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ABSTRACT 

Sadr al-Din Qünavî (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. f i s  contributions in the medieval period helped alter the course of mystico- 
philosophical tradition, which was then f lourishg k o m  Asia Minor and Persia to the 
major leaming centers of the Arabic-speaking world. His importance was largely due to 
the complex rnystical doctrine he expounded in the light of Ibn Sina's critique of 
knowledge. The age-old dilemma of knowledge was encapsulated in a famous dedaration 
br Ibn S'na - the rah'onaht philosopher - who asserted that man is incapable of knowing 
kreilecniallv "the realtuesof things," let alone the First Being. This did not irnply that the 
reaiities were either unknowable in every sense, or that they did not exist. The question 
is in what sense and how are they knowable? It was Ibn Sinii's speual cahng, Qünavî 
argued, ro show the proper role and scope of reason in this quest. Philosophical 
knowledge may be represented chiefly through dernonsuaave logic, die only paradigm 
avdable to Ibn Sina. QünavT, on the other hand, set out to develop an exegetical 
grammar more suited to the movemeno of spirinial dialogue and puadox. For hirn, an 
inteiiecmal knowledge of the "realities," in essence, rested on the relation between rwo 
distinct realities (subject and object). Yet all agreed that God's knowledge of Hirnself 
was the root of  all knowledge. It had to transform utterly the d i s ~ c t i o n  between the 
two realities. Godys self-revdation is furrhermore an unfolding book diwlged through 
the i n h t e  possibilities of linguistic consmiction. Mystillsrn's teduiicd vocabulary had, 
therefore, to distinguish itself from, though widiout displacing, the bare skeletk of 
demonsuative logic. 



NOM: Asaad Shaker 

TITRE: ' L e  langage technique et l'expérience dans la 
philosophie mystique de Sadr al-Din QûnavPY 

DÉPARTEMENT: Institut des études islamiques 

Sadr al-Dîn Qùnavî (d. 605/1207-6731Vl/1274 CE) - élève et fils adoptif d'Ibn 'khabi (d. 
638 AH/1240 CE) - a joué un rôle dé dans le développement intellectuel de l'Islam. Son 
apport a contribué à donner une nouvelle direction à la tradition mystico-philosophique 
médiévale, tradition qui s'épanouissait en Anatolie et en Perse, tout comme dans les 
principaux centres d i  monde arabophone. Son importance est due largement à la 
doctrine mystique qu'il a élaborée à la lumière de la critique de la connaissance avancée 
auparavant par Ibn Sina Le vieux dilemme épistémologique est résumé pax la fameuse 
dédaration d'Ibn Sinâ, philosophe ratzoonoliste par excellence, qui a f h e  que l'homme est 
incapable de connaître seul par son intellect 'les réalités des choses,'' sans patler de celle 
de l'Être Premier. Mais cela ne voulait pas drre que les réalités sont inconnaissables dans 
tous les sens, ou qu'des n'existent pas. Donc la question était de savoir en quel sens au 
juste et comment. Qünavî soutenait qu'Ibn S h i i  avait comme mission de démontrer le 
juste rôle et l'envergure de la raison dans la recherche d'une connaissance intellectuelle. 
En termes philosophiques, la connaissance est représentée par la logique de la 
démonstration, seul paradigme accessible à Ibn Sina. QmavT, donc, s'est donné pour 
tâche de développe&me &unmaire exégétique plus appropriée aux mouvements du 
dialogue et du paradoxe spinmek. Une connaissance intellectuelle des "réalités" reposait 
essentiellement sur la relation enne deux réalités disMctes (le sujet et I'object). 
Toutefois, tous étaient d'accord que la connaissance de Dieu de lui-même était la source 
première de toute connaissance. Et elle devait complètement transformer cette 
distinction entre les deux réalités. La révélation de Dieu est un livre qui s'ouvre en 
divulgant les inhies possibilités de la construction luiguis tique. Le vocabulaire techque 
de la mystique devait par conséquent se distinguer de la logique, mais sans la remplacer. 
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My second point concerns language. Many of the terms Qünavî ernploÿs are difficuit 

if not impossible to translate into cornfortable English. 1 have done my best, in a paper 

in the main intended for scholars, to htghhght the complex semantics which a h o s t  every 

tenn usually involves. 1 t should be noted, though, chat whde Qünavî was a mas t a  of the 

ihabic language, the technical nature of his w8kg  did not allow for much grace in 

l i t e r q  expression. Another choice has been to use "man" (in 'Terfect Man") instead 

of " h m a n h d "  or "hurnan beings," and to favor the m a s c h e  over other pronoun 

toms (e.g. "his or her", "their," etc.), which are redundant or just too cumbersome; 

using the ferninine Eorm is, of course, out of the question, being simply too ideologdly- 

talited to be of interest hue. While fashionable in s m d  inteliecniai circles, many curent 
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to convey reference wirhout recourse to the masculme form. Though one of the ficheJt 

languages in the world, English is grammatically h t e d  in h s  respect - though without, 

I t h k ,  necessanly pridegmg either sel. 



INTRODUCTION 

Konya, the  ci^ where Sadr al-Din ~ ü n a v î '  (605/1207-16 Muharrarn 673AH/22 July 1274 

CE) had sprnt rhe berter part of h s  Me, sis in a f e d e  plain that stretches al1 the wav to 

the foot of the Taurus Mountains to the southeast. Despite inclement cold and 

tempestuous wvinds, the area is agnculnirally productive, if h o s t  entirely dependent a n  

irrigation. Upon being conquered bv the Saljüqs, it acquired considerable political and 

rnilitary importance. e n t e ~ g  a period of unprecedented prosperity aber the sultih of the 

western branch of the Saliüq dynasg, Mascüd (r. 5 12-50 AH/ 1 1 18-55 CE), declared the 

city his capital. New mosques, mdrusu and khünqïir were bd t ,  and famous personalities 

slowly uekked their wav to dus far-tlung region of the Islamic wvorld. Growing Mongol 

pressure around m i d - c e n q  no doubt had its dismptive effects; the city reached its nadir 

in 1277 CE. when it was occupied for a short spell by the Qaramanids. Yet despite its 

initial and recurrent ferocity, Mongol mle in the Islamic world ironicallv tendcd t o  

facilitate exchange among peoples by removing regional barriers to the movement, 

pamcularlv, of commercial goods. An erstwhile factor of destabilization had been the 

creeping econornic localization of many parts of Iran and Asia Minor (Togan EcCohn 

21 7). h d  the incessant movement of populations in this period rapidly gave our fronticr 

capital its cosmopolitan character - which was parrly a spur to, partly a result of, its 

political importance - making it the envy of both M u s h s  and local Greeks and 

. h e n i a n s .  
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This was the rime whcn Qunavi's farhcr Majd al-Din khaq2 bcgm his c m c r  as  .L 

great statesman and. epitornizing m~sticism's pervasiveness, became a revered spiritual 

figure. During his rcturn journey from a pilgrimagc to the holy city of Mecca, he wns 

accompanied bv Ibn ';irabi, with whom he struck a deep fnendship. Upon Ishaq's 

death, the latter reporredly became Sadr al-Din's stepfather by marrying the widow.' 

Through t h s  marnage. it is said, East met West in Islamdom- and Anatolia's medley 

spintual and cultural character suddenly gamed shapeliness. Although Konya was 

unusudv  heterogeneous in its ethnic composition, under the Saljüqs it mannged to 

develop a social cohcsiveness that was conduuve to new political and intellectual forms 

of expression. Its spiritual Life, which began to show a remarkable vitality of its own 

around the rniddle of the durteenth cenniry, was nourished by two main sources. 

One was an emcrging native synthesis of Turkish, Iranian, Hellenic and Mongol 

cultural patterns. Indeed, Frontier innovation in the political arena found its naniral 

outgrowth in the novelty of expression that burgeoned among mystic-poets hke Jdd al- 

Dk RÜmL RLimi's Lirerary achevernent was in Persian, and while Persian was not quite 

the language with w h c  h the nomadic Turkoman roaming the countryside had expressed 

their popular beliefs, his linguistic depth reflected no less a kind of "practicai" 

literary obverse to Arabo-Islamic leamed culture, as it was then developing under the 

aegis of the eastern Saljüqs.' Rürni' was in many ways a welspring of ne\v 

expeiences and poetic content not easily evplained by sole reference to the prim 

learnedness of scholars as they had been known u n d  then. Despite dusdifferencc, 
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Aflàki's offiual biographical account pomays a dose-knit comrnunity of both mystics 

and scholars of a curiously unlihibited spirinial mim. 

As a schokr, Qûnavi, unlike R- (to whom he was dose and who lived ki the same 

uty), wrote mosdy in Arabic, with a particulat b a t  for rkabic linguis tics. This bangs us 

to the second source duded to above, the unintemipted links with the centers of 

uaditional science - Darnascus, Aleppo, Cairo, etc. - written and taught almost 

exdusively in the hrabic language. By then, nuinerous schools and colleges had been 

b d t  by the Ayyiïbids in S p a  and Egypt, where the Arabic Ianguage was studied 

assiduously by both speaalists and non-speaalisû congregating hom d over the Islamc 

world, arnong them Sadr ai-Din Qünavi fiom Anatolia and his teacher, Ibn 'Arabi, fiom 

the Maghreb.' Both spuitual and scientific themes were carefdly nurtured by many 

&des. and tended to blend together. Indeed, in a/-Nofa.& al-iBvjyab, Sadr al-Din relates 

how the matter of al-kifabah al-#& al-itahyyah itself, or the ''PPrunary Divine Writing," an 

important aspect of his doctrine, was revealed to hîm in an eady fonn in the City of 

Darnascus. Of course, h s  qstz ir i  linguistics must not be confused with conventional 

g m a r ;  and yet to separate the two domalis completely would not bring us any neara 

to grasping the intel lecd h t e  reigning then. Its Islamic character more deeprooted 

and variegated than Konya's, Darnascus fostered a broad intellecnial fratemity that was 

espeudy felt in those traditional domains held in common by aU the major schools of 

jurisprudence. SpeciaLzed fieids like b d t h  studies, in whch Qünavi hunsdf excelled to 

the point of bekig an authority and teacher, provided ample oppominity for munial 
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e ~ c h m e n t ,  any doctrinal or ethnic channels of admission being far less institutiondy 

practicable here dian elsewhere. This is not to argue that intellectual influence was 

evenly distributed among the higher ranks of academic schokship. Unlike Ibn 'Arabi, 

Qünavi was steeped in Shaficî jurisprudence, and the Shafi'ites were abundandy 

represented in the schools. 

One of the most prestigious centers, established earker in the century, was the Diir al- 

Hadith al-Ashrafiyyah, whose hrst Shaykh, for instance, was the celebrated Shafi'i 

muhddith Ibn al-SQLih al-Shahrazürî (d. 643/1245) (Pouzet DVS 182). But in centers like 

these, beyond the basic training needed to produce functional judges and lawyers, 

intemiingling, konically-, offered a chance for some to exert an influence far 

disproportionate to their numbers. We know that Abü Shiha, the lamous dironider of 

the city, kept a dose liaison with Malikite d e s  and Ibn 'Arabi, in particulat (Pouzet 

DVS 179). The Mallas present an i n t e r e s ~ g  case where, despite its smaller number of 

adherents, a school was able to play an important role in the Qur'ànic sciences due to its 

preponderance in i*' and na& (Pouzet DVS 179). Interest in these two areas was 

becoming increasingl~ focused on Arabic philolog. In view of his s p e d  relation with 

Ibn 'Arabî, Qünavi must have had easy access to Maghrebi-exegetical sources. But 1 

have found linle evidence of anpthuig pec&arly Maghrebî, even in hiç gr-aticd 

interpretations, apart fiom some themes easily idenufiable as belonging to Ibn 'Arabi. 

Besides Damascus, Q k a v i  visited Aleppo and Cako, where he had a certain faithfd 

following. By the nid-himen& cmturjj, Konya's dose links with all these traditional 



centers of leaming had established the second most important pilla in its reiqqo- 

intel lecd edifice. But the inmgmg question to be asked now is how his spintual bond 

with R-, the inveterate opponmt of any bookish scholar, could have developed to the 

point of mutual recognition, as Anakt indeed reported, whde Qünavî continued 

unabatedly ro produce such unequalled schofarly accomplishments as he had to his name 

(Huart SDT 281-82)! We s h d  not uy to answex t h  in comection with Rümî but in 

more general f o m  with reference to the in te l lecdy treadierous questions of language 

and experience. 

rilthough not smctly a "literary practitioner" in the way that Rümi was, Qünavî was 

intensely interested in language, and not always in the disciplinary sense discussed by the 

grarnrnkans. It was after ail language that provided a v e h d e  of expression - more 

technically, the "devices of conveyance" (udawat al-taw@J - for conveying the most 

profound experiences avadable to a hurnan being. And the "meanings" it purported to 

embody - namrally to varykig degrees of success - were thought of as constants; they 

were intangible, imrnatenal and, in their insular subsistence, had no means of disclosing 

themselves without some device of conveyance. In his search for the propa  language 

of concrete experience, then, he hardly differed Gom R-. But the theoretical 

orientation he adopted allowed him to explore tealities at a shghtly different angle and 

distance from the core expexience, which one needs ro stress £rom the outset c m  only 

be perronai. His own relationshp to the expexiential core intlnated to him even by so 

close a spiriniai master as Ibn 'Arabi certainly conveys its own story of single-rninded 
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devotion, hlfïlment, but also of b n a t e d  hopes; for a teacher's experience is sensibly 

different kom that of which he, the pupil, e v e n d y  became a direct wimess. Nthough 

'Abd al-Rahman J- has remarked that Ibn 'Arabi's m e  intentions regarding (what 

later becarne known as) "wahdat al-wujZdJ simply codd not be discerned in any mannes 

conforming to both reason Ca93 and relqgous law (shmYah) without a proper smdy of 

Sadr al-DTn's works ONU 556), Qünavi's own appraisal of his relauonship to Ibn 'kabf 

is more nuanced. The reason was that he was careful to emphasize p m o d  witness, as 

opposed to the interpretation of ofbers' expeence, no matter what their station. Al- 

M u n a  (1265-1350 CE) ,  for example, quotes him as saying that his teacher had smven 

to Iead him to ever greater heights, so as to anain in his Lifetime the level at which God 

(al-Hqq) rnanifes ts Hirnsel f through fias hes O f manifes tauon (al-tajkyùt aal-atqfyah) t 0 

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 die 

essence" (al-shuhkl a/-dhiBF) resembles the light, speed and evanescence of a any ordinary 

flash or hghtnîng (a/-barq) (cf. Hakim M q a m  660-61). A "flash" is detined by Qiishiini 

as "the iuumliation appearing to a person which beckons and summons to the Presence 

of Proximity to the Lord [badrot al-qurb min al-rabb] for a journey widiui God" (QIS 36). 

Ibn 'Arabi aiso refers to the deep tranquility (safinah) felt by the saintly %ends of 

God," the awljü', who take th& 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 

iMz@m 660-61)- To r e m  to our point about his relationship with his teacher, Qünavi 



recounts how af ia  Ibn 'Arabi had passed away and he had aLeady visited his grave, 

I walked one summery day through an empty stretch in the Taurus. An easterly wind was 
sariing the blossoms. 1 gazed at them and reflected upon God's power, might and 
rnajesty (Exalted be He). The love of the M e r d  f led  me with such ardent passion that 
1 laboured to part with created things. Then. the spiet of Shaykh Ibn 'Arabi was 
personified to me in the most spiendid fotm ahon gxab], 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 manifestacion [&if-tqafal& al-barqq 
from the noble elevation of the essence, absent hast thou been therein fkom me by a mere 
glance of an eye." 1 agreed at once and, as if the Shaykh alAkbar [i-e. Ibn 'habî] had 
been standlig there [bodily] before my eyes, he greeted me with the salutations of reunion 
afier a p d g ,  and embraced me affectionately, saying: Traise be to God who the veil 
hath Med and who b ~ g e t h  those dear unto each other into reunion. No goal, effort or 
salvation hath been disafficmed." (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 ear/eer mysticd £igues, whom he claimed were more solidly rooted in the 

Qur 'b  and holy scripnires than th& successors; and the Iater, more intellectually-refïned 

schools. Massignon has been dealt with by other writers. But it might be weil to 

consider briefly some of hs observations. There is no question that his writings exude 

a political tendentiousness that makes it quite difficult at times to separate the social 

&tant from his thesis. Because of his stature in Islarnology, this alone should not, 

however, automaticdy disquali6 him korn consideration in our study of techrucal 

language and experience in the writings of Qmavî. His real aduevement, 1 think, is a 

dearsighted grasp of "grammar" as the motor force behind the speualization of terms 

and concepts central to Islamic mystickm. To illusuate, he names several expressions 

- haqtquh (as op posed to mg& maqol), rhâhid (op p. mithâl), j a d  (op p. farg), mdrjch (0 p p. 

nakirah)), bâi, 'ilab, kbqÇ (op p. j a q ,  tqàK, iqbrân, m*, i~hiirah. Un fominately, aside 
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from intermittant remarks and cwo brief but important papers (Massignon ReStPr, 

PhOuU), he never really probed vety deeply into this phmornenon. Nor did he propedy 

gauge, 1 diink, the works of the later mystics, for whom Arabic philology was of 

undiminshed, if not higher, importance. Instead, he insisted on seeing in practicdy every 

later advancement, whether in grarnmar or in phdosophy, only the bedraggled coat of 

"Semitic" tradition heavlly sullied by Greek pagan influences. And the culpria, he dauns 

in the militant spirit of Ibn Taymiyyah, were dearly visible: 

C'est à l'école d'Ibn 'Arabi qu'on doit le divorce entre la discipline ascétique (rituelle et 
morale) - et k théologie mystique, - l'élaboration d'un vocabulaire théorique subol, visant 
des hiérarchies gnostiques incontrôiables, des cosmogonies et d'idéogénies invérifiables 
(Farghâni, Jîlî, Kawraniî. (Massignon EOL 80) 

Creation, he argues, is represented by this school as s o m e t h g  ernanathg from God 

according to "une évolution cosmogonique en cinq temps f i  dear reference to Qûnavi's 

'five presences'] corrélative d'une explicitation rationnelle symmétrique de la science 

divine; et quant à l'union mystique, c'est par un mouvement inverse d'involution idéale 

en cinq temps, que, totalisant la création entière dans notre pensée, nous 'redevenons' 

Dieu" (Massignon EOL 79-80). He dedaims agains t this ccvocabulaire syncrétis te 

hellénistique" for fading to rely on "l'analyse expérimentale et l'introspection de la 

pratique cultuelle ..." (Massignon COL 80). For the tedinical terms d e d  by the mystics 

from the natural lexical vaxiety offered by the Ambic language are not merely "des images 

décalqués d'objets sensibles, ou des schémas de charpente des concepts ratio~els"; 

above all, thev m u t  a i '  to spiritual realities, to "sanctifying vimies" which persistent 

practice alone dom one to discover, taste and acquire gradually (Massignon EOL 117). 



9 

In the followers of Ibn 'Arabi he saw only the mentality of social passiveness, no 

diffeient in his mind than tum-of-century Parisian Bohemianisrn, with its sorry fumme 

collection of recumbent dreamers spinning out theit theories in maudlin obliviousness 

of social consequences. In his opinion, 

Notre seul moyen de contrôler la réalité visée par les experimentations des mystiques 
musulmans, c'est d'examiner leurs conséquences sociales: la valeur, i'efficacité de leur 
règle de vie pour la guérison du corps social. (Massignon EOL 17) 

Most of all, one need not agree with hs c d  for social activism to see that mystical 

tradition did indeed place a high prernium on a more fecund use of luiguistic devices than 

our orduiary, nin-oEthe-mil1 "visionaries" were apt to do. The &tory of wery language, 

he States, is dictated by the desire to express realiàes without becoming mited in the 

"unproducave commerce of fomulae and instruments" (Massignon ReStPr 3). But what 

he means to say is ronai', ucproductive commerce- And, while th may be, the problem 

one then has to face with this sort of issue is, without belabouring the point, how to 

temper o u  own modem concept of the "social" with what commr~nitanàn sense of 

obligation may have existed and which one understandably may have some difficulm 

perhaps in dearly making out in the vast corpus of medieval literature. But to deny it to 

a whole movernmt in mysticism is, I think, somewhat drastic. In response, then, 1 would 

Say that Massrgnon's "social consuousness" nomally took the form of a more 

conc.retc#md pregnant sense of duty to ins tnd.  This was as m e  of philosophy in Plato's 
I 

tirne as it was in FiiriibT's; the latter ail but enshrined it as the suprerne, inahenable 

function of the beholder of rehgous auth, if his knowledge be auth. One may c d y  

resenre the nght to dispute the philosopher's abllity to render this mith, one may decry 



the social s t d q  of lus choice of language, but not his intent - as far as the docurnentq 

evidence wilI tell. 

Th~s being the cornmon thread linking the "rekgious phdosophf' of fahafah, mmystical 

utterances and religious law, it is more appropriate perhaps to talce note of the 

parcicula-rities of the Islarnic critique of the Hellenic way of insuucting or doing 

philosophy - which it was the Ibn 'Acabi school's special ca lhg to car? out. It is 

agains t this in tellectual backdrop that Massignon's valua tion of grarnmar, certalily the 

importance a s s p e d  to t r i  ("inflection"), which we d analyze later in this thesis, can 

be full\- appreuated: 

Les s t 6 p  ont établi une connexion entre les trois fonctions de la déclinaison (ie cas), 
de la conjugaison de l'inaccompli (indicatif, subjonctif., conditionnel), et de la syntaxe des 
propositions (énonçant un simple récit; appréciant des états d'âme; établissant un rapport 
d'annexion); et ils les ont unies en trois Fonctions fondamentales d'une seule ordination 
de la langue arabe, l'Fr&, littéralement 'la clanocauon (désinenaelle).' Ils les ont appelées 
r&, nad, gan; les organes phonétiques de ces trois fonctions étant les crois vocalisations 
désinentielles: U, A, 1 (en arabe: hmma, kana, fat&)). Prononcées pour le subjonctif et 

 inaccompli, sous-entendues pour la proposiaon. @lassignon ReStPr 11 -2) 

The importance OC the iîrabic language for the Islamic critique of phdosophv cannot be 

overestimated, and Massignon's is not the only smdy to emphasize it. More recently, 

Frank's work on early kahm has shed some Light on how language gave dedsive shape 

to the vocabulary h s t  used by those who discoursed spstematically on problems relating 

to correct beliefs about God and the Divine message. Frank, however, tends to 

minimize the impact of scriptural exegesis on th& responses to dialectical issues at dus 

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

speualued grammacians perhaps waded into only at the risk of appearing coo dogrnatic 
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or reductionist within th& own fidd (Frank BTA 9-10). He, like Massignon, relies h o s t  

exdusively on the period up to the eleventh century. Once again, however, Massignon's 

observations on the grammar of the mvstics ironically seem best borne out by those 

figures whom he placed beyond the pale of that genulie mysacal consùousness he 

daimed to have found in eatly rnysticism and only as late as Hallaj (aibeit in "revivalist" 

forIn) - 

The aspect that Massignon had almost completely neglected had to do with the 

pedagogicaa/aims just mentioned of later masters Like Qünavî, for example, who makes a 

point of avowing these aims from the very s t m  of his famous introduction to I?àq ai- 

b q a .  Theirs was a necessary chore - irksome perhaps when the impersonal theorencal 

desiccauon needed for the rash was measured agaÿist the fuhess of pmonal illumination 

that was almost thek staple - but c e d y  religiously bindlig. The duty to kistruct 

others was intensely felt; that is how they becarne mystical thinken. Such a task, of 

course, may be differently consmed at eveq age; their felt burden was to undercake the 

arduous and oken tentative "theoretical" probings that they did in order to help both the 

novice and the practised individuai 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 adiieved fiom a point which, in Massignon's view, 

had rnarked the pristine glimm&gs of spiritual Me in Islam. But we shall have to await 

Qünavi's canny interjection in the debate over the place of grammatical exegesis and 

language be fore passing judgemmt. 
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This study is very much concemed with the manner in which traditional philosophical 

method based on dernonsaative saence is r e a f h e d  and then devdoped hirther in the 

direction of an exegetical grammar, held up as the language of experience. From ths 

perspective, the fairer question to ask perhaps is not whether the origuial intent of the 

earliest mystics in Islam remained the sarne but how it had to transform itself and to 

deepen its roots in the face of the tumdtuous intellectual upheavals that led up to the 

thuteenth cenniry. The obhgation to insnuct, to explain the general inrricaaes of unot%wt 

person's spiritual peregrliauons - even though there is no substitute for the direct, 

personuf experience - encouraged the adoption of a disciphaq division aimed at 

accornmodating authoritative uansrnission and recepuon at any given level of noetic 

realization on a mode1 closely resembllig that of philosophy, though Mth some 

significant differences. Such a division did not seek to ovenide, in the patacular case of 

theological suence, the central fact and semantic unity of DiWie Speech that Massignon 

so rightly emphasized; on the contrary, it r e a f h e d  it. 

And yet, upon closer examination, one may not be saying very much here that the 

Greek philosophas did not thernselves theoreticdy adhere to. It is redy in its 

instn/~fr'uenesess or the effica cy of its teachings about Divine Speech - or lack thereof - that 

technical reflection, agalist which Ibn Taymiyyah's petuiance was directed, has usually 

been seen to be most se.tiously fettered. Ibn Tapmiyyah dismissed wholesale the mystics' 

clairns to all htgher modes of knowledge, in preference to an unassumingly simple, 

fideistic cognition whch he took for what was onginaily intended by revealed saipture 



and correctly understood only by the rala/ But while his views reflected a powerfd 

persona1 insight into the nature and failings of hurnan reasoning, his "ernpincal 

scepausm," noted by Dr. al-Nashsha (Nash MM1 147), does not seem to differ in form 

from Qüna*s "spintual ernpinusm'' (as one q h t  c d  it and which we will have 

occasion to examine), at least with regard to h s  position on man's capauty to know the 

realiaes of thugs bv sole recourse to in te i lecd  reasoning. On th score, al-Nashshiü 

d is~guishes  Ibn Tap"yyahys "destructive" from h s  ccconstructive" approach; the 

constnictive being his insistence on the need to reconde the "plainness of what is 

intellqqble [a/-rnd$q" with the "plainness of textudy-transmitted authoriy [al-manqfidy' 

(Nash M M  148). Ibn Tayrmyyah Mt that tedinical meanLlgs did not square with man's 

God-given nature V;trat Alhb) ('IBIS 111 68); the tedinical impulse whch he saw behmd 

every amr isrilahhi, degegedly introduced by Greek logic, had to be expunged altogether 

from the field of religious inquiry. It was inconsistent with the notion of 'a#, taken in 

its primitive habic  sense radier than chat of the philosophers and the mystics. Against 

the latter he h a t e d  for distorthg ' q f s  Qur'anic meaning in favour of the Greek 

(TFB 78-9). His sceptiusrn, for this reason, appears to be much more radical than that 

of Qünavi's, for he even denies the objects of knowledge, the ccrealfrk of things," whch 

hs opponents at least unifonnly r e a f h e d  through other, more creative means. In spite 

of th& scepticd arguments on the in te l lecd  faculties, neither QkavT nor Ibn Sinà 

went that fa. 

What we hnd in the mysucal reflections of an Ibn 'Arabi or a Qiinavlkistead are 
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encoded utterances embodying an qmmefni-aidivision - the one hinted at just before - 

betwem rwo basic components of instructive knowledge. Massignon in my opinion was 

completely off the mark when he refened to heir rationaily-conuived " s ~ e ~ . "  

Phdosophically, these two components are known as the "subjecty' (mawdil) and the 

"object of inqury" (mafkb); in relqqous dialectics and the Islamic sciences generaily as 

"root" (as0 and '%ranchn Va+ Thmefore, the idea, in Qiinaviys view, is not merely to 

posit the "root" but to acquire knowledge oli t  and to establish the modahties of chis 

knowledge. A simple, unreflective cognizance of religious fbndamentals(insofar as they 

are givm) in the rnanner advocated by Ibn Taymiyyah is s d  knowledge, and nothing in 

the world can exmcate it from the mundane influences that normally knpinge upon 

human comprehension. 

In the "theological science" mvisioned by Ibn Snâ, the central question posed is that 

of "existence." Ideally) its syilogis tical division consis ts of the indemonstrable premises, 

on the one side, and the conclusion, on the other. Indemonsttables are variously given 

(dirough the senses, imagination, intellect, etc.); and "theology," as conceived by Ibn 

Sina, collects under its own jurisdiction d the pregivens - which dows it to act as the 

ground of all other saences. Now, Ibn Sn: saw existence as somethlig which required 

more than just a natural awareness of thligs. Qünavi admits in ul-ndahiït ai-i&&ah that 

in this rather banal sense it may be claimed that the awareness of existence is posited by 

way of intuition (~ i -~a( i i  al-badbr) as the "first cogmance," for which there is no 

demonstrable proof (bwhiin) or m e  definition (tdtl'j and which has merely an indistinct 
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unitv (NI -\:Ba-b; B:1 sa). But this is not the real issue, he insists; the difficulty &es with 

the "second c o p a n c e "  (a/-mdr$ah a/-thanjah), namely, knowledge of the "reality 

dis tinguis ha ble in itself £rom O ther rea.ties7 (haqTqan'bi al-mutamqyizah bi-dhatiha 'an 

gbayd@ (NI .i:29b; B:15b). The goal of nue knowledge is "knowledge of the realities of 

thugs," which one may either deny for man, on the grounds that his natufal faculties are 

irnperfect, or a f h ,  at the risk of according hirn absolute knowledge. This is the 

classical dilernrna that had preoccupied Q-avî. The 6rst cognizance consists of the 

"awareness of existence" (ib~iis bil-ayka) and the perception of its "rhuigness" (idràk 

sbg9yah;ht). And the demarcation benveen what the indistinct diingness and what 

ski@ reality tell us corresponds to the theological h i o n  of "subject" and "object of 

inqujr," what is gven and what is sought by way of knowledge. The realities, in the 

plural, are the branches (ai-musattlmàt fudan)). the manifold quakties of the Essence, or 

k&ijat dhiïfrzah mzitdaddiidoh (NI A:33b-34a; B:17a). 

But there is the more crypuc point of speculative reason that that which is sought is 

simply the original subject, revealed. This imposes certain limiting conditions upon 

knowledge of the h g  which are absolurely central to Qünavi ' s Inu-oduction to P/àT ai- 

bqan. The Introduction, arnounting almost to a separate disquisition, wiu be analyzed 

in detail in the second part of ths snidy. The shoy'("hgy') having been given as the 

subject, just like maqlud  existent"), therefore the "cause of its knowledge [sabab a/-cz'i. 

bii-$hg! is the predominance of that precept by whch there is unicy with the [thind 

known [butva gbahbat hh ma bihi al-ittr*W m h  ai-mdhv], whatever it may ben (NI A:2l a; 
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B:lib). This "unity" between knower and known is what any daim to a knowledge of 

the reality mus t rest upon; but ir is a un iq  which says that we know the reality in the way 

that it reveals itself to another reality, that of the knower, and is not a simple identity of 

w o  mtities. In the knower's radical odiemess this unity is utterly impossible. 

So how can man, in his £ininide and imperfection, corne to know not only the 

"realities of things" but God, his Creator? There is a way in which uniy may become 

feasible ditough the notion of the consonance of predominant attributes between the 

two realities. This is possible by vimie of "pre-exiçting knowledge." In phdosophy, the 

didactic process of discovery is tersely represenred as a procession hom what is known 

to what is unknown. E v q  cctheological scienceJ' - hom Aristotle's to Ibn STniiys to 

Qmiavi's without exception - no matter how fornial, and however spiotually meager or 

meilifluous its utterances, accepts this rudimentary prliuple.' Qünavî, however, takes 

pains to describe the passage, or supersession (idad&), that occurs with the knowledge 

of the h g  as a unique reality by way of a speaal "UNtf' through consonance - that is, 

as we h d  ou& knowledge of it in the f o m  of an object of inqujr or '%ranchJy (NI 

h:22b; B:12a). But there is more to it than meets the eye. It is not the kind of passage 

that moves mechanically from one point to the o&a. The possibikty of rransmutation, 

at some given level of commonahy becween rwo distinct realiaes (the knower and the 

known), is opened up through ths consonance, or munü~abah. 

PROBLEM AND CHAPTER SUMMARY 

i. TîiepmbIem ofknowle&e. From the above remarkç, the task of any theorg of knowledge 
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would appear to consist in envisioning noetic petfectibility without spoiling the 

authenticity of the root These two poles of ccînstructive scimce," as we s h d  henceforth 

call it, the root and the branch, are key to what we shall basically be seeking to 

understand in t h  thesis: namely, Qünavî's passage from demonstrative science based 

on strïcdy logical prliciples of reasoning to "exegetical grammar," by which alone the 

highest and "noblest science" c m  retain its rootedness in Divine Speech (as, in fact, 

htended by Qünavî and Ibn Sinâ alike). The success of sudi a passage toward a more 

idenufiably mystical outiook is redy contingent upon the resolution of the following 

dilemma Eound in as old a doctrine as Anstotle's (or Plato's, for that matter). If 

knowledge be more than just a fkagment of information, or even a falsehood, one is 

tempted to apply ofortron; rather unwitthgly, the most suingent possible standard of 

knowledge, accordmg to which it must be deuded whether man is to be dedared capable 

or utterly incapable of wisdom. 

Our discussion d begin with this centrai problem by presencing its many facets and 

al1 the various devices and tropes which Qihavi emplovs in order to account for it. The 

whole matter conceming the relation between Divine and human knowledge is sumrned 

up in a passage from Ibn Sina's Ki'fab a/-tdiqiit that is not very widely known to modem 

studmts of Islamc thought, but which is faithfidly quoted in Q*avi7s correspondence 

Mth Nasir al-Dîn TüsT and h s  other works. There, he States that man is incapable of 

apprehendmg the nakkes ofthings through his h t e d  fadt ies  done. Put in its proper 

contex& su& putative support for die second option just rnentioned - that human bekigs 



have no access to wisdorn - in the end amounted to little more than an insistence 

more than just a cornputauon of facultative percepnons is needed before die 
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tha t 

true 

apprehension of a thmg cm be grasped. Moreover, neither Qünavî nor anyone dse m 

hs U r d e  claims to be substimting the technical rmdition for the noeuc experience by 

way of correspondence - again, as Massignon, kispired by Ibn Tavyyah,  has charged. 

W a t  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 

"spirinial state" with a substantive daim of its own. More than that, a nurnber of vantage 

points and distances kom the suprerne "root" to the one ccwimessingyy the "realities" may 

be named. These realities are intertwined in such a way as to allow for a double 

movernent - ascent and descent - of manifestation and perfecrion. But the source of the 

"movement" i s  always Divine hiddenness, where God alone is said to know Himself in 

a knowledge that Lies athwart what ordinary cognition wanants through the ascription 

of knowledge to man. The twin noetic perfection taking place here - the "essential 

individuahties," or dyZn, me perfected by being existentiated, and minds are perféced 

through their xeception of Divine hghr - finds its m e  focal point in what God knows 

of Himself through the creanire. In other words, the Essence as it is in itself Lies 

concealed in absolute hiddenness and reveals itçelf only qua somethmg that is bo th itself 

and another. Qünavî describes knowledge as both an "attribute" of God and mufahi 

mutondis an "anribute- for-the-otheqY' by which He knows Himself and we know Him by 

way of a consonantal transmutation of atuibute. We shall uy to understand the 



complicated corne  of the one boom the other. 

ii. The chapters of the thesis. Chapter One is intended to f d a r i z e  the reader with 

hristotle'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 syllogisticdy. This methodological aspect needs to be dtscussed 

at lmgth in connection with both h t o t l e  and Ibn Sin& in view of Qünavi's theoretical 

interests, the prominence of logic in h s  thought and his general acqualitance with 

A i s  totle. 

More broadly, Part One of this thesis wdl elaborate the wider problems associated 

with Divine vs. human wisdom; the se& for a rneasure of knowledge; fact vs. reasoned 

fact; knowledge of the cause; cornmensuration and consonance; knowledge of the 

particular and the universal, etc. This wiU spare us much efforr in trying to connast what 

is inchgenous and properly "mysticai" in those topics QUnavi  discusses which tend to 

hark back to Ansrotle. Although muen t  themes (as opposed to full-fledged d0ctnire.r) recur 

continudy-, even under vastly different circumstances, in the theenth  century, 1 do not 

mean to suggest that they do so as the isolated relics of a superannuated Aristotle or 

Plato. There is no denymg that Anstotle rarely W e d  among the direct sources uulized 

in this paiod; the commentary uadition of late antiquity made sure of that. But h s  

hardly proves that, at some level., a basal afhnity of theme - and not just mechanical 

bonowings - did not also exist with the most typical medieval expressions of mystiusm. 
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Our object in this chapter is to corne to grips with the central features of Anstotle's 

epistemology, found especially in the hietap&ia and the P o r t e n o r A n ~ ~ ~ c s ,  not through 

their h e s  of transmission but directly at the source. This should enable us co measure 

more accurately, hrsb the s@cance of Ibn SInii's critique of reason and its implications 

for the problern of knowing the "realities of things"; and, second, Qünavi's 

transformation of this critique into somethmg more dosely expressing, in the theoretical 

parlance of his school, the hghest aspirations of mystical tradition. 

Ibn Sina's critical distance in the TdEqat from Pe.ripatetic phdosophy already points 

to a different center of gravity for "rational" thought in Islam than the one we are 

perhaps conditioned to r e c o p e  as the v q  anurhesis of relqgously-sanctioned tnith. 

It rnay be wd to note at this stage that both Ibn STnii and Anstotle concur in the ulOmate 

h d t y  of the rational investigator before Divine wisdom. And th& respective 

jusufications are not the exiguous reasons one would nomally impute to relqgous 

fideism. Upon setting out to uncover the hidden causes of things, the seeker of 

knowledge faces perplexing difficulties everi at the level of imrnediate sensory perception. 

Demonsnative knowledge might be predicated on the data gathered through observation, 

or intuitively grasped; but ia instructiveness depends on how well it can bndge the 

categoncal abyss separating what is thereby 'kown" from ''what is sought." This means 

any prowable knowledge is dways at some remove from the root experience of which 

it is a rendition. It has instructive value only on account of its iink with the pregiven 

elernent 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 Çact," which Ibn Sinà called the object of kiquiry, matiu;tr (Lat.. 

qr/aPsthrm) , cornmensurate to any given discipline. The question to be asked in ths and 

the next chapter is: If these two sides of the equation are so dosely interdependent, and 

the pregmen "fact" is not in dispute, what then is the status of the "reasoned fact" with 

respect to the problern i n d l y  posed in this chapter? In other words, cm one Say it is in 

any sense identical to God's knowledge? Or must it always be radically different - 

perhaps merely "rational"? 

What we leam kom AEstotle and Ibn Sin& briefly, is that any effected judgernent has 

a pmctp which is distinctly different from that of the integral knowledge of the root 

subject. But for the noetic content of the root it purports insmctively to present, the 

precept in fact would never be that of a judgemenc of anpdüng. Rather, it would be a 

purelv methodological device, which does not b ~ g  us doser to plurnbing the difficult 

question of our relationship to God7s knowledge or wisdom. Balancing method with 

content seems thetefore indispensable, and there are many ways of doing it. In the 

followkig chapters, we will see how Qunavi takes us fiom his usuaily parsimonious 

presmtation of elementary demonstration and logic, usually given in lis major mrithgs, 

to the outermost goal of theo~ogzc~~science. The ambguity of the term 'ilm &hi, dosely 

r e f l ec~g  that of the concept of knowledge itself, allows him to envisage a science that 

semes as the theutetical point of intersection between Divine and human knowledge, the 

phce where the knowledge amibutes, as we said earlier, are "exchanged." Interesringly, 



the "ambiguity" tends to safeguard, on the one hand, the instrumental value of theology, 

since it has a mjlectrve h c t i o n  it must discharge with respect to its content; and, on the 

odier, the authenticity of the knowledge it purports to convey. This way the two aspects, 

method and content, remain connected. Theoretical reflecuon, however much diluted 

in content, must possess a pomon of that knowledge one seeks through its 

insuumentality to interpret, if it is to count as a judgment of anythmg. Essentially, 

Qùnavî sees a hierarchy of levels each at some distance relative both to the nexr and to 

an onginal source. 

As we shall not be d e h g  M y  with Ibn S I d s  position cn the relationshp between 

Divine and hurnan knowledge, our ûeatment of his ideas in the second part of the 

chapter and thereafier in dus thesis, d be Cllcumsaibed by what Qünavi himself has 

selected from his doctrine. Qünavi's most explkit seference in both hts conespondence 

with Tùi and in hs If* al-bqiïn is to Ibn Sînà's posthumous Kitab al-TdEqit. But t h i s  

is not an e n d y  onguial work; it incorporates Farabi's neatise with the same tideS8 Ibn 

Sina rnaintained there that the epistemic movement frorn a pregiven knowledge toward 

that which is unknown, one of two types of "perfection," is granted by God as 

'bisdom," a.hich, howevet, human beings do not need in the same way they do their 

created natures, the "6rst perfection." In order to attain perfect knowledge, however, 

hurnan perception must be freed of all "materiai" - that is, facultative - attachments, 

thereby attalikig the state ofirnrnateriality befitting the "spirit" This provides an escape 

Gom a method-content dilernrna just duded to,' allowing the instrumental aspect of 
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intellection to survive in rnanslucent Çom as immatenal sphit. So effective is the solution 

that, in respect of knmateriaiity alone, it might even be conjectured that no differmce at 

aU exists between God's and the spirit's knowledge. Ibn Sina, though, does not opt for 

s~mple identi£icaaon, men here. Instead, analogical relationships are pressed into service. 

And they corne into full view in Qünavi's Introduction. An interesting complex of 

noeuc relations, which Qünavi essennally adopts and e ~ c h e s  in h s  works, will thw be 

considered in the last portion of this chapter. The problem of God's knowledge of 

particulars, too, wiU be taken up briefly, since if there is to be knowledge it must be 

resolved as something that is duectly witnessed, or phculaxized, as well as somethmg 

that is universal. This is the very nature of the process going fiom the known to the 

unknown; and the reader q h t  want, by the end of this study, to glance back at this 

theme fiom the different angle worked out by Qünavi. 

In the second chapter, we will investigate why man is deemed kica~able of knowine 

by himself the "realities of thmgs." 

knowledge and the object of inquiry 

. * . . , -  

The epis temic distinction 

seems to gamsay diis by 

knowledge can be obrauied. ln tact, neither Ibn Sina nor Qùnavi 

L O 

benveen pregiven 

presupposing that 

deny the d t r k  of 

things, but only theit knowledge through the extemal senses and the rest of man's lknited 

faculties. The parallels with dassical Scepticism evident in this approach - especially 

Qünavî's "sceptical" contentions in the Introduction to I& d b w n  - will be briefly 

discussed. We s h d  then go on to see how this scepticism may sd be accommodated 

withm the scientific fiarnework by which Ibn Sinii purpow to show that the knower, in 
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moving hom what is known to what is unknown, does so bom the subject to the object 

of inquky. Qünavî argues, however, that theological science requkes a speual "scale," 

or method, even if knowledge of God can never redy faU w i t h  the scope of any 

measure. rînd the division between subject and object of i n q q  provides the key to dus 

scale by tirst speafmng the noetic prioritg that must obtain for diere to be, in the second 

place, a synthetic knowledge of God. In this conneccion, Qtinavl refers to that 

encompassing "form whose necessary intemal order, or f d b ?  takes us from the known 

to what is unknown, where the subject is gwen as "thing" (precisely the word figuang in 

Ibn Sina's declaracion conceming the realities of the). "Thuigness" (rhuy'rjyah) 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 ir is God who 

describes Himself. Within God's own knowledge, there is an interior and an extMor 

aspect of knowledge expressible as an act of writing. There, letters, words, qat, muarand 

h t u b  &bit various types of unity and meaning, antaionty and posteriority, in relation 

to one another. QünavT ernploys three nodal concepts, as "phdosophical" understandmg 

of the knowledge of God modulates kit0 a "mystical" conception: form, perfection and 

exis tentia tion. 

Chapter Three examlies the correspondence between QûnavI and Na* al-Din Tüsi, 

where Ibn Sinii's statement on man's hcapacitg to know the realities of t h g s  is quoted 

in W. We s h d  begin by looking more dosely at the nature of philosophical knowledge 

of God, that is, knowledge of the Reality, in the singular. The dispute centen on three 



notions - quiddity, realiry and Necessary Existence - which are used in taking about 

God. The polariy between "reality" and "quiddity," in paf ldar ,  transpires as 

somethg  more consequentiai than just a difference in epistemic stress with respect to 

the referent although this is a point he wiU also make. Hiç discussion marks a critical 

Nniing 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 f o d y  subsume 

with respect to ofhm realities. God's knowledge of Himself canno t be idendied with His 

knowledge of 0th- things; and yet the comection survives by M e  more than chat 

knowledge of other h g s  musr ulrimatelÿ be resolved as a knowledge of Himself, and 

no other. The questions raised here are prelunliary, one of the airns of ths chapter 

being to see how the instructive knowledge of God fares as something quintessentidy 

dis~guishable by its discursive distance from the coztents reveded in holy scripwe. 

Qünavi even proposes a classification of ail the efforts at scriptural interpretation within 

a framework that comes dosest to being an historical discussion, certainly an historically 

pertinent one. W i t h  this framework, the rational method is viewed as flatly 

C O ~ ~ K M ~  the literal side of revealed truth when the impulse to abstraction is given 

free rein, untrarnrnelled by any regard for what is conmteb and immediately given, 

whether sensory or intelligible. Foilowing such a path to its logical conclusion would 

only lead to an impossible dilemma. The Aristoteiian d e  irself that some thligs cannot 

be demonsuated, but need to be posited and submitted beforehand, would be broken. 



Based on this understanding, Chapter Four will examine what it truly means to know 

the realities of things, only this t h e  we wiU locus r n d y  on Qiina*s arguments as 

presented in Ijàx al-bqan. In fact, this chapter begins Part II, where the analysis of the 

I 
Introduction to this important worli d be cauied out in earnest. The "realities" which 

we said cannot be known through naturally endowed faculties will be more M y  

analvzed. Since their ontic value is unaffected by any "sceptical" 

explain what it means to a f h  and to know thern. He does 

verdict, Qünavî has to 

so by reference to the 

consonantal relaûonships that need kom the beginnlig to obtain benneen the knower, 

taken in a derivative sense, and his object of knowledge. It is because of dus basic 

c < consonance" that every other analogcal relation can be recapitulated in the "Five 

Presences," the methodological representation which Massignon was obliquely refening 

to in his criticism. This being its overd orientation, the chapter d then consider two 

M e r  aspects bearing on the question of knowledge: the relationahty of uhh&yah 

('Divinif) and the exdusivity of ahadbah ("singuhr oneness '). Qkaviy s chef goal is 

to establish an operative fiamework within whch to analyze something whch, by his and 

Ibn STnii's admission, is rehctory to the mechanical operaaons of the mind. The 

interplay betwem the relational poise of Divine manifestation and the singulanty of its 

source is of decisive importance. It 1s or$ once the act of worshp perfomied toward 

the Divine is c o n h e d  in the relation of uhihgyah rhat God's Succour is granted and that 

the paflcular features of consonance emerge. The rest of the chapter wdl give a basic 

outhe of these features with respect to manifestation and the reapient of manifestation. 



For example, when the essence manifests itsdf it m u t  be stipulated that it does so as a 

h g  d f e s t e d  to something else serving as its locus of manifestaaon, although both 

are ioined at some /ewl, without knplymg identity therefore in eveq sense. The essence 

c m  only be madested by being coloured by the locus. And chis is how they are said to 

be cornmensurate. Without cornmensuration, there c m  be no manifestation; but without 

a '?evel of similitudes" (mmtabah a/-mu-,l0 as man is described in the Introduction in 

effect as being, there is no receptivity. The "staion of man," not only as a perfect 

reclpient of Divine manifestation but as an isthmus, or buqaakh (i.e. a state of 

"benveenness"), is therefore bnefly discussed before proceeding to a more detaded 

analysis of the concept of ccmanifestation." In sum, the manifold realities need to be 

apprehended in what philosophical tradiaon has been named c'universality" and whch 

Qünavi specifies as the comprehensive u n i 9  atuibute associated with the level occupied 

by man as the isthmus. 

In the f i f i  chapter, we reach Qünavi's consideration of the metaphor of Light, 

popular among many of his predecessors. His a i .  is to clarify h r the r  the nature of 

ccmanifestation" as it relates to the problem of knowledge. Knowledge does not lend 

itself easily to saaightforward interpretation, and even less to a single, regular dehnition. 

ki fact, he b e p s  by asking what kkid of definition c m  possibly translate the "secret" of 

knowledge. The process of ccinstruction'y iaelf is Likened to the ccilluITilnation" of light, 

since hght cannot be perceived in its fidl purity. This way of posing the issue effectively 

encapsulates the type of problem faced by Anstotle when cornes the time to show how 
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demonsrnation differed kom dehnition (a problem to be briefly examined in the tksr 

chapter). But the same dilemma is present in the case of singular oneness relarive to its 

erteriorization, whch indicates not unadulterated purity but what Q h a *  MU c d  

"speufication" (tdqyun). This specification occurs, however, both in the exteriorized 

aspect of iight and its interior manifestation in God's knowledge. The locus of 

manifestation or kght issuing fiom hiddenness signals the hrst emergence of epistemic 

"fomis" - philosophical for the letters, words, etc. that make for the disdosure of 

knowledge. From this angle, fomis are the epistemic counterpm of the realities, which 

are hence postdated as ontic beings. W these issues stand in dose relation to each 

other, but the cennal question posed here rernains knowledge, since it is Godys 

knowledge of Himself thar lies at the core of all theoreucal reflection. Taken in all its 

dimensions, indeed, Divine manifestation exhibits complex relations which are more U y  

sumrnarized by the five presences. 

We d condude by looking at Qtrnavi's characteritauon of the loci of manifestation 

as the "devices of conveyance" of intangible meanligs. He devotes some space w the 

manner of communicating and the different senses in which the integnty 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 factots which effectively determine the result. With knowledge (or light) and out 

acqualitance with it established through the intemiediary of the device and locus 

(whether the dehition or something else), Qünavi next analyzes speech as the Willed 
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Act of God, whidi foreshadows the a c d  exis tenkition of the "essential individualities" 

(dyan) subsishg pre-eternaily in His knowledge. 

In the next diaprer, accordligly, we discuss the irztendion of the speaker qua both hh 

(roughlv "speech" or ccutterancey') and qmvl ("word," as in the Qur'anic ''Be!" [ h n q ) .  

The purposiveness of speech is expressed through the orgatilzation and arrangement of 

the elements of cornrnunicated speech, whether spoken or writtm. These, of course, are 

the devices of conveyance. For t h ,  we shall examine various philological concepts that 

Qünavî employs throughout h s  works. Thus, in the case of the Qur'iin, insofar as it is 

the purposehl speech of God to man, we encounter na?, or "arrangement," which the 

renowned philologist 'Abd al-Qahir Jurjani (d. 472 AH/1078CE) is perhaps best noted 

for having eluudated in temx that, by and large, remained relatively stable for many 

centuries thereafier. A second concept is @md, whch we translate as "integrated 

~onjunction''~~ in order to emphasize the organic cohesiveness so indispensable to proper 

speech transmission. This should dan$ some of the more abstruse aspects of Qünadys 

approach to the problem of knowledge. The pardel drawn between Divine and human 

speech is maintained with rernarkable consistency, to the point that every utterances, 

whatever its provenance, are dasslfiable according to its parti& combination of noun, 

verb and partide. It is 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 feanires of his method will h d y  begk to emerge. In al, he identifies six m e s  of 

consuuction, each possessing its own value as a device convepg an inner meaning, 
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which ultimatelv is nothlig but the reality manifested at a givm level. 0the.r ternis 

besides nuzp and jfimiif may be used - e.g. t d b ,  irnhnz@- - which give the sarne or similar 

effect, depmding on the context. The mosr syntactttica/S significant term bonowed from 

Arabic philology, however, is in&-, whose oPgins we will bnefly describe. It denotes 

the reaprocal relationship or association arnong the parts of a phrase, or any unerance. 

In all of this, Qünavi is anxious to show how Divine manifestacion occurs through 

a locus, which is then cast into the somewhat ambivalent role of the "reality manifested" 

and the sign pointing to that realiv; although it has its own precept and reality. As a sign 

or, grammatically, a &ad04 ("permutative"; literally, ccsubstitutey'), the latter may stand for 

the root wichout being identified with it. Since luiguistic expression, "exteriorizauon" 

and "manifestation" axe all interchangeable in their final consequence with "forni" and 

"figure," he can distinguish various senses of "hguration" - 'khat is hgured," the "thmg 

qua figured," the "figure" itself, etc. - to demonsuate his point. 

In Chaptex Seven, we wdl CL+ the interna1 relationships of the parts of speech also 

in tenm of subordination, or tabdgyab, another key concept taken Erom Arabic philology. 

Both the parts of speech and the realiàes in their manifold existence are said to be 

subordinately related to each other in a manner whereby the predorninant precept of the 

Reality known through them (and is their source) can maintain for ths Realiy 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 forrn or "figuration." In this 

chapter, the fonns of words exhibit certain dynamic relations whkh are laid bare through 



r'rzb, or "inflection." Ln flectiond endings generdy give indication of the "exteriority" 

and 6cinterio~ty" of a manifestation, as we will see in the case of IU&. As Çar as the (etlm 

of a word are concemed, on the other hand, the level of the manifestation may be 

indicated either bv 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 spmbol has also to maintain its uniy, in the manner of the ongkial objecr 

symbolized whose 

place. 

predorninant "precept" imparts meanhg to the whole in the hrst 

Chapter Eight deals with the hdamental assumption upon whidi what we c d  here 

the "anaiogicai method," expressing the parti& character of the subordmate relations 

interna1 to a noeuc manifestation, must rely if it is to retain its coherence as a method; 

and that is the pemmnent dis~c t ion ,  as far as method is concerned, between God and 

"what is other than God." These are the two main ingredients of the analogy, whch is 

in Çact sustained bv a t h d  category, that of the "comprehensive secret" where a 

"commonality" berneen these two elements is found at the "station of the Breath of the 

Meruhil." Being the level of the isthmus and because of its "disuibutive" h c t i o n ,  this 

category dearly is the hub of analogy in theological science. Getting back ro the hght 

metaphor, he describes its nature as being both perceptible (unlike "pure ltghr") and that 

through whch 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 brandi. This tends to vkidicate the rnanner of approach wide1y 

adopted by those exponents of theological science who articulate cheir theories through 

a theoretical vocabiilarg o h  contrasted with the logicdy valid but factitious reasoning 

of the fawah. The relation between root and branch is careWy analyzed in preparauon 

for his h a 1  synthesis, to be discussed in the last chapter. 

Chapter Nine collects the main threads of his arguments presented so far in order to 

sketch the dynarnic relation obtaining between the reality qua mot of knowledge 

("subject") and the reality qua known object ("the object of inquij'). In ths chapter, 

Qmavi elucidates the notion of "relative hiddenness" as the m e  source of multipliutv, 

which indudes that of a root- and a brandi-knowledge. Prior to the whole division into 

root and brandi, the only intelligible factor lefi is somediing that bears no relation at ail 

to either side of ths  division, even by way of negauon. This he c d s  the "separathg 

agent" "safeguarding the distinction" and, therefore, inelf given as something that 

accepts no further distinction. It is the ontic source of meaning, pet without being a 

reality which requires a locus of manifestation to whidi it has to point or name by way 

of subordinate relations, consmiction, etc. Furrhermore, it is because of this agent that 

uniqueness is imparted to thligs and that one is able to affum that "He who is 

exteriorized beholds Himseif at the level of the o f M '  - which is the h a 1  act of 

particulanzation we ttied to bear in mind when God's knowledge of the paràdars  was 

h s t  discussed in Chapter One. h any case, knowledge for us always setains its relational 

character, thae is no identity with God, for which Massignon remonsaated the later 
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mvstics. Apprehension signifies a transmutation of God's ancibute of knowledge into 

an atmbute attache& through the isthmian intermediaryy to the "what is other than He" 

part of the analogy. This dows  us to know "things" ( a ~ 5 4  both through the things 

themselves, as unique items, and through Him, insofar as they are His knowledge of 

h g s  and - in a manner belonging only to God - f i s  knowledge of Hirnseif. 

Finally, in the last section, we shall surnma&e the main hdirigs of this study and the 

conclusions to be drawn. 

THE SOURCES 

i. Fj5z al-bayiin. The most important of Sadr al-Din Qtïnavi's works for our study is T j q  

al-bg6t.z. Whde ths is the utle we have elected to use in the citations, the book is today 

known by différent narnes, for example, Tifcr'ral-Fdhh, whch is what it basically is: an 

exegesis of the opening ~Urah of the Qur'iin. This is what Qünavî usually calls it in his 

other works (e.g. Kitab d+k%k)). However, he refers to it on occasion as I ) Ù t  al-buyhz 

(e.g. NI A:12a; B:bb). That these nvo words, IJol and baya figure in the tide is indicative 

of the great place accorded to the problem, taken up early in the Introduction, of 

knowing the "reahties of things," of whose existence one may well be convinced without 

the apodeictic certality of a citnching proof or bayàn. It might be noted nonetheless that 

T4ir  aI-Eiz%hh is how generations of Islamc authors have refened to the book." Ifi"ax 

al-bqan is how we shall refer to this work. 

1 have relied mainly on both the Hyderabad-Deccan, which is excellent, and the 'AG' 

editions. On balance, the two are very dose, Save for minor differences that do not 
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appreciably dter the meanlig of the text The 'Ata' edition is based on two manuscripts 

and would n o d y  quali~ as the more reliable one. But even for the smallest of 

variations, 1 have generally indlied toward the second Hyderiibiid-Deccan edition (for 

the reader's benefit, mosc of these variations have been recorded in the pagenotes). Of 

the books coming off the modem press, I tend almost automaticdy to favour older 

editions, when the author is not the same, unless contrary evidence proves irresiuble. 

For one h g ,  the number of typographical mors  seems more undex control and of 

lesser gravity; and current notions about a subject matter of the kind under study here 

are more likely to h d  their way into the editing process itself the closer the date of 

publicauon is to our own. In my view, these fears are borne out by a cursory cornparison 

of the two editions. 

The If/Zq consists of a preface, a very lengthy introduction (the one we s h d  be 

concerned with in diis study) to his science of exegesis, and a threepart mystical 

interpretation of the Fatr>ah according to an accepted tripartite division. It was a 

relatively popular work in Literate circles and interest scarcely waned into diis centuy. 

T h ~ s  is reflected in the number of extant manuscripts to be found in libraries and 

collections all over the world and, in particular, those of Turkey. Unfortunately, 

Qünavi's own copious znatpa l  notes have been omitted from both published versions. 

W.C. Chittick has dtawn up a useu ult of Istanbul manusaipts which either contain or 

la& these notes (Chittick FDP 125, n. 6).  Of those manusaipts chat contain hem, Aya 

Sofya 402 appears to have been copied from another manuscript read before Qünavi 



h s e l f .  After having rapidly examkied the notes available in the manuscripts at my 

disposal, I have decided that economy dictated agalist their consideration in a smdy that 

had akeady surpassed the 1Lnits kiitially planned for it. The more so that QLuia*s 

writing is as lucid as it is astonishingly consistent in its use of techcal  t a n s  and 

expressions; if, that is, one is willing to follow dosely the warp and woof of his 

presentation, which must surely mark a high point in the philosophical diction of the 

medieval p&od. The other, unpublished works to whch 1 have had no access so far, 

rnay hold some promise in helping deepen our general grasp of this man's ideas.') IfZq 

al-bqk is an exceptional work, and probably his most importanr, as Chimck thinks (EU2 

SDQ). Irs difficulty is such that many a medieval novice must have sturnbled over its 

passages. Therefore, the notes ma? have been a helpM aid, considering the ongindy 

pedagogical designs professed by the author himself in the preface. Apart from h s ,  1 

do not discount the possibhy that they may bring to iight some additional biographcal 

information not already avdable. Finally, Chttick's brief search of h s  private iibrary, 

which sri11 survives in Konya, has revealed that several personal copies of books by other 

authors also contain his notes and cornments written dong th& margins; these books 

include a copy, written in his own hand, of Suhravardî's Hikmat al-isbràq and a work 

called Lubab a~-Isbiüii wu/-tanbr'haf by Muhammad b. Muhammad Wmar al-Razt (Chimck 

LWT 51). 

ii. Other woDks by Qinawl. While this study is concentrated d y  on QUiavi's lengthiest 



and mos t i m p o m t  work, r/aZ ah+, other works of his were heavily consulted. These 

are: 

1. Af-M.f.wa~Üt - the correspondence with Nasir al-Dîn Tüsî. 

(a) In B nq5uechsel Zmichen Sadr ud-din-i Qanatvl* &est. 673/ 1 274) und Na@ ud-din T Z  
&est. 672/ 1274). Edited and cornmented by Gudrun Schubert. Based on seven 

@) ~M.f~ibab. Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi, Istanbul. Qïinaviis hrst treatise sent to 
Tfisî. $eht fi Paqa #1366, fols. 92-103. 

Tmi's response to the M-fgbah. Sdeymaniye Kütüphanesi, Istanbul. Seht  iZli 
P a ~ a  #1366, fols. 103-107. 

2. Kitab ai-Nafahiif ai-ihhigah. An irnponant and mature work on mystical themes 
containhg brief biographical refamces; based on a manuscript lefi unfinished by 
Qiinavi and completed by his nephew Muhammad b. Ahmad b. Muhammad al- 
QünamL on 739 rVi/1338-1339 CE). Mv own w o r h g  edition is collated from two 
manuscrip ts entitled: 

(a) Kitab ai-N.fahüt ahabbàni~yah, dated 998 AH/1589-1590 CE. Bibliothèque 
Nationale, Paris. Ms. 1354. Last few pages executed by Nür al-Din b. MUSA b. 
Sharaf al-Din and Muhammad b. M* a l - S a n h ~ ;  completed 16 Dhü al-tiij jah 
1072/ 1 August 1662 (Egypt); 138 fol.; 200 x 140 mm or 20 r 14 cm; 19 h e s  per 

page- 

@) A/-Nofahat a/-quds@yah. Osteneichsche Nationalbibliothek, Vienna. Ms. 19 13. 
7% x 5 inches. 

3. Kirab a/-nzq&. Copied by Ibrahîm al-LMj=, 1315. Lithographed, Tehan: 
Kitiibkhànah-i Hamidi, Jamàdi II, 1395 AH/1354 AHS; fol. 274300. 

(a) In Lo clef du monde supra~etfsibie (MIftah ai-Ghqb) de Sadmddfn QonyamA (Ob. 
672/ 1274). Two volumes. Thèse présentée à l'Université de Paris N, Sorbonne, 
par Stéphane Ruspoli, 1978. Edrted text based on four manuscripts. 

@) Mrfrüb gbgb a l j a d  rvalwujEi On m a q p  of MPÛh al-uns boyna ai-mdqd waL 
mashhUdf; sbm. M@i?+ ghoyb aijad wai-mjki, a commentaty by Shams al-Din 



Muhammad &Fanan' al-Hanan (or Muhammad b. al-Hamzah b. Muhammad al- 
al-Raqab). Lithographed. Tehran: h d  Shîriizî, 1323 AH/19O5. 

5 .  fit& af9kUk. Ed. Muhammad Khw3javi. Tehran: Intishiiriit-i Mawlh, 1371 
AHS/1413 AH, pp. 177-316. Thrs is his seminal cornrnentary on Ibn 'Arabi's FU!@ af- 
hikWm. 

6. Sharb a/-a.sma ' al-bud. Colla ted £rom: 

(a) $bit hli Pap #425. SdeymaniPe Kütiiphanesi, Istanbul.; fol. 37-42; 14.0 x 82 mm. 

(b) A* Ef. #431/2, dated 865 AH. Sdevrnaniye Kütüphanesi, Istanbul; fol. 21-1 13; 
105 'r 55 mm. 

(c) wt Ali Pasa #1366/1. Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi., Istanbul; fol. 1-26; 186 x 126 
mm. 

7 .  Kirob iih Abi ai-@zh YZ SIn ai-Ti/ims~tlZ. h a  Çelebi #345; fol. 175-184. Letter to 
'Afif al-Din al-TiLimsani (6 10-690 AH) 

8. Sbarbaf-AtbdTn h&tban. Edited and annoted by Dr. Hasan Kamil Y h a z .  Istanbul: 
YJdilzkr Matbaasi, 1990. (Published as Tafawufi Hadis $wbftvi ve Konevlirin fi& Hadfr 
$erhi.) 

PREVIOUS STUDIES 

The most recent treatment of Qünavl to date is Gudnin Schubert's thesis on the 

correspondence, Iisted above, entitled Bn'ejvechrel Zm>chen Sadr ud-din-i Qcmvi @e.st. 

673/ 7274) und Nair ud-ah Tk &ezt. 672/ 7274); preceded by her brief University of Base1 

lecture, 'Die Konespondenz zwischen Sadr ud-dti-i Qûnawî und Nasir ud-dîn-i Tûsî," 

presented at Peqûectrctr2/es de L n c h d  m Suisse JW k Moyetz-Orims et lAfnque ddu Nord, Jo~iété 

Suisse Moyen-O& et Culture Ir(amque, lère Conférence, Institut universitaire d'étude du 

développement (Geneva, 15-16 October 1992). The tirst, and only, fiid length book on 

his thought is Dr. Nihat Keklik's Sudnddi' KoneM'nin fehjhinde A/hb-Kmnot ve h a n  
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(Istanbul, 1967). In English, W.C. Chimck has published the following on his thought 

and chat of his EoIlowers: 'Mystiusm vs. Philosophy in Early Islamic History: The al- 

Tüsî, Qünawî Conespondence," Rei&ious Sfudies 17 (1981), pp. 87-104; 'The Circle of 

Spirirual Ascent Accordmg to al-Qïinyavî," in NeopIntoonir~m and Idamic Thougbf, PParviz 

Morewedge (ed.) (Albany, NY: State Univeni y of New York Press, 1992); "Sadr al-Din 

Qikawî on the Oneness of Being," InfmatronaL PhilosophicalQuarter3 2 1 (1 98 l), p p  1 7 1 - 

84; "The Five Divine Presences: From al-Qiïnyavf to Q a y ~ ~ , "  The Musfim World 72 

(1982)' p p  107-28. One of the e d e s t  entries on  Sadr al-Din Qünyavi and his works is 

found in H h  Ziya Üken's La Pensée de (%Lam, tram. fiom die Turkish by Gauthier 

Dubois, Max Bilen and the author (Istanbul: Fakdteler Matbaasi, 1963). 

The important episodes of his Life, but also some anecdotes r e l a ~ g  to his and his 

father's relationship with Muhy al-Dîn Ibn 'Arabi, are to be found in Claude Addas's 

weIl-docwnented biogaphy of Ibn 'Arabi, Ibn 'ArabT ou La q&e du Soufre Rouge (Paris: 

Edirions G a h a r d ,  1989). "Ibn 'Arabi," E12 III, pp. 707-1 1 and Stéphane Ruspoli's 

introduction, L? C(4 du Motide Sziprasensible @î$ah a/-Ghayb), 2 vols. may also be 

profitably consulted. (Thesis presented at the University of Paris IV, Sorbonne, 1978). 

James Winston Moms gives some hints on Qünavî's links with 0th- personalities in 

"Ibn 'ArabT and His Interprerers,"]ournaLofthPh~nCan On'e~ztaf Society, begluiuig with 

vol. 106:3 (July-Seprember 198G), pp. 539-51; espeùally "Part II: Influences and 

Interpretations" 1064 (October-Decernber 1986), pp. 733-56 and 107:l @nua.ry-Mardi 

1987), p p  101-19; while Ulken provides a k w  glimpses into the intellectual clunate of 
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Asia Minor in 'Z'Ecole wudjudite et son influence dans la pensée mque," Wiener 

Zeiterchn&%r die finde de$ Moqeniandeer LW I (1 96 9), pp. 1 93-203. 

As for his bibliography, perhaps the earliest papa  on his writings is Osman Ergin, 

"Saddreddin al-QunawT ve eserleri," $mhyat Memum~ (1 958). However, Ruspoli's thesis 

cornbined with Chittick's recent FI2 article and his 'The Last WiU and Testament of Ibn 

'rtabi's Foremost Disciple and Some Notes on its Author," Sophia Pmnti  41 (1978), pp. 

43-58, should provide a suffiumt description and introduction to Qtinavi's work, its 

nature and range. For a listing of authentic and spurious works, see Brockelmann, G A  

1, pp. 585-86; G A  Supp/ementband 1, pp. 807-08. Finally, Suraiya Faroqhi, 'Y&f 

Admuusnation in Sixteenth Cennuy Konya, the Zâviye of Sadreddui-i Konevi," Journal 

OfBe Economic und Soiai Hiertoy ofthe Onettt W I I  (1974), pp. 145-72, looks at the waqf 

founded in his name, s u l l  standing in the dty of Konya, from an k i t e r e s ~ g  historical 

perspective. In Turkish, there is also A. Atq, "Konya kutüphanelerkide bulunan bazi 

mllhun yazrnalar," Belleteen 16 [l952], pp. 49- 1 30; and Ibrahim Hakki  onp pli, Âbidehi pe 

I(ltabi(m ik Konya T a d i  Fonya, 19641, pp. 487ff). 



1. His name is speiled here with a 'V' instead of a "w." There is no strict academic reason for 
t h  choice, oniy that its pronunciaüon in T&h and Persian seerns berter to reflect his o w s ;  
although it must be remembered that Sadr al-DTn is better known for his hrabic than for his 
Persian works (whose authenticity has proved fat more difficult to establish - cf. Chimck L ü Q .  

2. Probably the best biographical source on Ma~d al-Dtn is Ibn Brbt (cf. ~LIU). On his career, 
Claude Addas is an indispensable modem source. (Cf. Addas QSR 266-69,277; her book has now 
been aanslated into English). 

3. On this rnaniage, see DTM 25, 35, 38. Claude Addas summarizes the infocmation on this 
marriage, as weU as the subsequent relationship between the Ibn 'Arabi and his ncw stepson 
(Addas QSR 27û-71). 

4. 1 am not refening to the political bureaucracy itself, where Penian and Turkish dialects were 
more probably used for communication. In the educational field, whch the Saijüqs were 
instrumental in transforming, and leamed tradition, h b i c  remained the predominant la&uage, 
regardess of ethnic origin. 

5. The most recent source to consuit for the city of Damascus, is Pouzet DE. However, there 
are many other studies of varied quality available. One is Sourdel Pr-; for a list of schools 
and sponsors in the Ayyübid period, see Shaiaby HME 59-64. 

6. Huart's book is a translation of Shams al-Dtn .ihrnad A £lS's Manàqib al-.ân/Fn. 

7. Few phdosophical tenets are as fundamental ro inteiiecd tradition, both Greek and 
Islamic, than dus. Its logical casting should not cloud the didactic background against which 
h t o d e  discussion of the knowledge is usuaily set. The standard source is h8stotleJs opening 
statement in the Porfmor Ana&'zk "Al instruction given or received by way of argument 
proceeds fkom pre-existent knowledge" ( P d n  71a, 1 1). In the Burhûn, Ibn Slna refonnulated this 
idea in conneccion to the h e r  of aspects of intellecnial apprenticeship (see the whole of Ch. 3); 

and the whole question c o n ~ u e d  to be understood in this fashion thereafter in I s h c  and 
Christian tradition. In fach the rnain problem to whch it gives rise and with which we s h d  be 
preoccupied throughout this thesis is precisely that, stated too categorically, it would not 
account for illumination, mystical or otherwise. Qünavh concem was, therefore, to show 
precisely how it was that something somehow had to be known beforehand, which Ibn SinA of 
course recognked but expressed differently. 

8. Jean Michot has constructed a table of compatison between the two books; see Michot 
TaCoTa 23 1-50. 

9. That is, if we assume that the smctest f o d  method snives for perfect msparency, which 
precludes al1 content, or "matter," then a dilemma &ses. 

10. 1 reahe that my rendering of the term maniabah ahu& as 'leve1 of slnikrities" 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. 



11. This expression will be discussed in great detail below. 

12. That has not prevented its modem publishers €rom giving their o w n  ades. The k t  and 
the second modem, revised editions, both put out by the same Company, go by I3àp al-bayànfi 

fa%/ umm al-Qwh. They were published in Hyderiibàd-Deccan in 1310 hH and 23 Jarna-df r, 
1369 .M, some hfty-nine years later, respecavely. The third edition by 'Abd al-Qahir Ahmad al- 
';\ta' is called al-T ' ir  af-S#iz lil-Qurh, aithough it is important to bear in mind that the work 
was never intended as an interpretation of the whole of the Qur'iin, but only the FMarh; in 
Qûnavt's own words, it "contains the elucidation of  the univers& with respect to the secrets 
of the Mother of the Qur'Zn" (NI A:12b; B:6b). 

13. In short, I doubt if anydiing new of thematic sigiificance w d  corne out of the notes. 





CHAPTER ONE 

Scientific Discourse and the Problem of Knowledge 

5 P RELIMINARY REMARKS 

The problem of knowledge has a lengthy history, which we can hardly be expected to 

examine in ail irs dimensions or, indeed, beyond the contributions of a single epoch or 

author. Nevertheless, Sadr al-Din Qünavî affords us a reveaiing glimpse into the inner 

workings of speculanve reason pondered at this critical juncnrre in medieval history. In 

this study, we w d  ny to presenre some of the sequence of presentation and chematic 

context of his writings, rather than to fasten on the bare contours of each problem. 

Taken to extremes, che tendency to isolate specific aspects of an author's thought for 

analysis often leads to glib conclusions which, in my view, sometirnes lai1 to convey the 

intellecrual depth and range of the thinker himself, to Say nothing of the proper 

7 
dimensions of the subject. Success is better assured perhaps when the invesùgator's 

fidelity to the test before hun is such as to enable hirn to deal with what may weil be 

"tirneless questions" but as near to the origmal thought as his method WI.U possibly carry 

This is not CO sav that the author under discussion and his wider tradition mav not 

codesce in spirit and, therefore, ment cornparison with a larger cultural secting. 1 do not 

claim to be singularly talented or qualified in rzacing out an author's "origkiality" - 

although if anyone had originality Qünavi surely did. Stiil, it is exceedingly difficult, 1 
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diuik, to fathom another person's original conmbuuon with so incondusive a measure 

as radical and hdamenta l  dissent kom cctradition," any tradition, only to have to fall 

back on some disembodied shape of hurnan reason as the h a 1  arbiter. Maybe a balance 

needs to be smck  in our construal of these intemal tensions, if only to escape the 

quandary of deciding who that &ter ultimately is, as opposed to who he ought to be. 

The drcu1a.t suategies often resulting from sole reliance on the abstract c.rite.ria of 

reasoned argument may be avoided through a doser contact with what is actually 

presented to us £rom the past, leaming therefrom, and then perhaps spinring our 

theories - indeed, ones that might even teach us s o m e t h g  about ourselves. And, 

conceivably, the exchange rnay operate in reverse, begkinlig with our own perspectival 

insighs and perceptions as the srartlig point for deciphering the past. The point 1s that 

we ought never to give ourselves over mtirely either to pure speculation or to evidential 

facts, with respect to the creauve impulses or movement of the past - whether of an 

isolated thuiker or an entire school. 

The reader rnay note in this obsemation perhaps a slight hint of the medieval 

approach to rational investigation about to be studied in this thesis. What a thuiker, at 

any rate, has made of the vast resources o k e d  him by h s  native culture in order to 

express a n y t h g  £rom the mtest to the subtlest experience irnagined, but one M y  his, 

is surely a signal adiievement in itself, to be carefdly recorded and studied; the more so 

that anphmg beyond that range seems to me to require a practicaliy superhuman effort 

for proper balance. Yet both aspects involved - the indmidual personality and bis milieu 
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- occupr the same space wtthtn whicti thev cshibit themsclres to us. As Çar 3s originaLty 

is concerncd, one can at lcast note chat inrellectual dedication and pcllucid sn~le are 

scldorn less important than thc welter of ingenïous neologisms that nomallv lie wirhin 

the capacirv OF sn r  cornmon author - although the nvo sides ma!, under esccptiond 

circurnstanccs, go r c n  wcll together. In the end, even the most drcadfullv cornplicarcd 

auchors musc snll have concrctclv felt a meaningful portion of their thoughts - if thrv 

hope to produce anything wvorth irnbibing - almost, one might in a mystical vein Say, "as 

imrnediately as die odour of a rose."' S ~ ~ O U S  rhought and investigation today, on  thc 

odier hand, are \-a.ried. Whercrvcr his sympathies rnay ultimately Lie, the reader will most 

certainly find char many aspects of Qünavi's thought corning to his attention in h s  study 

belong to a larger community of ideas. But "community" is aiready more aiive to content 

than any abstract reordering of the entire philosophy to suit one of man? variants o i  

modern sensibdiry can ever be. 

The reality is that medieval traditio?, is aiready inteliectuaily bounded by h t s ,  whch 

are often rnisconstrued. For one thing, it never consented to a particular h d  of 

dichotomv that onlv later became prevalent and which, to Our loss, we ven- frequendv 

accept uncnacallv in our scholarly work: the radical separaaon of the logid integumcn t 

of  a problern from its religiour content. Thts is the foundational uuth, if e\-er there u.:is 

one, of its pamcular "community of idcas." hlthough widely acknowlcdged in ochtx 

departments of  mcdieval studics, it has cithcr becn obfuscated or distortcd in islanitcs 

bv the persona1 idiosyncracics of thc "campus radicals." In an- case, thc separauon in 
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question began to widen in Latin Europe only in the late Scholastic period (around 

Ockharn's the) ,  and fi-om that period on emerged a disànctly new problematic, the 

intellecnial consequences of whidi are s d  bekig played out to this day. I am c d y  

not suggesting that this is historicdy either right or wrong. 1 do not assume any 

ideological position on dus matter. My atgument simply is that, at the very least, one 

should not feel methodolgzCaf3 beholden, in a serious study of the premodem period, to 

a companmen~a t ion  of thought that figured at tirst, somewhat dreamdy, only withui 

the covers of college manuals, an intellectual expediency that was then regarded at mos t 

with an air of uncertainty. Placidly adopting such a recent arrival to metaphysics without 

suffiuent historical appreciation should do little more for us than help conjure up some 

knaginary object, f a s c i n a ~ g  to our coevals perhaps, but with little historical verauty. 

If anythuig, Qünad's work is M e r  proof that a systernatic avoidance of ths  

concepmal divorce had been widely and judiciously kept in view by contemporaxies. In 

panicular, his single-minded interest in linguistic analysis as a mode1 for the sought afier 

"scale," or m@z, of "the Divine Science" is designed to introduce the vexy elernent of 

"concreteness" into methodological questions otherwise missing in the conventional 

logic of phdosophy in his t h e .  It is not to Say chat all previous philosophy, basically 

Heilenic ki character, was foreign to the underlpg problern. What it does imply mainly 

is that at the h e m  of the medieval debate over knowledge and of the proper employment 

of reason, as we h t e d ,  lay a pre-emlient consaousness of the reality of Divine Speech, 

both as an etemal and a detenninatdy "concrete" event - in short, the real ground of 
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knowvIedge. hl! hope sirnpli- is &x this indubitable consciousncss is faithfullv uanslated 

in chis study wich a l  its nuances m<l ~ o r n ~ l c s i ~ e s . ~  h sparing use of faddish cant in chc 

t r ramenr  of a pasr rhnker. fxr frt-&ni atrcnuating analvacal rigour. can onlv cnhmce it thc 

less pensirely mcthodologicd 0r.c uics on the u-holc to be. If chcrc IS onc thing to bc 

eschewed, it is nor so much the :;;eik of method as its sheer obtrusiscness. 

The onlv note on  "merhodolcl~" .- . \L-e Msh to make is the following. We shall begin 

by idenüfjmg some of .instodeYs central concems, starting \\+th die illrtgh_~-sirs and then 

his Ana~cicr. This \\il1 not be done for comparative purposes but in order to get to 

Qünavi hirnself. It w d  discncumber us of the need constandr to refer h s  thoughts back 

to more ancient debates on science, which are interesung in themselves but require 

special care. Perhaps rhen die reader will be in a better position both ro view the 

historical evolunon of die dieme at hand and, also, to make an independent judgrnent 

about the author's contribution bc-ond its structural a fhc i e s  with practicdy every other 

past system of note. -4s far as .\risrode and the Islamic scholars we shali be discussing 

here are concemed, these aftiniciez are all too obvious and too Geely professed to require 

extensive textual corroboracion in 3 work not entirely devoted to chis task, and we should 

be none the u-orse for f d n g  :O locatr the direct channels of borrowing, if an!. 

Similaricies, ac mi- rare. 3rc no rwre  IO bc taken as evidencc of inrcilcctual debt than 

would an  admtring poruaval of .irisrode's views on some of die most central themcs of 

philosophy as A n  srgumcnr for n i 5  exclusive importance. WC shall pur asidc for thc 

moment any spcculxion on the piirclv cesnial aspect of our problem, in anticipation thnt 
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the reader may hirnself recognuie the real locus of in te l l ecd  transformation. For, 

doubtless bv around Qünavi's Erne somethmg old had corne into its own and s o m e h g  

new was being bom. 

DEMONSTRATIVE KNOWLEDGE AND DIVINE WISDOM IN ARISTOTLE 

To s t m  with, there is nothing novel, philosophically speaking, in the proposition that the 

highest form of cognizance has to approximate, ki some respect or other, Divine 

Knowledge. In ancient Greek philosophy, two diskctly 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 vexy begkuiing of the Metqbbyzics (983' 1-1 1). Let us consider briefly 

what he says, since this will M s h  just the background we need for a later, threeway 

phdosophical debate between Qünavî, NaSr al-Din Tusi (his contemporary) and the Ibn 

STn3 of a posthurnous work, IOtob a/-TdCigot - upon whose interpretation and even 

attribution to Ibn Sina the former nvo were in disagreement. In the TaCQat, Ibn Sina 

had frxed his d o d n e ,  according to whch the most universahg element of knowledge 

is "cause." Given mortal beings' radical diffaence £rom the First Being, the science of 

causes represented a theoretical "meeting point" between Divine knowledge and the 

highest possible attainments of human intdectual endeavour. Even QünavT's 

philosophical forebears in Islam held in cornmon a concept of science based on such an 

idea as the key to genuine knowledge if no5 as kistotle at tirnes se- to suggest, 

outright perfect knowledge. 
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Whatever its m e  character, this science by defirution had the merit at least of being 

intelligible even to those for whom the greatest intellecmal endowment before God's 

infinite capaaty was of little a v d  Now, Islamic thinkers took this also as evidence for 

the contexmahty of science, that only that inceptive knowledge is possible as human 

predisposition - meaning the intdectual faculty - can sustain. But if science is a lower 

or derivative fomi of knowledge and if the "redties of things" cannot be known as they 

truly are through any facdty alone, how then mr they known beyond predisposition, 

since it was held that they were knowable in some respect or other - extreme norninalists 

like Ibn Tayrniyyah apart? The paramount question is, In what sense c m  one be said to 

know them and what exacdy doer one know? The emphasis on direct apprehension, 

circurnventkg endless layers of perspectival approach to the object of knowledge, was 

a p h a l  answer to these perplexkig questions, one that was based on an epistemic 

division between conception and judgment (or assent). However, maners were never so 

clearcut as to resolve themselves into a direct contest between Divine revelaaon and 

reason's infitely ponderous route ro dumination. In view of ths, "science7' will have 

to occupy our attention for most of the early chapters. This is hardly avoidable in view 

of the amtude adopted by the Ibn 'Arabi school, inspieted as it was by its foundeis 

sophisucated understanding of saiptures and cheir sigmficance for human existence, 

toward the intellectual endeavour as a whole. 

Aris to tle begins his Metqûbysits with an epistemological analysis based on what is 

ixnplied in ordinaq usage . He settles on a notion of "knowing" (ei6Evcri 3, (Met 980' 
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71) whch, relauvc to both esperiencc (EPaerpia)' and ceason (h6yos),' eshibits rarious 

degrees of perfection \vherc cspcricncc viclds thc knowlcdge o f  indiv~duals ( A h  98 1' 2 I - 

2; cf. Met p o s s  commentaml 119). From the outsct, there is thus more than just tacit 

recognition o f  the ambiguous nature of the concept. The most clevated rank is tliat of 

ccw~sdom-~ (ao@i<r), concrrned \ ~ i r h  "frsr causes" and the pnnciples of things (98198- 

9). Thrre [hings follo\v [rom this. I:irst, "thc wisc man" musc knou- d l  things as hir as 

possible, though not each one in d e t d  (982'9). "KnoMng all thuigs" is characterisuc o f  

the one "who has in the highcst degree universal knowledge," and indicates that "in a 

sense he h o w s  al1 the instances [rà ~ T o K E ~ ~ W X L ,  Lat. ru&ectunt, qpontwml Chat faU undcr 

universal" (982' 21 -3; cf. blet 983' 30)' The highest type of demonsuauon hristode calls, 

in the P o r h r  Ana@rs, "cornmensurately universal demonsuation," since it teaches both 

die universal and the particular; whereas "particular demonsuation" teaches onlv rhe 

particular (PoA 86' 10-2). Second, rhe \vise man knows difficult maners. Thirdly, he is 

more exact and capable of tea~hkg the causes (Met 982' 8-15). And Çourrhly, wisdorn is 

sought for its own sake. 

Let us Fust sec what this third point irnplies. Anscode hoped to estabiish that the 

"theoretical sciencc" whch in\-cstigatcs causes is also M~tnrr.!iw at a higher degree and vice 

versa, "for the people who instruct us arc rhose who tell the causcs of each thmg" (982' 

28-30)."Instruction at  its bcst naturally entails a systemauc or  scienufic approach that 

relies on somc notion of "pre-csistent krlowledge" (PoA 71a 1). Howcvcr, a puzzling 

complicauon rcsults whcn rhc rcchnical tcrms Aristode coincd for use wlrhin this 



thcorcucal frameu-ork xe justaposed. In Met 982" 1-4, he States thar "first" and "cause" 

are pursued as knowlrdge "\vvhich is most uuly [instances of] knowledge," "for by reason 

of these, and from chcse, al1 odirr hngs corne ro bc known, and not these by means of 

thc dungs subordinntc. ro them." But, as onc modern commenta cor put it, if rhcy arc ro 

bc presupposed br aU knowledec, o r  È ~ c r a r f l ~ q ,  as hristotle holds here, how can the) 

at the samc tirne be die objects o i E ~ c r a r t j ~ q ( h k t  (Ross Cornmencary] 122)? éscrosjpq 

is of a demonsuam-c naolre and, theretore. cannot prove its own premises, which 

together comprise the prcgivrn component of a syllogism (PoA 100"0).') 

Ariscotle chose to consider "opinion" as weil as pure knowledge within this schemç 

of things. Whde Ibn Sîni  was circurnspecr in the way he depicted Aristotle's view of 

their differences,"' opinion was said to grasp premises which are "lmmediate," but nor 

"necessary" (Pod\ 89' 4); wherels necessity is a defining feature of demonsuaaon. 

Technically, in trying demonsuînvely to determine the mode in which an accident is 

known to inhere in a subject (89' 38), ?ce are really seeking, as Arisrotle often repeated, 

"to grasp mhs that cannot be orher than they are" (89' 16-7). Buc whac rnakes them so? 

A\ristotle staces that, 

WC suppose ourseIves to posserj unqualified scientific knowledge of a h g ,  as opposed 
to knowing it in the accidental 1s-av in u-hich the sophisr knows, when we h n k  that w e  
know the cause on \{--hicch the i m  depends, as the cause of'that fact and  of no other, and. 
hrther, [ha[ tht/&-r :di >rot 6f o ; ; w  han i: ii... ' (PO.+ Ptoss commcntnry] 71'. 9-12). 

A funcuonal discincoon benvecn the "fact"   TL)" and thc "cnuse" of the fact (r6 
~~b ;r 1\ ( t a 4  

a i r i ov )  nced nor controrerr rhc implicir recognition here chat it is aborc  d l  the facr 
A 

' My empliasis. 



to necessity in the dernonsuation, being what is mos t hilly pregiven. The paradoxical 

result is that the very sarne ccfact," taken in one respect, mus t also qualify as the objecf of 

demonstration, if there is to be any syBogisuc demonstration at dl. But while "facf and, 

in dus latter sense, "reasoned fact" (6i6ti) - as W.D. Ross translated it (PoA 78b13:6-7) 

- do have dose a f h  y, they are not exacdy the same, at least in regard to their order of 

inquiry. Otherwise e v m g  would be u n i f o d y  evident ftom the start or, coiiversely, 

equally hidden Lom view. Briefly, 

Recognition of a midi may in some cases contain as factors both previous knowledge and 
also knowledge acquired simultaneously with that recognition -- knowledge, this ktter, 
of the p a r t i c h  acnially falling uader the universal and therein aiready vimially knourn. 
For example, the student knows beforehand that the angles of every triangle are equal to 
two right angles; but it was only at the a c d  moment at which he was being led on to 
recognize this as nue in the instance before him that he came to know "this figure 
inscribed in the semidrcle" to be a triangle ... Before he was led on to recognition or befote 
he acmally 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 dzffmnfb known upon logical predication gives Bse to an 

additionai set of requirments absent fiom the "onginal" fact." What t h  means is dus. 

For demonstration to be necessaty knowledge, as it is meant to be, all amibuees m u t  also 

be necessary. 

Since the object of pure saenàfic knowledge cannot be other than it is, the tmth obrained 
by dernomnative knowledge d be necessq. And since demonstrauve knowledge is 
only present when we have a dernonstration, it foIlows that demonstration is an inference 
h m  netessarypnm~s~e.? (POA 73' 4:21-4). 

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

73b 17-8). Indeed, although the muluplicitg of a dernonsaation's prernises effectively 

breaks up the unity of the object, the prernises must be essentiai4 connected, as we shall 
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scc bclow, o n  thc grounds that ' - d l  attributes musr :nhcrç eiicnuallv or else be 

accidcntnl ..." ( h i \  71"-7). Therefore, once "thc xtnbutez .)r' the rhing are 

apprehendcd." hc points out, "our business will c i ~ n  be ro ~rl-ubit readil~ rhe 

7 that ensurcs a cohcsivc unior o f  relations throughout. Dur in r>rdi.r ro operate ic also 

. - 
sufkrs a suitnblv diffcrent set of condiaons chan those - < rhc sngu-ir  tact. 

Having disthguished benveen knowledge of the hc t  z ~ d  knuwlçrlge of  the cause, or 

the "reasoned fact," which implies a complete causal a c a u n r  'Po..\ -3' 13:13) has been 

found," .\risrode suggests a matchmg epistemological Lvision bewscn empincal and 

theoretical knowledgei4 (78b13:3-4).'5 Nevenheless. i+re must j e  a combinative 

knowledge with elements from both. In fact, this is whar m k s  demonsnation ins~m~~liur, 

where "al insmction given o r  received by war of argumcnr proceedr from pre-existent 

knowledge" (7 1 ' 1 -7). 

The empirico-theoretical division is important for 2- purpose'. m d  we sliail have 

more to say on  it lacer in this thesis. But bv cakng demonsuauon inruuctive, Aristotle 

confers upon knowledge, whether of  essenual nature (9?3:36) or of iome other aspect 

of a thing, a pcdagogical purpose expressed through an o x r a o o n  \ \ k ~ h  c m  successfully 

---- 
displny the contents of  knowledge in the most orderli- i shiun.  1 ?AS is anothcr kcy 

elemcnr wc shall be investigating later in our srudr, or; char sen-ci ro introducc the 

mcthod o f  "rhcological science" conccived bv Qiinaui 2r.J Ibn S in -  I.ct us, thcrc forc, 

rake the timc to gct some rudimentaq idea of rhis logic. 
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Briefly, dernonsrnation as "a syllogisrn productive of saentific knowledge" (il' 17-8), 

he saps, consists of three elernents: (1) the conclusion; (2) the axioms (or premises of 

demonstrauon); (3) the subject-genus whose essential properties are revealed by 

demonsuauon (75' 38-7Sb 2-3). Withki this f o d  structure, "pre-existent knowledge" 

consists in assuming an "admission of the facq" c'comprehension of the meaning of the 

term used" or both (71' 12-3). The premises themselves must be "mie, p r i m q ,  

imrnediate and better known h a n  and prior to the conclusion" (71' 20-2). For obvious 

reasons, expeeence is more readily assirmlable as prior knowledge for its h e d i a c y  and 

at least its perceptual certainty than deliberative mode of knowing cm ever be. Asistotle 

has exacdy ths Li mLid when he condudes that "it is the business of experience to give 

the prliuples whch belong to each subject" (Pd 46' 18-9). There must always be certain 

premises which, being primary miths, are themselves incapable of dernonsaauon l6 

within the sarne science." While this seems reasonable enough, it stiU does not explain 

how - gven the structural deavage, and peculiar exigenues, of demonsuation - 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 reconded with 

knowledge of the one "essential nature" of the thing? 

This is a problem whose ternis Ibn Sina had sought to established fomally. In 

mysticism, it presents rnany more difficulties, as we will see. While it may not present 

any diffidty to a "superior intellect" poised to acquire the fidl measure of knowledge, 



55 

:: is quitc crucial to a didacüc discipline Like theolos.  .\[ore specificalls, it retlecrs the 

inherent "ambiguin-" of hou-lcdge whch for al1 of thcology's logical rigor, lends itself 

tspecially well to theological application. That "theoloq" was aftcr ail what philosophers 

x d  in rnind whcn dtscussing logc is perhaps morc obi-ious in Ibn Sina's case. In view 

-bF the esrenxive use later madç of demonstrauvc method in rhis domain and given Ibn 

5îna's persisrenr quest for 

m e  may go even hirther 

- 

an adequate retormulauon of die problem of God's esistence, 

to insist that the philorophi~u~ knowledge O E God expressed in 

r e m s  ot concomitants and constitutive attributes was, in the end, scarcely to any other 

-nd chan ro bolsrer scriptural claims, or  the scriptural manner of knowing God. 

3emonstration became the typical method of "theologicai science," and the compatibdity 

of Ibn Sinii's theory with Islarnic tradition, if defensible, had to stem from the narrow 

rmcrures he placed upon what new h o d e d g e  one might espect the dative operation of  

h e  mïnd to offer iri relation to the irnrnutable content of God's own revealed Word. So 

n e  has this been that the deceptively "propaedeutical" air of the debate on the formal 

conditions of scientific howledge codd  only take a decidedly "cosmological" rum of its 

xvn as the esistential Link with the Divine Word acquired such cornplesin- that 

rheoretical reflection itself began to look more dcfinirelv Like a province of tcsnial 

segesis  - and nowhere more so than in QUnavî' writings. Irnmuring theologv uidiin 

1 mesh of logcal complexities failed to dislodgc Ibn Sin5  from rr'iigious tradition. O n  

<ie concrary, i r  carned hm a stirprising rcputauon. for QUnari  duir conccdcd his ro le  as 

3och criuc and proponent of the raaonal tiicthod in thcology CO bchis chef contribution. 
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The consequace was that the previous disaplinary order going from parts of speech to 

logical propositions - traditionally regarded as preparatory "for [Aristotle's] doctrine of 

the syllogism" (KDL 67) - whde not exactly reversed, gave way rather to a "philosophy 

of speech" tout muri. Ehborating such a philosophy without supphting logic as a f o d  

tool was an adversity that not only mystics like Ibn 'Arabi and Qünavi but, somewhat 

more My-,fah.s$ah like al-Fiiriïbi and Ibn Sin: had nied to meer. 

The ciifference between a doctrine of language or grammat and a doctrine of logical 

predication cannot be d e h e d  in the same stark terms one might wish to adopt for 

optimum cllarity. Nthough it would be erroneous to picnire a one-to-one conespondence 

between their respective "parts" in a reasoned or uttered statement, respectively, both 

purpon to rely on a structural dependence of these parts. h t o t l e ,  for instance, refened 

to the necessq  connections of ottn'butees as a feature of, in the words of KneaIe and 

Kneale, "a piece of reasoning that relates two general terms by means of a middle term ..." 

(KDL 4). In other words, there must be a t enn  cornmon to both premises (the "middle 

termy') "so related as subject or predicate to each of the other two tems  that a 

conclusion rnav be dtawn regardhg the relation of these two tenns to one anothei' (DictP 

2 ) -  This being detliitive as far as the subject-predicate relation is concerned, it is clear, 

we said earlier, that the conclusion of the syllogism must show an attribute "kiheBng 

such" (Poli 7Sb 37-9)18 As Atistotle explains, 

The rnethod is the same in ail cases, in philosophy, in any art or study. We must look for 
the amibutes and the subjects of both our tenns, and we must supply ourselves with as 
many of these as possible, and consider them by means of the t h e  terms, rehibng 
statements in one way, c o n h m g  them in another, in the pursuit of mith starting from 
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premisses in u-hich thc a~~u~rpc'me~~f of die terms 1s in accordancc aith c r u t  h. .. (Pr.\ 46. j-.,) 

.iristotlc7s ailusion to instances ( U r c o ~ ~ i ~ w a t )  - lvhether in uuc knon-ledge or in 

opinion (89' 12) - whcre er~-rntilrlly the samc thîng mav be adduced 3:: both the fact nnd 

rhr objecr, almosr though nor quite in the manncr of an idenu- (Po.\ 89' T .  33). sliiirs 

the emphasis u j ô > r z o ~  onto thc pamcularities of thc arrangement or " ~ ~ d u x e d "  srructure 

of prcdication said to culminate in a necessarv causal hou-ledgc. This lys\- of loohns 

at things is not Çoreign to what medierd tradition clairned for irs scripmrallv-based 

method of doing theology. What we would Like ro retain at t h s  st3ge is ihc necessm 

structural coherence of complex propositions as well as the logical "idenun-" of die 

reasoned fact with the gwen fact the intervening complesicy we cal1 logical inferencc. 

Uniq  and suucniral complesiry are two contrastire aspects shared br both logical and 

grammatical constructions. 

In logic, the most impregnably defensible unin. or "idenan-," howel-er artificial, is that 

of the "definition" - to which we shail now u n  - and its "parts" with the definiendum. 

So sharplv has the contrast sometimes been drawn benveen "starements of identiw" and 

"statements of predication" that their confusion may have led some p hilosophers be fore 

.-histode evcn to deni- that predication could bc ani-hng elsc but 'identical prcdication" 

(Kneale DOL 22). If so, the views of  those who argued char "non-idencical predicauoii 

and negation werc nonsensical would have becn serious snimbling-blocks ro the 

derelopmcnt of logical theory" (Kneale DOL. 21). But whx  de finiaunal knowledgr is 

' M y  cmphasis. 
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expected to respect is the unity of the d e h e n d u m  itself. We s h d  briefly deal with the 

parriculars of histotle's treatment of its relationship to other paradigms of knowledge. l" 

rtistotle's response to the "identity" issue was to posit two further Ilnithg factors on 

inference's propensiy for r d c a t i o n .  1 s h d  refer to these two factors as the vertical 

and the horizontal. The 6rst is that the "basic mths" be somehow "appropriate," that 

belongmg to the sarne genus." 

h o t h e r  lunit besides appropriateness is the number of postdates or hypotheses 

which might be assurned: the fewer the premises, all equally known, the higher the 

demonstration (85' 2534-6; 86' 347)." Thus not only must the "amibutes" in a 

demonsaation, whch prove the uiherence of ersential artributes in things, be 

"cornmensurate with the subject and not of wider extent" (84' 22:245), these atnibutes 

also have to be h t e ,  or else - and here is the k i t e r e s ~ g  point - no dqhiirion is possible 

(84a 2226). Generally, any intmediates between two terms mus t be limited in number 

(841 22:30-2).= The implication, it transpires, is that definition may weii serve as a model, bur 

it is to be approximated, and never mily reached. He is driving basically in that direction. 

These cwo l m t s  are indispensable for the p h a r y  condition of knowledge to be 

fulfilled; in the language of logic: "grasp of a reasoned conclusion" (79' 1423). The T s t  

h t  is espeùdy important, since grasping the reasoned fact is effecuvely that of the 

cornmensurute ~univmnl('cuniversal" being what we know about the cause). By diis is rneant, 

an attribute which belongs to every instance of its subject, and to every instance 
essentially and as such; fiom which it d e d y  follows that all cornmensurate universals 
inhere necessan$ in their subjects. 



To th he adds, 

The essential attribute, and the atmbute that belongs to its subject as such, are identicai 
(POA 73' 427-9). 

Therefore, demonstration being a "s~Uogsrn that proves the cause," it has to be 

primanly, comrnmsurateiy and universally tme of the subject Here the universal aspect 

alone imparrs causahty (85"24:23-4), and the value of the cornmensurate universal is that 

"it makes dear rhe cause" in all its dimensions (88' 31:5). Every inquiey asks somethmg 

about the "middie"; indeed, we inquire because we have not yet perceived the middle (9V 

225). In view of ths  goal, there are really two sorts of questions to be asked in the 

course of an inquirg: ''1s there a middle" a ~ ~ d  ' W a t  is the middle"; if, that is, we are to 

take the "middle" as beïng "precisely the cause, and it is the cause that we seek in d our 

inquiries" (90' 2 6 ) .  In d, there are four distinct questions: 

(1) whether the connexion of an artribute with a t h g  is a fact, (2) what is the reason 
of the connexion, (3) whether a h g  exis ts, (4) what is the nature of the h g .  
(POA 8 p  124-5) 

Now, it is dear fiom this, he argues, that the reason of the fact ( 6 t h )  is identical to "the 

nature of the thing" (9W 2:15). The answer to the question, "what is something," is the 

same as to the question, ''what is the reason for somethingyy (90' 2:16-7); hence to know 

a thmg's nature is to know the reason why it is." To  surnrnarize, 

When we are awate of a fact we seek its reason, and though sometimes the fact and the 
reason dawn on us sirnultaneously, yet we cannot apprehend the reason a moment sooner 
than the fact; and cleariy in just the same way w e  cannot apprehend a thing's de finable 
form without apprehendmg 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 
acudentally ... As often as we have acadental knowledge that the thmg exists, we must be 
in a wholly negative state as regards awareness of its essential nature; for we have not got 



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 nothuig. On the other hand, whenever we 
apprehend an elunent in the thmg's character there is less diffidty. Thus it foilows that 
the degree of out knowledge of a h g ' s  essenaal nature is detemiuied by the sense in 
which we are aware that it exists. ( P d  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 thmg without knowing at least some "element in its 

character" (that is, without havkig some pnor knowledge of it, even if acudentai), and 

the "degree of our knowledge of its essential nature" depends on "the sense in whldi we 

are aware that it exists." The latter is the ontological postdate that dows hun to escape 

the barren conhes  of defhtion and drcular reasoning he would otherwise be saddled 

with in a notion of demonstration modelled on the deh t ion .  His conclusion is that 

essential nature is demonsaable in one sense but not in another, and of certain h g s  to 

the exclusion of others (94' 10:14-7). \mat is phcularly noteworthy for our later 

discussion in this thesis is that knowledge should in essence be inseparable from 

existence. Stated differently, there is an epistemic lu& between knowledge of the h g ' s  

exdence and knodedge $i ts  essentiai n a t ~ n .  

But what of the highest knowledge or Wisdom? What gves knowledge the "nobilitf 

that befits the "noblest object of knowledge"? Indeed, is it identifiable with Divine 

Wisdom? 

While in the PortmwAna~tiic, Aristotle de& diiefly with demonstrative knowledge, 

central to which is the search for cause, in the Merop)szcs his attention is irnrnediately 

m e d  to the notion of cause itself. More parti&y, he asks what might diskguish the 

First Science. Its invesngation of causes alone cannot confet upon it any uniqueness, 
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since odier saences do it as weil (Met 996b 22). Its 6rst daim to distinction, rather, is that 

it is the science of substance or essence, given that '%e knows most who hows 

what a thmg is, not he who knows its quantity or quality or what it can bv nature do or 

have done to it" (996b 214-8). Sull, not ail substances are the sarne, some bekig more 

nearly those with which the hghest science is concemed than ohers (99(jb 2:15), 

depending on whether they are sensible or etemal. As we saw, it is the business of each 

demonsrrative scimce to investigate the essenuai amibutes of its own subject (or genus), 

in diis case a single class of substances (996b 2:19-20). There is a science, he says, that 

deals with axioms (the most miversal and the principles of all things [997' 2:13]), whch 

must be assumed, and another that deals with substance (997' 211-21; and the hallmark 

of tme wisdom is of course what the science of the cause elaborated in the Postenur 

Anahrics claims to procure. What is less clear is whether or not this high knowledge is 

identihble with Divine Wisdom itself. Amtotle remarks that possession of the highest 

science rnay be thoughr by some to be '8eyond hurnan power," since in some respects 

human nature is "in bondage" (98zb 28-9). The fiadty of hurnan faculties would, in that 

case, be an insuperable obstacle to knowledge. This issue, though not ASstotleJs 

rendering of it, is of the greatest consequence for Qünavf, who sought quite 

independently of h m  to delimit the nature and scope of fomal reason. 

More precisely, in the terms stipulated by Aristode so far, knowledge in the superlative 

sense seems to demand that cause, essential nature, dernonsuation and d e h t i o n  be 

welded together, though in a way that seems to de+ conventional reason. And yet, 
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human fkadtv here would almost certalily mean that "God alone can have t h  pridege," 

whch He jealously guards; and that man then ought to seek the knowledge whch is best 

suited to hirn ( 9 8 ~ ~  28-32), by whch he meant a drastically lower order of cognition 

derached from Divinity, rather than something expliàtly anchored in human 

predisposition or the naturd fadties, as later intellectud tradition would have it. But 

""&vine power,m24 he retorted, cannot be jealous, for there is no science more worthy of 

honour than this (983' 5-7). 1 do not wish to be i a w n  into a texnial discussion, but 

Anstotle, it seems to me, is afhrmuig some kind of identification of science with Divine 

Wisdom, a t  least by Wnie of th& common object of knowledge. He sets forth 

nonetheless the following elements of the problem: 

For the most divine science is also most honourable; and d u s  science aione must be, in 
two ways, most dMne. For the science whch it would be most meet for God to have is 
a &vine science, and so is anv saence chat de& with divine objects; and this science done 
has both these qualities; for il) God is thought to be among the causes of al1 things and 
to be a first p ~ c i p l e  [ a p ~ i ,  Lat pnir@rn], and (2) such a saence eidier God alone can 
have, or God above all others. M the saences, indeed, are more necessary than this, but 
none is bener. ( ~ c r  983' 6- 1 1)" 

The two types of knowledge (voûs?, Divine and human, are radicdy different from 

each other, in certain respects incommensurable; rhis a k  all is what has given rise to the 

difficulties enurnerated in Met 1074~ 15. While DiWie knowledge is desuibed as the most 

divine "of ail t h g s  seen," Aristotle has attempted an answer h t  to the question of how 

it must be "situated in order to have that character" (1074~ 16-7). ?bat is a key 

consideration in philoçophy, whose airn is not to substimte its own content for Divine 

Wisdom, but merely to ducidate the f o d  conditions of knowledge. Hence, he mes 

to disentangle Divine knowledge hom d potency associated with the facultg of 
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thinhng." But he also argues rhat "it musr bc o f  irsclf rhat the divine thought thinks 

[since it is the mosc escellenr of rhings], and irs dunhng  12; a dunking on thinking" (107C 

32-4). This is how Aristode conceiveci o i  Dix-inc \\iisdom. The lrind o f  knowlcdge we 

h:irc rhrough pcrccpuon, opiiilon and uridcrstanciing. < > r i  rhc othcr hand, lias alwnys 

"somethmg elsc" as irs object and itsclf "ordi- . bv . rhc \v3\*" (10751, 35-6), in other words, 

accidentallv. To be  an mf of rhinhng and ro be an u 6 j L ~  of thoughr are not the same hcre 

at all.'" 

Our  objective s o  Çar has been to oudine the generai features of the .-\ristotle's 

concepaon of  knowledge, which might help us gain a clearer idea of the direction of the 

debate in the Islarnic radier than the Greek uaàîtion. Mhat is most striking about 

Aristotle7s solution to the problem of  Di\-ine Wisdom is its purely forma1 nature. We 

have gone from a treaunent of the n e c e s s q  coordination among various ways of 

knowing an object ("whether," %ha&" etc.) ro whar the Çormal condition for "perfect" 

or "cornplete" knowledge, as it were, has to be: narneiy. ir has to be a sefiarate principle 

and ro consist o f  "self-linou-ledge." Logos undersrood in ths sense is almost 

indiscinguishable from the discursive hportance,  indeed primacy - insisted on  in Judaic, 

Christian and Islamic uadiuon - of revcded Scnpture. That it is God who c m  truly 

descnbe Himself and that it is God  who knon-s Himsclf has comc, in proplietic (and to 

somc estent Hcllenic) religion, ro signih- rhc J-LT)IuTL</ csigcncies of Divinc knowlcdg; 

\\*ha[ 1s revealed unto man is borh God's knowledge of Himself and man's knowlcdge 

of God. 



THE PROBLEM OF KNOWLEDGE IN IBN SINA'S ffitab d-ta'EqSt 

While both the Hellenic and the prophetic traditions seem to have anived at this 

remarkable recognition, the historicd ùrwnstances undex which it was elaborated 

intdecnially differed considerably. in face of human £railsr, the Greek philosophers, as 

we saw, took it upon themselves to reconuie the notion of "theological science," in all 

in intemal complexity and relative priorities, with that noble and supreme Wisdom that 

is God's. The way it was done in Islamic mysticd tradition is perhaps rarely so dearly 

illustrated as in the following, aknost offhand remark Qünavi made to his correspondent, 

Nasîr al-Din Tüsi, about the precariously "narrow" relation oE 

the sphere of concepts [al-tqulzmuri2j and mental specifïcations [al-tda~un~t al-dhihnkab), 
[on the one hand,] to the domain of psychical attachrnents ['qat al-tdahqàt rr/na~tiünZyah] 
and the simple concepts [ai-tapzwmàt al-ban*tah], on the other. The same holds m e  of 
the simple concepts of the sou1 relative to the universal chuigs [hl-um~raf-hIEyah]; and of 
the causal realities [al-hqii'iq ai-'tfEyah] to the intellection of the in tellec ts [td.qqzd a/-Uqiil; 
and of the universal souk [ah+ ai-hl&ah] to the universals [al-kdIriiytI. powever,] 
the intellects' and the souls' intellections are rekted to the specfication [ tdd~un]  of the 
objects of knowledge in God's own knowledge in the same marner that the intellection 
belongmg to He who bas no intellects or universal souls at the ievel of knowledge is to 
them. (MQH 96-7)'9 

The significance of this explanation will become dearer in Chapter Three. Briefly, what 

it shows is that theoretical reason is assigned a secondary, interpreuve role with respect 

the stationary sphere of the noeuc object, and @.ru fat0 to intdectual e+mence. 

The proper fünction of reason has never been an easy theme to deal with, particularly 

comection with Greek phdosophy, which has resisted any fade interpretation in 

matters hdamentd to religious tradition based on revelation. One seerns nonetheless 

justifïed in zguing that reconaling two levels of "intdectuai" knowledge - Divine and 
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facultative - is a more accurate way of identifpg the venue of "conflict," if any exist, 

between reason and faith, as it continued to develop into our era, than could an? 

irreligion by the Greek philosophas that is thought to result kom their reliance on 

rational methods. Perhaps ancienc philosophy r e h e d  to dernand that reason be taken 

in any but the most benign methodological sense. But the reflective f a d t y  was s d  

needed, if properly deployed, for its unique capauty to harmonize two modal poles; 

perhaps the Greeks were un-g or were perspicadous enough not to suggest a more 

substand role for it chan intermediation. In its intemiediary role, theoretical reason at 

least holds the promise of human knowledge without extenuating the Perfect Wisdom 

of God it needs to qualiQ as knowledge. Thiç is a "reason" of synthesis and predicauon. 

But approadiuig the problem in this fashion also nins the risk of banalizing knowledge 

altogether. Prophetic religion always maintained its distance, not necessanly with logic 

as such, but its metaphysical applications, because all logcd utterance came to be seen, 

as it was in the Islarnic period,m as a disuilation from nanital discourse, no less dependent 

on the speufic d e s  of communication for language. That it was dependent to this 

degee rnay appear somewhat pedantic, but it was just the s p u  needed for a much widet 

debate on the role and nature of discursive methods. Al1 discourse in the premodem 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 Suiptwe and transrnitted through language rather than logic or, for that 

matter, the ponderous argumentation of the mufahlimîn. And so rather than fault logic 



dilectly for its dependence on naturd language, rebous  uadition tended simply to 

emphasize the speech factor in knowledge. Indeed, behg merely "distilled" gave logic 

a remoteness fEom experience which a more plenary operation of reason (rather than 

mere logic) also required before it can procure any knowledge. It is hardly surprising, in 

the face of such a seerningly impossible dilemma that Divine Speech, charnpioned for so 

long by the vomies of the rwealed knowledge of the great prophets and messiahs should 

so easily come to 6.U the void. As Frank points out, 

Ans totle asks what do we mean when we say of something that it is an entity [OH&] or 
when we Say that something has come about "thraugh nature" [pbh-a); but in the kahm 
(and the terni itself is resonant in the context), the o8gki of the questioning which is at  
the root of the science itself is perforce more self-consdously and more explicitly 
exegetical because of its expliut relationship to a reveiation whose linguistic nature is not 
merely a fact arnong facts, something given and to be taken for granted, but an 
overarchmg fact, the awareness which must influence the view and conception of ail facts. 
(Frank BTA\ 11) 

In view of this, it is perfectiy reasonable chat the science of kahm should be pondered, 

indeed questioned, in relation to Divine 'Wisdom" or "Knowledge," as van Ess has 

pokited out in his commentary on a later but quite representative work by Ïjr, 

Füt Tc; b e f d t  sich Theologie, entsprechend seiner Deht ion,  ganz allgemein mit 
Problemen, wie sie sich relqgosem Denken beim Betrachten der Glaubenswahrheiten 
stellen. Mit der Klausel ,,unmittelbar oder mittelbarCJ' bezieht er ausdrücklich auch 
propadeutische Fragen @.B. die Atomtheorie, die Diskussion von Abû H~Simys Modus- 
Begnff usw.) mit &. Gerade diese sekundken Fragen, die gleichwohl noch ,,TheologieU 
sind, verbieten hm, der hs ich t  beinistimmen, daB kalam einfach ,,Wissen von Gott" (im 
Ursjnn des Wortes ,,Theologie'~ sei. Jene Fomiulierung Mt sich nach seiner hs ich t  nur 
halten, wenn man vieles wegschneidec - wie es ewas Gazzs getan hatte, der in den 
Sekundiirproblemen nur ,,extravagante Albemheiten" sah und meinte, daB man durch 
&u groBe Griindltchkeit haufïg etwas n u  verwonener rnache ... (van Ess 41) 

Some, like the sceptics of d ages and smpes, simply denied that any reconciliation 

between theoretical reflection and rebous truths, or human and Divine knowledge, was 



feasible. We should Iike to see how Ibn Sini and Sadr al-DTn Qünavi' gave meaningfd 

reton, especidy in view of the Islamic scholan' adherence as members of a prophetic 

religion to the scriptural sources of interpretation at practicdy e v q  step of their 

intel lecd peregnnation. Qünavi, we wdl see shonly, sautinized the theoretical tasic of 

the philosopher dong iines that appear to hark bac& to some of the most cardinal tenets 

of Greek Scepticism. Aristotle's rhetorical demur on man's capaûty for wisdom had 

found a fonnulaic extension in Sextus Empiecus (second cennily AD), who deployed 

Scepticism's farned inquisitive doubt to pronounce all "thirigs" as "non-apprehensible" 

and indetemiinable." And the "sceptical" aitique presented by Qünavi, of course, was 

already f a d a r  to Ibn Sinii's. In fact, a major part of the debate between Tüsi and 

Qünavi' revolved on the latter's bold pronouncement in the Tdtiqüf that man was 

incapable of knowing the "realities of thgs ,"  quoted below. Not unlike the classical 

sceptics, the mairi justification he advances, and which Qünavi- accepts, for this 

ineffecnialness is a prliciple on which the cornmon knowledge of things is understood 

to rest, narnely, sensory expexience (al-lus); smsory experience is what he called "mubdu' 

mdnfaf a/-arhyà" (hfQA 32; Tai 82). In a passage quoted in full by Qünavî, he openly 

declares that, 

Man can never apprehend the reality of the dung precisely because his knowledge of 
t b g s  begins [mabdz ' mdnzt ih  LI-rnlpa 1 Mth sense [al-his]. He then distinguishes 
inteilecnially [MLqI] between what is ambiguous [mufabzbiba~ and what is clear 
[mutabgna4. At this point, he cornes to know intellectually some of its concomitants, 
acts, effects and properties and, fiom this, approaches Ifayandznj] a kind of synoptic 
knowledge [mdgab mybahb] of it that has not been vedied with chose of its 
concomitants which he does not know except the easiest ones. He may know it for the 
most parr, except that it is not necessary that he know ail of its concomitants. But if he 
had apprehended the reality of the thing and descended kom a true knowledge [mdn!b  



haqiqQab] down toward its concomitants and properties, he would know these 
concomitants and properties in their entirety. [As it isJ bis way of knowing is the reverse 
of what it ought to be. AU sods inuhsicaliy need [mubt('~abjTdbawaribar to become 
intellectuaüy perfected, whether they are closely or remorely predisposed to this (Tai 82). 

The "sense principle" enunciated in the TdEqaf is important for us because Qünavî 

himself draws attention to its role in Aviceman epistemology and proceeds oniy a k  

taking his beaxings fiom what Ibn Sina says on the matter. Since d i i s  is not a studv on 

Ibn Sina, we will be more at liberty to concentrate on the evidence offered by the 

posthumous work known as the TdEqZf. Ibn Sina concludes that during its b o d y  life 

the human soul tends to act accordmg to the body's promptings, devoting itself only to 

what it c m  perceive through the senses @ai 30-1). He believed that its intimate 

acquakitance with its sense organs results in a dependence so deep-rooted that whatever 

the soul cannot perceive it at once consigns to non-reality (Ta1 31), an argument having 

clear a f h t i e s  with classical Sceptiusm. Instead of verifguig h g s  for itself, the soul 

recedes, "moving away" from its essence (dhat%& 

On this ground, he proceeds to make his famous declaration about man's incapaci~ 

to perceive the "realities of things" (hqii'ig ai-a$@) - e s p e d y  that whidi is simple (Td 

3 9 ,  let alone the sirnplest of all t h g s :  God." 

it is not within the power of the human being [qudrat al-basbad to grasp the realities of 
things [bqüyq ai-a.rbyûl. Of thrngs, we onlf know their properties [ai-kbaw~ss], . . 

concomitants [ ~ l - b ~ a ~ ' m ]  and accidents [al-dridj.b But we d o  not know the constitutive 

The foliowing abbreviations inàicate the source: Q for QünavT's Rryhb, S for Ibn Sina's 
TdZqat. 

' Q: fa-innû h n Z  nrttlfi. / S: wa nahnu B ndirz. 

Q: kbaw@iahà / S :  a/-kbawi+-q Q: wa iàwa~inabû / S: wal-bwiqm; Q: al-dn&bü / S: d-drad 



differentiaeY [ai~,da/-mzqatvw~inab] for each one of th-, indicalhg [that thing's] reality 
[of-&ihb 'ahi baqr'qatih] . We ody know that they are things which have properties and 
accidents [annabü ar53 / c h  khawc JLU drüd wu kzwÜ@m] l.c We do no t know" the reality of 
the First peingl [h iqa t  ai-uuwad, the Intellect [iagd, the soul [ n d ,  the [heavenly] spheres 
Vo(ck], &e, au, water and earth. Nor do we know [even] the reality of the accidents. 
(MQA 31) 

The source of faisification of knowledge thus identified, what does it mean exactly to 

attain a true knowledge of the reality of dùngs? Under what conditions can one properlv 

speak of such knowledge, which neither he nor Qünavi' af ta  all denies? These are the 

questions we s h d  be seeking to answer in this study. 

In the Tdlq~t ,  Ibn SZn2 reduces the problem of knowledge to a relational complex 

composed of the knower, the act of knowing and the object known. The knower (al- 

'ü/im, he says, is related to the object known thsough a configuredjonn (hgilh) that 

occurs in him (Ta i  13). It might be pointed out that Ibn Sina employs the term h q M  

instead of %Oh. QQùnavi uses both to elaborate his philosophy of language. The former 

has the speual sigmficance of a configuration of parts, as in the letters of a word or the 

words of a sentence. The "form" in general is quite hdamental to our study, but 

confiundit may suggest an kiternal ordering of accidents, attributes and concomitants, 

to be examined later on, based on "subordinate-superordinate" relations and a slnlcniral 

behaviour normdy associated with the parts of speech. Ibn Sinà maintained that a 

relation (al-iwab) obtained between the knower and the object known thxough the forni, 

but that dus form c m  neither be collapsed with the relation itself (e.g. with "left" and 
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"right," where changing the relation would not n o d y  spare the "form," let alone 

change it) nor be said to be completely independent of it. Something must survive the 

relarion, and only once the form engendering the relation between knower and known 

ceases does the knowledge of the knower become vacuous LyabfuI). 

That knowledge is a Çom may, on die other hand, seem to assuage the desire for a 

dose luikage between knowledge and existence, between the 'tvhat" and the 'hrhether."" 

The simplest instance of rhis is when the Çorm o c c ~ g  in the knower coinudes with 

the existence of the object of knowledge (mdo wy3d ai-mdlum) and immediately ceases 

with its non-existence ( d a  ' a d a h )  vai 13). What is r e d y  invalidated whenever we 

speak of an invalidation of knowledge ~a-bu(hn ai-'th) by the absence of the known 

object is nothing more han an amibute "extrinsic" (min al-khüri/) to the object known. 

"Being a knowery' (ai-Cak~Qah) at all is superadded to the c'relatedness" that obtains 

between the knower and the object known (@'id 'uib u/-fa6939. The text is somewhat 

muddled, but what he is in essence doing is leaving open the option that sornedÿng may 

be sirnultaneously absent, having no extemal existence whatever, and yet known. 

Knowledge cannot sknply be a h c t i o n  of the a c d  existence of the object known, 

since a thmgYs existence, being accidental, cannot be what causes (mbabatt) knowledge to 

occur. Otherwise there would be no knowledge of what is as yet absent, as is often the 

case. Because knowledge s e e s  merely the fom's presence in the knower hirnself, in 

the event that sornethlig is known and then ceases to be known, he States, it is really the 

state vai-bdah) of the knower that has changed, not the relation as such (Td 13). 



Indeed, knowledge under conditions where the t h g  is absent or ounighdy non- 

existent fadam) cals for a speual inquly. The controversy over the n a m e  of 'm'am 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 capaaty to perceive the "ndtzees of things" 

unaided. The sceptical tenor of this distinction between shay'and ~aqz'4ahy35 whch will 

be examined more dosely later when we corne to Qtinavi's Introduction to p/;j2 aL-boyon, 

is as unmistakable as it is still perfectly consistent with the fact that, bWig undenied, the 

realities have to be taken as a priori? The "reahties" are known in some respect before 

any attempt to prove their existence even gets underway. This episternic priority is 

indispensable ( F r d  MWM 208). However, it has given rise to disconcerthg questions 

about the reahties' c'existential" status in the instance where their affirmed "knowledge" 

may quite reasonably preclude their actual existence in the world but not th& 

subsistence as realities of sort - for example, in our rninds or in God's knowledge. In 

the end, knowledge c m o t  be separated fiom a kind of "existence," whether achiai or 

potential, as Ibn STna argued. According to van Ess, 

Der Begnff mddk etwa lieBe sich dadurch erkkiren, da0 man ja nicht scharf zwischen 
,,Seinu und ,,Dasein, Existenz" in der Terminologie unterschied (vgl. S. ZOO), die Dinge 
aber ers t durch die Schophg ihre Existenz erhalten, vorher demnach ,pichtseiend" sein 
müssen (vgl. auch Nyberg 82 und ham. 2). Wieweit im einzelnen fiemdes Gut assidert  
worden kt, bliebe noch zu untersuchen; nicht zu leugnen bleibt die durchaus originelle 
Initiative, in der man es an sich zog und den diskutierten Problemen einordnete. (van Ess 
EAI 197) 

Nyberg in fact points out that "Die ideale, relativ niditseiende Welt tritt als die dntte 

metaphysische Kategorie ad,  und diese erhdt B e s b u n g e n ,  die uns ermoglichen, der 

ganzen Konzeption ideengeschichtlich naher beizukommen" (Nybetg EKS 47). God's 
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knowledge is that "third thing" mentioned by Ibn '.-\rabî, thc "X.Littelding nvîschen Gort 

und dcr Wclt," as Nyberg points out. 

.\lthough Nyberg is certainly correct as far as the conceptual sirnilaritics :ire 

cunccrned, I would not put the case as scrcnclv as he perhaps for a straight iine of 

transmission from al-Nazziim to Ibn '.\rabi. In tracins the origins of an influcnual 

.\1uitazili currcnr advocating the daring r iew char whar 1s absent can sel1 bc somcrhing, 

he goes so far as to characterize Ibn 'Arabi's work InJhà'uI-dawiï 'ir as a "typical product 

of the bLacdümiyvah School." 'Die Schrift 'InSi? al-dawa'ir," he States, "stellt sich als ein 

tvpisches Produkt der Macd-ja-Schule heraus, e r s  aus dieser Schrift fallt über diescn 

Ideenkreis helles Licht" (Nyberg EKS 47). T h e  MuctazX position o n  m d d h  qua rhing 

or entity may have had wider currency among other schools than we are wont to suppose 

(cf- van Ess MI 191). This does not lessen the usefulness of his hstoncal treatment of 

'rldam and shuy :" The whole object, he says, is CO grasp Divine knowledge's relation to 

the world qua diing ("zu den Weltdingen" p y b e r g  EKS 47]), and what this hldd~rnva- 

Jchuh managed to introduce was a "realism" that propounded "die Bewussrseinsinhalte" 

as oa/rtitv Reoliaten, of which Qfinavî will avail hunself above al1 as the priman: lcvel of 

knowledge ac which the epistemological concerns of theology can be properlv mer. Ilut 

in broader perspcctive, howcver, i r  also evinces a critical methodological shift awav from 

the inscrurable question of the quiddtty - "what-is-it" - of God, towards a more 

apprqriatc vcnue for knowledgc. where an Divinc effusion is acccptcd by a rccipicrit., 

no longcr rhr agent, as both knowledge o f  God und knowledge o f  what is "orher-rhan- 



God." 

With regard to what is custornanly qualified as "non-existence," Ibn Sina himself 

makes the following da&cations. Certain thuigs may be non-existent by essence 

(md& bil-dhaf) and, there fore, impossible of existence (mzmtani di-wjud); in other 

words, they are not a thing ( h y a h  s h g )  (Tai 175). W e  n d  by essence, they ody seem 

to contain reference to an existent (isbarab iL5 mayzd). This, he says, is mue merely as a 

marner of spealang in reality, they have no such referent By conuast, a tbing that does 

not exist in t h e  may be takm for something which, wMe not exz'sfs'ng ('ghayr maiyùdab), is 

nonetheless in a state of potenaali y. Having a h d  of existence, what is "non-exis tent" 

here may pass from potentiality to actuality (hi 30). In the case of God's knowledge, rhis 

would of course e n d  an element of change pal 29). Therefore, "knowledge" cannor 

be the same in both cases, since wery "thing" is necessq  and acfuaI. existent (maryzdah 

biI-PI) in relauon to God. The third instance, is when a thmg has no f o m  (sgrah) in o u  

knowledge but is present '%y nature" (bil-blj) pal 30). The hurnan soul, for example, is 

innatelv aware (matbu'ah 'aih a m  tadfur) of existents. It is in one way aware of them by 

nature, whch awareness is ever present and a c d ;  in another way, it has the capauty to 

become aware of them by "acquisition" (bil--ikfisab). Hence, by nature, it has in its very 

constirution self-awareness (~hdUn/hü bi-dhatiho) continuously in state of actuality; whereas 

its awareness tbat it is aware of itself is somethmg acquired and fundamentally differmt. 

Al t h s  resemblence M u C ~ -  views like those of the influentid follower of Abü 

H a s h  ai-Jubbii'i, 'Abd al-Jabbâr (Frank MaWaMa 188). Although their position on 



mddim being a "thing'' appears to have had wider currmcy than their irnmediate 

following, as we suggested," mddim seems to have acquired expliut designation as a 

''thmg'' with Abü YacqUb al-Shah* Jubbii'i's teacher (van Ess WI 192). But it should 

also be pointed out that mdk s w e d  "somethuig known," and, as van Ess rernarks, 

S h a h h h  appears 

Mt seiner Lehre einem KompromiB g e h d e n  zu haben: Die Dinge exisaem vor ihrer 
realen Existenz in Geiste Gomes; sie sind weder gknzlich nichtseiend, so daB auch Gon 
nicht von &men wissen komte, noch aber ganz vorhanden, sondem im besia einer 
gewissen, "idealen Dinglichkeit," in der sie sich, obgleich noch nicht in der Schophing 
verwirklicht, schon, voneinander unterschieden. (van Ers EhI 193). 

iMddim, in short, indicated something known as well as unqualified by any existence 

"perceptible" by the faculties. In contrast to this, what is iqosnble  of existence signified 

what could not be known (Frank MaWaMa 189). Ibn Sîna, on the other hand, had 

r e c o p e d  at least the possibility of an appearance of a clakn to the latter's knowledge, 

even if only a verbal one. 

Frank argues hrther that the early Muctaulis' strong concem with possibility when 

broaching the quesaon of the "non-existent as an entity" all but determined the later 

schools' identification of mdh soldy with the "possible,' radier than with the possible 

and the impossible tout court (Frank MaWaMa 190), as consideration of "knowability" 

alone orduiarily 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 benveen impossible and possible. The Basrian 

Muctazilah acknowledged merely "the intrinsic possibility of the m a d h  t o  become 

existent and the power of the autonomous agent to cause it to &st" (Frank MaWaMa 
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199, 202). To be sure, the M u c t d L s  made a logîcal distinction between the "prior 

possibility" of realizauon and the agent's power to effect an entiy's existence (Frank 

MaWaMa 202), and it is this correlatedness that gives an epistemic dimension to their 

scherne (Frank MaWaMa 204). But this is a far cry fiom the sense Qünavi intended when 

he took up the content of Divine knowledge. It s d i  falls short of maintainhg that the 

non-existent is possessed of an existence ail the sarne which, while unlike that of any 

a c d y  e x i s ~ g  being, is "real" - that is to say, it is a thmg (shay'), which is to a f h  its 

reality, or baqigah. 

For Ibn Sînii, if knowledge is more than just a huiction of the actual existence of the 

thLig known, then there must be two fundamental poles to be counted as "pre-exis~g 

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 

odier, lies Divine knowledge and its "precepts" (a&m)). Knowledge takes iü ideal f o m  

in the Divine knowledge of thuigs before these are mer endowed with extemal existence. 

Going by the epistemic order of priority presupposed by all discursive leaming, and as 

caught by Anstotie, one must nevertheless remember that the senses, too, display what 

is pedagogdly "givm" and "immediate," but only within a temporal dimension that the 

namal faculties need if they are to discharge th& function. Though antithetical to 

Divine knowledge for this latter reason, their "givenness" is s d l  comparable to what 

Islamic theologians generally regarded as ccgiven" on another, highet plane: the 

"inspired" or  "revealed" mm of theological science or knowledge. FaIro/ab uses a 



heuristic mode1 where sensory data figure as a kind of genetic counrerpart to revealed 

content. Lest the analogy be drawn too ughtly, though, ovemiling kidiscriminarely the 

"sense principle" in favour of the "reahty" lying beyond what the senses c m  procure 

would normdy also mean having to embrace the meaning of scriptural hguage  at the 

expense of the word-form that alone revealç it. The balance, if not the equivdence, has 

to be maintained. The senses by themselves may be insufficient for intellqgbility 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 da@@ C'real") in hab ic  philology is usudy  contrasted with mqà@ 

("metaphorical'y)y and is used to denote both objectiviry and indusiveness. In o u  

present context, while God's knowledge of something that is "real" is primordial - prior, 

that is, to ours - a "real entity" indicates the inclusive object-centeredness of that 

knowledgbe in its heuristic representation. The word haqr'qah, however, has not been 

spared new creative transformation at the hands of mystics, for whom the interplay 

between the Literal form and the inner "meankg" is a human joumey as well as a 

rnanifesred procession from the Divine Realiq, the noblest object of knowledge." This 

beïng 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 fat, God, he says, performs a 

determinate act Pmu&mi) which p t s  each thing all that it needs for self-preservation 



77 

and "existence" fi wujùdihz) within the range ofpsn'lik4 pal 21). Whatever is needed For 

s k  exxrfence Ibn Sina designates as the "&t perhction" (al-kamiil al-awwar); everpthuig 

bevond that is a "second perfection,'' narnely, " [phdosophicaIl wisdom" (al-&&ah) . He 

idenafies the source for t h  rationale in the Qur'anic words, "Our Lord is He who hath 

granted each thmg [.hg 1 its nature [khahah] and hath given guidance [wa ha&]" (20:50); 

and, "the One who created me, it is He who guideth me" (26:78). While guidance (al- 

hidàyah) is not indispensable for sheer existence and survival, he says, nature (khalg) is. 

The term "perfection" points to a key aspect of our problem, but it d not detain our 

attention as yet. What is aiso noteworthy is the element of possibility he inaoduces into 

the picture, one that admts of movement Since possibility "comprehends" matter (ai- 

maddah), and is not equivalent to it, he reasons it is realited nanirally to the extent 

pemiitted b y the predis position of matter ( a l - i ~ f i ~  alhdhZJh3. Where matter is dearly 

not Livolved, the possibility of something is "considered by itself," as in the case of the 

acuve intellects (al-'~qda~rfdrühh). There are different sorts of possibility, indica~g  the 

varying levels of the existents (daylar al-m~Zdat) consmed in respect of perfection or 

imperfection. Only with absolute perfection (al-kamal ai-muflaq) qua necessity (hg& al- 

w y 2 )  is there no element of possibih ty whatsoeva; here existence is never considered 

together with non-existence, or acniality with potentiahy, mth  with fdsehood.* 

It is widiin th general kamework of contingenq, in fact, that sensation cornes into 

play fint of all as an "affection" (ifla) preupitated by the sensed object pal 23). With 

respect to the "insaument" (al-ülab), the sense organ, it is an affection kisofar as 
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something ceases and somedllng else occurs (Td 77). The trouble is that the soul 

habitually takes as mth, in the rnanner suggested above, whatever esperience and 

induction cast before i~ be it a mere product of the imagination, of which only the active 

intellects are fiee (Tal22). Neither the "separate intdects" (ai-'uqda/-m@waqah) nor the 

First BeLig (aLAma4, on the other hand, need the incmediacy of "sensible forms" in 

their contemplation of their essences (/ammi &nat 'üqzilah bi-dhawiift%Ia> (Ta1 23), since d 

perception at that level of the intelligible forms is smctly by means of "reasoned facts" 

and "causes" (&%&ha wa ' i ' / ih.) ,  which are unchanging. Indeed, our incapauty to know 

the redties of t h g s  as they really are, dong with dieir concomitants, is due to the fact 

rhat we do not h o w  t h g s  in the sarne manna as the separate intellects - through their 

causes. The realities are given h s t  through our sense organs, and we know them only 

insof'ar as rhey errist (muw~kiah) and are sensed by us (mahs~sah /an3 pal 77)'" More 

generally, instrumentality is indefeasible to a knowledge parceled out into what is gven 

and what is sought-after; more so as the grvenness of the senres. Since man cannot do 

without sense organs for his cognition (T l  23), his perception of the universals is a 

h c t i o n  of his sensation of particulars." First and foremost, he pezceives particdar 

thuigs as smse experience (&an) and sensation (a l - i e ) ,  once h y  have been mated, never 

before (Ta1 25,77). But dise is here not only the makings of the general philosophical 

observation on the narure of human knowledge, which we met above, but an 

adumbration of what one modem Miter has described as the "aporetic" of the individual 

and the universai, traceable to the controversy over Plato's Fonns relative to the 
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indimduals that participate in them (Booth Ar\O 3). And the implications are as follows. 

f i n  Sinà's pronouncements on man's cognition of ùiuigs through what his senses 

present to h m  should not be taken as his last word, since other types of perception have 

to be just as pdcular  as those of the senses and yet remain universal. That is the 

paradox of perception. The "particular individual" is not o d y  sensed by man but known 

by the immatenal intellech though in a different sense, as we s h d  see below. The notion 

of c'inelhgible particular indn~idual" (ai-sbakhs a/& 7 ai-tlldqisrl) raises a whole garnut of 

questions.4' Assuming that it is capable of it at dl, the sou1 must in that instance 

perceive, htstly, the sensible forms of the "particular individual" (ai-~bakhs aIju@) 

chrough its sense organs and, then, their "intelligble foms" (sutvaraha a/-mdqifah) bv 

means of their "sensible Çorms" (bi-tawasz* qïwaraha ma&zab). Furthennore, wha t is 

intelligible of the sensible forms should correspond (mu~übiqan) to what is sensed, 

otherwise it could not have been intdected hom hem (Tai 23). In short, man perceives 

the kitelligibility of things (mdq~yot a/-arbya) through the intermedmy of what properly 

belongs to that whch he smses (wz>i&t mahiZgah5.) beyond his person, his "soul alone" 

being insuffiuent for a concocted perception of the intelligible forms. The senses 

fumish elements of knowledge originating from outside the perceiver. This intelligible 

ccobjectiveness" is what lends immediacy and givemess, however tentative, to what 

would otherwise remali a vacuous solipsistic knowledge. 

In Ibn Siniiys view, the "prirnary prernises" (ai-awa'irl) here may men be compared to 

those of any anpirical induction (ish;qraJ (Td 22). But although he c o n h s  that the 



80 

individual i n t e b b l e  h k e d  through correspondence to the sensed object is perceptible 

through the intermediarv of the sensible forms (ï'd 23) and then transcended, he draws 

nevertheless an important ciifference between sensation and other kmds of primary 

premises. He notes, for instance, that a child rnay bepredisposed to apprehension dirough 

ptlinary premises and principles (al-awà'il wai-mabX3 which he possesses without the aid 

of any sense organ. Further dong in life, in fact, when the soul h a l l y  "separates fiom 

the body," ready to receive the kitelligibles, it c m  do without the b o d y  faculues 

altogecher (al-qu& alyi~rn~ah)), wwhich it foresakes "without any specific intent or 

awareness." The difference between these taro stages pady explains why Fiiràbi, in his 

own TdEqat, might have seemed to Fazlur Rahman to be conuadtcting his other 

doctrines when he asserted that both the potential and the actuahed intellects rnay 

sumive after death, being also separate (Rahman Pr1 65). I h d  nothmg anomalous in 

diis, d e s s  Rahman is assuming that Farabi could not have believed that there is some 

residual, separate "reality" - which is what it cornes down to in the end - beyond what 

the various faculties, induding even the kiteilectual faculty, can coilec tively procure. As 

Davidson emphasized, the human intellect is merely prepared by these faculties for 

reception of a knowledge fiom without (Davidson hiW 95). No doubt, so long as the 

soul is enveloped in matter it cannot know its pure essence (rnyàmad dhatr33, the goal of 

its search, nor any of those amibutes which would attach to it once it enters a state of 

knmateriality (myu~adah) (Td 23, 107). It needs to l e m  (i.e. through effort and 

acquisition) that should it hnal.ly intellect its essmce, it would be as perfect as the 



intellects contemplating th& own essence Pd 107). 

If Ibn Sina here is, among other diuigs, nudgmg us to an understanding of theoretical 

reflection as only a preparatory stage before the Active Intellect's noetic suffu~ion,~ it 

is exactly how Qünavi takes h m  to be s a p g  - although there is another edge to his 

argument that is of more than just propaedeutic interest and where, again, as Qünavî 

clairns, accords a certain spirinial reality to theoretical reflection. To answer the point 

about the possibihty of residual spiritual survival in the afterlife, however, it is dear that 

in the distant event of intellectual lllurnhation all hindrance posed by the body fadties 

- or any other faculty, for that matter - d have been rernoved, and the soul's own 

unique individuality (aLt4amrd bi-dbàtr%IZ) and speual perceptions (wa khi?: id~akafr%Iq, 

rooted in its essence, wdl corne to Iight. What dus seems to signify is quite interes~g.  

We shall seek an explmation of diis notion in the rest of this chapter. 

Because of the soul's dependence on sensations, the fadties force the sou1 always to 

imugztte radier than to intellect (mufakhalryakzh Gmdqj&d) h g s  val 24). And man, if we 

are to understand Ibn Sini conecdy, may perceive things in two ways. Either through 

the vagaries of the natural sense organs (al-bawü~s) and the imaguiation (bil-mabnz), or 

immatedlv and "htellectually" raglan) (Tl 22). The latter dows him to participate in 

somethuig called knowledge, yet without havkig to daim a perfect or complete 

knowledge demanhg afuUstpmafroion from his facultative moorings. We h d  that, with 

respect to the apprehension of the ccrealities of things," Ibn Sina also posits nvo 

conelated types of sapient being: active and passive. The higher, active being consis ts 
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of what Ibn Snâ calls the immatenai, c'self-knowing" h g ,  which ostensibly doses the 

gap berween knower and obiect of knowledge. In this respect, however, God remains 

the highest imrnaterial being: 

the existence of the Creator is an inreilected e-xistence ( w ~ i d m d q ~ ,  that is, an inmaterial 
existence [WU@ mzyaniadj. And every immated existence intellects its [own] essence. 
The Çoms to be found of Hirn (a/-muara/-mayZdah 'anha) are k w i s e ]  i m m a t e d  and 
conremplate their own essences. (Td 60) 

God is "intellect" hrstly by vknie of the fact that He is "knmaterial ipseiy" ( h u m ?  

m-hh): like all intellects, of course, He intellects CqiI) His Essence. And He is that 

which is inteilected "because His Ipseiy ['he-nessl is i m m a t d  due to His Essence 

[hu>t&atahr a/-rnyun-adah fi-dhiitr%iz] " (T'al 7 8). 

But that He intellects and is intdected must not imply that there is a dualiy either in 

essence or in mental consideraaon. Mentdy, any priority and posteriority here diffen 

in terms of concepnial order (j7 tarfJb al-mdanI'), but it is inconceivable that the reality of 

anyhng could occur cwice on account of ths. Immateriality 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 constnict and object but between what is intellected and what items of 

knowledge were pregiven of the indwidual thing. If these musc agiee with each other by 

way of correspondence, this does not mean that the intelligbility (mdqiilrzatahu) of the 

particular has always to pass rhrough its sensibllity (kh-iyahh). God's own knowledge of 

the univmaf5 causes and atuibutes allows sensorp perception to find its true Mfienr, 

Divine knowledge (for mystical phitosophy) being what imparts uniqueness to the 
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particular (Tai 24). This paradoxical projection Erom a sensory base of knowledge 

militates against anv easv analogy between either sensory and intelligible givens, or 

between the sensory and the suipnual givens. There is no real spmmeq. 

With respect to panicularization, his argument is that "each cause and atmbute is a 

species collected within the individual [mq in j f i  rhakhgZu] having a universal intelligible 

[mdqulkd.., knowledge of which is thus neither comiptible nor subject to change" pal 

24). T h ,  he says, is e s p e d y  m e  of what is intellected by the First Being. Hence, the 

knowledge of any individual phenornenon through its universal causesM 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 (Tl 25). We ourselves would have 

access to a knowledge of "thgs" through th& causes and concomitants (bi-asbabih~ wu 

l a w a ~ h i h ~  if we could only know the Reality of the Necessary Being (baqfqat wqib al- 

wujùs, and what His essence demands by way of concomitants (al-hii@v) in their tocality 

(Tal 15). 

Ibn Sinii's views here dearly rest on the assumption that an absaact knowledge done 

cannot suffice, or substitute for direct illumination. So where exactly do we situate our 

knowledge w i t h  this scherne of things? As maners now stand, there are redy rhree 

levels of intelligence. Briefly, the first indicates that everythuig obtainable thtough 

hurnan intellects - e.g. the intelligibles (al-mdqtrht) - is c ~ o t e r h d '  in e v q  x p e c t ,  being 

merely potentiaily knowable (Tai 27). Only here, as we said, the "primaries" possess a 
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M q u e  structural necessity and cannot be acquind; how they occur or whence they 

origmate is beyond our present ka. Sornething must akeady be gmeri at this lowest levd 

for there to be knowledge in 0the.r respects. The second type of intellecq God's, is acfuaf 

in evey nqect. Unlike the dualism that attends solipsistic knowledge, knowledge of His 

essence for Him is attached to nothing else. Moreover, that "God is everyhng" to Ibn 

Sina signifies that He h o w ~  everythuig through intellect. A thud type is that which is 

p o t e n u  in one respect but a& in another. 1 t is said by anafogy with the "Fk t Being" (biI-q jür 

ih al-Awwag to intellect Hun, although "it is He who grants all things both intellect and 

knowledge." He gves the intellects existence by comecting their knowledge to Hm, 

which makes them a c d  at least in one aspect; if they are considered in themselves, then 

the pocential aspect comes to view. AU things particular or individual (sbakb!i) are said 

to be intelligible in exacdy ths  mannex (Ta1 28). 

According to ths  scheme, the sàentific knowledge of things requires hrst that the 

"individual" obiect be expressed as an "absuacted panicular quiddity" (mzbijah 

myàmadah jtqryah)), which is impernianent ~miiab) insofar as it is cornmensurate to it and 

occurs in the mind through sensation (Tl 26). At h s  level, one ordinanly speaks of 

knowledge of the "individual" only afier the corning into being of the individual, never 

before. The intelligble concept (al-mdnb al-md& is said to be pa,rticular Gu.( 'i) in this 

respect. Contrasted to this is a knowledge of the individual thugh its caucs, being neither 

particular nor impermanent Such a knowledge holds before, during and after the latter 

comes into being (btdiiihibii), based on a single dehition Caib bodd wii&d). The First 



Being intellects the impermanent individuai thmg (al-shakhs a/-fisid) in d u s  universal 

respect, such that neither His knowledge nor the object of knowledge (mdr"urnubu) is 

subject to change. Here, "intellection" is employed in only m o  opposite senses, 

dependmg on whether the reference is to impermanent individual, whose intelligible 

mav be parricular and corruptible, but intellected all the same; or to an individual thmg 

where the species is "collected" in its individual (nadubu mqinilfi shakh) and whose 

intelligible is universal. In the former case, no definition c m  be given. Wereas what 

the Firs t Being intellects of the individual is, as we said, the intelligible form, e.g. absolute 

hurnaniry (ai-in~ànQah al-mu&qab), rather than some hurnanity particulaxized through 

accidents and concomitants that indicate somethmg that is sensible. This, at least, is what 

Ibn STna derives frorn "knowledge" as an essential amibute of God having a peculiar 

priority of its own relative to othet atmbutes. 

The most gla.ring difficulg has to do with the status of knowledge obtained through 

the potential intellech whch, while facing its object has not achieved identity with it. The 

enancy of its cogitarive powers is, as we noted, due to the theoretical duality of its mentai 

conception. The question to be asked is the folIowing. How can the Necessary of 

Existence, known to Himself or knowing its own essence, and thus cornpletely "self- 

identical," be known by a "potential intellect" that fails in this regard, and what does this 

knowledge entail? (Tai 20). In prkiciple, He cannot, if by intellect we mean the lunited 

faculty or b o d y  instruments of the  SOU^, based as they are on the "sense principle." 

Potential intellect can relate only to inrpennune~ n t g s  and their intellection: to its 



potentiality corresponds the cornipuble individuality of extemal objects. But to the 

acniality of separate inteliect corresponds the permanence of the noetic object, 

inseparable from it Save by conceptual distincaon. The contemplation of God in a state 

of immateriality entails several chùigs. In the contemplation of the Creator, for example, 

1 intellect Him ['aqah ai-ban7 tbrough His concomitants [hw~~mr%,z '  and from His 
concomitants the existence of these concepts dvough Fiim. So, I intellect HLn as the 
source [mabubirn] of these concepts and inteilect Hirn as He is in Himself in existence, 
such that this very intellection [aLmdq~3ah] is existence itself. Thus, when I know that 
He is their source, the occurrence of this consists in mv mentaily amking [hhlfi  dbzhnz'] 
His Fonn qua immaterial f o m  [@ratan myur~auùb], and in hding in my mind His 
concomitants to be immateriai. There fore, their existence in my mind is idenrical to theit 
in telligibili ty... (Td 60) 

This marks out the M e s  t h t  of formal reasoning short of actually pretending to 

embody whole that knowledge. Ibn Sina is uylng to show what the highest obtainable 

philosophical knowledge must consist of without having ro substitute this For what lies 

beyond the formal construct as opposed to the object direct$ perceived. What lay 

beyond philosophical formahty he never made deax in his lifetime, aside from a certain 

kequency in references to a new science. But there axe aLeady interesting hints of a Ml- 

fledged phdosophy of language and Divine speech. Distingushing the "two phases of 

hurnan thought," as Davidson states, Ibn Sina 

expkined that in the k t  phase, the active intellect emanates an "absolute" or "abstract" 
inteliect, in which thought is not differentiated. Thought becomes differentiated in the 
second phase, which is an emanation beginning and endïng witbin the soul. hvicenna 
states clearly that the second phase cornes about "through the mediacy of cogitation." 
From the absolute intellect, which had been ernanated in the hsst phase, the cogitative 
faculty induces the further emanatïon of "differentiated fomis," it puts those foms into 
"terms" [a@& and it "artanges[s]" the terms in sequences. Since differentiated 
knowledge emerges through the mediation of the cogitative faculty, A v i c e ~ a  terms such 
knowledge "cogitative," as distinct h m  the mdifferentiated "simple knowledge" of the 
h t  of the NO phases. Since the soul possesses differenaated knowledge "insofar as it 
is soul" - whereas it receives the hrst phase not insofat as it is a soul but by Wnie of its 
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mreiiect - he also caUs such knowledge "soul-knowledgc" [nq5ï11i]. (Dar idson . L L ~  96) 

T7ic elucidation of t h s  had to awair thc i:ircr schools of rhoughr, founded on claboratc 

mystical phlosophical doctrines. According to Ibn Sina. though, as far ~ t s  the p«tcnunl 

intellect is ablc ro determine thrnugh irs on-n powcr, the unitan. knowledge of God also 

entailed thar "God is everything." .ildiouyh He intcllccrs rhc inrelligibles in a perpctual 

srate of actuaiinr, His intellection is of an intinitc numtxr of things. Dut Hc is nlso rhc 

verv LUZIJY of even- t h g  intelligible (Tai 2s). 

Jhg ' and  us/'yaJhere designace the conrenr of Divine knowledge, in reference ro what 

Ibn Sinâ calis primary things (ul-~~wü'i~ (T'al 19). But sincc only one act can emanare from 

a simple thing, God need have onlv one, sirnplc "emanating act," called the "fisr 

concomitant" (ai-&+ al-awwa4; dus concomitant happens to be part of what the 

potential intellect m u s  foxmallv h o w  about God (Ta1 27). Ibn Sina offers up our ovin 

"primaries" (al-awii'zl) as the closesc epistemc equivalcnr hurnanlv possible to the single, 

aiive Divine knowing. For ic is, Eirsr, as "primarics" that rhe onlv knowledge accessible 

to h ~ m n  intellects, the 6rst of three nTes of inrellect, can be properly broached. By their 

very nature, prima7 things cannot be said ro "corne inro existence" one moment and 

thcn be prcvented [rom "having esistencc" the nest CL'al 29). .As wc obsen-ed abovc. 

thcy possess a Iünd o f  smcniral neccssin- whcn represenrcd sysremaucally and 

disci?rsi\dv. Now, becausc God contemplares rkngs al1 togethcr, not one  by one (Tai 

28), a11 things inteliigtble arc present in Him in thcir c v c n  statc before and during thcir 

esistcncc wirhout uiggering anv changc in Him u-hatsocver. l'har G d  knuws thc 

"particulnr rhings" (ul-u~.l)@ d j ~ q i ~ u h )  docs not, chcrctbre, enrail anvthmg bolder rlian 
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that He knows ali rhiigs 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 hinhest 

existence (i& oqsh aI-wu+d). By the same token, He knows each of the primafy existents 

(awz 'i( al-tllaqrlut), their concomitants and the concomitants of their concomitants, all 

the way to the most distant. In relation to Him, evergthuig is necessary of existence. 

I n t d e c ~ g  this or that individuai through its causes, His mere knowledge of the existent 

and its ccinsuiption" (irirjiimuhu) acts as the cause of its existence (T l  291, since the cause 

of their existence is that He knows thern for d etemity. 

To go back to a position 6rst held by Anstotle, let us conclude with a consideration 

of Ibn Sina's consaual of philosophical wisdom (&&ah) as conceptually coincihg with 

the notion of "complete knowledge" (al-cihv &a), but not idenucal to it (Tl 20). A 

dung is said to be M y  and completely known only when its cause is known; whereas 

dehition, to which "conception" happens of course to be dosely aed, preempts the 

mental operation necessary for causal knowledge. Ironicaily, 

given fd play to procure for us a knowledge of die cause, 

even if dernonstration were 

cause is not quite what we 

want to know about God: for He has no cause. Dernonstrauve knowledge in ths  

limted sense tells us something about an extemal object. The science we are Iooking for 

is not based on the concept rooted in the sense principle, but an active, immaterial 

intellqgbility that instnicrs us as to diffetentiated order accordhg to a pmnary unity that 

takes precedence over all parts and itself acts as th& cause. Anstotle did not explali 

how ths  was to be done. And, accordmg CO Ibn Sina, fomÿng a conception of düit 
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whch has no cause cm onlv be done directly through the essence, for it is O$ in that 

smse that God may be thought of ultlnately as a "knowable object" (mdhm). There is 

no d e h t i o n  which can mediate knowledge of Him. Yet He (that is, His Essence) is 

"conceptualizable" dLectly through His Essence - above dl, to HLnself (Tl 21), bekig 

in need of n o h g  else beside that Essence. 

In t h  way, the meaning of 'Wise" (hEm) is kept withîn the formal, philosophically 

discemible dunensions in God's knowledge of His essence; His "wisdom" is that He 

knows His essence, and through this essence He knows the causes of eveqdmg. 

"essence" is accorded much more dynamism as a technical concept than one is apt at 

hrst to gram. This is ably brought home by Qùnavi. But it is quite different from what 

a response to the quidditive kienness of the query m a t  is it?" infoms about, and 

chfferent also h o m  demonsaative knowledge by cause; although here, too, is found some 

glimrnering of  dom." There is an active sense of "essence" which, though attached 

to God ar He is in Hirn~eR neverrheless consànites the source which the causal knowledge 

of other t h g s  tends to and h d s  its ultimate resolution in. A c ~ g  as the source d o w s  

it to mnj4w, h s t  and forernost, a mode of c'oneness" upon creation. But that is somethmg 

we shall kivesagdte in more detail later in t h  study. It rernains that at the very pinnacle 

of causal knowledge as presented to the potential intellect lies God's knowledge. From 

o u  vantage point, it is dosely kitermined with the causal knowledge of t h g s  by virtue 

of the fact that He knows His concomitants and the concomitants of f i s  concomitants, 

from His Essence, h o u g h  the anangement of cause and effect ('alil t adb  ai-sababr A- 



90 

musabbabq (Tai 14). 

One is at pains sometimes to deude, based on the text, wherher Ibn STna regarded this 

knowledge as accessible to the ccpotenuai intellects" of human beings, on the assumption 

that they cm surpass the limits of their Caculties. But perhaps the arnbiguity was intmded 

with the anonymous use of the word "intellect," effectively standing for the most 

common denominator for all instantiations of the intellect, some of which are potenial, 

some actual. W we cm Say about Ibn Sfna's mie convictions on this matter is that our 

dieoretical access is as good as the tools we use to refer to the nature of Divine 

knowledge. And phdosophicai knowledge can hurnbly inforrn us only that God knows 

such and such an effect to be dependent on such and such a cause whch corresponds 

to it (mu+ibzq /ah) ,  etc. ( ïai  14). He knows alI things in a universal way; that is, His 

knowledge of existents is universal. Because His knowledge encompasses (ahaf) the 

patticulars and the order of existents in a universal way, the world is known as a single 

inteiiigible order (n- oLCüLzlitf nizüm wü&d ~JY ni@m mdq54. If His knowledge did not 

comprehend the oneness of the i n t w b l e  order (wah6anQat a/-nixj  al-mdqq, He would 

not know the world in its "reality" (baqfqatrh), even though He is said to be Wise. His 

Wisdom is Hts knowledge through His essence preùsely in this unique respet That lesser 

intellects may even conceive of such wisdom is largely due to the inherent c'arnbiguity" 

of the theoretical bc t ion ,  which Qünam' was keen to acknowledge. 

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

on the idea that Divine knowledge as such was attaliable by virme of the state of 
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immateriality gained by moving fiom the sensory levd toward an inteilectd state devoid 

of sense experience. Such an avenue was foredosed by the unexpungeable 

impermanence associated with the "sense principle." The %oly intellect" was thought 

to be the highest attainable by any hurnan being, the Divine Lght understood only with 

reference to its reupient and, more particularly, to the human condition where it hnds its 

most perfect recipient. Indeed, that the facultative shortcomings insisted upon h o s t  

uniformly by Islamic ttunkers were not forcibly incompatible with a genulie perception 

in the same individual appears defaisible. Both Ibn Sn% and, more elaborately, Qünavî 

rnaintained chat one might be utterly certain that somethmg is me even ki the absence 

of rational proof. In this case, the very faculties that confounded man's perception 

merely render the demons trauon inconclusive. 

GenuLie mrh required an inscmtabiy sublime, creative perception that lay beyond the 

reach of orduiary, even exnaordliary, human "natural faculties," one that was the nne qua 

non of human knowledge for whch no proof suffices. It is exactly the inclusiveness of 

demonsaation, despite inner certain y, whch Qünavi sets out to explain in the h s t  part 

of the Introduction to 1;I'az al-bgan, as we d now see in the next chapter. 



NOTES 

1. Eliot SEM 287. 

2. That is, regardless of personal belief. As T.S. Eliot once said, "1 deny, in short, that the 
reader must share the beliefs of the poet in order to enjoy the poepy hilly" (Eliot SED 269)). 
While theoretically m e ,  Eliot later sagaciously thought back with ths  qualification: 

Actuaiiv, one probably has more pleasure in the poetry when one shares the 
beliefs of the poer. On the other hand there is a distinct pleasure in enjoying 
poeay as p o e v  when one does not share the beliefs, analogous to the pleasure 
of 'mastering' other men's philosophical systems. I t  would appear that 'literary 
appreckrion' is an abstraction, and pure poetry a phantom; and that both in 
creauon and enjoyment much always enters which is, fiom the point of view of 
the 'Ad, inelevant. (Eliot SED 271) 

3. Lat. rcire, noscen. 

4. Lat. e x p i e n h a ,  expennmen1um. 

5. Lat. ruho, rem, oruhb, mentia. 

6. Lat. sapienria. 

7 .  Cf. Hope's more literal translation: '%ut, of the tfaits speded,  that of knowing totdy must 
be lus whose knowledge €omis a systematic whole; for in a way he knows something about any 
gven subject." (Met [Hope] G) 

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

Knowledge that is 6 ~ 6 a o ~ d r ~ w r é p a  is a o a k  
Knowledge of causes is 616aoitaAi~otépo. 
Therefore knowledge of causes is ooaia. 

9. It is m e  that EFine~piu is occasionally accorded a wider, more pregnanc sense 
apparently indis~guishable fiom vous; V O ~ S  as in ao@ia, which knows 6rst prinuple (Met 
[Ross Cornrnentary] 122). The éIrileipia of a$aa (immediate) mentioned in Poh 72b 19 is 
a f h e d  as being àvax66eirro9 (undemonstrated), while in 8gb 36 &~e ip ia  avax66ei~tos 
is employed with V O ~ S  seemingly as an equivalent expression  et poss Commentary] 122). 
ABstotle frequently used the term éprreipia arc66sr~tuc6, suggeskg that the qualification 
épxeipia avax6&e~~ror  ~'undemonstrated knowledge") was not ordinarily considered a 
contradiction in tenns. 

10. He states in the al-Isbarit waLianbr'hüt the following: 



Ne fais donc pas attention à ce qui se dit: les démonstratifs seraient nécessaires, 
les dialectiques seraient possibles la plupart du temps; les rhétoriques, possibles 
à 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 considération, et le 2vlaîue de k logique ne l'a pas indiqué. (Sm 
[Goichon] 24-25)  

I l .  For cti ,  see Liddell-Scott GrLes 1265. 

12. This point was nor Mssed by Ghazzalt in h s  içlllnqidh min al-&hi, where he refers to the 
nature of knowledge sought in demonsmtion with respect to the cercauity of the pregiven lact 
(cf. Jabre hiD 13-4)). 

13. His formal account is presented in the next several lines. 

14. The latter being that of a mathernaticim, for exarnple. 

15. .ilrhough he adds that the more exact and pnor science is the one that contains both types 
of knowledge, as the following makes clear (87' 2731). 

16. He contends that, 

The prernisses must be the causes of die conclusion, better known than it and 
p io r  to it; its causes, since we possess scientific knwoledge of a t h g  only when 
we know its cause; prior, in order to be causes; anteceden* known, t h s  
antecedent knowledge being not o u  mere understancimg of the meaning, but 
knowledge of the fact as weli (PoA 71' 29-33). 

17. One may my to deny this by a r p g  that once the (peimary) premises are assurned to be m y  
h t h e r ,  scientific knowledge should be considered superfluous or even questionable (POA 7Zb 
5- i B), since it c m  never surpass the former apodic ticaily in any meaningful sense. hris totle has 
had here to reject the sweeping view char only those h g s  are knowable which can be 
demonstrated, arguing that an i n h t e  regress would result if the series did not end in inmechte 
truths; some dungs cannot be demonstrated. Later he argues, 

Since the object of pure suennlic knowledge cannot be other than it is, the m t h  
obtained by demonstrative knowledge wiU be necessary. And since 
demonstrative knowledge is o d y  present when we have a demonstration, it 
foilows that demonsmtion is an inference fiom necessary tniths. (Poli 73a 20-4). 

The en tire problem has created considerable difhculties, with reverbera tions as much in 1 s l a . c  
philosophic (especially Ibn Srnii) as in mysticism. 

18. Tbat is, "1 t is clear that if the conclusion is to show an atmbute i n h e ~ g  as such ... " (Pd 
7Sb 37-9). 

19. hristotle had had to contend with immense difficulties when he sought to coordinate 
arnong key terms Wte definition, essential nature, cause, etc, each of which was based on a 



spedic question about the object The problem has a direct bearing on the themes we intend 
to discuss f5om Qünavi"s works. The relation benveen definiaon and demonstration was also 
of great interest to SuhravardZ. For a cursory overview of ~ I S  philosophical project, see Ziai LU 
55,67, 85-6; S u h r a v d  himself remaias the best source (see inre+aLa SHI 11 20-2, SKT 75-80). 

20. Shoa of thL, "a proof even From m e ,  indemonstable, and imrnediate prernises does not 
constitute knowledge" (75b9:39). 

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 mheres, 
and as an inference hom basic premisses essential and 'LappmpnBf~' (mv 
emphasis) to the subject ... (76' 9:46)  

The elementary demand for'"appropriateness" is critical to d e c i k g  whether a given syiiogism 
is able to display the actuai came or merely shows through the effect that something, ik, i-e. in a 
copulative sense; Ibn Stna has expended much effort to explam the mfference. Furthemiore, 
every saence has its own domain, a single genus (POA 8 7  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" (Pd 8 7  28:37-8). This genus, in tum, possesses 
cenain basic rruths (unprovable within that science) that must be assumed (76' 10:31). 
Fomally, this may be expressed as foliows: 

if the rniddle terni also belongs essentiaIly to the minor, the middle must belong 
to the same kind as the major and Mnor terms. (POA 76'<):8-9). 

In a disciphary sense, this means that there are always basic truths "peculiar" to each 
demonstrative science, although ce& truths may be cornmon to several (76' 938-9); not every 
question is relevant to a gwen demonstrative science. The issue of appropriateness, therefore, 
touches on two aspects of knowledge: one classificatory, r e k ~ g  each of the demonsntive 
sciences to the rest, the other having to do exclusively with logcal predication. There is a 
constant artempt to correlate the two, and we shall see how Ibn Snâ and QünavT try to resolve 
the matter in their respecave ways. 

21. hnstotle indeed held that "the most exact of the sciences are those which deal most with 
hrst principles; for those which involve fewer principles are more exact than those which 
involve additional p~c ip le s ,  e.g. arithme tic and geomeny" (Met 982' 25-7 ). 

22. As hristotle put it, 'There are... as many 'elements' of the demonsmted conclusion as there 
are rnidde terms, since it is propositions containkg these rnidde terms that are the basic 
prernisses on which the demonstration rests.. . " 2326-8). 

23. The problem now becomes how both to reveal the essential nature and to show "in what 
way it can be reduced to demonstration" (9P 3:36) - if at all, since not everythmg demonstrable 
can be dehed  (W 3:18). Can the same stability found in definition be assured in demonstration 
without causing us to fd into a circular reasoning? We s h d  not follow hristotle's sinuous 
arguments on this point but rather how he resolves to answer the question aised in Met 93' 8:U, 
sirnply whether or not knowing the essentiai nature is identical to knowing the cause. If they 



are distinct (i-e. if e s s e n d  nature has a cause disMct Gom itself), as we would have to 
presuppose for the smict purpose of the syllogism - assuming chat the essential nature is at all 
demonstrable - the cause may s d  be the middle term in its demonstration. But Aristotle is 
hardly commined to this view. He insists that if the essential nature of anythuig has a cause 
disMc t from itself, it c m  be known neithw m'ch nor W C ~ ~ O U ~  demon~tratton S tricrly speakmg, of 
course, there is no demonstrative syllogism of essential nature. But it is no less m e  that 
essential nature can be laid bare only thtough the demonstrative syllogism (93b 8:15-20). The fact 
remains that, ideaily, there are hngs thar have a cause but from which the cause is not distinct; 
in odier words, there are essenual natures whch, qua imrnediate, become the "basic premises" 
whose "that" and "what" must 60th be assumed (93" 3 2 t  -4). 

24. Lat. divivm. 

25. The b t  point is hdamental  to Greek naturai theology qua science of explanation. That 
"God" must be a p ~ i ,  or cause and &t p d p l e ,  is an idea that predates ~ri&otle and Plato. 
The pre-Socratic search for genetic e x p h u o n s  was a response to the need for "a hypothetical, 
explanatory entity'' that could provide a sdenufic account of the world (Gerson GGP 3). The 
term a p x i  itself s@ed a beginning or "the p ~ a p l e  of any orderly arrangement" whatsoever, 
standing also for the dtimate or ovemding principle of explanation. On Simplicius' account 
(Plyn2.r i097.2), "a s p ~ g ,  the heart, an individuai, a point and the government are ail cded  
a p ~ i ,  though they differ fiom each other so much in nature. (Urmson GPV 32). One might 
easily infer from this that the Greeks' interest in God was dictated by nothhg more than a 
preoccupation with causai explanauon. This would not have dis~guished them appreciably 
hem, say, the medical tradition with which ancient Greek philosophy had been so closely allied. 
.incient causal explanations were needed to account for what we may, with L.P. Gerson, 
peripherally c d  "non-evident ennties," both "that whch is de facto and that which is in p ~ c i p l e  
unavadable CO the senses" (GGP 3). They require a Npe of inference whch presupposes that 
causes are somehow revealed in their effects (e.g. the observed symptoms of an iilness), without 
this implying any smct deduction from effect to cause. The 6rst hurdle to be overcome in 
theology was how a unique à p ~ f i ,  being entirely separate fiom matter, can act as apnkpie of 
creation is not imrnediately obvious. What made causal cosmogony palatable to the pre- 
Socratics was preckely that cause and effect had certain afhaities as natwa/substances (Gerson 
GGP 7). For exarnple, water rnay serve as the prLnal cause of the rest of the elements and of the 
world's creation; or fïre, etc. Al these elements act as "causal p&ciplesYn although chey 
themselves belong to the natural world. Whde causality in the or* sense may plausibly 
explain natural objects, knowledge of God as cause or à p ~ f i  entded some additional 
considerations that raised it above other kinds of knowledge. God conceived as a p x i  is 
different from the causal factors cornrnonly inferred in the world of the senses. The Greeks 
insisted on a stpamte causal principle, or a p i i ,  that was characteristicaily a monotheistic deity, 
although dvinity was also spoken of in the plurai. One reason, inpinsic to the Greek scientSc 
endeavour itself, is, as Gerson proposes, the following. 

An dluminating contemporary example of diis feature of science is the working 
hypothesis arnong cosmologists that the four basic forces of nature can be 
expkined as expressions of a single, d e d  force. The germ of such a tendency 
towards simplification is already evident in the technical use of the concept of 



anhe- Thus, an o d e -  which is different from that which it explains will stand 
in a one-many relation to the data. A nurnber of a>rbui may be posited to 
explain different data. Yet the more complex the nature of the posited arcbai, 
the greater is the tendency to seek out another a&- for these. hltematively, as 
the posited arrhe- is made more simple and posited to explain a greater divenity 
of data, the tendency towards a reduction in their number is obvious. For the 
more each anhee expiains, the fewer are needed. Thus, a tendency in the 
development of n a d  theology is explained by its essentially scientific 
character. (Gerson GGP 7-8) 

Athough the object of h8stotle's universal science of being qua being had to be unqualifiedly 
separate - only a separate substance counted as anbe, or an ultimate exphans  itself needing no 
expianation - he and Greek philosophy did not abandon those objectives which made theology 
what it is. Phdosophical theology remained "the abiding underlying link widun Greek 
philosophy" and "the cornmon ground which made dialogue arnong thern a fact" (Gerson GGP 
13). There is considerable "convergence" arnong Greek chuiken on those attributes of a p x i  
even which give the "uncaused cause" the unmistakable character of a deity. While the need 
to show that divine atuibutes c m  be rczenfzjuro/S known (Gerson GGP 13) was a vital concem for 
Christian, Judaic and Islamic thought, it was also felt by Greek philosophy, which was itself 
commited to a legs of theos whose explicit identification of the anbe with God was a most t e h g  
hature. This point brings us back to the second question noted by ks to t l e  above, conceming 
whether an explanatory science of God qua cause either God done can have or God above all 
O thers. 

36. Lat. intellectu~. 

27. If Divine thought were not the "act of thhkmg" itself but a mere potenaality, the 
continuation of diought would lead to weariness, since it has to think of that which is most 
divine and precious, without ever changing (Met l07C 26-7); moreover, there would remah 
something more precious than thought (1074~ 29-30), there being things which are better left 
unthought. In dus general sense, "thinking" and "the act of thinking'' may be performed even 
by the one who h n k s  of the worst thmg in the wodd and, therefore, would not be regarded as 
the best of t h g s  (1074~ 30-2): there would be somethmg better s d  than thought. 

28. However, there are cases where knowledge itself (émat$.q) is the object (npâ yPa) . He 
explains: 

In the productive sciences it is the substance or  essence of the object, matter 
omitted, and in the theoretical sciences the defmition or the act of t h inhg  is 
the object. Since, then, thought and the object of thought are not different in 
the case of Lhuigs that have not matter, the divine thought and its object will be 
the sarne, i.e. the thuiking will be one with the object of its thought. (Met 1075a) 

This noetic exception, based on the daim that the 6 p ~ q  is thinking, was disputed by Plo tinus, 
who argued that thliking always required a d i s ~ c t i o n  benveen chuiker and object of thought; 
wherever there is thought there must be duality and, hence, no primary p ~ c i p l e  (Gerson GGP 
1%). He did agree, though, that the primary thinker is also a self-thinker. In a smctly theoretical 



sense, Qünavt, white no Neo-Platonist, c e d y  would not have quibbled with that. Ironically, 
-3ristotle's motive for identifving V O U ~  and VOEXIL~ was not only to remove the possibdiv o f  
potencv, but also to safeguard uniq. Plotinus' objecaon was that diis idenafication itself 
presupposed a distinction benveen the subject and its activity that preempted unity at  the 
source. 

29. This is a -picai Aviceman position (cf. Td 48). 

30. For example, as debated by the Nestorian ChrisSan Abü Bishr Matta b. Yûnus (ca. 256- 
328/ca.870-940) and Muslun mutahiLrn, jurist and phdologist Abü Sactd al-StrZE (280-368/ 
893-979). Abü Bishr's hris to telian bias was hatdly conventional Li its insis tence on the universal 
validitv of logcal jargon and applications; whereas Siriif? denied t h s  and opted for Ianguage- 
dependence - though, it is important &O to note, without the inner meanings or ideas (mdZnQ 
that then need to be rendered in appropriate Ianguage. (Cf. Mahdi UL 51-83). 

3 1. This re fers to qaeban aw b d h n  (cf. Ïj l biIK 7). 

32. Sextus Empiricus stated that, 

Our amtude is svnilar when we sa-, ''Al thrngs are non-apprehensible." For we 
intrrpret the words "dl thgs"  and supply the additional qualification "to me" 
in a s d a r  way as before. Consequendy, what we Say is this: "In all the 
dogmatic investigations 1 have inspected, the non-evident t h . g s  they speculate 
about appear to me non-apprehensible." -And ths  does not mean that the 
Scep tic is absolutely certain that the things which the dogrnatics speculate about 
are of such a nature as to be non-apprehensible, but sirnply that he is reporthg 
hts own state of mind about the matter. He expresses ths state of mind when 
he says, "1 suppose that because of the equal vahdity of the things opposed 1 
have thus far not been able to apprehend any of those thuigs; and for the same 
reason dl arguments airned at making us rehte ourselves seem to me to be 
irrelevant to the things we report on." (SES 84) 

33. In the latter case, he c m  perceive merely one of God's concomitants (/aw~@rnihz) and what 
is perceptible here of its mith is, at most, the "necessiry of existence" (wyZb ai-~uu@& which is 
the most d i s ~ c t l y  characteristic (akhaq) of the Divine concomitants (Td 34). In other words, 
once established, Ibn Stria's srnicrural distinction applies a t  every level. Not only is it 
abundandy clear that apprehending the realities of t h g s  is not within the power of mortals (ai- 
wzqi  f 'afd baqa 'iq ai-asbycï ' /aysrtfi qudrat al-basharj, but we are at the same tirne in formed about 
what r j  knowable of these realities and what is not (Ta1 34). In the case of God, we only know 
"that by necessicy 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" indtcating that whch is part of the quiddity, as opposed to the accidental, 
concomitant or  derived (Goichon, Lcxtqm 606:328). 

35. See Sukavaras brief remarks on the notion of "LziyZpH' in the "Third Rule" in SHI n 15-6. 
On the uses of the notion of rbq'kom an historical point of view, see van Ess 187-200. He 



describes its relation to the "reality" as foilows: 

..., ,.Di@' heiBt alles, was Ln Wissen Gottes enthalten kt. Wenn man jedoch an 
das rnenschliche Wissen dachte, so bedeutete dies nichts anderes, ds  daB d e  
psychischen BewuBtsekisinhalte zu objektiven Realitiiten erhoben waren, daB 
auch das Ineale, ein ,,WissensinhaltJ' immerhin, mit unter die ,,Ding3' 
einbeschlossen war - womit der Lehre vom ens in potentia der Boden enaogen 
war. Abü HaSim stellte sich demgegenüber auf den Standpunkt, daB man 
Irreales nur durch Vergleich und Analogie mit Reaiem erkenne (Ïci n 2123); 
Wissen um Irreales k t  ein ,,Wissen ohne Objekt" ('dm h m d h a  hbq vgl. 
CuwaLii, fZm136, -TE), denn das k a l e  ist kein ,,Dingo - Sahhiim's These, daf3 
nur das md'& mumkn ein ,,Ding9' Sei! -, das WiBbare (mdkv) aber immer ioy ' 
(vgl. ÏCF Vi 59,4ff. mit weitere Disckussion). (Van Ess EhI 195-96) 

36. Ai-md.dam a/-mumkin, the ens in potenhu, is s ynonymous with and tbabit- 

37. The section on I&engeschichtkcbe.r should, in particular, shouid be consulted (Nyberg EKS 44- 

56). 

38. Cf. van Ess M I  191 in the case of Ïjî. 

39. This k parriculady evident in the works of Suhravardt ;Uthough his article focuses m d y  
on lire- theory, Wol£hart Heinrichs offers some brief introductory rernarks on links between 
Arabie literary theory, Qur'anic interpretation, theology and mystickm. See Heinrichs Sif-kh 253- 
84 and his GeHaDi 1 1 140. 

40. Accordmg to Ibn Sn% by mowig fiom the known to the unknown, as in science, the soul 
betrays the presence of an element of potentdity, as we s h d  see, somedicng which is at fïrsst 
unknown and in a p o t e n d  state and then becomes known a c d y  (Td 1168). There is nothlig 
po tend ,  on  the other hand, in pure intellect (dq/af-mabd); everythmg in it that is intellected 
is always present with it (badiran mdahw do5man) (Tai 168). Both the Fkst Being and all other 
"Lrimated beings" share in a type of "intellecniality'' CaqIrbah) which the Limited faculaes of 
perception do not partake of and the soul only by s e p a r a ~ g  from matter. The "intellectuality 
of a thmg" ('qhbaf ai-~bay), in the mamer employed by Ibn Snii here, then, Lidicates primarily 
tts separation (tqir'hhu) from rnatter (Ta1 80). Its meaning, he says, is that both the one who 
intellects ((~i-*+) and what is inteilected ( a h d q q ,  the intelligible, are separate hom matter (Td 
81) - which, in other words, appiies to every intellect. The rhing, he says, whose existence is 
intellectual (my/ùd '.a&, that is, imrnated (q ja rmd) ,  is the intellect; and so is "thac whose 
essence belong to itselï' ( a ~ ~ .  hwa dbiituh) - ie. does not exist for anydung else, as does 
che accident for the substance (Ta1 77). It cannot be possessed, act as an instrument, amibute or 
accident, in the manner of the faculties to the soul ( ~ d  77). 

41. In prhaple, if we ourselves h e w  all the causes, we too would have a universal knowledge, 
without havrng to suffer any change (Tai 14). The problem, he reiterates, is that we cannot avoid 
mentally imapnning at least some of the causes, even if we are able to intellect others (Tai 14). 



42. As Ibn Snia otherwise put it, the universal concepts (ahdZn? al-kwl/r$yah) mmust be taken in 
respect of what particukr is suggested by its knowledge. 

43. As Ibn STnâ puts it, 

The individual in tebble  is that whose species [nadubu] is couected w i h  its 
individual [alhdbî nau/uhu mqiniTJ a / - z h u ~ ~ b c ]  [check text]] , does knowledge of 
it change. Its atmbutes and causes are proper to it, predicated of it alone. Ail 
diat ro which it is related and upon which it relies is perceivable through the 
intellect and, hence, does not change. (Ta1 25) 

44. On the tustoncal sources for the "transcendence" of the Active Intellect, see Davidson &-LU 

13ff. 

45. While the senses offer the pdcukrs, there can be no knowledge without universalty, and 
the intelligible of anythmg whatever is universal thanks to causes and attributes. This is the 
classicai q n a  described by Booth ( M O  19), cimg in support Met m: 'This is evident kom the 
facts; for without the universal we cannot acquire knowledge, and the separation of the universal 
is the cause of the diffidties whch we find in the Ideal theory." His solution is that universals 
qua quality are "second substances" (Categone~ 3b 13; Booth .LAO 22). Ibn Stnii's account of 
universal knowledge is as foUows: 

Knowledge is through causes [akrbab] and acqualitmce through experience [bi- 
mzi~hahauàbh]. Knowledge oever changes even when it is particula~. And so, our 
knowledge that the eclipse d take place toinorrow is composed of both 
knowledge and acquaintuice. If it were tomorrow, there would be no [direct] 
indication of it [murbor ihyhz], but rather would be known through its causes 
[ma'/, bi-o~bübihz] and be nothmg but universal knowledge. Nor could it 
change or be temporal. Indeed, every knowledge not apprehended through a 
sgn [al-ishiirah] 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 
conrinues to exist. Whereas that knowledge changes which is obtained from the 
[extemai] existence of the thmg and its experience. The Necessary of Existence 
is above that, because he does not know that thing from its [extemal] existence, 
whch would make His knowledge temporai, aansformable and changing. If we 
were to know the reality of the Necessary of Existence and what His essence 
requires [tu~#b~bzt dbatrhn] with respect to the ernanation of all the concomitants 
£rom Him [min edir ai-hwii@ hiLhâ mirbu h@tan], one concomitant afier the 
other up to the W e s t  existent, we would undoubtedly know the chuigs in theit 
causes and concomitants; moreover, out 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 concornitants without 
changing (Ta1 15). 

46. Aristotle dts~guished between nvo senses for causes: one proxirnate (associated with 
individuals), the other ahays general. 



CHAPTER TWO 

The Limits of Science 

In the last chapter, we have seen how Ibn Sînii had argued that human faculties alone 

were incapable of knowing the realities 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 cornmitted himself inevocably to the task of hndÿig another path to the 

absrract knowledge of the realities. These realities were not themselves in doubt so much 

as the means employed to demonsn-ate thern; hence the value of  his analysis to Qünavi. 

Reason, as it would presumably have extended its scope waywardly and unchecked in 

search of a theoreucal basis for knowledge, was chastened at Qmavi's hands by a 

condign dose of intellectual sceptiusm inspired by the example of Ibn Sini. 

Refurbishmg theoretical knowledge without relapsing into new philosophical 

hairsplitting, chough, was no mean task. It required k s t  (as with Ibn Sînà) that sensory 

knowledge be unequivocally shown to be too flawed to seme as a coqûlefe foundation, 

though without denying it its appropriate didactic value in epistemology. 

What is curious is that, having expressed the otherwise hazardous demurrd of a 

doubting epistemologist, Q b a v i  should not then have been transforrned into an out- 

and-out sceptic, a denier of the realities of t h g s  themselves. For, as an intellectual 

realist, he too admitted to th& existence and, therefore, to their sutus pardy as pnor 
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knowledec ci and partlv as o&.r of knowlcdgc, if wc go by thc syllogistic mode1 to be 

esamincd more closely later in t h s  chaptcr. Whilc thia did not make dcmonsuative 

science anv the more divine. sensaaons werc not simplv rcplaced in rheü role as " g \ - ~ n j . "  

Somcthing else nceds to be given in thcoreucal clarification bchrc  wc can bc brougtir 

closcr co some such legrimate appraisal of "realinr" as thc scopc of rnuonal espression 

tvould allotv. 

As we said in the last chapter. the srnsorial knowledge denicd us in intelligible 

percepuon is of a different order than what the primordial awareness of somethng 

perforce denoces. Whde perceived, it cannot be whollv relied on. We shall spend the 

better pan of this chapter, first, in establishing the main principlrs of demonstrative 

science (subjecr, object o f inquj r ,  etc.) and, second, in elucidating the structural contenr 

of "givenness" in order better to understand the ciifference that separaces sensory from 

intelligible perception in the syllogistic division of iinowledge. Finally, chis dl be 

carefuliy measured against what Qünavi has to say regarding ''thmg" and "chingness," 

in particular, as he uies ro draw out those aspects of uadiuonal Peripatetic philosophv 

that mosr readily admit of phdological analy sis of the ULY oo/miing. 

§ QUNAVi'S OPENING ARGUMENT IN 1'JA.Z AL-BAYAN 

Thrrc is a 1-iew in mcdicval Islamic phlosophy that thc denial of somethng need nor 

prcclude its existentid affirmative. Let us bcgin by lookinl: at how, in adopting a linç O C  

artack armed with this ch.; piece of deduction Qünavi hopcd to stcer away €rom rhc . 
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abnegating consequences of classicd sceptical arguments. Availing hirnself of what are 

ypically "sceptical" devices, he hoped in the main to establish the ratonal 

indetemiinateness of whac phdosophv is frequently cempted to try and secure by force 

of  argument alone. He does th without denymg the perception of the realities of things 

The "scepucal" character of Qünawi's opening arguments in où? a/-bgi?tz conceming 

demonstrative reason is ail the more inceresting for its carefui acknowledgement of the 

scriptural attachment of all theoretical activity. Unfomuiately, the logical side of his 

science receives on17 intermittent treatment in his treatises, though with a convincing 

enough display of his expertise in h s  technically abstruse area of inteilectual tradition 

to permit us at least a brief glimpse into the intellectual role chat devolved, in his view, 

upon scripme. But we shall examine his sceptical arguments before developing some 

of the h e r  poirts in science and logic relevant to this thesis, and thereafier move on to 

h i s  phdosophy of laquage. All these smands of thought togecher will take us beyond the 

narrow and rather obvious s tnictural similaricies that exist with his philosophzcal - as 

opposed to mystical - forerunners.' 

Although the points raised below are presented in Pja ai-bq&, they are idenucal 

almost verbatirn to passages found in Qïinavi's Mfsihah, one of two ueatises he 

dispatched to Nasir al-Dîn Tüsî during their correspondence. After some bnef 

introductory rernarks, Qünavi begins his discussion by observkig the diffaences in 

"intellectual a f h a t i o n s "  (rn~qI'bat C~q~Iihi im) ,  "re flective requirernen ts" (m~qtu&yyat 
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afkànhi) and condusions (nafo$h;i3 arnong the proponena of theoreucal reason (ahl a/- 

'aql al-nqani, 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 mysucd 

doctrine of spirituai realization. At this early stage, he starts by referring to the 

percepuons (madkik) on account of whch tbeontrca~questions, to use h s  exact terms, or 

"theoreucal precepts"' ( a i - a b h  al-nuptfiah), tend to differ accordhg to each theorist's 

own decidedly contingent "objecn of inquiry" (maidib). Theoretical proofs (al-cldiab al- 

nazanzaah) so depend on their proper objects of kiquuy that sound rational argument 

completely free of any "reflective doubts" or objections is sirnply unrealizable (IB AIS, 

B: 114; MQM 12). The result is that theoretiuans are never of the same opinion on any 

single issue (IB A: 16; B:115). What is proof to one is speuous to another (IB A: 16, 

B:116; MQhl  13). Truth for the observer is what he prefers or deems correct. 

Q ~ a v i ' s  point, though, is that the indetemiliateness (i~hkïio of an object c m  n e v a  

be conclusively argued solely on the grounds that the proof has been falsified beyond 

doubt or that its validity is unprovable. 

We hnd many h g s  whose soundness we cannot esrablish through demonsaauon 
[burbiiv], even though no doubt exists as to their reality, both for us and for rnany of those 
who insist on theoretical proofs [af-nzutarncx~n&Tn biI-aa5fbb ai-w~p?yah]].~ But we also h d  
that many things are esrabiished through demonstrations whose soundness becomes 
certain to some people and to those around them duting their l i f e h e ,  once they axe 
unable to dtscover any premises in these demonstrations that are amis or false; and thus 
no irnpaieng doubt is entertained. So, they think the demonsûations evident and their 
sciences cenain. Afrer a period, they or someone else coming after them may reconsider 
as a result of the& own perception of defects in some or al1 of these prernises (IB k16-7, 
B:116; MQhI 13). 

other words, there are things which, while conceivable at one tirne through 
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demonsnation, can s d  be reduced to mere instances of indetemiinateness, or ishkïht. 

And invalidations leaduig to a judgment of indetemiinateness rnay themselves be either 

of a speuous or of a sound character (IB A:17, B:116; MQM 14). The o d y  way of 

justifjmg, indeed, of escaping dus predicament is to suggest a kind of relativism that 

closely connects the demonstraeve enterprise with ernployment of human faculaes 

variegated accordkg to capaadty. This makes the possibilicÿ of enor ubiquitous, and 

without enor the discovery of ersor and "the reliance [i@ihatl] of some people on both 

that whch is not kee of enor and what one cannot be [fully] sure is wrong," there would 

not be any religious (fiiXf/iI-adriin), docuinal (madhdib) and other disagreements among 

scholars (IB h:17; 8:llï'). One also needs to note that what some theoretiuans 

confidendy agree, as a marrer of course, is sound should not be accorded the same w q h t  

of an exact connary view (m~kbd$hz) held by other theoretiuans. This is not to Say that 

either the preference (tuyC4 of one option or the unity bemeen two opposite statements 

(afjatr<)' L ~ I I  a/-qatvfqn aw al-aqwd 01-mutnnüqiicib) is unassailable s O long as a correlation 

esists where one statement irnplies a f b a t i o n  and the other its conuary (IB A: 17-8; 

B:117). The m o  opposite staternents remain irredeemably separate so long as the 

correlation is upheld. One alternative cannoc be given preference over the otheï solelv 

by Wnie of a demonstration of the reason or factor of preference (mura&), since, 

Qünavi reasons, one side has h e  exact sarne stanis as that of its opposite OB AA8; 

B:117). Yet, if there were no dernonstdon at dl, there would not even be a preference, 

there being no reason for the preference in the h s t  place. Briefly, no certainty or 



1 O5 

complete sa& faction c a .  mer be adÿeved through what thought and theorencal proofs 

alone can yield. 

For at least some of the above, Qünawi appears to be relying on a speues of 

equipollence, whch consists in balanùng any given proposition agamst its opposite. The 

technique was commonly used by the Greek Sceptics 

qparetznt impotence of reason when appiied to complev 

establish a mental state where all judgement is banished." 

in order to prove at least the 

metaphysical questions and to 

To be sure, Qünavi's was nor 

sirnply a zc@cai critique of reason and i a  possibilities, aiming to achieve a state of 

"mental uanquility" through a suspension of judgement. If we go by Sextus Empiricus' 

own definition, a sceptic is one who has the "abiliw to place in antithesk, in any manner 

whatsoever, appearances and judgernents, and dius - because of the equality of force in 

the objects and arguments opposed - to come £ k t  of all to a suspension of judgement 

and then to mental uanquility" (SES 32-3). As James Collins explains, Sextus Empiricus 

himself mav not have "intend[ed] to deny God's existence and human knowledge rhereof 

but onlv to presenre the skeptical suspension of judgement" ( C o h s  GMP 34). 

Moreover, the scepucd argument was not without its salutary effects whenever it was 

deployed against those who put forward highly speculative theoretical dauns about God 

or the inner consàtutive redis. of anythuig. But the method was not meant to demolish 

religious belief and practices - as intellectual libertlùsm and dilettantkm in the early 

modem period, enamoured of the Greek sceptics, have soughc to do in France and 

elsewhere.' It is not su'prising, therefose, that, for Qmavi, ernbrachg a critical view of 
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reason did not obscure the fact that many proponents of theory and prooi (ah( al-nqar 

mal-dam - so inadequate as these may be for the purposes they are intended to serve - 

are otherwise "quite resolute paqwaa] in regard to man? matters over which they harbour 

no doubts whatsoever" and in which, Lideed, thep have found firm anchorage (IB k18; 

8: 1 17). But whence do diey acquire this resoluteness? 

He answers by pointing to their "state" (b~iuhum)."~ resoluteness bears 

cornparison in one sense with that Çound among the %las ters O f Tas~ing" (ah/-a/-adhwq) ; 

and, in another, with that of the "Masters of the Imagination" (ahlai-wahm)), espeudy in 

respect of the intellect (aL'aqi) with the admission of the premises yi t m h  ai-mqadabrng 

and the ckndiuig of the conclusion (IvoltawaqpfJ al-nafijah) (II3 A:18; B:117-8). The 

irnagmation, it rnight be recalled, has a p o s i ~ g  function, where images are essentidy 

deposited for use by the intellect in its synthesizhg acuvity. The People of T a s ~ g ,  on 

the other hand, are those whorn Ibn ' k a b i  described as being in possession of what he 

cailed a "knowledge of the states" Cilm ai-abwâi),' which occurs to them only through 

direct experience, or "tastingJ3 (dhawq) (FuM 1 67:139, (. 11). Ibn 'Arabi h s e l f  had 

divided knowledge in to three ca tegories: knowledge b y intellect Ciim aLcaqi), knowledge 

of the states and knowledge of the secrets (Wm al-asri). Briefly, the hrst may either be 

a "necessarg" fom of knowledge (d~ratatl)), i-e. in~ t ive ,  or result £rom the study of a 

proof (adaqib nazarJdaIz7) (FuM I66:139, L 8). Though it one seeks prinupally "to 

differentiate the m e  from the false" (FuM 1 66:139, 1 10). Whde ths  is the sarne 

distinction made by Ibn S h a  between conception and assent defining the ypes of 
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premises possible for a syllogism, Ibn 'ArabT hexe uses the vocabulay of h h m  instead 

of faIrofah. Qünavi himself adopted it gener* for the purpose of claxitjnng the requisite 

logcal ordering of instmcave knowledge (cf. IB A: 19; B:118). 

The nem category, the one whdi  concerns us at present, is knowledge of the states, 

that is, "knowledge by tasàng" (F&I 1 67:140, /. 12), which no man of reason c m  

adequately d e h e  and whose knowledge can never be captured by any proof - e-g. the 

sweerness of honey, etc. (FuM 1 67:139, 1s. 11-2). Findy, the third and highest type, 

knowledge of the secrets, is simply described as situated "eyond the stage of the 

intellect" (al-'il, a/fadhijâwq #awr ai-bq4; it indicates knowledge of the sufhsion of the 

spirit by the Holv Spirit ri/m n@h rUh al-qzïdsj? al-&) (FuM 1 68: 140,/.. 1-2). The notion 

of Revealmg or Disdoshg Light '%eyond the stage of the intellect" found in Ghazzali's 

i U h h  ai-arzwâr conveys something of the same sense. This is the level which belongs 

to both the Prophet and the %end of God" (al-nobi wai-wah) (FLN 1 68:140, (. 2). But 

it is of two sorts. In one, surprisingly enough, perception SUU takes place through the 

intellect, as in the T s t  Ievel mentioned above (FuM 1 68:140, Ir. 2-3). The other sort is 

affiliated, to a degiee, with the second category but at a &ha  state; or it may pertain to 

the Science of the Reports (khw ai-akhb*) (FuM 1 68:140, Is. 4-6). Hence, the person who 

possesses the sciences of the secrets (sahib 'ulum a/-a@ may declare, based on a 

knowledge of the report, that "there is a Garden" (thammajannatan); h s  dedaration on 

the resunection (q jiiwah)), that ' ï t  contalis a bash [&htl] sweeter than honey," is based 

on a knowledge of states or by tasting; while the statement that "God was and nothhg 
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was Mth Hh" and the like is based on inteilectual knowledge, and has been rheoreacally 

perceived (FuM 1 69:140, Ir. 10-3). 

Seen from this overd  perspective, thm, Qünavi's maki concem is to identify the 

underlymg expenetztial source of intellectual knowledge. ProperIy anchored, reflective 

reasonlig can provide a lee tha te  - albeit narrowly limited - avenue to the expression 

of a noetic tmth garnered from experience, though without it being implied that there 

is anything resembhg a conclusive proof. The vigilance kept alive by a robust, if not 

unconventional, scepticism met with above did not prevent Qünavî Erom searching for 

a way to legiamize that thin m t  of cogitative understanding which nevertheless encloses 

more consequential developments within apprehension that are relatively hidden from 

public view, not because of an); deliberate choice but as the inductable fact of all private 

experience. The problern is how to h d  it without contradickg what he e d e r  tried to 

illusuate concerning all the known inconsistenues of the pure thlikers. 

It is in t h s  vein, nevertheless, that one ought to take his cantalizing question about 

whether there is a proper canon or standard of thinking (ai-qanim aijÇk3 to speak of that 

can be used by those who choose to rely on thought or reflection. We know from his 

0th wntligs thac he is not l o o h g  for a new logical doctrine or an+g more absaact 

sull than logic, but a standard that is somehow adapted both to the spedic requirements 

of chuihg  and to the concrete character of experience. Something more than a purely 

formal procedure is kitended, for he cornplains agam that there is no hrm opinion 

concemlig 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 (bdd a/-qarü'in) (Cf. 

Afnan PLex 232; SIT [Goichon] 197-99; Goichon Lext2pe #579) whi3i some believe yield 

true condusions, others consider oüose ('akid); some accept as concomitants to the 

proposition what others do not, etc. To  reiterate, from his latex argumeria (which we 

shaU study in this thesis) our present constmal must simply be that the canon has 

somehow to acheve a dstinctive level of semantic concreteness not lound in the 

syilogism; it musc be properly anchored in individual experience and yet distant enough 

to d o w  for a more public order of inquiry. 

The question of whether a "canon of thinking'' is at ail possible or even needed, 

espeually piven the duectness of the apprehension as the pregiven fact upon which 

reflection is based in the fïrst place, may be chdenged on  the following technical 

grounds. Going by the sarne division employed by Ibn 'ArabI above, it may be argued 

that the "reflective part" of the canon must always terminate in the "k i~ t ive"  one 

lyantabS if, a/-badihr], and, ensuingly, any sound naturd disposition (djhab al-safikzh) 

would be suffident to procure every species of knowledge. This is one reductionist 

possibility in logc met in the previous chapter whereby logical predication is denied any 

role alongside the deh t ion ,  itself to be regacded 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 th& legitunate uses, and counter by 6xthe.r i n s i s ~ g  that even if some 

people can do without a standard, this does not excuse all others from doing so, 

espeually in view of the widespread mor s  committed (IB A:19; 8: 11 8). They are in effect 



responding to the following challenge, hinted just above: 

You acknowledge that the canon is &visible into "necessaqr" and "reflective" knowledge 
[ ~ ~ % ? I Y ( I  naxad, and that the reflective part is acquked fiom the necessary. Therefore, 
the necessary, if it be mtiy suffiàent for the acquisition of knowledge in diis canon [ h a  
al-qünr~n], must suffice for al1 other knowledge. Else, the acquired part wouid also nred 
another canon (IB .A: I 9; B: 11 8- 19). 

The answer to this is, h t  of dl, that "comprehending ail methods" (ai-ihafah bi-jamP al- 

fumq) is preferable to cornrnitting =or; the need for the canon arises simply in the 

natural course of every effort to comprehend (TB AA9; B:119). Ir is perfectly conceivable 

thar one person's thoughts be correct on many matters due to the "soundness of his 

natural disposition" (/isa&atj~atr%Iz). But that one person rnay be correct on di matters 

without excepuon, this without any personai effort to acquire but through a Divine 

Support (tajGii&i) uniquely intended for h.un, does not rnean that the rest have no need 

for a canon. One who is considered to be a poet by virtue of his namal talent is quite 

different fkom another who possesses a knowledge of prosody C u d ) ;  the same applies 

to the BedouLi who, unlike the sedentary person who has to cake up the study of the 

Arabic language (al-badan ai-mzitdam'b), has no need of grammatical science (nahw). 

The smdv of language and grammatical d e s  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 dus debate =ose the question of whether the grammatical d e  devised by 

scholars acnially corresponded to linguistic realy. According to ZajjajI, on whom we 

shall be relymg for certain aspects of grammar relevant to the Ibn 'Arabi school of 

mysucism, it was a man named al-Khalil b. Ahmad who provided the &t learned answer 



T'hc Arabs. lie nnswered, speak spontaneousl! and n:~turauy ['da ~ + c ' / y z f i h Ü  wu frbr7ibZ]. 
'l'hq- know u.licrc to place dicü words 2nd rlic rcnson for it, c r c n  if norhing about ths 
has bcen transmittcd. -4s for myself, 1 rry ro provide esplanations in r c m s  of what 1 
regard as &c rcnson for whatever 1 am sccking rn csplniii. (zm 6 5 )  

This p:iruuuning off of a class of linguisucalli--gittcd pcrsons. as t h  n o m d c  pcoplcs 

wcrc invarisbli- considered to be bv ;\rabic philologsts. finds its parallel in philosophy. 

But Qünar î  contcnds that the rare person who c m  do without any logical scalc or 

rneasurc (n~i;:in) thanlis to a hcalthv prcdisposirion (s~rf..mrlf /ffrid)r) and percipience 

( ~ l h d ü )  is, n - h m  lacking such predisposition, relatcd co the one who receives his higher 

leaming dire cd r from G o d  (uhw hhhih  /il-fdaqgi nzinjinrjb ai- Haqq) no di fferend y from 

anyone who has to rely on  a s a l e  (IB A:19; B:119). Although the "compressed," 

immediace nature of the former's knowledgc is ccrtainly conceivablc, and e w n  

comparable to the highesr spirimal kind, the basic division o f  instructive IrnowIedge must 
\ 

be preserved for the rest, who enjoy neither the Linguistic gifts of the Bedouin nor the 

spintual superioriry of the accomplished teacher. The words jtratiihi and dh~ka'ihi seem 

to point to ;i division not unl ike Zaj jàjî's - i c  s q  jrttihü wu fibr7zhü - whch one is cqually 

The point is t h  a comprehcnsive type of linguistic aptitude, whcre no  scalc nceds to be 

learned, ma\ be hvpothencaily balanced againsr apmcerr of apprchension bifurcarcd inro 

nvo aspccrs of knowlcdgc. While inconclusivc as a purcly cogirativc standard for  thc 

one, scale is an indispensable tool for the orhcr, those who are used to Living bp 
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"Listrummts" - in other words, who need to ernploy their faculties. In the language of 

science, "dernonstration" (burhm>) here is p h o r d i a l  and recogmed as the principal form 

of the syllogism (al-'umdah 'indahmfi al-aqisoh).' I t  concems itself with the "thatness" 

(inni) and "whyness" ((im?) of a tbg .  Such a division of logical ques; of course, is 

typicdy hnstotekan, expressible in temis of subject and objea of inquiry. But about 3iis 

we s h d  have much more to Say later. 

AU these hndings are incorporated in 1'22 al-b*, although Qünavi here does not 

dweil on the nature of the scale of theological science but proceeds directly to a 

discussion of the elements of the syilogkm. He does this using expressions, like "spirit" 

and "pole," coined largely by Ibn 'Arabi for that purpose. His airn is not to rehash 

cornmonplace conceptions of logic, but to point to what dernonstraaon purports to 

represent in the hrst place. W ths  will pave the way for an exposition of the conccete 

features of the proper scale for 'Divine science." This niling objective enables h m  

confidently to identiS the conespondences with mystical language but, more 

irnportantly, to draw out the fluid noetic process infomiing every logical representation; 

and, in this manner to move beyond the formal veneer of communicable knowledge. 

Here is a sumrnaq of his conclusions so Car. To b e p  with the “spirit" and "pole" 

of the demons rration (4 al-burIti51t wa qufbuhu) are the middle term (al-hadd al-aw~at) (IB 

A: 19; B: 1 19). But the? cannot be "acquired" through any demonstration. Rather, they 

require conceptuahation 6.e. in phce of assent), based on the Avicennan dichotomy (m 

a Lit., the "prop" of the syllogism. 
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: 19-20 : 1 9 )  In the light of d i s ,  Qi7navi accepts from the prcceding discussion on  

the "pure theoreticians," firsb thar one of  rhe "P.\-( 1 prins" of the s v k x p r n  (which hc calls 

che "scale") has [O be given, not acq~urcd (.qh,.r .~:iki,i,-d)) (1 U .-\:IO; B: 1 19). Second, the 

onc that is acquirrd cannot be had chrough sorne~xng elsc that has becn acquired. T h d ,  

the "spirit of demonstration" and "roor" ( d ~ d  on nu.iuch ir is conrended that the "validated 

knowlcdge" (ai--ih ai-nruhqqaq) ma\. be reaiized r ~ k r s  ro rht. pan char is %or acquircd." 

Fourth, there are h g s  which are not doubted and yer whose truth or Msity cannot be 

clinched through anv dernonsuaaon that is nor iselF called into question or subjecr to 

ambiguity . 

These preliminary observations describe psrfecdy the hnd of restrictions and essential 

predicarnent faced by chose who cling to a docrine based on irnbibauon when they hold 

that " m e  knowledge" (nl-?im ai-&éo is Divinel? panted (nzudi6)"ather than acquired 

through effort (IB A:20; B:120). Qûnavî's purpose so far has been ro explain why it is 

that, although one may have no doubt o r  hesitnuon as ro its tnith, the knodedge 

received from God ((atfq ai-talaqqr' min jZtzilic uLHaqq) admits of no theorecical 

demonsuacion (ai-burbin ai-nqani. The remedd approach is ro consider that the real 

goal (ghquh) with respect to anv g r e n  science sho.~ld 5irnph- be whar occurs to thc adcpt 

of that science through the imbibation, n h c h  is irr-mediare and requircs no "instrumental 

proof7 (LM dubf h b )  of its truh (IB A:20; B:121). Esperience is primary; it is what gn-es 

meaning, direction and concrcteness to ail subseqrrnr opcraaons OF rhc spirit. H c  makrs 

it clear diat there is no sense in asking once again 5-hecher or nor the thing upon which, 
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in a l i tad sense, "one cornes to rest" (al-amrai-markin ihybz) - that is, whose veraaq has 

bem acknowledged - has to be mie in =actly the way one rnay thuik it is, since this can 

be known only through the actual reahauon of a noetic "unveiling" (& bi-karhf 

muhaqqq) and Divine intimation (ikhbür Zzhq (IB A:20-1; B:121). What cannot be 

doubted is that knowledge that is certain (al-'i/m ai-yaqhzi), containing no element of 

doubc (i-e. "B t?baf;hZ"), is difficult of access chrough any canon hewed solely to thuilang 

(bd-qïïnfi ai$.ri) or theoretical demonstration (IB A:21; B:121). Reaching a cognition of 

"things" (mdn$af ai-abyiî') by way of demonstration alone (al-burbaa  abd dan) is either 

absolutely impossible or impossible only in the majority of cases. ' 

Yet, in the end, Qünavi opts for a prudent course of resolution by elaborarlig his 

previously announced position thus. People of insight and somd intellect, he says, argue 

for nvo possible paths to the attainment of valid knowledge (al-mdr+ah al-sahlhah). The 

Tst  is that of demonstration, by which he means exclusively theoretical reflection and 

inference (al-bwhün bif-naxar wai-isfr'dhr). The second is the path of "direct observation" 

( ~ q  af-'j&), as in the case of "the one [experiencingl unveiluig thtough the purification 

of the in terior [k-dhi al-ka@ bi-tu@yaf al-b@n] and re hge  in God [waI-iitzjà ' i l ,  ai-Haqq] " 

(IB A:21; B:121). WMe they are presented as two distinct paths, their relation 

d become clear in the course of this thesis. Briefly, it is dictated by the fact that the 

second path is that whch h d s  its specification in the "conative focus" upon God 

through asce tic divestmen t (al-tmv~uh iih ai-Haqq b&tdrjah), perfec t p o v q  (al-lfnqar al- 

fmm) and "the complete ernptying hom the breast of all creauonal artachments, formai 
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sciences and canons" (IB A:21; B:121-22). This is the more fundamental option, though 

one that does not deny the other its narrow 1egitimac-y. 

Now, if one is incapable of it, it still rests upon him as a duty to follow those more 

advanced than he in their apprehension, i.e. the "Accomplished Ones" (hmma3, who 

travel the May of God and the entLe length of anainment (fi& lgat  al-WU@. Here the 

basic division typical of all "instructive knowledge" crops up in a manner that almost 

suggests an altemace route to direct euperience. It is, of course, misleadhg to put it quite 

that way. At the cote of ths division lies prophetic knowledge, for among those 

who can directly achieve the highest degree of apprehension are God's Messmgers (m54 

( 1 ;  B .  God has made them the recipients of His knowledge and providence 

(mazohir 'ilmihi wa 'itfZyatihz) and the "interpreters" of His command and wish (tarqzinat 

a d  wa ir~afihc)). Therefore, whoever clairns his heritage fiom them d be fomined, 

for only then d l  God bestow upon hun a reveallig hght (niù h h $  that exposes thuigs, 

indeed, as they reaily are.'' The "station" (maqüm) of those who "guide" and those who 

are "well-guded" (al-hikih uia/-r)i~hta&n) is taken up again by Qïmavi in his exegesis of 

the phrase, "ihditzla a/-gtatal-musfaqim'~ ("Guide us upon the straight path") of the FMab 

of the Qur'b. What is noteworthy is that their hc t iona l  division reflects the same 

complex relationship we saw in the previous chapter in conneccion with the logic of the 

@hsjFah, who imbued the noetic dichotomy of conception and assent, reproduced here 

by Qünavi, with a pedagogical value expressible in the fonn of pregrven premises and 

the in ference, respectively. 
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In thc end, thcrc i:: no  simple, broad formula thar could somel iw-  caprcr2 w e r y  

dimension of d i a t  Islarnic scholars and mystics dike intend \i-hcn chcl- . cri- . x wed 

intcllectual cndca\-our to scriptural revelation, die corrcct accounr o f  \\-hich und: ~btedly 

figureci 1s thc piuluaophcrs' principal goal. Scripmrc :incl its inj~iticrion? hcrc :irr :-rtainlv 

admissible on :iurhorin- as one kind of  pregiven prcmisc. no diffcrcnr (rom -: .xc  the 

mutukdiitlltis have been saying on the matter, even if' chc inccpuve rnngc of rç-dation 

irnpiied is far greater than what the derivative prernises of  anv cornmonplaci. science 

based on the logîcal syUogism can locdy  encornpnss. l h c  latter h ~ t s  more to do -:.xh die 

s t r u c ~ a l  ordering of the noeuc relauons of the parts than with rhe eirlucnr cor.vnt of 

Divine comrnunicauon reccived, assunilaced and, in [ u n ,  transrnirrcd co ochers whose 

role is to bc "guided." The "scale" Qünavî is searching for has to embody coxenr as 

well as form, and dus forma1 means of  represenung rhcir rclanonshp {fers a 

conventional way ofdealing with the passage from a pregiven component, on i i e  one 

hand, and die objecr of inquiry, on  the other. These nvo elements occur with ercnr  act 

of apprehension. But dus aspect of  epistemology begins to look Like more h r ~  jusr a 

simple matter of  logical order when the "comprehensive purposc" o i scripture :i raken 

into considerauon. 

In rhc "theological science" of the phdosophers, the prcgivcn is urually der. -.red bv 

7 > thc "priman concepts. cg .  "esisrcnt," "thing" m d  "neccssan." \l'c jhall u7 - kcep 

in mind the rough hncaonal equivalency of thesc dirce "c( mcepts." \Y h a t  Çoilo-:- r [rom 

thc levei of the prcgven is the ramose necessitv of  thc anciilan. o r  branch sciences. staces, 
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of the revealed texts flow from this, we ought to recall 
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what repercussions upon the role 

briefly how Ibn Sinii's theory of 

logical classifcation fit into the conception Qünavi was trykig to work out. 

By the durteenth cenniry, Ibn Sina's division of the sciences had become widely 

influencial, if not accepted wholesale, and yet Qünavi seerned to operate £iom a different 

vantage point than was possible in Ibn Sînâ's tirne, when fahofah was still deeply 

embroiled in controversies whidi =ose duecdy from classical writings." There is, of 

course, no deilping general surillaxities in f o m  and structure. But when one compares 

the technical terms used by both, an unmistakable Iittguistic 6lïation with the "non- 

philosophical" sciences comes to Lght in Qünaviys case, especially kabm andfigh. The 

close technicai kinship with kah does not imply a concordance of method and resdts, 

though. A cornmon technical language does not make for common cause, and Qünavi 

has generaily eschewed the predominant approach of ka&. This wiu become evident 

shortly. 

In one of h s  dearest statements regarding what science - more precisely, the 'kghest 

science" - is, exactly, he States that the sciences ('uhm) axe ordered thus. On the one 

hand are what he calls the "prima1 roots" (ummahüt o@yah), on the other the (special) 

branches V;id tafriEyah) (MG 2:3)." These terms are not customanly used by 

philosphers. And yet the overd aim is remarkably s d a r .  In retainlig the 

jurisprudential distinction between a.$ ("root") and faf ("brandiy'), he does not appear 

to be givkg pride of place to either fqb or hh per se, but instead stresses an u n d d p g  
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c o n ~ u i t y  of kismctive science with the scriptural sources or  roots (Qur'iin and baàitb). 

This seems to cohae with Ibn Snii's own approach on two counts: an interdisciplinary 

and a logical one. 

The classificaaon of the c'philosophical sciences" (a/-C~him ai-jah@ijyah) Ibn Sina- 

proposes was divided into a theoretical and a practical part, the former comprised of 

physics, mathematics and theology (ihhbah). Under this scheme, knowledge aims for 

"perfection," and so the &t part seeks to perfect or complete (idhq, in parcicular, the 

soul's tbeoretiaifaculty, thereby allowing it to attain to the intellect in a& (SL 3-4). By 

aÇrmLig this, Ibn S î à  infused a kind of spintuai dynarnic in his otherwise ponderously 

forrnal system that Qûnavi had hoped to recover for his own salvational motifs. It is 

preàsely the LLikage between the soul's ascent toward its own spiritual perfection and the 

cccommensurability of the essentid atnibute" (ie. the goal of each displuie or knowledge) 

that aliowed Ibn Sina to proffer, with his episternology, anydiing more than a logical 

husk (SIL 9." He thought that all of the sciences shared in at least one thg:  their 

u s e ~ e s s  in helping the human sou1 to reach a&~aiperfection; they helped it prepare for 

happiness (SIL 17). But there is a différence, according to hun, benveen what is usefulin 

t h  respect and thegoditse5 just as the hannfd (ab+) is not to be idenafied wiùi e d  (al- 

shanj. In view of t h ,  theologrcai science possesses oniy a necessary uality pemiitlig us 

to move toward the good and away £iom evil. It is not an end in itself, certainly not the 

type of knowledge we would want to asuibe to God. Yet being "derivative" in th latter 

sense does not technically relieve it of the task of preservkig somethuig of the 
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prescriptive force of a scriptural source of knowledge, prescriptive force whch Qiinavi 

makes a point of assigning to his own science in unmistakable temis. For dus to be 

feasible, a congenital identiry must exist between formal science and, as we s h d  see, 

scriptural injunctions. Their idenuty is no doubt more acceptable when science is 

conceived as an instr;u&uttaf vocation, ratha than an absolute acquisition. The a f h t y  of 

a derivaave science with scriptural kijunctions is bound up with the prinuple enunciated 

by Aristotle that "[al11 teachlig and leaming by way of reasoning proceeds tiom pre- 

e s i s ~ g  knowledge" (PoA 71' kl). Indeed within the framework established by 

Peripatetic philosophy, it is not merely the subject (mawd-r/) of science that "pre-exists" 

or is "prior." rllso prior in philosophy - as Davidson pointed out for the second, 

diffaentiated noetic phase - are the first prkiciples of judgernent (ta~àiq) that compose 

ic, or the prirnary premises of the demonstration (cf. SIL 29). l'' The &ansferce of priority 

to the subject's constitutent elements is important to bear in mind as we tly to idenufy 

the logid and, eventually, the linguiirc distribution of ths "priority" as d i s ~ c d y  as 

possible £rom thac which is ccposterior." ContLiuity with the revealed sources is more 

readily understood through dus logical '%reakup." However, there is no smct, one-to- 

one correspondence between logical premises and suipturally-based doctrine.15 The 

Likely reason is that while Qünavi's main concem in adopting the root-branch division 

has been to ernphasize sqMiral mefafian as the primay noetic source, logic moves in a 

different duecrion, aiming at purely relational determinations im.pe&ve of content. In 

order to see the connecuon, therefore, let us examine more dosely Qùnavi's 
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epistemological sdieme, drawing appropriate cornparisons with Ibn S î a  and Ibn 'Arabî. 

The last section of this chapter d deal more Mly  with Qünavi's phdologcal readlig 

of this connection. 

§ THE SUBJECT-MATTER OF THEOLOGY VS. THE OBJECT OF INQUIRY 

In al-Burhn min ai-manftq ("Book of Dernonstrationy'), Ibn Sifiahad established that 

every science must possess s o m e t h g  that consunites its subjech other t h g s  that 

comprise its object of inquLy (a~hyz' bbu al-mathbah) and, h a l l y ,  its own principles 

admitted beforehand or pregivm (mobadi'musahmah min@ and capable of producing a 

demonsuation (tr,'al/rjcu/-burhiïn) (SIL 5). The fïrst substantial matter dealt with in the 

Ihh&iiït is the question of what the "subject" of the Divine Science must be (maw& hl- 

'h), which he teils us has not been dearly detemiined by the Greek philosophas. A 

sharp distinction between subject and object of inqujr, in fact, marks h s  contribution 

to the question of "existence," h s  main preoccupation. Whereas in the case of every 

other science the existence of the subject must be admitted (musaiiam) and its "modes" 

investigated, theological science for Ibn Sîia takes God's existence and His amibutes as 

its very objects of i n q q  (SU 6)." 

In typical Avicennan fashion, Qünavi held that the saences have in comrnon all three 

components: subject (maw64, prinuples (mabâd7) and objects of inquiry (ma&Ld (MG 

2:3). l7 The c'subject," according to Qünawi, is "that whose reality [haqTqihr] is being 
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inves tigated" together with "the s ta tes ascribed to it [O/-a&d ai-matt~iibah i/oh] and the 

t h g s  predicated of its essence [a l -H~UI  al-'aniab l&/i dhatiht]" (MG 3:3). Curiously, 

however, he chooses "existmce" (wujùd, as an =ample in the case of theological science 

( a M m  ai-&hi), "according to one view" ca/h raj). If the wording is correct, and it 

appears to bey its concision hardy assists us to a satisfactory interpretation of the text, 

for "existence" is nonnally assumed to be the object of inquiry, not the subject. It is 

possible that he may have intended alI dong to Say "existent," especially skice his second 

example - "measure" (n~iqiiàr) in geometry - is then duly noted with a repetition of the 

word "sub j ec t" 18: "kal-miq&r/i kawnihi m a w a  'ilm ai-hatzda~ab" ( M G  3:3). As far as Ibn 

Sina was concemed, the common subject (mawdïe of "the science concerned with 

everythg not subsisting through objects of sense" (i.e. Theology) c m  only be one thing: 

the ccexistent" (maw/i..I, (SE 12). Suangely enough, though, the Persian expression harfi 

mufiaq, or ccAbsolute Existence," is used in his D&Uibnûmah-ye 'ah 7 in place of  existent, 

meaning c'absoluce existence" or "absolute being." A Little below, he appropriates the 

term to argue parentheticdy that "a substance is that whch is not an accident, whose 

being [basfil, moreover, is not in a subject, but is  a d t y  [haqZqah] such that the being of 

that reahty and that essence are not receptive to another thing havkig the aforesaid 

characterisücs" (Morewedge MOA 15). Though sententious, this passage makes it clear 

that he maintalied a single view of what a subject should and should not be. Qiïnavi 

may equally have had in mind ths second more particulat connotation of "existence," 

in contradis~ction only to existence understood as what existents have in common and, 
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general than "the reality of the notion of existence" (baqiqat mdnb af-wujZùs) (SU. 12),% 

fact, only the existent qua existent is common to all h g s  and, thereby, qualifies as the 

subject of h s  disciplme. The evidence he adduces for ths  is d i sùp l l iq :  the subject is 

considered independently of any additional need to examlie (tdailum) both its quiddity 

and its affknation (ithbatrh); that would require another mente, since the operacion cannot 

be performed within the same discipline (SE  13). In this he stands on the farmliar 

Aristotelian view that the "subject" of demonsnauve science is incapable of 

dernonstration within the same science, being "already gven as a postdate, prior to the 

investigaaon of its nature and atmbutes" (SuMaMe 139). But whereas Li the other 

sciences its "thatness" (inniyah) and its quiddity are given beforehand, in theology 

"existence" requLes invesngation (SIL 13) and, in ths  sense at Ieasr, is postexior to the 

subject. 

But what exactly is pregiven in this science? 

Predictably, the school of ibn 'Arabi holds to the view that the intellect cm receive 

nothing else than whar it aiready knows intuitively (badi'hatao) (FuPvf II 95:100,1 7 7 ) .  In 

hvicennan philosophy, ths  nanirally beckoned to the three aforementioned pKnary 

concepts - "existent" considered in its more general and conven tional sense, "thing" and 

"necessaq" - whch Ibn Sinà determined to be etched in the soul by means of a 

"pBmary inscription" (irtr'sih mvnabatl) (SE 29). Things (both the existent and the single 

thing [a l -dg '  a l - w à q )  are primary because, in Ibn Sina's words, they are "inherently 
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concepnializable" (mut-mah lid@sih3. Beyond them nothkg else is better known. 

And, being cornmon to ail things, any attempt to prove thern would lead to a vicious 

c i d e  (SE  30), since if each conception (t- were preceded by another, there would 

be an i n h t e  regress. Indefinable, they are for these reasons the most basic of an entire 

class of pregiven knowledge. 

But it w n s  out that Ibn 'Arabi, unlike Qünavî, was more specific and direct about 

the nature of the subject than one would expect a mystic perhaps to be in such a 

tehcdy-wrought  phdosophical system. BBefly, hr argued that me knowledge of God 

(al-?lm bil-l&) is scarcely perceptible by the intellect and the soul except in respect of the 

fact that God is "existent," that is - and in a furthex vaxiation of ths  theme - literdy, 

"found": "ilTa min haythu annabu maqZd tdalb rva taqadda~d' (FuM I I  81:92, Ir. 9-10). And 

the emphasis is duly noted to be on the deiJric instead of the creaturely denotation of 

"existent." He justified thts in the following manner. For everything unered (hl no 

yafala#at bibz) in accordance with what he referred to as the "right of created t h g s "  

baqq al-makhhqiït) or imagined with respect to composite t h g s  (ow yatawabbam /i al- 

mzirakhbai) - in other words, whac rnaypmper- be ascribed to thern - a sound intellect 

must take God to be radically different (FuM II 81:92, /r. 70-12) on account of His 

transcendence. Whenever such unerances are applied to Him, the 

purpose is merely to bring the Iistener doser to awareness by m g  positive a f h a u o n  

to "hding" (or exireme) ( thuht al-wyld 'inda &ami) rather than to the full Reality of 

whch He is deseming (ul-@;.ah a/& bmva al-h%qq 'ahyhiî) (FuM I I  81:92, Ir. 13-15). This 
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ambiguitv of "csisrent" has also been poinrcd our bv Ibn S h i  earlier in his carecr (SII. 

1 ) .  But Ibn '.irabi rhrows into reiici morc masterhllv chc rcsulting paradosicai 

situation, which does not aUow for a propcr copizance of God (n~n ' fbf  bibi rrrbbünc~hu) 

csccpt through our owt2 in~fbihg to know I lin (ICu.\i I I  33:93, k - 4 .  'Thc reason for rh is  

impotence is pcrfecrlv ;icceprable, once u.c rrcall  th:^ ohen wvc scek to know Him in the 

sarnc wav thnr we d o  311 things - in ternis of "thc parucular rcaliry almur which rhcsc 

diings inform us in the Fxst place." Therefore, he asks, when we h o w  that there is an 

Incomparable Esistenc (tbumm~ muw/Zcim iq.w - L J ~  mmiJ, who cannot be conccived 

rhrough the mind, how could we at rhc same mie be so bold as  to assume that the 

intellect can fuLlv "ascertain Him" @ U ~ I ~ I I I )  (Fuhf 11 83:93, LI-. 7-a)? This is not what 

obrains when knowledge of His "6nding" (or esisrencc) is a f h e d  (FUXI II 83:93,/.. 8-9). 

WC only kno\v that God is "found" (or rsisrcnt) ;mrzubzî muyid)  and is unique in His 

Divinlw ( w d i d j  umutzhz), not the realin- o f  His essence (bi-Lyipf dh&ih) through whch 

Hc knows Hirnself (FLN II 83:93, Ir. 9-1 1 ) .  \Ve \ c d  see that this position is reaffumcd in 

Qünavî's correspondence with lùsi in dcrermining the rnanner in which we know God; 

for, different questions mav be asked concerning rhe quiddq,  His renlity, etc. 

O u r  cornprchension of God's "csistcncc," in the specific sense intended bv Ibn 

'Arabi. woulcl then have to h g e  on - and ciin onlv be understood rliroiigh - a dcliberate 

conunst witli the "unknowabiiity" o f  His rcalin.. conuast thnr incidcritallv is basic to 

rn( ire accur:ircl\- determined inteilecru:rliv rli:iri b: re hrence ri fhr /A: h i ?  God is the 
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Existent, and that He has an incomparable nature. This, in its audientic deisac 

denotation, is incontestably the pnmary knowledge suggested earlier by one of the three 

subject-concepts - namely, "existent." The points so far raised d help us analyze 

QÜnavT7s famous debate with NasV al-Din T G  on this issue. The mainspring of his 

own doctrine is that theoretical unerances, collectively comprising our inteliectual 

knowledge, are intrinsicdy about God, whch is what "know1edge through the absence 

of knowledge" (ai-"iLn Wadam aLCiIm) had ea.rlier signified to Ibn 'Arabi (Fa II 83:93, L 

71) .  The latter refmed to it as "first knowledge" (a i -Ci /mai -~a9 (FuM II 83:93, /. y#), the 

principal reason being that the goal is not a hurnan knowledge of God's reaiity as it is in 

itself, but rather, as we s h d  see, an apprehension of His self-manifestation in hierarchrcal 

and necessary Çashion, as we s h d  see in the next chapter. 

The brevicy of Qünavi's own remarks do not p d t  a more detailed treament of his 

theoreacal justification of the "subject," short of a complete exposition 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 wherwer ernployed the term "subject" denoted an entitative 

but p1511ary knowledge of existence, and not a copulative or general notion of esistence, 

as used in other instances. The conhision of terms probably reflects the difficulty of 

separating the same reality intended in pnor knowledge kom what is posterior in the 

object of  inquiry. 



§ THE OBJECTS OF INQUIRY AND THE PRINCIPLES 

We have so far seen that for Ibn Sina and Ibn '.Arabi the ''prirnary subjcct" (~i-nzuwi3 r d -  

c ~ d )  of theologtcal scicnce is the csistent qua existent, so long as o n e  undersrands b -  

this that it is pregtvcn. *l'he "objects of inquiry," on the othcr hand, arc thosc things 

which makc up its denved attrïbutcs ( / u / / ~ q t h i )  insofar as ir is the uncondiuonal existent 

subject (min,&y-shw) (SIL 13); thc esact tcrm Ibn Sîna uses to designate thc objrcr of 

inquirv in theology is "existence." We ought to bear in mind thüt h c  logic of' the 

sciences is closelv intercwined with the interna1 disciplinary division of thcolo@ 

science. Being the noblest science (uI-'iim u/-uf&zf) of the noblest knowable oblect 

(nzdhm), theology is the science of the f i s t  causes of everydiing, and undcr this aspect 

offers the soundest and mosr exact knowledge in various branches of scienufic 

investigation (SIL 5). In his search for its m e  subject, Ibn Sina found its scope ro be 

quite large: 

You have [no doubt] henrd also char theohgy is [the science] through which Ire 
invesugated the 6 r s t  causes of physical and mathematical existence and their concems. 
the cause of causes, the p ~ c i p l e  of p~c ip les ,  and that is the Deiry, most exalted (SIL 5 ) .  

I t  is hardly surprising, therefore, that " m e  wisdom" (a/-hhab ~~f-h@qrrr') should appcar 

t o  Ibn Sina in the form of a "first phiIosophf' chat can be used to vcrify the principlc: 

(nmbi%ii') of the other sciences. Combined with what wve havç said so t i r  about the riaïurc 

o i  theoretical science, this important function renders the rcla tionsliip I~envecn Llivnc 

K'isdom and systematic science much more manageable. Theolog- 1. thc cliscipliric -hnr 

irivestig:~tcs thosc things which arc derivauvel + and definiuvclv scpar;irc fis )m 

niatter. It seeks chat which doçs not subsist through scrisiblc ihlecrs .II 
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ma&i~ar) (SU, 121, invesagating the mode of the substance qua existent and qua 

substance, that of body qua substance, of measure and number qua existents and the 

mannet of thek existence, of "formal h g s "  (ai-umika/-..jab) which are either separate 

£rom matter or are in a different kind of matter than that of bodtes (SU. 11). By studpu1g 

the "mode of existence" of a i I  these diuigs, it makes dear the pnnàples of all the special 

sciences invesaga~g  the modes of existing particulars (SIL 15). It is also said "to study 

die modes of the existent as such, its divisions and kinds."" And, suniliarly to Ibn 

'Arabi, he expains hinher that considering the prliciples (mabai) in a broad smse does 

not mean that "p~c ip le"  pertains to the "existent" taken in aIl senses (ai-maq2d k~fbbz). 

His onm justification of this is that an existent cannot be its own prinuple but that of a 

cazued e-wktent only (S IL 14). 

Tlus is not just an innocuous play of words but represents a concepnial distinction of 

major proportions, markmg a crossroads in the type of systematic knowledge of the 

object sought and a shfi  in out quidditivs grasp towards the courcd existent God, on the 

other hand, has no cause. Therefore, the "prinuple" comrnoniy ref'ed to is only with 

respect to a certain s p e  of existent, not the unconditionally existent (al-mawf2d mufiaqan) 

(SIL 14). Hence, the questions or objeca of inquiry belonging to the "science of 

p ~ c i p l e s "  have to do with die reasoned facts (e.g. fim4 of the caused existent (asbob a(- 

ma* ai-nzd@ qm camed existent, some being the acnn&tlts ofthe exitent, others the accual 

p ' n q i d e ~  of the anciifmy snetlcer (SIL 1 S), as Qünavi also points out below." FkialIy, in h s  

view, the questions kivesngated by theology mus t coilectively balance the philosophical 
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(or rational) method with relqqous &S. In essence, they all indicate the dignified rank 

proper topphethood, the obhgation to comply with it and its ongm in God; equally, the 

rnorality (akhhg) and deeds (dmol) needed by human souls together with "the wisdom 

that they hold the promise of nextwoddly fekity" (of-~a'üdab al-ukhrawQah) (SIL 28). 

These are the t h g s  sought in theological science. 

Qünawi strtes plady that the objects of inquky - whch he cals mnü'if,," a term 

Suhravardi also prefers (SKL 93) - may comprise both the roon (u@ which comprehend 

all that a science contains, such as the genus in relation to what is below it, and the 

branches ordered V i  (cf. IB A:07; B:205) beneath the principles, e-g. species and the 

subspecies. In another passage, he agrees that theological science possesses its own 

subject, p ~ c i p l e s  and objects of inquity (marii'i~),~ just like every other science, and that 

those of other sciences are "branches for [its] subject @ni maw& alrilm al-itohi], 

prinaples and objects of inquiry, respecuvely" (MG 7:5). Therefore, while espousing the 

same conneciion as Ibn Sina's between the intemal division of theological science and 

the classification of all other sciences, he carries the division of "roots" and "branches" 

to the objects of i n q q  themselves. Just as the foundational subject consututes an 

undiffereaiated whole, so the object of inquiry ernbodies in the &t insmce this noetic 

bifurcation into root and brandi - an important theme that wdl be taken up in the last 

chapter of d i s  thesis. Once the roots, prima1 sources (ummuhar) and their precepts 

( a m )  are known, he explains, then the manner in which "the branches are related to 

thern, the form of their subordination [!fiat fabd&ya&%Iâ 1 4  as well as their orderkig 
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thern [indiijitabbq d also be known" (MG 6:s). According to hm, theologkal 

encompasses each and eveq science in the same way that its £ k t  concem, 

its pruriary "ob ject of attadiment" ( i h t  mutdhqibz) - viz. the 'Xeality-through- 

everythuig" (al-Haqq bi-kuIl shay? - is itself encompassing (MG 75) .  The "reahty- 

manifested-through-each-hg," then, constitutes the "ob~ect of inquly." The intemal 

logic of theological science, notably in coordination with the entire dassificatory order 

of the sciences, is oriented toward a cnrnrnon ontic point of reference that leaves the 

kivesugator without any need to step beyond the bounds of his foundational science just 

in order to apportion his energies according to each of its a n d a r y  branches. While 

theological science's restrictive subject (maw&uhu a/-&@$ is, in Qûnavi's words, "God's 

existence," its "prindples" are the "prknary realiues" (ummahüt al-baqa'ig) whidi follow 

necessaniy fiom His "found" or manifested existence - otherwise called the narnes of 

the essence (a&' al-dhai) (MG 8:6). 

This points to the sarne concepnial shf t  in o u  quidditive knowledge towards those 

t h g s  that must flow in orderly Eashion from the prhary subject - in effect, the 

schematic properties of its manifestaaon, if not of an oumght "dehtion." Ibn was 

bound in his afierrhought on the ccexistent" ht by something which was itself governed 

by the First PrinupIe as a caused existence, thereby gïving rise to this necessq  herarchy. 

Likewise, existence for Qünavi is conceivable only in respect of what he cails peccied 

things (mutdagatz@, not unconditionaliy. He,  by contrasr, endeavoured more persistently 

to ponray the hierarchical mode of govemance resulling therefrom accordmg to a 
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scheme of thrngs based on the Divine names. Thus, the essential names may indude 

"that whose precept (or 'statu$) is s p e d e d  in tbe d ' d  [fi tdwan ~~huhu/iI-~ïïalam] and 

by whch He - that is His existence - is known" (MG 8:6). This pemasive mdtiphuty 

of names does not alter the fact that there are basically two ways of knowing God. In 

other words, He can either be known Gom b e h d  the veil of the effect (@b al-afbai), 

in the case of one group of people, "the howledgeable among the pious" (alIc+n min 

al-abri@, or be perceived dirough unveiluig and "wimessing" (kmbfan nra rbuhidan) 

wkhout any intermediary or veil per se, in the case of those n7ho are in intlnate proximiv 

to HLn - narnely, the Accomplished Ones (ai-mugmrabh wa/-kummal). The only other 

division of Essential names is that for whidi no pnctpt in the world is speufiable 

bafdqyan) and whch God appropriates for h e l f  in His unseen state ( a / . ?  üta &a 

al-Haqq bihifighc-ybihz) (b[G 9:6)." Below the names of the essence are those of the 

"subordmate atmbutes" ( u . m ~ ' a l - ~  al-aiab); then corne the names of the (Divine) acts 

(MG 105-7) and, h d y ,  the relationships and links (al-nzrab wai-id$Üj between the narnes 

of the essence and those of the amibutes, on the one hand, and between the names of 

the amibutes and those of the acts, on the other (MG 10:7). 

As we said, the objects of inqujr, or the m a ~ 2 ,  are "elucidated through the prima1 

names ra& yattadib bi-utllmuba a/-aM 1" (MG 1 1 :7). Of ail the "realities of these 

objects' attachments" (baga$ m~tdalhqïihX), the primal names comprise the actual 

p ~ c i p l e s ,  levels (mmofb), abodes (mawii$n) and the "relation of differ-entiation" (ni& 

tqG.4 belonging to the precepts of every one of their (i.e. objects of kiquiry) divisions 
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and its place. The objects of inquirg indude those descriptions or epithets (ndi t ) ,  

a ttributes, andary narnes (ai-omiï ' ai-fafcgab) and the& e ffects (athana) through which 

there is speufication (tdgyana). He refers all dus back to two central aspects of the God- 

world relationship: "knowledge of the world's connectedness (&%à3 to God and of 

God's co~ectedness to the world." The knowledge sought is inaccessible when these 

two aspects are combined (mgin@. But we shall defer discussion of this theme u n d  we 

get to the notion of uhh&ab CDivinity") in r/à ai-bqiiv, a notion he takes as the perfect 

exemplification of God's connectedness with the al-m'liih ("that for whom He is a 

Deity"). 

§ THE TRANSFORMATION OF LOGXC 

a. The Question of the "Scale" 

As we saw earlier, every discipllie possesses some device - Qünavi calls it a "criterion" 

(mir*) - intended for dkcrimkia~g between the m e  and the faise in that whch is said 

to be proper to that parti& discipline: in the field of linguistic interpretation ribïirab) 

it is cded grammar (nahw), in theoreucal science (aLCiim aLtlaprii logic, etc. (MG 1 H). 

Theological science being no exception in dus regard has additionai methodological 

requlernents; the specifiay desired for its scale, one whose form and content could be 

agreed upon, is dmated by the pedarities of the discipline. After dl, theology is the 

b h e s t  and noblest of all the sciences because of the nature of its "object of amchment," 

viz. God (MG 14:8). As such, what it requires most pressingly is a 'kmwledge of scales" 
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appropeate to thiç object whidi indudes its principles and canons (uglihii wa qaz.ininibz) 

(MG 1489))). The difficuity is how to reconc.de this with the fact rhat the knowledge of 

God or Divine knowledge itçelf - the expression "aMm al-ihht' is dehberately left 

arnbiguous - cannor be governed by or "subsurned under the precept" of any scale, being 

too broad and too great to be captured by any h e d  canon (MG 14:9). But whde it 

cannot be conhed  to any "designated scaie," he insists that this does not mean that it 

has no sale  at d. On the cont rq ,  all those accomplished in their spienid reahation 

(a/-hmmal dhaw5 a/-ta&@, whom he c d s  God's Devo tees (ah/ AI/%), have found tha t 

theological sumce indeed has a "scale," one that is dosely coordinated and in consonance 

Mth i,unâk'b) each level, Divine name, station, abode, srate, thne and individual (sbakh~).~ 

Such a "scale" enables them co distinguish (aLtaqiZ) becween "the various lunds of 

Divine disclosures [aLjafbJ, expexiential sciences [or sciences of 'direct witnessl [ai-'uhm 

a/-shuhi?d-ijaah] ], ins m c  tions [al-i/qz ;iily ob tainmenrs [a/-w~&r] and manifestations 

[tqfr/@ni] o c c b g  to the denizens of such lwels as are recognited by aadition Foe. k-ahl 

a/-mar5tzib al-smgah], dong with thek States and stations" (MG 149). It enable man to 

separate between genuine Divine and angelic intimation, on the one hand, and diabolic 

izstruction, on the other. In fact, the broader a h  of M$Gb al-ghayb is to present a 

c C synoptic" view of what is intelIedtaiij "dotted to us by God in the form of canons 

[qawaid] , preusions [al-dawa%iij, premis es, prima1 exis ten tial roo ts [ummahatai-zt;~rTa/- 

wuj?id&yah], roo t presences [al- badarzt aL-a.g7y~1h]~' and h a 1  goals [ai-maqiî.+i al-ghbà 'riah] ' ' 

(MG 15: 10). Such a view, he says, will seme to "lengthen their tether in the way of 
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knowledge of what details [ai-tt@q, sciences, narnes, levds, etc. they bappen] to 

contain" (MG 15:lO). W i t h  this overd picme, each part of the whole is interconnected 

with the other so as to disclose it through a "disdosure" korn God (biifath al-ihhi) and 

the pre-eternity of the root itself (waf-qidam ai-a@. 

Our discussion of the problem of knowledge thus far has brought us not only to the 

notion of a simple coordination between principial science vis-à-vis the causes studied 

by each anullary science but, more manifesdy, to a theology of the Divine creative act 

in its downward descent through the Word revealed and intimated in various fosns to 

man. This happens to be the hub of the transformation of logic into a scale that could 

accommodate the pmicular requirements of the hghest science insisted upon just above. 

The question we posed in the hsst chapter concerning the relation between Divine 

wisdom and the knowledge accessible to human beings, which Ibn Sina med to resolve 

by showing how ph.dosophy is always a forma1 knowledge about God, is reinterpreted by 

Qünavi more dehitely in ternis of c'consonance." This consonance would not 

conceptudy differ to any great degree, if not for the scriptural dimension, from the 

cornrnensurability and appropriateness Anstotle described with respect to each disupllie 

or, indeed, syllogisac inference. Significan~, the key word that Qünavî uses in MG 14:9 

above is yunn~ibu, implymg 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 suentific elaborauon c m  hold only in accordance with 

a prion Divine WU (al-rnashi'ah ai-ihhiyah); more specifically, with what the Pen 
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engenders "as it insuolls" (that is, "müjqir' bibi ai-qahm hiil ai-ta$?') (MG 15: 10). The 

natue of this prioriy demands speùal attention, since the act of w r i ~ g  in this "art" 

(kifabat büdh al-jann) is not based on something premeditated or prepared beforehand. 

That is why he d e s  the trouble to point out that the Pen consmed by the "formal 

scholars" (3dimü' ai-m/sum) who would object to '%ssociationism," or isht&, has more 

to do with verbal f o m  and conventional temiinology (MG 17: IO), a consideration hardly 

relevant to what is being d e h t e d  here (MG 16:10-11). What is said to be pre-etemal, 

as the priority of God's Act of W r i ~ g  dearly entails, has ofien been viewed with 

suspicion, as only God c m  be pre-eternal in any real sense. The expression he hunself 

accepts, however, renders "most appropriately" and "most perfectly" the intended 

meaning for the subject-matter at hand, at least horn the perspective of the qeaker 

ernploying it (MG 16:ll). On chis score, QkavI  adds that at his "station of speaker" (al- 

maq* ai-mz~takal/irnf;hz), a person has the choice of embraclig either whatever he is apt 

to receive fiom "someone who is vded and oriented essendly by his own thkiklig [al- 

ma&% a/-mutawaÿah Lijikrih~]," or whatever "he who relies on his h e m  is devoted to [al- 

mutazvqiah bi-qa/bihi]" (MG 16: 1 1). He relies on his heart, though, "who takes the 

expression chrough unveiling [h,4j%n] and witnessing [rbuhdan] without any effort [diin 

tdammu4, at a pure and unsullied place [bi-mabal/ fair h sbsbj?bz]" (MG 16:ll). Whereas 

the puritg of the one who auly h d s  its root endures, the one who is veiled receives the 

Cornmand iatafaqqi ai-mahju6 al-ama) fiom behhd the veil of thliking and human 

mortaiity (bashatfjab) by striving in an impure place." 



b. The Different Types of Priority and Pregîvenness 

In order to appreciate to the U e s t  possible extent the nanire of priority intended here, 

let us look more closely at how it was altered fiom the onginal logical hamework Ibn 

Skia had esrablished for it. This transfomiation played a capital role in d e h g  the way 

in which the mysacal school would eventudy distinguish itself from philosophy. 

The notion most dosely affiliated with prioritg is, of course, mawdi7 - that is, the 

"subject." As matters now stand, whenever one "subject" is said to be more 

"specialued" (akhass) than another, such as "cosmological science" (aLciIm ai-hwtl7) in 

relation to the "Science of Lordship" (al-'iIm ahbbmti), it must lie below it (MG 54). The 

entke framework c h e s  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 Sina for the First 

Philosophy. The assomnent of sciences follows a pattern of priority that is tightly 

coordmated with a single science, in an ascending movement whose final resolution is 

in the predominant noetic source - the root, or ad 

Whde priority is no doubt complicated and, indeed, ''broken up" by this hierarchical 

movement, the question rests, as it did in the c'I~hjüty" on the following epistemic 

division of pregiven p ~ c i p l e s  taken in their hinctional role within this dosely-knit 

scheme. This division is laid out in the perfectly conventional terms and expressions we 

have iearned so far, but what he makes expliut is iather in tefes~g.  Hence, "principles" 

consist of either conceptions and judgments. As dehtions, conceptions fd squately 
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within the compass provided by the particular "subject of knowledge under 

investigation" (MG 43); whereas judgrnents, he says, are the premises (muqaddamiit) on 

which ths knowledge is internally estabhshed (yubtatl4. Now, judgments may be referred 

to sirnply as "pregivens" or "postulates" (awda) for a particular domain of science and 

seme to "plurakze" the subject into its constituent parts, as we saw (MG 4:4)." Shihab 

al-Din YahyA Suhravardi Cd. 587/llgl) hhd rnainrained that the mvdo w%e really 

plinciples takm as premises whose "acceptance is not necessarf (SKL 93). For Qünavi, 

however, some pregivens are mtait~ Lyaqitl&yah), others adrnitted on hith (dfaomoh 

imaman) or through the favourable opinion of the one reporthg them (MG 4:4). W i t h  

che sarne science, chey are all prior and consutute the "pregtven [or posited] roots" (u@L 

mawr;Wah), thus recallmg their speual kuiship as well as etpological link with c ' m a ~ ~ f l '  

("subject"). Some types of premises adrnitted introduce f3xthe.r the factor of t h e ,  

insofar as they appear in another "subject matter" but w i t h  the same lisrener (al-SM. 

Ibn Sina assumed that the latter "are not self-evident" (bgitfah /i ncTfs@, their 

explmation being found either in another science or "at some later point w i h  the same 

suence.""> In dus instance, the 'leamer" (ai-mutda&m minh.), says QünavT, may C O ~ M U ~  

to entertain certain doubts pending clarification by theoretical, nawal or Divine proof 

(bmhiia naxmi awf;frra aw ihhi), in which case they are said to be "pre-posed" (mu.@darai) 

(MG 44). But syllogisûcally, dus latter notion was used more in reference to the instance 

where the condusion, in parti&, is said to be pre-posed, although it was agreed by and 

Otherwise known as Shaykh ai-Ishrak. 
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large that anything the learner admits to only grudgingly, with a certain degree of 

resistance, must be "pre-posed" (mqâdar) (Goichon Lexzque 177); whereas arnong the 

awda which the leamer admts to "without any resistance" is the "pregiven roof' (a& 

mawaan). For Ibn Fm& though, the term r d  mawd2ah, referred to ail pregivens (aw6.s) 

which the learner admtted "without there being any resistance on lus part" (Goichon 

h x q e  1 77). 

In contrast to the "factiaty" of the subie- the mmZf are those objects of kiquiry for 

which proof and afhrmation are sought - viz. "aliafiyubarhan 'ahyhü wayuq~ad ithbat~hà 

'ind ai-mukhmSIiY - for the bmefit of the intedocurer (mdb-&b) (MG 6 5 ) .  In p o k i ~ g  this 

out, QünavI associates hunself with Ibn Skii'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 mukhiiû'ti in dialogue. In the event of ignorance, however, a unique situation develops 

before the consequence c m  become M y  plain to the reupient. Both the prkiciples of 

theological science (mabiïdi ' i h  &hi) and the oyect.. of inquiry must be adrnitted 

(mzi.ra/larnah) 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 primai 

roots. At any rate, the p a o n  unfatniliar with a gven object of inquiry must admit them 

und the uuth of the matter becomes clear (MG 12:7-8) in one of two ways: either he 

lghû upon some discernible evidmce (dafilmdqq c o n h g  that it has really occuned 

' Ibn S k a  uses more often the word ma@&. 
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to the knowledgeable reporter from whom he has taken it (MG 12%); or the listener 

realizes for himself their soundness, wheseupon the m t h  of the matter is indicated 

"through something he discova that is itself mie." The aliiost Urcular reasoning 

resulting h-om the case where the object of inquiry is expressly unfa& and yet 

temporady admitted to obviously resembles the instance where the conclusion is pre- 

posed with "some resistance," pending an act of assent The onlv difference is, as 

Qtinawi stresses, the operation in the end cannot be exp(aiined thmugh any exfratfeousfacfor or 

cause (sabab khanj7') - such as a syllogism (a@.rah), premises (muqaddumii), etc. Direct 

experience is primordial. 

What tliis does, in effect, is to allow for a process of discovery going fiom a state of 

reception of transmitted knowledge to a new order of synthetic cornplexity that is that 

of the object of inquiry proper, all within the ininal scope admitted for thepgrven "object 

of inquiry," as it were. The theological uses of ths way of puteng the matter are 

obvious. Scriptural verities cm then be safeguarded, admtted to by the leamer and, 

subsequently, "rediscovered" without having to overstep the original boundaries by 

introducing "new premises." It is not for n o t h g  that Qünavi speaks of a pregiven 

"object of inquiry." The higher priority generally assouated with the object of i n q q  

presents us with a set of questions of a plainly different diaracter than that which &ses 

with respect to the fragmentaq subject posited in the form of ma, or any "mere" 

premise. SO, the fatt dosely tied in with the recuoned fact- indicated by the condusion and, 

here, temporady accepted beforehand - may, at the same h e ,  be regarded as an "object 
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of inqui$' and, consequently, more a fact having a cenain "poise" or "indination." 

What Qünavi may have had in mind is the following question: whde logical structure 

ideally dowed one to move from the "pregiven" element to a c%nowledge of the reality 

of the diuig," how c m  the noetic process of discovery be a knowledge of a realitg if, even 

when presumed to s h f i  £rom simplicity to some sort of re-wfied synthetic state, the 

reality, ovet and above out knowledge of it, semains simple in nature. The initial 

knowledge, h o u &  which the unknown becomes known, and the consequmce must 

bath be simple; thepmcerr of judgment has to be composite and yet unicary. But, as the 

ernphasis now d e d y  suggests, the "fact" rnay be considered as a kind of knowledge 

which foreshadows the object of inquq ,  M y  exposed. 

c. Teachmg and Leaming as a Twofold Process 

Ibn Sina has med systernaticaIly co show the various ways in which the reality and the 

judgement rnay be connected. To do this he had had to analyze othet types of teadiuig 

and leamlig beside, for example, mathernatics, logic and the "speculative sciences." The 

Iramework, which Qünavi largely accepted, leads us into the c r u  of the problem raised 

by his declaration concemhg "knowledge of the realities of things"; namely, that 

"priority" in knowledge assumes two fomis: an initial root and a consequence. 

Teachuig and leaming ( td im wa tda/m), according to Ibn STnii, are equdy 

indispensable for apprenticed artisans in carpentry and painting, who m u t  ply their trade 

before they c m  master it; and "insauction" (talqin) is needed in poety or Ianguage, 
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where practice in pronunciation is requisite (SBU 57). It may be moral (tu'&bI'), relying 

on proper counsel; or based on authonty ( taqE4 ,  with the aim of 'Y armliaezing the 

person with belief in a certain opinion [Ifrqad raji mq," reaiized only through a tmst in 

the teacher (al-tbiqah bi/rntfaI/irn). Hgher up is the instructive activiy Ibn Sin5 desuibes 

as being "mental" (dhibna and "reflective" (jÇkni - as in the Arabic rendering of 

Anstotle's opening statement of De Intmpntatione. These are acquired ehrough either a 

transmitted or an intellected statement (qmf m d  arv mdqZf) whose very nature is to 

posit a belief (itiqad), opinion (raj) or conception (ta;awwur) chat was not there before. 

The mental (dhihrri), usudy taken as poised most dosely with respect to the knowledge 

gathered dirough the senses, may cake place either between two persons or inside a single 

individual in different respects. Considered in t m s  of the intuitive grasp (bodr) of the 

rniddle term in a syllogism, it signifies and is associated with the teadier (mdaf'lim); and 

in temis of the consequence (nmFjah)), the snident (mufdaffim), as mentioned above. The 

pedagogical process with respect to the intuitive (ha53 is a specific form of assimilation 

(tamththuI) of the middle temi that occun when the object of inquiry occurs to the mind, 

in the absence of any consuous search or request for it (SBU 59). Whereas teadilig and 

learning through thinking or reflection (ai-jkni need a kind of se& that implies the 

temporary presence of the quaesitnm (ma!.b)." With undesstanding (fûhmr), as the soul 

moves in search of a middle terni for the syllogism, the middle terni does not occur 

through any such request, but speuficdy through an audible transmission fiom the 

o u i d  by a teacher." 'Mental teadilig and learnkigY7 Ibn Sinâ regards as the most 
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of mental knowledge or presumption (xann) is acquired only through some prior 

knowledge or assumption (SBU 60). Moreover, not just any kind of priority (sabq) is 

intended, but one that is u s e u  in teadung and leamhg (nüj%nfi a/-tdbm d-tlro/~um) 

(SBU 58). And just as priority and posteriority are nao aspects of the sarne mental 

operation, so instruction and leaming must be thought of as two aspects of a single 

process [inayq mq toward the acquisition of the unkuown by means of the known [ i h ~ a b  
majhtrf bi-mdahm], which, on the one hand, is cded leaml>g [tdahm], io relation to 

whomever it occurs to; and, on the other, is cded insmction [tdlm], in rektion to 
whomever it results from, viz. efficient cause [dCifhb of-=ihb]  (SBU 57) 

The same d e s  which apply to transrnitted knowledge (masmq in the productive arts are 

oniy more m e  in the t e a c h g  and leaniing of "intelligible t h g s "  (ai-umùral-raqizzuh). 

But in the mental process - which includes thinkuig, intuition and understanding (SBU 

60) - knowledge is said to be prior (sabiq) by essence rather than in t h e  (SBU 62), 

whether it is acquired through personal inference or leamed fiom the outside through 

another person (SBU 61). 

Ibn Sina dusuates his point as follows. For every t h g  to whch formal assent 

(ta@@ may be given, this assent is poten tially obtainable through something else (SB U 

60), either an implicant (rnai@m) or a preventive condition (mdunniduhu). With the 

proposition, "every b is 4" as an example, the pregivens (tllaw&àt) of b- not any object 

of predication b (ai-rnabmd) - are already contalied (mutadamminan) in the judgement 

(bukm) (SBU 61). If we understand by b eveq subject f i h g  under b, should the 

implication (!uW) existing between band a not be through pregivenness and predication 



(hm0 thcn the implicarc or conclusion (fi+) u~ould not be contained br the implicant 

(mrti<inz)." A representaaon of this is when, 

supposing there is a major. a minor and a middlc tcrm. upon findmg char rhc mtddle 
estends [/iivd<l/-luiyi~ obtained for the minor you inquirc whcthcr the mîlor does so ro 
thc mddlc. froni wliicli rcsulrs [ h y ~ n t q  nrinhztl irs estension to the mnor Oncc ir 1s 

evidcnc to vou char it cstcnds r o  the mddlc, then it bccomcs imnicdiatcly clmr that it docs 
so to the m o r .  You do not nced to await anythrng [elscl o r  to in\-esug3tc the attachmcnr 
of the minor ro rhe mddle. nie nvo quesuons becomc manifest togcrhcr I r  the sanie 
m e  [ ~ m ~ d - ~ u r n ~ n I .  (SBL 61-3) 

--Ifter finding that the major obcains for the rniddle, "you do not need ro ask if it is 

presenr for rhc minor, be it within the shortest duration. if any" (SDC 62). This prior 

knowvledgc is pcior bif essence (iiibiq hl-dhq and '5t is to [ths knowledge] cssenuallv that 

the initial searc h [uwwui dl-!al&] is oriented" (SB U 6 1-2). 

What land of a search it is naturally depends, from the outset, on the nature of the 

quesnon; one mav ask, for esarnple, "what" (mü) a thing is, "whether" (hl0 it is, "whf' 

(limà) it is, etc. (ci. SBC 68)." What is important is that, if we are to gain access to 

anything by means of pnor esisting t h g s ,  that t h g  must be neither ~~-1enhi5 absent nor 

impossible of esisrcncc. Othenvise, "what-is-it?" and, in its wake, "wvhecher-ic-is" c m  be 

neidier coordinated nor concepcualized (tatqawar) (SBU 72). If the qbject of i n q u q  1s 

either knwvn or unknown to us beforehand in ewy resprt in which it is being investigated, 

dien what is thc use of scarching for it (SBU 75)? His contcnuon is t ha t  i r  mnr be known 

in nvo rcspccts and unkriown in one. It is known through both concepuon in mi!, (di- 

pnrticularizcci LIZ um. Knmvlcclge is pnor because the iudgcmcnt that "such and siich .i 
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thing is that t h g "  has not pet been sought. Moreover, noetic priority, as we know, is 

readily available through the nanird endowment of the mind (bijifrat aLCaq9, sensation, 

etc.; many thkigs are potentidy comprehensible through t h .  The panicular thuigs 

(jk@f) spontaneously observed without having been soughr enter into an acniality 

subsumed unde. "£irst knowledge" (&dm ai-awwab. 

Furthemore, other "pardel" cases esist where the object of inquiry is known h s t  

through conception and whatever precedes the object known so as to lead toward a 

cognizance (mdnjiab) ofthat object by way of assent. For example, we might say that the 

rvoy to the place where a runaway pnsoner may be found is known before the place. 

When we make our way towards the object of inquiry [sahkni ai-~ab7i i& al-mafkb] with 
a conception [tagwwutj of the object that is prior to it, together with the pathway leading 
to it, upon reaching it we have a percephon of the object [admknii ai-ma@]. (SBU 75) 

By the same token, if we make our way toward the prisoner while retaliing a prior 

conception of hun and die pathway leadkig to hm, upon reaching hirn we would 

recognize h m  (SBU 75-6). We would be able to do so without ever even having seen him 

before, but only by concepnialzing a s q p  Cahah) of his (SBU 76).  Whoever conforms 

to h s  sign would automatically be a ninaway, indeed ourrunaway prisona. If we attach 

to this a knowledge that either fits the observation (imfq bii-mushahadah) or is acquiced 

(Ia b i - h b )  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 kke the middle temi in a syIlogism. 

And the capture of a prisoner is always relative to the sign, comparable to the occurrence 

of the minor, since the knowledge that whoeva possesses this sign must also have run 

away indicates the preceding major; and thus the discovery of the ninaway constitues 
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the conclusion. But the runaway prisoner was not known to us beforehand in evwy 

respect, else we would not have had to search for hun. He was known ody  inasmuch 

as we possessed a c'conception" of him. He was unknawn in respect of his phce, in view 

of which we began our search for him. 

Briefiy, then, the acmal assent is said to be preceded Iyataqaddamuhu) by three items 

of inforniauon (mdhmiit). The hrst is conception (tu!awwur) of the object of inquiry - 

evm i t  the assent falters thereafier. Second, the conception of the rfafemenf ( t a g m r  a/- 

qawo having priority of order to the assent bataqaddaamu 'aihybijhzartabah)). Thud, the 

act of assent upon this same staternent (tasdiqai-qaw4 (SBU 58). A s s e n ~ g  to the object 

of inqujr follows nawally from these three items. Knowledge obtalis in nvo respects: 

h s t  through conception and then assent, und a anai arrent of s o m e t h g  that had 

previously been absent is 'cgained." This is how Ibn Shii can sedulously tie what 

happens to be missing with the operation of assent. The result is that assent is redy 

assentlig to the new elernent onlu, that is its entire raison dëtn and why it happens to be 

governed by a unique set of d e s  conespondmg to its complexity. 

As we know, the "object of inqIilrg" mentioned in the h s t  point is what is sought 

through a process of reasoning kom the known to the unknown, thefom (surah) $the 

objetf ~ O W I J  bating been estabii~bed ucmrdiing tu a necersary order ( m A b )  t h u g h  wbicb the mind can 

pars thugh to the d n o m  (al-maj hd). The "consequence," which does not simply corne 

later but consists of whatever the syllogism advances, is of course, literdy, the "object 

sought," mafhb (Goichon k n q u e  204-5). What is now most i n t e r e s ~ g  about this 
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statement are both the supervmtion of the form - whch we had encountered in the last 

chapter when disnissing the noetic cornplex of knower, knowledge and the object known 

- and the "necessary order" that results. This is because form irnparts a parricular 

"poise" to everythuig pregiven, and is espeady useM in providing a philosophicd 

grounding for the tri* passage to a domine of Divine speech, which both Ibn Sî îa  and 

Qünavi shared at least in inspiration. We shall defer discussion of this to the next 

chapter. For the present, let us conclude th section by reiteratiig that the movement 

Gom the known to the unknown suggested to Qünavi that the %own" is likely to be 

consonant with or, in a disciplkiary sense, cornmensurate, to the unknown object This 

consonance h d s  certain relwancy in the notion of "pre-position," and may be gleaned 

Erom the "items of infomiation" listed by Ibn 5Li.î.a above. It is what mLiùliaily informs 

us that the "unknown" is known in some respect prior to judgrnent. For Qünavi, it 

undergirds the whole view that "there must be a [prior] awareness of that whose 

knowledge is sought [a/-zhzh bimàyurad mdn,hatihz]'l" (IB A:122; B:123). Since there is no 

uncomplicated, mechanical movement fiorn one end to the other, consonance offered 

Qünavi much wider scope for setting the issue to nghts in fornulable but extra-logical 

d e s  - as we will see in subsequmt chapters - which take into account the uirique of the 

rational mode he has med to incorporate in his work hom vkous quarters, not just Ibn 

Sima Havkig established the problernatic nature of man's receptive faculties, he has had 

to work out the fd impiications of what it means to have knowledge of that which is too 

sublime to be rationally comprehended. If this reality is a f h e d  to exist, despite the 
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absence of duidilig hgicaalpmoJ then the effort to bridge the gulf separatlig what two 

aspects of the same thîng happen to dtsplay in their consonance or  cornmensuration 

cenainly requires an unusual degree of ueauve innovation. 

d. The Transformation of Logical Priorïty and Pregivenness 

Medieval thought set its energies to h d i n g  a device that could account for the noetic 

process described above, which embracedpregiven knowledge of the object, on the one 

hand, and an object qua object roughf, on the other. It sought to do this - and this 

appem to hold across the culturaI divide separatlig the Islam from Latin ChnstiendomY 

- in a marner befi&g the spinnial aspirations of the age. 

For Ghazzdî, it was at the precise moment when a proof patterned on the h p i d  

certaintg of ccindemonstrables" or pcimary concepts becomes impossible that, konicaily, 

even the faintest hope of overcoming the circulaxity involved in the problem of pre- 

position c m  be entertained. Ibn Sînâ's solution had been to use the process of assent 

in ordet to pomay how the "new" dernent of any discoveq is properly reckoned. The 

unwieldmess of dus procedure in metaphysical problems, however, prompted Ghazzali 

to resort to the metaphor of 'light," which, in place of "systematic argument" and 

c'smctured discourse" ( n a p  daLi wa tan% hk), he fdb provided the sole "key to most 

knowledge" (GMD 13-4). "It is dirough this hght," he says, 

that one seeks [mystical] unveiling [of-hbfl ... The point of our accounts is that the quest 
rnay be rigorously prosecuted und one reaches an object of se& which ought never to 
be sought [&ftbyantahi i4.+ @lob mâ &y&zb]. Hence, the bt premises [aIIawwaU_Yval] are 
no t [what is] sought, being aheady present V;l 'innaha &grah]. Whenever that which is 
already present is sought, it becomes lost and variishes; although whoever is seeking what 



is never sought canriot be accused of being remiss #aahyatk3him biltaipi'tj in his seacch of 
whatever it is he seeks tuhb müyufhbu]. (GMD 14) 

Howwer much we may wish for a fked uajectory from the epistemicaliy pregiven to a 

liut knowledge of the object beyond it, if foilowed through to the furthest Lunit of 

certainty, either a self-identical object or shea incoherence will be 

our O+ recompense - should we insist, that is, on retaliing the premises. The highest 

dass of received knowledge is dubbed "kispired," somethkig comrnunicated dirough a 

Divine intervention inhising each "event" of noetic discovery with an immediacy, 

wholeness, singulany and sirnpliuty that must predude composition ki the mvial sense, 

and yet is no longer at some remove hom the object qua subject. The ccrediscovery" 

does not rendu the object of inqrury immediate in the primary sense cornmonly 

associated with the pregiven premise. This said, however, even the premise is aràf ic idy  

disded fiom somediuig more basic and integrally given. One possible candidate 

that h s to t l e  had considered for completing diis difficult path was, as we saw, defïmtion. 

!7G'h.de conveying the desired unitay conception of the dehendum, however, dehnition 

is not only made up of ccpartsy" albeit of a panicular sort, but leads to the exact same 

circular reasoning one presumably was aying to avoid. Anstotle reahed that dehnition 

per se was incompatible with what dernonstrative method sought to acheve even while 

it was seen to gravitate toward it. 

W sides considered, Islamic dilikers's critical verdict on the phdosophical approach 

as a whole appears to have been the f o l l o h g  - that all that demonstrative science redy  

does in face of these difficulties is to transpose the religious tniism that me wisdom is 
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knowing God, the noblest object of knowledge, into a new structured discourse of rather 

uncertain spiritual (or even intdectual) fecundity. The rabonai mode of knowing God 

was meant to render in the most intellectuaily asnite sense what that knowledge musc and 

must not consist of. But it spoke always about thuigs. Sri& it ought to be said as well, in 

all faimess, that the noetic interplay alone between the ccwhat'y and the '"whether" - two 

of Ibn 'Arabi's "prima1 objects of inquq" (ummuhiit ai-mafalib)35 (FuM 8494) - had 

already reached so fa.r afield than is ofien let on that philosophical inquiry itself was 

impelled into areas of which Anstotle and perhaps Ibn Sina hunself were decidedly less 

consaous than their mys tical successors. It b o s t  seems inconceivable that philosophy 

wodd be so staunchly defended for ages if it were thought merely to yield judgements 

aborrt things. Such a knowledge would tell us veq Little by itself unless the "judgmenty' 

happens to conceal a fimher articulation of a more positive or concrete nanire, 

somethmg Like a rrrrpturol act of Divine self-manifestauon, as the prime guarantor of a 

discursive cenaincy that all rational judgment in effect seeks to express. 

Extracthg the positive kom the negative (ie. "about so and SO") is, incidentaDy, what 

Qünavi tried ro do through certain logcal "niles." Although diis issue wi.1 detain us 

briefIy in Part II of this study, we ought to examine more dosely the passage fiom Ibn 

S î 2 s  TdFqat w h d i  figures in Qünavl's Çmous correspondence with Na& al-Din Tüsi, 

skice ir is uitical to any transition contemplated hom a logicdy to a hguistically based 

understanding. The dialogue with =i centered on the fundamental question of man's 

kicapacity to grasp dirough his intellect the "realities of things," a common expression 
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among Islarnic tbinkers, from al-Farab1 to QaavI,  Ibn 'ArabiM and Suhavardi. Instead 

of viewing the perception of the realities as a purely intellectual act, in the facultative 

sense, the general consensus revolved inueasingly around the open-ended character of 

naniral human articulacion as the prime modeL Language has the advantage of offering 

a rough equivalmt to the h o s t  unfathomable fluidity of apprehension, not to mention 

its tendency to deepen M e r  a theoretical realism that ran counter the dry forrnalism 

of Peripatetic philosophy. Logic proved to be a rigorous but sull impoverished way of 

describing the pnority, complexity and, as we will see, comprehensive interlacing of a 

uniiary knowledge of die realities of t hgs .  A knowledge of the latter kind did not 

require us to disdaim, in overcompensation before the overwhelning transcendence of 

Divine Speech, the concrere dunensions introduced by any discourse. But in discourse's 

lettered concreteness, it was essential that a dynarnic relation be shown to exist, 

animatlig ail the parts of speech and, with hem, the self-manifesting act of speech. 

Before we move on, let us quickly consider the provision attached to the passage 

quoted by Qùnavi in his correspondence, where Ibn Sina declares that all we know are 

merely the accidents of the, not their realities. Either the accidents in a staternent teil 

us s o m e b g  about the reality or they do not; if they do not, then what is theit h c t i o n ?  

This was difficult to discem in a non-ernpirical field - and sometimes disputed in 

anpirical ones as well - in a logicdy consistent manner. The sticktng point was precisely 

the intemal 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 



the individual unitarkiess of the object known. Because of the passage's importance to 

out study, we s h d  quote liberally kom the onginal, n o ~ g  any discrepancies between the 

two versions; those portions which do not appear in Qünavl's conespondence are placed 

in large parentheses. According to Ibn Sina, 

It is not withm the power of the human being [gwdror al-barba4 to grasp the realities of 
things [ha@% al-a~byal. Of things, we onlyd know their properties [ai-khawiiss], 
concomitants [ai-bwapiv] and accidents [ai-dr~dj.' But we do not know the constituuve 
differentïae" [aI-$Üdai-rnuqa~ah] for each one of them, indicatiag [that thtngJs] reality 
[al-aWhlh 'ahi bqiqah'hz]. We only know that they are things which have properties, 
accidents and concomitants [annaba mbyü' hbr7 kbawg? wa dr@i wa hwi i@~] .~  We do not 
kno+ the reality of the First [Beingl [bqt'qat ai-amad, the Intellect ['aqrl, the sou1 [ n d ,  
the peavedy] spheres (/kbk], h e ,  ait, 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 [bqfqatjawhatj. We 
only know something [sbq irnj which has this qualifcation diat it is that existent whch 
is not in any subsuate. But this is not its reaiity [hqr'qatuhu]. We do not know either the 
reality of the body [buqiqat ai-jirm] but only a reasoned fact [rababan] which has these 
properties: length, width and depth. We do not know the reality of the animai [baqiqat 
ai-hgawiiin] but only a reasoned fact qiiiitified by perception and activity [ai-idrak >vo/jFiJ. 
However, perceiver and agent [al-midn'k waL-fiii1 are not the reality of the animal, 
merely a property or concomitant. The "real specific difference" [wai-far'i ai-&.qZqq we 
cannot perceive. That is why differences arke over the quiddiues of things: each 
person perceives a concomitant which the other does not, judging va-hhma] according 
to what that concomitant requins. We a h  some qualified thing [nathbuta z b y h  mii 
makh@!an] we know to be qualified by v h e  of one or more properties, and later 
recognize other properties belonging to rhis thing through the intemiedmy of what we 
6rs t knew [bi-wiinxat mii 'araf;râhu amabn] . Theseupon we gain access to a knowledge 
of its haecceity [iùqyatr'hi3], as in the case of the soul, place [wai-mabn] and odier things 
whose haecceities we a f h ,  not from their own essence [h min dhawahihoj, but fkom 
their relations [ n i d ]  to other things, accidents or concorni&ts we know. 

The foilowing abbreviations indicate the source: Q for QUnavi"s Rr Uzb, 
Tdkqat. 

An example 

S for Ibn Stnii's 



this movement Then we observe a motion that differs kom that of other bodies and 
thus know that it has a s p e d  mover [mubam.hn kb~gan], whose £ k t  and special 
attribute does not belong to other movers. Thereupoa, we mace one property after 
another [tbumma fatabbdnü & e t a n  içhiipafa~ d one concomitant afier another, und 
we gain access through thern to its haecceity. "P 
SLnikrly, we do not knod the reality of the First peind [hqqaf al-azwa~, dthough we 
do know from God thar H e  must exist [annahuya$ hh a/-wujZ4 or chat He is that for 
wbich existence is necessary. This is one of His concomitants, not His reaiity. And we 
know by means of this concomitant [bi-*ab] other concomitants, such as unicity 
[wah&naah] and the rest of the attributes. His reality, [supposingj its perception is a t  ail 
possible, is that which exists by Wnie of itself [al-maxv/Zd bi-dbahhh'], that is, what has 
existence by virtue of itself. But' the meaning of our expression "what has existence by 
Wnie of itseif' points [i~hûrab] to somedJng whose reality we do not know. Its reality 
is not identical to existence nor is it merely one of the quiddities. For existence is 
exthsic [hiïc$an] to the quiddities' realities, whereas He is the cause of existence by 
Wnie of Himself [hzmaj dbafr%n"r'lht a i -uqq .  Either, on the one hand, existence enten 
His de finition [taMa%.] in the rnanner of the genus and the differentia in the de finition 
of simple [beings] [ai-badiiJ accordmg to what the intellect detennines them both to be', 
chus makmg existence a part [or "tem'l of His defuiition Jjux'on min baddw , not His 
Reality - just as genus and differenaa are parts of the de6.nitions of simple [beings] 
radier than of their essences [dha~atiha].~~ Or, on the other, He hask a re* above 
existence, and existence is one of His concomitants. (MQA 31 -2; Ta1 34-5). 

bis own interpretation of this passage - admitting of not being 

aware even that Ibn Sina could advance the idea that the "realiàes of thtngs" are 

unknowable - Qünavi's own testimony bears comparison to the pomayal given by h s  

contemporary, Suhravad, who b e l f  beliwed the Islarnic Peripatetics to be doubthl 

that accidents by thernselves could lead dkectly to a secure knowledge of a redity. The 

point is that if this was not the real intent of philosophy, the value of the accidents had 

nevertheless to be carefdy weighed in their function as "parts" of some enuty seen to 



comprise a whole. This presented cettain 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 rhing could not be known 
hom [many] things, as substances have unknown differentiae majhhb]. 
Substantiality [aljawbanzah] they rnake known through something negative [bimrrafb& 
while the soui and immaterial entities [wal-m@rqar] for them have unknown 
differentiae. They let an accident iike "blackness" be hom, for example, as a colour 
that connects to sight, and thus the connection with sight is accidental. The state of 
"coloration" [wal-b-ah] is wewise] made known. There fore, bodies and accidents 
are not onglnaily concepnialized [muta~awwaramh q4 .  The state of existence, which is 
the most manifest of things for them, is also made known. But if conception is deged 
to occur througll the concornitan ts [bii-hwâ@v] , then the concomitants themselves 
[mustj have propehes, to which [in turn] what has been said should be equally 
applicable. But that cannot be, since it would follow that nothlig about existence is 
known. The mth is that "blackness" is one simple thuig [dg' wabid b a q ;  it is 
intellected with no other part of it being unknown. It is indefinable [idfifilmu) to 
someone who cannot perceive it in itself I y ~ ~ h a h i d ~ h ~  hmii  huwa], while he who 
perceives it has no need for a de finition. Its form in the intellect [gratluhfi ai-'aq4 is 
s& to its fonn in sensation [ka-@ratuhu/i al-bissj. Nothing akin [to thesej has any 
de finition. Only the realities composed of simple realiaes [ai-baqi Yq al-murakkabab min 
a/-hqiï'ig al-bu4 whch we imagine to be immaterial [mutizj4araqah] are known. (SHI II 

73-4). 

Qünavi was, thetefore, not alone in his c o n s d  of the "Peripatetics." Logcal syllogism, 

definition and predication are notoriously dl-suited to show how a complex of "parts" 

could yield an-g remotely resembhg the simple tmth of what knowledge of a reality 

had in the end to be. It is m e  that Ibn Sm?iYs more youthfd ulevpatitions on "theological 

saence" in the Jb@'indicate that he may not have despaired of hd ing  some conceptual 

foundation for a "science" of the realities (SMA 12). But it was more in the consuous 

vein of formal conditions of intdectual apprehension, as we now recognize - and as 

Qùnavi indefaaguably insists on - that he sought to establish the interconnectedness, as 

it were, of al1 the necessary concomitants of the subject. This is not kiveterately 

anathema to his other recognition in the Tdfiqüt of the difficul y of a m e  ''knowledge 
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the realities of things" - or, for that matter, to the inmcate flowerkig of later mystical 

philosophy at the hands of many of those who would later become most incimately 

familiar with his works. There is no doubt, though, that the scepticism propitiously 

expressed in his Tdkafwith regard to this method of approach provided an impenis to 

Qünavi's masterly elaborauon of an exegeticalgrammm- which, it must be saessed, had 

alzeady, several generations ago, begun to emerge. Qünavi did not have to resort to 

phdosophy's piecerneal deteminations that many took pains to show could never go into 

the abstract reconstruction of the "reality of a thing" as required. It was Qünavi's htm 

conviction that this exegetical gammar befitted what he had earlierly called the "most 

appropriate" rendering of "Pen." 

e. The «Thing" ( S ' y j  

Our discussion in this chapter is intended to gwe a more comprehensive view of the 

intellecrual foundations of philosophy whch Qünavl had been able ro use for his own 

objectives as a mystic than is usuaily done in s d a r  studies. FaAFqfiab, especially the 

Avicennan variant, has given Islarnic prophetic tradition a more systematically-argued, 

pedagogical theory of the noetic process, where something had to be pregiven and 

something eke d&ved. The key factor that Ibn Smà had identified in this process is the 

fom's role of mediation. AU h e e  aspects - the structurally given, the sought a h  and 

the f o m  - are ubiquitous, and have pretty much determined the orgamation of t h s  

thesis. Our task MU not be completed without some cladcation of the pregiven aspect, 
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the "subject qua rbay'." The word shay' not only connects Ibn Sinâ's expression "the 

realities of diings" to this systernauc approach to knowledge - hence, bagigai ai-~bq : 
which man has been deemed "incapable of grasping by hunself," and 'aqbat ai-shq' ("the 

intellechiality of the h g " )  - but also helps coordmate the interna1 ordering of its parts 

dong more palpably hguistic lines. Let us nim to what Qmavi's says about it in an 

important work of his called ai-N~$a&t ai-ihhzjyab. 

Sbq' " happens to be one of the '"prLnary concepts." One cannot imagme 

~vicennan suence without such notions as c'existent,7' the "thingy7 and "existence" (i.e. 

the object of inquily). Of these, shq' CCthing") has played an i n t e r e s ~ g  and rather 

sigmficant role. It is, therefore, to be expected that in the introduction, or Madkhai, to 

Ibn Smà's encydopaedia work, Kifab ai-ShzjG', the entire object of science is encapsulated 

in the single suggestive rernark duly expressing the need to search for "the realities of 

things" (haqa'iq ai-a~byà). 'The goal of Wisdom"," he declares, "is to apprehend ail  the 

rea/ifres ofthings to the extent that is human~possibIk7 ( S M  12). This naturdy could s d l  

pass for evidence of a rationahtic bias in his thought. A "demonstrable knowledge" of 

the object of inquÿy, the ma?& could weil nim out to be merely an oblique 

representation of knowledge of the reality of the thing - otherwise to be taken in a 

contrastively undefined sense - if by "dernonstration" nothing more were irnplied than 

a completely &anspatent method. But his interpretation of the noetic process, we saw, 

involved certain considerations that were additional to the initial simple conception, and 

hence require a new precept. It is not dear that Ibn Sina's revision of the Peripatetic 
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philosophy a mfle more amenable 
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could have adiieved anythuig more than making 

to the constant prescriptions of religion without 

everythuig he lefi unsaid 

touchstone." Yet however 

and barely suggested in his works providing a personal 

one may choose to construe his famed pronouncements on 

the 'Wisdom of the Matinal Orient," Qünavî set out to accomplish through exegetical 

grammar what the philosophers were widely seen to have been ill-equipped to do, ths 

without rehquishing logic as the choice didactical tool for practically any science worthy 

of its name. His cLscussion of 5&' f d s  squarely in the ambit of the logcal subject 

(mm@. But die question of how a simple reakry may be conveyed through a series of 

postulative distillations from the subject he answered by markmg off the smctly 

syllogisucal smse of prioritg from a deeper lying, linguistic one he has corne to identi5 

with rhay'. The notion of sbay'lends itself congenially to the new task he set himself 

because it contained the very %uilduig blocks" of discourse: the pregiven leners, words, 

etc. In the puMew 

primary concept. We 

of science, shay ' is tirst and foremost something given, being a 

will next see that it rnay indicate f i e r  a relative givenness within 

Divine hiddenness, so far as is theoreticdy ascertainable. AU in all, Qünavi deais with 

two sets of considerations on priority, one existenually extemal and the other intemal to 

God's hiddenness. 

i. ffiowle&e in relation to God Like "existent," its hct ional  equivalent, "thingYy is 

described by Ibn Shii as havkig an existence that may be eitha "for iaelf' or "for 
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another" (wui2duhâ loho aw rn~zd~ha  ii-ghgvi%iq Fai 69). This makes knowing "rhings" a 

more tangled affair than simply getting to know the items of the world before us. Where 

the separate existent (or immaterial beings) (j5ai-mzyhaqah) is said to exist for itself, the 

result - as we found out in Chapter One - is that it also perceives i~self (tudn'k dhawafah~. 

cLThg" foUows suit, in ths respect, being no different in its percipience. Among the 

k a t e r i a l  entities Ibn STna considered was the soul. But though the soul may be 

induded widun diis dass, its b o d y  organs (ai-aht afjiz~ad-r'yah) - such as the eye, whch, 

being a facul y, cannot perceive itself - are not. 

CWiile c'knmaterialiy" in Ibn =ii's scientdic theory of knowledge, i.e. knowledge of 

God, has a hc t iona l  importance, Qünavi draws attention to the danger of erasing all 

distinctions in knowledge. It may beguile us kit0 rhrnking that an ideal knowledge 

possessed bv any ~ing/e  individual entity ('dm h/f abad), by simple v h e  of its 

imrnateriality, can somehow correspofid ( m k q )  to God's own knowledge, whch alone 

encornpasses all noetic obiects (bi-kzdl m&) (NI A:Gb-7a; B:3b). Such a consequence 

may foLlow Lom a theory of knowledge relying on the redempuve capaaty of 

"knmateriality." Since there is no question for QünavI of an apprehension of the reality 

of a t h g  by dint of one's own powers, immataiality alone offers little hope of 

overcorning the hindrances to perfecr inteliectual apprehmsion. Neither c m  it sede the 

larger issue of non-facultative knowledge of the realities. It is merely a theoretical 

palliative that c m o t  detract fiom the fundamental fact that man is distinct fiom God, 

hs Creator. Whatever its degree of perfection, his knowledge is rooted in something 
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more hindarnentai still to which, it is pemissible to add, ths knowledge is "consonantly" 

related, but whose intemal articulation it is likely only to "minor." The highest 

knowledge is resemed for God and safeguarded through what Qünaxs c d s  Divine 

cTerfection" and "Concern" - nvo ternis which play a vital role in his eluudation of the 

exis tent ia~g act of God. This highkghts the preponderance of the source of 

illumination. 

Qünavi position is based on a distinction found in his Kirab a/-Niabüt a/-ihhyyab 

which we s h d  have to bear in mind throughout this study. God's knowledge taken as 

an attribute is quite different from its iinkage or "attachment" to the 'cknowledge of 

another" (mughâyir li-tdaIkq ' i l .b i  bi-Wm g h q n h )  (NI A:7a; B:3b). In the latter case, what 

happens is that Divine knowledge is transmuted into an amibute-for-the-other (bi-frbür 

annub~ sjuh rhLgh93. What does this really mean? 1s he arguing for nvo grades or types 

of knmatenaliq? 

What the distinction wiii eventudy do is to rend- the noetic consonance benveen 

two disparate considerations of the same manifestaaon more palatable by insisung on a 

vertical integration in t he  dcffmtfce. Knowledge is seen to be patticularized "for the other" 

and yet rooted in a Divine state. hccordligly, whde God's knowledge of Hknself 

remains in its utter simplicity free of any a t t a c h e n t  to the "other," the self-knowledge 

of each particular (immaterial) entity is marked by its rnultif 'ous a t tachent  to "many 

abjects," all differing in their capacity to iontain or encompass (al-ib@ab). 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 interna1 orde.ring ofpgtven knowledge that this whole mardi was begun. 

This does not, of course, gainsay what we have learned from both Suhavardi and Ibn 

Sina. The difficdy of discoverhg the simple reality by the accidents or amibutes 

logcally ascribed to it remalis. But the concept of zhoy', far kom behg discarded for its 

association with the school of philosophy, acquires a regdative h c t i o n  belied by its 

subordinate statu relative to the simple reality. In al-Ngab al-iayah, the "thuigs" are 

speuficaliy comected with what he calls the ''prLnal suences" (ummihüt oi-C~hm), which 

concern thernselves above all with God's concomitants, etc. (NI A5a; B2b). So that, 

although denvative in relation to God's own knowledge of Himself, they are completely 

p d  with respect to us, basic to all levels of understanding. In short, "thmg'' is aliowed 

to act as a factor of transmission of the man+/old givenness of what is known in 

pldosophical demonstration as the "subjeci'; it stands for a level of rootedness by which 

knowledge is Çeatured accordmg to its "containing" capacity, giWig it essentidy the 

character of zlftmd dircourse on God, and not jus t some a r t i f i d  cons tmct of logic. 

Considering the importance of this dimension of knowiedge, let us see what Qünavî 

says in his prelimuiary rem& to the N.fa&t. The.r.e, he traces the origm of 

"contaiiment" to a revealed tradition4' to the effect that God desired (ahbbbn) to manifest 

Himçelf through the atmbute of His P~edztion (&-ofut hmdihz) (NI Asa; B:2b). Based on 

this, his &st observation is that the amibute of Perfection lies concealed within the 

Hiddenness of God's Ipseity (humzah), dong with the precepts of other Essential 
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"Concems of God's" (al-murtadtb b-ahkiim s a 5  rhu~tlihi al-dbützzah)). Howwer, He 

rnanifests Himself in each of these other Concems (j? hiisbak mirha) in accordance with 

ths  Fkst Concem of Perfection - thus dmvatrveky - and never purely as the parcicular 

Concem taken by itself or His essence unadulterated. "Concems," as he was Iater to 

explain, are used synonyrnously with the temis "possible entities" (al-mtrnhnat) and 

"realities of the existents" (baqii'iq aI-maxv~U-dai), which, subsisting in God, have not 

acquired an extemal existence of their own (NI A:8b; ~:4b)." Each Concem ccgathers" 

w i t h  it the precept of the remaLiLig Concerns (hh s~'irsb~hibz) (NI A:5a; B:2b). For 

dus,  every instance of the entire whole must be manifested through a f o m  and an 

atmbute (NI M a ;  B:2b). The precept of the whole consists in an acqualitance ( t d 4  

with all of these Concems, but accordkg to what the peculiarity of each Concem requires 

at the absolute er~ence ofCod, in respect of what he calls His "Comprehensive Union of 

Everpthing" (min bqthu jadibi li-sa 'r'ribq. 

The consequence is that any awareness of them musr be consistent with the p h u p l e  

of attribution enunciated just eariier, both thmugb them and tbmugh Him-qua-tbem fa- 

arH& bibü wa bibi min 4 9 t h  biya). Two dis tinctly different directions are discernible: 

one from below, the other from above. God's multiple mdestat ion ( !phhb~)  on these 

Concems' own t m s  (bmabibii) goes generically by the narne "created being" (kbaiqatz) 

(NI A5b; B:2b). Created being remalis intact and d i s ~ c t  not only when the "precept" 

of the whole (i.e. the Fksq d e e d  Concern) prevails over Qhahbah) that of the panicular 

entity or ersence, but vice versa as well. Other than this, each Concem encompasses (b?tat . . 
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bdd al-shu'un) the precepts of other Concerns by way of priority and posttxiorig (al- 

taqadd~m wai-ta'akhkhui), subordination and superordination (al-tabdzjyah rvolmutbiZ&ah), 

uncondrtionaliy and delimitedness (ai-i@ rvoltag7d), etc? The min dement of polanty 

and interconnectedness, p l d y  evident ki this enurneration, is what gves each essence 

its level and particularity. Acccordmg to rhis scheme, then, on the one hand, we have the 

Concems' precepts of multiplicity and, on the other, those of the specific essence's 

oneness of God (a4ka.n wahdat 'qnih). The real upshob though, is that dus essence is 

really speufied in two ways: hs t ,  qua Concems and their hidden, intangible 

cornmixtures (al-ma(~.a/àt ai-ghqbrhah al-mdnaw&yah); and, second, qua dmvoton Etom the 

unspeufied absolute hiddenness of His essence. 

This, he says, is whac gives rise to the Divine narne '2ast" (ïikhir), a fhned  of God 

pemarily through the operation of a postenor precept (bu& al-muta 'akhkhm); the Divine 

Narne 'Tint" (ahwwad is a f b e d  through that which is plior in manifestation (bz-sobiq 

al-ph*). Thence rernains the precep t of 'Tre-Eternal" and 'cEverlasthg" (bukm al-ayal 

wai-abad), and so on down to the plants, anifnals und, h a l l y ,  man is cded  '?Man" Va- 

sammahu ikün) and "God's vicetegent and shadow" (kbakjab wa $4 (NI M a ;  B:2b). God 

has, however, made Man a temiinal point and locus (man~l  wa mabail) that His 

Comrnands be fulhlled in the res t of uea tion (ii-tanJdh m~a~inhhifi sa 'ir khafiqatihr) (NI 

AAa; B:3a): to know God is to be feliutously ernbowered where "the speual requirement 

of each 'thing' [derived] from Hirn [ d a n  buyn mayaqtadlhi khusUptat &il ~hay '  minhu] ," 

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 'thuigs' [bgn  mâyaqta&hi ahad$yot 

jazdibi bif-ni~baf ifb j a d  al-a~byii 7" are both fùl£illed (NI A:Ga; B:3a). 

In more practical temis, this suggests that there are several ways of knowing God and 

of amalgama~g noetic Limits according CO the pattern of relarionship with God. For 

instance, some people, in Qünavi's words, are acquainted with Him through a 

predominance of die precepts of the effect Qhahba 'ahybi a&i?m a/-afh~) and, therefore, 

persist within the compass of "existentiation" relegated to "effect" and "affectrdness" 

(datbar waf-ta'afhthur). Some others are acquauited through what is specifiable of His 

amibutions (aw~i@hz) and Concerns, but only on the basis of the latter's variation. 'Ihis 

variation (ai-ta/awu~)' at the same tirne elicits a kinship of those "concealed," both with the 

"root'' (icfifaf al-mustyaantr minha iih al-as() and with the "other" (shayï), who is equally 

concealed with God. Yet another person may be acquainted with God thcough 

knowledge's precept in him ( b ~ h  'ilmihiJh) and his kindred (amtbiikhz), a precept 

variously referred to as discourse (Mirab), speech (kahm), noetic descent (tan$), hght 

(n*), guidance (bu4. This indicates that Divine knowledge's precept in the addressee has 

a "fonn" (paot h u h  'ilmihifi of-mzîkhiiM) and that there is an interpretation (ta+mah) of 

God's "states" concealed within this knowledge, whether the noetic objecr is one or 

more. Q*avi's contention is that ths defmes God's Concem with respect to each and 

every existent. In fact, there is no state possessing a "universal cycle"" (dmuratuhu a/- 

' That is, according to abf aL-tqyzd, or those who nuri th& attention strictly to what is 
"delimitable" (ai-mutaqgaS,. 

That is, no universal state. 



perfect than the form of the precept of knowledge belonging to the existent's Lord 

t h u g h  that exlrtent, duo@ his hisrd's concomitants (hh 'ilm rabbihi b i h  wa bi-lCntlà@m%Iz) 

and everpthuig else encompassed by the " d e "  of His reali ty (wa ma yuhi! bihi &?rat 

hqTqarihz)). Tlus is the c ide  that consisa of the Form of hts Lord through Himself (Mut 

rabbihi bi-nofk'bz) and in respect of His Concem (min &yfhu rha'nihz) qua existent, form 

and, indeed, locus of manifestation (ma~han31).  Rephrasing this, Qünavi s tates tha t 

nothing that can either "existentiate or be existentiated [ m a  q a d a  w a y u y a 4  refers 

back to the root except the Form of His knowledge of Himseif qua Hirnself [@ut 'iimibi 

bi-najhhi min @fhu nofsihz] and qua His multiple Concerns, by whch His manifestation is 

made multiple [ s h  %ihi ai-mufdaddadah ~ h U r u b u j h ~ " ~ 1  A: 6 a-b; B:3 a). This, one ough t 

to keep in mind, despite the "skigular oneness of God's singular essence" (md abad&at 

"ynihi ai-ahdyyah), which consunites the very source of both oneness and the manifold 

(manbd ai-wabdah tvolhthrab). Stated more M y ,  the upholders of God's name (ah/ 

Alhb)) ,  says he, 

seek to discover b ~ ~ t a / j i n a ]  the f o m  of God's knowledge through Himself and in 
Himself, and the Form of His knowledge through Himselfin respect of His Concerns 
and their precepts. m e s e  precepts] are specified in them and by them [ h t l y ]  at the 
levels of His manifestation through them and in them [k3tddganf;him iva bzhimj? maritib 

bihim wajhim] ; and [secondly] at other levels where they are manifes ted w i h  
Him [phiai?tr%n'm_t;jan&h], insofar as He acts as a mirror "to hem" and "to their states 
with Him" [min baytbu bzma miri irh hhum iw k-abw~%nin mdaba]. 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 ['a& 
sabilal-tdàqlubj, one thing after another and one state after another. There fore, they take 
their knowledge Gom their Lord chrough their realiues and states insofar as cheir 
Existenàator's knowledge is attached both to [the Lord] and to thern [min baytbu tdaikq 
'dm muyidihim bihi w bihim]. (NI k6b; ~ : 3 a )  
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These &ferences in noetic level and purpose aise because people's knowledge "through 

thernselves" fifmihbim bihim), "through their Lord" and "through that which they know 

as their Lord's knowledge through all of thaf' (W 'ahuh3u 'dm rabbihim bi-dbdih hflihz) 

is not quite the same as that higher pre-eternity (@dam), containment (i&ah)), perfect 

extension to all noetic objects ( h m d  af-inbis& 'ah a/-mdfimnr) and everlastingness 

(d&h) which uniquely belong to God (NI A:6b; B:3a). Qünavi describes God's 

knowledge as being never passive but pre-etemal (qudh), all-encompassing (mîbif), 

exhaustive (mutlbm& everlasung (&'im) =d active Opci). What people manage to obtain 

of this knowledge is exactly equal to the amount afforded by the compass of their own 

station's d e  (mZYastad5hi n'at dZimt maqamihim). This in his view explains why the 

knowledge of any pamcular person c m o t  mily correspond to God's, whch 

encompasses every noetic ob j ect (NI A6b-7a; B:3b) and alone es tablishes the endurkig, 

unexpungeable link with the root. 

a B e  s&&mce of c~ess''(sha$yyah) Air the Act of Wdihg. So Sofag we have seen 

how the question of primacy or priority ( J Z ~  al-amu/r~ah) properly fails within the 

province of the relative subject. Qünavi wishes now to isolate the notion of "rhuigness" 

(shay izah) (cf. SKM 1: 125) which, in contrast to the ordinary awateness of thgness in 

this wodd, d e s  for a prirnary noetic priority of objects as they subsis t in a single unity 

within God's knowledge (cf. NI A:9a; B:4b). So, while yieldmg a multiplkity which we 

said was congenial to utterance about God, thing m u t  also contain the secret of unity 



for the manifold. 

He begins by recalling that the hrst degree of being, for all esistents, is th& 

hiddenness and their rernoteness qua intellqgbles (b65dah min bqthu al-mdns) hom the 

separate d i s ~ c t n e s s  of the root by way of the precept ('on mughqarat ai-a$ bi-muajb a/- 

h u h )  (NI h:7b; B:3b-4a) - as told by the following Qu'anic words: "God was and 

nothlig was with Him [la~hay'mdahu]" ( N I  A:%; B:4a). But here "thuigs" are in a state 

of pre-etemal self-identity ( a y a h  'qnan), sather than of c'othemess [from God]" (ghayi). 

The precept of that through which there is unity (hh miï bibi ai-itl.Zd) is for that reason 

stronger and more dominant than the precept of that dicou& which there is d i s ~ c t i o n  

(imt@& And the latter, in tum, is stconger and more dominant than the Lordly coutsing 

(ai-sgv al-rabbihi) through the whole range of creational levels (al-mm&% al -bz jyab)  and 

"possibilistic reupients" (al-qawZbiI ai-imhn&yah), going from Divine hiddemess to the 

world of wimess (min al-ghgb il& ai-sbahZdah). In keeping with this intemal ordez of 

priority, he envisages a new diaiectic between what is exterior and what is interior that 

is rather different Erom the one normally assouated with extemal UJ. mental events. 

Withm the hdden "expanse" of Divine knowledge, this dialectic is best desuibed as an 

act of wrikg. 

In the Nq5a&ït, Qünavi recounts an unusual experience he once had? He 

characterizes it as a "Lordly Event" (wqiah rabbüqyah), by which he descried the secret 

of the primordial act of Divine w r i ~ g  ( i m  aL4zfabah al-Uhh al-ihhzjyah) (NI A:8a; B:4a). 

This secret had to do with what he calls the sources of the 'kowledge of God and of 
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unity" (u&n min mdIrfât al-Haqq IYoli~Ed), the "secret of the leners," perfections, s m a r  

(the Qurk7s "chapter divisionsy'), qiif ("verses"), books and al1 other things descended 

from Heaven (al-niï$?& These are all recapitulated in a type of subsistence called 

"general existence," whch envelops alI the things that have not yet acquired extemal 

existence - that is, "extemalized" in a material sense - but which subsist in God's 

knowledge by grace of the Lght of God's essence over His Concems. While the 

Concems play a vital role in this, there is much the same preoccupation with that p e c k  

sense of existence possessed by the "non-existent possibilities" that was e d e r  examined 

in comection with Ibn Sîa and the Muctazilah. Here, anyhow, is how he recollected his 

dlscovery. 

... 1 found the general existence [wqadtu al-qZd ao/-ZmmJ in which the possible entities 
vested themselves [tahbbarat bih] to be essentiai hght's profuseness [huwafa'z$ ai-nir ai- 
dhâr7J stretched over [inbara+ 'a4 the Divine Concems. Thus were manifested their 
specif5cations, whch had been concealed within the hiddemess of the essence and 
which had vanished in His sin+ oneness [wai-mu~tdhkzhh ~7 abadtzatr%n]. [Mso 
mdested,  thoughj not unconditiondy [B muthqan], was the delimitation of absolute 
hiddenness [ taqa~ud ai-ghayb ahmtLq] qua existence through the precepts of the 
Concems and Li accordance with the noetic requirement of the etemal essence [bi-hab 
ui-r;lr& ' diihvr' ai-dbiifi ai-qa/il. (NI h:Ba-b; ~ : 4 a )  

The 'Xeahty of the Supreme Pen" fa-hq4qat al-qcthun ai-dl&) , as the Firs t Intellect (aIIcaqI 

a/-ma4, has an inclusive reach o v e  all its subsequent extexiorization by means of "the 

intangible meaning that combines the intangible meanings of ail the specifications of 

possibility [al-mdnb al-jiimi k-mKani a/-tdqyuttaf al-im~zjyub] that God intended to dis play 

fiom among the i n f i t e  possibilities" (NI A:8b; B:4a). In other words, it acts as a single 

archetypa1 meaning in which are collected all o tha  intangible meanings. God has etched 

(naqashab9 all Concems or specifications upon the "papyraceous veneer" %f the 



existentiai Iight (@ir . s@ut . of-nitr al-mudi) thzough both a hidden volitional movement 

(al-hmakab al-ghgbijyab al-irad#ab) and the supreme precept of the essence. It wiU be 

recalled that "specifications" are synonyrnous with "Concems," "possible enaties" 

(murn&nao and "realities of the exis ten ts" (ha@ 'iq al-mayZ6ar). 

Whatever is attahable korn the absolute hiddenness of the essence by way of a 
comprehensive union realized in the integrated cotykncfron of knowledge [aljad ai- 
mtabagalfl al-Cifm], d [iriahh] , power [pdrah] ], life [bgat] and existence [m~Zdj 
is exteriorized by the Pen upon the papyraceous veneer of existentid light. (NI k8b;  
~ : 4 b )  

The "papyraceous veneer," then, is what is manifested of God (~ahir al-Haqq) and is to 

be contrasted with His interior (b~g'nihz), which contakis all the speàfications in unitary 

fashon. The spedcations are "irnprLited" (munfabr'ah), in the same way as in a &or, 

upon that whch is manifested of God. The spirit (eh) - indeed, all spirits - and the 

"parchment leaves" (awiiq) resemble (mutbuI) the papyraceous veneer of existentid light 

in t h  respect relative to God's efficacy. Relative to the sphere it is intended to reflect, 

writing itself merely consists in the exteriotization of the precepts of the specifications 

( i~bzr  ah&% al-ta @yunaI) insctibed in God Himself (al-m~dasirnahfi 34~ al-Haqq) (NI 

The exteriorization, howwer], is done ehrough the forrns. But each epistemicdy 

significan t form - whe ther it is beheld sensorially (ma~hbgdah hirron) , imaginatively 

(khayafan), s p i n d y   un) or ccirnapally"" (mithdan) - is in the end nothing but the 

"speufied Concem itself (hysuf ghgv ai-tdqymüf ai-shu %#&ah) ( N I  M b ;  B:4b). In this 

regard, the "givenness" analogously asuibed to both the sensory and intelligible foms 

in the k t  chapter is redrawn for the level of "relative exteriority" of non-existence (or 



p d a p s ,  more inclusiveJyy "Grnerd existence"), in terms of a creative act of writing, 

where the "Concems spe&ed" - and, consequmtlyy the €omis - rather than Concern 

toilt cont, are said to consist ofi 

(1) the p* letters ( b w a i - ~ @  qua noetic inscriptions (nuq3~biQa 'ibatatt); 

(2) "words" (Admat) qua appearances of their specifïcatiom in that which is 
manifes ted of God (@it al-Hqq), narnely, the papyraceous veneer of the 
existentid hght; 

(3) q a d  (the QUrS-ic verses; lit ccsignsy'), indicating ccqpfkatbn" (hhLa.5) in the 
"form of some codguration of conjiincime uniony' (!#rut bq'ab min b q B  al- 
itxma&ah); 

(4) mwar (the QutJanic "chapter dmisions"), or that whidi contains a set of direct 
experimces &mdzl, min aL-~batvühid) attached to one of the nominal and 
exis tmtial lwels (al-maafr'b ai-Ijmii'$ub wal-hijyah); 

(5) the Books revealed (al&& aGnruna~ahh), which are the fonns of the noetic 
precepts of existence and possibility (JWM ai-ab& al-Ciimipzh uf-n+dyah 
tval-irnkikipzh) and are characteristic of one of the universai levels. (NI A:8b- 
9a; B:4b) 

With regard to the f i f i  point, Qünavî adds that theQw'm> constitutes the ccprecept-jom 

of that knowledge which cornprehends all thkigs, based on the diffaent dasses of 

exis tma [i&n'Zjfgbqàt ai-m~zyUI;cni] and th& concomitant s tates, acts [rrl4à4, relations 

[al-n*rrrb] and luikages [ai-iwat] in every knower" (NI A:9a; B:4b). Exhibithg relative 

priority with respect to us, the Qur'an acts as t h e f i  ofmqûnhmnùe how&&êe As such, 

it refleca what is concealed above it; and so on down the ladder of knowledge and 
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I t  is small wvonder that Qünavî should narne Ibn Sin& having accrcdited him ~ - i r - i d i  h c  

discovcry of the spiritual substantiveness of the thinking faculry, "Teacher of thc 

I'heoreticians" (u.rf~dl, ubf al-nupi) ( I B  A 2 5 ;  8:126). He was prompted to rhs becnusc, 

fi)r dinking ro be "spiritual," ic nccd be onlv n$t~.riM, much likc a mirror. r~.rziir+q L\T.~II 

to Our facultics a highcr level wlthout having to affect idenufication with ir. This runs 

malogous ro what at aii times occurs per Divine manifestation. The significnnce ic holds 

For hirn is as Çollows. At the level of ordinarv hurnan discourse, one of Qünavî's 

dilernmas in f)à; d-bqütz's Introduction was that, if tallring about pcrsonaiiv-realized 

knowledgc ( a / - k a & r n ~ h b @ q ) ,  for esample, happens irself to be mcrelv "one o t  thc 

relations [nubah min n i d  crfiim] or precepts of knowledge [lfxrrh min u&iimibz]," how can 

one then claim to convey anythuig of real substance about the secret of knowledge in Z ~ J .  

rntirefy or, for chat marrer, irs Ievcls, universalIy-inclusive atrachrncnts (nzz~fdlliqZizh di- 

kzrfhjwh rrl-l~Z~iruh)), precepts (ah&mibz), etc. (18 A:7-8; B: 1 OS)? The type O l herarchcal 

rclaeons noted above, exhbiting iinkages based on priori- and posteriority where each 

level mirrors the one above it, makes it Çar easier conceptualiy to circmvenr, a t  the \-en- 

Icast, the looming quandary of clus train of rhoughc. Yct hiling tu tiike the full lqid 

consequences could suIl compound the prohlem. That 1s whr t hc "Divinc Conceriis." 

"things" and thc basic componenrs of speech are plavcd up. 'l'hcv surmounr Ar. 

rradiuoiial difficulrics t k e d  1 1  philosophical scicricc LI\- rcqiiiriri,q a carcriil 

rcconsi~lcr:ition of rlic nature ofcliscourse and lan<~age.  \.C shall scc t r i  thc. nest chnpwr 

tliat in posing the quesrion "whiit is it?", quiddity al1 but scnlx ir.; i ~ w n  techniç:il 
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irrelevance to God, though not necessanly to the t h g s  which follow fiom the 

knowledge of Him." A more fomd type of unity and cohesiveness of the object is 

meant in that case, even if equally tinged with the multitudinous vanety of conlingent 

objects answerable to the quidditive question. This variety is what keeps all discussion 

relating to the quiddity at arm's length from that ûnal focus of "knowledge of God" 

claimed as being "what He is." In sum, Qünavi, in taking the nim that he does toward 

laquage, is nor looklig for a redundant universality but an epistemic angle that c m  

minor the ontic reality and retain well enough its forrn-wholeness at another level to 

quah@ as something that can represent it. 

Jhay', in contrast to quiddity, may liutly refa to God. Therefore, its Link with Divine 

knowledge has less of a roundabout character than seems at h s t  glance to be the case. 

D i r e c ~ g  his sights to the \ ide  versacility of its substantive, vit. "thuigness" (.hy'zjyab)~'> 

he extracts nvo semanac poles: existence (wuiKd) and permanence (thubhi) (NI Aga; B:4b). 

The a i m  is to pomay "thuigness" - and not only "thmg" - in its philosophicai career as 

an obje~f ofknowledge in its own right, to be viewed in ternis of the unique hinction he sees 

fit to confer upon ir. The "thingness of existence" (dgi@at al-MI/%l) indicates, hs t ,  the 

cornmonplace human awareness "that a thing exists in itself," as an entity a p m  (maqudan 

bi-'izynibz), with respect both to itself and co another (NI Aga-b; B:4b); that is, as 

something both unique and distingwshable kom another. Quiddity could qualify as the 

best-suited to convey these nvo qualities through the genus and differentia, if the 

definition is complere. 

The "thingness of permanence" (rhay i i a t  al-thubist), on the other hand, indicates 

above all t h e b  of the "knowabihty" (farat nd&rn&ao of everythuig wiùiin Divine 
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knowledge (NI A:9b; B:4b). Pre-etemal and ever las~g  (axaian wu abada~), ths 

ccknowability'' is based on a single permanent, unchangmg mode he calls "waf7rah w&dah 

tbübitah ghqr  mutaghqyirah wa D mutabaddiIah , ' ' possessing its own s peual character (bi- 

& u ~ % 7 3  and marking it off fiom other objects of knowledge. Qünavi is searching for 

the oeguial, concrete uniqueness of knowledge he could noc h d  in a universalung 

philosophical concept Like quiddity. Such a concreteness of knowability encompasses 

literdy everythuig to whch ouc relationally-driven access has otherwise been through 

a feanireless universalism, rather than the uniqueness he is emphasizing now. The 

"single mode" (watsrab) refened to, therefore, stands on its own: God in Kis perpetual 

knowledge of it distinguishes it ~~tamqyi&ïî) ,  in fked manner, ftom 0th- types of 

knowledge such that His Knowledge never has to be altered or renewed (NI A:9b; B:4b- 

Sa). No new designative precept need be genexated for any higher containment still to 

allow for God's utter transcendence above His own ueation (naqâhat55i 'an qQüm a/- 

ISmyadith bih) (NI A:9b; 8:5a). From such an expedient no advantage would redound to 

us, the reason sknply being that the sort of discome we sought to define for suentific 

purposes wiU always presuppose that there is something unknown, and that something 

previously unknown can later become known typifies our own ineluctable human 

condition but says nothhg at all about God's knowledge. Rather, His act of 

existentiation @dubu) rhrough the 'Tower subordinate to His Will" (&i-pdrah%ii al-fibiah 

Li-iradatzh) takes piace ccsubsequent ton a pre-etemal and prior knowledge (bdda 'ilmihi al- 

r d i q  al-axa4 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 lhe W i l l q d j e d  by 

the "de.rignu~on " (bi/-fc~kh&)). 

The single mode of "thingness" - the dÿngness of permanence - conesponds to the 

" m d  Thing," which Ibn ' h a b î  contrasted both to the First Thing (the absolute 

existent, rli-mrlw/ùd ui-mdq) and to the Second ( d e h t e d  existent, al-may%d ai-muqqyad) 

(MI 15). The Thud Thing, coliected together aiI the realities in their perfection and is, 

in consequence, variously named the "reality of the realities," the fisc matter (al-baya& 

aw ai-rn&idah al-UIb), genus of the genera ( U I  19). Now, Qünavf stipulates m e r  that 

"thgness" is really derived from that which, in the Qur'iin, is "addressed" by the 

"creationd command" (al-shay '&ab al-mukhürabub bil-amr al-takwfnr): 'Tor Our word to 

a thingy when We will it, is but to sav to it: Se! and it is" (Qur'iin 16:40) (NI A:9b; B:Sa). 

In this sense, he savs, it appears to possess "some touch of existence" (!ad mü min al- 

prUjUd), though in respect only of God's knowledge of it; that is, irs speuficauon and 

distinction in f i s  pre-eternal knowledge from other types of "objects of knowledge." 

The same applies to the possible entities, since the permanence of anything that precedes 

externai existence is required equaily in existence and at the Presence of General 

Possibility yi &zdrat ai-imkiin al-%mm) through i t s  condition of non-e~istence.~ The 

thingness implied in the Quianic verse quoted above, stands for that which had not yet 

been addressed (y~kharib) for the purpose of creation nor existentiated thtough Power. 
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I t  is indicative of die fact th3t evcw one of God's objects of knowledge has a "pre-erernal 

and permanent form" ( i imh  u;uiiyyd tf)(7bitd), but at the Presence of His Knowlcdge. 

In fact, he savs, ir is upon rhat "prcscnce" thac "crcauonal addrcss" (d-khztisb d-lclkwi~~i) 

is conaavelv focused (ntt~t~~uuj~d~),).  inasmuch as spccification and pamicularizution arc 5rsr 

carned out esclusivelv with respcct to it and in ccnuadistinction to othcr, lower "objccts 

of knowledge" (XI  :\:9b- 1 Oa; M a ) .  

;VI these objects, whle having "a touch of existence," are non-existent in themscl\-es; 

the: subsist onlv through thc knodedge of  their existentiator, not as sometliing 

esistentially realized. And. to get back to the subjecr of Qur'ànic revelation, Quo;tvi 

explains their stanis of relative intenorim - "relative" to the extemalized order - cùrccdv 

by reference to the descent of the "Mother of the Book" (wmm al-kitab) (NI A: i Oa; B:ja), 

whose thingness brings inro fd relief bo th its pregiven aspect, depicted as follows, m d  

the concrete uniqueness proper ro language at different levels of unified subsistencc. . i t  

one level, i t  is the "Mothrr of the Book put into wnung ~asfarniiddminhuf by the Supreme 

Pen [al -phm U / - L I ~  upon the Tablet preserved €rom forgetfulness al-hwb ai-mo&Z ntirr 

~f-n~lga~fl, alcerauon [rabfi] and change [taglyr'd" (NI A:lOa; M a ) .  In d i i s  respect. rhe 

1Lother of the Book ii; as urichanging as it is pregiven; it is in effecr but one rernove nt>( i r c  

clic I'resenred Tabler dcscended Li :i single moment upon the "heaven of thiz world" (a/-!.imZ ' 

:d-dzu@ during the I'rop her .Cfuhimmadls "Night of Irnmensity" (Le. "lq/at ui-pd?'). :iiid 

orlli- sut>scqucnrl\. scr Çortli in dctail rhrough Çurther revelation (bi-zuuhy ükhur). 1 iiis 

*l':iblet was broughr down ro earth gr:idually (mzincljaman) oover a period of 73 vciirs, 



the t h e  it took for the Qur'anic revelation to the Prophet, as we know, to be completed. 

In it, God has wxitten down the measure of each created being (htaba mqZraf-khaBiq) 

and in doing so, he emphasizes, "evoked it ni-dbzkj before having created it [qabi an 

yakhluqahuml" ( N I  .\:lob; B:Sb). Bv dec l ing  in the Qur'iin that a thmg is madhkiran 

C'evoked"), God redy means that it was rvnffen. Accordingly, the permanent thingness 

re fers simply to some thing preceding ano ther, derivative thingness speà fied and 

distinguished chrough essential distinction (al-tatllapq a/-dhafl) in God's Knowledge at 

the "station of permanence." This is the aansitional point markuig the difference 

between a direct reference to God and one that is mediated by the thuigness of the 

"other." Since the "Çorm" is specially redeployed in view of the linguisitc aspect of self- 

manifestation, and God reveals Hirnself through language, the ')5nn of the knowability" 

of each thing in Divine pre-eternal knowledge has a specific letter, more preùsely, a 

ronsonantdled ' (mafiabat al-ha@jyah), tha t d o w  s the Divine "tincture" (ybghat a/-Haq) 

to take its course through the existentid Light of God's essence (bi-nh3i a l - f~~@? ah%&) 

1 A :  1 ;  :Sb). Ir does so through an "inteUigible, intangible movement"" (bi-barakab 

mdqdub md~nawzzab), as required by some Divine c'Concem," and is fittingly described 

as an act of writing. 

1 t is, therefore, quite fitring that the form of the knowability of a t h g  whose creation 

is intended be c d e d  "word." AL1 existents being words, the Quryan applies the term to 

an assortment of beings - e-g. Jesus is word (kaizmatan) and logos (qawkzn).53 But 

QUnavi"s objective is ovofold. He would, of course, like to show that existentiation takes 

place through complete words (a@d bi i -hh) ,  but also that these words thernselves are 

really po~terr'or (muta'akhkhatab) in rank to the le& of consonrm~ as such (al-mmtubat al- 
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h&yah) ( N I  Al la; B:6a). The circuit tinds resolunon where the "thhgness" of things, 

taken in their "consonantahtf' (hgijyafi%,iho), subsists pemianently (tbubUtr&ah) w i t h  the 

"innerrnost knowledge" at a station of ''evanescence in God" (~7 'arsat al-% wa maqZm 

ai-isrihhkfl al-Haqq). On the other hand, the spedfication of thuigs in the "hem of 

entitative existence" (i-e. ' jti 'or@ al-ul-mj2d akyni")  - inasmuch as the light of God's 

existence extended (in&@ upon thingness, its concomitants and manifestation belongs 

to them rather than to Him - is cast in the role of ccexistenual word" (hbmah qùd&ah). 

In dus second sense, he says, things have an existenad thgness, as it were, whereby the 

existents rise through vajious degrees of "comprehensive union" (fi dma~afrnaqüm aIjani) 

understood as a station in its own right. These degrees of comprehensive union are 

vouchsafed as y&, suam, k u f ~ b  gaphah and, hnally, ail together in the single instance of 

k z f d a n ~ ~ i a ~ z  ("the Comprehensive Book") - a i l  w i t h  the range displayed by entitative 

existence. 

Conclusion. From our lengthy discussion in this chapter we may draw the following 

conlusions. Qünavi's critique of theoretical reason has centered on the argument that 

no proof can either establish or invalidare condusively the nahy of a rhing. Thls realtty 

the theoretiuan rnay hilly accept beforehand without compunction, it may indeed hrst 

be gwen precariously through the senses. The "scale" that would then be needed as a 

Ç o d  c o n h g  sign for the truth of ia existence requires a stxucniring p ~ c i p l e  based 

on an instructive science whch can at least represent the epistemic process as a 
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movemmt ftom some mnctpiuaI. known pregiven toward the "abject of inquuf7 sought- 

Demonsrnative science, in Qünavi's view, though, f d s  to safeguard suffiuently the 

ccconcrete uniqueness" we have been dudlig to so far, in shoq the atticulative character 

of this process, as opposed to the f o d  patteming of reiationships nomaliy d b i t e d  

by logic. Utterances, afier all, if they are truiy to be sipficant, transmit particdm and 

disparate items - letters, words, meanings, etc. - noc just indistinct relations among the 

parts of speech. In order to get at its concrete, at-uculative thnist, he proposed to analyze 

the pregiven component, normally cded the "subject," qua "thmg', - i.e. the thing whose 

reality we wish to know - and "thingness." These c m  accommodate more readily the 

constructive eltigenues of arhdation whence arises m e h g  - or on the basis of whch 

our knowledge of the t h g ' s  d t y  is ultirnately predicated. This h c t i o n  of unerance 

d occupy most of our attention in this smdy. It provides the main avenue through 

which QünavT will effect his passage from a philosophical mode of discourse to a more 

palpably c'mystical" one, widi ail its typical traits and interests. The key terrns of this 

passage are "form," "perfection" and ccexistentiation." To be sure, knowledge is - just 

as the fahsfah had insisted - primady God's knowledge of Hirnself, but transposed it 

becomes a Divine amibute-for-the-other. The problem of knowledge hinges on dus 

operation; whereas, unqualified, God's knowledge of Hirnself irnplies knowledge in a 

single mode of undifferuitiated "permanence," as we saw. Its articulation in terms of 

pregiven building-blocks - letters, etc. - entails a 6nal resolution or perfection through 

created being. Existence s e e s  this perfecàon, and its elucidation in philosophy must 
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be understood to be both an eX,istentbtkig self-manifestation and Speech. How weil our 

methodological concerns are accornmodated by this conception will perhaps be better 

seen in the following chapter, when another philosophical concept, quiddity, is 

investigated more mgorously in relation to absolute existence. Before studying Qünavi's 

philologml approach to these problems in Part II of this thesis, we s h d  consider several 

key notions and their place in his mysticd phdosophy. 



NOTES 

1. The link with Ibn Sina in this section of the work was, not surprisingly, picked up by 
Ruspoii, who even notes textual simdarities with the Cairo edition (1960) of ai-l.hiüi# wal-tanbbiht 
(7th Na&, Sect 3 ("On the Subject, P ~ c i p l e s  and Object of Inquiry"') @p. 523-533). 1 am not 
convinced that Qünavi necessaniy had to borrow any passages from the I'hàrât, dthough it 
wodd have been quite n a d  for him to do so £iom such a standard work. His surnmary here 
seems to me to pertain directly to the immediate objectives of his neatise. Ruspoli himseif 
observes that he does not appear to have been working on the same recension of Ibn Shii's 
book we know; the discrepancies are more readily explained by simply acceptmg the authenticity 
of the passages. (Ruspoli CMS 1:216). 

2. The notion of hh, which denotes a single h g  property, is briefly explalied in Chimck 
SPK 39. Jujiini defines it as "the p o s i ~ g  (4 of a thmg in its proper place (mawdt'ih)" (JKT 
92). Its application is very wide-ranging and includes the act of judgmg somethlig concerning 
another, whch yields the relationai complex of "judge," "what is judged upon" and 
"judgement." This will be analyzed later. 

3. This has been asserted by mariy thinkers. One version is that of the famous physician, Abü 
Bakr &Raz: (d. 313 AH/925 CE), who argued that 'We are not obLged to invoke anythmg 
[shply] (an nada) because people are ignorant or have erred; it behoves them, if they truly are 
people of good sense, good standing and drcumspection [ah/ m j  wa tathabbut ma tawqqufl, not 
to deny [ir&d what they have not demonstrated to be f ' e  [mZ hysa Cinahhum 'ad buthnihi 
buhorj (Müsa MBI 181; cf. Abü Bakr b. ZakmyC' al-Raz?, fiawi&r! a l -adyâ '~ . .  264, p b b  Tayrnür, 
al-Maktabah al-Taymüriyyah, D e  al-Kutub al-Misnyyah, folio 2.) 

4. Qüna*s use of this techntque does not entail confening any specific mth value upon the 
proposiaons in the way that Galen, for instance, seemed to do. The pPnciple was used for 
vaeous purposes. As James Colluis States, Cicero developed it "in order to determine the more 
probable position on a question." (Collins GMP 38) The Skeptics' fornula 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 1 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 dogrnaticdy and is equal to it in point of aedibility and incredibility." (SES 85; 
cf. on the ten tropes (tmpo) or modes of balancing the scaie, which lead to the "suspension of 
judgement," pp. 44-72.) 

5. See James Collins' intelligent work, Godin M o a h  Phib.rqû&, for the employment of sceptical 
arguments by various advocates and advasaries of tradition in the early modem period. The 
Greek Sceptics, it must also be remembered, were his torically associated with medicine, whch 
had its own ancient conDicts berneen untrammeiled speculation on causes and an empiricai 
temper in fact predating the latter. The notion of causality itself as we have corne to understand 
found its £irst proponents in the expekental  cmuble that was ancient medicine. 

6. According to the ckssical definition given by Jurjalii, Wis somethmg that bef& or prevails 
upon one without being p h e d  or acquired. It is something given by God (mawbrrb), and 
continues und the soul's own annibutes manifest chemselves. But if it lasts, becoming 



ingraioed (rnahhn), it could be cded "station" (ma@) OICT 81). VCrhereas a &fis effortlessly 
received, mqàm requires work. QashiXrZ gives an almost identical dehnition (QIS 57). 
KaliibiidhE, on the other hand, adds that every mqam has a beginning and an end, and in- 
between each two are various "states" (KIN 101) .  

7. Kalabw, in a simila+vein, refesed to 'uhm al-ahwd, wkch translates rather as "science of 
the states" (KTM 97-103). 

8. Just as "state" (büd is Divinely p t e d .  

9. This describes very well the main t h s t  of the argument propounded by some Greek 
Sceptics, of the New Pktonic Academy version pence, the Academic Skeptics), who both 
rejected any possibility of human beings ever grasping metaphysical ûuths by way of 
demonstraàon and "held for a theory of probablity and consistency among out- ideas" in its 
place (Collins GMP 32). This was about as far as they were willing to go on the question of 
certainty. Whereas Arcesilaus had developed the notion of d g o n  ("the reasonable") kom 
Timon's phenomenalism as a guide for everyday Me, Cameades, another sceptic, expounded his 
more +prous doctrine ofp5hanon (the probable) denoung degrees of piausibility or probability 
(cE "A Polemical Introduction" by Philip P. Hallie, SES 23). 

10. 'Abd al-Rahrniin Jami (d. 898 M / 1 4 9 2  CE)  makes a similar statement, using the same 
expressions (e.g. nEr .&Itnjl in al-Durrab al-flkhiimh, p. 37, Par. i 1. 

11. In fact, the fuhtab's singular interest in these texts tends perhaps to leave the impression 
among many modem scholars that the early were smct "rationalists," men of pure reason. 

12. His cornmentator, Hamza F m L  @. 751 M / 1 3 5 0  CE),  himishes us here Mth an interesting 
scheme for the "divine religious sciencesy' (al-'uim ai-rbairryab ai-ihh?ab) wkch not o d y  
differentiates the principal roo ts fiom what he c d s  the "general branches" (al-&& aL-hi..ab) 
(FMU 41, but at the same cime throws into the relation both cosmology and religion. F a n g  
invokes some prophetic traditions holding that science in fact consists of w o  sciences (5'mün): 
that of bodies fih af-ubh), such as medicine, and that of relgions film ai-a+n) ((FMU 4). This 
is an old division, quite important because, as he adds, of the mixture (mi@) - i.e. 
"temperament," as technicdy known in medical tradition - which results from the four 
elemen ts (ai-mufabagaf min ark?nhâ) of " n a d  reality' (al-baqr'qab al-!abiyab). . .I t is roo ted in 
one of Godas names. By naming it mbn (womb), God made it share in His Narne rabmiin (FMU 
4). This is crucial, he argues, for the speci£ication of the human spiPt (tdwyun al-+ al-in~ünt') 
and thus its capacity to join knowledge of the universalsi with the particulats va&. bayn al-'i/m bil- 
k~fiij-pzt r v a I j u ~ à t ) ,  by whch it 6nds its way toward (faaummt) realization through the 
intennediary level (ahadabah a/-baqakhiah) encompassing the precepts of necessity and 
possibility ( a h  af-uru@d wai-im&) and the manifestation in the form of the Presence and the 
wodd (al-ph* &-*ai ai -hhh w a i - ~ ~ )  (m 4). The specification of the human spirit is based 
on what the naturd mixture yields, although the manifestation of its perfections ( p b ~ r  
kam&ibr) is isdiscursively prior (taqmwbufl baaFtb) to the science of bodies. By broaching the 
issue of disciplinaty ordering and precedence, F a n g  of course antiupated Qünavî's own later 
discussion argued in more cleariy hviceman knguage. 



13. The goal of theoretical science, in particular, is to anive at an opinion (raj) and a beLf 
(iriqad), but not with respect to any mode of practicd activity or of the p ~ c i p l e  of such an 
activity as such (SiL 4). 

14. Ibn Stnii mentions also conceptualization ( t q a m 9 ,  for which some things (arbya) act as 
penciples and are conceived for themselves (rnukxI3warah 15-dhawari;hâ) (SIL 29). On ''pBnciples," 
see the previous notes, or SïL 14-5. 

15. See MD:15-6 (Jabre), where Ghazzalt shows how the experts of opinion and theoretical 
i n q u q  (ah/ ai-raj >vol-naarj - namely, those who practiced iilm al-kahm - disthguished 
themselves through their simple acceptancr of premises in their method of reasoning, whether 
these premises are consensuai in nature or dtawn from the Qur'Zn and Tradition. Cf. also Ibn 
Rus hd's Fnl/ ai-Moqol P I .  

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

17. Or matükb (MG 6:5). 

18. Later logcians defïned the mawdJ in a propositional statement as anythmg upon which a 
judgernent is given (mab&m 'a&zyhs), whether what is called the "theme" of a nominal sentence 
or the verb of a verbal one (ShGM 87, 162). For a detailed, late i 8th c e n q  discussion of the 
issues, see also ShIS 2-127. 

19. He expresses the same thought in the Danisbn&ahyi 'a& T: 

Being (banF) is recognized (bashiniiras) by reason itself (Mimd khwuS, without the 
aid of definition (badd) or description (mm). Since it has no dehnition, it has 
neither genus (~inr) nor differentia Ifarl) because nothing is more general 
('+ümmtarj than it. Being does not have a description since nothing is better 
known (mdd@ than it. (Morewedge MoA 3:15) 

20. This study proceeds with a restriction accompanied by the emergence (t~~kh~syabduth 
mdahu) of the subject of Physics, to which it is thereupon admitted, etc. (SE 15). 

21. Ibn Sina enurnerates the sorts of things which this science investigates. Let us sumrnarize 
them before nuning to the major concem of this chapter, which is to the mechanics 
behind the rela tionship benveen the grvenness of the sub jec t and in plincipal ob ject of inquiry . 
The '?-ughest science" is divided in the following mariner. First cornes the study of the ultirnate 
causes (al-asbab al-qziy&), which are causes for every caused existent in respect of its existence 
(h// mayZd mddh/mirjbat wujZdihr). There is the study of the Fust Cause, £rom which every 
caused existence qua caused (i.e. rather than simply moved) existent emanates. The accidents 
of the existent and, hnally, the prinàples of the special sciences (mabodi"a1-'uhm aIju@gah) axe 
also investigated here (SE 1 9 ,  each p ~ c i p l e  of which is taken up as a question. When we speak 
of "First Philosophy," he says, we refer to the saence of the hrst of things in existence (viz. the 
First Cause [al-i/bh ai-w) and the &st of things in g e n d  (ai-untnQfizimUm) (viz. existence and 
unity [wuM;1h) ((SL 15). Afier describing the relation between "the thing" or "the existent" and 
those matters which constitute its disciphry ccobjeco of inqIliry" (ma@Yb) described, Ibn STna 



mentions causality, the categories (maqzt); the mode of non-existence (bdai-mddiitll) and that 
of necessary existence (ai-WU@ aI-&Mi; the mode of possibiiity and its reality (i.e. the study of 
potentiality and actuality [ai-na~Jiqwwah wai-A); the universal and the particular., anteriority 
and posteriority; the one and the many, etc. (SE 25-6). By studying the prkciple of exktents and 
affïrmtng the First P S p l e  (ai-ma&& ' ai-auwar) (SL 7), theological science determines both that 
God is the One Reid, in ail His splendeur, and in what ways He is "one" and "real" (Sn 27). But 
it also establishes how He "knows" Lydhm) everythng, is capable @* of everytlimg, and what 
these SM; thar He is Generosity Vaw*, Peace (rahm), the Beloved unto Himself (ai-md.rhrSq 
fi-dh~tih), etc. (SE 27). It also determines what His reiation to the existents and what primary 
thing existing through Fiim are; how the order of creation (from the angelic, intellectmal 
substances to man) and how ail r e m  to Him (tdfid ihyh); how He is "perfec tional principle" 
to existent things (mabah' bha kama4 (SE 28). 

22. Just above, however, he refers to the ma@b, which consist of bai (wbelhtr the thing exists), 
mz (the concept of the name [mq$iim al-hl), etc. (SL 92) On the sarne division into the "parts 
of saence," see the note below. 

23. Suhravad explains that "the parts of sciences [q~? i? ' a f -~~~]  are the subjects, the prliciples 
[mabâdil and the objects of inquky [mma4iI] ...; the objects of inquiry are the propositions (al- 
qad-yo] whose assent is sought batfub al-tafiq bihafihr]" (SKL 93). 

24. Based on the hadtth: "Or You appropriate it in the knowledge of your unseen state" (MG 
96). 

25. Cf. MQM 16 on concept of "nn@n." 

26. Namely, the "five universal presences" which wiu be discussed in later chapters. 

27. The mamr, in the end, revolves around wo aspects. QünaG adds that this is clear through 
the independent verification (tabqfq) of the wo precepts suggested by the following words of 
the Qur'an: 

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 p c e  of God which He gives to whomever He wills, for God's is the 
grace aboundhg. (57~21). 

28. Goichon uanslates it as posiukzts (Lex~@e 437). 

29. See quotation gwen in Goichon L e x i p e  437. 

30. I am indebted to Professor Enc Ormsby for this Latin tenn, which translates the Arabic for 
"object of inqujr" quite neatly and without recourse to what would have been an awkward 
English construction. 

31. Ibn Srna envisages the possibiliy of a combination of understanding and deliberative in 
instances where the teacher supplies a term in the syilogism which the student leams in one 
stroke (ahfatan) thtough concepnialization. If another tenn is added thereupon, he has a 



premise, which he may, however, doubt despite what his teacher may Say (SBU 53). If he does, 
he must think for himsexand only then is he said to leam. This implies the combinaaon. The 
syilogisrn in this case is compound (murahb), although every syllogism, as a whole, is single 
in its conveyance of knowledge (Mi q4ii.r minjumb~hi fa-huwa tdEm mead) (SBU 59). 

32. Al-malem is equivalent to the xhac or the condition in a conditional. 

33. Ch. 5, "On Objects of Inq* (matüri'b) and Related Issues." 

34. This question is common to Islamic and Latin Scholastic nadition. S t  Thomas Aquinas, for 
instance, responds thus to those who wodd uphold the method of reason above the Holy W9c 

But the end must 6rst be known by men who are to direct their thoughts and 
actions to the end. Hence it was necessary for the sahration of man that ceriain 
truths which exceed human reason shouid 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 c o u .  discover, would 
only be known by a few, and that after a long tirne, and with the admixture of 
rnany errors. (Sutllnza Thcolgica II:) 

Reduced to its barest logical elements, this idea refleccs the widely held view that ail genuine 
knowledge îs grounded in a "pre-existent" knowledge (to borrow Anstotle's expression), be it 
theological, medical, mathematical or philosophical. This naturally brings Aquinas and the 
middle Schokstics much closer to the main trend of I s h c  thought. And, it is not essentially 
dtfferent £rom the conception we are analyzing in diis thesis. 

35. GhazzG uses the same expression in 248-49. 

36. With respect to knowledge of God, cf. II 92. 

37. c'Constihitive" indicating that which is pan of the quiddity, as opposed to the accidental, 
concornirant or derived (Goichon Lexque 606:328). 

38. As Ibn Stna says just below, 

The parts of the dehniaon of the simple [beingj are those of the definition not 
thc constirution [h lqiwkhz] of [this beingl, the latter being detennined by the 
inteliec~ whereas in itself it has no parts. [Moreover,] we know about the F k t  
[Beingl in a pPmary way without my act of acquiPng [iktisüb] that He is 
necessary O Ç existence in Himseif [zvqïb al-w+id bi-dh~tt%Iz]. 

And again, 

dehnition has parts, while that which is defhable has no parts, if it is simple. 
But just then, the mind invents something that subsists with the status [mqam] 
of genus and somerhing else with the status of the differentia. In composite 
[beingj genus corresponds to maner and differentia to form. Existence is one 



of the concomitants of quiddity, not one of its constituents. On the other band, 
the judgrnent [&km] regardhg the Fint [Beingl, who has no quiddity apart kom 
His "thamess" [ai-anpjyah], seems to be that existence is His reality, if based on 
an attribute. Such an amibute is an afhrmation of existence [ta 'akhd ~ L - u I u ~ U ~ ;  
but such an a f h t i o n  of existence is not itself existence characterized 
kukbaruu] as a f k t i o n .  It is a meaning which no name c m  express through 
the a f k t i o n  of existence. (Td 36) 

3 Cf. Goichon Le.+ue, q.v. "Soy " and "S~J ~ a , "  for the relevant Ibn Sinà texts. Curiously 
echoing the M u c d  position, al-Shaïif Jurjant d e h e d  dg ' as linguis tically denoMg that which 
may legitimately be known (TdZfit 130). He refers to SlbawayhYs view that it consists of 
existence, embracing d beings, whether accidents or substances, so long as it is something 
known and gven atmbution lyJb zvay~kbbar~unhu). Frank points out that Jubba't used the 
word "rbq " to mean something equivalent to h8stotle's "substance" (omiz) ,  narnely, the entity 
which is the object of o u  knowledge, or al-mddhtll ai-mukbbar 'anhu (Frank, Berkg5 and Thar 
Atlrhfer, pp. 14; 31, o. 14); but it was not employed with respect to what we know about that 
enuty. In later philosophy and mysticism, the terni was generally used to mean both the entity 
and iu amiutes (or accidents). For Ash'i1~5's account of this patecular issue, see his Illqüht, 
p. 55-6, 70, 181 -2, 196-7. 

40. There are v&t readiogs for this temi throughout this section, a l terna~g between &&ab 
and folajah 

41. This is especiaiiy reflected in the rationale behind the entire thematic program of the S h z :  
What is most suiking about this scheme is that "choice" and "actMty" served only to mark out 
the domain of practical wisdom but did not account for any human limitation in the acquisition 
of knowledge. They fïgured only as a factor that dis~guished betweea IWO objects or orders 
of existence ( W U J U ~ :  existent h g s  (a/-a.r&ai al-maqZhh) either rnay or may not exist by way 
of choice and activity (SUA 12). Those maners (umrnj which pe& to the first order of 
existence are what he c& "theoreticai philosophy" (jiah+h na~onhah); those belongmg to the 
second constitute practical philosophy vaAF.fah 'amahjyah) ((Sm 12). Choice and activity relate 
stricdy 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 
re fer to "objectivities," a~-~fkyïi'a~-mawf~&h, of one sort or another, whether hurnan bejngs study 
them or not. As subjective as they may appear to us, that which displays choice is itself an 
"objectivity," pan of a world of human endeavour and human products which is arnenable to 
sc.ienti.6~ study (May?) (SMA 14). In this respecb they are comparable to the objects falling within 
the scope of theore tical phdosophy, whose dtimate goai is "knowledge of God" (mdnjbt Al.b) 
( S m  14); and the mba'per se are precisely what mence seeks to elucidate. But their goal is also 
the "good." Like practical philosophy, the theoretical aims at the perfection of the sod ( t a h t l  
ai-ne,  but through leaming alone (kfuhm fqag. It aims at the kind of belief that accompanies 
opinion ( i lqd raJ) - m'y, Lat xentenzh - in the sense of somethlig received or admitted, but in 
the absence of all practical activity. Technically, r a j  is taken by Ibn S h â  as "a universal, 
approved prernise" (mzqa&ah &/&ah mahZdrh) 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 



it were, of human activïty. As a process, it c m  never reach it alone, but ths does not impugn 
the truth of the goal which had akeady somehow been transmitted. Findy, theoretical 
philosophy is prior (Ula) by Wnie of its close rekcion to supposition ( S m  12). 

42. Probably alluding to the famous h a & %  qd.6 to the e ffect that God desired to be known. 
"1 was a Hidden Treasure and, desieng to be knoam, 1 brought forth created people. 1 made 
myself known to them and so they came to know Me." (Quoted by Ibn 'Arabi F&u 12,496:574, 
among numerous other places where it is analyzed or commented on from different angles, 
depending on the occasion.) 

43. On &Zn, cf. F m  IV, Bâh 558, 'chlz&ut ai-&bah," p. 267. 'Abd al-Razziiq Qiish- (d. 736 
r\H/1335 CE) describes Ihw B tersely as ofah uI-1hu5in ai-dbühzah consist of "the essential 
individualities and realities etched (nuqirb ai-dyan waf-bqiï qo'i in the singular oneness of the 
essence, such as the tree, dong with its leaves, branches, etc ... which are exteriorized at the 
Presence of Unit. Oneness and differentiated through the Pen" (QïS 154). 

44. iU1 these tenns d be discussed in detail in the course of this thesis. 

45. He describes the event as being different Gom another one experienced in Damascus. 

46. Just by itself, the word !@ab may denote exteriority. But in the present context, Qünavi 
wishes to convey kt that the "existential lighr" is of the nature of paper (ie. on which letters 
and words are written); and second diat it irnplies extenority. English does not always lend itself 
to easy r e n d e ~ g  of foreign expressions, and 1 must apologue to the reader for the ofien stilted 
constructions with which in man); instances 1 have had to make do. 

To borrow one of Henry Corbin's favoucite transkted expressions. 

See Izutsu's account of Ibn Arabi's position on the quiddity (Izutsu SAT). 

Cf. Goichon Lx$ue, q.v. " ~ ~ y 9 a . "  

Tbübit was used in contradis~cüon with mayGd (van Ess mi). 

The term bafcorresponds to consonant more chan to "letter," although it is sometimes 
used in this spe& sens; in phdosophical or theological discussions. ~ & e ,  1 believe it is 
contras ted to barahh, whic h itself codd mean either "vowel" or "movement." 

52. According to Arabic philology, +ahh &O means voweL This shodd be kept in mind for 
our later discussion on Ifàx a/-bayan. 

53. Moreover, as God has Hitnseif declared, neither His words nor His creation is alterable (h 
ta&& lf-kho4 Aihb wu h tabdil B h h ~ t  A h b )  (NI A: i i a; &Sb). 



Knowledge of God 
in the Technical Language of Experience 

Islamc phdosophy has traditionally represented the theo1ogical knowledge of God in the 

abstract, rarefied terms of a formal argument for His emktence. In Ins correspondence 

with Nasir al-Din TüsT, Qünavf catefidly scnitinizes this approach in the hope of 

bringmg to o u  attention the undedying motives of  philosophical inqulry as it was 

envisioned - not just by any theoretillm - but by the "Teacher of the Theoreucians," 

Ibn Sina. It is these motives which, in his mind, had led to Ibn Srna's sobrrkig verdict 

upon ordinary reason before the formidable goal of  attaLiLig to the noblest of all 

knowledge, a nue 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 

' k a b î  had a s i d a  predilection for topics relating to the e d e n t i o l  office of 

philosophical science, dedaring that the "goal of this book [i.e. his ai-F-hot al- 

maklqyah] is to illuminate and to rmder explicit allusions [i~hiiràd [which pertain to] the 

secrets of exidence' [or 'finduig'j [min amir ai-wyZd]'' (Fuhlf 1 433:255, h. 6-7). 

Before proceeding any M e r ,  therefore, we should like to gain a better idea of the 

ddectical uses to whidi the philosophical fomulation of the problern of God's existence 

was put in Qmavi's correspondence with Tüsi. This will permit us to identify more 
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easily the relationshp betweenfalajàb and Qûnavi's brand of mystiasm and, therewith 

perhaps, a more accurate valuation of his contribution. In the shft  towatd a more 

dynarnic understandmg of the language which, as we have shown so  fat, p u r p o ~  to 

convey a knowledge of the realities, the notion of the quiddity, or miihijyab, ocnipies a 

key place. Quiddit$ is govemed prinupally by the quest for a serviceable knowledge of 

diings of a kkid that is understood to be fked for all tirne. In ths sense, and because it 

feil squardy within the dornain of saenufic method as ic was then known and practised, 

it never quite disencurnbers us of the question of the veracity of a staternent or 

proposition with respect to extemal reality, nos of a constellation of allied themes. Yet 

by its very nature, it f d s  to b ~ g  us closer to a plenary apprehension of a reality as it is 

in itself, in the manner conternplated by mystics and philosophers f i e ;  it is informative 

in mother, more autonomous sense. 1 have seen it fit to examine it apan because of its 

recognized natural afhity with one aspect of language - tixedness. This makes it less 

subject to the doctrinal fluctuations that generdy attend exegetical reflection and 

religious debate. In fact, the issues it raises d latex be considered in the Light of 

Qünavî's hghly interesthg dassification of the schools and methods, based on the 

famous theological provision which in one way or another had corne to be widely 

accepted - that knowledge of God must be dculated in accordance with and in the 

language of God. At the same tirne, one m u t  not forget that quiddity stands for 

knowledge of the tbings ascribed to God more than it does God's Reality. We shall end 
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this chaprer with a short consideration of the nvofold funcaon of consonance.' as a 

measure of the "cornmensuraaon" or "appropriateness" that brings faculn. and acquired 

attribute closcr r o  thc quesred idcal of knowlcdgc through thc shift in focus toward 

"things" iubi iiicnuoncd. This is what g r e s  h i s  conception a vastly morc comples 

coloration h a n  is hîd through the historicaiiv-truncated angle rhrough whch thc clse is 

otherivisc presented for maximum logical ngor. Oncc the underlving purpose is more 

fuliy appraised, it will be casier r o  adrance in Part Two to 13% rri-b~-~~iXs cogendv-nrgued 

Introduction and to undcrtake rhe detailed analysis of the smcnira17 Lingwsuc matris of 

the acr of rnysucal "apprehension" that saU Lies ahead. 

§ THE CORRESPONDENCE WITH TUS1 

a. The Philosophical Knowledge of God as Existence 

Qünavî corresponded3 with scholars in many parts of the Islamic world, but tus most 

farnous dialogue, certainly rhc most hfluential, was,carried on with Tüs? (d. 672 

A H /  1274 CE), the celebrated philosopher-scientist. It consists of three main parts5: tirst, 

his lecter and inuoductory treanse caiied al-RüCfiSrh al-rnufhh 'an mrrn~~rl,b ai-.f&r w &ab 

Making Plain thc Umosr Limir. of Thought and the Reason for Di.;:igreemenr .-imorig 

thc Communiues, 2nd Clarifkig the Secrer of Guidance Towarct thc Lofr1ci.r and 

Commanding I'nth"1, r o  whici: he attached a serics of philosoptiical qucsuonr. "d- 

' "( :onsonmcc" Iiccc is not in t:ir sense uscd in the last chapter. rclating to rhe corisriii.îiirs 

of thc alphabet, but in thar oÇaffi::icy or conmensuraaon. 



As'iah"; second, Tüsi's own persona1 lerter and a point-by-point response to these 

questions, "al-AMbab"; and, &aily, Qünavî's rej oinder, mtitled al-Ris&h a/-b&ijah- We 

s h d  examine several arguments made in his two treatises but only one of responses 

- the explmation of t u ~ h ~ k ,  or the "arnbiguity" of existence. 

The hrst problem Qïinavi discusses in the section appended to al-RiGIab oL-mz+i&h 

has to do widl existence ( w u J ~ ~ ,  and quiddity (mâh&yah)). A diffidty appears to arise 

whenwer these two theoretical notions are applied to God. 'Would you assert," he asks 

Tüsi, 

that the existence of the Necessary of Existence [ q Z d  wqzb u f -qZdJ  is something 
superadded [ ~ â q  to His reality (bqFqazIh], or [thar] His existence is identical to His 
quiddity [m@dcqn mi2gyatr%n] and that He has no reality b e h d  His existence? And what 
demonstrauon [of-budan] can explain how it c m  be so? Everythuig that has been 
mentioned with a view to establishing each of the w o  [positions] appears kcomplete and 
unsausfactory to the understanding, because even as one ckims that His existence is 
identical to His reaiity by relying on and approving of what one group says in support, 
another may sÿnply insist and Say: "1 do not submit [lii nwa lh ]  that the existence of God 
is E s  very reality." (MQA 28-9) 

Thu is in keeping with the critique of reason presented in the previous diaprer. In the 

lines that follow, he considers the problem from various angles and their logical 

implications. When we specib the concept of existence intellectudy, he begms, it 

appears as a single concept (m&im wabid,, but with rhtee possible implications (MQA 

29). It may entail eithex being accidental to the quiddity of a diing or not being 

accidental, or, h d y ,  none of these two. If, according to the hrst argument, every 

existence were an amibute of its realiy, the existence of the Necessq of Existence 

would likewke have to be an attribute of His reality (gah li-eaqfqarihz). Qünavi is using 

the expression "the existence of the Necessq of Existence" in order to poht  to the 
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duplication produced by this circulaf thinlring. If, in the second, none of the kitdected 

exis tents (ai-mq5düt ai-m~tdaqqaoloh) were associated with any of the quiddines, these 

"possible quiddities" (miih&üt ai-mumknah) would either not exist at dl 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 iniaally assumed. Finally, the rejection of these two 

alternatives entails the presence of an irnrnaterial (Li,, separa te) cause ( i l .  Li-sabab m z i ~ ~ ~  

bv which the "existence of the Necessarv of Existence" fwu~ùd wZb ai-wu~lisi is said to be 

free of the quiddity 

existence is necessq 

to the other. 

J \ d iI J I 

(my-madm 'an ahàh&yah). But in that case the Bekig whose 

to Himself would be the same as that whose existence is necessary 

these alternatives, Qünavi seeks piimariy to illustrate - based on 

much the sarne "scepûcai" assumptions akeady noted - the inherent difficulty of 

achieving irrte,ecfuaI certainty in the knowledge of God. One would &e to know the 

conditions under whch to speak of a "knowledge of God." Consequently, those who 

take the position of the philologists Cct~abgyah)~ insist that positlig the name c'knowledge" 

would have to depend on a cognizance of the reality of the unique essence (mutawaqqd 

'a& mdqfkt hqiqat ai-dhq, whereas God's essence cannot be known by the created being; 

consequently, they reason, it would be wrong to posit any knowledge (AH Ilb). He 

expands on ths theme in the Introduction to al-boyân. In the present context, and 

in line with the philosophical principles established by Ibn Sini& knowledge of God really 

denoted knowledge of many things abo& God, with an emphasis on the fact that not one 
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but many things rnay be known about a single k g .  That is really what is at issue, 

theoretically speaking, and not the possibiliq of knowing the one h g ,  n d y ,  His pute 

essence; with diis problem M y  in view, in fact, QünavT devotes a separate secuon in 

the "A&zh" to the anaent problem of how the rnany proceeds from the one (MQA 42- 

6) .  For one thing, convinced that the Necessary of Existence has to have a speufication 

(tdqyun), if it is to be known, the person intellectualizing dernands to know that one 

spedcation (cf. MQA 291, which is essendly what a logcal proof would need to offer 

if it is to be a proof of anythmg. 

The difficulty is that the intellection of God does not only e n t d  a necessq 

denial (sallt) of certain things about Hkn and an affirmation (ithbûd of others. Most of 

the inteliectuallv-inclined ('uqaG) are compelled M e r  to assume that His Reahty in 

uuth remains unknown (EVIQA 29-30). However, if His existence were said to be identical 

to His reality, one would have to admit that His realiy is known (MQA 30). But no one 

may claim that His Essence is known in sorne unknown respect. That would be 

tantamount to a single intellection of His essence under two difkent aspects, and thae 

cannot be any multiplicity of aspects in the intellection of His essence once He is said to 

be One in al1 respects. Clearly, then, ccmultiplicitg" can never d e  in this fashion. 

Should a thing be known in its pure oneness (Hrafat wabdatrh), on the other hand, we 

would then be forced to say that its realitg is also known, which is fdsified by the prior 

assurnption that His reality is unknown. 

This represents another preluninary, "agnostic" side of Q ~ a v î ' s  position on 
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knowledge. And it is here rhar hc cites a lengtliier version of whar he carlicr quorcd from 

Ibn Sina's TdKq2t about man's incapacity to know the "realiues of the things," which 

comprise rhc h n g s  WC scek ro know about God. It perfectly illusuatcs how mrilapliciry 

anses. In t h s  passagc. Ibn S i n i  is :irguiny among orher things thar, philosoptiiçallv, wt. 

onlv know h i t  existence is neccssanr for God, which is not rhc samc as knolving His 

realiry, and from ths  concomitant \vc know ochers, such as uniciw (wczhd&c+ih) and rhc 

rest of His attributes (MQA 31-2). The r e a l i ~  of something, if it could be known, is 

merely the existent irself (buwu uf-myZd bz-dhcrzbz) (MQA 32). Howvever, the esprcssion 

"the One who possesses existence bv Wnie of HirnselP' signifies, emphaticallv, the sense 

of something whose reality is unknowable.' Stiil, Ibn S h i ' s  insistencc that we can only 

make formai philosophical statements about God (viz. "that" so and so is the case) seems 

to be room cnough nonetheless for rhc invstical amplifications Qünavi is parùcularly 

nored for. .-ifter a l ,  we saw thar knowledge of the "that" alonc, even for Aristotle, 

Lnpiied knowing in some degree also the "what," as 2 "what is it?" But ic is really ro Ibn 

'Arabi that credit must go for pluchng from what we musc intrIlecmally deny of God a 

"hs t  knowledge." Whar lacked was the proper language with which to express not only 

thuf but thc whut of God. It necdcd to bc donc in the exact manncr in whicti t ic  n~akes 

Hirnself known, and not in that which just anyone wouid seek ro do  it who happcns to 

. ret7ect upon God. We must rccall rhat while, in Qünai-î's view, Ibn Sin;i had 

csr:iblishccl th:i t ptiilosophcal çomniitmcrit is suictli- a ki r lc t ion o f  rhc 6 mu1 

conditions undcr which one may spcak o h  knowledgc of God, no more, Gocl's quiddm 
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- through whch wve would espect to know "what Hc is," assuming that one  c m  be 

ascnbcd ro Hirn at ail - must also bc known in some w a y .  The trouble is &a[, supposing 

rhis to bc a valid cspcctauon. Hi.( quiddinr must thcn have to be quitc different h m  

other quiddities, with respect to whosc rcalities csistence happens ro be esrrinsic 

( k h ~ n j u n ' ;  whereas God is by csscnce the cause of esistence ('ifht af-wcyiia). [:or tliis 

rcnson, wc nccd ro inquirc into whnr thc question "Whar is it?" yiclds wirh ropccr  ro 

God, compared to what we might ordinarily espect from any other quiddity. 

Two concepts employed in the passage from Qünavî above, n~ahlyaoh and huqiqrrh, :ire 

of central importance. But they are also closelv connected to each other. Both, tor 

esample, loosely h p l y  "possible existent" the "non-esistence," and - obliquelv, in the 

case o f  quiddity - the Necessary of Existence. Technically, the genus and differenua 

used in any definition may legitmately apply to simple rhings; and had God possessed a 

quiddin~ in anv meaningful sense, Hc too would have a genus and a differenria (.\.lQA 

3 )  But to get back to the initial problem presented to Tüsi, esistence would then also 

havc had ro enter into God's "definition" as a "term" (jilr), just as genus and 

differenua invariably do with al1 simple realities (budit) .  .-\lthough t h s  is what 

clic inquiring intellect demands, ttvcn in thc case of rhc simple realities, genus and 

diffcrcnua pertain onlv to definitions, not to the esscnces themselves, wvhich Qfin;ivî 

places apart. if God were to havc a definition, cxisrencc would be reducible to mercly 

onc o f  i[s tcrms r:ithcr rhan to His rcality or  esscrice. Thc onlv altttrnativc is to d m i t  rli:it 

(;oJ posscsses :i rca1it-v above I (is czistence. rcalin. whose csistenct. is onc of its 



concomitants. 

Be that as it may, Qtinavi h d s  that, ultirnately, it rnatters linle whether we Say that 

existence is superadded to His reality or that it is identical to it (MQA 33-4). Indeed, lus 

purpose in the discussion was to show that theoreucal proof alone cannot produce a 

completeh sa& factory resolution. However earnes tly a person's cognition is held up as 

a cognition of God, if it is not "thxough God" (bil-Haqq) rather than one's own 

resources, it is scant (MQA 32-3). In support, Qünavî indudes the passage from the 

Td@t where Ibn Sina cites sensauon (biki), the "source of humon knowledge" (mabda' 

mdnj4at a/-ahyü), as the p h e  reason why man c m  never apprehend "the reality of the 

thmg" by himself (MQA 32; Ta1 82). Briefly, the intellect adrmttedly is able to dtsùnguish 

between what is arnbqpous and what is dear (al-mrtkuabihat ~ a / - ~ a & q y i d ) , ' ~  and £i-om 

there to know at least sorne of the concomitants of a thing, its acts (afükhii), effects and 

speual propemes (MQA 32). However, the only knowledge it gains in this manner is 

"synoptical" (myimclb) rathes than personally realized or verified (m~haqqaqah). m a t  

concomitants are known are merely the easiest ones to detect, but these by no means 

suffice. " 

Tüsî's response to the whole issue of knowing the "realities of h g s "  has been to 

propose an alternative readlig of the Td/q&passage. What Ibn Sn5  redy meant by the 

"things" whose realiaes we do not know, he States, was simply those existent entities (al- 

dyiïa" a/-mazyZdar) known as the "natures of existent thuigs" ((ab2 'i al-maayiZ+ It is 

these, not the "realities of intelligibles," what he called baqü'ig a/-mdqZf, whch are 
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exceeduigly difficuit to define (MNT 68). Logicians like al-Sayyid al-SharIf al-Jurjani (816- 

740 AH/ 141 3-1 340 CE) in ai-Ghumah fi al-mantiq have traditionally acknowledged the 

difficulty, if not impossibiliy, of giving either an essential or a descriptive d e h t i o n  

(hoddda h m  aw rasman) of what they were wont to c d  "realiy," which Jurj ani 's two 

commenta tors on that work s pecifically despated as being e x i r . ,  al-hyüyq al-rnq-dh, 

but that it was easy to do so for ccconventional concepts" (a/-m@ilmat al-itibmzab al- 

i&zGb&ah) ( J G M  52, 151-2). Indeed, the difficulty lay simply in sepaxating what is 

essenaal fiom what is accidentai among the genus, general acadent, species and property 

(cf. al-Razî's S ~ C M ' ~ .  

Whde Tüsî's d i s ~ c h o n  tends to reflect the logicians' division between the e.rirtet 

reality and the concepts, that of course was h d y  the sense Qünavi had inferred kom 

Ibn Sînâ. In hs view, existence is a primary consideration neither for the thing nos for 

the reality. illustrated his distinction between things and reality by pointing out that 

anyone fading 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. 

hother  example was, how c m  someone who does not even acknowledge the reality of 

the body determine inniitively 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 sarne t h e ;  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 Aristode hirnself in PoA 71a, Ir. 26- 

30.) 
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Clearly, the te.rm haqr'qab had several connotations, irnplpg different h g s  to 

different people. But realtty - wherher of existent entities or of intelltgibles - at least was 

something distinct kom whatever it represented. And while the word "things" rnay be 

used more resuictively to mean ucistmt ttiings, this distinction was precisely what the term 

"reahties of things" in Qünavi's view was designed to convey. For Qünavî, though, 

whde non-existent, the realities are still not quite as determinate as either the logillans' 

"conventional concepts," thought to be easily definable, or hoqo'ig al-mdqZû. Not 

unlike Yahyh S*avardi (died c. 587 AH/1191 CE) - who so altered the nature of the 

Peripatetic "dehtion" as to make it more amenable to systematic inquirg of a somewhat 

different, broader and far more subtle reality than any heuristic use of logic so far - 

Qiinavî acknowledge "realities" of whch 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 ernphasized with Ibn Sina, 

was atmbutable to what we have refened to as the "sense prinuple," on the basis that 

the senses are the source of ordinary human knowledge (mobda'mhfatibz); although 

sense experience ironically also played an indispensable role in the development of the 

philosophers' epistemological argument - as the ernphasis placed by Tüsî on exisenf 

realities, being the unknowables dong with his new concept of "analogical existence" 

kitended to overcome its obvious h ta t ions ,  de* shows. Tüsi, who prefened to 

work rather c o n ~ e n t i o n d ~ ' ~  within the dimensions of the Peripatetic problem of God's 

existence and quiddity (and rhetoricdy w i h  the query posed to hm by Qünav?), in fact 
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proposes two khds of existence, as a means of escaping the resulting conundnim. He 

attempts to account for the anomolous and radical disjunction berneen c'reality'J and 

"existence" by inaoducing a new notion of what the existence of the t b g  is likely to 

mean - the second sense below. c T J U n i ~ a l  existence" was intended with respect to the 

multiple units associated with distance and bodies (MNT 67-8). The other more 

sigmficant type of existence denotes things that manifest differences in power, 

precedence, intensity and quantiy; the 'logical implications" (rnuqtadzyüt) of t h  concepq 

he says, are not derived uniformly for God (MNT 65). It is in this second sense, in fact, 

that existence for God stands by mmie of its own essence (bi-dbüfihz), without having to 

be predicated of its quiddity (min ghgr  'ufUPihi k-miihQ~fihz); whereas ev+g else 

besides God's existence is accidental ro the quiddity (MNT 65-6). This "analogd 

existence" (lil-ta.sbEk), whch he says is also of a ralional nature (umr 'aq/i) (bfNT 66), 

denotes both Necessary Existence (standing by itself without being amibuted to its 

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

b. bowing God Through God 

From that perspective, perhaps m7s and Qünavî's views may not be so ineconulable, 

espeually if we keep in m h d  the integative hc t ion  of "anaiogical existence" associated 

with necessary and possible existence. Some such bringhg into adgiCaf relation is 

intended by Qünavi hlnself, as we shall see in later chapters. Philosophy (especially that 

of Ibn Sin:) has detemilied that what lies between these two denotations - Necessary 
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Bekig and possible existent - musc in some measure be possible in itself yet necessary 

through another. Our knowledge must be rooted in some such c'inttmnediate" and 

"necessary" world, and in so being becomes linked not only to God's knowledge of 

Himself but to God's knowledge of diings. A language as rooted in the s e n s o d  world 

as that of the philosophen' was deged to be, on the other hand, aiways takes us back to 

the level of the "natutal fa~ulties."'~ Q ~ a v i  spoke more sweepingly of a cccreationaI 

intellemon" (al-tdaqqd a l - h i ) ,  whose main feature is the intellection of God by "wha t 

is not God" (MQH 98).15 There is nothing in it that corresponds (mu@+m) to God as 

He is in Himself or to His own specification to Himself so as to distinguish Him ftom 

all  else (müyatlffq min rmahu) (MQA 33). Recahg that God's Reality cannot be reduced 

to the quiddity, s a p g  that the ex>tence of God is superadded or is identical to His Reality 

cannot alter the fact that His speufication by the one intellecthg Him in dus fashon 

cannot correspond to what He d y  is in Hirnself.16 God simply 

is unspecitiable khqr mufdqyutz] through any kind of specification which is intellecrual 
rqkzn], mental [dbihnad or s ensod  [hismn]; He neither resembles [Q mumÜ@] nor is He 
LitermLigled with anythuig; nor is He remote, except in respect of the distlictiveness of 
His Reality above everything else. (MQA 33) 

This does not mean that no speufication at all is possible. But if the h t  kind of 

intellection does not correspond to His own spedication of HLnself - that is, what His 

own knowledge of Himself detemiines dus dk~Ct i0n  to be - what then does it signifg? 

When it does not correspond to the thing as it is in itself, any precept based on such an 

intellection and wrongly asctibed to God - eiher afhrmatively or negatively - refers in 

the hnt  instance to such intellection and specification as are apt to be particularized in 
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the conception (tqawtvur) itself, conception belonging to the one kitdecting (al- 

m~tmhakh&aqÇ taxawww aI-Cüqii) (MQA 33). Ins tead of the ob j ect intended, it re fers to 

an itlteIIected p&cularization. We shail see below that this hirrher irnplies two kinds of 

judgments upon the object, depending on whether the judge himself is "pemianent" - 

as in the case of God in His knowing Himself - or  " s ~ g ~ '  with respect to that object. 

Qünavi's inference is important. By foiiowkig its own language and logical momennun, 

thinkuig reproduces the same mmcation bhghting ail of the the hurnan facdties, and 

deflectlig the inquji from its i n i d  objective Çi-e., knowledge of God) toward secondary 

goals. 

Since there is no "correspondence" to speak of, stiictly speaking' eveq a f h t i o n  or 

negation is futile, every knowledge or precept about God lacks soundness. The only 

proper "pSnuple of knowledge" is a knowledge of God through God, rather than 

through any limited faculty or intellect ( M i n  bii-Haqq Ta bi-quwühim >va C~qdihim) (MQA 

32-3). Indeed, once the "advocates of God's [rights]" (ah/al-baqq) - those who assign 

what properly belongs to God17 - know God through God, they c m  then corne to h o w  

their own souk (n@ahum) h o u g h  God by way of that chrough which they know Hkn 

(MQA 33). In respect of His Oneness, of course, the absolute specification of God here 

remains to %self and to no other. But another land of speafication, the proper "first," 

His mostpded and the dosest to beaxing a correspondence to "that which is in itself' 

(Iüna hzwa al-amrfi(ayhi) or to being "just as God's nature [shah] requires," occurs in the 

intellection performed by the F ~ s t  Intellect (aLCaqI ai-awwao (MQH 98). Of all the 



198 

possible enutes, it is the fieest of any judgemat of mdtiplicity and delimitation. It also 

occupies the intemiediary position benneen the Necessary Being and the possible existent 

mentioned above, reflecting them both. 

But how does this irnprove o u  understandmg? In maklig such a daim, is Qünavi not 

simply substiturkig the First Inteliect and the remaliing intellects for the h t e d  faculties 

of mortal bekigs, for whom reflection about God inevitably b ~ g s  the lunited hurnan 

faculues in its train? There is no doubt that infeiiect is used in the m o  senses employed 

by Ibn Sina and otherfahsfah. It indudes both the facultative and the knmaterial 

intellecb which contemplates God with no k i t m e d q  faculty to disrupt contemplation. 

IntIinsic to the intermediary lwel are no doubt two distinct 'cprocesses" or considerations 

of knowledge - descent and ascent. What concems us about the intermediary level of 

the First Intellect are the separate dimensions and lwels of percepuon it bangs into play. 

There is a uitical assumption, plaped up both in the Avicennan commentary tradition 

and by Qtinavi hunself, that a cadrelationshp exists benveen God's knowledge of His 

essence and His knowledge of al l  thulgs, as two d i s ~ c t  poles in the descending 

"movement" of self-manifestauon. Within this overd frarnework, "quiddities" play a 

crucial role. Ontologically, they ate here dependent on their intellecmal h t y ,  which 

raiders thern peculiarly disposed, collectively, to acting as the ideal theoretical point of 

intersection, or intermediary (corresponding, in systematic science, to the contemplative 

intennediacy of the Intellect), between the ordinaq powas of reflection and Divine 

contemplation. 
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It was disagreement over rheir ontologicd stams in God's knowledge which prompted 

Qùnavî's second major question in MQA 34-7, where Q~avlso l ic i t s  TuSi's views on 

whether or not they are "originated" (mojuloh). Direct investigation and sound 

expaience, says QUnavi, confkn that they must be non-origkiated whde possessing a 

"touch of existence," insofat as their speufication in the knowledge of God in a single 

mode ('ah rvafiraah w&hh) is at least pre-etemal and everlasting (axaian wa a b a h )  (MQA 

35)? Briefly, they refer to God's knowledge of things bcfon they acquire the existence 

atmbutable to h g s  in the sense discussed above, behg the epistemic counterpm of 

the "realities," which in nim are the ontic pole of a single relation. Whereas " t h g s "  (al- 

a+), as we saw in Chapter Two, connote the specjFutions of God's universal and 

particuhr (or "di fferenàal') intellections ( tday~~nat  tdaqquhfz%Ii a/-kui~'iuh wal-ta$r'&yah), 

quiddities are those very inrehchon~, or at least their ccforrns" (KN 275): the "forrns," that 

is, in the guise of quiddities in Divine knowledge. And fom,  as we now know, is the 

h c à o n a l  equivalent of the device for the conveyance of meaning. 

In broad ternis, intellection at this level performs two basic noetic functions; it m u t  

comprise, on the one hand, the "Divine mot letters" (al-hu*al-u?Lpyah al-iliih&ah) and, 

on the ocher, the quiddities (KF 1, 15-6: 181)). The f i s  t consists of God's intellection of 

things in respect of their "kiternalitf withui His unitariness (hynM.Jaf~%IaJ wa~zjyatibz),  

in analogy with "human psychical conceptuahzation" (ai-t~awwur ai-nds~nz'a/-in~aiz]- 

before the actual specification of their forms in knowledge - e.g. single conceptions 

( t a y a  m@ahd) dwoid of any notional, mental or sensoq construction of parts (a/- 
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tarkzb af-mdn- waf-dhihnr' waf-&i.riJ (KF 1, 15: 189). Since this cornpises the mot or 

primaty letters, there is no construction as yet to speak of. The second intellection, that 

of the quidmties proper, rnay also be thought of in terms of "letters," though not roots. 

It OCCUIS in the knowledge of the one essence in its reli3fiona~discinaiveness (ai-imt& ai- 

ncjbri'. He calls this the "presence of inscription" (habat af-irfr>iim), in that "the things are 

inscribed inside God" (m~7fasrkahhfi nefs of--9); but wheeher quiddities are viewed apm 

from the concomitants os together with them, the main point is that their primary 

collective h c t i o n  is to be intellections whereby the "act ofintellecting for the one ~ t e m  

fmm the other" - on account of the overarching oneness of the ontic essence.'" 

Obviously, Qünavf wishes to maintain both that quiddities, too, (i.e. all instances of 

"what-is-it?") subsist in a single, pre-eternal and eve r l a s~g  mode - in accordance with 

what their reakties require @emg their noetic comterparts) - and that the intellection of 

the one is postesior (mufohhbr) to that of the other in respect of order of rank (tutbah) 

275). There are IWO senses in terms of which one may speak of intellections 

according to what the quiddrties' reahties chemselves - that is, the referents - "cequite." 

They occw: as: 

(1) their realities' intellection in respect of the "expiration" (i~tihhk) of their 
muhplicity in the oneness of God, or what he takes to mean the gnopticaf 
intellection (mykzal) of detail (mUfhgaI); md, in opposite direction to diis 
expiration, 

(2) the intellection of the precepts of oneness (abkijm af-wabdah), one "set" or 
cctotality" at a rime (jhvhh bddjum/ob), so that each totality is htellected 
through what quidiihk axe contained therein and which are the forms of such 
multiple and manifold intellections that belong to the single existence (Ail-mjùd 
a/-aZ&id) (KN 275). 



The p ~ u p l e  infonning diis 

accomodates very well the noetic 
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dehitive view of the quiddities and their place 

relational compiex described by Ibn STna in Ta1 13, 

where knowledge must connect every '?uiowei7 to every given "object known" (at the 

DiWie level, being the " rea .es"  of the quiddities) according to what that object of 

knowledge is in itself (KN 276)." It m u t  hold for any knower whatsoever, God or man. 

The proper intellection of the multiplicity of attachrnents is, by the same token, based on 

the objects of knowledge in their etmaI connections and multipliùty - in his words, 

351." But t h s  can only mean that, 

The manifold [trtaduud] is linked CO the mitaty knowledge that [properly belongs to] the 
essence [al-'ih al-wah&nr' af-dh~ir], thanks to the latter's at tachent to the objeca of 
knowledge [hl-mddhq. Perception of these [objects] is never realized except in respect 
of the specitications and attachrnents [of the u n i q  knowledge]. (KN 276) 

For diis to be, the objects m u t  be known insofar as the essence, no longer unqualified, 

1s a knowitg essence, chat is, indlied toward its object. Since this may hold for any 

knower whatsower, Qünavî u n s  to the main point of his argument - namely, deBving 

"knowledge- for- the-other" fiom "knowledge- for- God" - by 6rs t s e h g  forth, in the res t 

of his passage, the main hanires of "subordmation," the structural prinàple behlid ths 

whole noe tic calculus: 

But the attachment [tdai!,qiM of this knowledge to every object known is subordinate to 
the objecc known according to what that known object is in itself [tabr' ik-mdhm hi-barab 
ma h w a  a l - m d h ]  - whether it be simple or composite, w e d  to] t h e  and place or 
not ... And fiom the nue3 considered thus far, a M e r  ramification is that the 
'< judgement" £rom every "judge of every t h g  judged" [al-buh mifi kulf h ~ k m  'ah kvll 
m a b h  'a&bz] is subordinate both to die "statu of the judge" [W k-&f a&ü~l;r], at the 

' The treatise is divided into me. 



cime of judgement [Ena a l - ~ u h j ,  and to the "status of that which is judged" [ta Bbüf 
a/-mab&m 'akyh] a t  the tirne of "judgernent" of the "one judging it" [al-&ïkm 'a(ybz]. 
Therefore, if "that which is judged" is of those things which are by nature shiftlig from 
state to s tate [min sba 'mki ai-k.~naqqulJ ai-a&ad , then the judgemen ts of the "one judpg  
over it" prouerate into every [one of these] states [tanamfat a&ïm ai-&km 'ahyhiJ h l .  
h4, and [what is judged] differs insofar as it vascillates through these states [tahbbutbibi 
bz-tilh al-abtuai) If, on the other hand, it is in the nature of "what is judged" to be 
pennanent in a single mode [al-thabatbad wafirah w&hh], then the judgement of the "one 
judging it" is laid down in accordance Mth the p k a r y  attachrnent designated for the 
judge's judgement, dong with its requkement [al-tdahq al-awa4. The rest depends on 
the stanis of the judge [bükzm]: is it a requirement of his essence to shift through states 
[ai-tqaliubj? al-~bwdJ according to these states, or to be pennanent and for the states to 
shift according to h? The subordlia tion of the judge's judgement (tabdtbat bukm al- 
&m) depends on one of these nvo coasiderations, which cover the levels of judgement 
of every judge and every thing judged. No other judgement of either judge or object 
judged has been le fi out (KN 276-77). 

This, then, is the p ~ a p l e  by which all the demena kivolved in any kmd of "judgemmt" 

are htercomected. And each aspect is related to the other through "subordination" or 

tabdbah, a key concept in Qünavis theoretical introduction to If? al-bqak This 

analysis of the judgernent act, viz. of &dm, gives coherence to the overd  scheme of 

epistemology envlsaged by both the phdosophers and the mystics. Coordinated with 

"level," or mortabah, it helps to establish the pattern of analogcal hkages that all but 

pemeate every component feacure of his scheme. What is pdculatly i n t e r e s ~ g  in this 

comection is that it is expressed in terms of a hdarnental duality between each leve17s 

integutiti, mnceuhg hinction, on the one hand, and the necessary extnion'qafion of forms 

and existence (cf. IB A:90; B:198), on the other. For the moment, let us just say that 

ccjudgement" raises the d-impottant question of wherher a "subordmate judgernent" is 

that of the "permanent judge" or springs ditectly h m  man's constandy shifting 

perceptive faculties . On this score, quiddi y is uneqded  as a pbihophical device through 

which one may t& about the object known without designahg the type of knower 
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involved. fit rnakes it indevant conceptudy whether the knowet is "permanent" or of 

the s h i h g  kuid, since it is not the knower but the noetic modahties of ~ I S  object of 

knowledge that are of concem when discussing the quiddity. 

The remaining problern is how to maintain the d i s ~ c u o n  between the knower and 

the object known through the mediation of the quiddity without vitiating the eternal and 

uniürry purity of God's knowledge (ultimately, of Himself as a single ob ject), inespective 

of the pattern of ~ubordiinore and hierarchical relations endosed within this knowledge. 

In response to o u  eatlier query, "quiddq" in orduiary parlance does not, given its 

"creational" origin, stand unquahfiedly for God's reahty. God's "quiddity," if any, is 

unique inasmuch as the t em~,  knplying knowledge of somethmg C'what is it"), can 

legitimately re fa  only to His etemal, unitary and hierarducally-ordered knowledge of ail 

things ratha than to His realiry. In this sense, therefore, it is i n h e d  toward the object, 

not in its hidden uniqueness, but as a noetic modality. In 0th- words, while ostensibly 

about God, it implies a knowledge which is equally tolerant of mdtiplicity and is oriented 

toward those "odier" realities of things that subsist before they acquire extemal 

existence. This would almost amount to a f o n d  equivdence bemeen God's knowledge 

of Himself and the knowledge of thuig;, if the fonner were not more apdy described as 

the "cause" of His knowledge of everything, thereby maintainhg the independent stature 

of the judge. The intellection of the quiddity apart £rom its myriad concomitants yields 

only a ''hidden notional letter" (hmjghqEmdnawii, just as actively "ascribirig knowledge" 

(wasfai-'iilm) c m  only be by way of its niafionai disr'nctron &om the essence (imtryür;'%,i al- 
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n i X  *m d-dhd)  - noc as a dirçcr ASC+E: r of the essence as ir is in irsclf or as if  God's 

knouledge wcrc idenacal ro His essencc Xic 1. 15: 189). This wav of srating thc problcrn 

opens up a ne\v al-enue hi- n-liich nocior- 2nd csistenual words c;iri be crinsuuctcd, ir 

k i n g  understood rhar rhc queruon d~n=rc i s  on  a proper undcrstanding of prr-h, rhar 

knowledge is 3 "knolrlcdge t h ~ r  ascrilxi' and rhat, in the final analvsis, God's own 

"description" of Himsclf is Hir self-msr-!estanon in the form of specch. 

So  fa^, Qünavi has cira\\-n up 3 picrur~ 2-nere no specificaaon (ki-y).u)t) o r  intellccuon 

(~aqqul )  of  God based solcly on reason i :-Ad ever correspond to a thmg as it is in itsclf. 

The relanon to God of rhings like ont-ess (w~hdah), source (mabduiiyuh), influence 

(ta 'hW, the esistentiaang act (&il al-i/o: - <cc., elicits an elemcnt of mu1 tiplicirv, and so 

falis most appropriatel- under the aspecr ~ c '  "specificaûon" (ifibür al-fdqyzm) (KN 275). 

The point is thar. in respect o i  die ab-riuteness o r  unconditionality of His essence 

(ithqibi d d h a q ,  God remains subjecr ro =O judgement or  precepc whatsocver, nor can 

"One" or "biecessin of Exisrence" b; uiked to Hirn in ans wav prior ro such a 

specification. The firsr specificsnon e a r k  referred ro as the "Firsr Intcllecr" - whercby 

the noetic relation of the essence 1s inteU~zcd, cleacly dtstingushablc From that essence 

- Qilnavî insists on  calling a rnerelr reir;~nal. not thc "real," distinction (rrl-cm+; 'il- 

nisbihu/-hq7qi). God's oncncii. the ncr;,sin- o f  His esistence (iw ~vtyiib iviyïdih)),  etc., 

arc aii intellecrcd rhrough rhc iiirr.rmedn-: ~i the nortirclation o f  rhc csscncc (KN 275j." 

( )nlv His kn<)\ïlcdge sr tlic st:ioi ) r i  of Eii iinguiar oneness ( ~ ) J ~ M z  d~~idtj,udtc) remains 

His very essence ('rr1.c . . ~ l h ~ ~ i h z )  \lQ.i 21 In rhis cornpletc iense, His kiiowlcdge of 
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Hirnself is said to be "through and in Himself' (YLtllahu n4sahu bi-tl.fihiJ nofihc). And 

diis is the 'luiowledge through Himself' that acts as the cawe of His knowledge of h g s  

(-y# 'ilmihi bi-nq5rihi  aba ab f k h z  bi-kdi rhoy ) (KN 275). Knowledge deft in this way 

underlies quiddity's transference hom the absolute existence to a position where it 

pertains smctlp to created things and God's knowledge of them. God by essence 

remalis the causal source (al-mu'aththir biI-dhüt), though not a causal source in the sense 

of an essence completely d i s ~ c t  from the specikation of die niatiion of a knowledge 

attached to one or more objects of knowledge having different realities (MQA 36)? 

In sum, argue as one rnay that our knowledge of God or, perhaps, His own knowledge 

of Himself is enpressible in answet to the "what is i ~ "  quiddiq (if any) has paradoxically 

more to do with His knowledge of the "what is it?" of a thmg, although He HUnself 

cannot be reduced to a b t e  entity. Rounding out the argument in a simple identity 

would, in huidsight, only have s m e d  to e h a t e  the vital "linguistic" components of 

utterance about God, and with it presurnably the very possibiliy of pirttud contact by 

the worshipper and the "knower of God" as a result of the absence of a concrete 

medium of communication. Quiddity cannot Mfil this h c t i o n  alone, because, as we 

d see, it is immobile, somedilig it shares with "reality," or 4aqZqah. However, 

quiddity's hguistic connection d o w s  it also to cany dong some of the features of 

language. Ir is, indeed, iÿghly s@cani that Qünavl should use tabdijyuh (i.e. to foIlow 

in order or to be subordinate to something) in order to describe how its various levels 

are related; tabdbub is a tenn he borrows fiom Atabic phdology. Presumably, one could 
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equdy fast on on the smctiy logical aspect of predication superfluously rekitroduced by 

the phdosophical tenn "quiddity," but only at the expense of the more valuable sytlta~hcai 

fearures of speech. These features are what links the knowledge available to us 

analogicdv to Divine wisdom. 

§ THE LANGUAGE OF EXPERlENCE 

So hdarnental has the question of Divine speech historicaliy been, that the proper use 

of reason in the obtaLunent of knowledge would scarcely have d s e n  as an issue in the 

medieval period without scriptural authority operating to infom philosophical inquiry 

itself of its bounds. It is quite anachronistic, as we pokited out before, to picture 

theoretical reason isolated from the sinuous web of exegk'caIproblerns that had given rise 

to it in the k s t  place, those problems that axe succinctly recapitulated in the 

philosophical pronouncernent that only God knows Hunself, 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 h d  of reasoning, it 

must be asked what theoretical reflection m u t  consist of in order to accord with Divine 

speech. For one t h g ,  what exactly constitutes thepgiiven element in rnystical discourse? 

For there seems to be no simple correspondence between any patt of the logical 

syllogism (e.g. premises based on sense data, the prirrzry concepts, etc.), as we have 

studied it so far, and the smctural constinients of mystical discourse s&g as a vehde 

for Divine speech. Qünavi worked his way to sornethuig that lay beyond the 
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prcgircnncss of the "amcles o f  faith" (qrrwùin), as a possible candidate, although thesc 

articles secm ro be the clearesr equivalcnts to logcal prcmises. The articles of f i t h  whch  

have so esçrcised die minds of medieval scholars for centuries ccrtainlv could easily be 

ridmittcd as prcmises. if onlv diev were not thcmselves dcL-ked frorn a morc basic content 

rel-ealed in scnpniral iorm dirough Divinc Speech. The ncw Linguistic interplav benvecn 

"address" or "speech" (H~ihh l~ ) ,  in al1 its varicd forms, and the meanings they transmit 

reveals a continudv unfolding land of pregivenness, not a static one. Form qua quiddiry, 

- .  
on the other hand, imparrs fisity. Priority (trrqudd~m) as a structural feanire of 

utterance mar  consist o f  an expression, act of witncss or experience relative 

other order of espression purporting to interpret it and talcing it as a linguisnc 

mvsucal 

CO some 

h ~ u m  in 

its owvn nght for a synthesis diat is to occur ar a level transcending both elements. In this 

sense, each priority is reflected in multitudinous and interconnecring levels of  expression 

- as wve d now see. Even Ibn Sînà reckoned that logtcal demonstrauon ultharely 

airned at a "higher" &çoluaon which is, in turn, "prior," normaily relative to sornedung 

else. Seeing how language is so clearlv central to h i s  docmne, it is interesring to note how 

Qûnavî hoped to rel-eal the manner in which prioritv in discursive knowledgc kvorked 

its wav through even- level, starting €rom some initial, pregiven corc in God's own speech 

about Hhself. I r  must bc remcmbrrcd chat discourse had to admit of spiritual striving 

and purification, whch i m p l y  

viuating rhe new prioriy thar 

oricnted, dong the lenthy parli 

process rarhcr than fisity; but it had to do  rhis wirhour 

must ;ilso Çcature :it somc furthcr point to whicli it is 

of self-mani fescxion. 
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At this stage, the reader may hnd diis series of associations s d l  somewhat absnact. 

It is better visualized, perhaps, in temis of spintual journeping. This lends it a certain 

degree of irnmediacy and, nanirally enough, moral intensity. As a joumey, though, the 

"process" consists of a r e m  to origin - logically speaking, the indistinct "subject" - 

although it is no mere O+. The "process" is also one of self-manifestation from a 

unique source. The essence here being a kttomirg essence - hrstly of  itself and secondly 

of everpthing else - a dpnamic is at once established berween the causafine source and its 

effect, whence arises the multipliuty. 

From h s  perspective, several possible positions on the nanire of Divine discourse 

folIow. Qünav7s Grst proposes a bedrock theological division between two distinct but 

intercomected ways in which "utterance" is employed by human beings - one is veded 

(ai-Ir'Ztl al-h&àttr), relating to the level of possibiliy and its precepts (abhm), and 

ccueational," being rooted in sensation; the other he calls necessary, having its own 

precepts (lisin murfabat al-wyZb wa abkiimihr) (MQH 93). The second fom of utterance 

is normally associated with mystical unveilng (kushjj and insighr (banrab). Attained 

through "a perfecdy realized spinnial ascm t" (aI-if.'@ al-mubaqag al-afamm) , it indica tes 

a certain pause (wuqg upon the m e  state of affairs by way of  thek etemal and 

everlastlig specification in Godys knowledge though a "single mode." It irnplies 

realization as opposed to mediated reflection upon somethmg dse of primary 

significance. There are M e r  subtleties to th& conception whdi  we need to take 

account of if we are to fathom the full meaning of noeuc priorirg, the nub equdy of 



spirinial joumeying and logical coherence. 

Closer to rnatters spkitual, prioriry ranges from what is interna1 to God to what man 

internalizes in his mystical experience. In a letter to Abü al-Qasim al-Tihsani-(d. 

@O/ UW), for instance, Qünavi' describes an errperience he had had in the Holy City of 

~ecca.'* His inspiration came in two verses, replaced the ritual words normdy 

pronounced aith the performance of supererogatory duties (KT 176a). But each verse 

was given at a different "station" (maqiïm) and with a different ccvoice" (k~an). One set 

of utterances he construed as the servant speakmg to his Lord (hm af-cabdy~kbà#& 

rabbahu), according to his own lknited state and tirne ( h a b  Miihimdahu wa waqttr%iminhr); 

in the other, it was God speaking to one of the servants "selected in every age" (al- 

mukbtarfi kuff 'a* for his mie realization through the ~o secrets: "comprehensive 

union" (iam')and "singuiar oneness" (ohdiab)  (KT 176a). We shall have much more to 

say later in ths study on the twki, pnmal aspect of UNty he calls j a d  and ahd&ah; ciearlv 

the integrative b c t i o n  associated earlier mith judgernent (&dm) by level (maztubab) 

refiects something of this pnrnally manifested unity. 

One is smck by the bi-directionahcg of "inspired communication" with God, which 

Qünavl had earlier aied to regulate through the mechanism of the quiddity. Indifferent 

as it is to the nature of the judge, quiddity f d s  to account for this bi-directionality; in 

other words, it cannot con& the nature of both judge and object judged. In the fint 

verse, the servant is speaking to his Lord upon being "confined" with Hirn (&f al-&sir 

mdaha), though "without any specik mental consideration [Li bi-itibiùtlldalryatl] or article 
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of hith," as the latter has been extrapolated "hem what may be learned fiom God, 

uansmirted kom Him or wimessed in one of His manifestarions [tqafhyyafi%I~]'~ ,rl"O(T 176a). 

Qünavi insists the expexience is independent of all these, and anydiing else is merely 

dmkd fiom what the "smant's Lord knows Himself" in place of what the "oher" does 

only indirectly (/à m ~ y f h m u b u g h ~ m h u )  (KT 176b). The directness of the expesience 

cannot be done away with; it is indispensable. 

Yet, the "object of search" (mathb) c m  hnally be reached only when the soul has 

devoted itself entkely in the w g  of God (KT 176b). This irnplies motion. Spintual 

joumeymg m u t  - just as the activation of the smses did for Ibn Sina - have its nghtfd 

role to play. God's calling upon man's soul has two unique aspects. One, skice God is 

ever rnanifesung Hknsel f (mutqraihIryun 'ah ai-dawk) and pouring forth the "signs" (,r@yiid 

'a& ai-qar), there is absolutely no hdrance to His unadulterated Mercy (kha& rabmath) 

and no other realization through complete wimess (Ia 'qn al-takaqggq bi-shuhidihi a/- 

atamm) and kmwledge of Him (mdn$aritz) Save that selfsame soul (na$ ai-nds). The soul 

being deserving of "universality" (mii i~tabaqqat bii-hihzah) - to put it philosophicdy 

- both the dark and the higher lumùious veils will vanish (q&t a l - h j ~ b  ai-pftlf&&yah wai- 

nik&yab al-uhah). That a philosophical term like universality should be used to describe 

the state of spintual accomplishment dustrates hirther not only the extent to which he 

was able to recover the underlying spiritual thernes informing Aviceman philosophy, but 

also how he prudently aligned the interpretive language, which has to reflect upon htst- 

hand experience, with respect to that expetience. 
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The second aspect of God's caIling, on the other han& has to do with the requlement 

of the infpkd- u s d y  a negative requirement - to be conelated with dixect experience, 

but which is forced to connavene the fact that all the Divine aca, narnes and atmbutes 

are primordial and must be dirtf5 venj6ed (a/-&h waf-fabqtq). i?Uhat t h i s  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 (abla/-&%) imagine (tawhimu) 

a deficiency (naq;) in any of these acts, names and attributes, God is forthwith declared 

to be "fat above thern" (navba ai-Haqq 'anbq. 

Consequently, intellect alone is of dubious value when we try to relate these names 

and attributes to God, since diose who are veded do not u s d y  perceive any dimension 

of d- i.e. as opposed to figurative - supexiority in themfadam id& wajb af-busn al- 

&qIqr'fib.) (KT 176b). Nevertheless, the Divine address may descend mm here, though 

always in smict accordance with the state of those speakers whose natute is so incllied. 

Even so, whenever some of Godys servants choose, they may "penetrate deeper [or 

apprehend] in umost  claoty kah'iaf al-amj, as the v& between diemselves and the d t y  

ofthe zemf as b ir in ifse8 [haqr'qat of-nSIm 'alh mi? huwu Cahyh~] are Lified and they themselves 

are freed of the fetters of their imaginmgs, intellects and sensations through an 

unexpec ted sign £corn God [bi-&kbim min A l h h  miï /am yaku i tuy fas ib~n]  " (KT: 1 76b). 

Thereupon, they will see that, in all that to which they bear wimess, God's purpose has 

all dong been for them to a f h n  HLn even at the most complete "station of denial" 



(mq& al-nofi ai-ahar), as in this second aspect. Indeed, th& very experimces withli 

the world of  created being d ali have proved to be veils "upon Hirn through Him" Va- 

yizkhEfl Wam a/-kawn @ban 'a/qbi bibi) ? 

Here Qünavi is speakmg of a particu1a.r kind of experience or beholding hexe, one that 

is both "personai" and expressible as - of all things - uniumal ,  What wdl interests us 

more and more is the broader relationship betwem two discursive, conaastively distinct 

poles: the ground e.xjtwnence ("the closest possible act of witnessing") and the material 

instruments needed to convey i t  We have seen how Qünavî fieely related his own rational 

insights into the noetic core to Ibn Sinà's. He is now anxious to show that intellectual 

perception, as incomplete as it may be, lays daim to a degree of substantiveness whch 

one may jus* more convenuonally by means of this antipodal relation. Indeed, the two 

poles, experience and insuurnent of interpretation, have largely detemiined how the 

vasious schools of thought in Islam have had historicaliy to deal with exegetical issues. 

For the givenness of suipture has always been the most vital source of all "rational 

discourse"; it is whac gives it substance. However near to being a perception in its own 

nght, rational discourse is meankigless without this scripnire. Within the parameters 

allowed for philosophical reason, or reasoning for the purpose of ccinstruction,7' while the 

premises of a syllogisrn may weil be accepted on authority, this does not imply a hard- 

and-fast d e  e q u a ~ g  t e x f u d  content with smsory information or, for that matter, the 

"articles of faith." It is more in the rnanner of a pre-posing of the conclusion we saw in 

the last chapter. In some paradoxical way, the text as a whole has to seme as both the 
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start and the conclusion of an onginal encounter, as any "convenation" with God (even 

versified, like the one we just saw) c m  only do. The experience that htst emerges may 

subsequendy, and only in hindsight, come to rest upon a polaoty such as the one 

benveen the encompassing field of direct beholding and the interpretation. This, 

inddentally, accords weil with Ibn 'Arabi's whole philological morif that infoms his 

metidous analysis of the immobility and the motion aspects of discourse which, in 

an): case, we need constantly to keep in mind. Ibn 'Arabi had pointed, for example, to 

the opposition of the ccmotion'y associated with irüb ("inflection," also "expression" or 

"interpretationY') to the more singular itnmob~liry. of bino' characteristic of uninflected 

words. To these conesponded two noeac creanites: mutalim'n and mutamakkn (FuM 

II 18~60-1). 

It is noteworthy that in response to Tüsî's disagreement, even puzzlement, over 

Qünam's position on the quiddities, which he compared to that of the older schools of 

kafüm, Qünavi delivers a poignant defence of '%eh~Iding'~ or 'cwimessingy' as the 

cornrnanding center relauve to which the intdectual endeavour c m  never shed its 

character as mere interpretation. But this holds for every noetic Ievel, where one 

expressive sphere rnay exfoliate fiom the other. It is crucial to Qtinavi that interpreuve 

reason in eveq capauty be understood in its habit of concealing rather than of unveihg. 

AccordLiglyy he begins his treatise by drawing attention to the peculiar diffidty weighmg 

upon anyone anempting to express (irca), withui a forum of dialogue and investigation, 

certain ccmyste8es" (m i  (MQH 92). The relation benveen the "sphere of expression [or 



kiterpretauon]" (jbhk oIICib~ah), he explains, to that of the notional meanings and simple 

realities ($&zk a/-mdk7 al-myimadah wai-hqïï'iq a/-basratah) is very hard to speu6 men tally 

(tday~unihiïfi ai-adbhiïn) (MQH 96). He notes the same d i f f id ty  in 

the sphere of conceptions [tarax~trurr and mental spec5catioas relative to the domain 
of the psychical attachments rap t  a/-tdailuq~t ~Irn~üntyyab] and the simple concepts [al- 
t .wwuta t  ~ i - b ~ ~ a b ] ] .  T h e  same holds m e  of the simple concepts of the sou1 relative to 
the universal things [kI-umUr ai-MIr~yah] ; and O f the causal realities [af-hqa 'iq a/-'ilhzah] 
relative to the intellection of the intellects; and of the universal sods [ o l - n e  ai-hfhgah] 
to the universals [ h i b i â ~ .  /l.owever,] the inteilects' and the souls' attachments are 
rekted to the specfication of the objects of knowledge in God's own knowledge in the 
same marner that the intellection belonging to He who has no intellects or universai souls 
at the level of knowledge is io thern. (MQH 96-7) 

His imrnediate purpose in c o n m b u ~ g  this interestkg dadication, already quoted once 

before in Chapter One, is thar whde differenr schools of thought may employ the same 

t m s  and expressions (o/-amij'Ivala&j, they often differ in their usage; although it is 

Uuminating in more important respects as well, as noted earlier in Chapter One. Schools 

differ because techrucal expressions are so difficult to grasp, whch leads to a general 

breakdown of temikiological preùsion (MQH 97)? More hdamental, though, is the 

cent~a l i~  and primordialiy of direct experience. The '2ordly inspirations" (ai-nQa&t al- 

rabbiin&ab) come suddenly without any effort (tdammzîl) in the fom of Divine g i h  

(ndahât rabbütl&yah) and, most tellingly, atpmtin/armoments (MQH 92). The subjecr 

matter of his ueatise, he adds, is precisely to determine the state (!a0 in whch a hidden 

spiritual conversation (m~cntra4ab ghqbtyah ~&in&yah) takes place somewhere between 

one of the veritable Lordly levels (taorfabah min of-maratib ai-rabbün&ab) and one of the 

creaturely stations (rnaqüm min ai-maqamiit a/iabdàn&ah) ( M Q H  92). For purposes of 

discipline, or "adab:' and confimiation (ta@) the best way to render (tqhmah) this 



C L  conversation," as he calls it, is through a type of exchange that is, in nim, suited to the 

station of worship (bi-maqüm aLiubid&yah) 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 pdcul.arities of each inquiry. 

He hastdy adds that his exposé is meant "to shed light on an intellected journey [af- 

nhl;h al-mdqufah] kom the noe tic [a/-&&zh ~f-~iirn&ya~] , essential and unitary Presence," 

which happens to be the "place [mabaf/il of the eternal and everlasthg inscription [al- 

irfisüm] of all objects of knowledge" (MQH 92). The reference is unrnisrakably to the 

"consonantal"' lwel of written lenters. htellected, this "presence" signifies the fact that 

God is the ultimate source (mabda'rhat ai-Haqq), and indicates His creative emanation 

o%yddduhu ai-Cà4 through a noetic, essential and acmal necessity (bif-gàb aLCi/mi al-dhüfi 

a .  Knowledge of this noetic p r i n a q  (al-awwalrYah alhciim&yah) allows us to spedy  

"the o r i p  of the spiritual path [mabda' a/-suhk al-mdttawci that properly belongs to the 

human perfectional and lordly reality [lilbaqFqah al-imiiniyah ai-kamaliuh al-rabbiïn&yah], 

together Mth its goal khqatutuha] and outcome [ & $ 2 ~ h a ] ~  (MQH 92). Although in rhis 

case sensation is no longer either the ongui or prhciple (malda') of knowledge, between 

the ongui and the goal lies the wayfarer's interpretation (tqamah) of his state (hl ai-dik) 

in hts shifiing phases (tanaqquihijiTf-ala@&j, stages (adw&) and levels of consignment 

and dwelling ( m ~ ~ a t i b  ai-üfi& wal-isrqnii). h y  adrnonition of the traveller would then 

strictly depend on his nature and his capacity of expressionz7 at every terminal point 

a In the sense of letter consonants, not cornmensuration. 
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(man@) m d  station he reaches and then surpasses. Finally, through such an 

"inrerpretation," the wayfarer is made privy to a knowledge of the mysteries of the ongui 

and the r e m  (af-rnabda' IYnlmdiid), the crux of religion which constitutes the highest 

reaches of both in te l lecd  scholar and beliwer. However, before disdosure ( h h j  and 

perception (mushahadah) c m  take place - always through the instruction of an 

accomplished figure - the seeker musc understand the mode of h s  own shiftings hom 

one created, namal or Lordy abode to another. 

tj THE DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO SCRIPTURAL SOURCES 

Qünavî is, therefore, concerned to coordinate tedinical discourse with content of 

knowledge given either on authority or through personal experience in the form of a 

'2ordly inspiration" from the wayfarer's Lordly source. In this, the canonical text of the 

Qur'an plays a central, instructive role as the prinary root and the nearest temporaily 

articulated expression of God's knowledge of Himself, beLig in short what God says 

about Hirnself to man. As such it has a regdative impact upon the reflective 

peregrina tions of human beings in all their "interpretive" efforts. 

In the Correspondence, he compares the approaches to scripture of different schools of 

thought in Islam, refemng to a variety of tendenues, among the best known of whch 

for its predominantly theoretical approach to the knowledge of God is, of cowse,fiLr./ah, 

and Ibn Sînà in particular. Regardingfal~duh, his main point is that even if reflective 

thuiking is incapable of discoverlig or "encompassing" things as they really are, so long 



as it relies on the limted faculties that depend on smsory percepaon, the matter does not 

rest here. O n  the contrary, under certain conditions it may, as we can now see, play a 

vaiuable role; for, behind Ibn Sinâ's statement about the "realities of thligs," in his view, 

lav the sqpficant discovery that the thinking faculty (a/-quwwah a & k n z )  was also one 

of the atmbutes or characteristics of the "spirit" Man's incapaciq to grasp the "realities 

of h g s "  through his limited faculties implies neither that nothing at d can be uaered 

nor, as we also saw, that the object does not e4xist. But QünaVr thought out the problern 

more hely,  in the hope of showing how the rational lacultg must correspond with an 

atmbute whch is similar to it and whdi  it can perceive. There is "correspondence" only 

in this sense. This way of putthg it easily accornmodates the kind of associations he 

alluded to just above between the different "spheres," more specificdy between the 

Divine and the intellectual or spirinial The general p ~ u p l e s  govemlig the consonant 

relation that needs to hold between any faculty (or science, for that matter) and a given 

amibute are delineated in the Introduction to r/ iq ai-bqün (whch we shall examine in the 

nert few chapters). 

This strategy by consonance bears a resemblence to Ibn Sina's and, indeed, Aristotle's 

formal hking of each science to an object of study cornmensurate to it. However, 

Qünavi was interested in drawing attention to the vital source of knowledge, in the 

mystics' opinion inadequately defhed by the Pesipatetics thus fat, and taken 

paradoxically also in respect of the goal. No doubh this was a manex to be expressed 

more satisfactorily in terms of splinial journeying, rather as another way of dass i fpg  
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the sciences. And, drawkig upon a longer Islarnic tradition, Qünavi was less harnpered 

in this task than were Ibn Sina and the fahjah before hirn by the need to systematize 

beforehand the sciences of anàquiy. Yet he continued to regard Ibn Sîna's approach, 

Çormal as it may have been, as distinctly important whm compared to that of the 

didectical theologians, the mufahf/irniïn - a point scnipulously emphasized on the 

grounds that the greatest shortcoming of the mutaka/limih was indeed their unbridled 

and improper use of reason. This is a deckive difference whch his '?iisto~cal" ueatment 

of various schools points up and which tends to conoborate our view about the slgnal 

importance of saiptural revelation in the historical debate over the employment of 

reason in our knowledge of God. It receives pointed ernphasis in Qii.naviYs 

correspondence with Tüsî. 

We have already shown, on  a number of occasions so far, that knowledge of the 

realiues of things m u t  be rooted in the fonnuk that God knows His essence and knows 

t h g s  dirough His essence; ths is a philosophicd way of saying that this knowledge is 

what He reveals of Himself, in both a cosmological and a scriptural sense. In the 

hf@i~ah, Qünavî deals with the latter sense and proposes a hrst series of doctrinal 

divisions. He enurnerates three universal types - without namlig any specific school of 

thought or relqqous faction, as he d in fact do shortly - depending on th& relauonship 

to two poles or "categories," as he c d s  them the intellectual (ai-qihah aI-Caqlriah) and 

the Divine cornmunicational (al-ikbbiir. al-ifiyyah), on the other. These three types are 

refened to simply as 'kgh," ''intemediate" and 'low" (MQM 4-5). T o  the k t  type, the 
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highesh belong those persons whose intentions (&mm) ascend toward the acquisition of 

the "lofaest things" (mrfZ) - i.e. the enduring perfections and vimes - and who are 

dways in quest of a knowledge of' the "reality of thuigs" as they are in thernselves (h.LQM 

5 )  Knowledge of God is here the highest attachment (tdollq) of the highest science 

(Ulm), 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 (a4 of the knowledge of everything, 

both simple and compound. W i b  this category, moreover, existent beings are 

intellected and smsed in their different cppes, inasmuch as science is f o d y  concemed 

with thern. 

But two subdivisions are equally discemible hexe. The Grst is dassed by reference to 

those existents for whose perception the faculties and compound instruments (al-iiht ai- 

mi@&ah) are bestowed upon man by his Creator, either alone or in combination (MQM 

5). This is possible, he Sap, when it is in the nature of what is perceivable to be 

perceived through these particular faculties. Other objects are perceived only 

theoretically (naqm%,z) and cogitatively Ifikdv) through the intellect CaqI), as in the science 

O f God's existence, the imrnaterial spirits and the simple concepts (al-mdünZ a/-ba&ah). 

Unable to reach a m e  knowledge of things as they are in themselves, people differ in 

what they catz perceive, according to the things perceived, their own temperament and 

the goals that fit their disposition (MQM 9). An entirely different dass of h g s  exists, 

however, whose perception is impossible through any f a d t y  whatsoever, it being 

understood nonetheless that they axe perceptible. In this dass, he indudes God's 
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Essence ( d m  ai-Haqq), the realities of the narnes, the narnes asuibed to Him through 

revealed traditions (al-~hmàq and the intellects (al-zqgrr?, and the sound way of amibuting 

thern (hg&yut &at al-idofah) to His essence (MQM 5). Such a knowledge, he says, 

presupposes an awesome station (maqüm mubfb) and cannot be reached through the 

rational and cogmtive method of theory (nazan'hiafICaqiï of-f;kni (MQM 5-6). At that 

station, it is "the necessity of a judgement on the necessary existence of God" which is 

required (fMjUb al-&& bi-wu~Zb wy2d ai-Haqq) (MQM 5) - to say nodiing of the 

acknowledgement of His a f h a t i o n  as being one in all respects distinct in His reality 

fiom everpthing else. In the absence of t h  acknowledgemmt, fdsehoods a8se. But no 

maner how hard he tries, the impamal inves tigator (af-mu.stabszr al-mun.sisi wiU never be 

completely satisfied in his search for a knowledge of these things. Upon proper 

examliarion of what knowledge is offered by his theoretical and cogitative reasoning, 

every such investigator discovers that the human faculties 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 done to God's essence (MQM 6).  

When God deudes to complete the level of knowledge dong with its precepts 

concomitant to His necessary existence (a&%&i ai-hpnah), He does so for those, at the 

second pole menaoned above, who are ready to penetrate the realities of things both as 

they are in themselves and in die manner of their specificauon in God's knowledge 

(MQM 9). This is the station of the prophets (anbai and the "Friends of God" (m~&a), 

chosm by God in accordance with what He knows about their "non-created 
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predisposition" (i~rJ&&ff%Iirn al-gbayr al-mujhihb), through which they had accepted 

existence in the hrst place. This is the second predisposition mentioned in the second 

chapter of t h  thesis. God raises them to what He wishes thern to know of His names' 

realities and the secret precepts of the "necessitg of His existence." They are surnmoned 

from among the very best of every age and eveq nation in order to invite people to their 

Lord and to acqua.int them with the proper way that leads to Him and to th& own 

felicity (~dadafihih& d "in good odsdom and counsel" (al-mmlxab al-basanah) (Qur'arï 

16125; MQM 9). They act fiom a station that joins concealment (katm) and disclosure 

(95hü), thus M%g what legitimately belongs both to wisdom and to the wise (MQM 

10). 

The tribulations encountered at that station are only a h c t i o n  of differences of 

predisposition among those whom God solernnly addresses (mdbafibh). These 

differences emerge onb upon the ntepfron and ~fzidy (taIaqqi) of what the Messengers, 

ccaccomplished ones" and "Friends of God" have reported (akbba4 (EVIQM 10). Now, 

those who are said to be unconditionally receptive (qabiia mutlaqan), knowingly or 

unknowingly, are the people who subrnit to God and who have faith (ah/ al-i~hm wu/- 

i?niûz), despite any differmces that rnay exist among them. Others, the "people of denial 

and unbelie P' (ah1 al-hg+ war/u@), are disavowers tout CO& ( a n h a  mhqan), of bo th the 

knowing and the unknowing type. Nat,  Qünavi mentions the person who "pmiaily 

accep ts and partially denies," one who is wavering and b d d e r e d  (ai-mutawaqqaf al-Mir) . 

Be fore the ' 'extraordinary signs" (al-qùt al-khiinfah) , demanhg fiom him as sent (tagYq) 



and a certain degree of kitellectual boldness, he is simply unable to penetxate the secret 

and reality of what is alteady conveyed and reported. His intellect m u t  abstain because 

it cannot join whatever he is acquainted with and already knows mith that which has been 

reported but remains unfarniliar. With no inkluig about the latter, he is incapable of 

hannonking the intellect with the legitimate body of religious edicts (al-twq b o p  caql.hi 

wa ~ h d i h ) .  

The hrst group mentioned, c o n s i s ~ g  of those Muslims and unconditional believers, 

is very &verse. It inchdes those who take an exoteric stand (waqofa d a  al-z@hir) that 

does not surpass the lIfeta~meaning of the text (MQM 10). They simply a f h n ,  without 

any form of interp~etation (ta'%), unconcerned to h d  what is intellectually acceptable 

and what is unsound. Then there are those who, whde believing unconditiondly 

whatever is textuaily presented, are able to benefit from their study in a manner that 

assists them in their facultative perception. Whatever they fd to perceive they accept 

on  faith, though without ngd insistence on the exoteric and in accordance with the 

purpose d e d  by God (mmad Afhh), the "accomplished ones" among His mediaton 

(~.f%'ih) and those adequately infonned about Him (m~Mabba6n ' ah ) .  Whenever they 

afhrm God's attributes of perfection, seekmg to safeguard the transcendence of their 

Lord (mutla~ahan rubbabu) above everpthuig unbefitting to His exaltedness Qahkhz), they 

base thernselves on that whch God knows about HLnself, rather than what happens "to 

be conceivable or discernible to them by method of atmbution [!arat ai-idafah] of 

imperfections or perfections to God and to eveiything dse" (MQM 11). This shows to 
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what extent Qünavi had accepted the "traditionist" objections to the methods of h h m  

at irs most critical point, which even a 6gure as self-avowedly sympathetic, kiitialIyy to the 

aLns of the school of Hanbalism as Ash'aS was not quite able to do convincingly, despite 

ali his recorded ovemes to the proponents of the primacy of propheuc aadition~.'~ 

The abllity to explain Divine communications (ai-iMbarat a/-ifi&yah) does not necessanly 

translate kit0 apodictic knowledge (5fttlyaqZtli). In fact, Q a a v i  q b s ,  enough lacunae 

and weaknesses appea. ki this group to lead to exegetical dwiations (xqgh a/-taPwFL) like 

an du O pomorphis rn (o~-tq'assum waI-fasshbi) . The faithM creed (mop' ai-ftiiqod r'manr') 

becomes then tainted by funle speculation and cornpanson (shmvà'ib al-qun8in tvalaqr'sah). 

An even worse violation, however, is committed by the dialecticians (mutahiIirnI'n) 

(MQM 11). This is because they accept whatever they are able to discern through their 

own theoretical inquiry and faculties even when an interpretation flady connadicts the 

appaxent sense of the report about God. In this case, the disadvantages of the 

inteepreter's (nwtu'atvw~q proneness to enor and his fdure to stand on a £km, personally 

realized foundation (admuhqqq) "far outweigh the benefits of adventitious conectness 

[i&atuhzhu m u d ~ u h ] ,  which c m  by no means be certain" (ErlQM 11). In this connection, 

Qünavî emphasizes that the dialecuuans routinely fd to stand on what "tested faith" 

postdates (miiyaqta&hi ai-Fmatl ai-muhaqqaq), or even to Mhll the conditions of logicai 

assent. One decisive point is that the "true state of affairs" vahiut a/-arnr) cannot be 

discerned without a knowledge of the ' W e d  purpose" (mdMat af-mmiii) of what is being 

reported." Their shortcorning in uitical respect does not put them alongside the 
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"gramma tical and logical theoreucians" (oh/ al-napr al-smf niai-mŝ xân), whom he thuiks 

have a more secure footing, if s d  unable to reach by their methods alone the goal of mue 

venficarion (zhahr al-tahqFq). The element of "willed purpose" is, therefore, more than 

indispensable to his entire conception of Divine Speech. In relation to Will, Speech is 

what the speaker intends (mqdai-mutahiIlim) (IB h:3;  B:97). Qünavi describes it as the 

secret of his wiU and a locus of manifestation (ma&nj, showing to eveq person 

addressed, or listener, what Lies hdden inside the speaker. 

Predictably, the category above the dialecûcians is made up of those who panake of 

the sarne sources and states as the prophets. They exhibit the sound faith (ai-salihfi(- 

Nnan) of their predecessors, in regard to what is textually given, based on exactly the 

purpose d e d  by God (muriiiAIIalI) (MQM 11-2). They entrust what m e  knowledge (i.e. 

'Yahbat a/-ad') they cannot themselves dearly perceive, both to God and to those 

reporting on Him who are knowledgeable in His wiued purpose, who alone are able to 

penetrate the "realities of these things" (61go'iq hi'h al-um* (MQM 12). The noble souls 

and lofs. intentions (himom Cü/j,ah) of the former enable them to avoid being blindly 

imitative or complacently to accept "the wretched portion" (al-+ bil- ha^ al-haqr'r) of 

those others who axe merely content with dieir lot. The difference is that hep  are also 

able to reflect upon what is conveyed to hem, paceiving rheir own powerlessness 

(irjahq and, interestingly enough, that of other categories and states of people 

mentioned above. Surpassing thern dl, they reach and eventually pass beyond the station 

of the theoretical thinkm (maqüm ab1 al-nqar ai-jktl?, whose powerlessness they cm 



perspicaciously see. are able to perceive the weakness of the theore ticians' state 

preïenting "the crownkig moment O [  mie realitauon" ( a l - + r  bil-tclhqq) . 

W e  it tums out that it is the dialecticians, not the philosophers as such, who are to 

be most harshly uiticized because of their irnproper use of the reasoning faculties, 

"theoretical proofs" (al-adiihh a l - n a ~ w a b )  are neverrheless judged, as we saw before, as 

being perpenially dependent on contingent goals, namely, their irnmediate objects of 

i n q q  (maab) (MQhl12). This is what renders them limited and precarious. Exegetical 

a f h t i o n  through intellectual argument (ai-hW al-Caqlr&ah) alone is tenuous at best, 

because these proofs are never impervious to the doubt attendmg all thought and 

dialectical objections. Those who rely solely on theoretical reason for their intellectual 

a Ç k a  rions (m~ibüt  'uqUlihim) ), re flective requiremen ts (muqtad&ii ofkatr'him) and 

conclusions all disagree with each other; whatever is correct for one is wrong for the 

other (bIQh.1 13). In dus speàfic sense of theoretical proof, the truth is relative to the 

observer. 

This whole passage is found in P/o? ai-bgan, the gis t of his scep tical argument b&g: 

that sornethg can be shown to be manifest* ambqpous is insuffiumt; nor is the failure 

to prove its soundness any the more decisive (MQM 13). Indeed, Qünavi fin* asks, is 

talk about those very ccambiguities" we h d  so objectionable irself any more valid (MQM 

14)? The only way of escaping this vicious ùrcle is by a d o p ~ g  a kind of "pragmatic 

relativism" based on the dose dependence of theoreucal reason on the effiuacy of the 

faculties emplo yed. Theoreucal precep ts (ai-abkiim ahqmjyah)  vary accordkg to 
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perceptions of those espousing hem, which perceptions are 

conaûve foci of the pcrceivers (al-madan- X tâbiah li-taw+üt al- 

mudnXFn) (MQM 12). These conative foci are subordinate to their purposehl intentions 

(maqasid,, which are in tum variegated according to diverse opinions, beliefs, habits, 

ternperarnents and circumscances. He is basicdy 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 (a& al-t.af.l&yïït al-ismü >&ah). Indeed, it is these names, 

speàfied and multiplied at various levels of reception (momtib ulqubg in accordance with 

predisposition whch ptoduce (muthkaoh) the intentions in the first place, detemiining the 

conduct (ka ' id)  and the creeds (ai-Cag&) of the very thmkers and dogmatists who seek 

to ''internalite" them (MQM 12-3). The entire picme 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 saymg, in short, that it is God who completes the knowledge 

and precepts required by His necessaty existence, whenever He wills it, dius bringmg to 

perfection those of His senrants who are rhemselves prepared for the manifestation of 

a knowledge. He completes the ascent toward "the realities of things" as they really are 

and accordmg to the way in which these have been detemiined in His own knowledge 

(MQM 9). The quest for knowledge and self-realization - i.e. for an a c d  s tate (bühn), 

knowledge or some other level - enta is  that state (haï) whch somehow joins Uam') 

intention (barn) with univessality based on both God's WiIl and on ascetic exercise 
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fiom Him, being, in the end, a grace 

adiieve i t  And yet what calls it forth 

is "the hill breadth of the dite's knowledge [riat Ga ?rat 'iimihiun] and the perfection of 

their uncrea ted predisposiuon [kamal istr'düdihim abghayr m4i4." This, Qünavl adds , 

brings to bear the simpiiuty of the hght manifested to them Lom God, which ensures 

that they become permeated by the precepts of His knowledge, His description (wa$hz) 

and sknplicity? 

Qünavi's verdict on the intellect is indeed double-edged. Expressed diffaently, 

hurnan intelligence, unaided, becomes trapped in an impossible dilemma whose logcal 

features are desuibed in the Mg+ as ÇoUows. The complete intellection of the reality 

of t h g s  - that is, of God's amibuces, the mode of their amibution (kgjtiiut i$'afatr%Iïï 

i b h ) ,  His creative act and the emanation Cmh) - ML1 forever elude man so long as the 

original rootedness and comprehensiveness of knowledge and essence are steadfasdy 

with God (thabit a l - e h h  wal--@ab biIICiim wal-dhof) ( M Q M  6) .  What this means, he says, 

is that the very judgernent that God's perfect attributes are universal and comprehensive 

(&/&an ihfiymz) mus t itself somehow enclose all judgement (shamiI aI-&dzv). Man qua 

created being, on the other hand, can perceive only as a spedfied and delimtted being 

(mutd~aanan mutaqqyaodan), at a station detemilied by his own thinkuig faculty. That is 

why at the level of their immatenaiitg the realities of egis tent bekigs (&qa 'q al-mayZdât) 

d always remali unknowable to the human faculties, a point Qünavi develops in fiàx 

al-bayàn. Before these existent entities ever don the existence that occurs to hem 



duough the existentiating emanation of God, one cannot intellect 

their mutual differences according to their particular detemiinations 

thern nor perceive 

and distinctions in 

the unitary and essenaal knowledge of God, whch is wirhout begmning or end. In 0th- 

words, they must acquire some individuai existence before we can perceive t h e .  through 

our faculties. But, thtough this means, human intelligence cannot gaui knowledge of 

"the secret of the world's hieratchical arrangement, its precepts and universal 

characte& tics [sUr fmiib hbaqat aP&m wa abkânihi wrva khaw&u%Ii . . a/-hlhiah)" (MQM 7)  ." 

Knowledge of God is through Him Carqha a/-Hqq bd-Haqq). Divine speech alone 

imparts the d e d  purpose of each manifested word (EVIQA 33). Short of this, no 

knowledge of the "reality of h g s "  is possible, and it is on h s  score that the 

dialecticians ace said to have cornrnitted their greatest blunders. Man's limited faculties 

simply do not afhmi or negate anythuig about God accordhg to God's knowledge 

thxough Himself. And knowing God duough God for a human being is also to know 

one's own soul." Once agaLi, though, the soul may be known through God or by way 

of what one knows of God only because of what God wdIs us to know of them, in their 

uniqueness, either all at once or piecemeal. Unfominately, philosophical proof fails us 

in ths  respect, too. Ir cannot combine intention 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 dumination and realization, its purpose being of an 

entkely different order - that of systematic presentation of arguments for instructive 



purposes exminsic to its method. 

In conclusion, h s  interplay is preusely what 

spintual immobility, cannot exhibit on iu own, 

quiddity, as the aspect of noetic and 

even though it does signal a crucial 

aansference of focus away kom God's P m  essence or realiq, toward both the "realities 

of things" in out knowledge of Him and their munial relationships. Movernent is 

essenual to mystical philosophy, and Qünavi uses the problem posed by the quiddity in 

his correspondence with in order to throw into relief those aspects of phdosophical 

language that show the geatest promise of satisfguig the need for spinnial movernent 

without, at the sarne t h e ,  countenancing the suppression of the root source of ail this 

dynamism. 

Knowkig the reahties of things clearly entded many complex issues. Although 

rypically d i f f i d t  to follow or to organize in succinct fashion, the arguments arnount to 

a problem of idennfping the source of uniqueness and distinction of each thing in God's 

knowledge of it. But this has to pass &st through God's u t ta  d is~ctness ,  as reflected 

in the assertion that only He can know and describe Hirnself. Yet, this very disrinctness 

prevents us from quite grasping the reality of a h g ,  God being the suprernely distlict, 

the ultirnate source. It follows 

obviously means to deny this in 

realities cannot be far behlid; the 

sound way of amibuthg t h g s  to 

from this that if we can h o w  God - 

the bare intellecnial sense only - then 

and Qïinavi 

knowing the 

realiues of things relate, as we saw, to His names, the 

Hm, etc. The series of problerns that arke within this 

kamework d be taken up in Part II of ehis thesis. 



NOTES 

1. Ibn 'Arabi uses the tenn vnrjd in at least two senses, "eiàstence" proper and "hding." 
What is interesting about this declaration is that the exegeticai orientation of this major work 
has not prevented hùn now and then from utiluiag important philosophical terms. In his 
discussions on nomencianire and the technical aspect of his doctrine, he has often noted the 
"parailels" and must have considered q Z d ,  taken in the fornier sense, as a philosophical 
r e n d e ~ g  of the object of his exegeacal enterprise. 

2. Lat., qm'd&tm ("whamess") (cf. hesto de Met 1030a). Whenever someone asks philosophically 
'(what is it?" he is asking for the thing's quidditv or definition. Mù5iyyoh is, accordingly, a direct 
translation of quid cd e m  Ibn S h a  pos&ed that every "thingy2 has a quiddity (Goichon 
hxzque 679:38G; Goichon DEE 32). 

3. M a y  important trearises have been w&en in the form of correspondence, and Qünavt and 
Nasir al-Dtn TüsT were no exceptions. However, there is no telling how long their exchange 
c o n ~ u e d .  The ody obsenration one c m  make is that the present conespondence, at least, was 
of rather short duration, being lunited to a series of philosophical questions. Often, chis type 
of dialogue sheds a helphil Iight on certain ill-defked aspects of a geat thinker's docuine; since 
the questions raised there are usually spe&c, requiPng a direct response or definition. hnother 
h d  of epistles was the one addressed to a particular person or circle of colleagues, as part of 
an ongoing dialogue. One examples is Iùsf's letter to Katab? (Aya Sofya Ms. 4862); there is also 
the case of Ibn 'hrabPs famous epistle to Fakhr al-Dm Raz: (Wzhf al-ShqAb i&4 al-1- 
h-@,' RIB 6- 14). 

4. Born in JShurasan, Tisi iived in a nunulnious period. Before becomlig one of the most 
respected t h e o l o p s  in ShFf Islam, he became involved with the Ism2ilts of h u t ,  which 
was eventually ovemin by the Mongols. By joining the administration set up by the Mongols 
to p v e m  the conquered land, he was subsequently able to convince the d e r s  to sponsor the 
building of an obsemtory. Its empiecal contributions were very important, and nourished both 
his femle scient& and metaphysical mind, which often exhibit astonishing, almost 
mathematical precision. See, for example, Heer's graphic representation of his scheme in Tbe 
Pwn'0u.r Pead85, which sumrnarizes a passage found in his correspondence with Qünavt. This 
quotation is perhaps more accessible to the reader than one in the correspondence, whch 
remains unpublished. On îZi's Me and accompiishrnenu, see Dr. 'Abd al-hmtr al-ACsam's ai- 
Fayb+Nagr al-Din al-=&; Henry Corbin HPI 4 3 7 ~  

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

7. H. A. Wolfson's discussion of the phrase "bi-dh&i," which he takes as reference to a l o f  
the Divine predicates, seems somewhat rnisleading. To Say that "all predicates are appiied to 
God bz-dhariM' @p. 148-50) is to ignore the exclusive "right" (to use one of Ibn 'ArabT's apt 
expressions) to certain attributes WU the expression is intended to reflect over and above any 
other agument fiom "ambiiguitg" ( k ~ r b ~ k )  Wolf'son may brhg to bear upon his analysis. In the 
contexts where 1 have seen it employed, the term dearly refers to somr not all- ie. if it does not 



indicate simply the essence - of the atmiutes. Other atmbutes, which may apply to both God 
and men also in different senses, embody a d i s ~ c t l y  different relationship to the essence (Cf 
Wolfson S H P  148ff). As Ibn Sfnii says here, "what has existence by wnie  of itself" sqphes  
something whose reality we do not know - "Lrbürah ih rboy ' B ndnt  &qr'qatabu." He is not 
speaking of all the predicates. This shows that his real reference s to a paflcular ckss of 
atuibutes of the essence: those uboilt God. Phi/oophical3 derived, they refer to something we 
cannot know dlectly. This is the purpose of the expression and the thesis in his capacity as a 
philosopher. 

8. In the case of quiddities, existence is extemal to each realiry; whereas God is by essence the 
cause of d existence (MQh 32). 

9. n ÿ s  is preùsely how Ibn S h a  hirnself puts it in the Ny& for example - narnely, that 
quiddity is distinguishable above all by the fact that anythuig it describes has to be subsumable 
under genus and differentia, its two parts. (Cf. Goichon Lemque 175) 

1 0. The muta~hàbzdàt and m ~ t ~ b a ï n a t  of Qur'anic exege sis. 

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). TüsT obltges with his own philosophicai 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 (MNT 69).  

12. The author's complete name is Najm al-Dk Khi& b. al-Shaykh Sharns al-Dh Muhammad 
b. 'AK al-Razi' (d. Ca. 850/1446 AH). Cf. also Jurjani JKT 88, q.v. "a/-@qFqab" and "&qz$z t  a/- 
ady5 '." 

13. "Convenaonal" because, no maner how innovative he may have been, his thoughts were 
generally fomdated Penpateticaliy, being one of the foremost interpreten and, in fact, 
staunchest defenders of Ibn Sfnii. But this pertains mostly to his technical approach and 
method. 1 c e d y  do  not mean that he lacked onghality or insight of hs own. 

14. n ÿ s  approach, as we saw, is traceable to Aistocle's psychologically-based rpistemology, 
which seeks to account, for example, for the relation betweeri sense perception, memory, 
experience, sklll, science, skiU in the sphere of coming to be and saence in the sphere of being. 
'We conclude," he says, 

that these states of knowledge axe neither innate in a determinate form, nor 
developed from other hgher states of knowlcdge, but £iom sense-perception. 
It is like a rout in battle stopped by hrst one man making a stand and then 
another, u n d  the original formation has been restored. The sou1 is so 
constituted as to be capable of this process (PoA IW 4-14). 

15. It is, he says, tliged (munqbagb) with the created, compound faculties (a/quwd al-rm@iiab 
~ / - & ï d t h ~ b  a/-imkn@yab). 



17. +q in this expression is ofien either Lft uoexplained or mistranslated as tnith, reality or 
God. M e r  classifpmg knowledge according to type, Ibn 'Arabi postulates three "Pghts" (hqq) 
whch inspire those who adopt the lughest way of approach to God (aLMq i&A&), in its four 
variecies: namely, a right belonging to the Creator (bzqq kf-A"), one to O ther people, ( bqq  M- 
h a 4 )  and a third to themselves (@q d-a@n%nm) (FuM I 88: 148, Ir. I i0- 4). The hrst right demands 
that they worship God, associaMg notbing with Htm (Fuhl I 89: 149, / ,  I -2). The right assigned 
to people requires hem to desist fÏom harmuig t h e .  (kafa/-adbh h h h u  *anhum) in any way that 
contravenes religious injuactions (shat'), and to produce aca of accepted faimess Cy~nüY al-mdn7f 
mdabwm al-istitaah wal--ihZrj based on love and altruism (FUM 1 83:149, Lr. 2-4). The right 
assigned to themselves consists in shunning any other path @zrfq) except the one which contains 
their felicity and sdvation (rdaht~ha wa nqùtuhi) (FuM 1 89149, h. 5-6). 

18. In surn, the existence acquired (al-wu/ùd a/-mustafat$ from God by the quiddities is simply 
the s pecification of the non-exis ten t ob jec ts of knowledge ( t d ~ u n  al-ttfdhmâat al-ma'dimah), 
which nevertheless are said to possess certain exisrend aspects (MQA 36). 

20. Moreover, he says, it is incorrect to say that a knowledge has an effect on some knower, 
so as to mean, for exarnple, that this hete is knowledge and that is the objecf of knowledge (MQA 
35). 

21. They thus have a noetic, eternal and everlasthg existence (MQH 100). Compare this with 
the definition of the Acquired Intelkgence proposed by Ibn Stnà, who refers to it as a quiddîty 
sepaoited kom matter, deeply engraved in the sou1 by way of realLation from the outside 
(Goichon L x i p e  317) 

22. That is, "bi-w+at al-nirbah al-'imzah al-dbiifiiab." 

23. The dynamics behmd Ibn STnii's technicai conctptua/ innovations in p hilosop hy are brie fly 
discussed by David B. Bunell in relation to Greek thought. However philosophical he may 
have been in his  technical langtqe, Ibn Sina, B u r d  says, was "reaching for ... an essence pnor 
to unkersality or p d c u f i t y ,  without any conditions at a l ,  (Burreu E s M v  62). But the 
problem was "to keep the prinaple h m  being identified simply with the hrst in the scheme - 
in short, to secure a notion of creation, will be a way of clearly distinguishing being (hwmijya) 
from essence (mahz)" (Buneli ES-v 59. This seems congruent with the spirit of the present 
correspondence. 

24. Unformnately, he fumishes no details conceming date or ciraunstances of this pilgnmage 
(see EI? 752). 

25. Each of them is but the share chat the deficiencies imagined (m~tawahhamah) have in the 
atmbutes, narnes and acts is aimed for (KT 176b). 

26. What is mie of the relation between expression and pure meaning, furrhemiore, is equaiiy 
so at every other level: the sphere of mental imaginations and spedcations (al-t~.at~vuriïf wal- 



tdazlyunüt aL-dhihn&yab) in relation to the dornaia of ps ychological intellections and simple 
imaginations (d-MaqqwZt ai-nnfngyab d t g a w ~ t  ai-bmub); the simple spiritual imaginations 
(a!-t+atvtvurüt ai-nafiânbah) relative to universal things (al-umTr al-hihiab); the causal reaiities 
(al-boq~fq a/-'?l,ah) to the intellection (tdaqqui) of the intelligences (5z.q; and the universal souls 
(aiIn+ ai-kdh&ab) to the UL1IVersals (kui&_yt). But the relation between the intellection of the 
intehgences and of the souls to the spedcation of the objects of knowledge in the knowledge 
of God (ai-mdhmâtj 'iim ai-Hqq) is that of the one possesslig no universal intellects or souls 
at all to that level of knowledge which properly belongs to these (MQH 97). 

27. Tha t is, "ai-tanbt"h 'akf h a  'nihi wa hanihi." 

28. See A k d  P D  46 and OpFa 93-105. 

29. And "what the whole matter is about [mü bwwu ai-amr 'akzybij n l r f 4  ." 
30. As in the case of most people who mistake Lheir arts i5,nh) for the real sciences ( a / - C ~ h z  

al-bqiqfirya) . 

31. Nor can intelligence obtain knowledge of "the cause limrMg every h d ,  genus and species 
to a certain nurnber or certain temporal periods; nor of each one's uniqueness ... and the 
distinction of each afier association with the other in different ways by means of attributes and 
propemes shared by no other species or kind." What is cornmonly found instead, he adds, is 
a knowledge based on guessing and imagination, even if some of it be more dependable than 
the rest. This knowledge varies according to perception, tempelament and the goals which 
attach to pa.rticu1a.r capabilities. There is nowhere near the sarne kind of agreement here as even 
Li the bulk of geometîic problems. And yet when people feel unable to pass beyond the level 
of spatial measurement, they become dissatisfied, since they saive for the loftiest kind of 
knowledge, if oniy because of the majestic power and of the hsting h t s  promised after 
separation from matter and body in their quest for perfect reahzation (MQM 7). 

32. There is a farnous hidith, of which several versions exist, to the e ffect that 'TVhoever knows 
himself knows his Lord." See Takeshita MT 26 and Jabre NMG 87ff. 





CHAPTER FOUR 

Consonance and the Integrity of Knowledge 

In che previous chapter, we have seen that a purely rational acquaintance with God's 

reality or existence yielded a knowledge of t h g s  about God, philosophically expressible 

in rerms of concomitants of His existence. For we cannot know the realiry of God as He 

is in Hùnself. If we granc £Ùrther that only God t d y  knows His own reakty, and that 

this knowledge is the "cause" of His knowledge of ev-g 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 j lsojâdo to God's knowledge of Himself. 

For, in some intellectuaily abstruse sense, we do know Him. Theoreucdy, dus 

relationship could be expressed either as a s t r q h t  identity or as a consonance bemeen 

the Divine root and the noetic level of the seeker. Qmavî, Like a i l  mainstream mystics 

and philosophers, chooses the latter. For hun, it is more speaficaily understood as a root 

knowledge particularized according to predisposiuon. Although knowledge of God's 

reality is not given through any quiddity, quiddities are nevertheless an essential if 

immobile link to Divine knowledge; they are part and parce1 of o u  own phifasoophieal 

knowledge of God. Above dl, 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 thkigs c m  be known is one 



236 

that takes Qünavî kom Peripateuc logic, via the quiddiy, to a new science of language 

and the conveyance of meaning. In the last chapter, we saw that the quiddiave hierarchy 

was only the intellecmd pendant of a deeper objective order of the realities, whose 

intemal dynamic is apprehended through meaning and parts of speech brought forth 

together in a single cornmunicative act. This is not to Say that Qü.navf means to &en 

Divine to human speech; Divine speech remains Divine in the full sense of the word 

even as it is "panicularized" by the reùpient. 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 disuphary "scale" designed to preserve the spiritual 

cohesiveness and integnty of knowledge, a task that convenuonal phdosophy was 

commitced to without necessarily possessing the requisite theoretical tools. In ths part 

of the thesis, we shali be focusing on Qtinavi's lengthy introduction to his important 

work, al -bqk .  The Introduction conveniently b e p s  where we lefi off in the last 

chap ter. 

Cj THE EXEGETICAL PURPOSE OF THE WORK 

The degree ro which Qünavi believed his work to be complementary to that of the 

philosophers is illustrated by the ÇolIowing. While Qünavî's discussion of theoretical 

knowledge or systernatic science in r/ i i  al-bqün stands or f d s  on the assurnption that 

the human faculties by themselves ate powerless to apprehend the realities of t h g s ,  and 

that they perceive only the properties, concomitants and accidents of things, etc., this 
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does not rnean that he did not believe that the rhuiking hcuity could still constitute one 

of the attributes and properties of the spirit -- in his own words, "@ab min !fit al-+ wu 

khagab min khuwÜqihZ A:25; B:126). We have refened to this point on several 

occasions before, but let us now kidude his fidl staternent in order to see how the 

broader question of "consonance" will be used to deal with the difficult dilemmas raised 

b y epis temology. 

In his e s h t i o n ,  Ibn SinZ's discoveq of this peculiar role for the theoretical Eaculty, 

"through sound mind or by way of 'tasting' [bi&fq ai-dbawq], in the rnanner indicated in 

certain themes in his discourse," is precisely why he ought truly to be considered the 

"Tteacher of the Theoreticians," cc~~tadh  ab1 al-nap? (IB A:25; B:126). That thinking is 

one of the "spinnial facdties," as all those who have reached the stage of personal 

realization in knowledge (muhqqiqh) c o n m  with, implies that the n*r, the theoreucian, 

rnust know some reality. Thuikuig is tied to the particular atmbute whexe study, 

knowledge and object of attachrnent (mufdallaqih) ail coincide. At this precise point, it 

must perceive an attribute that is sunilar to it before it can h c t i o n  properly. This 

cccorrespondence" of attributes, rather than that of concept and object, constitutes 

essendy the only egress fkom a dilemma Qiinavi poses at the very outset, which is that 

of all abstract reflection and which leads to circularity: if the discoune on "the 

realization (of knowledge)" (ai-hhmJ al-ta&) happens itself to be either one of the 

relations of knowledge (nisbah min nkab al-ciim), one of its precepts (!dm min a@zihzibc) 

or sirnply an attribute subordinate to it (Mah tübiah luh), 



how then c m  1, deemuig it necessary to do so. daim it incurnbenr upon mysclf ro pvc 

instruction concemlig the secret of knowledge. irs levels. its universal inclusive objects 
O f a t tac hmen t [ / t l r~ t~< l l lq~~zh i  Lzf-/-Lrd/ip~h d-l1r7~'1nd)], p recep ts. scales [ m c i w ü ~ ~ ~ ~ h z ~  ; or i ts 
patlis [~~tmqz/,ll, signs [4rlkri/~hi1 aiid loci of appcarancc [rnrr$1ibhz1. \i-hich [consunircl thc 
recrptaclc o f  the ravs of His Liglirs [nrrrh~zfirzrlird rinwürihi] ... ? ( I l 3  -\:7-8; B:IO5) 

This is his cardinal consideration in 11% r r f - h q i i z  as lie rurns to the general rules ( d l - p w d 2  

~ ~ - ~ r i ~ ~ c l h )  of howledge, their le\-els and concomitants, together with the prknarv root- 

narnes are vicwed in rheir descending order of manifestation - where relative ptiority is 

the hallmark - presurnably in conuast to the ascending one of spirinial journeving. Me 

saw in the last chapter how intcrconnectcd these nvo dimensions are. 

If he claims to be searching ter "gmeral rules," Qünavi nevercheless does not seek a 

logicallv self-enclosed doctrine. His first objective is didacuc, to accommodate those 

persons who, whde relying mainlv on theoretical reasoning, hope to assure themselves 

of a proper manner of approach to the question of knowledge. There is no denying that 

a certain distance frorn che objrtcc is necessary hvre, too, although th is  may rrnder the 

didactic approach itself almost as precarious as what the theoreucians too easily imagine 

to be either a proof (hujah) or a condition for cemtude c i lm~aq~3) .  The realiry, self- 

manifesting, remains inconuoi-cruble even in rhc absence of any proof, and his own 

didacuc approach is no differcnt h m  thc wav of proof when measured solel\r by irs 

distance [rom the objecc-realiry. While Far Erom complete and of srnall advantase 

(qilfutjt~dzliuh',rc) in the end, proofs arc more than outright ignorance. And Qünavi is 

able to claim a higher degcc of thcoretical pencuauon suIl rhanks to thc riaturc 

of thc esperiential rcalization he wishes to convcy. This rcalization. as we saw in 
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the previous chapter, was not only absent from other speculative approaches like those 

of h h m  and faArQah, but when it was present it was of a rather different order. 

In the Introduction, hence, he takes d Liberties in formulating several i.ntercomected 

"universal de s"  each of which, he wams us, presupposes the other. All of the d e s  

talcen together rely on a pamcular understandmg of Divine speech and words that is 

dependent on suiptural sources properly interpreted in the light of spiritual realization. 

His main objective in this work is to uncover secrets that pertain to the Fiïfihah, above 

al, which knowledge he describes as that "rare knowledge" (gharü'ib a-) that kidudes 

cogmzance of the "universal reahties" ( h I / g a t  al-baqii'iq) (IB A: 1 0; B: 109). LYrhile 

t e l ~ d y  and experientially concrete, his objective d nevertheless be to present the 

getzeeral concems of "interpreuve effort" which MLI assist hun in i d e n t i h g  "what is 

[most] suitable ro the discourse on the Fatihah, as much as this summary will bear, so as 

to bring out the secrets of this sUrah through these d e s  [qmddj" (lB A:9; BA07). But the 

whole effort is perforce rooted in a knowledge to which the &d, paradoxically, has no 

access except hough  those ccextraordinaxy acts" he c d s  "al-himam a/-kh~nqah &ab af- 

'awüWY of spirinial realization (IB A: 1 1 ; B: 109). This knowledge is fat beyond even such 

givens as the precepts of any creed (o&Gw ahqz'id), discounted earlier in his reflections 

on the verses which he received through inspiration on the occasion of h s  pilgnmage. 

This is a knowledge that has corne onginaily in the historical form of prophetic 

revelation, though whch certain non-pmphetz'c figures also may have pnvileged access, 

though in a strictly defîned sense. But no one can attain to such knowledge except 
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through Divine solicitude or providence (ai-Cinqah al-i&bijyab) md wha t was bequea thed 

(bi-mr'ràth) by the Prophet, whose Lord brought hirn doser to Hirn one night at the 

station known as '%O bow's length away, or nearei' (hyht w b  bihi bi-maqh qab qawmyn 

aw ad&) (IB Ail; B:109). 

It is with dus speufic sense of rootedness that a l l  the "des"  presented in his 

Introduction are Linked to what he additionally calls the "prknal realities" (bi-ummahZf al- 

hoqo'ig) and the Divine sciences (al-'dm al-i&&uh), the primal realities bekg analoguous 

to the "prima1 roots" (ummahiit asi&yah) encountered above in M@i$ al-ghqb (MG 23) .  

Once again, he owns to the now familiar fact that there are various ways of promulgating 

the d e s  of instructive samce. Some are established diroqh "legal-rehgous a r p e n t "  

(al-hjjaj al-shat/@yah), O thers through cctheoretical pro0 fs" (ai-adihh al-naprTyah) and the 

rest through demonstrations based on tasting and unvahg  (al-baràhTn al-dhawqgyah al- 

kuhfyah). The last named alone are indubitable, at least to those who have realized the 

unveiluigs of light (tabaqqaq bi/-mu&sh@t al-nïitr'yah) and what he c d s  the "complete, 

momentous expesiences" (al-adbwaq al-tammah o/riokyah) A: 1 1 ; B: î 09). Bur each 

school retains ia own sources (or root knowiedge) (us4 and premises on whose 

soundness the school's members have agreed beforehand. These sources and premises 

serve as the "scales" (maw~nubum) 0ve.r which they are able to b d d  and to whch they 

c m  refer. Only on this basis c m  a valid syllogism (aqGah sa@zb)  and complete, 

irrefutable proof be consmcted, presumably in the didactic sense intended in this 

context. 
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The d e s  Qünavi has in mind for his Introduction are s p e d y  adapted to the science 

of Divine Speech and do not p& to just any kind of logical predication. Moteover, 

while every method is bound by a doctrine of "forms," his exegeucal vision is more 

speufically mfomied by a nouon of the comohgicaL significance of Divine Speech 

accordmg to whch God origmated lidola) the "First Mauocosm" (aI-Cdam al-kabîr a/- 

amab insofar as the "hm" (@ah) is a Book, one that contains the forms of God's 

names and the forms of the relations of His knowledge deposited in what he c d s  the 

"Nominal Pen" (ai-qdam ai-ismr'). God also created the Perfect Man, who is the 

'Mcrocosm" in respect of the f o m  qua "intennedmy Book" (kifaban wmitzn) jokiing the 

"presence of names" to what is named @ d a n  bgna h&zt o h i à '  wo ha&f ai-mixsammh) 

(IB A:3; B:98). The purport of these daims will be better seen when we consider each of 

the technical terms and issues presented in the Introduction as the components of a 

rheological science. The general d e s  he has in mind are, for example, based on a root 

knowledge relating the whole theological enterprise to the prima1 ontic cLreakties" that 

malre it what it is. The procedure that Qünavi himself follows leads £rom a systernatic 

presencation of the key concepts in this science up to an anaipacal consideration of the 

general d e s  he intends eventually to apply to his exegesis of the Fàtibab in the main 

body of h s  work. There will no doubt be some repetition of points made in Part 1 of 

out study. However, the Introduction is almost a treatise in its own right and worth 

studping in the order of presmtation given to it by the author, now that we have dealt 

at length with the difficuit background we need before undertaking dus. 



242 

§ WHAT ARE THE W T I E S ?  

#en one speaks of science, i.e. "systematic" science, the object in Qünavi's 

understanding exhibits the folowing htinctions. The ontic "realities" refer generally to 

the "simple, imrna tend, exp osi tory realities " (ai-myUImadah al-ba&ab ai-mu~hirah) , which 

indude both the realities of created being (hwn&uh) and those that are related to God 

bv way of namlig and attribution (IB A:22; B:122). The latter are, in fact, the two 

extremities in a conception of the realities that Ibn 'Arabi had himself been teadÿng. He 

held, for instance, that haqr'qah was of four h d s :  the "saued essence" (ai-db~t ai- 

muqaddmah) ; the attributes of transcendence (al-.@ al-muna~ahah), meankg the relations; 

the acts (a@), i.e. "Be!" and connected issues; or, hal ly ,  the "effects" (mafuhf), which 

compnsed created and generated beings (ai-akwân waI-mukamuanât) (FuM 1 92: 150). 

Briefly, the "aeational realities" consisted of the higher intelligibles (mdq~ht) ;  the lower 

sensory (maluid); and the kitervenient imaginative (d-baqakb&yab wa b j u  al-mukhwari;d). 

The realiaes of the essence, on the other hand, being inexpressible through any sign, 

were correlated with every locus of witnessing (kuil mu~bhad) which did not en td  an 

anthropomorphism or qualification of any land (FuM 1 93:150). And the "realities of the 

attributes" (a/-hqZtq ai-4awub) led to a knowledge of God as one who is, for example, 

"knowing" ('&mz), "capable" (qadiron) , "wrUingy3 (muedan), "living" ( e g a n ) ,  etc. 1 bn 

'Arabi considered the "creational realities" as loci of wimessing on the basis of which we 

rnay attain to a knowledge of the spiets (mdnjat al-anvab), simple and composite beings, 

bodies, means of &guistic) conveyance (i2zt.d) and passiviy (i@q (FuM I 94: 150). The 

realities of the Acts (ai-baqa'ig al-f/&yah) s e e d  the loci of wimessing on the basis of 
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which we have a knowledge of the Divine Comrnand, '%e!" (mdnzat Kun), the special 

anadunent of power to what at deueed (wa tdaihq uiqudrah bif-maq6w br'-hù khiici) (FuhI 

I 95:150). 

According to Qünavî each and e v q  reality hnhermore has its own concomitants 

(fawa~in) and atmbutes. These attributes comprise the realities' set of precepts and 

relations, some of which are said to be progimate (qa7fbuh) propenies, others remote 

(bdidab) (IB A:22; B:122). Now, these are the d i fkent  attributes to whch the seekers 

become attached accordkg to pxedisposiuon. Not unlike the Peripatetic scherne of 

cornmensurate accidents, which combines both asuiptive and dassificatory 

considerations, a "consonant relation" (muniZrabab) must exist between the seeker and the 

object sought in that respect where there is knowledge, and a "dissonant relaaon" (ai- 

mughgaruh) as a counterweight where chere is not (IB A:22; B:123). A precept of 

dissonance signifies the absence of any request (!alid), but that of consonance requkes 

also a prior awareness (1hr/u3 of that whose knowledge is sought in the h s t  place.' In 

short, a p a o n  seeklig knowledge of a thing must do so, literally, accordhg to that 

which is already consonant or cornmensurate to that h g .  Should there be no 

consonance at all, there would be no object of kiquirg, in keeping with the principle that 

that which is absolutely unknown (ai-ma/%IUl mz+faqan) cannot be requested. We have 

akeady dealt with the logical tepercussions flowing hom this in our review of Ibn Sina's 

views on syllogistic inferences. Needless to Say, as a fornial underpinnlig to what 

Qünavi henceforth has to say in IfiZx a / - b e n ,  they are quite central. 
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To conrinue, consonance in wey respect knplies a knowledge so complere thac a 

request for it is kiconceivable; whereas awareness of merely one of the attributes or 

accidents acts as the motive cause (liï'i,h) for requesting a knowledge of the reality, 

knowledge in respect of the root of which the arcribute is but an appearance (cf. IB A:22- 

3; 8: lu). The sou1 has to pass duough the amibutes, concomitan~ etc., which it akeady 

knows, before obtaining a knowledge of the reality, its root (a@3 and properties (IB 

h:23; 8:123). The construction (tmkfb) of syllogisms and premises is one method by 

whch the seeker may q, through reflective theory (napihi  a i - jh i ,  to obtain knowledge 

of any reality to which h s  perception; so long as a "noetic supersession" (tdaddbatl 

'iLtftzgyatl) eventually takes place beyond the levels of his own attributes, properties and 

concomitants. A noetic supersession indicated for Qünavi that a m e  apprehension has 

in fact occurred, one that Ibn Sina was at  pains to show through logical paradigrns was 

an act of assenting to the rniddle term. This is essential, since the seeker is incapable of 

such a supeeession whenever the weakness of the theoretical faculty, or some other 

impedunent, results in a defective perception of h s  own secret - which of course lies in 

the knowledge of God and offers him the key to the knowledge of everydung else (IB 

A:23; B:123-4). It acts as his specific noetic source, or that cognizance which Divine 

knowledge grants to each individual. But the goal is ro move beyond batdado? min) a 

knowledge of one set of properties, amibutes or concomitants oÇ a dung, whether 

proximate or remote, toward another where his knowledge of the reality properly 

terminates in closest proximiy to what was both i n i d y  perceivable and semed as the 



actuathg motive (IB A23;  B: 124). 

"Remoteness" (aL-bdd) in chis permanent consonance suggests the presence of an 

dement wedged between the seeker and that whose knowledge he desires. Depending 

on its suength, the theoreucal faculty rnay temùnate through the precept of a consonant 

relation with what atmbutes and prophes  of the realiy in question happen to occur in 

hm, but sdl  without any peneuation into the true state of a thing (iL5 h n h  haqiqah aLaM 

(IB k23-4; B:124). A person may remah completely unaware of the h t e d  range of 

knowledge thus adileved; while another rnay be drawn toward the reality thtough some 

weak or latent consonance for an atcabute which, nevertheless, lies beyond the hrçt 

person's ken altogediet, p e r s i s ~ g  through syllogism and premises und  he terminates in 

an atmbute h o u g h  which he wdl corne to know the reality in another respect - attribue 

rnarhg the funhest lunit of his knowledge of t h  reality (Il3 h:24; B:124-5). Considerkig 

the weakness of the relation, his acrs of assent or judgements rnay be limited to the 

reality's "thatness" ( inn ip# ih~)~  in accordance with what that attribute requires, not 

"what" the reality is in itself. This is not the complete and comprehensive knowledge 

(mdgah tümmah ibatrzah) oofren daimed 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 

ob j ects of amchments (mutdaffiqat madüdibim) of the theore tiuans ' perceptions, it is 

easiex to consme theoretical disagreements as being essentially differences among the 

contingent atnibutes diemselves (IB A:24; B:125): each object of anachment of the one 
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is different from that of another. Thar is why thought (j%j must be undexstood to be 

one faculy among many that belong to the hurnan spirit The diinklig faculty c m  only 

perceive an amibute that ispmtral,' as it is. Qünavî views Ibn STna's declaration that we 

can only know the amibutes and concomitants of the sealities h-om this minimal 

perspective. Something (in this case a partial view of the reahty) cannot be perceived by 

another (presently, the dikiklig faculty) that does not resemble i t  The advantage of chis 

conception is that it obviates incongrnous cornparisons and, most of d, the need to 

conjure up an additional object - to which the intellectual, mental, imaginative or sensory 

perception must then have to be attached, coilectively or individudy - to the simple 

irnmaterial realities sought (IB A:26; B:127). 

That there is but one seality under investigation is hindamental here. Indeed, in the 

last chapter we saw how ail the mulriple realities together had to form a single undivided 

e.&tence (tairlczjat bi-wylii wülidghoy munqaain). It is because of this singleness that one 

object of anachment is subordmate (bdduhü. ..tübi (i-bdd) to the other by way of 

itsexteriorization, precept, containment (ihari?h) and attachrnent (tdo//wg) (IB k 2 6 ;  B:127). 

Within this hierarchy, there are always some chings to which others are related by way of 

subordinanon (matbi?) and in order of priority (taqaddum) - they follow, in one way or 

another, other b g s ,  nameiy, the superordinate realities . We s h d  refer to those things 

whch have precedence as "superordinates." Tney consist of the realities, causes ('ilai) 

and intermediaries ( w a ~ a ' i , , ~  owhg to the fact that they are situated berneen God and 

what follows or  is subordliate to thern by way of existence (m~yaftabr'uhüj? aLwyZd). 
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Brie., the "subordinates" refer to any single enutiy's properties, concomitants, 

accidents, attributes, States (ahwiiIan), relations (niraban), effects (maI.I&x conditions 

( m m h a ) ,  etc. (IE3 A:26; B:127). When all these realities are considered separately from 

existence, the one neidier c o ~ e c t e d  to the other nor 1Liked to its root, they are simply 

nameless. But they are said to be devoid of any atmbute, epithet (ndt), form or precept 

only by reference to a state of acniality rather han to one of potennality. Before one c m  

a f h  of the imrnatenal realities their narnes, amibutes and epithets like "composition" 

(tmEb) and "sirnpliciy" (ba.r@rb), "appeasance" and "invisible" (khaJï), "perception" and 

"perceptiveness" (ai-idri& wai-mudrah~ah), "universality" and "particulasity," 

"subordination" and "superordination" - in short, everydiing associated with the 

irnrnaterial reahties - the precept of existence in the extemally entitative sense musc h s t  

be withdxawn (IB A26-7; B:127-8). When existence is given speufication through 

exteriorkation at any gwen level one precept is comected with another and one effect 

(athar) manifested through the existence of the other (IB A:27; B:128). 

A "primaxy synoptic intellection and witnessing" (al-tdaqqzd wai-shuhiki a l - m a i  aijumh) 

musc envelope both the superordinate realities (ui-hq&iq a h t b j a h )  and the subordinate 

realities (ai-hg+ ai-fizbiah). With respect to the former, the superordmate realities, ths  

irnplies a knowledge of them as i m m a t d  intangible mtiues (md&Z myfnrahh) A27; 

~ : 1 2 8 ) . ~  The reason is that when intellected as both being superordinate (mufbi7ab) and 

haWig the power to contain (muhtfah), they accept - it is their name to do so - diverse 

forms, with which they combine by virtue of some euenhd comonance (Li-muttâsabd 
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dhZyah) existing between each and the form said to be congenial to it in the hrst place. 

However, the type of consonance in question here, Qünavi emphasizes, depends on the 

precept of the root ( b u h  ai-ad) ioining and cornprehending them both. The p B m q  

svnoptic intellection and wiaiessing with respect to the subordinate realities, on the orher 

hand, tedinically implies - as we mentioned - knowing the irnrnaterial realicies as haking 

neither precepb narne nor description. Whenever they are externdy manifested - viz. 

have an "extemal existence" (ai-w~/d aIIcgnr') - it is their n a w e  to be accidents to 

substances and, n a w d y ,  to the superordinate realities pnor to hem, or they c m  be 

forms, amcibutes, concomitants, etc. Indeed, his point now is that the "pnmay realities" 

(af-hqiî'ig al-uwa4 are inteuected, and make their exteriorizauon, only though thefom. 

"Fom" (al-@ah) is a grnerai term (zsm mu~btmak) that denotes eveqdmg hiom the reality 

of each h g ,  whether substance or accident down to the shope of an assernbly or 

conjunction of thgs (ai-hq'atai-@ni?) - e.g. the f o m  of a "row" or of ~oldiers.~ This 

generally is how the htdden realiues (ai-haqa'ig aI-ghqb&ub), insofar as they are hdden, 

make their appearance (TB A:28; B:129). 

Based on this formulation, Qwavi argues, exteriorization (ph*, conjunction (iitrinil), 

existenuauon 03, the causing-to-be-exteriorized (i@r), illa tion (igiiro), apprehension 

(tawaqqufj, consonance (munâ~ibab), prioritg (tuqaddm) and postetiori ty (ta 'akhkhui), 

configured shape ( h g  'ah), substanuahty ~awbmzab), accidentality (arad.ab), formality 

(s&jyah), the state of somethlig either behg the cause of exterioxization (mu~hirun) or 

being the thing exteriored, supexordinate or  subordinate, etc. - all these constitute 
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immaterial, intangtble en tities and inteIlected relations ( n i d  mdqiiah) (TB A:28; B: 129). 

In the single existence by whch they manifest themselves, differences in 

comprehensiveness, attachment, precept, prionty and posterioity appear among them 

bv way of reciprocal connections and synthesis (ta'afIifihZ). These differences occw on 

patterns of relations which are active and passive Fhtl wa i@&tt), effective and capable 

of being e ffected (ta 'thr'ran wa ta hthtburan), show subordination and superordination 

(tabd&yah wa matbgbah), ataibute and object of attribution, etc. However, the survival 

and existence of the whole is due to a drffusion (saryan) of the precept belongmg to what 

may be refened to as the Divine "comprehensive union" of singukr oneness of &sis tence 

(al-jad al-ahdi ai-WUJX al-ihg. But wMe the latter causes theit "exteriorization" to take 

place, everything whose precept appears at this level of "presence" (hadratiht) remains 

hidden away in the seuecy of God's Command (amrihz) and Will (iradatrh). 

We have airead. seen Qünavi argue dong these lines in the ATofa&t.6 The present is 

in preparation for h s  more elaborace account of the 'linguisti~'~ aspect of knowledge and 

existence. What he iç t q ~ g  to do is to desuibe a "oneness" of the reality such that a 

cornmensurate cohesiveness c m  be affkmed where a proliferation of "things" mav be 

said about a reality. This oneness is "comprehensive" in the same manner that 

meanin* utterances may be said to be. Indeed, the r e s u l ~ g  linguistic nuances of his 

tems ccsuperordinate" and "subordinate" reaiities conform quite well to prevailing 

opinion in philology, as QünavT's later amplifications on these matters will show. 
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§ THE SIMPLICITY AND ONENESS OF THE REALITIES 

The problem of knowledge - "knowledge of God" in all the dimensions refen-ed to so 

far in th smdy - is complicated by the following constitutive factor of every epistemic 

approach. The realities of t h g s  ar the level of irnmateriality are simple (bu&) and 

unita.ry (wabd~tl@ab), but what is one and simple c m  only be known by what is equdy 

one and simple (rB A:28; B:129). In order to perceive them, thaefore, we ourselves need 

to have die sarne sirnplicity (IB A28; B: 129). Nthough the knowledge of a reakty needs 

to be cohesive, in the sense elucidated above, our Lÿiowledge of things is naturally bound 

by precepts that belong more to multipliùty, and so is never quite identical with the 

irnmaterial 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 ki fact understood Anstotle CO be 

saying (cf. Guws SLI( 61; Badawi A U  120.9-122.8). Ibn Sina had nanowed his sights to 

the "sense prinuple" as the main culprit, making it dear %om the irnport of [Anstotle's] 

argument that perceiving through the senses, both in its extemal and interna1 aspects c m  

only corne about by means of something divisible; [hristotle] consequently wished to 

invesugate the intellectual Çaculties."' A few lines down, he adds: "On the topic 

[conceming the fact] that the divisible cannot receive the intelligible I have descanted in 

[another] treatise in quite speufic and unequivocal terms" (Gutas SLK 62). Yet, in the 

hab ic  recension Ibn SinZ had used, Anstotle is made to Say that "ths intellect also ... is 

separable, unmked and impassive" (Gutas SLK 62; cf. De A n .  IIIS,430a17). 

Q b a v i  agees, explainhg that human perception is knpeded because we are unable 

to grasp the realities in th& sirnplicity and immateriality, at the noetic level or presence 



(badrat ai-cii',&y(yah), before our own entiry [dyr?nuhâ] has 

literdy, "has been asaibed existence" (IB A28; B: 129). 

be "simple," we cannot be so before acquifing o u  own 

acquired its proper existence -- 

Although we ourselves need to 

existence. We need to be bom 

before we can perceive. But then our unique reality becomes separable fiom that reality 

whch we seek to know - quite apan from the fact that, being extemally existent, o u  

sensory organs are ''parhi." The incompositeness that characterizes our hidden 

subsistence in Divine knowledge is an elusive goal if pursued from the lirnited angle of 

the senses, but one that is not enkelv h i l e  if the noeac complex can be satisfactodv 

dealt with. Once existence is ascribed to our own essential individuality- (a'yÙnin@, and 

we are said to possess life, knowledge and the removal of the impediments separaring us 

from the chings we desire to perceive d depend on predisposition (IB A:29; £3:130). 

Specified and delimted (mutdqyan m~tqqyad) ,  the human being perceives intellecmally 

a t  a station detemilied by his own thinking faculty (MQM 6), where the realities of 

existent things (haqü'zq a / - m q - 6 3  will always remain unknowable in theit irnrnaterialitg. 

Before they don the existence that occurs to them through the existentiating emanation 

of God, man can neither intellect nor perceive their munial differences accorcùng to their 

pa.rticular deteminations and distinctions as these are found in the u n i t q  and essential 

knowledge of God, since the t ' g  faculty by itself cannot gain access to "the secret 

of the world's hierarchical arrangement [ab&miha] or universal properties [kbc~wiistribi a/- 

hl/@ah]" (MQM 7). This, however, is what Qünavi reckons dàmately 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 hom the 0 t h ;  we know of a thuig its ataibutes and accidents only kisofar as they 

are the attributes and concomitants of some h g ,  even if we are unable to know it as 

an imatenaireality (TB A:29; 8: 130). 

The svnoptical knowledge' of the realiues of things alluded to ear1ie.r - the kkid 

obtained through phdosophical inquity - is reahed preusely afrer attachrnent to them, 

qua s p e d e d  entities, has taken place through the atuibutes, properties and accidents that 

properly give specification. But t h  holcis m e  in much the same way in which we speak 

of specification in connection with any ordinary atmbute - for example, when we Say 

that the accident belongs to a subject (IB A:29; ~ : 1 3 0 ) . ~  Should we eve.r perceive a thing 

in its realiw, there could be no question of anv attribute, property, accident or 

concomitant, but rather perception by 'csidars" (viz. id& mithiihz) ('iB M 9 ;  B: 130). It 

must nor be forgotten that the knower hirnself occupies a part of the picture. And so, 

"realities" such that of the knowex and that of the known must exhbit some sort of 

reciprocity, indeed must be comparable to each other (mufam~thh~b) - above all, in their 

sirnplicity - before thme can be any knowledge. In point of fact, then, knowledge of the 

true state of the realities as immatmual, or rparate, entities is impossible, except in the 

special sense where the precept of created atuibutes and relations of delimitationb is 

somehow removed from the knower h s e l f  Ciin>; that is, upon hs confirmation in a 

state detemilied by God's words, '7 was his hearing and his sight," and beyond that level 

a A: a/-mrtn3h a/-@ià&yah a/-mutdaihqah; B: ... a/-mufdZqabah. 

A: ai-nirab wa/-cfit a l - h w n ~ a h  a/-ta4)vtad&yah; B: ... al-ta4yrAdd 
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(IB k29;  B:130). Smctly speaking, ail knowledge is God's, out own limited knowledge 

being keely bestowed by Him rather than arbitranly snatched through some mechanical 

inference. Those who have surpassed through the "captivating holds of Divine 

Providence" Qadhabat ai-CincZyab ai-ilah13yah) what v d s  there are, at every level of 

realization, ideally c m  see the f o m  of the world as a reflected "image of the world of 

intangibles and realiues" (mithai /ila/am of-mdnni baqZqab), every instance Vmd) of whose 

forms is the locus of exteriorizauon (ma&r) and reflected image of a hidden intangible 

reality (haqiqah mdnam)abgbayb~) (IB A:30; B:131). 

This cccomparability" of realities, imolving two cornponents for every act of 

knowledge, is given certain e m b o h e n t  in man picnired in his exclusive analogical 

wholeness. The noetic act between two distinct realities requires not only a relation of 

consonance, cccomparability," "similarity," etc., but rnost impofiantiy a buman 

ernbodiment, though not of course in the purely physical sense. To dustrate the 

episternic skew resdting from chis polarity between the knower and the onac reality, 

Qünavi dtaws a parallel benveen what is observable dirough the ordinary senses and 

what is spitiniaily "witnessed" or beheld. This parallel is explicable by the fact that the 

parts of Man (the c'comprehensive epitome," or ai-nuskhab aiyàmfah), are to his interna1 

powers what the forms of the world are to the hdden reahties - but with their respective 

precepts (IB A:30; A: 131). Human sight (al-ba?)), he says, bears a sknilar relation to the 

"objects seen" as spintual vision (bagrah) does to the "intangible intelhgbles" and the 

"hidden ob j ec ts of knowledge" (ai-mdqiht ai-mdnamzab waf-mdhrnat af-ghayb&ub). 
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Hmce, the intellectsJ inabrlig to perceive, on the one hand, the loftiest, most dominant 

realities (al-haqa'iq a/-CàI;Yah al-qahirah) - ssuch as God's essence and the realities of His 

narnes and attributes, which can only be had through God (bil-lhb) - and, on  the o d i a  

hand, the lowest of in te l lecd  thuigs is not unlike the eyes' inability to detect either the 

Bniest or the greatest of nanital phenornena (e.g. the movernents of the smallest animals 

and motion of the sun) (IB A:30-1; B:132). More to the point, our inability to perceive, 

either inteilectually or physicdy, our own "selves," is atmbutable to its excessive 

nearness (IB A31; B:132). A person is more apt to perceive what is "other" than he 

(ghqmabu), than his "seiî' or realiy, let aione the Divine existentid realities or the creared 

ones, and whatever is hduded therein by way of intangble meanings (mdai) and secrets 

(asrür> (IB A:31; Ek133). 

For this reason, the truest, most desired knowledge cannot be "acquired" (bd-hb), 

nor can any human faculty, being powerless co h d  God through the holiest and most 

secret ernanation of hiddemes (aijiàyd ai-aqdas al-ghqbs'), be h t f ù i l y  employed for this 

purpose (IB A:31; B:133). At the levd of acquisition, there d always be a chasm to span, 

but only through Divine help (im+, otherwise known as a luminous self-manifestation 

and a knowledge of the essence (al-tqaK ahiZ waI-'ih ai-dhnn) . Based on what we have 

so far seen, however, all manifestation must be based on a consonantal relation 

(mun~sibah) benveen "that which is manifested" (mutqaii?) and the one for whom there 

is manifes tauon (mzitqalh h), according to predisposition (isff64, u n d  the connection 

upon whch the effect depends is authenticated. Every instance of manifestation has its 
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and foremost in this respect is the state of witnessing, or 

which most appropriately belongs to the dornain of 

own precept, effect and fom;  

beholdmg (a/-&/ a i - s h u h ~ ,  

1 

knowledge that is realized only through t a s ~ g  (al-& a/-dhawqr' a/-muhaqqiq). This holds 

in spite of the fact that the manifestation, speafied and exrerïonted as it must be ficm 

the absolute hddenness of the essence (af$uyb al-mufhq ai-dhiX), rnap be desuibed as 

a Divine effect spedied fkom the presence of the essence ( m u f d q a n  min &drot a/-dhat); 

for it occurs at the fd of  'kbatjr whom tbm is manzjktation" (mdabat af-muti+fi" hbu) - the 

specifjmg and particularukig agent (ai-mdwin w a i - r n u b e .  As a d e ,  the effect of any 

agent whatever (a/-& min &fi mu ilthfhir) upon the &g affected would not hold 

wirhout some connection (irtr'bar) e s i s ~ g  between them in respect of consonance. L h  

intangible relation (nisbah mdnawzzah), consonance is ail but central. Intellecuon c m  take 

place only benueen two diings that are consonant with each other. 

It is perfectly understandable, he points out, why the "real experts of law," the 

"proponents of erperience and people of sound mind" all insist that the reality of God 

as He is in HLnself is unknown (TB A:32; B: 133). The consonance intended here is noc 

between God qua essence and Hiç creation. Otherwise, we would be speaking instead of 

a resernblance (mu~habhoh lii-&ab). And withal God's efficacy (ta 'thr'r) upon creation is 

sornethuig that is hardly doubted by anyone. The jokilig of these two aspects - absolute 

hddenness and Divine efficacy - being an exceedingly difficuit t h g  to do and not at ali 

as easily understood as rnany people are wont to believe A:32; B:134), the question 

rather should be, as we have med to ernphasize so far in this smdy: how does Godmake 
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it known to us? not, how can me, through our own devices, corne to know it. The 

subsequent discussion of the kitroduction hinges, in fact, on a key set of concepts whose 

main purpose is to show how this is so. Qiinavî has no pretension of m g  in for the 

Prophea through some new rwelation that goes beyond the foundational limits of their 

knowledge; he speaks in the ccrhetorical" voice of a teacher who relies on transmitted 

knowledge, rejuvenated through personal witness perhaps but always authoritative. 

§ SINGULARITY AND THE RELATIONAL CHARACTER OF DMNITY 

One of the ttimgs that "God wishes to familiarize us with" conceming these difficult 

maners, says Qünavi, is hrstly the "secret of qualifymg His essence, independen* of 

anydiing else" (bi-s1-m ndt dhah%ri ai-gbaan&yah 'an 'Ziamh), Mth what he calls "divinity" (bd- 

uhb&yah) and ail that is associated with it - names, amibutes and epithets (IB A:32; 8: 134). 

Qünavt considers even "divinitf' to be a qualification of God's essence. Its importance, 

in his view, is due to the fact diat it is quintessentidy "relationai" and underlies all noetic 

consonance - cwa/-uM&yab nisbah?" he says (I?3 A:33; B: 135). But it is an inteihcted relation 

(r~isbah mdqdah) having no entitative source in existence (IB A:32-3; BA34); and Ibn 

'Arabi infonns us that ~hah is a i d  of the essence (mmtnbah /i/dbar) (FuM 1 262:195). 

But it is God, once again, who shows us the comection beçween the narnes and the one 

for whom He ir a D e  (irtb?aaha biha%b) (IB A:32; ~:134)."e infomis people of the 

secret of "association" (sin- ai-tadgyj determining both the existend (wy2dan) and the 

vimial (taqaran) dependence of each side upon the other in any association. This fkst 
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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 (al-wahdattijyah 

al-thabitab) is as&bed ro DiWury, and is acceptable to both reason and rehgon ('aqlan wa 

But another b e n s i o n  cornes to the fore. Every existent ( h L i  mqiid), whether 

composed of man? parts or rela tiondy simple (basGan bii-nisbab) , has its own "singular 

oneness" (abadbah takhiswhu); even multipliùty is said to have its singular oneness - a 

singular oneness of multipliuty (abadmat hthrah) (IB (I:33; B: 134). Ibn 'ArabT had 

originally derived the abstract noun, ahd&ah, dhectly fiom the Qur'k's Sirat al-1khh.r~ 

"Say He is God the One [ai-ahd]." A h d  is supposed here to preclude number, however 

(Fuhf 1 104:156). For any gven "singular oneness," Qünavi reasoned, there must be 

some precept that is predominant and "decisive" (oi-ghülib wal-&km) at some moment 

for the simple or compound existent in its state of exteriority and inreriority (@hirihi wa 

B~h'nihz). The precept may be that of one of its attributes or realities composing ics 

multipliuty. cTredominance" (shahbah) in respect of the existent's exteriority is, hence, 

one of the four quahties (ai-kqÇijyiif al-arbda) - meaning elements ( e h ,  water, air and 

hre) whose #zind, that is, integral conjunction (or assembly), initiates its body's particular 

type of mknire (hdaatha 'an gfrinaiha mi@' budanihi 'a& baqr'hq (IB A: 3 3 ; 8: 1 3 5). The s arne 

holds in respect of its interiority, where the d (ifadah) of every willLig person (mund) 

in any given state and t h e  can have but a single object of attachment; the heart is 

capable of only one thing at a tirne, even if everythuig be withli its capacity. This 



granted, it bccomes more clearl~ arguable, in h s  v i a ,  thnt whar God wishes to show to 

people is that "oneness" makes for the singularin. of cil-h ching by way of a scparate 

realinr rhat gocs bv names Likc "cpiddity" and "pcrmanerit individuality" (-qn fhübituh)). 

l ' hc  cmph:isis o n  pcrmancnce or immobilin. n-c earlier ~ssociated wirh quiddih is now 

npplicd ro the famous noaon coined br Ibn 'Arabi; arn fhu&it~h. The r e m  basicallv 

suggcsts that thc t h g  is specified pre-crernally (i.e. without beginning) in God's 

knowledge (u;u/un). 

Thar each thing has its own singulariry is at bottom traceable to the facr that God's 

knowledge - whch  e n d s  knowledge of eveqthing - is one of the dationr of His 

essence (nisbuh min nimb dhatih~), even if, as attribute of the essence, it is also 

indistinguishable from the object of attribution (/a tuja>q al-rnaw~ii (IB r\:33; B:135). 

Qiinavî wishcs to underscore that it perrains CO die lcnowabiiity ofewry exisent (mddhiw~ut 

kufl nzq~ili,, in respect of its permanence (thubu~ibq in Divine knowledge (j7/-'iim ai-fhbc'> 

- 3s he also argues in the NqWiitItm. Despite the ccpennanence" of the existent, this is sel1 

short of an- real distinction from the object of  attribution, namely, the essence. But 

from dus perspecave, certain other consonant relations foilow suit, especialiv as there is 

no qucsuon of anp alteration (mrq@yircih) in the knowledge of the essence for the One 

wlio possesscs it. Eret-ything thus rcgardcd, in sliorr, is a relation: 

D~vini? y u ]  . - is a relation; the hct  o f  k i n g  knon-n [mdfkqyzh]  is a relation; 
spccificauon is 3 relation, and the same goes for the oneness ascribed id-wahdrlh d-ma>li/ 

l>ll~d( through i r  and through Di vinity... The possible indiciduality [uI-"ayn al-nzz~mkzn~ 
msc >Far as thcy are denuded of esistence; the Divinc "conauvc focus" [al-tawqid) al-iL&] 
upon csisrcnuation [Mg3 chrough the Word "Lk!" and so on: the manifestation speciGed 
froiii the ":ibsolure hiddenness of the essence": chat which is particularized rhrough rhc relauon 
of \Vil1 mit! its objects of machment [ul-rnrrkh~~~.ls h i - n i h l  JI-irclhh w rrfrffdui,b~:~~i/~d~ insofar 



as it is specihble as a reiation; existentid and noeuc commonality [diibtriok aI-m@& 
ni~bab wa hdhâ  of-'ifrnq ...[ail these are relations] (Il3 k 3 3 - 4 ;  B:135) 

The entire "secret of comectedness" (zim a/-irtt'bbaf) - i-e. God's ''connectedness to the 

wodd" and the world's "connectedness to God"lo (MG 11:7) - is d i d g e d  accordingly; 

the 'Divine effect" is itself realized through a bond o f  consonance (rübitat al-mnnüsibah) 

between the 'meicy" and "the one for whom there is Deity" (ai-Zfib val-ma'hb) (IB A:34; 

B:135). 

It mus t be underllied that t h  staple understanding of the Ibn 'kabî  school is itself 

regarded as being dependent on Divkie providence, at wery juncnice, and rhis not mer* 

in the primary sense of transmissiblepmphetic revelation. The wayfarers (ai-salikiin) who 

emphasize Divine providence, whom he calls Ah/ ai-CinCfYah, may weIl possess a 

knowledge by tasting that is realizable through pure and perfect unveding (al-hrbfal- 

kiwilai-*b), but their esperienual knowledge depends entirely on Divine providence, 

before it can be authenticated with any measure of certainty and &ality. It equally 

depends on k i r  tenacious deferment (tdfi'o of ail  the "detailed elaborations" (al-tasnzt 

al-tqtjsflijyah cf/-mukhtal$ah) ccintended for the person to whom they are related and 

spawned by the exexcise of the particda facuities, both intemal and extemal." In the 

case of the laner, where effort is called for, the conception being steadily but 

painstakligly worked out by Qünavi is one where the premises of insmctive science and 

''coliective beliefs," kideed anythuig beyond the m e  object of inqury (al-mathb ai-boqg), 

tout court, as it now must psesent itself, need to be emptied out and a new apprehension 

sought. Episternologically speahg,  thc pregiven element of science in the rudunentary 
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sense we have learned so far must be superseded, as its composite derivation fiom the 

integral subject fails to safeguard on its own the szng~1b.r oneneJs of the core object 

perceived and which now needs to be maintained at the far end of the process. The 

receptivity (iqbd) of diis object qua object of inquiry is based on what we know chrough 

"a univerd and synoptic [ h d  of] conative focus" (tawaj~h h 1 K  jum4 sanctified 

(muqaddm 'an) agams t a l l  ordinary credal s peufica tions (ai-tdqymnaf a/-üdj.ah al-itiqad&ah), 

au rhorita tive pre ferences (i~'ti&a~tat taqiïdbah) or "relational y eamings" (ta h~h~huqaf 

ni~bigab) in their various attachrnents to creation (TB A:34; B:136). For this to d e  place, 

he says, there mus t fïts t be a "unified intention" (tawahhud a/ya@mah), comprehensiveness 

(jadipzh), perfect sincerity (a1-ikhIZs.~ ul-t&m) 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 c h b  toward the 

noetic state known as "universality." Qünavi- had construed it in the sense of 

c L concentration" or "purposefdness." Its present usage is no different; p u r p o s e ~ e s s  

or wilfdness is an essential ingredient, and is meant here even if the term acnially used 

is 'a@mab rather than hamm. The object is to shun "diçpersal" - that is, the "dispersal of 

ki tention" (/a tarhatzd 'a@mub). 

Only then is the consonance between the soul, on the one hand, and the Divkie 

hdden together with the "presence of sanctity" (hdah al-pdr)), on the other, completed. 

The 'presence of sanctitf' is, in fact, the wellspring of existence by vime of its denial 

of werythuig exainsic to the object sought. As such, it acts as the source of the names' 
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manifestations reaching every existent; in short, it is source for all of that whch is 

speufiable and manifold (ai-mufdqyanah al-muta'addadab) at the level of the "one who 

receives manifestation," rather than of the absolute One, Who brings e v m g  to a 

s tate of manifestation in the k t  place (TB A:34; B: 136). This is the key to the intellecd 

paradox of "universal knowledge," where the complete intellection of "things" as they 

really are (i.e. God7s Atributes, mode of attribution, His ueauve act and the ernanaüon, 

etc.) eludes the unaided intelligence diiefly because the onginal, root comprehensiveness 

of knowledge and essence remain with God. Instead of insisting on the commonplace, 

discrete existence of two noetic realities, Qünavi here is stressing the relational aspect of 

a single Divine act of knowing. Hence, "universal" knowledge is viewed under the 

aspect of a relation. The nebulous suggestion that askmg about the object7s "thamess" 

is, in a sense, also a s b g  about its ccwhamess" was artended by conceptual difficulues 

which only a noetic relation seen in an entirely new key could overcome. Qüna*s 

elucidation moves in that direction by showing that the central noeuc reality in question, 

God's self-manifestation, is itself inherentiy relational, whde bekig sustained through a 

singular oneness by means of whch 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 capaùty it happas  by nature to occupy. It s e e s  to represent, though only 

irnperfectly and then dirough the mechanisms offered it by a long tradition, a concrete 
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personal rediscovery that is bumessed by Divine providence and succour. Whde this 

rediscovq basicaliy results Lom the dialectic between what is known and what is 

unknown, Qünavî's discussion at thïs point becomes quite involved and not at all easy 

to foilow, but we shall see how the mi0; of this dialectical play is to be maintained 

g DIVINE SUCCOUR AND SELF-MANIFESTATION 

Having established the relational character of ufih&ah7 Qünavî briefly summarizes the 

"process" of self-manifestation, its precepts, mode of reception and the "intimation of 

its effects" (tahqqf athün@, in order later to give a more complere rendxion of the 

"station of knowledge" (ahaqüm aIIfiI.2) and of Divine speech. hlthough essentially 

God's se&rnanifesta tion, tqaK re flects the same division eviden t in any epis temic relation 

benveen source and reupient - the whole irnrnediate purpose, lest we forget, is to 

overcome in theoretically satisfactory fashon the dilemma whch anses whenever we 

consider that every act of knowledge has nvo noetic elernents, not just one, as die 

selfsame act self-manifestation otherwise implies. The Divine effect has its own precept. 

Viewed as a relation of consonance (munâ~ibah), however, the dichotomy gives way to a 

kind of singulanty in the diffaence. It does so through an intmediary, regulative level 

that gves embodunent to the relation, as we shall shortly see. 

TquiE is a lcey concept in his doctrine of knowledge which rests on the idea that the 

real source of all succour, or i&, rernains God. Since the aim is to elaborate a concept 
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of knowledge that cakes the knower as a reupient of knowledge or manifestation, 

"succoui' here adds certain methodological danty to the discussion. The k t  issue dealt 

with is multiplicity. Although there is essentialiy a single manifestation (tajahF tvabid,, 

God's succour and its various "manifestations" ( t , l i ~ t a b u )  must reach a world o l  

immense variety, down to every sou1 (IB h:35; B:137). As it descends to the world, ki 

accordance with the receptivities (qawâbi~, thek levels and predispositions, it appears in 

the guise of myriad specifications. In view of this, it is perfecdy acceptable that 

manifestation be charactexized by multiplicity without having to be intrritsicaih multiple 

(n4ibimufdaddid, on account of the variant ascriptions ( n d q ,  narnes and attributes given 

to the same reality. Rather than multiple in itself, it is equivalent to what he calls the 

"existential Iight" (ahUr ai-w@&) in the widest possible sense; and apart from this 

"existenaal [though relauvely 'non-existent1 light" nothing else can reach the possible 

entities before or af3e.r th& attribution with eternal existence. Upon their exteriorizauon 

through a "unitary existenual manifestation," each precept of the possible entities and 

its "effects" musc 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 c o n t r q ,  acquked Erom His self- 

manifestation (must+datl min tajolbz)), the world in effect cannot do without "the 

existential succour of singular oneness [ai-im&d aI-wujZ& al-abaq, which perdures 

ba@'ihr] at moments that have neither duration nor intemiption [ d a  ai-ana dkyÇtrah ma 

h inqila]" OB h:35; B:137). Although ths succour precedes extmd 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, (extemai) existence is merely an 

accident conferred upon it by He who d s  to existentiate it (IB A:36; B:137). 

Qünavî's motive for this discussion ulteriorly is to transpose the problern of die two 

realities in the act of knowing into a higher relation than the one where the knower has 

to acquire extemal existence and a physical life of his own before any act of knowkig can 

take place. The relative c'non-existence" of the enuties inside God's knowledge, 

therefore, provided the path to a solution based on a consonant relation of two noetic 

realities. In order to reinforce his earlier argument for this consonance, he now 

emphasizes the unitary purposefuliess of the recipient's intention and perception 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 skigleness of purpose, incidendly, 

is preckely how the singular oneness by grace of the Divine succout maintains itself in 

the face of a multipiicity of receptivities. As f a  as the wayfarer is concerned, however, 

a precept either of dispersal ( b u h  al-t@qah) or of the "comprehensive union of single 

qualtficauon" (aljad ai-wabidanr' al-ndf) must prevail upon hun (af-ghülib ra/uyhz) at every 

instant (kziff &a) (TB B:36; B:137). He is never destitute of some state or other; the 

precept of one of his atuibutes musc prevail over those of the rest. Dispersal kidicates 

that his inceriority (&in) is not free of the precepts of createdness and the "stains of 

attachment" (~hawd al-tdahqar). If he happens to be in a state of dispersal (bül fifnqab), 

the manifestation he is said to receive is endued, as it were, with jus  that precept that 
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happens then to govern the hem (qaib), and becomes '%nged with whatever precept of 

muifip/idy has s eized him Iyatlsabigh bi-bukm al-ka thrah ai-mu.r#awi jah Caiqh~]" (IB h :36; 

BA38). Under the aspect of connectedness, a single t h g  permeates all of the soul's 

attributes (ah@ ai-n4iïtl$yah) and b o d y  faculties by means of atmbutes which flow 

downwaxds upon the soul with every act and effect assouated with man (including 

offspring), the religious devotions dependent on his intention fibadürihi al-tabr'ah li- 

nzyyatih) and the pareiculzu noetic presence he happens to occupy. The "attributes of 

manifestauon" are thus multiplied - in the same way that a colourless hght receives 

shades of colour from glass - with the corresponding attributes and fadties of the 

recipien t (mutqal. (ah) the manifes tarion radates ligh t upon bashm 'aIqhz) or reaches. 

This takes place u n d  the Divine cornmand necessitatlig the manifestation in the h s t  

place thoroughly permeates him banfudhfihr). If the wayfarer succeeds in reachmg the 

lirnit in God, he will have removed all atmbutes of createdness (ai-* ai-hm&yah) kom 

the manifestation in such a rnanner as to effect a r e m  at a level of înner intangibility 

~a-ydudu 'awdan mdnmzan) to his real ongin at the presence of hiddenness. Des pite the 

rekgious demand of consuous deliberation for every deed, something or other rela&g 

to God's essenual Will will penetrate even those u n w q  of the source and o r i p  of ths  

i n h i o n  (IB h:37; ~:139) ."  

The recipient of the manifestation may, on the other hand, be in a state of unified 

comprehensive union (@Ijad mutawahhid), . . rather than of dispersal, and denuded (al- 

tdmi of the precepts of creational attachments (IB A:37; B:139). Once the light of 
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manifestation radiates (~hmaga ~ G T  al-tqai, upon a hem that is "unitasy of qualification" 

(wafini al-ndq , for which manifes tauon is complere and intelligible without the ccrust" 

of created h g s  and attachments, then the precepts of all instances of "URIversal singular 

oneness" (abkam ai-abadigüt ai-kuihbah) ramifylng kom the onguial or root singular 

oneness, or ccal-ahd&yah al-asi&ah," upon ail lwels encompassed by the Divine essence 

are likewise unified (tawabhadai). But these precepts are unified into the single precept 

both of the singuks oneness of the "permanent essential indwiduality" belonging to the 

recipient of the mainfestation ( h u h  abadhat 'gnihi al-thiibitab) and of the "singular 

oneness of the primasy manifestaaon" (abad&yaf ahyuiE ai-awa4 through whch his 

essenuai individuahty Cqn) appem to h m  (phara bihi Cgtluhu /ah#). It is through his own 

exclusive singular oneness, qua manifestation, that the worslupper cab4 receives the 

"Divine succour" in question whch allows him thence to suMve to the ' k t  houryy 

before being delivered before the Creator. This conceptual rehement with respect ro 

the existentid succour at a level of relative non-existence, meaning where his permanent 

essential individuality resides, must comply with what happens to predomkate in him 

and the exclusive oneness of the attribute ruling over hun. It is a second manifestation 

(al-t&l& al-thiini), in the event that a mystical opening (@siil ludq ai$atb) should occur. 

Presumably, this "dependence" of sorts by the manifestation upon the reùpient for its 

relationai character to be edubited leaves the recipient - in essence a religous creanire 

- the Liberty of two moral alternatives: dispersal or unitp.. The inmguing point is that a 

single precept should encompass two singuiar onenesses: that of the recipient's 
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manifestation. But Qkavi  is anxious to maLitain a unitg of conception even at the level 

of the particulatized being, where the problem of two noetic realities hrst arises. There, 

the Divine source of revelation needs to remain ever active, not uncondirionally, but 

alwavs within those bounds it needs to specif. for the recipient and are knposed by a 

pemasive singdar oneness. 

Upon the first manifestation the only thing that propetly belongs to the pemianent 

essentid individuality in quesuon, smctly speakmg, is his dehta t ion thtough the 

attribute of qenjn'p (taqyI'duhu bi-+?fat al-fdqyutl faqa4 (IB A:37; B: 139). A preponderant 

existenual attxibute (al-ofat aL-gha/'ibah ul-wujZd&~~b), on the other hand, then, colours the 

manifestation, doing so only a h  the latter had already been speufied with "a speual 

attribution" signifwig either one specific precept or several precepts, as we saw. If there 

is to be unicity (tawlfd,, instead of dispersal, "the many precepts assigned to the various 

instances of singular oneness whence they branch out [wal-m~tafmdah mitlhü] may then 

be said to be gmded [iftdmqat] at the very root that is assumed to comprehends them 

al-udai-jàmI hhq" (TB A:37; B:139). In this way, the substrate (nrahh) - whatever accepts 

accidents or atmbutes - dong with its nilL-ig amibute themselves are ~ g e d  with the 

precept of the comprehensive manifestation of singular oneness (ai-fqaM ai-a&zKal- 

ja@, just as the manifestation in its nim is tinged with the precept of the subsaate. The 

root is thereby maintahed, just as what flows from it is contained by it w i t h  a graded 

or hterarchical order that does not itself undermine the original unity assumed. For 
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hierarchical anangement, Qünavi is also s a p g ,  is not inconsistent with unicity. But it 

is a unicity of a paicular type. It might as well spelled it out at this point that what he 

is seekmg is a sense of the Divine (&h@yub) in which God's dominance, His exclusive 

preserve and singularity, is also a dominance of sometbing - indeed somedung whose 

or ip  is precisely that through that very dominance. niis is what he is dnving at. 

In view of 

facdties (quwb) 

ths, and to continue the present train of thought, the attributes and 

are penneated by the precept of the hght radiating upon them, just as the 

realities and ataibutes of the one receiving the madestation become "adomed" with the 

precept of ths  unitary rnanifestation (IB h:37-8; B:140). Akhough coloration by the 

r a d i a ~ g  light's precept requkes that the precepts of mulhplicity vanish, these precepts 

ironicaily do not disappear completely with universality (dM ~aw~lihü biI-kuIIrhah) (IB 

A:37; B:lJO). The reason is that manifestation in its hierarducal dculation is specified 

accordmg to the levels of h e e  names: Exterior (ai-i~m a/-@hir), Interior (ai-i~m a/-b&n) 

and Comprehensive (ai-ism alyZmi); these include all the "universal levels of 

manifestation" so far &cussed (IB A38 ,  B:140; cf. also FuM III 3080-1). If, for example, 

manifestation is marked by the narne "Extexiority," and thus takes place in the "world 

of witnessing [or experience]" (%hm ai-sbah&b), the recipient rnay see the vision of God 

(mjaf  al-%q) in everythmg, vision he obtains at a state where the secret of the precept 

of unicity (&km al-tawhr'd) is exteriorized pnmarily at the level of his nature dong with 

its sensory and irnagmative faculties, without foresaking a single existent (mayZdaI) ('IB 

A:38; B:140). For this type of experienud vision, of course, the faculties are 
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indispensable, and the items of existence in a multiple manifestation all have to be 

conternplated, not eschewed as required in intellection. They have a certain propinquity 

with the sensorv content of knowledge that had so exercked Ibn Stnâ's mind in an effort 

to disentangle the imrnaterial intellecc from the transience of the senses. 

The manifestation may, in the second place, be marked by the 'hdden name," 

whereby the reupient perceives thligs through a world ftom which he is absent (%hm 

ghqbihz), obtaliing thus a coguzance of the "singula~ oneness of existence" (mdgaf 

ahdbaf a/-WU/&) and, only then, a denial of dl besides God, though without having to 

do so at anv parEcular state (IB k 3 8 ;  B:140). Both the secret of uniuty and the 

cognizance irnplied therein appear at the level of his intellect. But he foresakes the 

apparent exis tents (ai-may'Ndüt ai-@hirab), eschewing a l l  multipliuty and its precep t. 

Thirdly - and diis is the crucial elernent - manifestauon may be distingiushed by the 

cccomprehensive name" (al-ism alr/àmQ that combines the exterior and the intdor narnes. 

Perception here occurs at the level of "rniddles" or "intemiediaxies" (mmtabat al-mi~fh)), 

comprehending both the hidden (ghgb) and whar is direcdy beheld. At this station, two 

ends are superseded and the precepts intermeshed (IB A:38; B:140). Matz, as we said, is 

assigned ths kitmediary noetic lwel combining these two opposite poles of =perience. 

Methodologcally, this is key to overcoming the ngid scient& division we saw earlier on 

in this thesis and which Qünav? adopted as a fornial st-g point benveen what is gven 

and the object of inquiry, in favour of the more fluid, dynamic process of noetic 

unveillig intended all dong, whether by hirn or by Ibn Sina. The intermedmry, 
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methodological device would indeed have to supersede the 

unveiling, whatever is initially deposited (sensory, imaginative, 

etc.). But ths  supersession QiinavT endeavours to =plain through several types of 

mag&es - the prime one being the metaphor of "hght," which we will examine in the 

next chapter. 

First and foremost, though, all manifestations are manihstauons of the Divine 

names." And so, once the judgernent is made that no precept eidier of an attribute 

confening specifiütg, or complete p d c a t i o n  from al l  other attadiments, prevails upon 

Oaghlib 'a&) the recipient's h e m  - and these attachrnents include the conative focus 

(tawgub) upon God through a "parcicular belief' or a refuge in Him dirough a particulat 

name (bm mafi&)), ievel or specific "presence" (badrah mtiganah) - then and only then 

c m  the manifestation appear in respect of the singular oneness of the comprehensive 

union of the essence (ahdigat a/-jan/ ai-dhüti) (IB h:39; B:141). Being nominal, 

manifestations denote a descent fiom a level that, in this sense at least, is kidiffaent to 

the upward pmcess of p d c a t i o n  normaily undertaken by the aspirant to manifestation; 

and indifferent obviously also to the padcu/argivens of credal beliefs. 

The "sun of the essence" (shamr al-dhof) rachates upon the rnirror of the reakty of the 

h e m  (mir&zt &~qiqut ai-qulb) in respect of the "singular oneness of the heart's 

comprehmsive union" (uhdzjyafjatlj afqafb), the most f i h g  atnibute for the hurnan h e m  

to possess by way of resemblance at a station he says is that of "resemblances" (muqZm 

a/-mz&hÛfi (IB A:39; B:141; cf. MNU 143-4). Indeed, whexeas the hem is capable of 
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impression Iyattad lil-intr'bd) by  the essenaal manifestation, neither the "hgher world" (ai- 

'dam ai-dIb) and the 'clower" (a/-Wam al-dai) - psesumably, interioricg and exteriority - 

is (IB A:39; B:141). For s u p p o  Qünavi adduces the 'Divine communication" (ai-zhbiïr 

01-ihq reporred bv the Prophet that "Neither my earth nor my heaven did contain me, 

but [onlyj the heart of my servant, believkig, yglant, immaculate." Furthemore, there 

is a kind of "adjustment" betwem the two noeuc realities at th new l e d  which Qünavi 

tries to relate by using the term mwtuwatz ("wennessY'), in order to describe how the hem 

appears in the "fond' of the Divine (~ühiran bi-@irath). And f o n q  as we now know, is 

h d a r n e n t d  to al1 mannes of articulation. 

The words "sitthg" and "wenness" (or 'levelness") in Arabic admit of a wide variety 

of meanings and, having the sarne radical, s wy, they permit the following interpretation 

of the tradition in question. Widim the space of the h e m  is exhibited a lwel "evmess" 

with respect to the Divine 6.e. "al-mu~tm* Md')  that is in direct proportion to the act of 

the 'Divine sitting" (ai-irrwü'ai-ihhT); such a "space," he assuces us, is as wide and as 

deep as the sea (tutababhara rabat al-qalb) (IB A:39; B:141). After the 'koadening" 

(tabah@r) and c'unifica~on" (aL-taweud) resulting fiom chrs "mutual adjusment," as it 

were, bewem the "sitting" and the heart upon which cornes to rest the sucout of God, 

the "strearns" of the heart themselves - c o n ~ u i n g  the metaphor of the sea - then 

proiiferate (tafqfimdajarkiwiizîhu): on the one hand, in the upward direction of the narnes' 

relations at ranks associated with the spiritual amibutes (.@ihi al-#@@yah) and, on the 

other, in a downward ditection at ranks belonging to the "naturd faculties." From an 
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intermediay position, in other words, flow ranks of relations in both an upward and a 

downward drrection. 

Going by the metaphor used earlier of the "sun" that is the essence, though, the sol= 

rays are instances of "sublunitg" (bil-nbum whch '%urn up" the objects of attadunent 

of slght's perceptions (mutdaf,at al-bar). In a more textually-inspired frarne of 

mind, he states that the kind of "Bsing" (gjamah) which befits this ultirnately signals 

nodÿng but that of God's m e  narne, literaily, "the One who possesses the Day," where 

no creational relation through precept or essend  individuality remains (TB A:39; B:141). 

This is not only the upper Limit of the intmediary zone, but the ver); root, since the 

boundaries of the hem are not conceived in any mechanical sense. The scriptural 

allusion to "iVfdiXiyawmiai-&," literally, the "One who possesses the Day," gives certain 

rhetorical depth to the phdosophical Çomiulation on God's knowledge of Himself - one 

we s h d  need to bear in rnind all the h e ,  since, states Qùnavi, only God c m  answer 

h e l f  through HLnself (+a ai-Haqq n@ahu bi-najhhr). Whether it is the particular that 

is in question or an a d e s p a l  intemiediary, self-manifestation is one and it remains 

God's. The texmal evidence he offers here is, "To God, the One, the Dominant" (a/- 

wabid al-gahhr), explaining that God exeruses His dominance (qahhara) through to the 

very h a l  precept from the point of His fïrst manifestation, which is concealed from 

anyone whose state is predomliantly dehed  by the ccprecepts of created things."" That 

God is the Dominant (qahht), Qünavi explains in a l - A s d  al-bzirnb, means that He 

dominates or prevails over (gahma) I+s creation by way of their expiration in Him; it 
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lmplies preponderance (ghafabah) and d e  ( t a d o  (AH 16a). Actudy, the latter perish 

( i d a h )  beneath the dominance, or subjugation, of singular oneness, whezeupon the 

secret of the Divine, comprehensive and perfectional act of sitting (al-istzbïi'al-iiibt a/- 

j a f i  a/-hmiïri) upon the Throne is "divdged to the human heart [al-qaib of-insiïni]" (IB 

A39;  B: 142). The act of simïng occasions a level of ccevenness" (al-mzi.x.ttawii) that refers to 

s o m e t b g  whch "results fiom the sitthg of the MercifuI raqtb al-ihwii' ahabmanni]" (IB 

k 3 9 ;  B:142). But the dominance in die act of sitûng tends also to correlate with the 

upper Limit of the h e m -  

Qlinavî tries to shed light on the relational entailnents of irtitz' by extracthg a 

number of finer senses contained in other expressions found in the Qur'iin and the 

hadiths. Hence, the heavms - in the words 'To HLn belongs al1 diat is in the heavens" 

- indicate the level of 'loftliess" (al-dm) one of the attributes of man, who constitutes 

the very fevef of the name "Afhb" (aladb; h m  mz~stawb ai-ism Alhh) (IB A:39-40; 8: 142). 

But because man has also the "level of resemblences" (*b mmfabat al-m~&hiir) 

mentioned earlier, the words "...and all that is on earth" represent the lowly and natural 

level ( m a b a t  n i  rvn gbt'ah). The level of comprehensive union is sigialled by, "...and 

what is between thern" (TB M O ;  B:142). He goes hirrher and maintains that c'below the 

soil" (ta& a/-tbmb) lie the results of the precepts of man's nature. These occur c'belowy' 

the level of nature because they are passive in relation to it (mmjdihh 'a@, the "patient" 

(af-mu&?il) being always below the level of the "agent" (ai-pi .  qua agent. IJ 

In order to emphasize the cosmological polaxities irnplied in "loTàness," before they 
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are applied to man, he employs more imageries borrowed kom scriptural sources. God, 

he points out, also says, "The day the heaven bursts with cloud" ( Q d b  25:25), where 

heaven stands for the level of 10 funess (ahartabat al-uhw). But "lo fiiness' now indica tes 

those lwels govemed by "efficacf' (al-rnuhakhomoh M-ta 'thIr) with respect to al l  created 

exktenrs (IB A:41; B:143), since "effeci' (a&) is pe& to created things. By the same 

token, one may speak of the causal agent (mu'àththir) as being above that which is caused 

(mu'afhtharf;hc). His point is that there is an obvious sort of relational commonality 

between man and DiWiity which, to its credit, does not debar subjugation by the 

Essence, as cornrnonly feared whenever the latter has to be rendered as a "creative 

agent," in close coordination with the notion of " lohess."  The prime exarnple is the 

"cloud" (ghamüm), which he appoints as the precept of "doudiness" (ai-hukm a/-'amür) 

menùoned in many Divine and prophetic teachings. An active element is conveyed 

contextuaily relative to a "patience" that properly belongs to the world thence created. 

In this respect, it may be identified with the Breath of the Meruful (al-n4a~ al-rabmani), 

the presence of comprehensive union (&&at ai-janf) and the "expository light" (a/-nUr a/- 

kasbjl; similady, the light disdoses the existents and encompasses them. Through its 

"opening7' Vatkbc) and '"bursting forth" (inshiqüqihz) - dearly in the rnanner of the doud's 

c'bursli.ng forth" - it causes their hidden, pre-eternal noetic disàncriveness ( famapqah~ 

ai-'iilml aI-ghaybT a/lrah) to appear. Through a dextrous use of scriptutal s u p p o ~  QUnavi 

mes to grafi on an eschatological significance to all of this, whereby God is said on the 

Day of Resurrection to "divide everpthing" @j4a~d boyn al-unzi+) and to distinguish 
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between good and evil. With dus, he rernarks, the seuet of the "Tst precedentYy (sir  ai- 

d iqah  al-&hh) is said to appear in that of the "dosure" (m>- al-kbatrinah). Thereupon, the 

"resemblances" (m~dzhar) that reveal the precep t of that which joins (al-mqbirab b u h  

ai-amralyàmni) the k t  and the las& the hidden and the visible, corne to an end (tammad. 

Closer once agatn to our own human scale, he considers the level of the worshipper, 

who forms part of the aggregate lwels (jurnht al-mmaft'ti) subsurnable under the compass 

of the doud The distinctiveness of his level, understood in ternis of his "non-existence" 

(ni~ban'ii ai~adam&aQ) and the "darkness" that is the world of possibility for us (za/matihi 

al-imkanzga) relative to the level of h s  Giver of existence (munjd), his Existentiator, 

begins to manifest itself only once the (hterally) "borrowed" (ai-mustdar) precept of 

existence is retumed to God (IB A:4l; B:144). "His" existence is of grammatical import 

and is metaphoncol in intent; only God may be desaibed as sheer existence (al-WH ai- 

bahf) and pure light (ai-nir al-khdii). Being the names' loci of appearance, the angels 

descend down to terminal points (manCir(TÏ) "canging die messages of the essence" at the 

station of the worshipper. The assurnption though is that the worshipper needs to be 

comprehensive and inclusive (a&?& For, understood in this sense, man is a perfect 

copy and minor (nziskbab wa miratab timmah) of the Fom of h s  Lord's "presence" (@rat 

hadrah rabbibz), as hinted earlier, whenever he exalts (ta+) h s  Lord and places Him 

above all human tenebnties and precepts of createdness (IB A:42; B:144). 

But Qünavî provides more explanatory detail of what exactly takes place. FLst, he 

t ehg ly  notes, the narnes dwell (istaqmag in the temiinal points throwh a convmion 
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( inpH)  of the semant's atmbutes and powers into Divine names and attributes, so that, 

again in an eschatological sense, ''That Day shall the dominion nghtly belong to the 

Mer- [Godj, and it will be a day of dire d i f f i d q  for those who disbelieve [the tnith] 

(ai- R@-Hn)" (''aI-m./k. yawma 'r'dhin ai-baqq /il Rahman &na yawman 5r(b k@i3 SJiTan'? 

(Qur'iin 2526)  (IB A:42; B:1+ For Qiinavi, as for his teacher, Ibn kabi ;  of-@mE 

denotes in the &st instance sâfiriin, anyone who "vds," for example, through 

multiplicity. The wayfarer in this state cannot escape having, first, to realize for himself 

t h g s  char are of the "greatest difficulq' through the station of detachment (inn*&h) and 

renunciation (takhaig; and, second, to c o n h  (tabaqpq) and to "adom" (taha14 what 

calls for strenuous effort. But once he dispenses with this vded  station (viz. ol-maqh 

ai-mmZfrai, achieves confimution and h n d y  sees his Lord with the eyes of hs Lord (rd% 

hi-'gn rabbibi rabtabu), he asuibed knowledge and cognizance in respect of his Lord 

rathrr than of hunself, as the proper goal of splitual joumeymg ought to be; and so forth 

with the rest of his attriutes A:42; B:145). The problern having been iniuaily desuibed 

in rems of consonance, Qünavi, we must recall, is concerned with how the conversion 

( iq ihb)  of human attributes into 'Divine" ones takes place without the wayfarer's 

approach to God issuing in a simple identity. Thereby, beyond his "veiled station" and 

in vimie of his more authentic knowledge of God, the worshipper wdl know '%self '; 

for in relation to hunself he is the "closest created h g , "  if by t h ,  howwer, two h g s  

follow: that he rernain the inclusive rnirror and that the Divine ataibute's sole daim to 

uniqueness is that it is a Di& knowledge of h m ,  the servant, as an inclusive entity. He 
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will then know hunself akex confirmation thsough his acqualitance with the Lord 

(mdnfot al-rabb). Because he is cccomprehensive" in the manna of a combinative 

intermediarg, he d corne to know that which God wishes to let him know of the 

immaterial universal names and realities by means of a "unitay, comprehensive universal 

and unadulterated atuibute" (nj& wa~d~n&yabjümAzh kuli&yab na@bah). While he rnust 

achieve a reciprocal kLid of universality, his knowledge and perception of the "realities 

of h g s "  may occur at the level of these realkies' universality (murtabat k~li&ynfz&ï) only 

upon the attainment of the Divine "unitary and comprehensive attribute" (I*Ibb bil-$ab 

al-wa&&n&ah alyZmiah al-ihhijyab) in the manifestation that colours him ( I I 3  r\:42-3; 

8: 145). His own singular oneness is the precept of bis creaaonal, possibilistic multipliuty 

(&km kafbratibi ai-hwnbah al-imknigah) and (IB A:43; B: 145). But he perceives the 

precepts of these reakties, their prop&es, accidents and concomitants through the 

precep ts of the comprehensive manifestation of skigular oneness (hadha al-tajalli al-a&& 

aljadr'), that is, through the universal attribute he needs in the hrst place in order to 

endue himself with the precept of this madestation of the essence and the hdden noetic 

hght (wal-nk abghqb? ul-Z/mi). This is the essence of the solution to the epis temological 

dilernma of knowing the reaities of thuigs by way of "consonance." 

Qünavî next r e m s  to the fact that, in an ideal sense, man is the isthmus (baqakh) 

between the "presence of the Divine" and that of creation, an epitome (nudhah) 

comprehendmg 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" ( n d h a t  wu~%dibz) 



278 

embraces h s  level at every moment, state, nature (rzmbhh), abode, and so on; and what 

it speufies is precisely what the precept of consonance between himself and that veq 

state, rnomenr, nature and abode calls for (IB A:43; B:146). So long as man's perception 

is not freed of the "noose" of delimitation of the "parricular attributes" (n'qbat q y i d  ai- 

?fat aljiqY&ah) and the creational precepts, he remains delimited by whateverpa~mfar 

amibute happens to govern hun (al-@&ah 'ahybz). Through this parti& amibute, he 

perceives onlv those tbgs  which are skn i l a r  to it and whch lie below it. Moreover, the 

limitations and distoaing durements, from which he must disentangle h s e l f ,  are as 

marginal (i+$jyah) as they are particular (,hq tirab). The goal is to amive at the 

intermediary station of comprehensive union, which Qluiavi here c d s  the "zenith of 

univmalitf7 (nupat a/-mu~iimafub a/-krrlJliYah)y or the very center of the &le 

comprehendmg all lwels of symmetry - "wa m m k q  al-airah aI-jàmiah li-maradrtib af-itiiiüùt 

al-kulzaHy - includmg the intangible (mdnawzzab), spirinial (ri3ban&yab), imaguial 

(mithdlîlyah), sensory (biss&yah). h y o n e  asaibed a state that pertains to two presences 

at a station where everythmg intangible and of the nature of an isthmus lies adjacent to 

hun OB A:#; B:146). He faces these two presences through his essence in the sarne way 

thac the point does each part of the ùrcumference, c o n f k o n ~ g  each Divine and 

creational reality with what he already possesses of them, seeing that he is an epitome of 

their coilec tivity (nuskbab min jumhn'hii). He thus perceives in every individual "instance 

of the epitome of his existence" ( k d  fard miv e à d  nu~kbat wjgdibz) what ccrealiy" lies 

opposite this epitome in these two Presences. His knowledge is obtainable through the 
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"realities of things," th& roots and origins because he can perceive them at the station 

of their irnrnateriakty. 

Qünavî here is mg to deal more effectively with the difficulties which arose with 

the notion of irnrnateriality, in the absence of any concepmal provision by which the 

priority of God's essential knowledge could rernain unadulterated in the course of the 

i n q q .  However, the distinction, even here, is not always very dear or without certain 

ambiguity. h y  reservations expressed elsewhere about the theoretical collapse of two 

h g s  into one through their imrnateriality do not appear to apply here. He has taken 

it upon himself furth= to establish that one may perceive the realities in respect of their 

totalitv p ~ ~ h ~ t i h ü )  and comprehensiveness through one's own totality and 

comprehensiveness based on a consonant relation, whkh is a little different ftom 

identitv. He avers that the contemplation would continue unabated as befits the perfect 

epitome but for each person's namal delimitations (q~yUd): his own effects paradoxicdy 

appear in the experiences (mashahid) (IB A:#; B:147). Consequently, complete 

perfectional comprehensiveness is thwarted owing to the own encompassment it 

demands (tapa& al-isti~b), which necessitates exteriorizauon through every single 

description (wag and enduhg with every state. Yet a f h t i o n  of the Divine attributes, 

is based on this luniting condition. The perfectional containment and encompassment 

through which God manifestsi Hùnself in this "general existacial and perfect form" (min 

hayih hiidbibi al-@rab dC~rnmah ui-w~Ud&yab al-tiïmmah) cons timtes the mos t per fec t 

c c  scale," if ever there was one, and "the mosr complete, inclusive and broad locus of 
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exteriorization" (al-mi?% a/-atamm waI-ma&m a/ -uha/  ai-ashma2 a/-damm). Q a a v î ,  we 

may recall, had certain resemations about tkidlig the proper "scale" to be used in 

d e p i c ~ g  somediing 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 erdstential and perfect forrn," he is acceding to a prior artinlaatioon of the 

Divine Word within the manageable dimensions of science. 

To m'tness this kt-hand, however, is to eqmience the unique in what is gven by way 

of what he c d s  an "tasting in full" (a/-dhoaq al-sbamil) and perfect unveiling ( a i - M f  al- 

h i o .  The experiential element of the one tasting - God is never said to taste (dhawq) 

- that effective17 divides the different classes of the Ieamed cornes once again into play. 

The result of h s  tasùng is a supersession of even the furthest h t s  attainable by 

reflective perceptions (al-madânX a/$knjyiyoh) and theoretical and non-theoretical 

apprehensions, which we saw never passed beyond the level of accidents, amibutes, 

properties and concomitants (IB A:++; B:147). He has already argued that, shodd it be 

achieved, such a supersession wodd pe-t one to recognize the speùfic limitation of 

"what a thlnker khqat hiImKfakkir bi-jknh] is apt to perceive or penetrate on h s  own 

and through study, and the reason for the theoreticians' mutual recrimliations [takbri't 

ai-ni@Xn], th& perceptions and what they are wont to miss" (IB AM-5; B:147). But one 

would also become acqualited with those people of tasting thernselves who have not 

known personal realization through such i n t g d o r  comprehmsive t a s a  (famyatahaqqaq 

&il-dhawg aijZmt) (TB A:45; B:147). What is most interesting, however, is that he wisely 
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counsels agms  t regardkg the knowledge Divinely bestowed to each individual (al-'iIm 

ahaw&b) and the "perfect unveiluig" so desired sought by the most constant of the 

"upholders of GO&' (al-mukun&.Un min obi A/&J ' M h u n )  as being that furthes t h t  

of perfection we associate with God. The most that c m  be said is that, because of the 

latter group's continuai supercession of attributes, there c m  be no question 

inconsiscency; there are no differences among the messagers, prophets and the most 

accomplished of the saints in respect of dieir s o m  (or roots) of knowledge (HM 

ma Zkbidbibim), the results thereof (nataYib3 and what precepts of the "root presences 

of ~ iv in i ty" '~  they have cbdied without diverging in th& apprehension and d&ty (al- 

iffifa mal-bqa3) (TB A45; B:148). What apparent incongruencies may have been 

transmitted by tradition have to do widi the "particulars of thuigs" ( j iq i ia t  ai-rmz~r), 

being the Divine precepn belonging to the states of those upon whom they are 

incumbent. They relate more to their own times and what has to do with th& welfare, 

since Divine precepts have to be specified for every age through the intermedmy of the 

messager of that paflcular period (w2ifat r a d  dWXa a/-xaman), with a view to what is 

best for his people but also based on what is actuaily requested by their predisposition 

or preparedness (miya~tarfcibi Lrtfdiidibim), state, nationhood and abode. Beyond the 

particular precepts (a/-ab&m a l -  'riab) they are all in agreement. 

What Qünavi is thus emphasizkig for the purpose of the present discussion is the 

sarneness of what is given, despite the concrete uniqueness of each act of witness. Each 

one r e a f b s  and assents to the message of his predecessor, he says, because theit root 
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source (ad is one and the sarne at the moment when the intimation or instruction 

(tahqqi) kom God is received. This is me,  for instance, with regard to the precepts of 

the "acquired sciences" (dcuhm ai-muktasibab), the creeds and the various anachmen ts 

(aLcaqZd wai-tdaI/.qiid) (IB h:45-6; B: 148), and di that needs to be derived through proper 

means and, eventually, used as premises for the spitinial apprenticeship of others who 

have s a  to leam both the use of their intellecd faculties and their supercession. No 

diffesence cm arise at the "Divine root qua root" (a$ ilohi a$m). This equally holds for 

the greatest Friends of God (ahbzral-wa@) who do not possess the extemal authority 

of prophethood. Their spititual station is so elevated, though, that any apparent 

discrepanaes arising among thern are strictly a function of parncular matters of concem 

or of differences that necessanly exist benneen the relatively advanced (ai-mutawassafin), 

on the one hand, and the beguuiers fkom among the "advocates ofstates" (obi al-bidqah 

min ahl al-ah@ and the "advocates of visible unveilings" (a*b aI-tlluhsh&t al-@uk.d), 

on the other. For the latter, the reakties and the presences disdosed have to be shrouded 

in parable (kashfanfi mahibis mith~biah) be fore they can be unders tood (IB h:46; 8: 1 48). 

Knowledge of rhis s p e d c  kind of unveihg is realized only on the basis of God'spupe 

(d al-tLqq), which is vital, through a s&me (%'.lm) that is itself obtainable hom another 

unveihg, that of "the intangible and hidden world" elevated above the levels of the 

parables and those "maners" (mawadd) which are needed for comprehension. 

The "matters" used in cornmunica~g meanings wiil 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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articulation of a message, acquires a set fom.  The phmornenon admts of various levels 

of articulation. One may corne to know the secret of D i h e  Speech and W r i ~ g  ( s i n  af- 

hh d-kf-&ah al-i& jgan),  and not jus t the outward fomi (namely, the given features 

of the ''written message'') dirough tasting, whereby their precept is planted in the hems 

as the artribute of knowtedge, faith and the reality of the prownity of obhgations and 

supaerogatory duties (LvzqZqut qurb a f f m k f  rva/-nm@lj, dong with their results (Il3 A:46; 

B: 148-9). Upon the suspension of all intermediaries, however, Divine communication 

( a / - i k b b  al-ilàhzi is seen as elevated above the "presences of delunitauon" and the 

creational precepts. The hill length of  the "passage" (kh-) trodden by God's servant 

runs from the precept of creational delimitations and the delimitation of the names and 

attributes toward "the spauous presences of the Holy" (il4 fmZ4 hopmot QI-quds) QI3 A:46; 

B:149). Oniy then is he h a l l y  c o n h e d  in the "knowledge of thgs"  (bi-mdnfat a/- 

as& ?. This is the gist of diis part of  the Introduction. 



1. He expkins that as a totaiity V a d )  Man is not the same as each individual creational entity. 
Onlv as an epitome (nu~kbarh) of the totality (majini') of the realities of created being (aL-hq~'iq 
a f - h ~ F j a h )  does Man agree, so to speak, with the totality i amq .  The particuiars, on the other 
hand, require further considerations, as follows. 

2. In the sense of both 'hot  whole" and "biased." Epistemologically, these two senses are 
closeiy associated. 

3. See IB A:47 for nomenchture. 

4. For Ibn Stria's understanding of mdün?, cf. Goichon Lrxiqwe, esp. 255. 

5. His exact words are "ka-jurai ai-raff ~~a/-~a.rhr." The intellection of the form itself is an 
immaterial reality, Like ail others. 

6.  See Chapter Two, S. "d" CCKnowledge in relation to God" and "The significance of 
'rhuigness' [ ~ b q  >&ah] for the act of writing"). 

7. That is, in the last book of De Anrina. 

8. Ibn 'hrabr uses the exact sarne example in Fuir 1391240. 

9. According to Ibn 'Arabi, the one for whom there is Deity seeks DivLiity, just as the D e i ~  
seeks h m  ( F d i  I 262:195). 

10. For use of the term irfr'ba!, see Ibn 'Arabi, FuM I 384237. 

12. There is a long line of famous commentators on God's "most beaurihl names" (arma' 
AB a&&). hlthough Qünavt was no exception in this regard, he lived at a tirne when much 
of the i n t e l l e cd  groundwork - embracing both grammatical and theological issues - had 
already been laid. The notion that God has 99 names is based on a hadith - whose h e  of 
transmission is usudy traced back to hbü  Hurayrah - to the effect whoever commits them to 
memory will enter paradise. (For a thorough documentary treamient, see Gimaret ND1 51-68.) 
Two grammatical îxeatments of the 99 names are T$.i&rrannâ'A/hh iu'ü/d ai-taiah tvaltr'sTn by al- 
Zaj jiij (d. 31 i . ~ / 9 2 3  CE); and the much lengthier and systernatic I~h t zqq  armZYA/& by al-Zaj jiïji 
(d. 337&/947 CE). The names were widely debated by the early mufah/limiSn. With the 
waning of MuCrazE influence, the most p e n e t r a ~ g  and influentid w r i ~ g  on the Divine names 
soon becarne linked to +es of AshcaBte affiliation, in one fomi or another. The eleventh 
century saw, for example, the rise of men like the ûaditionist Abü Bakr al-Bayhaqr (d. 458 

i\H/1066 CE) and the great mystic Abü Q%im al-Qashay6 (d. 465 AH/1072 CE), the latter whom 
composed his own Sharb anwû'Afhb aII~um6. Drawing on a f lourishg tradition of Sutism, 
Qashayn' 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 takhailuq 
(Gimaret ND1 24). Qushayn' was greatly admired by Ibn 'Arabi for his doctrinal lucidity, in an 
area of spirinial Me that had its fair share of fiee-thinking interpreters. There have been many 



efforts to establish a solid concepnial hamework for the questions, includiag Fakhr al-Dtn 
Razi's L a w ,  ai-bapniitj ai-ama'wai-&. Perhaps the most famous commentary shortly after 
the nimultuous period in which Qasha*, a key 6gure, had iived was Ghazzalt's ai-Maq~ad ai- 
a r e  &a& m d X  ~ J - A V Z A ~ .  ai-bu&, whic h agam s tressed the e thical imperative of acquirlig 
the attributes associated with the Divine names. Its mystical themes, however, reveals also a 
serious concem to put a proper interpretation on cenain sensitive aspects of spiritual Life, 
namelv. those having to do with a c d  "union" with the Deity, which he n a d y  denied in the 
cmde sense intended and so ardently desked by some. The complexity of these and related 
issues dernanded not only constant vigilence with respect to the ovenealousness ofien displayed 
in the spiûtual path, but a certain inreliectual acumen and, above 9, didactic abilities. The 
influence exercked 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 concemed. 

13. God'ç own nanscendence, on the other hand, is so complete that He is above all "how" 
and "where" (IB A:40; 8:143), as when He says, 'Wle shall corne upon what work they have done 
and rnake it scattered dus? (Qu'an 2523) ("wu qadmniï ii2 mü 'àmih min *amal'). ' h a i  points 
to what Qiinavi' takes as the precepts of created t&ings (ai-ah&-m ai-hwngah), whtch make 
manifest the precept of mulriplicity (ai-muxhifab b ~ k m  ai-kathrahb) Liso far as they appear in the 
human being. But act is scattered like dust particies (&ba'mantb&in) through the singuIanty 
of Divine conjunctive union (abadtjyah aljanf al-ihbI') (ïB h:m; B:143). God speaks of the 
companions of paradise (a+b aijannah) - or the "people of the Divine cumin of hiddenness 
(ab1 al-& al-ihb; ai-ghaybI') - as in, "the 'companions of paradise' that day, d w e h g  well in the 
best place of rest" Qama t'dbin kbapn  tllu~taqavan wa absanu maqt'bn) (Qur'an 2524) (IB A:41; 
B:143). And what better place of rest, he asks, than pemianence in the hiddenness and curtaGi 
of the essence (al-tb>ubUtj gbtyb ai-dbZt iva iliih), impregnable to the wors hip O f creared things 
(iubUdziat ai-ahan) . 

1 4. In this manner, too, appears the prommity of the "obligatory duties" (qurb aifat-ü 'id), which 
is receptive of the proximity of the "supererogatory duties" (nawZj6I). Qünavt here refers back 
to the two ha%: ''1 was his hearïng and his seeing" and Terily, God has decked through Kis 
servant's tongue, 'God doth heareth the one who praiseth Him."' Hence, the expression of the 
level of the name (hi& martabat ai-Gm), aamely, "God (Aihb), there is no god but He" (ALB h 
iBa i l ,  buwu). To Him then belong the goodly names (aiamrà ' ai-arma ai-&un&) (IB A M ;  B: 142). 

Every one of the servant's amibutes and powers (biinfah rua quwab) tums out really to be a 
name belonging to God (Hqq) ,  whereas the servant remalis behlid the veil of his Lord's 
hiddenness (ai-kbd mu~tisr kbahf &jZb ghayb rabùzh) . 

15. That is, "a~kam a/-hadarat ai-&ab ai-ihb@yah," by which he means the "Five Divine 
Presences." 



CHAPTER FlVE 

Knowledge, its Perfectability and Transmission 

So far, Qûnavi has established knowledge as a Divine atmbute to be viewed in its course 

of manifestation fiom a state of absolute hiddenness and essence - whch Uidicates 

"God's ipseity [humzatihz] qua interiori ty [bufunihz] , unconditionah ty [ithqihz] ], the 

'fathornlessness of His inner recesses' radam ih@uh bi-kunhihz] and priority to all t h g s  

encompassed by H i m  (IB A:47; B:149). At this point, however, he feels char a separate 

inqujr into the notion of 'ilm is in order. He has defened a detaded defition of it in 

the hope of availuig himself £irst of such t e c h c a l  clarifications as perrain to the 

intermedmy cornbinative level of man. Such a lwel entaded the supersession of certain 

dimensions of knowledge, orduiady given as sensory and irnagmative items, as a solution 

to the problem of "two noeuc realities." In dÿs problem, the object sought is a baqFqah, 

taken in its epistemically objective character, whereas the knower is baqr'qah in view of 

his e~femaidi~fritftoion hom the object; but the ideal knowledge, freed of all matter, is one 

and the same t h g  regardless of its varied aspects, dimensions and considerations. 

Supersession, therefore, suggesa a kind of l e q  in the act of apprehendlig the "other" 

reality, and is more easily conveyed through the imagery of light. The cardinal 

distinctions touched on so fa between essence and essence qua concomitants, etc., give 

rein to innumerable epistemological issues the theoretical dissection of which might be 

doorned to faiiure in the absence of an heuristically useful analogy. Illumination, with 
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its unifjmg sweep, lends itself to su& an analogy. And Qünavi's splendidly resourcefd 

exegesis of Iight hinges on the close association of light's manifestness wïth the 

concatenate nature of meaningfd discourse; "meaning2' interacrs with the "matter" at its 

disposal and by which it is aansrniaed. 

The nature of this association d become dearer. We shall go through his exposé 

piece by piece not only in order to appreciate his uncornmon lucidity of conception, but 

to cl&+, before moving on ro his philological exegesis, how "forms," suwar, are linked 

to speech. Thanks to their common epologrca l  or$$ with ta+mzwr, the ?uwm are so 

h k e d  by way of "conceptualization," as we s h d  see. 

§ KNOWLEDGE AND LIGHT 

Before discussing his interpretation of Light, let us begm as he does with a succinct 

sumrnary of knowledge's most distinctive features and why, in fact, it cannot be 

"defmed." Knowledge, says Qünavi, is one of the Divine names of the essence and a 

universal immatenal reahty (IB A:48; B:151). It has its own relations, properties, precepts, 

accidents, concomitants and levels. Once its level has been speùfied - that is, upon 

actually bekig narned cclrnowledge" and invested with a sense refleceng i a  prirnary 

function of disdosing and exposing thkigs - it then becomes distinguishable £rom 

"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 [hyudtak shq ' i l .  bihz]" (IB A:49; B:151). This, in 
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tum, cannot subsutute for the definition of knowledge in the m e  smse and irs wocation 

does not really advance us. But how may one provide a more =act detinition when it 

is clear that the very intensity of hght's manifestation renders all dehnition (trftl ' j 

problemauc? For how could hght itself be perceived? 

In this section, the theoretical muddie generated by the d@nitrion of knowledge is 

s U M y  composed with the more accessible simpliuty of the hght imagery, the result 

being that o u  lack of deh t ion  may no longer be a liability but an advantage. Qünavi's 

frrst concern is to show that the anempt to d e h e  knowledge (or bght) requires a 

smctural certality for something so unrnanageably complex that ody  the syllogism is 

suitably deslgned to represent it, albeit in a differenc mode. And even if we should some 

day stumble upon a dehition, the result would sdl  be unwieldy duplication, since yet 

another degree of knowledge (or hght), the source of "knowledge about knowledge," d 

have had to be assurned. 

Ali this logically stems from the demand for a simple definition, whether of 

knowledge or of light; on h s  count, in fact, diings have not appreuably changed skice 

our discussion of Aiistotle. There is duplication because in order to be able to Say 

anj-thing about Light one has to be an "infamant" aleady, literally, a "givex of 

knowledge" (mdamz. And the condition for being an informant of anythingy let alone 

a definition, is to be "dearer than" (qïs) and pnor to "the one infonned" (ai-mdmr-jj (IB 

A:49; B:15 1). But n o h g  is more manifest or pnor in knowledge than, paradoxicdy, the 

hiddemess of the essence (gbqb al-dh@, that is, the defiendum itself; no knuwiedgey Save 
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God's, can encompass it. God Alone knows Himself, and any distinction in Ms 

lmowledge is more logical than real. Even the Me's anteriority to knowledge for one of 

the two noetic realiees is one of "condition" (shmh), and merely indicates the distinction 

(mzighqarab) of having to be created before coming to know, but not in any absolute 

sense(mut/aq). In point of fact, anteriority irself could not have been a f h e d  without 

knowledge. The "infonnanr" may even be completely ignorant of his own "secret," or, 

knowing it, undertalces to inform at the level of only one of his attributes, without 

however ever having to be privy to a cornplte defirution. 

The most that we c m  legitimately expect, therefore, is simply an "it~sh.~ctrona/ 

deh t ion"  (al-tdrff ai-&Th?) with its own "secret" dkectly tied to the "knowing 

informant," u / - m t / b m f a L ~  who knows thcoygh some precept or other only or through 

one ofthe onributes of knowledge itself (IB A: 19; 8:151). E v q  degree of cognizance 

obtained through that knowledge is reahzed through this type of "detkiition." The 

diffaence is that the object of knowledge, shq' (''the thmg''), can remain the t h g  that 

i n f o m  (the infonriant) but not in its "singular oneness" (abadi~yatiiz); rather, it informs 

in respect of its rehhzs (nirobiht) (IB k 4 9 ;  B:152). This is the s p e d  featue, indeed, the 

"secret' of al1 rational proofs, dehnitions and every other observable "effect" (to'rhT15t) 

of knowledge: they each vary accordmg to level and attadunent, and nevet ernbody the 

whole of the reahty. Thanks to this, our minds may be informed well in advance of 

acnially se&g out to realize - always by mems 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-manifesthg as a singular oneness is impossible" ( a h p a i i f i  al-ahad&ah mubai) (IB 

-\:49; B:l52). 

In the end, how we come to know the pure light is not unrelated to o u  coming to 

know God. We know as much as either the artribute of knowledge or of the "revealing 

hght" discloses of t h g s .  Qmavi, in all of this, is not attempàng to replace Ibn Sina in 

rnatrers of pure logic and d e b u o n ,  men if the problem is i n i d y  set agauist a backdrop 

of logcal concepts, dosely coordinated with a notion of objective reality. His purpose, 

though, temains pedagogical: he professes to foilow this course for the benefit of those 

who enjoy no measure of mystical unveillig (IB A53; B:156), but who wish to come to 

îerms with perplexing issues of epistemology. Having Little or no hst-hand expe.rience 

in dus domain, thev easilv lose the anchorage that knowledge needs to have in objective 

realin-. His distinction berween "pure" and "relative light" is especially interesthg for its 

close alignment with another division, berneen the exclusive uniqueness (i-e. "singular 

oneness") of D i d t y  and the lower existentid osders. ' God in h e l f  is b o t .  the pure 

light (nar ma43 and sheer existence (w@d bahf), to whom is ascribed the station of 

"Might" ( i ~ a h )  and of being "Self-Suffiüent" &han&) (IB A47; B: 150). Therefore, 

knomirg Hirn is knowing existence as well as Lght And a i l  existenû that become manifes t 

are, in mm, to be regarded as ccspeufications of the relations of knowledge taken as the 

pure Iigh t [ahUr al-mahd] " (IB A:49; B: 1 52). Each act of particularization (takbagm) is 

dependent solely on the precept of the "permanent essenrial individualities" (ai-dyûn al- 

thatiltah) we met eariier, which Qïinavi says are also tinged with each other's precepts in 
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accordance with their nominal lm& (IB A:49-50; B:152). Just as they appear through dus 

light, so Lght is speufied and multiplied by them OB A50; B:152). 

Conversely, when "a hidden manifestation of the essence" (taji6 dhafigh~pvbr') occurs 

in in most distinctive manner (ai-wq3 ai-khi%$, the precepts of all kitermedmies have to 

be removed and somethmg else therewith appear, su& that all "precepts of the creational 

tinctures of individuah ties" (ahkàm a/-asbiigh ai-Cayn~&ah ai-kawnthah) are sub j uga ted 

through the skigular oneness of the light. Here, one of two sorts of precepts is said to 

be "subjugated" (yaqhatj: the 'precepts of spintualities" (abküm a/-rtihün&yù~J, otherwise 

caiied the "vds  of lighf7 ((h@b nnrizab), and the precepts of the natural and corporeal 

exis tents (ohkam mazyZdüt al-f&i *ah wafji~mani~ah), due bed the 'beils of darkness" 

( b z @  ~aImün&yah). Earlier, Qünavî argued that once subjugated by the manifestation 

that ultimately causes the exteriorizauon of the precept of the singular oneness s t i l l  

concealed w i h  the manifold - itself necessary for the existent receiWlg the 

manifestation (i.e. tnutqBh'l hh) - then the preceprs of all the singular onenesses become 

united at the root that cornprehends them (al-us/ &àmi /ah@ (IB A:50; B:153). The 

episternological &de is rounded out in this mannex and all cccauses of differences," or 

m u ~ / ~ b a f  a/-taghrfyur, among t h g s  are removed with "the appearance of the precept of 

uni ty of alI the precepts that had branched out from the single one" (IB A50; B: 153) .' The 

precepts of the "differmtial relations" (aI-nGab al-t$üI&yah) and the creational aspects are 

cancelled out with the rise of the "sun of singular oneness" (sbmq ai-shamJ ai-abadbah). 

In this connection, Qmavî reminds us that the scope of the world is Lmited to two 



levels - that of creation (kbaiq) and that of the DiWie command (amj, for which the 

level of creation is merely a '%ranch" (@') subordinate to i t  But God prevails over His 

cornrnand, and whenever Divine "preponderance" is manifested under the precept of 

singular oneness, then that which has no "real existence" (wyZd haqFq9 - namely, the 

ongmated relations of possibility (ai-nikzb QI-&ditbah uI-ittlhnbah) - is said simply to 

vanish as God pre-etemal perdues. The reiteration of th point reflects his paramount 

concern to show that the precept of Divine knowledge appears in all its dis~chveness 

- his initial purpose being to isolate boa-ledge as a therne of &scussion by waÿ of 

analogy with cclight" - only in the state of pre-etemity (of-hd uI-a@). There, nodiing 

changes for Divine knowledge except by force of its exteriorized link with the entity 

specified pre-eternally in it. f i s  very entity - by which he means the "essential 

individualin;" of the seeker - c m  be asaibed "knowledge" only through the medium of 

light's manifestation, but with the understanding that its self-perception is subject to 

change. Nevertheless, God may s d  wish to raise ic, as Qünavi would like equally to 

show, to the "presence of God-given knowledge" (budrat ai-'dm ai-fadunnr',' through its 

own anribute of oneners, the light of its existentiator and what exteriorized c'existentiai 

manifestation" it receives from Hun and chrough its unique speufication in the pre- 

etemal knowledge of God (Il3 A:50; B:153). The purest knowledge God wishes to bestow 

manifests two aspects - the exteriorized existence issuing kom 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 speufication is thereby dso known. In this manner, the epistemic complex of 
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the nvo-realines is dealt with on another plan which, without climinating the distinction 

altogecher, has the advantage of showing chat dic objecr of knowledge is known in its 

arnculated esistence benveen what remains hidden and what 1s estcriotizcd. Let us now mm 

to these nvo noaons. 

5 EXTERIORITY AND INTERiORiTY 

B ï  now it has become dear that knowledge considered as die light of Divine ipseitv ( t ~ i r  ai- 

l ) a l v ~ y h  d-i&hiuir) has w o  precepcs or relanons. one estenor (;ihir), the other intcrior 

( 6 h )  (TB .\:50-1, B:154; AH 69a-72a).' The  rx%tentiai forms n o r m d y  wimessed by 

evenone comprise the difkential feamres o f  the euterior reianon (t<*i a/-ni& a/-;Zhirab) 

PB .i:5 1 ; B: i 3). The  Lighr whch cstends o ï e r  di the created beings perceived through the 

senses, barring chc forms' mumal disancnons (tmqyzlr/3, is generally a hncnon  of the 

precept goleerning the exienor relation, in respect of  universaliry and singular oneness. By 

narurc direcdv o r  "esterndy" underectable because o f  its simple irnmateriality, therefore, 

light is perceirable only through the intermedian of colours and the surfaces of h~rms;  in 

other u-ords, whar relative CO it is esrernal. lust  as inmarerial realities are esrernally 

impercepable ~ - i  thour rnaner (n~znn~h), so  lighr 1s imperceptiblc without "coloiirs" and 

''surtaces." \Yhcther taken in a physical sense o r  in the sensc of a communicaavc dcvice 

con\ -q ing  meaniiig, marrer is estcrnal ro [lie immarcriality o f  a reality. Indced, intccior 

rclaoori. Lemg thc intangible part of  Light (nrrrnh i i - ~ i z ï r ) .  Lircralli- stands Cor thc dimcrisioii of 

< 4 meaning" (rn,riLz) normally contrasrcd ~vith "miirtcr," o r  any ertenorized csistencc. 



It is just that: the rneaning attending extemal existence (mdnb ~ ~ - I v u J % ~  ol-~ahif). 

The interior relation consists of its spirit (d), laying bare the "intangible objects of 

knowledge" (a/-mdhmat ai-rndnaw&yah) and the "hidden univasal reahties" (Il3 A 5  1 ; 

B:154). Although these hidden realities are exreriorized ki the world of sense, this does 

not remove the precept of (immaterial) intelligibility fkom thern. The interior noeüc 

relation of light typically ensures duee chings: cognizance of dieir essennal individuality, 

oneness and root (that is to Say, in God and His ipseity, where His root names [asmXuh 

al-a$&yah] axe to be found). This entails cognizance of th& mutual distinctions and 

division into a "subordmate brandi" Vuf tûbi) and the "superordinate root" (aJlmafb@. 

Interco~ectedness is therefore critical, as indeed we have noted already. Knowledge 

here is not just an amalgamaaon of &scomected items of information and utterance not 

a purely fact-descriptive exeruse. Because of th& broader sweep, interna1 noetic 

divisions advert to a knowledge both of those reahties which are attached to matter along 

with the relations of con~mct ion ,~  and those which are not so attached - neither to 

matter nor to anythuig having to do Mth things cornposed or "constructed" (a/- 

murukkabaf). PB M l ;  8:155). On the one hand are those precepts or "subordinate 

differmtials" which pertali to the world; on the other, those that pertaîn to God. While 

the existents' forms are the relations of exteriorized Light, the inteiligible objects of 

knowledge, being the specifications of light's interior relations, are the permanent 

possible individualities and the univers al nominal realities (al-baqâ 'ig a/%& 'rzab al- 

k~dhzah), along with thek subordinate narnes (IB A:51-2; B: 155). 
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In order to clarify rnatters with respect to the totality of knowledge's sensory foms  

and its hdden intelligible realities, he offers the foilowing observations. Going by its 

analogy with hght, hrstly, knowledge consists also of the "rays" of God's light. These 

"rays" indude the relations of God's knowledge, the f o m  of Ms states (suwarohrvo(h), 

the multipliaty of His attachments and those specifications of His manifestations in His 

states referred to, in one sense, as the essentiai individualities. Secondly, as we now 

know, exteriorized light is the veryform of the intemal light, which in tum is said to be 

the intangible inner part of hght, or mdnb al-& Both "Çorm'' (synonymous with the 

various componenrs of speech) and intangibility (tlfdnawripk lit " m e a n i n ~ e s s " )  hold 

the key to lu philosophy of language, where the utterance that conveys the meaning may 

be thought of as a reflection of that meanhg. What Qünavi is particularly keen to stress 

is that the outer appearance associated with light's cbforrn" is dependent on a prior 

d i s ~ c t i o n  (imtgai) of the name "exteriority" kom the intangt'ble ('("meaning") dunension 

of the hght, executed by way of the v q  subordliates (tawâbiiha) linked to that name (IB 

A52; BASS). Predlctably, the whole process is likened to a rnirror reflection. What 

happens is that as the interior manifests itself it becomes impressed upon the ccmirror" 

of that which is exteriorized Gom i t  E v q  relation of that which is exteriorized is a 

rnirror for some relation of the noetic inte.riority of light, ail the wMe that the singular 

oneness of the essence continues to comprehend OZmr'ah) both the interior and the 

exterior relations.' Thah of course, is the point of this exeruse: to account for both the 

interior and the exterior.. 



fj DIVINE KNOW'EDGE AND ITS ANALOGUES 

As a pre-etemal relation, knowledge is amibutabie and W e d  to somethlig for which no 

mere pnonty of lwel can be intellected, no beginning perceived nor the whole 

procession of knowledge's "effecrs" and precept ever wimessed directly (Il3 A53; B:156). 

It is only in this respect that there is pre-eternal knowledge. But there are other types of 

deducible asuiptions. Below the relation of pre-etemity, for example, the precept of 

knowledge is qualified by origuiation (hudîûh). Qünavî maintains with good consistency 

that concomitant features of knowledge like origination, activity and passivity (fiV wa 

i$ar), intuition and acquisition (bidahab wa iktiràb)), conception and assent, hamiful and 

usehil (darar wa manfiah), etc., do not conscinite knowledge "as it is in itself." They are 

merely its precepts and properties known through its obiects of attachent 

(mufdafkqafi3û) and the levels that comprise the loci of appearance of its effects (mapahit 

alhmiha).' 'Tme knowledge," he says, is in prliciple a light that disdoses " thgs"  (ahZr 

ai-hhflil-adyü); its most distlictive feawe consists in being a Divine manifestation at 

the presence of the Light of God's essence (ba&af nlSr dhahh) (Il3 A:A:-4; B:157). He has 

so far held that this knowledge can be accepted by the reupient of this manifestation 

only through the atmbute of his own unicity (wabdatuhu)), a k  omission of the precepts 

of the receptive relations of multiplicity and every ueationd aspect, in the manna 

required thugh the precep t of the recipient's pemianent essential individuality subsis ting 

as the pre-etemal knowledge of his Lord (IB A54; B:157). 

He contends that in Wtue of this done is it valid to declare that no intermediq 

stands between h m  and the One who gves him existence. Quite fittingly, also, the 
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reupimt's knowledge at that level consists of pure conceptions (tmaw#/uràr), in the sense 

presuibed by the phdosophers. The reasoning behind ths  is as follows. Knowledge in 

this respect consis ts of a cognizance of God's unicity at a level of hiddenness; the viewer 

(rnushZ5ibid) to whom knowledge is ascribed must rise "in the lght of his Lord" (n%r rabbih) 

toward such knowledge and to the level of His unicity (wahdah) bbp means of a single 

atuibute, which we said was that of his own uniuty (IB A54; B:158). It is through just 

such "noetic manifestation of hght" that he c m  perceive at all the Mlmamù/reahties God 

wishes to show hun. Yet knowledge at that hgh point is no longer dwided in the usual 

manner benveen ccconception" and "assent." It can only be a fa;aurwt/r, or conception, 

since the separate realitieer of evergthing - induding conception and the object conceived 

(mutnsawwa$, predication (isnad,, priority and posteriority - are all perceived in th& 

imrnateriality in one instant through a single, modif iable act of beholding (rhuhid w&d 

ghgr mtl@z. In other words, the objective exigenues and attachments of lmowledge 

require that there be an inclusive u n i f q  attribute (+.+.ab wahrkcpliyyah) in the recipient where 

no distinction exists between conception and assent. Such an attebute stands alone as 

the integral conception of the witness. We shall examine the role of conception again 

below. Qtinas here a v d s  hunself of ta~awwuA common roor with and its close 

association with the exteriorizing t h t  of utterance by remarking that, in its prknary 

sense, "conception" at least irnparts a wholeness to perception. WMe other senses may 

equally be d&ved which take us to the world of construction and writing (%hm al-t&b 

waI-fa&P& only when we attest to the precepts belonging to this "abode" (01-mawtin), as 
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he cals it, does the priority of "concepuon" over assmt duiy *e as a mmta(kiteUection 

(uhtaqqzd a/-dhihnr') . 

Therefore, before the exclusive activitv of the Divine, direct witnessing is a unitary 

conception; but, being mer. "mental," the inteliected distinction is a far cry from the 

" presence O f simple imma terial knowledge" (hahah al-iZm a/- ba.ri! a/-mvmraâ) where "the 

reahties of dungs are indeed perceptible and the& precepts and attributes also seen as 

s tandhg contiguously by thern in m u d  conespondence [myàwmah hhiï wa mumàthafah] " 

(IB A:%; B:158). But because he is hunself dellnited, man accepts only what is itself 

d h t a b l e  and disàngushable fiom h m  ( I l 3  A:54-5; B:158). WhiIe not of the L'world of 

dehtation" Cdam al-taqguud), the DiWie manifestation is coloured, as it unfolds, bv the 

precept of h s  n a m e  (nash'ah), state, t k e ,  abode and level- indudkig that attribue of 

the one who receives it (al-mutqalIb Iahu), an amibute whose "precept happens to 

predominate" OB A:%; B:158). What ths  assumes is that there are mutual distinctions 

whch must be taken into account according to those who can witness directly for 

themselves. These differ fiom each 0th- in their degree of detachment from the 

precepts of ail these delirnitations, without being entLely eradicated (IB h:55; B:159). And 

it becomes simply a question of strength or weakness (yaqwb wayadofl how far the 

singular oneness of the manifestation is preponderant over the precepts of relational 

multiplicity. To get back to the notion of conception, where each individual conception 

is in question, it is permissible to speak of &greer of integrity; with the leap to conception 

as such, in its aniculated wMeness, thm somethlig 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 hirnself to the task of seeing through 

the quest for preponderance by singular oneness - or, as Qünavi says, is conatively 

focused (tawaÿu) - h s  perception, cognuance and encompassrnent (i.e. those levels 

subsumed below h m ,  all but obliterated by diis manifestation's precept) will be greatly 

enhanced. Evetythuig depmds on the capacity of his level's "drcle" (JZW &-?rat 

martabafrh) and his detachment £rom the delimitations of the precepts through the 

preponderance of the atuibute belonging to the singuiar oneness of comprehensive 

union &haLabat qat ahdigta al-janl). Indeed, it is here that the precept of his knowledge 

of the "thuigs" knowable in thts respect may then be ncast in Gd's Anowledge ofofSingdar 

Onene~3 as both "root" and "level' (ai-a$ wai-madabah). O d y  a unitary knowledge c m  

achieve dus, and then only as a defhtive 

conversion as its end (NI A:29a; B:15a). 

phenomenon having precisely diis final 

In spite of ihis astounding resolution of the problem of knowledge initially posed, 

Qünavi adduces the following scûptural evidence, "They cannot encompass anythmg 

save through what He d s "  ("wa hyubZtha bi-shuy'in il& bz-m3yashaD3 (IB h55; B:159). 

Yet knowledge of this sort, he says, is the dearest, most perfect fonn of u n v h g ,  where 

"no doubt at dl" (i-e. "h rfbafrhl' [Qu'an 2 4 )  can enter, nor, even more significantly 

Gom an historical perspective, any "exegetical interference" (i.e. ta W). The knowledge 

Qünavi and, for that matter, nurnerous others before and after him have in mind cannot 
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be acquired through any higher knowledge, act, capacity or effort (IB A:55-6; ~:159-(>O).' 

Once ensconsed in the bosom of a scientific view as we have come to know it so far in 

theoiogical science, the "knowledge" flourished by the mystics, reformed and adapted 

CO their own experïenual ma&, must jettison the philosophical enterprise's most 

constant hxture: the movement fiom the known to the unknown. The person fortunate 

enough to receive it must doubdess act as a locus of appearance for the manifestation of 

iight (IB A:%; B:160). But just when cessation of "movement" at one end is kisisted 

upon, the irnplements of communication - once the parts of instructional science - 

immediately come into play at the other, open to "perfection." The prized knowledge 

may be ccreal" (ai-CiIm ai-hqz'@), but the inexplicable has s d  to be expressed in some way. 

In order to ponder bene. the "dehtion" of knowledge through the discrimination 

between the source and its locus, Qünavî prepares us for the cenual theme to be 

discussed in his introduction to the treatise. "Knowledge" must be viewed as a discrete 

reality, yes, but it is transmissible in written or uttered f o m  thughparts, the consequence 

being that numerous levels are discemible in it. The two most basic ones, as stated 

before, are: 

(1) the relationally simple ( b e  bil-ni&) , being in tangible (mdnamzah) , spirinial 
(rUhatl&~h), formal-imaginai (!Unbah mithabah), and 

(2) the composite and matesiai (murok9bah madd&d) PB A:%; B:160). 

rîlthough our paramount concern is with the origmative role of the relationally simple, 

we should understand but Little of the dynamic of meaning-transmission through speech 

if the Çomis, equivalent to the letters (ai-&@ and the words written or uttered, are 
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ignored. These comprise all of the "devices of conveyance," or admat al-taw& And, in 

confirmation of what we have learned so far from our discussion of manifestation, 

Qünavi emphasizes that these "devices" are ranged accordïng to exteriority (@hirab), on 

the one hand, and the hidden order of intangible meaning (mdnawzzab) rhat has also 

cornes into play as a result of his present occupation with knowledge as a u n i q  process, 

on the other. Hence, knowledge is a process where unitary meankig is conveyed and, 

naturally, to be sustalied through the extenorized "parts." This is not to Say that what 

is exteeorized itself may not s d  act as a h d  of veil, and "meaningy7 the elusive focal 

point. 

h o n g  the "devices of conveyance" are to be counted the "different concepts" 

(m@~@ used as the ternis and letters (a/-'ibàrab tvaf-hlyl of constructions (tariikab) and 

conventional expressions ( a f - i d W  al-zuafiyah). They depend on the " th inhg faculty" 

and other faculties, dculations (makhü$) and conceptions that make up the various 

levels acting as "substrates for the exteriorkation of the atuibutes of knowledge and their 

loci of manifestation [mahiif, phur @t al-'dm wa mqZIibà]" (IB A:%; B: 160). Now, it is 

upon those subsmtes that "flows" the precept of knowledge &om the r d  of its unius. 

(n~tbattihi wa silT wabdatihz), a precept he identifies with the "spirit of knowledge" (* al- 

'&) referred to earlier. It "flows" by way of any literal or numerical "matter" offered it 

(al--ah wal-mqm&yab) at these substrate levels. This is the mariner? and the "precept," 

through which knowledge perrneates the peson "whose h e m  God has brought to life," 

replacing his ignorance with "a bright, existential and noetic state or amibute."' In this 
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way, &O, Qünavf c m  maintain the perfecnonal station of man in his spi8mal strivings, 

which nin a parailel course to the luiguistic "perfecting" to be eluudated in ths  

Introduction. 

But the intangible knowledge as implied in the preceding paragraph is sall 

indissociable Erom the hidden manifestation of the essence, since God's attributes at His 

level of hiddenness and oneness cannot exhibit any multiplicity (IB A:56; B:161). h 

appropriate response to the need to balance unity with the proliferation of parts 

expressing the intangible meaning, therefore, is somehow to dernonstrate the feasibility 

of a conveyance of knowledge through linguistic devices in. a coqtmheniive ad of 

coli?lm~~nica~on whose cosmological reverberauons go oumacd beyond God's saictly inner 

and yet ro be exteriorized knowledge of Himself. 

Phdology recommends itself particularly well to rhis task. Arabic grammarians regard 

the essential "meanLig" conveyed by a complex statement, wlde transmissible in stages, 

is the unitary center. Projecred on the larger scale of creation theology, this aliowed 

Qünavi to &ch, as he does here, a grammatical equivalent for the philosophical tniism 

that an amibute of the essence, as knowledge theologicdy is - at least in respect of the 

"Right of God" ( % ! , f i  baqq al-Haqq) agamst that of His Creation - inseparable or 

indiscliguishable Gom die object of attribution (mawsg without losing his bearings by 

having to fall back agam on the selfsame root. Knowledge operates as the same noetic 

source of uniaty we m u t  from the first instance assume it to have as a sepaxate reality, 

whereupon whoever is "called on by God to wimess for hunself His essence [fa-man 
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a.shha&hhu ai-Haqq tdafb dh&h rhuh#dan mubaqqaqatl] is ascribed an act of witness 

[shz~h&ian]'' that is commenwrate with iths primary knowledge (IB A:57; B: 161). However, 

Erom the fact that knowledge is separate and independent, several things now follow. We 

have already sem how cornmensuration or consonance plays a key role in the conversion 

of amibutes. His indusion of diis point here seems to pose in the kesh ight of linguistic 

science the bare issue of how root oneness is to be rnaintained dirough a commmsurate but 

still disparate "other," with comparable unity, that m u t  give outward =pression to what 

lies hidden in the i ~ e r  recesses of Divine knowledge and mystery. And what diis reveals 

is a cosrnic theaae of finguisfit communication - not the mundane kind of everyday 

human commerce - where perfection is attained dirough 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 ody  a minimal account, 

requiring much M e r  elaborauon, as we w d  î q  to do in the coming chapters. For the 

time being, it is the perfection of knowledge that wdl be of immediate concern. 

Let us then see how he r e f o d a t e s ,  ficorn this new Iliguistic angle, the process of 

manifestation kom the inner recesses of Divinity to the outemiost point of implemental 

a. Perfection of Knowledge 

If such is the process meant by pqhe~lron, perfection then is indicative of the tùneless 

completion of the utterance, whereby the gradua1 conveyance of meaning is dnven 
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fornard toward a perfecred whole, presumably present in the "speaker." W i h  a single 

individual, completion is attained through that individual's p m i d a r  level by way of 

"hm" and "conception." The precepts of manifestation are thus delLnited accordmg 

to the particular acts of witnessing (mashübid), making knowledge at every act of 

beholding and manifestation a parhdarized result (natijad jnp'rjyah). Q a a v î  adds that 

diis may occur either in one person or in a commutli~ of minds. Were it not for these 

precepts, anyone made to wiaiess His essence h o u g h  the rernoval of ail intermediaries 

would, in fact, have God's knowledge of His ueanon within grasp "kom now to the Day 

of Resurrection [if% yuwm al-qjümah], [though always] in the manner known by the 

Supreme Pen [al-plam al-dlb]" (IB A:57; B:161). Therefore, one should not take this as 

an endorsement of the view that those who abide Çelicitously and unconstrained in a state 
s 

approadiing knowledge of the source are not subjecr, all the sarne, to the consuaints of 

"the per fecaonal level of man [ai-martabab ai-ininnyyuh ai-hmdzzab] whic h O ffers them 

its great comprehensiveness p d i g a h h à  al-kubrb] ." Clearly safeguarding the axiological 

end of suenufic knowledge Ibn Sinâ had espoused, QiUia*s notion of "perfection" 

rests on an articulation of the distinction between the souce and the locus of Divine 

knowledge that seeks to avoid ruptuting the moral dimension of revelauon by accordmg 

a large place to the smph/a/moral edicts of God. This, a k  dl, is the whole purpose for 

broaching the articulative aspect of Divine manifestation. 

Qünavi assumes that knowledge has its own "single universal realiy" [lqiqah wâbidah 

AulIz'ah]) above and beyond the elements that articulate it - its ptecepts and relations 
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speatied accordhg to and at the level of the "the one perceiving if' (mudrik hh). The 

most t roubhg  question that then &es is whether os not an enarely new object of 

perception is presented whenever the essence is dissembled, as indeed it should be from 

its "unadulterated puriq." This is irrespective of how knowledge is to be elucidated: 

either dehi t iondy or hguistically. He d e s  the stance chat, tedinically, nothing in the 

noetic relation changes for the perceiver (mudd) to such a degree that it becomes 

incongruent with the "root uniuty of knowledge" (ai-wahdah afICifmwah af-ariah), Save 

that "selfsame spedication occasioned by the beholder [suictly] on lus own ternis" (bi- 

sabab al-mushahid wa bi-&abih) A57-8; B:162). In ths minute sense, however, the 

"reality of knowledge" remalis indisànguishable £rom absolute hiddenness, except in 

certain unspecified respects. When God wishes to pcrfE h s  "noetic relation" in some 

locus of appearance and in accordance m'fh it, noc with b s e l f ,  the "perfection" ( t a h i 0  

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 (af-ghgah al-munr~abub), and 

proper to, the prehposition of this locus of manifestation (viz. the receiver and seeker 

of knowledge). This follows ftom the accepted behaviour of ali reahties: th& 

"perfection" can take place only chrough an exteriorizauon of th& precepts and of th& 

geds Kpon tbo~e things ci ose^ conne& to tbem and f a h g  withm the ambit of the precept of 

each receptive reality (IB A:58; B: 162-3). There is a double stmcniral articulation here; 

Qfinavî says that these thligs are subsumed within the scope of each realiy (bcfan'har 

through the intermediary of its om loci of appearance. And knowledge, being an isolable 
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"reality," is perfected (&mà(aI-CiIm), in k e  fashion, through the exteriorization of ifs own 

dzfwenfrufrons and refafions, jus t as these differen tia tions are perfected chrough di fferent 

attadiments and the attachments in propomon to the objects of knowledge ('ah qadar 

O/-mdh;ir). The muïous objects of knowledge, too, are speufied according to the scope 

or c'containjng capaci j' of the levels by which they become attached to knowledge, and 

according to what levels are enfolded by the realities. ïhey are said to be subordinate to 

knowledge ( t N  ld-U.m) insofar as this knowledge (i.e. its reality) retains its primacy 

(awwa/&yatihr) and its own "singdar oneness" and containment; whereas their 

specification relative to e v q  knower must be in accord with his dehtat ions.  

A key concept in this overd  picture, 'csubordina~on" (tabdzjyah) has so far been raised 

rather perfunctorily in connecrion with the ordering of the quiddities and realities. Ic is 

fundarnentally a grarnrnatical concept," one that has been insinuated into an 

unconventional tenain for the philolopts where the Iliguistic conveyance of meaning is 

given deht ive  treatment more as a spirinial operation characterized by noetic 

unitariness (al-wahdantiyyab al-'ifm&yab)). From chis perspective, the issues raised in the 

previous paragraph appear in a new and richer Lght. Whenever there is any question of 

a t t achen t  to the objects of knowledge, he explains, differentiation follows in 

subordmate (tabdah) fashion upon the goal at which the precept of such a relation ends 

(IB h 5 8 ;  B:163). The perceiver (mud'k) posits this differentiation in accordance with his 

own unitary contemplation or wimessing (shïb~dihi af-a/--wu~danz), d o t h g  knowledge 

with the* of detailed differentiation and the exteriorization from hddenness toward 
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sensory experience (sbah&h), und the goal designatedfor bzh alone is h n d y  reached (iih 

nl-ghqah ai-mab&dab MW). Qùnavî takes his bearings £rom the concretking force of 

'Yom" and portrays the entire affair as an act of perfection by the perceiving agent of 

bis pan of dus noetic relation through the exteriorkation of its precept. This is how it 

constitutes a perfection for the agent's own level and at the agent's station of knowledge 

with respect to everpthing disfi'ndveLy subordhate tu bis penicafron." 

As a final note, what this stipulation a t  bottom also means for Qiinavi is that the 

mystic's discourse must be based on the "knowledge by t a s ~ g "  Ciim dhawqr), where the 

soundness of cognizance c m  be diectb c o n k e d .  But this is really another way of 

saying thar knowledge has wholeness akeady in expe.rience, and demands the mediation 

of the "naturd facdties" only when a reflective distance fiom the origuial experience is 

assumed. Wherever cognuance is directly realued, every appearance (mqbar)  is, both 

by den@ and by nafun (i.e. &il-4a.d wai-dhq, "present with God" (hdir d a  ai-Hnqq t a )  

as the s~bsirare (mahaiian) and locus of manifestauon (majaan) for a reality effoort/ss& 

exteriorized, ''whether by s p e d  or general, univasal permission [bii-idbn ai-mzlgan aw 

idhn hd6 fihm]" (B A:59; 8: 164). That knowledge which fails to conform to this minimal 

requirement is "authentic" ody  in a remote and weak sense, havhg f d e d  to satisfv a 

general epis ternological condition for m e  knowledge. The dosest phdosophical 

equivalent has tradiuonally been described in terms of general correspondence. There 

being no real correspondence between a mental consvuct and the "reaLty" in all its full 

and unique dimensions, the only genuine knowledge lefi is experiential, but in the 
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elevated rather than mimal sense. Real knowledge suggests the percepaon of the reahes 

of things as they are - in other words, based on the way they are ideally known by God. 

hpprehension in any other sense, he insists, indicates a "knowingness" that is based on 

nothing more than accepted conventions (iBrGb &&a/-nas), other people's doctrines, the 

mere Eoms 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 (qmdil).  As we have so far argued, revealed scripnue as the root discouse 

of God to man is only superfiùally related to these. ExpeBentidy realized, cognizance 

c m  never be conflated with these levels of givenness, which ordindy quali$ only as 

premises. When God raises a person to the station of "real knowledge," the person 

cornes to understand that wharever he fomerly used to take as noeticaliy "realized" was 

mere conjecture (wahm) and opinion (xann). These either happen to coinude with the 

mith in certain aspects or fail completely even there, if drawn from false opinion. 

b. Forrns and Conceptualization 

In drawing attention to the pivotal role played by the "forms" in perfection, 

enteriorizauon, manifestation and, hence, speech, Qünavi is also explorhg the congenital 

ambivalence of "knowledge" whch overlooks the indissoluble difference between the 

Divine and the non-Divine. L a p g  aside for the moment consideration of what kind of 

ccknower" is involved, we shall examine this difference with respect to knowiedge's "abject 

of attachrnent." It is mie, as we have just seen, that all things are "attached" to 
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knowledge by way of the subordliates and differenual concomitants of the "universal 

and encompassing obeti~ of attadunmts" proper to knowledge (IB A:60-1; B: 165). Hence, 

the objecave predorninance of a @en reality is maintalied at every lwel. But it matten 

a great deal whether the object to which the knowledge is attached is God or what is 

other than God (aw siaâh, 1.e. the non-Divine), this being the underlving cause of the 

structural dichotomy between the two noetic realiaes obserired above. If the forma, 

then there are five diffetent aspects (Eh'büi) to consider. Knowledge rnay be attached to 

God in respect of, 

(1) His "Self-Sufficiency" @hi@ and '?)ivestrnentY' (tqizmd) of aU attachrnent to 
another qua "other" (ghajwihi min bqfbu bztwagbayr); 

(2) His a t tachent  to the "other" and the latter's bond to Him (irt* al-ghcfyr b h ) ;  

(3) the intelhgibllity (mdqEIi~yat) of a relation joining these two "things"; 

(4) unconditionality (nirbat ai-illàg) over and above the duee relations; and 

(5) unconditionality over and above the delirmtedness of unconditionality (ai-if@ 'an 
a / - t a q ~ u d  bii-ifhq) and every fetter (gay4 OB A:6 1 ; B: 1 65-6). 

These five "levels" (mari&%)), as he c d s  hem, are inclusive. 

Knowledge whose object is the so-called "others" (aghyat) may be considered either 

with respect to their own realties, which constitute their essential individualities; with 

respect to theit spirits (mn>ii@&i) comprishg their realities' loci of appearance alone; or 

with respect to their forms, which are butb the spirits' and the realities' loci of appeacance 

- these are three separate considerations to be made. The realities, spirits and fomis have 

their respective precepts qua single, knmaterial kidwidualities (dyatliha al-meadab al- 
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mujaradah). They have precepts also in respect of the "existenaal manifestation" chat 

permeates them and causes their essential individualities qua "intangible configuraaon" 

(or Çom) ( h g  ;lh ahdnaw~iiah)  to be exteriorized in the manner engendered by their 

conjunction of precepts (al-hasihh min gkhaiha ah&m) (Il3 A:6l, B:166; cf. NI A: 14a, 

B:7b). Thesc different emphases indicate that while one may appreuate subordinaaon's 

ontological orientation to one pole or, more accurately, the "root reality," Qünavi is 

especialiy 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 Yom") at which one may licitly ponder diis question without having 

prematurely to reduce concept to ontic reality- - both of these have their respective 

precepts. Of the three levels of the noetic "other," the one that most sharply marks the 

transition Gom philosophe science to mysucism, as we have suessed, is preusely that 

of the forms and of concepnialization. 

At a strictlv discursive level, however, anyone having the benefit of hrst-hand 

experience (namely, the ah( al-i~tib@r) d freely admit the "limitations of the world of 

interpretation" (&q 'alam al-&rab) when measured by the full breadth of the Presence 

of Reakties and Intangible Meanings. Generally, technical renditions alone cannot be 

expected to i d e n e  adequately the interior of some thg  as it is in itself. The transition 

from Ibn Sina's formal to a decidedly linguistic model is rneant to ensure a kind of 

comprehensibility that the congealed notions of philosophy did ratha imperfectly. If, 

at the hem of the shft of the quidditive quesaon Lom the nahg ofGod (in response to 
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ccwhat-is-it?") to the reality of His creation, both the QïinavT school andfahdah held in 

common the pivotai role of the forms and the quiddities as conceptual adjunca to the 

realities the? seek to dehe ,  the saategic nimkig pokit at which knowledge in the order 

of relative subordinate relations becomes that of the "other" rather than of the Divine 

betokened a more particular methodological readjusanent, whereby the h s  were but 

the "words" qua exteriorization of speufication, gaf, suwar, e tc  (NI 8b-9a; B:4b). Qünavi 

regatds the enistentia~g act of consmiction as one of ' ~ t l i g , "  e x h b i ~ g  subordinate 

relationships and dependenues. The "subordmate" (tabfah) consists of the states, 

attributes and concomitants (Iaw+m), etc., that belong to somedüng else that is 

"superordinate" (ahatbzr7). While the "superordina te rooa" (ah.$ al-matbgab) are the 

realities, the subordinates are relations and amibutes, propemes and accidents, etc.; to 

each precept is a reality which happens to be the essential individuality (IB A:61; B:l66). 

One c m  hardly overlook the ernerging web of relationships between, at one end, 

"existenual manifestation" and, at the other, the linguisuc character of the entke 

movement mediated by the forms. Before moving on, howwer, let us look funha into 

the nature of the forms, considering the important role they play. Th& m e  significance, 

in fx t ,  cornes to light in this section of his kiaoduction. 

The d e h t i o n  of form offered by Qtinavî shows not only its inherent 1Lik to the 

process of exteriorkation but also its derivative and h c t i o n d y  integrated nature relative 

to the realities. "By form," he states, "1 mean that by which the exteriorization of the 

reahty of the ob ject of knowledge - whatever it rnay be -- is completed [yatamm ~ h i r  al- 
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the technial loci of appearance (or 

CO just above. In t h  h c t i o n ,  they 

may be either simple of relation (barT@b bil-nisbah) or composite (mwakkbab); they are 

delunited by way of mixtures (amwah) and elemental States (al-ahwd a l -C~t l~~nzah) ,  

together with their respective precepts and "tLne" (m A:61-2; B:166). The "the" 

intended here is divided into two "extremities" (db; al-tarq%yti): the world at hand (a/- 

Wam al-dunyZ) and the world of the h e r e a k  (idam ai-axhirah), the exteriorization of 

whose precept's subsuate (tdqyun ph* mahafi h h i h z )  is speafied. This division affords 

Qünavi the chance to r e m  briefly to the "five presences," whch he considers to be 

insenarable frorn the hereafter. The five presences are as follows: 

hiddemess: God's knowledge, His ipseity (hu~afuhu) ) ,  the imma tend in tangible 
meankigs and the realities; 

the world of witnessing (rhahüdah) and the "exteriorized narne" (ai-im ai-~ibir), 
etc.; 

the "lower hagkiation" (al-khgid ahuffanï), whose relation to sense (hirs) is 
sttonges t; 

The world of the spiets fahm al-a-)), whose relation to the Hidden (ghayb) is 
stronges t; and 

the absolute imapal world fdam al-mihiilai-muhq), given the "existentid circle" 
(d-dü t'rab al-wayZa'&yah), is intemediary berween the absolute hidden and the 
world of witnessirig in t m s  of encompassrnent (ibafah) , comprehensiveness 
(jan/) and inclusiveness (shumZ3; irs special distinction is to be the Mother of the 
Book (ai-mukht~ bi-umm al-k&b), which is the cc forrn" of the Cloud (:Mit a&? 
(IB A:62; B:167; cf. Chmck SPK 117). 

The theoretical value of ths  mode1 depends on the form's ability to mediate the 

exteriorizhg process of knowledge with respect to the ccrealities of things." We have 
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discussed earlier in some detail the inscriptional entailments of "thuigness." When a 

person knows a "thing7' at the noetic presence of apprehension (itq and unveiling 

( h ~ h j ,  he knows it in terms of those attributes and loci ofappearance by which an object 

known is speufied at both the general and the special levels o f f o d  conceptua/r'$:atzon 

al-maratr'b al-tam-nzah af~%vmah al-&&rab) (IB A:62; B: 167). This takes place according 

to the various types of construction (anwi? ai-tmk-b), as in writing or what he calls the 

"figurations" (tafhaAhM) that occasion the exteriorization (arbab al-phEr). It al unfolds 

accordmg to a precept of particulanzation assigned to wd, as will must accompany e v q  

act of w r i ~ g .  There are, of course, difkrences to be noted in t m s  of the proximity 

and remoteness (ai-qurb d - b r / d )  of the ascription, strmgth and weakness, clarity of light 

and concealment (waljah' a m  d-iht i /b) .  However, the eqencies of exteriorization 

are laid bare in this exposition in temis of the f o m  and the inscriptional dynamics that 

underlie the form. Before considering the latter, let us see how Qünavi  classifies the 

different types of "conception" (tasawwur), whch he needs in order to depicc the fidl 

dunensions of the apprehension by which the Divkie cornmand is made known. 

The £irst level of "conception" (al-ta~atvwurâf fa a d  marûfi'bahiï) comprises the sort 

of enraptured synoptic sentience or awareness (al-sbzh al-&miZ w j i i i )  he associates with 

the higher h t  of the world - i.e. its "lofaness" (isfihrafalIcûhm), which we analyzed 

before. This "synoptic sentience" occurs through "what is eidier exteriorized of the 

world or remains interior to it of the secret of comprehensiveness [.rh aIjadgyab] and 

the precepc of lght and its rays [filins] upon the noetic presence [hdah ~ l - ~ i l m ~ u h ]  fiom 
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b e h d  the curtains of the precepts of [the wodd's] mdtiplicity" (I'B A:63; B: 167-8). This 

iniaai "sentience" in conception is not yet full knowledge, but only a kind of "spiritual" 

perception (idriik rr/hatti jumg from behind the veil of endowed nature (b4Zb uf- 

rab') and bonds (bh'ig). He even adrnits that ir does not t d y  belong to any class of 

conceptions. If it pertains to any level of knowledge, it does so only as a facdty dose to 

the actSb There is a difference, he says, between awareness through the faculty close to 

the act, going by the narne of knowledge, on the one hand, and a person's state before 

awareness, on the other. Next cornes simple enraptured, psychic conception (al-ta+muw 

al-b@al-nofsani af-wjtani), as when one is asked about some faMliar m a n a  conceming 

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 (q$ a/-ma~'a/ah) and the speufiüty of detail, or dyzn a/-t@sFl, consolidated. 

Awareness allows the matter gradually to gain shape and character in the person's mind 

as he goes dirough the motions of respondmg. Instinctive or intuitive conceptions (al- 

ta.pwwurâf badih&yah) are ali grouped within this division. Finally, there is the mental- 

imaginative conception (al-ta~awwur al-dhihnr' al-khuyo/i) and sensory conception (d- 

tasawwur a/- hi*. 

Beyond these, the only other level of conceptualization is a relation composed 

(mutarakkabu) of all these divisions by way of the singular oneness of comprehensive 

union (a&dz&at aljani). This has to do with the precept of knowledge and its hghts 

A: al-quwwab al-qatîbab min al-'bma/; B: ... min ai$L 
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(IB h:63; B:168). When God wishes that a 

person either through another - that is, "bi- 

tawasaff insii~ ~kbz?' - or without any intermedtary, but through these levels - then diis 

command makes a gradual intangible descent ftom the hidden noetic presence; in his 

own words , ' tana~ala a/-am ai-murad ai-tawsc7uh min a[-hadrah a/- iPm&ah al-ghuyb&yah 

tatza~!p/an mdnatv~ijyatl" (IB k63-4; B: 168). Without any change in location (intr$â/), the 

command reaches the level of sensation (infahb ilb ai-his~). Once it does, then, if it is 

verbai, eirher the personYs hearkig organ - or, if written, hs vision - d corne into play. 

It wiU nest be uansfixred to the level of mental-imaginative conception (madabat ai- 

tqwwur ai-dbibni) and then to psychic conception (a/-tasziwwr a/-tfajsanr). The sou1 will 

subsequently divest it of all the c'blernishes" it had accumulated Lom the facultative 

precepts and its raiments of matter (mahbiis ahaw~dd, ,  so that dirough this "renim" it 

might embrace its origin (mddanihz)), the noetic presence (ai-hadrah . . ai-'im&yab). This 

"origin" is both the razion d'êtn of its pursuit and, in a derivative sense, its ultimate 

destination. 

One is smck by how much the logical underside of this "return," exaMned in the 

e d e r  part of this thesis, has been nansformed through the language of rnysticism that 

Qünavi employs. His pithy rernark on the origin s m e s  to remind us of the spiritual 

nature of the return (mjir,, whch consists in the removal of al facultative precepts and 

matter. With the point of ongin (mdüd) attalied, however, the Command becomes 

percepable in the form of Wnting, address (Mi&) or other devices of conveyance (admat 
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ai-tawgI), but through the precept of the person's pemianent essential individuality that 

lies contiguous to this cornmand (ai-mu~àwarah li-hadhiï ai-am) at the noetic presence (IB 

A:64; B:169). It is with the specification of the Divine Will in the course of its descent 

through the levels that the command acquires the intangible configuced forms ( h q Z t  

mdnamzah) and attributes that, metaphorically speakkig, impan colour to the Light, 

before the latter can ever be perceived. In this way, the command cornes to have a 

distinction and speufiuty (tafttalryuq wa tdqyutt) it did not possess before, doing so 

"through the effects whch descend upon it by way of this precept of disckiction." At a 

hgher state, the sou1 cm determlie and perceive in a manner previously denied it, for 

lack of specifiuty radam tdqyunihc), once its essential individuality contiguous to the 

cornrnand and dosely associated with the noetic presence is a f h e d .  In consideration 

of diis upward "mobility," Qünavi discusses briefly the factors of proximity and 

remoteness or, altematively, excess and dearth. 

c. Proxirnity and Remoteness 

Since the task is to h d  one's way thtough the labyrinthkie, relaaonal cornplex of the two 

noetic reakties, each having its respective precept, the problem obviously is pady linked 

to the perceptive powers and capabdities of the knower. Since the object is epistemically 

present primanly in propomon to its di~tiznce kom the perceiver, Qünavi figures that the 

d i f f i d q  of wery hghet amahment of knowledge is caused by excessive doseness and 

the veil of the "one" ( 4 Z b  ai-wa&iah).12 
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Acnially, there are essentiaily rwo exneme points, or tarifan, involved: excess War) 

and deanh (tqE~. One may speak of pure hght and pure darkness, for exarnple, or the 

sight or discemment of percepuble things manifested in either great or low intensity (TB 

k 6 5 ;  B: 170). In view of this, the smse @'I'duh) of an utterance must operate at moderate 

proximity through the "secretyy that joins the two ends of excess and dearth. ?bis 

"joiningyy has a speual sjgnificance, since at one extreme lies the proxLnity of singular 

oneness, at the other that of the construction conveymg it. Only moderation provides 

the access to the "secret' of everpdiuig fiorn existentiation and delimitation to signiSing 

and grasping (al-@dah wul- i~yOdah). All of these would otherwise elude any attempt at 

exhaustive explanauon. Such ccextrernities" as singular oneness (abad&& multiplicity 

(kathfa) andpm Light or darkness do not e-xhibit moderate proldmity (qurb mutawassa~ 

when conceptually isolated, or anythmg that is either perceptible or positivdy a f h b l e .  

More imponantly for o u  present theme, perception varies according to how close or 

how far the sou1 is with respect to the noetic presence of Lght (al-bahah al-ninzah al- 

'ilm&ah). It varies with respect to the perceiverys distance to the station of skigdar 

oneness, the first level of specifiaty (tdy7n) hmishing his own differenuated precept and 

&course ( t o f s b h i h i  wa h&fhihz). This variation is in exact propomon (miqdar) to his 

capacity to participate in the Divine Fom, dependmg on the number he has of veils, 

degree of putity and capacity. 

Qünavi hastens to point out rhat, having a realiy and a precept of its own, the 

"presence" of Divkiity possesses its own loci of appearance, thus maintaliing the 
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conceptual distinction between the Divine and the non-Divine. Frorn chat angle, "Divine 

proximiv (aj-qd ai-i&7) can refer to two things only (TB h:65-6; B: 170). One is primary 

Divine singular oneness (al-ahad@ah al-ihh&yah al-iilb). The most perfect existent 

partaklig of this station is the "world of pivine] command" @/am al-anr); what is rnost 

perfect in the world of cornmand in terms of proximity and participation ( h u ~ a n ) ,  in 

m, are the First Intellect and the Angels of Swerainty (al-mahYXa al-muhapvid); and 

so on down die diain of existence. These co~ectively comprise the p ~ a p a l ,  strategicdy 

situated recipients of singular oneness arnong the "fettered entities" ( d e h t e d  by their 

specifiaty). The most perfect of the existents delimted byfmm (ai-mutaqqyadah bil./u.ah), 

however, are the Throne Carsh), the "accomplished ones" (hmmad and individual human 

beings (ai-ead min ban; üdam) upon their realization (tahaqquq) at the station of single 

individualty and perfection (maqam a/r/ad&yah w a ~ - ~ m ~ ) .  I t  goes without saymg, then, 

that the existent whose relation is closest to the level of singular oneness and h n t  

specificauon - the intermediaries between it and its existentiator having been either 

reduced or removed altogerher - is in effect dosest to God by way of the noetic presence 

of singular oneness and the "interior name" (min hythu al-i~m ol-bzh'n). Singular oneness 

for the recipient dmotes interiority. 

But there is a "second proximiv," which arises when we consider the exteriorization 

of the precepc of Ditrti1i5, or uh@yaah, and personal intellectual realization (wul-tabaqq~q) 

dirough DiWiity's Form. In contrast to the fïrst proximity, there is one existent who is 

most dosely related to God by way of the "exterior name," whose "pomon" (bi&uh) of 
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the Form is greater, and in which and by which the exteriorizauon of the realities of 

Divinity is complete." Nothmg is more W y  mdowed in this regard than the Perfect 

Man (a/-imiüz a[-hid, the closest creation relative to God and the most knowledgeable 

(IB h:66; B:171). 

In view of the thernes to which he will next nun, Qünavf reiterates the conceptual 

Lnkage of the manifold fom-manifestations to speech whch we have ernphasized all 

dong. The loci of appearance, the erteriorized artributes and the "matters" - both the 

simple and the compound forms - are calied simply "devices" for conveying the inner 

in tangible meanings ; tha t is, "&t h'awsTi al-mdiinf. " This relationshp between device 

arid inner meaning expresses the constant interplay between "inteSoritf' and 

"exteriority." The loci of appearance, the "exteriorized attributes," are responsible for 

m a h g  those meanings perceptible'J (rubub li-idrakiha)); k i d y  at the presence of 

hiddenness and subsequendy ac ever-descending levels (IB A:66-7; B:172). But though 

they are Divine in the full sense of the word, they stem Lom what he calls the spirit's 

"attentiveness" ( i i , a l - d )  and, above ail, "the heart's orientation away from the world 

of generared being ['&m a/--] toward the noetic presence of hght [ai-h&ah u/l/m&yuh 

ai-nùnzah] by way of a speual orientation [ai-wq%I af-kh@$" This ensures that what is 

Divine and what is not rernain d i s ~ c t  at the sarne t h e  that they are comected at some 

level or other where it is appropriate to speak of a noetic consonance (mutlZmbah)). 
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SPEECH 

Qunavî's theorv of knowledge, as we have noted so far, is driven especially by certain 

imperatives derived kom '%uman di~course"'~ - this whole aeatise has been written for 

the benefit of those who rely m d y  on instructive discourse - taken as an act of 

interpretation. The more stable, or permanent the consonance becween the knower and 

that which he seeks to h o w ,  and the suonger the relation of proximiy, the less the need 

for "devices of conveyance" ( a b &  al-tawsr'l). So much so that a single word or gesnire 

would suffice16 in conveymg the plethora of rneaniigs and infornuon in die speaker to 

the one spoken to OB A:G7; B:172). Qünavi-remarks that the consonance may be 

complete and the precept of proxirnity and unity (tawahbud) strong enough to fadtate 

independence fsorn all intermediaries, narnely, the instruments or devices used in 

communication. These devices are superfluous to the relation of intangible "analogues," 

pers o n d  y realized (nisbat aI-m~&dhat al-mtihaqqqaah aI-mdnamzah) in a " per fec t 

encounter" (a~-muw~uhub dfmmah) ). Ernancipation kom thern s tems from this fran~muted 

unification (/iii~trtr&t ai-ittrttr&i) and conversation ~~~~muk@abab) at the station of singular 

oneness. For d i i s  reason, upon making utterances based on consonance about what is 

usually rendered as the "realities" or the "levels," one either knows the entire secret of 

any given matter in question or one does not. One either understands or f d s  to 

understand the meanlig. But apprehended, the meankg is grasped whole. 

The transmiiron of or the mere reference to rneaning, by contrast, involves the use of 

vanous components of speech, su& as letters, words, etc. - in short, the loci of 

manifestation. Theit use gives rise to a similar problem we encountered earlier ki 



Chapter Two; for exarnple, in logic, the partr of the judgement in the syllogism are 

governed by the precept of judgement, which precept is additional to that of the bare 

factual (i.e. the root). No sooner does a vowel (hmahh tu&&) or consonant (hmfwdvd, 

act, under the aspect of ext&ority, as a locus of appearance for a '%idden relation" that 

e-xkts prior to ~ansrnission than the secret of the comprehensive union (zirr aIjand) make 

its appearance. It is only in this fashon that both effect ( 0 t h )  and sernantic value 

Pi'dah) obrain through loci of appearance, no meaning being transmissible without either 

a consonant or a vowel. But Qünavf stresses that, viewed Erom the perspective of the 

"analogues" (mubiidbâ4 and c'comparisons" (mw@hi%), in panicular, with respect to 

Divine manifestation, the single word, letter or vowel actually "sustains die manifold" (al- 

mnbqbyab /i/-daddtid) aar the same tirne that the speual secret of the address, the 

" m ~ k h ~ b a h , "  is consolidated; they are thus consigned to the category of the e.xtmun~a~on 

of the "secret of the addressing" and the very occurrence of the effect ascribed to that 

word. Under the headuig of "analogues" (al-rnuhüdhat), at least, the single vowel or 

consonant behaves very much Like any meaningfd word would: without it there is no 

semantic value to the whole (IB A:67-8; B:173). Likewise, "speech" (&hm), being a 

word from whch derives the appellation "speaker," stands for the effeèct and act of the 

speaker upon the person spoken to." AU these stand in analogical relation to each other. 

It is interesting that whde Qünavi evokes the act of communication between two 

persons, Ibn Sina referted to the more impersonal relation of utterance ( m 7  c a h g  it 

the "psychical e ffect" (al-athm aI-naj&nT) (SB 5), to meaning (mdnb) (SIB 3). Although 



conversation intrinsically has to "unfold," Q ü n a s  held that there can be no effect 

without the singular oneness of comprehensive union that the realization of 

connectedness (mda tabaqqq al-irtr'tiaq and consonance affords, which he has so far 

meticulously shown to be the case in manifestaaon (tajfE) (IB A 6 8 ;  B:174). It is a 

technical way of affimilig the integral, L&&W natue of the gmeral complex of meaning 

and any type of utterance, for there can be no effective communication of meanlig if the 

parcs or "intermedianes," as he c& h e m ,  are interminable, or if the transmission is not 

stmcturally cohesive. Andogicdy, though, words are posterior in level compared to 

their elemmtary units, the letters; but there are rismg levels of conprehensive union v u 4  

(Ni 191, each of which joins and supersedes what constituent parts Lie below. When the 

precept of the comprehensive "one" (waMah aiyZmiah) prevails over that of "manifold" 

and "separation" (t+qub), the communication becomes keener and quicker (ai-umr aqtvb 

wu asrd) (IB A:68; B:174). This mdirnentary provision is equdy m e  of the station of 

singular oneness and cornprehensive union itself, where, of the nvo relations of 

proximity mumerated above, the most ypical for the level of Divine speechc is prosimity 

to the First Station of singu1a.r oneness and comprehensiveness. 

A lack of sauctural cohesiveness would lead to several consequences, including the 

absense of any effect The absence of the effect on the hearer by the speech of someone 

whose language and expression he does not understand is the result of a surfeit of 

i n t m e d i ~ e s ,  a precept of remoteness (aLbdd) and, narurally, a concealment (khtf.? of 

' A: ai-muAhtas? bi-madabat ai-hhm min nihb al-qurb., B: ... bi-ni~batay ai-qurb. 
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the precept of singulat oneness and consonance. With respect to t h g s  Divine, the 

precept of the primordial station of singuiat oneness has to be exteriorized, whether 

through intermediaries or without them. t h e n  it is, that inner core which is not 

exteriorized retains its essenaal individuality and am as the dominant factor whose sway 

is not impeded or delayed despite transmission through pms. Whatever is "conveyed 

fiom the inre.mediaries themseives [ai-wd min/lhot ai-wa.rZi4, though differing in epitheb 

will have swift impact only if the precept of comprehensiveness encompassing all the 

pans is consonant with the precept of singular oneness of that kiner core," in the very same 

way "that a lunpid rnirror with proper confîguration [hq;lh] is proportiondy 'consonant' 

with the image 'knprinred' on ir" (IB A:68; B:174). The mention of ths at such an early 

stage of his analysis of speech stems £rom the need to apply the same fundamend 

prinuples obsenred earlier for the manifestation to the phenomenon of speech. The 

dynamic between comprehensive oneness and singular oneness comes close to what, in 

his words, "is most judiciously ascenalied about the nature of speech itself, its root 

o r i p  and precept, and of discourse [kbi@b], writing and 0th- primai secrets and 

suences [min ummahaf al-asriir waifcuhm]" (IB A:69; B: 174). 

If, altematively, the devices of conveyance do not quite match the message, and the 

&fferenced between the leamer (nwtaafkm) and the cognizance he seeks (mojol/ub 

mdnjFatahu) is too strong while the precept of the proximate relation is too weak, the 

informant (mt/arnJ is then justified in his endeavour co increase the nurnber of devices 

B : mubiiiitah ("difference") ; A: munii~abah ("consonance"). 



needed for explmation (tqEm) and conveyance (tawsio in order to diversi$ the 

constructions and materid formations1' of letters and knagaies (amthiab) - in short, 

everything that acts as the locus of appearance for a hidden meaning. For explanauon 

has been stvmied for one of w o  reasons. Eitkier the level of what is meant to be 

conveyed or expounded is too elevated for the level of external renderingdg and the 

devices used; or, the leamer's (or hem's)  faculty is sirnply not equal to the perception 

of what is meant to be conveyed or understood, because the consonance is too remote. 

§ THE DEVICES OF CONVEYANCE 

Having explained the "secrets" of speech, its precepts, amibutes and concomitants in 

close analogy with manifestation as it unfolds th~ough its interplay of interior and 

exterior names, QiinavT next aies to give a more precise account of the "devices of 

conveyance of that whidi is in the soul" @ A:69; B:175). These devices are what 

constitutes the speech (kahvz) intended to instruct the interlocutor (tdnfornu&i&L), and 

fall into diree categories: 

(1) an intangible ps ychicd vowel (or rnovement?) (ai-baruhb a/-mdnamzab al- 
nq5an@ab) thac tnggers the display of the meaning residing in the seul, absaacted 
(ai-mzykmadah) and perceived through simple conception (ai-tasawwur al-basil); 

(2) a vowel (or movement) he likens to the preparation of thefoms of meaning and 
words in the mind, vowel (or movement) which happens itself to be a precept of 
the d amdimg itself to the goal so as to display it (!albon ü-ibr*); 

(3) the consonants and words extemalized through pronunciauon (di& and 
wBting, or whatever inscriptions (naqarât) and signs (isbarat) are drawn by the 
h b s ,  either with or without tools (üht) (IB A:69-70; B:175-6). 

The "precepts" of these three categones comprise the levels of conceptions ( M i b  al- 
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delineated above." This is the grnaal division into which all the elements of 

naturally fd. However serviceable, phonological analogues alone cannot 

sustain Qûnavî's longer range objective of wedding the assentive husk offered h m  by 

systernatic science to the inscrutable sentience of the kernel noted in his discussion on 

the various levels of concepuonalization. Though ths sentience is much more deep- 

rooted than anydmg the human mind can chum out by itself, these levels do grve us an 

idea of the ~ t r u ~ a l r e h t r ô n  involved even in the simplest mode of meanmg-transmission. 

God, he incerjects, cc~nginates'y @tub) speech at aUlwels and moments' and He does so 

in due regard to what path leadmg to knowledge is already d e d  by His worshippers (IB 

1\:70; B:176). Hurnan beligs c m  only intellect and behold the "reasoned causes" (al-arbiîb 

ahwfqiihzb waI-mashhidab) as "cons uucüons," or tarüEb and "formations" (tc~shHhi), as 

amibutes and the loci of appearance specified in evperience for the hdden realities. Jusc 

as quiddities and foms  had eldiibited a concepnial intemal o r d e ~ g  that reflected that 

of a more fundamental ontic core of realities, assembled together o r  subordmate one to 

the oother, so the discursive constructions must display theic own syntactical arrangement 

independentlv of the "intangibles" thev purport ro convey. The letters and words acr as 

a base of morphological building blocks, and God being the one who ongmates them. 

Words are formed when Ietters are brought into "reùprocal relauonship," or what he 

calls "in&tll& bddhii ilb bdd" with the genesis of the "sttuctural relation" (hudUb al-ni& 

ai-tmEbgyah) and the precept ofcomprehensive union that alone can lead to a cognizance 



of the meanligs of c'absnact uni- speech" (IB A:70; ~:176)." 

Finally, Qihavi is conscious of the analogy with the way in which the senses and the 

objects of sense (mahsi.raf) are conducive to knowledge. There are, he says, many ways 

of attaining to knowledge for a n p n e  who avails himself of intermediaries and causes. 

Therefore, the sarne dynamic studied in the syilogism between a directly infused 

knowledge, as in the premises of Ibn STnii's proof of God's existence, and the 

apprehension of the middle terni is active here as w d ,  since exegeucal grafnmar does not 

preclude but a c d y  presupposes the formal para* of phdosophy. In a most 

comprehensive sense, God teaches without interrnedmnes at all those of His worçhippers 

who realize for themselves and are conhmied in di& knowledge of Hirn through their 

concentrated powers (bimanzabrrm), whch c m  pierce through the v d s  of created being 

OB .-\:70; B:176-7). They gain this knowledge Gom Him without any interme* so long 

as the "special property" perdures by means of which He govems aiI knowledge prior 

to what is determinable at the worshpper's state. For all other seekers, this "prior 

knowledge" is the constant, and nothing cm aiter or substitute for it (&yaqba~a/-tabdi().'3 

In the text published by 'Abd al-Qadir Ahmad 'Ag, the sentence reads, "id mïïsabaqa 

bibi al-qalarn ... ," rather than "...'iIm." The latter seems to emphasize the strictly 

preordained nature of knowledge, rather than the more strictly inscripaonal meaning 

which the word qalam normdy conveys. My preference for the Hyderabad version is 

due to its parsimony and its logid C O ~ M U ~ ~  with the preceding atgument. While the 

two versions c d y  are not m u d y  exdusive, the wordlig in the Hyderabad text has 
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a more LLnited purpose which, while m i l i t a ~ g  against any kind of "substitution," as 

Qünavî adds, does not evoke issues relatlig to existentiation @ad,; whereas "Suprerne 

Pen" notably does." 

We began this chapter by drawing a parallel between knowledge and kght, whidi led 

to the discoverv that their respective "dehtions" implied a structural articulation that 

may itself be compared to a process of self-manifestation. The various aspects of t h s  

manifestation, such as inteciority and extenority, were then discussed. Under the 

category of "analogy" or c'anaiogues," Qünavî concinued his investigation but with 

kicreasing ernphasis on the smicturally given relations by which the organized parts (the 

"loci of appearance," ~ w e  go by the analogy with manifestation) are kitended to convey 

an intangible core 

great importance, 

meaning. In ths connection, the ccdevices of conveyance" acquire 

since any manifestation cm be exhbited oniy through its own 

delunitauons, by both reupient and particular device. The devices of conveyance are 

supposed to embody - mu& like a locus of appearance - the essenual reality in question. 

All these analogies that we have been alludlig to so far in this thesis are made quite 

expliut in this part of the Introduction. 



NOTES 

1. God, he says, has cornmunicated to us that He is "the Qhc of the heavens and the earth," 
then conveyed degories and de tds  (al-amtbzhb wai-tafi.rti) wwhich are then specified b y the loci 
of appearance accordmg to what th& levek require (B A:52; B:I  55). Hence, the Qur'anic passage 
ending with "Light upon hght, God guideth towards His hght whomever He wills." In this 
passage, God ~ h t e s  the hght to Hirnself, although He is the very essence of Iight. Being linked 
to the higher and lower worlds ( n k a b ~  a l - m g i k i  ai-Cühm al-d&i wal-a$ai), His hght is made a 
gutdance for a cognkance of His absolute hght (hdyun ili mdn@ nMbi a/-tllu&y) and something 
that beckons to it (&hm 'ahybz). Qünavi explains that the lamp (mi~bib)). the niche of hght 
(mkhk@, the uee (~hajumh), and other allegorical utterances (amth4 in the Qur'an are intended 
as a guidance to Godas delimited hght (nMbi al-mziqqad and its speded  manifestamns, whch 
are specified at the levels of its loci of appearance. To support ~ I S  interpretation, he points out 
more emphatically that the Prophet had said that God was the a h t ,  but that Lght was &O His 
veil; that "He encompasses everythuig through knowledge"; and that "He comprehends 
everything through mercy and knowledge" (IB A52; B: 156). This d-encompassing mercy (ai- 
mhmah a/-~bikwhh) Qünavi re fers to as "general existence" (ai-w@à aiIZcm)). He rnaintained that 
diis is vegfiable through "tasting" with respect to DiWiity (al-dbmq aI-i&J and noetic unv&g 
(a/-kuhfal-"zlmr',. What lies beyoad existence permits, not inclusiveness but, oniy particularity 
and distinction (takhsfs t a w A d .  

3. "Bi-phUr bukm i#i@d al-ahhm al-mzirtalpah min ai-w~bid al-abad." 

3. 1 have used C himck's useM r e n d e ~ g  of the term iadunnr' as cLGod-gwena' (cf. C hittick SPK 
235). 

4. AH 691-72a offers a compact de fintion and account of ~ à h r  and baen. 

5. His exact words: "md.nYat al-baqü ?q al-mzitdklhqah bzl-mawadd d - n i m b  al-farh*b&ah." 

6. Part of this sentence is rnissing in his. B. 

7. Qünavl' proceeds to define other properties of knowledge. For example, active knowledge 
('lmanji&$yan), which indicates that the occurrnce of knowledge does not depend on anythtng 
extrinsic to the knower; and passive (infr~E), meaning the opposite; knowledge where no 
intemiediary (w>@at) eexists between the worshipper cab4 and his Lord (ribbihr); one that 
requires no exehon (tdmrnu& even if it initially demands intermediaries, namely, the knowledge 
bestowed by God (al-'ih al-mawbZb); acquired knowledge (muktmab), achieved through both 
exertion and intemediaries. Knowledge may be attached to the possible entities in respect of 
the& possibdity, viz. creational knowledge (ai-'?, al-hwnq; or that knowledge attached to God, 
His names or attributes, which are intermediaries benveen His hidden essence (dh i i t '  al- 
gbayb&yub) and His creation (kba4ihr) (IB A:53; B:157). 

8. Nor is it realizable, he says, through the spirinial-psychical or the temperamenral-bodily 
faculties, the succour of the htgher spirits (h&d amab 'aiaw~~uh) or supemal faculties and 
"individuals" (quw6 lvcr a~bkhàs rumaf~~zab)  (m A:%-6; B: 159-60). 



10. The notion of tabaciyyah refers to relative position - that is to Say, the relation based on 
position - of one word to another. Obviously, the order of words as such is not exactly what 
Qünavi has in mind here. A different, not smctly grammatical order of priority is intended. 

1 1. Tha t is, "wu ma yakhuqnhu min al-um~r a/-tâbfab fi- fddgunihi.." 

12. These are "veils" because of the absence of speafitity and disMccion t a h m  a/- tda~un A- 
tamapqj, mentioned above, the Divine Hidden bemg the point of ongin which neither contains 
multiplicirv nor can itself be specified (IB h:64-5; B:169). 

1 3. That is, " v h i r  haqâ'iq ai-uhhqyah/ibi tvo bibi a t a d  (IB .+:66; B: 171). 

14. Sabab seerns to have a sense somewhat close to the one it canies in hrabic grammar. CE 
Carter TeSaAr 53-66. 

1 5. For the two fold ascription of discourse (MzZzbab) to man and God, see Ghazzati h m  241 43 .  

17. Ibn Stna on ifbar, see SIB 5. 

1 8. 1 n hs words: "tanui* al-tanihAb d-tarhhA&t al-madaiiah." 

20. For Ibn 'hrabt, hrakah denotes both movement and vowel wMe hfmay stand for either 
consonant, letter or particle. 

21. That "foumess" is subordinate to "threeness," he says, is of the same precept (m 70; 3: 176). 

23. This, however, is nct to Say that some worshippers do not, with the "seeds of the Divine 
redolences of Liberahty" (?nuh hbEb al-nafabat alyZdrzab al-ihhbab) a& nt some moment or 
other to States which require exposure to what is "odier than God" (cf. htst sections of Kitob 
ai-Nafabat al-ihhigah) . Recep tivity h o  ugh dieit hidden dimensions (al-iqbd bi-wz@h qurirbhq 
occurs only after the requisite "complete evacuation" @y the subject) had taken place (bddal- 
tafiquh ai-tc~mm), receptivity accordlig CO the presence of absolute Divine hiddenness. This 
occurs faster than the wink of an eye. For in this way both the DMne and the creational secrets 
become perceptible. The sod  is then cognizant of aIl or some of these levels and elaborations 
(a A:71; B:177). 

24. O n  the Supreme Pen and the existents, see MG 46-48:29-31. 



CHAPTER SIX 

The Elements of Speech as Wilied Act 

None of the factors of knowledge we have so far mcountered - meaning, letter 

utterance, transmission, devices of conveyance, narningy etc. - is au tonornous; e v q  ac t 

of uansmission, whedier through speech or through writing, must be "ded ."  The 

intention to comrnunicate somethmg is fundamental to proper and intelligble knowledge 

transmission at evexy b e l  of comrnunication. In this chapter, we shall begin with a brief 

discussion of "speech" as an act of the will, before going on to investigate the speciai 

characteristics of willed language which have traditionally recornrnended the smdy of 

grammar to the mystical school. Then, to con&ue our inqury into how "fom~," the 

fahgah's main vehide for expressing their epistemological daims and now given its 

definable status in Qünavf' own scherne, has been pressed into semice by the mystics, 

we s h d  analyze the organizationai features of meaninghl speech, whose configued 

"shape" Qünavi adduces as the prime equivalent to the philosophical notion of form. 

For the combinations of letters and words that proMerate in speech, intertwined as they 

are with the meanings they are kitended to convey, are no less " f o m "  than the delunited 

shapes even of geomettical figures. Indeed, "figuration" is exactly the mechanisrn 

Qtinavi will adopt to provide a coherent ovemiew of the lingui~tic dimension of those 

forms associated with a Divine self-manifestation unfolclhg through its loci of 

appearance. 
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SPEECH AND WILL 

Qünavî rnakes it verp dear that ir is never the hinction of language, any kind of language, 

to be so completely limpid as to enable one to view the object or essence as it really is in 

itself. Since everv narne or atttibute speufied for that object acts, ki fact, as a h d  of 

"ved upon the root" (i.e. the name's root, whch remains unspajied and indistinct without 

a s p e d  designarive factor [bi-mdgyih]), it follows that speech ( h h m ) ,  an atmbute, is a 

v d  upon t!!e speaker (mutahikïim) with respect to his knowledge of the essence (TB A:71; 

B:177-8). And so, a problem &es as to what kind of knowledge that speech, a speufied 

attribute, is supposed to convey. Whde our facdties cannot function without 

speuficauon, whidi in this context is thought to obhscate the reality, speech has to 

reflect nonetheless something previously hdden entirely and yet intended or d e d .  In 

relation to God, h s  something is the Divine manifestation trom hiddenness and the 

presence of His knowledge, otherwise denoted by the "Cloud" (a/-'mii) (or, the '%reath 

of the MerciMy [a6'-/1ofi af-rabiiui]). He also desuibes it as the temiinus of specificauon 

(man@ t d q y n )  for all the levels and realities (TB A:71; B:178). But the precept of such 

a "performative" manifestation is initially speufied by the "conative focus" of the Will 

(ai-tmajuh al-ira4 in its inclination toward exis tentiation (ijàd, or address (khi@) (two 

equivalent terms); and in its inclination toward the particdar locus of appearance of the 

level and the panicular name whch Divine '3reat.h" and the creative Word (of-qad af- 

@Z) are determined to be Linked up with. cEistentiation" (924 depends on the single 

word, 'Be" (Km!) (Qu'an III:47), whether it be Liner intangible "meaning," form, or 

both together (IB A:3; B:98; cf. FuM I I I  92:127), where Ibn 'Arabi refers to ahadbat 
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"hn!'); the name "E fficacf' (ism ai-ta 'tE3 is daived Lom this idea in respect of Divine 

existentiating power (IB A:3; B:98). 

Though the ueative Word - whch uknacely refers to the Divine command 

contained in the Qur'a, '%e!" - appears the relation of the name "Speaker" (al-im a/- 

mutakd.m). Stated in cerms doser to Qlinavi's theoretical concems, what happens is thar 

the precept assodated with the station of " M e r u h l  Breath," 1 n d K a ~ g  the higher 

"presence of the narnes," passes to the interlocutor (mukhüfab) h o u g h  a process of 

particularization of the will (ai-ta&@ a/-iradi) -and by way of the creacional 

predispositional recep tivity (ai-pbgi a/-infda& a/-kawnc7. But Will precedes the act of 

ewxisfenhàhon, whether of w r i ~ g  or of creating, in that process where the "conative focus" 

is closelv aligned to "receptivity" as a factor of multiplicity. The prime result of this 

c o ~ e c t i o n  is that the most characteristic traits of ordinary language are inteiligbly 

projected upon a cosmological plane from a single point of origin for speech, deslgnated 

as the Word (quw~) and to the successive levels of subordinate relationships evinced by 

more profuse speech ( h h m ) .  The conuast between the one and the other type of 

communication is necessary if the perspective of even the theoretician discoursing on the 

problern is to be accommodated. 

The issue of speech has been thoroughly debated in Islamic theology for centuries, 

and we need only take note of the importance of the purposeful act of speaking as it is 

progressively concretized and specified without, as Qünavi is anxious to show, incurring 

any change or aiteration in its essential purport. The creative power of 'mivine Speech" 



(ka/&), no less than that of unitaq qmv( (irnplying the si& comrnand to 

prompted Qünavî, at any rate, to make an anesting personal admission 
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be), have 

of some 

subsequent fame thanks to its inclusion in didactic works kke Jàmî's ai-Du& al-fikhirah 

UDF 63-4). Among the weighty things God has shown him about the Divhely- 

existmaated Noble Book, he says, is that 

it nppeared through a hdden conflict [muqürdahgbaybijyah] betweea the two attributes 
"power" [aiqudrab] and "will" [al-irZhh], coloured by the precept of that which 
knowledge encompasses at a level [madabah] joinlig the hidden [al-gh~tyb] to what is 
wimessed [of-rhahidzh]. This, in a rnanner required by the abode [mawtin] and the station 
[ai-mqürn], and speàfied by the precept of the interlocuter [ b u h  a/-mukhü~ab], together 
with his srare and time, by way of subordination and concomitance (bd-tabdbab A- 
isii/iim]]. Though inmaterial in respect of its reality, speech [al-h&] combines in its own 
way the precep t of the cwo said attributes; its exteriorîzation in the world of wimess is 
dependent upon them. It is as if it were composed of them [kal-murakhb mirbumà]. (m 
A:2; B:96-7) 

To repeat, speech is n o d p  understood to hold together by vime of what is iitended 

(magsfid al-mutakaiIim) by the speaker, it contains the secret of his d and its locus of 

appearance (mqhar) (IB A:3; B:97). Its huiction is to disclose to the person addressed 

(mukha'ti) what lies hidden inside the speaker, doing so accordmg to a dynarnic inspired 

by an older, Likely phdological distinction where gaw/ (as opposed to kahm) refers 

spedcally to something that collectively embraces, in u n i q  fashion, a l l  of the meanings 

whch are said to subsist in the sou1 (USZ I:86). Al-ShaBf 'Ali b. Muhammad al-Jqant 

(d. 816 hH/1413 CE), the famous mutakuIfim - not to be c o n h e d  with the theoretician 

of rhetoric 'Abd al-Qahu al-Jurjani (d. 471 AH/1078 CE) - described &hm, on the other 

hand, as "any two words [related through] predtcation [bii-isnad" (JKT 185), which 

happened also to be the standard dehtion of the sentence, or jumiab (Bohas hLT 155). 
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However, it is only in its relation topwm, as the quotation above makes dear, that speech 

(ka&) has usually been regarded by theologians as a mative instrument (uiah) or ever 

counted as integral to both Divine and creational efficacy (ul-ta'fbTt al-ihhT wu[-Rawnr') (IB 

r\:3; B:97-8). So far, however, we have discussed the nature of the relation between qawl 

and kahm ratha intemiittentiy. Subordinate relations arnong interna1 parts requires a 

lide more attenaon than that, but we s h d  not deai with this matter as yet. Let us firsc 

examine some of the syntactical features of language which Qünavi essentially presents 

as the onlv way in which "intangble ideas" may be wilfully expressed by die speaker. 

§ THE PARTS OF SPEECH ANID THEIR ARRANGEMENT 

Since the act: of exis tentiation - whether of the "elernental world" or of the "world of 

letters" - is willed, rather than being somerhuig which unfolds mechanically L-om some 

initial point, it will be easiet to follow the methodological reasonhg behind manv of the 

arguments in the hght of the~hd~bgtka/olp~C$k that QünavT intends to expound shody. 

W d  is a cornmon feature of every instance of existentiation. But language is a most 

perfect embodunent of d and purpose. In view of h s ,  the following series of 

analogical relationships, sketched in the Preface to his work, merits anention at this 

point. 

Qunavi maintains firstly that God has created the first mauocosm (~I-~aI'rn al-kobir 

a i -ma l )  in respect of the fact that the Form which contains ail other f oms  is that of a 

Book OB A:3; B:98). This Book carcies both the forms of God's names and the foms  

belonging to the relations of His knowledge (to the existents), knowledge deposited in 



the "nomLial pen" (aI-rnGdij a i - q a h  a/-i~mr') containing all the names. 

ueated the Perfect Man (ol-in& a i - h i ? ,  whom Qünavi and others c d  
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Secondly, God 

the Microcosm 

. . . . 
(al-'&m al-mg&) "in respect of the fact that the Form [is equally] an intermediary book 

[dl-sumh kitaban wara@z] that joins the 'presence of the narnes' with the 'presence of the 

narned' [ai-mu~amliilh]." Thirdly, God made the Qur'iin the very n a w e  of created being 

(khalq al-makhkq) according to His Form, in order that He may reveal something of His 

hidden mystery and, in Qünavi's words, s i r  a r a t  marfabatr'hi. The word "sirah" here is 

speiled not with a but with a sZn, and indicates a Qur'anic "divisional chapter." The 

Qu'an itself is refened to it as the "epitome" (nuskhah) propounding the amibutes of 

perfection whch appear dirough man. The Füt$ah, whose mystical exegesis he 

undertakes in the main body of his work, is an epitome of this Qur'anic epitome (nzisfiaf 

a/-nurkhah al-qurZn&yah), but without any defiuency or loss. Fkially, thae  are £ive 

'Divine univers al books (al-kuiub ai-iGh&ah ai-kuli&yah), correspondhg to the five root 

and primary presences (al-hadarrot ahal al-a?/I&yah) desciibed in the last chaptex (IB h:3; 

B:99). 

The Book itself may be taken in respect of its elementary and f a d a / .  manifested 

urterance or inscription consistlig of (pregiven) letters. In the h a b i c  Ianguage, these 

letters combine together in goups ranging from nvo to five (IB A:7; B: 1 OS; KF 1, 17: 1 89- 

90). A word's essential individuality (-yn o/-hktnah) manifests itself through the tzap 

C'arrangemmc"') of these letters; that of the qa t  (or Qur'anic ccverses''), in tum, does so 

through the arrangement of the words; and that of the sirahs through the arrangement 



of the "verses" (IB A:7; B:105). 

The key tenn employed here is na?.' The person most renowned for the elaborauon 

of rhis important grammatical concept was 'Abd d-Qàhll: ai-Jur@id (d. 471 AH/ 1 O78 CE) 

(Zaytun IQ;\ 41)~' We s h d  consider o h  allied concepts in this chapter - such as $zk~d, 

indimiïm and tarkib - but none, it would appear, quite matches the scope of na?. 

Qünavî nonetheless does not offer any de£inition of na?, perhaps because ofits wide 

currency by that cime. The second key concept, gtimd, we shall translate by the 

somewhat cumbersome "integrated conjunction," placing special emphasis on systematic 

cohesiveness as the prirnary smcniral feature of language, although without any 

suggestion that language, whether spoken or written, constitutes a dosed system. The 

term is siightly more removed from philology than na? and illustrates well another, 

seldom studied avenue by which linguistic and philosophical reflection has ventured 

beyond the sphere jointly occupied by both grarnrnar and logic. But it is less inclusive 

in application than nap.' 

There is, of coune, n o h g  peda r ly  phdosophical or mystical about asserting that 

words and letters must coaiesce into a singular meanhg occunïng at a deeper level of the 

uttered whole than the mere collection of the parts. Qünavi's statement echoes the 

f a d a r  dichotomy of most Arabic philologists between meaning (mdnb) and utterance 

( 1 .  His views, in facr, appear to cohere very well with 'Abd a l - Q h  Jurjàni's position 

that to utterance may go the elemental prknacy of the parts without, in another more 

sipficant sense, affecting irs secondary stanis with respect to the rneaning. Briefly, for 
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Jurjâriî, therc can never be "any arrangement [nu?] or  order [tudb] among words until 

cach is anachcd to the other [I~~ttAyrl~ihqu bd<iulij bi-bdal and the one is erccted upon thc 

orhcr bzibnh br/duI!ü .ul& bdd]" (jDI 98). But more than that, "when uttered, words are 

ordered [uL-&/im tu~(~ruttzb/i d-nu41 because of the ordering O f their meaning in the sou1 

[bi-subub trtrclttth mtialihiijf ul-tzq'i]' (J D 1 9 8). 1 ndeed, he rcgarded n q z  ris the arrangrnen t 

of words o r  lcttcrs according to the inrcnded meaning, of which uttcrance is thcn the 

"effect" (athu+) UDI 94). Hence, words are utterly dependent on a prior arrangement of 

meanings (JDI 95). and nu? differs from the mere "reciprocal relationship" of one dung 

to another (dumm uf-~huy' ild uf-shgt ), in Jurjânî's rnind, precisely in that "the goal [ai- 

ghamdj of word-arrangement is not [bi-nupz al-hkm] a succession of sounds uttered, but 

a coordination of their significations [tanâsaqat d a & h t i ]  and the coherence of  their 

meanings [tafiqat mdïïnZh2I in the manner required bv the intellect" (JDI 95). 

Furthermore, while Qünavf presupposes the distinction bcnveen meaning and 

utterance, and perhaps na$ in the broad sense irnparted by Jurpni, his use of 'qn 

("essential individuality") pointed to an even more episternologtcally signihcant contrast 

in grarnrnar benveen nu? itself and c q n .  Q"a"'s own theologically-honed vocabulary 

is an advertcnce to a litcral scriptural interpreration insisred upon bv many mtt~~kd'it~ziiti 

and ah1 ai-I~anC~lil,; he hirnself was an authonry on  prophetic ~l&nil/, teaching and 

commenting on them in Konya, his hometown. And Litcral esigencies usuallv translate 

into much more circumspect views of rhc distinction bcnveen mcaning and utrcrancc. 

I f  words and lcrrcrs are ordercd, meanings arc also. Lo t  only rhat but rclaave words and 
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le tters are disccrnible in the intangible mcanings themselves. This mc t a longstanding 

Literalist objection br m~rtuk&iimZn who wcre insistent upon the idca advanced hv the 

Hanbalites and similar-minded r r l , l~ l l -h~~&~h that nonc but the most tanqiblv C.  . clear sense 

could be uscd Iicrc. I-.rom t h s  angle, :mi- diffcrcncc bcnveen mc;ininq c - and utternncc is 

alwavs relacir-c. 

Qunavi refers to the letrers, words, "verses" and "divisional chaptcrs" - which we 

have akeadv determined to be equally loci o f  appearance for "the h d d e n  discourse in 

singular oneness" (nw;dir LI/-kaiim u f g h ~ h i u ~ - ~ h a d z ~ ,  the termini of  its esteriorkation 

(manü~2~l,/iinhz), as it  u-ere - as the four basic "elements" (arhn) of the Qur'iinic text. 

This rnav be easier to understand when we consider what Ibn 'Arabi had himself taught 

about the nantre ofelemenrs. He held, for example, that the four elemenrs (water, fbe, 

air and earth), w h c h  also go bv the r e m  "form," are capable of  being transforrned into 

one anocher - for instance, by God (Fuh1 1 415249) - just as the lettrrs, words, "verses," 

and "divisional 

synthesis o f  the 

chapters" here are. The context of  Ibn '~;abi's discussion was the 

prima1 realities into form: each form consisted simply in the synthesis 

of  nvo realiaes (tu'L/-huqiqutqn) (FuM 1 414248). The four elements, howerer, had a 

tif&, a mu~u~TId kb&zis ("esistent"), acting as rheir root (UJ-~) (Fuhl 1 42 1 250). hl1 of  this is 

laid ou t  rhrough a cornples p d  of interconnecùng letters and ce1esu:il orbits (or sphercs) 

(ufGk) the solc aim O F  w h c h  is to systemauze the synthetic acüvity nr coen- lcvel of 

manifestau( )n through svml->olic rcpresentation. For instance, ro each clemenral sphcre 

(cg.  water) corresponded a scnes of letters, each of  w h c h  stood for a spccihc set of 
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properties germane either to the seen or to the unseen worlds - the world of human 

beings, the obscure jinn or the mah'r'hh. There are basically four such levels (cf. FuM I 

367-303:?3 1-43). 

The problem whch thm &es is this: how are what appear intellecnially to be single 

(m.fradiïtfl a h q i )  and incongruous prima1 elernents bound together as "foms" to 

become yet "new" synthesized realities (FuM 1 412-1 4:248-49). Stated differendy: how 

can integral Çorms which purportedly express out knowledge of thkigs rernain whole 

whde we know thern also through their pnmary constitutive parts. Two basic levels have 

to be dis~guished hom the very outset; Ibn 'habi simply referred to the "singular" and 

"compound realities" (FuM 1 412248). But the issue is perhaps simp1er to grasp when we 

construe, with Qünavi, the four elernents (letters, words, etc.) as "principles of 

discourse" (mahdi al-hhm) at various levels of utterance and writing. They may be 

considered "branches" +"I) as well, if there are roots above them fawquha min al-usùl) 

(IB 1:7;  8: 105), roots whose knowledge in his view is verifiable only by those who cm 

apprehend the secret of the "five presences," narned in the last chapter, dong with 

exterioriq and intenority. Qünavî's ovemdmg goal is to elucidate the nature of the 

writing act (hfattah), discourse (hh), letters, words, etc. (TB A:7; B: 105). Whde it is mie, 

moreover, that he is workuig out the basic framework for the more limited ta& of 

kiterpreting the Fàt+ah, these theoretical arnplificaaons have much wider scope than 

might at h s t  appear. 
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§ THE ACT OF COMMUNICATION 

Tius said, let us go on with Q a a v î  analysis of the communicative act, both oral and 

written. We have already seen that the "secret of the manifestation of speech" (al-tqah7 

al-ko/amr') is enteriorized in every perceiver (mudbk labu) and hearer (.sümz') in a manner 

confoming to the precept of the will. The communicative act is thoroughly irnbued with 

the power of the WU. He now repeats this verity, but adds that the will itself is coloured 

both by the precept of the state (/Go of the one "upon whom it happens to corne across" 

(man rvarada 'ahybz) as interlocutor and bv the levels and psecepts of time and abode (IB 

7 -2; B : ) .  Thus, every level of speech occurs only hrough the intemiediary of a 

v d  that lies between the speaker and the one spoken to (al-mzikbatib wai-mukhàM). He 

draws support for this from the Qur'iin, where God is described as cevealing b s e l f  

only "fiom b e h d  a vd." This "ved," he reasons, must stand for the a c d  level of the 

message (martabat al-n>&b) addressed to the one who acts as die substrate (mahl, of h s  

veil. Just as the two noetic realities in Qünavi's theory of knowledge never quite 

disappear rnethodologically, so there is an irreducible "relation of the address" linhg 

the cwo parmers in dialogue (ai-mkhüfi'bqn). The veils and intemediaries may either 

decsease or increase in nurnber, but there wdl always remain this one relation. These 

observations lead to the following picture: 

The ordered [al-manemahl letters and words making their appearance are "rnessengers" 
[ntsztI] and veils for the "mental words and letters" [ai-dbihnigab]; while the mental are 
messengers and veils to the "intelligible le tters" [al-&Nf al-mdqUhh]. The intelligtble 
letters, in turn, contain the message of the inner intangible meaning of "unitary speech" 
[k.r~ht md.nh al-kahm al-wabdanq, and unitary speech implies the message of  the one 
expatiaàng through it [rzZhtal-mutahikm bibr], in respect of the relation of that on which 
he is expatiating. What is understood from the one expatiating through it, moreover, 



indudes the intention [ m w d  - kt., "that which is willed'l of  the speaker with respect to 
the particular rnatter understood kom his speech. Apprehending this pdcuiax  matter 
means knowing the motive [ai-bah] behind the prohsion [?du4 of speech from the 
speaker toward the interlocuter. But this is [precisely] the secret of the d l  kom which 
originates [tmtmbIJ the atmbute o f  speech qua speech [in the 6 r s t  place]. Above this is 
the dl-encompassing level o f  knowledge of the essence [madabat al-'dm al-dhiq (B A:72; 
B: 179). 

The difference between meaning and utterance b q  relative, Qünavi has then to take 

us beyond the manifold levek of manifestation and toward their ultknate source in God's 

essence. And each level, like the one below it, contains letters and words - without this 

having to destroy the unitary character of the meaning - al the way up to the unitarv 

speech of God. At this point, he uses a minimalisc "mathematical" argument to show 

that it is dirough ends and their precepts (al-ghàyùt wa abhmihq that the secret of the 

primarv motives (aMva/&yüt al-bawdith), the intentions (+id) and th& causes redy 

become known. The basis for this, he submits, is that ccclosure" is nothmg but the 

anteceden? that disappears somewhere between the beginnuig (bidqah) and the end 

(ghgah) hough  a kind of mixing (mq) with those precepts that corne into play (ta&d 

ai-ahkam) OB A:72; B:179-80). This we have already seen in our early analysis of 

Anstode's and Ibn Sina's views (otherwise stated in terms of a syllogistic mode1 for 

science), and serves to iuusnate how the same issues may be treated in different contem. 

Theologicdy at Ieast, in the particular instance where 'WY pervades every aspect of the 

communicative act, preponderance at the "end" is said to be carried toward what cornes 

6rs t (ta~bar ai-ghalabab fi iikbzr al-amr lii-awao /)O B:72-3; B: 1 80). 



a. The Construction of Manifested Forms 

So far in his introduction, Qunavi has becn stcadilv dcvcloping the technical lanpage 

he \ d l  need for a general, theoreticallv consistent rendition of Divine unicin-. The aim 

is r o  g\-e a theoreacal account o f  tlic core :ipprchrnsion in qucstion that is more than iusr 

a rnech3nical esercise allowving onc ro claini possession of a purcly intellecrual bowvledge 

br correspondance, whcrebv God is chc objcct known as it is in itself. Rather, even- 

theoretical clairn has to be esperienually rooted. For h s ,  the seeker's "personal 

stuibure" needs from the srart to be consonant with diat o f  the object sought. 

Ultimately, it is the object which offcrs itself in a purposehl process of self- 

manifestation, one  that takes on the unmistakable form of willed Speech. And speech, 

as a wvilled act, accordmg to Qünavi, is recognizable by the p a r t i c u l a r p q û o s ~ l m m n g e ~  

of irs parts. It is easy to take it mer+ ns a structural phenornenon, radier than the 

outpouring of wvill that ir has ro be and whch is clearly reflect in the concrete 

arrangement of  its manifestaaons. We have already seen in Chapter Three how the 

forms or quiddities, by themselves, dis play uninhibitedly their interdependencc for the 

discermg observer. From that theoretical distance, however, we had not ver discerned 

nirh exactitude the a~-tuuimodalinr of their reciprocal rclauonships. At most. thcy were 

dubbed in rather bland fashion the "loci of self-manifestation." Loci of' self- 

manifcmtion are 

Hiirinp shown in 

wili, Qünavî has 

relatcd to ench othcr i r i  thc samc wav that the parts of spccch arc. 

this sectiori thüt c v c n  iicr of' spccch cshibitcd the purpocr.fulncss oi 

now to coordinatc thc inregrative and pamcularizing tlncuoii of 
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meankig disclosing the essential individualicy (-yn) through the extemal features of 

speech - namely, words and sounds. 

He reminds us k t  that eadi t h g  extetioiized from absolute hiddenness to the world 

of witness, whether considered as one of the "nominal and attributive realities" or as 

abstracted creauonal individualities, makes its appearance only through the "relation of 

integrated mnju&oion" (nisbat of-jiihà), whch is a subordhate feature of the precept of the 

"presence of comprehensive union OB -15'3; B:1 BO). From a state of absolute hiddenness, 

the precept of comprehensive union acniallyjlows by way of singular Oneness (ahadwab) 

inro all things both intelligible and sensoq (mdqdah wa mahsi3sah); and the conjunciion of 

these b g s  is specifiable in two ways: 

(1) in general cerms: as a cotrjnnction of the universal Divine wdI, on the one hand, and 
the request (talab) and predisposiuonal receptivity ( a i - q M  a/-istid.4 belongmg 
co the possible essential individualities, on the other; 

(2) in particular terms: as a conjunction of the relauons of the absolute wiU (al-iradah 
al-mu$aqah) in respect of the level of each instance from arnong the individual 
instances of names and atuibutes ( m ~ a b a t  hl. fmd fmd min q+d al-asma' tvals@of), 
on the orher hand, and every possible individuality that lies concealed before the 
precept of comprehrnsivr union of the individualities hsed together is ever 
exteriorized (IB A:73; B:180). 

The inregration is thus principaily vertical. But Qünavi wishes above all to say that with 

the "integrated conjunction" @n'ma) of any nao realities, the exteriorization of whatever 

has been speufied and d e d  (muriid, by way of names, atuibutes and levels, Gnds irs 

"crea ted beginning" in extend existence only qua particular things (ahmur af-jq '~ab),  

forms , +a tions (tashakbhf), particular s tates (ai-ahwaI a/-shakhjyah) , etc. (TB A:73; 
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B:180). And chis is espeually m e  ofpartrartrcuclmqtech, or a l - h h  al-jiq'i, constructed fkom 

human lemers (al-qal-itls&c&ah) - where neither "effect" nor smse (al-athaz zval-j'idah) 

is possible without there being sornething consmcted fiom at least two letters, two 

nouns (ismayyn) or a noun and a verb m. The same holds also with regard to the 

"spiritual" (6h+yah). At the spiritual level, accordmg to him, the "morphology [tasrr'n 

cannot help exhibit any effect [athaij" - in shoq there cm be no morphology - without 

the presence of at least two letters (IB A:74; B:181). Learned scholars, he points out, hold 

that a single letter by itself can have no effect or signification. We are informed that 

while c o n d g  with dm, his teacher, Ibn 'Arabi, believes there is a letter pa-rticulanzed 

in the mind (mushakbkha~J al-dlh) somehow joined to another letter exteriorized in (i.e. 

'cmua@an iih al-hnfa/-@unT") particularized utterance (a/-/& al-mushakhkhaq) or writing.' 

The sarne relauonship betwem intangibility and palpability, or meankghl utterance, of 

course, is applicable to words (W 1,16:189); but the point is that the radical forming the 

word may not always be expliutly constituted. There is a hidden letter whch subsists at 

a level of intangibiliq or, grammaticdy speaking, irnpliut meaning. In reply to what the 

Arabic pldologists say about the "effect" with respect to the letters sh, g and 'y, Qünavi 

proposes chat the radical or root itself musc consist of two Ietters, even if a single visible 

lener suffices in these cases once the root is known (i-e. "&-sabab a/-am dgatan /il-a$? 

and so long as the listena hunself understands what the speaker intends (lit. "wiIls") 

( d d  al-mutah//im) (lB A:74; B:181). Supported by inference (qatr'nah) or whatever 

happens to infosm it of the source (al-mtiavfbil-a$), the understanding ($dm) has to 
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dus, however, a certain aspmmetry has to hold 
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the effect would not be plain. Beyond 

between the two sides of this division. 

This is most dearly iUustrated by the extreme case where the meanmg impliüt in a phrase 

requires extrapolation when some of its constituent elernents have been elipted. The 

doctrinal value of such a combination or construction is not difficult to figure out.' 

In order to estabhsh the basic mechanisms of communication, whether Divine or 

human, Qtinavi investigates six possible ccconstnictions" of speech (tarühab). The exact 

same mparcite division of words propounded by the grammarians into noun (ism), verb 

040 and partide (!ad is used in theo/ogy. a The "six constructions" consist of different 

permutations of these. Although well-known by the 'cgrarnrna8ans" (al-nubwtzin), 

Qünavî says, they are not uniforrnly accepted OB A:75; B:182). Al agree on the 

constructions based on two nouns or a noun and a verb, but differ on some aspects 

concemlig the noun-partide combination in the vocative (nida'). Completely devoid of 

rneaning are the verb-verb, verb-particle and partide-particle cornbinat ions .~e  then 

proceeds to give an account of what he regards as the proper framework within which 

the tenns ism ( n o d y ,  "noun," ccnarne" or ccname-noun") andy l  ("verb," "act" or "act- 

verb") are to be used in "theological science" (af-Cii!tll al-ihhr). Before reviewing his 

arguments, though, it mght be usehl, seeing how laconic QünavT is on the whole affair, 

to mention briefly how Ibn 'Arabi tried to relate the fïndings of grammar to his science. 

The "divine science" envisaged by Ibn 'Arabi postulated the following division of the 

essence: the independent essence (al-dhât aL-ghan@ah), the essence dependent upon it 
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(dbZtjuq7rah ih hüdhihi dghn&h) and, finally, the "essence of the connection" (dbd ri/- 

rdirr~rh) that depended o n  thc nvo others (Fukl I I  1 ?:j~).''' Thts, in hs view, corrcspondcd 

ro the division accepted bv both grammarians and logicians among, namelv, noun, verb 

and pïruclc (FuM 11 1458). For csampic, irnl is to dbzr ("esscncc") what /I/is to hdrh 

("creauon"), and what /mIfIfis to rdilirh or, at  cimes, k h 4  (t-uhl 11 14:58). The hzdth. \rrhich 

Zajjâji (d- 340 .-\H/9Sl) Likencd to thc nzu~xhr. IS whatcl-er emanntes h m  the Crcator 

(;adam min d-muhditb)~ and is the name of the act (im u424 (Fuhl II E59)." 

Ibn 'Arabi's scheme, on  the whole, sheds interesthg Light on the degec of theoretical 

masterv prevalent bv his t h e  in mystical thought, \vhich was increasingly open to 

commerce benveen w o  distinct disciplinary j~ sd i cuons .  Qünavt himself does not 

elaborate much on ths exchange, but proceeds directly to these terms' deployment in 

theological science, o r  ol-'i/.~ a/-ihbi What is pamcularlv slnking is the important role 

accorded to such noun-modifyîng devices (f~wabi ) as b~~dul, 'orfui-buyzn and nr/t (or s+b 

or waJJI, wtuch may betray a special predilection for the name-noun (cf. Fuhl 1 305208). 

He describes the name-noun, or im, as "the manifestation [al-tqdlij that causes the 

permanent essential individualitv of thar whch  is possible [ k q n  ui-mumkn dchabit~hl in 

knowlcdgc to be csteriorized" (ID .1:75; B:lY2). This holds uue insofar as this 

manifestation, originating in absolute hiddenness, is specified at thc lcvel of d i s  essenâal 

individualicy - namely, its locus of appearance and desiparion (nzziqyan~~fihc). Thc 

"possil~lc csscntiai individuality," acting as t h  locus of appcarancc. 1s rcaiii- a mzme, or hm, 

mrant for rhe manifestauon spccified through ir and at  irs ou+n le~el.  
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The question now to be asked is, How does the name hinction with respect to what 

ir ultimately has to name? 

In respect of its specifiuty, or tdgtlnihi, manifestation is a ~ign Cor the absolute 

hddemess (dahi 'd5 ai-ghayb ai-mz+Zaq), which done is unspecifiable (IB A:75; 8 3 2 ) .  

Therefore, "n;uningY7 (tasm&zh), Qünavî explains, sknply consists in the name's v q -  

pointing (na$ daHat al-iim) to the roor of which it is a spe&cation. " In FuM n' 125108- 

9, Ibn ' h a b i  argues Çorrhnghtly that the terni wasihn, said of those who approach God 

in keeping with the appropriate levels (al-wa$iEn 'ai5 m~rah'b), refers to whoever reaches 

the name (of the essence pokiting to God)13 qua sign that c m  only point to the essence 

(ddirak5 al-dhia).'" And yet, for Ibn 'Arabi, all the Divkie names point to the essence in 

one way or the other, albeit with their palpable "differences in utterance" (id and 

"intangible ones in their meanings" (FuM I;Y 155: 157-8).'~ 

Qüna6's apparent "noun bias" notwithstanding, the verb also receives considerable 

attention since the verb-act is the "relauon of efficacy" (ni& ai-ta 'fhIr>: the esistentiaeve 

precept7s "permanent connection" (irfr'baif a l-buh al-+% al-#habit) of God qua 

Eristentiator (i.e. muw/?dan, rather than as He is to Himself) with the "essential" 

individuality, not essenual qua individuality but kisofar as it is made to exist for God OB 

h:75;  B: 1 83).16 In h s  mode, nevertheless, the individuality accepts the precept of His 

existentiating act and effect accordmg to its own predisposition (iWdàdihZ), whch 

demands a preponderating factor (tag7b) for its existentiation in the c'circle" of 

exteriorizauon ( d a m  al-phUr). The precept of such an existentiation, he explains, has 



348 

bem "inscribed" (muntaqsSh) in essence w i t h  the supreme pen (al-qafam al-dib). But we 

s h d  r e m  to all thk below. 

Having described the theologicd function of the "name" and the "act," Qünavi nexr 

r u m s  to their various cornbinations. The fîrst of the six constmctions is that of two 

noms, behg the &t "inegrated conjunction" (ai-$rM al-muol) that occurs among the 

pnmary names (al-mmü' a/-ma4 and the pnmal root amibutes (ummahaf al-@ al-ashiah) ). 

In rhemselves, these names and amibutes demand the essence's conative f o w  (tmdha) 

upon the existentiation of created being and ia presentation from hiddemess (IB A76; 

8:153). It is here that Qünavi locates what he and his school c d  the "hrst wedlock" or 

al-nikâb al-awwai, there being four levels of ccwedlock" or "nuptials" the one more 

pa-rticular (akhass) . . than the other above it. These have been outluied in ~tf'ffah dghqyl 

as follows: 

(1) the Divine conative focus of the essence, ki respect of the "fist root names" 
(al-a& ' al-db al-ashiah) comprising the "keys" both to the hiddemess of 
ipseity (huw&ah) and to the creational presence; 

(1) The spintual nuptials (ai-nzk2b al-~hünr'> ; 

(3) the nanird nuptials of the world of superna1 souls (a/-r~ikb al-fobTr' ai- 
malak~fi) ' '; 

(4) the lower elementd nuptids (a f -C~t t s~ f i  aI-sBa@ (MG 127-3 1 :74) 

The second type of construction is thar of the name and the pemianent essential 

individdty qua locus of appearance for the act's own essential individuality ('ayn a1-f4 

(IB A:76; B:183). The verb-act iaelf bespeaks the precept of the narne "Existentiator and 

Creator" (aI-muayzd wai-kbiï1iq) by way of the attribute of receptiviy and ptedisposition. 
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Now, "utterance" based on these two consmictions is instructive, has ccsemanuc value" 

@g'7dorr darùrataan) and occurs at di the different existenual levels where things are 

e-dubited. 

Because of cercali cons ide ration^,^^ Qünavî accords special attention to the elliptical 

character, aheady alluded to, of one of the sis construcrions and the only grammatical 

instance of a noun-parde combination (cf. JDI 51). Otherwise known as the vocative, 

it test&es to the enduring intexdependence of the source and its l o a  of rnanifestation, for 

Qünavî's purpose here is to establish the intelligibility of the source's diffusion. What 

is distinctive about the vocative" is that it requles the interlocuter's kiterpretive leap 

before the construction's meaningfulness can be properly understood. f i s  fact allows 

h m  to draw an kireresùng pardel  between the vocative, with a l l  its hdden intangrble 

meanligs and the Word (qawi) by which God comrnands the essenual individualty to be 

created out of the levels of theportinh- names and their loci of appearance (IB A:77; 

B: i84).'* The analogy brin@ into relation two distinct modes of speech, to be sure, but, 

more slgmficantly, two methodological considerations as well: the inteilqybllity proper 

of the Word and another that pertains to the ccrirmal reconstructiveness," as ic were, 

characterisac of  the vocative f o m .  QünaSs contention is that if the dzfisioon of the 

"secret of essential manifestation" in the unitary Word from the "presence of 

comprehensive union" (badrat aI'aM/) were not inte/zgibIe in iadf, then the precept of 

essential manifestation would not pemieate anything (lam_a@dh)). For simple purposes 

of illusnaàon he dosely analyzes, in relation to this overd conception, the possibilities 
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offered by the "virtual reconstruction" (ka-ogdir) used in Arabic linguisucs in cases of 

ellipsis. "Oh, Zayd" ("Yü Zqd'), for exarnple, is meaningfui because it redy says, "1 cail 

upon ( a h )  Zavd" o r  "1 c d  (an* Zavd" (IB A:77; B:184). 

By the sarne token, the Divine command trmsrnitted through some intermediary 

Sound w i b  the lknits of our own world could never penetrate if the precept of Will, 

whch is a narne of the essence, wexe not adjoined to it I>qtanir mdohu). This is why, for 

exarnple, God enjoins prayer upon someone by means of the name "Guide" (/i& a/-hadi) 

from the station of the Prophet bearing the command cTray!'y!" The person may fail to 

pray; and so "prajrer d not be found [Ta tuyad al-saMj...so long as the attribute of 

predisposition and acceptance [gat al-isttdiil wal-qirbtrlj of the existentiative precept [/il- 

h r ~ h  a/-rjàq is not h k e d  to the essential individuality commanded [indgat al-'ayn a/- 

matmirah] rhrough a manifestaaon of the essence attached ro the essential individuality 

of prayer [al-mutdaiiaq biiCgn ai-sabl] and its exteriorization at the level of appearance 

cded  'the praymg person' [ a l - rn~~a l . '~  OB A:77; B: 184). 

Qünavi is able ro draw this analogy between the vocative and Divine command in the 

main because of that historical a f h t y  whch the lare Midiel ALlard had obsemed already 

existed berneen the grammatical use of tqdrand  the exegeücal procedures, for example, 

of certain Mucd +es close to the grarnmarians." It is interestkg that the quesaon 

of taqdir was rarely examined separately or exhaustively by the early grammaxians, 

acquiring prominence only later with such works as Magbni al-hEb by Ibn Kishk 's  (d. 

761 AH/1359 CE) (Bohas ALT 62). Taqu5, however, carried certain the risks that 
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n o d y  accompany any speculative effort whch, consuously or not, discloses a sense 

that is not knmediately appacent in the t=c" Although easily manageable under normal 

Uccumstances and quite often necessary in grarnmar for hding the conect inflectionai 

reconstruction of a word (Bohas *UT 63), the procedure was more d i f f id t  CO reconde 

with the incessant need in the tradiaonai sciences for a ughtly conuolled, aknost 

unbreachable, coordLiation berween textuai meanlig and its oumard expression. 

Indeed, Ash'arT's position was precisely that a reasonlig pattemed on grammatical 

devices of this son codd not render Qur'anic meankigs properly or to the satisfacüon 

of those who bothered to c o n h  theh views by reniming to the onginal text itself. We 

need not dwell on the history of this debate. What is interesting is, k s t  of all, that 

QünavT avails himself of diiç obvious theologicd-ling.is tic heritage in order to explkate, 

in the case of the vocative, not merelv t'he "reconstruction of the sentence" where it 

remalied hidden kom direct view, but the extrapolation of rneaning." 

However laden with danger, ta@ rhus senred as the key to understanding the 

"movement" whereby the "essential manifestation" becomes bound up with certain 

other factors and Tially resulrs in existentiated being. This cakes place dirough the 

Divine command accepted by the recipient, much as prayer is accepted by the 

worshipper through the interrnediary of the Prophet, whose message and teachings 

constitute the instructive m a t d  upon whch all subsequent knowledge is b d t .  Qünavi 

indeed is at tirnes dearly addressing his views to the exoteric exegetes who, while well- 

vened in their own fields, hoped also to benefit fiom a conectly executed analysis of a 
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son that was h a d y  touched on by traditional Peripatetic method. Thanks to the strong 

natural historical link between Arabic philology and theology, a link that allowed hirn to 

speak of Divine self-manifestation at once as the Avicennan "foms" of sysrematic 

science and the constituent letters composing Divine self-knowledge rwealed unto man, 

the notion of #iima offers a ready linguistic mode1 for whac he wanted to dernonstrate. 

b. Types of Construction and Integrated Conjunction 

Construction (tarEb), comprehensive union (jan/) and h i o n  (i~tr&ilab) all stand for the 

interpenetration of the precepts of the parcs making up any assernbled thing (IB k 7 7 ;  

B:184)). They are dis~gushable by vime of a factor, orJwq&, which occurs at the level 

of foms radier dian of spirits or intangible meanings (al-am& wd-rndanr'), since ir ~ ~ o u l d  

be unusual to consider the latter with its matter. Qüna5s purpose in taklig up h s  

question is to study at doser range preusely the itltegrated character and behaviour of 

"integrated conjunction" (yzhza), whose parts must coUectively yield s o m e h g  which, 

though generable, is unique. The precept of integrated conjunction - alternatively, 

c'assernbly" - as such is no different from an "assembly" of p a o n s  (h-@und a s b k h ~ ~  al- 

nau), Say, in d t a y  formation (@rab aLca~hzah) ,  in a row (rajj, etc. (TB A:78; B:185). 

The precept that integrated conjunction and construction both share suggests a 

resemblance in the collective paneming of h g s  of the kind observable, for example, 

in the wood pieces and bricks that go into the m a h g  of a houe. But the precept of 

integrated conjunction, construction and hision (isfihdab) taken ail togethex signals the 
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elemental feanires typical of genwated enàues (ka 'inai), the real subject of diis panicula~ 

Liquiq Lito structural behaviour. The interaction of these elements stems from the hct  

that consument elements have been assembled and consmicted in such a way as to enter 

into contact (ihmüs) with each other, mere alignment (fahg3 being insufficien t- 

Creared entities, furthemore, s p h g  fiom the interaction of active and passive 

elements. The perfection of all "acuve-passive movernents" (aL4araküt al-Pihiah d- 

injral&yah) suggests that a quality of indirrimierr, what he refus to as "kqji iah 

mufa~habiihoh," has been consolidated for the collection (ya~taqim MjumIah) . The goal is 

a c'commixnire," or misal; whereby the whole prepares for a species-fom (tastd7dh lil 

sur& a/-nn#r&yah); s pecies- form canno t be achieved without the consolidation O f this 

"qualiry of commknire," al-kqhzah al-mipaJïyah, whch in fact results fiom the cause- 

effect movements of the elements. The reason that "fusion" and its precept had been 

thrown in e d e r  in the investigation, accordmg to h, was simply to apprise us of the 

fact "that it is one of the goals khg.i] of the precept of cornprehensive union kadl and 

construction," but not the only one (lB A:78; B: 185). Qünavi also disdoses that while the 

m t ~ d  (literally, "what is d e # )  discussed earlier is certainly arnenable to anaiysis in 

rems of the kitegrated conjunc~on of two realities or more, it is meant as somethg 

whose exteriorkation emerges witfun extemal existence, Mthout thls being the ulùmate 

end (aighüyoh a l -qud)  to which the will is attached. 

I t  was [solely] for this reason that 1 had delunited the command through the names and 
levels and that, presendy, 1 assert that the result and the precept of fusion [naqat al-i~tt&ïhb 
wa b ~ h i h a ]  constitute [ody] one of the goals. Indeed, 1 am thereby duding to the secret 
of Divine regdation [ai-tmyah ai-ihbzzab], whose precept permeates [aMnyab al-&dxn] 
every fom, or everything to which fomi happens to be connected, since the "particular 
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regulation] rendered in the foregoing example as the "consolidation that occurs to the 
whole" [bilihq&af-hfi LIjumhh], in respect of the quality of cornmixture that results from 
the aforementioned movemenrs at all levels of conjugations and the levels of  the "three 
movements" (IB ,\:7&9; B: 185). 

Coeture is, hence, related to each of the three perfections, be it intangible meanlig 

(mdnam&yah), spiritual (rü&ïtligah) or, hally, simple or compound of f o m  ( s w a h  

bositah wa mwakkabah). '' These movernents are not self-perpetuating; they are 

purpose fui acts of a will that is acknowledged as the universal Divine W d  @qat al-idah 

al-kzdhgryab al-ihh&yah) PB A:79; B:186). Construction (tmkb), at the apogee of its 

movement, itself becomes intangible (mdnawii, and can be distinguished kom other types 

of synthesis only by form and matter, which inttoduce a plethora of distinctions. It 

becomes intangible when the integrated conjunction assigned to the names cornes to lie 

just at the point where the conauve focus verges on an existenuauon of creation. 

The difference between construction and comprehmsive union, likewise, appears only 

at the level of Çorms, far below the spintual and intangible levels. At its own, higher 

level, integrated conjunction has the peculiar trait of behaving as the very "principle of 

Lordly w r i ~ g  and synthesizing of the noetic letters,"15 which seek to display the "narne- 

words" and die "realities of ~eat ion" '~  giWig expression to the secret of God's essence 

and its precept intended for "His existents" ~ m q - ù b % , z )  d ~ o u g h  the Divine narnes and 

amibutes. Any "rnatter" (mdckrh) of this act of synthesis, or al-ta2TfwafIi-inâ', is indicated 

by the Breath of the Me.rciM, otherwise known as the cccomprehensive repository" (ai- 

khiqiinah aijàmiah) and Mother of the Book. This is the paragon of intangible 

construction, namely, the integrated p r i m q  conjunction (al-@frmZ al-awwaol) he also 
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idendies with the Fkst Wedlociq while f o d  and mateeal consmtction @n' wa maddi), 

known as the Second Wedlock, is another (IB A:80; B:186). Closer to material 

consmiction are, for example, the conative focus of the 'luminous spirits" (tawoy~hat ai- 

amah al-ninzah), h s  time considered in respect of their faculties and "whatever 

permeates them of the specid names" (khawa!! ul-ama) (iE3 r\:SO; B: 187). Integrdy 

conjoined, diese names occasion the spirits' existence in the i r n a p d  world ('dam ai- 

mithiil). The spirits' own conative foci spawn their respective acts only after these spirits 

have been delunited (faqgudihii) by their proper imagina1 loci of appearance in 

conformiry with their amibutes, doing so "according to those levels of the spirits' loci 

of appearance to which the faculaes and any special qualities reaching them from the 

nominal levels [ai-marâfib a/-ismii$yah] give rise," thereby yielding what he c d s  the 

"higher forms" (ai-mwar a/-CalC3~yah) and "bodies" simple of relation (wu/-qjram al- basZtah 

hi-il-nisLah) ( IB r\:80; ~ : 1 8 7 ) . ~  

Before going on to the h#md construction, of which the intepted conjunction is the 

"prinuple," let us point out one crucial aspect of conjunction having to do with the 

"uniminess" of the effect that most deady typifies it. As a d e ,  Qünavi explains, every 

unitary effect ( k d  a t h  wubdàni) is conducted Erom the "presence of comprehensive 

union and existence" by xneans of a hidden rnovement, or &rakahghqb&yab, that must 

flow through the singukr oneness of comprehensive union (ahadqyab aI-jiin/) (IB A:80; 

B: 187). The unitary effect determines for the realities an kitegiated conjunction, 

A and B differ in wording. For this interpretation, 1 have relied more on Ms. A. 
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previously absent but now exteriorized as their special character through the conaave 

focus of the d. He avers that wery conjunction resembles consmction (tarhab) at least 

in this respect. What dis~guishes construction is that it &O produces a fomi accordmg 

to the one ptecept that renders the construction unique in its own nght, and another it 

shares with others in the sense deheated jusr above. Constructions as a dass uniquely 

consist of "Divine lenters," whose precept is relatively general and inclusive - that is, "al- 

Ma i - i bgyah  aL-'i%?vrnah al-shMihh a i - h W  - and the '?iurnan leners [i.e. consonants] " 

(al-&n7f ai-insün&yah), which naturaily belong to every level of human amculaaon 

(makbr~y))'~ (IB .MO; 8: 1 87). 

Hence, every level of the macrocosm (al-Wam al-kaEr) is a point of articulation 

(makhrq) for the general Form of die Divine c'presence." Collecuvely, these levels are 

infuiire, yielding inexhaustible vaxieties of forms, words, and so on down to the 

concomitant precepts (aLahkzm ai-Iaa@vah hba)-- e.g. narnes, attributes, propemes, 

quahties. The Divine and creational words themselves are inexhaustible on account of 

the inhite  number of possible entities and the intemiliable h d s  of conjunctions and 

constructions.'8 Howwer, everyfomaiobject of perception, no matter what perception 

or human concepuon at levels belonging to human existence, or articulations, has also 

to be an integrated coyf/ncfrve relation (nisbah $inabah) at some level or other, distinctly 

different from ot\er integrated conjunctions, with heir respective types and differential 

or universal levels (marütibihâ al-tt@@$yah rYolkuh'i'iah). It takes, then, an equivalent 

"comprehensive construction" (al-tmkFb aiW7) to initiate the f o m  such that the 



cwofold exterioriza tion of this f o m  bv way of consuucüon and comprehensive union 

is intended by an "agent of construction and comprehension" (ai-murakkib wais/ZmiJ. 

This agent is conditional to the essential individdty of the structure (mwrukk~~b). From 

dÿs, QünavI infers that the immediate object of attachrnent (rnutda#zq) belongmg to the 

"initial creation," construction, integrated conjunction and exteriorization is the forms: 

not the immaterial essencial individualities (&fyatl a~-miyan-adah) and the universal 

realities (~f-ha@$ ai-hiiizjyab) themselves. The latter are the smctural roots, that is, " u d  

al-murakhbat," and whatever has been con junctively integrated (almq5umd@ a t all levels 

where comprehensive union F a 4  and construction are both to be found; they act as 

matter for both comprehensive union and construction. His main concem is, once agm, 

to isolate " f o q "  the key term that alone admts of a strucniral analysis in terms of the 

Lertered exteriorizations which must be gven even as we assume that both an integrated 

conjunction and a comprehensive union are equally necessary for the crowning moment 

at which penrasive meaning is h a l l y  imparted to the entire manifestation. 

By disclosing various aspects and moments of articulated smcnire, this 

methodological probe adds new depth to the Avicennan phdosophy of forms. However, 

it could easily have been a kind of Pynhic victory were Qünavi to lose sight of the 

origmative interrelatedness of the ontic rea/tre.r themselves, as opposed to the fonns or 

the quiddities. But Qünavi's perspicacity here seems only to c o n h  what the dassical 

philologists always advanced in their account of the miraculous character of the Quc'anic 
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[en. 'Abd al-Qihk Jur@G. for example, atuibuted the Qur'En's oàx to the arrangement 

(naxm) of its content ( Z a p  IQA 42), by which he meant that the arrangement of the 

outw f o m  of articulation is dependent on an inner arrangement exisàng either in the soul 

or according to some other order of intelligibility (JDI 95). There is always a "parallel" 

level of arrangement whtch h d s  expression in another. The te.rm is quite inclusive in 

scope, similarly to "integrated conjunction," whereas Qünavi at this point is seekmg to 

isolate one aspect of that suggested by the f o m  associated with consmiction; and, more 

basic still, the minimal requirernent of amculated sound or lerters: indimam, or 

"reciprocal relationship." If conjunction and construction refer to any thg  it is fkst of 

all to the ccreuprocal relationship" of the immatenal realities themselves - in h s  words, 

"indimam al-baqajiq ai-mzyamadah ba &duï iih bu flin " And jus t as J q anl considered 

anangement to be dependent on the zntended meankig of the speaker, so Qünavi thought 

thar the realities are interxelated through a rnovement that originates in a &&ct intenfion 

(Li-barahh minbdithah 'an qa?d k h g )  belongmg to the "conjoiningy' and "constructing" 

agent (alyàmi af-mwakhb) OB A:8 1 ; B: 1 88). This agent's "movernent" musc display eithes 

an existential form or a word "whose exteriorizauon is sought w i k  an interlocutor's 

soul." After being hidden, the word (kaiimah) &us is "witnessed" according to its most 

rudimentary characteristics b t  through a relation of reciprocity, or indimüm? Because 

of Nldmûds signal importance in the atternpt to give greater liiguistic specifiuty to the 

haarclucal ordering of the realities with which we have by now become farniliar, let us 

look a Iittle doser. 



c. The Reciprocai Relationship 

The term ittdm&, as we saw, was takm by Jurjani as the most basic requirement for any 

syncactical constmction of utterances or a&- in conwst to nup, whch comprehends 

the meanings of expressions as well. The c m  d a m  refers, dicectly referring to the 

"construction of an expression" aLcib~ah), more properly belongs to "syntactical 

science" (wafliilm a/-nuh) han to the "science of meanings" ('ih ai-~dünr')~ as these nuo 

were known u n d  around the thirtemth century. The science of meanings is one of the 

two principal fields of bahgbuh (kabic  "rhetoric," not to be c o n h e d  with Greek 

"rhetoric""). Accordhg to al-Sakkaki (d. 621 AH/1228 CE), barigbab consists in "the 

snidy of the propemes of the structure of speech and the evaluation thereof, with the airn 

of avoiding mistakes in the use of language, depending on the requLements of the 

situation" (Bohas LUT 118-19). As Jonathan Owens  explains, this science "dealt primatily 

with the correlation between word order variation on the one hand and on the other the 

different sentenual meanings assodated Mth this variation, and the pragmatic 

implications of the different choices" (Owens FG 243). The science of expression Cifm 

al-bayan), the second field in Arabic rhetoric, deals with how to "produce the same 

meaning in different ways with di fken t  degrees of cleamess" (Bohas ALT 119); it has 

to do, in short, with metaphoncal meanligs. Therefore, wMe the hrst field is concenied 

with sernantics, the second is concemed wich figures of speech. Other subfields include 

' i /m al-istiH("suence of logical deduction"), concemed with "establishg the mith value 

of various types of nominal sentences"; 'iim a/fa@@b, with ''correct and appropriate 
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pronunaation"; 'i/m a/-SM-, the smdy of p o e q ;  notw ("s~mtax"); and Mj("morpho1ogy") 

(Owens FG 244). 

The idea of damm or indimiïm may be maced back to 'Abd al-fabbar" (d. Rna 414 

;\H/1023 CE) , the famous reviver of Mucd doctrine, who derived it in tum from al- 

Rurnmiinî's seminal studies on taX"f(Zayrün IQA 38-9) - i.e. sentence construction or 

composition. GrappLing with the nature of fa@bah, one of the aspects of speech long 

considered crucial to understanding the kiknitabdiy of the Qur'a, he settled on a view 

chat seemed to ha& back more to AbG Hiishirn b. ai-Jubbii'i (d. 231 AH/845 CE), one of 

bis teahers (Zaytun IQA 39)). HE position was thatf&h, being primanly "authenticity 

of expression and =cellence of meaRingYn is not exhibited through isolated words, or 

"@id al-ka&," but h o u g h  words which are assouated with each o t h a  (al-kahm bil- 

dmm) in a speual manne1 dirough amibute ('+h), inflectional case endmgs ( I r a )  and 

position (mawqi). We have argued all dong ka t  on the question of dam*, Jurjani was 

much more restrictive than this, reserving the large sweep envisaged for it ini t idy by 

predecessors like 'Abd al-Jabbiir more to the smdy of nu?, which he considered the veq 

essence of any given text. 

Thiç is the sarne general division of labour adopted by Ibn 'Arabr and his sdiool The 

concept of damm may nomidy apply to elernents belongmg to the same level. In Ibn 

'Arabi's sense, however, level can be either of meaning or of oumard expression. For 

-ample, &mm rnay be applied exotericaily to consonants (but@ and to vowels (&mzkât) 

- the latter also known as the ccminor lettas" (ai-bur.fai-!ughM.) (FuM II 251). Thek 
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commixture (i-e. imfri@htll al-harakit bi-'&zm a / - b u g  is meaningful only once the 

consonants, which alone make up the word radical in habic ,  are asslgned "some kind 

of anangement [bdd ni@m] and enter into reciprocal relauonship [wa damma bdduha ilir 

bddj so as to become a word Va-takitta kaLmah]" (FuM I I  2:51). Yet we also know that 

the lwel of intangible meanings may i t s a  be described exotericdy in terms of mutudy- 

related letters whose orgarüted assembly into word radicals yields unique rneanings. 

In Ibn 'hrabi's mkd, this implied the following. It is conceivable that one meaning 

be reciprocdy associated with another meaning, as in the case of the word c c i t t ~ , "  which 

denotes what both God and man are capable of bestowing (FuM X I I  525470). There 

is a sense in which meanings are "mutudv related" in this wav, and another in which 

erscwlde meanings are also separate fkom each other - God and worshpper are not 

idenacal (FuM X I I  525470) - and thereby taken in their rtm~furai mode as letters or 

words before any considerauon of their integral unitv in the intangible rnear~in~.~'  Ibn 

'Arabi's conception tends to be quite elaborate, and we need not enter into its tnily 

enormous detail to get the gist of his idea. Elsewhere, for instance, he points out how 

God dedares about His aeation, 'Thereupon have I fashioned it [~awwgtuh] and blown 

into it [somethingl of my Spirit [wa ttgakhfufihi min r~hd" (Qu'an 1529) T'lis he 

translates as the positing of vowels on the basis of the consonants that are fashioned 

together (bdd tamzun'h@ (FuM I I  2:52). Vowels are not expressed in written language, 

and so are hidden; through them, therefore, something new emerges c d e d  'cword,"34 

much the same as when "each single person" (al-sh~~kh~al-w&d) becomes a hurnan being 



(insanm) ((FuR.1 II 252) ." 

Ibn 'Arabî's discussion in Inrho' al-dar~o'ir on the "diree h g s "  leads hirn even to 

identi6 the "change" itself (mugbüyarah) - which the vowel (lit., the "movement") 

introduces into the word, as an example - with a reupsoutg a f h n e d  of one thmg in 

relation to anocher (indmâw rbq'ma ilh rbay ' AB); the f i e f  consequence of ths  is that 

s o n e t h g  someform (!zi?ah maJ, arises (UI 17). The vowel itself may noc be 

identical to the reuprocal relationship, but change in this peculiar sense in fact is 

indimom's sole clairn to ueative efficaq, if a theory advocating the mere mechanical 

generation of meaning chrough the disparate, constitutive elernents of its appearance is 

ro be avoided. But upon the &le phenornenon willed in the act of conative focus is 

confened a mades t  uniqueness that is both apposite to Divine contemplation and borne 

by smictural relations essendy conceived on the pattern of human discourse. Athough 

diis takes place by Wnie of the reahties' own perceptibiliv by way of reciprocai 

relationship, reahties whch themselves rnay become mere letters - consonants and 

vowels - ail dus would still pass for redundancy were it not for Qünavî's unremitting 

insistence on the comprehensive union and singular oneness as the m e  unexpendable 

source of uniqueness, where the "rhing" exterioezed through Divine existentiaaon at any 

existentid level whatsoever itself canies an intangible uniqueness that is all but 

unfathomable without the intennediation of both d (marhr"ah) and predisposition 

(i~tidad) (IB A81-2; B:188). 

It is not surpriskg then that "movement" (more precisely, vowels3') and intention 
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(qard) shouid be the very means by which not only what Qünavi now compresses into 

the single term "comprehensive construction" (01-tmEb oIjan/ii but perception itself, 

"witnessing" and integrated conjunction all begin (IB h:82; B:188). But although 

perception is dirown in as weil, as somediing that "takes its appearance" dirough that 

whch is exteriorized, Qünavt reminds us that we d even then be speakmg of relations 

and not extemal, acnially-exis~g entities or individualities - chat is, dy& maw/ùdo h d  

in this sense, it is to be observed that the object of attachment in any act of witnessing 

is constnicted from simp/e h g s  (al-mii~rakhb min al-bafi w, to whidi no  thkig else may 

be added. Nothing c m  be added to the simpliciq of its dernents except the "relation of 

comprehensîve union," whose hinction is to exteeorize whatever lies concealed (al-umr 

al-Ahin); and dus isguaranteed O+ if the integrated conjunction is performed in the 

intended manner (al-nahwa al-mapiid,; otherwise neither the objecr concealed could be 

known nor its essenaal indwiduality exteriorized. It is for this reason that radical 

sknpliuty (bisah) may well be regarded as "ou ved," hiJ'abuka, but - and ths  is the most 

paradoxical t h g  of ail - the act of construction (tarLGb) that shrouds (si&) the realities 

and, at the sarne àme, allows the ved (that is to Say, the ved of "radical sirnplicitf) to be 

lified. How it is that the veil (at least parciaily and suggestively) is lifted c m  be answered 

only by lookuig directly at the stmcniral matlin discernible at any given level of 

kit.iiigibility. It is precisely in order to deal with ths paradoxical aspect that he isolates 

the more t p i c d y  smcrural characterisucs of  meankghl utterance apan - that is, the 

meaning analyzed into those parts externally constituting it, irrespective of that level of 
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subsistence into whidi they are assimilated through the &£fixent phases of fusion, 

construction and conjuncrion. The structural rnatrix being at ths  stage the paramount 

concem, Qünavî gradudy narrows down hs discussion frorn the "tiguration of 

~flerances" to that of the letter, given especially that intelligibility is a "sphere" mediated 

prinùpaU~- . .  bv foms, whether considered as a manifold or as collected within a single 

comprehensive form. 

§ FIGURATION 

In his treatmmt of "figuration," Qünavi begins by considering the word kfab or "book," 

which he says is derived from kafibah, or "squadron"; it is the sort of "integrated 

conjunction" whch rnakes for a " d t a r y  formation" (iih'md al-sirah al-b~hnzah) by 

Wnie simply of that common m i t  that exhibits reuprocal relationship (indimaam), which 

in the case of the "book" exists among the letters and words to be found in a 

Reciprocity at ths  basic level requires, just as we saw, the reuprocal association at 

another Jurjanian level where the hdden knmatd rneanLlgs themselves3%e pattemed 

on subordinate relations (tabd&yah) with respect to each otha (TB A:82; B:189). A familiat 

exarnple of ths  is the accidentsy intrinsic propensity, or tabgyuy al-drad, to being 

subordinate to substances (tabd&vat aljawahifi; if they themselves were detemiined to be 

irnmaterial, the "propensity" would have 10 be a separate atttibute attached to them. 

In order better to understand the smictural dynamic involved, Qünavî hrther 

postulates for this redprocal relation two different, nilingpnept~ that allow it to perfom 



irs hinction in view of the &ha, integrated character of the reality: 

(1) "asrangement'y and "continuity" (a/-ttap wal-imsal), synonymous with the 
combinaave f a c m  of comprehensive union and construction (tmhib) ; and 

(2) separauon and specificity (alfa!/ wa f - tam~zq j ,  CO which category belong w o  
things: substitution (tab&) and figuration (tasbEi) (IB A:82; B: 189). 

iUthough elementary, reciprocity seems, therefore, to contain the precept which alone 

foreshadows the 'nigher £ùnctions," as it were, by way of n a p  and ittid Since he has 

akeady examlied it, Qünavi m s  his attention to separation and specificity. Separauon 

@.ri) is indicative of all the precepts of kitertwined (mutaK&ihh) intangible meanings and 

realities, where each is h k e d  to the other in respect of consonance and subordination 

(IB A82-3; B: l89)). Clearly, subordination which has the weigh tg question of the ontic 

realities clearly in view is knowledge obtained through "informative and explicative 

devices" (adnwât al-mdamtah wal-~hÜn&di) - in other words, through any method 

whatsoever - that seeks to specify the secondary precepts goveming the realiues' 

interconnections bv relating them h n t  back to th& ontic roots (u+Zbâ). It seeks to do 

this in order to remove, through such a dis~ction,  the ambguity ( f i b ü ~ )  naniraliy 

attmdmg the precept of the overardimg "single existence" (a/-wu~ùdai-w&d, chat extends 

over them (IB A:83; B:190). We are, indeed, seekmg to leam the precept of this "single 

e?ristencen upon the spedic reality we choose to consider by rdatkig it "incontrovertibly 

and without any mixing''40 to that specitic reality and tu no other. In chis fashion, every 

intangible meaning may admissibly be linked to its own root, which rernains distinctive 

in itself and in h possession of precepts that belong to it alone. The root indeed is 



what confers the distkictiveness of each entity. 

Qùnavî is thus groping for yet another application of a principle showing the 

perdurance of the source dirough the different phases of its existence. He wishes to 

consider this principle hue ,  however, through thepmtinh- foms and figures (af-!~war 

waf-a~hkiïf aiju~'r_rVuh) that, ail together, are preceprs of the realities, the univwsai 

immaterial and intellqpble +es and, hndy,  by extension, the disuete "object of 

aaachment [presupposed bv] substitr/ron" (mutdaliaq al-tabdii) . Lbdil, or subs atution is 

iinguisucally a branch of tubdaah ("subordination") whose "metaphysical realization" 

w i t h  existence, though dellnitable methodologically in the above manner, obeys the 

same prinùples of association enumerated in ths chapter - narnely, integrated 

con juncaon and dis junction (a/-wyZd bil-QbtUnd wu/-~rfRràq), cons truc tion and dissolution 

(al-tahtil waf-tarhab), etc. But it has the additional feature of abiding equaily by the 

eiiteriorized specifications4' associated e s p e d y  with various types of figurations (anwi3 

a/-tmbakhi@ in the category of separauon and speuficity (IB A:83; B:190). Substitution 

is a grammatical operation thar marks the diffaence between the uiclusiveness of 

comprehensive union, on the one hand, and what we s h d  now call the ccsubstituted" 

forms in a borrowed, structurally pardel sense. 

It is not so dfficulr to see why h s  should be so. Here is a grammatical concept 

which promises to capture the knowabdity of  a t h g  in its creative presence qua 

something-in-the-act-of-knowing, in contradistinction to the singularity of its essence, 

- and thereby ernphasizes the continuicy but not the idenrity with the source. And yet this 
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knowabiiin- is pecuiiar to it alonc. I t  performs this role as an acr of speech whereby die 

rcferent of self-predication o r  -description, while rcmaining distinct, and csclusive, is 

cquallv knon-n through the predicate, which then becomcs desiLpatcd as its iz~b~~fz'fufe. 

I'hc school of Ibn ':\rabï generally regarded budul ("subsutuuon" o r  "pcrmuraùve"), 

together \cith other iuw&i ("noun modifiers") - such as ndt ("descripave adjecal-c") and 

6 u f ~ i - b q &  ('Lç~pLi~ative")4' - as part and parccl of anv rndeavour ro inform about or to 

define (aL-fdrfh a t h n g  (FuM 11 17:60; 1 305208). In addition to those ternis, later 

g rammians  generallv included o r  fu'kad Ccemphasizer") and ‘arful- nu^-q ("conjunct") 

arnong the tuwribr' (Owens FG 151). Ibn Malik @. <.a 600), Qünavi's Damascene 

contemporary (and, incidentaliy, fellow-member of the Shafi'i madhhub)," described this 

class of noun complements by r e f e g  to their iny%&naf subordinaaon ro the "prirnary 

names" lyatbirnji ir2b di-urmci'ul-utua~) in a sentence (SIB 506:395)). But badd had the 

special disancrion of being able to stand independendv for the noun it modified; thanks 

to this it behaved more iike a "substitute."" J u  j i i n t ' s  more rigotaus definition required 

simply that the "substitute [ b a q  take on the infiection of that for which it is a 

substimte" - in more technical jargon, af-n~z~bda/ minbu (j*(M 929). Moreover, hc adds, 

it could be eirher proper or primary in meankg," somc part of the noun object it stands 

for (bdduh) o r  the whole of it (rrw murhtamilatl 'ah~yhz).'~ 

Ibn '.Arabi emploÿs che same device in a wide range of topics - for csample, to 

diffcrenaatc bcnvccn wi~~h'("ablution") and tutn~Nn (namclv, puriticaaon througli earth). Hc 
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denies that f a t f i  c m  be regarded as a substitute (budah) for mu&) instead, it is a 

relqgously-bjnding duty (mashdah) whose "performance has a special stipulation" (iuhii 

w a s f k h q  al-'anmi) (F&I V 5 1 8:419). It is quite a different matter, however, with ghud 

("complete purification"). It conforms to the d e  of substitution, where the "substitute" 

is capable of replaclig the "one substituted" (i-e. "anyahu~,llmahf/ a/-mubda/ minhd') (Fdd 

V 5 18:420). Another area closer to our present discussion is where c'howledge of the 

object hown" (al-'i/m bz-) does not irnply that the objecc itself has to occur in the 

soul, but only that the object be known in its quality (bqth&yatibq as "object of 

knowledge," whether it exists or not (FuM 1 304:208). By granting furrher that there are 

four levels of knowable objects (mdhExf) - mental (dhini), individual (%y@, verbal (/q!vi 

and written (kha115) - Ibn 'Arabi proceeds to aqpe that in the case of the last two, which 

act as "subjects for signification" (mawdJan M-dahiah wal-tajhhum), a verbal and written 

object of knowledge never "descends" (i.e. correspond by signification) qua verbal and 

wntten form, done, to another form (FuM 1 305208). In a verbal and wrirten sense, 

"Zayd" consists merely of h e e  letters: Z-Y-D. And in this same respect, "Zayd" has 

no physical dimensions to speak of; hence, there is no descent toward another form, but 

only signification (du@h). In the event of conhision with anoùler person, which would 

undermine the signification (daGIah), we would need either an epithet (naP), substitute 

(dadu/) or conjunct Cc~tJol-bgân) for better preusion. 

Set agains t this background, what Qünavi purports to do with the idea of substitution 

in the case of the particularized figues becomes somewhat more comprehensible. The 
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' 'particular figures" (al-ashhf ai-jiq 'rash) and panicdariza tions (tashakhkhu~üf) s peci fied 

in the "world of direct witnessing" d e h e  the shapes of the exteriorized groupings of 

letters and words appearing in their particulax dimensions as loci of the exteriorizauon 

for the "precepts of hidden universal figures [or shapes]" (a/-a~hhI ai-k~ihiah a/- 

ghqb&ah) OB .4:83; B:190), for whch rhey presurnably then act as the direct substitutes. 

The simple realities we have found so  epistemologicaily problematic, dong with the 

qualities (h-$ijyt) observable in them, are here analyzed almost geomemcally in cerms 

of the States (ahwüi) of "that thing whch is figured" (muta~hakh) quaj'gund, Ievel for 

lwel. The realkies share in a common knmatenalirg, substanaality (aijawbm~ah) and the 

amibute of "essenaal individualitf' [ofah aIICaytl&yah). Indeed, they resemble each other 

co the point of being, as noted, united both in their cornmon existence (ai-rvujwd al-'amm 

al-mushud baynaha) and in a hidden Divine secret. This, however, does not confer upon 

h e m  the multipliury they need to be what they axe. A constant refrain, therefore, is 

Qünavî's view that all differences arnong hem axise only through the forms and 

manihsted figures, whdi  alone permit us to see them in their esterioritg at least. As a 

general d e ,  an): "essenuai h t s "  or bounds (budiid dhahzah) postulated for the object 

are "essential" only to these forms and £igues, not to the thkig itself that is formed 

(mut+mva7j or @ed (mutashakki~ as an essential individuality ~ ~ ) .  Granting ths,  

though, does not mean that the object of figuration, the mufa~hak&( can be seen in any 

other manna except through the figure (shaw it happas to have. The problem simply 

is this, that the object of figuration may wrongly be supposed to be dellieated in respect 
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of its hidden essence (dhoth) @3 (IB:83-4; B:190-1). This is not the goal, nor is it the 

purpose of the figuration, which enables us to view the object and to do so under this 

aspect - since "viewing" already implies a particularized perception. And yet one also 

speaks of the figure (shaw only with the provision that it c m  be descrïed smcdy dirough 

the object of figuration (ftlutarhakki). Therefore, as the ob ject of &p.ration is perceptible 

onlp chrough the intermediary of the figure (wasitat a[-shak?, so  the &ure is discernible 

only through that object (IB A:84; B: 191). 

Through the insight offered by communicative suucture, the limited scope permitted 

by Ibn Sini's position - restated as the error of thmkhg that knowing the accidents and 

the attributes of the "reahies of t h g s "  can procure for us a knowledge of the attribuce 

qua the reality of which it is an atuibute (TB A:84; B:191; cf. Ta1 34, MQh 3 1) - may now 

be distended for a more fecund use of theoretical reasoning. In point of fact, we corne 

to h o w  the attribute "insofar as it is attribute to some o&ecf-ofatfn'butzon [min bqthu 

kawnihà #& li-maws$mü], where the quakties [al-k&ii2j discerned are "states" [ahwzd 

whch belong to something Ggured qua jgunïi [li-amr al-mufa~hakkal min haythu huwa 

mutahakka4 and not to the t h g  unconditionaily [mufIaqatf]" (IB A:84; B:lW). This type 

of cognizance (mdnfah), he says, is primady concerned wifh relations, ratha than the 

ontic realities thernselves. m a t  cornes to our ken are the relations of realities in terms 

of negative or relative deh ta t ions  (qy%d saIb&yab aw id@ijyah), while in their inner 

recesses they remali unknown. This is the goal of method and theoretical inquiry, which 

nevertheless does not preclude a knowledge of the realities' kiner recesses dirough 
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another means based on "tasting," as pracüsed in this domain by "the greatest of 

mvs tics. " 

This argument rnay be dearly illustrated, in his view, by reflecting on the whole nature 

and purpose of dehiüon with respect to any simple h g .  The pam16 of the simple 

reality are, for example, not those of the reality itself, but of the dej6nifron detemiined 

mentally by the intellect ÇIB AM; B:191). Moreover, the thmg in its essence is not known 

well enough as it is in itself to permit either a disavowal or an a f b t i o n  of those parts. 

Qünavi ernploys thïs example in order to suggest an alternative, or at least a contingent 

sense in which one mav have a rational knowledge of a thing, however limited o u  abili ty 

or enduring o u  inability to know its reality in its sirnplicity and absoluteness (it(ogh) as 

it subsists at the "presence of Divine hiddenness." Divine hiddenness remains always 

its source in the most onginal sense; and should the obect of +auon ever be regarded 

separately from the figure, this c m  only be at that "presence of DiWie hdden 

knowledge." It cannot be speufied, distinguished or determined with exactitude in any 

concepaon (ta~rawwur). And it stands to reason, in tum, that it cannot be dehned (i.e. 

tdn'fuh wo tahdiciihu), narned (tasm&yatuh) or rendered b y any expression (waI-ta Bzlir 

iarzhzi). T h e  only reahable knowledge of it has the synoptical or surnrnary (myhui) 

significance that "there is something [tbummata shq 'on] behmd the Q u e  the nature of 

which, when considered separately fiom the foms [mujmadan 'an a~-suwm], atmbutes, 

designated aspects [al-itibiïraf al-mdganah MW] and figues, cannot be preusely 

determined chrough concepnializarion" (IB A:84-5; 8: 191 -2). It c m  be neither intellected 



on the basis of specificity (tdyin) nor Mtnessed direcdy. 

In surn, there must be some disùnct factor (am) through whch appears the figure, 

one that delimits (literaliy, "fetters") another distinct factor to whch is ascribed the term 

"figuation" - in his words, "tqqyada bibihi al-am al-maw* bil-ta.rhakku/' (IB A:85; B: 1 92). 

Both the figure ond the object of figuration are percéivable only according to that first, 

ovemding factor, which Qiïnavt describes as bekig the "relation of comprehensive 

union" (ni~bat d ' a d ) ,  the factor makuig for exteriorizauon in the £ k t  place. The "realitv 

of the thmg" considered separately fiorn the figure (+adan 'atr al-zhak4 and the 

precept of figuration, on the other hand, cannot be known; that reakty distinguishes it 

by essence, diough not dirough any intellected aspect (tawa~.r@ I/ibm), distinction 

(famqyu?), specificauon (fdq~utl muto'aqpd or some informative locus of appea-rance 

(maphar mzhrnjl. 



NOTES 

1. The Luiin explains that the verbal form of n a p -  ~ p t u  ("1 arranged") - indicares joining 
in series or in a thread. The word is used to describe what a poet does, namely, versification. 
Xa? bas this connotation, in paflcular. 

2. 'Abd a l - Q h  Jurjant is thought to be the 6rst to have conceived of n a p  in the sense used 
here - i.e. without reference to prose (manthri, as opposed to verdcaaon (al-man@m) (Zaytun 
IQA II). Zaytün disputes ths, however, pointing instead to one of JurjarGYs teachers, the 
X l u C t d  '-Abd al-Jabb2, as the hrst person to have "elaborated" if not conceived of the idea. 

3. Some relevant studies on logic and grammar include: Ekmrani M G ;  Zimmermann FCS; 
Jiharni iLF; Mahdi LaLoIs; Muhaq m. On their differences, see Langhade MeGrMe. 

6. This is not to be c o n h e d  with what Zajjaji c& & @ a i - m a ?  referrlig to the particles zlh, 
tbumma, etc. (ZID 54); in fact, one book asaibed to hun, Erab k@a/-tlldiïn1' luai-szzt, deals sole- 
with this topic. 

7. Speech consists of the speaker's effect upon the interlocutor (mtzkh&zb) by means of a power 
(pwwah) subordliate to his d. This wdl, in tum, is attached (mutdaihqah) to the transmission 
(i4 of wha t is in his sou/ and its presen tation to the interlocu tor (ibrü@i ihi al-mukhiitab) ). 1 f ths 
holds, then a sirnilar process takes place in God's existentiation of the possible essentd 
individuaiities, narnely, His words and letters. J- was quite correct in pointing out, as did 
odier mzitakal/imn, in this connection the comparability of a i - h h  al-nafg with one aspect or 
other of Divine Speech UDF 61). God, however, extenorizes hom Hirnself (min nafn-h) by 
means of a hidden motion of love (a/-harahh al-ghobigah al-hubh~ab) known as the "conative 
focus of the d" (ai-tawquh al-ira4 (IB h:74; B:181). The precept of this tawajkh ira& is 
exteriorized by means of the comprehensive union of e s s e n d  individualities (ivan~atja&' a/- 
dyün) through the "single existence," which encloses them (ai-shamil &di?) dong with their 
construction (tarhAbibq. In this way, God both knows and extenorizes the precept of f i s  
arnibutes, narnes and perfection. 

8. See Zajjàji's extensive discussion of this classical division in the 1&! (ZID), especially Chs. 
1-4. 

9. This basicdy agrees widi the position of JurjiùC, who mentioned three main combinations: 
name-narne, narne-verb and the particle with either of them ( p i  48-51). 

10. The third kind refers to the bond benveen NO independent essences, nv6 dependent ones, 
or one of each (FuM II 12:57). 

1 1. Cf. Fuh~ In 63[a]:107). Ibn 'Arabi here broaches Zajjàjt's distinction between the ma+r and 
the pl denved fiom it, without committing himself to any side in the old debate concemlig 
which one derives fiom the other (m 52-3,5~-63), and is quite consistent in his non-committal 
(cf. FuM IV 584:414-15). 

12. See SIB 7-16 for Ibn S k i  on ism. Elamrani-Jamal sheds some Light on the ongins of this 
debate, especially the cross-influences between hh and na&, including Ghazzalt's discussion 



O f the issue in M a q d  ai-asnbJe shath miz  am^' Alhb al-&mi, where he dis Mguishes be tween 
Nm, musammb and a b a b  (Ehmram QNN 80-93). Ghazzalt disMguished sharply between these 
rhree tenns, and Elamrani-Jamal believes his views are traceable to Anstocle, e specdy  the Pen' 
Hermine& (1 6' 1: 10) (Elamram QNN 83). Tne de finition of the name in p d c u k r  points to the 
weil-known dichotomy between words and the soui's intelligibles, obviating the use of any 
grammatical nouons (Elamrani QNN 83). 

14. JujiZn.? has a lot to Say grammaticdy on &il (cf. JDI). 

15. Qûnavt calls the letter the "individuahor of the permanent essenaal individualiues" cayn a/- 
'uyn ai-tbabitab) when isolated even with respect to its precepts and all of its subordinates 
(tawabr'ih) (IB A:75; Ek182). See KF 1, 15:189 for slnilar view of quiddity considered as "letter." 

1 6 .  "Bai min knwniha mauy3id;lh /i(-Haqq." 

17. O n  mah&t, see Corbin LPM 175-76. The term has been used in various senses. Qiishiinî 
simply de fines it as the "hidden wotld" (QIS 89). 

18. The remaining consuuctions consist in one possible essential individuality entePng into a 
''reuprocal relationship" with another indivrduaiitv, but qua possible oniy. But just as in Arabic 
grarnmar the reciprocal relationship, narnely, "zndimam," of iwo verbs yields no intelligible 
meaning, so r e s a i c ~ g  one's gaze to onac (objective) individuality alone without attending to 
the "noecic requirement" (a~-iqhàZ'af-'ifrn?), as Qünavi puts it, is deemed so uninstructive as to 
have no semantic value whatsoever. The objective aspect alone precludes intelltgibiliq. The 
"relation of manifestation's" inteliqpbility eludes every measure when the df inbn considered 
noeticdy is ignored. Diffusion is part and parcel of the precept of the comprehensive union 
necessita~g the bond (imb-) between God and the world in the &t place. h d  the same goes 
for the intelligibiliry of  the notion of existentiation (gZS, relative to the "possible entity," that 
is, in the absence of the diffusion (sarqün) of Divine  manifestation qua "DiWiity" (ulluhi&ah) 
( where DiWiirv as a relation s@es consonance and comec tedness [al-munâsabab waf-irfibr7lj). 
By the same token, the "relation of connectedness" between one manifestation and another 
where the third factor (amr thabth) causing the verb-act to appear, or giving Pse to the 
speafication of the manifestation from the essence's absolute hiddenness, is completely absent 
would be unintelligible. Such a factor needs to be kept d i s ~ c t  Eiom the manifestation itself, 
since it was by distuiguishlig the process, namely, the dtffusion from the source, that the 
multiplicitv of the esseneal individuality was established (IB A:76; 8:183-4). Likewise, if the 
permanen; essential individuality is said to be "reciprocdy related" to the amibute of its 
ucc~tance of the e x i s t e n t k ~ g  command (mzinhmmah ihy6a #at qwbrc(bha lil-am ai-@di) without 
the e~irfenttaImanifestation being also adjoined (@t'r~~ ai-tqaialïi ai-wujZ@ to it, then nothing can 
result (IB A:76-7; BA 84). In fact, two manifestations having no reupient (qabr'l) are no different, 
in Qiinav?s view, kom the multiplication of the atithmetic one alone, which does not produce 
anythmg new (IB A:77; B:184). That is why the integrated conjunction of one possible 
individuality with another individuali~ by itself yields nothkg, even when the latter is one of 
its subordinates (tauab.l) - such as the arnibute ofits acceptance of the existential manifestation; 
or when it is a superordinate, "independent in itself' (mu.rtagi/&zb bi-najihiî). 

19. See Jurjiint's JKM 753-91; Ibn ~~s M A  432-44 (for nah'aod tübf a h ~ u n Z ~ Q  



Il semble bien que Pon ait dans tous ces exemples un mode de raisonnement 
très proche du tqdrdes grammairiens: dans les deux cas, il s'agit de donner à 
des termes ou à des expressions le droit d'exister dans le sysrtme en supposant 
que ces termes ou expressions en recouvrent d'autres qui sont acceptables. 
Pour les grammairiens de Basra, le système c'est celui qu'ils ont construit en 
morphologie comme en syntaxe; pour Gubbi'i la construction systématique que 
semblent postuler ses raisonnements est plus diffiule à préciser. Il s'agit sans 
doute d'une conception, partidère à l'école mu'tazilite, de la transcendance de 
Dieu (3). Et c'est bien finalement au nom de cette conception que les termes 
du langage humain u&é pour décrire Dieu sont critiqués: tous les termes qui 
sont compatibles avec k transcendance divine sont acceptés; aux autres, on 
applique des raisonnements analogues à ceux que les grammairiens appliquent 
aux excepaons, soit pour les élimuier, soit pour les interpréter. 11 s'agit de 
savoir, comme le drt al-Lbbii'i dans un texte sur les attributs, quels termes sont 
dignes (istabaqqa) de Dieu. (Nard P;\D 131-32) 

See also Fleisch T'P.\ 1:7. On ellipsis in general, Jonathan Owens offers useid hmts (Owens FG 
186-98). -1 basic p ~ c i p l e  that quickly becarne established in "die interpretation of deleted 
items" (i.e. t a q m  is that nothmg can be deleted, there being something that refers to it in the 
concext, and unless there is "an awareness of it in its absence" (Owens FG 186). 

2. Su\= discusses the difference between taqdir ai-r'r~b and t.fsr'r a/-mdd (cf. esp. s.+s 11 394- 

402, but also SAS 1 303-9). 

23. When r o u ~ e l y  used Li grammatical ilustrations, taqdr entaded nothlig more than a vimial 
reconsmction of die phrase (e.g. Jurj5.d J K ~ I  929, as a random example). 

m te 
less 

Qmavf also draws a lesson from diis for the wayfaring worslupper, who is after aiI the 
nded beneficiaq of thk exegehcal work - the main body of which happens to be somewhat 
formal than the present introduction. Hence, if matter (miid&) is distinctively human 

(ins~rzjyah), it is predisposed to accept the Divine exhalation (ai-nafib ai-zhhq and the secret of 
God's words, "Then We d e d  that it be another creation" ("thurnma anrhoirahu kba4an &hi?'), 
whereby the regdation (tmyaah) occurs to d ie  wayfarer ( d k )  upon a sound conative focus (a/- 
tawajuh al-~ahrh), complete detachment (tafiTgh a/-tâmm) and other conditions (~burUf). The 
wayfarer readies hirnself to accept the Divine manifestation (Et A79; B:186). 

75. Tha t is , "ai-ta~nq waf-ta Ef ai-rabban; /if-&riCf 'a/-'i'fmllryahh" 

28. Qünavi sumrnarizes this analogy benween Divine and human articulated construction in KF 
1, 17-22189-91- 

29. Ibn 'Arabt, too, asserts that indim~m is a relation (nisbab) ((MI 17). 



30. 'Ih al-mdiïnt derives h m  the works of various linguistics, such as Sarriij, Ibn FaBs and 
ThacalibT. But it was e s p e d y  marked by the influence of Juqani (Owens FG 243). 

31. According to h t o t l e ,  rhetoric is "the complement of dialectic and is useful as an art of 
giving effectiveness to auth because it resembles the discursive presentation of propositions and 
ideas ..." (Dabat  IICP 47). On  Ibn Siki's interpretation, it is the art of persuasion and statement 
of opinion. The d e h t i o n  given in the text makes htabic rhetoric diffen substandy.  

32. O n  his iife and works, see J.R. Peters GcS 8-12. 

33. Cf. FuM XLII 525:471 for the remairing expianation. 

35. Athough Ibn 'ilrab; used the terni &mm in a Mde variety of contexts - as, for example, 
when cold is combilied with humidity and dryness, hot combined humidity, etc. (FuM ïïï 477- 
78:346-47) - its p&cipd use was hguktic. 

37. In Arabic the same word refers to both movement and vowel, the latter normally seen as 
a movement fiom one "kt" (or consonant) (hnjj to another, unkss no movement is recorded 
at ail. 

38. Actudy, kagbah itself may also mean a "wr i~g"  or "document." According to L.m al- 
'orab, kztàbah may refer either to a collection of benueen 100 to 1,000 horses on the move 
vamifat al-&y/idho aghàrao or, more specifically, to a large militzy unit (aLqifah al-'a@& min 
a/rqsh) ((Lja 1~701). Kt%, on the other hand, stands for anythmg written in compiled f o m  (im 
bm8 kuhh  mqhii'an) (Lisan 1 $98). 

40. That is, '"iinquqr'n dafi maqj." 

42. 1 am using Owens' translation of these tenns (Owens FG 154). M.G. Carter has translated 
bah/ as '%ubstituaon," which 1 reserve for Qünavt's more categoricai tab&il. (Carter  LI 474). 
O n  the t~wabf, see also Owens NoPMr 47-86. 

43. Qünavt was a frequent visitor to that city, an important scholarly influence on hnatolia. 

44. We do not need to enter into any details; I am here refening to the two devices called kv/l 
min kull and bdd min kuU. See Jurjant JKM 930-33; SIB 428-29. 

45. See previous note. The bahhnust always m a i n t .  the same inflectional case endlig as the 
mubahim'nbu, since they are both govemed (mrfmq by the same pamde. For example, "Mann& 
bi-okbFka Zaydid' - '<Zaydn" (io this case, the badol), just like aAh?& (the mubahl minbu), is 
govemed by the preposition bi (Owens FG 154). 

46. That is, in  genus and differeneia. 



CHAPTER SEVEN 

The "Forms" of Language 

A form not only e-&ibis something of the object but, in a certain respect, is rhat object, 

without being reduced to it. Since forms, moreover, comprise the dcula ted  items of 

speech, Qünavi sets out methodicdy to show how al( the denotations of the concept - 

existenual or otherwise - have a h d r e d  origm as speech. With this, he b e p s  his 

section on the "general des,"  this one dealing with the "secret of the letters, words, 

points, inflection," but also of existence, possibility and the world as a Book "written on 

a parchmen t spread out or unfolded [aI-CiïI~m kt& masfNr3 raqq m a m w  ." Within the 

canonical Limits esrabhhed in the preceding chapter, he will now ny to ddemnsaate how 

this Book is orgamed accordmg to certain prkiciples of word-formation - most 

importantly, îdection ((rob) - which reveal fbder  aspects of the didectic existing 

between the exrerior and the interior of the Divine text, irs letters and the iaangible 

rneanings, etc. 

Since Ianguage at any level is a "luminous manifestation," at least in the sense argued 

so far, he c m  r e a f b  this comection by kening the parchment to "extended existence" 

(al-wu/ùd al-mmbasii), whch is also light (ne) (IB h:85; B: 193). The synonymy with the 

"pardunen t un folded" (al-raqq aI-manshii+) is conceivable becaus e the inbtjat C'ex tension" 

or "spreading oui') of existence is simply "interpreted" (ai-mdabbar 'unhu) as nasht 

("unfolding") for the parchment of the Book, and is what befds  the "realities of the 
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possible entities." By the sarne token, givm its uniqueness (i@radihZ) in being permanent 

and d i s~c t i ve  (fhubZiiho rvo tamap@ii) in God's knowledge, a reality is, furthemore, 

a hidden / e t~er ,  or ha$- a point Qünav* was espedally anxious to establish eariier in 

connecuon with the "six consttuctions." As the components of speech, going by the 

analogy, the realities must then also consist of both subordmates (rabfah) and 

superosdinates (mattrjah), as we saw, where the subordinates are deslgnated as the states 

(abwid, attributes and concomitants of the superordinate. In order to understand the 

exact h c t i o n  of friïb w i h  this scherna, we shall need to look afresh at the fingwsti 

background to this mystical version of predication. 

§ SUBORDINATION AND SUPERORDINATION 

Tabdigah or c~subordmauon," one of several other types of noun complements,' is said 

to exist when the inflectional case ending (frab) of a word is syntacticdy dependenc on 

irs position following the noun it modifies. That is the d e h t i o n  advanced by Jqani,  

Ibn Malik - the most likely influences on Qünavi - and numerous other classicai Arabic 

philolopts.' It likely represents Qünafls grammatical position as well. We ought to be 

mindhil that the notion of tabdbuh in his mystical doctrine, however, carried certain 

nuances d i f ferentk~g it from iw conventionai grammatical usage. The 

just noted, states, atuibutes and concomitants. Even if all of these pass for noun 

complements, it is anothet question still whether they would d be grammaticaliy 

acceptable as noun modzjer~. Qünavi uses the t m  quite loosely for a aride vaxiety of 
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applications, but the net effect is to underscore alI the more the "nom bias" we £ k t  

o b s w e d  in the last chapter. In fact, if tabdc@yah is of datrve grammatical importance 

even arnong the noun complements, it is all but central when one is seekmgy as is 

Qünavî, a rehbished interpretation of ar t idaaon to c a r y  duough what logical 

foxmalists like Ibn Sînii had begun on the question of technical language in philosophy 

and the truths it purports to convey. We s h d  have occasion to qualify this assessrnent 

once t h  methodological recasàng is lefi behind for the more substantial issues that d 

next corne within the purview of his investigation. 

In agreement with the grammacians, the second of two enmes concemed with tuwübi 

in b. M-ad Jqani 's  fifib aa/dnfOf tersely States the principal defirution used 

by everyone, i n d u h g  theologians, as bekig: "any second [thmg] [&Li tbünin] whose 

inflectional case endmg is that of its antecedent in one respect [draba bi-irüb s&qihimin 

jihah waII#dah]" OKT 71). But so defined, subordination can be anydiing at all subject to 

th condition. It is hardly surprising, then, that Ibn 'ArabT should refer to the "precept 

of subordination" in numaous contexts. One such context has to do with the différence 

beween real possession of the thuigs or propery - i.e. al-abyïï'IYol-amrva(created by God 

- and proprietorship by delegauon (niyabah) (FuM S 56:91; cf. VI1 24571 and \;III 569:389, 

etc.). Thmgs are ueated for the exaltation of God, and any "ptofif7 obtalied thexefiom 

is strictly derivative, that is to Say, by way of the p n c p  of subordinatzon (FuM X 56:g 1). 

Also, he is "mafbtp' ("followed" or is ccsuperordinate") who possesses priority (taqadvm) 

- in, Say, as the haditth goes, his Çarniliaay with the Qur'iin (viz. qirZd), prophetic mores 
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(sunnah) and spiritual migation (hykzh) (FuM SI 202:215). The precept of subordination 

may also more specifically belong to certain types of knowferdge relative to others - for 

e~ample, knowledge of the "matters" of namal endowment (m~wadd ahb?zhah) (Fuhl 

SI1 559-60).  In a more philosophical vein, Ibn 'hrabî invokes the "propensity" of the 

acadent for the substance through subordination (FdI  i 391:240), and to the "possible 

entities" as being the subordmates - perhaps doser to the grammatical sense of "noun 

modifiers" - of the Necessary Being (FuM 1 236:188). The Divine narnes of Mercy (&' 

al-rahmah) may equally be said to be followed by or subordmate to those of Grandeur 

(u~mij ' al-kibriya ) (FuM IV 277:201)). 

In a strictiy grammatical sense, subordmation no doubt irnplies an intemal relation 

that occurs within the compass of a single phrase or sentence. However, here one 

element has not only to precede another but also to goum it, indeed to act as its 

cc governor," or 'iimii. This takes place through kiflection, whose fiuictions are s d  

uans ferable to non-grammatical contexts. Given that besides the familiar grammatical 

desuip tion of f r ü h  role in " m a h g  manifes t that which is in the mind" ( lay~~ana m+ 

hrninlh) (JK2ii 97)' - whch inudentaily is dose to the sense given by the school of Ibn 

%ab; - there is 'Abd al-Qihir Jurjani's statemmt that "word endmgs vary accordmg to 

the variation of the [word that] govems i t  [an taMtctIjrawaii!biiw a/-h&m /i-ikhfrTifaf-CamiI]" 

(JKM 97), certain things tend to follow. For to rhis dehition 'Abd al-Qàhir tellligly adds 

the words /&an aw taqa7ran; that is, whether on the basis of the acmdy given or the 

vimial form to be reconsmicted (JKT 31). The Ibn 'Arabi school brings all these 
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considerations to bear upon theoretical inquiry. Being richer and even more spinted 

intellecmdv than anything found in traditional Peripateuc philosophy, with its alrnost 

exclusive reliance on syllogistic logc, th& approach indicates that the grammatical 

standard of frab had found new and iicit ernployment, in the way observed by Massignon 

(ReStPr 1 1-2). This is precisdy what Qünavi now d try sys tematicaily to develop. 

Before discussing the f o m  of the letters, though, cwo h a l  notes: one on (rab, the other 

on t a p ~ a h .  

a. l'rab 

It was widelv agreed that there are rwo types of inflected words: nouns and irnperfect 

verbs.' More relevant to our discussion, M e r m o r e ,  früb was usudy contrasted with 

whch is typical not of nouns or verbs but of particles, con ferring upon thern a 

h e d  ending. A longstandmg conuoversy nevmheless developed as to whether verbs 

should not also be induded within ths dass. Jqani, for one, seerned to agree with his 

Basran predecessors that both the verb and the partide belong to bina', the ad - i.e. 

%aseY' or "roots" (Jml 107)~ The issue is important enough to note at least in passing, 

since Ibn 'Arabi takes pains to draw a parallel between, on the one hand, the root of the 

letters (ad a/-h~% and its constanq or tamkAn - as opposed to taImWItl - in short, bina'; 

and, on the other, everydiuig having to do with human nature (i.e. ''mithlalrf;truh~n~') 

(FuM 1 2152). What he hoped to adiieve through this was to show that bina', bekig 

primary, demands t a h ,  if the simplest act of communication to another is at all to be 
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possible. This is the srructural setûng that inuoduces movement or vowels (Fdl I 21:62). 

VCrhere the verbs are situated in this scheme should no doubt influence the outcome; 

since it is verbs that most directlv convev the matrve aspect of Divine self-manifestation, 

accordmg to Qünavî. The main point, though, is thar whde ifa3 implied motion and 

variation (viz. according to either case or mood), bidsuggested the idea of immobiliry 

and constancy. We s h d  next see what h s  dialecuc becween variation and constancy 

implies with respect to analogical relations. 

b. Three Aspects of Subordinate and Superordinate Relation 

Now that the Link between tabd&ah and I'rüb, which open up new possibilities for a 

coherent account of self-manifestation, have been explained, there Xe three main 

considerations to be made about the "constant root" of the structural relation 

establishg the order of prioriy for every type of entity induded in a consmction, be 

it letter, word, existent or "non-existent." 

When the superordmate is considered through the aspect of its own states' 
sub junction (ttibar indbàf abwâ/ihâ ilayhci) and suborduiation to it, upon being 
inrellected as devoid of extemal existence, it is a "hidden word" (kal:mah 
ghoybzjyab) . 

"coloured" 
existence is 
wy5d&yan). 

When the superordinate quiddity is in tellected (al-mah~ah al-matbi7ah) as being 
by existence and yet singled out froma its concomitants, 
posterior to its own, then it is called an ccexistential letter" 

When the superordinate quiddity is intellected in temis of its ccreùprocal 
association" with its subotdinate concomitants, existence having been asaibed 
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to it,8 then it is an "existenual word" (hktltah tvu13digab) OB h:85-6 B:193). 

This &es the general conespondences said to hold between the ontic and the 

verbally-articulated roots according to the pattern of subordinare-superordinate relaaons 

eluudated above. Since the '730ok of Gad" has organizational features of articulation 

as well, based on @"t and survar, the same syntactical d e s  are valid withm an qah 

composed of "existenual words" as for an gah  composed of utterable words. As a 

strucwal unit, the gab entails "s@cation," which m u t  be based on the realig of some 

special attribute fah I*qr̂ qat $ah khi+d)), designated state (bal mdallyanah), some special 

species of "such concomitants as are related to a universal root [aL-mud.fab i/b as( kuIr;]" 

or, hal ly ,  a genus "designated by the form of the configuration of an integrated 

conj unction [mdayan bi-@rat hg 'ah min al-hay Zt a ~ - ~ ~ i n d i ~ y a h ] ] "  be tween rwc or more 

words (IB k 8 6 ;  B:193). A "signification" thus gives expression to a setg of intangible 

meanings (i.e. "mdm'bah 'anjumhh min al-mdâd'), which can be consmed and perceived 

only by means of the configured form ( h g  'ah) of an integrated conjuncuon. 

This treament of the 9ah as an otgan~afiona/ unit is c o n ~ u e d  ail the way up to the 

most cornprehensive and cohesive unit - namely, the Book itself. A sùrah, or "chapter 

division," of ail the items mentioned so f u  for the gah, entails a coming to hght (bgün) 

of the precepts of some level, universal attribute or universal condition (balah h f h i a h )  

that indudes a variety of other atmbutes or states (IB A:86; B:194). Fkially, the "reveded 

Books" embody "the rendition [tajomah] of the foms  of the precepts of Divine 

knowledge and the states of possibilirg [ai-ahwd ai-itllhnigah] wwhich chatacterize some 
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universal kd or s p e d  group of people [fi'jcah ma&@zzb]yy receiving it (IB h:86; B: 194)- 

The QwZn itself QünavT describes as "the* of the knowledge that encompasses [surat 

ai-'dm ai-muE4 all the possible States which are characteristic of existent entities accordhg 

to their different dasses ['a& ikhtiiààtabaqafr %I+" (IB A:86; B: 194). This it does through 

discrete communications whose precept is specially designated "for the denizens of the 

entire temporal pexiod that wiU remain und such designated t h e  as d determlie that 

the precept of all Divine law has expired [intibà'buh al-shadf q~ftibatan]yl" (IB A:86; 

8: 194). He likens that h a l ,  dimactic event to the t h e  when the sun will rise £rom its 

" twighligh t duslr" (!zihY al-zham min maghn'bibii) . 

§ THE FORMS OF THE LETTERS 

a. The Five Presences and the Five Points of Articulation 

Before concenuating on the 'letter" as an articulated f o m  e x e m p w g  in miniature the 

whole process of manifestation, QünavT sumarizes once agam the hghest sa l e  of 

created being, hown as Divine speech (that is to Say, the parchment unfolded and the 

"existence" extending 0ve.r all the realities), identifying the various points of 

correspondence with the more farniliar scale of human articulation. Divine speech makes 

its downward descent towards pacticulatization in a temporal plane according to a 

cosmological herarchy known as the "five universal presences," which he says serve as 

"a basis and reference point" (IB A:86; ~:194)." We have already Listed thern. The 

difference d u s  tirne around is that, self-manifestation being essentidy Divine ~peech, he 
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hopes to show these presences' analogues (or correspondences) (na@n/hq in the verbal 

articulation characte.listic of the "realrn of human breath" ('dam ai-t~gCca~ al-insütlr',. We 

should note that he is now manoewering himselfinto a position where he can show the 

exact Iinguistic dimensions of the "fomis" that both he and the phdosophas have in 

common by elaborating the philological phases of unerance essentially encapsulated by 

the letter-Çom - what he cab the 'levels of articulation" (maratz'b al-mahartj) - and then 

to compare them analogically co those of a different ontological order. 

L V i h  the human proportions fa& to us, the k t  level of verbal arkdation is the 

interiority of the hem (bahn ai-qaib), the verp ccsource of breath" (yanbd ai-ndm) - lititerally, 

its 'breilsp~g." Then corne the two lips, the chest (..di), the throat (hh) and the palate 

(banak) (IB h:87; B: 194).11 The two lips (shajatûn) are said to stand to it in the opposite 

relationshp of ccdirect witness" to Divine hiddenness. However, there must be one level 

that combines all othen. And just as every existent has either to be based on one of the 

five levels or act as a locus of extaiontaaon for the precept that combines all levels 

(maqhman li-hukmjamr'ih~ - i.e. the Perfec t Man (hl-inriin al-hmio - s o  each lener mus t 

be based on one of the levels or points of d ~ u l a u o n , ' ~  or else comprehend the precept 

that combines them ail (IB A:87; B:195). T o  this combinative b c t i o n  corresponds the 

letter ' 'w" (Ar., walv). 

b. The Six Precepts 

The hierarchy does not end here. In between these principal roocs (al-ummaba;t aLa.d&yah) 



- the five presences or five points of articulation, respecuvely - there are levels of 

chfferentiation, orfa-mm&% tq?i.ih'.ah, to be speufied. This is because e v q  instance of 

the individual existents, or sirnply the "letters" of the Breath of the Mercifd, is, as 

mentioned, identifiable qua exteriorizauon with one of the principal roots and has, in 

tum, fivepositiw or affinnative precepts (ab& thubi%$yah). But there is a sixth, negative 

precept (zadis ~ a f b q  whkh "permeates" (smin) the other five. This is held on the mere 

strength of the fact that "afhrmation," or giwig positive ascEption to somethlig, en tds  

also a denial of that which it exdudes" (TB A:87; B:195). In the dunliutive world of an 

individual existent or "letter" there are consequently five affirmative, %erarchically- 

ordered signs" ('ahmat thubistzzab murattabah), one of which combines the other four 

inclusively; and, a sixth, negative sign. But t h s  is not all. This negative sign itself 

engenders a positive precept (tantij bukm thbit), on the grounds that any omission of a 

sign is itself a sign (tark af-cahmah 'ahmah) @3 Ah% B:195). 

It may be pointed out that YahyA Suhravardt (d. 587 AH/1191 C E )  made a s d a r  

Know that the proposition [ai-qadrzah] is not a pmpodun by sole virtue of being 
a f b t i o n ,  but also because it is negation [al-zalb]. Moreover, negauon is an inteilectual 

~udgement [ b z 4 h  'aqg, whether it is interpreted as removal or denial, and, [by the same 
to ken,] is no t a mental judgement [ h w h  ji al-dbihn] mmdy for being a denial; it is itself a 
positive af6nnation preàsely from the standpoint that it is aju&ernent of d e d .  A h g  
[wal-~hq'j cannot escape affirmation or denial, and a f h t i o n  and denial are both mental 
judgements whose status is another tbing. (SHI II:30) 

To bring home his point, Suhravardî argues fuaher that if, on the other hand, the object 

of intellection (mdqd) is not given any judgernent by which it is either a fhned  or denied, 

thm it is neither affmned nor denied, but rather it is in itself (huwaj7 nafsibz) sornething 
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that is affkned (fhabie or denied (mutlfofin) (SHI II:30). It is the mental proposition that 

gives a judgement about it, the object. Although his meaning is basically the sarne, 

Qiinavî mentions oniy the "ommission of a sign," without breaking up, as does 

Suhavardi, the act of ornitthg somethuig; but that is what he intends. These fine 

distinctions in h s  view, at any rate, yields a total of nvelve items, ail apparently quite 

important for understandmg the remahhg thernes in the Introduction. Brieflp, the five 

@mutrve precepts with respect co the precept of the existent refex to the following: 

its noe ticdy stable quiddity (miih&yatihi ai-thabifah fi aIIciim) ; 

its "spintualness" (rU&ïtf&@ht); 

its Çorrn and nature (sjiraftihi wu fabTafiht), since the "spirinialness7' whch every 
existent possesses, upon invesngation, must itself have a f o m  that accs as a locus 
of appearance for the precept of spi8tuahess; 

the Divine manifestation (ai-fqàiL ai-i&hQ exteriorized through the existents and 
pmeacl ig  them by way of the singular oneness of comprehensive union, whch 
we said was necessaq for the intangible configured f o m  [of meaningl (ai-hq 'ah 
al-mdnawzzah) that results when a totality is assembled together Qfr'mdjamTiha>; 

the level which consunites an end (ghgah) (IB A:88; 8: 195). '' 

The sarne p ~ u p l e  of six precepts of the existent are equally germane to the systern 

of "signs" (<ahmiif) that axe used for pointing the letters and for kidicating inflectional 

case endings, assurning that each leaer, like every existent, can carry ail six precepts. 

These are the two basic categories mentioned here. As we discovered, Qünavî was more 

concemed to apply the d e s  of a f b t i o n  and denial to signs, that whidi the object of 

knowledge manifests of itself in su& a manner as to indicate it - in short, to be a sign 

for it. The signs used forpoitfting consist of five levels, the sixth behg the negative (IB 
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k 8 8 ;  B:l96). Levels are indicated by the nurnber of points (1, 2 or 3), their locanon 

above or below the letter and, hal ly ,  the total absence of points, which stands for the 

negauve (raib&yah). 

The second category is comprised of the signs used for inJe&ôn (Irob). As far as 

nouns15 are concemed, ir& consists of r d  (pronuncianon of the £inal consonant with the 

u-sound, indicating the nominative case); no@ @ronunc.k~on of a £inal consonant with 

the a-sound, indicaclig the accusative case); j a r  (for the i-sound, indicating the genitive 

case); tan* (the n~wsound giving the indehte  fom); sukin h q y  (the voiceless sound); 

and the sixth, negative one, ai-SU& al-mqt (the mute or "dead" sound), or simple elision 

of the Ietter (hdbf al-hg5 replacing the kiflection (al-@'im maqa ai-iriïb) (IB A:88; %:196). 

c. The Sukûn 

Ibn 'Arabi had illustrated the grammatical use of su& hgy for the letters "wiidY and " y 3  

" using words like bi-mayt in "wa mü huwa bi-mgt," where the 'y7 is voiceless but figures 

nonetheless in the pronunciation (FuM I 503280). In its mysticd exegesis, ru& accounts 

for the noetic "degrees of certaintf' ( d q à t  af-yaqr'tt). Hence, mystics are said to be 

"stkred" through the ruhn &, whereas they are directly attached to God (yatdadaqu bi- 

Iloh) through wkin mqt  within that over which they are "set asut" (jF m~yadfm'bujZhz) 

and without any c'disjoined speufication" (gbqr tdyh muywad (FuM XIV 129-201-2). 

Basicaliy, t h  account seems to point to a conditional role played by SU& hgy, as a suite, 

in bhgmg  about greater proKimity to God. 
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Along with the vowellessness of the zzikin, the thtee basic inflectional signs indicating 

vowel movements are without exception shared by all hrabic consonants. For Ibn 

'Arabi, each of these signs possesses a different hmeneutical value (FuM I 630:31), 

based on an all-ernbracing nominal dassification whereby to the damma (u-sound) of the 

rgf coreespond the Divine narnes subsurned under the name '"A/dY C'the Ever-Highy'); 

to the f a b  (a-sound) correspond the Divine narnes belonging to "bhtl;ïàdy (("the 

Mercifd"), the Qur'ânic bas& for which daun is, "ma yaftahu Ah M-noss min rahrnatin" 

("How God extends w] Mercy!"); to the (i-sound) belong the Divine narnes under 

M u r d o i  ("the Elevated").16 While ultimately dependent on this classification, the 

scheme Qünavî proposes runs a parallel but more narrowly dehed  theoretical couse 

where rzzf corresponds to "spirinialness" (&&ah)), na.& and jam to the extexiorized and 

naturd Çom. The rz&n bw, in his case, kidicates "the tùst Divine precept of singular 

oneness [a l -huh  al-ah& al-ilahi ai-a#rwaI] disringuts hed b y the 'presence of the general 

comprehensive union' [al-mzikhtag bi- hakat aI-jad al-cimm], whose j uris diction embr aces 

al1 thuigsnb (IB A:88; B:196). In its theoretical career, it is somethmg intellected and 

permanent, whose effect alone is observable, not its essential indwiduality, as other things 

are in existence (IB A:88-9; B:196). In this connecuon, Qünavî quotes a line ftom Ibn 

'Arabi apprishg us that, 

Comprehensive union but a state, 
Whence - dominion," not units," 

its essential individuality cannot exist 
it doth done possess (IB A:89; B:196). 



The JU&II holds particular significance for Qü.navfl%ecause it indicates "the r e m  to 

the precept of a f h a t i o n  [dhh al-f.hubI(til through evanescence in God [Wi~tr'hhk]," 

such that the precept of the wanescent's exireence sunrivesc as the precepts of creational 

relations are rernoved (IB A:89; B:196). In grammatical parlance, the ccvowel" (&rakah, 

(it. "motion,"), which here stands for "a kind of  existence," is latent (kh&ah). Therefore, 

the positive precept exists even though the essencial individuahty of the one to whom th 

precept is ascribed has not been exteriorized. In the language of the wayfarer, that 

precept is, at the most, one of "proximiy through the obhgatory duties" (qwb aIfar.'io), 

whereby the worshipper becomes concealed through God Iya~fatri- bil-Bqq). His precept, 

not his essentid individuality, is extexiorized in existence; the sarne as in all cases of 

"isthm," or barI;Xh. In applied terms, the tanman qualified by the level of the SU& L q y ,  

such that two consonants stand at opposite sides, cornes to possess permanence and 

stability of ends ('ghqq once the precept of predisposition has been tenninated, fiom the 

standpoint of universality. Otherwise, so long as there are differential particulars, 

anything at  dus level is always said to have an end (Bhyah) and a temilius (i1;1tihag only 

by way of relation, obligation umd) and sukan m q i t  - as in the cases of  death, s o l i d x y ~  

dissolution, evanescence, etc. (IB A:89; B:196). In this sense, an "end" appears to be a 

terminal point for all precedmg h e s  of demarcation or differentials that arise by dint of 

intellect or some 0th- predispositional power. 
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Because of their stmcniral importance, it rnight be usehl to noce briefly what a 

contemporaq of Qünavî's, Tiij al-Din Muhammad b. Muhammad b. Ahmad 1s fara'ini 

(d. 684 AH/1285 CE), had to say ofgrammattêa/significcancce aboutghiip. Bnefly, in the 

"science of inflection" fifm a/-frab) one speaks of ghgah when an object (i.e. mud./an) is 

pronounced at the outset and "thereafter al-rnu~ihyhi ornrnimd in uttaance [(.an] but 

not in intention [Ia n ~ a t a n ] ;  that is, explicitly, not implicitly (ILI 201). For example, in 

"1 met him before, afier, above and below" ("Laqqfuhu min qablu wa min bddu a>o min 

f a w q ~  wa min ta&l'), the subject need be mentioned only once, since the intention, or 

"end," of the sentence is quite ciear. Something sirnilar seerns to De happening in our 

case, Save that the intended Limit is not always identical to the object initiaüy 

"pronounced." We have so fat encountered three instances of intentionahcy in coherent 

speech: Divine purpose embodied in the revealed text, the d e d  end of consmctions 

and integral conjunctions and, now, the ends and termini that make for the evanescence 

of the "vowel of existence," its covert persistence and, ultknately, the demise indicated 

by one of the two Limits of any ordinary tanaztn. One might perhaps object that it is not 

so clear that the syntactical d e s  of a complete construction, such as the one intended 

in Isfariiyinî's d e h t i o n  of ends @hg@, c m  be applied to as minute a p h c l e  of a word 

as tanwr'n or s ~ h .  Yet a discrete phonetic operation like the tanman easily recommends 

itself as a compact illustration of the interplay that exists between manifesmess and 

concealment by structural features which lend it the capacity to explali whah in the 

wayfacer's path toward evanescence, is acnidy suppressed and what perdures. Beyond 
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thar still, there Lies the viewv that Divine speech itself need be no more chan a single 

enduring command, indeed 3 word; hencc Qünavi's protracted exposition lusr on the 

lettm chat make up the word. Indecd. the difference bcwern the vowelcd çenter o i  thc 

" w n "  sound in frrniuin and that of c ' h ~ ~ P '  in the Divine command is bcsides the point. 

The same interna1 relaaonshps csist when one further considers that thc One Word 

embracing al1 words is itself composed both of "letters," fin&. and thcn of the patterncd 

consuuctions of soiîtary words enclosed within it. 

tj THE ELEMENTS OF METHODICAL ANALOGY 

a. Precept and Level: Integrative vs. Articulative Functions 

Jurjih-Z's fine ear for language had keenly detected the meaningful resonance of these 

sound constructions even within singular meanings - not jus t die flashes of "eloquence" 

insisted on  by others - each borne by the concreteness of human speech's patterned 

sound and form. But in the hierarchy of forms that runs analogically from letter to word, \ 

+LI, surah, kilab and, finally, to the Qur'iïn, Qünavi's dissection of s d E n  and ta t l~ i i ,  

however interesthg in itself, is rnerely a prelude to a more concentrated 

full letter-form as a protonpe. This we will see shodv. 

exposé of the 

His prcsentation so far has accomplished nvo h n g s  wvith respect to the pnncipies ot 

estcriorizauon: it elucidatcd the inflecuonal shftings from movement to repose as well 

as thc con~uncave relations ovcr \vhich presides the appropriate pre~~pt ,  said to bc 

structurally cxteriorized. If succcssful, this sliould afford us a pattern ciarifying thc 

annlogical relaaons which, ulhately,  coordinatc benvccn a noetic and an onuc point of 
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reference in technical language. Within the general perspective of the eariicr ckpters. 

are have seen chat the obiccr of knowledge is known only atfer the rootednesi of irs 

singular oriencss has been secured, atter \\--hicch Lic the inuicatc processions oi noetic 

relaaonships among the quiddiacs, crc. In our prcsent contest the csternal 3nd zrernal 

1-ariations of the letter-rom itself, as imperceptive co the novice as the! may intellcrrualiy 

be, provide the firsc tangible results of Qünavî's mcthodological probings 11 this 

duection. 

His point of departure remains, of course, Ibn Sinlys admission of man's incaacirv 

to know the realities of thngs, which we agreed in essence to be the incapxity of 

absuacr logcal paradigms to represent the concrete apprehensions of those reah~cs. He 

now wishes to make the point that the presidingpmzpt in things ( a / - b u h j i  of- ~ y z )  - 

presently, in die letters - which is said to require exteriorizauon, directly corresponds to 

the notion of lewi, as opposed to an esiscential entity (Ta U d y h  ul-wyGdi~ah) Aready 

esterionzed in respect of existence. Therefore, the link extendmg from the precept to 

the existents indicates the process o f  exteriorization, through these existents. of the 

precripr of die& lrwl only (i.e. "bi-itibiir y h r  h u h  martabutiihr? bihi?') (IB A:89; B:: 97). 

From h s  ir foiiows rhat anv creative effect, or d u r ,  would have to spring f r o r  i.d 

the lcvels, in che following nvo now f a d a r  ways. The fust, naturally, is in respecr Q Ç  the 

diffusion of the Divine comprchensive precept of singular oneness into ail " imgs  Y i  

(UJ -L~Z)  (ID :\:89: B: 197). From the opposite direction cornes thc sccond in respec: ~f the 

"coiiectivic)." (ughhbi~yuh) subordinatc to the relation ot primacy (d-~zijbLrl, ul-~~u;I~u/~)). 
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He feels that the precept's pemianence (thubKt al-hkm) and the preponderance (gha/abah) 

of one level over another may be soundly a f h e d  &a& to contaLunent (ibarah), since 

the precept in question is extenorized smctly in accordance with the "prirnacy of  

containment." This is fine, however, so long as the s t m  of the process 1s not identical 

to the end - that is, when there is no perfect syrnmetry. When the ccclosure a c k g  as the 

outer h t  is identical to the precedmg one [af-khctzhab ' q n  ai-~abiqah]]'~ (as illustrated by 

the nunation fom) and when the end (ghgah) detemüned to have hnality (iNtrah) is 

"pBmacy's very fomi of perfection" (hya n4 $üat kama/ al-awwah&ah) - he does no t Say 

"identical" - then the one cannot be distinguished from the other OB A:89; B:197). The 

precept of primacy that would otherwise separate the m o  extremities of start and finish 

is, in th case, concealed (TB A:90; B: 197). It is on account of t h ,  he points out, that the 

shape, or figure, of the nunation (.shakla/-tonMn) is evidently "weak" compared to that 

of "inflection proper" (rbakimyamad a/-lrüb), which indicares the precept. Its c'duality" 

- presurnably in reference to the two n's flanking the faint vowel - account for the rwo 

considerations mentioned above (IB A90;  B: 197). 

Now that we are speaking of the letter-form, its existenual counterpart is not too 

remote, for every existentid form capable of being perceived according to f e d  of 

in tum, consists in the integrated conjunction of intelligible irnmaterial 

realities (IB A:90; B:197). Havkig established the dimensions of figuration in the last 

chapter and in the wake of the discussion on the form of inflected case endmgs in diis 

chapter, Qünavî is of course dearly headmg toward a notion of the letter qua 
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"construcred," "conjoined" form. D e h t i o n d y ,  though, the form is exteriorized by 

vimie of its constituent elernents, and t h  indudes the realities of the "existentid form," 

which are e.xt&obed through the relation of itltegrated conjuncfn subordmate p~cipal lv  

to the precept of the singular oneness of Divine comprehensive union. This is not 

problematic; whac we are now beginnlig to understand is that exteriorkation @hi+), 

whatever its name, unfolds analogicdy - manifestation is inainsically relational, hence 

the pertinence of concepts like consonance and technical analogy - upon evey leuel of 

existence. The m c k  deady is neither to sever away the singular point of origin nor to 

destroy its relational affkity with the "end." But the only way toward a feliutous 

conceptual resolution is as follows. Qünavî hrst re-establishes that the Breath of the 

Merufd is to the hidden "existents" (many3idaf al-ghqbgyah), cded "letters," what 

"human breath" is to the letters it disgorges. This follows in absolute conformity with 

all five universal levels at the main points of articulation - otherwise narned the 

universals' "analogues" (naxii'r'n%ü). Next, he tries to show that the analogy must reflect 

a descendkg, nvofold articulation q u a p m p  ofcotlsfn/ctron (aLtar.bq, and qua gnthesis 4 

integrod coyirncfion (al-ta Efai-Ytrirrai) (IB A9O; B: 1 97). Wha t this means is this . With the 

difference between Divine and human speech intact, there is no question of self-identity. 

Qûnavi's analysis of the letter qua form transpires as a smcniral rendering of the "secret 

of comprehensive union" (al-sr aijjrm/i) through which the speaker is kiitially "coloured" 

- distmtly echoing the philosophical rnaxim that the unknown is disdosed only through 

what is already known - but whch comprehensive secret is the selfsame speech 
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articulated at five distinct levels. But that is how its effect permeates everything goken in 

the mariner ofinterconnedednessr and commucf~fe (tadakhd wa maq). The point is that for any 

given state (w of the constmction (tmkib), preponderance (ghahbah) and exteriorization 

is displayed by one and only one of the elernents subject to commknire (irntriq) and 

synthesis (taEj (IB A:90; B: 198). ïhi occurs accordlig to the two carduid ospec. of 

unerance so fax learned in this section. That is, 

(1) qua level (mdabah) - and hmce in terms of the precept of comprehensive union, 
and 

(2) qua precep t's (&km) extitenficI exteroti~ahon (al-phur al-wy24, whc h fus t gives 
rise to primacy, or priority (anraalr_irah) (IO BhO; ~:198).= 

Athough distinguishable, these nvo ccaspects" are accomplices in a cornrnon analogical 

procession in which the integrative m. the articulative interact contliually to yield ever 

higher "spLituai" instances of disdosure, so that the overflo~ingprima~ of the object 

disdosed itself may irnpart new h a h y  to the seeker. To get back to Iinguistics, however, 

the lenet-points and inflections are, in their respective ways, what makes these matters 

known (mzfamtf) by conaibuthg the precise element of d i s ~ c t i o n  and designation 

(tdnftam_Fz wa ta)fn) to entities, as they "become instructive [mmzbbihal] as co their 

roots" (IB A: 90; B:198). 

Within this scheme, then, the points indicate the levels, and the "inflectional [vowel] 

movernen ts" (al-barakit a/-fr~biyyah) the precep ts and aruibu tes exterioriz ed (IB MO- 1 ; 

B:198). Moreover, to the five said levels may be added three new ones, as a result of 

whi& analogcal relations may now be discussed with even greater precision in terms of 
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activity, passi~ty and a third level combining both (IB A:9 1; B: 198). This thîrd level, he 

meankighdy remarks, requires eqi iivalency (tahj( '), balance (Itr'dai) and 

commensurability (or proporaonalty) (muqiiwamab). W three levels' loci of appearance 

in the "human epitome" (ai-nuskhah a/-insiinzjyah) comprise the remaining factors going 

into the making of namal speech which have not yet been mentioned: the voice, the 

tongue and the teeth. 

Qünavî thus manages to isoiate ail the levels indicated by the points in the letter-form. 

But the points also need hrst to distinguîsh between two designative precepts that 

belong respecuvely to the hrst five levels and to the three chat rernained. Furthmore,  

each of these two mut, in mm, conform to the two "aspects" narned above - i.e. *ma9 

(mvwafaaah) by way of exteriorizauon and the comprehensive wion ofsinguar ooneness ( a i j ad  

a/-abadi). In other words, just as a total of two "aspects" have been postulated for the 

exteriorization of the precept belongmg to the five levels, so the remahkg three levels 

possess two counterpart "aspects." The £ k t  of these rwo andary aspects pertains to the 

exteriorizacion of the particular preponderance of a single element in a gwen 

consmction: in respect of the Ipn'tuaf fadties (aI-pwb aI-&&ah) accniing to created 

being. The other pertains to its exteriorization in respect of the natuxal faculties (al-pwà 

of-fabT&ah). According to t h  herarch y, "the idvidualities ' [al-dyütz] di fferences in 

predisposition, dong with those of the names' attadunents [tdol~ugot al-asmol and th& 

respective conative foci upon existentiation require that some, upon passing into 

existence, be specified at the levels of the spirits with which they become linked up; [and 
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others] be specXed at the levels of nanue [al-hHah] ..." (TB A:91; B:198). Exteriorization 

according to these two aspects is presumed to be "coloured" also by the precept of one 

of the two relations also named above, activity or passivit-, or 'brhatever joins them 

together." 

b. The Pointed Letters 

Now, as the Divine comrnand is exteriorïzed, the letters (!zig may be specified, sa?, at 

the level of ccactivity" (ahadabab ai-fhiah) q~m pn'fuui niafroon, the first of the cwo 

secondaq aspects @dongmg to the three remaining points of articulation), on account 

of the preponderance of one of the five precepts - which, in tum, is exteriotized in 

respect either of the "primacy in exterio8zauon" or of the "level-precept in 

comprehensive union of singular oneness" (al-hub aljam7 al-a&& al-mmabbr). The 

nature of the analogcd Iinkages p e n n e a ~ g  the letter-form at different levels is sudi that 

the one remains predominant and the other "boaowed"; Qùnavî is quite expliut about 

ths and later desuibes their relanon as one of subordination OB A:95; B:202). At any 

rate, the specification has to be insmctive of the preponderance according to h s  

pseponderance's two main aspects: level- and precept-exteriorizauon. It is instructive 

of the precept through inflection, and of the level through the point (IB A:91; B:198). In 

the present case, with the spiritual relation adjoined and consonantly iinked up to the 

precept of comprehensive union, the specification is marked by the single point above 

the letter. Generally, whm preponderance oc- in temis of the secondary aspects, the 
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spiotual and the naturai, then nno points are placed. When the letter's distinctiveness 

(tam~32ryzqj is posited at the //.fpa~sitrlvis (rather than of activity) - whether in t m s  of 

one or both of the same two secondarg aspects - then all the points lie below the letter 

B 9 B: 8 ) .  If the precepc of primacy ( M m  ai-atvtvai&yah) h o u g h  exteriorkation 

(otherwise the aspect of the five levels that correspond to the natural secondary aspect) 

relative to the double instance of the spintual and natural level is hked co this level of 

passivig, and assuming there is consonance or "compatibilitfY (tanü~ub)~ then the 

inflection, too, ocam below the lener oust like the points) (TB A% -2; B: 199). This holds, 

for example, when one of the two upper aspects (he cals thern here "precepts") of the 

five levels (narne1y9 pn'mag through exte8orizaaon and the Lwei of comprehensive union) 

is added to the level of the r ~ & n  muyt and the other to the natural €0- (al-surah a/- 

fab7&ab) - viz. of the three remainlig levels. When two aspects (the spintual and the 

narural) are consonant or compatible with anv of the five precepts in the active mode, 

then both the inflection and the points are situated above the letter. Should the 

preponderance of one of the precepts not be that of any of the two types of s~kiïn (mi 

'a& a~-~ukitluytt)), and the specification at all levels be in respect of the relation of 

passivity, the inflecaon occws above and the points below. 

The exact oppûsite of this is when the points lie above and the inflection below. 

Indeed, 

if the preponderance [of one of the five precepts] occurs at the level of compreheosive 
union and equivalency [al-takafw'j, the last of the diree levels, and if one precept from 
among the five is that of the m h n  haJsa then there are three points above (the letter]. 
Since this comprehensive union of consmction [ a & d  d-ta&7bi] emerges only in respect 
of both aspects mentioned above, the spirinial and the natural relations, the only letters 



that have three points are the "th" and the "s%nn." The ''rha" [is pointed] because of the 
precep t comprehending [ail O f l  the spintual faculties [&-&km jad a/quwb al-+an&ab], 
and the "~bin" because of the precept of the comprehensive union of (alI] the natural 
faculties (El4 -432; B: 199). 

Interestingly, there are no Atabic letters with three points below. Qünavi's 

explanation for this is that cornmixture c m  occur o. between the spkits and the natural 

endowments comprising the loci of appearance of intangible meanings, reakties and 

levels. If it is the relation of spirit that preponderates, the points must lie above. 

Whenever the natural faculties do, they lie below, where they indicate the level of the 

spints and natutal endowments under this aspect A thkd point normally apprises us of 

th& baianced equivalency, or ai-tu@%' ~ i - i n ' ~ ,  and the Divine secret of comprehensive 

union and singular oneness (a/-sim aijudr' a/-a&& ui-ihhr) upon which a l l  precep ts and 

effects ultimately rest on  account of the indusiveness (shumiio of its own precept OB 

.\:92-3; B:199-200). But there is never a third point below the letter because the Divine 

Cornmand is always preponderant and never prevded upon, whch is what it wodd 

amount to if it were indicated below. It c m  only be located above the two points, 

correspondmg to the spiet and the naniral endowments. The "single row" in whch 

these two points are drawn indicates their parity (ta~a~hittlii), in the sense that each acts 

upon and affects the other in some respect. The reason why the precept of 

comprehensive union is indicated only by two letters, "thZ' and "sbin," is that the precept 

of the comprehmsive union of sin@ oneness (@km uIjad ai-ah&), and the existentid 

balance (wu/-iti&ai-qZ&) at every other 'level" besides these nvo lettas, is intellected 

and not directly beheld (mdqdghayr ma~hhud); since no Çorrn is capable of being either 
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produced or  exreriohed for this c'complete balance" (al-friida'ai-t*). This is uue also 

of what he calls the "miversal comprehensive union indusive of all precepts" (al-jad ai- 

hl, a/-~h&vilaf-hu&), whose perfecuon is surpassed by none (IB h:93; B:200). Neither 

of these can be specihd in exktmce as required in the exteriorized nature of the letters. 

They can only be beheld, though suictly accordmg to the level and the "locus of 

appearance in which and by which alone the whole is exteriorized [al-ma@araihdhîya$ar 

al-hiiflhi wa bih] ," nwer on in own terms (IB A:93; B:200). In this manner, intellection 

and direct witnessing 

inflectional markings. 

(al-kh@t ai-irab&yab) 

are brought to bear upon the letter-signs divided into points and 

The points sigrilfp- (dah'ah) the levels, the ccinflec~onal marlungs" 

the precept. The point, bekig something intelected ratha han 

directly beheld, acts as the "primary root" of lmes, planes and cirdes (dawïi>ir), ail of 

whch appear through thepointwithout it ever having to be exreriorized as it is in itself. 

Skrillarly, while the levels signified by the point are thernselves intellected realities, never 

du-ectly Mtnessed, they are the prùnary rooc of ail that is beheld and over which they d e  

(al-bakzmah 'ai-yhz). They both have this in comrnon. 

On the other hand, a marking (khan, kt., 'cline'') consists of adjacent points (nuqaf 

muta/àwarah) and must indicate the precept, 'tather than the level. However, bukm 

("precept," but k,  "judgement"), too, is an intellected relation siniated between a 

"judge" ( & & z )  and the object of judgement (ma&&m 'aikyhz) (IB k 9 3 ;  B:200). Qùnavi 

is ref&g to a penciple we have examined early on in Chapter Three. Accordmgly, the 

assen tive connection in any in ference occurs through an exis t e n t i a ~ g  movement (al- 
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k a h h  ai-@i&yah) that marks it off fiom the integrative, c o n c e h g  hinction of levels, 

so that the selfsame "judgement," the judge qua judge c q n  a/-hkm wal-hkAm mi,, h i h  

h&man) and "chat through and upon whom there is judgement" (mahkim bihi wa 'aiayhz) 

make their appearance rather than become concealed qua level (IB A:93 -4; B:200; KN 276- 

77).  

To illustrate his idea, Qünavi has a word to Say about "ta~ha2," viz. phonetic stress 

or "doubhg." The term sgnifies the joining of the precept of the relation 

comprehendmg the three secondary levels noted above with the precept for the level of 

ru& @, characterized as it is the zinguhr oneness of Divine con junctive union (TB A:94; 

B:z00-1). 'Trimacv dirough exteriorization" becomes direcrly assouated with whatever 

is exteriorized therefrom, since judgement as the domain of primacy by Wnie of the 

assentive connecuon of  inference is identical with the process of exteriorizauon (IB h:94; 

820 1). 

As a d o u b h g  effect, t a~hdds  "secret" arnong the existent beings - chiefly, the 

wayfarer - is recognizable fiom what issues forth fiom the "proxirnity of supererogatory 

duties" (narijat qwb a/-tlaw.fi4 and the ccproximity of obligatory duties" ( q ~ r b  o/ifarZid): 

the former is epitornized by two "seekers" ((dibqtl), the latter by the two goals being 

sought (al-mzir&y ai-mafl5iayn) (IB A:94; B:201). But when the one in whom knowledge 

is realized - namely, the mubaqqiq - passes over into (tdad?') the station of "m ad&' 

("Or nearer") and the h e  (ha4 - whence corne the ccrnarkings" - dividing the d e  kit0 
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two arcs (qm5911, lit , "two bows'") is r e r n o v e ~  the one objecr of i n q q  is then said to 

have primacy and exteriority qua precept (or judgement) (bu&), and the seeker (@3) 

himself fuiality (iîkbin&yah) and its con cor ni tant^.^ 

c. The Unpointed Letters 

By now it has become dear just how intimate is the relationship between forms, whose 

philosophical ongins we have invesugated in the h s t  part of this study, and the letters. 

A host of devices may be employed for i n t e r p r e ~ g  a written or "vitnessed" text, each 

one a function of the particular noetic object's relative position. There are always 

secondary and terriary aspects to any given problem. Nthough we saw where form's 

proper position la)- in relation to other noetic factors, its versadty makes it uniquely 

adaptable to vastly different purposes. In order to complete his argument, which began 

wich figuration, Qünavi nims once more to thern, only ths time as leners pared down 

ro their basest, unpointed shape. They continue to be informative despite the complete 

absence of points. 

Forms, he repeats, are either simple of relation or composite (Il3 h:94; B:201). Because 

every simple thmg's parts (q@') and bonds (Jmihr) bear a close likeness to what 

va.riegated qualities there are in perceptible objects of every conceivable sort, the simple 

thing's consuuction (tarEb) can no more have a "sen~orialy exteriorized precept" (@km 

maha~) qua essence than the latter, but one that is merely inteIIected in it. An even more 

In rehrence to the Qur'iïn. 
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on the precept of preponderance ( b u h  al-aghhb&yuh) belongmg to the simple 
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based 

forrn, 

letters whidi, being in effect sub joined (mund-àah) to the latter, are fiee oj)oint~. Points 

are, of course, placed for instructive purposes only. Whereas the relation of these lerters 

to nature (abr'ab) and to the forms is conhed  smcdy to one sense; and so the bare f o m  

suffices in their case in conveying their level, just as the inflection operates in the n o d  

fashion to give their precept. The need for yet another "infomianr" (mdM&hur) does 

not ar2se. 

The conventional letters of this type numbrr fourreen. Qünavi contends that ac tudy 

only rwelve are unpointed, since the "ah$" upon verification, cannot be regarded as a 

complete letter (IB A 9 5 ;  B:201). The "ahj" is usually regarded as an "extension of 

breathing7' (ih&aI-~dm), lackmg the spedcation required and deliberately undertaken 

at one of the points of articulation (IB A 9 5 ;  8201-2)- It may be combined with the 

" h u m $ '  to produce a single lener. And they are indeed so considered. Similady, the 

"h" is thought co be "one lener" compounded of "&V" and "a&?' The combination 

relays the a c t u a ~ g  "secret" of the construction intelligibly without its precept ever 

having to be exteriorized as or embodied whole in the mn.rh-Hct itself (IB A:94; B:202). 

hdeed, its întelligibility rnay reach su& spintual heights as to permit it to give instruction 

regarding even the secret of the bond (id@ between the Divine and the murionulpre.setlces. 

But in the letter-science envisaged here, this promise, at heart, is what inspires the 

daunthg theore tical task of describing the warp of analogical relationships streaming 
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gracefullp downwards to the lowest rungs of created being. This task is vastly simplified 

by the mdirnmtary bhrcation h t o  root and brandi pemieating every level, and nowhere 

more adeptiy desctibed than whae the letters and philosophical f o m s  show, as thev do 

at this juncnire in his analysis, every sign of h a l l y  being Gucniously assimilated into the 

vas t inteilecmal synthesis of the Ibn 'Arabi schooL In con b a t i o n ,  Qünavii remarks 

that the h-a/fletter-combination ought also to reveal how simple and compound t h g s  

are commLted (ihtztq), just as ccÇorms" are. Besides being itself a fusion of two letters, 

the h-akfis at once the letter-equivalent of the God-world relation 0.e. between the two 

presences of the Divine and the creational) and the consmictive Locus of discurnbe 

rneaning; form at this encompassing level, aftet d, must not only tell us about but in 

some sense itself actually be a concrete manifestation of the anaIogcaf parentage" of the 

existentiating agent, qua existentiator not as pure essence - that is, with respect to what 

is existentiated." 

And for th is  reason, "form" is more than just a phdosophicai Çorm assldated into 

a mysucal conception; it is a uansformed form. There is, also, no d e n p g  the 

overlapphg between the ontic pole of the analogy and the episternic and 

methdodological one, as observed in the eady chapters of this smdy; between the intemal 

logic of theological science and the cosmic order; or between theology and the andary 

saences. It will be fascinahg to see how, in hght of ail that he has managed to Say on 

the letter-foms and, previously, the types of structured anangments of speech, this 

matter d be hrther  d d e d  in the remaLiLig sections of his Introduction. Let us go 
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on, though, to the last few words on the pointed and unpointed letters and their 

association with the root-brandi bifurcation so basic to the kind of analogy predicated 

of the God-world relation. This last discussion will take us to the next chapter, where 

we shall see how QünavT presents in this light a more richly informed analysis of the 

ibndamental distinction we met before between God and "what is o t h a  than God." 

The unpointed letters are twelve in number and, for this reason, easily accornmodated 

to the nvelve cosmological (or "zodiac") signs (bu*) "decreed and detemiined in the 

Throne" fonh) (IB A:95; B:202). The Throne is "6rst arnong the nkph bodies" (uwwaial- 

qi* ai-&* and the greatest (dpmnha) insofar as+, precep t and containment (ihiifah) . . 

are concemed. The "cosmological signs" fafunat a/-hm?), on the other hand, are the 

terminal points (manii@) wimessed in the eighth sphere (ai-jahk ai-thamin))' and the levels 

- the second ccaspect" posdated earlier - whose precept permeates aU of the letters. 

Indeed, die number twelve, it transpires, is so ubiquitous that all existent beings Çal l  

under the number cwelve. He restates what we have already seen about the "five 

presences" - referred to here as the "five mot/' - dong with their ~o concomitant 

aspects and the three secondaq "existents" ro which are attached cheir own two 

subordmate aspects. 

Pointed leners, on the other hand, add up to fourteen, and act as signs (i~hiirah) and 

markings Cahmoh) for the seven heavenly levels (murâtib a/-samawaf ai-sab'), the four 

elements ('anZ!z), the diree generated (rnuwaIla&i) and the eighth sphere, namely, the 

' That is, the comprehensive isthmus (dbaqakb a/yùmi>. 
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cccomprehensive isdimus" (aI-bqa& afy%î) (Il3 A:95; ~202) .'8 AU t h  has been laid out 

in meticulous d e d  by Ibn 'Arabi in the second &ab of the F~t2~hac and need not be 

analyzed here. 

One d begm to notice once agam Qünavi's rnarked tendency to relate his discussion 

CO the sdentific division of instructional knowledge, with talk about "existents" and 

epistemic "roots," both of which must be given. His longer range goal is to square the 

existential cast of traditional phdosophy, weighted down as it is by a "sense principle" 

confounding its theoretical results, with his "letter science." As we found, sense 

expeeence and Divine knowledge qua speech bear some striking hgz'cal resernblances, 

most irnponantly in respect of heir epistemic rootedness. His interest in ths is resumed 

here with a new reckoning of the cime-honoured spmbolism of the ink and the kikwell. 

Thus, the inkwell serves to ensure that the manifold remain separate L.om the 

"container" engulhg the myriad instances of possibility brought to life fiom an 

inscmtable state of hiddenness, and yet remains one (IB A:96; B:202). The ink and the 

inkweli (al-ftlidad mda a/-daw@ are analogous (na@, res pectively, to the unitay levei of 

possibility (madabat a/-imkütt) and the posdde entitiez contained by this level (mü !mat-bu 

min ai-mumKn&J, insofar as God encompasses them all both in existence and in 

knowledge (ihafat al-Haqq biha w@dan wa 'iiman). The levcl of possibility is sirnply the 

hiddenness of the possible entities it contains; it has oniy "darkness" (pd.mab). 

Accordingly, it is the possible entities contained therein, not possibihty as such, whch 

are specified withm the "kght of existence," so that th& precepts can be exteriorized 
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with respect to each other "in and chrough God" (ai-Haqq wa bihz), who acting thus to 

b ~ g  them in to existence suffers neither delimitation ( q 9 4  nor designation ( t amqud .  

The result is that "that image occurlig in existence [ m 5 h d a L w ~ f f i  a l - w j q  corresponds 

to the root [mutàbiqan /i(asd7' (IB A 9 6 ;  B:202). 

By the same token, then, the ontic "realities of the possible entities" are like the letters 

whch Lie latent in the inkwell (ai-himnohfi al-dattriit) in a state he had earlier presented 

in connection with the secret of the words, "God was and nothing was with Him" ( " G a  

A/& ma hshq'mdahd?, whereby "nothmg in the Divine hiddemess of the essence has 

any existenud multipkity or specifiay [tdqyyun wuj?a" (IB A:96; B:203). To continue 

the metaphor, the papa and ev-g writtm upon it are coordinated by a comparable 

twin extension of the generai existential light (inbisat ai-nrir a / - w y X  ai-%mm), one within 

which the existents' foms are speu£ied. The act of w r i ~ g  itself, as we now h o w ,  

corresponds to the "seuet of exktentiationYy (rirr aI-i/W and extMorization (phii). An 

"in te . tmediq  ins tnimental factor" is represen ted by the 'Divine Pen" (al-qahm a/-ibhr), 

and the e t e r  (kàtr'b) by God b s e l f  qua existentiator, creator and @ver of form 

( m u ~ r a t i ) ,  in the linguistic smse expounded for the six intentional constructions. To  

the thee hgertips (al-atiümii alIfha&.) corresponds the "prirnasy singleness" (alfatd&ah 

al-&); among them and through them "reproduction" (in@) takes place. The intention 

stands for the WiU; the preparaaon of (isti,&j that which has been d e d  to be written 

down is the wdfid paniculaezauon (ai-ta&#; al-iri2) subotdinate to (or following upon) 

the d-encompassing knowledge of the objects of knowledge exteriorized." Within this 
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encompassment, the 'cpredisposition"f of the knower and writer for what he d s  to be 

wntten has really mro legitimate mots or pregven types of knowledge: one, primary 

knowledge (al-'iIm aI-ma@ and, two, the sensory knowledge acquired from objects of 

sense - i.e. "aI-mu.rtg%d min aI-mah.riis~P' OB A:96; B:203). Qünavî is, therefore, very 

expliut about the suucrurai sunilatity-, if not equivdence, of these two pregivens, to 

which we have given sufficient attention above. 'Trimary knowledge" in man 

corresponds to God's knowledge of His essence, by vimie ofwhich He has knowledge 

of ev+g - as we have learned fiom Ibn Ska To our knowledge acquired from an 

object of sense, by connast, corresponds God's Sight of the "realities of the possible 

entities" (mjaf~hzi ~ubhanahu hqâ'ig ai-rnumhnat) at the integral "presence of possib~hty'' 

(ha& ai- imh) (IB h:96; B:204). The diffaence is that His knowledge rernains attached 

to these reakties pre-etemally and by essence (dhafizan). Th& display in existence leads 

to the subordinateness we ordinanly impute to the knower's knowledge of any object of 

knowledge, in the sense that the knower's knowledge depends on the object of 

knowledge and what it reveals of itself to him? 

sensory givens is t h s  basic distinction between 

What is shared by both Divine and 

the noetic reality toward which the 

knower is indlied and the knower, God and what is other than God. It is only chrough 

such a distinction that one can speak of a scien&c analogy at a l ,  analogy being a relation 

between two realities or elernents. 



NOTES 

1 .  This is discussed it in his chapter on "knowledge" and "hght." 

7. The other types of noun complements are (Owens FG 150): 

mubtaah ' and khabar ("Topic-predicate") 
matb3-tâbt ("noun-modifier") 
mudaf-mudàfibyhi ("noun possessor") 
h - h a /  ("noua-condition") 
ma@-nkzh C'verbal noun - its complements") 
m u r n a ~ ~ - t a g f ~  or taban Cc noun [specified] -specifier2') 

3. For exarnple, Suyüti' in SAS 202-3 and al-Shdf al-jujiïni in jKT 71. 

4. The expression is lughat al-bayin in the À/ur~mz&yayah (cf. Carter h L ï  34). 

5. Carter M I  68. The perfect being mabni. 

6 .  Carter calls it its antithesis (Carter 35). 

7. For an alternative view, see Ibn 'Aqil (LA\ 31). On the Basran position, H. Fleisch, "Trib," 
ET' 79. 

9. The wordjumkzh, which I have rendered as "set," also carries the custornaq grammatical 
meaning of "sentence." 

1 0. Tha t is, "ai .5 ihyh al-in~ttir~d wal-marjdd." The h s t  " presence" is the Divine hiddemess, 
the o r i . a l  source (mddon) of the realiues and imrnaterial Lirangble meanings. The second is 
the "relational" (zm, to whch belongs the world of the spirits fahm al-aw~b); at opposite end 
ro it is the "level'of direct wiaiess" in this world, to whch belong the n a d  forms that are 
both of composite and of simple relations. Then cornes the presence whose relation to the 
world of direct wimess is doser. And, h d y ,  die "presence of the comprehensive command" 
(al-am+ a/y&d') (IB .\:87; 8: 1 94). 

11. The points of articulation were meticulously analyzed by hrabic linguists. The most basic 
work in phonology was, of course, the Kitâb of Sibawayh (d. c. 177 AH/798 CE). For the basic 
division of the makhü* C'points of articuiation"), see Semaan LiM 412. A more detailed and 
updated analysis is given by Nassir STI"P4-9. For a physiological account of emitted sound by 
a philosopher-physician, there is Ibn Srna's own MaAhag al-b@ ( S m  5-12); translated in 
Semaan APH. 

12. For consistency's sake, we s h d  Say "level" instead of "point" of asiculation for mahrajl 

14. For the notion ofghgah, see below. 



15. Qünavi here is cleady refemng to noun rather than verbal inflection, which consists of mf 
(indicative), nad (sub juncave) and j a p  (jussive) . 

16. See preceding chapter for Qünavt's use and interpretation of these words. 

1 7. A 1-tabakhm. 

19. Suhravardt was much less expansive in his interpretaiioo of the m h ,  making no distinction 
benveen l z z ~  and mqt. For hun, ni& was just a matter that concerned the intellect (amr 'q4. 
I t  was "the absence of rnovement in that in which rnovement rnight be imagined [inafi'al- 
hrakab]," "absence" (in$%) bùng understood as somehing purely mental (dhuhini) rather than 
realizable Li [ex temaiJ entities (mubaqqqj? alkfyzn) (SHI 11170). 

21. Levels of perception, that is, according to the snength or weakness, deifiüency or perfection 
of the percepaon (cf. Tïï  175). 

23. SukM h-> is characterized by the singulac oneness of Divine comprehensive union (IB W; 
B:201); see below. 

34. Tha t is, "dl.fhn 'a&4 a/-buh." 

25. The person who consmes propedy the secret of the words "Lunitless in His Splendeur is 
He who hath taken His servant for a night joumey" (Qur'fi i 7: 1) and "Qcff  inno rabbakoya&," 
as he cryp tically adds, d readily understand what he means (IB A:94; B:201). 

26. Ibn ';\rab: indeed spoke of ab& (father) and umm (mother) dirang the First Wedlock (a/- 
ni@ al-awwal) (FUM 11 [Yahya] 482:311-12), whereas Qünavt does not mention a word of chis 
here. 

27. And there are many more "secrets" awaiting the diligent pupil, adds Qünavi, which he 
admts having to abstain fiom divuiglig in t h i s  book for simple lack of space. 

28. Or  the "A'rïï." 

30. Concerning the "rektion" combinlig these two noetic roo ts (aiddyn af-*I/miyy), there are 
many other "secrets" to be fathomed in their differentd derails. Qmavi-mentions, for 
example, the secret of, 'We shaU test ye und We knoweth" C'wu fa-nubGnahm kttd ndfud') (m 
h97; B:204). 



CHAPTER EIGHT 

Analogy and the "Permanent Distinction3' 
between God and the c40ther-than-God" 

Now that we have analyzed oves the the previous chapters the various dimensions of the 

problem of knowledge associated with "knowing the realities of thuigs," let us tum to 

one central question Qûnavî feels the urgency at this point to elaborate. This question 

beaxs particdarl~~ on the methodological ineducibility of the two noetic realities which 

we said was presupposed in e v q  theoretical inquiry. The present discussion makes up 

the second "general d e "  of the Introduction. The method, or "scale," of dieological 

science rests on a cwofold ontology that is fundamendy analogical in character. The 

nature of the analogcal relation, only intemiittently discussed so far, is now taken up for 

more systematic examination in the Iight of the philological discussion of the last chapter. 

In this chapter, we d consida the hub of diis relation, what Qünavî calls the "levels 

of permanent disrinction" (a/-tamapq ai-thübiif) between God and "what is other than 

God." 

These levels make up the "prima1 secrets" (ummahat al-arrm) of h s  science, each 

subordinately and concomitantly related to the other (TB h:97; B:205). They are of vital 

importance to the search for a concrete "scale," of the sort Qünavi purpom to be 

establishg for a '"Divine Science" which can petform the instructive role intended for 

it, but without l a p g  daim to the noetic absoluteness God alone possesses. As we 
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argued in Chapter Two and the early part of Chapter Four, each science has its own 

scde, and theological science is no exception despite its forbidding task of having to give 

expression to what is, a k  dl, too noble and too elevated to be reduuble to comrnon 

terms and expressions. Therefore, while mamly of methodological or theoretical - below 

he says, "inteiligible" - interest, the ccscale" proposed here has, nevertheless, its own 

"reality," just as it has to negohte between two other, noeticdy related realities, not one. 

This being so, the only possible level conespondmg to the noetic relation has to be an 

intermedmq one, in th case between the two noetic realities cded  the Divine and die 

"non-Divine." Let us see how he goes about d e h g  their conuete relation and what 

he makes of it wirhin the special context of his theoretical introduction to p/Ùfc ai-bayâtl. 

§ THE INTERMEDIATE LEVEL AMONG THE FIVE ROOT PRESENCES 

Qünavi begins this section of the Introduction by invesagating how each successive root 

fiom the Five Root Presences (of-&dariif ai-kham ai-asltzah)' is subsumed by the othei 

(IB A:97; B:205). He begins with the instance where two presences Bank both sides of a 

third, intermediate level (ai-mdabah aI-wa~fh). One of these two presences is 

"incorporated" at the level of the "manifested nan~e,''~ otherwise qualified as the world 

of "direct witnessing"; the 0the.r is incorporated at the level of "Original Hiddenness" 

(a&zyb al-a.@, in opposition to the k t .  Now, the interme* (a>@ that is reduuble 
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to both sides is merely a relation - that is to Say, a "combination [iad&yafuhurn~ which 

results fsom thern [al-ni@ min baynihimâ] ," rathes than anythmg superadded (xü 'in) (IB 

-i:97; B:205). 

This relation, we ought well to recall, is not becween two equal things. As we said, the 

"reahty of the intermedmy" considered by itself - in short, what allows us to isolace the 

"intermediar).-" - is partly a c 'h idde~ess  of the intesior" (ai-ghqb al-bZ/in), the root, and 

partly a "madested name" (al-im a/-@ii) and exteriority ( ~ h i i t ) ,  the nvo branches that 

spring forth from it. Exterioritg is sustained fiom the "innec recesses o l  somethmg 

which is prior," be it irnplicitly or explicitly (TB A 9 7 ;  B:205). So much so that the four 

other considerations are effectively subsumed under the "pPmary hiddenness" (al-ghgb 

al-awwa/). Before such a "subsumption" (indirq) c m  become intel/&ibh, aU m u t  be 

presûnded fiom view: precepts, muitiplicity, speech, aspects and, what he C A ,  both the 

Divine and the crea uonal nominal di f k e n  tia tions (al-tllfafiI ai-ismâ 'thah al-ihbbah wal- 

kawqyah). Induded arnong them are even the levels of these Five Universal ~errnini~ 

- conespondmg to the five presences - without whch there could not properly be any 

contemplation (shzihid,, speech, precept or differen~ation (td.rt3 to speak of in the h s t  

place (H3 A:98; B:205). AU these must be suppressed. But then why not throw in 

"intellqpbilitf' as weU? 

Qùnavi retains it somewhat artifiually, with seemligly no more higher justification 
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than a compensatory advantage to be gained in doc&al consistency, if we rernember his 

earlier pronouncements in the Introduction on the need for ~cbof,a.stic validation as well 

as realization through experience. Although intelligibity (mdqUhiah) may suggest an 

Archimedean point for s e tkg  the world in motion, for him it implies no particular 

ontological cornmiment, even where he daims to isolate its "reality." Qûnavî is not 

offenng an exact reproduction of the uue order of things. The intehgibdity he has in 

mind where no precept or direct Mtnessing of any kind can be considered is, technicdy, 

indis~guishable from the apotheosis of Divine presence or hiddemess. Moreover, 

amchment to the creational presence of "direct wimessing" colours the intellection of 

the source from which it issues forth, ùiereby lendmg a positive aspect to hiddenness qua 

matrve source. And, lastly, inteiligibdq has to be artached to the secretjoiniing the two (IB 

A:98; B:205). 

This has an important bearing on the way in which analogy is to be conceived. 

Analogv is not a unifom, closed relationship; we Çoud that it was skewed towards a 

h a 1  source, the root, whose uniqueness it must preseme dong with the 08gkiality of the 

c'offspring." Intehgbility saaddes both "sides" and, to that extenr, reifies the anaiogical 

method on a theoretical plane, in dose coordination with the intermediary level, as we 

d now see. Its object of attachment remalis the universal Divine cornmand (al-umr al- 

kt&), whch Qünavî proceeds to divide in accordance with the foregoing "prkiciples" 

into three categories: 

(1) that whch is proper to God (yakhta!! &il-Haqq); 



(2) that whch is unique to ueated being ba$atii bibi a l - h m )  

(3) that in which there is commonality (ishtirak) at the station of the Breath and the 
Cloud, i.e. the comprehensive secret (al-sim af~/Zmi) (IB A:98; B:205-6). 

Qcnavî discusses in d e t d  the h s t  category comprising all those things that figure 

nowhere else. They are of two types: afhnnation (thub&ijyab) and negation (salb&yahh) (IB 

A:98; B:2O6). Affknaaon, he States, entails God's "exis tential and noetic containment' 

(ibatntubzi . . al-myZa!&yayoh dcifm&yah), the przody of His existence (taqaddum wujZdihz) to 

every thing to which existence is ascribed. It must also e n t d  the primacy of His WU, 

the "request for existence" and the actual acceptance of existence ( q u b d . )  accordmg 

to tirne, state, abode, locus ofappearance and at the level whch he has akeady desdbed 

as that of "each judgement according to the judge" (martabat kufl bukm bi-hamb hii 

hühm), rather than to the "one judged upon." There is an irrevocable union between 

affirmation in this category and the necessity of existence which he describes as the 

combination of "wujùb ai-myld wa w@b al-thub~t 'afh al-dawam" (IB A:98; ~:206). 1 t mus t 

be stated cleady that dus category is not that of the absolutely hidden, but an inteliigible 

one whch isolates the Divine down to the most hscretely definable level of reception, 

without having, with the same stroke, to cross over into the h c t i o n  of the recipient qua 

recipien t. 

Whde rhis is mie of @maion with respect to the Divine names, negation, on the 

other hand, signals the fact that God cannot be "fettered," dellnited, designated or 

resmcted; that there is no prirnacy (uwwu@ah) beyond His existence; and that He cannot 

be contalied. God is in eveq sense deserving of ail ascription because it is most 



assure* wha t His essence requires at the hvej of the mutions! ion' of  appemance (murtabat ai- 

m a + i r  of-kawntbah) and relative to hem alone. If it were not so, 

such essennal indviddt ies  and reahties would be refened - either through Htm or 
through them and collectively or individuaily - back to God as are not require pre- 
e temdy by His essence. God (Exdted) then would have to accept a new precept or 
quaiifïcation kom or hrough another [thind [min ghgm%n' aw br'-ghwh]. h d  it would be 
a fmied  of Him whenever it is a f h e d  of the "other" [af-ghayj; although, if the other 
were then deckred expired [yat~ûd, the thing in question, too, would be dehinct [with 
respect to Godj. The reason is that His essence had not required it without the other (bi- 
d m  hadha al-ghaA. But this cannot be valid, since it would entail that origmations are 
predicable through God's essence and that He accepts change [lil-agbqy.]. Upon 
afhmiaaon, in tum, an opposite judgement would have to be made: that it be either 
necessary of affirmation or possible (IB h:98-9; B:206). 

W e  h s  is inconceivable, he assures us, it tells us something about the "transmutauon 

of the realities" (qah a/-haqz'ig) (IB A:99; B:206). 

As unWrely as we are to succeed in finding a perfecdy felicitous description of God's 

essence as it is in itself, no degree of theologicai fastidiousness can quite banish the 

conviction that it is the essence a k  all that is h b i t e d .  But Qünad moves directiy to 

the more scripturally appraisable requirement that it is God who must describe HLnself. 

There is, he h a l l y  declares, a "subtle seuet" at work: 

It is that the mie afhmiation and specification of d these atuibutes and many others 
remah unknown and unmanifestecf except w i t h  the Cloud [al-'amz'j, which is the 
isthmus mentioned before that separates the absolute hddenness of the essence from the 
[world ofj "direct wimessingy" as you wdl 6nd out shody, God willing. But what 
becomes a f h a b l e  of God in each and every Divine concem [rbo'n] is [ M y ]  what His 
essence requies pre-eterndy. The same goes for what is affirmed of the non-Divine [fi- 
ghgnh] in respect of its reality, or denied of it and of anotber ['anbu tva *& saw~hu]. Thar 
which varies is the spedied exterioezation of these things and theL cognitance through 
and for the sa4e of the essentiai individualities, rather than their a f k t i o n  or denial of 
the object of afhmiation or denial as such. Exteriorkation can only take place within and 
through the "Cloud" refened to here ... (B A:99; B:207) 

To go on to the second of the three categories narned just above, what distinguishes 
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created being Gom God is "the absence of ev-g whose affirmation is speufied 

[tdazryatta thubiif~bu] for God; not being ascribed, for instance, prirnaq Will [inidab i l . ]  

and pre-eternd necessity [wja qadh]]" (IB A99; B:207). There is no more analogy in t h  

category than there was in the k t .  Created behg is distinguished by being "necessaq 

of aftimiation" but not "necessary of existence" (i@riidiii bi-w$b al-tddit niin wy5b al- 

wjq, both of whch are combined in God's case; it is asuibed ongination (bu&) and 

the 'shifting of s ta tes" (tuqalfub ai-abwd 'ulayh) . 

The third category concems 0th- atttibutes which are both a f h e d  and negated. 

But it pertalis to those ''dungs" he says are cccommon" to both God and created being. 

These things make their appearance smctly in the " k t  isthmus" and have two aspects 

and two precepts: a relation to God and a relation to the non-Divine. The affimiation 

of these things of God by way of "comrnonality" (Lrhtriak) at the level of the isrhmus 

coheres with what His essence demands hom anothex direction for accepting thern at the 

is thman level, though without implying complete symmetry A: 100; B:207-8). The 

assumption that receptivity is conditional upon comrnonality is vital and understood 

hsdy as aprecep of one îf GonOpmper atfn'butes. The relation of comrnonality signifies the 

acceptance (q~bgo of each judgement at some state, level, time period, abode and locus 

of appearance accordmg to the d e  of the one makzng the jugement (i-e. the judge) (bi-&.rab 

hi lh&m).  In this fashon, within the compass provided by the isthmus, the precept of 

creational individualities for "thmgs comrnon" is ultimately based on baqq al-Haqq 

("Right of GodJ'). 
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Ibn 'Arabi had used "~aqq," as Suciid Hakîrn noted, to indicate a kuid of attribution 

that safeguatds "BghduLiess" (isfi4q) accordmg to an essential amibute (Hakun 1tl.Cjatll 

343). The "Right of Gocl" would, in this sense, signal His lordship (mbubkatuh~); 

whereas the "nght of creaàon," or baqq aI-khah7 signals its servanthood fubild&ah/hu). 

Ibn 'Arabi states chat "we are smanrs chough we may appear through His naits (ndutrh), 

and He is our Lord though He may appear through ours" (FuM III:356). The expression 

is well-suited to ths contexg for Qünavi explains that the realities of these "creational 

individualities" require that they be accepted in whomever actually accepts them in 

accordance with the recipient's own conditions (sbmi 'it) (IB A: 100; B:208). What varies 

in such a situation is strictly the exteriorization (phGr) and cognizance of those "thuigs" 

(mdnjiatzh&), not their a f h t i o n  or negation per se with respect to the one receiving 

the affirmation or denial. God remalis both the "one who judges" and the "one who 

receives the judgement." The difference in this category of the isthmus is the intmening 

process of exteriorization, at the same t h e  more nebuious than the essence's undoyed 

"intensity," and yet more lumllious than pure createdness. 

It is for this reason that Qünavi' adds that the attribute of /uminosit~ ((riat ai-d,a)- 

belongs speuficaily to the isthmus; whereas whatever disBnguishes God hom created 

beings is of the level of hiddenness and o f p m  light (al-nisr ai-mabd, . . @ A:100; B:208). It 

is the nature of hght, as e d e r  defined, to be "that through whch  there is perception" 

without irself being perceived. Of all the speufiable Divine levels elucidated in this 

ueatise, he states, pure lightJs closest analogy (na@mhu) is the root. 



§ EXEGETICAL SIGNJFICANCE 

The secret of Lghr is consecrated by the "first division" of Scat a/-F&- .hh, where belong 

the mystic "heirs of the Light" (warathab), those who steadfastiy uphold the ovemdmg 

nght of its manifestness and, lastly, the obligatory daytime acts of worship (uIICibadat a/- 

w@bah of-nah-ab) (IB A: 100; B:208) - viz. every act of worship occupying a degree of 

priority, or dan@ anwah&yah. 

The other, creational presence, on the other hand, is diaracterized by darkness 

(?/,ah) - not to be confused with the "hiddenness" of the essence due to its sheer 

kitensity - signifylng the level of possibilit-y and intdected non-existence (a/-ludam al- 

mdqil). Conaary to hght, it is intrinsicdy percptibIe, though nothing can be perceived 

thmugh il. It occupies the very last division of the Fdhb and the c'request" (ru fil) whose 

object is the "guidance" extended to those who, towards the end of the S h b ,  are 

asuibed the two atmbutes of affirmation and the transcendantal d d  ( a h $  al-tan@) 

of detachment hom creational relations and non-essennal atmbutes (a/-* c3fICan?ab) (IB 

'1: 101 ; 8208). Perdurance (baqà) based on the root, whch he compares drrecdy to hght, 

he describes as "a possibilistic permanence [al-thubut ai-imhni] that faces the light, just 

as complete servanthood does Lordship" A:101; B:208). He c d s  this the "station of 

the second expq  in God," or al-mfr%I& a/-thijnff; a/-Haqq.' It is exemplified by "nightly 

acts of worship" - as opposed to daytime ones - having what he c d s  "hality" 

(Zkhinbah) (IB A:101; ~:209).' 



a. The Isthmus 

The isthrnus characterized by lumliosity is otherwise cded  the "Cloud." It supports the 

station of 'Thee do we worship and fiom Thee do we seek aid" (maqïim " I g a k  ndbudu 

tvo&& nartdTnd') (IB h:101; B:209). Its Lihermt n a w e  is to be bot.  what is perceivable 

and "that through which there is perception," its prlicipal claim to distinction being the 

"comprehensive rwilight acts of worship," narnely, "ai-Cibüdüf al-baqakb&yah aijàmr'ah." 

These acts are perforrned at dusk and at dawn. In short, the isthmus is everpthuig that 

is not d e h t e d  by either "hrstness" or "lastness." The "moderate one" (rn~qtasid,~ 

stands at a rnidway point (wasf) among the "heirs [al-waratbab] who uphold the proofs of 

God [h j iAlhh]  and the rightful due that belongs to being the locus of exteriorizauon 

of these greater stations of Divinity [al-rnaqamat al-kzdwh af-i/ah&yah]yy (?B A:101; 8:209). 

He seeh to f3dfî.U the "right of eveq possessor of nght," in diffidence to his own Lord's 

g r a n k g  to everyhng irs nature. Qünavi c d s  t h i s  the "station of the p r i rnq  

kidividualness (or singleness)" (alrfad&ah a/-&$)), which we said is where reproduction 

and procreation o c c m  through hdden, spiritua?, natural and elemental nuptials and 

whatever combines aIl of these. Acquaintance with the latter leads to acquaintance with 

a l lu  five pillars and prayers of Islam" - viz. the sbmZl ai-ishm ai-khamsah waZ-sahf - and, 

in turn, to the five root presences. 

Because of its distributive capacity, the isthmus provides the key to Qünavi's 

understandmg of the analogical "precept" embedded in the relationshp between God 

In B:209, the term is 'qii'id rather than sham'i; see B:209, n. 3. 
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and His creation. Just how much it facilitates our comprehmsion will be judged by its 

success in yoking the downward descent of Divine manifestation with a created being 

stirred to spiritual ascent and noetic Uumination that derives its m e  meanhg fiom a 

source lying bepond the palpable grasp of any single creature. The isthmus is offered as 

the sole gutding principle, both for the unity it confers and the respective "nghts" it is 

capable of dispensing. At the cccomprehensive station of the isthrnus," the Divine 

precepts are describable as being at once exhibited Erom God's presence of hiddemess 

and reniming to HLn as the possible entities s u b s i s ~ g  in His knowledge; entities whose 

own precepts, in tum, 1Lik up Mth each other only through God (Il3 A:101-2; B:209). The 

possible entiries axe rendered existentiaily manifest and, accepting this lot, act as the 

condition (sh-n) for the " r e m "  of the precepts of the Divine names speded  through 

them. Lying midway, they help manifest the narnes' effects in a course that goes fiom 

God towards God (min al-Haqq ihi aI-Ha44).7 

The isthmus, in short, establishes the parameters of what is essentially God's self- 

address by bringmg out in full rehef a luminous Divine extension toward "another" and 

vice versa, as the most f i h g  creational analogue of the Divine. From dus pezspective, 

primacy of noetic level is an everpresent fact for created being, insofar as knowledge is 

attached to a knower accordmg to what his own reality, the specific "reality of the 

amchment" and, hally,  the object of attadunent qua attached (al-mutdaihq min hwnihi 

mutdaIhqun) a l  require (IB A: 102; B:2Og- 10). Moreover, attadunent as a nhtzonal elernent 

is technicdy subordmate to chat to whidi there is a t t achen t  (mü t&qa bibz) and its 
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precept (IB A:102; 8:710). But since God knows the "realities of things" through His 

essence because h e y  are inscribed in Him (Irri~iimihhj%), His knowledge not being 

acquired from the outside, His knowledge mar bc said to be anterior and posterior onlv 

in a special relational scnsc and only by way of level. This safeguards the primacy of 

esistence in God. even if only from wittun [he relative world of created being. The 

m e m a t e  theoretical repercussion is that there is a residual eslsrentiaang factor or agent 

in the calculus; and, within the particular range offered by the analogy, God's is the 

creative source that ensures His knowledge is never posterior to any noedc object. 

QGnavi maintains chat such existential priority is expressed in the Qur'an bv the 

following words: "God creates everythingy' (".-lihb &iS/iq kullshg~"); "He is the First ... 

and the Hidden" C'huwa ai-awaL.. rva/-bi&"n'; and in the Prophet's words, "God was and 

nothing else was with Him" ("&nu Afhh ma To ihg~'mdahu) (IB k 1 0 2 ;  B:210). 

Being relational, however, every Divine acr has a nvsfold character, as w e  just pointed 

out. And t k s  character is indicated by the words, "If you assist God, He will assist cou" 

C'in tan~u* Aihbyan~urkum"), "He will recompense them with a quality of their own" 

(cCsLlya$bum wa.$ahum") (Qur'Hn 6~139 [140]), etc.; and the Prophet's words, "God does 

nor tire though ye be tired" ("innu Alhh hjuljrtuih bortb r~mdW) ,  "Whoever knows 

hvnself knows tus Lord" ("mun 'arufa tnu/sbu -arufa rabbabd'), 'Wlhocver approaches M e  

bur a handbreadth, I shall the length of an am1 draw nearer to him" ("nm taqumubu  if.;^. 

~-hibru~f ~ a q u m h  nzinhu dhirdutr"') (IB :\:102; 0210). This kind of "reciprociry" is illustrnred 

in the fact that thc to ta l i9  of elemcnts going under a particular judgment (or precept) 
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(mq'mr7 al-bu&) must coincide wirh, and is never detached from, the total9 of that to 

which it is attached ( m y i d  mü fdaZhqa bh) (IB A: 102-3; B:210). Hence, every existent's 

precept with respect to the names is in every sense the NamesJ precept with respect to 

the object named (musammh). The cwo sides of this reciptocal rehtionship cannot be 

dissevered £rom each other (IB A: 103; B:210). Perceptive speuficity for the one is 

matched by perceptive speuficity for the other. It is impossible, he insists, for there to 

be complete &sengagemmtd in e v q  aspect, state, measure or level. The ccworld as a 

totahty" is the locus of appearance of "sheer existence" (al-wjki al-babt); upon 

speafication wery existent becomes the locus of appearance of existence qua relation of 

a distinctive narne (nisbat ism k&) at a some partinilar level or other. Indeed, exisence 

ifsefacts as both the locus of the essential individuahties' precepts (ahkàm al-dyün) and 

"conditional for these precepts' reaching one possible entity afier another" (IB A:103; 

B:210). Ir is also a condition for the "howledge through self' (a/-Ci/m bi-n&), in the 

manner hinted at in one of the k&th above, and for "each other's knowledge withm the 

is thrnus [a/- baqakb] l" which serves as the "univers al rnirrory (ai-mzri 'ah ai-ku/l&yab) ). 

Whde Qünavi rehains from giWig more ample details, the following conclusions rnay 

be drawn. The intermediary position between the Divine and the creational does not 

sirnply hand down the ongkial ontological division without further ado, as if u n i ~ g  two 

equal opposites. Its real value resides in its capacity to esmblish the apprehension of the 

* A: ai-infilab; B: wai-itfjhk. 

B: JF  ai-'zim bi-n.fn%Iü. 
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noetic object as an instance of that object's self-disdosure in a "process" going from 

utter hiddenness to the manifested dichotorny of ktlowtr and Rnown, where, M e r m o r e ,  

an analogical link holds them together in a single act of knowkig. The "transitional 

moment" is indeed a unity of two precepts, that of the nmes' descent and that of the 

existent's ascent Instead of a simple correspondence benveen image and object (htile 

in the case of God) we have a full-fledged analogy between the speufic precept of the 

existent in the names, on the one hand, and the names' original precept in the object 

narned. The fardier we ascend the more complete is the self-manifestation of the reality 

in question, with its emphaticdy singular, hidden character. Whether rhis reality is the 

ultirnate ontological root or merely one arnong many others makes little diffaence at this 

stage of the argument. What is important is that, the search for knowledge in an absolure 

sense without any regard to in recep tive vehcle being unerly pointlessness, a derivative 

noetic relation is necessary in the ascent, in the course of which, however, the precept 

of one whole becomes inexuicably h k e d  with that of another descendmg upon it by 

virtue of their relational consonance. The same structural patterns and distlictions 

arnong root, brandi and differentials are identifiable at every level. 

This is somethmg to wlxh Qiinavi will give even more systematic fonn towards the 

end of his Introduction. So far, he says, the presentation has tended to stress the 

question of how the root sunrives through this process of self-manifestation - that i s  all 

the way to the manifestation qua locus of exteriorization. He has endeavoured to give 

what - in acknowledgement of Ibn STds famous dedaration - we need in order to 
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elucidate the "things" in temis of their roots and to give instruction as to their realities 

1 : O 3  B : )  In the course of dÿs thesis we have corne to reahe  as well to what 

=tent the controversies over the ernployment of reason, in this endeavour, are situated 

Mthin boundaries set by exegetical problems of rather long date. Relation by analogy, 

in the marner divulged above, came to the aid of those who hoped to ueat systematicaby 

of these problerns w i t h  an authoritative hrnework for whch the concrete speech of 

Divine revelation consb ted  the ground event This by itself thows in sharp relief the 

root character of revealed suiptures as they have been known and recognized 

throughout h to ry .  However, Divine speech is also God's own knowledge of Himself, 

the root of al1 roots, as it were. This entails that the etemal Word has to be received 

differendy. Its recepuon is based on a pemasive dichotomy, beginning at the source, 

betwem knowes and known. hlthough resting ultimately on perfect resolution with the 

hidden precept of God's knowledge of Himseif, such a hchotomy irnplied, secondanly, 

a noetic posterioricg for the recipient relative to this precept This gives knowledge, in 

a pedagogical and systematic sense, a particular kmd of divisibility expressible in ternis 

of roots (H@, branches and differential detds (tq&r'J; and, therefore, transmined 

authority (nnqlatl), reflection yahman) and experience (dhawqan). 

Since knowledge has a single reality, as we saw, the difficulty is that using this 

temiliology tends to inflate the nurnber of implications or "consequences of the realities 

[nafay al-hqàyq] and the stauons that appeat a t  the level either of  thoughts [al-khawiq, 

reflections [aI-uj&j or h e m "  (IB A:103; B:211). Someone who is directly c o p a n t  of 
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the realitg of a lwel or a station apart, on the 0th- hand, is able to be considerably more 

concise in the speualued knowledge he wishes to irnpart. This is conducive to his abiliq 

to partidarize (yatmha&&u.$ it in the interlocutor's SOL& as it ought to be, a h o s t  as if 

the latter were to see it with his own eyes. Only when the former has succeeded in this 

task would he begin to calk about their reiations, differentiations and precepts. These - 

and here Qünavi  c o n ~ u e s  his reflections on the question of the "root" - tmd to crowd 

out the precept of the roots upon whch eveq detded explmation is based in the first 

place. The roots, however, must not conaadict any of the details predicated of them. 

Most people who engage in such discussions cannot attain to the primai realities and the 

roots of the stations (udaf-maqiiwijz), but merely ruminate on d e d s  they c m  too readdy 

nansfer (muntaqiha) from one brandi to another, creating differences and conhision in 

the event of contestation. When this danger arises, the priority of the roots must be kept 

weU in mind. 

Therefore, with the general "derivative" aspect of the intermediary level of the 

isdunus, we need to take stock of how the "ernergence of the world" (&$&yu# budath a/- 

'idad) £rom a state of hiddenness to perceptibility (or ccwitnessy') takes place concretely 

through the Breath of the Mercifd, whch Qünavi deems foundational to the whole 

scientific analogy associated with this intermediacy (IB A: 104; B:211). From this stage, 

Qünavi later will gradually move toward a notion of the ongiuimoment of the transition 

toward manifesmess in the fom of Divine Speech. The point he wishes d h t e l y  to 
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make is that to speak of "ernergence" is pnmarily to posit the root/branch division itself. 

b. The Emergence of Letters €rom Indistinct Breath 

Let us kéep to the issue of the ernergence through the Breath of the Merdiid, where the 

analogy of human breath with that of the Creator is played up in order to account for the 

rise of leners - for example, the ham@i So far, a vertical correlation has been 

established between the precepts of two '%holes" or "totalities" (m+d) which, besides 

being essenfruf" cornrnensurate, have each an exclusive nght to integral oneness, even as 

the root/branch division is applied to every other anallary level itself. This sets the two 

sides of the andogical relationship in a mode of aflculate differentiation where, despite 

this differentiation, as Qiinavî kiforms us once again, the primacy remains with the 

station of oneness (awwaltiaf maqnm al-wabduh) and its corollaries (i.e. the secret of the 

names and the narnes of the narne, that of naming itself [tmmj,ah], etc.) (II3 A:104; B:211). 

Oneness needs to be maintained throughout in a way that does not undermine the 

commensurability of the e s s e n d  analogy. The comrnensurability he has in mind at 

present occurs berneen two kinds of "emergence" (intibij). There is, on the one hand, 

the emergence of the letters and words hom human breath at vaxious levels or points of 

articulation; and there is, on the other, its counterpart 6.e. "na@'), the emergence of the 

existents from the Breath of the Mercihl upon £ i n h g  egression first &om hiddenness 

through Divine Will and word of command (of-qawf al-amn'). But the analogy conhues  

with the existents' speafication at levels of existence which end in the world of witness 



429 

(TB A:104; B:211-12). The qneral structural skew of the analogy imposes upon existenoal 

considerations of rhis cast a subsidiary role relative to the descending processions of 

Divine narnes. In other words, all existenaal variances depend on the nominal levels (al- 

marüfr'b al-ismiiY&yah) and th& variegated conative fou (fanawwdüf f a ~ @ & ~ ,  just as 

they also depend on differences among the creational realities (al-baqa'ig a/-&wn&ah), 

their levels and predispositions (i~tidadatibq (IB A: 104; B:212). 

Analogous to these variances are, in the mîaocosmic sense that is soiely man's, those 

Çound among our own "human lettas" (al-bu* ai-in~iinijyab) ), whose p honolog cal 

characterisucs he will draw heavily upon. Variances here, in tum, are based on the 

"segments" (harab a h a q q  and "stops" (infiha% diat make up our nanital articulations 

(makhànj). On the face of it, breath as su& is dehitionally somethmg unbound ([am 

y a h n  m~tanübiyun); and, conversely, what is speufiable of it in existence at any given tirne 

period is h t e  (amrmutattahin). In asserting dus, he is conceding the inconuovemble in 

h s  theory so far: that the receptivity of the recipients and levels aione constitute the 

luniting factors of manifestation by Wnie of their delunitedness and htude.  His textual 

justification for thls position is to be found in the words, 'Vpon My mation have 1 

written My knowledge dl the Day of Resurrection" (IB h:104; B:212). In otha words, 

Divine knowledge recèves irs determinate quiddities through the finitude of the created. 

But here this hicide is aptly pictured through the "segment," as agalist the continuum 

of infinitp. What is i n f i t e  entas into existence in segments. Nthough '%reathW is a 

"single reality," in its articulations it may acquire as many names for hat  v q  
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The teqûoraf extension of breath (imfihd ya&h) lefi unspecified by any particular 

segment is the Ül jP '  (TB A:104-5; B:212). With breathys "hrst specihation" by the 

segment lying in dosest prosknity to the "heart," the source of breath (Le. "yanbi? al- 

nofo," going by the physiologcal account of speech), one may speak of an "barn$." 

And so on fiom one letter to the next: "bâ," "sZn," "mim," etc. The  order of the letters 

presented here is that of the basmaIIah of the Fatr&h, which exemplifies what is 

hindamentally a Divine act of creation having the Pm (qufam), the Tablet (fawb), the 

Thone  farsb), etc. as its spmbolic accompaniments (TB A:105; B:212). The latta are 

instruments Li the lettered structuration of Divine revelauon brought down through a 

texnial and semantic peculiarity pregiven Li the Qur'iin. What is important is that each 

letter is different from k i d i s ~ c t  breath by virtue of specification done (tdqyutlihz). The 

reader will perhaps recall, fiom o u  discussion of "thingness" in Chapter Two, the pivotal 

importance of specificauon for the Creative act, here taken in the more recondite sense 

of Divine self-contemplation. The same prinuple holds for every instance of the 

exis ten tial enuties and the nominal reali ties (al-baqâ 'ig al-i~rna 'rtah). It is always relative 

to the root that a letter is a letter, or an enti tg is an entity at d. And it is indtstingushable 

E-om sheer existence ( a h @ d  ai-babf) (synonymous with Breath) - to whch is ascribed 

everpdiing issuing from a state of hddenness to wimess or percepabiiiv - Save through 

the manifoldness (fduddud, that follows in the wake of the First Speufication. 

Now, specification h d s  its original terrain in a level Qünavî calls that of the 
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"things." The level of witness itself commences 
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in relation to God, not to the 

only with the "hs t  nominal 

s pecifica tion" (~trt~af~hii  al-tdgm aI-amuaf al-km? , dis~gukhed  kom Divine hiddenness, 

at a state of what he c d s  "relative h i d d e ~ e s s "  (al-gbayb 0l-id.f;) (Il3 A:105; B:212-13). 

Relative hiddemess before the multitudinous a f t m a t h  of specification is taken as an 

upper limit (hadd). As he would later put i~ it is pnmady "that whose precept one seeks 

to elaborate [ n ~  ymd t@l buhihz] , whereas the 'red hidden' [al-haqf'qr] is the very 

Presence of God's essence and ipseity [habut db& al-Haqq w huwzzatihz]" (IB 114; B:222) 

and is not subject to any kind of epistemic penetration. Although hidden (ghgban), 

relative hiddenness is poised to be known; and its most obvious counterpart (naambu) 

in hurnan breath is the "haqyb," which, predictably enough, is specification itself 

understood in human r m s  (IB A:105; B:213). On the grave matter of the essence's 

manifestation exteriorized fÏom absolute hiddenness, and "to which Breath is linked [al- 

m~dqifqhi  al-nafas]," he i n h s  us that it is specified through just such a specification 

(IB A:105; B:213). For the &st thuig specified in our own breath is by means of 

specificity itself (i.e. the ham~(:uh). God's singular oneness, on the other hand, is indicated 

by the "ah$" its mdarnfbi-abad&yatr%ri. Of all the com$ee leners occurring withui the 

world of witness (hhadab),  the ubaDy is the specifjmg agent (&&an bzbz). Whac is 

peculiar about the bamxab and the "ay' is that they are so linked as to fom a single unit 

He justifies their association by pointing to the fact that it is through comprehensive 

union, construction (tarhAb), cclevels varying accordmg to different ways," and diffusion 
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(sargiin) of the precept belonging to the comprehensive union of skigular oneness that 

all of the exisrmts are exteriorized - and with hem the variousfom of the utterances 

(sutvar a/-a@& words and letters at the five universal levels or points of articulation 

(makhiïnj) ). 

Just as, linguistically speaking, the meanligs s w f i e d  in the articulation are said to 

"inhere" in these forms ( w a h  /il-*da@, so the level-precepts of the narnes and the 

very secret of the object narned (szk a/-muzammb) must inhere in all entities of created 

being (a/-dyân al-kawn&yyoh). They mus t signifu that ob jec t (min &yfhu dakhttha 'alc~yhi?), 

being their ùnmediate root, in some respect. Even if they are not exactly identical to it, 

being or$ narnes or signs, they are assumed to stand for it and cannot differ completely 

(IB A: 105-6; B:213). It is to this new naminal continuum that Qünavî d nevt tum. 

tj THE PURPOSE OF NAMING AND NOMINALLY SUBORDKNATE RELATIONSHIPS 

In his discussion of analogical relationshps, Qlinavi has insisted on the structural 

"polanty" of root and brandi reproduced at every level, from the source to the source's 

ramified exteriorizations. Inttinsicdy a lettered &culauon, this polaxity possesses a 

h ther  nominal function whereby every act of ccsigmfication" points to something 

"sigmfied." In P m  1, we reviewed what . troubled the Peripatetic philosophers rnost 

about a logcal judgement, which essentially tranzhtez the pregiven "fact," the "root 

knowledge," into its proper syllogisuc consequence qua "reasoned fact." In Part II, we 

discovered the semanric exteriorization of  the root. This exteriorization constituted its 
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"perfection" into an "object of inquq" and no longer as merely the root. Moreover, 

both the letters and the intangible meanings they indite are reciprocally associated with 

each other (indimiim) in every utterance. This is based on conspicuous pattems of 

subordkation clearly borrowed from Arabic philology. Without the nomino/unfolding 

of srnicniral relations, however, no method of analogy c m  hope to succeed, let alone 

supersede the abstract logic of old, as mysucd philosophy seeks to do. This d 

consume the thud "general d e "  ùiduded in this Introduction, deallig specificaily with 

the Divine names and what the act of naming a c d y  does of signification. Later, 

Qünavî wdl r e m  briefly to this topic in a somewhat different context. 

Briefly, at the contemplative source of Divine namkgy some names are said to be 

foundational (ashiah) and superordinate (nzatbjuh), while O thers are diffaen tia ted and 

subordinate (tübfah taf.rZ'lriah)), ssenrkig as parts, branches, attnbutes and concomitants, 

without this implying that a real partition (t4wah) or division (itlqi~iïm) exists at the 

ongmal "presence of names" (IB A:106; B:214). Qünavi, like Ibn Sinâ, is clearly 

interested in the sign-signified complex, which happens to rest on just such a division. 

Where the latter had unlized a smctly syllogistical mode1 to represent the inferential 

operation by which the "recaptured prisoner" was identified on the basis of his 

manifested "sign," Qünavi- builds on a finguistalb subordmate relation having the 

foliowing featutes. Thus, the superordmate is the "name of the sign in general8" (ami? 

a/-dhmJ af-'unUm) as in ccsun," "hght," etc.; or it may consist of the "names of the 

attributes" with respect to the amibutes9 as in the neaning of ccknowledge" ( m d d  al-'inz), 
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with respect to the utterance 'Icnowledge" (L&alIcih). Ism a d y  refm to "meaningy'; 

in the case of knowledge, it refm to knowledge alone, without any r e k m c e  to the one 

ro whom knowledge is asuibed (namely, al-musammb 'ahmu, the c'knowledgeable"). 

The subordmate names, on the other hand, consist of amibutes and verbs (420;  

atttibutes like "reci" ( a m  in anythmg to which "redness" is ascsibed (al-mawsùfbil- 

hmah); or (hqy) in a n w g  to whch "life" is ascribed (bayât). They maÿ also 

be "verbal nouns" (u.smii'al-.fa~, such as "the one who resmects" (baith) or "the one 

who forgivesY kbi$ii). The verb-act VII) points to the agent ~adullCu& ai-jai4, such that 

the "rela non" (al-ni~bah wal-iqah) - "possession," gramma ticdy s p e a h g  - signifies the 

two t h g s  (umqn) thdian to whch the relation is manifes ted (phana 'qn h l h  al-nislah) . 'O 

The distinctions drawn above for the name, part of a direefold division - i.e. name, 

narning and named - are dearly vital to the operation that takes one, as we just 

mentioned, fiom the root to the h a 1  object sought. What Qünavi wishes to clan@ here 

is ths. W duee divisions share in at  least one thing: they point to or sigmfy God 

(duldlah 'alb al-Haqq). This he justifies through a d e  of reducüon accordhg to which 

anydÿng that is a sign pointhg to that which is a sign for s omethlig mus t itself be a sign 

of that thing - or, in his words, "ai-ddl 'alh al-dll 'ah al-sbay ' dâli" 'alqhZ (IB A: 107; 

~:215)." For one wiu note that dahfab ("significcation") is of two kinds. It may operate 

either through a kind of "middle" (wmd, or directly without any middle. The h t  refers 

to the signification typical of concomitance and subordination (dahlat iIti~am wa 

tahfwab), the second to signification by direct correspondence (mu(a6iqab). 
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This being so, it is hardly surprising that inference, or istidhil," should cake place 

through the "subordmate names," whch behave like atmbutes and parts dependent on 

the "roo t superordmate realities" (cd-ha@ 'ig al-mhiab al-natbjah) (IB A: 1 07; ~ : 2  1 5). l 3  

While not quite the same as the syllogism, this process nevertheless relies on a somewhat 

similar division between root-genesal aspect and brandi-spedfic one for grammatical 

predication. This way 

grammatical exigenaes 

develop the phdologml 

of putting the matter down shows just how far he took the 

of theologicai science and how he consciously set about to 

basis of its reasoning without displaclig conventional logical 

piinciples. To this end, he had had hrst to derive from that which is "truly hidden," as 

we rnight recall, a "relative hidden" that bifurcates into the two main structural feames 

of his science: the root and the branch. The enrire problemauc, being one of self- 

manifestation or extenorization of what lies concealed in a single mode of subsistence 

in Divine knowledge, is, secondly, anal@ed kit0 its main constituents in the act of 

narnkg (tarmjab) and signifping ( ~ ~ h )  the one object. The resdt is that there are cwo 

main considerations to be made, dependmg on whether or not the obed n a d ,  the ontic 

factor in every act of apprehension, is taken into account. Neacer to the source are 

deposited the ccroot narnes" (amïï' a~/&yab), on account of whch the "essential 

individuahries" of the &fferential subordma tes (dyün oi-tuwabf al-t.fsT/Ijyah) are pro p erly 

exteriorized, in conformity with the root - something that had seemed exceedingly 

difficult to achieve Mthin the nanow confines of formai logic. 

From this Qünavi derives a strategic lesson. His next step is to analyze what the root 



436 

is a root of. He thus becs by explakiing that the subordinate has in fact two precepts 

or goals (to be eiaborated below): to signify and to give insmctive dehnition" (ai-da&h 

dttdrifj of itself, its root and levels (IB A:107; B:215). Just as the subordliate's role is to 

be both signification and cognizance, so the superordinate becomes precisely that root 

which belongs to the existhg subordliates. There is a necessary complementarity of 

sorts. If anydiuig, inadentally, h s  consolidates the tie on another plane between what 

(stated somewhat radicdy) may well be defensible in theological science as scientific 

method and the subsfandiw propositions advanced beyond the levei of method. But let us 

follow h s  reasoning carehdy. Every act of distinction (tamallyu,Z) and quantification 

(tdaddud), he says, is intellected in such a way as to adiieve a knowledge of the ontic 

reality of the dÿng so distingmhed - that is to Say, "hq+t ai-rum al-muamqyi~ bi-dhnlh 

al-tama~yq." That this reahty is known at al l  is due only to that distinction; in 0th- 

words, its knowability is in respect of the & M C U O ~  (min bayfhu dhalka a/-tamwuqj and 

conforms to the necessity that it be "qumtified." D i s ~ c t i o n  is a condition for 

cognürance of the root (md$atal-4 which, he now openly States, is actudy equivalenr 

to the very origin (mansha) of manibldness (or quantification) and the source (manb4 

of ail d i s ~ c u o n .  Indeed, because the root indicates priority of level merely to 

manrjo/ne~s and di~trirdon,'~ it must itself be merely a name and sign for another "root" 

cahah 'a& al+) whidi cannot be specified without a disfitlguishing factor (mumgid and 

a distliguishing act (farnqyu.1) we associate with the hrst root. 

In this particu1a.r context, Qünavi ernploys the term "narne" in its exoteric sense 
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relative to the absolute root, but in a both passive and active role which gives rise to the 

distliguishing factor necessary for any manifestation of the absolute root to take place. 

In that sense, he says, manifoldness and distinction seem to be two concomitant precepts 

of the name (hh &ma k i - h ) .  And so, when applied to the "relative root," whch he 

calls a name for the absolute root, it adopts this manifoldness. Generdy, the sign 

pointhg to the c'intangble mean.ing" (mdnb) is that distinguiçhuig factor (tllumqyi@ which 

gmes indication of the root (ai-dafi 'a& ai-a!J. H e  calls it the "name of the narne" (huwu 

ism ai-cjm). That the "name of the name" c m  be undetstood to stand syrnbollically for 

the intangible meaning in this fundamental sense is typicd of the Ibn 'Arabi school. 

Before going on, let us just point out that the brandiuigs of the name themselves emerge 

as a resdt of the rnultiplicity generated by differences among the attribute~,'~ properties, 

accidents, concomirants, dimensions (wu/ùb), aspects (Ifr3Ürüt) (Il3 A: 107; B:215). And 

moving upwards from this immense variey only produces more va.riety of names, not 

the insulas stilIness of the One. But multipiicity results also fiom the branchgs of 

integrated conjunctions ( f a n a d ü f  ai-@'màW) occuing at different levels among the 

realities; while these conjunctions themselves ernerge with the precept of exteriorized 

plutality of the qualities and constructions ( b u h  ~ I - k M n a f  waf-tmüh-b a/-rahirab) (IB 

A: 107-8; ~ : 2  1 5- 16). l7 

In this hght, a "narne" (irm), , as we noted earlier, is anyhng "exteriorized in existence 

and distinguished [imtâqa] fiom hiddenness accordmg to the branched variation in 

ex teriorizauon and distinction ['a& ikhiGfantva a l -qwh~~ wai-imfijt'd" A: 1 08; B216). 
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Its value @?da&hu) rests on the fact that it is s~bordinate to what the signification and the 

instructive definition (al-dahhh wai-ttdj posit by way of precedence of level and 

existence, be it individual and collecuve. But ic may dso be something interior (i.e knli 

mâ barana), to which belong a levd of primacy (madabat al-asü!ah) and conditionahty 

(shat;lrsah) relative to whatever happens to be subordmate to it or to be one of its own 

branches  oz). WMe a manifoldness and a multipiicity appear with the "6tst object 

distinguished" (al-mumt~~ al-amao Lom absolute hiddenness and to which is asaibed 

"oneness" (a/-matf2t Mwahdah), h s  hist object distinguished is said to precede every 

other ~ ~ e c i f i c a t i o n . ~ ~  A unique meaning (mdnhya$tu?id bibi à n  mu~harik) not shared by 

anythmg else appears for it dirough the secret of comprehensive union and construction, 

the conditions (shuz@)', the parUcuIar causes (aLarbob aIjuq'riah) and the qualities 

(~OJ-~_YY@ concomitant to every reality. Likewise, each narne distinpshed and speufied 

g m s  a precept shxed by no other h g  distinguished, over and beyond the significance 

and instmctional value (al-dahiah dtdn'fl it has in common with every other thing 

diçtinguished - that is, if we go by th& functional description of names alluded to above. 

This is important, since it is in h s  comection that every narne acquires two values 

@?datta) in the manner of the root-brandi division: 

(1) what it has in common with the rest of the names, viz. a signfication pointïng to 
its root (al-da&h 'a&a.&hz), which renders the narne identical to the object named 
(-yn a/-musammd-) ; 

(2) its own instructive value based on its reahty (td6fubu bi-~aqr^qatrih), whch rendes 
h s  attributes dis~guishable Lom those of an0die.r name (IB A:108; B:216). 

These two h c t i o n s  define the name's particular range of "eleva~on," or z~man. 
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Now, "elevaaon" may be a f h e d  of  a name when the narne is sought at a level that 

combines d the names; whereas the narne7s s p e d  d i s~c t ion ,  without whidi it cannot 

be intellected, appears with it only through a "request' that precedes the reapient's other, 

predispositional request for it we met before. What Qünavi is in effect saying is that no 

"naual f a d t y "  can possibly serve as an instrument for the narneys apprehension in its 

genuine uniqueness; another higher y p e  of request is needed. Once we g a n t  this, it is 

far easier to see how every Divine name whch becomes attached to the world has a  

perfection unique to it (hndatzyakhtaguhu) which semes as its point of reference - to 

whdi  it, literaüy, "renims" (jwyii ihybz) A: 109; B:217). And this perfection cornes to 

pass through the exteriorization of its precepts and effects in the existential 

individualities. The latter indeed are its particular loci of manifestation (mqà@ and 

specificaeons (mutdayit~iiz). He describes them as the "places for the exteriorization of 

its dominion" (mahal phUr sai~anczfih~)~ based on its unique precept and effect, by way of 

the name's own request (suUal-ism bi-fisan martobaz5bz) as put forth to the name "Alhh." 

Qünavi holds that the narne " A l . '  constitutes the "presence of comprehensive union" 

and its "succour" is existence itself (wuj3d irndad~h~). What the name, therefore, needs 

to request is for that by means of which its perfection is cornpleted, to be rendered 

manifest (i@r mZJ h m ~ i u h ~ )  A:109; B:217). He explains that e v q  name requires 

a characteristic mode of expression or 'troice" (k~Znyakbu$.rhu) correspondmg to its own 

level. The mode of expression comprehendhg all of these narnes (han aIjd&ah bïidhibi 

ai-a.müJ, that of the narne ccAlhh>>' receives all the differentiated relations (huwa qiïbil /il- 
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nisab al-t@Z&aB) and the essential indrmdualities of the names' foms (dyan r~watibïi) in 

a rnanner confomiing to the words: "1 yeamed to know" ("uhbibtu on dr&') and "1 have 

not created [all rnanner of'J beings impenpicuous and people but that they may worship 

me" (%iï khahqtiv alrjnn wal-in5 i& liydb~dlinr"3, etc. 

Due to the "non-predispositional request," there is a hrther need for each name to 

deciare &iqiïIp) these words in the same Ianguage of coqûnben~iueness as well to the 

differend relations (al-nisab aI-t@h~rvah'~ subsumed beiow the overarching level (@at 

mortabah) of the highest narne." What this means is the following. The request of each 

name put to the narne "AlhBY "to render manifest that through whch its perfecrion is 

completed and its dominion [sul&ubüj secured cm be hlfdled only undex smctly d e h e d  

conditions" (IB A: 109; B:217). For example, the precept of "each successive instance 

withki the whole must pemade the entire whole [bi-rarayiïn b u h  kzdifird fard minhiïfi 

ma/'mr/C al-umiïr kullibc]" and subsequently be r e m e d  to the root after having been 

coloured by the precept of the whole. It does this while its reality perdures (bagà) withm 

the Divine hiddenness." Therefore, each one of the existentç' essenual individualities' 

enveloped in Divine hiddenness demands a perfection whch only God can reahze; and 

He does it by g r a n ~ g  existence'. Parado~ically~ the "request" itself onginates at the level 

of the names. But this does not make them self-willed. There is nothing in the end but 



the object named (hma ai-mzisammh)." h d  'hrhat is narned" is not intended in the jejune 

sense, but as one who knows through His own essence and its concomitants pre-eidb, 

unlil;e the essential individualities of the existents, which possess ody a temnporally 

created existence (mjZÙahà hâdiSh) PB A: 1 10; B:218). 

These existents by themsdves cannot be ascribed a pre-eternd knowledge (qidm); the 

condiaons upon which their limited knowledge of existents uttedy depends prevent dus. 

We have seen, for instance, that befote they can lay daun to knowledge, they themselves 

need to have "existence" and "Me." Pre-eternal knowledge, though, predudes this; and 

so they have no primacg (awwaizzah) even at the "station of request" (maqZm ai-calab). 

The hiatus is so deep-seated that Qünavî offess a familia phdosophical ground in 

justification: 

since seelung [or "requesting'~ what is unkoown [!alab a/-majZlj by the one for whorn it 
is unknown [/iman bwa 'i'nhhu mqh54, bo th whde he has no knowledge of it [bdjahlihi 
bih]  and in respect of his nescience, sirnply cannot be sustained. (m A:I 10; B:218) 

He invokes the identirg of the name with the narned, the fïrst of rwo fünctions of the 

narne listed above - viz. the root - to dustrate this. The second function of the name 

betokens the uniqueness without which it would be meaningless to speak of a sign, let 

aione a narne. But somethlig, as we said, is speufied through the 'kdden request" (al- 

ru !da/-ghqbi) at the presence of comprehensive union relative to each name. Its nature 

is d i f f i d c  to desuibe. However, Qünavi offas the following apothegm based on the 

hiexarchical order of al l  the various elements going into this specification. What is 



specified is that which "the precepts of that narne requirek from such relations of the 

level of  possibility as are connected to one of the 'possible uidividualities' [ai-rnurfab&b 

bi-bdd ai-dyiïn ai-murnk2inah]l" (XB A:110; B:218). Without belabouring the point, the 

following elements bear mention: the narne, its precepts, possible relations and their 

connections to the essenuai individualities. These "possible essential indmidualities" are, 

of course, die loci of exteriorization for the precept of  the name. Alternatively, what is 

specified for every genus Qins), t9pe (a@ and species of knowledge - according to which 

the names of knowledge are strucmed, always wirhui the ambit and precepts of 

comprehensive union (ta& b$at ba&d aijamcwa ahhtniha] - is what that species' and 

genus's own pndipssiiion (ihfdùd) requires. And what it requires also includes, 

the relaaon of the [comprehensive] presence [nisbat al-badmh] specified through the 
"secret of lordship" [bi-~+~ al-nibibrzab] at the level either of chis species or of the 
creational realiry rnakmg the demand [of-mu~ad jab],  the one designated for that [secret] 
[al-rnd'igyanah labu]. Through this specdica tion and dernand [al-id& 1, the dominion of 
the name [.ral.nat a l - i d  ccAhb" and "al-Rabmün'' r'MercifU 1 manifests itself upon the 
creational reality lya$a~.. 'ad al-hqr'qab a/-hm_rYab], once [the latter] is penetrated by the 
precept. Lordship thus becomes appropriate to these two names, both individually and 
in combinaaon, through such a relacion and on the basis of this reality. h name appears 
which, rhanks to the effect [al-afbarj Mmessed in the reality receiving this effect, entea 
into relationship with God IVuuZfikf ai-Hqq), [doing sol qua level of one of these w o  
names - "Rl&5" and "of-Ra&&." This, in exactly the way that God has made it known 
when He declared: 'Wether  ye calleth upon God or upon the Mercihrl: by whatever 
name calleth thou upon H i . ,  to Him belong the Most Beautifid Names ..." r ' Q d ~ d i  
A h b  udri al-Rabmiin w a n  mü tadi fa-hbu al-am5 ' af-&mY 1 [Qur'iin i 7:  i 1 1 ) .  (IB A: 1 1 O- 1 1 ; 
B:218). 

We shall not comment on  this rather convoluted account of the relationship. What 

he would like to ernphasize is s h p l y  the inference, rudhnentaip. at this stage, that while 

eveqthmg seeks perfection, there is no extemal hindtance (ma tbumma 'o'ig min khü*) - 
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such as Etom God - preventing its realization: nothing but the "presence of the narnes, 

the possible entities and the secret joining than - namely, man (iman), whose own 

precept makes hirn unique (yanjianii bihz) (IB A: 1 î 1; B:218- 19). The Divine essence qua 

relation of "self-sufficient" @ban&) and absence of attachment fadam ai-tabhq) or 

consonance (munijribah), as a negauve limit, does not even enter h s  "discussion" (h 

&/arnJibü). What is said to be "hmdered" (mduwwaqan), rarher, is the precept of one 

essenual individuality Mfh nqecf to motber, precept whose perfection appears through God 

always in a mariner peculiar to it and to no other. The same prinuple applies to 

de ficiencies (naqZk), veils (bgkb), torments (ii&m) and the like. Now, the "universal 

goal," ai-ghâyah a/-kuL!&ah, whidi, as we saw early on in th is  thesis, poses certain 

conceptual difficdties, stands for the point "where every existent t e b a t e s  in 

accordance with the pivine] command and that state whch is decided for it" A:i 11 ; 

821 9) Its precept persists haàiim) '"versally" irrespective of the parti& level, abode' 

or form, since any diffkrentiation would irnmediately suggest relation, or nislab, and 

obligation 0. 

To condude, dils goes a long way in darifging what the theological object of i n q q  

fundamentally ought to be Be,  hguisticdy, and, in particular, nominally. We have seen 

that Qünavî, far kom r e ] e c ~ g  the philosophical expression "object of inqwry," adop ted 

wholeheartedly the entire disciphary division on which it was then based for the 

pedagogical reasons we mmtioned. In th chapter, we have pomayed w i t h  a nominal 
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frame the bihcation of knowledge into a Divindy infused component a c ~ g  as the 

primary and pregiven root, on the one hand, and a posterior component, on the other, 

as the second aspect of a scientific analogy having at its core the & M C U O ~  between God 

and what is other than God. How th speual relationship "begins," and from whar 

initial state, will be elucidated hrther in the next chapter. However, the second, 

outermost aspect of knowledge (namely, the m e b ,  or the "object of inquuy") - for 

whch Qiinavf's s p e d  consideration of the limts posed by the essential indwiduality qua 

loci of the Divine names, themselves already a thread removed fsom the state of pure 

Divine self-suffiden7 thanks to a general di~tr'ngui~hing factor in the act of narning, has 

paved the way - is now clearer. He has already demarcated the nature of the whole 

operation by refaence to the necessary p4ecfrtion of the essential individualiues thmugh 

their erteriorization from the tranquihty of extemal non-existence. One theme whch 

will occupy him in the next section is: In what manner can the rnany be said to issues 

fiom the one. While ths, in a sense, is what we have been m g  to find out all dong, 

there are some new and decisive considerations to be made in ths &ai stretch. 



NOTES 

1. Namely, the leveis of the DMnely hidden, spirit, soul, sensory and the intermediate Perfect 
Man, whch combines the traits of ali the above. 

4. Qtînav? says he wiU show this kter when he gets to the "secret of guidance" relative to the 
secret of disclosure and knowledge (rirrui-jafb waf-'iim) ((IB A:IOI; B:208); cf. Ibn 'Arabf's Mawqr' 
al-nu/Zm. 

5. h o n g  those who uphold the righdul due of the manifesmess (maz$anz of these universal 
stations is the "Transgressor" (i@ht) ((IB ~ : i O i ;  B:209); as the editor points out, ' ya-minbu xàkm /i- 
nafnAi. '' 

6. As in 'Ifa-minhum 01-muqtqid' (cf. editor's note, A:109, n. 2). 

7. Qünavt had expkined this earlier in comection with the "secret of concepmalizations" (ir 
ul-tu~~1wurü~. 

8. Or "as a class." Linguistically, jujant notes, "af-i~~Udy refen to the encompassrnent of the 
individuals (@4 in one stroke (qatan). On the O ther hand, Ah/ ai-bqq, the "speci;ilis ts," use 
it in the technical sense of "that by which comrnonality of attributes [müyaqf bibi ni-ishlirokfi 
al-nfii] obbrains, whedier they are Divine or the creanirely atmbutes." OKT 157) 

9. Tha t is, "ka-am2 ' al-@ Li/-y&. " 

10. Instead of i&fih, Ibn 'hrabt had referted to râbitab, the closest equivalent of Zajjàjt's @atf 
C'pdcle") ( F d I  n i 2- i 557-9). 

11. Da&hh may, of course, be translated as "indication" and 'khmah as "sign." Modem 
philosophy has it that "[aJny event of character h whose occurrence is invariably accompanied 
by another event of character B may be said to be an Nldrx of that event. Any index which is 
recognized as being such may be said to hc t i on  as a rign. Thus, as contrasted with 'index', the 
use of 'sign' presupposes a teadic relarion." (DiCip 292). hl-Sharif al-Jurjâni that hhhh ,  

consists in the dÿng e x i s ~ g  in [a certain] condition and the knowledge of 
whch entails [hiyo koMi ai-~bay ' bi-&ïhh yafxam min a/-'if. bihr] the knowledge of 
something else. The k t  thing is the index [&i4, the second the indicant [af- 
madfid. UICf 104) 

Although this is the sense intended here, we prefer "sign" or "signification" because of the 
semantic coneinuity that needs to be maintained with "sign" and "signified," etc.; aithough we 
will on occasion also use the word "painting." 

12. Jurjani describes ai-'iim uf-rjtid& as "that which cannot take place without study [naxarj and 
thought and whose realization is not said to be decreed [maq&rj for the worshipper [al- 



13. His exposition is to be found Li the section on the "secret of the figure, figuration and the 
thing w e d "  (nir ai-sbaki wai-ta~hakhi waf-mutmhakkta~ . 
14. The word ''defirution'' is used here in a very loose marner that will help us folow the 
argument closely. The stnct dehition, on the other hand, is the hadd 

15. Compare with IB -\:96; B:202, where God has no turnqyq. 

1 7. He remarks that multipliuty arises through the different predispositions (ai-i~n'&àdof af- 
mut~wz'tuh) and the secret of the command of singukr oneness proper to the presence of 
conjunctive union and existence (IB A:108; B:216). 

1 8. Indeed the distinguishing factors mdtiply (B: wa katharat; A: wa &thrat a/-mumap$jir). Cf. 
cf. 1s fa~'int's ai-murnlfyy'k mda aPa&d (ILI 333). 

21. h more derailed account of how th is occurs is given in the discussion on the levels of 
conceptions (moriib a/-tasawwuraf) . 

22. He notes that the leners are related to "breath" in the same way that the names are to the 
named (mu~ammd): the one precept is the same as the other (ai -buh biya b f - h u h )  ((IB .i:i IO; 
B:217-18). 



CHAPTER NINE 

The Emergence of the Root and its "Product" 

Thus ends the section of the Introduction where Qûnavi discusses the c'general d e s "  

needed in the interpretation of the Fâfihah. What follows is a small "chapter" dealîng 

with the "secret of beginning and existentiamon, oneness and multiplicity, hiddenness and 

wimess, the station of the 'perfect man,' the secret of love and that of "Bismihh al- 

R a h h  ai-Rahim." Let us now see how he analyzes what he has designated as the 

"emergence" of the entire root-product relation. 

FUS t of 4 by the "fniits and products of the roots" (ai-ttafü y wa thamatüf du+@ 

Qünavi professes to mean specificaily what the principal or primai p i h s  of the sciences, 

narnely, "rmuvahiit ai-c~hm,7' m u t  hrmsh us for our knowledge of the objecr (IB A:112; 

8220). This d i s ~ c t i o n  is to be expected, seeing that his goal is to dari+ the nature of 

a single, theological object of inquiry literally and structurally rooted in a pregiven 

subject-matter. It is also hindamental to the problem of the two noetic reahties, skice 

existenaal prionty is asslgned to the knower in every act of knowledge, insofar as he m u s  

have existence and life before he cm know. This priony tends constantly to undemilie 

bis reflecave understanding of the mie order of things, no matter what science he has at 

his disposal. 

In an instructive science of theology, though, God is considered the root of all 

knowledge. Such a root, Qûnavl' believes, is indispensable before the very possibility of 



knowing Him qua self-manifested 

disciplinary sense. And becween 
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- or as ccobject of inquug" - can be evoked in any 

the root and the branch lies a human journey of 

spitîtual realization. We shd,  therefore, d w d  a little longer on the thematic context of 

the ludden "root of knowledge" in order becter to see how he will set out next to isolate 

the sense in which one may speak of a knowable object derived fiom a root The absolute 

root itself, or God's essential hddemess, remains apart and is normdy assumed to be 

what lies beyond ail relation or analogy. The problem is far from certain of h a 1  

theoretical solution when analyzed in the simplistic temis of the one and the many, as 

QünavI hunself agrees. For how can the rnany spring fiom the one without breaching 

its oneness - particularly when the one is said to have no relation at ali. But Qünavî 

av& hirnself of a nch iiterature on the subject of the "one," in bothfais.fah and kahm 

As the reader d h d  out, the "one7' of th emergence of the manifold will be viewed 

in the light of the basicdy asyrnrneaical relation that holds between the root and the 

branch, after the case for ths relation has been put in more systemauc form in this 

chapter. The problem essenaaly is one of fîgunng out how such a niatr'on ernerges, and 

not just how the some root does in order to becorne known. Looking ahead, let us 

simply assert that the what is refened to commonly here as the many is actuaily 

"premises" whch derive kom the root But these premises need to be conelated with 

the nirguhobject of inquiy. The many do not in and of thernselves constitute the object 

of k i q q ,  since they have yet to be resolved into the new synthetic unity. 



4+9 

$j EXISTENTIATTON AND THE SECRET OF THE BEGINNING 

God, as we have seen, knows everythlng by Wnie of His knowledge of His essence. 

That is the absolute root and ongin of all other senses anached to 'kowledge." Divine 

howledge, Qünavi insists, is not acquired fiom or through what is other than God (IB 

r\:112; B:220), and it is not the job of the ccanalogical method" to try to reduce this 

"essential knowledge" to anodier (even sàentific) type of knowledge, however more 

"manageable" it would then become to the human mind. Knowledge in o u  scale 

normally dernands of the person possessing it "to exist and to Lve" before its acquisifion 

c m  be claimed. niis is not to Say, however, that the cwo r e h s  may not be linked, 

indeed in such a way that the one becomes the ccroot" of the other. This is the problem 

we began with in this study when hristotle7s concept of "wisdom" was hrst considered. 

It is m e  that God b* the world into existence in the way He knows it pre-etemally 

in Himself. And the world is the f o m  and locus of appeatance of His knowledge (sUrat 

'Mi wa ma@an'hz), so that He never ceases to encompass all h g s  in both knowledge 

and existence. But whde He reports (akhbara) about Himself that "He is God, other than 

whom there is no god" - that "He knows what is hdden and what is seen and that He 

is the Merciful, the Compassionate" - He prodauns anohex matter. Qünavi notes that 

as fat as the atmbutes of His perfection are concemed, God also says that "He is the k t  

and the last, the manifest and the concealed, and of everything He is d-knowing'" (IB 

M 1 2 ;  B:220-21). Qünavi takes his cue kom this. 

First of all, perfection, as we saw, took place through exteriorization of one sort or 

another. Taken as a "process," though, it is chaxacterized by the interplay between the 
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'liidden" and the ccvisible," where the one cannot go without the other. More to the 

point, the hidden is literally the root of the latter. For contingent beings the existentid 

exigencies for spiritual perfection, in particular, which the mystics have done their utmost 

to emphasize - in klidred spirit to the wider trend of intellectud and devotional 

reflection in Islam - are c m d  to the upward-downward movement of noetic 

manifestation. But when one looks oumard ro an ideal object of inquuy, as the 

ascending apex ofrwelatory descent, so to speak, a somewhat bewildering array of levels, 

or maratib, aise whose multiplicity is nonetheless reducible to the two basic notions or 

levels just mentioned - the hidden and the visible - dong with the "reality joining them 

together" (IB A:113; B:221). In short, evergthing has an e . b r  (its form [!aratubu] and 

what can be seen of it [zhahüduhu]), on the one side, and an intenor (its spirit, its 

intangible meaning [mdn&u)) and hiddenness, on the other (AH 69a-72a). We know that 

aIl forms, whe ther apparent or concealed (ai-khg7yah wa/-jaij,ab), s hare an intrinsic 

association with the "exterior name," quahfied as "shah&&'' ('hmessing"); whereas the 

intangible meanligs and the immatMal realities, the very roots of the specified parhdar 

forrns that appear, are linked to hiddemess and the '%idden narne." 

What Qünavi is driving at is, hrst of dl, that every existent entity having intangibility 

and spinmalness (fi&n&yah) (i.e. incorporeality) is, exclusively in respect of these two 

dimensions, pnbr in level and elevation (or nobiliy) to the fonn. But while the entity 

possesses a degree of prioritg in one sense, the fomi is prior to intangible meankig and 

spiritualness in another, noelic sense (ai-tqaddum ai-'ihi) .' This is what enables us to refer 
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to things that are onticdy prior to our veq act of theoretical gaung without falling kit0 

a viaous cycle. What it means is that Anowhdge of the exterior mus& smctly in this sense, 

precede that of the interior and even quali+ as a condition for its cognizance. 

Therefore, if Qünavi has been making the substanuve daim that the h u m a .  spirit in 

its upward journey toward the object of inquuy may acquire the specification it seeks 

only after its own compound creaàon - that is, only afier the entire organism, Me and 

h b  - has corne to be, he is equally dnving toward a recognition of the spirit's necessq 

priority in another sense. Immateriality, as we saw, is cerralily pan of the solution, but 

what it must d o  at heart is to indicate the ernergence of a root-brandi relation, where the 

root auly belongs to the knower. In this way, the thought is related to its proper ontic 

root, not the absolute one that is God's hiddenness. 

§ THE SECRET OF THE ONE AND THE MANY 

For QünavT, this "relative priority" adiieves what "relative hiddenness" has done 

elsewhere. There is, on the one hand, an utterly unique absolute hiddenness denotlig 

God7s reality (haqFqatahu), somethuig which canno t be encompassed b y any knowledge 

but His - certauily no specifylng precept or dehiting ascription (IB h:114; B:223). Since 

no intellect can encompass that which is indeterminate (miî hyandabid or i n d i s ~ c t  (fa 

yatamwaoa 'indahu)), what is said to be indistinct, conversely, cannot be kitdected. As 

Qünavi has taken pains to show thtoughout ehis treatise, if God is specihble in any way, 

He is knowable through His specification only in respect of that by which He is 
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specified, never unconditionally. But this srnail measure of cogiizance of hiddemess is 

merely synoptical &mâ/siah), the implication being that it is no different Gom the kind 

of antiquated pbdosophicaf knowledge of God he and Ibn Sinâ ahke had so cogently 

disputed before vital indomitable experimce (IB A: 1 15; 8223). Cognizance, by connast, 

has to be obtained through what he calls the "dearest unveilingyy; that is, "bif-karhf of-a/%' 

and "a/-tdnfal-ihbr' of-&'' C'the highes t Divine instruction"), which is s peu fia ble £rom 

that "presence of hiddenness." In this "noetic conveyance," thete is no kitermediary, 
r 

except perhaps the "manifestation itself ' (IB A: 1 14-5; ~:223). "Hiddenness," however, 

remains the "root" of all that appeats and is known (IB h:115;  8223) .  It constitutes 

God's ipseity (hriwzzah) (IB Ad 16; B:224). Now, in order to understand how it may act 

as a root and what that "dearest u~veiling" c m  possibly be, let us tum to another, brief 

work of Qünavî's for an explanation of "humzah." 

The word " h u ~ a h , "  in h s  view the very "secret of ihhzjyab ['Divinityl," is a "pre- 

etemal existent" (mqùdaf(:aL) - narneiy, one whose existence is pre-eternal and not the 

commonplace existence of the items of out world. He isolates it through the attributes 

"majesty" vahd and "perfection" (kamol) (AH Sa). It is the " £ k t  word" - as in, "Say: 

He is ..." ("QUI hwa. ..'3 - through which al1 words h d  their perfection. Hwa ("He") is 

the "special comprehensive name" (ai-i~m aI-jZmi al-kh~!s) that points to the essence in 

its singular oneness (al-da/lca~ al-dhat al-a!czd&ah) by means of the totality of ia letter- 

parts and the pregiven realities - that is, the baqâ'r'qihi wa&jyah. Though c'consmcted" 

(murakhban) of two letters, the word begins with the peunanent root (aLadaI-#habit), the 
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"ho '," which has the level of p h c y  (anavahiah). Ihhijyab (of which it is the secret) 

deno tes the secondarv level (al-marfabab ai-iïkbinzah) , and signas many "secle ts" and 

"meanings" (AH Sa-b). With this succinct description, he goes on to give an i n t e r e s ~ g  

exegesis of the letters of the word "bwa," which unfortunately we cannot examine here. 

What diis application of his letter-science reveals is that beyond the insular ontic 

reality s o m e t h g  else is adurnbrated which h d s  expression in what God, s d  alone, 

knows at the station of "independent of everythmg" (maqiïm ai-ghan@y 'an ai-'iiiam2n) and 

the relation to which no "other" is attached, al l  consonance h a k g  been removed (IB 

A:115; ~ : 2 2 3 ) . ~  As we saw before, consonance and "otherness" go together. 

In teres tingly , Qïinavi de fines the tenn ghan&y in his Sbarb a m  ' Aihh al-bumb in very 

sknikr fashion to al-Zaj jiiji (cf. ZIA 1 17-1 8). He k t  points to its Qur'iinic source - "a/- 

ghatl&y 'an aLCaiamZn" (AH 77a-b) - and then notes two possible applications: one with 

respect to God @hana aLHaqq), the other to people (wagbanü al-khaiq). 

In relation to people, QünavT, kke Zajjiïji, mentions independence through both 

material property (4 and the more intangible qualities of a person. Applied to people, 

the term is desuibed by Zajjiiji as c'metaphoricai" (mqZ& there being no one in the 

world who is truly independent @hanzjyfi ai-hqfqaah) (ZU 118). In this respect, he differs 

slightly fiom Qünavi - although, as noted below, the latter also makes si& conaasts. 

Zajjiiii refers to those few who, apply their thinklig to the world "in one stroke" (d.fitan) 

(presumably in th& i n ~ t i v e  knowledge) and, bring devoted to the Creator, seek 

independence (ZM 11 8). These people merit the epithet "independent." In that same 
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comection, Qùnavi evokes the possibility of "attainment" (m.&) to the stanis ofgban&y, 

but duough impoverishmenc 'ffa@qm~hu iih cl/-Haqq rfnfiM.Ubdy (AH 7%). Accordmg 

to his more mystical interpretation, however, one has traversed the "narrowest station" 

(ai-mq&v al-m$(s) needed to be traversed when the mystic cm perceive the Divine ipseity 

diffused (ranpiüz) w i h n  the entitative denizens OC the world's levels (dyart mmatz'b al-'alam) 

(AH 77b). 'ïndependence" applied to God, on the other hand, is independence "over 

and above everyone else" Can ai-Cüfumr^n); that is, in respect of his sanctified essence 

(dhatihi al-mwqadda~ab). That God is independent transpires only in the ulterior sense 

relative to those seeking His knowledge (i.e. "wu d&m i@qibi al-baqr'qr' ln ya* i f ,  

bihim"). Being independent means that He is independent oftbem (kamabu ghatltryutl 

innama huwa gbanahu 'anhum). Qünavi d argue momentarily that the question of 

multiplicity 6rst arises here; dis is its ongin. The level dosest to this hiddemess of 

God's essence, however, has been designated the "Cloud" fama), the Breath of the 

Mercihil (IB A: 1 1 5; ~:223). '  

And we now know that the hidden is eitber refatzveb or tmb h i d h 5  The "relatively 

hidden" is somethuig the elaboration of whose precept is sought (maymii t~$z'l & h i h ~ ) .  

Whereas the "truly hidden" is the verp presence of God's essence and His ipseity (b#wa 

badrat dbat al-Haqq wa buw~_iratihz).~ In relation to Divine hiddenness, the relative 

cons titutes the "hrst level of wimessing" (-al m ~ a b a t  ai-shah&b), alehough it remains 

hdden to what lies below it. The "presence of the Cloud" - the dosest thing to God's 

hiddenness - is the presence of all the names, atmbutes, dong with evergthuig that 
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carries an epithet. Interestingly, though, QünavT points out that insofar as the multiple 

toms and intangible meanings are finite, it is also the /art level of witnessing (iikbir 

ma>labat a/-shahadoh). It fumishes both h t s ,  not a limit and an intinity. In order to 

account for die multiplicity contalied withm the Cloud, the one witnessed in the world 

as a difhsion from singular onmess, he has to h s h  a dehnitive idea of the epithet 

"One." For multipliàty, it manspires, appears through singular oneness, not in the sense 

of the one qua one but in that of a iower orda of onmess where God's exclusive noetic 

seFaftacbment, a key concept, becomes the wellspring (matlbdatl) of muluplicitg qua 

multiplicity (IB h:115-6; 8:224).' In this manna, the "one" actually possesses two 

precepts. The fîrst gves the sense that it is "one for inelf alone" ( w d 2  L-nofn%i fa-hosob), 

without there being any need to rationalize that "oneness" is an atttibute, name, epithet, 

permanent precept (aw &dm th~bit), accident or concomitant. The only consideration 

makkig the difference between absolute hiddenness (idenucal to the ipseity [af-bumzah]), 

on the one hand, and what is the nominal specification "singular oneness," on the other, 

is the qeczzcatioon it1e4 (ghayr nofs aLtdcyyun). This safeguatds the absoluteness of 

hiddemess from any hint of specification or tincture of "existentid manifoldness"; 

otherwise God, he says, would have to be like a vesse1 for everythuig else (~afan fi- 

ghqnhi). 

It is only with the second precept of the "One" that QünavT invokes what he 

describes as God's knowing Himself dilough Himself, His knowing both that He knows 

this [wyd/amu innahziydhmu dhükka] and that He knows His Oneness and Ievel" (IB 
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..\:116; 8224). This precept also consists in "oneness" (al-wandah) being a pemianent - 

i.e. eternal, single - relation to Hïmself (nisbah thabiah hhw); a precept, concomitant or 

attribute in which nodiing else can share and whidi is m e  only of God. The difference 

may not be s o  clear at tirst, but Qünavî d c o n ~ u e  to elabosate and systematize it in 

the test of his Introduction. His point is that "independent £rom attachrnent to the 

wodd" ("ol-ghanZ 'an ai-tda/iuq bi/-Cai~un'? is a relation that is known prkicipally from ths 

perspective; and it is precisely érom  th^^ relation (nkbab), moreover, that multipliùty 

emerges (itlta~bdag from the one in a rnanner dictated by what he calls the "permanent 

rela tional manifold" (hùdhü al-ta hddud ahisbi 21-thab@ (TB A: 1 1 6;  B:225). This holds 

insofar as the intellection of the relation - by which God knows Himself h o u g h  

Hirnself and by which He is One for His essence without any assouate sharing in His 

existence, "h hanka MW" - is diffamt hiom the pure oneness (dwaMah al-szfab) of the 

hrst precept. The manifold of "relational multiplicity" causes the manifold of the 

essenual individualities to be exteriorized (TB A: 1 17; ~:225) .*  What is curious is that these 

two precepts or concomitants of the "One" are themselves preceded by an essential 

hddenness of unknown epithet (oIImq3i3i ai-ndq and for which no speual precept c m  

be established. No distinguishlig attribute ($ah mumrjzlyi~ab) can be made out for it, 

whether of oneness (wubdab), multipliùty or anJTthing else. This, inudentally, puts hkn 

leagues away £rom any "neo-platonic" tendenq we may wish to impute to him.' 

Qüna6, once again, is seeking above a l l  to avoid a serious misconsmial of the t m  

"encompassmenf' ( i k h )  in knowledge or existence, whereby "that whidi encompasses 
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would act as a kind of 'vessel' [ ~ d a n ]  for that which is encompassed, or  where the 

encompassed would be one of the parts of whatever encompasses it" OB A:118; B:226). 

This is not the case here. That there are amibutes concomitant to the "One" (~iihid) 

does not vitiate its singuuor oneness (shayr qzdihahfi-abadijyafibz). To this extent, the 

exdusivity of the "One," in effect, paxries every aaempt to collapse Divine into human 

knowledge, or vice versa. The critical element introducing the manifold is given by an 

appellation for God's essence kee of all attachments and yet already presupposing their 

existence - viz. "independence of." 

g THE SECRET OF HIDDENNESS AND WITNESS 

Qünavi feels that identifjmg the preuse point where the procession from the one and 

the m a n y  begms, what he c d s  the "secret of the beginnuig" (not to be conhised with the 

"Hiddenness of no epithet"), provides "the key to the Great Book" (m$+ al-kt& ai- 

kab3  (IE3 A:118; B:226). This Book, of course, is synonyrnous with the "world" ('àlam), 

which clarification should help the reader to grasp more easily the "epitome" of the 

Great Book (mdnfat nuskhatihz), the epitome of the epitome (nuskhot al-nuskbah) and so 

on und the last transcription of the book is reached, cded the FZn'bah (lit., "the 

openingy" or "that whidi opens"). The elucidation of the m&dts "secrets" is, after ail, 

what he seeks to do in this treatise. 

Understandmg how the begkikig (bad') of the rnany "originates" - Li short, conceiving 

the many kom its point of departue, not merely as a series but as an inclusive event 



458 

presaged kom within the hidden root - should help us deupher the sense in which we 

may speak of the "F&i~aKY as itself an "opening," or a beginnuig. In fact, he says, 

anything amenable to an intellecd or universal measure of this nature may be desuibed 

as an epitome, or nu~khah. But the Fafieah is at once a moment, in the Book itself, and 

an epitome in which everpthing else is prefigured. What this kind of c'begi"ning" does 

for the question of Divine knowledge is to inuoduce the element of precedence and 

pregwenneess as an episternic corollary to the epithet "independent of everythg," so 

that knowledge becomes divided for the htst t h e  into root and "object ofinquiry' in 

the very act ofcreation. This act the object of knowledge itself &ors and becomes a 

relative root in its tum. Being the primary root, however, God's knowledge remains 

uanscendent and d-encompassing. Q ü n d  is particularly anxious to assert that, since 

eveqzhuig subordmate to the noetic root must be so commensurately to His knowledge, 

then the object of i n q q  must also be encompa~ng, albeit in a different sense. 

God sees or gazes (nqara), he c o n ~ u e s ,  through a knowledge whch is His light at 

the presence of the essence's hiddemess (IB A:118; B:226). Qünavi actually names two 

types of Divine "gaze" (napi). Firstly, God's gaze is transcendent in the ccunconditional 

existential perfection" of the essence (al-hmd a/-zqjiïdi' of-dhafi ai-mutIaq), an indirect or 

negative mode of reference; the permanence of t h  exisentza/perfechon does not depend 

on anythtng extrinsic, since nothmg there is extthsic or extemal to Him. Such a "gaze" 

is different hom the second one (which we d consider below). This negation of 

extemahty illustrates the mth of "independent" (ghanr), above whch Lies ccsomethuig 
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rnanner, is judged d y  to depend on no preceding vd. At that level no new factor 

can intemene, nor any "renewal" (tq:oddud), %eforeness" (qabh&ah) or "afiemess" 

(Uddz&ah), since these may be appropriately designated only by way of relation to the 

"other" (ïB A:118; B:227). By way of example, for someone located anparhere in o u  

worid, determinate knowledge cornes only q?er a cognizance of things and their 

differences in terms of precept, epithet, priority and posteriority. In that instance, 

his perception of them at the hidden presence of noetic hght can tender the secrets of the 
realities' only by what the interpreration [abbibarab] c m  bear and what the state of the 
speaker [a/-ftlukbah'b] dernands at the t h e  of speaking, together with the levels and abodes 
of bodi. This is because each thmg whose explanacion we desire possesses its own 
precept which imposes an effect up& what is &ing interpreted, b&ging it out of the 
transcendence and the unconditionality [al-na@ab waf-igZq] that precedes the 
delimitedness which follows from it or is merely predicable of it." is] due to the 
"matters" [a/-mauoddj and the qualities [d-kavJFyyayal1 differing accotding to what the 
devices of convevance [ahwàa ai-ta~ZJ and these delimitations require, as 1 have iadicated 
with regard to &e "secret of speechw [nk of-hhm] ((IB A: i i 9; 8227). 

Since Qünavi's Introduction has a clearly pedagogical purpose, this is a central 

consideration. Whde the statement holds mue for ail manner of expression, Qünavi is 

more paflcularly concemed with the indirect mode of reference to God which must 

ultimately take the f o m  of the hidden qua "object of inquiry." The naturally-endowed 

faculties of man are by themselves too weak to dete-e Mt. preùsion what the 

"gnostic" ('mifj actually perceives upon wimessing and in a state of "immaterialicy" 

(tgZd); not that preàsion in the way envisaged by out faculties can give proper value to 

this perception. Since the faculties are too weak to interpret or to relate (al-tdbîr 'anhu) 
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knowledge in exactly the same way it is found in experience, nothlig more substantid 

can be "mustered [hydaMr], upon retuming to the world of witness ['ùhm ai-shahi?dah] , 

than che wniuersais of whatever is wimessed [hi&yat mü ~ h a h ~ h u ] ~ '  and some, but not ail, 

of the "particulars." The namrally-endowed faculties provide no assistance, being 

"insufficient in scope" for full dear-sightedness (qu.+~riiz 'an madb madrak al-bNrah) and 

"too narcow of sphere for the soul's vast range marruh ai-n4] and capacity" judged 

accordmg to the "cirde of its level in the presence of the Holy [ma dat dokat mdabafibïï 

fi ha& 

P-aiiu 

needed. 

ai-quds]" (IB Ml)); ~:227) ."  And yet a type of termliology that can at least 

and intelligibly render the core experience is precisely what is purportedly 

As for the second type of Divine gaze, God beholds dirough His gaze another 

perfection besides the "6rst necessary, existentid perfection of the essence" earlier 

e x p h e d  by indirect reference to the receivkig faculties. This second perfection, as the 

reada might sumise, lies concealed (rnustqannan) withm the '?iiddenness of His ipseity" 

(IB A: 120; B:228). It is for this reason that the second, concealed perfection (al-hmd al- 

musfqann)), as he c d s  it, is the pinnade of the sought-afierpqkt manjr,stne.~s and tran~iucen~ 

(kamd aI-jaG' wai-isqh) - a t e m ~  we s h d  try to keep in mind. Qünavi adds that a 

"lamina" (raqiqub) joins the two perfections after the manner of "complete, arnourous 

connection" (iz~+üi tdasbshuq tafim). This is possible because the second noetic, 

contemplative gaze (ai-naqrah ol-Cii%jyah) - sanctified of all precepts of createdness 

associated with the relation of witness and anythuig that may correspond to our own 
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(tqaoUighayK &b4; namely, the k t  one mentioned. He explains this phenornenon by 

duding ro the fact it is is a question of self-manifestation, where the manifestation's 

speufication is to itstlf (i.e. self-contemplation). This "doubhg" effecc is cccoloured by 

a hue of love [mu~abigaon bi-~'bghah hubb&yaIp] atrached to whatever is beheld by 

knowledge [mutdo. .a bi-ma shahiduhu al-Ci/m], and whose extexiorization is sought lya!fub 

~uhisrahu]" (IB A:120; 8:228). Love can only become attached to somethhg known, 

knowledge bemg prior to it in level (marfabat al-mahabbah); it cm  have no mot attachment 

to somethmg that is absolutely unknown.12 But the logical priority of knowledge does 

not dimlitsh the great significancé that "hue of love" in f a a  holds for the act of creation 

and as indicated by the verbal element in Divine speech, since the '%ue of love" signtfies 

the uni4 of these two perfections, one issuing from the other. 

The same twofold event is compared with what "attaches" o u  own eyesight to 

intelligence, or CaqIr$yah9 which aee not only two loci of appearance but two analogues 

(naxargn lahum3 of Divine love and knowledge, respectively (TB A: 120; B:228-29). But 

the basic d e  has to be upheld, since there is nothkig in the general concept of 

hddenness which indicates that God does not know or behold; He encompasses all 

things and they, in tum, are insuibed in His essence. There is encompassrnent of 

knowledge but also the ubiquitous presence and efficacy of love. 

AU dÿs is perfectly consistent with the Avicennan view that only that which is already 
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known is soughq where the "seekingy is just as easily reduced to an dative relation that 

illustrates how the many issues forth £rom the one through the prernises. The plurakty 

of the two premises conceais as much as it exhibits of the onginal subject. For the 

moment, this is not exactly what Q ü n a ~  is concerned with. The object of inquirp, he 

informs us, is anainable thtough the assembb, or (to be consis tent with the grammatical 

side of his argument) construction (tmEb), of two premises that must embody the "one," 

taken in some particular sense. The "one" alone, in respect of its "oneness" at the 

station of singdaroneness, cannot yield anythuig but the one (IB A:120-21; B:229). But if 

the "one" cannot, in an absolute sense, give way to the multiplicity of the premises, 

perfection cm never be sought (mdb) - that is to Say, exteriorized - since it cannot be 

done without just such multiplicity (iB A:121; B:229). There cm be no object of kiquiry 

either in the absence of multiplicity, or when the separauon between the one and the 

many is absolute or true in every sense. 

At this point, Qünavf plays up once again the inherent multivalence of the concept 

of "one." The one is both singular root and "object of inquiry." (mathb). Numericd 

pari., based on the philosophical d e  that nothmg can issue from the one except the 

one, has to be malitained. Translated back into the logical syllogism, however, it irnplies 

several steps things. It means, k t  of all, that nothlig fiom absolute hiddenness c m  be 

speufied in any state except a scnghpremise, to begin with; and that, in Qünavi sense, is 

the manifestation induced by love (ai-tqaK al-bZith a&bbr'). In this he is reiteratlig for 

something that urterly defies conception, though ernbedded witiiin the logical dunensions 
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of a syllogism, what he had e d e r  nied to pomay by an indirect mode of reference. In 

doing so, he believes the sanctity of a more onginal oneness and uniqueness is 

sa feguarded, its manifes tauon continually tied to the essence. Qünavi 6na.Uy recapitulates 

his whole argument by s t a ~ g  that, in fa- the precept of the seuet of "oneness" ( s i r  af- 

wahdün&yah) - let alone that of the hidden essential and esistential secret of the 

"independent" (or "self-sufficient"), with its own dominion (hhu al-~aftanah) - cannot 

penewate in any ocher way except through a prepondaance over somethmg else. 

§ ACTION AS ESSENCE QUA CREATOR 

Th~s is the question which QûnavT had been s e e h g  to answer on a phdological 

platform, e s p e d y  with respect to how singular oneness is exhibited through one of the 

"six construc~ons.~' Generally, a consmiction has no "semantic value" or, logically 

speakmg, no consequence, without there being somerhlig that acts as a locus of 

appearance for the singuImpreccpt upon whch it @y deht ion)  rests and going by the 

name of "action" WIan). Conversely, the locus on its own neither yields grarnrnaucd 

sense nos produces a consequence (IB A:121; B:229). This new focus on the verb-act, 

however, compensates for the "noun-bias" observed earlier by concentrathg on the 

single creative act as an entity of varied dimensions and relations to the essence qua 

exirtettfrator. The word z&@iis used to refer to the ccinte.rconnectedness of the precepts 

of rnanifestati~n"'~ - in other words, the "joining" of the two manifestations or 

"premises." But the locus of appearance itself has also to emanate as a Jr'ttgh ad ftom a 
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scirgh agent (since, as we said, only the "one" cm proceed from the "one") action 0, or 

the act, is perfectly adapted to this conditional presentation of the essence qua 

something, since "action" is nothing but the manifestation measured in relation to the 

effect, or creaave efficacy (ni~but &a?bFr). 

It rnight be pointed out that grarnmarians like Ibn al-Samai (d. 316 AH/928 CE) 

desuibed the movement of the verbys action uvng the words ta'othfhmn and hqiiccto refet 

speùficdy to the phenornenon of transiavity, the nurnber of accusauve complements 

the action of the verb, and hence the verb itseif, is associated with" (Owens FG 169-70). 

'Abd al-Qahir Jurjàni himself described the verb as, among other thmg, hadutban 

muhththirun (JI(h.1 I:61); badath be-ing a te.tm thac Ibn 'Arabi associated especiaily with 

Zaijâji (ZI 52-3) (cf. FuM II 12-15:57-59). More sgmficantly s d ,  conveyed by God qua 

Exktentiator and Creator, "effect" for Qùnavî is eshibited in all of the following: "the 

object of His action" (mqWfihr), "thar through which there is Action" (majkü bih), "what 

accompanies the action" (m.filmd&) and "that for the sake of which the action is 

performed" (mfllabu) (TB M21; B:229). It is difficult to overlook the similarities with 

Arabic grarnmar of these distinctions, especially, according to whose "different levels" 

he says the effect is conveyed. 

Before pursuing this issue any futha, let us &t agree on what a vabal sentence is. 

A verbal sentence has two essential parts, the agent @fi4 and the verb 0, where the 

verb is eithesj31 mutdudd; orfi'lghayr muta'addf (Jm I:S95); that is, either transitive or 

non-~ansitive: litemlly, "passkig ove?' (to an object) or no t doing so (Owens FG 170-1). 
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Qünavî moves suaightaway to the transitive verb. It is in this one respect that the four 

different questions above c m  arise - vU. mafiif bibi, mmafJbi, hi,@imdahu and mafd 

kth~,~ '  in the exact order found in Jurjiini's Kitab al-muqtasid (JKM M91-680). l 5  And a£ter 

giving the basic ccstructural'7 division between the agent and the object, he lists the same 

verbal d is~ct ions ;  the only difference is that instead of "th&? [of effect]" (kt, "passing 

overY3 he employs the synonymous temi "conveyance" ("bi-nisbat a h  'thr'r al-wasit 3, 

whidi is also used in grammar." 

Now, one may speak of "mofUlfihl' ("the object in if') if the object is intended 

(maqw, presumably in i s  circumstantial existence," skice the m@if;bi normally refers 

to the ;arl; the circumstance or time/place locative (JL% I:63 1); it is the object that tells 

where and when an action occurs (Owens FG 13 1 '9. One may speak of "bibi7 ("through 

it"), grammatically the direct object, when the object is "the interrnediary and the 

condition" (al-wiisifub waf-~hmt,; of cCmdahu" ("accompanying it") if it is part of a cause 

(jiq"i/hb) or one of the reasons (obud al-asbâb), or that which is in some manner desired 

(mm-*; of ''hW C'for the sake of which") if the sense of such action Ifa'idat dhaiih a/- 

refers back to it (tdUd Cahyh~) or constitutes its goal (ghgah) (Tl3 A:A:l; B:229). The 

last mentioned peaains to the "secret' of God's existentiation of the worldfor the sake of 

the wodd @ad al-hhqq~ af%hlirfa fiI-Cdam). To d i i s  secret, Qünavi compares the "secret of 

worship" (%&'ah), pet fomed "for the sake of the worshipper" (li-gaal aI-'abid B fil-mdbud) 

rather than the worshipped (Li fil-mdbiiû), since in respect of might Cigjt%It) and self- 

suffiuency (or "independence"), God does not act for any "goal" as such (j%',uhu /i- 
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gharad); His act is the "mercg of the essence duough created being" (rubmah dhüftzuh bii- 

h); al1 other levels of action smve for it. 

If we follow dosely this train of thought, the tmet which now cornes to the fore is 

that the actualizaüon of every act or product suffers a certain delay with respect to the 

agent. And another requitement necessitaclig the posteriority of the result (bu!d a/- 

narijah) - 1.e. the one in respecr of which onmess c w o t  yield another (cf. IB A:i20-i; 

B:229) - and for the penetraüon of the manifestation's precept (n+dh ai-bukm), suictiy 

by means of the manifestation of love, becomes necessary. His explanauon is that if we 

presupposed something to take place "alone through a singie premise, as the 

manifestation of love is a single premise, or merely the possibdity of it, some of those 

specified by the precept of manifestation wodd have the 'preconcepuon' that the real 

attadunent and goal of existmtiality and created generauon is to reahze only that which 

is mos t distinctive of the 'presence of God' [mâyakhtar~ di-!adrat al-Haqq Io ghayij" (IB 

A:122; B:230). But that wodd be tantamount to a defiamcy imagmed at the level of the 

perfectionai, exis t e n d  and essenaal ccself-suffiuent." '' That is prinupaüy why each 

locus of manifestation has its own precept, conformkig to its secondary; postexior status 

kidicated by the h h ~ .  The "precept of  manifestation" (bu& ai-tqja/ is prevented from 

penetrating only by the improprieties enumerated above, and it continues to request £rom 

absolute hiddenness a "dweIling-place" ('odaya&b m u ~ t a q i d ~ )  designated by the /ah, 

the mechanisrn for whose own ernerging distinctiveness kom DiMne manifestation as 

such is explicable in temis of c'sanctifïed yeaming." The rest of the manifestauons 



spedtied as "by" and "in" the loci of appearance (01-mapiïohir a>oJhZ), display the same 

pattern once theit precept reaches th /ah, "one for whom [or 'for the sake of whoml 

they are manifested" (IB A:122; B:230). 

Qünavt hence uses of the various distinctions above in order to mark the following 

points conceml-ig the "sanctdied yeaming" behmd the return of the manifestation back 

to the source. In essence, all manifestations, 

seek a retum to [yq and a retrenchment in [al-fqahs] their root upon the temiliacion 
of th& precept &J and in the loci of appearance, because they lack consonance with the 
world of multiplicity [i.e. in which they h d  themselves]. This is the reason for 
detachrnent [ihiW] [characteEstic of upward movementj with respect to the Merencial 
manifestations [li-tqàhiiiit al-tofjkhub] a fier being enshrouded with the precep ts of the 
"one for whom there is manifestation" [a/-mutqaIZ4 hbzz], and their r e m  to the 
Hiddenness ... [It is also] the reason why human spirits part with the created natures 
[narha ZiJ with which they are enshrouded after seekmg perfection through them [as theyj 
embraced the deepest secrets of every created nature @bad arriir kvl/ narbizb] and the 
most rarefied propekes [lifiy-kh@?!] of every bmi and abode; and [fïnally, the reason 
for] the r e m  to the root h a h g  been coloured by the precepts of multiplicity rather than 
by their forms, which impair their unity [wa&hrtih] (IB A: 122; B230). 

With h s  " r e m "  to the root, the precept of the '%idden motion" (barahbghoyb&ah) 

and "sanctified cycle of desire" (damab muqaddarah shawq&yah), in mm, permeates the 

"nomLial and creational realities" that hiddenness embraces. In die course of its r e m ,  

manifestation cornes upon all the noetic specifications, "chuming hem [fa-makhadahii] 

through diis hidden and sanctified mouon of desire [al-bardah a1-qud.&yah al&b&yah 

a/-shawq@ah]" (IB A:122; B:230). Through this agitation emerge the "inducements of 

yearning" (ai-bawaifh a/-'i~hq&yah)~~ and the ccintangible motions of love" (ai-baraküt a/- 

mdnawriiab aL&bb&yah) kom the realities' midst. What that signifies is sirnply that it is 

thepncept ofthe @ed- the maLi focus at this stage of his argument - of the manifestation 
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of love (ofbar ohydo/& ol-hwbbi) pemieating the realities that enables them to request fiom 

God the exteriorkation of their essenual individualities and whatever makes for their 

perfection (IB A:l23; B:23l). Love for them is not so incongrnous as to require 

unfarhomed ernbrace. This hidden process is the "key," he explains, to all the cyclical 

containing (or circumsuip~e) motions (al-harukt a/-dafwzzab al-i&ab) whch render 

visible what essential individualities of created beings are concealed. But as we have 

mentioned, not ody  does it b ~ g  out what Lies withm the potentiality of possibihty and 

hiddemess toward acnialiq, it also marks an important transition, as we noted, from 

Divine manifestation to the "one for the sake of whom," the /ohu. Qünavî shows this 

through a meticulous application of grammatical d i s ~ c t i o n s  to questions, after all, 

usually considered to be the exclusive province of logic or theological disputauon. This 

hardly means that all reference to the syllogism is now out of place. He continues to 

avail himself of the intel lecd resources of h h m  and fai1q5ah and which are often 

deployed in the more familiar language of logic. That avenue remalis hWtM so long as 

one is willing to forego everydung but the barest elements of reasoning argued by a 

learned tradition all too aware of logic being merely an instrument of exchange berween 

the root- into the brandi-knowledge of things. 

§ ACTUALIZATION IN THE LANGUAGE OF THE SYLLOGISM 

It is not surprising, therefore, that Qiinavî should again resort to the syllogism in an 

atternpt to determine both the clifferences and the consonances between the root and its 
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derivations. The diffaences are n a w d y  most clearly evident where one thing is 

subordmate to another, as in any reasoning process. One could generalize ths Mer 

and picnire the ccrequest" @hb) wiwidiin an a a  of inteIlecüon which inferential reasonkig 

medy  seeks to capture wihin the nanow, absuact conhes of the logical syllogism The 

i r n m a t d  realities are no different in this respect. Knowing the root from the branch, 

however, gives proportion to one reality's relationship to another, higher one. 

By way of exarnple, he explam that the "relation of munificence" (al-nirbah aiyiidigub) 

is one of the realities which expire (al-hqii'ig al-mu~rlohakai) before the suprernaq (qabfl 

of the singular oneness of hiddenness and, thmefore, icself needs to nquest the 

exteriorization of its essenaal individuality (IB A:123; B:231). At this relational level, alI 

realities are acniated by an inducement that causes them to "desire" exteriorization (bubb 

phkCqtl ihq and, therewith, a perfection, that depends on the peneuation of their own 

precept." If one were to interpret this situation syflogisticdy-, the fint prernise would 

consist in the request (falab) entailed by the higher manifestation of love (a&ÙE a/- 

bubbl), presumably the "major"; the other is the "predispositional request of creation" 

(al-!aiab al-isttdadi al-kawnl) through an attribute of recep tivi y ,  which ex teriorizes the 

action. Furthenriore, the relation known as "powerYy (qudrah) is "specified in request of 

the object of attadiment to be specified for it by the Wiü" (IB A:123; B:231). Once this 

occurs, al1 the "elements" (mkan) are in place: from the manifestation imposing upon 

knowledge an acr of beholding, qua manifestation of the ipseity @*ah), to the precept 

of the "relation of life" that colours it It is a manifestation which renders visible the very 
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essence of the hidden existentid Light." 

Being two premises, these are the roots on which depends the appearance of the 

"conclusion soughty (al-nafiab ai-mafbab). Qïinavi goes fkthe.t in his andogy with the 

Igicd syllogism: each premiçe is composed of cwo "singles" or terms (m@adqn), giving 

a total of four terms. One of these temis recurs Erom one prernise to the other, being 

the "middle t e m ~ "  He identifies it with the "secret of the skigular oneness of 

comprehensive union," but only qua "relation of the Will colouring the remaining h e e  

parts, while remahhg concealed within them [&a kh@'ihaf; aI-thahtbab]y'l,'> with a view 

to the reaiization of the effect and its perfection. It is in chts way, he notes, that 

ccindividualness" is realized Vardwab) (IB A: 123, B:Z 1 ; A:75, B: 183). With this "hidden 

motion," known as the "recurrence" ( h i a d )  of one of the temis, appears the secret of 

Nuptials (J~V a l -n iw  frorn whch "the consequence [or conclusion, 'al-nafijah'] follows 

concornitan tly [tabdbat al-irZ@ij y rather than successively, in exteriorizauon [rii tabdigat 

a l - + ï t j "  (IB A:123-4; B:23l). Only the designation of the level - in other words, the 

subsnate for the penetration of " p o w e r ~ e s s "  (ma~afln@dh al-iqtr'd*) - needs to be 

designated through the "motion of love" so as to ensure that the intended "end" itself 

(kyn a/-murad) is exceriorized in a manner consistent with the precepts of the roots (IB 

-A: 124; B:23 1). 

The complexiy of th scherne is due to the epistemic impossibility of conceiving 

through any faculty something, anythuig, as it really is in itself. ' m a t  is in itself," 

according to this scheme, indicates merely a singular oneness, not the kiclusive, 
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individual unity inside of which it happms to be deeply and knperceptibly embedded. 

There is no question of any direct efficacy of' the h g  in itself, that is in respect of its 

onmess and utter simplicity (IB A:124; B232). But Qünavî relies on the equivocacity of 

singdar oneness to get his meaning across. Though just as primordial and pregiven as 

the syllogistic facticiy we met with kistotie, singular onmess must be aanslated into a 

"th singular oneness" qua somediing dissembled as the rniddle term. Also, he daims 

there is a drfference between the "station of oneness" distinguished by itself (tazgQ 

maqiim a/-wahdah) and 'brrhat differentiates it in lwelfmom everything eh""; dus is well be fore 

"that which becomes properly recogmed as a locus [mahaIhn] for the penenation of 

'powerfdness' [ / i n e h  ai-iqfidq can in turn be dis~guished [liyafamqyad" (IB A:124; 

8232). This is the original operation that gives the much-vaunted "scale" of theological 

science the ~-onmtene.s.r and specifidty we said it must theoretically possess without forcing 

a retreat back to the oripally concealed oneness. 

The relation between agent and action irnplied in Divine creative efficacy involves 

considerably more than just a relatedness or comparabilitg between cwo things. Here, 

we are speakmg of a root-brandi relation. For emphasis, he argues thus. b g s  whch 

are strictly comparable to each other (muta-f;Tn), whether by Wnie of a reuprocal 

relation or as nvo actuaily existing t h g s  may be so without the other necessarily 

enjoying the "pnmacy" particularity of being calied an "active agent" (fit.., "agent of an 

effectYY(IB A:124; ~:232)."' If there is to be active ageng, there must be some requirement 

or "perfectional cause [or reason]" (muy3  aw mdnb h r n ~ k ) ~ ~  by which one is Çavoured 



over @va9 the o tha  as the "active agent" (mu9&hi3. They rnag 

in every 0 t h  sense, but the second thing will fd in level before 

- . - * * .  - -  - - -  - - 
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well be "comparable" 

the k s t  whenever we 

rekr to such an atmbute ot pertecnon or "determining factor tor preponderance." In 

dus latter sense alone, the second is said to behave Like a subsnate (mabai/an) for the 

e ffec t of the prep onderant "active agent" (of-mzi 'afbthiir al-murajih) . 

The question is how oneness is to be maintained ùirough the multiplicity that goes 

with the recipient, since multipliaty exists at a "station of opposition to the One" (maqïkv 

of-muqiibafah min ai-wabdah) and, for h s  reason, may be viewed from the vantage point 

of one of the IWO aspects of the "one" expounded e d e r .  Only, here the upward- 

downward movements toward oneness are considered. The precepts and relations of the 

"one" consmed under one aspect face downward in the direction of multiplicity @@+ah 

ih al-kathah) (Il3 A:124; B:232). W e n  One is taken in the second sense, it is multiplicity 

which indines towards it in a relauon of exfen'on!pfioion. And the combination of both faces 

towards the station of the perfection of manjcstnes~ and tran~Iucetlcy, namely, "kamaf aLjah' 

waf-ist$." (IB r\:125, B:232; cf. A:128, B:236 and A:126, B:233). This perfection, he 

explains, consists in an act of gaung which propdy belongs to "loving" and ccyeaming~y26 

on account of "the consonance and the hidden comection that exist [ai-in$'bâf af-ghc~ybi]" 

(IB A:125; B:232). What such a "gaze" promises ro show is that the essential precept of 

singuiar oneness and comprehensive union pmetrates the noetic relation (al-ni& al- 

'ifm&ab) in the proper rnanner only as both the object of action intended (moq,Ud) and 
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The chef consequence of d this is that Divine hiddenness may now be 

diagramatically "split' up, according to the two aspects of a single act, into two halfs or 

''hhemistidis," or shakaytt, as he calls thern (IB h:125; B:232). Although the secret of love 

cerrainlv has dominion over the entire affair, the precept of the essence is not thereby 

robbed of its "precepc of suprernacy." The precept of supremacy acts as a concomitant 

of both 'love" and the ".igiiant exdusiveness" (shr'rah) that is understaridably one of the 

subordinates of singular oneness (TB A:125; B:232-33). It is the suprerne factor without 

whch nothmg - netiher utterance nor any other composition - would have meaning. 

However, the precept of suprernacy belonging to singulax oneness (ai-&&m al-qah6 al- 

ah&) attaches itself to multipliaty snictly in respect of that which mnfrodirlr multiplicity 

- for example, by way of "might" and "opprobrium" ( s d h u j .  In other words, it behaves 

in chts manner in direct consequence of its contgui4 with this multipliàty. It is something 

else without this specific consideration. It attaches itself once multipkity has received 

speafication and enters the picture as a relational pendant of that whose immediate task 

is to preside over it in the hrst place. Before their specification, no precept c m  be 

exteriorized either for conmaxies or for 'bigilant exdusiveness," or Like relations (IB 

A:125; 8233). This, in Qünavî's view, should alert the disceming mind of the ''binary" 

nature of the most perplexing of secrets: the ongui and emergence of aanscendence (in- 

mansha' al-taneh wd mabdah), of mercy (rabmah) and anger (ghadab) and the precedence 

of the former, satisfaction (npb) and opprobriurn (s24kh4, majestp (jhZ4 and beauty 

uant4, suprernacy @ah) and Benevolmce (hg. These, in fact, r e m  to the most basic 



binary telarion of all, nvo piincipal mots the most perfect expression of which and "the 

dosest bv way of conespondance" are, as taught by God HirnselE "merq" and "anger" 

(IB -A: 125; B:233). 

As far as the Eirst '%emistich" (ahad aL-shafrayn) is concerned, thm, the "relation of 

oneness" of which muluplici y rnay be predicated is isolable or "separable" in respect of 

its precepts, which multiply accordmg to all of what is subordinate to i t  For the sake of 

acma y7 though, the emphasis is on "separauon" (i@aJ, not "rnechanical division," in 

the sense that the o n p a l  entig is transformed into a slightly more detemiliate @et 

degraded) mot that entails the existence of the branch. The exteriorized narne's unitary 

leuei ( martabat ai-ism ai-++) is specified - by vimie of this c'separation" - €rom the 

presence of hiddemess. Hence, and in accordance with what we have learned before, 

specification is, 

specified both for itself WLt'gana a/-tddqyn li-n+h] and for the ob ject of specification 
[li/mitda,23ran bihz] before manifoldness is ever exteriorized for manifold things at the 
station of quantity [mqüm a/-hm],  quality (al-kq4 and their kin - e.g. the "when" [ka- 
mat4 and the "where" (ayn] (m h:1=; ~ 2 3 3 ) .  

Being specified "for itself" is a tidy way of deallig with the syllogistic conundmm 

encounteted in our second chapter with regard to the addicional set of requirernents that 

anse with every logical judgement, noetically separate from the onginai fact under 

kiterpretation. For, syllogicdy at leas& that is the bottom ILie as far as the htlictiveness 

of the station of singular oneness and its distinction fiom everythuig else is concerned. 

Specification is distinguishable fiom hiddenness by the very act of 'htnessing" (imtâza 

bil-shahadah 'an dghgb). But it is not meant to coincide cornpletely with the separate 
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requirements of judgement or predication - that would be more what the precept is 

designed to do - since it pertains to an object as well, as indeed he hastily adds. What 

happens with ''witnessing," in any case, is that an "integral Ievei" (mm'a&abjumi&yab) is 

specified renoactively for an interior by way of a contrast of this interior with what 

constitutes the exterior (bi-imtj.3~ al-@hir 'anbu). At this level of witnessing, however, it 

is merely as "the exterior's hddenness qua hiddenness's exteriorit$' (ghqb al-xiïhir min 

haytbzt @i&) that what is manifested of the precepts, attxibutes, forms and the 

concomitants subordinate to it are witnessed (TB A:125-26; B:233).' It is thus that the 

hddenness to this exterior becomes known while rernaining interior. Finally, he says, 

ev-g that had been "separated" in order to yield the h s t  hemistich and qualified 

as the exteriorized narne is "inherendy subordmace to and serves the desired end of 

achieving the combina tive vision of per fecc man$~tttess and tratl~lucemy Va-innanzü btlwaj7 

tabdbat kamd a/ja/aJ wafd$Ifi' wa khidman'bz]," which concains the upward and 

downward gazes between the one and the many 

B:236). 

The second hemisuch pertalis to the stauon 

(II3 A: 126, B:233; cf. A: 125, B:232; A: 1 28, 

of God's Might Most Guarded (maqàm 

' i ~ % I i  al-a&) and His perfection, which ttanscends (ai-muna~ah) al1 epithets, 

delimitations, precepts and perceptional attachments (wa tdoluqat ai-ma6âX) (IO A: 126; 

Ms. B reads as follows: 

What is exteriorized of it [aL-@iimh minbu] is known through wimessing, but 
witnessing knows ['au'maij t ja t  which is yet to be fathomed [mu~fabgn fihi] 
through what is hidden (IB ~ 2 3 3 ) .  
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B:U3-4). It comprises what lies beyond the synoptic amdunent refened to above, which 

took interiority to be an "integral whole" (of-tdahq al-&ii/i). niis  station is not cailed 

an '%& tich" (~haftan), he says, because God Hùnself is specihble or dehitable in any 

sense. His unspecifiability d e s  of the c'specification" represented through the 

hemsitich hardly more than something redolent of God as a BeLig who simply cannot 

be ~ ~ e c i f i e d . ~  In view of this, God is in effect both the "sign" ( d a o  and what the sign 

stands for (madhil). And we have seen that every sign acts as a veil (b4Ùb) upon what it 

stands for. This is so even though "it has to make it known [mdmjF/ab~],  if it is to be 

a sign pointing to it"; there is no question that the sign is devised for that which it stands 

for as a sign, and what it stands for appears according to its precept in each t h g  through 

which it is givm spedfication ( k d  mù tdqyuna bihi). Therefore, when one speaks of 

shatr, whch is a "half '  of something, a narne has automatically been assigned even if, 

upon specihaaon, it is merely something redolent of or p o i n ~ g  to Him (dalhn 'abahz). 

Once this is done, two t h g s  ÇoIlow; kt, that precept which is p e c h  to the thhg and 

m k e d  out for that whch is specified; the other is something ccsynoptic," infonnlig us 

that the object is the root of everydÿng so rnarked out (Manfannah aslh/imù tdqyana) 

(Il3 h:126; B:234). 

This is the "secret of narnUlgY' (sirr of-fa~smj.oh), faithfdly transposed inro a 

con@ation of two hemistichs. In fact, ali that we have learned appears now gradualiy 

to reach a point of consumrnation in h s  diagram of the nvo hemistichs. If the mode1 

Ms. B reads: "This is because it is the root [af-dJ. What is certain about it must point to 
it [only] [fa/-mutayqqin mr'nhu hEf'ahyh], insofar as it is unspeciiiable (Il3 B:234)." 
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is to hold, he States, there is need of a ccconserving agent" (hi$?) to safeguard the k i t  

iaelf (hdd, which separates the two hemistichs and prevents one "separated hemistich" 

(al-~hatr a/-munimil) kom cornmixture and unification with "whatever it has been 

separated from." This ensures the "continuation" of the exteriorized name and its 

precepts, the precept of existentid manifestaaon and that of specification. When the 

conseming agent ceases, order (ni@m) at once dissipates, owing to the presence, w i h  

what is distmgushed and separated (ai-mumfq aIIrnunj2@), of "somethmg whose essential 

request is for primary hiddenness [miïya$ub ai-ghqb dawsvai faiban dhiift&yan], and that is 

the place of ongin of everythmg [mdhtl oijmi" (IB A:126; B:234). But its M h e n t  for 

us would be no becter than a mere affection of identity with what is most uniquely God's. 

This is dearly interdicted. 

Even so, he says, things long for their roo ts (ai-a&' tuknm i& udih(3, and pa r t idm 

for their universals. Such a propensity cannot, therefore, be entirely deleterious, e s p e d y  

given the order that so plenanly depends on it. Movernent towards the limt is a t  the 

beck of an urge i m p e h g  toward the mot. That singdar oneness is an epithet for the 

h t  (ndt ai-hadd), however, is already giving some incipient shape to what lies beyond 

the (relative) root. Intellected kom what is hidden, the limit has no essential individuality 

of its own qua root. As a d e ,  it is sirnply the precept of wery separating agent (Mi f.@zÏ, 

vded between two thligs - not the actual agent (h 'c3ynuhu) - whch is exteriorized (IB 

M26-27; B:234). Going by our model, the agent safeguarding the k t  is God Himself, 

th tirne qua ccint&ority of the exteriorized name" (@in ai-ibn a / - ~ ü & j :  



this is the survMng relation of [the narne] within that hiddenness [af-nübah a/-bqiyah mnhu 
fi af-ghgb] which ensures both the perdurance of [the name] [a&h b@kh#] and its [role 
ofj s i g n i f . i g  the thmg named [&&h 'ahiaf-mwamma], the selfsame interior [al-bi++ (IB 
.A: 127; B:234). 

g THE COMPREHENSIVE RELATION 

The "relation that is interior with respect to exte.tiority,'' narnely, "ai-nisbah ai-bafi'nah min 

a/-$vk," cannot in mm accept separation ( i . ,  since it comprehends both the exterior 

and the absolute interior, activi ty and passivity, both the request and "the facticity of the 

object of request" (ma&hjyah) (IB A:A:7; B235). It has an aspect whch draws it toward 

the exterior and another toward the absolute incerior; an aspect that approxirnates the 

absoluteness of hiddemess and anothex the deluriitedness and the manifoldness of 

Mtnessing (ai-tq~fll~ud wal-fdadddud al-shah*. It also has a certain a f h t y  with the ips ei y 

from whch a hernistich has been ertracted, leaWig a total of two hemisudis united at 

the root. It is a "non-existenual" realtion (nisbah 'adumzjyah) and, therefore, existent but 

not in the cornmonplace sense of the word. In fact it is something of a sirnulacrum of 

what the "conservkig reality" (al-haqZqah af-haf;zah) confers as the level of the Perfect 

Man, the isthrnus becween hiddenness and wimess, a "mirror" (&MI) in whidi the very 

reality of servantship ('ubudi~yah) and mas tery (s iyadah), is exteriorized. The religious [y- 

sancuoned "narne" given diis Ievel is "Cloud," for which the epithet is always singular 

oneness (ndtuho a/-ahad&yah). 

So, singular oneness is the epithet not only of the litmt, c o n c e p d y  the lowest among 
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all the discemible aspects of the isthmus, but of every touchstone o8gin ofrnadoldness. 

The amibutes speafied in it are colectively known as the names of the essence (al-arma' 

al-dhatzzah), and the "intdected fom" resulting Etom the totality of correlative narnes 

(u/-&' aI-mutaqat7ihh) we met earlier, dong with theit concomitant precepts, atmbures 

and propdes  concomitant in respect of their inner recesses (min bqthu bufiïnihiï), is the 

form of Divinitg (si& al-uhih&yah) that was discussed before. Moreover, these narnes 

and what "universal narnes" Çollow in Ievel below are never disconnected from each 

other A: 127; B:235). None of them is hee of the precept of the rest That holds mie 

even though preponderance (ghafabab) at any given lwel and moment, relative to that 

whch consunites the names' locus of appearance', is exercised invariably bÿ a single 

name only - which, of course, makes it inevitable that the precepts of the remainder 

corne under the sway of that one name (maqhrah ta& dhalih al-wühid). 

If we follow this train of thought h o u g h ,  it becomes clear that the Perfect Man's 

relation to each speùfic name is equilibrated in much the same way as a center whch Lies 

equidistantly from wery point on the circumference. This has certain repercussions on 

the mobility of the worshipper in his upward ascent. Idedy, a servant's relation to a n y  

name should be no stronger than to another, he should not be drawn away from the 

"middle point" (wasj toward some lwel or other due to c'excessive consonance" (li-ma@d 

muniiri'bah), precept or yeaming without a panicularizacion designated by God as to cime, 

state and abode (II3 M 2 8 ;  B:236). Such a worshipper is fittingly named "servant of the 
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'One who is comprehensive and d-embracing'" fabd ul-jàmi wu/-mustmiib). He is semant 

to the "One who is dl-embracing" in actu (bi2-$7) without God HLnself having to be 

delknited by comprehensive union ( d k  taqagudibi biIjamJ, exteriontg ( v h ~ r )  and 

exteriorizanon (iyhür) - or, for that mauer, to be devoid thereof - whde what is willed, 

when ir is willed, is duly being established for the semant qua locus of appearance. 

With respect to the "reality of servanthood and mastery" - i n d i c a ~ g  the human and 

the Divine lwelsf- the F o m  becomes the Perfect Man A:128; B:236). Qünad mes 

now to relate this twki reality to the previously expounded combinative prliciple of 

manifesmess and translucency (cf. IB A:125, B:232 and A:126, B:233), by which the "gaze 

of love" is understood to be both upward and downward. One of the proxirnate names 

(al-a~mü' al-quebah) of the Perfect Man being "servant of God" cabd A//oh), perfect 

manifesmess (ka& al-jah) is uncomplicatedly idenufied with the perfection of God's 

exteriorization thmugb th srnant in the person of the Perfect Man (ZB A:128; B:236). The 

second aspect of h s  combinative gaze, perfect translucency (hmiil aI-i~rijirsg (TB A: 126, 

B:233; A:125, B:232), relates more exdusively to Godys beholding of HLnself, but with the 

following peculiarities. It consists in the comprehensive union va& al-Haqq) between, 

on the one hand, God's beholding of Himself, through HLnsdf and in Himself (bayna 

rhuhdihi nuf~ahu bi-ttajsz%Iij nujinh) at a "presence of uniuty" (h&ah - .  wahdiitl~ab); and, on 

the other, His beholding of Hirnself in that which is distinpshable from Him (/î ma 

imfqa 'a&) (IB A:128; B:236). Indeed, the only m e  jus~cat ion for calling God c'ochet" 
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@hg?) arises from the fact that the Divine deigns to this distinction; '%eforen the 

distinction He was "self-identical." Having said this, Qünavî then proceeds to a series 

of subtle d i s~c t ions  w i t h  this second mode of 'Divine self-contemplation thtough the 

other." He dehnes perfect translucmq as C O ~ S ~ M ~  in this "othez's" contemplation of 

itself through itself (mushahadat d h a ( h  alghy q&tl n4ahu bi-n.fn%Iz) qua distinct "other" 

(min kaw~~ihr'ghayran mumfâd. This admts of a double contemplation of that whch is 

dis~guishable from the othei: through both its own essence (bi-cqnibz) and that of its 

proper other. The One (wâsiid) becomes distinguishable fiom '%in who praises Hun" 

famman thanabu) h o u g h  this "in terj acen t criterion of bifurcation" (al-firqd a/- baynz]; 

whch lies and is manifested "betrveen thern and from thern" (baynahumâ wu mitthumi?) (IB 

A:128-29; B:236). This, he says, is how everythmg 1s made unique  mada) da) through 

God's singular oneness and comprehensiveness. 

But this, too, is how the contrapunctual logc of theology envisaged by Qünavî is 

vindicated in its own disaplinary derivation of the obiect of inquiry hom the root. With 

this programmatic end in mkd, let us look a litde more dosely at how he explains the 

manner in which a protorypal singular oneness c m  give way to a derivative oneness 

mediated by multiplicity. His next account is, thezefore, of multiplicity as the prime 

consideration in dÿs sophticated analysis of "other'' - otherness intended, that is, in the 

sense of the conaadistlictiveness of unicitg with respect to multiplicity. In this he is 

helped by the fact that ghay and tagbgurin Arabic have a common radical. 
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§ SINGULAR ONENESS AND MULTIPLICITY 

To begin with, the essential individuaiities of existents (dyan of-rn-4 are basically 

noetic relations concealed within God'ss hiddenness @B A:129; B:237). But they are also 

regarded as loci of appearance for the precepts of multiplicity and singular oneness. 

Naturally, they resist rhis singui.. oneness - the dosest epithet to Godys unconditionality 

(i@ a l -Wq) ,  unlimited capaaty (n'atihz) and hiddenness (ghgbarihz) - saictly in respect 

of their nfational manifoldness. With the intelligible comprehension of ail their 

speukations and disànctive precepts, they collectively comprise also what is called the 

level of possibility, assumlig they are as equally capable of exteriorization as non- 

exteriorization. There, multiplicity for them is actually only a concomitant amibute 

( e m a h  hh(3 - in much the same way that "paimess" is concomitant to "four" OB A: 129; 

B:237). And yet, it is in this respect that the difference, or taghqur, between the level of 

the essential individualities and that of unicitg (madabat ai-wahdùn&yab) becomes plain. 

Through this analyuc pathway to exmiontauon, the Will becomes attached prknanly 

to the dis tincuve station of Ufllcity ( tamqyq maqom al-niabdanijyah) that lies above and 

beyond the multiplicity whch lacks all consonance with it. But the Will does this only 

undex a "differentiating aspect" - as Qlinavi says, "min al-wq3 al-mrghiiyi? - together 

with one of the two precepts of onmess discussed above as bekig the hcst source of all 

rnultiplici y ( m a d a  ' al-kathah) (Ri A: 129; B:237). Difference (mughqarah) cm never occur 

in that sense that uniquely belongs to the hidden noetic presence of the e.uence, where no 

rnanifoldness whaûoever c m  a8se. Hence, " h g s "  rernain constant within hiddenness 

in their "realities," diffeeng (t.fan'q) not at all kom the noetic presence, since neither 



483 

rnanifoldness nor existence has beeri confened upon thern. Their distinctions, when they 

do arise, are based on another sense of "difference" (mughiiymab), the one presently 

proposed. The "perfection" of the levd of micitg (wahdün&ah) is exteriorized, through 

existentiation (Qàd,, by "separaring' what rnultipliùty the relauon of this perfection is 

capable of. In this manner, the precept of unici y penneates e v q  relation of muhiplicitÿ 

in exacdy that respect we now know allows it to become multiple. The dominion of 

singular oneness (s~i&in ai-abadïgah) over multiplici y thus ap pears. Every mukpfe thing 

( k d  mutahththir) becomes known as bo th "non-multiple" (ghayr mutakaththir) and y e t 

"rnany" (kathTi). This means that everythmg to whch is ascribed multiplicity possesses 

a singular oneness peculiar to it alone (abadbah takbus&i)). The sigmficance of the 

"oneness of rnanifoldness" is due to this. 

As we have seen at the very outset of our analysis of Qûnavi's treause, what occurs 

to the set of multiple parts (mafinù'q@'ai-kat.) is a singular oneness that is somehow 

comparable to the other kind of singular oneness (which is incompatible Mth the 

manifold) and yet not quite identical with it (Il3 h:i30; B:237). Proceeding in an upwardly 

direction, h a 1  analiment is possible once the multiplicity reaches its goal &bqaz%?) 

through the coot, whch we now agree is the ptoper ongui of both oneness and 

multiplicity. That which is givm spedication and, indeed, manifests itself through both 

oneness and multipliciy is Divine hiddemess, the source (mddon) of all specifications 

and the wellsprkig (manbd) of all the "rndo1ds" that occur to the senses, intellects and 

minds. 
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g THE ASPECTS OF DrVINE SELF-KNOWLEDGE 

Throughout th study we have emphasized that the problern of knowledge needs to be 

understood kom the htst in ternis of Divine self-knowledge, well before the hurnan 

capauty for m e  wisdom is even posed as a problem As a consequence, our discussion 

has rwolved around a number of themes relating to Divine self-knowledge. Qmavi will 

now attempt a defirutive statemmt of his doctrine kitended to capture ail the complex 

"dimensions" of what he basically sees as a single problern. 

Hence, the "&st cognitive level and dimension" (i.e. "awwai of-mmürib waf-M&at al- 

'i@nt~yah") to be c o n h e d  with respect to the hiddenness of ipseity? the basis for all 

other considerations (ai-maqat Ii-~ü'ir aMfibarat), is absoluteness unadulterated by any 

delimitedness or "men absoluteness itself' (IB A:130; B:238). This absolutenness is not 

bounded by anythmg either afhmiative or negative, as one wodd nomaily h d  among 

the narnes and atmbute, nor by anpthing that c m  be concepmalized, intellected or 

postulated in any way. In fact, there is no authoritative expression for or ccvoice" by 

whidi to express this station, being the utmost h t  of what can be communicated about 

God (ghityat ai-tanbih 'dyhh). His knowledge of Himself through Himself and the fact 

that He is "for Hunself done" are conveyed simply by the word "He," or huwa ( h i h i  

huwa k-nofihi huwa fa-buab), adudmg every htellected or conceivable attachment, 

precept and affirmative or negative specification. These are al1 what someone other than 

God would intellect under some aspect or other, beyond the one intended here. 
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This is followed by the "second dimension," where the textual basis for 

"independent" @hani), "essenual perfection of existence" ( a i - h i i f  aI-wuji?& a/-dhiïii) and 

"me, unaddterated oneness" (ai-wahid al-baqfqzjyah ai-@$ah) is found in God's words, 

"God was and nothing was with HLn" ( f i n a  A/& wa Q shuy ' mdahu), etc. (IB A:131; 

B:238). What follows is God beholdmg Hirnself through HimselF7 at the level of His 

&sr exreriority (martabat ~ühinzatihi al-z~X4) and by way of His root names (arma Thi al- 

arlziyyab). It is a &st level of extaiorization relative to the absolute hiddemess of the 

essence. Any "speufications" so far are those of "what is extesiorized, t h g h  itsefand 

for if$@" (bi-ndsihi li-nofsihz), prior to the egteriorization of any of the essential 

individualities or preceptfor the othw (ghc3yr) at the level of the other. 

QBnavi complalis that "[formal] expressions are as nmow as c m  be and weakest 

when it cornes to the expressive translucency [ai-$Gh] needed in the case of God's inner 

essence p n  kwt~hihc] as He is in Hunself' ÇIB A: 131; B:239). This seems obvious enough 

for the Divine, but hardly dimuiishes the tedinical uncertainties of the next aspecL where 

"He who is exteriorized beholds Himself [rhuhiiiial-@if nqfiahu] at the level of the other 

[marfabat mwahu] without perceiving ths other itself [mingbqr a n y u d i h  dhalih aL-ghap 

nafabzt]]" (IB A: 13 1; B:239). Whatever is extexiorized through or for the latter (bihi or 

lah) ,  on the other hand, is smctiy a function of the proximity of his relation and bond 

(khdiht) to n o m e v e r  is distinguishable fkom hun. Moreover, the precept of absolute 

hiddenness and the U n i q  Manifestation is preponderan?8 over him (wai-tqizl.. QI- 

wahdattr'). This is an attribute and the state belonging to those who are captivated (!@ 
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al-muhqyamistP) widiui God's Majes y-Beauty (jTjal?l jamd al-Haqq). At this level, one 

rnay speak of consonance, but it is so complete as to exhibit thugh a munt~rmvement the 

exteriorized face of a self-recoption in the descent. This way of puning it may help 

illutninate 6xthe.r the whole meanlig of "analogy," which is another way of describing 

the consonance embracing ail the precepts put togerher and not jus t the two elements of 

a consonant relation. God's beholding of Hirnself does not, as a self-ma.estation, have 

a uniforni, mechanical path of descent. It has to reflect the p a r t i c u l h g  factor of the 

"other" recas t in the role of its locus. 

This aspect calls to rnind the h d  of structural relationships that the school of Ibn 

'Arabi was e s p e d y  adept at showing in the light of Arabic philolophy. Qünavf draws 

attention to them once agam. The association berneen the operation of the Will and its 

exteriorized "result" is ail the more direct when one considers that the precept of the 

Will's exteriorized attachment to die twin relations of differentiation and organization 

(nisbatq al-tuj$ji waI-tadbr'tj brings into existence the world of writing and insuip tion ( P d  

'Am al-tadzvr'n w a f - t d 3 ,  which exhibis the Divine words (iEtr5~ al-hiimat al-ihh&ab) (IB 

A: 13 1; B:239). The Divine Words comprise the 'loci of appearance of His hght [mapahit 

nTm321, the rairnents of relations of His knowledge [mahùi~ nkbah'ilmbz'] and the visibiliaes 

of the narnes [&y arm<i'ihz] and what is specified of them, all contained in the 

parchment of His inscription raqq mas~n'hz]" ( I l 3  A:131-32; B:239). What aiso resuln 

hom this attachment of the Will is the self-beholding of the "One Who is Manifested" 
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( s h ~ h ü i  al-@ir n4.ah~) ut the /ew/ of the 'Otber " (martabut af-ghgtj distinguishable from Him 

in the &sr beholding (af-shahiihh ai-@ (Il3 A:132; B:239). Hiddenness's precept d then 

be "exte.tio&ed through a manifestation in every relation whose spedfication appears, 

at  the lwel of exteriority, after the manne of its permanent specificaûon in pivine] 

knowledge [bi-basab tdqyuniha &h~bzft-F ai- dm] and in accordance with the Will's 

conative focus [tawajiuh al-irXJ upon such a relation." Conrersdy, what is disthguished- 

kom-Him-through-Him (fi imfa?a bibi dnhn) may perceive Him at the level of 

wimessing. An exterior relation narned "creature" and "other" (nirbab @irah r a d  biha 

kbuiqan wa ~awan) is specified of Him. Through t h s  manifestation, God perceives the 

following: His own essence? that whdi is distinct kom Him ( ~ 6  imtaxa 'anbu) and that 

which is distinguished from the other (mü imtüqa bihi 'a~zghgnh) (IB A:132; B:239). 

The "noble canon" (&&rhan~ that enshnnes thiç whole idea is that the precept and 

effect of "every existent or thmg" combining several attributes or relations' is conveyed 

to each recipient (hi1 qâbil) at every point or moment by being speùfied accordmg to: 

(1) the primacy of that existent or t h g  (awwaf&yat dam?) invoked on the basis of 
suc h a prece p t and e fficacy (al-bdith iabu 'ai, hàdho al-&hv wal-ta 'thr'r) ; 

(2) the panicular amibute whose precept, relative to its rernaining attributes, 
happens to be preponderant for it (ghiîkbah), once both the precept and the 
effect have entered h t o  play for the recipient; 

(3) the state and predisposition of the recipient himself (451 al-qabii wa irtfdidih~) 
(IB A: 132; B:24U). 

Each cona tive focus (hl /  tawajuh) of evesy %ne turning7' (hl lirtufawt@b) toward the 



488 

"object nimed to" (hiimutawajah iLyhi> is speufied according to at least one of these 

h e e  considerations. The precepts of the relations and atmbutes belongmg to the 

reùpient are aIl subordinate to a preponderant "root." As a result, the form of the 

consequence of conative focus (;#rut thamrat dbàkka ai-taw@) is subordmate to the 

precept of preponderance refmed to (agh~ubz&ah)- Exteriorized though it may be in 

accordance with the latter, such a fonn is no less knbued (idqànflhiï) with the precept 

of the remaining relations and attributes. Its own precept is no match, is in fact 

indiscernible, in relation to the precept of "this single preponderant h g "  (IB M 3 2 - 3 3 ;  

B:240). Qünavi atmbutes dus to the fact that the "conative focus" of the "one turning" 

toward an "object tumed to" obtains only when the conative focus's object of 

attadiment is a singe thing (ommn w&4. When attached to two things or more, no root 

precept (bukm agan) is produced or can penetrate. The effect in anything said to be 

subiect to an effect (k~~'lmu'aththarJsh~ can occur only by way of singdar oneness in 

such a way that the consequence is subordinate to the root (uf-na6$ab faltabi al-ad. 

Qünavi reinforces this by p o i n ~ g  out that the commencement (mabda) of Divine 

conative focus toward existentiation itself originates in the c'weilspring of the One" 

(sadam minjanbg ai-wahdah') by means of the skigular oneness of comprehensive union 

(ahadbat aijanl) (IB A:133; B:240). It is attached to a perfect manifesmess and 

uanslucency (hm2 aijah' waf-istijiiiJ the precept of which is described religiously 
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sometimes as worship or servanthood CibAh) and sometimes as a cognizance (md$uh); 

as in the qab: "wo ma- khahqh air/ïnn ivolin.~.'' What is exteriorized fkorn God's 

hiddenness through such a conative focus is merely that existence which extends over 

the essen tial individuah ties (al-munbasit 'a/,, ul-dyk Q ghayr). 

Ln answer to our q u q  about knowledge of the realities of things, therefore, when the 

knower, with respect to what is inside him (maf;bz), is dedared the "Shadow of God's 

Presence" ($ili-hdat al-Hqq) and a locus of appearance for His knowledge (maxhar (i- 

'iImihz), then and only then has the precept of the reality truly pemieated, having been 

emitted into everythtng subordinate to or derived fiom knowledge (TB A:133; B:240-41). 
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2. By the same token, knowledge of the particular (al-'iim bi/;iqj precedes that of the whole 
(&Ir) (TB A:113; B:221). 

3. And thereupoo God's a t tachent  to the world and the world's attachment to Him by way 
of Divinity (al-uhb&yah) and its precept, their consonance in respect of knowledge and effect 
cornes into view only "that is judged [for God] which is based on what appears tbrough Him 
va-mabhbalayhi &-ma rabara bih] and which He causes to be d e s r "  (B ~ : i i 5 ;  B:m). God 
infoms, bes tows knowledge and makes manirest Qat@ for whomever of His servants He wishes 
to do so always from the Hiddemess of His Essence, no maner how much is manifested (B 
-4: 1 15; B:223). 

4. Given that God comprehends everythrng through His Mercy and knowledge, so that Mercy 
is d-encompasslig existence (al-myZd al-~bami3 - an encompassmen t and generality ~urnfitll) 
which n o h g  beyond Mercy may possess - it is clear that the name "Ra.Iljrlan" ("Merciful") 
contalis aiI h g s .  And if it is m e  that each thuig has a special property and a specifïed portion 
from absolute existence (&?ah mutda~anah min al-w~Kd al-mu!@) whic h canno t be s hared b y 
anythmg else, then the generaiities concerning the precepts of the name "Rabman" (krnUcm i m  
ai-ralîm) are also knowable accordmg to each thing in p a x h ~ L ~ .  Hence the correcmess of the 
statement that God comprehends (rnuEg ail thuigs through knowledge and existence both in 
accordance with His essence and in respect of the universai names (al-ruma'al-&Irlrjyab) indicated 
by the w o  qiit just cited (B A:i 13-14; ~ : 2 2 2 ) .  Everything exteriorized and wimessed sp* fiom 
these hidden recesses which precede exterioezation in the same way that hiddemess is prior to 
wimessing (B -1: 1 14; 8:ZE). 

6. The "extenor name" (al-km al-~übiir) and al1 the foms exteriorized through it are hidden in 
God's hiddenness, perishing beneath the dominance of unitarliess (rnudabhhb ta& ai-qah af- 
wa&&ah), which happens to be the nearest epithet (+ ai-nzt-2) to Divine hiddenness. The 
"veil of unitariness" (heàb al-wabdünigab) and the "peris hing of excessive neamess" (al-i~tihhk 
bil-qud af-m+3 prevent the fomis' perception of their essence and the perception of th& Lord 
(idrakiha dbütibz wa rabih3. God then causes these forms to appear through the hght of His 
manifestation whenever He distinguishes them accordiag to His knowledge of them (basab-mii 
'alimuhii). They are iliuminated (U-tanarat) hough His light and exteriorized through His 
exteriority (xaharat bi-~b#n'bz), thereby becoming wimessed and existent atter they had been 
hidden and absent (bü&ah W .  m&&h). The level combinlig them all in their exterioricg is that 
of wimesslig, just as the interior level preceding it is inclusive of ail that appears in hiddemess 
(IB A: 1 14; 8222). 

7. N o t h g  whatsoever c m  give rise to that which is contrary to ia  reality; there is no hiding 
the oneness's opposition to multiplicity. So, in respect of their contrariety, the one cannot 
emanate fiom the other. However, "one" (&id) and oneness (wabubh) eacch have many 
re k tions (nirab mutdudlkubb) , and multiplicity possesses a permanent sin@ oneness (abadshah 
thübiub) (B ~ : i  16; ~:224). m e n  this happens, the one becomes linked (idaba!a) to the other 



through the "agent of comprehension" @d) discussed before. 

8. Relative to number cahd) the precept of "oneness" is "to be inPinsically suited to the 
purpose of enurneration and to be what causes nurnber to appear, without itself having to aPse 
fiom nurnbei' (IB AI 17; B : Z ) .  "Duality" (ithngmjyab) is &O a cause of number (%'bb h/-'ahd), 
although it is more akin to material cause ('ifhb af-maddttah). Three. on the other hand, is the 
6rst complete nurnber, its £ k t  mdtiplicity and the fïrst of its "compounds" (awwaf tarhAbattihr). 
(On the grammaacal side of number (dual, plural), one eady work is KSR 52ff. But Qünavt 
divides mdtiplicity, too, into two sorts (qmrlyn).  The hrst is the multipiiaty of paas and 
constituent elements (wa/-rnuqa~~~~mnra) with whch the essence is assembled (tala 'Ynfiho ai-dbat) 
(e.g. from matter and fonn, substance and accident in the case of body; or genera and 
differentiae [koi-qnüs wai-funrlj relative to the species which they yield [al-unwd a/-bZxi&zb 
minhuma]). Multipliciry needs all these &st, in order for the "thmg" realized through hem to 
be concepmalized ~aia~awwar buni/ ai-sbay ' mirha tbiin&an)). The second type of mdtiplicity 
consists of the concomitants of the "thing7" such that the thing which is one in itself (al-wcthid 
Jr najsihz) retains mie oneness (ai-wabhh ai-2,uqIq&yab) (IB A: 1 17; B: 225-26). Even in the case of 
something composed of parts or constituent elements, once in existence, the "meanings" and 
"descriptions" (mdànin wa awsg become concomitant to it in its very essence (dbZhh); which 
essence, however, is not "assembled" (mufta'imab) fiom them, whether or not, in itself, that thing 
is something assembled out of other elements. These meanings are subordinate to the essence 
duough existence and by necessity (dzrirratan wu rv#ihn), so that neither the thlig's existence 
nor its intellection wouid be conceivable without the "meanLigs" also being concomitant to the 
thing. One example is the nurnber "6" whose "existence," he says, can ody  be conceived of 
as a pair (zawjan). Not that "paimess" (qayiiab) is one of the "parts" belonging to "6" (m A:I 18; 
B2.26). Rather, it is concomitant to it in the manner of necessity (idifri and posteriority in rank 
(ta b&kburJCi-mtbah). 1 t also implies the in teiiigibility of "half ' (mdqirfzzat al-nid, ccthird," etc. 

9. In any case, whatever elements of this subterranean curent in Iskmic scholarly tradition had 
survived were, by his cime, completely assirmkted. 

10. See Goichon Le'xque 363-4, S.V. cch2,iq." That is, what is incidentally and what is essennally 
comected with it; probably ïntended in the same sense as al-bwaIrg d-dhnzab, that is, essential 
to the individuality of a diiog but not constitutive of its being (Lextque 363). 

11. In cornparison, the state of the gnostic resembles that of a skillful writer (bd al-kcib al- 
mqd who, while aembhg (dhi al--irtr'iüh), inside knows perfectly how to write (mdnfab t~mmah 
fi nofsih) and yet is unable to show it in the manner famikr to him because the "instrument" 
( h h )  fads to provide him with the assis tance he needs (IB A: 1 19; B:227). Someone not quite 
fimiliar with the nature of intermediaries, instruments and their shortcomings relative to what 
is inside the one deploying them is apt to ascribe deficiency to the user himself ( m u e i l )  ([B 
h : ~  19-20; B:îî7-28). Qünavt concludes that the trouble is with the instrument and its lack of 
c~6mess" either as a parti&, originated and existenaal predisposition, or as a hidden universal 
one extemai to the "&le of existence" (al-khàmj 'un & >imf a/-wujZd) (Il3 A:120; B:228). The most 
propitious things (&.m aI-mm4fZ for the agent (al-fcmfmah df-ai4 depend on what he needs and 
desires to exhibit. 

12. He points th Our in M$i$ ul-ghayb. (Section on "al-Tahb al-iim~ 7 wabhwnr'.'') 



14. Erght different types of objects are recognized by b b i c  gramma8aas. For examples, see 
Owens FG, esp. 167-68ff. 

15. For a different order, see MSA 252-264. 

16. As Owens says, "Transitive verbs are those Li which an action is placed on (awqda) or 
canied over to (awsah) an object ..." (FG 169). 

17. Or, he adds, some such thuig associated Mth it (minjumhat al-maqgd) (IB A: 121; B:229). 

18. See Owens FG 167 for an example. 

20. See FUM I on baw~itb. 

21. Or, he notes, what is known as "assistance to those who ask for it" (irof al% Wn). 

22. That is, "mu* 'qn ah* al-fvuj-uti' al-gbqbi." Briefly, the manifestation of love externalues 
by means of howledge the ovemding relation of WiU, which subsumes the secret of love 
('unwân ai-nnm ai-hubbr'), thereby giving specikation to "power" (q~drah) (B A: i U; 8231). 

24. " Ikhires abadihimâ bii-mu 'ath fbiniah fl al-&bar." 

25. ThlS resembles the causai sense given mdnri by some of the MuCtazGs, espeually bIucarnmar 
(d. 220 AH/835 CE) Nader SPM 209. 

29. " Fa-yudnX bi- hadha al-fqalE iaynahir." 



CONCLUSION 

In t h  thesis, we have examined QünavT's views on knowledge, not in irs cornrnon usage, 

but with respect to the "realities of things." hlthough widely used, the expression 

"knowledge of the realities of dungs" acquired a particu1a.r sense in his work. Tüsi, as 

we saw, had hs own interpretation. His notion of tashEk, whch coordmated d i ç ~ c t l y  

diffaent applications of a given utterance, suggess an interesting early source for Mulla 

Sadra's own concept of the "analogy of existence." 

The central question in this episternological debate is whethex the reahaes 

of chuigs are knowable in some way; and, if they are, how they are to be known. If they 

are said to be known "as thev are in themselve~,'~ the implication then would be that such 

knowledge ought to correspond ro the oyect known. Now, Qünavî and pracucdy every 

medieval scholar mie to his narne denied corcespondence in any suicr or Literal sense in 

the case of God. Either the object - i.e. the reality - does not exisr at all or our 

knowledge of it is mediated by somethuig else. 

In his Introduction to 13% a/-bayatl, Qünavi takes pains to show that not only does the 

reality of a h g  exist, despite the absence of dedsive proof, but that the realities of 

thligs (for example, Godys) are aina4 in some sense known. But does that imply that 

our knowledge must be medtated by something else? That could lead to circularity. 

The conclusions to be drawn in the light of our investigation are as follows. Reflective 

knowledge of the object is mediated by something else, namely, the fom, which we 
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uaced to Ibn Sîna7s noetic complex of knower, known and the "con6gured form" 

becween them. This is a kv theoretical term, one he used to d e h e  how we know the 

realities of t h g s  and, basicallv, to move from a logically-based to a Iliguistically-based 

paradigrn, though without the one exdudkig the other. This theoretical passage is 

~reciselv what we have been mine to corne to grips with in this study. Form tends to 

faulitate it by occupying an intermediaq 

act of knowing - what we have cailed 

point between basically rwo elements in everv 

the "two noeh2 realities." His solution rests 

essentially on this, that the real correspondence is not between the "cogntzance" and the 

object or the reality as such, but betwem two orden of knowledge - one Divine and pre- 

etmal,  the other theoretical and suited more to die purpose of systemauc instrucaon. 

Since Anstotle and other muent philosophas figure intermittently in h s  work, we 

took it upon ourselves to examlie lrom the outset older issues taken up in Anstotle's 

writings r e l a ~ g  to the notion of "wisdom." A certain ambiguity &es when we consider 

that "wisdom" may be equaliv appiied to man and to God, even if in the latter case we 

are compelled to arnend o u  view in a way that befits the DiWiity of God. Indeed, from 

the theme of ''Divine Wisdom" arose the problern of God's knowledge of the 

"particulars," as opposed to the "universals" (whch impart knowledge of the cause), 

since no knowledge can be considered to be complete if the partidars are not somehow 

encompassed by that knowledge. It was left to Ibn Sinâ to elaborate th aspect of the 

problem and to Qünavi to gve it a t h e o l o g d  character essentially based on the root- 

branch division. Finally, the hghest order of knowledge was, e d y  on in man's 
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intellectual tradition, described phdosophically as being God's self-knowledge, since God 

is knowledge's noblest object and goal. Needless to Say, this has had some interesting 

theologcal ramifications. 

Although somewhat attenuaced in hristotle, the dichotomy- berween Divine and 

human knowledge played a catalpnc role in Islamic thought. Aristotle had set certain 

h t s  to what systernatic knowledge one may obtain in every field of science. Arnong 

these lunits was that the goal and object of each disciplme had to be appropriate or 

comrnensurate to it. In fact, the only kuid of correspondence to be speak of, as far as 

Qünavî was concemed, in our knowledge of God is predicated on just such an 

C G  appropriareness" or perhaps, in Scholastic parlance, "proportionaliq." Qünavî calls it 

mmiïsabah, or "consonance," being a consonance among reakties (that of the the knower 

and that of the known). But ths consonance may furrher be understood in terms of a 

cheoretical a~zafogv holding between a root- and a branch-level of knowledge. This 

explains his alacrity to demonstrate whÿ the noetic root-branch relaaon has its own 

c b emergence." Basically, his reasonlig was that what we comrnonlv cd the root is always 

a root "of something." By the sarne token, being "knowing" or "creative" is always in 

relation to somethg. In this respect, the distinction between "absolute hiddenness" and 

"relative hiddenness" draws attention to the need to malitain both the imrnediate source 

of die noetic object qua known and its krelevance to that knowledge whch a knower 

receives at his own pdcular  ontological level. 

In the earlier chapters, we saw how this root is "deposited," being the pregiven 
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component of knowledge. Syllogistically, it is represented by the "subiect," or the 

mm&, Erom which derive multiple prernises containing the rniddle term, or the "cause." 

The ultimate roor of our knowledge remains God's knowledge of His own essence, 

which is pomayed as behg causal on account of in role as the cause of d noecic content 

and ali entities widiin our range of experience. But it is oriented away from God's 

essence, since t heo logd  demonsaation does not seek to know God's cause. 

, In order to grasp rhis idea, we have sought to study the form and the epistemically 

immobile cLquiddity." Within the logical scherne of thuigs, one must always reckon cwo 

noetic components: the fact ("subiect") and a reasoned hct ("object of inquiq" or, in 

the a n d m  sciences. "knowledge of the cause7'). The notion of quiddity (i-e. quid e ~ t ,  or 

"what is it?"), which indicates the Çacticity of knowledge, has been pivotal Li shifting 

emphasis fiom the mistaken kiquiry into the - for us unknowable - ccabsolute root" 

(God's realiw), to the mahbah of things. These "rhuigs" may be taken in their 
0 

manifoldness, yet they must be so related to each other as to preseme the m i t y  of the 

whole. This is chiefly because it is s d  a knowledge of God in His unity that we seek, 

even if His reality, as it is in itself, is beyond our capacity to fathom, and even assuming 

that it is irnproper to ask the question "what is it?" in relation to God. The quiddities, 

we found, are merely the intellecd pendants of the ontic "realiues" and, ultlnately, of 

the one object of knowledge sought (namely, God). Takm together, they reflect the 

smcmal feanires of the realities, whose singularity or bare ontological natures it would 

be just as absurd to try to dehne. The quiddity's anachment to the r e J y  d o w s  us to 
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have a knowledge of the object rather than of a de£inition. The hierardiical order they 

evhibit is Mienrise due to the unity of the object, since the h g s  the realiues of whxh we 

wish to h o w  are the things asaibed to God. Relative to us, they comprise the roots of 

our knowledge of God. In other words, they are "pregiven," in much the same way that 

everv insrnicuve knowledge is made up of both a pregiven component (ftfawd?) and what 

is sought (mathb)), with the conceptual integnty denoted by the abstract noun $4 ?bah 

("diingness") imparting a unity to the whole. 

The basic structure of dus knowledge of God has been described in terrns of tabd&aIi, 

a concept taken for the most part ftom rlrabic philology for the purpose of identifjnng 

one part of an utterance in relation to another located at a syntacucally prior position. 

Qünavi' has in rnind the priority and posteriontv existing arnong the Divine names and 

atmbutes, manifestations, loci of appearance, concominances, etc. These are ultimately 

all posterior to the essence itself. Furthemiore, th& structural order is described in 

much the sarne way as language is, using terms like na? ("arrangement"), indimom 

("reciprocity"), J t i d  and so on. It expresses basicaily the same dynamic relation in 

human communication between the utterance and the inner meaning that utterance 

purports to articulate through various devices. The path towards this linguistic 

interpretation Çrom die more convenoonal doctrine propounded in philosophy was 

assured through QünavT's c a r e u  andysis of the form. Indeed, just how important 

Yom" was to hun rnay be gleaned Lom his second consideration latet on of the leners' 

shapes as meaninghl signs. 
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In dus area, we have aied to pomay his views as meticulously as possible, considering 

the rare number of occasions that ths  subject has been raised and knowledgeably 

discussed. We have taken care to analyze aU the Lnguistic aspects presented in the 

Introduction in view of thek importance in "theological science.'' The same hgustic 

principles apply cosmologically, for exarnple, to the "Breath of the Merdhtl," which 

contains all the "letters" of existence. Upon speaking, God in effect creates the world 

accordmg to the same prhciples known to us through language that connect each lener, 

word, etc. to the 0th- in subordinate fashion. 

Interesàngly, since Qünavî bases his theoretical conception o n  the movement from 

a root- to a branch-knowledge of the object, his discussion of the "ernergence" of the 

entke root-branch relation has to elucidate essentially the same epistemic process of 

discovery Ibn Sina had trieci to express syllogisticaily as a process going Erom what is 

known ro the unknown. But it has to perform chis methodological task as it =plains the 

cosmological unfolding, in ail its existent and "non-existent" ramifications. Because of 

this underlymg similarity of purpose, Qünavi easily found correspondences for his 

cosrnological account in the syiiogism iüelf, to which he indeed r e m s  towards the end 

of the Introduction when discussing the "movement" that is an inherent feature of 

existenuation. This part of the Introduction, though, has a speufic goal: to clady the 

sense in which the "many" issues forth £rom the "one." Such a mlillnalist account of 

the movement does not, however, have the methodological depth of a consonantal and, 

above all, analogcal view of existentiation based on what he c d s  the "permanent 
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& S M C ~ O ~  bennreen God and the 'other than God."' Despite this distinction, the most 

basic analogy is that which holds between an intmedia?y level comprehenduig the two 

sides of this distinction (senrkig, in effect, as their meeting point), and an active source 

poised toward its creation; such a source is accepted by the recipient rhrough consonance 

with it. 

In view of che particularizing capacity of this intermedia., God's beholding of 

Himself, Qünavi carefully sumrn&es the various dunensions of knowledge. Hence, 

God perceives His own essence, what is dstinct from Him and what is distinguished 

from the other. Far fiom displaymg the logical generalities of the demonstrative method, 

QÜnavî7s "scale" at ths point appears ro have the requisite linguisuc concreteness and 

parricdarizing elements conesponding to this act of beholdlig. 

To get back to the central question posed in this thesis with regard to our knowledge 

of the realiues of h g s ,  we can now make the folllowing concludlig statement. The 

knowledge of anv gwen reality is apprehensible accordmg to three main precepts: char 

of the realiq-, that of the atmbute, and that of the state and predisposition of the recipient 

himself. Once the precept of the reality in question has penetrated every noetic level the 

knower rnay be said to have attalied die highest possible knowledge of that realiq. The 

summit of ail knowledge is knowledge of God where the distinction between the two 

noeuc realiues, whde theoretically latent, has been u t tdy  m s f o n n e d  by the 

worshipper's proximity to God. 
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