
BETWEEN 
REASON 

AND 

REVELATION 
& 

Twin Wisdoms Reconciled 

An ae a ish translatio 
ae aw’s 

Pick pas al-hikmatayn 

Translated from the Persian by 

ERIC ORMSBY 



BETWEEN 
REASON 

AND 

REVELATION 
® 

Twin Wisdoms Reconciled 

This is the first English translation of the final 

philosophical work of the great eleventh-century 

Ismaili thinker, poet, and Fatimid emissary, Nasir-i 

Khusraw. Appointed from Cairo by command of the 

Fatimid Imam-caliph al-Mustansir to serve first as a 

dai, and then as the hujjat, for the entire region of 

Khurasan, he maintained his allegiance both to his 

mission and his Imam-caliph for the rest of his life, 

even when threatened and driven into exile. Written 

during his exile in Badakhshan in the year 1070, 

Nasir-i Khusraw here develops a powerful presentation 

of both Aristotelian philosophy and Ismaili exegesis, 

or tawil, and strives to show that they are ultimately 

in harmony. The work is presented as a learned 

commentary on a long philosophical poem, written 

in the previous century and sent to Nasir by the amir 

of Badakhshan, ‘Ali b. al-Asad, who copied the poem 

out in his own hand from memory and asked the 

poet-philosopher to explicate it. In doing so, Nasir 

ranges over a huge span of topics from logic and 

language to the nature of the physical world, from 

the spheres of the highest heavens to the plants and 

animals of the earthly realm, and, most importantly, 

hidden spiritual realities: the esoteric (batin) as well as 

the exoteric (zahir) realms. He thus discusses the 

nature of God, the creation of human beings, and the 

mysteries concealed in the physical world, itself a 

reflection of a higher, transcendent realm. . 
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The Institute of Ismaili Studies 

The Institute of Ismaili Studies was established in 1977 with the object 

of promoting scholarship and learning on Islam, in the historical as well 

as contemporary contexts, and a better understanding of its relationship 

with other societies and faiths. 

The Institute’s programmes encourage a perspective which is not 

confined to the theological and religious heritage of Islam, but seeks 

to explore the relationship of religious ideas to broader dimensions of 

society and culture. The programmes thus encourage an interdisciplinary 

approach to the materials of Islamic history and thought. Particular 

attention is also given to issues of modernity that arise as Muslims seek 

to relate their heritage to the contemporary situation. 

Within the Islamic tradition, the Institute’s programmes promote 

research on those areas which have, to date, received relatively little 

attention from scholars. These include the intellectual and literary 

expressions of Shi‘ism in general, and Ismailism in particular. 

In the context of Islamic societies, the Institute’s programmes are in- 

formed by the full range and diversity of cultures in which Islam is prac- 

tised today, from the Middle East, South and Central Asia, and Africa 

to the industrialised societies of the West, thus taking into consideration 

the variety of contexts which shape the ideals, beliefs, and practices 

of the faith. 
These objectives are realised through concrete programmes and 

activities organised and implemented by various departments of the 

Institute. The Institute also collaborates periodically, on a programme- 

specific basis, with other institutions of learning in the United Kingdom 

and abroad. 



viii Between Reason and Revelation 

The Institute’s academic publications fall into a number of inter- 

related categories: 

1. Occasional papers or essays addressing broad themes of the 

relationship between religion and society, with special reference to 

Islam. 

2. Monographs exploring specific aspects of Islamic faith and culture, 

or the contributions of individual Muslim thinkers or writers. 

3. Editions or translations of significant primary or secondary texts. 

4. Translations of poetic or literary texts which illustrate the rich 

heritage of spiritual, devotional and symbolic expressions in Muslim 

history. 

5. Works on Ismaili history and thought, and the relationship of the 

Ismailis to other traditions, communities and schools of thought in 

Islam. 

6. Proceedings of conferences and seminars sponsored by the Institute. 

Bibliographical works and catalogues which document manuscripts, 

printed texts and other source materials. 

This book falls into category three listed above. 

In facilitating these and other publications, the Institute’s sole aim is to 

encourage original research and analysis of relevant issues. While every 

effort is made to ensure that the publications are of a high academic 

standard, there is naturally bound to be a diversity of views, ideas and 

interpretations. As such, the opinions expressed in these publications 

must be understood as belonging to their authors alone. 
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Introduction 

In the year 462/1070, ‘Ali b. al-Asad, the amir of Badakhshan, wrote to 

Nasir-i Khusraw to ask him to elucidate a long philosophical poem writ- 

ten in Persian a century earlier by the little-known Ismaili master Aba 

al-Haytham Ahmad b. al-Hasan al-Jurjani. The amir sent a copy of the 

poem in his own hand, which he had transcribed from memory. By this 

time Nasir had been in exile in the valley of Yumgan in Badakhshan (a 

mountainous region in Central Asia, now divided between Tajikistan 

and Afghanistan) for about four years. He responded to the request with 

alacrity for he had a high regard for ‘Ali b. al-Asad. He was not only an 

independent Ismaili ruler whose dynasty survived in Khurasan under 

Seljuq dominion, but also, as Nasir describes him, a man who was ‘vigi- 

lant, astute, brilliant, incisive of intellect, far-sighted, subtle in reflection, 

correct in his opinions, possessed of a powerful memory, pure of heart, 

utterly praiseworthy and yet, alongside all these virtues and merits, a 

religious man’ (Chapter 1:20). This does not seem to be the usual florid 

persiflage. After succeeding his father to the throne, “Ali b. al-Asad had 

himself been driven into exile, only to be reinstated some years later, 

and Nasir may well have felt a personal bond with him as a fellow exile. 

In the work which he composed at the amir’s request, Nasir quotes ‘Ali b. 

al-Asad’s own verses with approval. Furthermore, as Nasir noted, he was 

a ruler who combined a respect for science and philosophy with unim- 

peachable religious and ethical principles. More importantly, perhaps, as 

his own poems show, the amir shared Nasir’s view that in their day and 

age ‘the bazaar of wisdom is laden with shoddy goods’ (1:20). To counter 

this, the amir had surrounded himself at his court with ‘free men’ who 

were ‘searchers out of the world’ — high praise from Nasir, especially 

since his own driving endeavour, attested in the present work, is to seek 

out ‘the how and the why of creation’. 

The Jami‘ al-hikmatayn, or Twin Wisdoms Reconciled, the book 

he composed at the amir’s request, is the last known work of Nasir-i 

Khusraw and the culmination of the series of treatises dealing with 

Aristotelian philosophy and Ismaili hermeneutics (ta’wil) which he 

~— 



2, Between Reason and Revelation 

composed during his long exile in Yumgan. The work, here translated 

under the title Twin Wisdoms Reconciled (about which more below), 

was completed in Yumgan in the year 462/1070. Rather unusually for 

Nasir, it takes the form of a commentary on the qasida written by al- 

Jurjani about whom almost nothing is known, though his qasida was 

commented upon by al-Jurjani’s disciple, the tenth-century Ismaili 

scholar Muhammad b. Surkh Nishapari.' Nasir does tell us that Jurjani 

was a physician (8:183) as well as a philosopher, and he seems to have 

been acquainted with other works of his (all now lost). As for the earlier 

commentator, of whose work Nasir is plainly unaware, Muhammad 

b. Surkh (or Muhammad-i Surkh, ‘Red Muhammad’) was Jurjani’s 

disciple for nine years and arranged for the posthumous publication of 

his master’s work; his commentary differs markedly from Nasir’s both 

in the order of the verses and in his comments.” 

Though Nasir’s work purports to be commentary, it is not a sharh in 

the conventional sense; he has little or nothing to say, for example, about 

any linguistic or philological aspects of the poem. Rather, he uses select- 

ed passages as springboards for far-ranging speculations of his own ona 

wide variety of questions. This is apt since the qasida itself is cast in the 

form of a series of puzzling questions to which Nasir attempts to formu- 

late authoritative answers. The gasida contains 91 questions in 82 bayts. 

By contrast, the text in Nishaptri’s commentary comprises 89 verses, 

but it is not clear whether the text as we have it in the Jami‘ is an alterna- 

tive version or whether the amir, who transcribed it from memory, and 

‘in his own hand’, inadvertently omitted the seven missing lines.* 

To gain a better understanding of the Jami’ al-hikmatayn and its sig- 

nificance as Nasir’s final and crowning work, it will be helpful to take a 

brief look at his life and career. 

1. Muhammad b. Surkh Nishapari, Sharh-i qasida-yi Farsi: Commentaire de 

la qasida ismaélienne, ed. H. Corbin and M. Mu‘in (Tehran and Paris, 1955). 

See also F. de Blois, Persian Literature (London, 1992), vol. 5, part 1, pp. 63-64, 

and G. Lazard, Les premiers poétes persans (Tehran and Paris, 1964), vol. 1, pp. 
24-25, 78-84; vol. 2, pp. 52-63 (which contains a version of the qasida). On the 

importance of this commentary for the practice of ta’wil, see H. Corbin, Histoire 
de la philosophie islamique (Paris, 1964), p. 115. 

2. See Corbin’s introduction to the Sharh-i qasida-yi Farsi, cited above, 

especially pp. 41-112. 

3. Corbin, ibid., gives a useful concordance of the verses in both commentaries. 
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The life of Nasir-i Khusraw 

Most of what we know about Nasir comes from his own work both in 
prose and poetry. This must be qualified, however, in a rather unusual 
sense. Though he did not leave an autobiography, he does refer in his writ- 
ings to several significant episodes in his life; these references are precious 
and help us to place him firmly in the intellectual and historical context 
of his times. Nevertheless, a different and far deeper aspect of his life and 
thought emerges from those writings, and especially from his verse. 

Nasir was born in the year 394/1004 in Qubadiyan, near Marv, in 

the Balkh district of Khurasan (hence, his nisbas al-Qubadiyani and 

al-Marvazi) during the period of Ghaznavid rule. He worked for the 

Ghaznavids - and later, for the victorious Seljuqs - as a government 

functionary, a scribe, and tax collector, until the year 1045; in that po- 

sition, as he tells us himself, he did so well that he ‘acquired no small 

reputation among my peers’.* But in that same year, for reasons he al- 

ludes to in his work but never fully explains, he experienced a profound 

change of heart. In the Safar-ndama, his classic travel work, he confesses 

that while on official business he travelled to Jizjanan where he ‘stayed 

nearly a month and was constantly drunk on wine’.’ 

As is common in such accounts, Nasir reports a dream in which an 

unnamed ‘someone’ berates him for ruining his faculty of reason through 

drunkenness. In Nasir’s dream-reply we hear echoes of the future poet, for 

he replies, “The wise have not been able to come up with anything other 

than this to lessen the sorrow of the world.”® Nevertheless, this dream had 

a profound effect; when he awoke he said to himself, “You have waked 

from last night’s sleep. When are you going to wake from that of forty 

years?” He resolved to change his life, resulting in his conversion to the 

Ismaili faith. The account in the Safar-nama, which is extremely succinct, 

can be supplemented by certain of his poems, as when he writes: 

When the heavens had measured out forty-two years of life to me, 

My rational soul began to search for wisdom." 

4. Safar-nama, tr. W. M. Thackston Jr., as Naser-e Khosraw’s Book of Travels 

(Safarnama) (Albany, NY, 1986), p. 1. 

5. Ibid. 

6. Ibid., p. 2. 

z. Ibid. 

8. Diwan-i ash‘Gr, ed. Mujtaba Minuvi and Mehdi Muhaqgqiq (Tehran, 
— 
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Indeed, in these magnificent, long, autobiographical odes, Nasir 

often appears to provide the hidden spiritual analogue to the events he 

describes more drily and factually in his travel account; the poems give 

us the inner significance of the outer events — hardly surprising, since 

this double perspective of inner and outer pervades his thought as well 

as his verse. This presents us with the interesting paradox that in some 

ways we know more about Nasir’s inner life - not merely his convictions 

but his deepest feelings — than we do about his outer circumstances. 

Nasir’s first two years of travel culminated in his arrival in Cairo on 

3 August 1047 where he remained for three years. During his sojourn 

in the Fatimid capital, he became an ardent supporter of the Fatimids; 

as he writes in one of his poems, ‘I am a Fatimid, I am a Fatimid, I 

am a Fatimid’, the triple repetition serving to emphasise his fervour. 

Certainly, no parts of his Safar-ndma are more enthusiastic than his 

detailed descriptions of Cairo. Nothing seems to escape his notice or 

his admiration. He is as interested in the merchants and markets of 

Cairo, with particular attention to their produce — from such goods as 

tortoiseshell implements to a huge variety of fruits and herbs — as he is in 

the formal administration of the capital — its judicial system and laws as 

well as the policies and practices of the Imam-caliphs. He was especially 

impressed by the benign climate of Egypt, remarking that 

If anyone wants to make a garden in Egypt it can be done during any 

season at all, since any tree, fruit-bearing or other, can be obtained 

and planted. There are special people called dallals who can obtain 

right away anything you desire because they have trees planted in 

tubs on rooftops. Many roofs are gardens and most of what is grown 

is fruit-producing, such as oranges, pomegranates, apples, quince, 

roses, herbs, and vegetables.” 

Such attention to everyday details, even of the humblest sort, enhances 

the Safar-nama’s ‘documentary’ value, but it also reveals Nasir the poet. 
His fascination with natural things is always specific, always vivid, and 
this is reflected later in his poetry with its invocation of the seasons, or the 

1353/1974), p. 508; see also Alice C. Hunsberger, Nasir Khusraw, The Ruby of 
Badakhshan (London and New York, 2003), p. 55, who renders ‘rational soul’ 
(nafs-i sukhanvar) rather misleadingly as ‘conscious self’. 

9. Safar-nama, tr. Thackston, p. 81. 
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cycles of the heavenly spheres, or the mysterious emblematic characteris- 
tics of certain plants and animals. And this fascination is much in evidence 
in the present work, as his various disquisitions on the growth and devel- 
opment of plants or the generation of animals make abundantly clear. 

More significantly, whilst in Cairo Nasir came under the patron- 
age of powerful and influential figures such as al-Mu’ayyad fi’l-Din 
al-Shirazi (d. 470/1078), the chief dai and administrative head of the 

Fatimid da‘wa — and a poet in his own right - whom Nasir credited as 

his teacher.” During these years in Cairo, thanks to his access to the 

Fatimid court and to leading thinkers of the time, Nasir must have ac- 

quired his considerable learning in philosophy and theology as well as 

science, all of which are reflected throughout the Jami‘ al-hikmatayn. 

Certainly his admiration of the Imam-caliph al-Mustansir bi’llah (427- 

487/1036-1094) knows no bounds; he praises him effusively throughout 

his Diwan, declaring his allegiance even in exile from distant Yumgan. 

It was by order of this enlightened Fatimid caliph that Nasir was des- 

patched as a dai to his homeland of Khurasan (where he would later 

become the hujjat, the chief dai for the entire vast region). Years later he 

still took pride in describing himself as ‘the hujjat of Mustansir’."’ 

Though he had begun his travels from Marv with the intention of 

performing the pilgrimage to Mecca, Nasir first headed west, following 

a route along the Caspian coast of Iran, thence into Anatolia and from 

there he journeyed to Syria and Palestine (where he made a pilgrimage 

to Jerusalem). It was during his years in Cairo that he performed the 

pilgrimage to Mecca and Medina on two occasions. On his return jour- 

ney, he travelled down the Nile, crossing the Red Sea into the Hijaz; he 

made his way across the Arabian Peninsula to Basra and from there he 

travelled through southern Iran, finally arriving in Balkh, almost seven 

years after he had first set out. His journey was an astonishing one, as 

rife with hardship as with marvels, and his account is rightly considered 

a classic of the genre. 

Some four years after his return as dai and then hujjat for all of 

Khurasan, around the year 1056, Nasir came under attack from anti- 

Ismaili opponents; under threat of assassination he went into exile, flee- 

ing into Badakhshan. He would remain there for the rest of his life. He 

would also compose his surviving works in exile both in verse and prose. 

These include such treatises as Gushayish va-rahayish (‘Unfettering and 

10. Hunsberger, Nasir Khusraw, p. 157. 

uu. Ibid., p. 250. 
—s 
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Setting Free’),’* Khwan al-ikhwan (‘The Feast of the Brethren’), the Shish 

fasl (‘Six Chapters’), Wajh-i din (‘The Face of Religion’),’* and Zad al- 

musafirin (‘The Pilgrims’ Provision’), probably his greatest philosophi- 

cal work. He also left behind a large body of poetry and, in fact, he is 

ranked among the four or five greatest of Persian poets. 

As a poet, Nasir returns often to certain recurrent themes. These 

include majestic philosophical odes as well as more personal lyrics in 

which he laments the passing of youth or grieves over his lost homeland; 

he is a great poet both of old age and of homesickness. As might be ex- 

pected, such poems often display that doubleness of vision which char- 

acterises much of his theological and philosophical explorations. Thus, 

in verses at once rueful and gently self-satirical, he writes: 

When your body was beautiful, you acted pretty ugly. 

Now that you're ugly, you should beautify your actions. 

Time has made your body feeble: 

Yesterday a peacock, today a porcupine.”* 

Such verses exemplify his poetic manner. The language is direct yet 

musical; the lines are not merely nostalgic but hortatory: they enjoin 

the poet to improve his character, all the while playing on the dispar- 

ity between outward appearance and inward disposition, between the 

loveliness of youth and the decrepitude of old age, both viewed in moral 

terms. And yet, at the same time, the tone is strangely playful and slyly 

humourous. 

Though he enjoyed the patronage of the Ismaili amir of Badakhshan, 

himself a poet (and the inspiration of the present work), Nasir’s later 

years in Yumgan remain obscure and little is known of his life there 

apart from what he himself tells us in his work. Even his death-date is 

unknown; some accounts give the date as 1077 but others place it as late 

as 1088, when he would have been in his mid-eighties. 

Though his work proved influential, often in surreptitious ways, Nasir 
himself remained a puzzle to later writers, and legends, often fabulous, 
sprouted up about his name. He was said to have been a sorcerer, a won- 
der-worker, or ‘the king of Balkh’. And of course, there were those who 

12. Ed. and trans. as Knowledge and Liberation: A Treatise on Philosophical 
Theology, by Faquir M. Hunzai (London and New York, 1999). 

13. Ed. G.-R. Aavani (Tehran, 1977). 

14. Diwan, p. 174; tr. Hunsberger, Nasir Khusraw, p. 238. 
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branded him a ‘heretic’. Thus, the obscure later heresiographer Ibn al-Da‘ii 
al-Razi writes that he founded a heretical sect known as ‘the Nasiriyya’ and 
that “he was a cursed poet who led many people astray’. Even modern 
scholars, who should know better, have perpetuated some of these mis- 
statements; thus, the great Wladimir Ivanow, a pioneer in the field of 
Ismaili studies, could write: “A tall, robust, rustic looking man, Nasir 
brings into his works the rustic, primitive atmosphere ... Nasir was not 
a pioneer in writing on philosophical matters in Persian, but his style is 
extremely unartistic, dull, full of unnecessary repetitions ...’!° 

Needless to say, this is a minority view. As his works have been pub- 

lished and studied, his originality as a thinker as well as an early master 

of Persian prose and poetry has been recognised and acclaimed. Read- 

ers of this translation will be able to form their own judgements on his 

brilliance. 

The title of the work 

In Jami’ al-hikmatayn, translated here as Twin Wisdoms Reconciled, 

which involves the exploration of nothing less than ‘the how and why 

of creation’, Nasir strives to reconcile — or to reunite — the ‘wisdom’ of 

philosophy — by which he means the largely Aristotelian falsafa tradi- 

tion of the metaphysicians (or ‘divinising’ philosophers, the hukama- 

yi muta allihan, as he calls them) with the esoteric ‘wisdom’ of Ismaili 

doctrine, and especially the tradition of symbolic exegesis or ta’wil. This 

raises the question as to whether the work represents a novel synthesis 

of parallel wisdoms or a restoration to harmony of primordial truths 

artificially separated and set at odds by the uncomprehending ‘rabble’ 

(hashwiyan) of dimwitted dogmatists, on the one hand, or of those ‘cul- 

tured despisers’ of religion, the philosophers, on the other. 

Though the title literally means ‘joining’ or ‘uniting’ the two wisdoms, 

it is translated here as Twin Wisdoms Reconciled. From the author’s own 

remarks, it seems clear that the second of the two alternative meanings 

of the title is what is meant. In a broad sense, this sets his work in a dis- 

tinct tradition, of which al-Farabi and Ibn Sina are the best-known ex- 

emplars: the endeavour to construct a system in which the philosophical 

15. Ibn al-Da‘i, Kitab Tabsirat al-‘awamm, ed. A. Iqbal (Tehran, 1313/1934), 

p. 184. 

16. W. Ivanow, Nasir-i Khusraw and Ismailism (Bombay, 1948), p. 11. 
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and scientific methods and insights of the falsafa tradition are shown to 

be ultimately in accord with Islamic doctrine, broadly understood, and 

here specifically, with Fatimid Ismaili teachings. Nasir was, of course, a 

Fatimid da7 and later the hujjat for Khurasan and the work may be said 

to epitomise the teaching aspect of his mission. It is clearly written for 

readers not much acquainted with either philosophy or ta’wil. Beyond 

this, however, as he himself remarks, ‘If it is justice not to condone an 

injury against a person who has been wronged, then it is even greater 

justice to convey knowledge to the ignorant, for ignorance is manifest 

injury. If it is in our power to give some portion of what we possess of 

this to the needy, that is an act of beneficence’ (1:12). 

Apart from benevolence, there is perhaps a deeper reason for Nasir’s 

effort of reconciliation. As the Jami‘ makes explicit, philosophy and sci- 

ence apply in the realm of the zahir, the exoteric aspect of things, while 

ta’wil addresses the privileged realm of the batin, the esoteric under- 

standing of revelation. Neither realm is essentially separable from the 

other; they are complementary and constitute a whole. They are as in- 

terdependent as the bodily senses and the soul, each of which plays a 

fundamental role in the constitution of the human being and of the cos- 

mos.’” And though Nasir does not consistently use this familiar pair of 

terms, his various analyses reflect both their polarity and their ultimate 

coherence within his system. Such disciplines as Aristotelian logic, of 

which he is a forceful advocate, or natural science, whether physics or 

meteorology or medicine, belong in the sphere of the zahir, the exoteric, 

and properly so; and yet, knowledge of them is essential. Nevertheless, as 

he demonstrates in a number of passages, their truths are external to the 

inner sense of things, whether scriptural revelation, the teachings of the 

Imams or, indeed, creation itself. Such esoteric knowledge — the batin, 

imparted by the Imams through their da‘is — is like the pearl hidden 

beneath the rough shell of the oyster, to use one of Nasir’s own favourite 
similes. 

The method of the work 

As in earlier works, Nasir relies on the contrastive approach typical of Is- 
maili hermeneutical methods in which opposition serves as a governing 

17. As he states, “The hands, the feet, the mouth, and the rest, all stand linked 

with the soul which is the sovereign of them all’ (6:99). 
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principle. Thus, the ahl-i tafsir or ahl-i taqlid - the partisans of literal 
exegesis and the proponents of uncritical assent, respectively - are con- 
trasted unfavourably with the ‘sages of true religion’ (hukamd-yi din-i 
haqq): the ahl-i ta’wil, the masters of symbolic exegesis, the ahl-i batin, 
those endowed with esoteric insight, or - the highest category of all - the 
ahl-i ta’yid, those empowered by divine inspiration, that is, the Prophets 
and Imams. These oppositions are, however, neither simplistic nor ab- 
solute. Though he is often dismissive of those who advocate ‘uncritical 

assent’, and especially of the professional jurisprudents, the fugaha’, he 

also presents a nuanced defence of taqlid as a necessary precondition 

for deepening awareness, distinguishing it sharply from the kind of lazy 

‘habit’ (ada) of thoughtlessness with which it is sometimes confused. 

Moreover, these oppositions do not result in ‘a coincidence of oppo- 

sites’ (as in much Sufi doctrine) but, rather, intersect and interfuse. For 

Nasir, the various phenomena of this world stand as lucent shadows of 

other realities, perfected in a transcendent realm.'* Thus, philosophy 

by its very nature may be concerned with the outer, phenomenal world 

while Ismaili hermeneutics delves deeply into the inner, spiritual world, 

but neither is ultimately at odds with the other: they stand in a continu- 

um. They are not opposing realities but different dimensions of a single 

reality. This extends to the humblest matters. The imperative mode in 

grammar denotes a simple command (amr) but it also corresponds to 

the First Intellect in the celestial hierarchy and so foreshadows God’s 

own command. 
The Jami‘ also contains valuable information on such figures as the 

earlier philosopher — and Ismaili béte noire - Abt Bakr Muhammad b. 

Zakariya’ al-Razi; it thus supplements Nasir’s earlier critique of al-Razi, 

whilst reinforcing the vigorous objections to that philosopher raised 

by Aba Hatim al-Razi (d. 322/934) and later by Hamid al-Din Kirmani 

(d. ca. 411/1020).’” 

The questions raised 

On a first reading, Jurjani’s qasida appears to be a jumble of diverse 

questions. His questions address everything under the sun. He is as 

18. On this, see also NKh’s Wajh-i din, p. 201. 

19. See Zad al-musafirin, ed. M. Badhl al-Rahman (Berlin, 1341/1923), pp. 

73-118. 
—_ 
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curious about the occult properties of certain gems as about the essential 

nature of divine oneness; he will veer from bizarre queries on medicine - 

how does the ruby ward off cholera or the emerald blind a serpent? — to 

lofty questions on time and fate, the nature of the human self, or the true 

meaning of eternity. The sequence of his questions appears almost hap- 

hazard and this unsystematic approach is reflected in Nasir’s responses, 

though it is evident that he struggles to impose some sort of logical order, 

if not on the subjects themselves, then on his responses. In fact, though, 

the questions do fall into several loose categories as is evident from even 

a casual glance. There is one category dealing with philosophy, includ- 

ing logic, the nature of language, and metaphysics (e.g., verses 1-4, 12-13, 

16-19), others dealing with natural science and medicine (24-27, 37-39), 

anthropology and especially the nature of man (e.g., 33-34, 40-48), time 

and eternity (e.g., 23, 30), the celestial spheres (e.g., 63-66), the impor- 

tance of knowledge contrasted with ignorance (passim), as well as a few 

specifically Ismaili questions (e.g., 3, 53). Even so, the text of the poem as 

we have it gives an impression of disarray. 

Compounding this curious melange is the strikingly down-to-earth 

tone of the verses. Jurjani sometimes displays a rather bluff sense of 

humour as when he raises questions about the self and then exclaims, 

‘Speak, do not just scratch your beard!’ (line 33). Elsewhere he mocks 

a mistaken view by observing that ‘there are many knights who do 

not even know how to fasten their trousers!’ (line 35). Sometimes too 

he loses patience as when he cries, “What donkey-loads of lavish non- 

sense have I heard on these [subjects]! (line 51). These brusque and salty 

interjections enliven the poem; they impart a human voice amid many 

abstractions. At the same time, it has to be said that Nasir makes no 

secret of his frequent exasperation with Jurjani and his poem. He often 

refers to him rather dismissively as ‘this man’ (in mard) rather than by 

his name. Nor does he hesitate to rebuke him for erroneous notions as 

well as for a certain frivolity. He shows particular annoyance, towards 
the end of the work, at Jurjani’s surprise disclosure that he knows the 
answers to the questions he has raised but refuses to supply them on the 
grounds that, in his day, ‘the nettle has usurped the place of the date’, 
For Nasir, the disclosure is ‘annoying, not beneficial’. And he counters 
by citing one of his own verses: goodness, he writes, is concealed within 
‘like the dates amid tangles of thorn’. He remarks further that ‘questions 
without answers are like good tidings without joy — tough and insipid at 
once!’ Still more pointedly, he argues that ‘if it would be fitting for sages 
and scholars to keep silent and not pursue wisdom, because ignorance 
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has imposed its empery over people, then it would have behoved the 
wisest of the wise, the Seal of the Prophets, Muhammad, the Chosen 
One, not to give mankind this treasure of wisdom, this mine of the 
truths of all knowledge which is the Noble Qur’an’ (32: 355-357). To be- 
grudge knowledge to others is a breach of that beneficence Nasir praised 
at the outset; worse, it perpetuates the injuries inflicted by ignorance. 
In such rebukes we seem to catch the particular accents of Nasir’s own 
voice; we glimpse, or at least have the sudden sensation of glimpsing, 
something of his personality. Such moments give his commentary an 
unexpected sparkle. 

The pedagogic aspect of the text 

As befits a hujjat in a remote area of the Fatimid da‘wa, Nasir is at pains 

to impart instruction. This is true, of course, of other works, such as the 

magisterial Zad al-musdfirin, written about a decade earlier, in 453/1061, 

but here he seems especially concerned to provide clear and simple ex- 

amples of unfamiliar subjects. But he is also concerned to prompt his 

readers to think, to explore, to question. As he put it with characteris- 

tic bluntness in a poem, “Why do you think God gave you a mind? To 

eat and sleep like a donkey?’*” Whether his explanations are principally 

for the benefit of the amir or for a wider circle of readers —- I suspect 

that the latter is the case — he often chooses analogies which would be 

immediately comprehensible to his readers and yet, at the same time, 

fresh. Thus, in elucidating the logical concepts of genus and species, he 

invokes the ahl al-bayt, remarking that the notion of genus corresponds 

to the Prophet’s Household as a group while the individual members, 

from ‘Ali onwards, can be understood as distinct species (21:273). His 

discussion of the topic is more complex and detailed than this anal- 

ogy suggests, but his use of such an example illustrates his concern to 

make both foreign terminology (adapted from Arabic logical treatises) 

and unaccustomed subject matter immediately comprehensible to less 

sophisticated readers. 

He also displays a tendency to give an Ismaili slant to certain of his 

technical discussions. Thus, when he presents the five Aristotelian causes, 

at the very outset of the book, he not only offers homely examples — the 

construction of a throne by a carpenter — but imparts an esoteric spin to 

20. Diwan, 22:3. 
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his discussion when he states that ‘the sages of true religion’ teach that 

there are seven, rather than five, causes; these two additional causes, the 

spatial and the temporal, accord well with his own later concerns in the 

treatise but they also have an unmistakably Ismaili flavour, not only be- 

cause of the number seven but because of the (unidentified) sources of 

authority which he cites. This is a small, discreet foretaste of the ta’wil 

which is yet to come in later chapters. By such means Nasir gradually pre- 

pares his readers for a wide array of Arabic technical terms drawn from 

logic, theology, and philosophy whilst at the same time setting these new 

notions in a well-known Ismaili context. 

This raises another significant point. Like all of Nasir’s philosophical 

work, the Jami‘ is written in Persian. It is not clear what earlier models 

for this stylistic endeavour he may have drawn on - he does express 

admiration for the earlier Persian philosopher Iranshahri (whose works 

are, however, lost), as well as other writings by Jurjani - or whether in 

fact he had any such models to draw upon. It seems quite likely that in 

many respects his was a pioneering effort. This is shown not only by 

his assimilation of Arabic technical vocabulary, which he either trans- 

lates or Persianises, but by his use of citation. He consistently translates 

quotations from the Qur’an or from Hadith into Persian alongside the 

original citation. (I have not noted this except where his Persian transla- 

tion diverges from the Arabic.) This suggests that many of his readers 

were unable to read Arabic, but it is also fully consistent with his obvious 

ambition to create a medium of philosophical discourse in his native 

tongue. His love of the Persian language is well-attested, particularly in 

his Diwan, as when he declares in a famous verse: 

I am one who refuses to throw beneath the feet of swine 

This precious pearl, the Persian language.” 

This passionate attachment is quite evident here as well, both in his 
own verses which he quotes and in his prose, notwithstanding the clum- 
siness of his copyist. Indeed, in the creation of a supple, nuanced yet 
precise Persian philosophical language, Nasir stands alone in his time. 
As S. H. Nasr has stated, ‘his works have made an indelible mark upon 
both Islamic philosophy and Persian philosophical prose’.” 

21. Man an-am keh dar pay-i khigan narizam/mar-in qimati-yi durr-i lafz-i 
dari-ra. Diwan, 64:32, tr. Hunsberger, Nasir Khusraw, p. 43. 

22. S. H. Nasr, Introduction to Wajh-i din, p. [3]. See also J. T. P. de Bruijn, 
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The text 

The present translation is of the text as edited and published by Henry 
Corbin and Mohammed Mu ‘in, based on the unicum manuscript Aya 
Sofya 2393, presently in the Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul.*> The manu- 
script, written in a clear naskh, comprises 115 folios, with some 23 lines to 
the page. Since Corbin and Mu‘in prepared their edition from a photo- 
static copy and were not permitted to see the original manuscript (because 
of wartime security concerns), they could not determine the dimensions 

of either the pages or the written surface, nor describe the physical fea- 

tures of the volume (paper, ink, binding, etc.). (In the present translation, 

having only a digitised copy of the original manuscript to consult, I have 

encountered the same limitations.) The colophon is lacking; however, 
Corbin and Mu‘in supply the missing explicit in their edition, drawing 

on the so-called ‘Risdla’, an abstract of the Jami‘ included at the end of 

the 1929 edition of Nasir’s Diwan, which Mujtaba Minuvi first discovered 

in the Malek Library, Tehran.* Unfortunately, the date of composition 
given in that rediscovered colophon - that is, AH 422 - is incorrect, as both 

Corbin and Mu‘in have shown conclusively that the correct date, given by 

Nasir himself at the outset, is AH 462 (CE 1070). 

The manuscript Aya Sofya 2393 is undated and there are no indica- 

tions as to when it was copied. Moreover, the manuscript is textually 

unreliable. As Corbin remarks in his Introduction, ‘the copyist unfortu- 

nately had only a very limited knowledge both of Persian and of Arabic; 

he obviously does not understand what he is writing’.” As Corbin noted 

further, the copyist transposes words from one line to the next, or he 

loses his place and recopies an entire phrase; sometimes he drops whole 

sentences. This no doubt accounts for the number of gratuitously re- 

petitive passages as well as for the lacunae in several parts of the text, 

e.g., the portions of text evidently missing in the final chapter between 

‘Classical Persian Literature as a Tradition’, in J. T. P. de Bruijn (ed.), General 

Introduction to Persian Literature (London and New York, 2009), p. 9, com- 

menting on ‘the profound turn in stylistic history’ effected by NKh’s works. 

23. Kitab-e Jami‘ al-hikmatain: Le livre réunissant les deux sagesses ou 

Harmonie de la philosophie grécque et de la théosophie ismaélienne (Paris and 

Tehran, 1953). 

24. See Corbin, ‘Etude préliminaire’, p. 43, and Mu‘in, ‘Mugqaddima’, ibid., 

PP- 4-5- 
25. Ibid., p. 44. 
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sections 365 and 366. Compared with Nasir’s earlier works, the prose of 

the Jami‘ often seems uncharacteristically prolix, inelegant, and obscure, 

an impression no doubt due to the copyist’s incompetence. On the other 

hand, there are many passages of great beauty and even soaring eloquence 

(see, for example, section 269) which attest to NAsir’s extraordinary poetic 

gift, as well as to his rare command of Persian expository prose. 

The present translation 

In their edition, Corbin and Mu‘in strove to bring order to the text. They 

marked and numbered the chapters clearly and provided titles; they 

subdivided the text into discrete sections and to these too they assigned 

sequential numbers. In my translation I have followed their numbered 

subdivisions and included their chapter titles, all in the same interest of 

clarity.** After I had completed the translation I was able to acquire a 

digitised CD-ROM copy of the original manuscript, thanks to the kind 

offices of Dr Mehmet Karabela, my former student at McGill University. 

Though I have not been able to make a systematic study of the manu- 

script, given the constraints of a deadline, I have consulted it to make 

better sense of certain puzzling passages. 

This is the first complete translation of the work into English, aside 

from a few excerpts.”” There are translations into Arabic and into 

French.* Though I have consulted these other versions throughout and 

have benefited from them, I have not always agreed with them; my dif- 

ferences of reading or interpretation are documented in the footnotes. 

In general, I have aimed to prepare a translation that is accurate, 

clear, and readable. Given the state of the text, this has not always 
been a straightforward task. I have inserted Persian or Arabic terms 
in transliteration for the sake of clarity wherever it seemed necessary, 

26. It should be noted that sections 226-230 are inadvertently repeated 
in the numbering of the Corbin/Mu'‘in text. The correct sequence has been 
restored in this translation. 

27. See Latimah Parvin Peerwani, ‘The Sum of the Two Wisdoms’, in S. H. 
Nasr and M. Aminrazavi (eds), An Anthology of Philosophy in Persia (London 
and New York, 2008), vol. 2, pp. 308-328. 

28. For the Arabic version, see I. al-Dasuqi Shata, Jami‘ al-hikmatayn (Cairo, 
1977); for the French, see Isabelle de Gastines, Le livre réunissant les deux sagesses 
(Paris, 1990). 
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especially since I have not always translated such terms consistently 
but interpreted them within their immediate context; such key terms 
as ibda’ (creation ex nihilo, origination, instantiation, etc.) for which 
there is no obvious English equivalent proved especially troublesome. 
As Corbin has pointed out, the term cannot actually be rendered as 
‘creation from nothing’ any more than as ‘creation from something’.”” 
In other cases, such a term as mawalid, which Nasir uses repeatedly, 
seems best rendered as ‘kingdoms’ (i.e., animal, vegetal, and mineral), 
though it sometimes struck me that something along the lines of ‘mat- 

rices’ might be preferable. In quoting the Qur’an I have alternated 

between the translations of Allen Jones and M.A. Abdel Haleem when 

either of their versions struck me as especially apt; translations of verses 

not so designated are my own. 

I have resisted the temptation to alter or improve upon the text, even 

when it seemed clumsy or repetitive. At the same time, however, I have 

tried to do justice to the original, which is often both eloquent and even 

beautiful. In the translations of poetry I have sought to provide accu- 

rate English versions without regard for the rhyme scheme or metre of 

the originals. The annotations to the text are intended to clarify obscure 

or recondite matters wherever possible, as well as to provide essential 

information for readers not familiar with either Islamic philosophy or 

Ismaili thought. 

It remains for me to acknowledge with gratitude the support which I 

have received during this project from Professor Azim Nanji, formerly 

Director of The Institute of Ismaili Studies, and from Dr Farhad Daftary, 

current Co-Director of the Institute. It was they who first suggested that 

I undertake this translation, and they have offered encouragement and 

assistance throughout the three years in which it has been in preparation. 

I am also grateful to Dr Faquir M. Hunzai with whom I read portions 

of the original text and whose perceptive suggestions and emendations 

have proved most useful. Finally, I wish to thank Mr Kutub Kassam for 

his meticulous and thoughtful editing of the translation, which has im- 

proved it throughout. 

29. Corbin, Histoire de la philosophie islamique, p. 120. 
—_ 



Kitab-i Jami‘ al-hikmatayn 

The Book of Twin Wisdoms Reconciled 



Exordium 

[1] First we praise God — Creator of the heavens, Fashioner of the world 

and all who dwell within it - as is fitting as well as required by the com- 

mand which He sent down in His Noble Book through the mediation of 

His Emissary Muhammad, the trustworthy, who, unfurling the carpet of 

religion, bids us to say, “Praised be God, Lord of the worlds, the Compas- 

sionate, the Merciful, Master of the Last Day.’* 

[2] Praise be to God - glory be to Him - because He brought us forth 

from the bellies of our mothers, without our knowing anything, and 

then He gave us an eye with which to see, an ear with which to hear, and 

a heart with which to know. With the eye we view His majestic works 

in this vast world; with the ear we hear His word, which is this Noble 

Qur’an; and with the heart we come to know the teaching of His Emis- 

sary, namely, that He is the Enunciator of the Noble Book, the Sender of 

the sublime Discourse, the Maker of the mighty vault. 

[3] We praise God - glory be to Him — because, without our showing any 

prior obedience to Him - exalted and mighty is He - He gave us these 

three immense gifts and set us apart from other living things by these 

specific qualities. He made thankfulness incumbent upon us by the rule 

He imposed in the verse in which He said, ‘God brought you forth from 

the bellies of your mothers, knowing nothing, and made for you hearing 

and sight and hearts, so that you might be thankful.” 

[4] And we thank God too because, after He gave us a speaking soul and 

a questing heart, He sent a trustworthy counsellor, a discerning guide, 

and a noble emissary on the Straight Path, and restrained our evil pas- 

sions and our craving souls by the Noble Book filled with His wisdom; 

so that in this way, through obedience to His Emissary and His Book, we 

might become worthy of His mercy - He is exalted and mighty. For this 

30. Qu:1-4. 

31. Q16:78. 
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reason He says, ‘This is a Book We sent down, a blessed one, so follow it 

and fear God; perhaps you will be granted mercy.” 

[5] And we praise God, Exalted in Oneness, because He created us out 

of the dust and called us to His path by the Prophet and the Book, and 

guided us so that we might not be among those who at the Resurrection 

yearn to be the same dust which they were at the very beginning; as God 

says, ‘The day when a man shall see what his hands wrought before, and 

[when] the unbeliever will say, “O would that I were dust!” 

[6] We praise Him - exalted be His praise — that in this world He gave us 

the pleasures of life and of health as well as the agonies of sickness and 

death, so that through this gift, which is His wisdom, we might know 

that God possesses a treasure house of graces without end, together with 

a treasure house of afflictions without limit; and, furthermore, that those 

pleasures which here we find everywhere are the mere tiniest particu- 

lars of those immense universals. In this vein He says, ‘There is nothing 

whose treasure houses are not with Us, but We send them down only in 

a measured amount.”* Without any doubt we know that if today we are 

obedient and upstanding, tomorrow our return will be to that treasure 

house of untroubled repose, for we know that God speaks the truth when 

He says, ‘The pious will be in delight and the licentious in hellfire.’*° If He 

had not brought us to taste those particular pleasures of the senses and 

those pains of the flesh in this world, we would not know that with Him 

the Exalted — glory be to Him - there is a mine of universal bliss, which 

is Paradise, as well as a mine of all-encompassing torment, which is Hell. 

[7] That wise God be praised from whom the pain and illness of death, 

which comes to us from Him — just as do life and health and happiness, 

in this vanishing realm of the world - is Wisdom.** We give Him thanks 

and in pain and distress, we seek His help, as in His Glorious Book He 

52) QOGrs5: 

33. Q78:40. 

34. .Q15:211 

35. Q82:13-14. 

36. See also Sharif al-Radi, Nahj al-balaghah, ed. M. ‘Abduh (Beirut, 2003), 
p. 21, in which death and illness are counted as signs of God’s blessings to human 
beings, as well as of His power: ‘the fixed term of life which puts an end to them 
(i.e., humans) and the maladies which age them (awsab tuhrimuhum). 
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says, ‘Whatever blessing you have, it is from God; but then, when harm 
touches you, it is to Him that you cry out.” 

[8] Still greater praise to God for the intellect (khirad) by which we know 
that harm and pain and illness - from which we are constantly escap- 
ing and which we always imagine to be evil - are mercy and manifest 
wisdom as well as a goad to incite us to the good (tahris-ast bar dlat-i 
kKhayr). For this very reason, praise of God is incumbent upon us in pain 
and in distress: we are obliged to praise God because all that befalls us 

must be a benefit from Him. These sufferings of ours are a blessing to us. 

Because of them we beware that mine of misery, which is Hell, and come 

to that eternal mine of delight, which is Paradise. 

[9] From this logical exposition (bayan-i mantiqi) of our obligation 

to praise God, it should be obvious to anyone with intelligence that 

God's benefits to us are numberless, as He Himself says, ‘If you tried to 

count God's blessings, you could never count them: He is forgiving and 

merciful.”** This verse makes clear that since we know God’s favours to 

us are uncountable, if we repeat and count ...*” [some small part of them, 

we will give thanks for His Emissary], a lamp in the darkness“ of disbe- 

lief and error, and a guide to people through the sending down of the 

Noble Book, by disclosing His Law full of wisdom*! - making plain what 

is lawful and what unlawful - by promulgating decrees and rulings, by 

inciting to justice and benevolence and warning against injustice and 

sin, by travelling in noble nature and sturdy character on the Straight 

Path to please God; as He says, “A day when people will rise before the 

Lord of the worlds ...’* 
And next [let us thank ‘Ali], the treasurer of the knowledge of the 

Book and Wisdom, the threshold of the most rigorous mysteries of the 

Law, [which are] ‘harsh to the impious’ - as He says, ‘harsh against unbe- 

lievers, merciful among themselves’* — father of the Prophet’s household; 

37. Q16:53. 

38. Q16:18. 

39. There is a lacuna in the text here. The remainder is supplied from a 

variant reading (Jami‘, ed. Corbin and Mu ‘in, p. 5, note to line 11). 

40. An allusion to Q33:46. 

41. Emending the text here to read pur (instead of bar), as suggested by 

F. M. Hunzai. 

42. Q83:6. 

43. Q48:29. 
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of equal standing with the Prophet’s daughter Fatima the Pure; master of 

the illustrious sword Dha'‘l-figar; cousin and son-in-law of the Prophet 

and his designated heir. 

[And let us praise] the angels of the heaven of religion, guides of the 

worlds to the Last Day, the Imams of truth, the guides of humankind, 

from the offspring of the Prophet and his designated successor — [upon 

them] prayers and offerings, blessings, and salutations, everlasting and 

ever-increasing, ever bearing anew, for as long as the sphere revolves 

and the star shines. 



The Reason for the Composition of this Book; 
its Title 

{10] Aba Mu‘in Nasir b. Khusraw b. al-Harith says: Having praised God 

the Exalted, we must speak about the composition of this book for this 

book is something new. But whatever is newly formed (hadith) must 

have a cause for its appearance. Everything which appears in time neces- 

sarily has five causes. First of these is the efficient cause (‘ilat-i fa‘ilat), 

such as the carpenter who constructs a throne. Next is the instrumental 

cause (“illat-i alati), that is, the axe and saw and other [tools] by which 

the carpenter brings this about. Third is the material cause (‘llat-i 

hayulani), such as the wood which receives the carpenter’s constructive 

activity. Fourth is the formal cause (‘illat-i stiri), that is, the form of the 

throne which must be present in the carpenter’s mind. And fifth is the 

final cause (‘llat-i gha’i), which is why the throne is being made at all, 

namely, so that the ruler can sit on the throne.* 

[11] The sages of true religion (hukama-yi din-i haqq) are in agreement 

with philosophy (falsafat) on the fact that a first cause to be caused is [in 

effect] a final cause. The cause for the throne on which the sultan is to 

sit, its construction by the carpenter with his tools and out of wood, all 

come about through the command of the king who wishes to sit upon 

the throne. Hence, the last to be constructed must be the first cause of 

that construction. For this reason the sages recite the well-known max- 

im, ‘First in thought, last in deed.” Do not you see that the carpenter’s 

first thought must be that the king should have a throne and that his 

final thought must be that the king sits upon the throne? The why of the 

world (chira’i-yi alam) is, in the end, the creation of man, after whom 

nothing else came to be. At the beginning of creation, it is said, the 

44. See Aristotle, Metaphysics, 983a 24ff (Loeb edn, pp. 16ff.). 

45. Arabic in the original: awwal al-fikr akhir al-‘amal. 
—_ 
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Creator of the world had the creation of man as His aim, so that man 

might come to be at the end of His creation. 

[12] We will explain this more fully in this book in its proper place. Every 

book which is composed has these same five causes, and necessarily 

so. First, the efficient cause; this must be the book’s author. Then, the 

instrumental cause, the pen and the knife. The third, the material cause, 

is the paper and the ink. Fourth is the formal cause, and this is word and 

discourse. And the fifth is the perfective cause (illat-i tamami);* that is, 

the conveyance of the knowledge which is in the book to those who seek 

it. Still, the cause of all the causes, and which is greater than the efficient 

cause, is the perfective cause which we just mentioned. Accordingly, 

the book’s author, who composes its content and arranges its words, 

does so in order that the seeker after this knowledge which he does not 

know may arrive at that which he does not know. And if it is justice not 

to condone an injury (sitam) against a person who has been wronged, 

then it is even greater justice to convey knowledge to the ignorant, for 

ignorance is a manifest injustice (jahl sitami-yi zahir ast). If it may be in 

our power to give some portion of what we possess of this to the needy, 

that is an act of beneficence. And if it is God’s command that we give 

something out of what we own to those who are our kinsmen - and our 

kinsmen are other humans among all the animals — then, to give them a 

share of knowledge, which is the very essence of humanity, is obedience 

to God. Indeed, He commanded His Prophet in this verse: “God enjoins 

justice, doing good and giving to kinsfolk.”’ This is a trait of the Prophet 

as well. He tells us that “These three actions which I always perform, 

God commanded me to perform.’ The sages have affirmed that for every 

new thing these five causes must be present; whenever one of the five 

is removed, the event does not occur. Thus, if the carpenter has tool in 

hand, as well as wood, and the form of the throne is present to him, but 

nobody wants a throne, the carpenter does not make it. And if there is 

a carpenter who has tools and knows how to build a throne, and the 
king wants a throne, but the wood — the material cause — is missing, the 
throne does not come to be. If four causes are present — the carpenter, 
the wood, the carpenter’s knowledge, the form of the throne — and the 
king wants the throne, even so, the throne will not be constructed if the 
tools are missing. 

46. NKh uses this term interchangeably with the ‘final’ cause. 
47. Q16:90, tr. Jones. 
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[13] The sages of true religion state that the cause of any newly created 
thing is sevenfold. If any of the seven causes is absent, that thing may 
not come to be. First, the efficient cause, that is, the maker; next, the 
instrumental cause; third, the material cause; fourth, the formal cause; 
fifth, the spatial cause (‘illat-i makani); sixth, the temporal cause (‘llat-i 
zamani); and seventh, the perfective [final] cause.** This is so because 
the maker can make a created thing in a [given] space at a [given] time; 
thus these two [the spatial and the temporal] figure among the causes 

for the emergence of contingent things (muhdathat). And indeed, this is 

most excellent [as a schema], for in the creation of the world, it is clear, 

the cause for the emergence of existing things as well as the three ‘king- 

doms’ of nature* [are] the seven stars in the seven spheres; they set in- 

dividual entities in their [proper] order (mudabbiran-i ashkhas-and).™ 

The vegetal, animal, and mineral [realms] are such by the ordainment of 

the Mighty and Knowing One.” 

[14] We say now that it is the rational soul (nafs-i sukhan-gi’i) through 

which man has become pre-eminent in the world; it is why he has been 

given charge of earth and water, air, and fire, together with control over 

the beasts of the earth, such that he can turn each and every one of them 

to his own advantage. Those who enjoy authority in Islam state that who- 

ever says, ‘I know that scammony softens human nature’,” or ‘I know 

that oxymel settles the bile’®’ is an unbeliever. How could any ignorance 

be more powerful than this? The notion of kufr (unbelief) has, however, 

taken possession of an entire group. And yet, it is not a doctor’s nature 

48. In this list, the spatial and the temporal are novel causes. 

49. The mawailid, or ‘generated entities’, i.e., the three ‘kingdoms’ of minerals, 

plants, and animals. 

50. The number seven is of obvious significance. See, for example, S. M. 

Stern who notes, with regard to early Ismaili thought, the belief that there are 

seven prophets, seven heavens, seven seas, and seven earths; moreover, man has 

seven bodily parts and seven openings in his head; and there are, of course, seven 

Imams as well as the seven ‘prophets with resolution’. Studies in Early Isma‘ilism 

(Jerusalem and Leiden, 1983), pp. 23-25, 50, 53-55. 

51. Cf. the discussion of the three ‘realms’ of ‘generated entities’ (mawalid) 

in NKh’s Gushayish, pp. 94-95 (translation), pp. 58-59 (Persian text). 

52. Scammony (siiqmuniya), a resin derived from convolvulus, was used as 

a purgative. 

53. Oxymel (siganjabin), a syrup compounded of honey and vinegar. 
~ 



26 Between Reason and Revelation 

to claim ‘I created scammony’,, nor does an astronomer say, ‘I caused 

the solar eclipse.’ If a doctor who, in the light of his knowledge, says that 

myrobalan™ wards off the pain of fever and bile in the constitution is an 

‘unbeliever’, then anybody who realises that water wards off the pain of 

thirst or bread the pangs of hunger must be an unbeliever too. This is so 

because every remedy, every foodstuff, every drink, was created by God. 

Even so, there seems to be no end to the error and unbelief into which 

the mighty of the community have fallen. 

[15] Let us return to the discussion, namely, the creation by God of 

things with a ‘how?’ and a ‘why?’ and then His placement within hu- 

man beings of a soul which seeks that ‘how’ and that ‘why’ —- analogous 

to the creation of edible things for the ‘sensuous soul’ (nafs-i hiss?) on a 

par with the creation, for both [souls] in man perceive flavours in edible 

things and meanings in things imbued with ‘howness’. The sensuous 

soul does not grow strong if it eats things from which this taste is lack- 

ing; the rational soul does not become knowledgeable if those mean- 

ings are absent from things with ‘qualities’, whether seen or heard.” 

Just as the sensuous soul seeks taste in food and drink, so too does the 

rational soul seek meaning in seeing and hearing what can be known. 

The physical world in its entirety, including the rotating spheres and 

the stars of differing magnitudes, actions, colours, and movements, is 

wholly imbued with qualities (mukayyafat-ast). The things of this earth, 

comprising minerals,” plants, animals with all their species, shapes and 

forms, flavours and colours, and their varied activities, are imbued with 

qualities too, and are the subjects of human knowledge. Every human 

soul wishes to know why the heavens turn while the earth stands still, 

and why the sun is always luminous while the moon now waxes and 

now wanes, at certain times is visible and at others hidden; why earth is 

54. Myrobalan (halilat), a medicament derived from an astringent plum-like 

fruit (Phyllanthus emblica L.), in Arabic, halilaj or ihlilaj; cf. R. Dozy, Supplément 
aux dictionnaires arabes (Beirut, 1968), 1:43; G. W. Freytag, Lexicon Arabico- 

Latinum (Halle, 1830), 1:68. 

55. By ‘qualities’ (kayftyat), he indicates those physical traits by which a 
thing may be described. 

56. Peerwani (p. 310) translates jawahir as ‘substances’, in accord with the 
word’s technical meaning in philosophy, but here it must be understood as 
‘minerals’. 
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hard while water is soft; why a dried clod softens when soaked in water 
but stone and iron do not soften when soaked; why dried clay becomes 
soft in water but when baked in a fire hardens and becomes brick; then 
again, stone and iron, which remain hard in water, soften in the fire; and 
aside from all these, other things which one observes without knowing 
why they should be so. 

Therefore, by means of demonstrative intellectual analogy,” we can 

state that the creation of knowable things as well as the placement within 

man of this soul in quest of knowledge (nafs-i danish-jai),* along with 

that soul’s urgent zeal and craving to keep searching out the ‘how’ of 

things, is such that God in the process of creation says to every soul, ‘Ask 

and consider why it is as it is, and do not imagine that this creation is 

vain.’ In His own Book He says, “They reflect on the creation of the heav- 

ens and the earth: “Our Lord, You did not create this in vain. Glory be to 

You! Preserve us from the torment of the Fire”. 

Today the self-styled jurists of the religion of Islam (fugaha-yi 

laqaban-i din-i Islam) say, ‘If somebody states, “The day becomes ap- 

parent with the rising of the sun” or “I know which star is moving and 

which is fixed”, he is a kafir (unbeliever).’ They have chosen ignorance 

over knowledge and persist in claiming that ‘the how and the why of 

creation are not our business’. The Prophet said, ‘Reflect on the creation 

but not on the Creator.’ Now, since reflection on the Creator is not right, 

on the strength of this Tradition, as mentioned, it is then right [to state], 

in accord with this Tradition, that reflection on the creation is obligatory 

(wajib).© That is because, if reflection on the creation were not right, 

as in the case of our Creator, then creation would be on a par with the 

Creator. A discourse which proceeds from the sacred soul of the Prophet 

and which is manifested in his thought - which most represents the 

descent of the Holy Spirit (rah al-amin) - must be truthful and mighty 

as well as probative (burhani). 

57. Bi-qiyas-i ‘aqli-yi burhani; all (Arabic) terms used in formal logic and 

NKh’s introduction of them is significant, here and throughout his work, as 

being amongst the first instances of their employment in Persian, and perhaps 

indeed, the first. 

58. Incorrectly transcribed by Peerwani (p. 310) as nafs-i danish-juz’. 

59. Q3:191, tr. Jones. 

60. The term (Arabic: wajib) is juridical and denotes a binding obligation. 
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[16] Anyone who maintains such a conviction that it is obligatory 

to search fervently for the why and the how of creation renders his 

knowledge-questing rational soul dominant over not only the beasts of 

the earth — and that, by divine authority — but has in addition made all 

things subject to him. It is through this soul that man becomes worthy 

of the divine address (khitab-i khuda). It - by which I mean the ‘articu- 

late soul’ — is entrusted by divine delegation to pry inquisitively” into 

what it sees and hears amid those things imbued with qualities, as to 

what they are, and amid cognoscible things, as to what the meanings of 

those things may be. That children ask after the names of different and 

variegated things which they see, asking their mother and father, “What 

is that?’, demonstrates the soundness of our argument and stands as our 

proof: the human soul is innately constituted to inquire and to pry. 

Nevertheless, when a child is still young and not fully rational, he is 

content to utter the name of that thing which he has heard, and he does 

not inquire after the proper activity of the thing or its use; the thing’s 

meaning, for him, lies in its correct name. Furthermore, the fact that chil- 

dren ask about the names of things is indicative of the fact that Adam 

— peace be upon him - first learned the names of things by divine instruc- 

tion (bi-ta‘lim-i ilahi); and as a result, his offspring still seek the names of 

things at the outset, as God Himself says, “He taught Adam all the names.” 

The ignorant literalists* among the community of believers say that 

God taught Adam the names of all the things which He created in the 

world so that through knowledge of these names, he might enjoy superi- 

ority over the angels, since they did not know the names of things. This 

is utterly flimsy and vapid. For example, someone may see a myrobalan 

(halilat) and know that its name is ‘myrobalan’ while another person 

who sees it does not know its name yet says, “The name of this is not 

“myrobalan” but rather, this has a name like “pear” (kulakh).’ Neither 

one of these is superior to the other since they are both ignorant as to 

how the myrobalan acts and what effect it may have; nor do they even 

know what part of it may be eaten. But if one of them does know how 

61. To ‘pry inquisitively’ for tajassus; cf. F. Steingass, A Persian-English 
Dictionary (London, 1977), p. 283, ‘curiously prying into that which God has 
thought fit to conceal’, 

62, ‘Qarsi, 

63. Hashwiya, a term of contempt; see note 96 below. 
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myrobalan acts and what effect it produces and what part of it may be 
eaten while the other does not know, the one who does know and who 
is familiar with the myrobalan’s agency, enjoys superiority over the one 
who does not know. Nevertheless, nobody is superior to another simply 
by uttering the name of a thing. Just so, an Arab may call something by 
one name, a Turk or an Indian or a Greek or an Ethiopian by another, 
and yet, the significance of the thing’s action (fil) to which this bunch 
gives such varied names remains one and the same. 

[17] Thus we make it clear that when the exegetes (ahl-i tafasir) state, 

‘God is wise and knowing and He taught His chosen one - who was 

Adam, peace be upon him - the names of things, so that he would 

thereby have precedence over the angels’, they speak both absurdly and 

incorrectly. The religious sages hold that the true name of a thing lies 

in its meanings and actions. God taught Adam - peace be upon him - 

those names so that he might know what the action of everything in the 

world would be, and what benefit lay within it for himself and his prog- 

eny. Each of the sciences, such as medicine, astronomy, and the rest, 

was produced by a prophet through divine teaching which that prophet 

learned from Adam. And Adam, they say, became superior to the angels 

through these names because God taught them [the angels] by direct 

inspiration (ilham) rather than by names that were actually uttered. 

[18] The scholars of true religion (ulamd-yi din-i haqq) use the sciences 

of medicine and astronomy as proof for the existence of prophecy to 

philosophers, who reject both prophecy and divine inspiration (wahy).™ 

They all say that he who first knew that a certain medicine, which 

comes from Rum, requires one weight of grain, another from China re- 

quires the weight of half a dirham, while yet another from Hindustan 

requires the weight of half a grain - and that all these must be combined: 

one of them, for example, is pounded, one of them is melted, and one of 

them burned so that he can ward off illness from a man - is a prophet, 

and necessarily so. After all, God taught him that there were benefits 

to man, as well as cures for illness, in these things in these quantities. If 

not, then nobody could have known these medicaments either through 

experimentation (4zmayish) or through testing. 

64. Probably an allusion to Aba Bakr Zakariya’ al-Razi; cf. NKh, Zad, 

pp. 73¢f. 
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They also say that he who first understood that out of the thousands 

of stars in the heavens which we observe, there are seven which revolve, 

and who first came to know the orbit of each one, as well as its behaviour 

and nature, is a prophet too, having learned this lofty science through 

God’s direct instruction. Hence, through theological proof, as well as 

through drawing on [the philosophers’) own science, the existence of 

prophecy follows as a necessary consequence. 

Nowadays a group, which God Himself has brought forth for the 

purpose of creating unity with regard to science, has declared the con- 

cept of ‘origination’ (ibda‘)® to be null and void (batil). And yet, anyone 

who negates (batil konad) creation has become a kdfir; just as God says, 

‘We did not create in vain (batilan) the heavens and the earth and what 

is between them. That is the guess of those who are ungrateful. Woe to the 

ungrateful because of the Fire.’ This is the cause of the overmastering 

ignorance of most people. 

[19] Because these would-be scholars have branded anyone who studies 

the science of creation as a kafir, those who do seek out the ‘how’ and the 

‘why’ have been struck dumb. Those who expound this knowledge have 

fallen speechless; ignorance has taken over people’s minds, and espe- 

cially the people of our land of Khurasan and the realms of the East. The 

65. ‘Origination’, i.e., ibda’, a key Ismaili concept comparable to creatio ex 

nihilo; see, among others, NKh’s contemporary, the Ismaili author Ibrahim b. al- 

Husayn al-Hamidi (d. 557/1162), Kitab kanz al-walad, ed. M. Ghalib (Wiesbaden, 

1971), pp. 32-66, where he states (pp. 43-44), ‘Ibda’, is a [creation] from nothing, 

“creation” (khalq) is from something’ (fa-kana al- ibda‘ min laysa wa’l-khalq 

min aysa). For a discussion, see Paul E. Walker, ‘The Ismaili Vocabulary of 

Creation’, SI 40 (1974), pp. 75-85, and idem, ‘The Isma‘ilis’, in Peter Adamson 

and Richard C. Taylor (eds), The Cambridge Companion to Islamic Philosophy 

(Cambridge, 2005), pp. 79-91. For the concept in the thought of the Ikhwan al- 
Safa’, see Carmela Baffioni, ‘Ibda‘, Divine Imperative and Prophecy in the Rasa’il 
Ikhwan al-Safa”, in O. Ali-de-Unzaga (ed.), Fortresses of the Intellect: Ismaili 
and Other Islamic Studies in Honour of Farhad Daftary (London and New York, 

2011), pp. 213-226. See also note 377 below. 

66. Q38:27, tr. Jones. Here NKh plays on the word bafil in both its Qur’anic 
and logical senses. The original sense of kafir, as reflected in Jones’s translation, 
is ‘ungrateful’, rather than ‘unbelieving’; cf. Ullmann, WKAS, vol. 1, pp. 261ff. 
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amir of Badakhshan ‘Ayn al-Dawlah wa’l-Din, Zayn al-Millah, Shams 
al-A‘la, Aba al-Ma‘ali ‘Ali b. al-Asad,” says in this sense: 

The learned man’s glory lies in his knowledge and culture. 
The ignorant man’s glory lies in gowns and stolen finery.” 
The learning and refinement of the scholar have now become 

Contemptible — how many men possess culture today? 

Nobodies are at the forefront while the delighting 

Superior men are shoved to a far remove - an astonishment! 

No one knows the cause of this, apart from Him 

Who is the cause of all causes. 

‘Ali b. al-Asad says so: From top to bottom 

The world is pain and toilsomeness (ta‘ab). 

[20] Nobody writes books on the how and the why of creation for the 

simple reason that of the five causes which every book must have, as we 

affirmed earlier, the fifth cause is lacking; that is, the perfective cause 

which is the seeker after that knowledge, as is the teacher of such knowl- 

edge, who is the efficient cause. With the disappearance of these two 

causes from the people of this region, the science of religion has disap- 

peared as well. In this region nobody is left who has retained in his mind 

how he might reconcile the science of true religion, which is one of the 

products of the Holy Spirit, with the science of creation, which is one 

of the necessary concomitants (‘ala’iq) of philosophy. As a result, the 

philosopher considers those who call themselves scholars of religion to 

be on a par with the beasts, and because of their ignorance, he holds the 

religion of Islam in contempt. Meanwhile these would-be scholars call the 

philosopher a kafir. Thus, neither true religion nor philosophy remains in 

the region. So long as the philosopher is not himself religious ...” 

When J arrived in this land [of Khurasan] from the holy and proph- 

etic presence - may God augment his sanctity - with a command from 

67. The dedicatee of the present work who gave NKh refuge in Yumgan. 

Little is known of this Ismaili ruler; cf. F. Daftary, The Ismda‘ilis: Their History 

and Doctrines (2nd edn, Cambridge, 2007), pp. 206-207, where he is described 

as ‘the autonomous amir of Badakhshan’. 

68. The metre is khafif makhban mahdhaf, cf. F. Thiesen, A Manual of 

Classical Persian Prosody (Wiesbaden, 1982), pp. 148-151. 

69. The word used is salb, which denotes both clothing and plunder. 

70. There is a lacuna in the text here. 
— 
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the true Imam, the offspring of the chosen Emissary, and the inheritor of 

his ancestor’s exalted rank, the keeper of his sagacious wisdom — Ma‘add 

Aba Tamim, the Imam, the Prince of Believers”! - the prayers of God be 

upon him, his immaculate ancestors, and his illustrious descendants - I 

had already made a study of the writings of the masters of philosophy, 

and I had a sound grasp of the science of true religion, including that 

very science of [esoteric] interpretation (ta’wil) which holds the inner 

meaning of the Book of the Sacred Law (shari‘a). 

In the year 460 [1070] of the Hijra of the Prophet, the amir of 

Badakhshan, known as ‘Ayn al-Dawla Abt al-Ma‘ali ‘Ali b. al-Asad al- 

Harith — may God strengthen him in triumph - who is vigilant, astute, 

brilliant, incisive of intellect, far-sighted, subtle in reflection, correct in 

his opinions, possessed of a powerful memory, pure of heart, utterly 

praiseworthy, and yet, alongside all these virtues and merits, is a reli- 

gious man - sent to me a qasida by Master Aba al-Haytham Ahmad b. 

al-Hasan al-Jurjani” — may God have mercy on him ~ in which he posed 

many questions, and which the amir had written down in his own hand, 

and at the end he said, ‘I have written this from my own memory’. En- 

treatingly, and with the utmost self-effacement, modesty, and warmth 

of affection, he - who did not regard persons, whether princes, sultans, 

earthly rulers, as his equal —- asked me with the choicest and gentlest of 

words to resolve the questions in that poem in his name (bi-nam-i i). 

I was delighted in the close familiarity with which this intelligent 

prince and astute king observed the truths of the sciences and the finer 

points of philosophy, and at the same time confronted the world in all its 

71. The Fatimid Imam-caliph Ma‘ad b. al-Zahir, Aba Tamim al-Mustansir 

billah (reg. 427-487/1036-1094); cf. C. E. Bosworth, The New Islamic Dynasties 

(New York, 1996), pp. 63-65; H. A. R. Gibb and P. Kraus, ‘al-Mustansir Bi’llah’, 

EI2, vol. 7, pp. 729-732; F. Daftary, The Isma‘ilis, pp. 196-198, and passim. On 
the prominence of the Fatimid da‘wa during his long reign, see F. Daftary, 
Ismailis in Medieval Muslim Societies (London and New York, 2005), p. 125. 

72. Almost nothing is known of this fourth/tenth-century Ismaili master; cf. 
F. Daftary, Ismaili Literature: A Bibliography of Sources and Studies (London 
and New York, 2004), p. 106; I. K. Poonawala, Biobibliography of Isma‘ilt Lit- 
erature (Malibu, CA, 1977), p. 76; W. Ivanow, Ismaili Literature: A Bibliographic 
Survey (Tehran, 1963), p. 161 (no. 751). His qasida was also commented upon by 
Muhammad b. Surkh Nishapari (:oth/11th c.) and the commentary edited by H. 
Corbin and M. Mu’in under the title Sharh-i qasidah-yi Farsi. See note 1 above. 
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enticements and sat in the place of honour in his exalted position with 
regal mien, such that that place constituted an assembly and a meeting 
place for free men, searchers out of the world; and in a kingdom inher- 
ited from his ancestors, he was king. And I thank God that in this age 
when most people have turned their backs on true religion, when the 
bazaar of wisdom is laden with shoddy goods and the very character 
(mizaj) of the scholars of the sacred law is corrupt, I have found a great 

man, equally at home with worldly rule (wilayat-i dunya) and with the 

stages of otherworldly rule (wilayat-i din), and whose rule and heritage 

(mulk va mirath) —- not to mention the fact that he has forcefully sub- 

dued the enemies of his most illustrious ancestors — have not succeeded 
in distracting him from the search for religious knowledge and the con- 
templation of essential truths. 

[21] Since the efficient cause of this book is present in me while the for- 

mal cause existed within the forms of learning in my own mind; since 

the instrumental and material causes were [also] present; while the final 

cause as well stood at hand in this great man among the seekers of re- 

ligion; and since I was settled in an impregnable place;” while only the 

requisite occasion remained so that the appearance of this book might 

become necessary, it was thus imperative that the book actually come to 

be. Since the foundation of this book lies in the resolution of religious 

problems and philosophical perplexities, I have entitled it Twin Wis- 

doms Reconciled. In it I have spoken both to the sages of religion, using 

verses from God’s Book and from the Traditions of His Prophet, and 

to the sages of philosophy and the experts in logic, employing rational 

proofs” together with premises leading to satisfying conclusions. For 

the treasury of wisdom lies in the secret heart of him who is the seal and 

the heir of the prophets — upon them be peace - and yet, there is also 

a whiff (shammati) of wisdom in the writings of the ancients. To begin 

with, we shall transcribe that gasida which we discovered through the 

prince’s recollection. Then, if it please God, we shall turn our attention 

to the arrangement of the book. 

73. Apparently a reference to Yumgan, where he found protection under the 

amir himself. 

74. Again, Arabic technical terms from logic adapted to Persian: burhan-ha- 

yi ‘agli (‘rational proofs’) and muqaddimat-i muntij-i mufarrij (‘premises leading 

to satisfying conclusions’); cf. M. S. Sheikh, A Dictionary of Muslim Philosophy 

(Lahore, 1976), pp. 25, 131, 134. 
—_ 
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The Qasida of Ahmad b. Hasan al-Jurjani” 

[22] The shaykh Ahmad b. al-Hasan Jurjani says: 

(1) The form of each species (naw’) is one; there is no getting away 

from that. 

Why then is the individual appearance” of every form multiple? 

(2) For what reason is substance one but there are nine accidents - 

Not ten and not eight — fixed within it?” 

(3) | Why are there seven and twelve imams in name 

While the elements are, by common consent, four? 

(4) | Why does the share of the three ‘kingdoms’ not surpass three? 

What is this thing which is one stuff yet numberless in aspect? 

(5) | Why does a body when full of sustenance not contain more 

But suffers distress if you keep on adding more to it? 

(6) And there’s another substance here below that nothing can fill, 

Neither by prophecy nor by vision nor by instruction (ish‘@r). 

(7) | What is this thing, and what that one, and on what basis are they so? 

What sort of thing is it which rules over both of these two? 

(8) The sign of that which is invisible is that it makes a sign 

Of something which is visible and leads finally to vision.” 

75. The metre is mujtathth muthamman magsur; see F. Thiesen, A Manual, 

pp- 144-148. 

76. The original is hay’at, literally, ‘shape’ or ‘aspect’. See Nishapuri, Sharh-i 

qasidah-yi, p. 3. 

77. By ‘substance’ (jawhar) is meant the fundamental nature of any thing 

_— what makes it what it is - whereas ‘accident’ (‘arad) denotes a non-essential 

quality which inheres in a substance, e.g., skin colour in human beings. 

78. The analogical process, much favoured by Mu'tazilite theologians, of 

giyas al-gha’ib ‘ala al-shahid, i.e., the ‘inference of the invisible from the visible’, 

on which see J. van Ess, Die Erkenntnislehre des ‘Adudaddin al-Ici (Wiesbaden, 

— 
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Seven lights shine: from them everything receives 

A fire in the measure of their subtlest qualities (Jata if). 

First is eternity (dahr) — what is it? Eternity, truth, and pleasure — 

Again, [what is] the proof, since time passes so fast? 

Perfection and occultation (ghaybat), the noblest of all — 

For there is the remedy where no remedy is at all. 

Should you speak to me of Universal Nature” in the first principles 

Of its state,*° then will I know that you are among the just. 

Tell me yet again of both its form and its attribute, 

For I prefer this a hundred times more than the music of flutes. 

Angel, pari, demon - I know that they exist and indeed, 

That they must exist, but tell me yet again 

Of the what and the how: give me demonstrative proof 

If you want this discourse of yours to emerge from its veil. 

What is the One in whom the many exist, absolute in uniqueness? 

Why do you call Him Creator and Compeller? 

One whom neither doubling nor halving affects; 

Who neither increases nor lessens in number? 

One by necessity or by approximation, not by exactitude (tahqiq) - 

How can such statements be understood? 

What is genus, not species, and species, not genus? 

What is it that is now one genus, now another species altogether? 

What was the world at a time when it was gladness entire 

And those two ominous stars had not delayed in their course?*! 

Now the whole world is an evil star (nahas) while those two 

Benignant stars keep rising and setting, moving, and circling. 

And tomorrow will be just like yesterday, as it has been 

Handed down by prophets and sages and illustrious dhimmis. 

What is ‘yesterday’, what ‘today’? And ‘tomorrow’ - what’s that? 

From such as these, what direction; from such as these, what deed? 

1966), pp. 381ff.; for the background to this ancient method of inference, see 
James Allen, Inference from Signs: Ancient Debates about the Nature of Evidence 
(Oxford, 2001). 

79. ‘Universal nature’ for fabiat-i kulli in the text. 

80. Persian: awwaliyat-i hal. 

81. Nishapari, p. 41, has ‘stood in their course’, instead of ‘delayed in their 
course’. 

82. Dhimmiyan-i hamvar. 
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That lead [breaks] diamond, that the magnet draws iron — 
What is the cause for each of these, and how do they work? 
How is it that the ruby wards off cholera? 

How does the emerald pluck out the serpent’s two eyes? 

If a leopard bites a man, why does a mouse 

Spring from the roof and the wall with many wiles? 

In the city of Ahwaz, nobody is free from fever but 

In Tibet, no inhabitant experiences its miseries - why? 

It is not because of its nature (tab‘). What is its property? asks one; 

What, asks the astute observer, is this property’s ‘root’ (asl-i 
khassiyat)? 

What is the distinction between rational discourse, speech, and talk, 

Since in Persian there is only one word but its meanings are many?** 

Beginningless eternity, continuing time, eternity, and ever- 

lastingness - 

What is the distinction a clever man makes between each of these?* 

Why is discourse fourfold: imperative, then vocative, 

Then third, declarative, and fourth, interrogative?® 

Of the nature (Hal) of form (hay’at) and of the proprium (khassah), 

Of description and definition, what do you know or have heard? 

Speak and instruct! 

Everyone joins the self to ‘T’ but to what does this I refer? 

Speak, do not just scratch your beard! 

Is it the body? Or the soul (jan)? The intellect? Or the spirit (ravan)? 

Or is it like the amalgam of horse and man in the knight?*° 

Whoever holds this view is mistaken: there are 

Many knights who do not know how to fasten their trousers! 

There’s many a man who considers himself a weighty ‘T’, 

Who does not attain the measure of a mote when weighed.” 

A solar eclipse certainly occurs because of the moon’s mass, 

But why does the lofty and luminous moon then turn black as pitch? 

83. ‘Rational discourse’ is nuftq, ‘discourse’ is kalam, and ‘talk’ is qawl in the 

original. 

84. ‘Beginningless eternity’ (azal), ‘continuing time’ (hamishah), ‘eternity’ 

(daymiimiyat), and ‘everlastingness’ (abad) are the terms used in the original. 

85. In the original, these are amr, nida, khabar, and istikhbar, respectively. 

86. A notion which goes back to Plato; cf. Phaedrus, 246, in The Collected 

Dialogues, ed. E. Hamilton and H. Cairns (Princeton, 1978), p. 493. 

87. A play on words: man denotes both ‘I’ and ‘weight’. 
— 
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Why does the light not pass down from the sun to the moon 

Like the glass which the light from a fire passes through? 

Since the moon is clearer than any glass, why does the sun 

Find it so difficult to pierce it with its rays? 

Stronger is man than animal in every circumstance, 

Greater in his stratagems, in his savvy a conjuror — 

Why then does man need someone to take charge of him, a nurse 

Anda schedule, for bedtime and holding him on her breasts and 

lap? 

The animals, the birds, the savage beasts, are much weaker than he, 

And yet he must toil for his livelihood, just to eat and to sleep. 

If I were to ask you for a proof of creation (ibda’), 

What could you offer to make it plain in my sight? 

What is this thing, not from anything, though it seems a thing? 

How can you make these secrets plain? 

Is it true that God created a single man and then, 

Because he was sad, from his body made a mate? 

And then, from these two, that He created a progeny, 

Children, a profusion of grandchildren, an innumerable tribe? 

If you deny this, the sarat al-Nisa’ is the evidence 

That He created a one and out of this, thousands upon thousands. 

If you agree, how is it that the individual came first 

And then the species? Put that in your pipe and smoke it!*” 

First comes genus, then species, and then the individual; 

That is the way of philosophy, indisputably and incontestably. 

There is, as in chess, one question which has arisen; 

Everyone seeks a solution for it. 

Namely, whether intellect or knowledge is superior, which takes 

precedence? 

What donkey-loads of lavish nonsense have I heard on these two! 

How can anyone who has not learned have knowledge? 

No carpenter can do his job without a tool in his hand. 
No one who has not gained humility through instruction (ta‘lim) 
Can pass beyond to the glories of knowledge. 
Because they do not know intellect’s definition - and knowledge, 
What's that? - they make asinine pronouncements all unblushingly. 

88. This is ‘Women’, the fourth sara of the Qur’an. 

89. Literally, ‘think about that!’ (khirad be-din bigumar). 
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They draw analogies between the Creator’s knowledge and their 
own; 
Ineluctably they stray without hope from the Right Path. 
A distinction must be made between ‘perceiver’ and ‘perception’ 
Ifa man means to wake from the slumber of heedlessness. 
Is it right to say that the heavens appeared first, since they’re 
mightier, 

And that then the earth, the mountains, and the sea appeared? 

Or that earth appeared first, being the centre of the sphere, 

While the rondure (da’irah) was still but a point in the sphere? 

But then, if you reckon thus, how does the earth stand firm 

While all around the emptiness of the spinning sphere revolves? 

Who can distinguish the circle’s beginning or its end? 

Of the chicken and the egg, nothing can be said that’s not weak. 

Does being rightly pertain to all while some part is non-being? 

If that is right, then furnish me with a proof! 

If not, then genus comes first and then species, and then 

After both of these, the individual, as in a chain. 

Why does one speak of Saturn as first of the planets? 

Why does the seed of spring have the nature of fire? 

Why is Leo the house of the sun and Cancer 

The house of the moon, which form a solid fortress? 

Why is a single ‘house’ enough for these two while 

The others all have two, to the right and the left? 

Two of these planets are utterly ominous, two are auspicious -— 

What are the ominous and auspicious effects of the other three? 

Why does a male child turn his face on high when he’s born, 

While female babies turn their napes toward their genitals? 

Why is wetness more evident in water 

Such that any dry thing may be moistened by it? 

The air is more humid, in reality, than water; 

Air is known by its very nature for its humidity. 

Now my discourse turns tedious. I will let it drop here. 

It is become heavy and I fear the weight of its burden. 

I pose questions but my object is neither to pester nor probe. 

I’ve strewed these at such length to offer benefit. 

I'd answer in verse if things weren’t now as they are: 

The nettle has usurped the place of the date. 

But if not in verse, then Ill speak in prose and make 

A forest of words so that wisdom may pluck the fruit of my trees. 

— 
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(74) Ill advance my argument and will fashion a cloak 

Made out of demonstration, with a turban of proof. 

(75) Seek and write! Then read and question! Afterwards 

Learn and then know and sow it all in your heart. 

(76) The lion’s prey is the stag, that of the panther the gazelle, 

But knowledge and wisdom are the wise man’s prey. 

(77) The man of knowledge is not dead, even in the tomb; 

The ignorant man is a corpse, even on a throne. 

(78) Ill be greatly gladdened if the answers come 

From someone who brings proof and possesses the call (da‘va-dar). 

(79) But let him who has not learned and who lacks foundation 

Keep still; his discourse has no weight in measure or criterion. 

(80) O You who ordain destinies, Originator of all things, 

By the reverence and veneration of Ahmad the Chosen, 

(81) Save us and those who seek the knowledge of the faith 

From the talons of tribulation, O Forgiver of Sins! 

(82) And whoever does evil to those who do no evil, 

Him, O Lord, do Thou curse and deliver to the pit! 

[23] I have considered it most necessary, by way of introduction, to ex- 

pose what is beneficial in this subject, namely, the premises (mudmirat) 

of the sciences and their hidden aspects. This is the true science of reli- 

gion, the entirety of which is to know God in His sheer uniqueness and 

to establish His absolute oneness, far from anthropomorphism (tashbih) 

and free from any denial of His attributes (ta ‘til), as is sealed by the noble 

rank and creaturely devotion in the laudable standing and tremendous 

virtue of the Chosen Emissary, Muhammad - may God bless him and 

give him peace — as well as by the pre-eminence of his religion over every 
other religion. 

[24] Well then, now to explicate that on which the community differs — 
and because of which its members execrate one another and term them 
‘kafir’ — namely, the specification of the imam, which goes to the heart 
of the whole community, in succession to the Emissary of God and his 
family.” 

90. This seems to indicate that some text is missing here since NKh does not 
discuss this topic. 
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On the Proof of the Creator’s Existence with a 

Discussion of His Oneness, in Several Discourses 

(a) On the Creator’s Existence 

[25] In our view, most people, notwithstanding their numerous customs 

and convictions, can be categorised. One category consists of ‘material- 

ists’ (dahriyan).*' These deny divine attributes and assert that the world 

is eternal and that there is no creator; or rather, that the creator of the 

animal and vegetable kingdoms is the heavenly spheres and the stars 

themselves” which always have been and always will be. 

Another category consists of those who affirm a Creator and follow 

him. Of these, there is one group which holds that the creator is more 

than one, e.g., Christianity which professes three: the Father, the Son, 

and the Holy Spirit. There are also dualists (thanawiyan) who profess 

two [creators], one of whom is Yazdan and the other Ahriman, and they 

believe light and darkness to be eternal (qadim). Still another group says 

that the Creator is one and yet, even though they affirm a single creator, 

they fall into five categories. 

The first of these [five groups] claims that the Creator is one but that 

worship of the One is manifold. They are idolators who while acknowl- 

edging God say, “We worship idols so that they may bring us closer to 

91. This is the conventional translation of this term, but see E12, vol. 1, pp. 

95-97; the designation came to apply to those who asserted the eternity of the 

world as well as those who denied an afterlife (cf. Q45:24: ‘They say, “There 

is only our life in this world: we die, we live, nothing but time (al-dahr) destroys 

us”, tr. Abdel Haleem). 

92. Here reading khid (instead of khirad), following a suggestion of F. M. 

Hunzai. 

41 
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God’, just as God says, ‘Those who take protectors to His exclusion, [say- 

ing], “We serve them only that they might bring us closer to God”. 

The practitioners of ta’wil say that this statement is comparable to 

that of members of the community who claim that “We ought to love 

those persons who, beyond Muhammad and his family, of themselves 

increase our closeness [to God].’ 

Christians form another group. They believe that God is three, but 

that all three are one and to be worshipped. 

Dualists are another group. They hold that the Eternal is two but that 

Yazdan, the object of their worship, is one. 

The philosophers make a fourth group. They say that it is not for 

creatures to worship Him, but rather, to know Him, His power, might, 

and dominion. 
The fifth group consists of the upholders of monotheism. They say 

that God is one and alone to be worshipped. 

[26] Since we have established that God is one, all the doctrines of the 

materialists, together with those of the Christians and the dualists, be- 

come invalid. The monotheists, who hold that God is one and the sole 

object of worship, also form three groups, notwithstanding their many 

differences of opinion. 

One is the group of unthinking conformity (taqlid). Most people be- 

long with them. They hold to the outer meaning of the Book (zahir-i kitab) 

and say, ‘We ascribe to God those attributes which He ascribes to Himself 

in His Book. Any attribute which is not fitting for Him, even if that at- 

tribute appears in His Book, we neither acknowledge nor profess, since 

“Only God knows its interpretation”.** And beyond this they do not go. 

Yet another group consists of the dialectical theologians (mutakalliman) 

of the Mu'tazilites and Karramites. They say that ‘Speculative reasoning 

(nazar) about God’s oneness is obligatory, and that by means of proofs 

and rational speculation, we reject any anthropomorphism in regard to 

God.’ 

The third group is the Shi‘a, members of the Prophet’s household, 
who say, ‘Exegesis applies to God’s Book. Through rational exegesis we 
say that we reject the ascription of creaturely traits to the Creator, and 
that between [the extremes of] anthropomorphism and denial of attri- 
butes, there is [yet another] position, which is our position on divine 

93. Q39:3. 

94. Q3:7. 
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oneness.’ They adduce a tradition of the Imam Ja‘far al-Sadiq - upon 
him be peace — who when asked, ‘Does the truth lie in anthropomor- 
phism or in denial of attributes?’ replied, ‘[There is] a position between 
the two positions.’ 

[27] Each of these three groups of monotheists claims equally that ‘The 
truth of divine oneness is the truth which we hold.’ We shall provide an 
extensive discussion on the monotheism of each of these three groups 
who profess it. We shall establish the gist and the quintessence of the 

doctrine of each in a chapter. And by means of logical argument and 

conclusive proof, we shall demonstrate what is true and what false in 

their doctrines. We will correct the weakness of what is weak but will 

not reject what is true, so that intelligent readers of this book of ours 

may know that, for us, religion is both truth and salvation; that we have 

come to it through spiritual discernment; and that we are truly followers 

of the authentic lineage and of the veracious Imams from the children of 

God’s Emissary — not out of unthinking conformity nor out of partisan 

passion. We ask for success from God in exposing the truth and in fol- 

lowing it, for He is good, He accords success, He is quick to assist. 

[28] We state first that there is consensus among these three groups of 

monotheists to the effect that God is devoid of the attributes of His crea- 

tures. This is the monotheism of the ‘prattling literalists*° within the 

95. Manzila bayn al-manzilatayn, the early and defining Mu'tazilite 

principle, one of their five articles of faith, which W. Montgomery Watt terms 

‘the doctrine of the Intermediate Condition’, i.e., ‘the doctrine that those who 

commit grave sins are neither unbelievers (as the Khawarij say) nor believers 

(as the Murji’a say), but are in an intermediate condition’. Free Will and 

Predestination in Early Islam (London, 1948), p. 63. Here it is invoked as an 

intermediate position between two positions on divine attributes. 

96. The ‘prattling literalists’, or hashwiyan (Ar. hashwiya), were those who 

espoused a clumsy and simplistic approach to scriptural interpretation, taking the 

‘anthropomorphic’ verses at face value; the term was used by the Mu'tazilites to 

lampoon their opponents, including most of the traditionists, or ashab al-hadith, 

of the day. The designation took on broadly contemptuous overtones, e.g., ‘the 

rabble’, ‘the scum of the populace’. NKh uses it here in its original sense to identify 

the crudest sort of anthropomorphist. See further, E/2, vol. 3, p. 269; T. Mayer, 

‘Theology and Sufism’, in T. Winter (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Classical 

Islamic Theology (Cambridge, 2008), p. 262; J. van Ess, The Flowering of Muslim 

Theology (Cambridge, MA, 2006), p. 10. But see also J. van Ess, Die Erkenntnislehre, 
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community. This group is made up of those who explicate the Qur’an 

and the Law according to its outward sense, even while acknowledging 

that God is not to be described by creaturely attributes and that ‘noth- 

ing is like unto Him’, They adduce this verse from God’s Book as proof 

of this position, to wit, “There is nothing like unto Him, He is hearing, 

seeing.” In this way they state that God is one, which is both right and 

true, but then, on the basis of the exoteric statement in the Book, declare 

that God is also knowing, seeing, and hearing. 

We say that through this pronouncement this group has stepped out- 

side of the consensus of monotheists. And this is why: a consensus holds 

that God may not be described by the attributes of creatures and that He 

retains none of the features of His creation. If a man may be knowing, 

seeing, and hearing, and if God too may be knowing, seeing, and hear- 

ing, then, in conformity with the teaching of such unthinking believers, 

that man must necessarily be like God. Nevertheless, this is downright 

anthropomorphism which they profess. 

[29] And so we have established clearly that this group which affirms 

that nothing is like God contradicts itself and breaks faith, for they per- 

sist in claiming that man, like God, is knowing, seeing, and hearing. 

When this group discusses the literal aspect of the Book (zahir-i kitab), 

their interpretation of the outer sense of the verse, ‘There is nothing like 

unto Him, He is hearing, seeing’, must be such as to read, “Nothing is 

like unto Him and yet, He is hearing and seeing.’ Hence, the end of the 

verse, which states that He is hearing and seeing, stands in contradiction 

to its beginning, which states that ‘nothing is like unto Him’, since man 

too, according to the exotericists’ view, is seeing and hearing just like 

God. Nevertheless, God’s word cannot be contradictory (mutanaqid). 

Hence, some exegesis is needed to elucidate this verse. The exotericist 

says, however, that God’s knowledge, hearing, and seeing are essential 

and real, whereas man’s knowledge, hearing, and seeing are figurative 

(majazi) and ‘borrowed’ (‘Griyati). 

We respond as follows: What do you say when an intelligent man, 
clear-eyed and keen of ear, observes the sun bright and shining in the 
sky, and knows that it is the sun and that it is shining. And then he hears 
from somebody else that the sun is shining; he sees that the bright sun is 

a a a i eo ei es be ee ee, 

p. 121, where they are mentioned as partisans of ‘direct inspiration’ (iJham) rather 
than rational discourse and attacked as such by al-Jahiz. 

97. Q42:11. 
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shining and he knows that the sun is shining while at the same time he 
hears that other person’s statement — does he say that the sun is shining 
or not? Now, if he wants to distinguish ‘real and essential’ knowing from 
‘figurative and borrowed’ knowing, he will say, ‘God does not see that 
the sun is shining and does not see its brightness; moreover, if someone 
says, “The sun is shining”, He hears him as saying, “The sun is dark”, 
~ this, in order to differentiate God’s knowledge, hearing, and seeing, 
from man’s. And yet, this is absurd and heretical, of necessity, for any- 
body to say of God. 

Now, if he should say, “God knows the sun is shining and He sees 

its brightness and He also hears the statement of that person who says, 

“The sun is shining”, just as that man must have heard it’, it must be 

conceded that that man with his knowledge, seeing, and hearing is com- 

parable to God. An exotericist will not be able to deny this ‘likening’, 

which we consider a necessary inference from his position, by any argu- 

ments, except perhaps by saying, ‘God sees us but we do not see Him.’ 

[30] They say too that the most distinctive as well as the noblest of God’s 

names — exalted is He - is ‘Allah’. [For them], its meaning, in Arabic, 

must be that He sees others while they do not see Him. And they adduce 

this verse in explication: 

My Lord is wholly concealed from creatures, 

For Allah is unseen though He Himself sees.” 

To this we respond by saying that it is not good for the exotericists 

to ascribe this sort of thing to God. On the contrary, this is quite a vile 

form of ‘likening’, since God Himself says, ‘Iblis and his minions see 

you while you see them not’, as in the verse, “He and his tribe see you 

from where you do not see them.” Anyone who makes pronouncements 

about the knowledge of tawhid (divine oneness) on the basis of his own 

murky opinion and explicates revelation - as this group continually 

does, imagining that in what they say about tawhid they are offering 

praise — in fact deserves blame. And this is just what the exotericists do. 

98. Verses given in Arabic (metre: khafif). Note the paronomasia of laha and 

Allah to enhance the connection; Iaha is glossed as ‘to be concealed’ (ihtajaba), 

according to the corresponding note in Corbin and Mu‘, p. 36, citing M. b. al- 

Hasan al-Tusi, Tafsir al-tibyan, vol. 1, p. 11 (Tehran, 1362). 

99. Q7:27. 
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Whoever in his ignorance blames instead of praises is heading through 

error away from the path to Paradise and towards the fires of Hell. With 

reference to the error of Noah’s folk, God Himself says, “Because of their 

sins they were drowned and put into a fire; and they found no helpers 

apart from God.’ 

For literalist exegetes this verse applies to Noah’s folk who were 

drowned in the flood. But for those who interpret and seek the inner- 

most meaning, God’s word in the Qur’an takes the form of an example, 

as He says, ‘In this Qur’an We have coined every kind of example for 

mankind.’ God sent this noble Book by the agency of Gabriel and the 

mediation of Muhammad, His chosen one - peace be upon him - to us, 

who are His chosen people. It is incumbent upon us not to toss aside 

the examples which are in the Book but rather, to recognise them as ad- 

monitions and warnings from God Himself. In Persian, mathal means 

‘like’ (manand). Therefore, it is obligatory for us not to be like those 

who furnish a bad example in their doings but instead, to be like those 

who set a good example in what they do. God says, ‘Those who do not 

believe in the world have an evil likeness, while God has the supreme like- 

ness. He is mighty and wise.’ The exoteric interpreters do not apply the 

examples from God’s Book to themselves. They will go down to ruin 

under God’s chastisement, just as He said about ‘Ad (i.e., the people 

of Hud) and Thamtd (i.e., the people of Salih) and the ‘people of the 

well’ (ashab al-rass), that is, those who were Shu‘ayb’s folk. “We set them 

as examples and We destroyed them all for they did not take in hand 

the examples they were given’: ‘And ‘Ad and Thamuad and the compan- 

ions of al-Rass and many generations between that, for each of them We 

have coined examples, and each We destroyed completely. 

[31] Those who practise ta’wil say that the cycle of the Prophet is the 

present, in accord with the Tradition, ‘It stands with my house as with 

Noah’s Ark: those who board it are saved, while those who stay away 
from it are drowned.’ In keeping with this Tradition, anyone from this 
community who does not embark on the ship where Noah is and take 
his seat in this boat, finds destruction in the whirlwind of ignorance and 
the sea of strife. We hold that the destruction which God pronounces 

100. Q71:25, tr. Jones. 

101. Q30:58. 

102. Q16:60. 

103. Q25:38-39, tr. Jones. 
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over ‘Ad, Thamid, and the people of al-Rass is no bodily destruction or 
physical death; rather, it is the death of ignorance and error which makes 
eternal punishment inescapable. The proof of the rightness of this is that 
God caused these peoples, as well as their prophets - Had and Shu‘ayb 
and Salih — to suffer bodily death. What then was the difference between 
the death of a kafir and that of the prophets? Just as He uses this verse to 
call the destruction of sinners to mind, so too does this statement prove 

that their prophets suffered the same destruction as they did. 

[32] Thus we have shown that sinners’ destruction is not merely through 

physical death but rather, is a fatal waywardness (halak-i dalalat), such 

that the Prophet —- may God bless him - could say, ‘Say: “Have you con- 

sidered? If God destroys me and those who are with me, or if He has mercy 

on us, who will protect unbelievers from a painful torment?” 

[33] For us it is beyond any doubt that God will show mercy to the 

Prophet - may God bless him - and to those who were with him. Just 

as He was merciful to him, as this verse establishes, He did not destroy 

him - the condition in the verse being stipulated as either death or mercy 

— and yet, He did cause Muhammad to die. So is it affirmed that God 

does not desire the destruction of sinners through physical death; on 

the basis of this verse, it is established that it is not physical destruction 

through bodily death. So, too, Noah’s Ark is not a thing of wood but the 

Prophet’s household; Noah’s flood is not of water but instead, of ignor- 

ance and waywardness. And this is the downfall of sinners.’ 

[34] To return to the notion of tawhid held by unreflective believers 

(ahl-i taqlid). From our viewpoint, they keep making the claim to prac- 

tise literal exegesis while again and again, and in many instances, evad- 

ing literal interpretation, engaging in hermeneutics, or simply bickering 

in their ignorance. Thus, in the Qur’an, God uses the term ‘face’, as in 

the verse, ‘Wherever you turn, there is the face of God. God is encompass- 

ing and knowing.” The correct interpretation of this is that in whatever 

direction you may turn your face, there is the face of God, for God is vast 

and God is knowing. 

104. Q67:28, tr. Jones. 

105. This passage might be described as a good capsule example of Ismaili 

ta’wil. 

106. Qz2:115. On this verse and its exegesis, see F. Hamza, S. Rizvi, and F. Mayer 

(eds), An Anthology of Qur'anic Commentaries, vol. 1 (London, 2009), pp. 67-127. 

— 
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To take the exoteric interpretation of this verse, this world must be 

within God’s face, and that is vaster than the heavens, which form the 

uppermost sphere,!” and the entirety of the world is within His vast 

space; this must be God’s face, such that whichever way we turn our 

faces, the face of God must be there. But unreflective believers (ahl-i 

taqlid) say, by this is meant the qibla, that is, the abode of the Ka’ba. 

[35] Three absurdities arise from this position of theirs, and necessarily 

so. First, it makes it necessary that this noble abode, made by men out 

of stone and wood, must be, according to them, God’s face. This is a co- 

lossal absurdity. In fact, it is kufr (unbelief). Second, if anyone stands in 

prayer with his back toward the Ka‘ba, his face will [still] be toward the 

gibla. This too is absurd. A third absurdity is that they have turned God’s 

word awry. God says, “God’s face is in this direction’, and elsewhere, 

‘Everything is perishing except His face. To Him belongs the judgement 

and to Him you will be returned.’ The pig-headed of the community 

interpret this to mean that everything passes away but that God does 

not, and they claim that ‘face of God’ here denotes His ipseity;'” they 

do not take ‘face’ here to mean qibla. Both these interpretations are 

absurd. This is because ‘face’ in Arabic must mean ‘the face of a thing’, 

not the ‘direction’ or the ‘essence’ of something. This is not an interpre- 

tation (tafsir), this is a distortion (tahrif), of God’s word. God reproaches 

any group who alters His word from its place, as He says, ‘they distort 

(yuharrifin) words from their places .'"° 

[36] The uneducated rabble say that this verse refers to the Jews who al- 

tered the description of the Prophet in the Torah. The exegetes, however, 

state that God’s word is on a par with prophethood; by this is meant any 

group which has diverted the Imamate from the Prophet’s household, 

where it belongs. Elsewhere God says, “There is no changing the words of 
God.’""' This is the sense we mentioned earlier, and which God states. He 

107. On the spheres, see NKh’s discussion in his Safarndma, p. 130; and 
below, pp. 69, 103-107, 243ff. 

108. Q28:88. 

109. From Arabic huwtyah, a technical term in Kalam denoting the ‘itness’ 
or quiddity of a thing, its ‘self-identity’, comparable to the term anniyah, the 
‘thatness’ of something; cf. M. S. Sheikh, A Dictionary of Muslim Philosophy, 
p. 20; J. van Ess, Die Erkenntnislehre, pp. 210, 452 (‘Identitat; Selbst’). 

110. Q5:41. 

111. Q10:64. 
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mentions His prophet in several passages as His ‘hand’, namely, ‘Those 
who swear loyalty to you are unly swearing loyalty to God. God’s hand is 
over their hands.”'” 

[37] Slavish conformists differ over the meaning of ‘hand of God’ in this 
verse. Some say its meaning is ‘allegiance to God’. Others say it is ‘God’s 
power’. Still others say it means ‘God’s people’, and there are yet others 
who claim that it means ‘God’s favour’. And yet, what God says is yad 
Allah, ‘God's hand’, not allegiance to God nor God’s power nor God’s 

people nor God’s favour. The divergence among them over this issue has 

come about because they have twisted God’s words. 

Elsewhere God relates that He said to Iblis, ‘O Iblis! What has pre- 

vented you from prosti ating yourself to that which I created with My own 

hands? Are you haughty or are you one of the lofty ones? 3 According 

to the exegetes, by ‘two hands’ He means His two powers.''* But others 

state that they will not explicate the verse, since they do not know what 

the meaning of this ‘hand’ might be; indeed, this hand is without ‘why?’ 

and ‘how?’.'® 

[38] Elsewhere God mentions His ‘side’ (pahli’i). Thus, He says, “Lest 

a soul say, “Alas for my neglect of God. I was indeed one of those who 

scoffed”.’'° The exegetes say that God’s action (kdr) is what is meant 

by ‘side’. Elsewhere too God refers to His ‘eye’, as in the verse, ‘[And I 

bestowed on you love from Me, and (it was)] so that you might be formed 

under My eye.’''” To Moses He said, ‘You shall be My eye and I will see 

112. Q48:10. 

113. Q38:75, tr. Jones. 

114. See, for example, the great Imami theologian Ibn Babiaya (d. 991), 

I‘tiqadat al-imamiya, tr. Asaf A. A. Fyzee as A Shiite Creed (Tehran, 1402/1982), 

p. 29: ‘(By two Hands), He means “My power and My strength (qudra, quwwa)””, 

with reference to Q38:75. 

us. in yad bi chan ve-bi chiginah ast: A reference to the Hanbalite, and later 

Ash‘arite, creedal formulation bi-la kayfa (‘without knowing or being able to 

say how’, i.e., how the physical attributes ascribed to God are to be understood). 

Cf. the verses by NKh’s spiritual mentor, the Fatimid da‘, scholar, and poet al- 

Mu’ayyad fi’l-Din al-Shirazi, in his Diwan, ed. M. Kamil Husayn (Cairo, 1949), 

tr. Mohamad Adra as Mount of Knowledge, Sword of Eloquence (London and 

New York, 2011), esp. qasida 1: 20-22, p. 36. 

116. Q39:56, tr. Jones. 

117. Q20:39, tr. Jones. 
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you.''* To some it seems clear from this statement that there was a time 

when God did not see Moses, until such time as He brought it about that 

He did see Moses with His eye! 

Even so, the greatest stumbling-block for the literalists — and it is one 

which nullifies their conception of tawhid — is God’s statement, ‘They have 

not measured God with His real measure, when the earth in its entirety will 

be His handful on the Day of Resurrection, and the heavens will be rolled up 

in His right hand. Glory be to Him! May He be exalted far above that which 

they associate with Him.” From this verse it seems plain to them that the 

earth will be a handful in the left hand of God on Judgement Day, since 

He mentions that the heavens are in His right hand. Since He specifies one 

hand as the right hand, the other hand must be the left. 

[39] Some thick-headed exegetes (khudrayan) claim to accept this verse 

without knowing how to interpret it. And yet, to declare that one does 

not know represents ignorance, not knowledge. And so, how does this 

group which does not understand God’s word know God? Like the lit- 

eralists, they profess adherence to the outer sense of the Book, for there 

is no interpretation of the Book in their doctrine (madhhab). Therefore, 

according to what they do teach, God possesses a right hand and a left 

hand, a face, an eye, and a side. And God moves from one place to an- 

other, as He says, ‘And your Lord and the angels come rank on rank.’'° 

Nevertheless, these are all attributes proper to created beings. But this 

verse makes them not proclaimers of God’s oneness but rather, anthro- 

pomorphists. For this reason, they do acknowledge interpretation and 

they shouldn’t say of themselves, “We do not claim that God has such 

limbs as these’, after they have rejected our interpretation. 

[40] We have now shown clearly that this group who keep claiming to 

uphold oneness are in fact polytheists. They ascribe creaturely traits to 

God. This entails granting partnership to man with God in the form of 

knowledge, hearing, seeing, a face, limbs, and motion from place to place. 
This group’s belief is an admission of polytheism, just as God says, ‘And 
most of them do not believe in God when they associate others with Him. 
This verse is meant for this group. And the great majority, the vulgar run 
of people, are with them; by their own admission they are ignoramuses. 

118. Ya Musa! Chashm-i man bashi ve tu-ra binam. 

119. Q39:67, tr. Jones. 

120. Q89:22, tr. Jones. 

121. Q12:106, tr. Jones. 
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They keep on saying, ‘We do not know what the interpretation of “God’s 
hands” is’, and they distort God’s words, as when they claim that the 
meaning of ‘God's face’ is the gibla and the meaning of ‘God’s hand’ is 
power, along with the rest of it. They contradict themselves with their own 
words in this interpretation; namely, in their first pronouncement, that 
God is without ‘why’ and ‘how’, and then, in their explication that God 
possesses creaturely attributes which permit of ‘whyness’ and ‘howness’. 
They state that God has ninety-nine names, each of which has its distinct 
meaning. But any rational person knows that anyone who has ninety-nine 
names cannot be a single person, for each one of the ninety-nine must 
have its own essence. Polytheism, not monotheism, underlies this group’s 
teachings. 

Having mentioned this group’s notion of tawhid along with their 

errors and aberrations,'~ we shall now turn our attention to the pro- 

nouncements of yet another group. 

(b) The Doctrine of the Dialectical Theologians of the 

Karramites on Tawhid 

[41] The doctrine of the theologians of the Karramite ‘school’! is as fol- 

lows. God, they say, is one and nothing is like unto Him. This is the very 

basis of tawhid. The [genuine] monotheist, however, is someone who 

does not violate this principle when he comes to [the question of] God’s 

attributes. Certain of these theologians state that God is a body not like 

[other] bodies. God is knowing and powerful and living, alongside other 

laudable attributes, ‘in which man too has a share’, which they ascribe to 

Him. Even so, they say, His knowledge is not like other knowledge, nor 

is His power like other power, nor is His life like other life; His body is 

unlike other bodies. This is the foundation of this group’s teaching on 

tawhid and it has numerous offshoots. 

122. There is a rhetorical flourish here in the contemptuous rhymes khalal- 

ha and zalal-ha (‘errors and aberrations’), which is common to such polemics. 

123. On this school, founded by Ibn Karram (ca. 806-869), see EI2, vol. 4, p. 

667 [s.v. ‘Karramiyya’]; Ibn al-Da‘i, Kitab Tabsirat al-‘awamm, pp. 64-74, and 

(on tashbih), pp. 75-86. Also, J. van Ess, Ungeniitzte Texte zur Karramiya. Eine 

Materialsammlung (Heidelberg, 1980), and his Theologie und Gesellschaft (Ber- 

lin and New York, 1991-1997), vol. 1, pp. 228, 299, 360; vol. 2, pp. 557, 564f., 570f., 

740, 742; vol. 3, pp. 373-424 (tashbih). 

— 



5D Between Reason and Revelation 

[42] We counter that this doctrine of theirs, according to which God is 

a body unlike other bodies, is a meaningless utterance and quite invalid. 

Their statement that He is knowing not like other knowers, powerful not 

like other powerful, and living but not like other forms of life, is absurd. 

On this point, the tawhid of this group is no tawhid. Quite the opposite: 

it is polytheism (shirk). In proof, know that the discourse of anyone who 

says, ‘He is a body unlike other bodies’, is fallacious. The reason is that 

a body is defined as something of substance which is both divisible and 

extended; it has three dimensions: length, breadth, and depth. A body is 

not defined [solely] by colour, weight, or moistness. Just so, fire, though 

it is hot and dry, bright and mobile, is a body. And water, fire’s opposite 

— cool and wet, dark and still — is distinct from fire in all its qualities, but 

it too is a body. Corporeality (jismiyat) encompasses them both because 

both occupy space, both are compound, and each of them, opposed as 

they are, possesses length, breadth, and depth. Anyone who says, ‘It is 

a body not like bodies’, is necessarily saying, ‘It is a body not a body’, 

and such a statement is contradictory and nonsensical. Just so, if some- 

one says, ‘He’s a man not like a man’ or ‘It is a fire not like a fire’, he is 

speaking fallaciously. Whatever a body may be, it has length, breadth, 

and depth. Thus, anyone who says, ‘It is a body’, must be saying that it 

is a thing of substance with length, breadth, and depth; but if he tacks 

on to this, ‘not like bodies’, he has said that this substance with length, 

breadth, and depth is not long or broad or deep. Such a statement must 

be both invalid and contradictory. 

To prove that the doctrine of this bunch, inasmuch as they proclaim 

God knowing though not like [other] knowers, powerful though not like 

the powerful, and living not like other living things, is false, we say: There 

are many men who are learned; as God says of a group of the Israelites, in 

the verse, ‘Is it not a sign for them that the learned of the children of Israel 

know it?'* So we ask these (Karramite) theologians what they would say 

of this group whom God calls ‘learned’ - do they have a knowledge which 
is different from God’s? If they reply that their knowledge conforms to that 
of God, they would be affirming that God is similar to them in knowledge, 
without any disparity; and yet, the opinion they have stated — namely, that 
God is knowing not like other knowers — must then be contradictory. But 
if they state that the knowledge of those learned men is different from 
God's, in order to assert that God is knowing not like other knowers, their 

124. Q26:197, tr. Jones. 
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statement [is also contradictory].'*° For whoever calls someone knowing 
‘ignorant’ has spoken falsely. Hence, their saying that God’s word calls the 
ignorant ‘learned’ is a lie (durtigh). 

[43] It is the same case in the discussion of power (qudrat), in which 
both God and man participate. We say that God commanded human 
beings to pray and to give alms (zakat). What now does the theologian 
say [if we should ask]: Does God know that man possesses the power to 
pray and to give alms, or does He know that man lacks this power? If 
he responds that God does know that human beings, to whom He has 
given this command, do not have this power, it must be said then that 

His commandment constitutes an absurdity, and that His words, ‘God 

charges no soul beyond its capacity’,’*° stand rejected. But this theologian 

may reply, ‘God’s knowledge encompasses the present and the future 

(budani-ha va-btid-ha), and that the visible and the invisible also lie 

within His knowledge, whereas man’s knowledge encompasses only a 

small portion of the present. God’s power extends to the creation of the 

heavens and the earth and beyond, while man’s power holds sway over 

only a single household, if even that. Therefore, God is knowing, not 

as humans are knowing, and powerful, not as humans are powerful.’!”” 

[44] We reply to such a theologian as follows: The knowledgeable, the 

powerful, and the living do not all stand at the same level (martabat). 

Knowledge, power, and life may be big and small, and yet, all share in 

knowledge, power, and life, by definition. For example, a gnat (pashah)'* 

is living and so, too, is a dog; but a dog has the power to run, the gnat 

the power to fly. So, too, a scholar who has great knowledge is knowing, 

but even he who has only a little knowledge is also knowing. It is as God 

says, ‘And above every man of knowledge is one who knows.” And so 

God does not exclude a man of lesser knowledge from the definition 

of knowledge because of the greater knowledge of a more learned man; 

125. There is a lacuna in the text here, but the sense seems to be clear; cf. 

Corbin and Mu‘in (eds), Jami‘, p. 47, note |, which suggests the reading naqd 

kardah bashand. 

126. Q2:286, tr. Jones. 

127. This is the classic Ash’arite formulation, derived from the Hanbalites. 
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not disdain to give a parable about a gnat ...’; cf. my Theodicy in Islamic Thought 

(Princeton, 1984), pp. 45-48. 
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indeed, He calls both ‘knowing’ (dlim). In this way we make it clear 

(durust kardim)'™ that the tawhid of anyone who ascribes to God the at- 

tributes by which human beings may be described, is in fact polytheism. 

[45] If this theologian replies, “Then if we say that God is not knowing, 

we must say that He is ignorant. And if you say that my statement which 

I made, namely, “God is powerful”, is false, you are obliged to say that 

God is powerless (‘@jiz). If you argue further that our statement, “God is 

living”, is incorrect, then you must say that He is dead. And this is utter 

absurdity and unbelief (kufr).’ We respond to this as follows: Ignorance 

and knowledge are correlative. Just as you call it wrong to say that He 

is ignorant, so too is it wrong to say that He is knowing, and for this 

reason: Knowing and not-knowing are both of them human traits. You 

term God ‘knowing’ because it is not fitting to say ‘ignorant’ of Him; you 

suppose that one ought not call God ‘ignorant’ because this is an ugly 

name, while it is fine to call Him ‘knowing’ since this is a good name. 

You imagine that it is wrong to call God ‘ignorant’ because this name is 

bad, and you are of the opinion too that since names which are ugly and 

repellent ought not to be applied to God, it is appropriate to use fine and 

upstanding names; and yet, this notion of yours is wrong. Listen well 

to logical discourse and to [true] tawhid; do not be embroiled in mis- 

chievous deviations (shaghb)! 

Know and be aware that it is not fitting to apply such ugly attributes 

as ‘ignorant’, ‘incapable’, and ‘dead’ and the like to God, not because 

these are ugly attributes but because these are human attributes; both 

attractive attributes and repellent ones pertain to man. Since you know 

that one ought not ascribe ugly attributes to God because these are hu- 

man attributes and not because these are ugly attributes, it should be 

clear to you in the same way that the ascription to God of good attributes 

is also to be avoided, for these too are human attributes. The Prophet 

commanded us to deny creaturely attributes, and not simply ‘ugly’ ones, 

to God. And you, O theologian, you take such precautions against quali- 
fying the Creator with one trait of the creature, and yet qualify Him 
with another! This is an error on your part, and indeed, it is polytheism. 
Despite the fact that knowledge and ignorance are opposites (diddan), 

130. Durust kardim. In NKh’s usage, this seems to mean not ‘establish’ (as 
de Gastines translates it, p. 74), but rather, ‘to make clear’ or ‘to show precisely’. 
See Fritz Wolff, Glossar zu Firdosis Schahname (Hildesheim, 1965; repr. Tehran, 

1998), p. 373 (genau, sicher, gerade, wahr). 
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both are attributes applicable to human beings. For there is no man so 
knowledgeable that he may not have ignorance ascribed to him in some 
way, nor is any man so ignorant that the attribute of knowledge may not 
be ascribed to him as well. On the contrary, each of these two opposites 
is a human trait in its proper place. In just the same way, cold and heat 
are both opposites, and both are qualities of bodies; for no body is so 
warm that cold cannot also be an aspect of it, nor is any body so cold 
that heat may not form one of its attributes. And just as you ought not 
ascribe to God a human attribute such as ignorance, so too you ought 

not ascribe knowledge, which is also a human attribute, to Him - glory 

be to Him - inasmuch as knowledge is a trait which is proper to ascribe 

to man, and so too is ignorance a trait properly belonging to him. In the 

same way, heat is a quality which is rightly ascribed to a body, just as 

cold too is a quality properly belonging to bodies. Neither of these two 

qualities - opposites though they be - is any worthier than the other to 

be applied to a [particular] body. Just so, with respect to knowledge or 

ignorance: neither is any more fittingly ascribed to human beings than 

the other. 

[46] Now we have shown clearly on what grounds it is wrong to describe 

God by such attributes as ‘ignorance’ and ‘powerlessness’ - not because 

they are unseemly but because they are attributes of creatures — as well 

as that it is also wrong to ascribe the opposites of such attributes, such as 

‘knowledge’ and ‘power’, to Him - glory be to Him, He is exalted - on 

the grounds that these too are creaturely qualities. The so-called theo- 

logians of this community have plunged into a grievous error in their 

inquiry, in ascribing their own fine qualities to God and in declaring 

Him devoid of their bad qualities. And for this very reason, they have 

fallen into polytheism. They fail to grasp that whoever worships a thing 

whose attribute is of a creaturely nature in effect worships a creature, not 

its Creator. He is not a monotheist but rather a polytheist. The Prophet 

said, ‘In my community, polytheism (shirk) is harder to discern (akhfa) 

than the creeping of a black ant in a pitch-dark night on a hard stone.” 

The great mistake — indeed, the ruinous error — into which this group, 

who call themselves the Karramites and who press their theological claims, 

131. For this hadith, see Ahmad b. Hanbal, Musnad (Beirut, n.d.), vol. 4, 

p. 403; A. J. Wensinck, Concordance et indices de la tradition musulmane 

(Leiden, 1936-1968), vol. 2, p. 107 (s.v. dabib). For Arabic dabib (‘creeping’), NKh 

translates bang-i pay (the ‘sound of the [ant’s] foot’). 
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have also fallen is that they maintain that accuracy and error, virtue and 

vice, on the part of humans come to be by God’s will. A discussion which 

I had with [one of] them went like this: I asked, “Why do you say that 

“disobedience” (ma‘siyat) occurs through God’s will?’ He replied, ‘It is 

because anyone who claims that a person commits disobedience not by 

God’s will accords power over God necessarily to that person, inasmuch 

as he claims that the person is performing what God does not will.’ I 

said, ‘If then you exalt God above this turpitude (zishti), you ascribe 

to Him another turpitude, even fouler than the first, by your very act 

of exaltation; namely, that you claim that He wills that a human being 

commit disobedience and [furthermore] that the human is incapable of 

so acting unless God wills it. And that then He inflicts punishment on 

him for that [act] - something which a man with evil motive might do 

and which would not be right on his part — how then could it be right 

from God, who granted man intellect?’ Is what is suitable in the case 

of creaturely inclination truly applicable to their Creator?’ This faction, 

utterly ignorant of created beings, proposes to know the Creator! They 

themselves with their own vain passions and mistaken cogitations should 

be hurled into the Fire, all the more so in that they have gone astray from 

the commandments of God and the legacy of His Prophet! 

(c) The Doctrine of the Theologians of the Mu‘tazilite School on 

Tawhid 

[47] For theologians of the Mu‘tazilite school, the doctrine of tawhid 

means that the first thing that is incumbent on man is to know God. 

Through knowledge of God, man derives the impulse to perform laud- 

able actions and to refrain from those which are bad and blameworthy. 

When a man knows that he has a Creator and that his existence has 

occurred through the action of a wise Creator, and he sees that the 

religious obligations have become incumbent upon him, he desires to 

perform laudable acts and to refrain from reprehensible deeds. We say 
that this is a good basis, and a rational one, in that it makes knowledge 
of God a binding personal obligation.'* 

132. The passage is not entirely clear; he seems to mean that God gave man 
intelligence, by which he distinguishes right from wrong, so how could He, the 
giver of intelligence, act in such a way? 

133. This sentence is omitted from de Gastines’s translation. 
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[48] This group goes on to state that knowledge of God occurs nei- 
ther necessarily nor through unthinking acceptance. If knowledge of 
God came to mankind necessarily, all human beings would be equal in 
knowledge of God, just as in the knowledge of averting hunger by taking 
nourishment, or the knowledge of warding off thirst by water — both of 
which are necessary [knowledge] - all people stand at the same level. 
They hold that unthinking acceptance is invalid. If such acceptance were 
right, to follow one who said ‘the world is eternal’ would be right too, 
just as to follow one who stated ‘the world is created’ would be right. 

Since such acceptance, as they say, is invalid, and there is no a priori 

[knowledge of God], there remains only contemplation of a thing. They 

have a proof (hujjat) for the obligatory nature of contemplation in God’s 

statement, ‘Tell people to consider what is in the heavens and on earth’, 

that is, as signs of wisdom.'* Then He says, ‘Signs uttered by the prophets 

do not profit a folk who do not believe’, in this verse, ‘Say, “See what is in 

the heavens and on earth.” But neither signs nor warnings avail a people 

who will not believe.”*° 

[49] In our view, these (Mu tazilite) theologians are right when they say 

that knowledge of God does not occur necessarily but they err when 

they claim that uncritical acceptance is utterly invalid. When we take up 

a discussion of this group’s notion of tawhid in proof of the Creator’s 

existence,'*° we will make plain in what way they err. This group’s proof 

for the existence of the world’s Creator is as follows. In this world we 

constantly observe that categories (ahkam)’”’ change from one moment 

to the next and that that process, as it acts upon bodies in their various 

circumstances, could not occur except through an agent. It is just as God 

says, ‘We created man from an extract of clay; then We placed him, as a 

drop, in a safe lodging; then We created from the drop a clot, and from 

134. Here NKh paraphrases Qio:101 in Persian, only giving the Arabic origi- 

nal a few lines later in its entirety. De Gastines (p. 78) conflates the passage, 

omitting part of NKh’s Persian text. 

135. Q1o:101, tr. Jones. 

136. De Gastine here conflates two sentences of the original. 

137. The text reads ahkam, which seems puzzling; de Gastines translates it (p. 

78) as ‘bodies’ (‘les corps’), which corresponds to the sense and the context but 

tacitly amends the text. NKh seems to mean that things in the world undergo 

continual change from one {urisdiction’ (hukm) to another, as the Quranic 

verse illustrates. 
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the clot a lump, and from the lump bones; then We clothed the bones with 

flesh, and then produced another creature. Blessed be God, the fairest of 

creators. ’}** 

[50] According to them, we all know that these bodies do not under- 

go alteration in their conditions except through the will of a powerful 

agent. Hence, this agent must necessarily have been prior to these bod- 

ies, so that he might effect these conditions in a body as it emerges in 

time (jism-i hadith). Moreover, since these temporal occurrences in 

bodies come about from him, he must be an eternal agent who existed 

prior to these contingent things. They claim that by this argument an 

eternal Creator who effects the various circumstantial changes in bodies 

is established.'*° Accordingly, they further state that since [the existence] 

of the world’s Creator has been proved, it must also be known that the 

Creator is knowing, powerful, living, hearing, seeing, and eternal. 

[51] These theologians (mutakallimdan) assert that these six attributes 

form God’s very essence. They argue further: Should anyone ask how 

they know that the Creator is eternal, they reply that we observe that 

of two entities (fan), the one which has the power to act is not like the 

one which cannot act — indeed, the latter is impoverished by compari- 

son - and that necessarily, there must be some attribute from which 

that act comes to be. Since the Creator of the world is the world’s maker 

(fail), we ascribe to Him an attribute by means of which that action oc- 

curs. That attribute is power (qudrat). Thus, we say that He is powerful. 

Purthermore, if someone should ask why they claim that the Creator is 

‘knowing’, they reply that we observe many an agent in this world whose 

action is not incontrovertibly grounded (muhkam); however, the action 

of the world’s Creator is incontrovertibly grounded. Hence, it follows 

necessarily that He possesses an attribute from which this incontrovert- 

ible action proceeds. The act of an agent without such an attribute never 

occurs incontrovertibly. Accordingly, we term ‘knowledge’ that attri- 
bute out of which such an incontrovertible action proceeds. And so we 
know that the world’s Creator is not only powerful but knowing as well. 

They go on to say that if anyone should ask, ‘How do you know that 
the Creator of the world is living?’, they respond that among existing 
beings we see that there is a being which is powerful and knowing. 
Necessarily a being which has power and knowledge possesses yet another 

138. Q23:12-14, tr. Jones. 

139. Bi-din dalil sani‘-yi qadim ve-gardanandah-i hal-i ajsam thabit ast. 
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attribute through which power and knowledge become possible — an 
attribute, that is, which an entity without power and knowledge does not 
possess — and that attribute we term ‘life’. 

[52] In any case we know that the world’s Creator, in addition to be- 
ing knowing and powerful, is living for the simple reason that whatever 
possesses knowledge and power is alive. Since the Creator’s knowledge 
and power is established, so too is His life. And they continue: Were 
somebody to ask how they know that the Creator is hearing and seeing, 

they would reply that in this world, whatever lives and is unimpaired 

both hears and sees; and indeed, is one who perceives things that are 

perceptible; otherwise, except by being living and unimpaired, he could 

neither hear nor see what is to be heard and seen. This being so, as we 

have shown that the eternal Maker is living and that He suffers no im- 

pairment, we know that He is hearing and seeing and that He discerns 
perceptible things. 

They say further, ‘Should anyone ask how we know that the world’s 

Maker is eternal (qadim), we reply that the proof that He is eternal con- 

sists in this: From observation of His creation, it is necessarily the case 

that the maker of this thing made must either be non-existent or ex- 

istent. If He exists, He must be either contingently created (muhdath) 

or eternal. It cannot be true to say that the world’s Maker is non- 

existent, simply because something non-existent is neither powerful nor 

knowing nor living. But we have established that the world’s Maker is 

powerful, knowing, and living, hearing and seeing. Therefore, He is not 

non-existent. If He is not non-existent, then He must exist. We say fur- 

ther: Since He exists, He is either contingently created or eternal. But 

the Maker cannot correctly be described as contingently created. If He 

were so, there would have to be another creator who is not contingently 

created. If that [second] maker were contingently created as well, yet 

another maker would have to exist. And so on, successively, until [we 

arrive at] a maker who is not contingently created but, in fact, eternal.’ 

Thus, it is established — at least, in their view — that the world’s Maker is 

not contingently created; and since He is not contingently created, He 

is eternal. 

[53] They pursue the matter further. Someone might ask whether the 

knowing, powerful, living, hearing, seeing, and eternal God is powerful, 

knowing, alive, hearing, seeing, and eternal, because of ‘attributes’ (sifat) 

or by virtue of His very essence (dhat). ‘We (the Mu'tazilites) reply that 

these attributes are essential in Him. He is not powerful “by a power”, 

— 



60 Between Reason and Revelation 

nor knowing “by a knowledge”, nor living “by a life”. On the contrary, 

these attributes are in His essence. If these attributes were not part and 

parcel of His essence, each one of them would be either contingently 

created or eternal. If every attribute were contingently created, it would 

necessarily follow that prior to the emergence of these attributes in time, 

God was neither powerful nor knowing nor living. And if God, prior 

to the temporal emergence of these attributes, was not powerful and 

knowing and living, from whom did He acquire these attributes, since 

with these attributes lacking to Him, He would not be an agent? On the 

other hand, it is not correct to say that these attributes are eternal with 

Him, for then, it would necessarily follow that the eternal is not one; on 

the contrary, He is one and His power and knowledge and essence, His 

hearing and His seeing, as well as His pre-eternity, are also eternal.’ They 

go on to say, ‘We have established that the eternal is one [and] and that 

His attributes are not contingently created, nor are they eternal; rather, 

they are part of His essence.’ 

[54] ‘If [they say] anyone asks us our opinion on what the eternal Cre- 

ator resembles, we reply: The eternal Maker cannot resemble anything 

whatsoever. That is because everything other than God is contingently 

created, and whatever is contingently created cannot be eternal. It can- 

not be correct therefore that the eternal might resemble a created thing. 

As God Himself says, “There is no equal to Him.”'*? Now suppose some- 

one were to ask, “How do you know that God is one?”, we would reply: 

140. The Mu'tazilites are here opposing the characteristic Ash‘arite formula- 

tion, by which God is powerful, etc., by virtue of ‘an attribute superadded to His 

essence (za’id ‘ala dhatihi)’. 

141. According to the commentator and heresiographer Muhammad b. 

‘Abd. al-Karim al-Shahrastani (d. 1153), ‘The common belief of the sect of the 

Mu'tazilites is that Allah is eternal and that eternity is the most peculiar descrip- 

tion of His essence. They absolutely reject all other eternal qualities, saying: It is 
by virtue of His essence that He has knowledge, power, and life; not because they 
are eternal qualities or ideas inherent in Him. For if the qualities should partake 
of His eternity, which is His most peculiar description, they would partake of 
his divinity ... and they agree upon this, that will and hearing and sight are 
not ideas inherent in His essence.’ Cited in A. J. Wensinck, The Muslim Creed 

(Cambridge, 1932), from al-Shahrastani, Kitab al-milal wa’l-nihal, ed. William 

Cureton (London, 1846), vol. 1, p. 30. 

142. Qui2:4, tr. Jones. 
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The proof that God is one is as follows. If the world’s creator were two, 
one of them would prevent the other from creation (san). The one pre- 
vented from creating would be nature (fabi‘at), not the creator, while the 
creator would be the [more] powerful one. If both of the two were equal 
in strength, either both would prevent the other from creating, and then 
there would be no creation — but there is creation - or both of the two 
would be in agreement without any divergence, but a creation which oc- 
curs from the two, by mutual consent and without disagreement, must 
be from a single creator, not from two.'® 

Thus we have established’ - so they say - ‘that the Creator is one, 

eternal, powerful, knowing, living, hearing, and seeing; that His 

attributes are inherent to His essence; and that He is not comparable 

to anything’. 

[55] Such as we have presented it is the doctrine of tawhid of the theolo- 

gians of the Mu'tazilite school, with its many offshoots. For our own part 

we say that there is no approach (farigati) stronger than theirs among 

the various schools of Islam on the subject of tawhid. This group calls 

themselves the ‘adepts of speculation’.'* Apart from the ahl-i ta’yid, 

those who belong to the household of the Prophet,'* there is no one 

who has the capability to formulate a critique of their doctrine of tawhid. 

Through our scrutiny the readers of this book will gain information, 

drawn from the very statements of these groups, on the theologians’ 

approach to tawhid. In addition, they will be informed by the critique 

which we shall make with respect to what is right and what is wrong in 

their teaching. 

[56] Our critique of their discourse is as follows. The position of this group, 

namely, that belief in tawhid based on authority (taqlid) is invalid — on the 

grounds that a genuine taqlid which holds that ‘the world is eternal’, is 

equal to the taqlid which holds, correctly, that ‘the world was created in 

time’ - is erroneous. Such unthinking acceptance is necessary for people in 

the beginning until such time as their acceptance can be verified; however, 

this group confuses acceptance with familiarity and habit. The man who 

declares that ‘the world is eternal’ speaks not out of unthinking acceptance 

143. The argument is that if there were two creators acting in perfect con- 

cord, the resulting creation would, in effect, be the work of a single creator. 

144. Ahl-i nazar or perhaps ‘theorists’. 

145. That is, those ‘assisted by divine insight’, at the supreme level of spiritual 

perception. NKh uses this expression specifically for the Fatimid Imam-caliphs. 

—_ 



62 Between Reason and Revelation 

but rather, out of easy familiarity and habit. Whatever his father, together 

with those within whose midst he finds himself, holds as a conviction, he 

takes from them and makes his habit (kha), until his bestial soul takes on 

that brutish outlook; he grows negligent in observing the religious law, he 

takes up the principles of the ‘materialists’ (dahriyan),'*° convinced that it 

is right to observe the law by unthinking acceptance and the assumption 

of obligation (bi-taqlid ve-taklif). But in reality, he remains fixed in the 

bestial habit and sheer life of the senses in which he has ever been. 

[57] The proof for the correctness of our view — that the ‘materialist’ 

does not follow conventional belief but rather, acts out of habit — is that 

there has never been anyone in the world who issued a prophetic sum- 

mons (da‘wat-i payghambari) which invited people to divest themselves 

of the summons itself. But we say that in lifting this from men’s necks — 

for in Persian taqlid means something which has been placed on men’s 

necks'“” — he does not practise conventional belief. On the contrary, the 

materialist has lapsed through the sheer habit of that bestial and sen- 

sual soul which is within human beings; the habit of that bestial soul 

has led him to forsake the sacred law or to practise his religion out of 

mere slavish imitation in a manner befitting brute beasts. And yet, taqlid 

is those sacred faiths themselves which the prophets - upon whom be 

peace — brought forth - from Noah and Abraham, Moses, Jesus, and 

Muhammad - upon him be peace, and upon his household. Indeed, the 

religion of Islam is taqlid, it is the ‘yoke’, set forcibly on the necks of 

Muslims. So it is that God the Exalted says, ‘O you who believe, fight 

those of the unbelievers who are near you, and let them find harshness in 

you and know that God is with those who protect themselves.’'* 

[58] The idolators act out of habit, not out of taqlid. There was not one 

among the prophets who imposed an acceptance of idolatry upon peo- 

ple. Quite the contrary, among the prophets conformity to God’s reli- 
gion was imposed upon people. At the present day, whoever holds to 
the outer meaning of Islam (zahir-i din-i Islam) without knowing why 
this religion is true, and who maintains the divine oneness without fall- 
ing into anthropomorphism or the denial of attributes, follows in the 
footsteps of those before him who accepted the religious obligations, 

146. For the ‘materialists’, see 3:25 above. 

147. That is, a ‘yoke’, as de Gastines (p. 83) translates it (‘joug’). I have not 

been able to find this meaning elsewhere. 

148. Qg9:123, tr. Jones. 
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who also followed in the path of a conventional believer who himself 
followed a similar conventional believer. The masters of the truth and the 
true monotheists (muhagqiqan ve-muwahhidan) are themselves gathered 
from among such believers by convention (muqallidan). He who rejects 
taqlid never arrives at the discernment of deeper truth; it is by the way 
of acceptance that one arrives at God’s oneness and a grasp of the truth. 
Taglid is true, not false. It is obvious that the acceptance of someone who 
says “The world was created in time’ is not at all like the acceptance of 
another who says, “The world is eternal.’ Quite the opposite: the former’s 
acceptance is a forerunner of the truth, and the forerunner of truth is 

itself the truth. Accordingly, whoever accepts the Book and the Law 

from the Prophet — upon him be peace - through conventional accep- 

tance (taqlid) also is obliged to study the hermeneutics of the Book and 

the Law.’* There is a sacred Tradition that one day the Prophet —- upon 

him be peace — was sitting with his friends and said, “There is one among 

you who will fight with you over the interpretation of the Book just as 

I fought with you over its revelation (tanzil-i an).’ Abt Bakr said then, 

‘O Emissary of God, am I the one who will start this fight? The Prophet 

said, ‘No.’ Then ‘Umar said, ‘O Emissary of God, am I that one?’ He 

answered, ‘No.’ ‘Uthman then said, ‘Am I the one, O Emissary of God?’ 

‘No’, he replied. All of them asked together, “Then who is this one who 

will fight over the interpretation of the Book?’ The Prophet answered, 

‘He who is repairing my sandal.’ They looked and it was ‘Ali b. Abi Talib 

— may God be pleased with him - who was seated in another row, sewing 

the Prophet’s sandals — for their straps were broken - and lacing them 

up.'® They all knew then that he was the master of hermeneutics of the 

Book and the Law (khudavand-i ta’wil-i kitab ve-shariat). 

The true doctrine of Oneness lies in interpretation of the Book and 

the Sacred Law, not in some dark interior of the community (nah andar 

batn-i tarik-i ummat), as this group claims and as we find in their pro- 

nouncements. For this reason, the Emissary of God calls people to God’s 

oneness by God’s command, not by the command of the intellect.’ They 

accept religion as a matter of individual opinion (ra’y) so that they may 

149. NKh’s argument is that taglid is a necessary precondition without 

which a deepening awareness and understanding of faith are not possible. 

150. See al-Hakim al-Nisabari, al-Mustadrak ‘ala al-Sahihayn (Beirut, 2002), 

p. 926, no. 4679, cited in R. Shah-Kazemi, Justice and Remembrance (London, 

2006), p. 19. 

151. The Mu’tazilite reliance on intellect (khirad) seems to be meant here. 

— 
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practise speculation (nazar). Thus, God says, ‘Say: “It is revealed to me that 

your God is one God. Are you going to surrender?” 

[59] The proof that the maintenance of God’s Oneness without resort to 

anthropomorphism lies in the interpretation of God’s Book is that only 

through interpretation can the differences of opinion as well as the am- 

biguities which are in the Book be reconciled. Certainly it is true that the 

outer form of the words may vary and yet, it is not true that God’s word 

can ever be contradictory, such that in one place it is said that apart 

from God nothing is,'* that is to say, ‘There is nothing like Him’,'™ and 

in another place He says, ‘I am the speaker who says, “Say, “He is God, 

One’”.’'° You too say these words since, like me, you too are a ‘speaker’, 

you are ‘seeing and hearing’, and I too am ‘speaking and hearing’. Else- 

where He says, ‘God is the creator of everything.”’* In still another place 

He says, ‘Blessed be God, the fairest of creators.’ And elsewhere, ‘It is 

God who has created you and then given you sustenance.’ In still anoth- 

er place He says, ‘God is the best of providers.’ And yet another: ‘O you 

who believe, let not a people scorn another people ...’‘* He also says that 

the unbelievers mock the believers; God too mocks the unbelievers, as 

in this verse: ‘... and deride them - God derides them, and they will have 

a painful torment’.'*' He says too of Pharaoh and his people, ‘When they 

had angered Us, We took vengeance on them and drowned them all. 

So, when one man angers another, seized by fury he strikes or murders 

or insults him. If a group so angers God that He avenges Himself by 

drowning them, what greater resemblance could there be between the 

Creator and the creature than this? Yet again, He says, ‘Without doubt 

God knows what they keep secret and what they make public.” He says 

152. Q21:108, tr. Jones. 

153. Juz khudayi hich nist. 

154. Q42:11. 

155. Qui2:1. 

156. Q13:16. 

157, Q23:14. 

158. Q30:40. 

159. Q62:11. 

160. Q49:11, tr. Jones. 

161. Q9:79, tr. Jones. 

162. Q43:55, tr. Jones. 

163. Q16:23, tr. Jones. 
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too, with reference to ‘a disobedient group whom We destroyed. Then 
We appointed you as successors in the land after them, that We might see 
how you act.’!** 

[60] If we were to add up such passages which appear to impair divine 
oneness, the book would grow long. Those we have mentioned may 
serve as guidance to the intelligent in the quest for interpretation so 
that their doubts may be removed thereby. If these theologians have 

established that God is knowing, God too calls certain of His servants 
‘knowing’, as in this verse: ‘Only those of God’s servants who have some 

knowledge fear Him.’'* Thus, it is clear that to call God - praise be to 

Him - ‘knowing’ is polytheism (shirk). And if these theologians assert 

that God is ‘poweriul’, God too calls His own servants ‘powerful’, as in 

this verse: ‘They went early, determined on their purpose.’ This too is 

polytheism. And if these theologians say that God is ‘living’, God too 

calls His own servants ‘living’, as in this verse: “Do not reckon those who 

were killed in God’s way as dead: No! They are alive with their Lord. 

They have provision from Him.” This is polytheism. If these theolo- 

gians establish that God - praise be to Him - is ‘hearing’, God too has 

established that His own servants are hearing, as in this verse: *... until 

it returns like an old palm-bough’.'* About the speech of the unbeliev- 

ers, He says in this verse: “They will say, “This is an ancient lie”. This 

is a heresy (bid‘ati) which this group has invented; in their ignorance 

they have imposed these names on God. 

[61] We say with regard to the Oneness professed by this group — namely, 

their saying that God is knowing not by a knowledge, powerful not by a 

power, living not by a life, hearing and seeing not by audition or sight, but 

rather, by His very essence — that it is generally agreed by intelligent people 

that an attribute does not subsist through its own nature (dhdat) but rather, 

through what it qualifies, and that that which it qualifies subsists through 

164. Q1o:14, tr. Jones. 

165. Q35:28, tr. Jones. 

166. Q68:25, tr. Jones. In Arabic, wa-ghadaw ‘ala hardin qadirin. The verse 

appears to ascribe ‘power’ (qudra) to humans. 

167. Q3:169, tr. Jones. 

168. Q36:39. 

169. Q46:11. It is not clear how either of these verses supports NKh’s argu- 

ment. De Gastines calls it a ‘passage obscur’ and speculates that the copyist has 

skipped a line or two; see her note 33, p. 331. 
— 
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its own nature. According to this argument, which is beyond doubt, it is 

not right to qualify God by an attribute, for God’s attribute is His very 

ipseity (huwiya), nor may that attribute subsist in Him. If His attribute 

were other than His very ipseity, it would be an accident (‘arad) in Him; 

however, His ipseity is not a substrate of accidents (mahall-i a‘rad). Hence, 

no attribute whatsoever should be ascribed to Him. 

Concerning the doctrine of Oneness of the ahl-i ta’yid — those who 

enjoy divine assistance - we shall give an exhaustive account of this 

somewhat later. Since, according to the doctrine of this group, there 

is an essence to which six different qualities pertain — first, knowledge, 

then power, thirdly, life, fourthly, hearing, fifthly, seeing, and sixthly, 

eternity — this has to be an essence divided into six parts. For it is ob- 

vious that there can be knowledge without power and power without 

knowledge, and both of these can be without life as well. Each of these 

three is possible without hearing, four of these without sight, and five of 

them without eternity, though all six are attributes. Now if the Creator’s 

essence were in six different parts, this would be a substance (jawhar) 

divided into six. This is not oneness but multiplicity. To say that one es- 

sence is knowledge and the same essence is power is a nonsensical state- 

ment. If both knowledge and power are one, it follows necessarily that 

anyone who is knowing is powerful too. Thus, whoever says that God 

is knowing has also said that He is powerful. But if such is the case, it 

would be more economical to describe Him by one attribute rather than 

all six, since when you have pronounced one attribute you have implied 

the others as well. 

[62] If such is not the case, and another signification applied to each at- 

tribute by virtue of its own essence, there would be one substance with six 

multiple [entities], not a single, unique one. On the contrary, whoever says 

that God is knowing without a knowledge has said that He is unknowing. 

Whoever says that He is powerful without a power has said that He is 
powerless. The other attributes too would have to be denied. The result 
would be what we expounded earlier regarding the doctrine of the group 
(the Karramites) who state that God is a body not like other bodies, such 
that one would say, ‘He is a body not like a body.’ But this is sheer raving. 
This doctrine of theirs (the Mu‘tazilites) that attributes are attributes es- 
sentially, comes from a sort of fervour (sawda’i) which has alighted within 
their hearts, a fervour which they cannot quite articulate correctly. In their 
discourse and in their scrutiny something other emerges than what lies in 
the hidden insinuations of their thoughts. 
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[63] No one could come up with less persuasive arguments than these to 
prove that God is seeing and hearing, as when they state that ‘We know 
that God is seeing and hearing since anyone who is alive and unimpaired 
sees and hears. But we know that since God is alive and unimpaired, He 
sees and hears ...’ Good heavens! What sort of anthropomorphism could 
be feebler than this which supposes that God, like a human being, might 
be ‘unimpaired?’ Why not say just as well that God eats, drinks, and walks 
too since everyone can observe that whoever is alive and unimpaired also 

eats, drinks, and walks? When they state that it is the case that God sees or 

perceives things in the perceptible realm, well, the taste and smell of things 

also lies within the realm of the perceptible. But if God does not eat and 

drink, nor experience taste, nor perceive smells, if He does not encounter 

tastes and smells, then He is not ‘alive and unimpaired’. If too He does not 

move from one place to another, He is not ‘alive and unimpaired’. 

Nevertheless, when they state that if there were more than one God, 

there would be no order in the world, this is right and just, and a worthy 

theological pronouncement. 

[64] Everyone who listens with scrupulous attention to the critique 

which we have made of the doctrine of Oneness of this group, and turns 

it over reflectively in his mind, will recognise that it is a correct critique. 

To posit one essence with six different attributes is not true tawhid. Quite 

the opposite: it is to posit a multiplicity.'”° Nor can it be true tawhid to 

ascribe creaturely qualities to God. On the contrary, that is anthropo- 

morphism. This group never sees anything better than themselves and 

indeed, fancy themselves to be God. ‘That is error extreme!’"”! 

(d) The Doctrine of the Metaphysical Philosophers on Tawhid 

[65] From Socrates and Empedocles to Plato and Aristotle, the meta- 

physical philosophers'” hold that all causes have a single cause, which 

is the cause of the world, the First Cause. They say that these causes 

170. ‘Multiplicity, plurality’ (takthir), also firmly denied in the opening of 

NKh’s great ode: ‘Khudavandi keh dar wahdat qadim-ast az hamah ashya’/nah 

andar wahdatash kathrat, nah muhdath zin hamah tanha’ in his Diwan, p. 1. 

171. The phrase is in Arabic: dhalika huwa al-dallal al-ba‘id (citing Q14:18). 

172. The term used is muta’allihan-i falasifah. By this term, NKh denotes 

those who engage in metaphysics. 

— 
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stand in ranks, and that from each cause an effect proceeds, from the 

First Cause — and this is the Creator - down to the final effect, which is 

man. Further, the cause is that which, when we conceive of it, produces 

the effect. Whatever we conceive through this faculty of representation 

(wahm),'” by that very act of conception brings forth another thing: 

that which is conceived is the effect of the cause which we had posited. 

So, according to them, the sun’s disk is the cause of daylight and day- 

light is its effect. The proof of the correctness of this view is that when 

we apprehend the sun’s disk, we know that daylight results.’ Since it 

is something by which, when we apprehend it, no other thing can be 

apprehended, we know that that effect is ultimate, and this is man. If 

as a sort of mental exercise we eliminate man from this world, no other 

thing whatsoever can be apprehended. Thus, if we imagine an animal, 

a living thing, man too is apprehended, for the simple reason that man 

is a species of living creature, whose genus is animal. Nevertheless, if we 

imagine man, ‘animal’ is not apprehended. 

[66] In short, man is a species and the ultimate effect, not in a temporal 

but in a creational sequence. The Creator’s purpose in creating was the 

existence of man; with his creation the ultimate was achieved. These 

sages further say that since we find man to be the final thing caused, 

the first cause can be rationally established, beyond which there is no 

further cause, just as there is no further caused thing than mankind. 

They claim that the cause of this effect - which is man - is food, for the 

simple reason that if food were eliminated, man could not be. Thus they 

say, ‘We find that food is man’s cause. The cause of food lies in the ‘na- 

tures’ (taba‘i).'”° If these ‘natures’ did not exist, there would be no plants, 

for ‘natures’ are their cause. The cause of the ‘natures’ is the spheres. If 

there were no spheres, there would be no ‘natures’. Since they find that 

these spheres have many forms and unlimited motion, they hold that the 

spheres too are caused. The reason for this is that just as below them (i.e., 

173. For wahm, see Sheikh, A Dictionary of Muslim Philosophy, p. 143: 

‘Apprehension of the meanings of the sensible objects, a kind of cognitive 
experience which is also available to the animals, and one on the basis of which 
they are enabled to draw inferences for their physical well-being and safety.’ See 
also 5:90, and note 226 below. 

174. An example drawn from the logic of the Stoa. See van Ess, Erkenntnislehre, 

P- 359. 

175. By ‘natures’, NKh means the fixed indwelling characters of things, a 
notion rejected by Ash‘arite theologians. 
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the spheres) there are other things having form and motion, all of which 
are caused, so too they possess form and motion, and so, they say, the 
spheres are caused as well, and their cause is the world’s Creator. 

[67] They also claim that from the final effect to the First Cause, all that 
is in between is [characterised by] movement (mutaharrik). Neverthe- 
less, the movements of these lowest things - from man and nourish- 
ment, plants, and ‘natures’ - are all defective as well as finite. Hence, 
human movement has immobility as its end-term; nourishment has the 
human body as its end-point, since the animal emerges from the vegetal. 

Likewise, vegetal motion, which is the cause of nourishment, has a term: 

it moves from its initial sprouting to its own completion, from the seed 

it becomes fruit. The motion of ‘natures’ too is limited; the midpoint 

of the spheres is its limit, that being the centre of the cosmos. So long 

as dust and stone from their all - the earth - are not compelled by a 

compelling force to be moved and carried into the air, they make no 

motion to return to the centre; however, when stone or dust or water or 

air do return to their whole, and fall into the other components of the 

dust — since the centre of the cosmos is where those components come 

to rest — their movement comes to a close. When air is forced below wa- 

ter, it rises by its very nature from there until it rejoins the atmosphere, 

where its movement ends. Fire too, when it comes from the middle of 

the air to its own midpoint, which is the sphere of the ether, comes to 

rest. Every movement which has rest as its end-point is defective. This 

is why the philosopher-sages claim that the movements of caused things 

(ma‘lulat) here below are defective. It is for this reason, they state, that 

the movement of the sphere - whose own effects lie below it and whose 

own cause, being none other than the world’s Creator, lies above it — is 

perfect, for its movement has no destination where it would come to 

rest, once it has arrived there, the way that a stone always falls toward the 

ground and when it reaches the ground, comes to rest. 

[68] They go on to say that the sphere, whose motion is different from 

the motion of other caused things, is the first caused thing, and necessar- 

ily so; and that the defective motion proper to those caused things which 

are below the sphere, proceeds from it. Furthermore, that this infinite 

motion of that caused thing comes from the First Cause. And since the 

motion of this caused thing, which is the sphere, is infinite, it follows 

necessarily that the power of its cause, being the Creator of the world, is 

itself infinite. They concur that the movement of the spheres does not 

proceed from one direction to another, such that once arrived it would 

come to rest, the way the movements of the individual components of 
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‘natures’, once separated from their wholes, move towards those wholes 

and when they reach them, come to rest. They hold that this perfected 

motion — this circular motion — is the cause of the defective motions 

proper to the components of ‘natures’. 

[69] They state that the effects of the various actions of these supreme 

celestial bodies tend downwards toward the centre. The existence of the 

corruptible natural entities (ka’inat-i fasidat-i tabi7) — including the ele- 

ments, plants, and animals — result from these effects. Among these ef- 

fects there are some which are irresistible, as well as universal, of a sort 

that no individual earthly component can avert, such as clouds, rains, 

thunder and lightning and thunderbolts, earthquakes, and sandstorms 

(samiim), which strike and against which there is no stratagem (hila). 

Still, among individual earthly components there are some natural 

activities, originating in those celestial bodies, which can be resisted, 

either by opposition (mukhdlafa), as when cumin-seed is put into musk 

and blocks the fragrance of the musk; or by mutual affinity (muwafaqa), 

as when a magnet rubbed with a mixture of honey and garlic loses its 

natural properties and no longer attracts iron.'” Likewise with effects 

which occur in the human body through corporeal causes: when a per- 

son recognises what kinds of occurrences these are, he can take steps to 

counter these by opposing them. 

[70] But if he knows these effects and yet does not know what to do to 

oppose them, he cannot act to counter them and so remains helpless 

before them. Thus, we know that fierce heat and bitter cold occur in 

the world because of the motions of the heavens and the effect of the 

celestial bodies. And we see that people avert these from their bodies, 

in the case of fierce heat, by hurrying into below-ground houses and 

reed-dwellings,'” eating food and drink which remove the natural heat 

from the bodily frame; and, in the case of the bitter cold, by hastening 

into warm houses, seeking the aid of fire, putting on silks and furs, and 

eating food and drink which conserve natural heat. In just this way, by 

176. For these examples, see Manfred Ullmann, Die Natur- und Geheim- 

wissenschaften im Islam (Leiden, 1972), pp. 398-399. For a further discussion of 

the magnet and its ‘intimacy’ (ulfa) with iron, see Aba Hayyan al-Tawhidi, Kitab 

al-imta‘ wa'l-mu’anasa (Beirut, 1953), vol. 2, p. 109. 

177. Khashan-khana, cf. Steingass, A Persian-English Dictionary, p. 463: ‘A 

house constructed of reeds ... which being kept continually sprinkled, a circula- 
tion of cool air is thereby maintained within.’ 



On the Proof of the Creator’s Existence 7) 

knowing the causes which may occur, one can avert them by remedies 
which one knows act counter to them. 

[71] They say further, ‘We have made plain that the actions of the motion 
of the supreme body and their effects are not all such as to be beyond 
opposition.’ The final word in this sense, which lies at the source of the 
tawhid of philosophy, rightly belongs to the prince of Greek philosophers 
~ I mean the divine Aristotle — who says, “The influence of the celestial 
bodies acts on things which are lesser in nobility than the celestial bodies. 

As for the influence of the celestial bodies on that which is superior to 

them, it is utterly without effect.!”* And he says, ‘The influence of these 

[celestial] bodies affects the bodies of plants and animals, the compounds 

(tarakib), the co.poreal souls, and growth. Nevertheless, they have no 

effect on the illustrious rational and articulate Soul, which knows and 

encompasses the world and all that it contains, which rises above the 

sphere, which numbers and measures the celestial bodies whose courses 

and motions it discerns — [that Soul] which no veil can obstruct, which 

courses through the seas and the dry land in no time and without pain; 

and this is because the rational Soul enters into the sea but does not 

drown, while fire is docile before it and does not scorch it.’ This knowledge 

and sovereign authority of the rational Soul, they say, proceed from the 

fact that it is a part of that All itself which is the cause of the spheres and 

the stars and all that is below them. Since the Universal Soul (they say) is 

the adornment (drayandah-i falak) of the sphere, while the sphere and 

all the celestial bodies within it, stand at its service, it is possible — no, it is 

necessary — that this portion, which is the rational Soul and a part of that 

All, be capable of warding off the harms effectuated by the All itself from 

its body, for its providence (‘indyat) is linked with it.'” The ‘providence’ 

of the individual soul with respect to its body lies in the fact that the body 

is its servant, its abode, and its mount. 

178. Cf. (pseudo) Aristotle, De mundo, 398a-399a. 

179. ‘Providence’ (‘inayat), a term resonant with the influence of Ibn Sina 

who developed it from Greek, and especially Stoic, teaching (Greek mpovoia), 

here reflects the Avicennian conviction that the cosmos is designed in the best 

possible fashion for the benefit of all its components. See Ibn Sina, al-Shifa’, 

ed. and tr. M. Marmura, Book IX, Chapter 6, pp. 339-347, as well as H. Ritter, 

‘Risalat Ibn Sina fi’l-arzaq’, RAAD 25 (1950), pp. 199-209 (in Arabic); also, my 

Theodicy in Islamic Thought, pp. 187-189. De Gastines’s translation of the term 

as ‘solicitude’ (p. 96) is correct with respect to the literal meaning of the word but 

misses its philosophical connotations. 
— 
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Aristotle’s Teaching on the Four Parts of Speech 

Why is discourse fourfold: imperative, then vocative, 

Then third, declarative, and fourth, interrogative? 

(Jurjani, verse 31) 

[72] This is the teaching of the logician and philosopher - that is, 

Aristotle — who states: Discourse in its entirety falls into four divisions. 

First is the imperative (amr). This is when one person says to another, 

‘Do this’ and ‘Say this’, and the like. Another [mode] is the interrogative 

(istikhbar), which is to request information, as when we say to someone, 

‘How are you?’ and “Where are you going?’, and the like. The third is preca- 

tive (sual), asking for something; for example, you say to someone, ‘Give me 

food’ or “Give me drink’, and so forth. And the fourth is declarative (khabar), 

as when we say, ‘So it was’ or ‘So it is’, and the like. A group of logicians as- 

cribe a fifth division to discourse which they call ‘problematical’ (mas‘ala), 

as when we say to someone, “What do you think about this matter?’ and the 

like. The objective of Aristotle, that lord of logic, in subdividing discourse 

and expounding its modes, was - and is — to make clear in which of these 

modes of speech error may occur and in which it may not. Accordingly, he 

has stated that in three of those modes - imperative, interrogative, and 

precative — no error may occur. This is because in each of these three, the 

mode of speech applies to one thing only, and nothing else. Thus, when one 

says, ‘Speak’, or ‘Sit’, these words apply only to that thing to which the com- 

mand is directed and no falsehood may enter in. And if someone should 

say, ‘What did you say?’ or ‘Where are you?’, no falsehood may enter into 

these as well. If someone asks for something, the words apply to that thing 

and from them no error may arise. He thus establishes that falsehood may 

occur only in one of these divisions. That division is the declarative. The 

philosopher’s objective in composing his work on logic was so that by this 

noble discipline falsehood might be clearly distinguished from truth. 

73 
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[73] And so the philosopher - by whom I mean Aristotle - says, 

‘Among the divisions of discourse error may occur [only] in the de- 

clarative mode, but the declarative consists of two subdivisions. One 

of these is the particular (istithna); the other is the general (hukm-i 

gat’). Whatever is particular is true while whatever is general [apodic- 

tic or categorical: batt] may be true [or] may be possible, that is, it may 

be between truth and falsehood.’ The particular declarative [sentence] 

may be such as when someone says, ‘When it rains, there is mud’, 

or ‘Where there is smoke, there is fire.’ In other words, if there were 

neither rain nor fire, there would not be mud or smoke. The categori- 

cal sentence (hukm-i batt) is as when someone says, ‘Man is a writer’ 

(mardum dabir ast).'*° But man may be a writer just as he may also not 

be a writer. 

[74] He says further that [single] words are all ‘indesignate’ (muhmal)."*! 

They may occur in either affirmation or in denial but [only] when they 

do, may they be false or true. For example, when somebody says ‘house’ 

or ‘palace’, the words are indesignate since falsehood does not enter into 

them. And if someone says, ‘so-and-so is’ (fuldan ast), that too is indesig- 

nate, and there is neither truth nor falsehood in it.'* But if these two are 

connected, either in affirmation or in denial, then there results a sentence 

into which truth and falsehood may enter, as when one says, “This is the 

palace of so-and-so’ and joins ‘palace’ with ‘so-and-so’. This allows two 

alternatives: If the palace does belong to so-and-so, the proposition is true; 

but if the palace does not belong to so-and-so, the proposition is false. 

180. That is, a categorical statement: man is a writer by nature, along the 

lines of-‘man is a rational animal’. 

181. De Gastines (p. 98) translates muhmal as ‘dépourvu de sens’, ice., 

meaningless, in accord with the common meaning of the Persian (cf. Steingass, 
A Persian-English Dictionary, p. 1,356). But here the usage seems to be technical; 
they are not without meaning, but taken in isolation are neither true nor false; cf. 
al-Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjani, al-Ta'‘rifat (Cairo, 1357/1938), p. 213, s.v. muhmalat: 

‘These are terms not indicative of a meaning by placement (context: wad)).’ 
182, The example is somewhat unclear though its thrust is plain. I have 

understood it as a sentence lacking a predicate and so neither true nor false; de 
Gastines (p. 98) renders it as ‘est 4 Untel’, i.e., as ‘belonging to or proper to such- 
and-such’, which is also possible, especially given the discussion which follows. 
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[75] The falsehood and the truth of a proposition are discoverable by 
this linkage,'** by way of either affirmation or denial. As one says, ‘It is 
the palace of so-and-so’ or ‘It is not the palace of so-and-so.’ A proposi- 
tion may be true either by affirming one thing of another which prop- 
erly pertains to it, or by denying one thing of another to which it does 
not properly pertain. Two such propositions will be true and contain no 
falsehood. Falsehood consists in affirming one thing of another to which 
it does not properly pertain, as if somebody should say, ‘Fire is cold’ or 

‘Fire is not hot.’ This is a denial of something which properly belongs to 

it, inasmuch as heat is proper to fire, and so it is false. 

This is the philosophers’ discourse on the parts of speech, and on the 

possibility of error in one of these parts, to the exclusion of the others.'*4 

We have mentioned a portion of the logician-philosopher’s discussion 

on the separation of the parts of speech into four because this man'* has 

asked about it. To know why speech is in four modes, as well as what the 

purpose of this act of division might be, would be a far weightier matter 

than to ask why they are four. We will not concern ourselves with an 

explanation of the other divisions of speech so that we do not stray from 

our goal. 

[76] As for the response of the exegetes (ahl-i ta’wil) - upon them be 

peace — to this person who asks why discourse has four modes, of which 

the first of these is the imperative, the second the vocative (nida),'*° the 

third the declarative, and the fourth the interrogative, just as this man, 

who was among the adherents of the true faith, has said in this verse — it 

is as they say: The existence of the world together with all that is in it 

occurs through the command (amr) of God. They term this ‘originator’ 

(ibda’), denoting a single word of two consonants, which they identify 

as ‘Be!’ (kun).!*” The meaning of this statement is that from the Creator’s 

183. That is, by linking individual terms in a declarative sentence. 

184. Though the plural is used (falasifa), the reference seems to be to Aristo- 

tle alone; perhaps a scribal error. 

185. Referring to the poet al-Jurjani and the question posed in verse 31. 

186. The vocative was not mentioned earlier; perhaps this is another copyist’s 

mistake. 

187. The Arabic imperative kun (‘be’) is written with two consonants (K — N) 

in Arabic. For a discussion, and text, of an early Zaydi source, see Stern, Studies 

in Early Isma‘ilism, pp. 3-29. On ibda’, see notes 65 above and 377 below. 

— 
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command emerged the First Intellect to which the imperative [mode] 

was united, on the pattern of this one word of two consonants; the whole 

world with all it contains sprang forth from those two letters, just as God 

says, ‘All We say to a thing when We desire it is to say to it, “Be!” and it 

is.!88 The Universal Soul originates from the Universal Intellect by the 

power of the Creator’s command - glory be to Him! They say that the 

letter kaf represents the Universal Intellect and the letter niin represents 

the Universal Soul with respect to the world’s creation. As proof of this 

claim, they take the individual human being in whom both an articu- 

late soul and a discriminating intelligence are present. Since in the end 

God’s imperative came in the word of God - glory be to Him — to man, 

as He says, ‘O people, fear your Lord’,‘® this ultimate existent (i-e., man) 

provides us with evidence and is a proof that the primordial existence 

was imperative and was Word. And that was ‘Be!’ which is both impera- 

tive and word; nay, rather, it was an utterance (qawl) which was the first 

imperative — a single word - and at the last, man, the speaking creature, 

the being receptive to that imperative, appeared. 

[77] We say further in response to this verse that the first of the modes 

of discourse is the imperative; the imperative in discourse is at the level 

of the First Intellect with which the Divine Command is united, and its 

source is God’s Book. Rather, God’s Book in its truth is the very sub- 

stance of the Intellect (jawhar-i ‘aq!) since all beings are within its essence 

at the level of seed (tukhm). The Intellect’s knowledge of things stands 

as proof of the rightness of our statement, ‘the Intellect is all (‘aql hameh 

chiz ast)’. The second mode of discourse is the vocative (nida). When by 

the primal command, the receiver of the Word appears, it must be said 

to him, “Accept this Word’, so that he becomes aware that the Word is 

addressed to him. The rank of the vocative in the modes of discourse 

is the Universal Soul, just as the rank of the imperative in the modes is 

the Universal Intellect. The third of the modes is the declarative which 

is the bearer of truth and falsehood. Its rank among the modes is that 
of the Prophet of God who was the Emissary and the Prophet offering 
declaration (khabar-dihanda). He - peace be upon him - gave tidings to 
people from God of what is written in the noble and glorious Book. And 
because the Emissary was a mediator (miydanji) between the subtle world 

188. Q16:40. 

189. Q22:1. Verse given first in Persian translation, then in original; reference 
omitted in de Gastines, p. 100. 
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(alam-i latif) and the dense world (‘alam-i kathif),' his God-given 
Word to mankind cannoi properly have a single aspect; a part of it has 
to be solid (muhkam), as bodies are, and another part has to be ethereal 
(mutashabih), as spirits are, so that there might be inference (dalil)!”! 
from the dense to the ethereal.'” In the Book, the [outward] examples 
correspond to bodies while the [hidden] meanings relate to spirits; the 
creation of man was according to this pattern, for the creation of man 

was the best creation, as God Himself says, ‘We created man in the fairest 

stature.’'*’ God’s Book too is the fairest expression, the subtlest composi- 

tion, as He says, “God has sent down the most beautiful of all teachings: a 

Scripture that is consistent and draws comparisons; that causes the skins 

of those in awe of their Lord to shiver. Then their skins and their hearts 

soften at the mention of God: such is God’s guidance. He guides with it 

whoever He will; no one can guide those God leaves to stray.'°* God sent 

down ‘the most beautiful of all teachings, a Book whose parts resemble 

one another’; that is, the symbol and the symbolised,'” the outward and 

the inward, are like body and soul. ‘The skins of those who fear [God] 

shiver’, that is, when they see the astounding figures in it. Then ‘their 

skins and their hearts soften at the mention of God’ - He is exalted - that 

is, when they discover the symbolic interpretation (ta’wil) of those par- 

ables, their hearts are at rest; they understand that that which outwardly 
seems a likeness (tashbih) is not rightly so in terms of its inner sense. 

Then He says, “This is the right path of God’, that is, interpretation is 

the ‘right path’ and on this path “He guides whom He will’, but everyone 

whom ‘God leaves to stray’ will find no one to guide him; that is, anyone 

who, put to the test by God (az bala’-yi khuda), neither seeks nor heeds 

the hidden interpretation of the parables in the Book will find no one to 

show him the way. 

190. On these two realms, see the discussion in 29: 341-342 below. 

191. I follow the Arabic translation here, which renders dalil as istidlal; cf. 

Shata, p. 211, l. 6. 

192. The contrast is between the solid and corporeal, or external (zahir), 

and the insubstantial and spiritual, or internal ( batin), aspects, as is common in 

Nkh’s discourse. 

193. Q95:4. 
194. Q39:23, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

195. Mathal ve mamthil, here following de Gastines’s rendering (p. 102): 

‘symbole et symbolisé’, for lack of a plausible English phrase. 

— 
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[78] Now, since the Book of God is replete with figurative expression 

(bar mutashabih amad),'% and the differences of opinion in interpreting 

its enigmas are evidence of this, it is also declarative, and the master of 

the declarative is the Prophet of God; indeed, God says, “Tell My ser- 

vants that I am forgiving and merciful, and that My torment is the painful 

torment.”” We have now established why the third of the four modes of 

discourse is the declarative, the reason being that the Emissary is himself 

the third principle (as/) of the four fundamental principles of religion." 

[79] The fourth mode of discourse is the interrogative. It is obligatory 

to ask how and why about what is heard. The interrogative comes after 

the declarative; it means to ask about what the declarative comprises in 

itself. It corresponds to the rank of the masters of symbolic interpreta- 

tion (i.e., the Imams) and people should interrogate them about those 

figures and riddles and ambiguities which are in the Book, so that they 

may emerge from the shadows of metaphors into the light of elucida- 

tion, as God Himself says, “God is the protector of those who believe. He 

brings them out of the darkness into the light.” The protector of believ- 

ers is also the inspiration (wahy) vouchsafed to the Prophet, as God says, 

‘Your protector is God - and His Messenger, and those who believe: those 

who perform prayer and pay the zakat and bow down.*” At the begin- 

ning of this book we spoke in great detail in order to clarify and affirm 

the spiritual authority (wilaya) of the Prophet. We have now shown why 

the fourth mode of discourse is the interrogative, and just as the inter- 

rogative is the fourth mode, so too the master of symbolic interpretation 

is the fourth foundation of the true faith. We have made it plain too 

that God’s word has arrived by the mediation of these four to people of 

196. It should be noted that the term normally used for the ‘ambiguous verses’ 

of the Qur’an is mutashabih; however, NKh seems to use this technical term in a 

somewhat different sense than the traditional, i.e., to denote those verses in which 

an inner, esoteric meaning lies concealed. For this reason I have not consistently 
translated the term as simply ‘ambiguous’, especially when he uses it to mean 

verses open to figurative or metaphorical or symbolic interpretation. 

197. Q15:49-50, tr. Jones. 

198. That is, the Universal Intellect and Soul, and their corresponding 
terrestrial representations, the Prophets and the Imams. See 20:262 below. 

199. Q2:257, tr. Jones. 

200. Qs5:55, tr. Jones. According to most Shit and Sunni commentators, this 

verse refers to ‘Ali b. Abi Talib. 
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understanding. Indeed, it is for this reason that discourse is fourfold. 

Praise be to God, Lord or the worlds, and may God pray! over the 

Prophet Muhammad, his family, and his companions all. 

201. For the notion that God prays, see S. D. Goitein, ‘Prayer in Islam’, in 

Studies in Islamic History and Institutions (Leiden, 1968), p. 78: ‘Since prayer is 

the most significant occupation of the pious, it is unimaginable that God should 

not pray himself ... The main object of God’s prayer, of course, is the Prophet 

of Islam.’ 
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On Form, Property, Definition, and Description 

Of the nature of form and of the proprium, 

Of description and definition - what do you know or have heard? 

Speak and instruct! 

(Jurjani, verse 32) 

[80] In this verse there are four questions. The first is about form 

(hayat), the second is about the proprium (khdssa),” the third is about 

description (rasm), and the fourth is about definition (hadd). 

These are all matters of logic. The terms were applied by Aristotle, 

the master of logic. Nowadays the practitioners of this noble art all use 

these terms throughout this discipline. So too do the grammarians have 

terms in their art and in teaching use such words as ‘nominative’, ‘ac- 

cusative’, ‘genitive’, ‘apocopation’, and the like. Likewise prosodists have 

technical terms in their art for the rules and metres of poetry, such as 

‘the long’ (ta’wil), ‘the extended’ (madid), ‘the outspread’ (bast) metres, 

202. One of the properties of a species which distinguishes it within a genus, 

e.g., man is an animal ‘who laughs’ (or has the potential to laugh) or ‘who writes’. 

The term ‘laughing animal’ implies man. Unlike the ‘specific difference’ (fasl in 

Arabic and Persian), the khassa (or proprium, in the terminology of the Latin 

Scholastics) is not an inseparable aspect of man: by definition, man is ‘a rational 

animal’ - rationality is his ‘specific difference’ - but laughing or writing, though 

exclusively human activities, does not define man qua man. Cf. Aristotle, Post- 

erior Analytics: Topica, ed. and tr. H. Tredennick and E. S. Forster (Cambridge, 

MA, and London, 1976), 102a, 18ff.; Porphyry, Isagoge, tr. Edward W. Warren 

(Toronto, 1975), p. 48; J. Gredt, Elementa Philosophiae Aristotelico-Thomisticae 

(3rd rev. edn, Barcelona, 1961), vol. 1, pp. 144-145; al-Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjani, 

al-Ta'rifat, pp. 84-85. In this chapter, NKh relies heavily on the Rasa’il of the 

Ikhwan al-Safa’, vol. 3, pp. 384-392, from which he takes his questions and defi- 

nitions. (I am indebted to Professor Carmela Baffioni for this reference.) 

~ 

81 
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and so forth, as well as ‘tent rope’ (sabab), ‘combined tent peg’ (watad-i 

majmit), ‘joined tent peg’ (watad-i maqrun), and the like.” This man’s 

(i.e., Jurjani’s) motive in raising these questions is to demonstrate his 

own knowledge of the science of logic, which is the most powerful in- 

strument in gaining a knowledge of tawhid, itself the most tremendous 

as well as the most necessary science. Earlier, at the beginning of our 

commentary on this ode, we spoke about ‘form’; now, however, we will 

discuss each one of these four questions in a fully adequate manner.™ 

[81] Configuration (hay’at) is that which distinguishes one individual 

from another, and especially in the case of human beings, despite the 

fact that the form (surat) of all is one and the same. 

Thus, Zayd and ‘Amr, despite the fact that both are in human form, 

are distinct from each other by virtue of the different configurations 

they present. There is great wisdom in this for if these shapes did not 

differ and everyone was of the same configuration, as with the animals, 

many evils would arise for mankind. For this reason, the Powerful and 

Mighty ordered things in this way and so He differentiated each one 

from the other through its configuration so that they might recognise 

one another, notwithstanding the fact that they are all of one form. Thus 

He says, “O people, We have created you male and female and made you 

races and tribes that you may know one another. I said earlier - and 

now repeat it - that the reason for this difference of configurations 

together with this unity of form is, first, that for each species there is 

an instantiating form’ while for each individual there is a generative 

form.” By this I mean that at the outset, there is out of each species 

a pair (jufti), a male and a female, and the instantiating pairs for both 

the human and the non-human appear in the world without generation 

(bi zayesh) from that instantiating form, and the intellect necessarily 

affirms (muqirr) these instantiating pairs which are without generation. 

203. Technical terms from Arabic prosody: the ‘long’ metre is so-called 

because characterised by the use of three long syllables in the second foot, the 
‘tent rope’ and ‘tent pegs’ designate different syllabic contractions, etc. See 
William Wright, A Grammar of the Arabic Language (Cambridge, 1951), vol. 2, 
pp. 350-390, for details. 

204. This earlier discussion of ‘form’ is missing from the MS as it stands. 
205. Q49:13, tr. Jones. 

206, surat-i ibda’, i.e., the primeval archetypal form. 

207. surat-i tawlidi, i.e., the individual form conferred by generation. 
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A rational proof for the existence of the instantiating pair among human 
beings in particular is this: Today we see one individual among others 
who has a son while he himself is somebody else’s son; this is the con- 
necting link (wasita) of the man in the process of generation. But there 
is another individual among men who is somebody’s son but who has 
no son of his own; he too stands in the process of generation (tawlid). 
Therefore, it follows by rational classification (taqsim) that there must 
be a pair which consists of those who are no one’s child but who have 
children of their own, and this must be the beginning of mankind in the 

generative process. This pair we affirm to be those whom we call Adam 

and Eve. This is a religious principle based on a logical definition such 

as we affirm it and it is absolutely beyond dispute. 

[82] Some of the philosophers who affirm ‘creation from nothing’ 

(muqirrin bi-ibda‘) declare that when humankind was first created 

(mardum-i ibda‘) there was more than a single pair. Every rational per- 

son knows that, since a child who has a mother and a father but no child 

is the last in [the line of] generation (zdyesh). Now the pair who were 

the first humans in this world and who had children but no father or 

mother were different from this child without descendants. Therefore, 

this primordial couple had a primordial form; but primordial creation is 

unalterable and its forms are wholly identical. Empedocles the Sage has 

called this primordial couple ‘the universal human’, both enduring and 

everlasting, whereas individuals who are generated have diverse config- 

urations.*” For this reason, individual human beings may be many or 

few, while the species itself never undergoes increase or decrease. We 

have already mentioned the proofs for the diversity of configurations 

and the necessary cause of that diversity with respect to matter, location, 

and times, both universal and particular. We will not repeat these here 

lest the book grow too lengthy. 

[83] As for ‘property’ (khdssa), it is one of five terms used in the art 

of logic; namely, genus, species, specific difference, property, and ac- 

cident.” The meaning of ‘property’ is something which distinguishes 

one species from other species within its genus and which is particular 

208. There is no reference to this notion in the surviving fragments of 

Empedocles and the ascription seems improbable, given his cosmology. 

209. These are the ‘five predicables’ (al-alfaz al-khamsah); see Aristotle, Top- 

ica, 101b 38-102b 27; Porphyry, Isagoge, pp. 28ff.; Gredt, Elementa Philosophiae, 

vol. 1, p. 133. 
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to that species." It is understood in two senses. First, it is that which 

is present in the species as a whole and at all times, e.g., to laugh is a 

property belonging to man out of all the animals; every man has this 

property and has it at all times. Second, it is that which belongs to the 

entire human species but not at all times, e.g., for the hair to turn white 

is a property of man but only at the time of old age. There is also a third 

property belonging to man even though it does not belong to all men, 

e.g., weeping which is proper to man though not to all men.*"’ Accord- 

ingly, logicians classify this as among ‘concomitant accidents’ (a‘rad-i 

lazim).2"2 Moreover, there are also properties which pertain to man but 

which he shares with other animals as well, e.g., to walk on two feet, for 

birds also walk on two feet. 

[84] Description (rasm) is a short phrase which is said of a thing to dis- 

tinguish it verbally from some other thing.’ This phrase ought to in- 

dicate the nature of that thing in terms of its accidents. A description is 

drawn from the genus of a thing together with its property; for example, 

as when we say, ‘The description of man is that living and laughing [be- 

ing]’, or ‘living and weeping’ one. Hence, ‘living’ is a description of man 

taken from his genus as ‘animal’, while ‘to laugh’ is a property specific 

to man; this then is the description of a human being. Description is 

close to definition, except that description has this property, that it can 

be present to the mind (wahm) without that thing being present; for ex- 

ample, weeping can be conceived in a person without that person being 

present. This is a difference between description and definition. 

210. See Aristotle, Topica, 102a, 18ff: “A property is something which does 

not show the essence of a thing but belongs to it alone and is predicated convert- 

ibly of it. For example, it is a property of man to be capable of learning grammar; 

for if-a certain being is a man, he is capable of learning grammar, and if he is 

capable of learning grammar, he is a man.’ 

211. De Gastines (p. 108) renders this as ‘laughing until you weep’ (le rire aux 

larmes), perhaps because it conveys the point of the argument more clearly; the 

text reads simply giryah-i chashmi, ‘weeping’. 

212. Cf. al-Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjani, al-Ta‘rifat, p. 129: ‘A concomitant 
accident (‘arad lazim) is that which remains inseparable from the quiddity, such 

as the potential for writing in relation to a human being.’ 

213. ‘Description’ (rasm) is a technical term in logic and paired with ‘defi- 
nition’ (hadd), as NKh now goes on to show. De Gastines (p. 108) incorrectly 

renders rasm as ‘mode détre’. 



On Form, Property, Definition, and Description 85 

[85] Definition (hadd) is a statement made about a thing such that it 
delimits it so that nothing can be added or subtracted from it, just as one 
land is distinguished from another land by its boundary.” Logicians 
define definition as a final limit (nihayat), as they say: ‘A definition of 
any thing is a statement which has been limited (mahdid) precisely so 
that the thing can be known as it truly is.’ They also say that a definition 
is a statement made about a thing such that the definition is impaired by 
anything added to it, while if something is taken away from the defini- 

tion, that lack too attaches to the definition. An example of this may be 

that when we state that the definition of man is ‘living, endowed with 

speech, mortal’. Now if we add something to this definition by saying, 

‘Man is living, mortal, writing’, the very addition of ‘writing’ leaves out 

many men since by this word we have excluded men who do not write 

from the definition of ‘man’. But then, if we take something away from 

this logical definition of man and say, ‘Man is living and mortal’, we 

could be speaking about all the other animals, beasts of the field as well 

as birds of the air, since we have left ‘speaking’ out of our definition. 

[86] This is the answer we have made to the questions which this man 

has raised in this verse. Those guided by divine inspiration (ahl-i ta’yid) 

state that for a man to be called wise he must possess seven laudable 

traits. First is that his action be judicious (bi-hukm). Second, that his art 

(san‘atesh) be flawless. Third, that his words be truthful. Fourth is that 

his habits be good. Fifth, that his counsel (tadbiresh) be correct. Sixth, 

that his deeds be pure. And seventh, that his knowledge be true. 

[87] And now, at this point we wish to mention a further aspect of the 

true nature of things; this is that it is possible to know things in their 

real nature through their definitions. Our discourse at this point in the 

book serves as an answer to this man about ‘definition and description’ 

- for we are engaged in commenting in reply to his questions — but also, 

we have glimpsed in [other] statements of this man — J mean Abi al- 

Haytham al-Jurjani — remarks bearing on certain of these meanings; and 

the truths we will mention are those ascribed to the treasurer of essential 

Truth,?5 upon whom be peace. Everything that we say for the guidance 

214. The Arabic term hadd denotes a border, a limit, an edge, as well as a 

definition, and these more literal meanings are here in play. On definition, see 

Aristotle, Topica, 101b, 38ff. 

215. khazin-i ‘ilm-i hagqiqi: By this title he probably means to designate the 

Fatimid Imam-caliph al-Mustansir bi'llah. 
— 
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of those who seek right guidance we say by his command and his per- 

mission (bi-farman ve dastur-i i). 

[88] We say, therefore, that to know things in their true nature is to 

know the definitions of those things. This is because all things are of two 

types, not more. By this I mean that they are either simple or compound. 

Compound things can be known in their natures when those things of 

which they are composed are known; simple things are known when 

their particular components are known, one by one. An example of that 

with regard to compound things is when we say, what is ‘clay’ (gil), and 

we reply, water mixed with earth. And if it is asked, what is the real na- 

ture of oxymel, we may answer, vinegar mixed with honey. If it is asked, 

what is the nature of the throne, we may reply, it is wood worked in the 

form of a throne. So, too, the definition of ‘animal’, namely, a soul set 

in a body. 

[89] As for simple things which have been brought into existence 

(mubda’‘) without being composed of other things, their true natures are 

to be discovered in their particular qualities. As an example, if someone 

should ask, what is the nature of ‘matter’ (hayala), we would answer, 

a simple substance receptive to form (jawhari-yi basit ast padhirda-yi 

surat). If it be asked, what is ‘form’, we reply, the form of any thing is 

that by which the existence of a thing may be known. What is ‘sub- 

stance?’ We reply, it is that which subsists in its own nature and is re- 

ceptive to contrary qualities. If it is asked, what is the nature of ‘quality’ 

(sifat), we answer that a quality is an accident which descends into a 

substance but does not form part of its essence. If it be asked, what is 

the nature of ‘thing’, that is, how does the name of something occur, we 

reply that that meaning befalls the name of a thing to make it possible 

to know it and to provide information about it. And what is the nature 

of ‘existing thing’ (mawjiid)? We respond that an existent is that which 

we perceive either by the five senses or of which the imagination forms 
an image, or which something else points to.’'° And if it is asked, what 
is the nature of ‘existence’, we reply, it is that the name of which is hast. 
And ‘non-existence?’ It is that the name of which is nist.?"’ If it be asked, 

216. That is, it can be inferred from something else. 

217. The meaning is unclear. It seems to involve either a tautology or a fal- 
lacy. The definition may be read as ‘that which has a name’ or ‘that the name 
of which is hast’ (‘existence’ in Persian), and the same ambiguity affects the 
definition of ‘non-existence’ (ankeh nam-i a hastast ... ankeh nam-i a nistast). 
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what is the meaning of ‘eternal’ (qadim), we answer that it is that which 
can be neither non-existent nor possible. And if it is asked, what is the 
meaning of ‘contingent’ (muhdath), we reply that it is that which can 
be formed by another. And the meaning of ‘cause’ (‘illat)? We reply, 
that which is the means by which another thing comes to be. For ex- 
ample, the sun is the cause of the daylight since it is the means by which 
the day comes to be. And the meaning of ‘effect’ (ma‘liil)? We say, that 
whose existence has a cause is an effect. And what is the definition of 
‘knowledge’ (‘ilm)? We say that it is a conception on our parts of a thing 
as it really is (tasawwurist az ma mar chizi-ra bi-hagigat-i an).”"* What 

is the definition of ‘a knowing person’ (dana)? We say that a knowing 
person is one who forms a conception (tasawwur) of a thing as it really 

is. If it be asked, what is ‘living’, we reply that that from which an action 

proceeds is living. If it is asked, what is ‘animal’, we say that a body to 

which a soul is joined is an animal. If it be asked, what is the definition 

of ‘powerful’, we reply that it is that he is powerful who acts whenever he 

wishes. If it is asked, what is ‘act’, we say that it is the effect (athari) of an 

agent upon something which is acted upon (maf Gl), or the working out 

of an effect in something receptive to it. If it be asked, what is ‘to will’, 

we reply that it is the conceptual indication (ishdrati-yi wahmi) as to 

which of two quite different alternatives has the possibility of existence. 
If it be asked, what is God, we answer that He is that which is all; that 

He is the cause of everything in existence; to make a thing but not out of 

[another] thing is His action; that He is the maker of the beginning and 

the end of all things in accord with the capacity of each thing to achieve 

its own perfection. If it is asked, what is ‘one capable of producing an 

De Gastines (p. 111) translates as ‘Ce qui a pour nom hast ... Ce qui a pour nom 

nist’, while Shata in his Arabic translation (p. 219) renders it as md la-hu ism and 

ma laysa la-hu ism. I here concur with de Gastines as the other reading seems 

not to make sense. 

218. In logic, tasawwur denotes a simple concept (‘man’, ‘God’, ‘world’, etc.) 

which is then employed in tasdiq, i.e., the formulation of a proposition which is 

either true or false; cf. al-Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjani, al-Ta‘rifat, p. 52: ‘It is the direct 

perception (idrak) of quiddity without any judgement either by way of denial 

or affirmation.’ For a historical discussion of the terms, see Harry A. Wolfson, 

‘The Terms Tasawwur and Tasdiq in Arabic Philosophy and their Greek, Latin 

and Hebrew Equivalents’, in Studies in the History of Philosophy and Religion 

(Cambridge, MA, 1973), vol. 1, pp. 478-492. 
— 
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action’, we reply ...2!° If it be asked, what is the definition of ‘art’, we 

answer that it is to impart form to matter. If someone asks, what is an 

‘artisan’, we reply that it is he who draws form out of potentiality and 

lodges it within matter, e.g., the carpenter is an artisan who draws the 

form of the throne out of the bound of potentiality (az hadd-i quwwat) 

and conceals it in matter and wood, and so is it with other artisans. If it 

be asked, what is the ‘thing made’, we answer that whatever is composed 

of matter and form is a made thing. If it is asked, what is ‘the Agent Intel- 

lect’ (‘aql-i fal), we reply that it is the first originated thing which God 

brought forth out of nothing (ibda‘ kardeh ast) and that it is a simple 

luminous substance in which the forms of all things are present. If it is 

asked, what is ‘the soul’ (nafs), we answer that it is a simple substance 

(jawharist basit), both spiritual and living in essence, with the potential 

for knowing and the nature for acting; it is one form among the forms 

of the Agent Intellect. If it be asked, what is a ‘natural genus’, we reply 

that it is a grouping (jama‘ati) of things the forms of which are differ- 

ent, though all are in a single category (ma‘ni), just as animals, beasts 

and birds, and human beings have different forms, yet all are animals. 

If it be asked, what is ‘natural species’, we answer that it is a single form 

comprising many different individuals. If it is asked, what is ‘individual’, 

we answer that everything which is in one category (bakhsh) and which 

is so indicated is an individual. If it be asked, what is the definition of 

‘logical distinction’ (fasl-i mantiqi), we reply that it is a term uttered with 

reference to many things which differ in species, in reply to the question 

‘what is it?’’° Thus, somebody might say ‘animal’ and then be asked 

‘which animal?’ to which he replies, ‘a bird’. This is a distinction which 

differentiates the bird from the totality of other animals. And there are 

also many species of bird, such as the eagle, the partridge, the crow, the 

sparrow, and the like. If it be asked, what is an ‘accident’ (‘arad), we 

answer that the definition of an accident is a thing which is in another 

thing but which when removed from that thing does not nullify it; for 

example, blackness in hair is an accident but if blackness is removed 

and it turns white, it is not any less hair. If it is asked, what is ‘light’, we 
answer that it is a simple substance which everyone can see and by which 
everyone sees things. If it is asked, what is ‘darkness’, we reply that it is 
the absence (nisti) of light. If it be asked, what is the definition of ‘day’, 
we reply that the sun’s presence on this side of the world is day. If it is 

219. There is a lacuna in the text here. 

220. Cf. al-Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjani, al-Ta'rifat, p. 146. 
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asked, what is the definition of ‘night’, we answer that it is the shadow 
of the earth. If it is asked, what is the sphere (falak), we reply that it is a 
body which encompasses the world. If it is asked, what is the world, we 
reply that everything which is in the middle of the sphere is the world. If 
it is asked, what is the definition of ‘star’, we reply that it is a luminous 
body, round and compacted with light (ba nar fashardah). If it be asked, 
what is fire, we reply that it is a moving body encircling the earth. If 
asked, what is earth, we answer that it is the densest body placed in the 
centre of the universe. If it is asked, what is time, we reply that according 

to the philosophers, it is the number of movements of the sphere. But 

another group says, rather, it is an interval measured and counted by 

the movement of the sphere. If asked, what is ‘space’, we reply that it is 

what circumscribes the body (nihdyat-i jism). And if it is asked, what is 

‘heat’, we answer that it is the compression of the components of matter 

(fashurdagi-yi juzwi-ha’i hayali). If asked, what is ‘dryness’, we say that 

it is the raising of components of matter. If it is asked, what is ‘moisture’, 

we say that it is an exhalation of some sort which arises from mineral, 

vegetal, and animal bodies. And if it be asked, what is the definition of 

‘sound’, we reply that noise is the expulsion of air which occurs when 

two bodies are suddenly separated from each other, as when one stone 

strikes another and is split and air is expelled. 

[90] If someone asks, what is ‘motion’, we answer that motion is of 

six sorts. One occurs through coming-to-be (kawn), another through 

passing-away (fasdad), a third through increase, a fourth through dimi- 

nution, a fifth through transformation (istihdlat), and a sixth through 

motion from one place to another (az jai bi-ja7). 

As for coming-to-be, it is the emergence of a thing from non-being 

into being. Passing-away is the return of a thing from being to non- 

being. It is also said that coming-to-be is the acceptance by matter of a 

noble form and the concealment of a base form. If it be asked, what is 

‘increase’, we reply that it is the distancing of the limit of a thing from its 

own centre. And ‘diminution’ is the return of what had been distant to 

its own centre. If it is asked, what is ‘alteration’ (taghayyur), we answer 

that it is the departure of a body from one place to another place. If it 

is asked, what is ‘foam’ (kaf), we say that it is water mixed with air, as 

when a quantity of water in a flask (shishah) is vigorously and repeat- 

edly shaken, the water inside the flask turns white because it has been 

mixed with the air inside. If it is asked, what is ‘vapour’, we answer that 

it is water which has been mixed with fire. If it is asked, what is ‘smoke’, 
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we reply that it is fire mixed with earth. If it is asked what ‘minerals’ are, 

we answer that it is something locked in the ground, such as mercury 

(simab) and sulphur (gigird), with which earth is mixed. And if it is 

asked, what is ‘plant’ we say that it is something which grows from the 

earth and increases and is subject to water. And if it is asked, what is 

‘animal’, we answer that it is a mobile being which is sentient and de- 

pendent on air. If asked, what is an angel, we reply that angels are souls 

of surpassing benignity and subject to the nature of the heavenly sphere. 

And if asked, what is a ‘demon’, we answer that they are wicked souls 

bent on evil and subject to both fire and earth. If we are asked, what is 

the definition of ‘nature’, we reply that it is one of the powers of the soul 

which acts upon the four elements. If asked, what is the ‘ether’, we say 

that it is the warm air beneath the sphere of the moon. If we are asked, 

what is ‘intense cold’ (zamharir), we say that it is the cold air beneath the 

sphere of the ether.” If asked, what is ‘cloud’, we reply that it is a mass 

of vapours, and we have already said that that is fire mingled with air. If 

asked, what is ‘rain’, we reply that it is water which from vapour mixed 

with fire cools down and separates from the fire and returns to the earth 

as water; this they call rain. If it is asked, what is ‘lightning’, we say that 

it is a subtle fire which appears when the smoky vapours which collect 

in the air collide. If asked what ‘thunder’ is, we reply that it is the sound 

of vapours striking against one another when they expel the lightning’s 

fire.”* And if asked, what is ‘snow’, we reply that it is water which chills 

before it separates from the air and then comes down as snow. If we are 

asked, what is ‘dew’, we answer that when water separates from vapour 

but before it falls to earth, it cools in the air and becomes dew. If asked, 

what are ‘springs’, we say that they are the waters drawn from snow or 

221. Cf. Ikhwan al-Safa’, The Case of the Animals versus Man before the King 

of the Jinn, ed. and tr. Lenn E. Goodman and Richard McGregor (Oxford and 

London, 2009), p. 225: ‘and no beasts can survive the bitter chill of the Zamharir’. 

In their note to this, the translators comment that ‘the bitterly cold Zamharir lies 
between the fresh air of the nasim and the heat of the athir, or aether, fired by the 

sphere of the moon. It is in the Zamharir that thunder originates, when the hot, 
rising vapours burst its moist envelope. Lightning results when water vapour 
contacts the fiery upper region.’ See also S. H. Nasr, An Introduction to Islamic 
Cosmological Doctrines (rev. edn, London, 1978), pp. 85-86. 

222. Cf. Ab Hayyan al-Tawhidi, al-Hawamil wa’l-shawamil, ed. A. Amin 
(Cairo, 1370/1951), p. 366, for an earlier and similar account of thunder. 
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rain which accumulate on the summits of mountains and then come 
down and work their way into crevices of rock and soil until they emerge 
in a place far below the place where the waters first appeared.” If asked, 
what is ‘earthquake’, we reply that there are hollow places in the earth, 
and vapours from the universal fire which encircles the earth collect in 
these; when these vapours can no longer be contained, they shake the 
earth till it splits so that these vapours pour forth,?* and yet, the whole 

earth is not shaken: rather, only that part shakes where this particular 

circumstance prevails. If it is asked, what is the earth itself and on what 

does it stand, we reply that the earth is a hard substance within which 

are Openings and fissures both small and large. It is suspended in the 

midst of the air by the command of God the Exalted. All the mountains 

upon it encircle the earth from all sides by God’s command, while the 

sphere holds the air in its rondure. The centre of the world is a point in 

the middle of the earth upon which all the parts of the world repose. If 

asked what is ‘good’, we reply that everything which is in accord with 

the Command in the requisite measure and at the requisite time and 

place because of which it must be, is good; everything that is at variance 

with this is ‘evil’. If it be asked, what is ‘right’ (ma‘riif),””° we reply that 

that which conforms to human custom and is not prohibited by the Law 

is right, while what is contrary to that is ‘wrong’ (munkar). If asked, 

what is ‘imagination’ (wahm), we answer that it is one of the faculties 

of the sentient soul which forms conceptions of things perceived by the 

senses.” If someone asks, what is ‘thought’, we reply that it is one of the 

faculties of the rational soul which distinguishes between things which 

223. See A. J. Wensinck, “The Ideas of the Western Semites Concerning the 

Navel of the Earth’, Verhandelingen der Koninklijke Akademie van Wetenschapen 

te Amsterdam, New Series 17/1 (1916), p. 9. 

224. For this notion (and a refutation of it by al-Suyuti), see my Theodicy in 

Islamic Thought, pp. 261-262. 

225. Cf. Michael Cook, Commanding Right and Forbidding Wrong in Islamic 

Thought (Cambridge, 2000), pp. xi-xii and 567-569. 

226. This is a faculty of discernment based on sense perception, common 

to man and other animals; it is the faculty by which a sheep, for example, per- 

ceives that it should flee from a wolf but not from a child. Cf. al-Sayyid al-Sharif 

al-Jurjani, al-Ta‘rifat, p. 228. In Scholastic parlance, wahm is the vis aestimativa, 

i.e. ‘the sensitory power of judgment on the part of animals, and that on the part 

of man’, according to R. J. Deferrari and M. I. Barry, A Lexicon of St. Thomas 

Aquinas (Washington, 1948), p. 1,167. See also 3:65, n. 173 above. 

— 
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are similar. If asked, what is ‘faith’, we reply that it is the assent of the 

one who hears the truth to him who speaks it. And what is ‘submission’ 

(islam)? We reply that it is obedience to another in the hope of a good 

recompense. And if asked what is ‘unbelief (kufr), we say that it is to 

conceal the truth by denying it. If asked, what is ‘polytheism’, we say 

that it is to affirm divinity of two things. If asked, what is ‘disobedience’ 

(ma‘siyat),” we say that it is to move away from obedience. If asked, 

what is ‘the return’ (ma‘ad), we say that it is the returning of the particu- 

lar soul to the Universal Soul. And if asked what is ‘reward’, we say that 

the pleasure, rest, and jubilation which the soul finds in its return after 

it has been separated from the body is recompense entire. And what 

is ‘punishment?’ We reply that what the soul finds after its separation 

from the body in terms of anguish, pain, grief, and regret is punishment 

entire. If asked, what is ‘word’, we reply that every utterance which in- 

dicates meaning is a word. If asked, what is the definition of ‘vocable’ 

(lafz), we say that every sound which can be written is a vocable.”* If 

asked what is a ‘true word’ and which is it, we say that to describe a thing 

just as it is, is a true word; the contrary of that is a ‘lie’. If it is asked, what 

is ‘correctness’ (sawab) and what is ‘error’, we reply that ‘correctness’ and 

‘error’ correspond to the conscience just as ‘good’ and ‘evil’ correspond 

to action, in the same way that ‘truth’ and ‘falsehood’ correspond to le- 

gal rulings or benefit and harm to the realm of sense perceptions. If it 

is asked, what is the ‘real nature’ of this world (hagigat-i dunya),””? we 

answer that it is the interval of time during which the soul is in the body 

until the moment of death. And if asked, what is ‘death’, we reply that 

it is the soul letting go of the body. If it is asked, what is the ‘last thing’ 

(akhirat), we say that it is a second existence after the body’s death. If 

asked, what is ‘paradise’, we reply that it is a world of spirits and a mine 

of delights. And if it is asked, what is ‘hell’, we say that it is a mine of 

agonies and torments. If it is asked, what is ‘the awakening’ (ba‘th), we 
reply that it is the soul’s awakening from the sleep of heedlessness. If it 
is asked what ‘resurrection’ is, we say that it is the raising of creatures 
by the command of God the Exalted. If it is asked what the ‘gathering’ 
(hashr) is,”° we reply that it is the assembly of particular souls in the 

227. I.e., sin. 

228. Cf. NKh’s discussion of spoken and written utterance in Zad, pp. 7-16. 
229. The term ‘world’ is here to be understood as the ‘lower world’, the 

world of human experience, not the creation. 

230. Le., the congregation of the risen dead on the Day of Judgement. 
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presence of the Universal Soul. If asked what the ‘reckoning’ is, we say 
that it is the Universal Soul making known to particular souls the good 
and the evil they performed when they were still in their bodily forms. If 
asked what the ‘way’ (sirdf) is, we reply that it is the closest way to God. 
But may God give us help and true success! 

[91] The wise man is he who considers himself closely until he sees that 
from the time he was a drop of sperm and fell into his mother’s womb,22! 
he has been moving towards God; and by slow degrees, he has come 

from the weakest of all states to a stronger state, and from a lower place 

into a higher, until that moment when he stands before God and God 

calls him to account. If he is among those who do good and are virtu- 

ous, he comes to case and pleasure and jubilation forever; but if he is 

among evildoers and the wicked, he comes to pain, trouble, and anguish 

without end. From one day to the next he was blithely happy and yet, 

he will never reach this happy place.” After the coming of the Prophets 

and their scriptures, after Command and Prohibition, the Promise and 

the Threat, no one will have any excuse. As God Himself says, ‘On that 

Day they will be speechless, and they will be given no chance to offer any 

excuses, >? 

231. An allusion to Q22:5: ‘We created you from dust, then a drop of fluid, 

then a clinging form, then a lump of flesh, both shaped and unshaped’ (tr. Abdel 

Haleem, p. 209). 

232. This passage seems to echo not only Q22:5 but also the celebrated 

sermon of Imam ‘Ali known as al-Gharra’ (‘the Noblest’) in Sharif al-Radi, Nahj 

al-balagha, pp. 99-100: ‘Consider this thing which He brought forth in the 

darkness of wombs and in concealing folds out of a brimming drop of semen 

and an enfolded clot, an embryo, then a nurseling, a young child, an adolescent, 

whereupon He accorded him a heedful heart, an articulate tongue and 

discerning sight so that by reflection he might understand and lessen reproach. 

But then, when he had reached his full growth and become like his fellows, he 

ran wild, swaggering and behaving recklessly, dipping into the leather bucket of 

his passions, toiling for advancement in this world in exuberant pleasures and 

capricious desires. He did not take account of calamity nor humble himself in 

fear of God. And then he dies, bedazzled and deluded, even though he lived but 

briefly in the error of his ways. He enjoys no reward, for he has not carried out 

what he was obliged to do. The terrors of death surprise him amid the remnants 

of his unruliness on pleasure’s paths.’ 

233. Q77:35-36, tr. Abdel Haleem. 
ns 
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6 

The Definition of ‘T 

Everyone joins the self to T’ but to what does this T refer? 

Speak, do not just scratch your beard! 

Is it the body? Or the soul? The intellect? Or the spirit? 

Or is it like the amalgam of horse and man in the knight? 

Whoever holds this view is mistaken: there are 

Many knights who do not know how to fasten their trousers! 

There’s many a man who considers himself a weighty T 

Who does not attain the measure of a mote when he’s weighed. 

(Jurjani, verses 33-36) 

[92] This is a good question. Among philosophers there is disagreement 

about the ‘T of each creature, and of man in particular. One group says 

that man is a rational soul (nafs-i natigi). Another group, who posit man 

as ‘living-speaking-mortal’, claim that he is soul and body taken together. 

If the human body is left out of account, however, it cannot be said that 

man is mortal since it is the body which dies when the soul is separated 

from it. Since every intelligent person knows that the body is living by 

something other than itself, not by its own essence, he knows also that 

that thing by which the body lives is not mortal; on the contrary, it is alive 

forever. In just the same way, everyone knows that that by which the earth 

becomes humid never becomes dry but always remains humid. 

[93] Hence, the philosophers say that everyone who says ‘T’ is referring 

to the entire complex of body and soul, however much he may speak 

of ‘my side’, ‘my soul’, and ‘my hand, foot, and head’, as well as of ‘my 

courage, my generosity, my movement’ or ‘my word’, and the like.” 

234. For an interesting parallel comment, though in a quite different con- 

text, cf. Rainer Maria Rilke, Das Stunden-Buch II (1901): ‘And so they say, My 

life, my wife,/My dog, my child, and yet, they surely know/That all of this: Life, 

— 

95 
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These parts taken in their totality all refer to ‘l’. So, too, they say, is the 

case when we use the term ‘animal’ which applies to all living creatures; 

thus, we say, ‘this is a man’ and ‘that is an ox’, ‘that is a donkey’, ‘that 

is a bird’, and ‘that is a fish’, and so forth, for these are all living things. 

So, too, when we speak of the sun’s disk and of its radiance, heat, and 

roundness, and the like, for the sun itself is nothing other than the sum 

of these notions. 

[94] They thus hold that man is just this compound of body and soul 

with all its purposeful organs. Of the body they say, “The body is I’; of 

the soul they say, ‘The soul is I.’ So too is my speech and so too is my 

skill (hunar). These folk claim that whoever speaks of ‘man’ applies this 

term to the compound of soul and body, just as someone might speak of 

a ‘knight’ and apply this term to the combination of horse and rider. In 

just the same way that a man without a horse, though not a horse with- 

out a man, cannot be a knight, so too, they say, a body without a soul, 

though not a soul without a body, cannot be termed a man. Though they 

posit the definition of man as soul-and-body, they confer immortality 

and a return to a higher world to the soul alone, stating that heaven is 

the place for the souls of the philosophers. They further hold that the 

souls of philosophers return to the Universal Soul which is the soul’s 

own lord. These divinising philosophers state, ‘Because of our knowl- 

edge and the wisdom of our pursuits we become similar to God.’ This 

is why they call themselves “divinising’ (muta‘allih), that is, ‘made god- 

like’ (khuda shavindah). On the day of his own death Aristotle, with his 

disciples close by, took an apple in his hand and while sniffing it uttered 

words of wisdom which his disciples wrote down, as recorded in ‘The 

Book of the Apple’, and when he had finished, he said, ‘I surrender my 

soul to the lord of the souls of the philosophers’, and the apple dropped 
from his hand.?*° 

[95] Nevertheless, they posit the terms for ‘I-ness’ and ‘humanity’ in 
this compound of the body and soul. We assert that this formulation 
of the philosophers is correct and so there is no need to oppose it. But 
whoever claims that this ‘I-ness’ pertains to soul and body in the same 

Wife, and Dog and Child,/Are alien images on which they push/Blindly with their 
outstretched hands ...’, in Gesammelte Gedichte (Frankfurt, 1962), Pp. 94. 

235. Aristotle’s remark is given first in Arabic, then in Persian translation. 
‘The Book of the Apple’ (Kitab al-tuffaha) is a pseudo-Aristotelian work (known 
in the West as the Liber de pomo). 
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way that the horse and the man pertain to ‘knight’ is mistaken, for God 
the Exalted speaks of His own Prophet as soul and body when He says, 
‘Muhammad is only an emissary among so many others who have passed 
away before him. If he dies or is killed, will you turn on your heels?™* Fur- 
thermore, whenever the Emissary exhorted people, he would express an 
oath with these words, ‘By Him who has Muhammad’s soul in His hand, 
I say thus and so...’ From this Tradition it is evident that he applied 
the term ‘body’ to himself, such that he said, ‘By Him in whose hand I 
myself (nafs?) am’.**” So too, those who are valiant and generous, rich in 
right guidance and ability, define themselves as ‘soul and body’. Among 

the poets and celebrated men of letters, the amir of Badakhshan, Shams 

al-Din al-A‘la Abt al-Ma ‘Ali ‘Ali b. al-Asad, mawla of the Prince of Be- 

lievers, during a time when he had been driven by a misfortune from his 

rule, uttered these verses after his return to power, thanking God for his 

trial, since good guidance and capability had befallen him from God as a 

consequence. Abt al-Ma‘ali’s poem: 

If wealth and possessions and my country itself are withdrawn from me, 

Generosity and courage, virtue and ability remain. 

Thanks be to God that my capital is intact 

And I will draw profits from it, if God will assist. 

If He does not give back my rule, yet He gives me bread each day. 

Renunciation is the Creator’s bread and it shows me the way. 

[96] The response of those aided by divine inspiration (ahl-i ta’yid) 

to this question is to say that the ‘I belongs to the rational soul which 

is an intellectual substance (jawhari-yi ‘aqli), knowing to the limit of 

potentiality,”* active by its very nature. To adduce proof that the soul is 

active by nature, they state that it is the soul’s proper action to put things 

in order so that the seed may progress from its natural state to a living 

state and thus act in accord with the dictates to which the soul directs it. 

And these actions proceed from [the soul] naturally, not as an effect [of 

something else: nah be-fi'l].”” Hence, we see that the ordered compound 

from the outset — by virtue of the soul within it - ingests nourishment 

236. Q3:144. 

237. Or: ‘my soul is’ (wa-lladhi nafst bi-yadihi). 

238. The phrase is ‘alim be-hadd-i quwwat. 

239. Such action is intrinsic to the soul by its very nature and is not prompted 

by some outside cause. 
— 
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and drinks and continues to grow unbeknownst to the soul. And to 

adduce a proof that the soul is potentially knowing they state that we see 

that every soul comes ignorant into the world and comes to know only 

insofar as it receives instruction (ta‘lim). They state further that our own 

makeup is composed of such internal organs as the heart, the liver, and 

the like, as well as such external organs as the eye, the ear, and the like, 

and that all of these act as servants and retainers and instruments for the 

soul, such that it can command every one of these implements to perform 

the action best suited to it. Thus, it constrains the eye to see colours and 

shapes, the ear to hear sounds, and the mind (dil) to reflect and make 

sense of what is seen by the eye and heard by the ear; and it directs the 

hands to grasp and the feet to walk. This is like a padishah in a flourishing 

city who orders each of his subjects and servants to perform a certain task 

and then directs them all to return to him. Should the city fall desolate, he 

commands it to be rebuilt and then he keeps on saying, “This is my city.” 

[97] They (i.e., the ahl-i ta’yid) adduce the proof for this intellectual sub- 

stance from which the ‘I-ness’ of human beings arises by saying that 

every person endowed with intelligence knows that there is something 

within the compound that is man by which he is capable of speech. This 

thing it is which enables him to move his lips and tongue to produce 

speech, and this thing it is too which enables him to teach others what he 

himself knows by means of speech, as well as to learn from others what 

he does not know, pondering and repeating it until it becomes some- 

thing known. Within the animal realm this thing occurs only in man- 

kind, and it is something other than the body. This is because the body 

comes to be out of things in which neither speech nor knowledge plays 

any part; rather, this something comes to be within man from some- 

where else, as God Himself has said, ‘Does man not see that We created 

him from a drop? Even so, he is a stubborn opponent.”*! The proof then is 
that the faculty of speech, along with the various actions which proceed 
from man, does not reside in that ‘drop’ (of semen). Seeing, hearing, 
speaking, and the like, stand as proofs for the existence of something 
within the body which effectuates those actions by means of the body’s 

240. The analogy between the organs of the body and the ruler of a city is a 
commonplace with a long history; cf. al-Farabi, Fi mabdadi’ ara’ ahl al-madinat 
al-fadila, ed. and tr. R. Walzer as al-Farabi on the Perfect State, p. 231; also, Aba 
Hamid Muhammad al-Ghazali, [hya’ ‘ulam al-Din (Beirut, 1996), vol. 3, pp. 210ff 
(‘the soldiers of the heart’). 

DAT, Os677. 
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organs — I mean, of course, the eye, the ear, and the like. Just as actions 
which are purposefully concluded and speech which is articulate with 
meaning are manifest solely in man and do not occur in other animals, 
so do we know that within us there exists a conceptual faculty (ma‘na’7 
hast) which is our own specific property (khdssah-i ma-rast) and that 
the ‘I-ness’ of each and every one of us resides there; moreover, all our 
actions and utterances issue from this conceptual faculty through its use 
of those organs which go to make up the human compound. Nor do 
animals possess this faculty. Furthermore, each of us proceeds to action 

with ordered deliberation when he seeks something, for his own pur- 

poses, and does so by his own free choice and at a prescribed time, rely- 

ing on reflection and well-trodden ways, even before he sets out, acting 

in accord with the dictates of orderly consideration, not in accord with 

random impulse (gizaf) or the promptings of ‘nature’, as wild beasts do, 

rambling in all directions. On the contrary, we head to where we wish to 

go and we take steps to realise our objectives. 

[98] Hence, it is not obscure to anyone who uses his mind that it is that 

‘something’ which carries the body to its desired objective and the ob- 

ject of its quest and, furthermore, that this something is other than the 

body and that it commands the body to accomplish this. Indeed, the 

body would be immobile were it not for its command. If those various 

movements towards the orderly action required came from the body 

and not from something else, they would perforce be tantamount to the 

body, including its instrumental organs, and these activities, diverse as 

they are in purpose, would continually proceed from it; however, we all 

observe that whenever that ‘something’ departs from the body, even if 

the body remains with all its organs intact, no activity whatever ensues. 

Therefore, we know that within it is something through which the ac- 

tions of the different parts of the body occur and that they do so because 

of its command and desire, and that ‘I-ness’ in the body belongs there. 

This ‘something’ is what we call ‘soul’ (nafs). It possesses knowledge of 

good and of bad. It is the locus of action. And so God says, “By a soul and 

what shaped it, and then inspired it [to know] what is abominable and 

what is reverent within it.“? The tongue ‘speaks’ at the command of the 

soul; it is the soul which stirs it to speech. The tongue is connected with 

the soul, just as God said to His Prophet, ‘Do not move your tongue about 

it to hasten it.“ That is, ‘so that you may know what should be said’. 

242. Q9g1:7. 

243. Q75:16. Here ‘it’ refers to the revelation of the Qur'an. 
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[99] Thus, this is a proof that there is a link between the soul and the 

tongue and, in addition, that the soul is the lord of all the body’s limbs 

and organs. And so God says, ‘That is for what your hands have sent on 

before.”** That is to say, ‘this is the requital for those deeds which your 

hands have performed’. The hands, the feet, the mouth, and the rest, all 

stand linked with the soul which is the sovereign of them all. God has 

said, ‘On that Day We shall seal up their mouths, but their hands will 

speak to Us, and their feet bear witness to everything they have done.’** 

[100] So these verses stand as proof that man is something other than 

his bodily organs, and that his organs are only servants and instruments. 

When He says that their hands and their feet bear witness to what they 

have done, that action does not belong to the hand or the foot but rather, 

it belongs to the soul, which is the agent of the act, and operates accord- 

ingly, as these verses of the Qur'an attest. Furthermore, however much 

the general run of people may believe that man is this ponderous body 

which they see before them, their inborn intelligence tells them that man 

is soul. The proof of the rightness of this view is that when anyone loses 

somebody dear to him through death, he feels pain, and sadness comes 

over him and he grieves because he knows that that person has departed 

this world; even if he sees the body without any blemish upon it, he 

remains inconsolable for he knows that the body which lies there is not 

he — no, he has departed. 

[101] We have established then that the ‘T’ belongs to the soul while the 

body stands in the relationship of a servant and assistant to the soul. It is 

on the level of the horse with respect to the rider; the horse is the rider’s 

property: at his command it stops and at his command it goes. Whatever 

action the horse may perform has its origin in the man who rides it.’ 

Likewise, the body has been given to the soul so that through it the soul 

may acquire knowledge and carry out its duties of devotion and come at 

last to eternal repose. Whoever has these instruments for the acquisition 
of knowledge and the observance of duty and yet leaves this world with 
neither knowledge nor dutiful devotion, just as they appeared on their 
first day here ...**” 

244. Q22:10, tr. Jones. 

245. Q36:65, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

246. Again the metaphor goes back ultimately to Plato, Phaedrus, 246a. 
247. There is a lacuna in the text here. 
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On the Body, on the Soul, on the Intelligence 

Why does a body when full of sustenance not contain more 

But suffers distress if you keep on adding more to it? 

And there’s another substance here below that nothing can fill, 

Neither by prophecy nor by vision nor by instruction. 

What is this thing, and what that one, and on what basis are they so? 

What sort of thing is it which rules over both of these two? 

The sign of that which is invisible is that it makes a sign 

Of something which is visible and leads finally to vision. 

(Jurjani, verses 5-8) 

[102] ... if our ruler were not already discerning in the explication of 

these statements, our response to the questions in these verses would 

be to say that our bodies can be sated because there is more food avail- 

able than we are able to eat; by the same token, if less were available, 

they would never be full. But as for that substance which knowledge can 

never satiate, that is the soul; and as for that which governs each of the 

two others,’ and which infers signs from the visible to the invisible, that 

is the intellect. 

[103] These are the replies demanded for the questions contained in 

these verses, and there is no need to add more. O you who are wise, con- 

sider these two replies so that the date (khurma) may be distinguished 

from the thorn (khdar). But this is quite sufficient and we will now move 

on from these verses. 

248. There is a lacuna in the text at the opening of this chapter, which may 

account for its relative brevity; in their edition, Corbin and Mu‘in have supplied 

the relevant verses from the qasida. 

249. By these ‘two others’ he probably means the body and the soul; or, as de 

Gastines puts it, ‘the body and the individual soul’ (p. 332, note 48). It should be 

remembered that ‘soul’ (nafs) also designates the ‘carnal soul’ or self, a prey to 

appetites and in need of the governance of the intellect. 

101 
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On the Seven Lights” 

Seven lights shine: from them everything receives 

A fire in the measure of its subtlest qualities. 

(Jurjani, verse 9) 

[104] The teaching of the philosopher-sages on the celestial lights 

and the subtle effects (lata’if) which come from them to the elements 

(ummahdat) is as follows. Every subtle effect which appears in the ele- 

ments arrives from a higher world; they call the higher world which is 

beyond this one ‘the spheres’ (aflak). They further state that these seven 

ruling stars (setarah-i mudabbir) are comparable to windows looking 

out onto that world from this one. The light and gracious subtleties 

of that world are diffused equally. Nevertheless, the heavenly bodies 

(ajram) whose light reaches here are diverse in their natures, while the 

receptors of this light and subtlety in this world also differ because of 

their positions as well as their dispositions (tinat). For this reason, things 

appear manifestly different in their light and subtlety. They hold that all 

fusible substances (jawahir-i gudakhtani) want to become gold, while all 

congealed substances (jawahir-i fusurdah) wish to become ruby (yaqut-i 

surkh). But because their locations and dispositions are not the same, a 

disposition which is purer and more completely receptive becomes gold 

and ruby, whereas one whose disposition is turbid and contaminated 

never attains the stage of gold and ruby.*”' Substances are varied, such 

as silver (sim), copper (mas), iron, and the like, or such as emerald (or: 

chrysolite, zabarjad), ruby (/a‘l), amber, and the like. 

They express the same view regarding the plants and the animals. 

The reason why the light and subtlety from the higher world do not 

250. Or ‘luminaries’. I have benefited from the translation of this chapter into 

English by Peerwani (pp. 315-318), without, however, following it at all points. 

251. On this, see Ullmann, Die Natur-, pp. 257ff. 
— 
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reach everything in equal measure is because the stellar sources differ 

in both magnitude and nature, and their compositions as well as their 

locations are diverse. The motions of the sphere around the elements 

differ too. Thus, one spot on the earth which is below the zone of the 

sphere (mantiqah-i falak) and where the parts of the sphere are in ex- 

tremely rapid motion, is like the motion of a wheel, while another spot 

on the earth is below the pole and its parts are in extremely slow motion, 

like that of a mill-stone (rahavi). This is the cause, they say, why these 

bodies in their radiance have a crystalline nature due to their subtlety, 

lucidity, and brightness, whereas others have a nature which is opaque 

due to their murkiness, darkness, and obscurity. Some fruits are sour 

and red, such as jujube (bir). As examples of disparity in subtlety and 

luminance, to show that while [light] comes to all it is received differ- 

ently in its recipients, they list foods such as meat, bread, and the like. 

Thus, when a rational being, a human, eats these, his intelligence and 

vitality increase, but when a mouse eats them, it becomes devious and 

full of mischief. Should a dog eat it, it would become vicious and pester 

people. In this way they have established that this disparity in existing 

things resides in the recipients rather than in any disparity in the world 

as such. And so by means of fire an egg is cooked, wax melted, stone split 

and a brick baked hard, and so forth. 

[105] As for the response of the ahl-i ta’yid - upon them be peace — on 

the relationship of the seven lights to the world of origination (ibda’, 

they state that everything that exists in the sensory world is an effect of 

that which is in the higher world.*” Just as we see that in the sensory 

world there are seven lights and the things that are born here receive 

light and subtlety from them, so too those luminous existents stand as 

proof that in the higher world there are seven primordial and everlast- 
ing lights and that those everlasting lights are the causes of the corporeal 
lights. They hold that of these seven everlasting lights, one is ‘origina- 
tion’, another is ‘intellect’s substance’, and a third is the entirety of the 
intellect in its threefold order: namely, intellect, the act of intellection, 
and the object of intellect. No other existing thing has this property 

252. NKh, Gushayish, tr. Hunzai, pp. 63ff (Persian text, p. 34). 
253. ‘aql ast ve-ham ‘Aqil ast ve-ham ma‘qul ast. NKh probably derives this 

famous formulation from Ibn Sina; e.g., al-Shifa’, Book VIII, Chapter 7, p. 297. See 
also al-Farabi, Mabadi’, pp. 70-71 (fa-innahu ‘aql wa-innahu ma‘qul wa-innahu 
‘aqil). 
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except for the Intellect which is self-knowing and whose essence is its 
knowledge. Fourth is the Soul which proceeds from the Intellect. Fifth is 
‘Good Fortune’ (Jadd), sixth is ‘Conquest’ (Fath), and seventh is ‘Imagi- 
nation’ (Khayal).** In the exoteric sense of the Law (zahir-i shari‘at), 
the names of these three degrees are Gabriel, Michael, and Israfel. In 
the physical universe the seven planets — the sun, the moon, Saturn, Ju- 
piter, Mars, Venus, and Mercury ~ are the effects of those subtle forces 
and root-principles which are also originated. Within the ‘little world’, 
the microcosm which is man, the effects of those seven originating sub- 
stances are also seven; the first of these is life, then knowledge, third is 

power, fourth is perception, fifth is action, sixth is will, and the seventh 
is continuance (baqd’). 

[106] Every human being has a share of those seven originating sub- 

stances — those seven indwelling attributes (ma‘nd) we have mentioned 

— to the extent that his soul’s essence is capable of receiving them. In just 

the same way, each of the seven gems present in mines has a share of the 

seven planets in proportion to the receptivity of its physical substance. 

One soul may stand at the rank of prophecy, just as one gem may have 

the value of gold. Another soul may have the rank of spiritual legacy 

(wasdaya), just as a precious metal may have the value of silver. Just as 

the metals are seven in number - namely, gold, silver, iron, copper, tin, 

lead, and mercury - so too do people stand in the hierarchy of the da‘wa 

at seven different levels; these are Emissary, Spiritual Heir (wasi), Imam, 

proof (hujjat) , summoner (da‘), licenciate (ma’‘dhan), and respondent 

(mustajib).>° Just as every mineral substance has a share of the light and 

subtlety of the seven material planets, in proportion to the receptivity 

of its substance and composition, so too do the substances of human 

beings have a share in that eternal and primordial light, and also in pro- 

portion to the receptivity of their souls’ substance. Not every mineral 

substance is gold, but each one of those substances receives a portion 

254. On this triad, see Stern, Studies in Early Isma'ilism, pp. 5, 21-22. 

255. This refers to the Ismaili spiritual hierarchy (hudud). The wasi is the 

spiritual heir or legatee of the prophet; thus, ‘Ali b. Abi Talib is the legatee of 

the Prophet Muhammad. The last three titles pertain to the organisation of the 

da‘wat; the hujjat, or ‘proof, was the chief da‘ of one of the 12 administrative 

‘islands’ of the Fatimid missionary effort, and NKh held this office for the region 

of Khurasan. The ma’dhan is the next rank down, while the mustajib is the low- 

est of the ranks. See F. Daftary, The Isma‘ilis, pp. 117-118, 130-131, 217-221. 

— 
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of those material planets’ light and subtlety, and through that light, it 

separates and distinguishes itself from the level of simple natures. 

[107] Each of these substances occupies a niche close to man, that mon- 

arch of the world, at [their different] levels which corresponds to the 

degree of commonality and affinity each shares with gold, the noblest 

of all substances receptive to form, in the actual reception of form.*** So 

too, not every man stands at the level of prophethood and yet, the level 

of every member of the guiding da ‘wat has a portion of those originating 

lights, which are planets of intellect, and a share of their subtlety. Thanks 

to the grace of this share, they then stand apart from men who are at the 

level of simple nature and the level of the body. And each member of the 

da‘wat has a level and a position close to the Universal Intellect, mon- 

arch of the higher world, which corresponds to the degree of affinity and 

connection each one shares with the Prophet, who is the most wholly 

noble in his reception of the portion of that light which has come so 

completely to him.” The followers of the Prophet are themselves of the 

Prophet, as God the Exalted recounted about Abraham - upon him be 

peace - who said in his prayer, ‘whoever follows me is with me’.* Thus, 

based on the judgement of this firm and decisive utterance, the followers 

of the Chosen Emissary who, after following him followed his offspring 

and did not follow strangers, nor turn back, are part and parcel of the 

Emissary. As the Emissary said concerning his own Legatee (wasi), “Ali 

is part and parcel of me, and I of him.” Just as in the vault of heaven 

256. This is a difficult sentence and not entirely clear. Peerwani (p. 317) mis- 

understands the original. De Gastines here inserts Corbin’s translation into hers 

(p. 131), but the latter is not only misleading but even more puzzling than the 

Persian original. Shata, in his Arabic translation (p. 237), seems to me to cap- 

ture the sense of the sentence best, and I follow him here. On the ‘degrees’ of 

different minerals, see Carmela Baffioni, ‘Formules et tableaux ismaéliens 
des minéraux’, in K. D’Hulster and J. van Steenbergen (eds), Continuity and 
Change in the Realms of Islam: Studies in Honour of Professor Urbain Vermeulen 
(Leuven, 2008), pp. 25-31. 

257. Peerwani seems to me to misunderstand the sentence (p. 317): the 

closeness of each member to the Universal Intellect is due to his own degree 
of closeness to the Prophet, rather than because of the Intellect’s ‘affinity and 
connection with the Messenger’ (though this, of course, is true by extension). 

258. Q14:36 (not 14:39, as in Peerwani, p. 318). 

259. ‘Ali minni wa-ana minhu. 
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seven lights are renowned, and whose names we have already given, so 

too, in the heavens of religion there are seven illustrious lights: Adam, 

Noah, Abraham, Moses, Jesus, Muhammad, and the Lord of the Last 

Day — peace be upon them and upon him. This is a logical demonstra- 

tion based on obscure premises.*” God says, ‘Only those who are wise 

will understand them.”*! 

260. burhani-yi mantigist be-muqaddimat-i khulft (?); kh-L-f is so vocalised 

in the printed text but it is not clear what this should mean (Peerwani takes it 

to mean ‘contradictory’ but this seems doubtful). Perhaps it should be read as 

khalfi in the sense of ‘enigmatic’ or ‘recondite’. 

261. Q29:43. 
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On Eternity, Truth, Pleasure, Life as it Passes, 
Perfection, and Occultation 

First is Eternity — what is it? Eternity, truth, and pleasure - 

Again, what is the proof, since time passes so fast? 

Perfection and occultation, the noblest of all - 

For there is the remedy where no remedy is at all. 

(Jurjani, verses 10-11) 

[108] In these two verses there are six questions, all obscure. The first 

is about eternity, the second is about truth, the third is about pleasure. 

He goes on to say, what is the proof of the statement we make that ‘life 

passes away day by day?’ Transient life thus forms the fourth question, 

and it too is obscure: what is meant by saying this word? Perfection is 

fifth; occultation sixth. 

[109] The philosophical answer to these questions addresses eter- 

nity first. Thus, eternity (dahr) is the unqualified continuance (baqa’i 

mutlaq) of pure disembodied spirits whom neither corruption nor ces- 

sation touches. They say too that “eternity is the continuance of an en- 

tity living in its own essence’, that is, that which is living out of its own 

essential nature and which does not die; and eternity is a deathless 

continuance. They hold that time (zamdn) is a segmented eternity 

(dahr-i mutahayyiz); it is the continuance of bodies. The meaning of 

‘life passing day by day’ - in the view of the intelligent -— is time it- 

self. ‘Perfection’, according to Aristotle, is the substance of the soul. 

When asked, what is the soul (nafs chist),* he replied, “The soul is the 

262. This is the classic question regarding quiddity (mahiya); the quiddity is 

what makes a thing the thing that it is. To the query ma hiya? (quid est? what is it?), 

a formal definition of the essence of the thing is given in reply, e.g., “What is man?’ 

‘Man is a rational animal.’ See al-Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjani, al-Ta'rifat, p. 171. 

109 
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perfection of a natural body endowed with life in potentia (bi ‘I-quwwa).°° 

He means that the body is a substance which is potentially living. The 

sages of true religion - upon them be peace - say the very same thing, 

namely, they consider the body as a shadow of the soul which is living 

by virtue of its very essence, whereas the body comes to be living only 

accidentally through the soul which is living in its essence.” To say that 

the body is a shadow of the soul is well-founded since the shadow of 

anything bears a resemblance to it. Since the soul lives essentially while 

the body lives only potentially, it occupies the rank of a shadow to that 

essentially living thing. Since the body is a substance the life of which 

is defined by potentiality, and since the body becomes actual whenever 

some form of soul, vegetal or animal, reaches it, and since life, which is 

in the body potentially, comes into actuality within it by [the agency of] 

some growing soul (nafs-i nami), such that whatever was potential in it 

becomes actual, and what was imperfect is perfected, we therefore affirm 

that the soul is the perfection of the body. This is a definition of the soul 

which this philosopher (Aristotle) has set down in his own comprehen- 

sive manner. This is what we have established as to what the sages of 

philosophy have said in response to these questions. 

[110] The response of the practitioners of ta’wil to these questions is as fol- 

lows: We state what we heard in the presence of the sacred Imam from the 

Prophet’s lineage and the houses of Knowledge, the Book, and the Law — 

and with their permission, upon them be peace - when we asked the true 

Imam [...]*° - upon him be peace - “Which is superior, wisdom or truth?’ 

And he - peace be upon him - replied, “Wisdom is superior to truth. This 

is because it is through wisdom that truth is truth.’ He said further, ‘Truth 

is what removes doubt amid ambiguity. Wisdom is an action accom- 

plished through knowledge. Whoever possesses knowledge but does not 

manifest that knowledge in the form of action cannot be called wise.’ He 

263. See Aristotle’s De Anima, 412a 21. NKh repeats this formulation in the 
next sentence in almost identical terms and I have omitted this repetition. 

264. This is a small but obvious example of NKh’s manner of reconciling 
‘the two wisdoms’. He draws on the philosophy of Aristotle, which he equates 
with the teachings of the ‘sages of true religion’, and shows that they are funda- 
mentally in agreement. 

265. Here, the text has “Nasir li-Din Allah’, which appears to be a scribal 
error as there is no Fatimid Imam of that name. NKh is probably referring to 
al-Mustansir bi’llah. 
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continued, “The Creator's knowledge - exalted be He - lies in giving shape 
and form to bodies. The divine action consists in the origination (ibda’) 
of the world in this configured (mushakkal) universal body. It is because 
of the evidence of this divine action that we say that the True Originator 
(mubdi' haqq) is wise.’ This is his statement, peace be upon him. 

To explicate his statement — peace be upon him - that ‘knowledge is 
giving shape to bodies’, we affirm that this is correct: knowledge does 
give shape to bodies. But this is of two sorts. One of these is the making 
and the shaping of bodies of fixed configuration, such as is the world 

itself, standing on its own forms. Another is verbal, giving to air the 

shapes of letters and words which vanish at once, since knowledge is 

‘embodied’ inasmuch as it is air - itself a body - which has been given 

shape by a sage’s knowledge.” 

[111] In the view of rational folk, truth is what eliminates ambiguity 

(ishtibah). The greatest of ambiguities lies in the ambiguous verses of 

the Qur’an, which cannot be resolved except by the use of hermeneutics 

(ta’wil). Hence, after God the Exalted mentions the ambiguities of the 

Book, He says, “God alone knows its interpretation, and those rooted in 

knowledge.**’ With respect to this statement, it may be said that it is by 

hermeneutics that ambiguity is removed. Since that is so, it is evident 

that truth itself is the lord of hermeneutics because amidst ambiguities, 

truth emerges and is seen to be truth through it and falsehood emerges 

and is seen to be falsehood through it. It is as God says, ‘to prove the truth 

to be true, and the false to be false, much as the guilty might dislike it’.”® 

Truth is ta’wil, and the proof of this is what God the Exalted says 

when He told of the Prophet Joseph - upon him be peace ~ that he said 

to Jacob, ‘O father, this is the interpretation (ta’wil) of my earlier dream. 

My Lord has made it come true. Truth must have something which 

manifests it; that which makes it manifest is the word of God the Exal- 

ted, as He says, ‘God wished to verify the truth by His words and to cut the 

last remnant of the unbelievers.” It follows necessarily that the lord of 

ta’wil and of those who practise it by His command is God’s word. Jesus 

— peace be upon him - was one of these words in accord with the verse 

266. Cf. NKh’s discussion in his Zad on this subject, pp. 7ff. 

267. 327. 

268. Q8:8, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

269. Q12:100. 

270. Q8:7, tr. Jones. 
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which says, ‘The Messiah, Jesus, the son of Mary, is only an emissary of 

God, and His word which He cast into Mary, and a spirit from Him.*” In 

just the same way, God the Exalted calls His chosen Emissary His Book: 

‘We have a record that tells the truth.”” 

[112] The master of the science of hermeneutics is the Legatee (wasi) of 

the Emissary of God. The subtle expositors (mudaqqiqan) of the da‘wa 

have deduced three names from this: first is ‘Ali, second is haqq, and the 

third is wasi. They say that the computation of the two letters of haqq,”” 

if the letters are given their numerical value, corresponds to the name of 

the master of hermeneutics.””* Computation of the three letters of wasi”” 

with the three letters also corresponds numerically with the name of the 

master of hermeneutics. This is a fine point. And just as ambiguity is 

effaced by truth, so is it removed as well by hermeneutics. Hence, the 

logical conclusion from these two premises is that hermeneutics is truth 

(ta’wil haqq-ast). To engage in hermeneutics means to bring the word 

back to its point of origin. The first of all existing things is origination 

(ibda‘), which is one with the Intellect, and Intellect is that which sus- 

tains (mu’ayyid) all the emissaries [of God]. Therefore, it is necessary to 

know that Origination is truth (ibda‘ haqq-ast) and that the word is re- 

ceived from Intellect by means of hermeneutics through the mediation 

of the prophets, upon them be peace. 

[113] They say that delight is the substance of intellect, that ‘the paradise 

of refuge’ (jannat al-ma’wa) is its substance.” The Emissary, the Cho- 

sen One, says, “When Paradise is brought close to its inhabitants, the 

jubilance of Paradise takes hold of them.’ The proof that the substance 

of intellect is joy is that joy comes with the removal of ignorance, and 

the removal of ignorance comes through knowledge; and knowledge 

is the intellect’s own activity. It is well known too that man possesses 

no happiness greater than heavenly happiness (shadi-yi falak) and that 
the heavenly sphere derives from the Intellect in this world. Thus, it is 
clear that joy is the substance of intellect.?” Furthermore, out of all the 

271. Q4:171. 

272. Q23:62, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

273. Le., the two root letters h and q. 

274. l.e., with the name ‘Ali. 

275. Le., w-s-y. 

276. For this phrase, see Q53:15. 

277. Cf. al-Ghazali, Ihya’, vol. 4, p. 325, who argues that the greatest of all 
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animals only man, who possesses a rational soul, partakes of laughter, 
The philosopher-sages have posited one definition of ‘man’ as ‘living- 
laughing’, and laughing is a manifestation of happiness. This particular 
human trait of laughter stands as proof that ultimate bliss is proper to 
the intellect.’ 

[114] Regarding eternity, they say that it is the continuance of the eternal 
substance. The first eternal substance is the Universal Intellect whose 
continuance is forever. Just as eternity lies within the bound of the Intel- 
lect, so does time lie within the bound of the Universal Soul; that is to 

say, the cause of eternity is the Intellect just as the cause of time is the 

Soul. We say that the cause of time is the Soul since time consists of 

the number of movements of the sphere, according to the proponents 

of both forms of wisdom (ahl-i har do hikmat). Transient life is time, 

as he (Jurjani) says in these two verses: “Again, what is the proof, since 

time passes so fast?’ That is, the ‘proof that eternity is deathless continu- 

ance is that time goes by day by day and is the continuance of the living 

and mortal {creature]. If the continuance of the living-mortal creature is 

transient time, the continuance of what is living and immortal - which 

is the Soul and the Intellect - must necessarily be eternal, not temporal; 

and the name for that is ‘eternity’ (dahr). 

[115] As asummary statement to explain eternity and time and the distinc- 

tion between each of them, we say that time is eternity measured by the 

movements of the spheres, the names of which are day and night, month 

and year, and the like, whereas eternity is unmeasured time (zaman-i na 

paymidah) which has neither beginning nor end. On the contrary, etern- 

ity is time continuous (zaman-i dirang)*” and duration absolute (baqa’-yi 

mutlaq). The proof that the soul’s substance is not mortal and that its con- 

tinuance is eternal and that that continuance is without beginning or end, 

is that our body lives transitorily until the life leaves it. We know that our 

body’s life is accidental, and yet, we hold that any attribute which appears 

in a thing as an accident may occur in some other thing as a substance. But 

that thing in which that attribute is essential is prior in existence to that in 

pleasures lies in knowledge. 

278. See Aristotle, De partibus animalium, 673a8 and 28. 

279. De Gastines translates this (p. 139) as ‘suspended time’ (‘le temps sus- 

pendw’) but it seems that the opposite is in fact meant: a ‘time’ without divisions 

or suspensions; cf. Shata (p. 243) who renders it as mustamirr (‘uninterrupted, 

unceasing’), which seems to me more accurate. 

— 
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which it appears as an accident. So we observe that heat exists as an acci- 

dent in iron but when fire, whose heat is its very substance, stays in contact 

with it, an accidental heat comes out of the iron, and as long as the fire 

stays joined to it, the accidental heat does not dissipate from the iron. Now 

that we have shown that an accidental attribute occurring in a thing may 

come from another thing in which that attribute is essential, and that our 

body’s life is accidental, the conclusion to these logical premises follows, 

namely, that that thing from which our body lives with an accidental life is 

alive with an essential life. And that which has life essentially may not die. 

Hence, the soul, through which our body has life, is alive by its very sub- 

stance and nature, not because of something other than itself. And since it 

lives by its very substance, it never dies and its continuance is eternal, just 

as the body’s continuance — being a thing whose life is on loan — is tem- 

poral. On the plane of being, the soul necessarily precedes the body just as 

fire is prior in its existence to iron. They hold further that the Intellect is 

one with eternity; that is to say, neither Intellect nor eternity has a before 

or an after; and the soul lies within the horizon (ufuq) of eternity just as 

time lies within the horizon of the soul. 

[116] With regard to ‘perfection’ (kamal), they hold that everything is 

deficient (naqis) in some way. The body is deficient inasmuch as it must 

be linked with the soul; the soul too is deficient since it must be linked 

with the intellect. The body’s perfection occurs necessarily through the 

soul by which it becomes a living thing, as we noted earlier with respect 

to the philosophers’ teachings. The soul’s perfection occurs through the 

intellect by way of that mighty construction which is the world itself. 

The proof that this is correct is that the culmination (hdsil) of the ex- 

istence of plants and animals is the existence of man, the sovereign of 

both plants and animals. Man’s dominance over plants and animals and 

the world itself is proof that the Creator’s purpose in the existence of 
plants and animals is human existence. Since man has a sensory soul in 
addition to a rational soul, it follows of necessity that the perfect man is 
he whose rational soul has reached its full perfection. But the perfection 
of the rational soul comes through knowledge, and knowledge comes 
to man only through language; there is nothing superior to man except 
man’s Creator. So it necessarily follows that man’s perfection comes 
through the word of God, and not through anything else. Since man 
utters meaningful discourse, spoken and written, it also follows of neces- 
sity that within the human species, issuing from its Creator, there should 
be some individual who is a perfect spokesman and who speaks on God’s 
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behalf. And that one person must predominate over his own species, 
and necessarily so. The Creator's very purpose in creating humanity lies 
also in that one individual who holds sway over his own species, in just 
the same way as the Creator's purpose in creating the animal genus lay 
in creating the human species which has dominion over the animals. 
By virtue of this attribute of God’s Emissary,” and in accordance with 
God’s command, he made knowledge a solemn duty (taklif) for people. 
Hence, He says, ‘Summon to the way of your Lord with wisdom and with 
fair admonition.” 

[117] We have established that the soul’s perfection occurs through 

knowledge by way of this tremendous construction (i.e., the world). 

For a human being to move from deficiency to perfection, he clearly 

must arrive at a stage at which a connection with Universal Intellect in 

its entirety takes place. This universal cycle with its universal and equal 

motions has been established in order to bring forth that specific process 

of individuation (tashkhis). During the long interval while the sphere 

revolves, a few entities*’ become apparent. The proof that such a person 

of whom we are speaking exists — which, except in the case of long lives, 

is not possible — is that during the space of almost seven thousand years, 

only six persons —- namely, Adam, Noah, Abraham, Moses, Jesus, and 

Muhammad - have thus appeared who were capable of leading a part 

of humanity. And if they could lead through that connection with the 

Intellect which accrued to them and yet, could not lead all of humanity, 

that is only because no one - and of this the human condition stands as 

proof — has yet received the complete perfection of the Intellect. It is also 

because that day has not yet arrived when command will belong to God, 

as He says, ‘on that Day, command will belong to God’.*’ That there are 

many ignoramuses and few intelligent men, that there are many insects 

and animals but few humans, that there are many plants but few animals 

and humans, that there are many waste lands but few growing plants, 

stands as proof to us that this construction (of man) was possible only in 

time, and indeed, by means of a ‘respite’ (muhlat), just as God told His 

280. That is, presumably, by virtue of his primordial pre-eminence within 

the human species. 

281. Q16:25, tr. Jones. 

282. Literally, ‘bodies’ (chand tani). 

283. Q82:19. 
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Emissary, ‘So give respite to the unbelievers; deal with them in a leisurely 

manner. 7*4 

The self-sufficiency*® of the Universal Soul from any neediness of its 

own occurs through that individual who can receive the connection with 

the Universal Intellect in its entirety and become the leader of all hu- 

manity, the final leader of all leaders, and so bring the cycle to its close. 

Every group has a name for him. One group calls him ‘Messiah’, who 

will return; another calls him ‘Mahdi’, and yet another, ‘Qa’im’. God 

the Exalted says of him, “About what are they questioning one another? 

About the awesome tidings, concerning which they differ. **° 

We now pass from this question. 

284. Q86:17, tr. Jones. 

285. Reading ghand-yi nafs-i kulli instead of ‘inayat-i nafs-i kulli (‘the 
providence’ [or: solicitude] of the Universal Soul), as the printed text and the MS 
Aya Sofya 2393, fol. 28a, line 7, have it; for this emendation, see W. Madelung, 
‘Abu Ya‘qub al-Sijistani and the Seven Faculties of the Intellect’, in F. Daftary 
(ed.), Mediaeval Isma‘ili History and Thought (Cambridge, 1996), pp. 85-89. 

286. Q78:1-3, tr. Jones. 
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On Universal Nature 

Should you speak to me of Universal Nature in the first principles 

Of its state, then will I know that you are among the just. 

Tell me yet again of both its form and its attribute, 

For I prefer this a hundred times more than the music of flutes. 

(Jurjani, verses 12-13) 

[118] This man asks what ‘universal nature’ is. The term is pointless 

without further elaboration. First, he who hears this term - namely, 

‘universal nature’ - which ‘is a hundred times dearer to me than the 

music of flutes’, should know what the meaning of this term may be. 

Does this term make any sense or not? If there is a universal nature, 

there must be a ‘particular nature’ as well. Unless the meaning of this 

term is known, how can any explanation of that other term be heeded? 

The ancient philosophers and the ‘partisans of natures’ differed over this 

term and its meaning. We shall say first what the meaning of the term is, 

so that intelligent readers of this book may know that this verse, in the 

absence of the explanation which we will make of it, is sheer nonsense; 

only the term is there, not the forms of knowledge underlying the words. 

[119] We say further that when the wise observe this dense and close- 

packed earth just as it is and in the form which it possesses, separated 

from water; and when they observe the water, flowing and tossing, 

pouring downwards from on high, just as it is and in the form which 

it possesses, utterly distinct from both earth and air; and when they 

observe air and fire, each of which also has its form by which they are 

distinguished from their counterparts; and when they also look to the 

spheres and the stars in the forms into which they have been cast and 

from which they do not diverge; and [see that] the entirety of this sub- 

stance forms a single body, inseparably joined and intermingled, one 

part with another, such that they may never be scattered or diffused - 

— 

117 
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then the wise say that the parts of this ‘body’ must necessarily have a 

guardian (hafiz) who watches over each part of its form, for each of the 

parts of this body has many components, none of which is worthier than 

another to maintain its counterpart in its proper form; and since each 

of the parts - as distinct from their totality - needs to be watched over, 

a guardian is required for them all.*” This protector of the parts of the 

universal body they call ‘Universal Nature’ (tabiat-i kulli). They differ, 

however, as to what it actually is.”** First of all, we accept the argument 

for the existence of [Universal] Nature. We shall therefore discuss the 

disagreement of the philosopher-sages over what it actually is, and then 

expound the teaching of the sages of religion as to what nature is; and 

in this way, we will be able to express what Universal Nature may be 

according to both schools of wisdom.*” 

[120] We say that beyond these parts of the universal body — by which I 

mean earth, water, air, fire, the spheres, and the stars — there are ‘matri- 

ces’ (mawalid).? Of these, there are mineral essences, both soluble and 

insoluble, and which take many forms, each of which serves to distin- 

guish it from the totality of existing things, both generated and elemen- 

tal. The plants and the animals too — from the gnat to the elephant, from 

the leek and the onion to the walnut tree and the teak — each have dif- 

ferent forms. For the earth and the water within these generated forms 

there must be a form-giver (sirat-gari),””' all the more so because of the 

287. This long, quite magnificent sentence, with its clauses and sub-clauses, 

provides a good example of NKh’s mature philosophic prose style; such sen- 

tences are characteristic of much philosophical prose in Arabic - particularly in 

the work of Ibn Sina — but here NKh assimilates it into Persian discursive prose. 

288. I.e., what its quiddity is: cheh chizi-yi a. 

289. This discussion provides a good example of NKh’s attempt to recon- 

cile the ‘two wisdoms’ by showing the harmony between philosophy and Ismaili 

spiritual hermeneutics, 

290. By this term he designates the three ‘kingdoms’ of minerals, plants, and 

animals. 

291. De Gastines translates this (p. 145) as ‘painter’ (peintre), but this does 

not seem quite apposite. NKh’s phrase may be his Persian rendering of the 
Arabic wahib al-suwar (the ‘giver of forms’), i.e., the donator formarum or Agent 
Intellect of Neo-Platonism, though adapted for quite different purposes in the 
Ismaili context; see H. Corbin, Histoire de la philosophie islamique, pp. u8ff. 
NKh discusses the Agent Intellect below in 12:15. 
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huge diversity we see amongst them. Take wood, for example, which is 
a type of natural thing: some of these are softer in form, like willow and 
fig, while others are harder, like teak and ebony (abniis). So, too, among 
individual animals there are many forms: the skin, the hair, the flesh, 
the bones, the head, the foot, etc. Each of these beings so formed is pre- 
served in its particular form while the plant or the animal is alive. Only 
after the separation of the vegetal and animal soul from it - whether 
wood, bone, or skin - after the death of the plant or animal, does that 
form no longer remain. Every one of these is made up of components 

of earth and water, and the like; and each one, whether of wood or any- 

thing else, needs a guardian who keeps watch over those components, 

both in the form that they assume and in their aggregate. I mean, for 

example, that a piece of stone has a guardian which watches over it in 

its form as stone and preserves those hard particles within the piece of 

stone lest they crumble away. It is not possible that every particle of that 

[stone] by its own power attach itself to another particle which is beside 

it, because the power to act does not reside within the nature of that 

body; it is a substance which accepts agency but it is not itself an agent. 

The process of preserving things endowed with form in their various 

and divergent forms is what we call ‘nature’. 

[121] Now that we have established the meaning of the term ‘nature’, we 

may proceed. The philosophers and the ‘partisans of natures’ disagree 

about what this ‘nature’ is. In his book The Physics (Sam‘ al-kiyan), Aris- 

totle has said that ‘nature is the beginning and the end of movement’;*” 

that is, when the body’s substance comes to be, it does so together with 

the individual natures, all at once without any interval or delay.”’? When 

these first accidents unite with the material substances, the beginnings of 

movement and of rest in space occur from this starting-point (wahlat); 

in other words, when these individual natures — heat, cold, moistness, 

and dryness — are united with substances receptive to them in the proper 

order that exists, the beginnings of motion occur. One part of the body 

grows heavy and sinks to the centre, while another part becomes light 

and rises to the edges; and so on until the world out of this substance by 

which nature comes to be takes the form that it has. 

292. See Aristotle, Physics, 200 12. 

293. Reading muhlat (‘delay’) instead of wahlat, as the text has it, and which 

appears in the sentence that follows. 
— 
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[122] This is an excellent, a reasonable formulation. Nevertheless, [Aba 

Bakr] Muhammad-i Zakariya’-yi Razi has not deemed it acceptable.”* 

He has stated that if such were the case, it would necessarily follow that 

these natures came into the body from the Creator; but if they had come 

from the Creator, nature would exist within the Creator, and this can- 

not be true. It has long been Muhammad-i Zakariya’-yi Razi’s custom 

to stand in opposition to the philosophers’ doctrines. His sole purpose 

in this is to demonstrate his own brilliance, the superiority of his own 

thinking, and the acuteness of his own insight. 

[123] A group of the partisans of nature claims that nature — that is, the 

force that maintains these natural form-endowed entities in their proper 

forms — is a divine power entrusted with the preservation of the world. 

[124] Another group argues that the preservation of the world in the 

form in which it is, in this universal body, is the void (khala); in other 

words, beyond the sphere there is no place whatsoever. The void draws 

the body; the place in which the world is situated draws the body by its 

very nature and maintains it, so that it cannot move away from it. It is 

like a pitcher which potters make, on the underside of which they pierce 

little holes and on top of which they place an opening; when one stops 

the pitcher by the top and puts it into water, it fills with water, and when 

one keeps a finger on its top and pulls it out of the water, despite the 

many holes no water pours out because that void, which is within the 

pitcher, keeps the water inside. Since no air is allowed to enter, no water 

escapes from it. But when the finger is removed from the top, the water 

runs out of the holes at once, since the air rushes in and takes the place 

which the water occupied. Hence, those who claim that ‘the world’s or- 

der comes from the void’ offer the non-dispersal of the world’s parts as 
their proof.’ 

294. The philosopher and physician (d. 313/925), a major opponent of the 

Ismailis, who had debated with Aba Hatim al-Razi a century earlier. For an 
Ismaili critique of Abt Bakr’s views on prophecy, see Hamid al-Din Kirmani (d. 
after 1020), al-Aqwal al-dhahabiya, ed. Salah al-Sawi (Tehran, 1397/1977). NKh 

attacks him at length in his Zad, pp. 73-118. Cf. also C. Baffioni, Atomismo e 
antiatomismo nel pensiero islamico (Naples, 1982), pp. 116-119. 

295. paragandah-i na shudan-i ajza’-yi ‘alam. The argument seems to be that 
the void which surrounds the universe holds it in place, just as the air surround- 
ing the filled pitcher keeps the water from pouring out, as long as the stopper is 
kept in place. 
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[125] Another group says that this universal body is maintained as it is 
just because there is no void and no void attracts it. In other words, since 
no void exists, it is like a piece of a reed which one sticks into water by 
one end and then puts the other in his mouth so that when the air within 
the reed is drawn out, the water comes in — since the place of the air in- 
side that piece of reed is empty — and reaches the lips of him who sucks 
on it. On the strength of this argument they argue that the universal 
body is not dislodged from its place just because there is no void. 

[126] Yet another group holds that everything in nature, whether a per- 

son or a piece of wood or anything else, has moisture within it; it is 

moisture which compounds the soil and as long as the moisture does 

not leave it, the soil is not scattered. Accordingly they state that ‘nature’ 

is moisture for moisture joins everything together. 

[127] Still another group says that the ‘protector’ in each thing is either 

moisture or heat. They add that if the moisture does not occur together 

with heat, when the moisture departs from the thing — as we observe that 

moisture does indeed depart - the thing inevitably falls apart. Neverthe- 

less, when heat is present in it, for every part from which moisture has 

evaporated, the heat supplies some other part to replace it since heat acts 

to retain moisture. 

[128] Some philosophers claim that it is God’s will which maintains 

things, and that the name of that will is ‘nature’. 

[129] The response of the practitioners of hermeneutics (ahl-i ta’wil) 

— upon them be peace - in affirming ‘nature’ is to say that Nature 

is, as it were, the deputy (naib) of the Universal Soul, and delegated 

(muwakkal) to maintain the parts of the body in their proper forms. 

They reject the doctrine of those who say that Nature - which is the 

conservation of things endowed with form — is moisture or heat, arguing 

that heat and moisture are themselves forms rather than formative fac- 

tors (musawwirdan). Moisture is an essence proper to water and requires 

something to preserve it within the essence of water, as does heat within 

the essence of fire, because both of these — moisture and heat — are ac- 

cidents (a‘rad) and no accident subsists in itself (be-dhat-i khish); what- 

ever does not subsist in itself has no power of action. 

[130] They also reject the doctrine of that group which claims that the 

void is what preserves the world on the grounds that each thing en- 

dowed with form amongst created forms possesses a preserver for its 

— 
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bodily form which we cannot see. Hence, if it is the void which holds the 

world in its place and water in its form, why are air and water and earth 

and fire not one and the same rather than being sharply distinct from 

one another? If that piece of wood is a totality of parts, none of which 

is better suited than its neighbour to hold it together, why does it not 

crumble away? 

[131] They reject as well the doctrine of the faction which holds that Na- 

ture is the Soul itself. They do so on the grounds that in the vegetal king- 

dom (mawalid-i nabati), certain plants have a seed while others have 

neither seed nor root, such as the truffle and the mushroom.” Amongst 

the animals too, there are some produced by a male and a female while 

others are not engendered but are spontaneously generated, such as the 

fly, the gnat, the mouse, and the like. For those which are engendered 

Soul is the agent, whereas for those which are generated Soul is not the 

agent, since their existence does not follow the same course as that of 

the engendered. Since the agent from which these entities are gener- 

ated is not Soul, there must be a substance the action of which bears 

upon the body in its essence, and this is Universal Nature. In this world, 

the dwelling place of Universal Soul, [Nature] is like the person charged 

with spreading the royal carpets out; from the mixture into which the el- 

emental components tumble, [Nature] composes now something vege- 

tal, now something animal, and in the proper measure, as needs must be. 

[And it is like] the sweeper who keeps the dwelling clean, winnowing out 

the natural dispositions from which man is composed and by its action 

warding off destructive impurities from man —- God’s supreme creation 

— just as [Nature] protects him from vile, stinking, noxious dispositions 

~ the mouse, the snake, the scorpion - by driving them underground. 

It is by means of the activity through which Universal Nature proceeds 

that the deleterious effects of these evil principles are kept far from man. 

Nature brings forth the fly and the gnat from fouled waters and waste- 
grounds in cane-brakes and marshes in such a way that the pollution 
and defilement of these places are averted and their effects dispersed by 
the air. These dispositions become salubrious in their forms, for when 
these insects die, their bodies revert to their natures but are now modi- 
fied and made more receptive to better forms than they previously had. 

296. Literally, ‘raisin’ or ‘currant’: kishmish. De Gastines (p. 149) renders it 
as ‘truffle’ and I follow her version here. 
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[132] This is high wisdom. It is clear proof that Universal Nature 
continually cleanses and purifies the world from its contaminants and 
mingled impurities for the sake of the activity of the Universal Soul. 
Those flooded fields which have become dry and fit for planting through 
this activity are evidence that this Universal Nature acts as the servant 
of Universal Soul. Universal Nature it is which preserves each and every 
one of the various natures in its form so that none of them falls asunder, 
expires or decays. This is a substance which belongs to the entirety of the 
components of the physical world; for this reason it is called ‘the world of 

Nature’. Through the connection of its own actions, coming to be in the 

body, with itself, as well as through its connection with that primary ac- 

tion which becomes manifest in the physical world through the mediation 

of Universal Soul, it preserves the world. In as much as it sets the spheres 

in motion, it is neither heavy nor light. In as much as it sets fire in move- 

ment to the edges of the world, it is light. But in as much as it propels earth 

and water to the centre of the earth, it is heavy. In as much as it is [nature] 

which makes plants grow tall, it is called ‘the growing soul’. And because 

it is what moves the sensual soul in search of the pleasures of the body, it 

is called ‘the sensory soul’ (nafs-i hissi). In that it is what stirs the human 

soul to acquire knowledge of existing things, it is called ‘the rational soul’ 

(nafs-i natiqi). 

[133] The entire world in all its parts has a single nature because there is a 

single agent for all the world’s components. Every one of these may have 

another name in accord with the activity which it performs. Even so, the 

soul within the microcosm is one, although its actions are many due to 

the instrumentalities which it uses. It is like a carpenter who makes a 

different use of each of his tools. The specific works of Universal Nature 

are like counterfeits (muzawwarat)*” of the Universal Soul’s produc- 

tions — by which I mean with respect to the substances of those things 

produced by the Universal Soul, such as gold and silver and the like, 

whereas Universal Nature has iron sulphate, vitriol, arsenic, and the like. 

And so too, in correspondence with the primary plants, nature has the 

mushroom and the truffle, and the like. Also, in relation to the birds and 

the quadrupeds in nature there correspond the flies, the mosquitoes, the 

ants, the frogs, and so forth. 

297. De Gastines renders this as ‘imitations’ (p. 151), while Shata has 

muzawwarat (p. 253), counterfeits’ or ‘fakes’. Perhaps what is meant is something 

along the lines of ‘replicas’. 
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[134] For this reason the sages of true religion, the adepts of metaphysics, 

say that Universal Nature is the pupil (shagird) of Universal Soul. The spe- 

cific activity of Universal Soul is the creation of the rational soul in the hu- 

man temple. Its action on bodies in individuals occurs by the imposition 

of form. The transformation of the vegetal into the animal in individuals, 

as well as all other alterations and transformations, is proper to Universal 

Nature which in this world is located between the sphere of the moon and 

that point which is the centre of the universe. The ‘kingdoms’ and the 

spheres have their support in it. The world is filled with Universal Nature, 

though it occupies no place whatsoever within it, for it is a substance with- 

out spatial location (jawhari-yi nd jayi gir). 

[135] As for this man’s remark alluding to Universal Nature ‘in the first 

principles of its state’, that is a reversion to the search for the existence 

of Universal Nature at its first beginning in the substance of the body. To 

this we reply that the existence of Universal Nature in the substance of 

the body — which is the shadow of the Universal Soul — in its initial state 

arises from the Universal Soul’s contemplation of its own shadow, just 

as the existence of the Universal Soul arises from the contemplation of 

the Universal Intellect of its own essence. If anyone should object to this 

notion, asking how anyone’s contemplation of anything might produce 

an active agent, and then inquire further, ‘How does Universal Nature 

come to be from the Universal Soul’s contemplation of prime matter, 

which is its shadow?’, our answer to this is to say that if the contempla- 

tor (nazir) is noble (sharif) and that which he contemplates is equiva- 

lent to him in genus and ipseity, then an active substance results from 

that contemplation. There is a clear example of this in the world: when 

the sun, which is a noble substance, looks upon a clear crystalline ball - 

that pure round ball being a substance of the same genus as the sun - it 

produces a fire within that ball, and [that fire] is an active substance. 

The Universal and existantiating (ibda‘7) Soul is noble and its shadow is 

congeneric with it. When it contemplates it, Universal Nature becomes 
manifest in matter, for active agency appears in its shadow, fulfilling its 
intentions and performing certain of its actions just as the fire which the 
sun brought forth in the crystal performs certain of the actions of the 
sun. When Universal Nature comes to be from the Universal Soul’s con- 
templation of its own shadow, at the very outset four individual natures 
are united in the body’s substance, since it is the fourth existent after 
primal creation out of nothing - that is, Intellect, Soul, prime matter, 
and the fourth is Universal Nature. One part of matter grows heavy and 
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sinks down while another part becomes light and ascends. Since there 
is no measure to this substance - indeed, it is infinite - that which is 
heavy and falls to the centre becomes mixed, while that which is light 
and returns to the outermost edges becomes vertical (rasti). When it is 
once again vertical, a circle forms, just as a stone flung into still water 
occasions when a circle appears from the spot where the stone fell and 
extends in every direction, as we explained earlier. 

[136] The proof that the sphere comes to be through Universal Nature is 

as follows. If purely as supposition, we mix together and confuse all these 

matrices and spheres until they are wholly mingled, and then we desist, it 

must necessarily be the case that this world will again have the very same 

form which it has at present. To take an analogy from our observation 

of the world in support of this argument: we know that if we take a glass 

with a capacity to hold one man of water” and we toss ten sittirs of dirt 

into it so that a part of it remains empty since it is filled with air, and 

then, if we stop up this glass and shake it hard so that it all mingles until 

it foams and the water, dirt, and air mix together and become one; then, 

if we set the glass down, the dirt must settle below the water and the air 

stay above it. This is partial proof, drawn from experience, that Universal 

Nature governs these components of natures and preserves them in their 

original forms. Following upon severe force, such as we have mentioned, 

they return to their first forms. If these bodies become mixed together 

by something which forces them to mingle, as soon as the force of that 

agency abates, the world returns to the form which it has: the earth stands 

in the middle of the world, the water stands beneath it, the air stands above 

the water, and the fire above the air, while the spheres encompass them. 

This is because original Universal Nature does not change its state; it is 

not possible that air become heavy or earth light or that the air be located 

at the centre while earth ascends. I have demonstrated to thinking people 

that Universal Nature in its initial state results from the Creator’s com- 

mand - glory be to Him - by the mediation of Universal Soul, whose con- 

templation occurs by means of Universal Intellect and its support of the 

Soul. We have stated its likeness and its attributes through the magnanim- 

ity of the treasurer of the knowledge of God’s Book — He is exalted. Suc- 

cess comes only from God. And may God’s blessing be upon His prophet 

Muhammad and all his family. 

298. A Persian unit of measure, as is sittir. 

— 
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On Angel, Pari, Demon’ 

Angel, pari, demon - I know that they exist and indeed, 

That they must exist, but tell me yet again 

Of the what and the how: give me demonstrative proof 

If you want this discourse of yours to emerge from its veil. 

(Jurjani, verses 14-15) 

[137] This man states that he accepts the existence of the angel, the pari, 

and the demon, but that assertion without demonstration is not enough. 

Say what each one of these is and how it is. As he says, ‘Speak of the what 

and the how and give demonstrative proof.’ The quiddity (mahiyat) of a 

thing is what a thing is; that is, the investigation into the genus of a thing. 

Its qualities constitute its howness, that is, its form and colour if it is a 

body, its active attributes if not a body. Thus, if someone says, ‘a tree’, 

for example, and someone else asks, ‘what is tree?’, this is an inquiry on 

his part about the genus of ‘tree’. And the answer might be - if there is 

some herbage there — that they say, it belongs to the genus ‘tree’. But if 

nothing [green] is there, they might answer ‘tree’ is the genus of some- 

thing which grows and changes water and soil into other forms. If then 

he says, ‘How is it a tree?’, the answer might be that one end of it is in 

the ground while another end is in the air, and it has many branches and 

leaves. This is the meaning of ‘what’ and ‘how which he has asked about 

in these verses. 

[138] An intellectual and philosophical answer to somebody who asks 

‘what is an angel?’ might be to say that the starry bodies of the heavens 

are angels, that they are living and endowed with articulate speech, and 

that they act within the cosmos by God’s command. Thabit b. Qurra 

299. Cf. Peerwani (pp. 318-323), for another translation of 11:137-144. 

127 
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al-Harrani,” who translated philosophical works from Greek language 

and script into Arabic language and script, held that the spheres and the 

stars are living and articulate. He made a proof of this, saying, ‘Man has 

life and speech because his body is the noblest body; into the noblest 

body, which is the human body, the noblest soul has come down and 

that soul is both alive and endowed with speech.’ This proposition is 

true. He went on to say, ‘The bodies of the spheres and the stars are 

exceedingly noble and subtle and of the utmost purity.’ This is another 

true proposition. The conclusion drawn from these two propositions is 

that the spheres and the stars possess utterly noble souls. Since a soul 

that is thoroughly noble is a rational soul, the spheres and the stars have 

rational souls, and they are both living and endowed with articulate ut- 

terance. This is a proof which this philosopher has made that angels are 

the spheres and the stars and possess rational speech. 

[139] The philosophers do not recognise [the existence] of the pari but 

they do affirm that of demons. They say that the souls of ignorant and 

evil people remain in this world after they have separated from their 

bodies. This is because they leave their bodies with regret for their sen- 

sual appetites, and these desires draw them so that they are unable to 

move beyond their natures. Such a soul enters an ugly body and passes 

through the world, tricking people and teaching them wicked deeds; 

it leads people into deserts where they lose their way and die. In his 

Metaphysics,*' Muhammad Zakariya’ al-Razi has stated, “The souls of 

the wicked who become demons show themselves to a person in one 

form and order him, “Go! Tell people that an angel has come to me and 

said God has conferred prophethood on me and I am an angel.” In this 

way dissension occurs among people and many people are killed, and all 

through the arrangement of that soul-turned-demon.’ We haye already 
refuted the teaching of this demented and shameless man (in muhawwes 
bi bak) in the book Bustan al-‘uqiil.°? We won’t concern ourselves with 

300, On Thabit b. Qurra (d. 289/901) of Harran, one of the greatest math- 

ematicians and astronomers — as well as a prominent translator from Greek and 
Syriac into Arabic — see EI2, vol. 10, p. 428, and GAS, vol. 3, pp. 260-263. 

301. Kitab-i ‘ilm-i illah in the text; cf. al-Razi, Rasa’il falsafiya, ed. P. Kraus 
(Cairo, 1939), pp. 165-190, including an excerpt from Zad from the same (lost) 
work, pp. 172-173. The present excerpt was not available to Kraus. 

302. A lost work; see Poonawala, Biobibliography, p. 122, no. 15. See also note 
294 above. 
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a response to this nonsense [havas] here since it would divert us from 
our objective. This then is the position of the philosophers on the angel 
and the demon. 

[140] As for the response of the ahl-i ta’yid to this question, it is to state 
that - on the command of the treasurer of knowledge of the Book of God 
and the Law of His Emissary - peace be upon him and upon his repre- 
sentative — an angel is a separate spirit which God - glory be to Him 

— has brought eternally into being from Intellect, Soul, Jadd, and Fath, 

and Khayal, known outwardly in the Book and the Law as the Pen, the 

Tablet, Israfel, and Michael, and Gabriel. Such instantiated beings have 

two roots, Intellect and Soul, and they have three branches: Jadd, Fath, 

and Khayal. Created corporeal things have two roots too, their ‘fathers’ 

and their ‘mothers’, by which I mean the stars and spheres and their 

‘natures’. From these three, minerals, plants, and animals — the last of 

which is man - come to be through generation. In the microcosm two 

roots obtain in religion: the Emissary and the wasi (Legatee). And there 

are three branches: the lmam, the hujjat, and the dai. The branches 

born of each of these three born figures are numerous.*” 

[141] Thus, angels as originated are pure of all matter and their existence 

is their act. Their action is made manifest in the spheres and the stars, 

the light and power of which - since they are visible but not audible 

— come from those angels of origin (fereshtigan-e ibda‘i). The divine 

purpose in ordaining these visible and created angels is to bring these 

angels potentially to be in human beings. The Emissary and his wasi 

bring these potential angels into actuality by means of the Book and the 

Law. Just as the stars, visible angels as they are, serve as intermediar- 

ies between those angels of first origin, who are angels in actuality, and 

humans, who are angels in potentia, in order to make them manifest, 

so too do the prophets, the wasis, and the Imams act as intermediaries 

between the angels in potentiality who are human beings and the angels 

in actuality who are primordial and instantiated, in order that through 

the Book and the Law they may make them into actual angels. Whoever 

is capable of transforming someone from an angel in potentiality to an 

angel in actuality has reached an angelic rank; he is God’s representative 

on earth. It is as He has said, ‘If it had been Our will, We could have made 

303. See 13:154 and Fig. 2 below for NKh’s elaboration of the ‘roots’ and 

‘branches’ of religion; cf. also his Wajh-i din, especially Discourses 1 and 13. 
— 



130 Between Reason and Revelation 

you angels, succeeding one another on earth. It is for this reason that 

God has commanded us, after having faith in Him - glory be to Him - 

that we should have faith in His angels, His Book, and His emissaries; it 

is as He says, ‘They all believe in God, His angels, His scriptures, and His 

messengers.” 

[142] God the Exalted mentions two groups of His creatures ‘which I 

created so that they might worship Me’. One He calls the jinn which 

are called pari in Persian, and the other is ins which is humankind. God 

says, ‘I created jinn and mankind only to worship Me.” He does not say, 

‘I created the demon’ (div-ra afaridam). Rather He says, ‘The demons 

were paris who became demons through disobedience to their God.’ As 

this verse states, ‘We said to the angels, “Bow down before Adam”, and 

they all bowed down, except Iblis: he was one of the jinn and he disobeyed 

his Lord’s command.” Thus, the reason for the existence of demons, 

on the authority of this verse, is the existence of humankind. Does not 

God say that Iblis, before He commanded him to be obedient to Adam, 

was one of the paris? So the creature was of two types, one humankind, 

the other pari. And the pari is of two types, one an angel, the other a de- 

mon. By this I mean that those who remained obedient were the angels 

while those who were disobedient became the demons. In the Book God 

makes no distinction between the angel and the pari except to say that 

when a pari turned disobedient, it became a demon, and if not, an angel. 

He placed the pari at the same level, as when He said, ‘When We said to 

the angels, “Bow down before Adam”, and they all bowed down, except 

Iblis: he was one of the jinn ...’ That is, “When We said to the angels, 

“Bow down before Adam”, they bowed down except for Iblis; he was 

one of the paris.’ In other words, ‘one of the angels’. Thus, it is clear 

from this verse that Iblis was a pari. Those who were not disobedient be- 
came angels; those who were disobedient became demons. It therefore 
becomes clear too that the cause for a pari to become an angel lies in 

304. Q43:60, tr. Abdel Haleem. This translation seems closer to NKh’s way 
of understanding the verse; however, Jones translates: ‘Had We wished, We 

could have appointed angels among you as successors in the land. 

305. Q2:285. 

306. Q50:56. 

307. Q18:50, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

308. In his Persian rendering of this verse, NKh here translates ‘one of the 
jinn’ as ‘one of the paris’. 
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obedience while the cause for a pari to become a demon lies in disobe- 
dience. Obedience and disobedience cannot occur except through the 
mediation of the Prophet with God, as is said in the Tradition of Adam: 
‘Since Iblis did not make obeisance to Adam, he became a demon after 
he had been an angel.”*” 

[143] It follows necessarily then that the Emissary was an emissary both 

to the pari and to humankind, just as it says in God’s Book, ‘Say, It has 

been revealed to me that a group of jinn once listened in and said, “We 

have heard a wondrous Qur'an, that gives guidance to the right path”?! 

And in another passage He says to His Emissary, ‘When We sent a group 

of paris to you so that they might hear the Qur’an, they said, “Listen!” 

And when they had heard they went to their own people and said, “O 

our people! Respond to God’s emissary (da‘)”.’ As He says, ‘We sent 

a group of jinn to you to listen to the Qur'an. When they heard it, they 

said to one another, “Be quiet!” Then when it was finished they turned 

to their community and gave them warning.”'' In another passage He 

says, ‘Say, “O people, I am God’s emissary to both of you”’,*” that is, to 

humankind and to paris. The word “all of you’ encompasses both paris 

and humans.*’* This word is proof that paris are part of humankind. 

When he says, ‘O people, I am God’s emissary to you both’, he means 

humans and paris, as God says, ‘Say, “O people, I am God’s emissary to 

all of you.” Also, in Sarat al-Rahmaan He says thirty-one times by way of 

rebuke, ‘O people and paris! About which of the blessings of your Lord 

do you accuse the Emissary of lying?’ His verse: “Which then of your 

Lord’s blessings do you both deny?*"* It is evident from these verses that 

the Emissary was an emissary to both mankind and paris. 

[144] It is necessary to know that people fall into two categories in 

the world of religion: one of paris and another of humans. The paris 

are in two categories. Whoever amongst them remains obedient goes 

309. For this Tradition, see al-Kulayni, al-Rawda min al-Kafi (Tehran, 1389), 

vol. 8, p. 274 (no. 413). 

310. Q72:1-2, tr. Abdel Haleem (not Q70:1-2, as in Peerwani, p. B21) 

311. Q46:29, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

312. Q7:158. 

313. The gloss is needed because the original Qur’anic verse says ‘all of you’ 

(jami‘an), not ‘to both of you’, as NKh gives it here solely in his Persian render- 

ing (sayi shoma her do). 

314. Q55:13. 
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out of this world as an angel; whoever turns away from obedience 

goes out of this world as a demon. Among the common folk it is well 

known that the pari is lovely of countenance while the demon has an 

ugly face. Since the demon’s ugliness is a result of disobedience, the 

beauty of the pari must necessarily come from obedience. This beauty 

and this ugliness both result from belief (i‘tiqad), and its form is spir- 

itual, not physical. The paris amongst people are concealed from the 

common folk. The word ‘pari’ is jinn in Arabic and [the verb] janna 

means ‘to hide’.?! Thus it is clear that amongst the community of the 

Emissary, there is a group which is hidden. Those who are hidden are 

the potential angels; whoever amongst them leaves this world in obedi- 

ence becomes an angel in fact, but whoever turns away from obedience 

becomes a potential demon, and when that demon leaves this world, he 

becomes a demon in fact. Those who are manifest (ashkar) are potential 

angels; unless they become paris in actuality they do not become angels 

in potentiality. Whoever is not an angel in potentiality cannot become 

one in actuality. And so whoever amongst this group is manifest as a 

pari becomes hidden from others until, having become a pari, he can 

become an angel. What we have said is an analogy for the practitioners 

of the zahir and the batin, for whoever progresses from the zahir to the 

batin, is like the man who becomes a pari and is beautiful in form. 

In each of these two communities there are demons, according to the 

Emissary. There are those who pass from hiddenness to manifestation; 

these are the jinn-demons (divan-i jinn). And there are those who pass 

from visibility into hiddenness; these are the devil-humans (shayatin-i 

insi). God the Exalted says, ‘Thus We have appointed an enemy for every 

prophet: devils from both men and jinn.*"° 

[145] We say that the rational soul in every human being is a potential 

angel, and the potential angel is a pari, as we have said. The concupis- 

cent soul and the irascible soul in every body are two potential demons. 

Everyone whose rational soul brings the irascible and the concupiscent 
souls to heel becomes an angel. Everyone whose concupiscent and iras- 
cible souls subjugate his rational soul turns into a demon in actuality. 
The Emissary, the Chosen One, says that each human being has two 
demons who dupe him constantly, as the Tradition says, ‘Every man has 

315. The primary sense of the verb; cf. E. W. Lane, Arabic-English Lexicon 
(Cambridge, 1984; repr. of 1863 edn), p. 462. 

316. Q6:112, tr. Jones. 
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two devils who entice him.” From this Tradition it is clear that man 

has a rational soul which is one and two demons, one of which is the 

concupiscent soul, the other the irascible. They asked him, ‘O Emissary, 

do you have these two demons too?’ And he replied, ‘I have two demons 

but God has given me victory over them and I have brought them into 

submission.’ The actual wording of the Tradition is that he said, ‘I have 

two devils but God gave me victory over them and so they surrendered 

(fa-aslama).’ Hence we have demonstrated that within the human being 

there is both an angel and a demon, but he himself is a pari. The demons 

are not God’s creatures; rather, the demon’s existence occurs as a result 

of disobedience. The paris are angels in potentiality; they become angels 

in actuality when they proceed obediently. The demons too become 

actual when they are disobedient. Human beings are angels and demons 

in potentiality. That world beyond is filled with angels and with demons 

in actuality. 

This is a detailed exposition of the subject. 

317. Li-kull insan shaytanan yughwiyanihi. For this see Ikhwan al-Safa’, 

Rasa’il, vol. 1, p. 364 (I thank Professor M. A. Amir-Moezzi for this reference). 

ad 
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A Commentary on ‘One’ 

What is the One in whom the many exist, absolute in uniqueness? 

Why do you cal! Him Creator and Compeller? 

One whom neither doubling nor halving affects; 

Who neither increases nor lessens in number? 

One by necessity or by approximation, not by exactitude - 

How can such statements be understood? 

(Jurjani, verses 16-18) 

[146] Amongst the ancient philosophers and sages, Pythagoras was a 

master of the science of numbers; he was the lord of arithmetic. Here is 

what this wise philosopher had to say: “The sensory world is imagined 

(mutasawwar); the order of the world rests on number. The world has 

its beginning from One and that One is the world’s maker who brought 

the multiple world forth out of his One.’ And he continues, ‘Just as one 

does not need number by its very nature - for if there were no other 

numbers, there would still be one — all other numbers stand in need of 

one for their very existence. If one were not, no other number could be; 

every number from which one is taken becomes non-existent.’* God 

too, who is One, has no need of anything created. If this multiple world 

did not exist, He would still exist; however, if He did not exist, the world 

would not exist. In the same way, if there were no one, there would be no 

multiplicity.’ And he states: “The emergence and the existence of num- 

ber come by means of the number one; it is the cause of number. The 

meaning of number is that which can be counted (ma‘diid), and such is 

this world which is a divisible substance. Divisibility implies multipli- 

city; hence, the emergence of a world which is quantifiable and multiple 

comes about by means of the One, who is both its cause and its creator.’ 

318. The argument is found in Plato, Parmenides, 164-165. 
= 

135 
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[147] None of the philosophers denies that God is One. All of them offer 

the multiplicity of the components of the world as proof of God’s oneness. 

They say that the units (yeki-hd: ‘the ones’) which make up the world, 

and through which it exists, are all proofs that its Creator is one. They 

argue further that if somehow the nature of the Creator was to be more 

than one, it would follow necessarily that there was yet another creator 

before him who was in fact one and from whom the world-order of this 

‘multiple creator’ (sani‘-yi mutakaththir) in fact came. Moreover, they 

say, ‘Since the world itself is multiple and the existence of the multiple 

is due to the One, it follows of necessity that the Creator of the multiple 

world preceded its existence.’ They say further, “By its very nature the 

One accepts neither halving nor doubling (nah tansif ... ve nah tad7f).’ 

And further, ‘A half is still one half. Three times one equals one three 

times. One does not become less through division since one is not divis- 

ible; indeed, by its very nature it subsists as indivisible. 

This philosophical notion is excellent; and yet, God alone knows best 

what is true. 

[148] In reply to the questions “What is the absolute One?’ and “What is 

the multiple one?’, the ahl-i ta’yid - upon whom be peace - reply that 

the One from which the order of numbers comes, and which is multiple, 

is composite, formed of oneness and of that substance which is receptive 

to oneness. In other words, the ‘One’ which is termed wahdah in Arabic 

is prior to the ‘one’ which is called wahid, just as ‘blackness’ is prior to 

‘black’ or ‘sweetness’ prior to ‘sweet’. And they hold that just as the black 

exists by virtue of blackness and the sweet is characterised by sweetness, 

the ‘multiple one’ - which is the starting-point for numbers - exists also 

by virtue of the One. The One was prior to it in every sense and unites 

with its essence to become the leaven of both numbers and of quantifi- 

able things. In fact, if that multiple one were not to exist, the multiple - 
and, in fact, most things - would not come into existence through it; so 
whatever lacks sweetness would not become sweet, or whatever did not 
have blackness would not exist as black. 

[149] They state too that oneness, though it be the cause of the one, 
does not exist in itself. The one as well is not one without oneness, 
just as sweetness does not exist except in what is sweet and the sweet 
cannot be known in the absence of sweetness. Both of these, which 
are causes of the multiple world, require each other in order to ex- 
ist. Then the intellect affirms necessarily the existence of that which 
caused these two to need each other, so that through the existence and 
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the bringing-to-existence of one another, multiplicity might come to 
be, and through multiplicity, the multiple would exist. They call that 
which brings oneness into existence and manifests the one through it 
mubdi' (original cause of existence); it is that which makes oneness 
to be the cause of the one by creation out of nothing (ibda’), not out 
of something, so that the one, through the existence of that oneness, 
could be a one and oneness itself be fixed in the one. Both become one 
substance just as, for example, form and matter are united and come 
to exist, both of them, through this union, even if it is known and un- 

derstood that form is other than matter. 

[150] They hold further that the First Existent is that essence with which 

oneness is unitea. It is the Universal Intellect which the philosopher 

calls ‘the Agent Intellect’ and which is the beginning of all beings. They 

term this Intellect “one-being’ (wahid) since it is the nomen agentis (fa‘il) 

of [the noun] ‘oneness’ (wahdat) and its designation is by virtue of the 

‘oneness’ of the ‘one-being’ — that is, it is made-one together with one- 

ness.*’’ Since the one is one by virtue of oneness, it is not an absolute 

one but rather, a multiple one in its very nature and essence, and it is 

the root-principle (asl) of multiplicity and the first multiple; the Soul 

emerges from it through the power of oneness, for the Soul is the very 

substrate of ‘two-ness’. From that we know that the Soul emerges from 

the oneness of the First Intellect; that it is the substrate of ‘two-ness;’ that 

the Soul is receptive to the effects of the Intellect. Since the multiple one 

comes to be through the oneness of the Creator, those assisted by divine 

revelation, the mu’ayyadan-i ilahi - upon them be peace - state that it 

follows necessarily that the Originator of oneness is superior to one- 

ness itself; that what is closest to Him is oneness, in the approximation 

of the imagination, just as the thing closest to oneness is the one, and 

the thing closest to one is two. And since the Intellect by its very nature 

cannot go any higher than oneness in affirming the divine attributes, 

the Originator (mubdi’) - glory be to Him - is perforce called ‘One’. It 

is as God says, ‘Say: He is God, One.’*”° So Ja‘far al-Sadiq —- upon him be 

319. The discussion here turns on the fact that grammatically wahid has the 

form of an active participle derived from the same root as wahdat, as though it 

might be glossed ‘one-er’ in analogy with ‘writer’ (katib) or ‘doer, agent’ (fail: 

which, to complicate matters further, is also the grammatical term for ‘agent’). 

so. (Oust: 
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peace - recited Sarat al-Ikhlas with such exaltation.” Intelligent men, 

drawing as close in their minds as they can, call the True Originator 

the ‘One Absolute’. Since that multiple one can be divided into ‘one- 

ness’ and ‘one’, one part of it has ‘oneness’ and the other ‘essence’, in 

the order of things, and it can be brought forth out of nothing. It can 

also be multiplied by two in the order of things. And they say that while 

the multiple one is subject to division and multiplication, the Absolute 

One suffers neither of these. This is because one half of the ‘one-being’ 

(wahid) — that is, oneness — is His deed (effect: athar), for oneness is the 

Creator’s work - glory be to Him. 

[151] They say that the proof for the twofold nature of the First Intellect is 

that it is of two kinds. One of these is innate (gharizi); it is a fundamental 

aspect (as!) of man. The other is the acquired intellect (‘aql-i muktasab) 

which is acquired through study. Its existence within the twofold nature 

of the Intellect is established. The Universal Soul, in relation to the ‘one’ 

of the Universal Intellect, is at the rank of ‘2’, and in terms of its own 

doubleness, it comes at the rank of ‘3’. It is for this reason that the spe- 

cies of Soul in generated beings are three in number: one, growing; two, 

sensory; three, rational. Thus, after the Soul, matter comes to be by the 

command of the Creator — glory be to Him - by the intermediary of the 

Soul and the Intellect. A fourth rank belongs to matter; this is because 

the Intellect has the second rank, and the Soul has the third, and so mat- 

ter is necessarily at the fourth rank. And so matter is of four types: first, 

creative matter; second, natural matter; third, total matter; and fourth, 

prime matter, matter without form. Next, after matter, Nature comes to 

be, at the fifth rank, and so the natures themselves are five in number: 

four of these are simple - earth, water, air, and fire — while the fifth is 

the sphere. Then, out of the union of the natures with matter, the body 

comes to be, and in the sixth rank; that is why the body has six sides, to 

wit, upper, lower, right, left, before, behind. The form of the sphere is at 

the seventh rank, for the spheres themselves are seven, and the planets 
are seven too, as is well known. The order of the elements (arkan) on 
the inside of the sphere is eighth in rank; this is because each of these 
elements has two natures; thus, fire is both hot and dry; air, hot and soft; 

321. Ja‘far al-Sadiq (d. 148/765), the sixth Shi'i Imam, renowned as an exegete, 
traditionist, legal scholar, and on some accounts an alchemist; see Daftary, The 
Ismailis, pp. 79-84 and passim; for a bibliography of his writings, see GAS, vol. 
1, pp. 528-531. 
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water, cold and moist; earth, cold and dry. Then, the three realms born 
of the ‘mother-natures’ and the ‘father-spheres’ - namely, the miner- 
als, plants, and animals — are of three sorts; and each of these is of three 
sorts, such that these realms are at the rank of nine in the order of exist- 
ing things. So minerals are of three types. One type is earthy, it melts 
and burns, e.g., iron sulphate, collyrium, and the like. Another type is 
airy, it neither melts nor burns, such as [...]*” A third is watery, it boils 

but does not burn, such as sulphur, pitch, and the like. Animals too are 

of three sorts. One type begets and nurses its young, such as man and 

four-legged animals, and the like; another type lays eggs and does not 

nurse, like birds and fish; a third type creeps out of dank places, like 

mosquitoes and flies, and such.*”* Plants also are of three sorts. There is 

one which is planted and remains for several lifetimes, like the walnut 

tree and the date palm, and their like. There is another sort which every 

year is sown and then dies, like wheat and barley, etc. A third type has a 

seed which grows for years, such as those plants without roots. 

Thus we have shown clearly that all existing things fall into nine lev- 

els, and it is because of this that the body of necessity has nine accidents, 

as we explained earlier in response to this man’s (i.e., Jurjani’s) ques- 

tion. With respect to the three ‘kingdoms’ (mawalid), there are numer- 

ous causes, including matter and form and their combination (ta Tif); 

substance and accident and the compound of the two; or body and spirit 

and their union; the body’s three dimensions of length and breadth and 

depth; the body’s accidents, its line, surface, and volume; and the three 

phases of time, past, present, and future. But we pass on from this now. 

322. There is a lacuna in the text here. 

323. This passage on the three sorts of animals has been omitted without 

explanation from the Arabic translation of Shata (p. 268). 
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Of Species and Genus 

What is genus, not species, and species, not genus? 

What is it that is now one genus, now another species altogether? 

(Jurjani, verse 19) 

[152] The Greek sage has already answered this question. Aristotle, the 

lord of logic, says: ‘I consider the world and I see nothing nearer to my- 

self than man, and in every man I see a different individual. I ask about 

their names. One has the name Zayd, another is called “Amr, yet another 

is Jafar, and so on. Out of all these names not one does not belong to a 

particular person. And yet, I am seeking a name which can comprise all 

these individuals, such that when I say that name, I include them all. I 

find that the name “humankind” applies to these human individuals - 

the Ja fars, the Salihs, the Hamdans, and all the rest. I consider the world 

once again. I see cattle, donkeys, horses, and the like. So I say that there 

must be a name which groups together these four-legged beasts with 

humankind, such that when I utter that name, I designate both human 

beings and those others, and so I come upon the word “animal”. Among 

living things humans and non-humans are all animals. But then I see 

other things in the world, such as trees and plants. And I reflect that a 

name other than that for animals must gather this group together and 

find “increasing” (what in Arabic is termed nami — that is, “growing”. 

But I also observe rocks and clods of earth, and the like in the world and 

I reflect that there must be yet another term which accurately designates 

these. I come upon the term “body” (jism). Then, however, I see that in 

the world there are also spirits and I know that they are not corporeal, 

inasmuch as they exert an effect on bodies. And so I begin seeking a 

name which will encompass both spirits and bodies. For that I find the 

term “substance” (jawhar). And since I observe no further entity I con- 

clude that “substance” is the supreme genus since there is no genus that 

141 
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is higher than it [see Fig. 1]. Body and spirit are species within it since 

each of them is substance within absolute substance, and is cognoscible 

and not an object of sense perception. Nevertheless, body, which forms 

a species under substance, itself serves as a genus for minerals — stone, 

dirt-clods, and the like, and for plants — shrubs, trees, and the like, while 

“the growing” (ravindeh), which form a species under body, stands as a 

genus for both plants and animals. Furthermore, “animal”, which is a 

species of “the growing”, becomes generic with respect to cattle, don- 

keys, and humans, and the like. But the human being is the “species of 

species” and does not serve as genus for anything else because below 

the human category there are only individuals named so-and-so and so- 

and-so.’>*° Hence, the wise philosopher says that man is a species with 

respect to the animal, the animal is a species with respect to the growing, 

the growing is a species with respect to the body, the body is a species 

with respect to substance, and substance is the supreme genus in the 

order which we have delineated here. Substance is the genus for the two 

species, one of which is spirit while the other is body. Body is species 

with respect to genus but serves as genus to two species, one mineral, the 

other vegetal. The growing is a species of body but it serves as a genus 

to two species, that of the plants and that of the animals. The animal 

stands as a species of growing thing but is itself a genus to two species, 

one of which is non-rational and one of which is rational. The rational is 

a species of the genus animal but it stands as a genus to two species, the 

angel and the human. 

Such is the philosophical answer which we make to the question con- 

tained in this communication. 

[153] The response of the ahl-i ta’yid to this question — as well as to what 

the metaphysical philosophers have said concerning the fundamental 

principles and the ramifications of existing beings in this world in both 

their general order and specific details — is to say that there is no differ- 

ence of opinion about what the philosophers hold, and yet [they note 
that] the foundation (wad’) of God’s religion is analogous to that of the 
world, because the world has its existence by virtue of the Divine In- 
tellect (be-‘aql-i khoday) while religion was established by virtue of the 

324. Jins al-ajnas, the summum genus, or highest category, which no higher 
genus comprises. 

325. naw’ al-anwa’, the infima species, i.e., the species under which there are 

only individuals and not further species. 
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Divine Command (be-firman-i khoday). Both creation and command 
are His, as He says, “Do not creation and command belong to Him? 
Blessed be God, Lord of the worlds!*** It behoves man to know the levels 
of creation because by that knowledge he may acquire a knowledge of 
the levels of the command, and so derive proof from this world rather 
than contemplate and ponder it in vain. There is a Tradition from the 
Emissary which says, “God the Exalted established His religion on the 
analogy with His creation of the world so that one might be guided 
from His creation to His religion and from there be led to His Oneness 
(yeganegi).’*’ And so everyone who knows the levels which correspond 
to existing things in creation will be guided to the levels of religion, for 

the levels within the world of religion all stand in a relationship of ana- 

logy with this world, for this is its archetype (mithdl). 

[154] Religion which is one in its root has two branches; each of these is 

also a branch with regard to what is above it but a root to that which is 

below it [see Fig. 2]. Thus, the Prophet is a branch in relation to it (ie., 

religion) but a root to his designated wasi (Legatee). The wasi is a branch 

in relation to the Prophet but a root with respect to the Imam. The Imam 

is a branch in relation to the wasi but a root for the hujjat. The hujjat is 

a branch of the Imam but a root with respect to the dai. And the da‘7isa 

branch in relation to the hujjat but a root for the members of the da‘wat. 

Another aspect of the root is this. The Intellect, which is equivalent 

to the Prophet, is a branch with respect to the [Divine] Command but a 

root-principle for the wasi and for the Soul. The Soul is a branch vis-a- 

vis Intellect and a root with respect to Jadd and to the Imam. For the soul 

Jadd is a branch but it is a root-principle for Fath and the hujjat. Fath is 

branch to Jadd but root to Khaydl and the dai. And Khayal is branch to 

Fath but root to the members of the da‘wat.** 

Those who have responded to the call (ahl-i istijabat) occupy a place 

in the world of religion equal to that of humankind in this world. Just 

as man is the ‘species of species’ with respect to substance, the supreme 

genus, so he who responds to the call is the ‘branch of branches’ with 

respect to the true religion, which is itself the ‘root of roots’. 

May the intelligent ponder this correspondence (muwazanah). 

326. Q7:54. 

327. I have not been able to identify the source of this hadith. 

328. On these terms, see 8:105-106 above. 
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On Happiness and Unhappiness. 

And on Yesterday, Today, and Tomorrow 

What was the world at a time when it was gladness entire 

And those two ominous stars had not delayed in their course? 

Now the whole world is an evil star while those two 

Benignant stars keep rising and setting, moving, and circling. 

And tomorrow will be just like yesterday, as it has been 

Handed down by prophets and sages and illustrious dhimmis. 

What is ‘yesterday’, what ‘today’? And ‘tomorrow’ - what’s that? 

From such as these, what direction: from such as these, what deed? 

(Jurjani, verses 20-23) 

[155] This question appears to be incorrect since he says, “Why was 

everything happy in the world before this time since the two malign 

stars — that is, Mars and Saturn - were not idle overhead and yet, no 

misfortune befell? Nowadays the entire world is catastrophe. The two 

auspicious stars — Jupiter and Venus - are at work and yet no felicity 

follows. Tomorrow, once again, the world will be altogether happy, as it 

was yesterday. The sages, the prophets, the non-Muslim subjects are all 

of one mind on this.’ 

[156] We declare that this question is plainly wrong for never have we 

heard — and it is not possible that we would not have heard — that there 

was once a time when people were not needy, when all were healthy in 

their bodies, when they were sovereign and prosperous, when there was 

nobody poor in this world, no one sick; no underling, no slave; when 

death was absent along with pain and distress, such that one might say 

that ‘before this’ those two malign stars were present and yet, the world 

was entirely happy, as has indeed been said, because this is impossible. 

Likewise, the present time is not such that there is nobody in the world 

who is happy, nor are all people poor or sick or enslaved, such that it 

147 
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could be said that those two auspicious stars are at work in the heavens 

and yet, there is no felicity on earth. Quite the contrary. For some there 

is always misfortune, distress, lowliness, and poverty, while for others 

there is happiness and ease, dominance and glory. This is God’s decree. 

It is right that people’s circumstances in this world be characterised by 

this disparity which has been established by the wisdom of the wise and 

knowing God, just as God has decreed in His own everlasting speech, 

‘We are the ones who give them their share of livelihood in this world and 

We have raised some of them above others in rank, so that some may take 

others into service.” 

This is to say that some are kings while others are subjects; some are 

masters and some are slaves. And if anyone, thinking it unjust that one 

person be a lord and own a hundred slaves, should say that all people 

ought to be equal in ease and fortune, this notion of his is absurd and 

false, since this will never come to be. Do not you see that if it were this 

way, there would be no one to give anyone orders and everyone would 

have to do his own work? If all men were equal, all would be in turmoil 

(ranjeh); there would not even be anyone to give another person a glass 

of water! Were this to happen, all men would become like beasts, and 

everyone would be in a state of wretched upheaval, with no rest for any- 

one. Hence, we think it obvious that all of this is wrong. These feeble 

notions (‘ilal), which beset the imaginings of petty spirits, are base and 

despicable with respect to the acquisition of wisdom. 

[157] We say furthermore that just as circumstances in the world stand 

at a remove of two extremes, with people at various stages of either mis- 

fortune or felicity - one is a sovereign, prosperous, and with his trea- 

sury filled, with troops and horsemen, enjoying property, status, and 

renown, the other is a slave, destitute, naked, powerless, isolated, a me- 

nial, lowly, and despised - with most people somewhere between these 

two extremes in the world, so too in matters of religion there are two 
contradictory extremes and people fall at different levels between them. 
One stands at such a level that all people have hope through his interces- 
sion, and by praying for him his community comes closer to God, just 
as God the Exalted says, “God and His angels bless the Prophet. O you 
who believe, bless him and salute him. Another is at such a level that it 

329. Q43:32, tr. Abdel Haleem. For a comparable argument by al-Ghazali 
in justifying the disparities in the world, see my Theodicy in Islamic Thought, 
pp. 200-202. 

330. Q33:56, tr. Jones. 
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is considered obedience to curse him like Iblis, and right belief to shun 
him and declare him an unbeliever. Thus God says, ‘So whoever rejects 
false gods and believes in God has grasped the firmest hand-hold.™*! 

[158] If anyone should entertain the notion that the Emissary and his 
faithful followers experienced nothing but happiness in their lifetimes 
and did not suffer distress at the hands of the hypocrites and unbeliev- 
ers, his opinion is dead wrong. Quite the contrary. During his lifetime 
the Emissary experienced hurt, discouragement, and duress, just as God 
the Exalted says to him in this verse by way of consolation: ‘We are well 

aware that your heart is weighed down by what they say. Celebrate the 

glory of your Lord and be among those who bow down to Him: worship 

your Lord until whai is certain comes to you. >” 

[159] Having established that this question is badly posed on the face of 

it — that neither bliss nor misery befalls the totality of humankind either 

in this world or in the world of religion —- we now add that the question, 

however, is correct in this respect; namely, that bliss and misery occur 

necessarily in the microcosm, now at this time, now at that, to the intel- 

ligent (uqala’), who occupy the rank in the microcosm which man at 

large holds in the macrocosm. By this I mean that the man of intellect 

stands in relation to the common man at the same rank as humankind 

itself stands in relation to the brute beasts. 

[160] The point which this man makes at the third one of these verses, 

which we are now explicating, namely, ‘and tomorrow will be just like 

yesterday, as it has been handed down by prophets and sages and Jews 

and Christians’, etc., demonstrates that by ‘bliss’ he means knowledge of 

religion (‘ilm-i din)**’ and by ‘misery’ he means the misery of ignorance 

(shiqawat-i jahl). By a world in which this bliss and this misery exist he 

means that ‘world of religion’*** which exists among human beings. He 

says that previously knowledge of the real da‘wat was diffused among 

331. Q2:256, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

332. Qi5:97-99, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

333. De Gastines (p. 181) renders the simple phrase ‘knowledge of religion’ as 

‘le régne de la Connaissance, la hiérosophie’, but it isn’t clear what she intends 

by this portentous phrasing. 

334. De Gastines (ibid.) renders ‘world of religion’ as the ‘hiérocosmos’, but 

such a term doesn’t quite work in English. The ‘alam-i din is that suprasensual, 

transcendent realm of which our physical world is a mere shadow. 
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men of intellect despite the fact that those two malign stars — comprised 

of perfidious utterances and discord — were present among men and the 

imams of dissension and ignorance (imaman-i nifaq ve jahl) — the Sat- 

urn and Mars of the microcosm - were in operation. But now, when the 

two auspicious stars — faith and Islam - are in place, and the Venus and 

Jupiter of the world of religion are in place, why is the bliss of knowledge 

not manifest? 

[161] The answer to this question is as follows. The foundation of the sacral 

realm is analogous to the foundation of the world itself, as we have previ- 

ously affirmed, in two earlier passages of this book, in accord with a Tradi- 

tion of the Prophet. Man, who has both a sensual soul and a rational soul, 

stands in need of two sorts of sustenance: first, bodily nourishment which 

comes to him from the earth and is a divine creation, and comes about by 

the concerted operation of the spheres and the stars; and second, intellec- 

tual sustenance which comes from the Qur’an, itself wholly God’s word, 

by the concerted mediation of the Imams and the hujjats who have been 

set as the spheres and stars of the sacral realm. Worldly sustenance among 

people is abundant at some times and scarce at others, in proportion to 

man’s worthiness; sometimes there is abundance and ease and sometimes 

hardship and famine. The cause of abundance and ease is the rains which 

pour down at times from the skies and which the earth receives, so that 

humans become more numerous and stronger as a result; the cause of 

hardship and famine is the retention of the rains in the skies; because they 

are so numerous, these corrupt and useless people suffer bodily death as a 

result of scarcity. Their wickedness is lessened only because they dread the 

death which they see multiplied around them. This is a trial (4@zmdayesh) 

sent by God upon people in order that those who use their intelligence 

may be edified, as God says, ‘We shall certainly test you with fear and hun- 

ger, and loss of property, lives and crops. But give good news to those who 

are steadfast.**° 

[162] Knowledge is man’s spiritual food. This too has an analogical sense 
in that sometimes knowledge is on the increase among people and at 
others it is on the decrease. When the sensual and concupiscent forces 
predominate among men, when ignorance holds sway over them, when 
the rational soul grows feeble and they no longer set out in search of 
knowledge, when they are no longer even worthy of knowledge, the 
guardians of the knowledge of God’s Book - those who are the clouds of 

335. Q2:155, tr. Abdel Haleem. 
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divine mercy — withhold even the least rain drops of their learning from 
them. This is because they know that if they speak to them, those igno- 
rant men - may God curse them - will not listen, just as God Himself 
says, ‘The wickedest beasts in God’s view are those that are deaf, dumb, 
who do not reason. If God had known that there was some good in them, 
He would have made them hear and yet, even if He had made them hear, 
they would have turned away for they are disinclined. In this with- 
holding (baz istadan) of droplets from the heaven of this world lies the 
death of the body for man, but in withholding droplets from the sacral 
heaven (dsmdan-i din) lies the death of man’s soul. Whoever accuses the 

true Imam of lying will suffer the death of his soul and everlasting tor- 

ment, just as God the Exalted says in the sura “The Poets’ in this passage, 

‘They called him a liar and so We destroyed them. In this there is a sign 

and yet most of them do not believe. Your Lord is indeed the Mighty, 

the Merciful.” Whoever gives credence to the Prophet —- upon him be 

peace — and to the Imam and to his Legatee but rejects the traditions of 

the Imam is an oppressor (sitamkar); to him the grace of guidance is not 

given. It is as God says, ‘How would God guide a people who deny the 

truth, after they have once believed, and attested that the Emissary was 

true, for clear proofs came to them? But God does not guide the unjust.” 

In this verse there is a justification for the true Imams - upon them be 

peace — when they hold back the knowledge of the truth from those who 

they know will deny the truth, who do not listen when they are spoken 

to, and who if they do listen do not act accordingly. 

[163] As for the answer to the question, “What is yesterday, what to- 

day? And tomorrow - what’s that?’, we reply that time is divided into 

three. One is always median; the two others are marginal. That which is 

median is the present time, e.g., ‘today’ and ‘now’. That which is at the 

anterior extreme, such as ‘yesterday and ‘that hour that is past’, is prior 

to ‘now’. That which is at the posterior extreme, such as ‘tomorrow’ and 

‘in the next hour’, is anticipated and to come. For man this world is the 

abode of today; anybody’s life is his ‘today’. The world that abides is 

man’s abode of tomorrow; his continuance in that world is his ‘tomor- 

row’. This is as God says, ‘O you who believe, fear God; and let every soul 

336. Q8:22-23. 

337. Q26:139-140. 

338. Q3:86. 
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observe what it has sent on for the morrow.” Thus we have now estab- 

lished that for humans ‘tomorrow is really what comes after death and 

that everyone’s life up to the moment of his death is entirely his ‘today’. 

[164] Furthermore, the cycle of every prophet is his ‘day’. The time in 

which we are now - I mean, the time after the Emissary, the Chosen, was 

sent forth up to the time of the Resurrection — is the ‘day’ of our Emissary. 

The days of Moses, Jesus, and the other prophets are past. God the Exalted 

created this world in the space of six days. This statement is written in 

several places in the Noble Book. Thus, He says, ‘It is God who created 

the heavens and the earth and everything between them in six days, then 

He established Himself on the throne. The crude literalists of the com- 

munity*™" say that at that time the heavens and the earth were not but that 

then God created this world in a space of time amounting to six days and 

then, afterwards, He went up to His throne. They hold that this ‘going up’ 

(istiwa’) has the meaning of ‘domination’ (istila); in other words, when He 

had created the world, He took possession of the throne. 

The practitioners of exegesis (ahl-i ta’wil) say that God’s Book has 

been sent to us to guide us rightly; the fact that we know that God 

created this world in six days does not add to that guidance at all. For 

in the interpretation which this group makes of the verse is an explicit 

declaration that almighty God is unable to create this world in one instant 

(be-yek lahzah). God’s own statement — He is exalted — invalidates this 

interpretation, for He says, ‘When We will something, We only say to 

it, “Be!”, and it is.**” Furthermore, when He says, ‘Then He established 

Himself on the throne’, it means that after He created the world in six 

days, He took His place upon the throne, and by this an interval (dirangi) 

is necessarily implied between His creation of the world - glory be to 

Him - and His establishing Himself upon the throne. Now if the sense of 

istiwa (establishing) were istila (domination), it would imply inescapably 
that prior to the creation of the world, God did not have dominion over 
a throne, that in fact He did not possess a throne. This is impious raving 
(hadhayan) even worse than the interpretation we considered earlier! 
Quite the contrary, say [the adepts of spiritual exegesis]. The inner 

339. Q59:118, tr. Jones. 

340. Q32:4. 

341. The hashwiyan-i ummat, on whom see 3:28 above. 
342. Q16:40. 
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elucidation (ta’wil) of this verse is that God the Exalted created the life- 
time (‘umr) of this world during the span of the prophethood of His six 
prophets, each of whom had his cycle (dawr) and his mission (da‘wat) 
in his ‘day’ (raz), and during his day the Emissary summoned people to 
God. When this day has passed, another prophet’s day arrives and it is 
incumbent upon people to follow this other prophet. If people were to 
examine this interpretation, each prophetic community would occupy 
the position which it indeed occupies: the Christians established on the 
fifth day, the Jews on the fourth day, the Mazdeans on the third day. 
In addition to which, in all the scriptures of God which have come to 

His prophets, these same words are mentioned, as God the Exalted says, 

‘This is in the ancient scrolls, the scrolls of Abraham and Moses.’** 

[165] The interpretation of ‘establishing Himself upon the throne’ is the 

execution of the command of God by the qa’im al-qiyamat (‘Master of 

the Resurrection’), which is the throne of God and which will be mani- 

fest after his six days have passed, at which time God’s command will be 

forcibly imposed upon mankind, as He says, ‘Whose is the sovereignty 

today? It belongs to God, the One, the Mighty.“ 

[166] And so we have established what this man intended by these 

verses. “Yesterday denotes a cycle that is past. “Today’ is the present 

cycle. ‘Tomorrow’ is the cycle to come. That ‘tomorrow’ in which the 

wise take such delight is the day of True Resurrection, when the shadows 

of ignorance will be lifted from humanity by the light of His knowledge, 

just as God says, ‘The earth will be illumined by the light of its Lord.” 

From this verse it becomes clear that in the present day the earth is dark, 

but when the Resurrection comes the earth will be illumined. If from 

today until the day of Resurrection, the earth shines, that circumstance 

is proof that that ‘earth’ is not this earth which shines today. On the 

contrary, that other earth is now darkened until it shines. That other 

earth is that of which it is said that the community has been established 

upon it by the soul’s conviction, not by the body. That earth is dark now 

but it will shine forth, and in its shining all the obscurity of conflicting 

interpretations will be dispelled. This is the Book of God upon which 

our community is established. Here is a subtle intimation for those who 

think. And we pass now from these verses. 

343. Q87:18-19, tr. Jones. 

344. Q4o:16, tr. Jones. 

345. Q39:69. 
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Properties of Minerals, Animals, and Places 

That lead breaks diamond, that the magnet draws iron - 

What is the cause for each of these, and how do they work? 

How is it that the ruby wards off cholera? 

How does the emerald pluck out the serpent’s two eyes? 

If a leopard bites a man, why does a mouse 

Spring from the roof and the wall with many wiles? 

In the city of Ahwaz, nobody is free from fever and yet 

In Tibet, no inhabitant experiences its miseries - why? 

It is not because of its nature. What is its property? asks one; 

What, asks the astute observer, is this property's ‘root’? 

(Jurjani, verses 24-28) 

[167] There are seven questions in these five verses about the properties 

of things. These seven questions fall into three divisions. One is about 

well-known things, another is about obscurer matters, and a third is sim- 

ply absurd. As for the well-known, there are two: the magnet’s power of 

attraction over iron, and second, that the mouse urinates on somebody 

bitten by a leopard (mizidan-i mish bar gazidah-i palang). There are 

two that are obscure: first, that the ruby wards off cholera, and second, 

that emerald can pluck out the serpent’s eye. As for those that are ab- 

surd, there are three: first, that diamond can be broken by lead; second, 

the inevitability of fever in the city of Ahwaz; and third, that in Tibet no- 

body experiences its agony. Because these questions fall into these three 

types, some believe that somebody has added these verses to the poem; 

indeed, these are not questions proper to sages and this fellow ought not 

to try his contemporaries with such absurdities. In any case, we shall say 

something about each one of the three sorts of questions which have 

been tossed out, if God the Holy and Exalted grants us success. 

[168] As for our response to the question concerning the property of 

the magnet that it draws iron, we say that from this stone there comes 

155 
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a sticky (lazij) vapour (bukhar) which attracts only iron; this vapour 

is quite different from iron by its very nature, even though it clings to 

it; just so the moisture in the air stands opposed to cotton and paper 

and yet sticks to them both. When the vapour from the magnetic stone 

reaches the iron, it attaches to it. But since it stands in opposition to it, 

as soon as it reaches it, it turns about and retreats, dragging the iron 

with it. The proof that this is correct is that whenever bits of iron — what 

are called filings - come close to that stone, those bits of filings race 

towards it; the vapour is diffused until it gathers together the scattered 

filings. But if that stone is rubbed with crushed garlic it does not at- 

tract iron at all. Garlic is an obstructive substance; when one rubs it on 

something, it becomes a kind of skin or covering which holds the vapour 

back; just so, fishermen in winter rub crushed garlic on their heads and 

hands up to the forearms so that their pores are sealed and the vapour 

cannot escape; since the vapour stays confined (paykhasteh), it grows 

warm and the fishermen can withstand the cold water. Since that stone 

when rubbed with crushed garlic no longer attracts iron we know that 

the vapour, which was coming from the stone until now, when the holes 

were blocked by the garlic, has in fact been obstructed by the garlic and 

no longer attracts iron. The magnet’s non-attraction of iron after garlic 

has been rubbed on it furnishes us with the evidence that a vapour is 

continually emanating from it and that the vapour attaches itself to the 

iron and then emanates from it until it draws the iron towards the mag- 

net; it gives us the proof as well that the magnet draws the iron towards 

itself, not that the iron pulls the magnet towards itself — which is a matter 

of dispute among some natural scientists, that is, whether the magnet 

attracts the iron or the iron the magnet. In just the same way, amber, 

which is the resin from a tree, has the property that it draws straw to- 

wards itself. And from amber too there emanates a vapour which dif- 

fuses only around straw; when it reaches the straw and is suspended 

above it, it retracts and draws the straw towards the amber which then 

springs from it (the vapour) to the amber. 

[169] It is also a property of vitriol (zag), a kind of earth," and of gall- 
nut (maz), which comes from a tree, that they are both yellow but when 
mixed with each other, turn a deep black. Natural scientists can find no 
explanation for this other than to say that both vitriol and gall-nut have 
an acrid and gripping flavour, which is why they turn black. This is a 

346. That is, a sulphate of minerals such as copper or iron. 
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flimsy argument. The two flavours remain the same when tasted; the 
change in them becomes apparent after they are mixed, but it is a visual 
not a gustatory change (didani ast ve chashidani nist). 

[170] An answer to this question: If it is right to inquire after the prop- 
erty, it should also be right for us to ask and seek out what property it 
might be in the pit of the date such that when it is planted in a clump of 
soil and watered, one end of it goes down into the earth while the other 
end rises up in the air. And that part which goes down into the earth 

draws soil and water to itself, and out of that dirt and that water it makes 

the forms of wood and leaves and fibre and it pierces the air towards that 

other extremity, becoming a tree tall as a minaret; and every year it turns 

five hundred man of water and air, more or less, into delicious dates 

and into wood, and does so for over a century. The pit of the apricot 

(zard alu) does not have this property; rather, it has another property: it 

turns soil and water into apricot, just as the magnet has the property of 

attracting iron whereas the crystal does not; rather, its property consists 

in producing fire from a ray of sunlight. If it is not surprising that the 

pit of a date has the property to draw water and earth from the depth 

of the soil and to grow from the surface of the ground to the height of a 

minaret and to stand upright for a century and each year to turn huge 

donkey-loads (kharvar) of earth and soil into dates, within each one of 

which not a smidgeon of water or soil remains — what wonder is it then 

that a stone, having a property lodged within it since its very creation, 

should draw a bit of iron to itself without changing its state or turning 

it into something other than itself? What question comes out of all this? 

The same may be said of everything from the seed of plants to the sperm 

of animals or the eggs of birds: each thing possesses a craft and a proper- 

ty before which man, for all his superiority, stands powerless (‘ajiz ast). 

And no one has the right to question this, but if someone should ask, the 

answer to him must be: “That is God’s work. Do not speak of it in vain. 

Show some spirit!” How can anybody raise a question which is the very 

basis of his own being? 

[171] To the question as to why the mouse urinates on prey the leo- 

pard has bitten, we say that people’s surprise at this is due to the fact 

that the matter is not what they assume it to be.” We say that between 

347. The ninth-century physician ‘Alib. Sahl al-Tabari, in his Firdaus al-Hikma, 

reports that ‘in the mountains of Tabaristan, the panther often beats a man with 

his paw. Then mice gather round him from all sides and the men and women must 
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certain animals there is a friendship and between certain others an 

enmity. Thus, there is hostility between the crow and the owl because 

the owl can see by night and not by day, while the crow sees by day but 

not by night. At night the owl comes among the crows who are gathered 

in the trees, seizes them one by one, cracks their heads and flings them 

down while they are unable to see him. The monkey has a fondness for 

the cat; he clasps it to himself and kisses it. But the dog is hostile to the 

cat. This friendliness and this enmity are innate; they have no cause. 

Thus, in the same way, there is a natural affection between the leopard 

and the mouse. The mouse does not seek out the prey bitten by the leo- 

pard because it wants to urinate on it — not at all. It wants to lick the 

slobber (aladagi) left by the leopard’s mouth; when it is prevented, the 

mouse deploys a stratagem: it runs about on the wall and terrace trying 

to find that odour. When it finds that bite and comes upon that smell, it 

sprinkles urine on it out of sheer joy, for it wishes to leave something of 

itself as a mark where the saliva was. Just so, when dogs want to copulate, 

the male who desires a female comes to wherever the female dog has 

urinated, and he too urinates on the spot where her urine has fallen. This 

is something well known and often confirmed. In his Kitab-i mahsal, 

Shaykh Nasafi** has said that if you put a leopard’s teeth in front of a 

mouse-hole, the mouse comes out of the hole backwards, first the tail, 

then the head; if a piece of the leopard’s fat is put in the room of a house, 

the mice come from all around and can be killed; they fling themselves 

into this trap just as the crows fling themselves before the owl and so fall 

into the trap. 

[172] This is no marvel and yet, when the common people hear that a 

mouse wants to urinate on the leopard’s prey, this statement leaves them 

in a state of perplexity. If you release the mouse so that it can come close 

ensure that the mice do not reach him, since if they urinate on him, he must die.’ 
Cited in Ullmann, Islamic Medicine (Edinburgh, 1978), p. 108. For a report closer 

to NKh’s version, see Kamal al-Din al-Damiri (d. 808/1405), Hayat al-hayawan 

al-kubra [197-/139-], vol. 2, p. 365: ‘For whenever a leopard bites a man, a mouse 

comes looking for him to urinate on him; and if it does that, he dies.’ 

348. For this lost early work, by Abt al-Hasan Muhammad b. Ahmad al- 
Nasafi (executed 332/943) — not Najashi, as our text has it — see Poonawala, 
Biobibliography, p. 42; also, Ivanow, Ismaili Literature, pp. 23-24, and Daftary, 
Ismaili Literature, pp. 29, 125, 148. It was reportedly through this work that Neo- 
Platonic teachings were introduced into Ismaili thought. 
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to the prey and lick it, it will not urinate on it. If the mouse, which has 
a strong affection for the leopard, seeks out the scent of the saliva from 
the leopard’s teeth, what wonder is there in that? We all see that the cat 
searches out the mouse’s scent, for between cat and mouse there is also 
an inborn affection; it is out of such affection, not out of enmity, that 
the cat eats the mouse; in just the same way does the cat devour its own 
kittens, out of affection. Everything that eats, eats its own food out of lik- 
ing, not out of aversion. Someone who is famished for food and thirsty 
for water slakes his hunger or thirst out of liking and affinity (dasti ve 
muwafagat), not out of hostility and divergence (mukhdlafat). If it 
could do it, the mouse would eat the leopard in the same way that it races 

towards its own destruction at the scent of the leopard’s saliva — out of 

affection. This is the answer to the two questions about properties, such 

as are known to both common folk and the elite. 

[173] The response of the ahl-i ta’yid - upon them be peace - to the 

question of the magnet’s property of attracting iron stands apart from 

other responses. In their view, the stone is the gibla of the adherents 

of the religion of Islam, the name of which is ‘the station’ (maqam), as 

He says, ‘Take the spot where Abraham stood as your place of prayer.**° 

The place where Abraham - peace be upon him - stood is the station 

of prophecy. Abraham’s descendant Muhammad, the Chosen, stood in 

that place where his ancestor had stood and he followed in his footsteps 

along the path, just as God says, ‘Then We revealed to you, “Follow the 

creed of Abraham, a man of pure faith who was not an idolator”.’”' The 

interpretation (ta’wil) of this verse which says that they should take the 

station of Abraham as the direction of prayer is that they should follow 

the Prophet and offer him obedience. For he designated this stone for 

mankind that they might know that the magnet stands as an analogue 

(mathal) for him, and so that other worshippers of God might become 

his followers, not only those who have already turned towards him, as 

He says, ‘who follow the Emissary, the unlettered Prophet ...’* 

349. The terms translated here as ‘affinity’ (muwafaqat) and ‘divergence’ 

(mukhdlafat) correspond to the ancient notion that love and liking denote an in- 

ner sympathy or affinity between the soul and what attracts and pleases it, with a 

corresponding aversion for, or disharmony between, hateful things and the soul. 

350. Q2:125, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

351. Q16:123, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

352. Q7:157. 
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[174] Iron is the strongest of minerals; the weapons of war are made 

from it. There are many benefits for mankind within it. As God the Ex- 

alted says, ‘We also sent iron, with its mighty strength and many uses 

for mankind.”® Its strength is war and hardship. This war and hard- 

ship, which God the Exalted placed within iron, refers to the Prince of 

Believers ‘Ali b. Abi Talib - upon him be peace - whom God’s enemies 

dread, as both the elite and the common folk affirm. The Emissary chose 

‘Ali from amongst all people and drew him to himself, marrying him 

into the family (musaharat kard), with the result that today his offspring 

are the offspring of the Emissary of God, and he made him his Legatee 

(wasi) at Ghadir Khumm and informed his companions of his desig- 

nated spiritual authority (wildyat). 

[175] We have made it clear that the station of Abraham, which is that 

stone (i.e., the magnet), is an analogue for the Emissary of God, who 

stood where Abraham stood. It is fitting that the Emissary be represented 

as this stone. And we consider it correct that the ‘mighty strength’ per- 

tain to the Prince of the Believers, for God the Exalted says that that 

mighty strength is in the iron, and the Emissary drew ‘Ali to himself 

out of all mankind both by matrimonial ties and by legacy, and so it 

becomes clear that the Prince of the Believers “Ali is analogous to the 

iron. Just as it is right to say that the Emissary of God stands at the rank 

of magnet of the sacral realm (‘Glam-i din) and the Prince of the Believ- 

ers at the rank of the iron of the sacral realm, and just as the magnet 

amongst all the metals draws only iron to itself, so too the magnet of 

the sacral realm draws no one out of the multitude of the community 

to itself but this iron. They add that in this world the sensual soul is the 

magnet for the pleasures of the senses, and that these pleasures exist in 

the world only for its sake. Only mankind can attain all the pleasures of 

the senses; hence, we know that all of these pleasures come on his behalf. 

The Prophet was the magnet for God’s manifold wisdom which it drew 

towards itself out of the realm of the Intellect. 

[176] As for the interpretation of the property which is the affinity be- 
tween the leopard and the mouse leading to human destruction, the ahl- 
i ta’yid — peace be upon them - state that the leopard is an evil beast and 
of all the animals the one of the least benefit to mankind, and thus at the 
opposite extreme from iron, most beneficial of metals to man. The leo- 
pard’s spotted hide is the sign that it is analogous to a man whose heart is 

353. Qs7:25, tr. Abdel Haleem. 
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speckled and ornery. The mouse is the rodent most destructive to man. 
These two animals symbolise the man of God’s - that is, the Prophet's - 
two enemies. Between them there exists an accord in opposition to the 
Prophet, just as there is a working sympathy between the leopard and 
the mouse to harass and vex mankind. And just as it is incumbent on 
man to guard against this sympathy between leopard and mouse in this 
world, so is it also incumbent on the godly (parhizgaran) to know both 
leopard and mouse in the sacral realm and to keep a distance from them. 

Every animal on earth is the speechless analogue of the varying charac- 

ters which exist among mankind. Just as it is necessary to be on guard 

against animals which are at odds with man in this world, it is also nec- 

essary to beware of people who are like these animals in the sacral realm, 

as God the Exalted says, “There is no beast on the earth nor bird that 

flies with its wings but they are communities like you.*** Thus it behoves 

those who use their intellects to recognise the leopard and the mouse in 

man, to know the serpent and the scorpion which take on the human 

form, and to beware of them. If it is incumbent upon us to kill the snake, 

by general consensus, it is also incumbent upon us to kill the ungodly 

(kafiran), by command of God the Exalted. The ungodly is more of a 

snake than the snake itself (mdrtar az mar) since he must be killed by 

God’s command, and to refrain from performing God’s command is 

disbelief (kufr), whereas not to kill a snake is not disbelief. The hypo- 

crites and those who disbelieve are on a single level, as God the Exalted 

states, ‘O Prophet, struggle against the disbelievers and the hypocrites and 

be harsh to them.’*°> These are some verses of mine on the resemblance 

between humans and other animals:**° 

O you who have grown old in the pavilions of delusion, 

O you eaten away by many years and months! 

What do you know about what the purpose 

Of the world’s Creator — the Unique, the Forgiving — may be? 

Since the world is meant to be shattered, why 

Are the heavens seamless and without a rift? 

You, what do you say as to why there must be 

This measure of dust and water, darkness, and light, 

354. Q6:38, tr. Jones. 

355. Q66:9. 

356. The lines are excerpted from NKh’s longer qasida, in his Diwan, 

pp. 76-78; the lines quoted here are nos 1 and 13-32. 
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Just so a camel or a donkey or a cow may come to be - 

A snake or a fish, a scorpion or a wasp, 

Or that one which skips like an ape 

And taps his feet to the beat of a drum? 

Or yet this other one who for fifty years 

Has lived his life without ablution or prayers? 

Yet it is you whom they refuse a refuge, 

These vile partisans of wickedness! 

How can you go on saying that for these 

The Loving and Generous One made heaven and earth? 

You who wouldn’t give them so much as an endive, 

How is it that God gives them castles and courtesans? 

No! Keep away from this wrong-headed notion, 

Stay far from this bad conjecture, stay far! 

If you have understanding and heart, my son, 

Lend your ear well to your old father’s words! 

There is another world for humankind, 

A strong realm hidden from the ignorant, 

Where in the likeness of the savage beasts 

Are men who live in loathing of the learned. 

But God’s true purpose lies with the wise, 

Those base men are nothing but stalks and straw! 

These robbers are just like the mice, 

These fools are just like the birds. 

Upstanding men are like the fish: they're mute. 

But blabbermouths twitter like sparrows! 

Wisdom and learning always prevail 

Over lies and absurdities, like incense over chaff. 

Silence is superior to idle palaver; 

This maxim is inscribed in the Psalms. 

Your job is to till and its seed is the word; 

Reap like one who’s compassionate as he cuts. 

If you are afraid of being wrong in your reply, 

Be patient when it is time to speak, be patient! 

[177] Our opinion on the question and answer which this man poses 
concerning the two unknown properties — one of which concerns the 
ruby’s property of warding off cholera and the other the power of the 
emerald to pluck out the serpent’s eye — is to say that both of these are 
quite unknown. If the question concerned the well-known fact that the 
ruby cannot be warmed to redness by fire, that would have been more 
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apposite than its prevention of cholera, which is an unknown property 
— all the more so since in his own time many people were saved from 
cholera without any ruby; but if it were so that no one was delivered 
from cholera apart from those who possessed a ruby, the question might 
be apt. 

[178] We have never heard that someone placing an emerald in front of 
a serpent bursts its eyes. Something along these lines is stated in these 
verses:**” 

If the serpent’s two eyes are destroyed by the property 

Of an emerald, at the moment it is brought close to them, 

I myself have never witnessed this; and yet, I have seen 

That when the prince puts his hand on my heart 

The eyes of my poverty burst into smithereens! 

Still, we think that this discussion is good and apt for interpretation. 

Every dictum which is well known to the multitude has a figurative sense 

for the sages; it has fallen into this world among the masses, but it may 

be uttered in the form of a riddle by those who are in search of wisdom. 

Thus, the story of the Simurgh is well known. The common folk say 

that it is from beyond Mt. Qaf and when the Last Day draws nigh, it will 

come forth. They also say that when the sun goes down it goes under 

God’s throne. For the sages, God’s throne is the sphere of the zodiac 

(falak al-buruj) which the sun is under. They say too that the paris have 

lovely faces but they remain hidden to mankind; these are the knowl- 

edgeable, the form of whose knowledge is lovely, but the ignorant are 

unable to see this form of theirs. 

[179] The response of the ahl-i ta’yid to these two questions is to say that 

amongst the cold indissoluble minerals (fusardah-i nagudazandah),*”* 

first the red ruby and then the emerald are superior to other minerals; 

357. These verses are ascribed to Munjik Tirmidhi, ie., Ab al-Hasan ‘Ali 

b. Muhammad al-Tirmidhi, a much-celebrated eleventh-century Persian poet 

active at the court of the Al-i Muhtaj, rulers of Chaghaniyan; see F. de Blois, 

Persian Literature: A Bio-Bibliographical Survey, vol. 5, part 1, pp. 197-198; also, 

G. Lazard, Les premiers poétes persans, vol. 1, p. 14. 

358. For the medicinal properties of gems, see Ullmann, Die Natur-, pp. 138- 

140; for the emerald’s effect on serpents, see p. 399. 
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in just the same way, amongst meltable minerals gold is superior to 

silver. Among animals, two are superior: first the camel, then the horse. 

Among plants, two are superior as well: first the date, then the grape. 

Two places are superior: first Mecca, then Medina. Amongst heavenly 

bodies, there are two which are grander: first the sun, then the moon. 

[180] They say that these two categories are analogous for the two men 

amongst all mankind who are noblest. Within each category of existent, 

there are two which are better and nobler than others, and so it would 

not be right if two men were not nobler than other men; because man is 

the greatest of existing things. God’s purpose in the creation of existing 

things is wholly man. They say further that amongst men two are no- 

blest: first God’s Emissary, and then his Legatee (wasi). As proof for the 

superiority of these two individuals over all other humans, they give the 

fact that all the noblest people are also their offspring. Moreover, there 

is no one from amongst all those who profess the religion of Islam who 

does not hear the call to prayer — which is the call to God —- who does not 

utter, following upon the profession of God’s oneness, the mention of 

these two individuals; the muezzins sound the call to prayer five times by 

night and day, declaring that these moments are of all times the noblest, 

and from the summits of their minarets they give voice to ‘Muhammad 

is the Emissary of God, “Ali is the Friend (wali) of God.’ 

[181] Hence they say that amongst the minerals, one the ruby, and an- 

other the emerald, stand as figures for the two men chosen by God. And 

the meaning of the deflection of cholera from someone who possesses 

a ruby is a metaphor for the deflection by the Prophet of God’s wrath, 

which is more terrible than cholera, away from someone who shares 

his religion. They say further that the meaning of emerald’s ability to 

extract the serpent’s eyes — for it is man’s enemy, and the common folk 
say that it had Adam, upon him be peace, driven out of Paradise — is 
also figurative since when the serpent of religion gazes upon the emerald 
of religion, the emerald of religion destroys its divining eye (cheshm-i 
basiratesh) so that the serpent does not see the true way and remains 

blinded. Should it appear before the Prophet he would not be able to 
show it the way after it had rejected the truth, as God says, ‘But can you 
guide the blind if they will not see?** This is a reply in accord with both 
religion and hermeneutics, but only he whose spiritual understanding 
has been opened wide will be able to hear it. 

359. Qio:43, tr. Abdel Haleem. 
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[182] Regarding our response to the three other questions — namely, that 
lead is said to break diamond or that in the city of Ahwaz nobody is free 
from fever or, third, that in Tibet nobody is troubled by it — we say that 
his object in posing these questions was apparently so that those who are 
shaky in their knowledge of the natures of things might be beguiled and 
indulge in giving an answer to this. The proof that lead does not break 
diamond can be obtained from polishers and piercers of gems who work 
with diamonds. Lead does not break diamond; on the contrary, they 
place a flattened out (pahn kardeh) piece of iron on the anvil and they set 
the diamond on the iron; there, by the use of a tempered steel (pailad-i 
abdar) and a blacksmith’s hammer (khayisk), they break it upon the iron 
in such a way that when it is broken it remains strewn on top of the iron, 

for this is a dry gem (gawhar-i khushk) and hard to shatter. If it were 

broken directly on the anvil, it would scar the anvil (rish konad). Maybe 

somebody heard about this or witnessed it from afar and assumed that 

the iron broke the diamond. But there’s no great mystery here: the ques- 

tion clearly is without any significance whatsoever; it is unfamiliar to 

people and no interpretation is called for. Enough on this matter! 

[183] The proof that it is untrue that in a city like Ahwaz in Khuzistan, 

in which there are thousands of people, all of the inhabitants suffer from 

fever — quite apart from the fact that I myself have been there and did 

not suffer from fever, nor did those of my acquaintance - is that fever 

is caused by an imbalance in the equilibrium towards either excess or 

diminishment. For this reason a man is stricken and cannot eat; whether 

he is a child or an adult, he wastes away. Now, if there were such a place 

in which no one was sound of body, the children there would not grow 

up, no one there would be strong or happy, and no one would wish to 

go there for fear of illness. But this is absurd. On the contrary, in Ahwaz 

there are people who are healthy, robust, and happy, as well as free of 

fever. If there were such a city whose inhabitants were forever ill, [it would 

mean that] there would be neither doctors nor medicines there. This too is 

absurd. No such city exists or has ever been known to exist. To think that 

this man (Jurjani) practised medicine! His remark is absurd — nay, rather, 

coming from a physician it is utterly preposterous! 

[184] The proof that it is absurd to say that in Tibet nobody is troubled 

by cares is that if there were a city in which none of its inhabitants was 

troubled, there would be neither bonds of relationship or friendship, nor 

of strife or hostility, amongst these people; they would have no property, 

no wives, no children, no passionate aspiration (hamiyat). Rather, they 
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would be like beasts. For anyone whose brother or son or father dies 

and who feels no sorrow, anyone whose wife or children are taken from 

him and who feels no grief, anyone whose property is stripped from him 

and who experiences no distress, is not a man but an ox! Tibet is not 

so distant from us that we have to accept such an absurdity about the 

condition of its inhabitants on the random say-so of a single individual. 

On the contrary, Tibet is a huge region. It has a sultan and an army; it 

has sages. Wherever there is an army and a sultan and people who pay 

taxes, it must necessarily be the case that the inhabitants are not like 

beasts. Furthermore, wherever there is grief, there is also merriment, 

for happiness occurs when something is found, while grief comes when 

something is lacking. How could anyone not be sorrowful if his son dies 

or his property is seized? And how too could anyone not be glad when 

a son arrives or property is granted? Must it then be that the people of 

Tibet experience neither joy nor sorrow? This is not the pronouncement 

of a wise person — no, it is raving! 



16 

On Language, Discourse, and Speech 

What is the distinction between rational discourse, speech, and talk, 

Since in Persian ihere’s only one word but its meanings are many? 

(Jurjani, verse 29) 

[185] Rational discourse (nufq) is an essential attribute of the rational soul; 

it is something known and intelligible, not something sensed or implied 

(mushdar). Speech (gaw/ll) is its effect; it points to it (bar-a dalil ast). Thus, 

when we see an infant nursing, we say that it possesses rational utterance, 

even though we may not have heard a single word from it. And when we 

see a calf, we say that it does not possess rational utterance. This, despite 

the fact that both are animals and neither one nor the other has uttered a 

word. An intelligent person will say that he who says that the child pos- 

sesses rational discourse speaks truthfully, but that whoever says that the 

calf has rational discourse is a liar. But if someone claims of a small child 

that it has rational speech or this is discourse, he errs. We will explain the 

difference between ‘speech’ (qawl) and ‘discourse’ (kalam). 

[186] Rational utterance is neither Arabic nor Persian nor Hindi nor any 

language whatsoever. On the contrary, it is one of the faculties of the hu- 

man soul by which a human being is capable of conveying some mean- 

ing which lies in his innermost mind to others by means of his voice, 

written letters, and speech. The sages of religion and of philosophy call 

this faculty, which man manifests in his action, ‘speech’ (nutq). 

[187] With respect to utterance, a word may be brief while its significa- 

tion may be long. Nay, in fact, the term ‘utterance’ (qawl) has several 

senses. First, a vocable which somebody utters may be termed “his word’. 

Thus, the chamberlain says, ‘Summon the wazir, for this is the word of 

the prince’, that is, the prince says what I am saying. Second, it may also 

be predicated of a statement of opinion, as when it is said, “That is the 

view of Aba Hanifa that anyone who opens a vein spoils his ablution, 
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but al-Shafi‘i’s view runs counter to this.’ And third, they call an inclina- 

tion anda desire which someone has for something ‘his qawl as well; for 

example, they say, ‘So-and-so speaks for women or so-and-so speaks for 

young boys (sibyan)’, and the like.*® And fourth, whatever word some- 

body says to which a meaning attaches, whether it is true or false, is an 

utterance coming from him in whatever language it may be expressed. 

[188] As for ‘discourse’ (kalam), it is a collection of utterances (majmu-i 

gqawl-ha), the meaning of which is not conveyed except in these phrases 

and in this arrangement. For example, someone says, “Today I went to 

the court of the prince and requested an audience. I thought that if I had 

not requested an audience before appearing before the prince, it would 

not be right and he would hold me in contempt. But when I requested 

the audience, the prince knew that I respected proper etiquette (adab) 

and he called me into his presence, was gracious to me, and commanded 

that my request be granted.’ They term this ‘discourse’ (kalam) because 

the sentences uttered by the voice have been combined in a definite or- 

der. Each of the sentences has a sense, but only in the combination of 

their meanings does that sense become evident. 

[189] First of all, then, is language; it belongs essentially to the soul as a 

virtual faculty. When it comes into practice, that is, when the developed 

human being wishes to say something, he first produces [it] from him- 

self in an arrangement of words that follows the order in his mind; then 

he expresses that by means of his voice, just as God the Exalted tells of 

the prophet Solomon - upon him be peace — who said to humankind by 

way of expressing his gratitude to God, ‘O men, we have been instructed 

in the language of the birds.”**' 

[190] From this it is clear that language and discourse (mantiq ve nutq) 

do not depend upon the voice, while utterance and speech (kalam ve 
qawl) do. Thus, God the Exalted relates in an account that ‘I said to 
Jesus, “You address speech to men in the cradle”’, as He says, ‘You spoke 
to people in your crib as a grown man’,*® that is, you uttered words with 
your voice. When Solomon says, ‘We have been instructed in the lan- 
guage of the birds’, that means, “We know’, even though [this language] 

360. De Gastines translates this as ‘petites filles’ (p. 204), though the text 
(p. 185) clearly says ‘boys’. 

361. Q27:16. 

362. Qs5:110. 
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has not been spoken. And so language is speech known but not uttered, 

whereas discourse is what is uttered, and speech is the components of 

discourse, each one of which possesses a sense and the totality of which 

is joined to convey a single meaning, and without which the individual 

components would not communicate. 
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On Pre-Eternity, Duration, Eternity, and 
Eternity without End 

Beginningless eternity, continuing time, eternity, and everlastingness - 

What is the distinction a clever man makes between each of these? 

(Jurjani, verse 30) 

[191] In the view of the philosopher, the ‘pre-eternal’ (azali) is distinctly 

defined as that the existence of which is uncaused; indeed, it is some- 

thing which exists without any cause. The contrary of this quality is the 

‘temporally occurring’ (muhdath) which is that which does have a cause 

for its existence. Since, as they say, the temporally occurring is present 

— it is this variegated, mobile, and divisible world, the hues, movements, 

and parts of which testify to its contingency — it follows of necessity that 

the maker and producer of this be pre-eternal, and that His existence 

be without cause, and that He possess neither hue nor motion nor parts 

whatsoever. They argue that if there had not existed, prior to the tempor- 

ally created, something which was the cause of the temporally created, 

and if that something was not the cause of its existence, the temporally 

created would not be present at all. But since the temporally created is 

present, it follows necessarily that there is a creator who is uncaused and 

who has neither beginning nor end. They say further that these terms — 

duration, eternity, eternity without beginning or end — all have one and 

the same meaning. Such is the response of the philosophers as to what 

this question means. 

[192] The ahl-i ta’yid respond to these questions as follows. There is a 

distinction between azal and azaliyat and azali. In the same way, some- 

one might say ‘iron’ and ‘made of iron’ and ‘iron-bearing’ (ahun/ahuni/ 

ahunin), or ‘earth’ and ‘earthen’ and ‘earthy’ (khak/khaki/khakin). 

Everyone knows that what is made of iron contains iron and that it is 

midway between iron and the iron-bearing. In just the same way, the 
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verbal noun (fi7) stands midway between the active participle/nomen 

agentis (fa‘il) and the passive participle/nomen patientis (maf ul). The 

passive nature of the passive participle (maf ‘uli-yi maf‘ul) lies in the ac- 

tion which devolves upon it from the active participle. So too, the pre- 

eternal (azali) is pre-eternal by virtue of that pre-eternality (azaliyat) 

which comes to it from pre-eternity (azal). They term the Intellect azali 

since it is eternal by virtue of pre-eternality. It is the first of created exis- 

tents. Its cause is one with its existence. The cause of the continuance of 

substance is the Intellect (‘“llat-i baqa’-i jawhar ‘aql ast). Eternity (dahr), 

which is its continuance, lies within its horizon. They hold that eternity 

is on a par with Intellect, that is, on the same plane. In just the same way, 

if there were not something enduring (bdqi), there would be no endur- 

ingness (baqa’); if there were no Intellect, there would be no eternity. So 

too, if there were no Soul, there would also be no movement, and if there 

were no movement, there would be no time. 

[193] They call the True Originator the ‘eternally-existing’, since eternal- 

ity is made manifest through His act of origination (ibda‘), and through 

that eternality the eternal is eternal. So too action has no basis within 

His essence; rather, before it (i.e., action) reaches the object of action, it 

is already present in the agent - without there being any difference be- 

tween it and the agent — and after it has become manifest from the agent, 

it is realised in its object - without there being any diminishment in the 

agent through the exteriorisation of this action from him. On the con- 

trary, the action is the trace of the agent, established firmly in this object 

of his action. Hence, the eternality which comes from this act of origina- 

tion from the True Originator, who is Himself eternal, is a trace which 

when it is made manifest renders the eternal, eternal through Him. This 

is fixed in the eternal without becoming a part of the eternal; rather, it 

is a trace of Him ~ glory be to Him — in just the same way as a book is a 

trace of the writer by whose act of writing the book comes to be. 

[194] Duration (daymumat) is that through which something which 
endures does endure. It is a vocable coming from the [Arabic] word 
dawm (‘lasting’). ‘Permanence’ (dawam), just like ‘eternal’, comes 
from what is eternal; and yet, endurance is at a more elevated level than 
eternality (azaliyat). It is synonymous with eternity (dahr). I mean 
that it is the life of that which is living through its own very nature, 
just as time is the life of a thing whose life comes to it from another. 
Daymumat comes from an inflection of the Arabic language, as when 
we say: dama, yadumu, dawaman, daymumatan, and daymumat, from 
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[the root] d-w-m, just as sayrarat comes from s-y-r. There is nothing 
obscure in this for scholars of language. 

[195] Among the metaphysicians, ‘endurance’ is the continuance of a 
cause, perpetuity (khuldd), the persistence of a thing in an everlasting 
place. This vocable is established in something which is permanent 
in such a way that, having become permanent, it may be called ‘per- 

petual’ (khalid), as God the Exalted says concerning the characterisation 

of somebody who kills a believer intentionally, that is, that he remains 

eternally in hell, as in this verse: ‘If anyone kills a believer deliberately, 

the punishment for him is Hell, and there he will remain (khalidan fi-ha): 

God is angry with him.** To the believers He says that you will be eter- 

nally in Heaven because of good deeds, as in this verse: “... there to re- 

main forever (khalidina): God is pleased with them and they with Him.’** 

Elsewhere He says, ‘That is the reward of the enemies of God - the Fire 

will be their lasting home (dar al-khuld), a payment for their rejection.*© 

[196] Abad they call continuance without end, just as they call azal con- 

tinuance without beginning. Everything which is from always is also for 

forever. This is because the eternal is that which is unchanging, unmov- 

ing, unalterable; whatever is unchangeable remains untouched by anni- 

hilation, since mutability is one of the effects of annihilation, and if there 

is no alteration, there is no annihilation. Since there is no annihilation, 

there is continuance; whatever does not suffer annihilation endures for- 

ever; by which I mean that its continuance has no end. They hold too 

that man’s essence is eternal; that is, his continuance is without end. 

But his existence is not without a beginning. [However,] certain of the 

worthiest amongst the ahl-i ta’yid affirm that the soul’s essence is eternal 

and without beginning (azali), for if it were not eternal from always, it 

would not be eternal for ever after. 
This is a response to these questions. Praise be to God. May this suffice. 

363. Q4:93, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

364. Q5:119, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

365. Q41:28, tr. Abdel Haleem. 
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On the Moon’s Properties 

A solar eclipse certainly occurs because of the moon’s mass, 

But why does the lefty and luminous moon then turn black as pitch? 

Why does the light not pass down from the sun to the moon 

Like the glass which the light from a fire passes through? 

Since the moon is clearer than any glass, why does the sun 

Find it so difficult to pierce it with its rays? 

(Jurjani, verses 37-39) 

[197] In this question he seems to be saying, ‘I affirm that when the sun 

revolves around the earth, it sometimes happens that the moon’s mass 

interposes an obstruction between the earth and the sun.’ And he asks, 

“Why do we perceive the moon’s mass as black at such a time, given 

that it is a lofty and luminous substance? Why does the sun’s light not 

traverse the moon’s mass just as it passes through glass?’ He asks this 

with some dubiety, because if the moon’s substance is more transparent 

than glass, why does sunlight pass through glass which is lacking in this 

translucency but does not pass through the moon’s mass, even though it 

is far more translucent? This is the question. 

[198] The response of natural science to this question is that they — by 

which I mean the philosophers — state that the mass of the moon is simi- 

lar to the substance of the earth. To prove that this assertion is correct, 

they argue that the masses of the spheres and the heavenly bodies are 

the purest essences (safwat-ha’i taba’i’)** of their natures, since when 

Universal Nature at the beginning of its existence set original matter in 

motion, all that was fine and subtle in it rose upwards while what was 

366. De Gastines (p. 211) translates this as ‘les attributs’, as though the original 

read sifat-ha rather than safwat-ha (and indeed, this would be perhaps a better 

reading). 
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dense and heavy amid it remained [below], as we have explained earlier 

in this book. 

[199] They also say that the moon is closer in mass to earth than the other 

celestial bodies, since its substance is dense and heavy; it is below the 

others because of the heaviness, density, and darkness that are within 

it. Another proof which they adduce to show that the moon’s substance 

is earth-like is [to say] that there are five sorts of heavy bodies: first the 

body of the sphere, then the region of the ether, third the air, fourth the 

water, and fifth the earth. None of these five, except for earth, keeps 

the light of the sun from passing through. For we all see that the sun’s 

shining passes through these four - the sphere, the ether, air, and water 

- until it reaches the earth. Nothing blocks the sunlight from these four. 

[200] Furthermore, these philosophers say, since we all see that the mass 

of the moon also does not let the light of the sun pass through but rather, 

reflects it back, we know that the mass of the moon is an earth-like mass, 

that it is hard, that it is heavy, that it is opaque in relation to those other 

masses which are superior to it. They say too that since reflected light 

falls from the moon to the earth, we know that that light does not reach 

into the interior of the moon, just as the light reflected from it does not 

reach the interior of the earth; the surface of the earth is not luminous 

but rather, it is reflected light which illumines bodies there. 

[201] They go on to say that if the substance of the moon were such that 

sunlight could pass through it, that light would reach the earth in such 

a way that it would be warm and dry, just as when it passes through a 

glass it is also warm and dry, and would remain just as it is [without any 

alteration]. Now if that were so, there would be no benefit in the creation 

of the moon. The wisdom that lies in the fact that the moon’s substance 
is not transparent like crystal but rather luminous like a mirror-glass - 
because of the iron which carries the light in its body and reflects it back 
~ has as its effect that by means of this very wisdom that radiance which 
is hot and dry turns into a luminosity which is cold and moist, quite un- 
like that of the sun itself. The moon’s light acts like water on ripening 
things, whether seeds or fruits, and saturates things as they grow; the 
sun’s light acts like fire. It is due to that very wisdom that flavour and 
colour and fragrance develop in those unripe things of all sorts; through 
the cool, moist water, which is the moon’s light, and the hot dry fire, 
which is the sun’s, they all come to ripeness; and the aspects (ma‘nd-ha) 
of taste, colour, and scent, etc., thus come to be present. 
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{202] If the moon’s substance were transparent and the light passed 
through it, the light of the sun would not become moist and cool; unripe 
things would be burnt by the sun’s light; nothing would be soft (narm), 
nor would taste, colour, and fragrance be present, as in some unripe 
thing which is hurled into the fire to be burnt. Now, those things, plants, 
and animals, which undergo generation ripen in that water and that fire, 
as we have explained; they are like something raw which is placed in 
water upon a fire so that it may become food for man. 

[203] They say further that we see that the moon’s substance is not 

luminous during the two or three nights when only a portion of its face 

reflecting the sun’s luminance appears to shine while the rest of its sur- 

face remains dark, since the light does not penetrate it. Anyone who 

says that the moon’s substance is supernal speaks the truth; however, if 

he claims that the moon’s substance is itself luminous, he speaks incor- 

rectly, as observation makes clear. 

[204] To speak in logical terms of this matter, we note that whatever 

receives a quality (ma‘nd) receives that quality only because it lacks it. 

Since the moon receives light, it follows necessarily that it is lacking in 

light. We say further that not every substance which is supernal is also 

luminous; for example, the heavens are supernal in substance but not 

luminous, nor do they receive luminosity. In fact, we observe that the 

sphere is dark by day and by night. Saturn’s light comes to earth from 

the seventh heaven and Capella’s light from the sphere of the zodiac. 

[205] If the heavens were luminous, no star would be visible in them as 

well; quite the contrary, night and day would become one. All the parts 

of the earth would be constantly illumined, for the simple reason that 

the earth is situated at the midpoint of the sphere. Luminosity comes to 

[earth] from the sun and from the moon, but that of the moon and other 

heavenly bodies comes from the sun: their lights are borrowed (‘Griyati), 

not essential; they shine from without. Light from the sun’s disk spreads 

in all directions. The light of the stars proclaims to us that the source of 

that shining is entirely the sun’s disk. 

[206] Since it is obvious that for the most part the heavenly bodies are 

without light, and that they compose the totality of the spheres, it should 

not occur to anyone to ask why the spheres are in their very essence dark 

or why the light that traverses them does not illumine them. Nor should 

it occur to anyone to ask why the moon’s substance is dark or why the 

light of the sun does not penetrate it. 



178 Between Reason and Revelation 

[207] Nevertheless, were this question to be posed, the answer would 

be that the Creator of the world created the moon’s substance in such 

a way that the light does not pass through it but rather is reflected back 

from it. A similar reply may be made to anyone who asks why the heav- 

ens are not luminous, even though they are supernal, or how light tra- 

verses them since they are not receptive to light? That is, this is due to 

the creation of the substance of the spheres with the qualities which we 

have mentioned. It is necessary to know that the bodies of the revolv- 

ing spheres are bodies brought together in close proximity and firmly 

fixed - they are not dispersed, like the substance of air — so that they all 

revolve and cause the stars above and below this dark centre to revolve 

in an even fashion. If something which turns in an even and regular 

orbit were not a body which is stable (ustuvar), solidly established, and 

with all of its parts closely joined one to another, it would be scattered. 

Anything which rotates without scattering apart - a ring, for example, 

or a wheel or a hard flask (qarabah-i muhkam) - and which may be spun 

with force, has to be fixed and solid and hard, and can afford no access 

within it to any other body. 

[208] Since the bodies of the spheres must be solid and hard, so that 

when they revolve they do not scatter away, we cannot imagine any 

other body which is solid and hard and does not disperse when moved, 

except for the body of the earth itself. For nothing can possibly be found 

in the essences of water or air or fire which does not scatter when set 

in motion; and there is nothing else apart from these four substances. 

Hence, since it follows necessarily that the spheres’ substances be hard, 

they must be earthen; since they are earthen, it follows necessarily too 

that they are heavy. If they were not heavy, they would not turn; on the 

contrary, they would tend towards the centre and go downwards. 

[209] The philosophers have stated that the spheres’ substance is the 
fifth nature by virtue of its motion which is at variance to that of the 
other four natures. And so what would he who claims to have investi- 
gated the mysteries of the world’s creation be saying when he asks why 
the sphere’s substance, despite its heaviness and its hardness, has been 
set at the margins of the cosmos (bar hawashi-yi alam)? We have shown 
by means of rational proofs that the spheres are hard, and since they are 
hard, they are heavy. Who amongst our contemporaries is capable of 
refuting this argument? On this subject we have nothing more to say. 

[210] Nevertheless, we do say that certain philosophers - among whom 
is Plutarch — have stated that the substance of the spheres is a substance 
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like ruby: clear, firm, and transparent, which turns and does not retain 
light. Others argue that the substance of the spheres is hard but without 
weight, and that their rotation, which is through a motion counter to the 
motion of other, and lesser, heavenly bodies, is proof - so they claim - 
that they are not of the same substance. 

[211] We have shown that the higher bodies are not all luminous; rather, 
they fall into three categories. First, there is a category which is luminous 

and gives light continually; that body is the sun. A second category is 

without luminosity but receives light; this body is the moon, and the 

masses of the other heavenly bodies. A third category is neither lumin- 

Ous nor receptive to light; that is the spheres in their totality, and they 

are transparent. I mean by this that they let the light through without 
retaining any of it whatsoever. 

[212] It is not for anyone to pose questions as to the manner of creation; 

it is not for anyone to ask why the substance of the sun diffuses light, nor 

for anyone to ask why water is heavy in mass while air is light. As for the 

moon’s colour, we say that it is as it is so that we can see it during a solar 

or a lunar eclipse because at both these times we see it devoid of light. 

[213] To somebody who asks us why the moon’s bulk is so black during a 

solar eclipse, we reply that it is because such is its colour. If he asks why 

the sunlight does not pass through it when it does pass through crystal, 

we answer that crystal is transparent but the moon’s mass is not. And 

if he says that the moon’s mass is purer than crystal, we reply that if by 

‘purity’ he means the passage of light, he errs. The fact that the moon’s 

mass is impenetrable to sunlight while the sunlight traverses crystal is 

proof that when you say that the moon’s mass is purer than crystal, you 

are mistaken. This is the answer to that question. We have expatiated at 

length on this question for the benefit of the students of scientific truth, 

so that they may know that we are well informed in this science. 

[214] The response of the ahl-i ta’yid to this question is as follows. Light, 

they say, is an analogue of knowledge. In proof of this affirmation, 

they say that man - who is the whole goal of the Creator in creating 

the world — possesses a double vision. One of these is exterior (zahir) 

— and this is eyesight (basar) — and the other is interior (batin) — this 

is insight (basirat).*” Eyesight is the human activity by which man is 

367. This contrast between sight and insight occurs often in Sufi literature; 

for example, it runs through much of Ghazali’s Sufi works; see my Ghazali: The 
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able to see perceptible things with the aid of light. His insight is the 

activity by which he is able to see conceptual objects (chizha-yi ma‘qul) 

and veiled meanings with the aid of knowledge. Hence, it is clear, they 

say, that knowledge stands with respect to insight at the same rank as 

light does to eyesight. Just as there is a source for that light by which one 

sees visible things with his eyes — and that source is the sun — it follows 

necessarily that there must be a source for that light of insight - which is 

knowledge - which is also the source for the sun and the moon. Just as 

a sighted person sees the earth of this world and its paths by the indica- 

tions of the sunlight, so too must the possessor of insight see the world 

beyond this world by the light of his own inner sun. He who has shown 

this world to humankind is the Prophet.** 

[215] The Emissary of God the Exalted is the sun of the world of reli- 

gion. His knowledge is the light of those endowed with insight. Their 

light is in God’s Book which comes from this sun which is the light of 

knowledge. As God says, “Clear proofs (basa’ir) have come to you from 

your Lord. Those who see clearly (man absara) - it is to their own ad- 

vantage. Those who remain blind - it is to their disadvantage. Iam not a 

keeper over you. **’ They say further that since the Emissary is the sun for 

those human beings endowed with insight, there must also be a moon 

to this sun, as evidenced in the world’s creation — for religion stands in 

an analogous relationship to the world - and so the moon of the world 

of religion is the Legatee (wasi) of the Emissary who is the master of 

exegesis of the Book and the Law. 

[216] The moon is to the sun at the rank in which the Legatee stands to 

mankind. A man gives over his property to his legatee so that when he 

departs from this world, his legatee gives that property which he has 

received from him to those persons who remain behind so that they are 
not left destitute. Such is the state of the sun with both the moon and 
with mankind, for the sun continually gives its own light to the moon 
and then it sinks in the west, just like that man who passes away; then 

Revival of Islam (Oxford, 2008), pp. 121-123, 137. For the ‘inner eye’ of prophecy, 
see also my “The Poor Man’s Prophecy: al-Ghazali on Dreams’, in L. Marlow 
(ed.), Dreaming across Boundaries: The Interpretation of Dreams in Islamic 

Lands (Boston, 2008), pp. 142-152. 

368. The same analogy appears in al-Mu’ayyad, Diwan, tr. M. Adra, qasida 
1: 5-9. 

369. Q6:104, tr. Jones. 



On the Moon’s Properties 181 

the moon sends down the light which it received from the sun upon 
humankind, who are left in darkness after the sun has set. 

[217] From this logical explication it is clear that, with creation itself as 
evidence, the Legatee of the Emissary — vis-a-vis the sun in both this 
world and the world of religion — is at the rank of the moon in the world 
of religion. In just this way, when the sun’s light, which is hard and dry, 
arrives at the moon, the moon turns it soft and moist, so that unripe 

things, lacking taste, colour, and scent, in the vegetal and animal realms 

~ and which supply nourishment to human beings - turn ripe and gain 

taste, colour, and scent, and then human beings can consume and digest 

them. So too when the exterior aspect of the Book, full of parables and 

enigmas, comes to the Legatee from God’s Emissary, and the Legatee, he 

who is the moon of religion, transforms it, moistening the dry parable 

with the dew of sense, making it juicy (tar), embellishing it in such a way 

that when intelligent men hear it they can understand it and not fall into 

doubt. Just as fruit that is unripe and tasteless and which has not rip- 

ened through the hot dry light of the sun and the cool moist light of the 

moon and gained colour, scent, and taste, can produce bodily ailments 

in human beings, so too, from the metaphors and mysteries which are 

contained in the Book and the Law - analogous to unripe fruits lacking 

in flavour - spiritual ailments can appear in those who hear them. It is 

only when the Emissary’s Legatee, he who is the moon of the world of 

religion, imparts the flavour of sense, the hue of interpretation, and the 

aroma of exposition to these green words that they may prove nourish- 

ing for those who reflect. 

[218] When the sun undergoes eclipse, people see the sun as black; that is 

because the moon has covered the sun’s body and its light cannot reach 

them. In just the same way, if the Legatee stands in front of the Prophet, 

the meaning of revelation, which is the sunlight of religion, does not 

reach the community, and without light, they cannot see the sun of re- 

ligion and do not discover its sense. Just as without the light of the sun 

the moon is not luminous, the soul of the Legatee as well, without the 

example of the Prophet’s revelation, is unable to interpret its meaning. 

So too, as long as the moon’s mass remains indistinct from the sun, so 

that the sun cannot give it its light, people cannot see the light of the sun. 

Likewise, as long as the Prophet has not put his Legatee in place and im- 

parted to him a portion of the divine assistance in the interpretation of 

the Book, the community cannot see the Prophet’s knowledge in its full 

radiance and significance. The glass - through which the sunlight passes 
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as it is — is an analogy for the man who hears the science of revelation 

just as it is and transmits it, just as he heard it, without altering in any 

way the sense of it which came to him. 

[219] The moon is an image of the Legatee: he receives the knowledge 

which comes with revelation but does not pass it on as it was, the way 

light passes through a crystal; rather, he transforms it (begardanid) from 

its figurative state (az an mathal) and draws forth its meaning. Glass, 

which is a lowly substance and man-made, cannot transform the sun’s 

radiance from what it is; and yet, the moon is able to transform the sun- 

light from what it was before, because the moon is close to the sun in its 

essential nature: both have been originated by God’s primal creation; 

they are not man-made. The fact that glass placed in sunlight does not 

darken but lets the light pass through does not enhance its nobility. 

Quite the contrary: this comes from the very imperfection of glass that 

light passes through it, as if through the air. Conversely, the nobility 

of the moon’s mass is due to the very fact that it does not absorb the 

sunlight. 

[220] Thus we have shown that true purity is that belonging to the 

moon’s mass, not to glass. Glass cannot receive the sun’s light because of 

the meanness of its own substance, not because of any purity. It is due to 

the moon’s own magnificence, and not any meanness, that it retains the 

sunlight. The ahl-i ta’yid —- peace be upon them - state that glass, which 

is a human product, is a metaphor for an imam whom people install by 

their own free choice in the Prophet’s wake; the moon, originated pri- 

mordially by God in its very essence, as was the sun, is a metaphor for 

the wasi, the Legatee, who himself is of the same substance as the Proph- 

et, and who is installed by God the Exalted in succession to the Prophet 

in order to explicate the Book. And this is what is meant by “divine as- 

sistance’ (ta’yid). ‘O you who are endowed with insight, consider this!*”° 

370. Qs59:2. 
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On the Necessity of Human Education 

Stronger is man than animal in every circumstance, 

Greater in his strategems, in his savvy a conjuror - 

Why then does man need someone to take charge of him, a nurse 

And a schedule, for bedtime and holding him on her breasts and her lap? 

The animals, the birds, the savage beasts, are much weaker than he, 

And yet he must toil for his livelihood just to eat and to sleep. 

(Jurjani, verses 40-42) 

[221] This question can arise only within the teaching mission of a guide 
(da‘wat-i hadi).*”' What is more, no one can reply to it except for the ahl-i 

ta’yid. I have never heard the philosophers, who stand at a lower rank than 

the ahl-i ta’yid, make any pronouncements on the subject. And no one 

amongst those with pretentions in the world of religion (mudda‘iyan-i 

andar ‘alam-i din) can furnish an answer, even if they have entered the 

citadel of religion by coming over the wall, rather like a dog which is refused 

entry to the citadel but which gets in anyway through the wall, though it 

does not belong among the inhabitants of the citadel. Thanks to the gen- 

erosity of the Lord of this Age, we can only say that the young of animals 

do not need education (parvarish), nor to be picked up or set down; on the 

contrary, as soon as they are separated from their mother, they stand up on 

their own feet, seek the mother’s breast, take hold of it, and suckle; all that 

sprouts from the earth becomes nourishment for them. There are some 

animals which do not need milk at all; the baby hare, as soon as it is born, 

grazes on grass and does not drink milk. As soon as it emerges from the egg, 

the baby chick pecks grain, runs about, and bewares of predators.” But the 

human baby requires much attentive care: it must be swaddled, put to 

371. Literally, ‘This question is not except within the teaching mission of a 

guide’ (in su’al joz andar da‘wat-i hadi nist). 

372. Literally, ‘flying things’ (parandegan). 
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sleep in soft covers, rocked, the nipple put into its mouth, washed, kept 

safe from harm, and educated so that it does not perish. No commentary 

is needed on this circumstance. This is obvious to all people, high and low. 

[222] But it is also necessary for humans to know that man’s state, once 

he has reached bodily maturity, is always thus. His nourishment too is 

from plants and yet, he requires skilled instruments and well-planned 

labours to make these spring from the ground in order that they may 

provide nourishment for his body. Thus, to separate the wheat from its 

chaff, he needs to use agricultural implements and orderly processes like 

harvesting, cleansing, winnowing (gharbil zadan), and the like. Then he 

must make flour from that grain; for that he needs to construct a mill, a 

construction which requires many different sorts of knowledge and vari- 

ous tools, proper order and measurement, together with a familiarity with 

all kinds of metals and the sawing of rare woods — the two great arts of the 

blacksmith and the carpenter with their numerous implements. Then that 

flour has to be sifted using tools, and so sifters too must be made with ex- 

act knowledge; what has been sifted must then be kneaded (barashtan) in 

things made skilfully out of tile (taveh) and basin (tasht), and the like, and 

that kneading too must be carried out with knowledge and order. What 

has been kneaded must then be baked using instruments based on knowl- 

edge, such as an oven, a brick, or the like, in such a way that the heat of the 

fire reaches it but does not damage or burn and destroy it. The baker has 

to cook the bread with knowledge and sound method so that it comes out 

well, neither undercooked nor burnt and so indigestible to man. 

[223] Hence, so that a plant which sprouts from the earth may become 

fit for people to eat, many tools, skilfully designed and based on knowl- 

edge, as well as knowledge and design themselves, are required. If an 

account were to be drawn up of the foods which man prepares — stews 
in pots (dig-pokht-ha), tried foods (qalyah), roasts and sweets — it would 
be quite lengthy. If we were to give an explanation of all that man has to 
do to ward off the cold and the heat and other such matters, we would be 
diverted from our purpose, which is to respond to this question. 

[224] For animals other than man, all that sprouts from the earth is food; 
they need no specialised tools for their nourishment. Man loses his way 
in a dark night while an animal sees the path by night. A man who has 
not learned to swim drowns in the water, but as soon as it is born an ani- 
mal can swim. The education which a person, who has reached physi- 
cal maturity, possesses merely to continue to survive must be added to 
those difficulties he experienced in his childhood training. 
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[225] It remains for us now to explain why the human condition is what 
it is while that of the beasts is very much the opposite. But first let no one 
take exception with us when we maintain that the Creator’s objective in 
creating the world was the creation of man and that a providential care 
(‘inayati) has come to him from God in which the other animals have no 
share. When we observe that animals seem more abundantly favoured 
in life (firakh-rizitar) than humans, in that everything that grows from 
the earth is their food and they are free from the pains and toils which 

are man’s lot in finding their food, it might appear that the Creator’s 

providential care is directed to animals, not to man. 

[226] Our reply to this objection is to say that it is well known that our 

creator and the creator of the animals is God - He is mighty and power- 

ful — who is sovereign over all. In this world sovereignty over the animals 

belongs to us; they are our servants and workers. It is evident that we are 

closer to God, the first sovereign, than the animals are. This dominance 

over the animals comes to us from God - glory be to Him. Man is like 

God's guest: the benefits of this world come to him. The other animals 

are like spongers (tufaylan) on man; all that comes to them, whether 

straw, bran, fruits, or the like, comes from man’s leftovers (pishti). 

[227] Our forcing the animals to work and then giving them those things 

which we do not need is proof that this subjection of them to our ad- 

vantage has fallen upon them from our Creator. The fact that whatever 

grows on the earth comes to them as food — whether thistle or weed or 

leaves from a tree — signifies God’s providence to us, not to them be- 

cause they are under our control, and yet we experience no hardship in 

providing them with food. 

[228] We say further that the fact that animals do not need specialised tools 

and methodical knowledge to get their food is proof to us that they have 

no access to the realm of knowledge. This is why their actions are always 

readily carried through (sakhtah amadah); in other words, their hides are 

their garments, their hoofs are their boots, the plants are their food, they 

recognise their enemies, and they know how to seek out their mates. 

[229] Man’s need for these special tools and discerning competencies in 

the quest for food proves to us that within him there exists a substance 

receptive to knowledge and that his return is to the realm of knowl- 

edge. Since his appearance in the world depends upon foods acquired by 

rational methods and measured training, it is so that he may know that 

this abode is a passage for him; he should not live like the beasts; he should 
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seek knowledge in order to arrive at that higher world with its everlasting 

bounty. Since animals do not have a soul receptive to knowledge, they do 

not need to exert themselves over specialised tools, either as infants or as 

adults, to get their food. Since man does have a soul receptive to knowl- 

edge, it follows of necessity, by rational demonstration, that his condition, 

both in his education and in his quest for sustenance, must be the oppo- 

site of the animals’, such as it is. This difference is fundamental to these 

two animals, that is, between the bestial soul and the rational soul, one 

of which is noble while the other is base, one of which is exquisite while 

the other is mean, one of which is knowing while the other is unalter- 

ably ignorant. By virtue of these differences which we have shown to exist 

between the rational soul and the bestial soul, it follows necessarily that 

that noble substance, the human soul itself, is immortal whereas that base 

substance, vile and unalterably ignorant, will perish. 

[230] The ahl-i ta’yid, keepers of the knowledge of the Book and the 

Law - upon them be peace - state that it is because man has a soul re- 

ceptive to knowledge that his body, in which this noble soul is lodged, 

needs such exertions as well as such finesse for its subsistence. This par- 

ticular condition of the human body is proof that his soul too needs the 

same care and attention in order to be nourished with knowledge, as 

God says, ‘[Had he wanted to change the like of you] and recreate you in 

a way unknown to you. You have learned how you were first created: will 

you not reflect?*”* 

[231]*”* Just as our bodies are nourished by a mother, along with a father’s 

strength, so too do our souls have a mother and a father. The spiritual 

father of mankind is the Prophet of God who is by Divine Command 

their teacher, as God says, ‘and he teaches them the Book and Wisdom, 

even if before that, they were in manifest error’.*”> Our spiritual mother 
is the wasi of the Prophet, as the Prophet himself said to his Legatee, ‘I 
and you, O ‘Ali, are the father and the mother of this community. May 
God curse those who revile their parents!*” Just as a child newly born 
of its mother’s womb cannot tolerate the food which its father brings 
it but rather its mother must first consume that food and transform it 

373. Q56:61-62, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

374. On the numbering of sections from 231, see note 26 above, 

375. Q3:164. 

376. For this tradition, see al-Majlisi, Bihar al-anwar (Tehran, 1376/1956), 
vol. 9, pp. 84—85, as cited in the notes to the Corbin/Mw’in edition, p. 209. 
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into good sweet milk, which she then gives to the child, so too, what 
the Prophet says in revelation to the community is not suitable for a 
fresh — and fragile — believer unless the wasi has first extracted it from 
the metaphors and riddles through interpretation (ta’wil) and turned it 
into pleasing precepts which that shaky new believer can both hear and 
accept. Just as a newborn is swaddled, so too is a fresh initiate held and 

wound about through that which they let him hear; the ear stands in 

the same relation to the rational soul as the mouth does to the animal 
soul; and for the rational soul, revelation and interpretation stand in the 

same relation as food and drink stand for the body. Just as it is neces- 

sary to swaddle an infant so that its limbs are not crooked and it grows 

up straight, so too with him who enters into the covenant and responds 

to the summons so that his judgement and thinking not give rise to the 

least doubt or uncertainty and he proceeds along the straight path. And 

just as a mother washes her child’s body of defilements with pure water 

so that it will not come to harm and will grow up healthy, in the same 

way the dai, who is the initiate’s mother, purifies his spiritual child from 

defilements of the soul - such as ignorance and doubt, as well as anthro- 

pomorphism and the denial of God’s attributes — by means of rational 

discourse, so that he may come quickly to maturity. Just as through a 

loving mother’s tutelage, a human being comes to know and appreciate 

all the suitable pleasures and delights of this world to the full, the adept 

too, thanks to the tutelage of his spiritual mother, gains access to inter- 

pretative knowledge and to everlasting favours. For these two stand in 

the same order, one with the other. 
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About ibda‘ (Origination)*” 

If I were to ask you for a proof of creation (ibda‘), 

What would you offcr to make it plain in my sight? 

What is this thing, not from anything, though it seems a thing? 

How can you make these secrets plain? 

(Jurjani, verses 43-44) 

[232] They term bringing something not out of something else ‘origina- 

tion’ (ibda’) or ‘invention’ (ikhtira‘), while they call ‘creation’ (khalq) 

the determination (taqdir) of a thing from another thing. In just this 

way, the carpenter makes a throne out of wood; he is the creator (khdliq) 

of the throne and he is also the originator (mubdi’) of the form of the 

throne. Man does not have the capability to originate the body (ibda‘-i 

jism) from nothing. People fall into four groups with regard to the ac- 

ceptance or rejection of ‘origination’. The first group rejects both origi- 

nation and creation; they say that the world was not made, but rather 

that it is eternal and that the creator of the [three] ‘kingdoms’ (sani-yi 

mawalid) is the world itself. The world has no creator; rather, it is eternal 

and without beginning, it always was and it always will be. This is the 

group of the Dahriyan.*”* 

377. It is hard to find a single English translation for this term. C. Baffioni 

renders it as ‘extra-temporal innovation’, which is precise enough but sacrifices 

some of its nuances; it is in any case too clumsy to use repeatedly; cf. her “The 

Scope of the Rasa’il Ikhwan al-Safa”’, in N. El-Bizri, ed., The Ikhwan al-Safa’ and 

their Rasa’il (London, 2008), p. 117. I have alternated between ‘creation ex nihilo’ 

and ‘origination’ with occasional use of the unwieldy and opaque ‘instantiation’. 

See also note 65 above. 

378. On this group, see 3:25 above. 

189 
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[233] The second group says that the primal matter of the world is eternal 

while its form has been originated; this is a group of philosophers known 

as the Materialists (ashab-i hayali). They say that matter is composed of 

eternal parts without any composition (tarkib), each of which is separate 

from the other. It (matter) is the leaven (mayah) of the body. All these 

parts are indivisible, extremely small, without either nature or composi- 

tion. They say that the Soul is a substance which is eternal and ignorant. 

They say that the ignorant soul was seduced (fitna shod) by matter and 

that it yearned for the pleasures of the senses; matter entered into it and 

from that it began taking on the frail forms of lesser animals. And from 

desiring to experience the pleasures of the senses, when it became joined 

with matter, the soul grew forgetful of its own proper world. Because 

God knew that the soul erred out of ignorance, He forgave it. Out of the 

totality of the indivisible parts of matter, He created this world for the 

sake of the soul, and He brought forth within it these higher animals so 

that the soul might attain its sensual yearning while remaining united 

and intermixed within this indivisible substance. 

[234] Then, so they say, God, the Wise, the Omniscient, created man in 

order to liberate the soul’s substance from this wretchedness. He del- 

egated the intellect to him from His own presence so that it might show 

the soul that these sensual pleasures are nothing other than escape from 

pain, just as eating food frees one from hunger and drinking water frees 

one from the pain of thirst, and make the soul understand that pleasure 

is this. 

[235] God then brought forth, they say, the philosopher-sages to make 

the soul aware in its human form in this world of that mystery, and to 

tell it that it belongs to another world, that it has been led astray by cor- 
poreal matter and has remained captive here through its own mistake, 
so that it may renounce the pleasures of the senses and immerse itself in 
the study of philosophy in order to flee this toil and trouble. 

[236] Further, they state that the sages have to tell people the good tid- 
ings of this mystery so that souls may escape from this world through 
philosophy, and the soul be utterly free from this world at last. When 
the soul’s substance is wholly separate from the material substance 
by means of this wisdom, the soul will return to its own proper world 
where, thanks to God’s loving solicitude, it will grow in knowledge to 
the utmost and take delight in its own tranquillity. At that time, when 
God's providence is withdrawn from this world, this world will perish; 
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all those indivisible parts will be again as they once were and return to 
their places. Such is the teaching of Muhammad Zakariya’ Razi, basing 
himself on great Socrates, as he has said in his Metaphysics, to wit, ‘This 
was Socrates’ view’ and ‘with God’s help I have assembled this divine sci- 
ence which had been obliterated (mundaris shodeh bid)’. He has stated 
that nobody can escape from this world except through this philosophy, 
nor attain to divine knowledge except through this philosophical ap- 
proach (tadbir-i hikmat)3” 

[237] A third group says that matter came to be in time but that form is 

eternal. This is the group of zealous rabble (hashwiyan), so-called mem- 

bers of the community, who say they are Muslims and claim to be the 

greatest of sages.*° With regard to the creation of the world, they hold 

that the form of the world has existed from all eternity within God’s 

essence. They believe the Qur’an to be eternal, and always to have been 

so; God in His very essence has been speaking and His discourse is it- 

self eternal. Furthermore, if there had been one time when God spoke, 

and then yet another time when He spoke, it would necessarily follow 

that there was a temporal element in His discourse. But God, they say 

further, in His beginningless eternity knew that He would create such 

a world. And so He did create it as He knew it. But they hold that He 

created matter ex nihilo (ibda‘ kard) and brought it forth with all the 

trappings of Paradise. 

[238] A contingent of theologians in the community takes issue with 

this group, stating that this course which you follow — namely, that God 

speaks eternally in His pre-eternity - means that when He says, ‘O Mo- 

ses, am your Lord! Remove your sandals for you are in the sacred val- 

ley of Tuwa’, there was [in His pre-eternity] no Moses and no sandals 

and no valley of Tuwa.**' The proposition is absurd that God addresses 

somebody who does not yet exist and from whom no reply can come. 

It would follow necessarily too from this doctrine that He was eternally 

379. Cf. note 294 above. See also al-Razi, Rasa’il falsafiya, p. 99, where he 

refers to ‘Socrates, our imam’ (... imami-nd Sugrat), and Lenn E. Goodman, 

‘Razi’s Myth of the Fall of the Soul: Its Function in His Philosophy’, in George 

F. Hourani (ed.), Essays on Islamic Philosophy and Science (Albany, NY, 1975), 

pp. 25-40. 

380. On these, see 3:28. 

381. Q20:11-12. 
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relating of a pharaoh, who did not yet exist, that He said —- without 

having said it - ‘I am your Lord the Most High?” The notion of this 

group, which cannot be right, that God might perform an action which 

He has not thought about before, or said something which has not yet 

occurred in this world of His, implies inescapably that God had once 

been unknowing and then came to know what He did not know previ- 

ously about His own acts and words. 

[239] A fourth group is from the members of the [Prophet’s] household 

(khandan). They say that the world is ‘invented’ (mukhtari), both in its 

form and its matter. This is the group of the masters of divine assistance 

(khudavandan-i ta’yid),*** descendants of the Emissary, the Chosen One. 

Some of the philosopher-sages also hold this view. In one passage Plato 

has stated that the world was originated (mubda’); elsewhere he has said 

that the world was without any order before it received the order which 

it presently has. He has said that there is no way around the fact that 

whatever is in order was originally lacking in order and then someone 

put it in order. He has said that since the world today is ordered, we 

know that it had been at first without order and only afterwards was it 

brought from that [chaos] into order. 

[240] A group of his students say that the meaning of the sage’s state- 

ment is that the world was disordered matter lacking an inherent na- 

ture and that God created the world out of this matter - divisible in 

itself —- on the analogy of the ‘serpent wood’ (khab-i mar) out of which 

the carpenter fashions polo balls. Other students, however, say that the 

philosopher’s aim in his statement was not this but that he affirmed cre- 

ation ex nihilo (ibda’), while holding that the world was without order, 

and that being the case, God imposed an order upon it; that is, the world 

was not-being and He gave it being. The sage likened chaos to non-being 
and order to being. Many such riddling remarks (laghz-ha) are ascribed 
to Plato. 

[241] Aristotle says: One thing does not come to be from another thing; 
if it did, it would not be necessary to have a maker. But the world is a 
stable thing; one must know therefore that it did not come to be out of 

382. Q79:24. 

383. De Gastines reads this (p. 231) as ‘masters of hermeneutics’ (ta’wil), but 
the text (p. 214, line 12) clearly reads ta’yid, and is so rendered in the Arabic 
version by Shata (p. 220). 
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something else. The proof of this assertion, he argues, is that even today 
things do not become manifest out of other things. Thus, not everything 
which is black comes from black, nor does everything which is white 
or sweet come from the white and the sweet. If the sweet came from 
the sweet and the black from the black, what produced the black could 
not be the black, nor the sweet the sweet. We see all the time that con- 
tradictory things do not come to be from those very things themselves. 
Hence, through the wisdom of rational thought, on the evidence that 
existing things do become manifest out of their contraries, it follows of 

necessity that the first thing of all did not become manifest out of some- 

thing else through its own innate power of origination. Here now is a 

statement close to the truth which this philosopher has enunciated. But 

elsewhere he says that the appearance of the world from God did not 

occur through His will, but rather that it came to be from His very es- 

sence (jawhar), for it is the very essence of the Creator to draw existing 

things out of non-being into being. Now this is weak reasoning. It is so 

because the philosopher, on the basis of his own statements, would be 

compelled to hold that the Creator’s essence, as it was and as it will be, 

has continually drawn worlds forth from non-being into being, and will 

continue to do so. Thus, he must affirm that there have been, and will be, 

worlds without number. But to postulate an infinitude of this sort is an 

absurdity.** Aristotle’s students say that the sage held that the world is 

eternal because God’s essence is eternal and the world became manifest 
through God’s essence. Such a position is unacceptable to the sages of 

religion (hukama’-yi din). 

[242] Socrates held that matter is eternal and that the creation of some- 

thing not from something else is not possible. He provided proof for this 

position as follows. We know that if creation from nothing were possi- 

ble, it would be better to produce a thing from nothing than to compose 

it, for something originated out of nothing is present instantaneously 

and remains safe from the ravages of time; by contrast, that which is 

produced by composition comes to be slowly and is set at great risk by 

the passage of time. This, he argues, is an incontrovertible premise and 

a solid proof. 

384. The text here is not very clear; the editors have set it off and capped it 

with a question mark. My translation is conjectural, and is more in line with that 

of Shata (p. 221) than that of de Gastines (p. 232). 
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[243] He goes on to say that the Creator of the world is wise. When a 

wise person wishes to undertake some action for which two approaches 

exist, one of which is fast and free of danger, the other of which is long- 

drawn-out and fraught with great peril before it can be completed, it be- 

hoves a wise creator to perform that action in the quickest and the safest 

way possible, and not to choose the way which is protracted and hazard- 

ous. This too, he says, is an incontrovertible premise and a solid proof. 

[244] He then says that since we see that the wise Creator makes nothing 

by ‘origination’, neither the world itself nor the animals, that He does not 

follow this course, but on the contrary, proceeds by way of composition, 

using time and orderly arrangement, the unavoidable conclusion from 

these premises follows, to wit, that creation ex nihilo is not possible. 

[245] We state that the main opposition to the notion of ibda‘ comes from 

the ahl-i ta’yid themselves, especially from the descendants of the Prophet, 

the Chosen One, of whom this man - I mean Abt al-Haytham himself, 

may God have mercy on him - had been one of their hangers-on and 

friends.**° Such being the case, the question as this fellow poses it comes 

across as tenuous. He asks, “What is this thing, not from anything, though 

it seems a thing?’ Instead, he ought to have said, “Since the thing exists, 

there must be something which made it; therefore, if the thing exists, the 

maker must exist too, since the thing did not come to be on its own but 

was made.’ But such is his nature that he has expressed himself thus; his 

goal is to prove ibda‘ and he asks whether there is anyone who can do so, 

given that the opinions of the sages differ so greatly on the subject. 

[246] The reply of the ahl-i ta’yid - upon them be peace - by whom I 

mean the Imams of the community descended from the Prophet, the 

Chosen One - in affirming creation ex nihilo and refuting those who 

deny it is, first of all, to rebut the doctrine of the Dahriya, that is, the 

world is eternal, it is the creator of its three realms but is not itself cre- 

ated. They undertake this refutation of the Dahriya by such arguments 
as that the world is not a creator of the realms but rather, that by its very 
nature, it is something created. The proof that this is true is that the veg- 
etal and animal realms do not become manifest out of the spheres, the 

385. This is, of course, al-Jurjani himself, author of the poem. The statement 
that the opposition to ibda‘ comes mainly from the ahl-i ta’yid seems to be con- 
tradictory, as shown in the following section, 246. 
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stars, and the elements but instead come to be out of primordial seeds 
and roots, out of the primordial male and female among the animals. If 
plants and animals came to be by the assistance of the spheres, the stars, 
the earth, and the water, there would have to be nothing but gardens 
and orchards everywhere, and everything that grows would be wheat 
or barley or rice, or the like. Since no tree sprouts from the earth with- 
out a seed and since no animal comes into existence other than through 

copulation — and these are the very sources of origination — it is evident 

that there is some participation on the part of the spheres and the stars 

with the seeds of plants and the originators among the animals. Without 
the effects of the ‘natures’, and of light, and of the rotation of the stars 

and the spheres, not a tree would spring from a seed and not an animal 

would come to be without the plants. The active participation of various 

agents in activities, ‘natures’, and locations flows together in the object of 

their activity through the command of a single agent, who belongs to a 

different category than other agents. Just so, the tools of a carpenter, the 

axe, the saw, the adze, the auger (sikana), the gimlet (barma), and the 

like, each of which has a form and function which differs from another, 

so too the work of the carpenter’s apprentices, each of whom performs 

a job in the process of making something, whether it be a throne or a 

chair. And all of this is unified under the direction of one man, the car- 

penter, who belongs to a different category from his tools and who is 

superior to his apprentices; their very work comes about through his 

direction and command. 

[247] We have established, say the ahl-i ta’yid, that the world is not itself 

a creator; on the contrary, the stars and the spheres are the tools, the 

seeds and the originating animals are the apprentices of the Universal 

Soul, while the ‘natures’ are its matter, all so that this creation may come 

to be. The proof that the world is made, they argue, is that in its total- 

ity it is a single substance divided into many parts, each of which has a 

different nature and form, and which moves in accord with the nature 

and the form that it has. One part of this substance — the body — which is 

cold and hard and heavy, tends towards the centre of the world, accepts 

form, mixes with water, and is disposed to what the vegetal soul makes. 

Another part is cold and moist, is located above the earth, accepts form, 

mixes with earth, and gives nourishment to the vegetal soul from the 

earth. With the help of fire it rises into the air; when the fire leaves it, it 

falls back down as it was before; it quenches thirst. The third part is the 

body of the air which is by nature warm and soft. It is a substance which 
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is unfettered (munhall), becoming warm and conveying light; it is the 

basis of noises and voices; it is midway between the ethereal fire and 

the universal water; it allows vapours to escape towards the edges of the 

world. The fourth part is the body of fire which is hot, dry, and light; it 

flees from the centre, it is below the air, it makes the water warm, it helps 

the vegetal soil to grow and draw sustenance from the water and the 

earth. The fifth part is the body of the spheres which have no nature of 

their own; their rotation occurs through orbiting around the ‘natures’. 

It is a dark substance which does not accept illumination but rather, lets 

the light travel down from it; it is the mount (markab) of the stars which 

itself turns in the orbit of the ‘natures’ and, in dragging the stars with it, 

causes them to turn in the elements’ orbit in one even and uninterrupted 

course. The sixth part is the body of the stars which are located in diverse 

positions, all have different natures, with ‘natures’, colours, and motions 

that are distinct. Some of these are fixed [stars], the movement of which 

is the movement of the spheres; others amongst them move counter to 

the movement of the sphere, as the sages know. Our objective in this 

discussion is to avoid prolonging this book by [going into] such details 

as the wandering stars (kawakib-i sayyarah) which go from west to east, 

opposite to the motion of the spheres. 

[248] Furthermore, we say that everyone who sees that a single sub- 

stance can be configured in different forms and in each of the parts of 

that substance, in accord with the form which it has - one may observe 

a function which is seen to be distinct from that of other parts — comes 

to comprehend that someone has intentionally given that substance its 

forms; it has not become thus through its own nature. As an example 

of this, we mention the substance of iron. It appears now as a sword, an 

instrument of war, now as an axe (tabar), a tool for chopping wood, now 

as a needle, a tool for sewing, and now as a shovel, a tool for digging. 
Everyone knows that this substance does not take on these various 
forms, each one of which is intended in shape and form for a different 
function, by itself. On the contrary, an agent has made iron into these 
forms for his own purpose, and that agent is man. 

[249] Now, since we have shown that corporeal substance admits vari- 
ous shapes and forms, and that every form, in that part of the body where 
it is found, has a different movement, function, and position, we know 
that a creator has given these shapes and forms to that single substance 
and, moreover, that this single substance, as evidenced by the shapes 
and forms within it, is something created. 
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{250] In rebuttal of the prattling literalists (hashwiyan) who state that 
the form of the world existed from eternity in God’s nature before God 
created the world, they (i.e., the ahl-i ta’yid) argue that if there had been 
a very long interval during which God the Exalted knew that He would 
create the world, and this is other than that moment in which He did 
create the world, it would follow necessarily from this precept that God 
knows that He will create the world, then that interval passes and at last 
comes to its term, until the moment arrives when God knows that at that 

moment He will create the world. Since this span has a starting point 

for God, the time-between — in the view of these folk - is a span which 

God lives through. But since the interval has a beginning tor God, God 

is contingent, not eternal.**° This is unbelief, not tawhid. 

[251] If, as these literalists claim, the Qur’an is eternal and God is one, 

then the Qur’an and God make two, not one. Since the Qur’4n is made 

up of these distinct verses which are recited and read, then some part 

of God the Exalted resides in the sacred pages. If God is not present 

in those pages, then the rulings made necessary by those words which 

taken together we call ‘Qur'an’ are false, and all Muslims are unbeliev- 

ers, since they do not enact the precepts enunciated in God’s Book; as 

God says, ‘Those who do not judge according to what God has revealed 

are unbelievers.**’ And again: ‘No new revelation comes to them from the 

Merciful but they turn away from it.*** And so, the pronouncements of 

the literalists are mendacious and vain. 

[252] Ahmad Yahya b. Rawandi has made a subtle point against these 

clueless literalists.*? This point consists in asking the literalists why they 

claim that anyone who holds that the world is uncreated is an unbeliever. 

If they reply that anyone who says that the world is uncreated is an un- 

believer, then we ask them further whether God knows a hundred other 

universes like this one or not. If they reply that He does not, they would 

386. In other words, by this reasoning God becomes subject to time, to that 

future moment at which He knows that He will create the world. 

387. Q5:44. 
388. Q26:5. 

389. This is Aba al-Husayn Ahmad b. Yahya b. Ishaq al-Rawandi (d. 245/859 

or 250/864 or 298/910), a Mu‘tazilite theologian who was accused of heresy 

and expelled, later becoming a fierce opponent of the Mu'tazilites; his works 

survive only in fragments. See GAS, vol. 1, pp. 620-621; van Ess, Theologie und 

Gesellschaft, vol. 4, pp. 295ff. 
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be calling God ignorant; since they do not dare to call God ignorant in 

such a matter, they say that God knows one hundred thousand universes 

like this, and maybe even more. Then we ask them whether those worlds 

are identical to this one without any difference. If they reply, “They cer- 

tainly are’, then we ask, ‘Does God also know that this world is like those 

numerous worlds which He knows are not yet created?’ If they reply, 

‘He does know’, then we say to these numbskulls, ‘Since you assert that 

God knows one hundred thousand worlds that are not created which are 

similar to this world, then it is established that this world too is uncre- 

ated. Since you claim that He knows that this world is similar to those 

uncreated worlds, this world too by your own assertion must also be 

uncreated. Why then do you call someone who believes one world to 

be uncreated an unbeliever, but you do not call yourselves unbelievers, 

though you claim that there are a hundred thousand uncreated worlds?’ 

[253] The refutation of a group which denies the invention (ikhtira’) 

of particular individual beings - which is the source of the ‘kingdoms’ 

(mawéalid) - and hold that ‘invention’ and ‘birth’ go together, is effected 

by those who argue that composition (tarkib) and birth in the ‘king- 

doms’ occur after the invention of species in the primary originating 

individuals (ashkhas-i awwali-yi ibda7). We have said that the forms 

which the primary originating individuals take remain on the same 

basis, since origination admits no alteration (ibda-ra taghayyur nist). 

The proof that this position is correct is that if prior to generation there 

were not an animal couple which had been ‘invented’, without being 

born, it would follow necessarily that prior to any human there would 

have to be another human, with no one before him whom he would 

follow, for if there were one before him, there would be no first man at 
all, and so on ad infinitum, on this side, and the man who exists today 
would not have come to be. 

[254] An example of this is as follows. If the existence of a child is linked 
to the existence of a hundred forefathers before him, a long time is 
needed before this child comes to exist. If his existence is linked with the 
existence of a thousand forefathers, that child takes even longer to come 
to be. Now, if his existence is linked with that of an infinite number of 
forefathers, that child will never come to be. But since the child exists 
here and now, we know that there was not an infinite number of births 
before his; if there had been, he would not be here. Since the number of 
the child’s ancestors is not infinite, his first ancestor was a ‘not-born’ 
(nazada‘-i) and necessarily so, for generation is linked with him; the 
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one not born from whom others are begotten is ‘invented’ in discrete 
individuals, couple by couple, seed by seed. 

[255] The rebuttal of him (i.e., al-Razi) who says that ‘the Universal Soul 
was led astray by prime matter and forgot its own proper world and 
that philosophers remind human beings that the soul’s world is not this 
world until they turn away from matter and slip free of its bonds’ is as 
follows. It is the partial souls, the ignorant amongst mankind, who 
have been seduced by matter. The ‘philosophers’ who summon them to 
remembrance of their true world are the prophets, as God says through 

Muhammad, His Chosen One, ‘People! God’s promise is true, so do not 

let the present life deceive you. Do not let the Deceiver deceive you about 
God.’* 

[256] The obedience of people to the prophets, bearing the yoke which 

they - upon them be peace — place on the necks of believers through the 

words of God which they convey, the necessary obligation of the Law 

which they impose on humans through God’s command, these bear wit- 

ness to the prophets - upon them be peace - and stand as the reasons 

for their guidance of people from the first to the last. This is not the 

word of the philosophers who have been the least known and the most 

slighted of groups to mankind. With regard to affirmation of ibda‘, if 

they say, “We accept the view of those who hold that matter is eternal 

and is composed of indivisible and scattered parts’, we might ask of the 

[philosophers]: Those parts, all scattered and lightless and denatured - 

how did God assemble them, how did He set those isolate and individual 

natures within a totality, how then, and from whence, did He bring forth 

such effulgence? And they would have to concede that these parts were 

assembled by His command, and that He placed those varied aspects 

— heat and cold, dryness, and moistness — within them, taking them nei- 

ther from another place nor from another thing. All this would amount 

to an admission of creation out of nothing (ibda’) on their parts. 

[257] And what affirmation of creation out of nothing could be more 

evident than to have to acknowledge that these scattered components, 

lacking soul or knowledge, were assembled and received form and as- 

sumed natures and took their place in an orderly arrangement, without 

390. See Razi, Rasa’il falsaftya, p. 308; also, Goodman, ‘Razi’s Myth of the 

Fall of the Soul’, p. 25. 

391. Q35:5, tr. Abdel Haleem. 
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becoming entangled one with another? And whatever this person (the 

philosopher) wants of them comes to be without any volition of theirs. 

The propensity of the substance of matter to accept those varied natures, 

the establishment of the parts of the body in those natural forms in their 

locations in accord with order, the emergence of plants and animals out 

of those natures through the mediation of the vegetal and sensory souls, 

all that attests that this ferment - I mean this matter — is the fashioner 

of this made thing (masna’) which it has produced by ibda’, because its 

acceptance of these meanings realises the purpose of its creator. This is a 

proof of creation ex nihilo on the evidence of those created things which 

have been originated (mubda ‘at az makhligat). Because of these proofs 

the rational soul, reinforced by the intellect, grasps that the things which 

exist in the world are created beings. This is why we say that this is an 

affirmation of creation ex nihilo by the evidence of things originated 

among created things. We shall now offer a detailed explanation and 

then pass on from this commentary to yet another. 

[258] We say that this body — configured, articulated, and mobile, which 

is constrained and compelled — continually proclaims that someone has 

made it in this shape, for nothing can configure itself. We call the world 

constrained and compelled since we see that the earth is made of many 

parts, stacked up one upon another from the centre of the earth to the 

sphere of the ether, and that every part which is higher descends to the 

place of a lower as soon as it finds a way. All the parts are constrained 

since none can go lower than where it is on its own. Water stays on the 

surface of the earth unless it finds some way to sink down lower towards 

the centre of the earth. Do not you see that wherever there is an open- 

ing it is flung down into it? Then too, water is constrained by earth to 

remain on the surface of the ground; and all the parts of the earth are 

constrained, one by another, by this central point which is the centre of 

the world in the very bowels of the earth. Air is constrained to remain 
above the water and cannot sink into it. Do not you see that when we 
toss a stone into the water, the water provides a path for the stone so that 
it passes through it even while it blocks the air? Fire too is constrained 
to remain above air; if it discovers a way it descends until that same air 
sends it back to the edges of the world. Just as we observe the compelled 
descent of a lightning flash, so too is fire by its very nature compelled to 
rise from the earth towards the edges of the world. Or the huge sea, all of 
whose parts consist of waters heaped up one upon another, with every 
part striving to surmount that part which is below it. Hence, all parts 
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of water are compelled too, one by another. The parts of the air as well, 
from the surface of the water to the level of the ether, are compelled one 
by the other and all of them strive to hover above the water. 

And so we have established that this Universal Body, in the form in 
which it exists, is compelled in its totality. But for whatever is compelled 
there must exist a compeller. And he who compelled the world is he who 
created it. 

[259] Furthermore, since we claim that the world’s Creator forcibly con- 

figured this substance, hurling the components of the various species of 

bodies one upon the other such that He heaped up parts of earth, water, 

and air, one upon the other, and then placed the universal species of 

body upon one another, setting water on earth, air on water, fire on air, 

and then the spheres, one upon the other, did He perform this action 

out of his very nature or did He perform it by decree? If we say that He 

acted out of his very nature, we imply that He is a body; but since God 

is not a body, we have to say that He exerted this compulsion on these 

compelled entities by His commandment. Hence we call this command 

‘creation out of nothing’ {ibda‘). Nothing could be more marvellous 

(badi‘tar) than this act.** It follows that substance, lacking knowledge 

or volition, becomes what it is at someone’s command. 

[260] Then, too, since we see that in the world each individual entity, 

whether plant or animal or heavenly body, both star and sphere, is at 

work, we know that they perform their labours at the Command of the 

world’s Creator. It is obvious then that the Command was first to ap- 

pear. Now let us consider what was the first thing to be manifest out of 

392. Va-badi‘tar azin kari nabashad. The Arabic word badi has connotations 

of ‘novel, ingenious, original’ and was used to designate a new style of poetry in 

Arabic, as well as a branch of rhetoric (‘ilm al-badi‘). The formulation here is 

strangely reminiscent of the later statement by al-Ghazali, Laysa fi'l-imkan abda‘ 

mimma kan (‘There is not in possibility anything more wonderful than what 

is’), which I have analysed extensively in my Theodicy in Islamic Thought; on 

the word badi‘, see p. 75, note 137. Here, of course, NKh is playing on the term 

ibda’ in its elative form. Louis Massignon may have had something like NKh’s 

formulation in mind when he translated al-Ghazali’s celebrated sentence as 

‘Rien de plus ne se trouve dans le possible que dans l’existentialisé’, i.e., ‘Nothing 

more creatable ex nihilo remains in possibility.’ See his La Passion de Husayn Ibn 

Mansir Hallaj (2nd edn, Paris, 1975), vol. 3, p. 83, note 5. 
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that Command. We peer into the creation and we see that particular 

constructions (san-hda) arise from particular souls, whether vegetal or 

animal. Thus, on the basis of this proof, we see that prior to this thing- 

created (masnii‘, i.e., the world), there was the Soul, but prior to the Soul 

~ which is the origin of the created thing - was there something or not? 

We answer that living creatures with souls are numerous, but they are 

not able to avail themselves of this faculty of deduction (istidlal) which 

we use. Then we stop to consider what this thing is which we possess 

and which the other animals do not, by the power of which we are able 

to make deductions, and we discover that that [faculty] is such that the 

nobility of the soul lies within it. It is the Intellect. 

[261] Hence, we know that from this Command, the name of which is 

ibda‘, the Intellect appears first of all, then the Soul, then this substance 

of action over which the Soul has dominion. When we consider this 

created thing, the world, we observe the traces of order and measure 

and wisdom. We know that this is something which Soul has made with 

the assistance of Intellect. Next we consider whether something existed 

prior to Intellect out of this Command, which we have established of 

necessity. We discover the trace of nothing within ourselves that is no- 

bler than it. And so we say that out of the Command of the Creator 

- glory be to Him - first Intellect came to be, then Soul came to be out 

of the Command, with the Intellect acting as intermediary. Intellect’s 

manifestations (mazahirat-i ‘aql) to Soul, as well as its ennoblement of 

it, are our evidence that the Soul is like the child of the Intellect, and its 

tablet (lIawh) on which the Intellect can display its own beauty to the 

Soul. The proof that the Soul stands in the position of a tablet is that it is 

a substance whose nature is open to form (sdri),*** and there is no place 

for forms other than in the Soul; a tablet is something which offers a 
place to form. 

[262] We have shown that Soul is at the rank of the tablet. Since the Soul 
has the rank of the tablet, the Intellect has the rank of the pen. The pen 
provides information to the tablet, in the same way that the Intellect 
informs the Soul. The prattling literalists in the community aver that the 
‘pen’ is ruby while the ‘tablet’ is emerald.*** But these are the statements 
of sages who speak in parables. The ruby is the noblest of the gems; the 

393. Literally, ‘formal’ but in the sense of susceptible to form; de Gastines 
(p. 245) translates it as “épiphanique’, which is misleading. 

394. Cf. Q96:4 and 35:22. 
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emerald is below it. So, too, the pen is superior to the tablet; the tablet is 
below it. For this reason the Prophet of God has called Universal Intel- 
lect “God's pen’ (qalum-i khuday), for everything that is in the mind of 
the writer comes first to the pen, then from the pen it goes to the tablet: 
without the tablet nothing would be revealed. And this world itself is 
in the likeness of a book written by God the Exalted. Just as Universal 
Intellect stands in relation to Universal Soul in the same way as the pen 

to the tablet, and just as intelligible forms become manifest within the 

Soul from the Intellect, so too the Universal Soul is the pen with respect 

to matter: corporeal forms become manifest in its substance through 

the pen of the Universal Soul. This is analogous to God’s calligraphy 

on this universal tablet which is the body’s essence, through thousands 

of different forms and divine scripts on this bodily tablet which is the 

world, all of it green. Hence, the literalists say that the ‘preserved tablet’ 

is emerald-green, and Mt. Sinai (Tar) is this universal body which is 

like a mountain; or rather, it is the universal mountain itself. ‘A scrip- 

ture inscribed represents those forms and shapes traced upon this body, 

“unrolled parchment’ (raqq-i manshar) is the air in which this writing 

gleams; ‘the much-visited house’ (bayt al-ma‘miur) is this world, a cupola 

without a crack, like a house which is habitable and without any chink 

or breach, ‘the raised canopy’, the heavens on high, ‘the ocean ever-filled’, 

that immense and endless space which in the mind extends beyond the 

dome of the spheres’ broad and infinite expanse.*” Certain philosophers 

call this ‘breadth without length’ (‘arad bi tal) and they say that this is 

the Paradise which God has described as broad, as in this verse, ‘.. a 

garden as broad as the heavens and the earth, prepared for those who 

fear God’.** And the meaning of the words of God the Exalted are in the 
explication which we have made, to wit, “By the mountain, by a scripture 

inscribed, in unrolled parchment, by the much-visited house, by the raised 

canopy, by the ocean ever filled.” 

[263] Just as the Universal Intellect and the Universal Soul are the pen 

and the tablet of God, in the world of religion the Prophet is also God’s 

pen, who has written on this page of the body, as we see. And the Noble 

Qur’an too is the Book of God written by this pen, which is the Prophet, 

on this tablet, which is his Legatee. As this first book of all (ie., the 

395. These are all phrases taken from the first six verses of Q:52. 

396. Q3:133. 
397. Q52:1-6, tr. Abdel Haleem. 
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world) cannot become known to us except through this tablet, so too 

the Qur’an cannot become known to us except through the Legatee. The 

rational evidence that the creation of the world in its corporeal essence 

is the first of God’s books, and the Qur’an is the second, is God’s own 

statement, when He says in this verse, ‘Alif. Lam. Mim. That is the book in 

which there is no doubt, a guidance to the God-fearing.”*”* He says alif, that 

is, length; He says lam, that is, breadth; and He says mim, that is, depth. 

This is an allusion to the world which has length, breadth, and depth. 

[264] Then He says that in that Book there is no doubt; in other words, 

it is obvious that it has been made by God; it is the guide of men who are 

pure towards the truth. If by ‘that book’ God had meant the Qur’an, He 

would have said ‘this book’, since this verse stands at the very beginning 

of the Book.*” Since He does say ‘that book’, and not ‘this book’, this 

indication is proof to anyone with intelligence that God is not referring 

to the Quran here but rather, is referring to the creation itself. 

[265] Thus, that book which is to be seen — I mean, the creation itself - 

and this book which is to be heard — I mean the Noble Qur’an — are both 

God’s writings, written by two pens on two tablets, with man in view, 

who has a share in them through his intelligence. Because man, the ul- 

timate offspring of all creation, has a share in intelligence, and because 

God’s Command has come down to him, we know necessarily that the 

starting-point of creation was the Command, and that from that Com- 

mand, first of all, Intellect came into existence; that Command was cre- 

ation ex nihilo (ibda’) alone, the root source of all existing things. [And 

man is like a tree the fruits of which are the command ... We know that 

his seed has been the command ...]*°° 

398. Qa:-2. 

399. The Arabic of Q2:2 reads dhalika al-kitabu (‘that book ...’), not hadha 
al-kitabu (‘this book ...’). 

400. The text here is not intelligible; these last phrases are omitted by de 
Gastines (p. 247). 
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On the Emergence of the Species 
from the Individual 

Is it true that God created a single man and then, 

Because he was sad, from his body made a mate? 

And then, from these two, that He created a progeny -~ 

Children, a profusion of grandchildren, an innumerable tribe? 

If you deny this, the surat al-Nisa’ is the evidence 

That He created a one and out of this, thousands upon thousands. 

If you agree, how is it that the individual came first 

And then the species? Put that in your pipe and smoke it! 

First comes genus, then species, and then the individual; 

That is the way of philosophy, indisputably and incontestably. 

(Jurjani, verses 45-49) 

[266] In these five verses there are two questions. One is to ask whether 

it is correct to say that God created one man first of all and then brought 

forth a mate from him, and from these two, numerous children and 

grandchildren came forth and multiplied. If you say that it is not so, 

surat al-Nisd’ stands as proof against you, for there God says, ‘O people, 

fear your Lord who created you from a single soul and who created its 

mate from it and from the two of them spread many men and women.’** 

[267] The second question is this: If you admit that such was the case, 

and God first created an individual from whom all humankind came 

forth, then you must be saying that the individual came before the spe- 

cies. But logicians know that the genus comes first, then the species, and 

only then the individual. Thus, when we say ‘animal’, all the four-footed 

herbivores, all the carnivorous beasts of prey, all the birds and the rep- 

tiles, as well as all of humankind, are evoked. Then comes the species, 

401. Q4:1. 
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and after the species the individuals, as when we say, “The man so-and- 

so and so-and-so and so-and-so.’ Both these questions are of the same 

order. That is to say, if you deny that there is at first a single being, you 

also deny what God has said; but if you agree, you set the individual 

before the species, and such is counter to the philosophers’ position. 

[268] The response of the sages to this question — namely, was there at 

the very beginning a single couple or more? ~ is to say that from the 

first the originating human being was one couple [in himself] and that 

it is right to state that he was prior to the first couple. In any case, the 

philosophers who affirm the creation of the world also affirm the cre- 

ation of the first human being ex nihilo and without birth. But as to the 

philosophical reply to the question, ‘How can it be that the individual 

precedes the species?’, we say that genus and species are cognoscible, 

not sensorial, entities (ma‘qul and na mahsis). The indication falls upon 

the individual, not upon either the species or the genus. The first thing 

to be ascertained about any thing is its sheer existence (halliyat), and so 

we ask, ‘Does it exist?’ To the reply, ‘It does exist’, we then ask, “What is 

it?’ This question concerns the genus of a thing. Then when it is said, ‘It 

is an animal’, we do not know from this answer what sort of animal it 

may be, and yet we do know that it is not a mineral or a plant. Then if we 

ask, ‘Which animal is it?’, this question is about the specific difference 

(fasl) by which one species is distinguished from another. So that when 

we ask, ‘Which animal?’ and the answer is, ‘One that speaks’, the answer 

applies to both the human being and the angel. But if we ask, “Which 

speaking animal?’, this question bears on the specific particularity of 

humankind, and so if the answer is, ‘Speaking and mortal’, then we know 

that it isa human being. After this, the question may be ‘Who is this?’; in 

other words, it is a question about an individual, and the answer is, ‘It is 

so-and-so or so-and-so’, and we know who this man is. 

[269] Whoever seeks out the truths of logic knows that the species is sus- 
tained by the individual, the species sustains the genus, despite the fact 
that the individual is within the species and the species within the genus. 
In the same way, the whole depends upon its parts, even if the parts are 
contained within the whole. Do you not see that if the part were not, the 
whole would not exist, and if the whole were not, the part would not exist? 
If there were no number one, there would be no number five, and yet, if 
there were no five, there would still be one. If somebody sees a cow, for 
example, he cannot deny its existence by saying, ‘This particular cow does 
not exist, for we must first see the species cow, and not individual cows.’ 
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But this would be absurd. A person makes such an incoherent remark 
because he’s ignorant or because he wants to put the dim-witted, as well as 
the newcomers to this art, to the test? with such questions. 

[270] The response of the ahl-i ta’yid - upon them be peace - to this 
question — namely, is it right to say that God created a single man at 
first and then created his mate out of him and that then many men and 
women came to be from those two? — is to say that reason dictates that 
there must have been one; that is the truth beyond any doubt. The ra- 

tional proof that this view is correct is that today there is a great multitude 

of people; the intellect avers of necessity that one is the leaven of many, 

that many begins with two and that out of two a unity emerges, prior 

to which there is a one not from some other thing, the way two comes 

from one or three from two. From this primary one, multiplicity comes 

to be. Since human beings are multitudinous they are countable; what 

is countable comes under number; this particular property, which we 

have affirmed, pertains inescapably to number, namely, that the many 

emerge from the one through the mediation of the two. This stands as 

primordial testimony for the intellect that the starting-point of this mul- 

titude of men is a single man, and that necessarily. And his mate came 

out of him in the same way that two comes out of one, as we see that 

from a single seed, itself a sort of couple, many thousands of seeds come 

into existence through the propagation of plants. If there had not been 

that single seed, which is a couple, tightly bound together at the very 

beginning, those many seeds would not have come to be whatsoever. 

[271] As for those who hold that his mate came from him, that is, came 

from the man, just as the Prophet, the Chosen One, at Mecca said to his 

own Legatee, ‘He comes from me and I come from him’ in the Tradition 

“Ali is from me and I am from him’, everyone knows that they — peace 

be upon them — were two persons who did not emerge one out of the 

other; nevertheless, since both were among the ahl-i ta’yid, they did issue 

from one another. For those who reason there is something to be gained 

from God’s statement, ‘I created a mate for Adam out of him’, in that they 

know that the Legatee of the Prophet must come from his lineage, and not 

from some other. 

402. Persian beyazmayad (here following Shata who renders it as yakhtabir, 

p- 336). 
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[272] But returning to our topic, we declare that the multitude of human 

beings derives from this original couple which constituted the genus 

with respect to the species of humans - the Indian species, the Turkish 

species, the Ethiopian species, the Jewish species — in just the same way 

as the many thousands of ‘Alids throughout the world also derive from 

a single man whose wife also came from him. I mean ‘Ali and Fatima. If 

over the course of some four hundred years, several thousand men and 

women came to be from these two individuals such that there is no city 

in the east or the west - nay, not even a village —- in which there is no 

‘Alid - and in fact there are many thousands in the big cities - how could 

it not be right to say that this multitude came to be from a single couple 

who were the first couple of all? So if anyone should oppose what we 

have said, that the many came forth from the one, he would be claiming 

that it is wrong to say that the many come from the one, and this is false. 

Every one which exists in a tabulated multitude stands as evidence that 

this multitude has been compounded out of one. All people have come 

into being out of one person whose mate came to be out of him. 

[273] We can give an example of the emergence of species from a single 

individual in such a way as to expel this doubt from weaker minds. We 

say that there is no doubt that the ‘Alid genus comes from ‘Ali - upon 

him be peace - and he is a single individual; his offspring, the ‘Alids, 

today constitute many species. One derives from Hasan, another from 

Husayn; there are the ‘Aqili, the Zaydi, the Bakari, and so forth. We 

know that the branch of Hasan derives from the individual Hasan who 

was a single person, and the branch of Husayn comes from Husayn, also 

a single individual, and all the other species, every one of them, derive as 

well from a single individual.*” In accord with the fallacy (mughdalata)™ 
which Abu Haytham (i.e., Jurjani) has mentioned, it becomes necessary 
that there be first of all thousands of ‘Alids in Hasan’s branch to make up 

403. For a parallel example of genus as ‘family’, cf. Porphyry, Isagoge (tr. 
Warren), pp. 28-29: ‘In this sense the Heraclids are said to be a family [ genos] 
because of the relationship of descent from one man, Heracles. The many people 
related to each other because of this kingship deriving from Heracles are called 
the family of the Heraclids since they as a family are separate from other fami- 
lies.’ The example is also to be found in Plotinus, Enneads, 6:1.3., ed. E. Bréhier 
(Paris, 1963-1967), 6:61. 

404. For this logical fallacy, cf. al-Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjani, al-Ta'‘rifat, 
pp. 198-199. 
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the species and only after that would there be Hasan, a single individual. 
This is not the discourse of a thoughtful man. 

[274] We have made it clear that species come from the individual, not 
the individual from the species. If anyone wonders how it could be that 
God might bring into being all people, eating, walking, speaking, out of 
inert natures, and without recourse to birth, well, this reflection of his 
arises unguided by a mind capable of discerning analogies. The intellect 
necessarily affirms that this world is a thing created, that this creation 

has occurred at the command of somebody in order that this divisible, 

multiple substance which is the body receive the configuration which it 

has with all its various forms, natures, and movements, some of which 

we have mentioned earlier. The intellect acknowledges that this earth 

with its heaviness and vast extent, its great mountains and oceans, its 

innumerable plants and animals, is set without hindrance in the midst 

of the thin and empty air; and that the ether, that fiery ball, encircles the 

air; and that the spheres, aligned one with another, all turn in one direc- 

tion; and that the stars, moving counter to the motion of the spheres, 

move from the west to the east; and that the obedience of this immense 

and configured body is at the command of Him who constructed it. The 

intellect attests that such is indeed the case, even though it absolutely 

does not know ‘the why’ of all this, because He who made all this is 

higher than human intelligence. The intellect is a trace from Him, but 

it is incapable of knowing Him who made the trace. It is the same with 

writing which is the trace of a writer: the writing does not know how the 

writer produced it or who the writer himself may be. 

[275] Hence, anyone who uses his mind knows that this huge world is as 

it is by the command of a creator. How could it be a source of wonder 

to know that He who accomplished this great creation without any tool 

also created that first individual of all, that microcosm, and did so as 

well by his decree? If that which we consider the ‘great man’ — by which 

I mean the world — necessarily came to be, so too did man come to be 

necessarily, as God says, ‘The creation of the heavens and the earth is 

greater than the creation of humans and yet, most of them do not know 

this.°> That is, most people do not reflect that since the creation of the 

world occurred through His command, the creation of humankind also 

came about that way. 

405. Q40:57. 
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[276] The intelligent man is someone who, when he sees something 

often which is unknown to him, does not consider it known; and he 

does not connect that with some other thing because he has not seen it 

and has forgotten what was previously not known. The intelligence as- 

serts that in the kernel of the date or the apple seed and the like, there is 

an active substance which, though it has no stomach (shikam) nor belly 

(mi‘da) nor teeth, consumes earth and water and out of them makes 

wood, leaves, branches, thorns, and fibres (/ayf) and over many years, 

brings forth tasty dates, without any understanding at all that the action 

comes from that thing which is inside the kernel [of the date]. These 

verses, composed by the author of this book, are an expression of this 

notion:*” 

What is it in the grain of wheat that so acts 

With soil and dung in a way no one could imagine? 

How is it that without head or teeth, gullet or paunch, 

It can suck up earth which water has moistened (biyagharad)? 

Whoever does not see this marvel of creation and of might 

Must be deemed blind by the man who does see. 

The seed-grains are servants (pishkaranand) for mankind; 

Each one has a job and each one has a function as well. 

If the wise man perceives a creator in each grain, 

He still does not consider or imagine it his God. 

If he remains perplexed (dar manad) in discovering those ‘servants’, 

He does not grow obstinate or gnash his teeth at what’s above his 

intelligence. 

How could anyone thank God enough, to whom a servant has been 

given 

Who knows how to make the date palm spring up from the earth? 

For you, O seeing heart, this servant is in the kernel of the date 

And every year it drops down dates upon your head! 

Everyone who has received this bounty from his God (kardgar) 

Should plant the seed-grain of thankfulness*” in both his two eyes. 

406. These are verses 10-18 of the qasida, which begins Kasi kaz raz-i in 

dawlab-i piruza khabar darad, in the Diwan, pp. 227-228 (metre = Hazaj 
mosamman salem; cf. F. Thiesen, A Manual of Classical Persian Prosody, p. 236). 

407. A variant reading has ‘love’ (mihr) instead of ‘thankfulness’. Cf. Diwan, 

p. 228. 
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[277] The various ‘creators’, whether vegetal or animal, in the seeds, 
eggs, and sperm, do not overstep (nagadashtan) that specific act of cre- 
ation for which they have been given the power; that is, the apple seed 
has no fruit other than the apple, the sesame seed none other than the 
sesame, and the ox nothing other than oxen. The diligence (mulazamat) 
of these artisans in these well-defined acts of creation is a proof to us 
that a creator, who is the Creator of all, has appointed each one of these 
particular artisans to the kind of creation which properly proceeds from 
it. Since we are unable to grasp the way in which the particular ‘arti- 

san’ enacts its creation, and necessarily so, and must admit that this cre- 

ation emerges from a substance which is inside the seed, why would we 

go further than this? Because we see it before us constantly, we believe 

that we know it. And we say, how did the Creator of all make man- 

kind from the [different] ‘natures’ without generation? Indeed, the pos- 

sessors of both wisdoms agree that the existence of the original couple 

in the animal realm and the existence of the originating seeds in the 

vegetal realm, together with the whole world’s existence, occurred at a 

stroke without any before or after whatsoever. The original father and 

mother, who are the human species, and who came to be created, not 

born, are to be affirmed, and so it is fitting to affirm the spiritual father 

as the natiq and the spiritual mother as the asds without any instruction 

(ta‘lim).** The origination within the bodies of the species is analogous 
to the divine assistance (ta’yid) in each of the individuals. The divine 

assistance without any prior precedence (taqdim) is analogous to cre- 

ation out of nothing without engendering (tawlid). It is necessary to 

make these allusions clear so that doubt may be removed. 

[278] To the question, ‘How can it be that the individual precedes the 

species, given that in logic genus comes first, then species, and then 

the individual?’, we reply — even though we have previously explained 

that this statement is untrue, indeed is fallacious — that whoever has not 

grasped the categories of language thinks when he hears the name for a 

thing that that name has the same meaning for all such things. Hence, 

the terms gadim (eternal) and muhdath (temporal) are known to the 

mass of people; someone who knows that qadim is that which comes 

408. In Ismaili terminology, the ndatiq is a ‘speaking’ or law-enunciating 

prophet and the asas is his ‘foundation’ or successor who interprets the inner 
be 

meaning of the revealed message. See Daftary, The Isma'ilis, pp. 208-209; Stern, 

Studies, pp. 30-32, 34-40. 
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at a time before muhdath fancies that everything to which the term ‘be- 

fore’ applies precedes in time all that to which the term ‘after’ applies; 

and yet, that is not so. On the contrary, one must know that the ‘before’ 

and the ‘after’ are of four types, of which only one is temporal while 

the other three are not. Rather, in another aspect, one thing is prior to 

another thing and one thing is after another thing.” As for that which 

is prior in time, it is like the fact that the prophethood of Jesus came 

before that of Muhammad or the fact that the Prophet’s departure from 

Mecca was before that of his Legatee - upon him be peace — from Mecca 

to Kufa. The second of these antecedences is essential, not temporal, like 

the antecedence of one over two, or indeed, that of animal over man. 

This does not depend upon time but upon essence. In other words, 

everything which is in the animal is in man, but in man there is also some- 

thing else which is not in the animal. A third precedence pertains to rank 

(martabat) like the precedence of letters over words or books, or like the 

precedence of a spokesman (sokhangi) of a tribe over his fellows. The 

fourth lies in pre-eminence (sharaf), such as the pre-eminence of a sage 

and his precedence over a carpenter or the precedence of a leader over 

his fellow citizens. Priority in time applies to things in nature; priority 

in essence to things of intellect, such as the intelligible concepts of genus 

and species themselves. Thus, it is important to know that the individual 

stands in relation to the species as the part stands to the whole, and the 

species stands to the individual in the same relation as the whole to its 

parts; that the existence of the whole is due to the parts; that the part 

may exist without the whole, but the whole without the part cannot exist 

in any way. The species exists because of the multiplicity of individuals, 

but the existence of the individual is not due to the existence of the 

species. When we see an individual, we are unable to deny his existence 

and claim that this individual does not exist on the grounds that the 

forms of such individuals are numerous. To the contrary, that form in 

its very essence exists apart from multiplicity, whereas the species is 
nothing without a multiplicity of individuals. We have thus verified that 
the precedence of species over individual and of genus over species is 
not temporal — so that it might be said that the species was first and 
then the individual — but rather, is essential. It is through the individual 
that the species exists. Nevertheless, the term ‘species’ collects the indi- 
viduals together, not in such a way as that the species might exist apart 

409. This sentence is omitted by de Gastines (p. 257). 



On the Emergence of the Species from the Individual 213 

from individuals. For example, if someone says ‘tree’, that word collects 

together all the branches, the leaves, the roots, and the fruits of the tree; 

and yet, the tree without branches and leaves and fruit does not come 

first, with branches and leaves, roots and fruits appearing later. Quite 

the opposite: first are the roots and then a single branch appears, a shoot 

puts forth, then grows and rises on the branch, roots and leaves appear 

until it is whole and entire, and then it can be called a ‘tree’. This name 

comprises the tree’s branches, roots, and fruits. And this is what we set 

out to explain. 
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On Intellect and Knowledge*”’ 

There is, as in chess, one question which has arisen; 

Everyone seeks a solution for it. 

Namely, whether intellect or knowledge is superior, which takes 

precedence? 

What donkey-loads of lavish nonsense have I heard on these two! 

How can anyone who has not learned have knowledge? 

No carpenter can do his job without a tool in his hand. 

No one who has not gained humility through instruction (ta‘lim) 

Can pass beyond to the glories of knowledge. 

Because they do not know intellect’s definition - and knowledge, 

What's that? - they make asinine pronouncements all unblushingly. 

They draw analogies between the Creator’s knowledge and their own; 

Ineluctably they stray without hope from the right path. 

(Jurjani, verses 50-55) 

[279] This question is about the distinction between intelligence and 

knowledge: which of the two is superior to the other? According to 

what he (Jurjani) says, no one who has not endured the ignominy of 

instruction and training has discovered the real glory of knowledge; in 

other words, knowledge is something that has to be acquired. But it is 

a fault for someone to draw a comparison between his own knowledge 

and that of the Creator, just so that it might not be said to him that 

because you claim that knowledge is something to be acquired, you 

must then say either that God is not knowing or that He has acquired 

His knowledge. But he draws a good result for himself out of this vile 

opinion (tahmat). These six verses pertain to a single question which we 

shall now elucidate. 

410. Again, there is an alternative English translation of this chapter by 

Peerwani in Anthology, vol. 2, pp. 323-326. 
— 
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[280] The response of the philosophers to this question is as follows. 

There are two ways of perception. One is to perceive something in its 

essence; the other is to perceive it by something other than its essence. 

That which is perceived in its essence is an object of sense (mahsis). 

Thus, something visible is perceived by the sight; something audible is 

perceived by the hearing; a thing with odour is perceived by the sense 

of smell; something to be tasted by the sense of taste; and something 

palpable by the sense of touch. That which is perceived by something 

other than its essence is not an object of sense; it is, rather, an object 

of intellect (ma‘qal). The soul’s essence is not perceptible through the 

senses; this is because it is apprehended by its actions, such as set- 

ting the body in motion in various ways, e.g., through putting words 

in motion, or speaking, or by walking, or by setting to work, and so 

forth. Because its essence is not to be perceived through its inmost 

nature (dhat) but rather, through its actions as manifested through 

the body, we call this essence an object of knowledge (ma‘lim), a 

cognoscible thing. They say further that the soul can be known only 

through the intellect, which is superior to it, for a thing cannot be 

grasped except by something higher than itself. Do you not see that the 

soul’s existence cannot be proved except by those endowed with high 

intelligence (‘ugala), since it is an active substance (jawhari-yi fa‘il), 

unmixed (niydmizande), and everlasting? It is through this very knowl- 

edge that the intelligent are kept safe from the soul’s annihilation. For 

this reason the ignorant dread death since for them, after the death of 

the body, which is the separation of the soul from the body, existence 

ceases. The [philosophers] also say that since it is true that the soul is 

an object of knowledge and of intellect, but not an object of sense, and 

since we can know it by means of intellect, we know that knowledge 

is the intellect’s activity, that [knowledge] is the effect (athar) of the 

intellect, and therefore, that the intellect is superior to its effect. 

[281] Regarding God’s knowledge and will, Plato said that we do not 
ascribe will or lack of will to the Prime Mover; this is because it is He 
who causes will to emerge within the soul. It would not be right to say 
that God brings forth will by means of yet another will; if such were the 
case, there would have to be still another will for that first will which 
brought it forth, and then there would be wills ad infinitum and no 
final will would appear. Since the will belongs to the soul, and the soul 
is something knowable, it cannot be right that will, which belongs to the 
soul, be attributed to the Originator of the soul. 
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[282] He goes on to say that we do not ascribe that which God does as 
creator to knowledge. This is because God first conceptualised it, then 
He made it: Intellect is something intelligible for Him (‘aq/ ma‘qiil-i ast), 
while our knowledge all comes from that Intellect. Hence, it is not right 
to say that God made knowledge by means of knowledge; that is an ab- 
surdity. God’s knowledge creates things; it is not itself created by [some 
other] knowledge. Since we have a share in knowledge and our know1- 
edge comes from the Intellect, we come to know that Intellect has been 
created by Him. These are the views of Plato on the will and knowledge 
of the Creator as well as on the Intellect. 

[283] The Iranian philosopher*'' makes a distinction between two 

kinds of knowledge: ma‘rifat and ‘ilm. He says that ma‘rifat is that sort 

which is in a man from infancy to adulthood in a consistent way; it is 

his knowledge of thirst, hunger, and fear of what he does not know; 

it is his knowledge of forms and colours and other sensibilia; it is his 

knowledge of pain and other things which man knows by their natures, 

the names of which he must learn from others. I mean that he does not 

know that of this thing which is ‘paper’ it is said that it is ‘white’, and 

that these ‘lines’ which are written upon it are called ‘black’, and so 

forth. Most animals in creation as a whole share in this sort of knowl- 

edge with man. 

[284] He adds that all that which man acquires out of his own essence 

by means of thought, such as the arts and crafts, or by means of divine 

inspiration and revelation, or through the instruction of others, as a re- 

sult of his own volition or under obligation - all of that is termed ‘ilm 

and comprises language, the arts, and philosophy. Men differ, he says, 

in their knowledge and skills. And so he says that knowledge (ma'rifat) 

is the basis of intelligence, the mind (dhihn) is the basis of memory, and 

possibility is the basis of capability (imkan bunyad-i qudrat). 

[285] The ahl-i ta’yid - upon them be peace - respond to this distinc- 

tion between intellect and knowledge by saying that the definition of 

knowledge (‘ilm) is a simple conception (tasawwur) of a thing just as 

that thing is; the definition of a knowing person (‘alim), the possessor 

411. Corbin argues in his note to this passage (p. 248, line 6), basing his case 

on a parallel passage in NKh’s Khwan al-ikhwan, ed. Y. al-Khashshab (Cairo, 

1359/1940), pp. 194-195, that this seems to be a scribal error for ‘the Greek 

philosopher’ (i-e., yandni rather than irani), or Aristotle. 

— 
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of knowledge, is someone who forms a conception of a thing just as 

that thing is. They hold that the intellect (‘aq/) is defined as a simple 

substance by which human beings form a conception of things. They say 

furthermore that life is the guardian of the body, that the rational soul 

is the guardian of life, that the intellect is the guardian of the rational 

soul. It is the intellect which gives the soul its nobility in enabling it to 

know its own essence. Knowledge is the action of the intellect; through 

it humans know things as they are. A man is called intelligent because 

he possesses something by which he knows things in their true nature 

(hagigat). This trait — that of being ‘intelligent’ - may not be applied to 

God for the simple reason that it is He who is the original creator of the 

intellect (mubdi<-yi ‘aql); it is knowable only with respect to man, inas- 

much as it is said, ‘So-and-so is intelligent’, while if one says of God that 

He is knowing it is because knowledge is a characteristic of intellect; it 

is, by analogy, a divine attribute. God the Exalted describes Himself as 

‘He who knows what is hidden and what is manifest.’*’’ This is precisely 

the quality of intellect, that it knows both objects of intellect (ma‘qulat) 

and of sense (mahsisat) at one and the same time. Because the intellect 

has been given by God to us, and it is a nobility denied to other animals, 

it is not fitting to ascribe to God - glory be to Him, He is exalted - a 

quality which He Himself has bestowed. Everyone endowed with genu- 

ine knowledge who calls God knowing is well aware that it is He who is 

the creator of the intellect, and that knowledge is the intellect’s proper 

sphere of action. In just the same way they call Him powerful because 

all the power of powerful men flows from Him, so too it is He who has 

given being to creatures. ‘Blessed be God, the greatest of creators.’ 

412. Q39:46. 
413. Q23:14. 
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On the Difference between the 

Perceiver and the Act of Perception*" 

A distinction must be made between ‘perceiver’ and ‘perception’ 

If a man means to wake from the slumber of heedlessness. 

(Jurjani, verse 56) 

[286] The question is such that it addresses the difference between the 

perceiving subject and the act of perception; a third aspect, the thing 

perceived, cannot be spoken of here. The [Arabic word] mudrik, ‘per- 

ceiver’, is he who perceives a thing (andar yabandah-i chiz), while [the 

Arabic word] idrak, ‘perception’, is his act, that is, of perception (andar 

yaftan).*’° The [Arabic word] mudrak means that which is perceived. 

This is as though someone were to make a [grammatical] distinction 

between the ‘agent’ (fa‘il) and the ‘act’ (fil). The agent is the one from 

whom the act comes forth, as in the case of a carpenter. Carpentry is 

the mode of action latent in his soul and a throne is that by which his 

carpentry is made manifest. The philosophers say that the act is inter- 

mediate between the agent and the object of its action. The act is always 

potentially there in the agent’s nature or it is there actually in the thing 

that is made. The act does not subsist on its own within his nature. What 

I mean is that the carpentry may either be concealed in the carpenter’s 

soul or it may be evident in the very nature of the chair. So too it is with 

the act of perception, which is the act of a perceiver: either it is hidden 

within the perceiver or it is brought to be in the object that is perceived. 

The perceiving subject is the essence of the human soul; its act of per- 

ceiving things comes about through five senses, namely, sight, hearing, 

414. For another English translation, see Peerwani (pp. 326-328). 

415. The fourth form Arabic verb adraka denotes direct perceptual grasp of 

something by means of the senses, as does the Persian dar (or: andar) yaftan. 
—_ 
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smelling, tasting, and touching. Thus, the soul possesses five faculties, 

and it is through the act of perception of these five perceivers - each one 

of which five faculties has a location underneath that instrument, which 

is a vein (rag) — that perception can occur.*"° 

[287] The first faculty of the soul is that of sight. Its location is in the 

centre of the black pupil of the eye beneath that shining covering where 

everyone can see his own form reflected in another's eye. For this rea- 

son the pupil of the eye is called ‘the little man’ (mardumak). The soul’s 

perception of visible things, including the colours and shapes which re- 

sult from their natures as well as movements, occurs through this fac- 

ulty which lies beneath the location we have mentioned. That faculty 

receives corporeal forms and brings them before that universal sense 

(hiss-i kullt) which is the soul. Through the intermediary of this faculty 

the soul comes to know these; it forms a conception of them and distin- 

guishes amongst them so that it may know what the colour of this thing 

is, what the shape of that is. 

[288] Likewise, another of the soul’s faculties is that of hearing. It is loc- 

ated in the opening of the ear in order to perceive sounds, both those 

which are meaningful and those which are not. The form of sounds and 

of words is that of a wave in the air which is unseen, in contradistinc- 

tion to that which is perceived by the sense of sight. All that this sense 

perceives of its particular sensibilia, it too conveys to that universal sense 

which is the soul so that the soul may distinguish amongst them. 

[289] Another faculty is that of taste; its location is beneath the skin of 

the tip of the tongue in order to perceive flavours. All that this sense 

perceives is different from what the two senses perceive which we have 

already mentioned. This sense also conveys the object of its perception 

to the soul, the lord of all five senses. 

[290] The fourth faculty of the soul by which it perceives is the faculty 
of smell; the location of this faculty is in the nostrils behind a membrane 
(pardah’i) behind which is the brain. This sense perceives odours which 
are imperceptible to sight and hearing and taste, and all that it perceives 
of its proper objects of perception, it too conveys to the soul as its uni- 
versal sense, 

416. This part of the passage is obscure. 
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[291] The soul’s fifth faculty is touch (besdvandeh). It extends over the 
whole body but is located most particularly in the skin of the fingertips 
through which it perceives soft and rough, moving and motionless, hot 
and cold. What this sense perceives differs from what the other senses 
perceive. This perceiver too conveys its particular object of perception to 
the soul, the universal perceiver (mudrik-i kulli). 

We have thus established that the soul possesses five faculties in 

accord with the five sorts of objects perceived. The action of each of 

these faculties upon its objects of sense perception is its act of perception 

(idrak): objects of sense are its objects of perception.*” 

[292] We say, moreover, that it is necessary to know that when each one 

of these perceptive ‘aculties engages in that act of perception which is 

proper to it, it is affected by that act. In other words, when the eye gazes 

at a thing which has colour and form, the visual faculty receives that 

colour and form by virtue of sheer incorporeal receptivity, and unites 

with that colour and form until it perceives it. And so this gazer is an 

agent which is affected (mafiul) by its very own act. The thing gazed at 

remains as it was in its original state after it has been looked at, whereas 

the gazer who has received that colour and that form is altered from 

his original state. Thus, we have shown that the perceiving agent, the 

mudrik, is affected by his own act of perception; his state is altered while 

that of the object perceived remains as it was. 

[293] We note this point because there is a group which holds that if 

we perceive the Creator of intellect by means of the intellect, then the 

intellect must be an agent and its Creator - glory be to Him — its object; 

but this cannot be true. We have demonstrated to men of intellect, using 

rational proof, that the intellect perceives its Creator by sheer assent, 

purged of all attributes from the realms of sense perception or cognitive 

apprehension; that the true Creator - glory be to Him — cannot be an 

object of the intellect. On the contrary, the intellect illumined by per- 

ceiving this receives nobility and radiance through unqualified assent. 

It is the intellect which is acted upon (infi‘al), not the Creator — glory be 

to Him, exalted is He. This is an incontrovertible reply to this question 

about rational will. 

[294] The philosophers say that time has three categories. The first is the 

present, such as today or this moment. The second is the past: yesterday, 

417. An-che mahsis-i ust mudrak-i ust (i.e., the soul or nafs). 

— 
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the day before. The third is the future: tomorrow and the day after tomor- 

row. Temporal things too fall into these three categories. Hence, they say 

that the eye is an instrument for the perception of something which is pres- 

ent here and now. The ear is an instrument for the perception of something 

which was yesterday or the day before, a thing that is past. Thought (fikrat) 

is an instrument for the perception of something which will be tomorrow 

or the day after tomorrow. And the intellect, they say, is an instrument 

for the perception of things created out of nothing (mubda‘at), not for the 

perception of Him who created them out of nothing. And to God belongs 

all praise. 
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On the Creation of Heaven and Earth 

Is it right to say that the heavens appeared first, since they're mightier, 

And that then the earth, the mountains and the sea appeared? 

Or that earth appeared first, being the centre of the sphere, 

While the ecliptic was still but a point in the sphere? 

But then, if you reckon thus, how does the earth stand firm 

While all around the emptiness of the spinning sphere revolves? 

(Jurjani, verses 57-59) 

[295] He asks whether you can say that the heavens came first since they 

are mightier, or was the earth first because it is the centre of the sphere 

of the cosmos? To draw a circle you first need a centre. Still, if you say, 

‘The earth was first’, then the earth was there without the encircling sky; 

how did it stand in its place? What I mean is that the establishment of 

the earth depends upon the encirclement of the sky. 

[296] The philosopher answers this question by stating that those philo- 

sophers who affirm creation out of nothing and the temporal contingency 

of the world hold that first of all there was Prime Matter (hayuli), some- 

thing intelligible, not perceptible by sense. When individual natures, such 

as heat, cold, dryness, and moistness, adhered to matter through the divine 

decree, each of them - matter and nature - after having been pure intel- 

ligibles in isolation, became mingled with the perceptible and began to 

occupy space. As proof that matter cannot exist without form, nor form 

without matter, they adduce the fact that nowadays too Prime Matter is 

not an object of sense perception but of intellection, while form without 

matter does not exist either except within the mind. So too we say that 

water is cold, wet, soft, and flowing. Those qualities of coldness, wetness, 

softness, and mobility, by which water exists, are all accidents. A thing 

can receive an accident when it is other than the accident. Therefore, it 

follows of necessity from this rational inquiry (tajassus) that whatever has 

— 
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taken on coldness, wetness, and softness, such that it becomes water, is a 

substance (jawhar). And that is what we call Prime Matter (hayili-yi iili). 

[297] They say further: If the substantiality (jawhariyat) of water con- 

sisted of coldness, softness, wetness, and brightness (khushki), it would 

follow necessarily that whenever water turned hot or solid, its substan- 

tial nature would be nullified; but this is not the case. On the contrary, 

when it is hot, it is still water. When it freezes and solidifies, it is ice but 

its substantiality remains in place. Thus, we come to understand that 

these qualities in water are accidents. 

[298] They continue and say: If all the natures were to be extracted from 

matter, such that coldness, wetness, softness, and heat were removed 

from water, then the substantiality of water would be nullified. This is 

because there cannot be a body in which none of these four qualities 

is present. Rather, water is water because of the fact that it is wet; its 

coldness is natural to it, as is its receptivity to heat. If hotness, dryness, 

and brightness, its attributes, were removed from fire, its essential fiery 

nature as fire would be taken away. 

[299] Since we have established correctly that water’s existence is 

through its coldness and wetness, and that fire’s existence is through 

its hotness and dryness, that these four are accidents, and that the sub- 

stantiality of these two substances comes to be by these accidents, then 

it follows of necessity from this consideration that the substantiality of 

natures occurs through accidents. We showed earlier that substantiality 

belongs to matter which has taken on accidents. Such is the case that the 

coupling of these two - matter and form - is a coupling accomplished 

by the true Creator; for neither of the two can exist without the other. 

[300] [The philosophers] then say: When form became mingled with 

matter, Universal Nature became manifest in this substance; this was 

the origin of motion in space which befell these substances. The body’s 
substance was divided by Universal Nature, as we proved previously, 
into those categories which are manifest. 

[301] They go on to say that since Universal Nature set the body’s sub- 
stance, imprinted as it was, in motion, all that is delicate, luminous, and 
pure within it diffused widely, while all that is turbid, dense, and dark 
within it stayed fixed and solidified. Whatever was luminous amongst 
those subtleties turned into stars, spherical in their forms; out of what- 
ever was without light amongst them the spheres emerged by the wise 
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Creator’s decree and the action of Universal Nature. All that remained 
over from the spheres turned to fire which is denser than the spheres, or 
to air which is denser than fire, or to water which is denser than air, or 
to earth, the utmost in density and weight, which stood at the midpoint. 

[302] As an example of this work of creation, the philosophers adduce 
someone who throws a heavy stone through the air onto the surface of a 
vast body of smooth still water. When that stone plunges into the water, 
a circle takes shape, small at first — for the centre of that circle is where 

the stone first fell - but then the circle widens and another circle, and yet 

another, forms within it in succession; the more the initial circle widens, 
the more those successive circles appear. 

[303] They say that bodily substance was in absolute space and was ‘in- 

vented’ (mukhtari’); it came from no place (v’az ja’i-yi nayamadeh). 

Nor was there any obstacle there to those subtle effusions (latafat-ha) 

which emerged and spread from it, and so they spread out in all direc- 

tions. Peaks and domes appeared with no fissures. The earth, extreme 

in its density, remained at the midpoint. Water, which is a bit finer than 

earth, kept to the surface of the earth. The air, lighter than water, stood 

above the water. And so, out of those individual natures which accrued 

to matter, this colossal sphere, the creation of Universal Nature, maker 

and preserver of bodies, was constructed. The traces of wisdom, fore- 

ordainment, and design, evident in the natures, the spheres, and the 

stars, furnish proof that Universal Nature is an actively creative sub- 

stance, as evidenced by the revelatory signs of the Universal Intellect 

and the mediation of the Universal Soul, with the result that this thing- 

created (masni‘) came forth, in this shape it has, with this rightness, and 

with this firm fixity. 

[304] According to them, it should not occur to anyone to ask why the 

earth is located in the middle of the sphere. He first has to realise that 

this would inevitably entail that the earth, notwithstanding its heavi- 

ness and the lowly position which it occupies, should rise to the skies 

on all sides, while the sky would have to become round and take the 

earth’s place. Since the intellect cannot allow (‘aql rava nadarad)*" that 

a stone weighing one man move from its location on the ground by 

itself - rather, it gravitates in a single state towards the centre - how 

418. This seems to be NKh’s Persian equivalent of Arabic yajiizu (or as in the 

theological construct of tajwiz ‘aqli), ‘to be intellectually admissible’. 

—_ 
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could one even consider the words of somebody who asks, “Why is the 

earth located in this place?’ If the question were asked, the reply would 

be to say, ‘Because that is the way it is; this is its place; earth does not 

come from somewhere else to which it might return, like a stone which 

when tossed into the air does not stay there but falls back to that place 

from whence it came.’ The world’s existence in its very totality does not 

come from ‘somewhere’. It is inconceivable that it might be dispersed. 

The proof that this universal substance does not come from a place is 

that it does not disperse, nor does it direct itself to any place. The proof 

that this substance will not disperse is that it has no other place but that 

in which it is. 

[305] According to them, this work of creation has no before and no 

after. Time began with the turning of the sphere. Before the turning of 

the sphere, there was no time so that one cannot ask as to which came 

first (i.e., the heavens or the earth). The proof that the world’s existence 

has neither before nor after (beginning nor end) — indeed, to the con- 

trary, the beginnings of the heavens and the encircling of the earth (gird 

shodan-i zamin) occurred in a flash (wahlat)*" — is their argument that 

if we place a handful of dirt together with a bit of water into a bottle, 

three natures are mingled in that bottle: one is dirt, another is water, and 

another is air. Then, if we shake that bottle hard so that all three natures 

in it are mixed and indistinguishable, and set the bottle down, how can 

any reasonable man tell which of the natures takes first place and which 

the next? When the three natures, which had been mixed in the bottle, 

separate again so that each of them returns to its proper place, there can 

be no before and no after whatsoever; the dirt settles at the bottom of 

the bottle, the water is above it, and the air is above the water. We know 

that when those natures that were in the bottle were mixed, every bit of 

dirt that sank down to the bottom of the bottle separated from every bit 

of water and of air. Just as the bit of dirt sank down, the bit of water sep- 

arated from it at that same moment, and the bit of air separated from the 
water at the same time, and rose as the other sank, without any before 
or after whatsoever. 

419. Everything in creation was originated simultaneously, ‘in a single flash’ 
(dafatan wahidatan) according to the Ismaili Tayyibi da7 Ibrahim al-Hamidi 
(d. 1162), Kitab Kanz al-walad, ed. M. Ghalib (Beirut, 1971), p. 39, who also cites 
the almost identical formulation in the Ras@’il of the Ikhwan al-Safa’. 
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[306] And so we have established that when this substance, impressed 
with these natures, was mixed together, this turning sphere came to 
be in a single flash. Every bit of earth moved towards the centre while 
other parts, of fire, moved in a contrary direction but at the same instant 
towards the peripheries of the world, and there was no before and no 
after — quite the opposite: earth sank as air rose, and nothing else. This 
is a rational, philosophical explanation but it cannot be reached except 
through pure thought and a sincere desire for these insights and essen- 
tial truths. 

[307] The response to this question of the philosophers amongst the 

ahl-i ta’yid —- upon them be peace - is as follows. There was absolutely 

no temporal before and after in the existence of the heavens, one with 

respect to another. Quite the contrary: this creation occurred through 

ibda’, creation out of nothing, and that is atemporal (bi zaman). What 

comes to be through creation out of nothing does not proceed from one 

location to another, so that time would necessarily be implied; rather, it 

appears in the place where it must, in the measure that it must, for the 

reason that it must, and in the moment when it must.” So this world 

appears in this place in the measure (qadr) which it has and because of 

the activity which proceeds from it, just as it is. If it had come from some 

other place, that place would have remained empty and it would have 

returned to it. But the world is not heading anywhere; it turns in its own 

place and will turn until its going hence (i.e., until it ends). The proof for 

this is that its motion does not come from itself but from another, for 

everything which moves from its own very nature has a destination it is 

heading towards, just like the stone’s motion from the air towards the 

earth; this is by its nature and essence, and it reaches its goal by return- 

ing to the place on the ground from which it departed. If this world were 

bigger than it [....]*' a thing given proportion and form in its proper 

measure and form says that if more or less had been necessary, He who 

decreed its measure (muqaddir) could always make it such as He wishes, 

as He says, ‘There is nothing for which We do not have stores; and We 

send it down only in a known measure (bi-qadr ma‘lam).’” 

420. This is very similar to the formulation of al-Ghazali; see my Theodicy in 

Islamic Thought, p. 39 and passim. 

421. There is a lacuna in the text here. 

Aaa. Oiszi 
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[308] They say too that heaven dispenses benefits and earth receives 

them. The heavens are on the analogy of a man; the earth on the ana- 

logy of a woman; the plant and animal kingdoms are the children of this 

man and woman. Wisdom finds it wrong to posit a before and an after 

in time to the pairing of this couple one with another, It is as God says, 

‘Of each thing We created a pair; perhaps you will think on this. In the 

world of religion, the Prophet is the heaven and his Legatee is the earth 

in that world. The rain which falls on this earth is the blessed Book, the 

Noble Qur'an, and the believers are the plants on the earth in this rain 

from the heavens. Proof that the Noble Qur'an is on the level of the 

water of this rain is what God says in this verse, ‘We send down from the 

heavens a blessed water and so We cause gardens to grow and seeds for the 

harvest.** And He says of His own blessed Book sent down, ‘And this 

is a Book We have sent down - a blessed one - so follow it and be fearful: 

perhaps you will find mercy.” 

[309] Since He calls both of these blessed in rank, and one of them came 

down trom heaven, as did the other as well, this rain is rightly the divine 

Book of Muhammad, the Chosen. And when the blessed heavens and 

the water appeared — and they were different from these heavens and 

this water [which we know] - the earth of these heavens and this water 

also emerged as other than this earth. That earth was the Prophet's Lega- 

tee upon whom this water came down; he himself makes the explication 

(sharh) of this water, just as the earth of this world ‘explicates’ the rain- 

water of this world by making the plants come forth. 

[310] It is evident as well that the plants of this world are the believers, 

those who use their intelligence, those who serve God. And the sages 

of true religion —- upon whom be peace ~ say that the First Intellect is 
also the heaven for the Universal Soul which stands in relation to it on 
the level of the earth; and that the two heavens of the essence of Truth 
(haqiqat) are, first, the Intellect and then, the Prophet. The two earths 
of essential Truth are, first, the Universal Soul and, second, the Legatee 
of the Prophet. Of these heavens and these earths, which we have men- 
tioned, none is prior to the other in time. Although the existence of the 
Universal Soul comes to be through the Command of the Creator by 
the mediation of the Intellect, there is absolutely no temporal interval 

423. Q51:49. 

424. Q50:9. 

425. Q6:155. 
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of before or after between these two existences. It is not fitting to say, 

‘The Prophet conveyed a statement from God the Exalted which they 

did not apprehend.’ If that were the case, the Prophet would have spo- 

ken in vain, like somebody who utters words of counsel and wisdom 

in the midst of wild beasts, all the while knowing that not one of those 

wild beasts can understand what he is saying. Rather, just as there is 

some man among men who conveys knowledge of the Book, there is also 

amongst men someone who can receive that knowledge of the Book. It 

is as God says to His Prophet, “Those who do not believe say you were not 

sent as an emissary. Say, “God suffices as a witness between myself and 

you, as well as those who possess knowledge of the Book”.’** We have now 

shown that between the existence of the heavens - originated, created, 

and uttered*” — and their earths no before and no after can be. Praised 

be God. 

426. Q13:43. 
| 

427. The heavens as regarded under three aspects: created from nothing 

(ibda‘i), created or made (khalqi), and ‘uttered’ (qawii, i.e., the Qur'an). 

—_ 



_ ‘+ @Otenecnalquanpetaipal) 

-~}] ons oe 

— dg heh cheek 

aR? Paihia ea ap 
ata beaten eahiieainianl 
mwa 26. e ee -tariteve 4 

> (NS Bl ie ch We=taty (aa 
Tat? pam = © apenas fenyeaeens 
OD 
> me =a leanne, smell) eee 

tov ms met nme th aah eee 
©? Bg i = ole @- pie! seminal 
ews ¢maloo ceed] &i 

UPEM WV ty ae 
—<= se eee 

vas ® S@' ©° = Ge9een nee 

ac on ys eaew= 0 Gee 

0: “here Wi) Gam 49a 
(2 awe) (ps @ °4 @2ibag 

eo Gia webie ~ Sec © 

oo = 66 6 +006 © OOD 
a ee 

ap’ © Gases 

==l »@¢ 9+ @ Gogip 
en) er) quae 6 @& 

o> teats Cer @ Oe Ge 

oi Pmahy Mi As 



25 

On the Circle, the Chicken, and the Egg 

Who can distinguish the circle’s beginning or its end? 

Of the chicken ard the egg, nothing can be said that’s not weak. 

(Jurjani, verse 60) 

[311] In this question it is implied that just as nobody knows where the 

tracing of a circle begins, so too nobody knows which came first, the egg 

or the bird. If anyone had something to say on this matter, his comment 

would be weak; that is, because he will be unable to provide a rational 

proof. This is the question and our reply is as follows. If somebody draws 

a circle then asks somebody else, ‘From where did I begin the line?’, the 

question is pointless (batil). This is because the other person could indi- 

cate a point and say, ‘The beginning of the line of the circle is this point 

which you made.’ But the other could say to him, ‘Give me a proof of 

your statement that the line begins here.’ And the other could reply to 

him, ‘Give a proof yourself that the line does not begin from here.’ Since 

both the claim and the denial have no basis in rational proof, the ques- 

tion really is pointless, and yet, the intellect acknowledges that this line 

[of the circle] must have a beginning and an end. As for saying that the 

issue of which comes first, the chicken or the egg, is a feeble thing, well, 

that is not worthy of the wise. This is the talk of common folk who fancy 

that the chicken cannot appear except from the egg, nor the egg except 

from the chicken. 

[312] Our answer to this question is as follows. An egg is a bird in poten- 

tia. If a bird gets full nurturing, it goes from that potentiality to actuality. 

If there is no bird to bring it to actuality, no bird develops from that egg; 

instead, it is spoiled. Thus, we know that if the egg were first and there 

were no bird to bring it to actuality, no bird would hatch from that egg. 

Since the bird is necessary to actualise what is in that first egg, the bird 

must come before the egg and produce that egg. Still another proof that 

231 
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the bird comes before the egg is that the egg of a bird is something made, 

having both form and structure, and within which there are other things 

placed, one inside the other in various ways, surrounded by a delicate 

membrane, itself enclosed in a hard shell without any fissure or crack. 

We know that that is something made by a knowledgeable creator with 

craftsmanship in his nature, for it is fitting that a body given form show 

traces of its maker’s intentions as well as his design. Hence, the bird's 

egg, by virtue of the intent and signs of its making, which are evident 

upon it, is a thing which has been acted upon (ma‘mil). To be made 

actual from that potential state in which it was, it needs the bird. The 

bird, on the other hand, has no need of the egg. Therefore, it is absurd 

to say that the bird, which does not need the egg, is something made by 

that egg which does need it. And so the intellect proves that the maker 

of the egg is the bird, the egg is its product, and a thing made cannot be 

its maker. 

[313] We have shown that the bird comes before the egg, just as the pit of 

the date comes before the date-palm, and the animal is prior to the seed 

which comes from it. So it is because if there were not the bird to hatch 

the egg, there would be no bird; so too if there were no animal to nourish 

the seed, there would be no animal. If one could say that the seed came 

before the animal, one could just as well say that the egg comes before 

the bird. Since the existence of animals at present comes about through 

generation, and those individuals that went before [....]** implies neces- 

sarily that there was some starting-point to generation which has come 

to an end-point today, for whatever has no beginning cannot come to 

an end. When we use the intellect’s judgement we see that a birth, to- 

day, is an end [in a sequence], and that our children not yet born will 

also be the end of the sequence of births; it follows necessarily that there 
is a beginning to generation. Since generation must have a beginning, 
there must be one who begot without himself being begotten by another 
and whose existence, by contrast, occurred without an act of genera- 
tion. This notion men of understanding ponder as ‘origination’ (ibda’). 
This intelligible (ma‘qil) is incontrovertible and the intellect affirms it 
without demur.*”? 

428. There is a lacuna in the text here. 

429. An ‘intelligible’ (Ar. ma‘qiil), i.e., ‘an object of intellect’ or intellection, is 
something conceived or conceivable by the mind as opposed to what is perceived 
by, or perceptible to, the senses (mahsas). 
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[314] We say that the origin (as/) in plants, such as wheat, barley, and the 
like, is what produces the trees and plants themselves. Should somebody 
say that “The seed of plants and trees stands at the level of the egg with 
respect to the bird and the semen with respect to animals, because in 
just the same way the egg comes from the bird as the seed comes from 
the tree, then it follows necessarily that the date-palm comes first so that 
the seed may emerge from it and the unripe ear appears first so that the 
wheat may sprout from it’, we respond that this analogy is erroneous. 

In fact, the pit of the date precedes the date, and the grain of wheat the 

unripe ear. Primordial origination is in the seed, not the plant. Contrary 

to what you claim, the plant stands in relation to the seed at the level 

of the egg in relation to the bird and the level of the drop of sperm in 

relation to the animal. The proof that this claim is correct is that the 

seed is a plant manqué (nabat-i ndaqis), but it would not ever occur to 

anybody to say that the plant is a seed manqué because for the sake of 

humankind - which is after all at the heart of this dispute — the plants, 

tree, seed, and fruits, develop until shoots and wood and bark and leaves 

appear. And the seeds of generation are primordial; the emergence 

of every tree is through that original coupling which pollinated them 

all. We know that the date-palm was engendered by this male-female 

[coupling] and that tree’s seed is bound together in one place. By way 

of analogy, every species of plant stands on a level with Adam and Eve 

with respect to mankind at large; so too with the first couple of horses 

with respect to the equine species; or to that of heaven and earth with 

respect to the three realms (mawéalid). This is because there is nothing 

that exists which has come into being without a couple which preceded 

it. In the same way, soul and intellect are from a first couple which came 

before the entirety of existing things, and the universe itself, this second 

heaven and earth, came forth from that primary heaven and earth, as we 

mentioned earlier. 
And so, on the basis of these logical arguments, we state that the 

chicken came first and then the egg. This is what we intended to say. 
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On the Whole and the Part 

Does being rightly pertain to all while some part is non-being? 

If that is right, then furnish me with a proof! 

If not, then genus comes first and then species and then, 

After both of these, the individual, as in a chain. 

(Jurjani, verses 61-62) 

[315] He asks whether a whole can exist without a part or a part without 

a whole. Again, if a whole does not exist, is a part non-existent? Or if a 

part does not exist, is a whole non-existent? Furthermore, if a part can- 

not exist without a whole, it follows necessarily that first there is genus, 

and then species, and then the individual; that is, genus stands in rela- 

tion to species as the whole does to the part, and the species too stands 

in relation to the individual in this same manner. If the whole did not 

come first, how could the part exist? It would be absurd for the whole 

not to exist while the part existed; that is, whoever says that Adam is also 

a species is claiming that the individual precedes the species; and so is 

this person also claiming that the part comes before the whole? This is 

the same question which he posed earlier; he returns to it now and draws 

it out. 

[316] We already gave an answer to this question in the preceding under 

one aspect. But with regard to the aspect under which he asks it here, we 

reply as follows. The genus is not all species; rather, ‘genus’ is a term for 

a grouping of species. Species too is not all individuals; it is a name for 

all the individuals. Each one comes to exist when the parts are grouped 

together; it is not that the part comes to exist with the appearance of the 

whole: first comes the individual and then, when individuals of similar 

form are grouped together, ‘species’ becomes the name of that grouping. 

In just the same way, there is first a part and then, when the parts are 

assembled, the term ‘whole’ is applied to that totality. 

— 

235 
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[317] Whoever wants to get a start in the science of logic ought first to 

become acquainted with the teaching of the master of logic (Aristotle) 

so that he does not make senseless remarks. And the master of logic has 

said, “Genus” is a term which applies to many things which are different 

in their forms.’ So when we say ‘animal’, it is a word which applies to the 

donkey, the cow, the horse, and man, among others, and each of these 

has a different form. 

ca 

[318] He then says - and I mean the master of logic — that species” 

is a term which applies to many things identical in their forms but 

differing as individuals’. Thus, cattle are all of one form, donkeys 

of another. So the cow is a species of the genus animal and this name 

applies to many individual cows. Man too is a species and is numerous; 

one cannot name them one by one. Hence, one mentions all of them 

by one name, calling them mardom in Persian and insan in Arabic. 

This man, who set logic in order, states that ‘genus’ is an utterance 

and ‘species’ is an utterance; he does not say that either genus or spe- 

cies exists in concrete reality. To us it is clear that it is the individual 

to which a concrete reality pertains. So long as numerous individuals 

of the same form are not grouped together, the term ‘species’ does not 

apply; unless many species are grouped together, the term ‘genus’ does 

not apply. As we have said, the origins of the many lie with it (i.e., the 

individual). We have shown too that it follows necessarily that the ani- 

mal, procreating and created, must have had the origins of its existence 

in a primordial instantiating couple, without birth. Each couple of a 

species has come to be through two individuals; the grouping together 

of these is a genus, made up of those originating species. Generation 

commenced after that. The existence of genus, species, and individual 

occurred at a single stroke. Species neither increases nor diminishes in 

relation to the increase or decrease of individuals. 

[319] In sum, we have established that the individual is first, then the spe- 

cies composed of many individuals, and then there is the genus which 
encompasses the species; that the part can exist without the whole, and 
that the whole is the totality of the parts; that a whole without parts does 
not exist whereas the part without the whole can be asserted as exist- 
ing. Of somebody who does not own many horses, donkeys, and sheep, 

430. For this definition, see Porphyry, Isagoge, pp. 29-30: ‘Philosophers ex- 
plain genus as that predicated essentially of many things which differ in species, 
as animal, for example.’ 
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it cannot be said that he possesses ‘the animal’. For ‘animal’ denotes a 

multiplicity of individuals; someone who owns only one horse or one 

sheep can hardly be called ‘an owner of animals’, rather he is someone 

who owns a horse or a sheep. For ‘animal’ is a term which covers numer- 

ous individuals different in their forms; for that reason, for somebody 

who does not own many animals or who owns a single donkey, this term 

is not invalid, but it becomes invalid as the name of a genus in accord 

with this explanation. 
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On Saturn, Seed of Spring 

Why does one speak of Saturn as first of the planets? 

Why does the seed of spring have the nature of fire? 

(Jurjani, verse 63) 

[320] Is it this man’s intention to ask why Saturn (Zohal) is mentioned 

first when the planets are named? Or is he asking why this planet, whose 

name is listed first, is called Saturn? If he is asking why Saturn is named 

first, we make reply by remarking that it is because Saturn, situated in 

the seventh heaven, is the highest of the seven stars which rule the cos- 

mos in accord with the decree of the wise and knowing Foreordainer 

— glory be to Him, He is exalted. This is why it is given precedence, even 

though the astronomers put the sun first and then the moon in their cal- 

endars, for these two stars are the rulers of the spheres (sultandan-i aflak). 

The sun’s sovereignty is due to its great mass and might and influence; 

that of the moon is due to its closeness to the earth, which is itself one 

planet amongst others. Then, of the five remaining planets they rank 

Saturn first, then Jupiter (Mushtari), followed by the other planets 

according to their location. This is because Saturn has the highest of 

the planetary positions and also because its mass is greater than that of 

the other four stars, and so their names come below its name. 

[321] But if he means to ask in this question why this star is called Saturn, 

we answer as follows. The question is one of philology (/ughat). ‘Zohal’ 

is a verbal noun (fi) from [the Arabic verb] zahala/ yazhalu in the same 

way as the name ‘Umar is a verbal noun from ‘amara/ya'muru |'to live’). 

The [Arabic verb] zahala/yazhalu corresponds to what we say [in Per- 

sian] as begorikht/begorizad.*! The Arabs have coined a proverb, ‘There 

431. In both Arabic and Persian, ‘to escape, get away’; cf. Lane, Arabic- 

English Lexicon, p. 1,220: ‘he removed, withdrew, or retired to a distance’ and, 

with reference to the planet Saturn, ‘so called because it is remote’. 

239 
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is no escape (zahal) from death.’ In other words, from death there is no 

safe place (jay-i goriz). Because this star Zohal is outside all the heavens, 

as if it were outside the cosmos, they call it Zohal, that is, Gorikhteh, ‘the 

fleeing one’. 

[322] The answer to his question as to why the seed of spring has the na- 

ture of fire, we give as follows. His purpose in asking this question is to 

know why the sign of the Ram (Aries), which is one of the zodiacal signs 

for spring (borj-ha-yi bihar), is fiery. We reply that of the twelve stations 

of the zodiac into which the entire sphere is divided, three are of fire, 

three are of earth, three are of air, and three are of water. The stations of 

fire are Aries (haml), Leo (asad), and Sagittarius (qaws); those of earth 

are Taurus, Virgo, and Capricorn; those of air are Gemini, Libra, and 

Aquarius (dalv); those of water are Cancer, Scorpio, and Pisces. The true 

active agent (fa‘il be-haqiqat) in these natures is fire since its effect on 

the three other substances is quickening (ravdn): it heats up, illumines, 

and sets each one of them in motion. When the sun, the sovereign of the 

spheres and of the natures, enters into the station of Aries, the plants be- 

gin to grow, the earth comes back to life after it was dead. The immense 

labour, heretofore hidden from the earth, is then made manifest on the 

earth. We know that this station, which takes its fresh vigour from the 

sun, has the nature of fire. After it has emerged from Sagittarius and 

reached the farthest point, it has passed from the equinoctial point to 

the fiery station. Since the activity which now proceeds from it — which 

did not occur previously in Aries - and because of the revival of the 

plants, the sprouting of seeds, and the impulse to mate which takes hold 

of animals, such that the whole world is experiencing birth, they (as- 

tronomers) have established this station as the origin of the others. They 

say that this station is fiery and it is of spring because the effect of the 

sun’s activity is made manifest in the world when the sun enters Aries. 

[323] Someone might ask, “Since you say that Aries is fiery, and fire is 
hot and dry, why does the air turn warm and moist when the sun en- 
ters this station, although in keeping with the nature of summer, the air 
should be warmer and drier; that is, now, while the sun has entered the 
station of Aries, which is fiery, why is it warmer and more humid? Our 
answer is that in winter the world is cold and humid; since the sun has 
entered Pisces, which is a watery station, it is cold and humid. But then, 
when the sun enters a fiery station, such as Aries, and warmth spreads 
over the world, the sun warms up that coldness in the earth, and then it 
dries up the humidity in the earth, and this is in the nature of summer; 
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it is like a garment which has gotten wet and cold and which, when set 
before a fire, first grows wanm and then the moisture evaporates from it 
and bit by bit (khash khiish) the dampness leaves it; for a certain time, 
after the garment has grown warm it remains damp until at last it is dry. 
So too the world in winter is cold and damp and frozen, but when the 
sun enters Aries, it warms the world by that fiery power. Then, for three 
months, the world is warm and moist until this moisture vanishes and, 
in accord with the nature of summer, it turns warm and dry. This is our 
reply. To God belongs glory and praise. 
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28 

On the Houses of the Sun and the Moon*” 

Why is Leo the house of the sun and Cancer 

The house of the moon, which form a solid fortress? 

Why is a single ‘house’ enough for these two while 

The others all have two, to the right and the left? 

(Jurjani, verses 64-65) 

[324] There are two questions in these two verses. I transcribe both 

of them because each is linked with the other. This man asks why the 

house of the sun is placed in Leo and the house of the moon in Cancer, 

unlike those of the other stars. He asks further why each of the other five 

planets, which are apart from the sun and the moon in the sphere, has 

two houses and so why do sun and moon not have yet another house? 

There is a different answer to each of these two questions. 

[325] To the question as to why the house of the sun is in the station of 

Leo, while that of the moon is in Cancer, the answer is that the sun and 

the moon have an influence, especially in all of the earth with its ‘king- 

doms’ (mawalid), which is greater than that of the other planets. The 

greater influence of the sun on the world’s ‘kingdoms’ is caused by the 

fact that the sun’s mass is greater and more powerful than all the other 

(celestial] masses; its circuit is in the fourth sphere which is the heart of 

the spheres and the fountainhead of light. The light of the moon and the 

other stars all comes from the sun. Conditions in the world are evened 

out by the sun’s equinox and reversed by its solstices. The world’s entire 

mass composes a single individual whose spirit is the radiant mass of 

the sun. The opening of blossoms, the freshening of mountainsides and 

flatlands, the dazzling adornments of fruits and trees, the awakening of 

432. For the zodiac and certain of the points treated in this chapter, see the 

article ‘Mintakat al-buraj’ in EI2, vol. 7, p. 81. 
-— 
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the animals from their slumbers at the very time when the sun begins 

to rise, all stand as our proof for the statement I have made that the 

sun is the spirit of this world. As for the greater influence of the moon 

on this world’s ‘kingdoms’, in the appearance of comets (madhanib) 

and in fluctuations of the weather or in alterations of the causes of 

the wind (razgar), that is because, though it is slighter in its mass than 

the other planets, it is the planet closest to the earth. The influences 

of the other planets, which are distant from the centre of the universe, 

that is, the earth, despite the fact that their masses are greater, are them- 

selves changed and modified by the influence of the moon, just because 

it is closer. Accordingly, the sun and the moon, whose influence is 

greater than that of the other stars, for the reasons which we have elab- 

orated, have a connection, an affinity, a kinship with one another which 

the other stars do not have with the sun. Quite the contrary, in fact: at 

most of the times when the sun has vanished, the moon is, as it were, its 

caliph or its wazir who conveys its light, after its occultation (ghayb), to 

the peoples of the earth. So it is just because of this connection between 

these two stars, such that the light of one of them comes to us by day 

while the light of the other is stronger by night, that the sun is called ‘the 

Sultan of the Day’ (sulfan-i raz) and the moon ‘the Sultan of the Night’ 

(sultan-i shab). 

[326] As necessitated by the sphere for the balance of day and night, six 

stations of the zodiac, or half of the sphere, are set under the governance 

of the sun, the Sultan of the Day, and the other six, constituting the other 

half, are under the governance of the moon, the Sultan of the Night. This 

is why they (astronomers) divide the sphere into two parts: six stations 

on the side of the sun and six on the side of the moon. Necessarily then, 

the two houses, one belonging to the sun and the other belonging to the 

moon, face each other, such that the sphere is bisected. For each of these 

two: sovereigns, his house stands at the beginning of his jurisdiction 
(wilayat) and extends to where the jurisdiction of the other sultan ends. 
The two houses could not be located in Aries or in Pisces, since these are 
the beginning and the end of the zodiac, so that it is possible to take the 
top of the zenith, which is the highest point in the stars’ progress from 
the side of the North Pole, and this is Cancer where the sun cannot go 
higher in the direction of the North Pole. That is a station which repre- 
sents reversal; when the sun arrives there, the world assumes a different 
nature, changing from hot and humid to hot and dry. If the house of the 
sun had been set in Aries and the moon’s house in Pisces, the house of 
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one sultan would be at the beginning of his jurisdiction and the house 

of the other at the end. It is not fitting that the house of one sultan be 

at the beginning of the jurisdiction and the other’s at the end. This is 

why the astronomers make this division from the sun’s apogee. From 

the top of apogee there is Cancer on one side and on the other, Leo. 

They found it necessary to put the house of the sun in Cancer because 

Cancer is higher than Leo in the direction of the North Pole and the sun 

is higher than the moon. A place which is more remote should belong to 

a ruler who is more exalted and worthier. But Cancer is a watery station 

while the sun is a fiery star; the moon is a watery star. This positioning 

does not agree with the dictates of wisdom; a fiery star is in an aqueous 

house while an aqueous star is in a fiery house. They placed the house 
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of the sun in Leo, fiery like its lord, so that it would be facing Cancer, 

and they placed the house of the moon in Cancer, aqueous like its lord, 

where it would be facing the house of the sun. 

The jurisdiction of the sphere is divided between these two sultans 

and the five ancillary divisions, as we depict it here [Fig. 3]. 

[327] We have explained why the house of the sun is placed in Leo and 

the house of the moon in Cancer, even though this question is pointless 

since God has stated that it must be so. In fact, these are only terms which 

astronomers have devised. The sphere is divided into twelve stations. Still, 

anyone who gazes with a clear mind at the sphere and sees that the sun’s 

disk — with a surface 164 times that of the earth — is the size of a fist in cir- 

cumference, knows that there is no figure of a lamb or of a crab (kharch- 

ang) in the sphere; but rather, that each of the stars which are in the station 

of Aries has a surface area of thousands of parasangs. Even so, these names 

are accepted by convention; they correspond to the shapes which astro- 

nomers found analogous and so they assigned them. We give the reply to 

this question in accord with what the precepts of the most pre-eminent 

astronomers dictate. This is the answer to the question, “Why do they put 

the house of the sun in Leo, the house of the moon in Cancer?’ 

[328] In answer to the question, ‘Why does neither of these two sultans, 

the sun and the moon, have no more than one house in the sphere, while 

each of the other stars in the sphere has two houses, one on the side of 

the sun and the other on the side of the moon?’, we reply as follows. 

The seven planets which rule the world stand on the level of tools (dast- 

afzar-ha) for the Universal Soul, with the help of the Universal Intellect, 

for the production of individual members of the [three] ‘kingdoms’ of 

this world. The ultimate end in this production of individual form is 

mankind, the most excellent form of all, just as God the Exalted says, 

‘And He formed you and then made beautiful your form.’*® Two of these 
seven stars are sultans because their influence on created things is much 
greater — and we have already mentioned the reason for their predom- 
inant influence — while the five other stars are like the servants of these 
two sultans in carrying out their work of creation. The final result and 
end is the human body with its implements of discernment and its abil- 
ity to acquire knowledge and wisdom. 

433. Q64:3. The verse is incorrectly given in de Gastines (p. 293) as 11:64. 
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[329] After the division of the sphere between these two sultans into two 
parts, as we have stated, with six stations of the sphere within the jur- 
isdiction of the sun and six under that of the moon, the sun gives to 
Mercury, which is the closest planet after the moon, a place near him, at 
his side of the sphere; this house is the station of Virgo. The moon too, 
that other sultan, gives him another house beside him, at his side; that is 
at the station of the Gemini. Then the sun gives Venus a house alongside 
Mercury; that is the station of Libra. The moon too gives Venus a house 
in her own hemisphere; that house is the station of Taurus. The sun then 

gives Mars, which is above Venus, a house in his own part of the sphere; 

that is the station of Scorpio. And the moon likewise bestows a house on 

him in his part of the sphere and that station is Aries. Thereupon the sun 

gives Jupiter a house on its side of the sphere at the station of Sagittarius. 

The moon gives him a house too on its side of the sphere at the station 

of Pisces. Saturn is above that and the sun gives him a house on its side 

of the sphere at the station of Capricorn. The moon gives Saturn a house 

as well on its side of the sphere and that is at the station of Aquarius. The 

division is such that the servants of the two sultans are five and are dis- 

tributed to each of the two, so that it follows necessarily that each one of 

them has a house on the side of each of the sultans and the benevolence 
of both sultans comes to every one of them equally, and by using these 

instruments and tools, the Universal Soul delineates the human form, 

the noblest and most perfect of forms. 

[330] We say, furthermore, that of the sun’s influence on the human 

constitution, the heart is the ultimate result; it is the source and centre 

of the spirit. This organ is deep within, in the middle of the body, just 

like the sun in the interior of the sphere. The life of the world is in the 

sun just as human life resides in the heart. By nature the heart is warm 

and dry; it is the source of that inborn vital heat because it results from 

the sun’s influence, itself the leaven of natural heat. Of the influence of 

the moon, that other sultan, on the human constitution, the brain is the 

ultimate result; it is cold and moist as corresponds to the nature of the 

moon. The brain is the habitation and abode of the rational soul; it is 

the place where imagination, memory, recollection, and discernment 

dwell. According to the philosophers, the brain is divided into three 

parts. The anterior part is for the imagination; through it the soul forms 

visual and auditory images, both of which provide the soul with a way 

to knowledge, one by sight, the other by hearing. The middle part of 

the brain is reserved for retentiveness (hifz); through it the soul recalls 
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what has been seen and heard. The posterior part of the brain is devoted 

to memory (dhikr); through this part the soul remembers what it has 

learned.*** There is a link between the heart and the brain, as there is 

a link between the sun and the moon. The balance of the coldness and 

moistness of the brain comes from the warmth and dryness of the heart 

which is linked with it, just as the light, the action, and the loveliness 

of the moon come from the sun which is linked with it. Thoughts have 

their beginnings in the heart, after which the heart exhibits its flickers of 

cognition (hawadith-i fikri-yi dil) to the brain; the [rational] soul, which 

is located in the brain, ponders these by means of those parts [of the 

brain] which are its tools for action (afzar-ha’i fil-i a) in order that what 

is correct may emerge from what is false. 

[331] In addition, we say that the sun of the macrocosm is at the level of the 

heart of the microcosm, which is man, and that the moon of the macro- 

cosm is at the level of the brain in the microcosm. The five planets in the 

macrocosm, which philosophers call ‘the great man’ (insan-i kabir), are 

on a level with the five senses in man, whom they call ‘the little world’. I 

mean that Saturn, Jupiter, Mars, Venus, and Mercury in this world are 

at the rank of sight, hearing, smell, taste, and touch in man. And since 

man in his body is the child of the macrocosm and in his soul the child 

of Universal Soul, then the macrocosm is, as it were, the body of the 

Universal Soul with all those implements (alat-ha) which we have men- 

tioned. It was with this in mind that Jesus, son of Mary - upon him be 

peace — said, ‘I am going to my father who is in heaven.’ What he meant 

was that ‘My individual soul is returning to the Universal Soul which is 

in heaven.’ The ignorant in his community imagined that he said, ‘I am 

the son of God.’ 

[332] Since the human body is the child of the macrocosm, it follows 

necessarily that the organs and senses of the two worlds — the great and 
the small — correspond to each other and are similar. Hence we say that 
by virtue of divine wisdom, using Intellect and Universal Soul, this con- 
structed thing which is the world must be the utmost in perfection and 
design. The utter perfection of the world’s creation is made known to 
us through the perfection of our own creation, for the final purpose of 

434. Both Arabic words, hifz and dhikr, denote memory; however, hifz is 
used to indicate ‘retentiveness of mind’ (Lane, Arabic-English Lexicon, Pp. 603), 
dhikr ‘the presence of a thing in the mind’ (Lane, Arabic-English Lexicon, p- 969) 
or the act of calling something to mind, 
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the creation lay in creating us. Since we perceive this perfection in the 
creation of our own bodies, as they are, and there is no other creature in 
existence in which we observe this arrangement and array of organs, we 
know that this is the ultimate in perfected creation. We say too that this 
world, of which the human body is its child, necessarily has the same 
form as its child, for everything begotten has the same form without any 
disparity (tafawut). So we say that it follows necessarily that our body be 
in an order like this world and without any disparity. For this reason, we 
make the manner in which the world is structured (cheginagi-yi tarkib-i 

‘alam) an analogy for the way in which man is structured; we do not 

make the manner in which we are structured an analogy for the struc- 

ture of the macrocosm, even though this small world has emerged from 

that larger one, not that larger one from this small one.** The world is 

the Universal Body; our body is the particular world.*** 

[333] The sages of true religion say that man’s structure is a world re- 

duced (mukhtasar); they say that man’s structure in this world is like the 

table of contents (fihrist) of a big book in which all that is contained in 

the book is indicated. We cannot get to know things as universals except 

by inference from particulars. Only those who cling to the divine cord 

(muta‘alliqan be-habl-i ilahi), who dwell in an ‘abode of truth’,*”’ who 

are firmly ensconced in the lookout post for the truth (marsad-i haqq), 

are able to grasp these rational inferences. It is as God the Exalted says, 

‘We will show them Our signs on the horizon and within themselves until 

it becomes clear to them that this is the truth.’** Since we know that the 

sun is in the position of the heart in the macrocosm, and the moon in the 

position of the brain, we state that the five remaining planets are equiva- 

lent to our senses in the world’s body; I mean the eye, the ear, the nose, 

the mouth, and the hand are the five planets, namely, Saturn, Jupiter, 

Mars, Venus, and Mercury. Just as eye and ear and nose and mouth and 

hand are our tools, and the faculties of our individual souls work with 

435. De Gastines mistranslates this sentence (p. 296), turning it into the 

opposite of what the text states (‘nous prenons la structure du corps de homme 

terrestre comme modeéle de celle de l’univers, et non l’inverse ...’); it is correctly 

rendered in Shata (p. 378). 

436. The argument here is an apt illustration of NKh’s ambition to explain 

the ‘how and the ‘why’ of creation. 

437. Q54:55. 

438. Q41:53. 
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their help so that we can perceive what is seen, heard, smelled, tasted, 

and touched by means of them; and just as our heart, the dwelling-place 

of the spirit, and our brain, the abode of the rational soul, are sovereign 

over our senses — as we have explained previously, all that the sensory 

faculties perceive they bring to the ‘common sense’ (hass-i kulli) which 

is the soul — so, too, these five stars stand in relation to Universal Soul at 

the level of the organs of sense, and the sun and the moon at the level of 

the heart and the brain in the body. And the faculties*” of the Universal 

Soul have flowed (ravandah ast) into these organs for the sake of the 

senses’ operations within us so that we can see and hear and smell. 

[334] Then, since we see that there are two eyes in our body, one on the 

right and one on the left, but that our seeing is one, though it occurs 

in two places; and that we also have two ears, one on the right and the 

other on the left, but that our auditory faculty, though in two places, is 

one; and further, that our sense of smell depends on two nostrils and 

yet, is one; further still, that the sense of taste in our bodily make-up is 

in two locations - in the mouth and the genitals (farj-i mubdasharat) - 

and the mouth is at the level of the right side while the genitals are on 

the level of the left;° and [finally] that for touching things we have two 

hands, a right and a left, and yet, the sense of touch in both of these is 

one - accordingly, we also know that our body is constructed in two 

parts, like the sphere itself, as the philosophers aver. From the middle 

of the human head, that is, from what is called the parting of the hair 

from which the hair falls on both sides, to the right and to the left, there 

is a line which descends between the two eyebrows, with one eye on the 

right and the other on the left, continues to descend along the nose and 

divides the two nostrils, one to the right, the other to the left, and as the 

line descends, it divides the four incisors, two to the right together with 

half of the mouth and two to the left with the other half; the line reaches 
the dimple of the chin (chahak-i zunj), then descends to the breast, with 
one side to the right and the other to the left. In this way the line divides 
the human body into two parts just as we have divided the spheres along 
with the stations of the zodiac by means of a line into two parts — this, 
in accord with the dictates of wisdom left to mankind from the ancient 
sages, the prophets, the true imams, and the philosophers. 

439. The text in Shata (p. 379) here mistakenly reads qaws (instead of 
quwwat-ha). 

440. This passage is puzzling; presumably the locations are a matter of rank 
rather than of actual anatomy. 
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[335] Clearly, this line bisects the human body. Of the five sense organs 
there is one eye, one ear, one nostril, one half of the mouth for tast- 
ing, and one hand for touching on the right side, and another eye, ear, 
nostril, the other half of the mouth, and another hand on the left side. 
Our five organs of sense are divided in two in our bodies just as the five 
organs of sense of the macrocosm are also divided in two in the sphere. 
This is because we have five senses and ten organs of sense, as we have 
explained; and there are five planets too with ten houses, five on the side 

of the sun and five on the side of the moon. That is, Gemini and Virgo 

are the houses of Mercury and yet, Mercury is one, just as we have two 

eyes, which are the locus and organs of sight, and yet our sight is one. 

Taurus and Libra are both the houses of Venus, but Venus is one; so too, 

we have two ears, which are the locus and organ of hearing, and yet, our 

hearing is one. Aries and Scorpio are both houses of Mars, but Mars is 

one; in the same way, we have two nostrils, each of which is the locus of 

smell, and yet, our faculty of smell is one. Pisces and Sagittarius are both 

houses of Jupiter, and Jupiter is one; so too our mouth has two sides, 

in both of which we taste, yet our faculty of taste is one. Capricorn and 

Aquarius are both houses of Saturn, and Saturn is one; so too our two 

hands are the locus of touch, yet our sense of touch is one. 

[336] And since we are so constituted that everything which the five 

senses, by means of their ten organs, perceive they bring to the heart and 

the brain — the heart being the abode of the spirit, the brain that of the 

rational soul — and since the locus and dwelling of these two lords, for 

whom the five senses display their activities, is one [dwelling] alone for 

each, while each of the five workers of the sphere have two, as we have 

described, we know that within the spheres, which are the ‘great man’ 

(insan-i kabir), the same situation obtains: the sun and the moon each has 

one house; each of their five ‘servants’ has two houses. And it is further 

known that the form of the world, which is this ‘great man’, corresponds 

to that human form which is the microcosm. We have illustrated this 

analogy [see Fig. 4] so that it may be perceptible to readers. 

This is the form which illustrates the line of division and of the sta- 

tions of the zodiac. But from God alone comes success. And may God 

pray over His Prophet Muhammad and his family, the sages of true 

religion. 

[337] All of these rational explanations and sensory evidences which we 

mention and affirm are prefatory to adducing the words of those [sages 

of true religion] to whom unswerving allegiance offers deliverance from 
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Figure 4: Correspondence of Macrocosm and Microcosm 

the torments of Hell and endless felicity in eternal bliss. In accord with 

this sense they say that God the Exalted created man in a manner ana- 

logous to the creation of the world; for the seed of the world is the very 

substance of man. The world is like a tree whose fruit is the rational man. 

The purpose of the one who plants the seed of the tree and tends it is that 

fruit may result from it; his purpose is not merely that the tree may exist. 

Do you not see that the gardener chops down and burns any tree which 

does not bear fruit? A tradition from our Prophet states that ‘Every tree 

which is not of our planting, why, the fire is more fitting for it.’ This tra- 

dition is a similitude that bears witness to the creation. Intelligent men 

know on the basis of this Tradition that a tree which has been planted 

in the garden of the religion of ignorant men is a tree condemned by the 
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Prophet to be burned in the fire. And this is a far-reaching allusion for 
the eloquent.“ 

Here are some verses in this sense from the author of this book:4” 

O world, how proper and how necessary you are! 

Still, you do not stay fixed for anyone. 

Outwardly, you're not pleasing, like a mote in the eye; 

Inwardly, you're essential as our own two eyes. 

If sometimes you smash what’s been joined, 

How many fractures have you healed as well? 

A corrupted person sees you as corrupt (aladeh) 

But to the pure you are purity itself. 

To him who rails against you 

You say, “You do not know me yet. 

If you were wise you would flee from me - 

How can you blame that from which you're free? 

God gave me to you as a passageway; 

Why do you stay sitting in this sordid place? 

God planted a tree for you so that you 

Might sprout like a branch from its trunk. 

If you sprout out crookedly, you'll be burned; 

If you sprout out upright, you'll be saved. 

All crooked wood is meant for the fire, 

Never mind that it is almond or pistachio! 

You who are God’s arrow against His enemy, 

Why do you wound yourself with His shaft?’ 

[338] Just as God the Exalted composed the structure of the human 

body on an analogy with the structure and composition of the world, 

the Prophet established the true religion on an analogy with the 

creation of man, so that the sages of religion would see this great model 

(paykar) and see that it accords with creation; and they would know that 

the Prophet established the true religion by the Creator’s command and 

that the six days of this world exist in the world of religion too. In this 

world of religion, the Prophet occupies the place of the sun, for the life 

of the world of religion comes through him, while the Prophet's Legatee 

occupies the place of the moon in the world of religion; through him 

441. There isa play on words here: va-in isharati-yi baligh ast mar bulagha-ra. 

442. For the full text of this poem, which NKh quotes only partially, see his 

Diwan, pp. 253-254; also Diwan, ed. Taqavi (Tehran, 1304-1307/1925-1928), p. 440. 

— 
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there is order and well-being in the world of religion; he is the soul of 

the body of religion. In the body of religion, the Prophet occupies the 

heart, for the body’s life comes through the heart. In the body of reli- 

gion, the Prophet’s Legatee occupies the brain, for the right order of 

the body comes through him. Both of these two sources of the world 

of religion — one of whom is the sun of the world of religion, the other 

its moon — have a single dwelling, just as the sun and the moon in the 

sphere have but a single house. The dwelling of the Prophet is the as- 

semblage (ta’lif) of the Book and the Law but not its explication (ta’wil); 

the dwelling of the Legatee of the Prophet is the explication of the Book 

and the Law but not its revelation (tanzil). In the world of religion five 

stars are administered and active under the control of this moon and 

this sun; their light comes from the sun - upon him be peace — of the 

world of religion. By this I mean the imam, the bab, the hujjat, the da‘, 

and the ma’dhin.** Each of these five stars has two dwellings, just as the 

five stars of the sphere of the physical world have two houses. One of 

the houses of these five stars of the world of religion keeps watch over 

(nigah dasht) the exoteric aspect (zahir) of the Book and the Law and 

their application; the other house has charge of the quest for exegesis 

and understanding. These five servants, who are under the control of 

the sun and the moon of the world of religion, are at the level of the five 

senses for the masters of true religion,“ just as God says of Abraham 

and his sons - upon them be peace — “Remember Our servants Abraham, 

Isaac, and Jacob, all men of strength and vision. “> The exegetes, those 

prattling literalists of the community, say that by ‘hands’ and ‘eyes’ are 

meant their ‘patient fortitude’ (sabr) in the affliction and distress which 

befell them because of their religion.“ Those versed in hermeneutics 

(ahl-i ta’wil), however, say that the ‘hands’ and ‘eyes’ of the prophets 

and imams pertain to those who spread (begustarand) the true religion 

443. On these ranks of the da‘wat, see 8:106 and note 255 above. 

444. De Gastines (p. 303, note 136) appears to misunderstand this in trans- 

lating the phrase as ‘le Seigneur de la Religion éternelle’, and in interpreting it as 
a ‘Personne humaine idéale qui est I’Imam Anthropos’. In the Persian text, the 
term is, however, plural (khodavandan) and probably refers to those oft-invoked 
‘sages of true religion’. 

445. Q38:45, tr. Abdel Haleem. 

446. In the verses quoted, the literal meaning of strength is ‘hands’ (aydin) 
and of vision ‘eyes’ (absar). For these exegetes (hashwiyan), see 3:28, and note 
96 above. 
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at their behest, just as physical objects may be spread by hand, and who 

see indications of knowledge (isharat-ha’i ‘ilmi) in the same way that the 

eye sees sensory indications. And whoever changes the outward sense 

of the true word on the basis of his personal opinion (ra’y) distorts the 

word of God the Exalted. 
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29 

On the Influence of Auspicious and Ominous 
Stars on the Soul and the Body 

Two of these planets are utterly ominous, two are auspicious — 

What are the ominous and auspicious effects of the other three? 

(Jurjani, verse 66) 

[339] The astronomers consider Saturn and Mars to be ominous but de- 

clare Venus and Jupiter to be auspicious, and Mercury neither ominous 

nor auspicious. They call Mercury ‘neutral’ (khuntha); it is auspicious 

with the auspicious, ominous with the ominous. They call the sun and 

the moon ‘the sultans of the spheres’ and do not ascribe any auspicious 

or ominous effects to them. Instead, they locate the leaven of good and 

evil in these four stars, in the same way as they posit the basis for the 

arrangement (tarkib) of the ‘kingdoms’, in which the effects of the good 

and the evil are found, in the four ‘natures’: the two which are heavy and 

tending downwards are malign (water and earth); and the two which are 

light and tending upwards are benign (air and fire). The sphere, which 

is the fifth ‘nature’, is neither heavy, they say, nor light. So too Mer- 

cury, they say, is neither malign nor benign. In the human constitution, 

which is the most consummate of created things, the five senses come 

to be as a result of the four auspicious and ominous [elements] which 

are downward-tending and the four auspicious and ominous which are 

upward-tending. Two of the senses are benign and serve as instruments 

for the attainment of continuance, namely, the eye and the ear, which 

give access to what is seen and heard so that knowledge, which comes to 

the soul through these two instruments, is possible. Two of these are ma- 

lign; they are instruments for bringing well-being to the body, and that is 

death and destruction for the soul; these are the mouth and the genitals. 

We pair mouth and genitals since both are instruments for the appre- 

hension of bodily pleasure. The body endures but the soul dies through 

257 
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these two organs. One of the five senses is intermediary between the two 

malign and the two benign; that is the sense of smell, neither good nor 

bad in itself; what I mean is that the sense of smell has no strong effect 

on either the soul or the body. 

[340] Since the continuing existence of every soul depends on knowl- 

edge of the world, and knowledge of the world comes to the soul through 

what is seen and heard, either by seeing something written or hearing 

something spoken, we come to understand that we have received these 

two organs, by which we can attain to felicity, from two auspicious heav- 

enly bodies. Since the life and the well-being of the body — which is mor- 

tal and blocks the soul from its own continuing existence - lie in the 

sense of taste and it is the mouth and the genitals which taste sensual 

pleasure and incline the body towards those satisfactions, we also know 

that these two organs, by which we nourish the very thing which holds 

us back from the soul’s felicity, come to be in us through two malign 

heavenly bodies. 

[341] Hence we say that even if the existing opposition (mukhdlafat) 

between these four elements, that is, earth, water, air, and fire, did not 

exist with two of them inimical to two others, the body’s composition 

(imtizaj) and equilibrium could not come about. So, too, if those four 

stars were not opposed in their effects one upon the other, neither 

the body nor the soul could attain perfection. In the same way as this 

compound structure (tarkib), which is the dwelling-place and the 

mount of the soul as well as the instrument by which the soul attains 

felicity, has need of these two elements - the heavy and the light, earth 

and water — so too the body, dense and perishable, has need of those 

two malign heavenly influences, which cause the concupiscent soul, 
craving and enjoying its pleasures, to come to be. The rational soul too 
has need of the body for it acquires knowledge through the body. Thus, 
we say that since the rational soul needs the body in order to acquire 
knowledge, and since the body needs an organ by which it can live 
and experience sensual pleasure, and that organ is the concupiscent 
soul (nafs-i shahvani) which is linked with those two malign stars, it 
is obvious that the rational soul needs these two malign stars as well in 
order to attain to its felicity. 

[342] This subtle explanation, this fine deduction, serves to make known 
that the creation of the malign stars in the sphere occurred at the dictate 
of wisdom. Since man is composed of two substances - one mortal, the 
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other immortal — it would not be fitting that all the stars be benign, for 

then man’s mortal part would have no share. Nor would it be fitting as 

well for all four stars to be malign, for then man’s immortal part would 

have no share. Moreover, if all four elements were heavy, like earth and 

water, his structure would not be mobile; if all four were light, like air 

and fire, there would be neither composition nor stability. And so we 

say that it is because of the two malign and the two benign stars that the 

three other stars receive their portions of good and bad, with the result 

that it is from the two senses of felicity, the eye and the ear, and the 

two senses of misery, the mouth and the genitals, that the three souls - 

the rational, the concupiscent, and the irascible - receive their portions: 

the immortal discovers mortality, the mortal a transient immortality 

(baqa-‘%i gozarandah). 

This is the answer which we give to this question in its conditions 

and their ramifications, as based upon the criterion of wisdom and the 

standard of analogy (qiyds). 
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30 

On Spiritual Father and Mother 

Why does a male child turn his face on high when he’s born 

While female babies turn their napes towards their genitals? 

(Jurjani, verse 67) 

[343] This is a question in natural science; it is familiar to natural scien- 

tists and it is current amongst seekers of the true nature of things (ahl-i 

haqa’iq). Natural scientists say that the mixture*”’ in women’s bodies is 

cold and moist while that in men’s bodies is hot and dry;** each is in 

opposition to the other. In our view, when the woman’s seed overwhelms 

the man’s, the child is a daughter. It is said that whoever wishes to have 

a male child should refrain from sexual intercourse until his semen has 

become quite dense, then he should approach the woman and proceed 

in such a way that his own need is fulfilled before the woman’s desire is 

aroused. The man’s semen will then prevail over the woman’s. If the se- 

men comes before it can be lost, the woman’s semen will be lost since the 

man’s has already occurred, and then the child will be male. When the 

child is female, the mixture [of its temperament] will be cold and moist; 

the delicacy in its constitution will tend towards the face; when the child 

turns in the womb to come out, and this subtlety has not yet reached the 

face, it comes out upside down. Because of the heaviness that is in the 

female mixture, it is like a lute (barbuti) whose upper part is heavy and 

whose back is small and light so that when you set it down it is reversed. 

When the child is male, its temperament is hot and dry but light as well. 

447. The ‘mixture’ is that of the humours; cf., among others, Galen, “Mix- 

tures’, in Selected Works, ed. and tr. P. N. Singer (Oxford, 1997), pp. 202ff. For 

a historical account, see Noga Arikha, Passions and Tempers: A History of the 

Humours (New York, 2007). 

448. Cf. Galen, ‘Mixtures’, p. 247: ‘female-kind is by nature colder than 

male-kind’. 
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At the time when it turns in its mother’s womb to come out, and its head 

is downward, since its face is light, it raises it upward because of that 

very lightness, like that thing whose back is heavier than its front which 

turns over when it is moved. This is the opinion of the natural scientists 

as to the cause why a girl child has its face turned downward when it 

comes out of the mother while the face of a son turns upward. 

[344] The response of the ahl-i ta’yid - upon them be peace — to this 

question is to say that woman is weaker by nature, rather like the outer 

aspect of the Book and the Law. Whoever clings to the outer sense of 

the Book and the Law has a weak soul. Those who rely on the exoteric 

in their exegesis are like women, as God says, ‘Your women are fields 

for you, so go into your fields in any way you wish.” The exoteric inter- 

preters say that God means, “Have intercourse with your wives in any 

way that you want.’ But the practitioners of hermeneutics say that by this 

He refers to the aspirants (mustajiban). He is saying that the da‘7 should 

speak as he wishes so that the aspirant attains genuine knowledge both 

of revelation and of exegesis, for that is the best for him. It is a stage in 

a world of whose traces He speaks, saying ‘and send forth [good deeds] 

for yourselves’.*° And they say that ‘to send forth good deeds’ lies in the 

diffusion of knowledge, not in having intercourse with women. Those 

versed in esoteric understanding (ahl-i batin) are like [other] men, but 

the true man is the Prophet whom God the Exalted set over all mankind, 

all of whom are in relation to him on the level of women because of his 

manliness. And since in the Law women are obliged to be obedient to 

men, and obedience to the Prophet is obligatory, it is clear that man is 

[at the level of] the Prophet, while all human beings in relation to him 

are in the position of women. 

[345] Another proof that the Prophet is at the level of man while all 

other human beings are at the level of woman is from the Book of 
God the Exalted when God - praise be to Him — commands men, ‘Ad- 
monish those women whose rebelliousness you fear, shun them in their 
resting-places and hit them. If they obey you, do not seek a further way 
against them.”*' Elsewhere God the Exalted commanded His Prophet 
to deal with the polytheists in the same way: ‘Turn away from them and 

449. Q2:223. 

450. Ibid., tr. Jones. 

451. Q4:34, tr. Jones, 
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admonish them and speak to them eloquently about themselves.’ And in 
another passage He says, ‘Fignt them until there is no dissension and until 
the religion is God’s. Then if they desist, let the only enmity be against the 
wrongdoers.*** 

[346] Thus, we have made it obvious by scriptural proofs that the Prophet 
is at the level of man while all other human beings are at the level of 
women. God the Exalted puts man at the level of two women in mat- 
ters of inheritance. He commanded that a man receive twice what a wo- 

man inherits, and the same applies in blood-money; blood-money for 

a woman is half that for a man. Whoever in the matter of religion has 

both the inner and the outer aspect of the Law is a man of religion for the 

very reason that he has a share in both parts. Whoever accepts revela- 

tion (tanzil) but without going further into its inner meaning (bi ta’wil) 

is a woman in religion inasmuch as he receives only a part of religion. 

The exoteric is a female child in spiritual birth and has its back turned 

to the ‘mother of religion’, which is the sovereign of symbolic exegesis, 

and turns her face towards it; and it is for this reason, the sages say, that 

when the female is born it turns its back towards its mother’s face. But 

the believer who is inwardly directed (mu’min-i batin) is a male child 

and keeps his face turned towards the ‘mother of religion’, the sover- 

eign of exegesis, and it is for this reason that a male child keeps his face 
turned towards his mother when he is born. The exotericist, that female 

child with its back turned towards ‘mother knowledge’, unavoidably has 

only a single part of the wealth of religion, namely, the outer aspect of 

the Law and the Qur’anic revelation. But the believer who is the male 

child and who has his face turned towards ‘mother knowledge’, has two 

parts of the wealth of religion, namely, the outer and the inner aspect of 

the Law, as well as the revelation of the Book and its interpretation. 

This is a comprehensive spiritual reply to this question. 

452. Q4:63, tr. Jones. 

453. Q2:193, tr. Jones. 



ve (2) 6 rar wht 

46100 8 aetqumttienty 

ee a er ae 

ee Bere - + 

«@ o = . wore oe F 

. ri sees 
at) a wi a) es red j al be ; 

a a ya i awe 
ip es ey retin oe 
aime ee3,o Ge 

mn) --Grel 0) Oe ed 9) GR Gageae 
09 by Gets © ~*-e08 Gan pep ee 

O° mingtyier ape” «mabe 

on Spleen Ste prabeniiy shea 
WEA hee eels myp 
OR M1EH 6'S5 == 

> = Gal (A Ov Dee one, 

ss 

© 17 0% ees BU ee 

on cee oa ee eae 

Oe need pg p ; 
at Geew 0124 a 

~—@ Do ep “cw (ay eo 
=~ nee ani ys Gem, 
Ded ew, ~* Useiae re) 

ot «= eran seamiagt 



31 

On Questions without Answers about the 

Properties of the Elements 

Why is wetness more evident in water 

Such that any dry thing may be moistened by it? 

The air is more humid, in reality, than water; 

Air is known by its very nature for its humidity. 

(Jurjani, verses 68-69) 

[347] In these two verses he asks why water’s wetness is more evident 

and why one moistens dry things with water, given that the air is moister 

than water by its very nature. This question is not suitable. He himself 

has already stated that the wetness of water is most conspicuous and 

so why does he have to say that air is actually wetter than water? Then 

he asks why dry things are moistened with water when air is wetter. 

These are preposterous remarks. And the answer to them is to say that 

dry things are moistened with water because dry things do not become 

moist by air; rather, things that are already moist become moister in 

air. This question is the same as if someone might ask why heat is more 

apparent in fire and why flammable things are burned by fire when in 

reality air is hotter than fire, for indeed they do say that the air is hot. If 

such a question is inept, then the question contained in these two verses 

is inept as well. 

[348] This man has conceived the notion that moisture denotes softness 

(narmi).*** Since air is softer than water he imagines that air is moister. 

This is an error. Moistness is one thing, softness another, just as hardness 

454. De Gastines translates this (p. 314) as ‘fluidity’ (‘fluidité’), which 

makes sense; however, I am not convinced that this is what NKh means here. 

He remains with the four basic qualities of matter (moist/dry/hard/soft) as 

formulated by Aristotle. 
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is one thing, dryness another. The natural scientists have said something 

about this notion. They have made a distinction between what is soft and 

what is moist, as well as between what is dry and what is hard. A thing 

can be soft without being moist; a thing can be dry without being hard. 

If everything that is soft were moist, fire too would necessarily be moist, 

inasmuch as we always see that it is a soft substance. Do you not see that 

however big a fire may be, we can put a piece of iron into it and move it 

around and it moves easily, without any resistance to our hand? But if 

we put the same iron into water with the same volume as that of the fire 

and we move that piece of iron around in the water, we are able to move 

it around only with difficulty. So we have shown that fire is softer than 

water and yet, there is no moisture in fire. It does not occur to people to 

doubt that air is moist, but only because it is soft, and indeed, softer than 

water; so that this man can say that air is actually moister than water and 

so it follows necessarily that air is softer than water. It is as if somebody 

held that earth is dry, by the same token it is hard, and so would say that 

it necessarily follows that everything which by nature is dry is hard. By 

this line of reasoning it would necessarily follow that fire, which is drier 

than earth, is - since dryness and hardness are considered synonymous 

- harder than earth. But since fire is extremely soft, this comparison is 

demonstrably false. 

[349] Natural scientists differ as to their views of the nature of air. One 

faction says that air is essentially warm and moist. Another group says 

that air is essentially cold and dry. As proof of their assertion these lat- 

ter say that moist things become dry out in the air; so the substance of 

air draws the moisture from a damp garment. Such is the nature of a 

dry thing that when it comes into contact with a wet thing, it takes the 

moisture out of it. If air were not dry, they say, damp things would not 

become dry by means of it. 

[350] Another group says that air has no nature whatsoever, just as water 
has no colour. They prove this assertion by saying that in spring the air is 
warm and moist, in summer it is warm and dry, in autumn it is cold and 
dry, and in winter it is cold and damp. It must follow then that the air in 
itself has no proper nature of its own which would enable it to receive 
the elements in succession, in this like water which now accepts translu- 
cency, now turbidity, and now yet some other shade. It follows therefore 
that water too by its very nature has no colour. None of the four ‘natures’ 
has this versatility (talawwun) which air possesses. 
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[351] Still another group holds that air is cold and soft, and neither warm 
nor moist. The proof that they adduce is as follows. If the air were moist, 
it would freeze when the weather turned cold, in the same way that water 
which is moist freezes when it gets extremely cold; since the air does not 
freeze, it is not moist — on the contrary, it is soft. They go on to say that 
since in winter we all see that the air grows colder than the earth, we 
know that air by its nature is colder than earth. If air were really moister 
than water, it would quench thirst more quickly than water does; but it is 

water which quenches our thirst by its wetness. And since a thirsty man’s 

thirst is intensified by the air which he inhales and exhales, we know that 

air is not moist. On the contrary, it is dry, for it makes the thirsty per- 

son’s innards drier than they were. And something which makes moist 

things dry cannot be moist; likewise, anything which makes dry things 

moist cannot be dry. So we have shown that softness is one thing and 

moistness another, dryness one thing and hardness another. Softness is 

the nature of the substance of the air, but that does not by itself establish 

the moistness of the air, just as the softness of fire’s substance does not 

prevent it from being dry. Water is wet not by virtue of its being soft; fire 

too is soft and yet, it is not moist. Earth is dry not by virtue of being hard; 

fire too is dry but it is not hard. We know that whatever water moistens 

cannot be moister than water itself. We also observe that if the air grows 

humid it loses its particular airy property, for its property is such that a 

healthy person breathes it in and then breathes it out without any ill ef- 

fect. The air in deep pits, in mines where fires are laid or in underground 

aquifers (kdriz), becomes at times so densely humid that anyone who 

goes into that air cannot breathe and dies. So we know that that air has 

become so humid that it has taken on the nature of water to such an 

extent that it has lost its properties as air. Hence, if the substance of air 

were moister than water, as this man claims, air could not be moistened 

by water nor could its humidity be increased, since water’s wetness de- 

rives from air. It is as though he were saying that fire is drier than earth 

but the fire’s dryness derives from the earth. And this is ridiculous. 

[352] Certain philosophers are of the view that the world’s Creator first 

brought matter into being by creation out of nothing (ibda‘). Other 

philosophers say that on the contrary, matter itself, in its particulars and 

unstructured (bi tarkib), is eternal (qadim). These say further that He 

joined together a portion of these individual parts of matter in a com- 

pound which was hard and closed (afraz) until the substance of the earth 

was produced, heavy and dense as it is. Another portion of those parts, 
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they say, He also bound together one to the other, but not densely as is 

the case with the compaction of the earth’s parts; rather, with a hard- 

ness looser and more open (gushadtar) than that of the earth. And that 

is water, which is softer than earth. Even though the parts of the water 

are bound together, one with another, they do not have the density and 

firmness of earth. Water, they say, despite its density and openness, does 

not have the heaviness of earth; for this reason, it is lighter in its den- 

sity than the earth and stands on the earth’s surface. They go on to say 

that He combined another portion of those individual parts even more 

loosely than water; because of that looseness too these parts are lighter 

than water. That is air which has its position above water. He also as- 

sembled yet another portion of those parts of matter, they claim, which 

is even looser than air, and those too are lighter than air by virtue of this 

very looseness. If air grows even looser and more diffuse than it is, it 

turns to fire. As proof of the correctness of their view they say that when 

we strike a stone against iron, the air is immediately torn and becomes 

more diffuse than it was, and because of this a spark appears in the midst 

of the stone and the iron at the very instant when we thus rend the air. 

They say too that when water is cold and receives the force of fire, it 

turns into air (i.e., steam) and ascends simply by becoming more diffuse 

than it had been. 

[353] No one asks why water freezes in sharp cold and grows hard as stone 

while the air does not solidify, or why the earth freezes when it is wet. No 

one asks why water penetrates a clod of earth but not a stone. No one asks 

why water moves from on high downwards but not in the opposite direc- 

tion, though wind blows both upwards and downwards. Men always see 

things acting thus and do not imagine that there is any need to ask about 

them. It would be as if someone were to ask why fire burns cotton quickly 

but a log slowly. At such questions the ignoramus bursts out laughing and 

says, ‘What sort of talk is this?” No one asks why oil (rawghan), which is 
also a liquid, keeps to the surface of the water and does not mix with it, or 
why fire burns oil. No one asks why fire at first does not burn a damp log 
and then at the last seizes and burns it. No one asks why, if fire burns up 
dry things and stone is dry, it does not burn stone. No one asks why water 
will not mix with quicksilver (simab). No one asks about lead (surb), the 
most fusible of metals ( gudazandahtarin-i gawhari), why — when it is put 
into a cauldron in which there are one hundred man of lead and one man 
of water — the fire does not cause it to fuse in the cauldron so long as there 
is even a little bit of water remaining inside. No one asks why iron, which 
is harder than gold, is burned in a fire while gold remains unburned. 
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[354] We ourselves have mentioned these questions in such writings of 

ours as The Book of the Wonders of Art, The Wayfarers’ Provision, The 

Book of the Language of the Universe, and The Book of the Choice of the 

Imam and the Choice of the Faith. We have answered each of these 

with rational proofs and logical demonstrations, for this is an obligation 

for sages, namely, to compose books of questions together with their 

answers. And yet, all the things we see in the world are so many ques- 

tions without answers. If we were to repeat all that we have said in these 

books, we would be wasting time. And since there remains much more 

to be said, than we have already said, we will not concern ourselves with 

repeating what we have already discussed. After these questions this 

man then goes on to say [as follows]. 

455. These titles are, respectively, Kitab ‘Aja’ib al-san‘ah (lost), Kitab Zad 

al-musdfirin, Kitab Lisan al-‘alam (lost), and Kitab Ikhtiyar al-imam wa-ikhtiyar 

al-iman (lost). Cf. Poonawala, Biobibliography, p. 122, nos 18, 5, 17, and 16. 
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On the Poet’s Resolve to Reply to 
his own Questions 

Now my discourse grows tedious. I will let it drop here. 

It is become heavy and I fear the weight of its burden. 

I pose questions but my object is neither to pester nor probe. 

I’ve strewed these at such length to offer benefit. 

I'd answer in verse if things weren't now as they are: 

The nettle has usurped the place of the date. 

But if not in verse, then I'll speak in prose and make 

A forest of words so that wisdom may pluck the fruit of my trees. 

I'll advance my argument and will fashion a cloak 

Made out of demonstration, with a turban of proof. 

(Jurjani, verses 70-74) 

[355] With these verses he asks forgiveness for heaping up so many ques- 

tions; as a reasonable man he says, in effect, that “My object in this was 

not to annoy; rather, I pose questions for the sake of benefit.’ Such a 

statement might have been fine if he had shortened his discourse. But 

when finally he states, ‘I wish to answer’, and then, at last, says, ‘I know 

what the answer to this question is’, it is in fact annoying, not beneficial. 

Indeed, since he knows the answers to these questions, it would have 

behoved him at the end of the poem to say, ‘My purpose here is not to 

annoy; rather, I pose these questions so that I may make intelligent men 

and seekers after knowledge crave the pursuit of hidden knowledge. 

I will provide answers later to these questions so that anyone who seeks 

their meaning will arrive at the path we have sent them on. Questions 

without answers are [like] good tidings (nuvid) without joy — tough and 

insipid at once. 
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[356] We ourselves have written a book on arithmetic and entitled it 

The Oddities of Arithmetic and the Marvels of the Arithmeticians.*® We 

composed questions and answers and collected two hundred problems 

in arithmetic; first the question, then the answer. We showed the way to 

solve the problem and how to prove its correctness. No science is more 

rigorously demonstrable than arithmetic. Even though nowadays in the 

lands of Khurasan and the East, there is not a single accomplished math- 

ematician; since I have the solution to those problems I composed that 

book for those yet to come in a future time. 

[357] This fellow says that he would give the answers to these questions 

if ‘the nettle hadn’t usurped the place of the date’. These words make 

it clear that in his time the sultan of the land was an ignoramus and 

that the scholars of the day could not disseminate knowledge. If, be- 

cause ignorance has imposed its empery over people, it would be fitting 

for sages and scholars to keep silent and not pursue wisdom (hikmat 

nakarkandi), then it would have behoved the wisest of the wise, the Seal 

of the Prophets, Muhammad, the Chosen One, not to give mankind this 

treasure of wisdom, this mine of the truths of all knowledge, which is 

the Noble Qur’an. Quite the contrary. God the Exalted gave him this 

command, in the verses where He says, “Recite what has been revealed 

to you of the Book. Perform the prayer for prayer prevents abominable 

behaviour and reprehensible deeds. To remember God is greater, for God 

knows all that you do.**’ The exterior meaning of ritual prayer is the 

worship of God with the body by advancing towards the qibla of bodies, 

which is the Ka‘ba, the house of God the Exalted in Mecca. The interior 

explication (ta’wil-i batin) of the ritual prayer is the worship of God with 

the rational soul by turning, in the quest for knowledge of the Book and 

the Law, towards the qibla of spirits, which is God’s house, which is a 

house in which God’s knowledge, the Imam of Truth - peace be upon 

him — resides. If anyone waits to disseminate knowledge and establish 

righteousness until the sultan of ignorance has been eliminated among 

people, they will depart this world ignorant and unrighteous themselves. 
On the contrary, the wise are like fruit trees, lofty and fruit-laden; the 
seekers after wisdom are like famished children, nimble, cunning, and 
sharp-eyed (jald ve-hilatgar ve-dirbin); but the ignorant are like beasts, 

456. That is, Ghara’ib al-hisab wa-‘aja’ib al-hussab, a lost treatise. Cf. 

Poonawala, p. 122, no. 19. 

457, Q29:45. 
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their heads hanging down heavily, who cannot look up at the trees, nor 
do they even know that there is something in the trees. The children 
gather the moist, fresh fruits, sweet and delicious, from those trees and 
eat them without the beasts ever realising what they are up to. These 
verses of mine are in this vein:** 

On the tree of this world only the intelligent 

See the fruit, O you who are wise! 

The tree of this world, to him who knows, 

Holds out fruit but to him who knows nothing, a thorn. 

Know that the good are concealed within, 

Like the dates amid tangles of thorn. 

You say to me, ‘If you’re free and magnanimous, 

Why do you stay in Yumgan, friendless and despised?’ 

I reply that at Yumgan I’m under God’s care (zinhar); 

Take a good look: I am not a prisoner (giriftar). 

No one would say that silver, pearl, and ruby 

Are necessarily captives of the mines they’re in. 

If Yumgan is poor and powerless, 

Even so I still have power and standing there. 

Although the serpent is lowly and despised, 

The bezoar-stone is both precious and prized.*” 

The royal pearl is not lacking in value or worth to a man 

Because of the worthless shell that it is in. 

The sweet-smelling rose is pure although 

It grows only in dirt turned up and in dung. 

You too are the fruit of the tree of this world: 

A tall upstanding tree with language for fruit. 

Whether you bear the fruit of wisdom or not, 

You're white poplar, white poplar, white poplar. 

Nothing’s left, O wise man, but a tree 

458. For the complete 50-line poem, of which this is lines 1-15, see Diwan, 

pp. 17-19 (no. 9); also, Diwan, ed. Taqavi, pp. 233-235. In both these editions, the 

first word of the poem is given as nabini (‘You do not see ...’) while the present 

text gives nabinad ({He] ‘doesn’t see’). 

459. The bezoar (muhrah’i mar) is a mineral deposit found in the stomach of 

certain animals and used as an antidote to poison; cf. Persian padzahr (Steingass, 

A Persian-English Dictionary, p. 229). 

460. An utterly simple but strikingly beautiful verse, made up of the same 

three words repeated: sapidari sapidari sapidar. 
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Whose fruit is pearl and whose leaves are dinars. 

Finer than coins and gems are knowledge and wisdom 

Which make the heart shine and awaken the eye. 

[358] We have transmitted a portion of the verses which this man placed 

at the end of his poem, not for the purpose of disputing him or causing 

contention but rather, so that when those distinguished in virtue and 

learning (afadil) read this book, they may know that we were not un- 

aware of the measure of contradiction which lay in our brother’s words. 

For next he says [as follows]. 
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That the Learned Man is Alive, the 

Ignorant Man Dead 

Seek and write! Then read and question! Afterwards 

Learn and then know and sow it all in your heart. 

The lion’s prey is the stag, that of the panther the gazelle, 

But knowledge and wisdom are the wise man’s prey. 

The man of knowledge is not dead, even in the tomb; 

The ignorant man is a corpse, even on a throne. 

I'll be greatly gladdened if the answers come 

From someone who brings proof and possesses the call (da‘wa-dar). 

But let him who has not learned and who lacks foundation 

Keep still: his word has no weight in measure or criterion. 

O You who ordain destinies, Originator of all things, 

By right of reverence and veneration of Ahmad the Chosen, 

Save us and those who seek the knowledge of the faith 

From the talons of tribulation, O Forgiver of sins! 

But whoever does evil to those who do no evil, 

Him, O Lord, do Thou curse and deliver to the pit! 

(Jurjani, verses 75-82) 

[359] To know that the ignorant are like the dead but that whoever moves 

from ignorance to knowledge is like a dead man who comes back to life; 

to know that light truly is belief; that doubt and shadows are undeniably 

ignorance and error ~ such are the signs of those who follow the house- 

hold of the Prophet - may God bless him and give him peace and grant 

His peace and blessings to the pure members of his house. God says, ‘Is 

the one who was dead and to whom We gave life and appointed for him a 

light by which he could walk among the people like the one whose likeness 
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is in darkness from which he cannot emerge? Thus what they have been 

doing has been made to seem fair to the unbelievers.”** 

[360] From this verse it is evident that the believers are the living and 

that they move amongst people by the light of knowledge, while the 

ignorant in their darkness are unknowing. Moreover, [it is evident] that 

coming back to life after death is a true promise God the Exalted has 

made to people, and that the resurrection which is mentioned in this 

verse is certain truth, is truth itself. Therefore, that person whose resur- 

rection God the Exalted has mentioned in this verse is not dead; rather, 

he is alive. And this coming back to life pertains to all people. 

[361] The literalists of the community have explicated this verse but they 

differed about whom God the Exalted intended to resurrect. Certain of 

them say this verse refers to the Prophet whom God has brought to life 

by light, while by the cadaver of unbelief in the shadows, they say, Abu 

Jahl is meant.*” 

[362] It is our purpose to show that God’s resurrection of people after 

death means bringing them out of ignorance into knowledge. Thus, this 

man by the words which he has uttered in these verses - by comparing 

the man who knows with the living and the ignorant man with the dead 

- indicates those who follow faithfully in the path of God the Exalted, 

among whom are the ahl-i ta’yid, those assisted by divine inspiration, 

and the spiritual exegetes, practitioners of ta’wil. 

461. Q6:122, tr. Jones. 

462. That is, ‘Amr b. Hisham, known as ‘Aba Jahl’ (‘Father of Ignorance’), 
an early adversary of the Prophet; he was killed in 624 at the Battle of Badr. 
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Conclusion of the Book 

[363] This poem (qasidat) as it has come down to us, contains eighty- 

two verses in which there are ninety-one questions, some philosophical, 

some logical, some scientific, some grammatical, some religious, and 

some exegetical. To each one of them an exact answer has been given. 

All that seemed necessary, whether broad expositions of meanings or 

concise commentaries on individual statements, has been collected and 

delineated in accord with philosophical wisdom and, at the same time, 

the path of wisdom of true religion. Through these detailed commen- 

taries, these stringent explanations, and these cogent and considered 

chapters, this poem - which was comparable to a body that has been 

neglected, wasted, discarded, treated shabbily, and flung aside - has 

been recast and its scattered parts put into a coherent whole.*” We have 

made it into something select, worthy of mention, and much-cited, as 

required by the request of an illustrious and celebrated prince, alert to 

truths, seeking subtleties, adept in hidden meanings, skilled in language, 

a connoisseur of knowledge, just and upright of character, guardian of 

wisdom, protector of arts, the amir of Badakhshan ‘Ayn al-Dawla Zayn 

al-Milla, Fakhr al-Umma, Shams al-A“Ali, Abt al-Ma‘ali ‘Ali b. al-Asad 

b. al-Harith, the client (mawla) of the Commander of the Faithful (amir 

al-mu’minin) — may God the Exalted grant his rule, both temporal and 

spiritual, peace in this world and felicity in the next; and may He aug- 

ment his success in revivifying knowledge and wisdom, in establishing 

truth, inward and outward, and in exalting both fervour and perception. 

As for myself, during a long life I have seen no one on God’s vast earth 

who set out in search of the sources of knowledge, the hidden truths 

of religion, and the treasuries of truth, without giving a thought to this 

passing realm, as he did. Anyone else of his rank and station, whether 

463. This suggests that NKh was unaware of the earlier commentary on 

al-Jurjani’s poem by his disciple Muhammad Surkh Nishapuri. 
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prince or sultan, would have accommodated the demands of the world; 

and yet, despite all that he had of the world and good fortune, the aus- 

picious favour of the sphere, regal within and obeyed without, with a 

hereditary kingdom, an exalted rule, troops and retainers and servants, 

he strove always to acquire a good name and to perform praiseworthy 

deeds. He relied on right belief in matters of religion, and in the use of 

his sovereign power he sought the grace of God the Exalted, taking in 

hand the bridle of fate to deliver those oppressed by the fluctuations of 

the spinning heavens. 

[364] These sincere verses which he himself composed will attest, to men 

of understanding, to the purity of his conviction. A poem of Shams al- 

Din al-A‘ali Abt al-Ma‘ali: 

Do not go whenever you can to the servants 

When the Master himself is in place. 

There’s no helper (firydd-ras) in this world 

In a man’s affliction other than God. 

[365] Every intelligent reader who looks into this book, in which we have 

related the answers of the sages of philosophy to each question —- which 

we have encompassed with commentary and exegetical demonstrations 

drawn from the deductions of the ahl-i ta’yid and the conclusions of 

‘those rooted in knowledge’*** — upon them be peace - in a firm and de- 

finitive way, every such reader should consider this book with a discern- 

ing eye (chashm-i basirat) and reflect truthfully on each of its points. If 

he comes upon a term or a point regarding a religious reference or an 

exegetical expression which is not known to the renowned scholars of the 

day — whether they are men of letters, poets, or scribes — let him not reject 

these out of hand. For the gems of knowledge of the true religion are 

strung on threads of analogy (be-rishta-ha’i amthal) and lie concealed 

in the jewel boxes of enigmas (andar durj-ha’i rumuz nihuftah). ‘Only 
those who are purified may touch them.’*°> And those who have seen the 
hidden secrets of the knowledge of the Glorious Book (mastarat-i ilm-i 

kitab) and have grasped the books of the most glorious Law ...* 

464. Q3:7; 4:162. 

465. Q56:79. 
466. There is a lacuna here. The play of rhyme on ‘hidden secrets’ (mastirat) 

and ‘books’ (maktubat) is reflective of the play on esoteric and exoteric knowledge 
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[366] [This book has been composed for the amir of Badakhshan ‘Ali 
b. al-Asad, the mawla of the Commander of the Faithful by Aba Mu‘in 
Nasir b. Khusraw b. Harith al-Yumghani in the year 462 of the Hijra of 
our Prophet. Praise be to God, Lord of the worlds, and may God bless 
Muhammad, the best of His creations, and all of his pure and virtuous 
family.*’ 

The Book of Twin Wisdoms Reconciled is concluded. ]** 

throughout the book. The MS Aya Sofya 2393 breaks off at this point; it is not 

clear how much of the text between sections 365 and 366 may be missing. 

467. The date in the text is 422 but has been corrected by the editors to AH 

462 , i.€., AD 1069 Or 1070. 

468. This colophon is missing from MS Aya Sofya 2393. It was discovered 

by Mujtaba Minuvi in a collection of manuscripts belonging to Sayyid 

Nasr Allah Taqavi and published in his Diwan, which was edited by Hasan 

Taqizada (Tehran, 1929) as part of the so-called Risdla, an abstract of certain 

of the questions in the Jami‘ (though not apparently compiled by Nasir-i 

Khusraw himself, according to Corbin; cf. his Introduction, p. 43). The 

date of composition given as 422 is undoubtedly incorrect, as M. Mu‘in has 

demonstrated in his Persian introduction to the published text (pp. 4-5). See 

also our Introduction above. 
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