyyah, Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyyah, folio 2.)

4. Qunavi’s use of this technique does not entail conferring any specific truth value upon the

propositons in the way that Galen, for instance, seemed to do. The principle was used for
various purposes. As James Collins states, Cicero developed it “in order to determine the more
probable position on a question.” (Collins GMP 38) The Skeptcs’ formula expounded by Sextus
Empiricus was that “to every argument an equal argument is opposed,” by which he meant, in
his words, “for every argument which I have examined, and which seeks to establish a point
dogmatically, it appears to me that there is another argument opposed to it which seeks to
establish a point dogmatically and is equal to it in point of credibility and incredibility.” (SES 85;
cf. on the ten tropes (#ropoi) or modes of balancing the scale, which lead to the “suspension of
judgement,” pp. 44-72.)

5. See James Collins’ intelligent work, God in Modern Philosophy, for the employment of sceptical
arguments by various advocates and adversaries of tradition in the early modern period. The
Greek Sceptics, it must also be remembered, were historically associated with medicine, which
had its own ancient conflicts between untrammelled speculation on causes and an empirical
temper in fact predating the latter. The notion of causality itself as we have come to understand
found its first proponents in the experimental crucible that was ancient medicine.

6. According to the classical definition given by Jurjani, 4/ is something that befalls or prevails
upon one without being planned or acquired. It is something given by God (mawhab), and
continues until the soul’s own atttributes manifest themselves. But if it lasts, becoming
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ingrained (malakan), it could be called “station” (magam) (JKT 81). Whereas a halis effortlessly
received, magam requires work. Qishdni gives an almost identical definition (QIS 57).
Kalabadhi, on the other hand, adds that every magam has a beginning and an end, and in-
between each two are various “states” (KTM 101).

7. Kalabadhi, in a similar vein, referred to *w/#m al-abwal, which translates rather as “science of
the states” (KTM 97-103).

8. Just as “state” (ba)) is Divinely granted.

9. This describes very well the main thrust of the argument propounded by some Greek
Sceptcs, of the New Platonic Academy version (hence, the Academic Skeptics), who both
rejected any possibility of human beings ever grasping metaphysical truths by way of
demonstradon and “held for a theory of probablity and consistency among our ideas” in its
place (Collins GMP 32). This was about as far as they were willing to go on the queston of
certainty. Whereas Arcesilaus had developed the noton of ex/ogon (“the reasonable”) from
Timon’s phenomenalism as a guide for everyday life, Carneades, another sceptic, expounded his
more rigorous doctrine of prthanon (the probable) denoting degrees of plausibility or probability
(cf. “A Polemical Introducton” by Philip P. Hallie, SES 23).

10. “Abd al-Rahman Jami (d. 898 AH/1492 CE) makes a similar statement, using the same
expressions (e.g. nir kashif) in al-Durrah al-fakhirab, p. 37, Par. 11.

11. In fact, the falasfal?’s singular interest in these texts tends perhaps to leave the impression
among many modern scholars that the early were strict “rationalists,” men of pure reason.

12. His commentator, Hamza Fanari (b. 751 AH/1350 CE), furnishes us here with an interesting
scheme for the “divine religious sciences” (a/wlim al-shariyah al-ilahiyah) which not only
differentiates the principal roots from what he calls the “general branches” (a/-furi# al-kulliyab)
(FMU 4), but at the same time throws into the relation both cosmology and religion. Fanari
invokes some prophetic traditions holding that science in fact consists of two sciences (‘t/man):
that of bodies (#m al-abdan), such as medicine, and that of religions (%/m al-adyan) (FMU 4). This
1s an old division, quite important because, as he adds, of the mixture (migz) — ie.
“temperament,” as technically known in medical tradition — which results from the four
elements (a/-mutahassal min arkaniha) of “natural reality” (al-bagiqab al-tabiiyah)...It is rooted in
one of God’s names. By naming it rahm (womb), God made it share in His Name rabman (FMU
4). This is crucial, he argues, for the specification of the human spirit (#Fayyxn al-rith al-insani)
and thus its capacity to join knowledge of the universals with the particulars (jans bayn al-ilm bil-
kulltyyyat waljuzzyyyaf), by which it finds its way toward (fawass#)) realization through the
intermediary level (a/-martabah al-bargakhiyah) encompassing the precepts of necessity and
possibility (ahkzn al-wujud wal-imkan) and the manifestation in the form of the Presence and the
world (al-subiar bi-girat al-hadrab wal“alam) (FMU 4). The specification of the human spirit is based
on what the natural mixture yields, although the manifestation of its perfections (gwhir
kamalatih) is discursively prior (tagdimubu fil hadith) to the science of bodies. By broaching the
issue of disciplinary ordering and precedence, Fanari of course anticipated Qanavi’s own later
discussion argued in more cleatly Avicennan language.
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13. The goal of theoretical science, in particular, is to arrive at an opinion (r2}) and a belief
(¢tigad), but not with respect to any mode of practical activity or of the principle of such an
acavity as such (SIL 4).

14. Ibn Sina mentons also conceptualizatdon (fasawwnr), for which some things (ashya) act as
principles and are conceived for themselves (mutagawwarah li-dhawatiha) (SIL 29). On “prnciples,”
see the previous notes, or SIL 14-5.

15. See MD:15-6 (Jabre), where Ghazzali shows how the experts of opinion and theorencal
inquiry (ah/ al-ray wal-nazar) — namely, those who practiced “7m al-kalam — distnguished
themselves through their simple acceptance of premises in their method of reasoning, whether
these premises are consensual in nature or drawn from the Qur’an and Tradition. Cf. also Ibn
Rushd’s Fas/ al-Magal 21.

16. And, Ibn Sini adds, since that is the objective, His existence unlike the “existent” cannot
at the same time be presupposed (SIL 6).

17. Or matalb (MG 6:5).

18. Later logicians defined the mawd# in a propositional statement as anything upon which a
judgement is given (mabkim ‘alaybi), whether what is called the “theme” of a nominal sentence
or the verb of a verbal one (ShGM 87, 162). For a detailed, late 18th century discussion of the
issues, see also ShIS 2-127.

19. He expresses the same thought in the Danishnamab-yi ‘ala s

Being (basfi) is recognized (bashinasad) by reason itself (&birad kbhwud) without the
aid of definition (badd) or description (rasm). Since it has no definition, it has
neither genus (jins) nor differentia (fas) because nothing is more general
(‘@mmtar) than it. Being does not have a description since nothing is better
known (ma'rif) than it. (Morewedge MoA 3:15)

20. This study proceeds with a restriction accompanied by the emergence (fakhsis_yahduth
ma abu) of the subject of Physics, to which it is thereupon admitted, etc. (SIL 15).

21. Ibn Sina enumerates the sorts of things which this science investigates. Let us summarize
them before turning to the major concern of this chapter, which is to clarify the mechanics
behind the relationship between the gizenness of the subject and its principal object of inquiry.
The “highest science” is divided in the following manner. First comes the study of the ultimate
causes (al-asbab al-quswd), which are causes for every caused existent in respect of its existence
(kull mawsid ma'lal min jibat wupadibt). There is the study of the First Cause, from which every
caused existence qua caused (i.e. rather than simply moved) existent emanates. The accidents
of the existent and, finally, the principles of the special sciences (mabads’ al“ulam al-jugiyyab) are
also investigated here (SIL 14), each principle of which is taken up as a question. When we speak
of “First Philosophy,” he says, we refer to the science of the first of things in existence (viz. the
First Cause [a/-7/lab al-#W4]) and the first of things in general (alumiar fil-umion) (viz. existence and
unity [wabdah) (SIL 15). After describing the relation between “the thing” or “the existent” and
those matters which constitute its disciplinary “objects of inquiry” (mata/ib) described, Ibn Sina
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mentons causality, the categories (maq#/at); the mode of non-existence (ba/ al-ma'dam) and that
of necessary existence (a/-wujud al-dariari); the mode of possibility and its reality (i.e. the study of
potentiality and actuality [af-nagar fil-quwwah wal-ff]]); the universal and the particular; anteriority
and posteriority; the one and the many, etc. (SIL 25-6). By studying the principle of existents and
affirming the First Principle (a/mabda’ al-awwal) (SIL 7), theological science determines both that
God is the One Real, in all His splendour, and in what ways He is “one” and “real” (SIL 27). But
it also establishes how He “knows” (ya'/am) everything, is capable (gadr) of everything, and what
these signify; that He is Generosity (jawad), Peace (salam), the Beloved unto Himself (a/-ma'shag
l-dhatihi), etc. (SIL 27). It also determines what His reladon to the existents and what primary
thing existing through Him are; how the order of creation (from the angelic, intellectual
substances to man) and how all return to Him (/%4 ilayht); how He is “perfectional principle”
to existent things (mabda’ laha kamali) (SIL 28).

22. Just above, however, he refers to the mataltb, which consist of ha/ (whether the thing exists),
ma (the concept of the name [mafhion al-ism)), etc. (SIL 92) On the same division into the “parts
of science,” see the note below.

23. Suhravardi explains that “the parts of sciences [4/33’ a/<ulm] are the subjects, the principles
[mabadi] and the objects of inquiry [masaZ))...; the objects of inquiry are the propositions [a/-
qadaya) whose assent is sought [yatlub al-tasdiq biha frhi])” (SKL 93).

24. Based on the hadith: “Or You appropriate it in the knowledge of your unseen state” (MG
9:6).

25. CE MQM 16 on concept of “mizan.”
26. Namely, the “five universal presences” which will be discussed in later chapters.

27. The matter, in the end, revolves around two aspects. Qunavi adds that this is clear through
the independent verification (/a44i4) of the two precepts suggested by the following words of
the Quran:

To all do We extend this and that of thy Lord’s bounty. Thy Lord’s bounty has
not been interdicted. (17:20)

That is the grace of God which He gives to whomever He wills, for God’s is the
grace abounding. (57:21).

28. Goichon translates it as postulats (Lexigue 437).

29. See quotation given in Goichon Lexigue 437.

30. I am indebted to Professor Eric Ormsby for this Latin term, which translates the Arabic for
“object of inquiry” quite neatly and without recourse to what would have been an awkward
English construction.

31. Ibn Sina envisages the possibility of a combination of understanding and deliberative in
instances where the teacher supplies a term in the syllogism which the student learns in one
stroke (dafatan) through conceptualizaton. If another term is added thereupon, he has a
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premise, which he may, however, doubt despite what his teacher may say (SBU 59). If he does,
he must think for himself and only then is he said to learn. This implies the combination. The
syllogism in this case is compound (mxrakkab), although every syllogism, as a whole, is single
in its conveyance of knowledge (&x// qiyas min jumlatihi fa-huwa talim mufrad) (SBU 59).

32. Al-malzzm is equivalent to the shart or the condition in a conditional.
33. Ch. 5, “On Objects of Inquiry (maralib) and Related Issues.”

34. This queston is common to Islamic and Latn Scholastic tradition. St. Thomas Aquinas, for
instance, responds thus to those who would uphold the method of reason above the Holy Writ:

But the end must first be known by men who are to direct their thoughts and
actons to the end. Hence it was necessary for the salvation of man that certain
truths which exceed human reason should be made known to him by divine
revelation. Even as regards those truths about God which human reason could
have discovered, it was necessary that man should be taught by a divine
revelation; because the truth about God such as reason could discover, would
only be known by a few, and that after a long time, and with the admixture of
many errors. (Summa Theologica 1:1)

Reduced to its barest logical elements, this idea reflects the widely held view that all genuine
knowledge 1s grounded in a “pre-existent” knowledge (to borrow Aristotle’s expression), be it
theological, medical, mathematical or philosophical. This naturally brings Aquinas and the
middle Scholastics much closer to the main trend of Islamic thought. And, it is not essentially
different from the conception we are analyzing in this thesis.

35. Ghazzali uses the same expression in GMI 248-49.
36. With respect to knowledge of God, cf. FuM II 92.

37. “Consttutive” indicating that which is part of the quiddity, as opposed to the accidental,
concomitant or denived (Goichon Lexigue 606:328).

38. As Ibn Sina says just below,

The parts of the definition of the simple [being] are those of the definition not
the constitution (& /qiwamibi] of [this being], the latter being determined by the
intellect, whereas in itself it has no parts. [Moreover,] we know about the First
[Being] in a primary way without any act of acquiring [i&#sab] that He is
necessary of existence in Himself {w@iib al-wujad bi-dhatibi).

And again,

definition has parts, while that which s definable has no parts, if it is simple.
But just then, the mind invents something that subsists with the status [zagqan]
of genus and something else with the status of the differentia. In composite
[being] genus corresponds to matter and differentia to form. Existence is one
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of the concomitants of quiddity, not one of its constituents. On the other hand,
the judgment [fwkm)] regarding the First [Being], who has no quiddity apart from
His “thatness” [al-anntyyah], seems to be that existence is His reality, if based on
an attribute. Such an atmbute is an affirmadon of existence (/g akkud al-wujid);
but such an affirmation of existence is not itself existence characterized
[yukhassag] as affirmadon. Itis a meaning which no name can express through
the affirmation of existence. (Tal 36)

39. Cf. Goichon Lextgue, q.v. “Say” and “Say’ya,” for the relevant Ibn Sina texts. Curiously
echoing the Mu‘tazili position, al-Sharif Jurjani defined shay’as linguistcally denoting that which
may legitimately be known (T#rifar 130). He refers to Sibawayh’s view that it consists of
existence, embracing all beings, whether accidents or substances, so long as it is something
known and given attribution (y«lam wa yukhbar ‘anbsx). Frank points out that jubba‘f used the
word “shay”’ to mean something equivalent to Aristotle’s “substance” (o45a), namely, the entity
which is the object of our knowledge, or al-md'lum al-mukhbar ‘anbu (Frank, Beings and Their
Attributes, pp. 14; 31, n. 14); but it was not employed with respect to what we know aboxt that
entty. In later philosophy and mysticism, the term was generally used to mean both the entity
and its attributes (or accidents). For Ash‘ari’s account of this particular 1ssue, see his Maga/at,
p. 55-6, 70, 181-2, 196-7.

40. There are vanant readings for this term throughout this section, alternating between &kmah
and falsafah.

41. This is especially reflected in the rationale behind the entire thematic program of the Shsfa’.
What is most striking about this scheme is that “choice” and “actvity” served only to mark out
the domain of practical wisdom but did not account for any human limitation in the acquisition
of knowledge. They figured only as a factor that distinguished between two objects or orders
of existence (wwjd): existent things (a/-ashya’ al-mawjadah) either may or may not exist by way
of choice and actvity (SMA 12). Those matters (w#m#r) which pertain to the first order of
existence are what he calls “theoretical philosophy” (falafah nagariyyah); those belonging to the
second consttute practical philosophy (falsafab ‘amaliyyah) (SMA 12). Choice and activity relate
strictly to the ethics and arts of practical philosophy, and are completely irelevant to
epistemology, the latter being either imagined or intellected. However, in themselves they all
refer to “objecuvities,” al-ashya’ al-mawjudah, of one sort or another, whether human beings study
them or not. As subjective as they may appear to us, that which displays choice is itself an
“objectvity,” part of 2 world of human endeavour and human products which is amenable to
scientific study (£4gyr) (SMA 14). In this respect, they are comparable to the objects falling within
the scope of theoretical philosophy, whose ultimate goal is “knowledge of God” (ma'rifar Allah)
(SMA 14); and the ashya’ per se are precisely what saence seeks to elucidate. But their goal is also
the “good.” Like practical philosophy, the theotetical aims at the perfection of the soul (taksmi/
al-nafs), but through learning alone (##a/lum fagaj). It aims at the kind of belief that accompanies
opinion (F#gad ra’y) — ra’y, Lat. sententia — in the sense of something received or admitted, but in
the absence of all practcal actvity. Technically, ra’y is taken by Ibn Sini as “a universal,
approved premise” (mugaddamab kulliyah mahmidah) and employed for purposes of pursuasion.
As Goichon also pointed out, the facts of moral consciousness are placed at the level of
laudable opinions. In our context, however, Ibn Sina wishes to emphasize both the
incontrovertible character of whatever knowledge is given and the “developmental” nature, as
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it were, of human actvity. As a process, it can never reach it alone, but this does not impugn
the truth of the goal which had already somehow been transmitted. Finally, theoretical
philosophy is prior (#/4) by virtue of its close relaton to supposition (SMA 12).

42. Probably alluding to the famous hadith qudsi to the effect that God desired to be known.
“I was a Hidden Treasure and, desiring to be known, [ brought forth created people. I made
myself known to them and so they came to know Me.” (Quoted by Ibn Arabi FuM.A 12, 496:574,
among numerous other places where it is analyzed or commented on from different angles,
depending on the occasion.)

43. On shu'mn, cf. FuMA IV, Bab 558, “Hadrat al-subbab,” p. 267. “Abd al-Razzaq Qashani (d. 736
AH/1335 CE) describes shu'un tersely as afak, al-shu'an al- a'bazzyab consist of “the essental
individualities and realities etched (nugish al-a'yan wal-haqaiq) in the singular oneness of the
essence, such as the tree, along with its leaves, branches, etc...which are exteriorized at the
Presence of Unitary Oneness and differentiated through the Pen” (QIS 154).

44. All these terms will be discussed in detail in the course of this thesis.
45. He describes the event as being different from another one experienced in Damascus.

46. Just by itself, the word safhab may denote extetiority. But in the present context, Qunavi
wishes to convey first that the “existential light” is of the nature of paper (i.e. on which letters
and words are written); and second that it implies exteriority. English does not always lend itself
to easy rendering of foreign expressions, and I must apologize to the reader for the often salted
constructions with which in many instances I have had to make do.

47. To borrow one of Henry Corbin’s favourte translated expressions.

48. See Izutsu’s account of Ibn Arabi’s position on the quiddity (Izutsu SAT).
49. Cf. Goichon Lexigue, q.v. “Say’iya.”

50. Thabit was used in contradistunction with mawsud (van Ess EAI).

51. The term harf corresponds to consonant more than to “letter,” although it is sometimes
used in this special sense in philosophical or theological discussions. Here, I believe it is
contrasted to barakah, which itself could mean either “vowel” or “movement.”

52. According to Arabic philology, frakah also means vowel. This should be kept in mind for

our later discussion on Iag al-bayan.

53. Moreover, as God has Himself declared, neither His words nor His creation is alterable (/7
tabdi li-khalg Allah wa la tabdil li-kalimat Allah) (NI A:11a; B:5b).



CHAPTER THREE

Knowledge of God
in the Technical Language of Experience

Islamic philosophy has traditionally represented the theological knowledge of God in the
abstract, rarefied terms of a formal argument for His extstence. In his correspondence
with Nasir al-Din Tusi, Qunavi carefully scrutinizes this approach in the hope of
bringing to our attention the underlying motives of philosophical inquiry as it was
envisioned — not just by any theoretician — but by the “Teacher of the Theoreticians,”
Ibn Sina. Itis these motives which, in his mind, had led to Ibn Sina’s sobering verdict
upon ordinary reason before the formidable goal of attaining to the noblest of all
knowledge, a true knowledge of God. The transition from one approach to the other
appears, in breadth at least, to be without precedent, although earlier mystics like Ibn
‘Arabi had a similar predilecton for topics relating to the existential office of
philosophical science, declaring that the “goal of this book [ie. his a/Futihat al-
makkiyyah) is to illuminate and to render explicit allusions [isharad] [which pertain to] the
secrets of existence' [or ‘finding’] [min asrar al-wujad)” (FuM I 433:255, k5. 6-7).

Before proceeding any further, therefore, we should like to gain a better idea of the
dialectical uses to which the philosophical formulation of the problem of God’s existence

was put in Qunavi’s correspondence with Tisi. This will permit us to identify more
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easily the reladonship between falsafah and Qtnavi’s brand of mysticism and, therewith
perhaps, 2 more accurate valuation of his contribution. In the shift toward a more
dynamic understanding of the language which, as we have shown so far, purports to
convey a knowledge of the realities, the noton of the quiddity, or mahiyyah, occupies a
key place. Quiddity’ is governed principally by the quest for a serviceable knowledge of
things of a kind that is understood to be fixed for all time. In this sense, and because it
fell squarely within the domain of scientific method as it was then known and practised,
it never quite disencumbers us of the queston of the veracity of a statement or
proposition with respect to external reality, nor of a constellation of allied themes. Yet
by its very nature, it fails to bring us closer to a plenary apprehension of a reality as it is
in itself, in the manner contemplated by mystcs and philosophers alike; it is informative
in another, more autonomous sense. I have seen it fit to examine it apart because of its
recognized natural affinity with one aspect of language — fixedness. This makes it less
subject to the doctrinal fluctuations that generally attend exegetical reflection and
religious debate. In fact, the issues it raises will later be considered in the light of
Qunavi’s highly interesting classification of the schools and methods, based on the
famous theological provision which in one way or another had come to be widely
accepted — that knowledge of God must be articulated in accordance with and in the
language of God. At the same time, one must not forget that quiddity stands for

knowledge of the #hings ascribed to God more than it does God’s Reality. We shall end
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this chaprer with a short consideradon of the twofold functdon of consonance,’ as a
measure ot the “commensuraton” or “appropriateness” that brings faculty and acquired
attribute closer to the quested 1deal of knowledge through the shift in focus toward
“things” just menuoned. This s what gives his concepton a vastly more complex
coloration than is had through the historically-truncated angle through which the case is
otherwise presented for maximum logical rigor. Once the underlving purpose is more
fully appraised, it will be easier 10 advance in Part Two to [jag al-bayan’s cogently-argued
Introducton and to undertake the detailed analysis of the structural, linguistic matrix of

the act of mystcal “apprehension” that stll lies ahead.

§ THE CORRESPONDENCE WITH TUSI

a. The Philosophical Knowledge of God as Existence

Qunavi correspondc:d3 with scholars in many parts of the Islamic world, but his most
famous dialogue, certainly the most influendal, wasicarded on with Tasi® (d. 672
AH/1274 CE), the celebrated philosopher-scientist. It consists of three main parts™ first,
his letter and introductory treause called a/-Risalah al-mufsabah ‘an muntubd al-afkar wa sabab
tkhtilaf al-umam wal-muwaddibal irr al-ihtida’ ila al-tarig al-ashraf al-amam [“The Treatse
Making Plain the Ummost Limits of Thought and the Reason for Disagreement Among
the Communiues, and Clarifiing the Secret of Guidance Toward the Lofuest and

Commanding Path”}, to which he attached a series of philosophical questons. “al-

' “Consonance™ here 1s not in t1e sense used 1n the last chapter, relating to the consonants
of the alphabet, but in that of affiuty or commensuradon.
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As’ilah’; second, Tusi’s own personal letter and a point-by-point response to these
questons, “at-Afwibak”’; and, finally, Qtnavi’s rejoinder, entitled a/Risalah al-hadiyah. We
shall examine several arguments made in his two treatises but only one of Tusi responses
— the explanation of #shki &, or the “ambiguity” of existence.

The first problem Qunavi discusses in the section appended to a/-Risalab al-mufsibah
has to do with existence (w##d) and quiddity (mahiyyah). A difficulty appears to arise
whenever these two theoretical notions are applied to God. “Would you assert,” he asks
Tusi,

that the existence of the Necessary of Existence [wwid wajih al-wuud) is something

superadded [527%d] to His reality (bagiqatihi], or [that] His existence is identical to His

quiddity (wwjwd ‘ayn mabiyyatibi] and that He has no reality behind His existence? And what
demonstraton [a/burhan] can explain how it can be so? Everything that has been
mentioned with 2 view to establishing each of the two [positions] appears incomplete and
unsatisfactory to the understanding, because even as one claims that His existence is
identical to His reality by relying on and approving of what one group says in support,
another may simply insist and say: “I do not submit [ nusalim| that the existence of God
is His very reality.” (MQA 28-9)
This is in keeping with the critique of reason presented in the previous chapter. In the
lines that follow, he considers the problem from various angles and their logical
implications. When we specify the concept of existence intellectually, he begins, it
appears as a single concept (mafbim wahid), but with three possible implications (MQA
29). It may entail either being accidental to the quiddity of a thing or not being
accidental, or, finally, none of these two. If, according to the first argument, every
existence were an attribute of its reality, the existence of the Necessary of Existence

would likewise have to be an attribute of His reality (sifah /i-hagiqatihs). Qunavi is using

the expression “the existence of the Necessary of Existence” in order to point to the
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duplicaton produced by this circular thinking. If, in the second, none of the intellected
existents (al-mawjudat al-mutd agqalah) were associated with any of the quiddities, these
“possible quiddities” (mahéyyat al-mumkinak) would either not exist at all or exist insofar
as their existence is identical to their reality, in which case the concept of existence would
no longer be one, as we had inidally assumed. Finally, the rejection of these two
alternatives entails the presence of an immatenal (4%, separate) cause (ia ki-sabab munfagl)
by which the “existence of the Necessary of Existence” (w#id waib al-wwid) is said to be
free of the quiddity (mujarradan ‘an al-mahiyyah). But in that case the Being whose
existence is necessary to Himself would be the same as that whose existence is necessary
to the other.

In putting forward these alternatives, Qunavi seeks primarily to illustrate — based on
much the same “sceptical” assumptions already noted — the inherent difficulty of
achieving intellectual certainty in the knowledge of God. One would like to know the
conditions under which to speak of a “knowledge of God.” Consequently, those who
take the position of the philologists (‘@rabiyyah)® insist that positing the name “knowledge”
would have to depend on a cognizance of the reality of the unique essence (mufawaqqaf
‘alta md'rifat hagiqat al-dha), whereas God’s essence cannot be known by the created being;
consequently, they reason, it would be wrong to posit any knowledge (AH 11b). He
expands on this theme in the Introducton to [/@g al-bayan. In the present context, and
in line with the philosophical principles established by Ibn Sina, knowledge of God really

denoted knowledge of many things about God, with an emphasis on the fact that not one
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but many things may be known about a single thing. That is really what is at issue,
theoretically speaking, and not the possibility of knowing the one thing, namely, His pure
essence; with this problem firmly in view, in fact, Qanavi devotes a separate section in
the “/As%ak” to the ancient problem of how the many proceeds from the one (MQA 42-
6). For one thing, convinced that the Necessary of Existence has to have a specification
(tdayyun), if it is to be known, the person intellectualizing demands to know that one
specificaton (cf. MQA 29), which is essendally what a logical proof would need to offer
if it is to be a proof of anything.

The difficulty is that the intellection of God does not only entail a necessary
denial (safb) of certain things about Him and an affirmaton (ithbaf) of others. Most of
the intellectually-inclined (‘wga/a’) are compelled further to assume that His Reality in
truth remains unknown (MQA 29-30). However, if His existence wete said to be identical
to His reality, one would have to admit that His reality is known (MQA 30). But no one
may claim that His Essence is known in some unknown respect. That would be
tantamount to a single intellection of His essence under two different aspects, and there
cannot be any muldplicity of aspects in the intellection of His essence once He is said to
be One in all respects. Cleatly, then, “multiplicity” can never arise in this fashion.
Should a thing be known in its pure oneness (sirafat wahdatthi), on the other hand, we
would then be forced to say that its reality is also known, which is falsified by the pror
assumption that His reality is unknown.

This represents another preliminary, ‘“agnostic” side of Qunavi’s positon on
p p ary, —agn
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knowledge. And itis here that he cites a lengthier version of what he carlier quoted trom
Ibn Sina’s Taigat about man’s incapacity to know the “realities of the things,” which
comprise the things we seek to know about God. [t perfecdy illustrates how mulaplicity
anises. In this passage, Ibn Sina is arguing among other things that, philosophically, we
only know zhat existence is necessary for God, which is not the same as knowing His
reality, and from this concomitant we know others, such as unicity (wabdaniyah) and the
rest of His atributes (MQA 31-2). The reality of something, if it could be known, is
merely the existent itself (huwa al-mawjad bi-dhatihs) (MQA 32). However, the expression
“the One who possesses existence by virtue of Himself” signifies, emphatcally, the sense
of something whose reality is unknowable.” Still, Ibn Sina’s insistence that we can only
make formal philosophical statements abonr God (viz. “that” so and so is the case) seems
to be room enough nonetheless for the mystcal amplificatons Qunavi is particularly
noted for. After all, we saw thar knowledge of the “that” alone, even for Anstotle,
implied knowing in some degree also the “what,” as irs “what is it?” But it is really to Ibn
“Arabi that credit must go for plucking from what we must intellectually deny of God a
“first knowledge.” What lacked was the proper language with which to express not only
that but the what of God. It needed to be done in the exact manner in which He makes
Himself known, and not in that which just anyone would seck to do it who happens to
. retlect upon God. We must recall that while, in Quanavi’s view, [bn Sina had
established  that  philosophical  commitment is stricdy a functon of the formal

conditons under which one may speak of a knowledge of God, no more, God’s quiddiry
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- through which we would expect to know “what He is,” assuming that one can be
ascribed to Him at all — must also be known in some way. The trouble is thart, supposing
this to be a valid expectation, Hu quiddity must then have to be quite ditferent from
other quiddides, with respect to whose realies existence happens to be extrinsic
(kharjan)®; whereas God is by essence the cause of existence (‘ilat al-wwad). tor this
reason, we need to inquire into what the queston “What is it?” yields with respect to
God, compared to what we might ordinarily expect from any other quuddity.

Two concepts employed in the passage from Qunavi above, mabiyah and hagiqah, are
of central importance. But they are also closely connected to each other. Both, tor
example, loosely imply “possible existent,” the “non-existence,” and — obliquely, in the
case of quiddity — the Necessary of Existence. Technically, the genus and differentia
used in any definidon may legitmately apply to simple things; and had God possessed a
quiddity in any meaningful sense, He too would have a genus and a differenna (MQA
32).” But to get back to the inidal problem presented to Tusi, existence would then also
have had to enter into God’s “definiion” as a “term” («g), just as genus and
differenta invariably do with all simple realities (basa’l). Although this 1s what
the inquiring intellect demands, even in the case ot the simple realines, genus and
differenua pertain only to definiuons, not to the essences themselves, which Qunavi
places apart. [f God were to have a definition, cxistence would be reducible to merely
one of 1ts terms rather than to His reality or essence. The only alternagve s to admirt that

God possesses a reality above His existence, reality whose existence 1s one of its
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concomitants.

Be that as it may, Qunavi finds that, uldmately, it matters little whether we say that
existence is superadded to His reality or that it is idendcal to it (MQA 33-4). Indeed, his
purpose in the discussion was to show that theoretical proof alone cannot produce a
completely satsfactory resolution. However eamestly a person’s cognition is held up as
a cognition of God, if it is not “through God” (bi/-Haqq) rather than one’s own
resources, it is scant (MQA 32-3). In support, Qunavi includes the passage from the
Tdligat where Ibn Sini cites sensation (4iss), the “source of human knowledge” (mabda’
md rifat al-ashya’), as the prime reason why man can never apprehend “the reality of the
thing” by himself (MQA 32; Tal 82). Brefly, the intellect admittedly is able to distinguish
between what is ambiguous and what is clear (a/-mutashabiha wal-mutabayinal),'® and from
there to know at least some of the concomitants of a thing, its acts (afa/ha), effects and
special propertes (MQA 32). However, the only knowledge it gains in this manner is
“synopdcal” (mujmalah) rather than personally realized or verified (muhagqaqah). What
concomitants are known are merely the easiest ones to detect, but these by no means
suffice.'

Tusi’s response to the whole issue of knowing the “realities of things” has been to
propose an alternative reading of the T#/igat passage. What Ibn Sina really meant by the
“things” whose realities we do not know, he states, was simply those exzstent entities (a/-
dyan al-mawjudat) known as the “natures of existent things” (faba’l al-mawjadaf). It is

these, not the “realities of intelligibles,” what he called haga’q al-md'qalat, which are
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exceedingly difficult to define (MINT 68). Logicians like al-Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjani (816-
740 AH/1413-1340 CE) in a/-Gbhurrah fi al-mantiq have traditionally acknowledged the
difficulty, if not impossibility, of giving either an essental or a descriptive definition
(haddan kana aw rasman) of what they were wont to call “reality,” which Jurjani’s two
commentators on that work specifically designated as being exzstent, al-haga’iq al-mawjudah,
but that it was easy to do so for “conventonal concepts” (al-mafhamat al-ftibariyyah al-
istilahiyyah) (JGM 52, 151-2). Indeed, the difficulty lay simply in separatng what is
essential from what is accidental among the genus, general accident, species and property
(cf. al-Razi’s ShGMP).

While Tasi’s distincton tends to reflect the logicians’ division between the extstent
reality and the concepts, that of course was hardly the sense Qunavi had inferred from
Ibn Sina In his view, existence is a primary consideration neither for the thing nor for
the reality. Tusi illustrated his distinction between things and reality by pointing out that
anyone failing to acknowledge the “reality” of affirmation and denial, as a mental
operation, would be unable to go on to judge their union as being intuitively impossible.
Another example was, how can someone who does not even acknowledge the reality of
the body determine intuitively that it is impossible for two bodies to be completely joined
in a single space or for a body to exist in two different places at the same time; or, for
that matter, someone who fails to accept the realities of 10 and 5 judge 10 to be the

double of 5, etc.? (A similar argument was used by Aristotle himself in PoA 71a, /. 26-

30.)
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Clearly, the term hagigah had several connotations, implying different things to
different people. But reality — whether of existent entdes or of intelligibles — at least was
something distinct from whatever it represented. And while the word “things” may be
used more restrictively to mean exzszent things, this distinction was precisely what the term
“realities of things” in Qunavi’s view was designed to convey. For Qunavi, though,
while non-existent, the realities are still not quite as determinate as either the logicians’
“conventional concepts,” thought to be easily definable, or TGsi’s baga’iq al-md gulat. Not
unlike Yahya Suh-avardi (died c. 587 AH/1191 CE) — who so altered the nature of the
Peripatetic “definition” as to make it more amenable to systematic inquiry of a somewhat
different, broader and far more subtle reality than any heuristic use of logic so far —
Qunavi acknowledge “realies” of which we had a modicum of (non-discursive)
knowledge without actually “grasping” them. Now, the feebleness of ordinary modes
of reasoning “in encompassing things as they really are,” he emphasized with Ibn Sina,
was attributable to what we have referred to as the “sense principle,” on the basis that
the senses are the source of ordinary human knowledge (mabda’ md'rifatibi); although
sense experience ironically also played an indispensable role in the development of the
philosophers’ epistemological argument — as the emphasis placed by Tusi on existent
realities, being the unknowables along with his new concept of “analogical existence”
intended to overcome its obvious limitations, cleatly shows. Tusi, who preferred to
work rather conventionally'’ within the dimensions of the Peripatetic problem of God’s

existence and quiddity (and rhetorically within the query posed to him by Qnavi), in fact
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proposes two kinds of existence, as a means of escaping the resulting conundrum. He
attempts to account for the anomolous and radical disjuncton between “reality” and
“existence” by introducing a new notion of what the existence of the thing is likely to
mean — the second sense below. “Univocal existence” was intended with respect to the
muldple units associated with distance and bodies (MNT 67-8). The other more
significant type of existence denotes things that manifest differences in power,
precedence, intensity and quantity; the “logical implications” (mugfadaya) of this concept,
he says, are not derived uniformly for God (MNT 65). It is in this second sense, in fact,
that existence for God stands by virtue of its own essence (b7-dhatihs), without having to
be predicated of its quiddity (min ghayr ‘urndibi li-mahiyatibi); whereas everything else
besides God’s existence is accidental to the quiddity (MNT 65-6). This “analogical
existence” (bil-tashkik), which he says is also of a rational nature (amr ‘agh) (MNT 66),
denotes both Necessary Existence (standing by itself without being attributed to its

quiddity) and the possible existents (which take on existence as an accident).

b. Knowing God Through God

From that perspectve, perhaps Ttsi’s and Qunavi’s views may not be so irreconcilable,
especially if we keep in mind the integrative function of “analogical existence” associated
with necessary and possible existence. Some such bringing into analogical relation is
intended by Qunavi himself, as we shall see in later chapters. Philosophy (especially that

of Ibn Sini) has determined that what lies between these two denotations — Necessary
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Being and possible existent — must in some measure be possible in itself yet necessary
through another. Our knowledge must be rooted in some such “intermediate” and
“necessary” world, and in so being becomes linked not only to God’s knowledge of
Himself but to God’s knowledge of things. A language as rooted in the sensonal world
as that of the philosophers’ was alleged to be, on the other hand, always takes us back to
the level of the “natural faculties.”"* Qunavi spoke more sweepingly of a “creational
intellection” (a/-td agqu! al-kawni), whose main feature is the intellecdon of God by “what
is not God” (MQH 98)."* There is nothing in it that corresponds (mutabigan) to God as
He is in Himself or to His own specification to Himself so as to distinguish Him from
all else (m2a yamta, min sawahu) (MQA 33). Recalling that God’s Reality cannot be reduced
to the quiddity, saying that the exzstence of God is superadded or is identical to His Reality
cannot alter the fact that His specification by the one intellecting Him in this fashion
cannot correspond to what He truly is in Himself." God simply

is unspecifiable [ghayr muta'ayyan] through any kind of specification which is intellectual
[‘aglan], mental [dhihnan] ot sensonial [bissan]; He neither resembles [la mumazzj] nor is He
intermingled with anything; nor is He remote, except in respect of the distinctiveness of
His Reality above everything else. (MQA 33)
This does not mean that no specification at all is possible. But if the first kind of
intellection does not correspond to His own specification of Himself — that is, what His
own knowledge of Himself determines this distinction to be — what then does it signify?
When it does not correspond to the thing as it is in itself, any precept based on such an

intellecdon and wrongly ascribed to God — either affirmatively or negatively — refers in

the first instance to such intellection and specification as are apt to be particularized in
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the conception (fasawwur) itself, conception belonging to the one intellecting (a/-
mutashakhkbas ft tasawwur al<agdl) (MQA 33). Instead of the object intended, it refers to
an intellected particularization. We shall see below that this further implies two kinds of
judgments upon the object, depending on whether the judge himself is “permanent” -
as in the case of God in His knowing Himself — or “shifting” with respect to that object.
Qunavi’s inference is important. By following its own language and logical momentum,
thinking reproduces the same truncation blighting all of the the human facultes, and
deflecting the inquiry from its initial objective (i.e., knowledge of God) toward secondary
goals.

Since there is no “correspondence” to speak of, strictly speaking, every affirmation or
negation is futle, every knowledge or precept about God lacks soundness. The only
proper “prnciple of knowledge” is a knowledge of God through God, rather than
through any limited faculty or intellect (la&in bil-Haqq la bi-quwabim wa ‘ugalihim) (MQA
32-3). Indeed, once the “advocates of God’s [rights]” (ab/ al-hagq) — those who assign
what properly belongs to God'” - know God through God, they can then come to know
their own souls (nufwsahum) through God by way of that through which they know Him
(MQA 33). In respect of His Oneness, of course, the absolute specification of God here
remains to Himself and to no other. But another kind of specification, the proper “first,”
His most perfect and the closest to bearing a correspondence to “that which is in itself”
(lima huwa al-amr ‘alayhi) or to being “just as God’s nature [sha’n] requires,” occurs in the

intellection performed by the First Inteilect (a/<ag! al-awwal) (MQH 98). Of all the
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possible entites, it is the freest of any judgement of multiplicity and delimitation. It also
occupies the intermediary position between the Necessary Being and the possible existent
mentioned above, reflecting them both.

But how does this improve our understanding? In making such a claim, is Qunavi not
simply subsdruting the First Intellect and the remaining intellects for the limited faculdes
of mortal beings, for whom reflecdon about God inevitably brings the limited human
faculties in its train? There is no doubt that infellect is used in the two senses employed
by Ibn Sini and other falasifah. It includes both the facultatve and the immaterial
intellect, which contemplates God with no intermediary faculty to disrupt contemplation.
Intrinsic to the intermediary level are no doubt two distinct “processes” or considerations
of knowledge — descent and ascent. What concerns us about the intermediary level of
the First Intellect are the separate dimensions and levels of perception it brings into play.
There is a critical assumption, played up both in the Avicennan commentary tradition
and by Qunavi himself, that a cansa/ relationship exists between God’s knowledge of His
essence and His knowledge of all things, as two distinct poles in the descending
“movement” of self-manifestadon. Within this overall framework, “quiddites” play a
crucial role. Ontologically, they are here dependent on their intellectual fixity, which
renders them peculiarly disposed, collectively, to acting as the ideal theoretical point of
intersection, or intermediary (corresponding, in systematic science, to the contemplative
intermediacy of the Intellect), between the ordinary powers of reflection and Divine

contemplaton.



199

It was disagreement over their ontological status in God’s knowledge which prompted
Qunavi’s second major question in MQA 34-7, where Qunavi solicits Tusi’s views on
whether or not they are “originated” (maf#iah). Direct investigadon and sound
experience, says Qunavi, confirm that they must be non-originated while possessing a
“touch of existence,” insofar as their specification in the knowledge of God in a single
mode (‘a/a wafirah wakidah) is at least pre-eternal and everlasting (agalan wa abadan) (MQA
35)."* Buefly, they refer to God’s knowledge of things before they acquire the existence
attributable to things in the sense discussed above, being the epistemic counterparts of
the “realides,” which in turn are the ondc pole of a single relaton. Whereas “things” (a/+
ashya’), as we saw in Chapter Two, connote the specifications of God’s universal and
partcular (or “differental’) intellections (1dayyunat td agqulatibi al-kulliyyah wal-tafsiliyyah),
quiddities are those very infellections, or at least their “forms” (KN 275): the “forms,” that
is, in the guise of quiddites in Divine knowledge. And form, as we now know, is the
functdonal equivalent of the device for the conveyance of meaning.

In broad terms, intellecdon at this level performs two basic noetic functions; it must
comprise, on the one hand, the “Divine root letters” (al-buraf al-asliyyabh al-ilahiyyah) and,
on the other, the quiddides (KF 1, 15-6:189). The first consists of God’s intellecdon of
things in respect of their “internality” within His unitariness (kgyninatiha fi wabdanzyyatibi),
in analogy with “human psychical conceptualizaton” (al-tasawwur al-nafsani™al-insans)”
before the actual specification of their forms in knowledge — e.g. single conceptions

(tasawwurat mufradab) devoid of any notional, mental or sensory construction of parts (a/-
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tarkib al-mdnawi wal-dhibni wal-hisst) (KF 1, 15:189). Since this comprises the ot or
primary letters, there is no construction as yet to speak of. The second intellection, that
of the quiddities proper, may also be thought of in terms of “letters,” though not roots.
[t occurs in the knowledge of the one essence in its relafional distinctiveness (al-imtiyas al-
nishi). He calls this the “presence of inscription” (badrat al-irtisam), in that “the things are
insctbed inside God” (murtasimab fi nafs al-Haqq); but whether quiddities are viewed apart
from the concomitants or together with them, the main point is that their primary
collective function is to be intellections whereby the “act of intellecting for the one stems
from the other” — on account of the overarching oneness of the ontic essence."”
Obviously, Qinavi wishes to maintain both that quidditdes, too, (i.e. all instances of
“what-is-it?”’) subsist in a single, pre-eternal and everlasung mode — in accordance with
what their realities require (being their noetic counterparts) — and that the intellection of
the one is posterior (muta'akhkbir) to that of the other in respect of order of rank (rutbah)
(KN 275). There are two senses in terms of which one may speak of intellectons
according to what the quiddities’ realities themselves — that is, the referents — “require.”
They occur as:

(1) their realities’ intellecton in respect of the “expiration” (is#h/k) of their
muldplicity in the oneness of God, or what he takes to mean the synoptical
inte'llec.t:ion (mujmal) of detail (mufassal); and, in opposite direction to this
expiraton,

(2) the intellection of the precepts of oneness (ahkam al-wahdah), one “set” or
“totality” at a tme (jumlah bdd jumlah), so that each totality is intellected

through what gusddities are contained therein and which are the forms of such
muldple and manifold intellections that belong to the single existence (4/-wujad

al-wahid) (KN 275).
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The prnciple informing this definitive view of the quiddities and their place
accomodates very well the noetic relational complex described by Ibn Sina in Tal 13,
where knowledge must connect every “knower” to every given “object known” (at the
Divine level, being the “realites” of the quiddites) according to what that object of
knowledge is in itself (KN 276).” It must hold for any knower whatsoever, God or man.
The proper intellection of the muldplicity of attachments is, by the same token, based on
the objects of knowledge in their efermal connectons and multplicity — in his words,
“td aqqul td addnd al-td allugat bi-hasab al-md'lamat td allugan wa td addudan agaliyyan’” (MQA
35)." But this can only mean that,

The manifold [##addud) is linked to the unitary knowledge that [properly belongs to] the
essence [al-ilm al-wabdani al-dhafi], thanks to the latter’s attachment to the objects of
knowledge [4:/-ma/wma). Perception of these [objects] is never realized except in respect
of the specificatons and attachments [of the unitary knowledge]. (KN 276)

For this to be, the objects must be known insofar as the essence, no longer unqualified,
is a knowing essence, that is, inclined toward its object. Since this may hold for any
knower whatsoever, Qunavi tumns to the main point of his argument — namely, deriving
“knowledge-for-the-other” from “knowledge-for-God” — by first setting forth, in the rest
of his passage, the main features of “subordination,” the structural principle behind this
whole noetc calculus:
But the attachment [##a/lugibi] of this knowledge to every object known is subordinate to
the object known according to what that known object is in itself [1367 ili-md'lam bi-hasab
ma huwa al-md'lum) — whether it be simple or composite, [linked to] time and place or
not..And from the musi#s considered thus far, a further ramification is that the

“judgement” from every “judge of every thing judged™ (al-hukm min kull hakim ‘als kull
mabhkion ‘alaybi] is subordinate both to the “status of the judge” [/@¢ 4-hal al-hakirm), at the

* The treatise is divided into nus#s.
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time of judgement [477a al-hukm)], and to the “status of that which is judged” /367 4-ha/
al-mabkam ‘alayh] at the time of “judgement” of the “one judging it” [a/-hakim ‘alayhi).
Therefore, if “that which is judged” is of those things which are by nature shifting from
state to state [min sha’nibi al-tanaqqul fi al-abwal], then the judgements of the “one judging
over it” proliferate into every [one of these] states [fanawn/at abkam al-hakim ‘alaybi fi kull
#al), and [what is judged] differs insofar as it vascillates through these states [#alabbuthih:
bi-tilka al-ahwal). 1f, on the other hand, it is in the nature of “what is judged” to be
permanent in a single mode [a/-thabat ‘als wafirah wakdah), then the judgement of the “one
judging it” is laid down in accordance with the primary attachment designated for the
judge’s judgement, along with its requirement [a/-/4allug al-awwal]. The rest depends on
the status of the judge [h@kzm]: is it a requirement of his essence to shift through states
[at-tagallub fi al-abwal] according to these states, or to be permanent and for the states to
shift according to him? The subordination of the judge’s judgement (fabdiyyat hukm al-
hakini) depends on one of these two considerations, which cover the levels of judgement
of every judge and every thing judged. No other judgement of either judge or object
judged has been left out (KN 276-77).

This, then, is the principle by which all the elements involved in any kind of “‘judgement”
are interconnected. And each aspect is related to the other through “subordination” or
tabdiyyah, a key concept in Qunavi’s theoretical introduction to Ija% a/-bayan. This
analysis of the judgement act, viz. of hukm, gives coherence to the overall scheme of
epistemology envisaged by both the philosophers and the mystics. Coordinated with
“level,” or martababh, it helps to establish the pattern of analogical linkages thar all but
permeate every component feature of his scheme. What is particularly interesting in this
connection is that it is expressed in terms of a fundamental duality between each level’s
integrative, concealing funcdon, on the one hand, and the necessary exveriorization of forms
and existence (cf. IB A:90; B:198), on the other. For the moment, let us just say that
“judgement” raises the all-important question of whether a “subordinate judgement” is
that of the “permanent judge” or springs directly from man’s constantly shifting
perceptive faculties. On this score, quiddity is unequalled as a philosophical device through

which one may talk about the object known without designating the type of knower
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involved. [it makes it irrelevant conceptually whether the knower is “permanent” or of
the shifting kind, since it is not the knower but the noetic modalities of his object of
knowledge that are of concern when discussing the quiddity.

The remaining problem is how to maintain the distinction between the knower and
the object known through the mediation of the quiddity without vidating the etemal and
unitary purity of God’s knowledge (ultimately, of Himself as a single object), irrespective
of the pattern of swbordinate and hierarchical relatons enclosed within this knowledge.
In response to our earlier query, “quiddity” in ordinary patlance does not, given its
“creational” origin, stand unqualifiedly for God’s reality. God’s “quiddity,” if any, is
unique inasmuch as the term, implying knowledge of something (“what is it”), can
legitimately refer only to His eternal, unitary and hierarchically-ordered knowledge of a//
things rather than to His reality. In this sense, therefore, it is inclined toward the object,
not in its hidden uniqueness, but as a noetic modality. In other words, while ostensibly
about God, it implies a knowledge which is equally tolerant of multiplicity and is oriented
toward those “other” realities of things that subsist before they acquire external
existence. This would almost amount to a formal equivalence between God’s knowledge
of Himself and the knowledge of things, if the former were not more aptly described as
the “cause” of His knowledge of everything, thereby maintaining the independent stature
of the judge. The intellection of the quiddity apart from its myriad concomitants yields
only a “hidden notional letter” (barf ghaybi md nawi), just as actvely “ascribing knowledge”

(wasf al“1lm) can only be by way of its relational distinction from the essence (imtiyazihi al-
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nisht “un al-dhat) — not as a direct ascript - = of the essence as it 1s in itself or as it God’s
knowledge were idendcal to His essence NF 1, 15:189). This way of stating the problem
opens up a new avenue by which notori ind existenual words can be constructed, it
being understood that the quesuon dep:znds on a proper understanding of speech, that
knowledge is a “knowledge that ascribz:” and that, in the final analysis, God’s own
“descripton” of Himself is His self-mar:zestaton in the form ot specch.

So far, Qunavi has drawn up a picture =here no specificatdon (&ayyun) or intellection
(tdtagqul) of God based solely on reason ¢ :2ld ever correspond to a thing as it is in itscif.
The reladon to God of things bke onczess (wahbdah), source (mabda’tyyah), influence
(ta’thir), the existentaung act (u/f! al-fyac . 21c., elicits an element of mulaplicity, and so
falls most approprately under the aspec: ot “specificaton” (Ztzbar al-td ayyun) (KN 275).
The point is that, in respect of the abs:iuteness or unconditionality of His essence
(etlagibi al-dhati), God remains subject to zo judgement or precept whatsoever, nor can
“One” or “Necessity of Existence” b: inked to Him in any wav pror to such a
specificagon. The first specificanon earh:= referred to as the “First [ntellect” — whereby
the noetic relaton of the essence 1s inteli-zed, clearly distinguishable from that essence
— Qunavi insists on calling a merely reizzonal. not the “real,” distnction (w/mtyaz al-
nisbi la al-bagigi). God’s oneness, the nezzssitv oof His existence (wa wiwyith wiyndibe), etc.,
are all intellected through the intermedia f the noetic relation of the essence (KN 275).7
Only His knowledge at the stanon of Fis singular oneness (maqum ahadiyatihr) remains

His very essence (uyr dhatuhy MQA 3¢ In this complete sense, His knowledge of
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Himself is said to be “through and in Himself” (‘émabu nafsabu bi-nafsibi fi nafsibi). And
this is the “knowledge through Himself” that acts as the cause of His knowledge of things
(ayn “ilmibi bi-nafsihi sabab Slmihi bi-kull shay’) (KN 275). Knowledge cleft in this way
underlies quiddity’s transference from the absolute existence to a posidon where it
pertains strictly to created things and God’s knowledge of them. God by essence
remains the causal source (a/-mu aththir bil-dhat), though not a causal source in the sense
of an essence completely distinct from the specification of the relation of a knowledge
attached to one or more objects of knowledge having different realities (MQA 36).

In sum, argue as one may that our knowledge of God or, perhaps, His own knowledge
of Himself is expressible in answer to the “what is it,” quiddity (if any) has paradoxically
more to do with His knowledge of the “what is it?” of a thing, although He Himself
cannot be reduced to a finite entity. Rounding out the argument in a simple identty
would, in hindsight, only have served to eliminate the vital “linguistic” components of
utterance about God, and with it presumably the very possibility of spiritual contact by
the worshipper and the “knower of God” as a result of the absence of a concrete
medium of communication. Quiddity cannot fulfil this function alone, because, as we
will see, it is immobile, something it shares with “reality,” or bagiqah. However,
quiddity’s linguistic connecton allows it also to carry along some of the features of
language. It is, indeed, highly significant that Qunavi should use #bda'zyyab (i.e. to follow
in order or to be subordinate to something) in order to describe how its various levels

are related; fabd'iyyah is a term he borrows from Arabic philology. Presumably, one could
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equally fast on on the strictly logical aspect of predication superfluously reintroduced by
the philosophical term “quiddity,” but only at the expense of the more valuable syntactical
features of speech. These features are what links the knowledge available to us

analogically to Divine wisdom.

§ THE LANGUAGE OF EXPERIENCE

So fundamental has the question of Divine speech historically been, that the proper use
of reason in the obtainment of knowledge would scarcely have arisen as an issue in the
medieval period without scriptural authority operating to inform philosophical inquiry
itself of its bounds. It is quite anachronistic, as we pointed out before, to picture
theoretical reason isolated from the sinuous web of exegeszca/ problems that had given rise
to it in the first place, those problems that are succinctly recapitulated in the
philosophical pronouncement that only God knows Himself, or that we know God only
in the way He describes Himself.

In view of this, and at the risk perhaps of engaging in circular kind of reasoning, it
must be asked whar theoretical reflection must consist of in order to accord with Divine
speech. For one thing, what exactly consttutes the pregiven element in mystical discourse?
For there seems to be no simple correspondence between any part of the logical
syllogism (e.g. premises based on sense data, the primary concepts, etc.), as we have
studied it so far, and the structural constituents of mystical discourse serving as a vehicle

for Divine speech. Qiinavi worked his way to something that lay beyond the
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pregivenness of the “articles of faith” (quwdid), as a possible candidate, although these
arucles scem to be the clearest equivalents to logical premises. The arucles of faith which
have so excrcised the minds of medieval scholars for centuries certainly could easily be
admutted as premises. if only they were not themselves denved from a more basic content
revealed in scrprural form through Divine Speech. The new linguistic interplay berween
“address” or “speech” (&hitabah), in all its varied forms, and the meanings they transmit
reveals a continually unfolding kind of pregivenness, not a static one. Form qua quiddity,
on the other hand, imparts fixity. Priority (fugaddum) as a structural fearure of mystical
utterance may consist of an expression, act of witness or experience relative to some
other order of expression purporting to interpret it and taking it as a linguistc datum in
its own right for a synthesis that is to occur at a level transcending both elements. [n this
sense, each prionty is reflected in multtudinous and interconnecting levels of expression
- as we will now see. Even I[bn Sina reckoned that logical demonstradon ultmately
aimed at a “higher” resolution which is, in turn, “prior,” normally relative to something
else. Seeing how language is so clearly central to his doctrine, it is interesdng to note how
Qunavi hoped to reveal the manner 1n which priority in discursive knowledge worked
its way through every level, starung from some inital, pregiven core in God’s own speech
about Himself. [t must be remembered that discourse had to admut of spiritual striving
and purificatdon, which imply process rather than fixity; but it had 10 do this without
vitating the new priority that must also feature at some further point to which it is

oricnted, along the lenthy path of selt-manifestatuon.
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At this stage, the reader may find this series of associations still somewhat abstract.
It is better visualized, perhaps, in terms of spiritual journeying. This lends it a certain
degree of immediacy and, naturally enough, moral intensity. As a journey, though, the
“process” consists of a return to orgin — logically speaking, the indistinct “subject” ~
although it is no mere origin. The “process” is also one of self-manifestation from a
unique source. The essence here being a &rowing essence — firstly of itself and secondly
of everything else — a dynamic is at once established between the causative source and its
effect, whence arises the multiplicity.

From this perspective, several possible positions on the nature of Divine discourse
follow. Qtnavi’s first proposes a bedrock theological division between two distinct but
interconnected ways in which “utterance” is employed by human beings — one is veiled
(al-lisan al-hijabi), relating to the level of possibility and its precepts (abkam), and
“creatonal,” being rooted in sensadon; the other he calls necessary, having its own
precepts (/san martabat al-wujub wa abkamibi) MQH 93). The second form of utterance
is normally associated with mystcal unveiling (&ashf) and insight (basirah). Attained
through ““a perfectly realized spiritual ascent” (al-ittild al-mubaqqaq al-atamm), it indicates
a certain pause (wwg#f) upon the true state of affairs by way of their eternal and
everlasting specification in God’s knowledge through a “single mode.” It implies
realization as opposed to mediated reflecdon upon something else of primary
significance. There are further subtleties to this conception which we need to take

account of if we are to fathom the full meaning of noetic priority, the nub equally of
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spiritual journeying and logical coherence.
Closer to matters spiritual, priority ranges from what is internal to God to what man
internalizes in his mystical experience. In a letter to Abu al-Qdsim al-Tilimsafi ~(d.
690/1291), for instance, Qunavi describes an experience he had had in the Holy City of

Mecca.*

His inspiradon came in two verses, replaced the ritual words normally
pronounced with the performance of supererogatory duties (KT 176a). But each verse
was given at a different “station” (magam) and with a different “voice” (/san). One set
of utterances he construed as the servant speaking to his Lord (kawn al“abd yukhatib
rabbahu), according to his own limited state and ame (hasab halihi mdabu wa wagttihi minbu);
in the other, it was God speaking to one of the servants “selected in every age” (a/-
mukhtar fi kull ‘asr) for his true realization through the two secrets: “comprehensive
union” (jan/)and “singular oneness” (ahadzyyah) (KT 176a). We shall have much more to
say later in this study on the twin, pomal aspect of unity he calls jan/ and abediyyah; cleatly
the integrative function associated earlier with judgement (bukm) by level (martabab)
reflects something of this primally manifested unity.

One is struck by the bi-directionality of “inspired communication” with God, which
Qtnavi had earlier ted to regulate through the mechanism of the quiddity. Indifferent
as it is to the nature of the judge, quiddity fails to account for this bi-directionality; in
other words, it cannot confirm the nature of 4o# judge and object judged. In the first
verse, the servant is speaking to his Lord upon being “confined” with Him (ba/ al-busar

mdabs), though “without any specific mental consideration [/ bi-*tibar m# ayyan] or article
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of faith,” as the latter has been extrapolated “from what may be leamed from God,
wansmitted from Him or witnessed in one of His manifestations [fgia/liyyatthi]” (KT 176a).
Qunavi insists the experience is independent of all these, and anything else is merely
derived from what the “servant’s Lord knows Himself” in place of what the “other” does
only indirectly (/a ma yd'lamubu ghayrubs) (KT 176b). The directness of the experence
cannot be done away with; it is indispensable.

Yet, the “object of search” (mat/ab) can finally be reached only when the soul has
devoted itself entrely in the way of God (KT 176b). This implies modon. Spiritual
journeying must — just as the activation of the senses did for Ibn Sina — have its rightful
role to play. God’s calling upon man’s soul has two unique aspects. One, since God is
ever manifesting Himself (mutajalliyyan ‘als al-dawam) and pouring forth the “signs” (fayyad
‘ala al-aya), there is absolutely no hindrance to His unadulterated Metcy (&halis rabmatihi)
and no other realization through complete witness (/@ ‘ayn al-tahagqug bi-shubiidibi al-
atamm) and knowledge of Him (md'rifatthi) save that selfsame soul (nafs al-nafs). The soul
being deserving of “universality” (ma istabaqqat bil-kulliyyah) — to put it philosophically
- both the dark and the higher luminous veils will vanish (3@ al-bujub al-almaniyyah wal-
niriyyah alulyah). That a philosophical term like universality should be used to describe
the state of spiritual accomplishment illustrates further not only the extent to which he
was able to recover the underlying spiritual themes informing Avicennan philosophy, but
also how he prudently aligned the interpretive language, which has to reflect upon first-

hand experience, with respect to that experience.
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The second aspect of God’s calling, on the other hand, has to do with the requirement
of the sntellect — usually a negative requirement — to be correlated with direct experience,
but which is forced to contravene the fact that all the Divine acts, names and attributes
are primordial and must be directly vertfied (al-asalah wal-tahgiq). What this means is, as we
saw, that all sound knowledge should be oriented in the most direct fashion possible
toward the actual object — in this case, the “reality” — and not some synoptical version
of it. In opposition to this, whenever those who are veiled (a4/ a/-jab) imagine (tawhimu)
a deficiency (nags) in any of these acts, names and attributes, God is forthwith declared
to be “far above them” (raguba al-Haqq ‘anha).

Consequently, intellect alone is of dubious value when we try to relate these names
and attributes to God, since those who are veiled do not usually perceive any dimension
of rea/ — i.e. as opposed to figuratve — superority in them(‘adam idrak waih al-husn al-
bagiqi fihd) (KT 176b). Nevertheless, the Divine address may descend even here, though
always in strict accordance with the state of those speakers whose nature is so inclined.
Even so, whenever some of God’s servants choose, they may “penetrate deeper [or
apprehend] in utmost clarity [jalyyat al-amr], as the veils between themselves and the reality
of the secret as it is in itself [haqiqat al-sirr ‘alt ma huwa ‘alayhi] are lifted and they themselves
are freed of the fetters of their imaginings, intellects and sensations through an
unexpected sign from God (bi-dallihim min Allah ma lam yaksind yahtasiban}” (KT:176b).
Thereupon, they will see that, in all that to which they bear witness, God’s purpose has

all along been for them to affirm Him even at the most complete “station of denial”
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(magam al-nafi al-akmal), as in this second aspect. Indeed, their very experiences within
the world of created being will all have proved to be veils “upon Him through Him” (fz-
_yakini fi ‘Glam al-kawn hijaban ‘alaybi biki).”

Here Qunavi is speaking of a particular kind of experience or beholding here, one that
is both “personal” and expressible as — of all things — wniversality. What will intetests us
more and more is the broader relationship between two discursive, contrastively distinct
poles: the ground experience (““the closest possible act of witnessing”) and the material
instruments needed to convey it. We have seen how Qunavi freely related his own rational
insights into the noetc core to Ibn Sina’s. He is now anxious to show that intellectual
perception, as incomplete as it may be, lays claim to a degree of substantveness which
one may justify more conventionally by means of this antipodal relation. Indeed, the two
poles, experience and instrument of interpretation, have largely determined how the
various schools of thought in Islam have had historically to deal with exegetical issues.
For the givenness of scripture has always been the most vital source of all “rational
discourse”; it is what gives it substance. However near to being a perception in its own
right, rational discourse is meaningless without this scripture. Within the parameters
allowed for philosophical reason, or reasoning for the purpose of “instruction,” while the
premises of a syllogism may well be accepted on authority, this does not imply a hard-
and-fast rule equating fex#wa/ content with sensory information or, for that matter, the
“articles of faith.” It is more in the manner of a pre-posing of the conclusion we saw in

the last chapter. In some paradoxical way, the text as a whole has to serve as both the
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start and the conclusion of an original encounter, as any “conversadon” with God (even
versified, like the one we just saw) can only do. The experience that first emerges may
subsequently, and only in hindsight, come to rest upon a polarity such as the one
between the encompassing field of direct beholding and the interpretaton. This,
incidentally, accords well with Ibn “Arabi’s whole philological modf that informs his
meticulous analysis of the immobility and the motion aspects of discourse ~ which, in
any case, we need constantly to keep in mind. Ibn “Arabi had pointed, for example, to
the opposidon of the “motion” associated with Frab (“inflection,” also “expression” or
“interpretaton”) to the more singular immobility of 4#na’ characteristic of uninflected
words. To these corresponded two noetic creatures: mutalawwin and mutamakkin (FuM
IT 18:60-1).

It is noteworthy that in response to Tusi’s disagreement, even puzzlement, over
Qunavi’s position on the quiddities, which he compared to that of the older schools of
kalam, Qunavi delivers a poignant defence of “beholding” or “witnessing” as the
commanding center relative to which the intellectual endeavour can never shed its
character as mere interpretation. But this holds for every noetic level, where one
expressive sphere may exfoliate from the other. It is crucial to Qunavi that interpretive
reason in every capacity be understood in its habit of concealing rather than of unveiling.
Accordingly, he begins his treatise by drawing attention to the peculiar difficulty weighing
upon anyone attempting to express (f7a), within a forum of dialogue and investigation,

certain “mysteres” (asr@) (MQH 92). The relation between the “sphere of expression [or
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interpretaton)” (falak al-ibarah), he explains, to that of the notional meanings and simple
realities (falak al-mdani al-mujarradah wal-haqa’iq al-basitah) is very hard to specify mentally
(tdayyuniha fi al-adhhan) (MQH 96). He notes the same difficulty in

the sphere of conceptions [fasawwurai] and mental specifications relative to the domain
of the psychical attachments [‘arsa? al-tdallugat al-nafsaniyyab) and the simple concepts {a/-
tasmywurd al-basitah]. The same holds true of the simple concepts of the soul relaave to
the universal things [£/-umir al-kulliyyah); and of the causal realities [al-haqaig al-illiyyah]
relative to the intellecton of the intellects; and of the universal souls [a/-nufis al-kulliyyah)
to the universals [ex/iyyall. [However,] the intellects’ and the souls’ attachments are
related to the specification of the objects of knowledge in God's own knowledge in the
same manner that the intellection belonging to He who has no intellects or universal souls
at the level of knowledge is to them. (MQH 96-7)

His immediate purpose in contributing this interesting clarification, already quoted once
before in Chapter One, is that while different schools of thought may employ the same
terms and expressions (a/-asma’ wal-alfag), they often differ in their usage; although it is
illuminating in more important respects as well, as noted eatlier in Chapter One. Schools
differ because technical expressions are so difficult to grasp, which leads to a general
breakdown of terminological precision (MQH 97).” More fundamental, though, is the
centrality and primordiality of direct experience. The “Lordly inspirations” (al-nafabat al-
rabbaniyyah) come suddenly without any effort (#Fammul) in the form of Divine gifts
(nafahat rabbaniyyah) and, most tellingly, at particular moments (MQH 92). The subject
martter of his treatise, he adds, is precisely to determine the state (»2)) in which a hidden
spiritual conversation (wufawadah ghaybiyah riihaniyyah) takes place somewhere between
one of the veritable Lordly levels (martabah min al-maratib al-rabbantyyak) and one of the
creaturely stations (magqam min al-maqamat al-abdantyyab) (MQH 92). For purposes of

discipline, or “adab,” and confirmation (fahgiq), the best way to render (farjamah) this
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“conversation,” as he calls it, is through a type of exchange that is, in turn, suited to the
station of worship (bi-magam al-ubadiyyah) demanded by the moment and the state. In
short, one cannot hope to consider all at once the possible avenues to knowledge,
irrespective of the circumstances or particularites of each inquiry.

He hastily adds that his exposé is meant “to shed light on an intellected journey [a/-
rihlah al-md'qulab) from the noetic [a/-hadrah al-ilmiyyah), essental and unitary Presence,”
which happens to be the “place [maball] of the eternal and everlasting inscription [a/-
irtisam) of all objects of knowledge” (MQH 92). The reference is unmistakably to the
“consonantal™ level of written letters. Intellected, this “presence” signifies the fact that
God is the ulimate source (mabda fyyat al-Hagqq), and indicates His creative emanation
(fayddubu al-ijadi) through a noetic, essential and actual necessity (bi/-ijab al-ilmi al-dhati
al-fli). Knowledge of this noetic primacy (a/-awwaliyyah al-ilmiyyab) allows us to specify
“the origin of the spiritual path [mabda’ al-sulnk al-md nawi)] that properly belongs to the
human perfectional and lordly reality [/il-hagiqah al-insaniyab al-kamaliyyah al-rabbaniyyah),
together with its goal [ghayatubal and outcome [husi/uba)” (MQH 92). Although in this
case sensation is no longer either the origin or principle (mabda’) of knowledge, between
the origin and the goal lies the wayfarer’s intetrpretation (farjamab) of his state (hal al-salik)
in his shifting phases (tanaqqulibi fi"l-al-atwar), stages (adwar) and levels of consignment
and dwelling (maratib al-istida@ wal-istigrar). Any admonition of the traveller would then

strictly depend on his nature and his capacity of expression” at every terminal point

* In the sense of letter consonants, not commensuration.
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(manzil) and staton he reaches and then surpasses. Finally, through such an
“interpretation,” the wayfarer is made privy to a knowledge of the mysteries of the origin
and the return (atmabda’ wal-mdad), the crux of religion which consttutes the highest
reaches of both intellectual scholar and believer. However, before disclosure (£ashf) and
perception (mushahadah) can take place — always through the instruction of an
accomplished figure — the seeker must understand the mode of his own shiftings from

one created, natural or Lordly abode to another.

§ THE DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO SCRIPTURAL SOURCES

Qunavi is, therefore, concemned to coordinate technical discourse with content of
knowledge given either on authority or through personal experience in the form of a
“Lordly inspiration” from the wayfarer’s Lordly source. In this, the canonical text of the
Qur’an plays a central, instructive role as the primary root and the nearest temporally
artculated expression of God’s knowledge of Himself, being in short what God says
about Himself to man. As such it has a reguladve impact upon the reflective
peregrinations of human beings in all their “interpretive” efforts.

In the Correspondence, he compares the approaches to scripture of different schools of
thought in Islam, referring to a varety of tendencies, among the best known of which
for its predominantly theoretical approach to the knowledge of God is, of course, falsafabh,
and Ibn Sina in pardcular. Regarding fa/safah, his main point is that even if reflective

thinking is incapable of discovering or “encompassing” things as they really are, so long
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as it relies on the limited facultes that depend on sensory perception, the matter does not
rest here. On the contrary, under certain conditions it may, as we can now see, play a
valuable role; for, behind Ibn Sina’s statement about the “realities of things,” in his view,
lay the significant discovery that the thinking faculty (a/-guwwah al-frkriyyah) was also one
of the attrbutes or characteristics of the “spirit.” Man’s incapacity to grasp the “realities
of things” through his limited faculties implies neither that nothing at all can be uttered
nor, as we also saw, that the object does not exist. But Qunavi thought out the problem
more finely, in the hope of showing how the ratonal faculty must correspond with an
attribute which is similar to it and which it can perceive. There is “correspondence” only
in this sense. This way of putting it easily accommodates the kind of associations he
alluded to just above between the different “spheres,” more specifically between the
Divine and the intellectual or spiritual. The general principles govemning the consonant
relation that needs to hold between any faculty (or science, for that matter) and a given
attribute are delineated in the Introducton to [j& al-bayan (which we shall examine in the
next few chapters).

This strategy by consonance bears a resemblence to Ibn Sina’s and, indeed, Aristotle’s
formal linking of each science to an object of study commensurate to it. However,
Qunavi was interested in drawing attention to the vital source of knowledge, in the
mystics’ opinion inadequately defined by the Peripatetics thus far, and taken
paradoxically also in respect of the goal. No doubt, this was a matter to be expressed

more satisfactorily in terms of spiritual journeying, rather as another way of classifying
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the sciences. And, drawing upon a longer Islamic tradition, Quanavi was less hampered
in this task than were Ibn Sini and the fa/asffah before him by the need to systematize
beforehand the sciences of antiquity. Yet he continued to regard Ibn Sina’s approach,
formal as it may have been, as distincty important when compared to that of the
dialectical theologians, the mutakallimian — a point scrupulously emphasized on the
grounds that the greatest shortcoming of the mutakalliman was indeed their unbridled
and improper use of reason. This is a decisive difference which his “historical” treatment
of various schools points up and which tends to corroborate our view about the signal
importance of scriptural revelaton in the historical debate over the employment of
reason in our knowledge of God. It receives pointed emphasis in Qunavi’s
correspondence with Tuasi.

We have already shown, on a number of occasions so far, that knowledge of the
realities of things must be rooted in the formula that God knows His essence and knows
things through His essence; this is a philosophical way of saying that this knowledge is
what He reveals of Himself, in both a cosmological and a scrptural sense. In the
Mufsihah, Qunavi deals with the latter sense and proposes a first series of doctrinal
divisions. He enumerates three universal types — without naming any specific school of
thought or religious faction, as he will in fact do shortly — depending on their relationship
to two poles or “categories,” as he calls them: the intellectual (a/-gismah al-agliyyah) and
the Divine communicational (a/-7kbbarat al-ilahéyyak), on the other. These three types are

referred to simply as “high,” “intermediate” and “low” (MQM 4-5). To the first type, the
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highest, belong those persons whose intentions (bimam) ascend toward the acquisiton of
the “loftiest things™ (mdalf) — i.e. the enduring perfections and virtues — and who are
always in quest of a knowledge of the “reality of things” as they are in themselves (MQM
5). Knowledge of God is here the highest attachment (##a/lug) of the highest science
(‘4lm), where the nobility of a science depends on the nobility of the object of science and
where God’s own knowledge remains the very root (ag) of the knowledge of everything,
both simple and compound. Within this category, moreover, existent beings are
intellected and sensed in their different types, inasmuch as science is formally concerned
with them.

But two subdivisions are equally discernible here. The first is classed by reference to
those existents for whose percepton the faculties and compound instruments (a/-a/at al-
miggiyyah) are bestowed upon man by his Creator, either alone or in combinatdon (MQM
5). This is possible, he says, when it is in the nature of what is perceivable to be
perceived through these particular faculties. Other objects are perceived only
theoretically (nagarrhz) and cogitatively (fikrhz) through the intellect (‘a4/), as in the science
of God’s existence, the immaterial spirits and the simple concepts (al-mdani al-basitah).
Unable to reach a true knowledge of things as they are in themselves, people differ in
what they can perceive, according to the things perceived, their own temperament and
the goals that fit their disposition (MQM 9). An endrely different class of things exists,
however, whose perception is impossible through any faculty whatsoever, it being

understood nonetheless that they are perceptible. In this class, he includes God’s
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Essence (dhat al-Haqq), the realides of the names, the names ascribed to Him through
revealed traditions (atshara’¥) and the intellects (a/ug#l), and the sound way of attributng
them (kayftyyat sifat al-idafab) to His essence (MQM 5). Such a knowledge, he says,
presupposes an awesome staton (maqam mubib) and cannot be reached through the
rational and cogitative method of theory (nagarhi al-“agli al-fikri) (MQM 5-6). At that
stadon, it is “the necessity of a judgement on the necessary existence of God” which is
required (wusub al-hukm bi-wwub wujnd al-Hagqq) (MQM 5) — to say nothing of the
acknowledgement of His affirmation as being one in all respects distinct in His reality
from everything else. In the absence of this acknowledgement, falsehoods atise. But no
marter how hard he tries, the impartial investigator (a/-mustabsir al-munsif) will never be
completely satisfied in his search for a knowledge of these things. Upon proper
examination of what knowledge is offered by his theoretical and cogitative reasoning,
every such investigator discovers that the human faculdes are in fact incapable of
attaining to a knowledge of the “realities of things” — such as the nature of the names,
actuality or Divine emanations, let alone to God’s essence (MQM 6).

When God decides to complete the level of knowledge along with its precepts
concomitant to His necessary existence (ahkamiha al-lagimah), He does so for those, at the
second pole mentioned above, who are ready to penetrate the realities of things both as
they are in themselves and in the manner of their specification in God’s knowledge
(MQM 9). This is the station of the prophets (anbiya) and the “Fdends of God” (awlya),

chosen by God in accordance with what He knows about their “non-created
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predispositon” (ist'dadatihim al-ghayr al-maj’ilah), through which they had accepted
existence in the first place. This is the second predisposidon mentioned in the second
chapter of this thesis. God raises them to what He wishes them to know of His names’
realities and the secret precepts of the “necessity of His existence.” They are summoned
from among the very best of every age and every nation in order to invite people to their
Lord and to acquaint them with the proper way that leads to Him and to their own
telicity (sd‘adatibim), all “in good wisdom and counsel” (al-maw fzah al-hasanah) (Qur’an
16:125; MQM 9). They act from a station that joins concealment (#a#m) and disclosure
(¢fsha’), thus fulfilling what legitimately belongs both to wisdom and to the wise (MQM
10).

The tribulatons encountered at that station are only a function of differences of
predisposition among those whom God solemnly addresses (mukhatibin). These
differences emerge only upon the reception and study (talagqi) of what the Messengers,
“accomplished ones” and “Friends of God” have reported (akhbari) MQM 10). Now,
those who are said to be unconditionally receptive (gabila mutlagan), knowingly or
unknowingly, are the people who submit to God and who have faith (ab/ al-islam wal-
iman), despite any differences that may exist among them. Others, the “people of denial
and unbelief” (ah/ al-kufr wal-jubad), are disavowers fout court (ankara mutlagan), of both the
knowing and the unknowing type. Next, Qunavi mentions the person who “pardally
accepts and partially denies,” one who is wavering and bewildered (a/-mutawaqqaf al-hd'ir).

Before the “extraordinary signs™ (a/-ayat al-kharigah), demanding from him assent (fasdig)
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and a certain degree of intellectual boldness, he is simply unable to penetrate the secret
and reality of what is already conveyed and reported. His intellect must abstain because
it cannot join whatever he is acquainted with and already knows with that which has been
reported but remains unfamiliar. With no inkling about the latter, he is incapable of
harmonizing the intellect with the legitimate body of religious edicts (ai-tanfiq bayn ‘aqlihi
wa shar'hi).

The first group mentioned, consisting of those Muslims and unconditional believers,
is very diverse. It includes those who take an exoteric stand (wagafa mda al-gahir) that
does not surpass the 4fera/ meaning of the text (MQM 10). They simply affirm, without
any form of interpretation (#2'#7/), unconcerned to find what is intellectually acceptable
and what is unsound. Then there are those who, while believing unconditonally
whatever is textually presented, are able to benefit from their study in a manner that
assists them in their facultative perception. Whatever they fail to perceive they accept
on faith, though without rigid insistence on the exoteric and in accordance with the
purpose willed by God (murad Allah), the “accomplished ones” among His mediators
(sufara’ihi) and those adequately informed about Him (mukbabbarin ‘anbx). Whenever they
affirm God’s attributes of perfection, seeking to safeguard the transcendence of their
Lord (munagzaban rabbabu) above everything unbefitting to His exaltedness (jala/ihs), they
base themselves on that which God knows about Himself, rather than what happens “to
be conceivable or discemible to them by method of attribution [s#rat al-idafah) of

imperfections or perfections to God and to everything else” (MQM 11). This shows to
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what extent Qunavi had accepted the “traditionist” objections to the methods of &alar
at its most critcal point, which even a figure as self-avowedly sympathetic, initially, to the
aims of the school of Hanbalism as Ash®ari was not quite able to do convincingly, despite
all his recorded overtures to the proponents of the primacy of prophetic tradidons.™
The ability to explain Divine communications (a/-tkhbarat al-ilabiyyah) does not necessarily
translate into apodictic knowledge (% yagini). In fact, Qunavi explains, enough lacunae
and weaknesses appear in this group to lead to exegetical deviations (3aygh a/-ta’wil) like
anthropomorphism (al-tajassum wal-tashbih). The faithful creed (magy al-ftigad imani)
becomes then tainted by futile speculation and comparison (shawatb al-guniin wal-aqisab).

An even worse violation, however, is committed by the dialecticians (mutakallimin)
(MQM 11). This is because they accept whatever they are able to discern through their
own theoretical inquiry and faculties even when an interpretation flatly contradicts the
apparent sense of the report about God. In this case, the disadvantages of the
interpreter’s (muta’awwil) proneness to error and his failure to stand on a firm, personally
realized foundation (a¢ muhagqaq) ““far outweigh the benefits of adventitious correctness
(1s@batubu musadafah), which can by no means be certain” (MQM 11). In this connection,
Qunavi emphasizes that the dialecticians routinely fail to stand on what “tested faith”
postulates (ma yaqtadihi al-iman al-mubagqag), or even to fulfill the conditons of logical
assent. One decisive point is that the “true state of affairs” (jalfyyat al-amr) cannot be
discerned without a knowledge of the “willed purpose” (md'rifat al-murad) of what is being

reported.” Their shortcoming in critical respect does not put them alongside the
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“grammatical and logical theoreticians” (ah/ al-nagar al-sarf wal-mizan), whom he thinks
have a more secure footing, if still unable to reach by their methods alone the goal of true
verfication (sha’w al-tahgig). The element of “willed purpose” is, therefore, more than
indispensable to his entre conception of Divine Speech. In relaton to Will, Speech is
what the speaker intends (maggud al-mutakallim) (IB A:3; B:97). Qunavi describes it as the
secret of his will and a locus of manifestation (maghar), showing to every person
addressed, or listener, what lies hidden inside the speaker.

Predictably, the category above the dialecticians is made up of those who partake of
the same sources and states as the prophets. They exhibit the sound faith (a/-salih fi/-
iman) of their predecessors, in regard to what is textually given, based on exactly the
purpose willed by God (murad Allah) (MQM 11-2). They entrust what true knowledge (i.e.
“Jaliyyat al-amr”) they cannot themselves clearly perceive, both to God and to those
reporting on Him who are knowledgeable in His willed purpose, who alone are able to
penetrate the “realities of these things” (haga’q tilka al-umar) MQM 12). The noble souls
and lofty intentions (bimam ‘aliyah) of the former enable them to avoid being blindly
imitative or complacently to accept “the wretched portion” (a/-rida bil-hagg al-hagir) of
those others who are merely content with their lot. The difference is that they are also
able to reflect upon what is conveyed to them, perceiving their own powerlessness
(‘@jzahd) and, interestingly enough, that of other categories and states of people
mentioned above. Surpassing them all, they reach and eventually pass beyond the station

of the theoretical thinkers (magam ahl al-nagar al-fikri), whose powetlessness they can
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perspicaciously see. They are able to perceive the weakness of the theoreticians’ state
preventng “the crowning moment of true realization” (@/-gafar bil-tahqiq).

While it tums out that it is the dialecticians, not the philosophers as such, who are to
be most harshly crtcized because of their improper use of the reasoning facultes,
“theoretical proofs” (al-adillah al-nazariyyab) are nevertheless judged, as we saw before, as
being perpetually dependent on contingent goals, namely, their immediate objects of
inquiry (mafalzb) MQM 12). This is what renders themn limited and precarous. Exegetical
affirmaton through intellectual argument (al-bujaj al<aqliyyah) alone is tenuous at best,
because these proofs are never impervious to the doubt attending all thought and
dialectical objecdons. Those who rely solely on theoretical reason for their intellectual
affirmations (mijibar ‘uqalibim), reflecive requirements (mugtadiya afkarihim) and
conclusions all disagree with each other; whatever is correct for one is wrong for the
other (MQM 13). In this specific sense of theoretical proof, the truth is relative to the
observer.

This whole passage is found in Iyag al-bayan, the gist of his sceptical argument being:
that something can be shown to be manifestly ambiguous is insufficient; nor is the failure
to prove its soundness any the more decisive (MQM 13). Indeed, Qunavi finally asks, is
talk about those very “ambiguities” we find so objectionable itself any more valid (MQM
14)? The only way of escaping this victous circle is by adopting a kind of “pragmatc
relativism” based on the close dependence of theoretical reason on the efficiency of the

faculties employed. Theoretical precepts (a/-abkdm al-nagariyyah) vary according to
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differences in the petcepdons of those espousing them, which perceptions are
determined by the conative foci of the perceivers (a/-madarik tablah li-tawagjubat al-
mudrikin) (MQM 12). These conative foci are subordinate to their purposeful intentions
(maqasid), which are in turn variegated according to diverse opinions, beliefs, habirs,
temperaments and circumstances. He is basically contending that this diversity is due to
nominal causes. In a word, it exists because there are differences among the effects of
the names’ manifestations (athar al-tajalliyyat al-isma’iyyah). Indeed, it is these names,
specified and muldplied at various levels of reception (maraib al-qubal) in accordance with
predisposition which produce (mauthirab) the intentions in the first place, determining the
conduct (‘awa’id) and the creeds (al“aga’id) of the very thinkers and dogmatists who seek
to “internalize” them (MQM 12-3). The endre picture is thus permeated by Divine self-
manifestation and communication. It will be our task in subsequent chapters to see
structurally how this is so.

This is another way of saying, in short, that it is God who completes the knowledge
and precepts required by His necessary existence, whenever He wills it, thus bringing to
perfection those of His servants who are themselves prepared for the manifestation of
a knowledge. He completes the ascent toward “the realities of things” as they really are
and according to the way in which these have been determined in His own knowledge
(MQM 9). The quest for knowledge and self-realization — i.e. for an actual state (halan),
knowledge or some other level — entails that state (4@ which somehow joins (janr)

intention (hamm) with universality based on both God’s Will and on ascetic exercise
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(zwhd). Only in this sense can knowledge emanate from Him, being, in the end, a grace
offered without need of any effort by the seeker to achieve it. And yet what calls it forth
is “the full breadth of the elite’s knowledge [s7a¢ da'irat ‘ilmihim] and the perfecton of
their uncreated predisposition [&amal istfdadihim al-ghayr maj7l).” This, Qunavi adds,
brings to bear the simplicity of the light manifested to them from God, which ensures
that they become permeated by the precepts of His knowledge, His description (wasfehz)
and simplicity.*

Qunavi’s verdict on the intellect is indeed double-edged. Expressed differently,
human intelligence, unaided, becomes trapped in an impossible dilemma whose logical
features are described in the Mufzhah as follows. The complete intellection of the reality
of things — that is, of God’s attributes, the mode of their attribution (&ayfiyyat idafatiha
ilayhi), His creadve act and the emanaton (wdur) — will forever elude man so long as the
original rootedness and comprehensiveness of knowledge and essence are steadfastly
with God (thabit al-asalah wal-ihatah bil<ilm wal-dhat) (MQM 6). What this means, he says,
is that the very judgement that God’s perfect attributes are universal and comprehensive
(kallzyan ithatiyan) must itself somehow enclose all judgement (shamil al-hukm). Man qua
created being, on the other hand, can perceive only as a specified and delimited being
(mutd ayyanan mutaqayyadan), at a station determined by his own thinking faculty. That is
why at the level of their immateriality the realities of existent beings (baga’q al-mawjudar)
will always remain unknowable to the human faculdes, a point Qunavi develops in [z

al-bayan. Before these existent entities ever don the existence that occurs to them
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through the existentating emanation of God, one cannot intellect them nor perceive
their murual differences according to their particular determinations and distinctions in
the unirary and essential knowledge of God, which is without beginning or end. In other
words, they must acquire some individual existence before we can petceive them through
our faculdes. But, through this means, human intelligence cannot gain knowledge of
“the secret of the world’s hierarchical arrangement, its precepts and universal
charactedistics [sirr tarfib tabaqat al-alam wa abkamihi wa khawassibi al-kulliyyah)” (MQM 7).%!

Knowledge of God is through Him (‘arafa al-Hagq bil-Hagq). Divine speech alone
imparts the willed purpose of each manifested word (MQA 33). Short of this, no
knowledge of the “reality of things” is possible, and it is on this score that the
dialecticians are said to have committed their greatest blunders. Man’s limited facultes
simply do not affirm or negate anything about God according to God’s knowledge
through Himself. And knowing God through God for a human being is also to know
one’s own soul.” Once again, though, the soul may be known through God or by way
of what one knows of God only because of what God #7//s us to know of them, in their
uniqueness, either all at once or piecemeal. Unfortunately, philosophical proof fails us
in this respect, too. It cannot combine intenton with universality, for it does not
comprehend the transcendent purpose, in this complete sense, which eternal knowledge
conceals within itself. Indeed, rational argumentation is tenuously attached to the elusive
contingent goal of man’s spiritual illumination and realization, its purpose being of an

entrely different order — that of systematic presentation of arguments for instructive



purposes extrinsic to its method.

In conclusion, this interplay is precisely what quiddity, as the aspect of noetic and
spiritual immobility, cannot exhibit on its own, even though it does signal a crucial
transference of focus away from God’s Paure essence or reality, toward both the “realities
of things” in our knowledge of Him and their mutual relationships. Movement is
essential to mystical philosophy, and Quanavi uses the problem posed by the quiddity in
his correspondence with Tusi in order to throw into relief those aspects of philosophical
language that show the greatest promise of satisfying the need for spiritual movement
without, at the same time, countenancing the suppression of the root source of all this
dynamism.

Knowing the realities of things clearly entailed many complex issues. Although
typically difficult to follow or to organize in succinct fashion, the arguments amount to
a problem of identfying the source of uniqueness and distinction of each thing in God’s
knowledge of it. But this has to pass first through God’s utter distinctness, as reflected
in the asserton that only He can know and describe Himself. Yet, this very distinctness
prevents us from quite grasping the reality of a thing, God being the supremely distinct,
the ultimate source. It follows from this that if we can know God — and Qunavi
obviously means to deny this in the bare intellectual sense only — then knowing the
realities cannot be far behind; the realides of things relate, as we saw, to His names, the
sound way of attributing things to Him, etc. The seties of problems that arise within this

framework will be taken up in Part II of this thesis.



NOTES

1. Ibn “Arabi uses the term wwjid in at least two senses, “existence’ proper and “finding.”
What is interesting about this declaration is that the exegetical orientation of this major work
has not prevented him now and then from udlizing important philosophical terms. In his
discussions on nomenclature and the technical aspect of his doctrine, he has often noted the
“parallels” and must have considered ww/#d, taken in the former sense, as a philosophical
rendering of the object of his exegetcal enterprise.

2. Lat., guidditas (“whamess”) (cf. Anistotle Mez 1030a). Whenever someone asks philosophically
“what 1s it?”” he is asking for the thing’s quiddity or definidon. Mahiyyah 1s, accordingly, a direct
translation of gwid est esse rei; Ibn Sina postulated that every “thing” has a quiddity (Goichon
Lexigue 679:386; Goichon DEE 32).

3. Many important treatises have been written in the form of correspondence, and Qunavi and

Nasir al-Din Tusi were no exceptions. However, there is no telling how long their exchange
continued. The only observation one can make is that the present correspondence, at least, was
of rather short duration, being limited to a series of philosophical questions. Often, this type
of dialogue sheds a helpful light on certain ill-defined aspects of a great thinker’s doctrine; since
the questions ratsed there are usually specific, requiring a direct response or definidon. Another
kind of epistles was the one addressed to a particular person or circle of colleagues, as part of
an ongoing dialogue. One examples is Tisi’s letter to Katabi (Aya Sofya Ms. 4862); there is also
the case of Ibn “Arabi’s famous epistle to Fakhr al-Din Razi (“Risalat al-Shaykh itk al-Imam
Razi,)” in RIB 6-14).

4. Bom in Khurasan, Tusi lived in a tumultuous period. Before becoming one of the most
respected theologians in Shif Islam, he became involved with the Isma‘ili's of Alamut, which
was eventually overrun by the Mongols. By joining the administration set up by the Mongols
to govern the conquered land, he was subsequently able to convince the rulers to sponsor the
building of an observatory. Its empirical contributions were very important, and nourished both
his fertle scientific and metaphysical mind, which often exhibit astonishing, almost
mathemaucal precision. See, for example, Heer’s graphic representation of his scheme in The
Precious Pear/ 85, which summarizes a passage found in his correspondence with Quanavi. This
quotation is perhaps more accessible to the reader than one in the correspondence, which
remains unpublished. On Tusi’s life and accomplishments, see Dr. “Abd al-Amir al-Asam’s a/-
Faylasif Nasir al-Din al-Tasi; Henry Corbin HPI 437f¢.

5. A fourth document, which Qunavi says was sent by error, consists of elementary lessons for
mirids (see Chittick MyPhEa 87-104).

6. That is, 1 ifah min ‘ulama’ al-arabiyyab.

7. H. A. Wolfson’s discussion of the phrase “br-dhatihi,” which he takes as reference to a// of
the Divine predicates, seems somewhat misleading. To say that “all predicates are applied to
God b-dhatibs” (pp. 148-50) is to ignore the exclusive “rght” (to use one of Ibn “Arabi’s apt
expressions) to certain attributes which the expression is intended to reflect over and above any
other argument from “ambiguity” (#2shkik&) Wolfson may bring to bear upon his analysis. In the
contexts where I have seen it employed, the term clearly refers to some not all — i.e. if it does not
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indicate simply the essence — of the attmbutes. Other attibutes, which may apply to both God
and men also in different senses, embody a distinctly different relationship to the essence (Cf
Wolfson SHP 148ff). As Ibn Sini says here, “what has existence by virtue of itself” signifies
something whose reality we do not know — “Zsharah ilé shay’ la nd'rifu hagiqatabux.” He is not
speaking of all the predicates. This shows that his real reference s to a particular class of
atributes of the essence: those about God. Philosophically denived, they refer to something we
cannot know directly. This is the purpose of the expression and the thesis in his capacity as a
philosopher.

8. In the case of quiddities, existence is external to each reality; whereas God is by essence the
cause of all existence (MQA 32).

9. This is precisely how Ibn Sina himself puts it in the Najat, for example — namely, that
quiddity is distinguishable above all by the fact that anything it describes has to be subsumable
under genus and differenta, its two parts. (Cf. Goichon Lexigue 175)

10. The mutashabibat and mutabayinat of Qur'anic exegesis.

11. If we could somehow know the reality of the thing, he says, we would know all of its
concomitants; but if this proves impossible, then we cannot work our way in reverse back to
the reality (MQA 32). Tisi obliges with his own philosophical account on this point by noting
a theme dear to the philosophers, that knowledge of the cause necessitates a complete
knowledge of its effects, whereas knowledge of the effect offers only a defective kind of
knowledge (MINT 69).

12. The author’s complete name is Najm al-Din Khidr b. al-Shaykh Shams al-Din Mubammad
b. “Alil al-Razi (d. ca. 850/1446 AH). Cf. also Jurjani JKT 88, q.v. “al-bagiqak” and “hagigat al-

ashya’”

13. “Conventonal” because, no matter how innovative he may have been, his thoughts were
generally formulated Peripatedcally, being one of the foremost interpreters and, in fact,
staunchest defenders of Ibn Sina. But this pertains mostly to his technical approach and
method. [ cerrainly do not mean that he lacked originality or insight of his own.

14. This approach, as we saw, is traceable to Arstotle’s psychologically-based epistemology,
which seeks to account, for example, for the relation between sense percepton, memory,
experdence, skill, science, skill in the sphere of coming to be and science in the sphere of being.
“We conclude,” he says,

that these states of knowledge are neither innate in a determinate form, nor
developed from other higher states of knowledge, but from sense-perception.
It 1s like a rout in battle stopped by first one man making 2 stand and then
another, until the orginal formation has been restored. The soul is so
constituted as to be capable of this process (PoA 100* 4-14).

15. Itis, he says, tinged (munsabagh) with the created, compound faculties (a/-guwsd al-mizaiyab
al-hadithah al-imkaniyyah).
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16. In his words, “/a yumkin an yakin mutabigan lima huwa al-Haqq ‘alybt fi nafsih?” (MQA 33).

17. Hagq in this expression is often either left unexplained or mistranslated as truth, reality or
God. After classifying knowledge according to type, Ibn “Arabi postulates three “rights” (hugiag)
which inspire those who adopt the highest way of approach to God (at-tariq ilh Allah), in its four
varieties: namely, a right belonging to the Creator (hagq 4/-Allah), one to other people, (bagq ki
khalg) and a third to themselves (hagq s-anfusibim) (FuM 1 88:148, /5. 10-14). The first right demands
that they worship God, associating nothing with Him (FuM I 89:149, /. 1-2). The right assigned
to people requires them to desist from harming them (&aff al-adhé kxllubu ‘anbum) in any way that
contravenes religious injunctons (s4a7), and to produce acts of accepted fairness (ana? al-ma'riaf
md abum ‘als al-istitZah wal-ithar) based on love and altruism (FuM I 89:149, 4. 2-4). The right
assigned to themselves consists in shunning any other path (4r74) except the one which contains
their felicity and salvation (s¢'G@datuha wa najatuba) (FuM I 89:149, /. 5-6).

18. In sum, the existence acquired (a/-wwjid al-mustafad) from God by the quiddites is simply
the specificaton of the non-existent objects of knowledge (taayyun al-malamaat al-ma'dimab),
which nevertheless are said to possess certain existential aspects (MQA 36).

19. Thar is, “taagqulat mintashi'abh al-ta agqul ba'duba min ba'd.”

20. Moreover, he says, it is incotrect to say thata knowledge has an effect on some knower,
so as to mean, for example, that this here is knowledge and that is the of7ect of knowledge (MQA
35).

21. They thus have a noetic, eternal and everlasting existence (MQH 100). Compare this with
the definition of the Acquired Intelligence proposed by Ibn Sinia, who refers to it as a quiddity
separated from matter, deeply engraved in the soul by way of realization from the outside
(Goichon Lexigue 317)

22. That is, “bi-wasitat al-nishah al-ilmiyyab al-dhatiyyah.”

23. The dynamics behind Ibn Sina’s technical concgptual innovations in philosophy are briefly
discussed by David B. Burrell in relation to Greek thought. However philosophical he may
have been in his technical language, Ibn Sini, Burrell says, was “reaching for...an essence prior
to universality or particulanity, without any conditions at all” (Butrrell EsExaAv 62). But the
problem was “to keep the principle from being identified simply with the first in the scheme -
in short, to secure a notion of creation, will be a way of clearly distinguishing being (huwzyya)
from essence (mabiyya)” (Burrell EsExAv 59). This seems congruent with the spirit of the present
correspondence.

24. Unfortunately, he furnishes no details conceming date or circumnstances of this pilgrimage
(see EF 752).

25. Each of them is but the share that the deficiencies imagined (mutawabbamah) have in the
attributes, names and acts is aimed for (KT 176b).

26. What is true of the relation between expression and pure meaning, furthermore, is equally
so at every other level: the sphere of mental imaginations and specifications (at/asawwurit wal-



233

tdayyunat al-dbibniyyah) in reladon to the domain of psychological intellections and simple
imaginations (a/-daqquiat al-nafsiyjah wal-tasawwurat al-basitab); the simple spiritual imaginations
(al-tasawwurat al-nafsaniyyah) relatve to universal things (a/-umir al-kulliyyah); the causal realides
(al-haqa’iq al-illiyah) to the intellection (f7agqul) of the intelligences (‘gi); and the universal souls
(al-nufis al-kaulliyyah) 1o the universals (kx/ffyaf). But the relation between the intellection of the
intelligences and of the souls to the specificaton of the objects of knowledge in the knowledge
of God (at-ma'linat fi ‘ilm al-Hagqq) ts that of the one possessing no universal intellects or souls
at all to that level of knowledge which propetly belongs to these (MQH 97).

27. That is, “al-tanbih ‘alk sha’nibi wa lisanibt.”
28. See Allard PAD 46 and OpFa 93-105.
29. And “what the whole matter is about {ma huwa al-amr ‘alaybi fi nafsibi).”

30. Asin the case of most people who mistake their arts (funin) for the real sciences (a/-ulium
al-hagi qiyyah).

31. Nor can intelligence obtain knowledge of “the cause limiting every kind, genus and species
to a certain number or certain temporal periods; nor of each one's uniqueness...and the
disunction of each after association with the other in different ways by means of attributes and
properties shared by no other species or kind.” What 1s commonly found instead, he adds, 1s
a knowledge based on guessing and imagination, even if some of it be more dependable than
the rest. This knowledge varies according to perception, temperament and the goals which
artach to partcular capabilities. There is nowhere near the same kind of agreement here as even
in the bulk of geometric problems. And yet when people feel unable to pass beyond the level
of spatial measurement, they become dissatisfied, since they strive for the loftest kind of
knowledge, if only because of the majestic power and of the lasting fruits promised after
separation from matter and body in their quest for perfect realization (MQM 7).

32. There is a famous hadith, of which several versions exist, to the effect that “Whoever knows
himself knows his Lord.” See Takeshita IAT 26 and Jabre NMG 87ff.



PART IT



CHAPTER FOUR

Consonance and the Integrity of Knowledge

In the previous chapter, we have seen that a purely radonal acquaintance with God’s
reality or existence yielded a knowledge of things abost God, philosophically expressible
in terms of concomitants of His existence. For we cannot know the reality of God as He
is in Himself. If we grant further that only God truly knows His own reality, and that
this knowledge is the “cause” of His knowledge of everything else, then our own
knowledge of the realities of things — if we are to have it — would have to bear some
relationship to His knowledge of them and s facto to God’s knowledge of Himself.
For, in some intellectually abstruse sense, we 4o know Him. Theoretically, this
reladonship could be expressed either as a straight identity or as a consonance between
the Divine root and the noetic level of the seeker. Qunavi, like all mainstream mystics
and philosophers, chooses the latter. For him, it is more specifically understood as a root
knowledge partcularized according to predisposition. Although knowledge of God’s
reality is not given through any quiddity, quiddites are nevertheless an essendal if
immobile link to Divine knowledge; they are part and parcel of our own philosophical
knowledge of God. Above all, they have proven to be a congenial step towards a theory
of Divine speech that purports to offer a more satisfactory account of our knowledge of
God by way of an “exegetical grammar.”

In short, the question of whether or not the realities of things can be known is one
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that takes Qunavi from Peripatetic logic, via the quiddity, to a new science of language
and the conveyance of meaning. In the last chapter, we saw that the quidditive hierarchy
was only the intellectual pendant of a deeper objective order of the realites, whose
internal dynamic is apprehended through meaning and parts of speech brought forth
together in a single communicative act. This is not to say that Q@navi means to liken
Divine to human speech; Divine speech remains Divine in the full sense of the word
even as it is “particularized” by the recipient. The study of natural language does not
signal an alternative avenue to the knowledge of the realities of things so much as a
methodical elaboration of a disciplinary “scale” designed to preserve the spiritual
cohesiveness and integrity of knowledge, a task that convendonal philosophy was
committed to without necessarily possessing the requisite theoretical tools. In this part
of the thesis, we shall be focusing on Qunavi’s lengthy introduction to his important
work, Ijas al-bayan. The Introduction conveniently begins where we left off in the last

chapter.

§ THE EXEGETICAL PURPOSE OF THE WORK

The degree to which Qunavi believed his work to be complementary to that of the
philosophers is illustrated by the following. While Qunavi’s discussion of theoretical
knowledge or systematic science in I'7ag al-bayan stands or falls on the assumption that
the human faculties by themselves are powetless to apprehend the realities of things, and

that they perceive only the properties, concomitants and accidents of things, etc., this
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does not mean that he did not believe that the thinking faculty could stll constitute one
of the attributes and properties of the spirit -- in his own words, “sifah min sifat al-rith wa
khassah min khawassihd” (IB A:25; B:126). We have referred to this point on several
occasions before, but let us now include his full statement in order to see how the
broader question of “consonance” will be used to deal with the difficult dilemmas raised
by epistemology.

In his estimation, Ibn Sina’s discovery of this peculiar role for the theoretcal faculty,
“through sound mind or by way of ‘tasting’ [bi-tarig al-dhawg], in the manner indicated in
certain themes in his discourse,” is precisely why he ought truly to be considered the
“Tteacher of the Theoreticians,” “wstadh ah! al-nazar” (IB A:25; B:126). That thinking is
one of the “spiritual facultes,” as all those who have reached the stage of personal
realizadon in knowledge (muhagqigin) concur with, implies that the nagr, the theorencian,
must know some reality. Thinking is ted to the partcular attribute where study,
knowledge and object of attachment (mutd allagibi) all coincide. At this precise point, it
must petceive an attribute that is similar to it before it can functon properly. This
“correspondence” of attributes, rather than that of concept and object, constitutes
essentally the only egress from a dilemma Qunavi poses at the very outset, which is that
of all abstract reflecion and which leads to circularity: if the discourse on “the
realizadon (of knowledge)” (a/-kalam fi al-tahgiq) happens itself to be either one of the
reladons of knowledge (nisbah min nisab al-ilm), one of its precepts (bukm min abkamibi)

or simply an attribute subordinate to it (sifah fabfah labu),
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how then can I, deeming it necessary to do so, claim it incumbent upon myself to give
instruction concerning the secret of knowledge, its levels, 1ts universal inclusive objects
of attachment [muta alligatibi al-kulliyyah al-hasirah), precepts, scales [mawagnihi]; ot its
paths [trugihi], signs [alamatthi] and loct of appearance [maghirhd], which [consurute| the
receptacle of the ravs of His Lights (mabuall ashi at anwanihi)... 7 (1B A:7-8; B:103)

This is his cardinal consideradon in ['jag al-bayan as he turns to the general rules (wfgawdid
al-kulliyyah) of knowledge, their levels and concomitants, together with the primary root-
levels of the names (al-maratib al-aléa al-asliyyah al-asma'tyyah), etc. (IB A:8; B:105). The
names are viewed in their descending order of manifestaton — where relative pdority is
the hallmark — presumably in contrast to the ascending one of spiritual journeying. We
saw in the last chapter how interconnected these two dimensions are.

If he claims to be searching for “general rules,” Qunavi nevertheless does not seek a
logically self-enclosed doctrine. His first objectve is didactic, to accommodate those
persons who, while relying mainly on theoredcal reasoning, hope to assure themselves
of a proper manner of approach to the question of knowledge. There is no denying that
a certain distance froin the object is necessary hvre, too, although this may render the
didacdc approach itself almost as precarious as what the theorencians too easily imagine
to be either a proof (bugjah) or a conditon for certitude (im yagin). The reality, self-
manifesting, remains incontrovertible even in the absence of any proof, and his own
didactic approach is no different from the wav of proot when measured solely by 1ts
distance from the object-reality. While far from complete and of small advantage
(gillat judwahu) in the end, proofs are more than outright ignorance. And Qunavi is

able to claim a higher degrec of theoreucal penetranon stull thanks to the nature

of the experiendal realization he wishes to convev. This realization, as we saw in
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the previous chapter, was not only absent from other speculative approaches like those
of kalam and falsafah, but when it was present it was of a rather different order.

In the Introduction, hence, he takes all libertes in formulating several interconnected
“universal rules” each of which, he warns us, presupposes the other. All of the rules
taken together rely on a particular understanding of Divine speech and words that is
dependent on scriptural sources properly interpreted in the light of spiritual realization.
His main objective in this work is to uncover secrets that pertain to the Fatrhah, above
all, which knowledge he describes as that “rare knowledge” (ghar@'ib al-ulam) that includes
cognizance of the “universal realides” (kwlliyyat al-haga’iq) (IB A:10; B:109). While
textually and experiendally concrete, his objective will nevertheless be to present the
general concems of “interpretive effort” which will assist him in identifying “what is
[most] suitable to the discourse on the Fafthah, as much as this summary will bear, so as
to bring out the secrets of this sizah through these rules [gawdid)” (IB A:9; B:107). But the
whole effort is perforce rooted in a knowledge to which the mind, paradoxically, has no
access except through those “extraordinary acts” he calls “al-himam al-kharigah hijab al-
‘awa’id’ of spirtual realization (IB A:11; B:109). This knowledge is far beyond even such
givens as the precepts of any creed (abkan al-aga’id), discounted earlier in his reflections
on the verses which he received through inspiration on the occasion of his pilgrimage.
This is a knowledge that has come orginally in the historical form of prophetic
revelaton, through which certain non-prophesic figures also may have privileged access,

though in a strictly defined sense. But no one can attain to such knowledge except
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through Divine solicitude or providence (a/~inayab al-ilahtyyah) and what was bequeathed
(bi-mirath) by the Prophet, whose Lord brought him closer to Him one night at the
station known as “Two bow’s length away, or nearer” (Lzylat asris bihi bi-maqam qab qawsayn
aw adnd) (IB A:11; B:109).

It is with this specific sense of rootedness that all the “rules” presented in his
Introduction are linked to what he additionally calls the “primal realites” (bi-ummabhat al-
haqa'iq) and the Divine sciences (al-uliom al-ilahiyyah), the primal realities being analoguous
to the “primal roots” (wmmabhat asliyyab) encountered above in Mifiah al-ghayb (MG 2:3).
Once again, he owns to the now familiar fact that there are various ways of promulgating
the rules of instructive science. Some are established through “legal-religious argument”
(al-hujaj al-shar'iyyah), others through “theoretical proofs” (al-adillah al-nagariyah) and the
rest through demonstrations based on tasting and unveiling (a/-barabin al-dhawqiyyab al-
kashfiyak). The last named alone are indubitable, at least to those who have realized the
unveilings of light (tahagqaq bil-mukashafat al-nariyah) and what he calls the “complete,
momentous experiences” (a/-adhwag al-fammab al-jalliyak) (IB A:11; B:109). Bur each
school retains its own sources (or root knowledge) (#s#/) and premises on whose
soundness the school’s members have agreed beforehand. These sources and premises
serve as the “scales” (mawaginubum) over which they are able to build and to which they
can refer. Only on this basis can a valid syllogism (agisah sabihah) and complete,
irrefutable proof be constructed, presumably in the didactic sense intended in this

context.
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The rules Qtnavi has in mind for his Introduction are specially adapted to the science
of Divine Speech and do not pertain to just any kind of logical predicaton. Moreover,
while every method is bound by a doctrine of “forms,” his exegetical vision is more
specifically informed by a notdon of the cosmological significance of Divine Speech
according to which God ornginated (/#ala) the “First Macrocosm” (a/<alam al-kabir al-
awwal) insofar as the “form” (sirah) is a Book, one that contains the forms of God’s
names and the forms of the relatons of His knowledge deposited in what he calls the
“Nominal Pen” (al-galam al-ismi). God also created the Perfect Man, who is the
“Microcosm” in respect of the form qua “intermediary Book” (&s#aban wastan) joining the
“presence of names” to what is named (j@w’an bayna hadrat al-asma’ wa hadrat al-musamma)
(IB A:3; B:98). The purport of these claims will be better seen when we consider each of
the technical terms and issues presented in the Introduction as the components of a
theological science. The general rules he has in mind are, for example, based on a root
knowledge relating the whole theological enterprise to the primal ontic “realities” that
make it what it is. The procedure that Qanavi himself follows leads from a systematic
presentation of the key concepts in this science up to an analytical consideration of the
general rules he intends eventually to apply to his exegesis of the Fa#ihah in the main
body of his work. There will no doubt be some repetition of points made in Part [ of
our study. However, the Introduction is almost a treatise in its own right and worth
studying in the order of presentation given to it by the author, now that we have dealt

at length with the difficult background we need before undertaking this.



§ WHAT ARE THE REALITIES?

When one speaks of science, ie. “systematic” science, the object in Qunavi’s
understanding exhibits the folowing distinctions. The ontic “realities” refer generally to
the “simple, immatenal, expository realities” (a/-mujarradah al-basitah al-mughirah), which
include both the realites of created being (kawniyyah) and those that are related to God
by way of naming and attribudon (IB A:22; B:122). The latter are, in fact, the two
extremnities in a conception of the realities that Ibn “Arabi had himself been teaching. He
held, for instance, that hagigah was of four kinds: the “sacred essence” (al-dhat al-
mugaddasah);, the attributes of transcendence (a/-gf@ al-munaszahab), meaning the relations;
the acts (afal), i.e. “Be!” and connected issues; or, finally, the “effects” (mafulat), which
comprised created and generated beings (a/akwan wal-mukawwanaf) (FuM I 92:150).
Briefly, the “creational realides” consisted of the higher intelligibles (ma'q#/a?); the lower
sensory (mahsisa); and the intervenient imaginative (a/-barzakhiyyab wa hiya al-mukhbayyald).
The realities of the essence, on the other hand, being inexpressible through any sign,
were correlated with every locus of witnessing (&#// mashhad) which did not entail an
anthropomorphism or qualification of any kind (FuM 1 93:150). And the “realites of the
attributes” (al-haga’iq al-gfatiyyah) led to a knowledge of God as one who is, for example,
“knowing” (‘@liman), “‘capable” (gadiran), “willing” (mmuridan), “living” (hayyan), etc. Ibn
Arabi considered the “creational realities” as loci of witnessing on the basis of which we
may attain to a knowledge of the spirits (ma'rifat al-arwah), simple and composite beings,
bodies, means of (linguistic) conveyance (##5a) and passivity (inffal)) (FuM I 94:150). The

realides of the Acts (al-haqa’iq al-ffliyyah) signified the loci of witnessing on the basis of
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which we have a knowledge of the Divine Command, “Be!” (md'rifat Kun), the special
attachment of power to what is decreed (wa /dallug al-qudrah bil-maqdur bi-darb khas) (FuM
195:150).

According to Quinavi each and every reality furthermore has its own concomitants
(lawazim) and attributes. These attributes comprise the realities’ set of precepts and
reladons, some of which are said to be proximate (garfbah) properties, others remote
(bdidab) (IB A:22; B:122). Now, these are the different attributes to which the seekers
become attached according to predisposition. Not unlike the Peripatetic scheme of
commensurate accidents, which combines both ascripive and classificatory
consideradons, a “consonant reladon” (munasabah) must exist between the seeker and the
object sought in that respect where there is knowledge, and a “dissonant relaton” (a/-
mughayarah) as a counterweight where there is not (IB A:22; B:123). A precept of
dissonance signifies the absence of any request (fa/ab), but that of consonance requires
also a prior awareness (sh#/itr) of that whose knowledge is sought in the first place.' In
short, a person seeking knowledge of a thing must do so, literally, according to that
which is already consonant or commensurate to that thing. Should there be no
consonance at all, there would be no object of inquiry, in keeping with the principle that
that which is absolutely unknown (a/-majh#! mutlagan) cannot be requested. We have
already dealt with the logical repercussions flowing from this in our review of Ibn Sina’s
views on syllogistic inferences. Needless to say, as a formal underpinning to what

Qunavi henceforth has to say in [jag al-bayan, they are quite central.
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To continue, consonance in every respect implies a knowledge so complete that a
request for it is inconceivable; whereas awareness of merely one of the attributes or
accidents acts as the motive cause (baith) for requesting a knowledge of the reality,
knowledge in respect of the root of which the attribute is but an appearance (cf. IB A:22-
3; B: 123). The soul has to pass through the attributes, concomitant, etc., which it already
knows, before obtaining a knowledge of the reality, its root (askha) and propertdes (IB
A:23; B:123). The construction (#arkib) of syllogisms and premises is one method by
which the seeker may try, through reflective theory (nagarib: al-fikri), to obtain knowledge
of any reality to which his perception; so long as a “noetic supersession” (taddiyyan
‘Umiyyan) eventually takes place beyond the levels of his own attributes, properties and
concomitants. A noetic supersession indicated for Q@navi that a true apprehension has
in fact occurred, one that Ibn Sina was at pains to show through logical paradigms was
an act of assentng to the middle term. This is essental, since the seeker is incapable of
such a supersession whenever the weakness of the theoretical faculty, or some other
impediment, results in a defective perception of his own secret — which of course lies in
the knowledge of God and offers him the key to the knowledge of everything else (IB
A:23; B:123-4). It acts as his specific noetic source, or that cognizance which Divine
knowledge grants to each individual. Bur the goal is to move beyond (yatd'addi min) a
knowledge of one set of properties, attributes or concomitants of a thing, whether
proximate or remote, toward another where his knowledge of the reality properly

terminates in closest proximity to what was both initially perceivable and served as the



actuating motve (IB A:23; B:124).

“Remoteness” (a/-b#d) in this permanent consonance suggests the presence of an
element wedged between the seeker and that whose knowledge he desires. Depending
on its strength, the theoretcal faculty may terminate through the precepr of a consonant
relaton with what attributes and properties of the reality in quesdon happen to occur in
him, but sull without any penetration into the true state of a thing (# kunh bagigah al-amr)
(IB A:23-4; B:124). A person may remain completely unaware of the limited range of
know;ledgc thus achieved; while another may be drawn toward the reality through some
weak or latent consonance for an attribute which, nevertheless, lies beyond the first
person’s ken altogether, persisting through syllogism and premises until he terminates in
an atmibute through which he will come to know the reality in another respect — attribute
marking the furthest limit of his knowledge of this reality (IB A:24; B:124-5). Considering
the weakness of the relation, his aces of assent or judgements may be limited to the
reality’s “thatness” (inniyyatihi), in accordance with what that attribute requires, not
“what” the reality is in itself. This is not the complete and comprehensive knowledge
(md'rifah tammab ihatiyyah) often claimed by the advocates of rational proof (IB A:24;
B:125).

Once we have granted that these weak accidents and properties act as the only likely
objects of attachments (mutd alligat madarikihim) of the theoreticians’ perceptions, it is
easier to construe theoretical disagreements as being essentially differences among the

contingent attributes themselves (IB A:24; B:125): each object of attachment of the one
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is different from that of another. That is why thought (ff4r) must be understood to be
one faculty among many that belong to the human spirit. The thinking faculty can only
perceive an attribute that is par#ial;” as it is. Qunavi views Ibn Sina’s declaration that we
can only know the ataibutes and concomitants of the realides from this minimal
perspective. Something (in this case a partial view of the reality) cannot be perceived by
another (presently, the thinking faculty) that does not resemble it. The advantage of this
conception is that it obviates incongruous comparisons and, most of all, the need to
conjure up an additonal object — to which the intellectual, mental, imaginative or sensory
perception must then have to be attached, collectvely or individually — to the simple
immaterial realities sought (IB A:26; B:127).

That there is but one reality under investigation is fundamental here. Indeed, in the
last chapter we saw how all the multiple realities together had to form a single undivided
existence (fa'allafat bi-wujnd walid ghayr munqasim). It is because of this singleness that one
object of attachment is subordinate (bddaba..tabfé li-bad) to the other by way of
itsexteriorizadon, precept, containment (zA@ah) and attachment (#7allug) (IB A:26; B:127).
Within this hierarchy, there are always some things to which others are related by way of
subordinaton (watb#) and in order of priority (fagaddum) — they follow, in one way or
another, other things, namely, the superordinate realities . We shall refer to those things
which have precedence as “superordinates.” They consist of the realities, causes (‘7/a/)
and intermediaries (wasa '), owing to the fact that they are situated between God and

what follows or is subordinate to them by way of existence (ma yattabfuba fi al-wujid).
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Briefly, the “subordinates” refer to any single entitiy’s properties, concomitants,
accidents, attributes, states (ahwalan), relations (nisaban), effects (ma l#lah), conditions
(mashriah), etc. (IB A:26; B:127). When all these realities are considered separately from
existence, the one neither connected to the other nor linked to its root, they are simply
nameless. But they are said to be devoid of any attribute, epithet (#4%), form or precept
only by reference to a state of actuality rather than to one of potendality. Before one can
affirm of the immaterial realities their names, attributes and epithets like “compositon”
(tarkib) and “simplicity” (basatah), “‘appearance” and “invisible” (khafa), “perception” and
“perceptveness” (al-idrak wal-mudrakiyyah), “‘universality” and “particularity,”
“subordination” and “superordination” — in short, everything associated with the
immaterial realides — the precept of existence in the extemally entitative sense must first
be withdrawn (IB A:26-7; B:127-8). When existence is given specificaton through
exteriorization at any given level, one precept is connected with another and one effect
(athar) manifested through the existence of the other (IB A:27; B:128).

A “primary synoptic intellection and witnessing’” (at-tdaqgqul wal-shub#d al-awwal al-jumli)
must envelope both the superordinate realities (a/-h4aqa’q al-matbiiah) and the subordinate
realides (al-haqa’q al-fabfah). With respect to the former, the superordinate realides, this
implies a knowledge of them as immaterial intangible entities (mad@i mujarradah) (IB A:27,
B:128).* The reason is that when intellected as both being superordinate (matbifab) and
having the power to contain (m#ubitah), they accept — it is their nature to do so — diverse

forms, with which they combine by virtue of some essential consonance (li-munasabab
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dhatiyah) existing between each and the form said to be congenial to it in the first place.
However, the type of consonance in queston here, Qunavi emphasizes, depends on the
precept of the root (bukm al-asl) joining and comprehending them both. The primary
svnoptc intellection and witnessing with respect to the subordinate realities, on the other
hand, technically implies — as we mentioned — knowing the immaterial realities as having
neither precept, name nor description. Whenever they are externally manifested — viz.
have an “external existence” (a/-wujud al“ayni) — it is their nature to be accidents to
substances and, naturally, to the superordinate realities prior to them, or they can be
forms, ateributes, concomitants, etc. Indeed, his point now is that the “primary realides”
(al-baqa’iq al-uwal) are intellected, and make their exteriorization, only through the forms.
“Form” (a/-garah) is a general term (ism mushtarak) that denotes everything from the reality
of each thing, whether substance or accident down to the shape of an assembly or
conjunction of things (a/-hay at al-ijimd) — e.g. the form of a “row” or of soldiers.” This
generally is how the hidden realities (a/-haqa iq al-ghaybiyyah), insofar as they are hidden,
make their appearance (IB A:28; B:129).

Based on this formulaton, Qunavi argues, exteriorization (swh#r), conjunction (j4ma),
existentiation (fyad), the causing-to-be-exteriorized (¢ighar), illation (ig#iran), apprehension
(tawaqquf), consonance (munasibah), prority (tagaddum) and posteriority (fa‘akbkhur),
configured shape (hay ‘ah), substantality (fawhariyyah), accidentality (aradiyyah), formality
(sartyyah), the state of something either being the cause of exteriotization (mughiran) or

being the thing exteriored, superordinate or subordinate, etc. — all these constitute
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immaterial, intangible entdes and intellected reladons (nisab md qilab) (IB A:28; B:129).
In the single existence by which they manifest themselves, differences in
comprehensiveness, attachment, precept, prority and posteriority appear among them
by way of reciprocal connections and synthesis (#2°allufzha). These differences occur on
patterns of relations which are active and passive (7/an wa inffalan), effective and capable
of being effected (ta'thiran wa ta'aththuran), show subordination and superordinadon
(tabd éyyah wa matbidiyyah), attribute and object of artribution, etc. However, the survival
and existence of the whole is due to a diffusion (saryan) of the precept belonging to what
may be referred to as the Divine “comprehensive union’ of singular oneness of existence
(al-jant al-abadi al-wujads al-ilabi). But while the latter causes their “exteriorizaton” to take
place, everything whose precept appears at this level of “presence” (badratihi) remains
hidden away in the secrecy of God’s Command (amrihz) and Will (éradatihi).

We have alteady seen Qunavi argue along these lines in the Nafahar® The present is
in preparadon for his more elaborate account of the “linguistic” aspect of knowledge and
existence. What he is trying to do is to describe a “oneness” of the reality such that a
commensurate cohesiveness can be affirmed where a proliferation of “things” may be
said about a reality. This oneness is “comprehensive” in the same manner that
meaningful utterances may be said to be. Indeed, the resulting linguistic nuances of his
terms “superordinate” and “subordinate” realities conform quite well to prevailing

opinion in philology, as Qanavi’s later amplifications on these matters will show.



§ THE SIMPLICITY AND ONENESS OF THE REALITIES

The problem of knowledge — “knowledge of God” in all the dimensions referred to so
far in this study — is complicated by the following constitutive factor of every epistemic
approach. The realites of things at the level of immateriality are simple (basitah) and
unitary (wahdaniyyah), but what is one and simple can only be known by what is equally
one and simple (IB A:28; B:129). In order to perceive them, therefore, we ourselves need
to have the same simplicity (IB A:28; B:129). Although the knowledge of a reality needs
to be cohesive, in the sense elucidated above, our knowledge of things is naturally bound
by precepts that belong more to multiplicity, and so is never quite identical with the
immaterial reality itself or even reducible to the sheer existence of the one perceiving (IB
A:28; B:130). This is what Ibn Sina before him had in fact understood Aristotle to be
saying (cf. Gutas SLK 61; Badawi ALA 120.9-122.8). Ibn Sina had narrowed his sights to
the “sense principle” as the main culprit, making it clear “from the import of [Arstotle’s]
argument that perceiving through the senses, both in its external and internal aspects can
only come about by means of something divisible; [Aristotle] consequently wished to
investigate the intellectual faculdes.”” A few lines down, he adds: “On the topic
[concerning the fact] that the divisible cannot receive the intelligible I have descanted in
[another] treatise in quite specific and unequivocal terms” (Gutas SLK 62). Yet, in the
Arabic recension Ibn Sina had used, Aristotle is made to say that “this intellect also... is
separable, unmixed and impassive” (Gutas SLK 62; cf. De 4n. 1115, 430217).

Qunavi agrees, explaining that human perception is impeded because we are unable

to grasp the realities in their simplicity and immaterality, at the noetic level or presence
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(hadrat al-ilmiyyah), before our own enuty [&yanubd] has acquired its proper existence --
literally, “has been ascribed existence” (IB A:28; B:129). Although we ourselves need to
be “simple,” we cannot be so before acquiring our own existence. We need to be born
before we can perceive. But then our unique reality becomes separable from that reality
which we seek to know — quite apart from the fact that, being externally existent, our
sensory organs are “partial”” The incompositeness that characterizes our hidden
subsistence in Divine knowledge is an elusive goal if pursued from the limited angle of
the senses, but one that is not entirely fudle if the noetdc complex can be satsfactorily
dealt with. Once existence is ascribed to our own essential individuality (&yanina), and
we are said to possess life, knowledge and the removal of the impediments separating us
from the things we desire to perceive will depend on predisposition (IB A:29; B:130).
Specified and delimited (m#td'ayyan mutagayyad), the human being perceives intellectually
at a station determined by his own thinking faculty (MQM 6), where the realides of
existent things (hega'q al-mawyadat) will always remain unknowable in their immateriality.
Before they don the existence that occurs to them through the existentiating emanaton
of God, man can neither intellect nor perceive their mutual differences according to their
particular determinations and distinctons as these are found in the unitary and essental
knowledge of God, since the thinking faculty by itself cannot gain access to “the secret
of the world’s hierarchical arrangement [ahkamiha] or universal properties [khawassibi al-
knlliyyah)” (MQM 7). This, however, is what Qunavi reckons ultimately needs to be done,

on the grounds that the oneness of the object itself calls for a tight exfoliation of one
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level from the other; we know of a thing its attributes and accidents only insofar as they
are the attributes and concomitants of some thing, even if we are unable to know it as
an immaterial reality (IB A:29; B:130).

The synopucal knowledge® of the realides of things alluded to earlier — the kind
obtained through philosophical inquiry — is realized precisely after attachment to them,
qua specified entties, has taken place through the attributes, propertes and accidents that
properly give specification. But this holds true in much the same way in which we speak
of specification in connection with any ordinary attribute — for example, when we say
that the accident belongs to a subject (IB A:29; B:130).® Should we ever perceive a thing
in its reality, there could be no queston of any attribute, property, accident or
concomirtant, but rather perception by “similars” (viz. idrak mithlih:) (IB A:29; B:130). It
must not be forgotten that the knower himself occupies a part of the picture. And so,
“realities” such that of the knower and that of the known must exhibit some sort of
reciprocity, indeed must be comparable to each other (mutamathilah) — above all, in their
simplicity — before there can be any knowledge. In point of fact, then, knowledge of the
true state of the realities as immaterial, or separate, entdes is impossible, except in the
special sense where the precept of created attributes and relatons of delimitaton® is
somehow removed from the knower himself (‘@r); that is, upon his confirmation in a

state determined by God’s words, “I was his hearing and his sight,” and beyond that level

* A: al-ma'rifab al-ymaliyah al-muta allagab; B: ... al-mutdagabah.
® A: al-nisab wal-sifit al-kawniyyah al-tagyidiyyah; B: ... al-tagyid.
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(IB A:29; B:130). Stricty speaking, all knowledge is God’s, our own limited knowledge
being freely bestowed by Him rather than arbitrarily snatched through some mechanical
inference. Those who have surpassed through the “captivating holds of Divine
Providence” (jadhabat al-inayah al-ilahiyah) what veils there are, at every level of
realization, ideally can see the form of the world as a reflected “image of the world of
intangibles and realites” (mihal li-alam al-md'ani haqiqgah), every instance (fard) of whose
forms is the locus of exteriorization (maghar) and reflected image of a hidden intangible
reality (bagiqah md nawiyah ghaybiyah) (IB A:30; B:131).

This “comparability” of realites, involving two components for every act of
knowledge, is given certain embodiment in man pictured in his exclusive analogical
wholeness. The noetic act between two distinct realities requires not only a relation of
consonance, ‘“‘comparability,” “similarity,” etc., but most importantly a human
embodiment, though not of course in the purely physical sense. To illustrate the
epistemic skew resulting from this polarity between the knower and the ondc reality,
Qunavi draws a parallel between what is observable through the ordinary senses and
what is spiritually “witnessed” or beheld. This parallel is explicable by the fact that the
parts of Man (the “comprehensive epitome,” or al-nuskhah al-jamé ah), are to his internal
powers what the forms of the world are to the hidden realities — but with their respective
precepts (IB A:30; A:131). Human sight (a/-basr), he says, bears a similar relation to the
“objects seen” as spiritual vision (basirah) does to the “intangible intelligibles” and the

“hidden objects of knowledge” (almd'qilar al-md nawiyyah wal-mdlamat al-ghaybiyyah).
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Hence, the intellects’ inability to perceive, on the one hand, the loftiest, most dominant
realities (a/-haqa'iq al-aliyah al-qahirah) — such as God’s essence and the realities of His
names and attributes, which can only be had through God (4:/-/ah) — and, on the other
hand, the lowest of intellectual things is not unlike the eyes’ inability to detect either the
tiniest or the greatest of natural phenomena (e.g. the movements of the smallest animals
and moton of the sun) (IB A:30-1; B:132). More to the point, our inability to perceive,

bl

either intellectually or physically, our own “selves,” is attributable to its excessive
nearness (IB A:31; B:132). A person is more apt to perceive what is “other” than he
(ghayrabu), than his “self” or reality, let alone the Divine existential realities or the created
ones, and whatever is included therein by way of intangible meanings (m4ani) and secrets
(asrar) (IB A:31; B:133).

For this reason, the truest, most desired knowledge cannot be “acquired” (bi/-kasb),
nor can any human faculry, being powerless to find God through the holiest and most
secret emanation of hiddennes (alfayd al-aqdas al-ghaybi), be fruitfully employed for this
purpose (IB A:31; B:133). At the level of acquisition, there will always be a chasm to span,
but only through Divine help (é#mdad), otherwise known as a luminous self-manifestation
and a knowledge of the essence (a/-tgjalli al-nari wal-ilm al-dhafi). Based on what we have
so far seen, however, all manifestaton must be based on a consonantal reladon
(munasibah) berween “that which is manifested” (mutajalii) and the one for whom there
is manifestation (mutajalla lahu), according to predisposition (is#'dad), until the connection

upon which the effect depends is authenticated. Every instance of manifestation has its
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own precept, effect and form; and foremost in this respect is the state of witnessing, or
beholding (al-hal al-shubadi), which most approprately belongs to the domain of
knowledge that is realized only through tasting (a/ilm al-dhawgi al-mubagqig). This holds
in spite of the fact that the manifestation, specified and exteriorized as it must be frem
the absolute hiddenness of the essence (al-ghayb al-mutlag al-dhafi), may be described as
a Divine effect specified from the presence of the essence (mutdayyan min hadrat al-dhay),
for it occurs ar the level of “that for whom there is mantfestation” (martabat al-mutajalls lahu) — the
specifying and particularizing agent (al-m#/ ayyin wal-mukhasss). As a rule, the effect of any
agent whatever (al-athar min kull mu'aththir) upon the thing affected would not hold
without some connection (ir#ibaf) existing between them in respect of consonance. An
intangible relation (#isbah md nawiyyah), consonance is all but central. Intellection can take
place only berween two things that are consonant with each other.

It is perfectly understandable, he points out, why the “real experts of law,” the
“proponents of experience and people of sound mind” all insist that the reality of God
as He is in Himself is unknown (IB A:32; B:133). The consonance intended here is not
between God qua essence and His creation. Otherwise, we would be speaking instead of
a resemblance (mushabihab lil-khalg). And withal God’s efficacy (#2’thir) upon creation is
something that is hardly doubted by anyone. The joining of these two aspects — absolute
hiddenness and Divine efficacy — being an exceedingly difficult thing to do and not at all
as easily understood as many people are wont to believe (IB A:32; B:134), the question

rather should be, as we have tried to emphasize so far in this study: how does God make
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it known to us? not, how can e, through our own devices, come to know it. The
subsequent discussion of the Introduction hinges, in fact, on a key set of concepts whose
main purpose is to show how this is so. Qunavi has no pretension of filling in for the
Prophets through some new revelation that goes beyond the foundational limits of their
knowledge; he speaks in the “rhetorical” voice of a teacher who relies on transmitted

knowledge, rejuvenated through personal witness perhaps but always authoritative.

§ SINGULARITY AND THE RELATIONAL CHARACTER OF DIVINITY

One of the things that “God wishes to familiarize us with” concerning these difficult
matters, says Qanavi, is firstly the “secret of qualifying His essence, independenty of
anything else” (bi-sirr nd't dbhasihi al-ghaniyyah ‘an ‘alamin), with what he calls “divinity” (bs/-
ulubiyyah) and all that is associated with it — names, attributes and epithets (IB A:32; B:134).
Qunavi considers even “divinity” to be a qualificaton of God’s essence. Its importance,
in his view, is due to the fact that it is quintessentially “relational” and undetlies all noetic
consonance — “wal-uluahiyyah nishah,” he says (IB A:33; B:135). But it is an Zntellected relation
(nisbah mdqilah) having no entitative source in existence (IB A:32-3; B:134); and Ibn
‘Arabi informs us that #/#hab is a level of the essence (martabah lil-dhai) (FuM I 262:195).
But it is God, once again, who shows us the connection between the names and #he one
Jor whom He is a Deity (irtibataha bil-ma’lab) (IB A:32; B:134).” He informs people of the
secret of “association” (sirr al-tadaysf) determining both the existential (wa#jadan) and the

virtual (tagdiran) dependence of each side upon the other in any association. This first
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and most basic dimension of consonance exhibits an interdependence similar to the one
encountered earlier, whereby a permanent unitary (or inclusive) oneness (a/-wabdaniyyah
al-thabitah) is ascribed to Divinity, and is acceptable to both reason and religion (‘aglan wa
shar'an).

But another dimension comes to the fore. Every existent (k#// mawsud), whether
composed of many parts or relationally simple (basitan bil-nisbah), has its own “singular
oneness” (abadiyyah takhissubu), even multiplicity is said to have its singular oneness — a
singular oneness of muldplicity (abadiyyat katbrah) (IB A:33; B:134). Ibn “Arabi had
orginally derived the abstract noun, ahadiyyah, directly from the Qur’an’s Sarat al-Ikhlass.
“Say He is God the Ore [al-ahad).” Ahad is supposed here to preclude number, however
(FuM I 104:156). For any given “singular oneness,” Qunavi reasoned, there must be
some precept that is predominant and “decisive” (a/ghalib wal-hakim) at some moment
for the simple or compound existent in its state of exteriority and interiority (3@hiribi wa
batinihi). The precept may be that of one of its attributes or realities composing its
muldplicity. “Predominance” (ghalabab) in respect of the existent’s exteriority is, hence,
one of the four qualites (a/-&ayfiyyat al-arbda) — meaning elements (earth, water, air and
fire) whose g#zmd, that is, integral conjunction (or assembly), initiates its body’s particular
type of mixture (hadatha ‘an ijtimdiha mi3a badanibi ‘ala bagiha) (IB A:33; B:135). The same
holds in respect of its interiority, where the will (¢r@dah) of every willing person (murid)
in any given state and time can have but a single object of attachment; the heart is

capable of only one thing at a time, even if everything be within its capacity. This



258
granted, it becomes more clearly arguable, in his view, that what God wishes to show to
people is that “oneness” makes for the singularity of euch thing by way of a separate
realitv that goes by names like “quiddity” and “permanent individuality” (ayn thabitah).
The emphasis on permanence or immobility we earlier assoctated with quiddity is now
applied to the famous notion coined by [bn “Arabi] av# thabitah. The term basically
suggests that the thing is specified pre-cternally (i.e. without beginning) in God’s
knowledge (azalan).

That each thing has its own singularity is at bottom traceable to the fact that God's
knowledge — which entails knowledge of everything — is one of the relations of His
essence (msbah min nisab dhatiht), even if, as attribute of the essence, it is also
indisunguishable from the object of atribution (& tufarig al-mawsif) (IB A:33; B:135).
Qunavi wishes to underscore that it pertains to the knowability of every existent (md lamiyyat
kull mawyad), in respect of its permanence (thubaiha) in Divine knowledge (fi - ilm al-ilahi)
— as he also argues in the Nafahw. Despite the “permanence” of the existent, this is sall
short of any real disuncton from the object of attributon, namely, the essence. But
from this perspective, certain other consonant reladons follow suit, especially as there is
no queston of any alteration (mughayirah) in the knowledge of the essence for the One
who possesses it. Everything thus regarded, in short, is a reladon:

Duweinuey |wlubeyyah) 1s a relavon; the fact of being known [malamiyyah) is a relaton;

specificauon is a reladon, and the same goes for the oneness ascribed (a/-wahdah al-man it

bihd| through 1t and through Divinity... The possible individuality [a/“ayn al-munmkinah)
insofar as they are denuded of ewstence; the Divine “conative focus” [a/l-tawayuh) al-ilahi)
upon existenuaton (/4/-fjad] through the Word “Be!” and so on; the manifestation specified

from the “absolute hiddenness of the essence™: that which is particularized through the relation
of Will and s objects of atrachment [a/-muthassas bi-nisbat al-tradah wa mutd allagihil insofar
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as it is specifiable as a relation; existential and noetic commonality [wal-ishtirak al-wujudi
nishah wa kadha al<ilmi)...[all these are relations] (IB A:33-4; B:135)

The entre “secret of connectedness” (sirr al-irtibaf) — i.e. God’s “connectedness to the
world” and the world’s “connectedness to God”'® (MG 11:7) — is divulged accordingly;
the “Divine effect” is itself realized through a bond of consonance (rabitat al-munasibah)
between the “Deity” and “the one for whom there is Deity” (al-alib wal-ma’luh) (IB A:34;
B:135).

It must be underlined that this staple understanding of the Ibn “Arabi school is itself
regarded as being dependent on Divine providence, at every juncture, and this not merely
in the primary sense of transmissible prophetic revelation. The wayfarers (a/-salikian) who
emphasize Divine providence, whom he calls A4/ al‘inayah, may well possess a
knowledge by tasting that is realizable through pure and perfect unveiling (a/-&ashf al-
kamil al-sarih), but their experiential knowledge depends entirely on Divine providence,
before it can be authenticated with any measure of certainty and finality. It equally
depends on their tenacious deferment (/##/) of all the “detailed elaborations” (a/-tasrifat
al-tafsiliyyah al-mukhtalifah) “intended for the person to whom they are related and
spawned by the exercise of the particular faculties, both internal and external.” In the
case of the latter, where effort is called for, the conception being steadily but
painstakingly worked out by Qunavi is one where the premises of instructive science and
“collective beliefs,” indeed anything beyond the true object of inquiry (a/matlub al-hagq),
tout court, as it now must present itself, need to be emptied out and a new apprehension

sought. Epistemologically speaking, the pregiven element of science in the rudimentary
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sense we have learned so far must be superseded, as its composite derivation from the
integral subject fails to safeguard on its own the singular oneness of the core object
perceived and which now needs to be maintained at the far end of the process. The
receptivity (¢gbd)) of this object qua object of inquiry is based on what we know through
“a universal and synoptic [kind of] conative focus” (fawajjuh kulli jumli) sanctfied
(mugaddas ‘an) against all ordinary credal specifications (ai-tdayyunat al-adiyah al-ftigadiyyah),
authortative preferences (i#thsanat taglidiyyah) or “relational yearnings” (ta dshshugaf
nisbiyyah) in their various attachments to creaton (IB A:34; B:136). For this to take place,
he says, there must first be a “unified intenton” (fawahbud al-agimah), comprehensiveness
(jantiyyah), pertect sincerity (a/-ikhblass al-tamm) and unwavering diligence in the knower
himself at this state. Towards the end of the last chapter we considered hamm, or
“intention,” as seen through its broad but indispensable role in the climb toward the
noetc state known as ‘“‘universality.” Qunavi” had construed it in the sense of
“concentraton” or “purposefulness.” Its present usage is no different; purposefulness
or wilfulness is an essental ingredient, and is meant here even if the term actually used
1s ‘agimah rather than hamm. The object is to shun “dispersal” — that is, the “dispersal of
intenton” (/a tashattut ‘aimab).

Only then is the consonance between the soul, on the one hand, and the Divine
hidden together with the “presence of sanctity” (badrah al-quds), on the other, completed.
The “presence of sanctity” is, in fact, the wellspring of existence by virtue of its denial

of everything extrinsic to the object sought. As such, it acts as the source of the names’
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manifestatons reaching every existent; in short, it is source for all of that which is
specifiable and manifold (a/-mutdayyanah al-muta‘addadab) at the level of the “one who
receives manifestation,” rather than of the absolute One, Who brings everything to a
state of manifestation in the first place (IB A:34; B:136). This is the key to the intellectual
paradox of “universal knowledge,” where the complete intellection of “things” as they
really are (i.e. God’s Atbutes, mode of attribution, His creadve act and the emanaton,
etc.) eludes the unaided intelligence chiefly because the original, root comprehensiveness
of knowledge and essence remain with God. Instead of insisting on the commonplace,
discrete existence of two noetic realities, Qunavi here is stressing the relatonal aspect of
a single Divine act of knowing. Hence, “universal” knowledge is viewed under the
aspect of a relaton. The nebulous suggestion that asking about the object’s “thatness”
is, in a sense, also asking about its “whatness” was attended by conceptual difficultes
which only a noetic relaton seen in an entrely new key could overcome. Qunavi’s
elucidaton moves in that direction by showing that the central noetic reality in question,
God’s self-manifestation, is itself inherently relational, while being sustained through 2
singular oneness by means of which the Divine purpose is conveyed to every other given
level.

Theology, as an instructive science, on the other hand, may partake of this ubiquitous
manifestation only to the extent that it can conform to the Word of God at that level of
receptive capacity it happens by nature to occupy. It strives to represent, though only

imperfectly and then through the mechanisms offered it by a long tradition, a concrete
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personal rediscovery that is buttressed by Divine providence and succour. While this
rediscovery basically results from the dialectic between what is known and what is
unknown, Qunavi’s discussion at this point becomes quite involved and not at all easy
to follow, but we shall see how the unity of this dialectical play is to be maintained

throughout.

§ DIVINE SUCCOUR AND SELF-MANIFESTATION

Having established the relatonal character of #/#hiyyah, Qunavi briefly summarizes the
“process” of self-manifestation, its precepts, mode of reception and the “intimation of
its effects” (talagqi athariha), in order later to give a more complete renditdon of the
“staton of knowledge” (al-magam al-“ilmi) and of Divine speech. Although essentally
God’s selff-manifestation, faalli reflects the same division evident in any epistemic relatdon
between source and recipient — the whole immediate purpose, lest we forget, is to
overcome in theoretcally satsfactory fashion the dilemma which arises whenever we
consider that every act of knowledge has two noetc elements, not just one, as the
selfsame act self-manifestation otherwise implies. The Divine effect has its own precept.
Viewed as a relation of consonance (munasibab), however, the dichotomy gives way to a
kind of singularity in the difference. It does so through an intermediary, regulatve level
that gives embodiment to the relation, as we shall shortly see.

Tayalli is a key concept in his doctrine of knowledge which rests on the idea that the

real source of all succour, or #mdad, remains God. Since the aim is to elaborate a concept
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of knowledge that takes the knower as a recipient of knowledge or manifestaton,
“succour’ here adds certain methodological clarity to the discussion. The first issue dealt
with is muldplicity. Although there is essendally a single manifestation (fgjalli wahid),
God’s succour and its various “manifestations” (fg7allyyatabu) must reach a world of
immense variety, down to every soul (IB A:35; B:137). As it descends to the world, in
accordance with the receptvites (gawabl), their levels and predispositions, it appeats in
the guise of myriad specifications. In view of this, it is perfecty acceptable that
manifestation be characterized by multiplicity without having to be intrinsically multiple
(nafsibi mutd addid) on account of the varant ascriptons (##7), names and attributes given
to the same reality. Rather than muldple in itself, it is equivalent to what he calls the
“existental light” (al-nir al-wwndr) in the widest possible sense; and apart from this
“existental [though relatively ‘non-existent’] light”” nothing else can reach the possible
entties before or after their attribudon with eternal existence. Upon their exteriorization
through a “unitary existental manifestation,” each precept of the possible entties and
its “effects” must lead to the other (IB A:35; B:137). But since the “existence” in question
belongs by essence to no one but God, and is, on the contrary, acquired from His self-
manifestation (mustafadan min tajallihi), the world in effect cannot do without “the
existential succour of singular oneness [a/-imdad al-wujidi al-ahadi), which perdures [
baqa'thi] at moments that have neither duration nor interruption [md'a al-anat dan fitrah wa
la ingi@]” (IB A:35; B:137). Although this succour precedes ex7ernal existence in the more

conventional sense, if it were cut off by a mere “wink of an eye” the whole world would
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vanish at once. The precept of (relative) “non-existence” being indissociable from the
possible entity in its career inside God’s knowledge, (external) existence is merely an
accident conferred upon it by He who wills to existendate it (IB A:36; B:137).

Qunavi’s motve for this discussion ulteriorly is to transpose the problem of the two
realities in the act of knowing into a higher relation than the one where the knower has
to acquire external existence and a physical life of his own before any act of knowing can
take place. The relauve “non-existence” of the entdes inside God’s knowledge,
therefore, provided the path to a solution based on a consonant relation of two noetc
realiies. In order to reinforce his earlier argument for this consonance, he now
emphasizes the unitary purposefulness of the recipient’s intention and percepton which
has to correspond to the dominant nature of the object of inquiry itself and to the
singular oneness of the Divine succour received. This singleness of purpose, incidentally,
is precisely how the singular oneness by grace of the Divine succour maintains itself in
the face of a multplicity of receptivides. As far as the wayfarer is concerned, however,
a precept either of dispersal (bukm al-tafriqah) or of the “comprehensive union of single
qualification” (aljant al-wakhidani al-ndt) must prevail upon him (al-ghalib ‘alayhi) at every
instant (&x#// hina) (IB A:36; B:137). He is never destitute of some state or other; the
precept of one of his attributes must prevail over those of the rest. Dispersal indicates
that his intedority (ba#in) is not free of the precepts of createdness and the “stains of
attachment” (shawdl al-tdallugal). 1f he happens to be in a state of dispersal (ba/ tafrigab),

the manifestation he is said to receive is endued, as it were, with just that precept that
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happens then to govern the heart (ga/), and becomes “tnged with whatever precept of
multiplicity has seized him [yansabigh bi-hukm al-kathrah al-mustawliyah ‘alayhs]” (IB A:36;
B:138). Under the aspect of connectedness, a single thing permeates all of the soul’s
attributes (al-sifat al-nafsaniyyah) and bodily faculdes by means of attributes which flow
downwards upon the soul with every act and effect associated with man (including
offspring), the religious devotons dependent on his intenton (“badatth: al-tabfab Ii-
niyyatihi) and the particular noetic presence he happens to occupy. The “attrbutes of
manifestatdon” are thus multiplied — in the same way that a colourless light receives
shades of colour from glass — with the corresponding atuibutes and faculties of the
recipient (mutajalli lahu) the manifestadon radiates light upon (yashru ‘alaybi) or reaches.
This takes place undl the Divine command necessitating the manifestation in the first
place thoroughly permeates him (yanfudh fihi). 1f the wayfarer succeeds in reaching the
limit in God, he will have removed all attributes of createdness (a/-gfa al-kawniyyyah) from
the manifestation in such a manner as to effect a return at a level of inner intangibility
(fa-yd udn ‘awdan md nawtyyan) to his real origin at the presence of hiddenness. Despite the
religious demand of conscious deliberation for every deed, something or other reladng
to God’s essential Will will penetrate even those unwary of the source and origin of this
infusion (IB A:37; B:139)."

The recipient of the manifestation may, on the other hand, be in a state of unified
comprehensive union (hal jamt mutawabbid), rather than of dispersal, and denuded (a/-

tdarr?) of the precepts of creational attachments (IB A:37; B:139). Once the light of
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manifestation radiates (sharaga nir al-tajall) upon a heart that is “unitary of qualificadon”
(wahdani al-nd?), for which manifestation is complete and intelligible without the “rust”
of created things and attachments, then the precepts of all instances of “universal singular
oneness”’ (ahkam al-ahadiyyat al-kulliyyah) ramifying from the original or root singular
oneness, or “al-abadiyyah al-asliyyah,” upon all levels encompassed by the Divine essence
are likewise unified (fawahbadas). But these precepts are unified into the single precept
both of the singular oneness of the “permanent essental individuality’” belonging to the
recipient of the mainfestation (bukm abadiyyat ‘aynibi al-thabitah) and of the “singular
oneness of the primary manifestation” (abadiyyat al-tajalli al-awwal) through which his
essential individuality (‘ays) appears to him (gabara bihi ‘aynubu lahs). It is through his own
exclusive singular oneness, qua manifestation, that the worshipper (‘@4d) receives the
“Divine succour” in question which allows him thence to survive to the “last hour”
before being delivered before the Creator. This conceptual refinement with respect to
the existential succour at a level of relative non-existence, meaning where his permanent
essential individuality resides, must comply with what happens to predominate in him
and the exclusive oneness of the attribute ruling over him. Itis a second manifestation
(al-tajalli al-thani), in the event that a mystical opening (basi/ laday al-fath) should occur.
Presumably, this “dependence” of sorts by the manifestation upon the recipient for its
relational character to be exhibited leaves the recipient — in essence a religious creature
— the liberty of two moral alternatives: dispersal or unity. The intriguing point is that a

single precept should encompass two singular onenesses: that of the recipient’s
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permanent essental individuality in God’s knowledge and that of the primary or first
manifestation. But Qunavi is anxious to maintain a unity of conception even at the level
of the particularized being, where the problem of two noetic realities first arises. There,
the Divine source of reveladon needs to remain ever active, not unconditonally, but
always within those bounds it needs to specify for the recipient and are imposed by a
pervasive singular oneness.

Upon the first manifestation the only thing that properly belongs to the permanent
essential individuality in quesdon, stricty speaking, is his delimitaton through the
attribute of specficaty (taqyidubu bi-sifat al-td ayyun fagat) (IB A:37; B:139). A preponderant
existential attribute (a/-gfat al-ghalibah al-wujadiyyah), on the other hand, then, colours the
manifestation, doing so only after the latter had already been specified with “a special
attribution” signifying either one specific precept or several precepts, as we saw. If there
is to be unicity (faw/htd), instead of dispersal, “the many precepts assigned to the various
instances of singular oneness whence they branch out [wa/-mutafarrd ah minha) may then
be said to be graded [indarajaf] at the very root that is assumed to comprehends them [
al-asl al-jamt lah@d” (IB A:37; B:139). In this way, the substrate (mahall) — whatever accepts
accidents or attributes —~ along with its ruling attribute themselves are tinged with the
precept of the comprehensive manifestation of singular oneness (a/-fgjalli al-abadi al-

Janf1), just as the manifestation in its turn is tinged with the precept of the substrate. The
root is thereby maintained, just as what flows from it is contained by it within a graded

or hierarchical order that does not itself undermine the original unity assumed. For
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hierarchical arrangement, Qunavi is also saying, is not inconsistent with unicity. Butit
1s a unicity of a particular type. It might as well spelled it out at this point that what he
is secking is a sense of the Divine (#/#hiyyah) in which God’s dominance, His exclusive
preserve and singularity, is also a dominance of something — indeed something whose
orgin is precisely that through that very dominance. This is what he is driving at.

In view of this, and to contnue the present train of thought, the attributes and
faculties (guwa) are permeated by the precept of the light radiating upon them, just as the
realities and attributes of the one receiving the manifestation become “adomed” with the
precept of this unitary manifestation (IB A:37-8; B:140). Although coloration by the
radiating light’s precept requires that the precepts of mulpplicity vanish, these precepts
tronically do not disappear completely with universality (dun gawaliba bil-kulliyyab) (1B
A:37; B:140). The reason is that manifestation in its hierarchical articulaton is specified
according to the levels of three names: Extetior (al-ism al-gahir), Interior (al-ism al-batin)
and Comprehensive (alism aljamf); these include all the “universal levels of
manifestaton” so far discussed (IB A:38, B:140; cf. also FuM III 30:80-1). If, for example,
manifestation is marked by the name “Exteriority,” and thus takes place in the “world
of witnessing [or experience]” (‘@am al-shahadah), the recipient may see the vision of God
(ruyat al-Hagq) in everything, vision he obtains at a state where the secret of the precept
of unicity (hukm al-tawhid) is exteriorized primarily at the level of his nature along with
its sensory and imaginative faculties, without foresaking a single existent (mawjadas) (IB

A:38; B:140). For this type of experental vision, of course, the faculdes are
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indispensable, and the items of existence in a multiple manifestation all have to be
contemplated, not eschewed as required in intellection. They have a certain propinquity
with the sensory content of knowledge that had so exercised Ibn Sin@’s mind in an effort
to disentangle the immateral intellect from the transience of the senses.

The manifestation may, in the second place, be marked by the “hidden name,”
whereby the recipient perceives things through a world from which he is absent (‘@/am
ghaybibi), obtaining thus a cognizance of the “singular oneness of existence” (md'rifat
abadiyyat al-wujad) and, only then, a denial of all besides God, though without having to
do so at any partcular state (IB A:38; B:140). Both the secret of unicity and the
cognizance implied therein appear at the level of his intellect. But he foresakes the
apparent existents (a/-mawjadat al-gahirah), eschewing all multiplicity and its precept.

Thirdly — and this is the crucial element — manifestation may be distinguished by the
“comprehensive name” (a/-ism al-jan?) that combines the extetior and the interior names.
Perception here occurs at the level of “middles” or “intermediaries” (martabat al-wusta),
comprehending both the hidden (ghayb) and what is directly beheld. At this stadon, two
ends are superseded and the precepts intermeshed (IB A:38; B:140). Man, as we said, is
assigned this intermediary noetic level combining these two opposite poles of experience.
Methodologically, this is key to overcoming the rigid sciendfic division we saw eatrlier on
in this thesis and which Qunavi adopted as a formal starting point between what is given
and the object of inquiry, in favour of the more fluid, dynamic process of noetic

unveiling intended all along, whether by him or by Ibn Sina. The intermediary,
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combinatve level as a methodological device would indeed have to supersede the
element of givenness in unveiling, whatever is initdally deposited (sensory, imaginative,
etc.). Burt this supersession Qunavi endeavours to explain through several types of
imageries — the prime one being the metaphor of “light,” which we will examine in the
next chapter.

First and foremost, though, all manifestatdons are manifestatons of the Divine
names."> And so, once the judgement is made that no precept either of an attribute
conferring specificity, or complete purification from all other attachments, prevails upon
(yaghlib ‘ald) the recipient’s heart — and these attachments include the conadve focus
(tawagjuh) upon God through a “particular belief” or a refuge in Him through a particular
name (57 makhsis), level or specific “presence” (hadrah mu ayyanah) — then and only then
can the manifestation appear in respect of the singular oneness of the comprehensive
union of the essence (ahdiyyat aljamt al-dhatt) (IB A:39; B:141). Being nominal,
manifestadons denote a descent from a level that, in this sense at least, is indifferent to
the upward process of purification normally undertaken by the aspirant to manifestation;
and indifferent obviously also to the parficular givens of credal beliefs.

The “sun of the essence” (shams al-dhaf) radiates upon the mirror of the reality of the
heart (mira'at hagiqat al-qalb) in respect of the “singular oneness of the heart’s
comprehensive union” (ahdfyyat jant al-galb), the most fitting attribute for the human heart
to possess by way of resemblance at a station he says is that of “resemblances” (magam

al-mudahal) (IB A:39; B:141; cf. MNU 143-4). Indeed, whereas the heart is capable of
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impression (yattast lil-intibd) by the essential manifestation, neither the “higher world” (a/
‘@lam al-dlh) and the “lower” (al-Glam al-asfal) — presumably, interiority and exteriority —
is (IB A:39; B:141). For support, Qunavi adduces the “Divine communication” (a/-tkhbar
al-tlahi) reported by the Prophet that “Neither my earth nor my heaven did contain me,
but [only] the heart of my servant, believing, vigilant, immaculate.” Furthermore, there
is a kind of “adjustment” between the two noetic realities at this new level which Qutnavi
tries to relate by using the term mustawan (“evenness”), in order to describe how the heart
appears in the “form” of the Divine (3abiran bi-saratibi). And form, as we now know, is
fundamental to all manner of articulation.

The words “sitting” and ““evenness” (or “levelness™) in Arabic admit of a wide varery
of meanings and, having the same radical, s w y, they permit the following interpretation
of the traditon in question. Within the space of the heart is exhibited a level “evenness”
with respect to the Divine (i.e. “al-mustawi lah«”) that is in direct proportion to the act of
the “Divine sitting” (a/-istiwa’ al-ilabi); such a “space,” he assures us, is as wide and as
deep as the sea (tatababhara sahat al-qalt) (IB A:39; B:141). After the “broadening”
(tabahbur) and “unification” (al-tawabhud) resulting from this “mutual adjustment,” as it
were, between the “sitting’” and the heart upon which comes to rest the sucour of God,
the “streams” of the heart themselves — continuing the metaphor of the sea — then
proliferate (tatafarrda jadawilubs): on the one hand, in the upward direction of the names’
reladons at ranks associated with the spiritual attributes (sifa#h: al-rizhaniyyah) and, on the

other, in a downward direction at ranks belonging to the “natural faculties.” From an
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intermediary position, in other words, flow ranks of relatons in both an upward and a
downward direction.

Going by the metaphor used eatlier of the “sun” that is the essence, though, the solar
rays are instances of “sublimity” (bs/-subuhat) which “burn up” the objects of artachment
of sight’s perceptions (mutdallagat madarik al-basr). In a more textually-inspired frame of
mind, he states that the kind of “rsing” (géyamah) which befits this ulimately signals
nothing but that of God’s true name, literally, “the One who possesses the Day,” where
no creatonal relation through precept or essential individuality remains (IB A:39; B:141).
This is not only the upper limit of the intermediary zone, but the very root, since the
boundaries of the heart are not conceived in any mechanical sense. The scriptural
allusion to “Maliks yawmi al-din,” literally, the “One who possesses the Day,” gives certain
thetorical depth to the philosophical formulation on God’s knowledge of Himself ~ one
we shall need to bear in mind all the ame, since, states Qunavi, only God can answer
Himself through Himself (a1@ba al-Haqq nafsabu bi-nafsibi). Whether it is the particular that
is in queston or an archetypal intermediary, self-manifestation is one and it remains
God’s. The textual evidence he offers here is, “To God, the One, the Dominant” (a/-
wahid al-qabhar), explaining that God exercises His dominance (gabbara) through to the
very final precept from the point of His first manifestation, which is concealed from
anyone whose state is predominantly defined by the “precepts of created things.”"> That
God is the Dominant (gabhar), Qunavi explains in a/-Asma’ al-husn4, means that He

dominates or prevails over (gabara) His creation by way of their expiration in Him; it
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implies preponderance (ghalabah) and rule (fas/if) (AH 26a). Actually, the latter perish
(istablahii) beneath the dominance, or subjugation, of singular oneness, whereupon the
secret of the Divine, comprehensive and perfectonal act of sitting (alisthwa’ al-ilahi al-
Jjantt al-kamal) upon the Throne is “divulged to the human heart [a/-galb al-insani]” (1B
A:39; B:142). The act of sitting occasions a level of “evenness” (a/-mustawa) that refers to
something which “results from the sitting of the Merciful [‘agib al-istiwa’ al-rahmani]” (IB
A:39; B:142). But the dominance in the act of sittng tends also to correlate with the
upper limit of the heart.

Qudnavi tdes to shed light on the relational entailments of is#wa’ by extracting a
number of finer senses contained in other expressions found in the Qur’an and the
hadiths. Hence, the heavens — in the words “To Him belongs all that is in the heavens”
— indicate the level of “lofuness” (a/u/uw) one of the attributes of man, who constitutes
the very /eve/ of the name “Allah” (alladht huwa mustawi al-ism Allah) (IB A:39-40; B:142).
But because man has also the “level of resemblences” (sabib martabat al-mudahat)
mentoned earlier, the words “...and all that is on earth” represent the lowly and natural
level (martabat siflab wa tabi'ah). The level of comprehensive union is signalled by, “...and
what is between them” (IB A:40; B:142). He goes further and maintains that “below the
soll” (faht al-thard) lie the results of the precepts of man’s nature. These occur “below”
the level of nature because they are passive in relation to it (munfdilah ‘anha), the “patent”
(al-munfd'il) being always below the level of the “agent” (a/f7#) qua agent."

In order to emphasize the cosmological polarities implied in “loftiness,” before they
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are applied to man, he employs more imageries borrowed from scriptural sources. God,
he points out, also says, “The day the heaven bursts with cloud” (Qur’an 25:25), where
heaven stands for the level of loftiness (a/-martabat al-uluw). But “loftiness” now indicates
those levels governed by “efficacy” (al-mubakkamah bil-ta’thir) with respect to all created
existents (IB A:41; B:143), since “effect” (athar) is peculiar to created things. By the same
token, one may speak of the causal agent (mu aththir) as being above that which is caused
(mu'aththar fihi). His point is that there is an obvious sort of relational commonality
between man and Divinity which, to its credit, does not debar subjugadon by the
Essence, as commonly feared whenever the latter has to be rendered as a “creatuve
agent,” in close coordination with the noton of “loftiness.” The prime example is the
“cloud” (ghamani), which he appoints as the precept of “cloudiness” (al-bukm al-‘ama’)
mendoned in many Divine and prophedc teachings. An active element 1s conveyed
contextually relative to a “patience” that properly belongs to the world thence created.
In this respect, it may be identified with the Breath of the Merciful (al-nafas al-rahmant),
the presence of comprehensive union (badrat al-jant) and the “expository light” (a/-nar al-
kashif); similarly, the light discloses the existents and encompasses them. Through its
“opening” (fathihi) and “bursting forth” (inshigagihi) — clearly in the manner of the cloud’s
“bursting forth” — it causes their hidden, pre-eternal noetic distinctiveness (famayyuzaha
al-tlmii al-ghaybi al-azali) to appear. Through a dextrous use of scriptural support, Qtnavi
tries to graft on an eschatological significance to all of this, whereby God is said on the

Day of Resurrection to “divide everything” (yafassi/ bayn al-umir) and to distinguish
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between good and evil. With this, he remarks, the secret of the “first precedent” (sirr a/-
sabigah al-wah) is said to appear in that of the “closure” (sirr al-kbatimab). Thereupon, the
“resemblances” (mudahal) that reveal the precept of that which joins (almughirah hukm
al-amr al-jamf) the first and the last, the hidden and the visible, come to an end (tammat).
Closer once again to our own human scale, he considers the level of the worshipper,
who forms part of the aggregate levels (jumlat al-maratib) subsumable under the compass
of the cloud. The distinctiveness of his level, understood in terms of his “non-existence”
(nisbatihi al“adamiyyah) and the “darkness” that is the world of possibility for us (galmatihi
al-imkantyyah) relative to the level of his Giver of existence (muwjid), his Existentator,
begins to manifest itself only once the (literally) “borrowed” (al-mustdar) precept of
existence is returned to God (IB A:41; B:144). “His” existence is of grammarical import
and is metaphorical in intent; only God may be described as sheer existence (alwauzd al-
baht) and pure light (a/-nir al-khalis). Being the names’ loci of appearance, the angels
descend down to terminal points (managzl) “carrying the messages of the essence” at the
station of the worshipper. The assumption though is that the worshipper needs to be
comprehensive and inclusive (a/4a’i7). For, understood in this sense, man is a perfect
copy and mirror (nuskhah wa mira'ah tammabh) of the Form of his Lord’s “presence” (s#rat
hadrah rabbibi), as hinted earlier, whenever he exalts (fagdis) his Lord and places Him
above all human tencbrities and precepts of createdness (IB A:42; B:144).
But Qunavi provides more explanatory detail of what exactly takes place. First, he

tellingly notes, the names dwell (istagarraf) in the terminal points through a conversion
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(ingilab) of the servant’s attrbutes and powers into Divine names and artributes, so that,
again in an eschatological sense, “That Day shall the dominion rightly belong to the
Merciful [God], and it will be a day of dire difficulty for those who disbelieve [the truth]
(al-kafiriin)” (“al-mulku yawma'idhin al-haqq lil-Rabman kana yawman 4la kafirin asiran’)
(Qur’an 25:26) (IB A:42; B:144). For Qunavi, as for his teacher, Ibn Arabi; a/-&afirun
denotes in the first instance sa#ritn, anyone who “veils,” for example, through
muldplicity. The wayfarer in this state cannot escape having, first, to realize for himself
things that are of the “greatest difficulty” through the staton of detachment (insi/aks) and
renunciation (fakhallf); and, second, to confirm (fabagqug) and to “adorn” (taballi) what
calls for strenuous effort. But once he dispenses with this veiled station (viz. a/-magam
al-mastar), achieves confirmation and finally sees his Lord with the eyes of his Lord (2%
bi‘ayn rabbibi rabbahu), he ascribed knowledge and cognizance in respect of his Lord
rather than of himself, as the proper goal of spiritual journeying ought to be; and so forth
with the rest of his attriutes (IB A:42; B:145). The problem having been initially described
in terms of consonance, Qunavi, we must recall, is concerned with how the conversion
(ingilab) of human attributes into “Divine” ones takes place without the wayfarer’s
approach to God issuing in a simple identity. Theteby, beyond his “veiled station” and
in virtue of his more authentic knowledge of God, the worshipper will know “himself”;
for in relation to himself he is the “closest created thing,” if by this, however, two things
follow: that he remain the inclusive mirror and that the Divine attribute’s sole claim to

uniqueness is that it is a Divine knowledge of him, the servant, as an inclusive entity. He
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will then know himself after confirmation through his acquaintance with the Lord
(md'rifat al-rabb). Because he is “comprehensive” in the manner of a combinative
intermediary, he will come to know that which God wishes to let him know of the
immaterial universal names and realities by means of a “unitary, comprehensive universal
and unadulterated attribute” (sifah wabdaniyyab jamfab kulliyyah nagihab). While he must
achieve a reciprocal kind of universality, his knowledge and perception of the “realities
of things” may occur at the level of these realities’ universality (martabat kulliyyatiba) only
upon the attainment of the Divine “unitary and comprehensive attribute” (haslah bil-sifah
al-wahdaniyyah al-jamiah al-ilabyyah) in the manifestation that colours him (IB A:42-3;
B:145). His own singular oneness is the precept of his creational, possibilistic muldplicity
(hukm kathratihi al-kawniyyah al-imkaniyyah) and (IB A:43; B:145). But he perceives the
precepts of these realides, their properties, acciddents and concomitants through the
precepts of the comprehensive manifestatdon of singular oneness (badha al-tajalli al-ahadi
aljam'7), that is, through the universal attribute he needs in the first place in order to
endue himself with the precept of this manifestation of the essence and the hidden noedc
light (wal-nar al-ghaybi al-ilmi). This is the essence of the solution to the epistemological
dilemma of knowing the realides of things by way of “consonance.”

Qunavi next returns to the fact that, in an ideal sense, man is the isthmus (bargakh)
between the “presence of the Divine” and that of creation, an epitome (nuskhah)
comprehending both (IB A:43; B:145). There is not a thing that is not inscribed at the

level of his comprehensiveness. The “epitome of his existence” (nuskhat wujndihi)
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embraces his level at every moment, state, nature (#ash ah), abode, and so on; and what
it specifies is precisely what the precept of consonance between himself and that very
state, moment, nature and abode calls for (IB A:43; B:146). So long as man’s percepton
is not freed of the “noose” of delimitatdon of the “particular attributes” (rgbat quyad al-
stfat aljug iyyah) and the creational precepts, he remains delimited by whatever particular
attribute happens to govem him (a/-h@kmab ‘alaybi). Through this particular attribute, he
perceives only those things which are similar to it and which lie below it. Moreover, the
limitations and distorting allurements, from which he must disentangle himself, are as
marginal (itrafiyyah) as they are partcular (jug7Zyyah). The goal is to arrive at the
intermediary station of comprehensive union, which Quanavi here calls the “zenith of
universality” (nugtat al-musamatab al-kulliyyah), or the very center of the circle
comprehending all levels of symmetry — “wa markas, al-ddirab al-jamiah li-maratib al-ftidalat
al-kulliyyah” ~ including the intangible (mdnawiyyah), spiritual (rizhaniyyah), imaginal
(mithaliyyah), sensory (bissiyyah). Anyone ascribed a state that pertains to two presences
at a station where everything intangible and of the nature of an isthmus lies adjacent to
him (IB A:44; B:146). He faces these two presences through his essence in the same way
that the point does each part of the circumference, confronting each Divine and
creational reality with what he already possesses of them, seeing that he is an epitome of
their collectivity (nuskhab min jumlatiba). He thus perceives in every individual “instance
of the epitome of his existence” (ku/l fard min afrad nuskhat wujadibi) what “reality” lies

opposite this epitome in these two Presences. His knowledge is obtainable through the
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“realities of things,” their roots and origins because he can perceive them at the station
of their immateriality.

Qunavi here is trying to deal more effectively with the difficulties which arose with
the nodon of immaterality, in the absence of any conceptual provision by which the
pdority of God’s essential knowledge could remain unadulterated in the course of the
inquiry. However, the distinction, even here, is not always very clear or without certain
ambiguity. Any reservations expressed elsewhere about the theoretical collapse of two
things into one through their immateriality do not appear to apply here. He has taken
it upon himself further to establish that one may perceive the realities in respect of their
totality (jumlatthd) and comprehensiveness through one’s own totality and
comprehensiveness based on a consonant relation, which is a little different from
identty. He avers that the contemplation would continue unabated as befits the perfect
epitome but for each person’s natural delimitations (q#y#d): his own effects paradoxically
appear in the experiences (mashahid) (IB A:44; B:147). Consequently, complete
perfectional comprehensiveness is thwarted owing to the own encompassment it
demands (fagtadi al-istfab), which necessitates extetiorization through every single
descripdon (wag) and enduing with every state. Yert affirmation of the Divine attributes,
is based on this limiting condidon. The perfectional containment and encompassment
through which God manifests Himself in this “general existential and perfect form” (mun
haythu hadhibi al-sarah al<ammabh al-wuadiyyah al-tammah) constitutes the most perfect

“scale,” if ever there was one, and “the most complete, inclusive and broad locus of
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exteriorization” (al-migan al-atamm wal-maghar al-akmal al-ashmal al-damm). Qunavi, we
may recall, had certain reservatons abour finding the proper “scale” to be used in
depicting something that was beyond measure. By formulating his position on the basis
of a perfect scale, being also the most complete locus of exteriorization that corresponds
to the “general existential and perfect form,” he is acceding to a pror arficulation of the
Divine Word within the manageable dimensions of science.

To witness this first-hand, however, is to experience the unique in what is given by way
of what he calls an “tasting in full” (a/-dbawq al-shamil) and perfect unveiling (a/-kashf al-
kamil). The experiental element of the one tasting — God is never said to taste (dhawg)
— thar effectvely divides the different classes of the learned comes once again into play.
The result of this tasting is a supersession of even the furthest limits attainable by
reflective perceptions (al-madarik al-fikriyyah) and theoretical and non-theoredcal
apprehensions, which we saw never passed beyond the level of accidents, attributes,
properties and concomitants (IB A:44; B:147). He has already argued that, should it be
achieved, such a supersession would permit one to recognize the specific limitation of
“what a thinker [ghayat kull mufakkir bi-fikribi] is apt to perceive or penetrate on his own
and through study, and the reason for the theoreticians’ mutual recriminations [fakhf
al-naggrin], their perceptions and what they are wont to miss” (IB A:44-5; B:147). But one
would also become acquainted with those people of tasting themselves who have not
known personal realization through such infegral or comprehensive tasting (lam yatahaggaq

bil-dhawg aljamf) (IB A:45; B:147). What is most interesting, however, is that he wisely



281
counsels against regarding the knowledge Divinely bestowed to each individual (a/i/m
al-mawhirb) and the “perfect unveiling” so desired sought by the most constant of the
“upholders of God” (al-mutamakkinin min abl Allah fi “ilmihim) as being that furthest limit
of perfection we associate with God. The most that can be said is that, because of the
latter group’s contnual supercession of attributes, there can be no queston
inconsistency; there are no differences among the messengers, prophets and the most
accomplished of the saints in respect of their sources (or roots) of knowledge (wsi/
ma'akhidbihim), the results thereof (nata’ijiha) and what precepts of the “root presences
of Divinity”’*® they have clarified without diverging in their apprehension and clarity (a/-
itild wal-bayan) (IB A:45; B:148). What apparent incongruencies may have been
transmitted by tradition have to do with the “particulars of things” (g fyat al-umar),
being the Divine precepts belonging to the states of those upon whom they are
incumbent. They relate more to their own times and what has to do with their welfare,
since Divine precepts have to be specified for every age through the intermediary of the
messenger of that particular period (wasitat rasil dhalika al-gaman), with a view to what is
best for his people but also based on what is actually requested by their predisposition
or preparedness (ma yastadiibi istfdadibini), state, nadonhood and abode. Beyond the
particular precepts (a/-abkam aljug iyyah) they are all in agreement.
What Qunavi is thus emphasizing for the purpose of the present discussion is the
sameness of what is given, despite the concrete uniqueness of each act of witness. Each

one reaffirms and assents to the message of his predecessor, he says, because their root
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source (as)) is one and the same at the moment when the intmation or instruction
(talagqi) from God is received. This is true, for instance, with regard to the precepts of
the “acquired sciences” (a/~‘ulam al-muktasibah), the creeds and the vardous attachments
(al-aqa’id wal-td allugat) (IB A:45-6; B:148), and all that needs to be derived through proper
means and, eventually, used as premises for the spiritual apprenticeship of others who
have sdll to leamn both the use of their intellectual faculties and their supercession. No
difference can arise at the “Divine root qua root” (as/ #abi aslan). This equally holds for
the greatest Friends of God (akabir al-waliya’) who do not possess the external authority
of prophethood. Their spiritual station is so elevated, though, that any apparent
discrepancies arising among them are strictly a functon of particular matters of concem
or of differences that necessarily exist between the relatvely advanced (a/-mutawassatin),
on the one hand, and the beginners from among the “advocates of states” (ah/ al-bidayah
min abl al-ahwal) and the “advocates of visible unveilings” (ashab al-mukashafat al-gahirab),
on the other. For the latter, the realides and the presences disclosed have to be shrouded
in parable (kashfan fi malabis mithaliyyah) before they can be understood (IB A:46; B:148).
Knowledge of this specific kind of unveiling is realized only on the basis of God’s purpose
(murad al-Haqq), which is vital, through a saience (%/m) that is itself obtainable from another
unveiling, that of “the intangible and hidden world” elevated above the levels of the
parables and those “matters” (mawadd) which are needed for comprehension.

The “matters” used in communicating meanings will occupy our attention in the next

few chapters. These consist of any type of device, sound or organ which, in the concrete
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articuladon of a message, acquires a set form. The phenomenon admits of various levels
of articulaton. One may come to know the secret of Divine Speech and Wrtng (sirr a/-
kalam wal-kitabah al-ilabiyayan), and not just the outward form (namely, the given features
of the “written message”) through tasting, whereby their precept is planted in the hearts
as the attribute of knowledge, faith and the reality of the proximity of obligations and
supererogatory duties (hagigat qurb al-far'ad wal-nawafil), along with their results (IB A:46;
B:148-9). Upon the suspension of all intermediaries, however, Divine communication
(al-ikhbar al-ilabi) is seen as elevated above the “presences of delimitadon™ and the
creational precepts. The full length of the “passage” (&hurigj) trodden by God’s servant
runs from the precept of creational delimitations and the delimitation of the names and
attributes toward “the spacious presences of the Holy” (i fasih hadarat al-quds) (IB A:46;
B:149). Only then is he finally confirmed in the “knowledge of things” (bi-md'rifat al-

ashya’). This is the gist of this part of the Introducton.
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1. He explains that as a totality (a7#") Man is not the same as each individual creational entty.
Only as an epitome (muskhah) of the totality (mapmZ) of the realities of created being (al-haqa g
al-kawniyah) does Man agree, so to speak, with the totality (jami’). The particulars, on the other
hand, require further considerations, as follows.

2. In the sense of both “not whole” and “biased.” Epistemologically, these two senses are

closely associated.
3. See IB A:47 for nomenclature.
4. For Ibn Sina’s understanding of ma'ani, cf. Goichon Lextgue, esp. 255.

5. His exact words are “ka-sirat al-saff wal-askar”” The intellection of the form itself is an
immaterial reality, like all others.

6. See Chapter Two, s. “d” (“Knowledge in reladon to God” and “The significance of
‘thingness’ [shay Zyyah] for the act of writing”).

7. That is, in the last book of De Anima.
8. Ibn ‘Arabi uses the exact same example in FuM I 391:240.

9. According to Ibn ‘Arabi, the one for whom there is Deity seeks Divinity, just as the Deity
seeks hum (FuM I 262:195).

10. For use of the term irfrbat, see Ibn “Arabi, FuM I 384:237.

11. That is, “awamir al-Haqq al-iradiyyab al-dbatiyyah tanfudb fibim wa bum G yaskarin bi-srr
mawridthi wa masdaribi.”

»

12. There is a long line of famous commentators on God’s “most beautful names” (asma
Al albusrh). Although Qunavi was no excepton in this regard, he lived at a ime when much
of the intellectual groundwork — embracing both grammatical and theological issues — had
already been laid. The notion that God has 99 names is based on a hadith — whose line of
transmission is usually traced back to Abd Hurayrah - to the effect whoever commits them to
memory will enter paradise. (For 2 thorough documentary treatment, see Gimaret NDI 51-68.)
Two grammatical treatments of the 99 names are Tafiir asma’ Allab taGlé al-tasab wal-tisin by al-
Zajj3) (d. 311 AH/923 CE); and the much lengthier and systemauc Ishitgag asma’ Allah by al-Zajjaji
(d. 337 AH/ 949 CE). The names were widely debated by the early mutakallimun. With the
waning of Mu‘tazili influence, the most penetrating and influential writing on the Divine names
soon became linked to figures of Ash‘arite affiliation, in one form or another. The eleventh
century saw, for example, the nise of men like the traditionist Aba Bakr al-Bayhaqi (d. 458
AH/1066 CE) and the great mystic Abd Qasim al-Qashayri (d. 465 AH/1072 CE), the latter whom
composed his own Sharh asma’ Allah al-husnd. Drawing on a flourishing tradition of Sufism,
Qashayri was able to give a more ethical dimension to this important debate, whereby the
names of God would be assimilated through what was commonly known to mystics as /akballug
(Gimaret NDI 24). Qushayrl was greatly admired by Ibn “Arabi for his doctrnal lucidity, in an
area of spiritual life that had its fair share of free-thinking interpreters. There have been many
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efforts to establish a solid conceptual framework for the questions, including Fakhr al-Din
Razi‘s Lawam? al-bayyinat fi al-asma' wal-gfat. Perhaps the most famous commentary shortly after
the tumultuous period in which Qashayri, a key figure, had lived was Ghazzali’s a/-Magsad a/-
asma fi sharbh maani asma’ Allah al-husné, which again stressed the ethical imperative of acquiring
the attributes associated with the Divine names. Its mystcal themes, however, reveals also a
serious concern to put a proper interpretation on certain sensitive aspects of spintual life,
namely, those having to do with actual “union” with the Deity, which he naturally denied in the
crude sense intended and so ardently desired by some. The complexity of these and related
issues demanded not only constant vigilence with respect to the overzealousness often displayed
in the spiritual path, but a certain intellectual acumen and, above all, didacdc abilines. The
influence exercised by the school of Ibn “Arabi since its founder was decisive in this respect, at
least as far as the mystical side of life was concerned.

13. God’s own transcendence, on the other hand, is so complete that He is above all “how”
and “where” (IB A:40; B:143), as when He says, “We shall come upon what work they have done
and make it scattered dust” (Qur'an 25:23) (“wa qadimna tld ma ‘amila min “amal”). ‘Amal points
to what Qunavi takes as the precepts of created things (a/-ahkdm al-kawniyyah), which make
manifest the precept of multiplicity (a/-mughirab hukm al-kathrabb) insofar as they appear in the
human being. But act () is scattered like dust particles (kaba’ manthiran) through the singularity
of Divine conjunctive union (@hadiyyah aljant al-tlabi) (IB A:40; B:143). God speaks of the
companions of paradise (ashab al-jannah) — or the “people of the Divine curtain of hiddenness
(abl al-sitr al-ilahi al-ghaybi) — as 1n, “the ‘companions of paradise’ that day, dwelling well in the
best place of rest” (yawma'idhin khayrun mustaqarran wa ahsanu magt Zlan) (Quran 25:24) (IB A:41;
B:143). And what better place of rest, he asks, than permanence in the hiddenness and curtain
of the essence (al-thubat fi ghayb al-dhat wa sitribr), impregnable to the worship of created things
(ubidiyyat al-akwan).

14. In this manner, too, appears the proximity of the “obligatory duties” (gwrb al-fara’id), which
is receptive of the proximity of the “supererogatory duties” (nawdft). Qunavi here refers back
to the two fadiths: <1 was his hearing and his seeing” and “Venly, God has declared through His
servant’s tongue, ‘God doth heareth the one who praiseth Him.”” Hence, the expression of the
level of the name (&san martabat al-ism), namely, “God (A/Nab), there is no god but He” (Alah la
tlaha illa huwa). To Him then belong the goodly names (al-asma’ al-asma al-busnd) (IB A:40; B:142).
Every one of the servant’s attributes and powers (k«/ sifah wa guwwah) turns out really to be a
name belonging to God (Hagg), whereas the servant remains behind the veil of his Lord’s
hiddenness (a/~abd mustir khalaf bijab ghayb rabbihi).

15. That is, “ahkam al-hadarat al-askyyabh al-ilahiyyah,” by which he means the “Five Divine

Presences.”



CHAPTER FIVE

Knowledge, its Perfectability and Transmission

So far, Qunavi has established knowledge as a Divine attribute to be viewed in its course
of manifestadon from a state of absolute hiddenness and essence — which indicates
“God’s ipseity [huwiypatihi] qua interiority [butanihi], unconditionality [it/agibd], the
‘fathomlessness of His inner recesses’ [‘adam ihatah bi-kunbihi] and prority to all things
encompassed by Him” (IB A:47; B:149). At this point, however, he feels that a separate
inquiry into the notion of “/m is in order. He has deferred a detailed definidon of it in
the hope of availing himself first of such technical clarifications as pertain to the
intermediary combinative level of man. Such a level entailed the supersession of certain
dimensions of knowledge, ordinarily given as sensory and imaginative items, as a solution
to the problem of “two noetic realities.” In this problem, the object sought is a hagiqah,
taken in its epistemically objective character, whereas the knower is hagigab in view of
his external distinction from the object; but the ideal knowledge, freed of all matter, is one
and the same thing regardless of its varied aspects, dimensions and considerations.
Supersession, therefore, suggests a kind of /%ap in the act of apprehending the “other”
reality, and is more easily conveyed through the imagery of light. The cardinal
distinctions touched on so far between essence and essence qua concomitants, etc., give
rein to innumerable epistemological issues the theoretical dissection of which might be

doomed to faiiure in the absence of an heuristically useful analogy. Illumination, with
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its unifying sweep, lends itself to such an analogy. And Qunavi’s splendidly resourceful
exegesis of light hinges on the close associaton of light’s manifestness with the
concatenate nature of meaningful discourse; “meaning” interacts with the “martter” at its
disposal and by which it is transmitted.

The nature of this association will become clearer. We shall go through his exposé
piece by piece not only in order to appreciate his uncommon lucidity of conception, but
to clarify, before moving on to his philological exegesis, how “forms,” suwar, are linked
to speech. Thanks to their common etymological origin with fasawwaur, the smwar are so

linked by way of “conceptualization,” as we shall see.

§ KNOWLEDGE AND LIGHT

Before discussing his interpretadon of light, let us begin as he does with a succinct
sumnmary of knowledge’s most distinctive features and why, in fact, it cannot be
“defined.” Knowledge, says Qunavi, is one of the Divine names of the essence and a
universal immaterial reality (IB A:48; B:151). It has its own relations, properties, precepts,
accidents, concomitants and levels. Once its level has been specified — that is, upon
actually being named “knowledge” and invested with a sense reflecting its primary
funcdon of disclosing and exposing things — it then becomes distinguishable from
“absolute hiddenness.” Although not synonymous with “absolute essence,” on the other
hand, it is easily compared with light, if by the latter one means, in his words, “that

without which nothing is perceptible [/@ yudrak shay’ illa bibi]” (IB A:49; B:151). This, in
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turn, cannot substtute for the definition of knowledge in the true sense and its evocatdon
does not really advance us. But how may one provide a more exact definition when it
is clear that the very intensity of light’s manifestation renders all definition (#477))
problematic? For how could light itself be perceived?

In this secton, the theoretical muddle generated by the defenition of knowledge is
skillfully composed with the more accessible simplicity of the light imagery, the result
being that our lack of definition may no longer be a liability but an advantage. Qunavi’s
first concern is to show that the attempt to define knowledge (or light) requires a
structural certainty for something so unmanageably complex that only the syllogism 1s
suitably designed to represent it, albeit in a different mode. And even if we should some
day stumble upon a definition, the result would stll be unwieldy duplication, since yet
another degree of knowledge (or light), the source of “knowledge about knowledge,” will
have had to be assumed.

All this logically stems from the demand for a simple definidon, whether of
knowledge or of light; on this count, in fact, things have not appreciably changed since
our discussion of Arstotle. There is duplicatdon because in order to be able to say
anything about light one has to be an “informant” already, literally, a “giver of
knowledge” (m#arrif). And the condition for being an informant of anything, let alone
a definition, is to be “clearer than” (4743 and ptor to “the one informed” (@/-m#arraf) (IB
A:49; B:151). But nothing is more manifest or prior in knowledge than, paradoxically, the

hiddenness of the essence (ghayb al-dba), that is, the definiendum itself; no &nowledge, save
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God’s, can encompass it. God Alone knows Himself, and any distnctdon in His
knowledge is more logical than real. Even the life’s anteriority to knowledge for one of
the two noetic realities is one of “condition” (shar£), and merely indicates the distinction
(mughayarah) of having to be created before coming to know, but not in any absolute
sense(mutlag). In point of fact, anteriority itself could not have been affirmed without
knowledge. The “informant” may even be completely ignorant of his own “secret,” or,
knowing it, undertakes to inform at the level of only one of his attributes, without
however ever having to be privy to a complete definition.

The most that we can legitimately expect, therefore, is simply an “iwstructional
definition” (al-tdrif al-tanbihi) with its own “secret” directly ted to the “knowing
informant,” al-mu arrif al-arif, who knows through some precept or other only or through
one of the attributes of knowledge itself (IB A: 49; B:151). Every degree of cognizance
obtained through that knowledge is realized through this type of “definition.” The
difference is that the object of knowledge, shay’ (“the thing”), can remain the thing that
informs (the informant) but not in its “singular oneness” (ahadiyyarzhi); rather, it informs
in respect of its relattons (nisabihi) (IB A:49; B:152). This is the special feature, indeed, the
“secret” of all rational proofs, definitions and every other observable “effect” (tthiras)
of knowledge: they each vary according to level and attachment, and never embody the
whole of the reality. Thanks to this, our minds may be informed well in advance of
actually setdng out to realize — always by means of Divine unveilings — the secret of the

words proffered by those who know first-hand that “None but God knows God” and
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“self-manifesting as a singular oneness is impossible” (a/-tajalli fi al-ahadiyyah muhal) (1B
A:49; B:152).

In the end, how we come to know the pure light is not unrelated to our coming to
know God. We know as much as either the attribute of knowledge or of the “revealing
light” discloses of things. Qunavi, in all of this, is not attemptng to replace Ibn Sini in
matters of pure logic and definition, even if the problem is initially set against a backdrop
of logical concepts, closely coordinated with a notion of objective reality. His purpose,
though, remains pedagogical: he professes to follow this course for the benefit of those
who enjoy no measure of mystcal unveiling (IB A:53; B:156), but who wish to come to
terms with perplexing issues of epistemology. Having little or no first-hand experience
in this domain, they easily lose the anchorage that knowledge needs to have in objectve
reality. His disunction berween “pure” and “relatve light” is especially interesting for its
close alignment with another division, between the exclusive uniqueness (i.e. “singular
oneness”) of Divinity and the lower existental orders.! God in Himself is both the pure
light (n#r mabd) and sheer existence (wwjud baht), to whom is ascribed the station of
“Might” (igzah) and of being “Self-Sufficient” (ghaniyy) (IB A:47; B:150). Therefore,
knowing Him is knowing existence as well as light. And all existents that become manifest
are, in turn, to be regarded as “specifications of the relations of knowledge taken as the
pure light [al-nir al-mahd]” (IB A:49; B:152). Each act of particularization (fakhassus) is
dependent solely on the precept of the “permanent essential individualities” (a/-dyan al-

thabitah) we met earlier, which Qunavi says are also tinged with each other’s precepts in
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accordance with their nominal levels (IB A:49-50; B:152). Just as they appear through this
light, so light is specified and muldplied by them (IB A:50; B:152).

Conversely, when “a hidden manifestaton of the essence” (fgjalli dhafi ghaybi) occurs
in its most distinctive manner (a/-wash al-khas), the precepts of all intermediaries have to
be removed and something else therewith appear, such that all “precepts of the creational
tunctures of individualides” (ahkam al-asbagh al-ayniyyah al-kawniyyah) are subjugared
through the singular oneness of the light. Here, one of two sorts of precepts is said to
be “subjugated” (yaghar): the “precepts of spiritualities” (ahkam al-rihantyyat), otherwise
called the “veils of light” (bujub niriyyah), and the precepts of the natural and corporeal
existents (ahkam mawfudat al-tabt ifyab wal-jismantyyah), dubbed the “veils of darkness”
(hwab almaniyyah). Earlier, Qunavi argued that once subjugated by the manifestation
that ultimately causes the exteriorization of the precept of the singular oneness stll
concealed within the manifold — itself necessary for the existent receiving the
manifestation (i.e. mutajalla lahu) — then the precepts of all the singular onenesses become
united at the root that comprehends them (a/-as/ al-jam? laha) (IB A:50; B:153). The
epistemological circle is rounded out in this manner and all “causes of differences,” or
muwjibat al-taghayur, among things are removed with “the appearance of the precept of
unity of all the precepts that had branched out from the single one” (IB A:50; B:153).> The
precepts of the “differental relations” (at-nisab al-tafsliyyah) and the creational aspects are
cancelled out with the rise of the “sun of singular oneness” (sharq al-shams al-abadiyyah).

In this connection, Qunavi reminds us that the scope of the world is limited to two
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levels — that of creation (£halg) and that of the Divine command (amr), for which the
level of creadon is merely a “branch” (far) subordinate to it. But God prevails over His
command, and whenever Divine “preponderance” is manifested under the precept of
singular oneness, then that which has no “real existence” (wwud hagigi) — namely, the
orginated relations of possibility (alnisab al-badithah al-imkaniyyah) — is said simply to
vanish as God pre-eternal perdures. The reiteration of this point reflects his paramount
concem to show that the precept of Divine knowledge appears in all its distinctiveness
— his inital purpose being to isolate knowledge as a theme of discussion by way of
analogy with “light” — only in the state of pre-eternity (athal al-azalf). There, nothing
changes for Divine knowledge except by force of its exteriorized link with the endty
specified pre-eternally in it. This very entty — by which he means the “essental
individuality” of the seeker — can be ascribed “knowledge” only through the medium of
light’s manifestation, but with the understanding that its self-perception is subject to
change. Nevertheless, God may stll wish to raise it, as Qunavi would like equally to
show, to the “presence of God-given knowledge” (hadrat al“ilm al-ladunni)’ through its
own attribute of onerness, the light of its existentiator and what exteriorized “existential
manifestatdon” it receives from Him and through its unique specification in the pre-
eternal knowledge of God (IB A:50; B:153). The purest knowledge God wishes to bestow
manifests two aspects — the exteriorized existence issuing from Him and  His pre-
eternal knowledge of it. This is just to say that it is God who is known and yet this pre-

eternal specification is thereby also known. In this manner, the epistemic complex of
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the two-realines is dealt with on another plan which, without climinaung the disuncton
altogether, has the advantage of showing that the object of knowledge is known in 1ts
arnculated existence between what remains hidden and what s extenionized. Let us now turn

to these two nouons.

§ EXTERIORITY AND INTERIORITY

By now it has become clear that knowledge considered as the light of Divine ipseity (nir a/-
huwtyyah al-tlabiyyak) has two precepts or relanons, one exterior (5ahir), the other intenior
(banny (IB A:50-1, B:154; AH 69a-72a). The exustential forms normally witnessed by
evervone compase the differendal features of the exteror relaton (tafast/ al-nisbah al-3ahirah)
(IB A:51; B:134). The light which extends over all the created beings perceived through the
senses, barring the forms’ mutual disuncuons (tamayyns), 1s generally a funcuon of the
precept governing the exterior relaton, in respect of universality and singular oneness. By
nature directy or “externally” undetectable because of its simple immatedality, therefore,
light is perceivable only through the intermediary of colours and the surfaces of forms; in
other words, what relaove to it is external. Just as immaterial realines are externally
impercepuble without matter (mdddah), so light 1s impercepuable without “colours” and
“surfaces.” Whether taken in a physical sense or in the sensc ot a communicaave device
conveving meaning, matter 1s external to the immatenality of a reality. Indeed, intenor
relagon, being the intangible part of light (ma na +f-nir), literally stands for the dimension of

“meaning” (».rn2) normally contrasted with “marcter,” or any exterionzed existence.



It is just that: the meaning attending external existence (md'n& al-wujad al-gahir).

The interior relation consists of its spirit (r#h), laying bare the “intangible objects of
knowledge” (al-md'lumat al-md nawtyyah) and the “hidden universal realides” (IB A:51;
B:154). Although these hidden realities are exteriorized in the world of sense, this does
not remove the precept of (immateral) intelligibility from them. The interior noedc
relation of light typically ensures three things: cognizance of their essential individuality,
oneness and root (that is to say, in God and His ipseity, where His root names [asma ubu
al-asliyyah] are to be found). This entails cognizance of their mutual distinctions and
division into a “subordinate branch” (far fab#) and the “superordinate root” (as/ matbir).
Interconnectedness is therefore critical, as indeed we have noted already. Knowledge
here is not just an amalgamadon of disconnected items of informadon and utterance not
a purely fact-descriptive exercise. Because of their broader sweep, internal noetic
divisions advert to a knowledge both of those realites which are attached to matter along
with the relations of construction,’ and those which are not so attached - neither to
matter nor to anything having to do with things composed or “constructed” (a/-
murakkabat). (IB A:51; B:155). On the one hand are those precepts or “subordinate
differendals’ which pertain to the world; on the other, those that pertain to God. While
the existents’ forms are the relatons of exteriorized light, the intelligible objects of
knowledge, being the specificatons of light’s interior relations, are the permanent
possible individualides and the universal nominal realides (al-haga’iq al-isma’iyyab al-

kulliyyah), along with their subordinate names (IB A:51-2; B:155).
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In order to clarify matters with respect to the totality of knowledge’s sensory forms
and its hidden intelligible realities, he offers the following observations. Going by its
analogy with light, firstly, knowledge consists also of the “rays” of God’s light. These
“rays” include the relatons of God’s knowledge, the forms of His states (swwar ahwalihi),
the multiplicity of His attachments and those specificatons of His manifestations in His
states referred to, in one sense, as the essendal individualities. Secondly, as we now
know, exteriorized light is the very form of the internal light, which in tum is said to be
the intangible inner part of light, or m&na al-nir. Both “form” (synonymous with the
various components of speech) and intangibility (md nawiyyak: lit. “meaningfulness”) hold
the key to his philosophy of language, where the utterance that conveys the meaning may
be thought of as a reflection of that meaning. What Qunavi is particularly keen to stress
is that the outer appearance associated with light’s “form” is dependent on a prior
distnction (im#yax) of the name “exteriority” from the intangible (“meaning”) dimension
of the light, executed by way of the very subordinates (fawabfiha) linked to that name (IB
A:52; B:155). Predictably, the whole process is likened to a mirror reflecdon. What
happens is that as the interior manifests itself it becomes impressed upon the “mirror”
of that which is exteriorized from it. Every relation of that which is exteriorized is a
mirror for some reladon of the noetic interiority of light, all the while that the singular
oneness of the essence contnues to comprehend (jamrah) both the intedor and the
exterior relations.® That, of course, is the point of this exercise: to account for both the

interior and the exteror..



§ DIVINE KNOWLEDGE AND ITS ANALOGUES

As a pre-eternal relation, knowledge is attributable and linked to something for which no
mere priority of level can be intellected, no beginning perceived nor the whole
procession of knowledge’s “effects” and precept ever witnessed direcdy (IB A:53; B:156).
It is only in this respect that there is pre-eternal knowledge. But there are other types of
deducible ascriptions. Below the relaton of pre-eternity, for example, the precept of
knowledge is qualified by origination (fwdmh). Qunavi maintains with good consistency
that concomitant features of knowledge like orgination, activity and passivity (f/ wa
inffal), intuidon and acquisition (bidahab wa iktisab), conception and assent, harmful and
useful (darar wa manffah), etc., do not consttute knowledge “as it is in itself.” They are
merely its precepts and properties known through its objects of attachment
(mutd alligatihd) and the levels that comprise the loci of appearance of its effects (mazgabir
athanhd).” “True knowledge,” he says, is in principle a light that discloses “things” (a/-nar
al-kashif lil-ashya’); its most distinctive feature consists in being a Divine manifestatdon at
the presence of the light of God’s essence (badrat nir dbatihi) (IB A:53-4; B:157). He has
so far held that this knowledge can be accepted by the recipient of this manifestaton
only through the attribute of his own unicity (wabdatubs), after omission of the precepts
of the receptive relations of muldplicity and every creational aspect, in the manner
required #hrough the precept of the recipient’s permanent essential individuality subsisting
as the pre-eternal knowledge of his Lord (IB A:54; B:157).

He contends that in virtue of this alone is it valid to declare that no intermediary

stands berween him and the One who gives him existence. Quite fittingly, also, the
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recipient’s knowledge at that level consists of pure conceptions (fasawwurat), in the sense
prescrbed by the philosophers. The reasoning behind this is as follows. Knowledge in
this respect consists of a cognizance of God’s unicity at a level of hiddenness; the viewer
(mushabid) to whom knowledge is ascribed must rise “in the light of his Lord” (sizr rabbibi)
toward such knowledge and to the level of His unicity (wahdah) by means of a single
attribute, which we said was that of his own unicity (IB A:54; B:158). It is through just
such “noetic manifestation of light”” that he can perceive at all the immaterial realides God
wishes to show him. Yet knowledge at that high point is no longer divided in the usual
manner between “conception” and “assent.” It can only be a fasawwar, or conception,
since the separate realities of everything — including conception and the object conceived
(mutasawwar), predication (isnad), priority and posteriority — are all perceived in their
immateriality in one instant through a single, unmodifiable act of beholding (shuhud wahid
ghayr mukayytf). In other words, the objective exigencies and attachments of knowledge
require that there be an inclusive unztary atribute (gfah wahdaniyyak) in the recipient where
no distinction exists between concepton and assent. Such an attribute stands alone as
the integral conception of the witness. We shall examine the role of conception again
below. Qunavi here avails himself of fasawwar's common root with s#rah and its close
association with the exteriorizing thrust of utterance by remarking that, in its primary
sense, “conception” at least imparts a wholeness to perception. While other senses may
equally be derived which take us to the world of construction and writing (‘@/am al-tarki b

wal-takh£?), only when we attest to the precepts belonging to this “abode” (a/-mawtin), as
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he calls it, does the priority of “concepton” over assent duly arise as a mental intellecdon
(al-td agqul al-dhikni).

Therefore, before the exclusive actvity of the Divine, direct witnessing is a unitary
conception; but, being merely “mental,” the intellected distincton is a far cry from the
“presence of simple immaterial knowledge” (badrab al-ilm al-basit al-mujarrady where “the
realities of things are indeed perceptible and their precepts and attributes also seen as
standing contguously by them in mutual correspondence [mujavarah laha wa mumathalah)”
(IB A:54; B:158). But because he is himself delimited, man accepts only what is itself
delimirable and distinguishable from him (IB A:54-5; B:158). While not of the “world of
delimitation” (‘@am al-tagayyud), the Divine manifestaton is coloured, as it unfolds, by the
precept of his nature (nash’ah), state, time, abode and level — including that attribute of
the one who receives it (al-mutajalla labu), an atribute whose “precept happens to
predominate” (IB A:55; B:158). What this assumes is that there are mutual distinctons
which must be raken into account according to those who can witness directly for
themselves. These differ from each other in their degree of detachment from the
precepts of all these delimitations, without being entirely eradicated (IB A:55; B:159). And
it becomes simply a question of strength or weakness (yagwi wa yadaf) how far the
singular oneness of the manifestaton is preponderant over the precepts of reladonal
multplicity. To get back to the notion of conception, where each individual conception
is in question, it is permissible to speak of degrees of integrity; with the leap to conception

as such, in its articulated wholeness, then something else is required of a more active nature,
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to which each conception is convertible without being identified with it. To the extent
that the person possessing this knowledge applies himself to the task of seeing through
the quest for preponderance by singular oneness — or, as Qunavi says, is conatively
focused (tawajjuh) — his percepton, cognizance and encompassment (1.e. those levels
subsumed below him, all but obliterated by this manifestation’s precept) will be greatly
enhanced. Everything depends on the capacity of his level’s “circle” (sfat da’irat
martabatibt) and his detachment from the delimitadons of the precepts through the
preponderance of the attribute belonging to the singular oneness of comprehensive
union (ghalabat gfat ahadiyya al-jant). Indeed, it is here that the precept of his knowledge
of the “things” knowable in this respect may then be recast in God’s knowledge of Singular
Ouneness* as both “root” and “level’ (al-as/ wal-martabah). Only a unitary knowledge can
achieve this, and then only as a definitive phenomenon having precisely this final
conversion as its end (NI A:29a; B:15a).

In spite of this astounding resolution of the problem of knowledge inidally posed,
Qunavi adduces the following scriptural evidence, “They cannot encompass anything
save through what He wills” (“wa /a yubitana bi-shay'in illa bi-ma yasha”) (IB A:55; B:159).
Yet knowledge of this sort, he says, is the clearest, most perfect form of unveiling, where
“no doubt at all” (i.e. “/z riba frh¢” [Qur’an 2:1]) can enter, nor, even more significantly
from an historical perspective, any “exegetical interference” (i.e. fa'wi/). The knowledge

Qunavi and, for that matter, numerous others before and after him have in mind cannot

' B: “tlmibi al-abadi; A: ‘ilmibi al-ahadi.
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be acquired through any higher knowledge, act, capacity or effort (IB A:55-6; B:159-60).%
Once ensconsed in the bosom of a scientfic view as we have come to know it so far in
theological science, the “knowledge” flourished by the mystics, reformed and adapted
to their own expenential matrix, must jetdson the philosophical enterprise’s most
constant fixture: the movement from the known to the unknown. The person fortunate
enough to receive it must doubtless act as a locus of appearance for the manifestation of
light (IB A:56; B:160). But just when cessation of “movement” at one end is insisted
upon, the implements of communication - once the parts of instructional science —
immediately corne into play at the other, open to “perfecton.” The prized knowledge
may be “real” (a/tlm al-hagiqi), but the inexplicable has sdll to be expressed in some way.
In order to ponder better the “definition” of knowledge through the discrimination
between the source and its locus, Qanavi prepares us for the central theme to be
discussed 1n his introducton to the treatise. “Knowledge” must be viewed as a discrete
reality, yes, but it is ransmissible in written or uttered form #hrough parts, the consequence
being that numerous levels are discernible in it. The two most basic ones, as stated
before, are:

(1) the reladonally simple (basit bil-nisbah), being intangible (md'nawiyyah), spiriwal
(rihaniyyah), tormal-itaginal (s#riyyah mithaliyyah), and

(2) the composite and matetial (murakkabah maddiyyab) (IB A:56; B:160).
Although our paramount concern is with the originative role of the relatonally simple,
we should understand but little of the dynamic of meaning-transmission through speech

if the forms, equivalent to the letters (a/-hur#f) and the words written or uttered, are
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ignored. These comprise all of the “devices of conveyance,” or adawat al-tawsil. And, in
confirmaton of what we have learned so far from our discussion of manifestation,
Qunavi emphasizes that these “devices” are ranged according to exteriority (3@hirah), on
the one hand, and the hidden order of intangible meaning (w4 nawiyyah) that has also
comes into play as a result of his present occupation with knowledge as a unitary process,
on the other. Hence, knowledge is a process where unitary meaning is conveyed and,
naturally, to be sustained, through the exteriorized “parts.” This is not to say that what
is exteriorized itself may not sull act as a kind of veil, and “meaning” the elusive focal
point.

Among the “devices of conveyance” are to be counted the “different concepts”
(mafbmnad) used as the tetms and letters (al-tbarah wal-hurdf) of constructions (farakib) and
conventonal expressions (a/-i#tlahat al-wadiyah). They depend on the “thinking faculty”
and other facultes, articulations (»akharzj) and conceptons that make up the various
levels acting as “substrates for the exterorizaton of the attributes of knowledge and their
loci of manifestation [mahall zubar sifat al-ilm wa magaliba)” (IB A:56; B:160). Now, it is
upon those substrates that “flows” the precept of knowledge from the rank of its unicity
(rutbatibi wa sirr wahdatihi), a precept he identifies with the “spirit of knowledge” (4 a/-
‘i) referred to earlier. It “flows” by way of any literal or numerical “matter” offered it
(al-lafzsyyah wal-ragmiyyah) at these substrate levels. This is the manner, and the “precept,”
through which knowledge permeates the person “whose heart God has brought to life,”

replacing his ignorance with “a bright, existential and noetic state or attribute.” In this
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way, also, Qunavi can maintain the perfectional station of man in his spiritual strivings,
which run a parallel course to the linguistic “perfecting” to be elucidated in this
Introducton.

But the intangible knowledge as implied in the preceding paragraph is sull
indissociable from the hidden manifestation of the essence, since God’s atttibutes at His
level of hiddenness and oneness cannot exhibit any multiplicity IB A:56; B:161). An
appropriate response to the need to balance unity with the proliferation of parts
expressing the intangible meaning, therefore, is somehow to demonstrate the feasibility
of a conveyance of knowledge through linguistic devices in.a comprebensive act of
communication whose cosmological reverberatons go outward beyond God’s strctly inner
and yet to be exteriorized knowledge of Himself.

Philology recommends itself particularly well to this task. Arabic grammarians regard
the essential “meaning” conveyed by a complex statement, while transmissible in stages,
is the unitary center. Projected on the larger scale of creation theology, this allowed
Qunavi to clinch, as he does here, a grammatical equivalent for the philosophical truism
that an attribute of the essence, as knowledge theologically is — at least in respect of the
“Right of God” (ilm fi haqq al-Haqq) against that of His Creatdon — inseparable or
indistdnguishable from the object of attribution (maws#j) without losing his bearings by
having to fall back again on the selfsame root. Knowledge operates as the same noetic
source of unicity we must from the first instance assume it to have as a separate reality,

whereupon whoever is “called on by God to witness for himself His essence [fa-man
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ashhadabu al-Haqq tdala dhatabu shubsdan mubaqqaqan) is ascribed an act of witness
(shubudan)” that is commensurate with this primary knowledge (IB A:57; B:161). However,
from the fact that knowledge is separate and independent, several things now follow. We
have already seen how commensuration or consonance plays a key role in the conversion
of arributes. His inclusion of this point here seems to pose in the fresh light of linguistic
science the bare issue of how root oneness is to be maintained through a commensurate but
stll disparate “other,” with comparable unity, that must give outward expression to what
lies hidden in the inner recesses of Divine knowledge and mystery. And what this reveals
is a cosmic theatre of /nguistic communication — not the mundane kind of everyday
human commerce — where perfecdon is attained through the parts and the
completedness of the parts relative to a single core meaning. How that is so, of course,
will have to be shown in more concrete fashion later. This is only a minimal account,
requiring much further elaboration, as we will try to do in the coming chapters. For the
dme being, it is the perfection of knowledge that will be of immediate concern.

Let us then see how he reformulates, from this new linguistic angle, the process of
manifestation from the inner recesses of Divinity to the outermost point of implemental

exteriotization.

a. Perfection of Knowledge
If such is the process meant by perfection, perfection then is indicative of the dmeless

compledon of the utterance, whereby the gradual conveyance of meaning is driven
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forward toward a perfected whole, presumably present in the “speaker.” Within a single
individual, completion is attained through that individual’s particular level by way of
“form” and “concepton.” The precepts of manifestation are thus delimited according
to the particular acts of witnessing (mashahid), making knowledge at every act of
beholding and manifestadon a particularized result (#afijab jug tyyah). Qunavi adds that
this may occur either in one person or in a community of minds. Were it not for these
precepts, anyone made to witness His essence through the removal of all intermediaries
would, in fact, have God’s knowledge of His creation within grasp “from now to the Day
of Resurrection [ila yawm al-giyamah), [though always] in the manner known by the
Supreme Pen [al-qalam al-a/4)” (IB A:57; B:161). Therefore, one should not take this as
an endorsement of the view that those who abide felicitously and unconstrained in a state
approaching knowledge of the source are not subject, all the same, to the constraints of
“the perfectuonal level of man [al-martabah al-insaniyyab al-kamaliyyah) which offers them
its great comprehensiveness [janfzyyahtiha al-kubrd).” Cleatly safeguarding the axiological
end of scientific knowledge Ibn Sina had espoused, Qunavi’s notion of “perfection”
rests on an articulation of the distinction between the source and the locus of Divine
knowledge that seeks to avoid rupturing the moral dimension of revelation by according
a large place to the sogptural moral edicts of God. This, after all, is the whole purpose for
broaching the articulative aspect of Divine manifestation.

Qunavi assumes that knowledge has its own “single universal reality” [hagigah wahidah

kulliyyah]) above and beyond the elements that articulate it — its precepts and relations
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specified according to and at the level of the “the one perceiving it” (mudrik lahs). The
most troubling question that then anses is whether or not an entirely #ew object of
perception is presented whenever the essence is dissembled, as indeed it should be from
its “unadulterated purity.” This is irrespective of how knowledge is to be elucidated:
either definidonally or linguistically. He takes the stance that, technically, nothing in the
noetic relation changes for the perceiver (mudrik) to such a degree that it becomes
incongruent with the “root unicity of knowledge” (al-wahdah al-ilmiyyah al-asliyyah), save
that “selfsame specification occasioned by the beholder [strictly] on his own terms” (bz-
sabab al-mushahid wa bi-hasabibi) (IB A:57-8; B:162). In this minute sense, however, the
“reality of knowledge” remains indistinguishable from absolute hiddenness, except in
certain unspecified respects. When God wishes to perfect this “noetic relation” in some
locus of appearance and én accordance with it, not with Himself, the “perfection” (takmil)
as we now know must occur through what is exteriorized of the noetic precepts and the
diffusion of knowledge’s effects upon a goal consonant with (alghayah al-munasabab), and
proper to, the predispositon of this locus of manifestadon (viz. the receiver and seeker
of knowledge). This follows from the accepted behaviour of all realites: their
“perfection” can take place only through an exteriorization of their precepts and of their
effects upon those things closely connected to them and falling within the ambit of the precept of
each receptive reality (IB A:58; B:162-3). There is a double structural articulation here;
Qunavi says that these things are subsumed within the scope of each reality (hi2attha)

through the intermediary of its own loci of appearance. And knowledge, being an isolable
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“reality,” is perfected (kamal al-ilm), in like fashion, through the exteriorization of its own
differentiations and relations, just as these differentatons are perfected through different
attachments and the attachments in proportion to the objects of knowledge (‘@ gadar
al-md lamal). The various objects of knowledge, too, are specified according to the scope
or “containing capacity” of the levels by which they become attached to knowledge, and
according to what levels are enfolded by the realides. They are said to be subordinate to
knowledge (/b7 /sl-7/m) insofar as this knowledge (i.e. its reality) retains its primacy
(awwaliyyatibi) and its own “singular oneness” and containment; whereas their
specification relatve to every knower must be in accord with his delimitatons.

A key concept in this overall picture, “subordination” (fabd'tyyah) has so far been raised
rather perfunctorily in connection with the ordering of the quiddities and realities. It is
fundamentally a grammatcal concept,'” one that has been insinuated into an
unconventional terrain for the philologists where the linguistic conveyance of meaning is
given definitive treatment more as a spiritual operaton characterized by noetic
unitariness (a/-wahdaniyyah al-imiyyab). From this perspective, the issues raised in the
previous paragraph appear in 2 new and richer light. Whenever there is any question of
attachment to the objects of knowledge, he explains, differentation follows in
subordinate (#2b4abu) fashion upon the goal at which the precept of such a relation ends
(IB A:58; B:163). The perceiver (mudrik) posits this differentiation in accordance with his
own unitary contemplation or witnessing (sbubidibi al-al-wahdant), clothing knowledge

with the form of detailed differentiation and the exteriorization from hiddenness toward
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sensory experience (shahadah), untl the goal designated for him alone is finally reached (i/a
al-ghayah al-mahdidah lab4). Qunavi takes his bearings from the concretizing force of
“form” and portrays the entire affair as an act of perfection by the perceiving agent of
his part of this noetic relation through the exteriorization of its precept. This is how it
constitutes a perfection for the agent’s own level and at the agent’s statdon of knowledge
with respect to everything distinctively subordinate to his spectfication."

As a final note, what this stipuladon at bottom also means for Qunavi is that the
mystc’s discourse must be based on the “knowledge by tasting” (im dhawg?), where the
soundness of cognizance can be directly confirmed. But this is really another way of
saying that knowledge has wholeness already in experience, and demands the mediaton
of the “natural faculties” only when a reflective distance from the original experence is
assumed. Wherever cognizance is directly realized, every appearance (maghar) is, both
by design and by nature (i.e. bil-qasd wal-dha), “present with God” (badir mda al-Haqq tdali)
as the substrate (mahallan) and locus of manifestaton (majallan) for a reality effortlessly
exteriorized, “whether by special or general, universal permission [bé-idhn al-mi/ayyan aw
idhn kulli ‘@nm]” (IB A:59; B:164). That knowledge which fails to conform to this minimal
requirement is “authentic” only in a remote and weak sense, having failed to satsfy a
general epistemological conditon for true knowledge. The closest philosophical
equivalent has traditionally been described in terms of general cotrespondence. Thete
being no real correspondence between a mental construct and the “reality” in all its full

and unique dimensions, the only genuine knowledge left is experiental, but in the
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elevated rather than wivial sense. Real knowledge suggests the perception of the realities
of things as they are — in other words, based on the way they are ideally known by God.
Apprehension in any other sense, he insists, indicates a2 “knowingness” that is based on
nothing more than accepted conventons (:%/ah bd d al-nass), other people’s doctrines, the
mere forms of concepts occasioned either by personal experiences or by opinions, etc.;
all these are just the accidents and concommitants of knowledge, its precepts in its
recipients (gawabil). As we have so far argued, revealed scripture as the root discourse
of God to man is only superficially related to these. Experdendally realized, cognizance
can never be conflated with these levels of givenness, which ordinarily qualify only as
premises. When God raises a person to the statdon of “real knowledge,” the person
comes to understand that whatever he formerly used to take as noetically “realized” was
mere conjecture (wabm) and opinion (gann). These either happen to coincide with the

truth in certain aspects or fail completely even there, if drawn from false opinion.

b. Forms and Conceptualization

In drawing attention to the pivotal role played by the “forms” in perfecton,
exteriorization, manifestation and, hence, speech, Qunavi is also exploring the congenital
ambivalence of “knowledge” which overlooks the indissoluble difference between the
Divine and the non-Divine. Laying aside for the moment consideration of what kind of
“knower” is involved, we shall examine this difference with respect to knowledge’s “obyect

of attachment.” It is true, as we have just seen, that all things are “attached” to
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knowledge by way of the subordinates and differental concomitants of the “universal
and encompassing objects of attachments” proper to knowledge (IB A:60-1; B:165). Hence,
the objective predominance of a given reality is maintained at every level. But it matters
a great deal whether the object to which the knowledge is attached is God or what is
other than God (aw siwahu, i.e. the non-Divine), this being the underlying cause of the
structural dichotomy between the two noetic realities observed above. If the former,
then there are five different aspects (/#bar) to consider. Knowledge may be attached to
God in respect of,

(1) His “Self-Sufficiency” (ghina) and “Divestment” (fgjarrud) of all attachment to
another qua “other” (ghayribi min haythu huwa ghayr);

(2) His attachment to the “other’” and the latter’s bond to Him (irtbat al-ghayr biki),
(3) the intelligibility (mda'qaliyyat) of a relation joining these two “things”;
(4) uncondidonality (nisbat al-itlag) over and above the three relatons; and

(5) unconditonality over and above the delimitedness of unconditionality (a/-itlag ‘an
al-tagayynd bil-itlag) and every fetter (gayd) (IB A:61; B:165-6).

These five “levels” (maratih), as he calls them, are inclusive.

Knowledge whose object is the so-called “others” (aghyar) may be considered either
with respect to their own realities, which constitute their essential individualities; with
respect to their spirits (arwahiha) comprising their realities’ loci of appearance alone; or
with respect to their forms, which are bo#h the spirits’ and the realities’ loci of appearance
— these are three separate considerations to be made. The realities, spirits and forms have

their respective precepts qua single, immateral individualities (&yaniba al-mufradab al-
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mujarradah). They have precepts also in respect of the “existental manifestation™ that
permeates them and causes their essential individualities qua “intangible configuraton”
(ot form) (bay'ab al-md nawiyyah) to be exteriorized in the manner engendered by their
conjunction of precepts (al-hasilah min itimdiba ahkam) (IB A:61, B:166; cf. NI A:14a,
B:7b). These different emphases indicate that while one may appreciate subordinadon’s
ontological orientation to one pole or, more accurately, the “root reality,” Qtnavi is
especially attentive here to the manifoldness of knowledge of the object and its
transposition into the noetic “other.” Also important is the discursive nature of the only
level (that of the “forms’) at which one may licitly ponder this question without having
prematurely to reduce concept to ontic reality — both of these have their respectve
precepts. Of the three levels of the noetc “other,” the one that most sharply marks the
transition from philosophic science to mysticism, as we have stressed, is precisely that
of the forms and of conceptualization.

At a strictly discursive level, however, anyone having the benefit of first-hand
experience (namely, the ah/ al-istthsar) will freely admit the “limitations of the world of
interpretation” (dZq ‘alam al-ibarah) when measured by the full breadth of the Presence
of Realides and Intangible Meanings. Generally, technical renditions alone cannot be
expected to identify adequately the interior of something as it is in itself. The transition
from Ibn Sina’s formal to a decidedly linguistic model is meant to ensure a kind of
comprehensibility that the congealed notions of philosophy did rather imperfectly. If,

at the heart of the shift of the quidditve question from the reakty of God (in response to
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“what-is-it?”") to the reality of His creaton, both the Qunavi school and falsafah held in
common the pivoral role of the forms and the quiddities as conceptual adjuncts to the
realities they seek to define, the strategic turing point at which knowledge in the order
of relative subordinate reladons becomes that of the “other” rather than of the Divine
betokened a more particular methodologjical readjustment, whereby the forms were but
the “words” qua exteriorization of specification, @y, suwar, etc. (NI 8b-9a; B:4b). Qunavi
regards the existentating act of construction as one of “writing,” exhibiting subordinate
relatonships and dependencies. The “subordinate” (fz67ah) consists of the states,
attributes (szfaf) and concomitants (Jawazim), etc., that belong to something else that is
“superordinate” (a/-matbif). While the “superordinate roots” (al-usi! al-matbi#ah) are the
realities, the subordinates are relatons and attributes, properties and accidents, etc.; to
each precept is a reality which happens to be the essental individuality (IB A:61; B:166).
One can hardly overlook the emerging web of relatonships between, at one end,
“existental manifestadon” and, at the other, the linguistic character of the entire
movement mediated by the forms. Before moving on, however, let us look further into
the nature of the forms, considering the important role they play. Their true significance,
in fact, comes to light in this section of his introduction.
The definition of form offered by Qunavi shows not only its inherent link to the
process of exteriorization but also its derivative and functionally integrated nature relative
to the realities. “By form,” he states, “I mean that by which the exteriorization of the

reality of the object of knowledge — whatever it may be -- is completed [yatamm gubir al-
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hagiqah al-md'lumah)]” (MG 294:207-08). Forms are the fechnical loci of appearance (or

exteriorization) of the realides and the spirits alluded to just above. In this functon, they

may be either simple of relation (basitah bil-nisbah) or composite (murakkabah); they are

delimited by way of mixtures (am<gjab) and elemental states (al-abwal al-unsuriyyal),

together with their respective precepts and “tdme” (IB A:61-2; B:166). The “time”

intended here is divided into two “extremities” (dbi al-tarafayn): the world at hand (a/-

‘alam al-dunyd) and the world of the hereafter (Glam al-akhirab), the exteriorization of

whose precept’s substrate (#/ayyun subir maball bukmiki) is specified. This division affords

Qunavi the chance to return briefly to the “five presences,” which he considers to be

inseparable from the hereafter. The five presences are as follows:

(1)

@)

€)

@)

®)

hiddenness: God’s knowledge, His ipseity (buwryyatubu), the immaterial intangible
meanings and the realides;

the world of witnessing (shahadah) and the “exteriorized name” (al-ism al-gahir),
etc.;

the “lower imagination” (a/-khayal al-muttasil), whose reladon to sense (biss) is
strongest;

The world of the spirits (‘@am al-arwah), whose relaton to the Hidden (ghayb) is
strongest; and

the absolute imaginal world (@am al-mithal al-mutlag), given the “existential circle”
(al-da‘irah al-wyjndiyyah), is intermediary between the absolute hidden and the
world of witnessing in terms of encompassment (s4atah), comprehensiveness
(yan') and inclusiveness (shumitd); its special distinction is to be the Mother of the
Book (al-mukhtass bi-umm al-kitab), which is the “form” of the Cloud (s#rat al-ma’)
(IB A:62; B:167; cf. Chittick SPK 117).

The theoretical value of this model depends on the form’s ability to mediate the

exteriorizing process of knowledge with respect to the “realides of things.” We have
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discussed earlier in some detail the inscriptional entailments of “thingness.” When a
person knows a “thing” at the noetic presence of apprehension (i#7) and unveiling
(kashf), he knows it in terms of those attributes and /o of appearance by which an object
known is specified at both the general and the special levels of formal conceptualizzation (fi
al-maratth al-tagvirtyyah al-ammah al-khassah) (IB A:62; B: 167). This takes place according
to the various types of construction (@nwa al-tarkib), as in writing or what he calls the
“figurations” (fashakkn/d) that occasion the exteriorization (asbab al-zwbir). It all unfolds
according to a precept of particularization assigned to will, as will must accompany every
act of wridng. There are, of course, differences to be noted in terms of the proximity
and remoteness (a/-qurb wal-bi'd) of the ascription, strength and weakness, clarity of light
and concealment (waljala’ al-niri wal-ibtijab). However, the exigencies of exteriorization
are laid bare in this exposition in terms of the form and the inscriptional dynamics that
underlie the form. Before considering the latter, let us see how Qunavi classifies the
different types of “conception” (fasawwnur), which he needs in order to depict the full
dimensions of the apprehension by which the Divine command is made known.

The first level of “conception” (a/-tasawwurat fa awwal maratibaha) comprises the sort
of enraptured synoptic sentence or awareness (a/-shu/ir al-iimali wijdani) he associates with
the higher limit of the world — i.e. its “loftiness” (is#ishraf al<alam), which we analyzed
before. This “synoptc sentience” occurs through “what is either exteriorized of the
world or remains interior to it of the secret of comprehensiveness [sirr al-jantiyyah] and

the precepe of light and its rays [falling] upon the noetic presence [fadrah al-ilmiyyah] from
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behind the curtains of the precepts of [the world’s] muldplicity” (TB A:63; B:167-8). This
inidal “sendence” in concepton is not yet full knowledge, but only a kind of “spiritual”
Synoptic perception (idrak rihani jumli) from behind the veil of endowed nature (bijab al-
tatf) and bonds (‘ala’’ig). He even admits that it does not truly belong to any class of
conceptons. If it pertains to any level of knowledge, it does so only as a faculty close to
the act.® There is a difference, he says, berween awareness through the faculty close to
the act, going by the name of knowledge, on the one hand, and a person’s state before
awareness, on the other. Next comes simple enraptured, psychic conception (a/-fasawwur
al-basit al-nafsani al-wijdani), as when one is asked about some familiar matter concerning
whose knowledge one is not quite resolutely certain about. Only upon the mention of
details and with subsequent reflection upon it are the various “parts” of the theme in
question (gj3a’ al-mas’alah) and the specificity of detail, or &yan al-tafasi/, consolidated.
Awareness allows the matter gradually to gain shape and character in the person’s mind
as he goes through the motions of responding. Instinctive or intuitive conceptions (a/-
tasawwurat badihiyyah) are all grouped within this division. Finally, there is the mental-
imaginative concepton (al-fasawwur al-dhibni al-khayalf) and sensory conception (a/-
tasawwur al-bissi).

Beyond these, the only other level of conceptualization is a relation composed
(mutarakkaba) of all these divisions by way of the singular oneness of comprehensive

union (@hadiyyat al-janf). This has to do with the precept of knowledge and its lights

® A: al-quwwah al-qaribah rin al-amal; B: ... min al-f7l.



315
which radiate upon the faculdes’ levels (IB A:63; B:168). When God wishes that a
command be conveyed (fawsi/ amr) 10 a person either through another — that is, “b:-
tawassut insan akhir’ — or without any intermediary, but through these levels — then this
command makes a gradual intangible descent from the hidden noetic presence; in his
own wotds, “tanazzala al-amr al-murad al-tawsilubu min al-hadrab al- imiyyah al-ghaybiyyah
tanazulan md nawiyyan” (IB A:63-4; B:168). Without any change in locaton (in#igal), the
command reaches the level of sensation (intaha ils al-hiss). Once it does, then, if it is
verbal, either the person’s hearing organ — or, if written, his vision — will come into play.
It will next be transferred to the level of mental-imaginative conception (martabat al-
tasuwwur al-dhihni) and then to psychic conception (a/-tasuwwur al-nafsani). The soul will
subsequently divest it of all the “blemishes” it had accumulated from the facultatve
precepts and its raiments of matter (malabis al-mawidd), so that through this “retumn” it
might embrace its origin (md'danibi), the noetic presence (al-hadrah alilmiyyah). This
“origin” is both the razson d'étre of its pursuit and, in a derivative sense, its ultimate
destinaton.

One is struck by how much the logical underside of this “return,” examined in the
earlier part of this thesis, has been transformed through the language of mysticism that
Qunavi employs. His pithy remark on the origin serves to remind us of the spiritual
nature of the return (r##), which consists in the removal of all facultative precepts and
matter. With the point of origin (m4ad) attained, however, the Command becomes

perceptible in the form of writing, address (&4#b) or other devices of conveyance (adawat
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al-tawsl), but through the precept of the person’s permanent essendal individuality that
lies contiguous to this command (a/-mujawarah li-hadha al-amr) at the noetic presence (IB
A:64; B:169). Itis with the specificadon of the Divine Will in the course of its descent
through the levels that the command acquires the intangible configured forms (bay at
md nawiyyah) and attributes that, metaphorically speaking, impart colour to the light,
before the latter can ever be perceived. In this way, the command comes to have a
distinction and specificity (famayyug wa tdayyun) it did not possess before, doing so
“through the effects which descend upon it by way of this precept of distinction.” At a
higher state, the soul can determine and perceive in a manner previously denied it, for
lack of specificity (‘adam td'ayyunibi), once its essential individuality contiguous to the
command and closely associated with the noetc presence is affirmed. In consideration
of this upward “mobility,” Qunavi discusses brefly the factors of proximity and

remoteness or, alternatively, excess and dearth.

c. Proximity and Remoteness

Since the task is to find one’s way through the labyrinthine, reladonal complex of the two
noetic realities, each having its respective precept, the problem obviously is partly linked
to the perceptive powers and capabilities of the knower. Since the object is epistemically
present primarily in proportion to its distance from the perceiver, Quinavi figures that the
difficulty of every higher attainment of knowledge is caused by excessive closeness and

the veil of the “one” (bjab al-wahdah)."*
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Actually, there are essentally two extreme points, or Zarafan, involved: excess (ifraf)
and dearth (#4fr#). One may speak of pure light and pure darkness, for example, or the
sight or discernment of perceptble things manifested in either great or low intensity (IB
A:65; B:170). In view of this, the sense (fa%dah) of an utterance must operate at moderate
proximity through the “secret” that joins the two ends of excess and dearth. This
“joining™ has a special significance, since at one extreme lies the proximity of singular
oneness, at the other that of the construction conveying it. Only moderation provides
the access to the “secret” of everything from existentaton and delimitadon to signifying
and grasping (a/-ifadah wal- istifadah). All of these<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>