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PREFACE

It was as a Fellow of the Seminar
for the Comparative Study of Religions
at the College, Bavoda, that the present
work was begun. The subject was taken

up in the first place as a parallel study
to that contained in a paper in the

Indian Philosophical Review, Volume II,
July 1918, pp. 24-82 entitled “ Maimon-
. ides and the Attainment of Religious
Truth.” But as I proceeded with my
investigation I thought it might be bgst
to let Averroes speak for himself. For
this reason I have here translated certain
treatises of Averroes, as edited in the
Arabic text by D, H, Muller in ¢ Philo-
sophie und Theologie von Averroes.”
Munich 1859. I am confident that the
book will prove an interesting one and
will explain itself to the reader without
dny introduction on my part.



Bt PREFACE

Though owing to my appointment
at Hyderabad 1 resigned my position at
Baroda soon after commencing this work
I wish here to express my thanks to
Professor Alban G. Widgery of Barods
for his counstant sympathy with and
encouragement for my work in and
out of the Seminar. He has also kindly
accepted the book for inclusion in the
Gaekwad Studies in Religion and Philo—~
sophy. I am indebted to him for a
complete revision of the manuseript and
tor_the onerous work of seeing the book
through thie press. I am also indebted
to my brother Mutazid Wali ur Rehman,
B. A, for valuable help in rendemufr many

obscure passages.
. Monammap JamiL vr Renuax
Osmania University,
Hyderabad,



CONTENTS

I. A Decisive Discourse on the Delineation of
the Relation between Religion and
Philosophy.

Ia Appeudix: On the ‘Problem of
Eternal Knowledge which Averroes
has, mentioned in his Decisive
Discourse. :

II. An Exposition of the Methods of Argu-
ment concerning the Doctrines of the
Faith, and a Determination of Doubts
and misleading Innovation brought
into the Faith through Interpreta—
tions.



1
A DECISIVE D1SCOURSE ON THE DELINEATION
OF THE
"“BELATION BETWi‘JEN RELIVGIOII\J’ AND PHILOSOPHY



A DECISIVE DISCOURSE ON THE
DELINEATION
OF THE
RELATION BETWEEN
RELIGION AND PHILOSOPHY.*

And after: Praise be to God for alF
His praiseworthy acts, and blessings on
Mohammad, His slave, the Pure, the
Chosen One and His Apostle. The
purpose of the following treatise is to-
inquire through sacred Law 1 whether the
learning of philosophy and other sciences
appertaining thereto is permitted, or
called dangerous, or commended by the
Law, and if commended, is it only
approved or made obligatory.

* A translation .of Averroes' Kitab Fasl a'l Magsl .wa
Taqrir ma bain's’] Shariatsa wa'l Hikmati mina’l Ittisl,
Ed. by ‘D. J. Muller, Philosophie und Theologie vom
Averroes, Munich 1859. ‘ ,

" 4. e Shariat. Oompare Jewish Torah.
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We maintain that the business of
philosophy is wothing other than to look
into creation and to ponder over it in
.otder to be guided to the Creator,—in
other words, to look into the meaning
of existence, For the knowledge of
creation leads to the cogniscance of the
-Creator, through the knowledge. of the
created. The more perfect becomes the
knowledge of creation, the more pertect
becomes the knowledore of the Creator.
The Yaw encouraoes and exhorts us to
observe creation.” Thus, it is clear that
this is to be taken either as a rellglous
mJunctlon or as something approved by
the Law. But the Law urges us to
-observe creation by’ means of 1eason and
demands the knowledge theréof through
reason. This is evxdent ‘from different
verses of the Quran. For example the
Quran says: “Wherefore take examplel
Jrom_them, -ye who kave eyes't Thab is
a clear indication -of the _necessity of -
using the reasoning facultsy, orc mt.her

1. Quren lx, 2.
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both reason and religion, in the inter-
pretation “of things, Again it says:
«QOr do they not contemplate the king-
dom of heaven and earth and the things
which God hath created.”s This is a
plain exhortation’ to encourage the use
of observation of creation. And remember
that one whom God especially distingui-
shes in this respect, Abraham, the
prophet. For He says: “ And this did
we show unto Abraham: the kingdom
of heaven and earth.”® Further He says:
“Do they not consider the camels,. how
they are created; and the heaven, how
it is raised. g Or still aga.m. “And. (who)
meditate on the creation of heaven and
earth, saying, O Lord thou hast not
created this in vain® There are many
other irérses on this subject: too numer-
ous to be, enumerated.

Now, it .being established . that the
Law makes the observation and considera-
tion of creation by  reason obligatory —

2 Quran vii, 184, -8 -Qurad vi, 76, . .
4. Quran- Ixxxviii, 17. ** B, Quran iif, 176,
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and consideration is nothing but to make
explicit the implicit — this can only be
done through reason. Thus we must
look into creation with the reason.
Moreover, it is obvious that the observa-
tion which the Law approves and enm-
courages must be of the most perfect
type, performed with the most perfect
kind of reasoning. As the Law empha-
sises the knowledge of God and His
creation by inference, it is incumbent
on any who wish to know God and His
whole creation by inference, to leam_ the
kinds of inference, their conditions and
that which distinguishes philosophy from
dialectic and exhortation from syllog-
ism, ' This is ~ impossible unless one
possesses knowledge beforehand of the
various kinds of reasoning and learns to
distinguish between reasoning and what
is not reasomng, This cannot be done
except one knows 1ts different parts,
that is, the different kmds of pxemxses.
.. Hence, for a believer i in the Law and .
* & follower of it, it is .x’ge(_ngysgry to know



RELIGION AND PHILOSOPHY 1?7

these things before he bégins to look into
creation, for they are like instruments
for observation, For, just as a student
discovers by the study of the law, the
necessity of knowledge of legal reason-
ing with all its kinds and distinctions, a
student will find out by observing -the
creation the necessity of metaphysical
reasoning. Indeed, he has a greater
claim on it than the jurist. For. if
a jurist argues the necessity of legal
reasoning from the saying of God:
“ Wherefore take example from them O.
ye who have eyes,”s a student of divinity
has a better right to establish ‘the same-
from it on behalf of metaphyswal
reasoning. : :
One ounwot maintain- that this kind
“of reasoning is an innovation in religion:
because it did not exist in the ear]y
days of Islam. -For legal reasonmw and
its kmds are ‘things whleh were mvented.
also.in ‘later ‘ages, ' and mo..one ithinks..
they: are mnovatwns. "Sueh shauld alsaz

Canas < P o A

6. qu‘aﬁ lix; 2.
2
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be our attitude towards philosophical
reasoning, There is another reason why
it should be so, but this is not the
proper place to mention it. A large
number of the followers of this religion
confirm philosophical reasoning, all except
a small worthless minority, who argue
from religious ordinances, Now, as it is
established that the Law makes the
consideration of philosophical reasoning
and its kinds as necessary as legal
reasoning, if none .of our predecessors
has made an effort to enquire into it,
we should begin to do it, and so help
them, until the knowledge is complete.
For if it is diffieult or rather impossible
for one person to acquaint himself single-
handed with all things . which it is
necessary to know in legal matters, it is -
still more difficult in the case of philo-
sophical reasoning. And, if before us,
somebody has enquired into it, we should
derive help from what he has said. It is
quite immaterial whether that man is
our co-religionist or not; for the instry.
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ment by which purification is perfected
is:mot made uneertain in its usefulness,
by its being in the hands of one of vur
own party, or of a foréigner, if it
possesses the attributes of truth, By
these latter we mean those Ancients
who investigated these things before the
advent of Islam..

Now, such is the case. All that is
wanted in an enquiry into philosophical
reasoning has- already been perfectly -
examined by the Ancients, All thatis
required of us is that we should go back
to their books and see what' they ‘have
said in-this connection, If all that they /
say be true, we should acecept it and if
there be something wrong, we should
be warned by it. Thus, when we -have
finished this kind of research we' shall
have ‘acquired instruments by which e
ean -observe the ‘universe, and consider
itd general charaster. "For so long as”’
one does not know: its general character
one cannot know thecreuted, and so long:
as_he ‘does. not knaw the .created, he can:
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have no knowledge of the Creator. Thus
we must begin an .ingmiry into the
universe systematicglly, such as we have
learned from the trend of rational inv
ference. It is also evident -that this aim
is to be attained by the investigation of
one part of the universe after .another,
and. that help must be derived from
predecessors, as is the ecase in other
sciences. Imagine that the science of
geometry and astronomy had become
extinot in our day, and a single individual
desired to find out by himself the
magnitude of the heavenly bodies, their
forms, .and their distances . from one
another, Even though he were the most
sagacious of men, it would be as im-
possible for him as to ascertain the pre-
portion- of the sun and .the earth and the.
magnitude of the other stars. It would
only be attainable by aid- of divine
revelation, or something like it. If it be.
said to him that the sun s -a hundred-
and fifty or sixty tinies. as big .as the
earth, -he--would take it to be shebr mad-
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ness on the part of the -speaker, though
it is an established fact in the science of
astronomy, so that no one learned in
that science will have any doubt about it.
The science which needs most examples
from other scieuces is that of Law, For
the study of jurisprudence cannot be
completed except in a very long time.
If a man today would  himself learn of
all the arguments discovered by the
different disputants of diverse sects, in
problems which have always excited
contentions in all the big cities, éxcept
those of Al-Maghrib, he would 'be a
proper object to be laughed at on account’
of the impossibility of the task, in spite
of the existence of every favourable ,cir-
cumstance. This is similar not only in
the sciences but also in the 'arts. - For
no. one is capable of discovering by him-
self alone everything which is required.
And if this is. so in other sciences and
arts, how is it possible in the art of

ar ts - phllosophyi
- This ;béing so, it becomeis. us ‘to- go’
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back to the Ancients, and to see what
observations and considerations they have
made into the universe, according to the
tests of inference. We should consider
what they have said in this connection
and proved in- their books, so that what-
ever may bte true in them we may accept
and, while thanking them, be glad to know
it, and whatever be wrong, we should
Be warned by it, be cautioned, and hold
them excused for their mistake.

From what has been said, it may be
taken that a” search into the books of
the Ancients is enjoined by the Law,
when their meaning and purpose ‘be the
same as that to which the Law exhorts

Anyom, who prevents a man from
pondeung over- these things, that is, a
man who has the double quality of
natural sagacity and rectitude in the
Law, with the werit of learning and
disposition - turns away the people from
the .door by which the Law invites
them to enter into the knowledge of
God and that is the door of observation
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which leads to the perfect knowledge of
God, Such an action is the extreme
limit of ignorance and of remoteness
from God.

If, by studying these books, a man
has been led astray and gone wrong on
account of sowe natural detect, bad
training of the wind, inordinate passion,
or the want of a teacher who might
explain to him the true significance of
things, by all or some of these causes,
we ought not on this account to prevent
oue fit to study these things from doing
so. For such harm is not innate in wan,
but is only an accident of training,

It is not right that a drug which is
medically useful by its nature should be
discarded because it may prove harmful
by accident. The Prophet told a man
whose brother was suffering with diarrhen
to treat him with honey. ‘But. this only
increased the ailment. On his complain-’
ing, the Prophet said: *“Gecd was right
and .thy brother’s stomach was wrong.”
We would even say that a man whq



2 . AVERROES

prevents another fit for it, from study-
ing the books of philosophy, because
certain worthless people have been mis-
led by them, is like a man who refused
a thirsty man cold and sweet water,
till he died, because some people under
the same circumstances have been
suffocated by it. and bave died. For
death by suffocation through drinking
cold water is accidental, while by thirst
it is natural and inevitable.

This state of things .is not peculiar
to this science only, but is common to.
all. How many jurists there are 1n
whom jurisprudence has become the cause
of worldliness and lack of piety? We
should say that a large majority of jurists
are of this kind, although their science
should result in better action than other
setences which ouly lead to better
knowledge. - ‘

So far, then, the position is - estab-
lished: Now, we Muslims firmly believe
that our Law is .divine and trme. This.
very: Law ‘urges us -and brings us -to
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that blessing which is known as the
knowledge of God, and His creation,
This is a fact to which every Muslim
will bear testimony by his very nature
and temperamcut. We say this, because
temperaments differ in believing: one will
believe through philosophy; while another
will believe through dogmatic dis-
course, just as firmly as the former, as
no other method appeals to his nature.
There are others who believe by exhor-
tation alone,just as others believe through
inferences. For this.reason our ‘divine
Law invites people by all the three
wethods, which every man bas to satisfy,
except those who stubbornly refuse to
believe, or those, according to .whom
these divine methods have not been
established on account of the wayward-
ness of _their hearts. This is why the
mission of the Prophet has been declared
common to the whole world, for his Law,
-eomprises all the three methods leading
wen towards God, What we say-is quite
clear from the"following saying of God:
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# Invite men unto the way of the Lord,
by wisdom and mild exhortation, and
dispute with them in the most condes-
cending manner,”?

As this Law is true and leads to the
consideration of the knowledge of God,
we Muslims should believe that rational
investigation is not contrary to Law, for
truth cannot contradict truth, but veri-
fies it and bears testimony to it. And
if ‘that is so, and rational observation is
directed to the knowledge of any exis-
tent objects, then the Law may be found
to be silent about it, or concerned with
it In the former case no dispute arises,
as it would be equivalent to the absence
of its mention in the Law_ as injunctory,
and hence the jurist derives it from legal
¢onjecture. But if the Law speaks of it,
either it will agree with that which has
been proved by inference, or else it will
disagree with it. If it is in agreement
it needs no comment, and if it is opposed
to the Law, an interpretation is to be

* 7. Quran xvi, 126;
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sought, Interpretation means to carry
the meaning of a word from its original
sense to a metaphorical one. "~But this
should be done in such a manner as will
not conflict with the custom of the
Arabian tongue, It is to avoid the
naming of an object, by simply mention-
ing its like, its cause, its attribute, or
associate,',etc. which are commonly quoted
in the definition of the different kinds of
metaphorical utterances. And if the
jurist does so in many of the legal
injunctions, how very befitting would it
be for a learned man to do the same
with his arguments. For the jurist has
only his fanciful conjectures to depend
upon, while a learned man possesses
pusitive onmes.

We hold it to be an established
truth that if the Law is apparently’ .
opposed to a truth proved by philo-
sophy it admits of an interpretation
according to the canons of the Arabic
language. This is a proposition which -
a Muslim cannot doubt and a believer
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capnot mistrust. One who is aceustomed
to these things divine can -experience
for himself what we have said. The
aim of this discourse is to bring together
intellectual and  traditional  science.
Indeed, we would even say that. no
logical conclusion will be found to be
opposed to the Law, which when sifted
and investigated in its. différent parts
will,be found in accordance, or almost
so, with. it.

That is why all Muslims are agreed
that all the words of the Law arc not
to':'l")e taken literally, nor all of .them
given ‘an interpretation. But they vary
in verses, which are or are not to be
interpreted. For example, the Asharites
put_an interpretation upon the verse of
Equahsatxon8 and on the Tradition of

'8, “Itishe who hath created ‘you whstsoever is on
earth; and that set His mind to the creation of heaven and
formed it {nto séven beavena; he knoweth all thing.” Quran
ii. 39. “For an interprétation’ of tiis ste Ra]m Tafeirs' Kabiv
vol.'L, p..249 etséq. Cairo. 1307. A; H,:and Tabatis “Conw
meniary .vol, 1. p. 146 ct seq. Cairo 1908 A. D. .
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Descent,? while the Hanbalites take them
literally. The Law has madé two sides
of these-exoteric and esoteric-because of
the differences of human' nature and
minds in verifying a thing. The exnstence
of 'an opposed esoteric meaning ' is in
order to call the attention of the learned
to find out a eomprehensive interpreta-
tion, To this the following verse of the
Quran refers: “ It is he who hath sent
down unto thee the book, wherein are
some verses clear to be understood —
they are the foundation of the boo]\ —_
and others ‘are pambollcal But t1103
whose hearts are perverse will follow.
that which is pmabolncal thelem, out, of
‘love of' schism, and a desnre of the
inter pretat;lon theleof yet none knoweth
the mtexpretatlon thereof except God,;
But they 'who are well grounded in

9, “"V‘enly God comes down every night to the earth *
( Nibsyah fi Ghuribil. Hadith-by Ibu ‘Athir vol, IV, p. 138
Cgixoli‘"lA.H )} Eorsan interpretation sae .the above snd.
Qustatain’s Commequ qq Bakari, vol. IX- p. 178, -Cotror 1307
&R
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knowledge say: We believe therein, the
whole is from our Lord, and none. will
consider except the prudent.”!0

Here it may be objected that in the
Law there are things which all Muslims
have agreed to take esoterically, while
there are others on which they have
agreed to put an interpretation, while
there are some about which they dis-
agree. Is it justifiable to use logic in
the interpretation of those which have
been taken literally, or otherwise? We
would say that if the agreement is posi-
tive there is no need to apply legic;
but if it be conjectural there is, For
this very reason Abu Hamid (Al Ghaz-
zali) and Abu Ma’ali and other learned
doctors have ordained that a man does
not become an unbeliever by forsaking
the common agreement and applying the
principle of interpretation in such things,
It will certainly be agreed.that complete
concensus of opinion is not possible in .
metaphysical questions, in the manner in

39, Quran ifl, §. o
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which it is possible to establish it in
practical things. For it is not possible
to establish unanimity of opinion at any
time, unless we confine ourselves to a
small period and know perfectly all' the
learned doctors living in it, that is, their
personalities, their number and their
views about any question to be quoted
to us directly from them without a break
in the chain, With all- this we should
know for certain that the doctors living
at that time are agreed that there is no
distinetion. of exoteric and esoteric mean-
ings in the Law, that the knowledge of
no proposition should be concealetl
from .anybody, and that the method of
teaching the Law should be the same
with all men, But we know that a
large number of péople in the early days
of Islam believed in exoteric and esoteric
meanings of the Law, and thought that
the esoteric meanings should not be dis-
closed te an ignorant person who cannot,
understand them. For example, Bukhari

has related op the authority. of Al that.
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he snid “Falk ¢to0 ‘men what they can
understand. Do you intend to give the
lie to God and ‘His Apostle?” There
are many Traditions to the same effect
related from other people. So, how is
it possible to coneceive of any consensus
of opinion coming down to us in meta,
physical -questions’ when we definitely
know that in every age there have heen
doctors who take the Law to contain
things the real significance of which
should not be disclosed to all men ? Bat
in practical affairs it is quite different.
For_all persons are.of opinion that they
should be revealed to all men alike. In
these things unanimity of opinion can
be easily obtained if the proposition is
published, and no disagreement is- re-
ported. That may be sufficient to obtain
unanimity of opinion in practical things:
as distinet from the sciences.
If it ‘be ‘maintained that one does
net "bédome an unbeliever by ignoring
consensus<of opinion in interpretation, as
pe unanimity- is-possible in'it, what shall-
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we say of such Muslim. philogophers as
Abu Nasr ( Al' Karabi) and Ibn Sioa
( Avicenna )? For Abu Hamid ( Al
Ghazzali ) has charged them with posi-
tive infidelity in his book: The Refutg:
tion of the Philosophers, n regard -to
three things: The etevnity. of - the
wosld ; God’s ignorance of partionlavs;,
and the interpretation concerning tha
reswrection of bodies gnd the siate of
the Day of Judgment. To this we should-
reply that from what he -has said it is.
not clear that he has- charged them:
positively with infidelity. -For in his.
book Al Tafrigah ban'el Ishupw +sal
Zindigah he has explained that the.
infidelity of a man who ignores' the
consengus “of opinien is doubtful, More-
over. we have definitely. pointed oud. that,
it i$: not possiblé to establish a consensus
of opinion in - such matters, especially:
when: there are many. people of the early.
times. who have. held that there are. inten;
prstations mwhich shenid met be disglosad:
to:wH -but only to those who are it {for
8
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them and those are men who are “ well
grounded in knowledge”!! a divine in-
junction which cannot be overlooked.
For if such people do not know the
interpretation in these matters they will
have no special criterion of truth for
their faith, which the common people
have not, while God has described thewm
as believing in Him. This kind of faith
is ‘always produced by the acceptance of
the arguments, and that is not possible
without a knowledge of interpretation.
Otherwise, even the common people
believe in the words of God without
any - philosophy whatever. The faith
which the Quran has especially ascribed-
to the learned must be a faith streng-
thened with full arguments, which “can-
not be without a knowledge of the cacons .
of interpretation, For God has said that
the Law admits of interpretation which
is its real siguificance, and this is what
is established by arguments. Yet though
this is 80, it is impossible to establish

e

" 3. Quran i, 8,
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any well grounded cousensus of opinion’
in the interpretations which God has
ascribed to the learned men, That is
quite evident to anyone with insight.
But with this we see that Abu Hamid
( Al Ghazzali) has made a mistake in
aseribing to the Peripatetic Philosophers
the opinion that God has no kuowledge
of particulars.. They are ounly of opinion
that the knowledge of God about parti-
culars is quite different from ours. For our

krowledge is the effect of the cxistence
of a thing. Such knowledge is produced
by the existence of a thing, and changes
with changes in the thing. On the’
other hand the knowledge of God is the -
cause of an existent thing. Thus one
who compares these two kinds of know-

~

ledge ascribes the same characteristics
to two quite different things — and that
is extréme ignorance. When applied both
to eternal and to transitory things the
word ‘knowledge is used only in a formal
fashion, just as we use many other words’
for abjects essentially different. For
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instance the word Jalal is applied both
to great and small; and sarim to light
and darkness. We have no definition
which can embrace both these . kinds of
knowledge, as some of the Mutakallimun
of our times have thought. We have
treated this question separately at the
request of some of our friends,

How can it be supposed that the
Peripatetic Philosophers say that God
has no knowledge of particulars when they
are of opinion that man is sometimes
warned of the coming vicissitudes of the
future through visions, and that he gets
these admonitions in sleep, through a
great and powerful Director, who directs
everything ? These philosophers are not
only of opinion that (God has no know-
ledge. of details such as we have but
they also  believe that He is ignorant
of universals. For all known universals
with us are also the effect of- the exist-
ence of a thing, while God’s knowledge
is- quite other than this. From these
srguments it is concluded that God’s
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knowledge is far - higher than that it
should be called universal or particular.
There is therefore no difference of opinion
-concerning the proposition, that 1is,
whether they ave called infidel or not,
As to the eternal or transitory nature
of the world: I think that in this
matter the difference of opinion between
the Asharite Mutakallimun and the
Ancient Philosophers is for the most
part a verbal difference, at least so far
as the opinion of some of the Ancients
is concerned. For they arc agreed on
the fact that there ave three kinds of
creation — the two extremes and a medial
one, They again agree on the nomen-
clature of the two cxtremes, but they
disagree as to the medial one. As to
the one extreme, it has come into exist-
ence from something . other than itself,
or from anything else — that is from a
generative cause or matter — while time
existed beforc it. “All those things whose
existence is perceived by the senses, as
water, animals, vegelation, cte, are in-

~

~

~

-
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cluded in this. All Ancient and Ashar-
ite philosophers are agreed in denomi-
nating this creation Originated.

The other extreme is that which
came into existence from nothing, not
out of anything, and time did not precede
it. The two parties are agreed in call-
ing this Kternal. This extreme can be
reached by logic.” This is God, the
Creator, Inventor, and Preserver of all.

The medial kind of creation is that
which has neither been -made from
nothing, “matter,” nor has time preceded
it, but it has been created by some
generative cause, In this is included
the whole world. Again they all agree
on the existence of all the three cate-
gories of the universe. The Mutakal-
limun admit, or they ought to admit,
that before the universe there was
no time, for according to them time is
contemporanecus with motion and body.
They are also agreed with the Ancients
that future time and creation have no
end, but they differ as to past time and
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fts -creation. The Mautakallimun are- of
opinion that it had a beginuing,

This is the belief of Plato and his
disciples, while Aristotle and his fol-
lowers are of opinion that it had no
beginning, just as the future has no end.
It is clear that the last mentivned kind
of creation resembles both the originated
and the eternal creation. So one who
thinks that in the past creation there
are more characteristics of the eternal
than the originated takes it to be eternal
and -vice versa, But in reality it is
neither truly originated nor eternal. For
the originated creation is necessarily
subject to destruction while the eternal
is without a cause. There are some, for
example, Plato and his followers, who
have  called - it nfinitely originated, for
according to theéem time has no end.
There is not here so great a difference
about the- universe, for it to be made
the basis of a charge. of infidelity. In
fact, they should not be so charged at
all, for opinions which are worthy of
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this “are far removed from ours, those
quite contrary to them, as the Mutakal-
limun have thought them to be in this
proposition. I mean that they take the
words originated and eternal to be contrary
‘expressions, which our investigation has
shown not to be the case,

The strange thing about .all these
opinions is that they are not in ‘agree-
ment with the literal sense of the Law,
For if we look closely we shall find many
verses which tell us of the creation of
'the universe — that is, of its originated
nature. Creation and time are said to
be without end. For according to the
verse: “ It is He who hath created the
heavens and the earth in six days, but
His Throne was above the waters before
the ‘creation -thereof *12 it is clear that
there was a universe before this oné,
and that is the throne and the water, -
and a time which existed before that
water, Then again the verse ¢ The day

will come when the earth shall be changed
13, Quran xi, 9, i
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into another earth and the heavens into
other heavens "3 shows equally when
taken literally that there will be a
universe after this one: Again, the
verse: “ Then He set bis mind to the
creation of heaven and it was smoke” ™
shows that the heavens were created
from something.

Whatever the Mutakallimun say about
the universe is not based on a literal
sense of the Law, but is an interpreta-
tion of it. For the ILaw does not tell
us that God was even before wmere non-
existence, and moreover, this is not found
as an ordinance in it. How can we
suppose that there could be any consen-
sus of opinion about the interpretation
of verses by the Mutakallimun? In fact,
there is much ‘in the sayings of some
philosophers which ‘sapports what we
have quoted from the Law, taken literally.

Those who differ concerning these
obscare questions have either reached the
truth and have been rewarded; or havé

13, Qurun xiv, 49, 14, Quran xli, 10,
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fallen into error and have to be excused.
For it is compulsory rather than volun-
tary to believe a thing to be true, the
proof of which has already been estab-
lished; that is, we cannot believe or
disbelieve it as we like, as it depends
upon our will to stand or not to do so.
So, if one of the conditions of verifica-
tion be freedom of choice, a Jearned mah,
and he alone should be held excused, if
he makes a mistake on account of some
doubt. Hence the Prophet has said that
if a magistrate judges' rightly he receives
two rewards, and if he makes a mistake
he deserves only one. But what magis-
trate is greater than one who judges
the universe, whether 1t 1s so or not.
. These are the judges — the learned
men — whom God has distinguished with
the knowledge of interpretation.

- It is this kind of mistake of insight
which learned people are quite apt to
make when they look into those obscure
questions the investigation of which the
Law has imposed upon them. But the
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mistake the .common ‘people make. in
these matters is sin pure and simple,
whether in theoretical or In practical
things. As a magistrate, ignoniut of
Tradition, when he makes mistakes in
judgment, cannot be held excused, so
likewise a judge of the universe when
not having the  qualities of a judge is
also not excusable, but is either a sinner
or an unbeliever. .If it be-a condition
that a magistrate shall have capacity ot
arbitration ‘concerning the lawful and
the forbiddeu, that is, knowledge: of -the
principles of Law and their application
through . analogy — how much more
befitting it is tor an arbitrator of the
universe to be armed with fundamental
knowledge of the mental sciences, and the
way of deducing results from them.
Mistake. in :the interpretation of the
Law is thus of two kinds — a mistake
which can be excused in one fit to look
into the ;thing in which it has been
comuitted, just as an expert physician
is excused if he commits an. error in the
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application of bis science; or a’ magis-
trate when be misjudges, and a mistake
which is inexcusable in one unot fit to
investigate a thing. But the error which
cannot be excused for anybody, and
which, if it happens to show itseif in
relation to the very principles of the
Law, is infidelity, and if in universals
is an innovation, is that error which is
committed in those ‘things which have
‘been settled by all arguments and so the
knowledge of them is possible for every-
body, for instance, the acknowledgement
of the ~existence of God; of Prophecy,
and of the happiness or the misery of
the next world, This is so, because all
these three principles are proved by
those three methods, the justification - of
which a man cannot deny by any wmeans,
that is exhortative controversial - and
argumentative proefs. ‘A dedier of such
things, which are the very wToot of the
principle of the Law, ‘is an unbeliever,
a retrograde with -his tongue and his
heart, or through negligence, on account
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of his denying them-in spite of. proofs,
For if he be a man. believing .in arga-
ments, he ean. verify them through these
or if he-believes in controversy, he can
verify through that; and if he beljeves
in religious admonitions he ecan well
justify them through these. And hence
the Prophet has said: “I have been
commanded to fight with men till ‘they
say : ‘ There-is no God but Allah.’ and
believe in me” that is, by any of these
three means of attaining the Faith.

Rut there are things whieh, on account
of their obscurity, cannot’ be understond
by inference, So, God hag favoured such
of his creatures as -cannot understand
logic, either on account of their nature,
habit, or lack of mental training, by
quoting examples and parables of such
things and has urged them to testify as
to their truth through them. -For every-
one has mental capacity enough to under-
stand- them by the help of dogmatic and
exhertatory argument which ave common

to_all men. This is why. the Tawo . has
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been divided into two kinds: exoteric
and esoteric. The exoteric part consists
of those examples which have been coined
to express certain meanings; while the
esoteric i& the meanings themselves,
which are not manifested except to the
learned in philosophy. '
These are the very four or five kinds
of methods of knéwing reality mentioned
by Abu Hamid (Al Ghazzali) in his
beok called Al Tafrigah bain ol Islam
wal Zindigah. If it so happens as we
have said that we can know of a thing
by any of the above mentioned three
methods, then we do not stand in need
of any examples for understanding them.
Such things should be taken literally
and interpretation should find no place
with regard to them. If these things’
form a part of the principles of the Law,
one who puts an interpretation upon
them 1s an infidel, For instance, if a-
man believes that theve is no happiness
or misery in the next world, and that
the teaching is only -an artifice to safe-
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guard the life and property of the
people from one another and that there
is no goal for men other than this life,
then he is certainly an unbeliever.
When this has once been established
it will become clear to you that inter-
pretation is not lawful -in the exoteric
part of the Law. If the canon of inter-
pretation be used in the principles of the
Law, it is iofidelity, and if used in
general things it is an innovation, But
there 1s also a certain exoteric law
which requires an interpretation -from
learned men. It is not misbelief for
them to take it exoterically, but it is so
or is at least an innovation in religion if
ignorant men try to interpret or explain it,
Among these is the verse of Equali-
sation and the Tradition of Descent. For
the Prophet said of a Negro slave girl
who told him that God was in heaven:
“ Emancipate her, for she is a believer.’
For' there are persons who cannot believe
a thing except through their imagina-
tion, that is, it is difficult for them to
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believe a thing which they cannot -ima-
gine. Among these may be classed men
who cannot understand a thing except
with a reference to space, and hence
believe in God as though physical, not-
withstanding that these are the very
persons who have dealt very harshly
with those mentioned above. They
ought to be told that things of this
character are parabolical, and that we
should pause and consider the saying of
Ged: “ Yet none knoweth the inter-
pretation thereof except God”. Although
lenrned men agree that these are to be
interpreted, they differ in the interpreta-
tion according to their knowledge of
principles of philosophy. There is a third
part of the Law which occupies an.in-
-termediate position, on aeecount of some
doubt about it. Some say that it should
be t«ken exoterically, and that no .ler-
pretation should be allowed in it ; wl}lle
there are others who say that they have

some esoteric meaning, and should not

be taken exoteripally by the learned.
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This is on account of the obscurity of
their meaning. ‘A learned man may be
excused if he makes a mistake abont
them. '

If the Law is divided into these
three parts, it may be asked: to which
of these does the description ot the state
of the Day of Judgment be]ona? We
woutld reply that it is quite clear, on the
very face of the question, that it belongs
to that part in which thore is some
difference of opinion. For one group of
men, who class themselves.among phile-
sopheis, say that these things shoyld
be taken literally, For, according to
them, thére is not a smgle argument
which  makes their literal sense absurd
and unreasonable, This .is the method
of the A'sharites, But another group of
philosophers interpret . them; but they
differ “véry widely in the interpretation
itself. “"Amongst these may be mentioned
Abu Haniid (Al Ghazzali ) and a large
nbmber of Sufis. There are some -who

woufd amalgamate the two interpretas
¢
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tions, as Abu Hamid has done in some
of his books. These questions are among
those in which, if the learned men err
they are to be excused; otherwise, they
are to be thanked and rewarded. For,
if one acknowledges the reality of the
Day of Judgment, and then begins to
apply the principles of interpretation to
the description, and not its reality, he
does not in any way deny it, A denial
of its reality is infidelity, for it is one
of the fundamentals of the Law, and it
can - be easily verified by any ot the
three methods of argument common to
all men. But one who is not learned
should take it ‘exoterieally, an interpret-
ation in his case is unbelief, for it leads
to infidelity. We are thus of opinion
that such people should accept the literal
sense, for interpretation will certainly
Jead them to infidelity. A learned man
who discloses the discussions of these
things to the commoén people helps them
towards unbelief and one who abets
another in that direction is himself ng
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better than an unbeliever. It is there-
fore unsuitable that these interpretations
should be published in any other than
learped books, for in this way they will

reach none but the learned..- But it i1sa .

mistake both in religion and philosophy
if they are put in -other books, with
dogmatic and exhortative arguments,
as Abu Hamid has done. Although the
author's intention was good, the ide
thus to increase the number of learned
men, he caused.a good deal of mischiof
through it. For, on account of this
method some people began to find fault
with philosophy, and. others: to blame
religion, and still others began to -think
of reconciling, the ‘two., It seems that
this was the very aim which. Abn Hamid
had in view in writing these books. He
hgs tried. to awaken the nature .of ‘men,
for he .never .attached himself to any
particular .way of thinking in his. books,
He was an .Asharite with the Asharites,

a Sufi withthg, Sufis and a; philosopher .

with the. philosophers, §0 much s0. thay
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he was, as has been said: “I am a
Yeminite when I meet a Yentinite; if
I meet a Ma’adi I am one of Banu
Adnan,” .
Hence, it is necessary for the déctors
of Islam to prevent men, except the
learned, from reading his books; as it is
incumbent upon them to hinder them
from reading controversial writings which
should not be studied except by those
fit to do so. As a rule the reading of
these books is less harmful than those
of the former. TFor the majority esnnot
understand philosophical books, only
those endowed with superior nateves.
Pecple are on the whole destitwte of
learning and are aimless in their reading
which they do without a teacher.
Nevertheless they succeed in leading
others away from relgion. It is an
idjustice to the best kind of men and
the best kind of création’; for in their
¢ase justice ‘consists in the knowledge
of the best things by the best people,
fit to know it, ¥t showld be remembered
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that the greater the thing is the higher
will be the injustice done to it on account
of ignorance. Hence God says: Pd}y
thelsm is 4 great injustice.” 15

These things we have thought proper
to meution hue that is, in a dlscusuon
of the relation botween philosophy and’
religion and the canons of interpretation
in de If these wmatters had not be-
come commonly knowh among memn, ‘we
would not have said anything about
them and would not have entered in-a
plea on behadf of the interpretérs. For
these things are suitable only for men-
tion in philosophical books.

You ought to be aware that the real
purpose of the Law is to impart the
knowledge of 'truth and of right action.
The knowledoe of truth -consists ‘in the
‘cogniscance of ‘God and the whele uni-
verse with its inner siguificance, dspec:
ially that of religion, and the knowledge
of happiness’ or misery of the next

world. Right action consists in fellow-

16. Quran xxxi, 12.
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ing those actions which are useful for
happiness and avoiding those which lead
to misery. The knowledge of these
actions has been called practical know-
ledge. This is divided into two kinds:
external actions, the knowledge of which
is called Figh, that is, Theology; and
actions pertaining to feelings, such as
gratitude, patience, and other points of
character to which the Law has urged
us or from which it has prohibited us,
This is called the knowledge of contin-
ence and of the next world. Abu Hamid
in his book The Revivification of the
Sciences of Religion seems to be inclined
to this kind, and as the people have
always turned away from the former
kind of knowledge and have turned
themselves to the second which leads
them easily to piety, the book attained
its name. But we have wandered from
our own purpose and will now return
to it.

If the purpose of the Law is to im-
part the knowledge of truth and of right
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action, this cannot be attained exdept by
one of thé two methods: wiz, by concept-
ion or verification such as Mutakallim-
un have maintained in their books.
There are tlnee methods of verification
cpen to people: philosophy, dogmatics
and exhortation. There are two methods
of conception : either by the thing itself,
or by its like. As all people cannot by
their nature understand and accept philo-
sophical and dogmatic arguments, to-
gether with. the difficulty of learning
the use of inferences and the long time
it takes to learn them, and the purpose
of the Law being to be quite commou
among nien, it is necessary that it should
contain all kinds of werifications and
conceptions, Among the methods of
verification there are some which are
meant for the common people: that is,
exhortative and dogmatic, the exhortative
being more common than the other,
There is one method which is meant
solely for the learned, and that is the
method of rational inference. Now, it 13
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the primary aim of the Law to improve
the condition of the many without neg-
lecting the few, and hence the method
of conception and verification adopted
are common to the majority.,

These methods are of four kinds: the
first is that which, while in particulars
the same in both, that is, both exhorta-
tively and dialectically, is still true by
conception and verification. These are
syllogisms of which the winor and the
major premise are certain, +besides being
casily imagined and well known. These
are set before the deductions which are
drawn from them, and not from their
likes. To this kind of religious injunction
there is no interpretation, and one who
denies them or puts an interpretation
upon them is an infidel, The second
kind is that the premises of which
although well known or easily imagin-
ed are also positively established.
Their conclusions are drawn by analogy.
Upon these, that is, their conclusions,
an interpretation may -be put. The third
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kind is just the reverse of the second,
that is, the conclusions are themselves
intended and their premises are well
known or easily imagined without being
positively established. Upon these also-
that is, upon the conclusions, uo inter-
pretation can be put, but the premises
may someties be interpreted. The fourth
kind is that the premises of which are
well-known or conjectural without being
positively established.  Their deductions
are by analogy when that is intended.
It is the duty of the learned men to
interpret them and of the common people
to take them exoterically.

In short, all thatshould be interpreted
can be grasped by philosophy alone, So
the duty of the learned person is to
interpret, and of the common people to
take it literally, Loth in conception and
in verification, The reason for the latter
is that they caonot understand more.
A student. of law sometimes finds inter-
pretations whieh have a preference over
others, in a general way by veriftcation:
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that is, the argument is more convinecing
with the interpretations than with the
literal meanings. These iuterpretations
are common and it is possible for them
to be admitted by any whose speculative
faculties have been developed in con-
troversy. Some of the interpretations
of the Asharites and the Mutazilites are
of this type, though the arguments of
the Mutazilites are generally the more
weighty. But it is the duty of the com-
mon people who arc not capable of under-
standing more than exhortation to take
them exoterically, Indeed, it is not pro-
per for them to know the interpretations
at all.

Thus there are three groups into
which men have been divided: Those

who are not included amongst those who

should know the interpretations. These
are common people who are guided by
exhortation alone. They form a vast
majority: for there is not a single rational
being who cannot accept a result by

« this method. The second are dogmatic
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interpreters. These are so, either by
their nature only, or both by nature and
habit. The third are those who can be-
definitely called interpreters. These are
the philosophers, both by nature and by
philosophical training, This kind of in-
terpretation should not be discussed with.
the dogmatists, not to speak of the com-
mon people, If any of these interpreta-
tions are disclosed to those uot fit to
receive them-especially philosophieal ine
terpretations-these being far higher than
common knowledge, they may be led to
infidelity. For he wishes to nullify the
exoteric meaning and to prove his inter-
pretation. But if the exoteric meaning
is shown to be false without the inter-
pretation being established, he falls into
infidelity, if this concerns the prineiples
of the Law. 8o, the interpretations
should not be disclosed to the common
people, and ought not to be put into
exhortative or doctrinal books~that is,
books written with an expository purpose
in view-as Abu Hamid has done.-
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Henge, it is necessarry that the com-
mon pepple shonld be told that those
things which are exoteric, and yet can-
not be understood easily, the interpreta-
tions of which it is impossible for them
"to understand, are parabolical, and that
no oue knows the iuterpretation thereof
except God. We shopld stop at the
following words of God ““ None knoweth
the interpretation thereof exeept God .16
This is also the answer to the question
about some of those abstruse problems
which the common people canpot under-
stand : “ They will ask thee cong¢erning
the spirit: answer: The spirit was created
at the command of my Lord, but ye have
no knowledge given to you, except a
little.”1” Again, one who interpretes these
to persons not fit to receive them is.an
infidel, because he .leads others to infidel-
ity, which is quite in opposition to the
puwrpose of the Law. This is especially
the case when corrupt. interpretations
are put on the principles of the Law, as

16, Quran iii, 5. 17.. Quran. xvii. 87,
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gsome men -of our .own times dos We
have known many people who think they
are philosophers and hence claim to find
out: strange things through . :philosophy,
which are in every :way .¢ontrary to
veligion, and .they do mot .admit of any
other interpretation. They . think they
maust diselose ‘these things to the common
people. But by the diselosure of wrong
notions they - lead .them to eternal
destruction.

The differénce between their aim and
that of the jurists can be made oclear
by the following example, Since it is
not possible to make every one an ex-
pert physician a certain physician Jaid
down ‘some principles for the preserva-
tion of health and the prevéntion of
diseases, and he allowed the use of some
things but prohibited others, Now a
man comes and tells the people that the
principles laid down by that physician
are not correct and declares them to be
fatse, amd they become disoredited in the
gyes of the people ; or seys that they
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are capable of interpretations which
they cannot understand and cannot
verify by practice. Do you think that
people in these circumstances will ever
act upon those things which are useful
for their health and for the prevention
of diseases or that the man himself will
ever be capable of acting on them ? No,
he will be quite incapable of doing so
and thus will lead them all to destruc:
tion,

This is the case when those interpret-
ations- which they cannot understand
are correct, to say nothing of those that
are wrong. For they will not believe
in Lealth to' be preserved, nor disease
to be prevented, to say nothing of the
things which preserve health or prevent
disease. This is the condition of that man
who discloses interpretations of the Law
to the common people and those not fit
to receive them. And hence he is an
unbeliever., '

The simile which we have described
above is a real parallel, and not werely
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fanciful (as some may think) as it is
correct in every respect. For the relat-
ion of the medicine to the body is the
same as that of the Law to the soul.
A physician is one who seeks to pre-
serve the health when he finds it. good
and tries to restore it when it is missed.
In the same way a religious law-giver
is one who takes care of the health of
souls, which is called piety. The Quran
also makes clear its purpose, through
religious action, by many verses. For
ipstance: “ O true believers, a fast is
ordained unto you as it was ordained
those before you, that ye may fear God” 18
and ¢ Their flesh is not accepted of God,
neither their bloed ; but your piety is
accepted by Him "% and: “ For prayer
preserveth a man from filthy crimes and
from that which .is blameable.”20 T}ere
are many other verses of the same
nature in the Quran. Thus, we see, a
religious law-giver seeks to establish
this kind of health by religious know-

18, Qurap ii. 79, 19, Quran xxil 98. 20. Quran xsix 44,



L AVERROES

ledge and practice. This is the health
.upon which depends happiness and in
the case of its absence the misery of
the next world,

This should have made it clear to
.you not merely that one should not speak
of the wrong interpretation. But also
that it is net proper to put even tiue
ones in the books of the common people.
These corrcet interpretations are of the
‘faith which man has and of which the
whole creation was afraid to bear the
burden. . By this we refer to the fol-
lowing verse of the Qnran: “ We pro.
posed the faith unto the heavens, and
the earth, asd the mountains, and they
refused to -uadertake the same, and were
afraid theweof, but mwan undertook it:
verily he is unjust to himself and foolish,” *1
These interpretations and the idea that
their discussion is neeessary in the Law
*have given rise to many sects in Islam,
so much so that they bave denounced
one another with infidelity and innova-

#1 Quran xxxill, 67,
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tions, This is especially the effect of
wrong interpretations, The Mutazilites
interpreted a large number of verses and
Traditions and disclosed them to the
people.  So also did the Asharites,
though their interpretations were less in
number. They only succeeded in creat-
ing hatred and wars among men; destroy-
ing the Law, and disuniting the people
completely. To add to this, the method
whieh they have -adopted in proving
these ‘interpretations -is adapted neither
to the common people nor to the learned,
For if you look- closely into it, you will
find that it is not -correct according to
the norms of logic — this anyone who
has had any training may -see for him-
self without the- least effort.. In faet,
many of the principles apoen which the
Asharites build their conelusions are
sophistical in their nature. They deny
many  fundamentals, like.the proof ‘of
accidence, the influence of one-thing upon
another, the necessity of cause and effects,
abstract figures and the processes leading
&
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to them, Indeed, Asharite Muatakallim-
un have been in this respects unjust
to Mohammadans, for one of their sects
has denounced as infidels all those who
do not recognise the existence of God
by methods which they have devised for
the knowledge of Him : but in truth they
themselves are in the wrong and are
unbelievers,

It is upon this point that the dif-
ference of opinion arises. Some say that
the first principle is of reascn, while
others allege that it is of faith. That
is to say they have thought that faith,
even before knowing the methods common
to all and to which the Law has made
a call on all, is the only method of ar-
riving at truth. Thus they have mistak-
en the real purpose of the Law-giver, .
and being themselves in the wrong they
have led others astray.

If it be alleged that the method that
the Asharites and other Mutakallimun
have devised are not those general met-

hods in the purpose of the Law-giver
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for the instruction of the common people,
and that it is not possible without some
method being adopted, then the question
arises : What are those methods which
are given in the Law ? We maintain
that these methods are to be found in
the Quran alone. For, if we look closely
we shall find that in the Quran all the
three kinds of methods are laid down,
for the whole of mankind, both for the
majority and for the learned few. If we
reflect we shall come to see that no bet-
ter methods can be discovered for the
instruction of the common people than
those mentioned in the Quran. Anyone
who changes them by interpretations
which are neither clear in themselves nox
clearer than others to the common people,
makes null and void their philosophy
and their effect, the goal of which is the
happiness of mankind. This is quite
evident from tbe early and the later
condition of Islam, for in the early days
Muslims sought ~perfect excellence and
piety by acting on those principles with.
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out putting any interpretation upon them.
And those among them who knew any
interpretation did not disclose it. TIn the
later days interpretations were used, and
piety decreased, the love for others was
lost, and they became divided into
schisms and parties.

Hence one who cares to remove this
innovation from the Law, should turn
to the Book, and should pick up from
it the existing arguments for things
whose belief is inculeated upon us.
Further he should deeply think over the
esoteric meanings, as far as possible,
without putting interpretations upon
them, except when they are not quite,
clear to «ll. The assertions of the Book for
the instructions of the people, when
thought over are things, with whose
help we can reach a stage from which
none but the learned in logic can differ
about the esoteric meaning of that which
is not clear, This peculiarity cannot be
found in any other assertions but that
of the Book, There are three peculiari-
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ties in the assertions, which have been
explained in the Quran, for the common
people.  First, that nothing can be found
more convincing and true than these.
Secondly, that they can be accepted by
every nature; and they are such that
none can kunow their interpretations, if
there be any, except the learned in logic.
Thirdly, that they possess a call to the
‘righteous, for correct interpretations.
This is neither to be found in the school
of the Asharites nor in that of the
Mutazalites #. e. their interpretations are
neither gencrally acceptable, nor do they
.make auy call to the righteous, nor are
they right in themselves. It is for this
reason that innovation has increased,
and it is our desire to write about it,
as far as it iIs possible for us, provided
that we get leisure for 1t, have power
to do it, and God gives us- a respite in
Jife. It is just possible that this may be
a beginning for the coming gcneration ;
because the breach of Law, due to evil
.passions, and changed beliefs is simply
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aggrieving and saddening. This is still
enhanced by those, who ascribe them-
selves to philosopby, because an injury
from a friend is worse than the injury
from an enemy. Philosophy is a com-
panion and a foster-sister to the Law.
Hence an injury from this source is the
worst. kind of injury, even if we neglect
the enmity, hatred, and animosity which
is created between the two, although
they are companions by nature and
friends in reality. It has also been
injured by many ignoraut friends who
ascribe themselves to it. These are the
schisms which exist in Islam. May
God set all aright, help all to His love,
and bring together their hearts for
piety, and erase enmity and hatred by
his favour and grace.

Indeed God has removed much of
evil, ignorance and the misleading ways
through this strong goveinment, and has
led the many to good, especially the
people who have walked in the path of
scholasticisin, and have a liking for the
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knowledge of the Truth. Because it has
called the people to the knowledge of
God by mediate paths, which are higher
than the depressions of the blind fol-
lowers: and lower than that of the high-
sounding Mutakallimum ; and has called
the learned to their duty of considering
fully the principles of Law.



Ia,
APPENDIX.
ON THE PROBLEM OF KTERNAL KNOWLEDGE,

WHICH AVERROES HAS8 MENTIONED IN
His DECISIVE DISCOURSE,

May God perpetuate your honour
‘and bless you, and screen you always
from the eyes of misfortune. Through
your excellent intelligence and good
understanding you have learned a great
part of all these sciences, till your insight
informed you of the doubt which arises
concerning the eternal knowledge of
God, with its being at the same time
concerned with created things. Thus,
in the iuterests of truth, it is now in-
cumbent upon us to remove the doubt
from your mind, after we have stated
it clearly. For one who does not know
the problem adequately cannot very well
solve the doubt.
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The question may be stated thus: If
all this universe was in the knowledge
of God before its creation, then, was it
in His knowledge after its creation as
it was Dbefore it ‘came into existence;
or was iv in His knowledge before its
creation quite different from that after
its coming into beiug? 1f we say that
the knowledge of God. about it after its
oreation is quite different from that

.which it was before its creation, it be-

comes. necessary for us to -admit that
the eternal knowledge is changeable; or

.that when the universe came into exist-

ence out of non-existence, then there is
an addition to the eternal knowledge;
which is - -impossible. Again, if we say
that the knowledge of it was the same

‘in both the conditions, then it would be

said :. Was the created universe the same
betore its-:coming into existence 'as it
was-after its creation? To this objection
it will have to be answered -that it was
not the .same' 'before its ecreation as it
was after it, otherwise the existent:and
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the noneexistent thing would be the
same, When the opponent has admitted
this much, he may be asked whether the
-real knowledge does not consist in the
cognizance of an existent thing as it is.
If he says: “ Yes,” then accordingly it
becomes necessary that when a thing
changes in itselt the knowledge of it
-must also change, otherwise it would be
a knowledge of something other than the
real object. Thus it would then be
necessary to admit one of two things:
* either the eternal krowledge itself will
~change, or the created things would be
unkrown to (Qod. And both of these
alternatives are impossible with regard
t0 God.. This doubt is still further
i strengthened by the apparent condition
rof -man, that is, the relation of his
knowledge about non-existent things by
the supposition of their existence and
its relation when the thing in question
‘is-found., It is self-evident that both
kinds of kuowledge are different, other-
wise God would have been ignoraut. of
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its existence at the time he found it.
The argument which the Mutakallimun
advance to meet this objection does not
by any means deliver us from the doubt.
They say that God knows: the things
before their coming into being, as they
would be atter they come into existence,
If they say that no change occurs, they
fall into mistake. If on the other hand
they admit a change, they wmay be asked
whether this change was known in the
eternal knowledge or not. Thus the fisst
doubt occurs again. On the whole it is
difficult to imagine that the knowledge
of a thing before and after its existence
can be one and the zame.

This is the statement of the doubt in
the briefest terms possible, -as we have
put 1t for your sake. A solution of this
doubt requires a very long discussion,
but here we intend to state a point
which might easily solve it, Abu Hamid
( Al Ghazzali ) has also .tried to solve
this doubt in his work:: The Refutation
of the Philosophers, but his method is by
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no means satisfactory. For he says some-
thing to this effect: he thinks the
known and the knowledge are not con-
nected with each other, so that when a
change takes place in the one the--other
does not change in itself. So it is pos-
sible that it may happen in the case of
Diviue knowledge and the things existent,
that is, they may change in themselves
while. God’s knowledge may remain the
same. For instance a-pillar may-he on
the right hand of Zaid, it: may be chang-
ed to his lett without any change taking
place in Zaid himself. - But the illustrat-
ion is not at all a correct oue, for the
relation has changed, that is, that which
was on the right side is now ou the left, .
That in which no change has taken place
18- the -condition of that -relation - Zaid.
It being so, and the knowledge is -only
- the relation. itself; it is necessary -that
it should change with a change in the
thing known, as the change in the rela-
tion -of -the pillar to Zaid, for it is wow
.on the left after -being on the right.
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The view which might solve this ques-
tion is that it should be maintained that
the condition of eternal knowledge of -
existent things is quite other than the
created knowledge with regard to them.
For the existence of a thing is the cause
and means of our knowledge of it, while
the eternal knowledge is itself the cause
and .means of the existent thing. So if
a change takes place in the eternal
knowledge after the coming into being
of an existent . thing, as it does in the
created knowledge then it is involved
that the former cannot be the cause but
only . the. effeet of the existent things.
Thus it is .necessary that .there should '
be no change. in it, as there isin the
created knowledge. This mistake always
occurs by our taking eternal knowledge
to be like the created one, by an analegy
from the seen to the unseen. The .error
in this analogy has already been exposed.
Just as no change takes. place;in any .
agent. after - the creation of his act -
that. is, change ..of Rind - which .. was ot -

-
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found before - so no change in the etern-
al knowledge of God after the creation
of the thing which was in His knowledge.
So this doubt is removed. At the same
time it is not necessary for us to say
that as there is no change in eternal
knowledge, therefore, He does not know
an existent at the time of its creation,
as it is, But we must believe that He
knows not by a created but by His
eternal knowledge. For a change in
knowledge with a change of the existent
thing is a condition of the knowledge
which depends upon the existent thing,
such a knowledge being created. Thus
the relation of the etercal knowledge
with the existent things is not the same
as that of the created knowledge. It is
not that there is no connection between
them at all as some philosophers are
said to maintain, who as the people
think, say, at the time of doubt, that
God has no knowledge of particulars at
all.  But this is not as is commonly sup-

posed, They only say that He does nov
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know particulars by any created know-

ledge, one of the conditions of which is

its being created by them, by which it .
is an effect and not a cause. This. is
the last of the things about it which
must be remembered. For our reason
leads us to the fact that God is the
Knower of things, all of them emanating
from Him. This is so because He is a
knower, not because of His existence,
nor of His existence in any form, but
only because of His being a Kuower.
God has said “ Shall not He know all
things who hath created. them, since He
is the sagacious, the knowing ” 22 The
arguments also tell us that He knows

by a knowledge which may be akin to

created knowledge. So it is necessary
that there should be some other know-
ledge for the existent things - and this
is the eternal of God. Moreover, how

is it possible to suppose that the Peri-
patetic Philosophers think that the etern-
al knowledge does not include particul-

- ey

$2. Qurap 1Xvi 14,
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ars, while they say that these are &
cause of admonition to us in our dreams,
divine revelations, and other kinds of
inspiration ?

That is what we think about the
solution of the problem — a solution in
which there is no doubt or suspicion.
God is the only hclper to right judg-
nent, {and leader to truth, Peace be
upon you, and blessings of God and His
beatitude, God is the best knower of
truth: and to Him .is the return and
the refuge.




II

AN EXPOSITION OF THE METHODS OF ARGUMENTS
CONCERNING THE BELIEFS OF THE FAITH. AND
A DETERMII“IATION OF UNCERTAIN DOUBTS
AND MISLEADING INNOVATIONS IN
INTERPRETATIONS,






AN EXPOSITION OF THE METHODS OF ARGUMENTS

CONCERNING
THE BEIIEFS OF THE FAITH
AND

A DETERMINATION. OF UNCERTAIN DOUBIS
AND
MISLEADING INNOVATIONS IN INTERPRETATIONS.{

And after = Praise be to God, who
sets apart anyone whom He will for
His knowledge, rendering him fic for
understanding His Law and following
His path, informing him of the hidden
recesses of His knowledge, the real mean-
ing of His inspiration, and the purpose
of sending the Apostle to creatures, in
spite of what has becowe clear about
the doubt of the doubters among the
Prophet’s own followers, and changes of
meanings introduced by the false among

+ A translation of Al-Keshf’an Munhij 1 Addllah fi
Agaid-il Milah, we Parif me Waqa filve Wi [nsbh 8 Tw'wid
min Shubhi'l Muzighal wa Bid'ill M udillah.
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his own people. He has disclosed to
him that there are interpretations which
God and His Apostle have not ordered.
May there be the most perfect blessings
upon the Trusty of His inspiration, and
the Seal of His prophets, and upon his
family and relations,

We have already described in the
foregoing tractate the conformity of
philosophy with the Law, and its
other relations. We have said there
that the Law is of two kinds:
exoteric and esoteric. The duty of the
common people is to follow the exoteric
law; while the duty of learned men is to
follow the esoteric one. So the duty of
the common people is to follow the
meanings of the Law in their literal
sense, leaving aside every interpretation
of it. The learned men are not permit-
ted to expose their interpretations to the
common people, as Ali, ( upon whom be
peace ) has said, “ Tell the people what
they can understand. Do you wish to
give the lie to God and His Apostle ? *
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So I thought that in the present hook
I should examine the exoteric meanings’
which the Law intends the common peo-
ple to tollow, and in those, search the
real purpose of the Law-giver, ( on
whom be peace ) according to my ability
and knowledge. For the people of His
Law have been cxtremely disturbed, so
wuch so that many misguided sects and
different divisions, have been produced,
every one of which thinks that it is fol-
lowing the best Law, and that he who
disagrees is either an innovator or ap
infidel whose life and property is at stake,
All this is directly opposed to the pur-
pose of the Law-giver. Its cause lies
in the misleading things about the Law
which -have been put forward.

In our own times, there are four of
these sects which are famous. In the
first place, there is the sect of the Ashar-
ites, and these are the people who are
commonly taken to be men of Sunna.
Then there are Mutazilites, the seets of
the Batinites, ( Esoteric ), and the sect
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of the Bombasts. Every one of these
sects has its own peculiar beliefs about
God, and has turned many an exoteric
word of the Law to interpretations,
which they have applied to those beliefs.
They think that theirs was the original
Law which all the people are asked to
follow, and he who deviates from it is
either an 1nnmovator or an infidel. But
when you look into all their views and
then examine the purpose of the Law,
it would appear that a great part of
them are recent opinions and innovating
interpretations. Of them I will mention
here those indispensable beliefs in the Law,
without which Faith does not become
complete, and will search, in every one
of them, the real purpose of the Law-
giver, ( peace be upon bim, ) beyond
that which has been made the basis of the
Law, and its beliefs before the coming
into use of incorrect interpretations. I
will begin by explaining the intention
of the Law - giver as to the beliefs
which should be held by the common
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people about God, and the methods
which He adopted towards them. All
this is contained in the Divine RBook.
We will begin by an exposition of the
methods which leads to the knowledge
of the existence of the Creator, for this
is the first thing which a student ought
to know, But before this, it is necessary
that we should mention the opinions of
the well -~ known sects.

The Bombasts hold that the method
of obtaining knowledge of the existence
of the Creator is by hearing and uot by
veason, that is, the belief in His exist-
ence, the verification of which is incum-
bent upon all wen, is cnough to be
taught by the Law-giver, and believed
as an article of Faith, as 1s the case
with his teachings about the condition
of the Day of Judgment, and others
with which our reason has no power to
deal, This is obvioasly a misleading
sect, for it falls short of the purpose of
the Law, as regards the method adopted
towards all the people, leading them to

~
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the knowledge of the existence of God,
and calling them to the confession of
His belief. It is quite evident from
many verses of the Divine Book, that
in it the people have been called to
verify the existence of the Creator by
“arguments of reason which are mentioned
in it. For instance, there are the fol-
lowing verses of the Quran, “O men of
Mecea, serve your Lord who has created
you and those before you,” and “Is
there any doubt concerning God, the
Creator of heaven and earth?” and
other verses on the subject found there-
in. It is not fit for a man to say, that
if these arguments had been necessary
for believing in God — that is, had his
faith heen not completed without under-
standing them — the Prophet would not
have invited anybody to Islam without
presenting to him all these arguments,
for the Arabs already knew the exist-
ence of the Creator, so that God has
said, “If thou asketh them who has

1. Quran ii, 19. 2, Quian xiv, 11,
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created the heavens and the earth, they
will surely answer, God,”® and hence
there was no use giving arguments, It
is impossible to find a man so stupid
and dull. that he cannot understand the
argumentz advanced by Law tor the
common people, through the Prophet.
This is to say the least. If there be
found such a man, then it is his duty
to believe in God by hearing alone. So
much for the idcas of the Bombasts
about the exoterics of the Law.

The Asharites arc of opinion that the
verification  of the existence of God
cannot be attained but by reason. But
about this they have adopted a method,
which 1s not among the methods adopted
by Law, and is not mentioned iu the
Quran, nor the people invited through
it to believe. Their well-known method
is founded upon the fact that the uni-
verse is a created thing, which is itself
based upon the theory of the composi-
tion of atoms, and that the atom is a

3. Quran xxxix, 39.
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created thing, and that other bodies are
created out of it. The wmethod which
they adopt for the exposition of the
creation of an -atom, which they call
al-Jauharat vl Faridah (sole Essence),
is a misleading one even for many religious
men in the business of controversy, not
to speak of the common people. And
despite this it is a method devoid of
philesophy, and does not lead to a belief
in the existence of the Creator. For if
we suppose the universe is a created
thing, it becomes necessary, as they say,
that its Creator must also be a “Created”
object. But a doubt presents itself
about the existence of this created thing,
which is not in the power of scholastic
theology to solve. And that is this,
that we can take this thing to be neither
eternal nor created. For it we take it
as created, then it must require another
created thing, and this another, and so
on to infinity. This is impossible. On
the other hand, if we take Him as
eternal, then it is necessary that his
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action in connection with the result must
also be eternal, In this way the results
also become eternal. It is unecessary for
a created thing that its existence be
dependent upon a created action, Their
hypothesis can only be proved if they
admit that a created action can be per-
formed by an eternal ageut. For the
result of the action might be dependent
on the action of the agent. But they
do not admit it, for according to their
principles what is coeval with created
things is itself created. Moreover, if the
agent sometimes acts and at other times
remains inactive, it is necessary, that
there be a condition better applicable in
one state of things than in the other.
Then about this condition the same
question will rise, and so it will go on
till infinity. And what the Mutakallimun
say in answer to this objection that the
created action is the result of eternal
intention, does not relieve us of our
doubt or satisty our mind. For inten-
tion without action is dependent upo
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the act, and if the act is a created
thing, then it is necessary that the intent-
10u in connection with it must also be a
created thing, It makes no difference
whether we take the intention as eternal
or created, rising before the action or
with it. So we may take 1t as we like.
All the same it is necessary for them
to admit either of the three things about
the wuniverse — either a created action,
with a created intention or a ecreated
action and an cternal intention, or an
eternal action with an eternal intention,
But a created thing is impossible from
an eternal action without any expedient,
even if we admiv for their sake, that it
comes Into existence by eternal action;
and putting intention itself or the action,
connected with the act is a thing which
cannot be understood. This is supposing
an act without an agent, with a result,
without any intention. Intention is a
condition of the action and not the
action itself. Also it is necessary that
this eternal intention, should be connected
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with non-existence of a created thing,
for a period of time which s
indefinite, So if a created thing be non-
existence for an unknown period of time,
then it does not become connected with
the intention at the time of its creation,
except after the completion of a time
of which there is no limit, and that
which has no limit has no end, So it be-
comes necessary that the intention should
never take the form of action, or a time
without limit should come to an end,
which is impossible. This is the argu-
ment of the Mutakallimun, on which
they rely in proving that the revolutions
of the heavens are created. Moreover,
it is necessary that to the intention which
precedes the object, and is connected
with it, at a certain time, there should
be created in it at the time of creation
of the object a determination for doing
so. For the determination for the creat-
ion of an object cannot be found before
that time, because if at the time of
action there be found no additional
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guality in the agent, than that he had
at the time of intention, then action
from him at that time would not be
quite as necessary fromn him as inactiv-
ity. We may go on in this way, find-
ing all the obscure and intricate doubts,
from which, not to speak of the common
people, even clever men, learned in
scholastic theology, in philosophy, cannot
escape. So if the common people be
burdened with a knowledge of these
things, it would be an unbearable problem
for them.

Then again the methods adopted
by the Asharites in proving the
creation of the universe are defective
for all classes of men. The common
people, by their very nature, cannot
understand them, and they are at the
same time in no way reasonable, So
they are neither fit for the learned, nor
for the masses. We warn our readers of
them and say : The methods which they
adopt are of two kinds, One of them, the
more famous of the two and upon which a
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majority of them relies, is based upon three
premises, from which they derive the
proof for the creation of the universe,
They are: (1) that essences cannot
be separated from accidents, that is,
they cannot be devoid of them; ( 2 )
that the accidents are created things
( 8) that that which cannot be separat.
ed from a created thing is itself created,
that is, that which cannot be severed
from the created thing is itself created.
Now, if by the first premise which says
that the essences cannot be separated from
the accidents, they mean the bodies
which stand by themselves, then the
premise is correct. But if by esscnce
they mean the particle which cannot be
divided, which they call Sole Essence,
then there is doubt about it,, which is’
not easy to solve. For the existence of
an indivisible essence is not well estab-
lished in itself, and about it there are
many opposite and highly contradictory
opinions, and it is not in the power of
scholastic theology to bring truth out
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of them. That is the business of philo-
sophers who are very few in number.

The arguments which Asharites use
are for the most part exhortative. For
their famous argument on this is that
they say that our first knowledge about
a thing is, for instance, that an elephant
is bigger than an ant, for it is ac-
cepted that the former has more par-
ticles in it than the latter, If it be
so, then it is made wup of particles
and is not a eompact whole in itself.
So when the body is destroyed it
changes into particles, and  when
composed it is composed of them. Bub
this is wrong. For they have taken a
divisible quantity as a continuous one,
and then thought that that which is
applicable to the divisible is also ap-
plicable to the continuous, This is
true about numbers, that is, we say
that a certain number is more than
the other, by its containing more
particles in it, that is, more units, But
it cannot be true of a continuous quanti-
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ty, of which we say that it is bigger or
grealer., In this way everything may be
enumerated without any reference  to
its bulk at all, And the scienge of
mathematics becomes the scienoe of
number only. It is well-known that
évery bulk can be considered with re-
gard to line, surface and volume. More-
over, a continuous quantity ibis pos-
sible to cut in the middle and thus
geb two parts. But this is impossible in the
units of number, nay, it is opposed to
it.  Then, again, the body and other
particies of a continueus quantity "are
capable of being -divided. But every-
thing divisible is either divided .into
other divisible quantities, or into indi-
visible ones. 1f it is divided into indi-
vizible ones then we have found parti-
ales which aaunot be divided. And if
it is divided into other divisible parts,
then again the question arises whether
these can be divided into divisible ar
indivisible parts. So if it can be diyid-
ed a limitless number of times, there
7
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would be limitless particles in a limited
thing. But it is one of the primary
-principles of knowledge that particles in
a limited thing are limited.

Among the obscure doubte which
can be attributed to the Asharites is
the question whether if an atom is
brought into being, this is different
from creation itself, for it is one of
the accidents? When the created thing
exists the act of creation is nonexist-
ent for according to their principles,
‘the acecidents cannot be separated from
their essences, So this has compelled
them to regard creation as pertaining
to the existent things and not for it.
Then they may hbe asked ; if creation
implies the non-existence of a thing,
with what is the act of the agent con.
nected, for, according to them, there is
no mean hetween existence and non-
existence. If this be so, and, according
to them, the action of the agent is
-eonnected. neither with non existence, nor
-with that which is and nevertheles
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.brings about an existenée, it must be
connected with a middle substance.
This doubt has compelled the Mutazi-
lites to say that there is a substance,
even in non-existence, which they "call
Matter or First Element. They should
admit that that which is non-existent
can be made existent by action. Both
of these sects must also adniit :the
existence of a void, These are questions,
which as you see, cannot be solved by
dogmatics. Thus, it is clear that such a
method cannot be made a basis of the
knowledge of God, especially for the
masses. We will shortly describe a
clearer method of knowing God,

- Now as to the second premise,
according to which it is said that all the
accidents are created things:—This is a
premise concerning which there . are
doubts, and its meaning is as hidden as
the soul. in a body. For we have
observed many bodies to be created and
such is also the case with some accidents.
So there is no difference.in transferring



100 AVERROES

-an observed object to the invisible, in
both the cases, For if it is necessary,
-with regard to accidents, to apply what
applies of the visible things to the
invisible, that is, if we should suppose a
thing which we have not seen, so
created, by the analogy of that which
we have observed, then we should also
apply it to the essences. Thus we can
become quite careless of proving the
oreation of accidents, as distinet from
that of essences. The creation of the
accidents of the heavenly bodies is
extremely doubtful to the observer just
a8 there is doubt in their essential
creation, For the creation of their ac-
cidents is never perceived. So it is neces-
sary that e should clearly observe them.
This is the method which surely and
certainly leads pious people to the know-
ledge of God. This is the method of
the chosen men, and that with which
God has particularly blessed the prophet
Abraham, He says: “ And thus did
Wp {show funto [Abraham the kingdom
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of heaven and eaith, that he might be-
come of those who firmly believe.”s For
the whole doubt concerns the heavenly
bodies themselves. Many controversial-
ists have stopped here and believed that
these are so many gods. -
Again, time is one of the accidents,
the creation of which it is mlpossxblc
to imagine, for it is necessary that the
non-existence of a thing be preceded by
time. But in this caseit cannot be imagined
that the non-existence of a thing can be
preceded by itself, except by accepting tiine
as existent. So also it is difficult to ima-
gine the creation of the spaece in which
the universe is, for every existent thing
occupies a former space. For if it is a
void, as is the opinion of those who
think that the void itself is space, its
creation also, if we suppose itto be ereat-
ed, must been have preceded by ancther
void, And if the space be a tangible
body, as is the opinion of another greup, .
thea it showld be contained in another
6. Quran viy 75.
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body, which would require another, and
so on without limit, These are all
obscure problems and the arguments
which are brought to disprove the etern-
ity of the accidents, are necessary for
one who believes in the eternity of
those accidents which can be perceived ;
that is, one who asserts that not all
the accidents are created. For they say
that the accidents which can be perceived
by the senses are created things. If
they are not created, then they will
move from one place to another, or will
be latent in the place in which they are
to appear, before they make their
appearance. Then they disprove both
of these arguments, and think that they
have established that all the accidénts
are created things, But it has become
apparent from what they have said, that
the apparently created portions of the
accidents are created, not those whose
creation is not apparent, nor those In
whose case there is doubt, such as the
accidents which are in the heavenly
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bodies, in their movement, in their shape,
ete,, etc. So their arguments about the
creation of all accidents, can be inter-
preted by the analogy of the visible to
the iovisible. This is an exhortative
argument, except 1In the suggestion of
reasonable arguments which  depend
here on the certainty of the similarity
of the character of the visible and the
invisible.

The third premise which says, that
that which cannot be separated from a
created thing is itself created, is equivo-
cal, for it can be understood in two
ways : the thing which cannot be sepa-
rated from the class of created things;
but can be removed from its units; and
that which cannot be separated from
any one of the things in question, as if
one were to say, “ That which cannot
be separated from this blackness in" ques-
tion. ” The second meaning is the cor-
rect one, that is it cannot be separated
from a certain accident, which is created,
for it is absolutely wnecessary that it
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should also be a created thing. For it
it be eternal it becomes devoid of that
accident, from which we suppose that
it cannot separate. This separation is
impossible. The first explanation, and
that is which they mean, does not necess-
arily involve the creation of place,
that is, that which is not separated from
the class of created things. For it is
possible to imagine a single place, that
is, a body upon which follow accidents
without limit, either opposed to one
another or otherwise, as you were to
say, movements without limit. Such is
the opinion of many ancient philosophers
about the universe, that it is made little
by little. This is why, when tho Muta-
kallimun saw the weakness of this prem-
ise, they resolved to make it strong
and seeure, by making it clear, that ac-
cording to them, limitless accidents can-
not follow upon a single point, For
they maintain that on this occasion it
is necessary thab there cannot be found
any other accident, except that there be
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an unlimited number of accidents before
it at the place in question. This belps
them to the impossibility ot their pre-
sence, for it is necessary that 1t should
not be there, except after the completion -
of an urlimited number. As’ the limit-
less never c¢nds, it follows that the
thing which we have supposed should
not be there, For instance, consider the
movement of the heavenly bodies, as we
know them today. If there were
before it limitless movements, then it is '
inevitable that this particular movement
should not occur. They give the exam-
ple of a man, who said to another, “ I
will not, give you this dinar, till T have
given you before it a limitless number
of dinars. ” By this it is not possible
for him to give the dinar in question at
all. But this example is not-a correct.
one. For in it there is a primary object,
then a limit, and then another object
between them. which is without limit.
For he has said it in a limited time,
So he has stipulated that he would give
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the dinar between the time in which he
is, and the time of which he speaks,
between which there is a time without
limit. This is the period in which he
would give him the dinars without limit,
which is impossible. So it is quite
clear that this example does not illustrate
the object for which it is given. Their
opinion that the existence of a thing
which is found after limitless things, is
impossible, is not correct in all the cases,
For the things which happen one after
another are of two kinds : “hose which
come to pass in cycles, and those which
occur in order and arrangement. The
- things which occur in cycles are neces-
sarily unlimited, except that something
may interfere to prevent them. For
instance if the sun rises therc must be
its setting; if there is a setting then it
must rise, and ir it rise it must have
risen before. In the same way, if there
are clouds therc must be vapours rising
from the earth; if there rise vapours
from the earth, then it must be wet, if
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the earth i1s wet, there must have been
rain, and‘if there was rain there must
have been clouds, and if thus there were
clouds there wmust similarly have been
clouds before them. Again among those
things which happen by order, is, for
instance, the creation of man from man,
and of that man from another, If this
happens by essence then it can be taken
as limitless, for which the first lmk 1s
not found, the last also cannot be ascer-
tained. If this is by accident, as for
instance, if man be really made by some
one other than man, who must be his
father, then the position of his father
would be the same az that of an instru-
ment in the hands of a maker. So it
is not possible to find an ageunt doing
Hmitless actions, with countless different
instruments, All these views are not clear
in this connection. We have mentioned
them here, that it may become known,
that the arguments which these people
advance are no arguments at all, nor are
they reasonings fit for the masses, that is,
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open and clear arguwents which God
has imposed upon all his creatures for
the sake of belicf. It must now have
become clear to you that this method
is neither philosophical nor according
to Law.

The other method is that which Abul
Maali has deduced and described in one
of his tractates known as Nizamiyyah.
He bas based it upon two premises : in
the first place, that the universe and all
that it contains may be conceived as
other than what it really is. It may be
quite consistent, for instance, if it may
be imagined smaller than it is, or bigger,
or of some other shape than it really
has or having more bodies in number
than it really contains or the movements
which are made in it may go in the
opposite direction from that which they
take now. This may be so much so
that it may become possible that a stone
should go upwards, and fire downwards,
or that the movement starting i the
east should start in the west, or the
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western from the eastern. The second
premise is that every transient thing is
created, and for it there is a creator;
that is, an agent who made it in this
way better than in any other.

The first premise is exhortative and
very elementary. Its fallacy is quite
apparent with regard to some aspects of
the universe — for instance, the exist-
ence of man in some other form than he
now possesses; while in some others there
is doubt — for ipstance, whether the
movement from the east might change
to one from the west and wice versa, for
this is not known in itself. It is possi
ble that for this there may be a cause
the existence of which is not evident, or
it may be one of those causes which are
hidden from man, It is possible that
whatever of these things a man sees, is
like one seeing for the first time things
of the manufacture of which he is ignor-
ant. For such a man may think that
all or parts of the thing may possibly
be made in just the opposite fashion
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from that in which they really are made;
and still in spite of this idea the same
work may be obtained from them for
which they were made. In this case
there would be no art in them. But its
maker, and one who is associated with
the maker in some of his knowledge,
know that the whole thing is just the
opposite of what that man has seen;
and that therc is nothing in it but
that which is absolutely necessary, or
the existence of which makes 1t more
perfect and complete, though outwardly
it may not seem quite necessary in it
It is quite clear that this manufactured
thing, may in this connection, be taken
as an illustration of God’s Creation —
praised be its Great Creator.

This premise in being exhortative
might be fit for all, but being urtrue
and falsifying the wisdom of the Creator,
is not fit for any, It falsifies philosophy,
because philosophy is nothing else but
the knowledge of the causes ot things.
If there be no necessary causes for a
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thing, which make its existence necessary
in the form in which it exists, then
there is no particular knowledge which
may be attributed to the wise Creator.
Just as if there had not been some
necessary causes for the existence of
any manufactured thing, there would
have been no art at all, and no wisdom
by which its maker might -be praised,
and which might not be found in any
man other than the maker. Where
would be found any wisdom in a man,
if he could perform all his actions by
any wmember of his body, or without any
member at all, so much so that he could
see with his ears, as he could see with
his eyes, or smell with his cyes as he
could with his nose, This is all only
falsifying philosophy, and the meauning
for which God has called himself Wise
(Hakim) — High and Holy be his name
from such imputations. We find that
Avicenna has also adopted this doctrine,
for many reasons. He says that -every-
thing, except the maker, when' taken
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-by itself, may -ecither be possible or
allowable. Of the latter ~ that is, things
allowable, there are two kinds: One
is allowable as regards its maker, the
other is necessary as regards the
"maker ; and possible as regards its
essence, The only thing which is neces:
sary, according to all reasons, is the
first maker. This opinion is extremely
incorrect. IBecause that which is possi-
ble in itself and its essence, will not
possibly turn a necessity beyond its
maker, but by a change of the possible
nature into a necessary one. If it be
sald that by these words he means
“ Possible with regard to itself”, that
is, when the maker arises it will rise
also, then we would say that this rising
is impossible. But this is not the place
to discuss the wmatter with this man.
We ventured to talk of him, because of
the many views which he has imvented.
Now we would return to our former
theme. The second premise, which says
that every transient thing is created, is
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not in itself obvious, The philosophers
have differed about it, Plato allows
that the apparently transient thing
may be eternal, while Aristotle denies
it. It is a very intricate matter, and
cannot be made clear except to the
philosophers, that is, learned men, whom
God has set apart for His knowledge,
and has in His Book, coupled their
witness with that of Himself and His
angels.

Abul Maali has tried to make the
premise clear by some other premises.
First, that there should be something
unique in every transient thing, which
may make it more preferable by one of
the two qualities. Second, that this
particular thing cannot be any other
than that intended. Third, that the
thing which exists by intention is created.
Then he says that a transient thing comes
into existence by our intention, that is
it is produeed by previous volition. For
all the actions are performed either by
nature or by intention. And nature is

8
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not one of the passing things which are
alike, that 1is, itnot only creates the
dissimilar but does the both, For instance,
sea—anemone will absorb the yellow
lob in the right side of the body and
not in the left. But intention is the
thing which is particularly applicable to
a thing opposed to its like, Then he
adds that the universe is like its creat-
jon and exists in the position in the
atmosphere where it was made. By the
void he means another void in which
the world was made. So he concluded
that the universe was made by intention.
The premise which says that it is intent-
ion which fixes the shape of a thing,
is correct, but thatuniverse is surrounded
by a void is wrong, or at least not clear.
Then again according to their notions,
his act of placing the void is bad. That
is, it must be eternal, otherwise it would
require another void for it, The premise
saying that in this connection intention
is nothing but a created thing is not
clear, For the intention of an action is
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connected with the desired act itself, for
it is one of its adjuncts. And it is clear
that when one adjunct is found with
"the action the other must be there, for
example the father and the son. If one
be found potentially the other must also
be so., Hence if the intention of the
action is created, then necessarily the
desired act must also be created. If the
intention of the action be eternal, then
the thing desired by that action must
also be eternal. The intention which
precedes the intended object, is said to
be a potential intention only; that is,
the intention which has not yet brought
its intended object into being. This is
quite clear, for when the intended object
has appeared, then it becomes an exist-
ent thing, which it was not before the
appearance of the intended object in
action. When this becomes the cause
of the creation of an intended thing,
only by means of action, then, if the
Mutakallimun assert that intention is
created, it becomes clear that the intend-
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ed object must also be created. From
the Law it is clear that there is no need
to go so deeply into the problem as
far as the masses are concerned. So it
bas not mentioned any eternal or created
intention, but has only sald that it
exists and the things are created. So
God says: — “Verily, Our speech upon
anything when We will the same is, that
We only say unto it, Be; and it is.”¢
This has been so because the masses
cannot understand the idea of created
things from an eternal intention, But
the fact is that the Law has not men-
tioned whether the intention is created
or eternal, this being a doubtful thing
for many people. The Mutakallimun
bave also no certain argument to advance
for providing the possibility of a created
intention for creation. For the principle
with which they maintain their position
for negating the existence of intention
as eterpal, is the premise which we have
already mentioned, that is, the thing

——

6. Quran xvi, 42,

-
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which cannot be separated from the
created thing 1s itself created. We will
mention this again wheun talking of
intention,

From the foregoing it has become
clear that the well-known methods
adopted by Asharites for the knowledge
of God are certain ueither philoscphi-
cal, nor by Law. This would be quite
clear to anyone who would look -closely
into the kind of arguments advanced in
the Divine Book about the knowledge of
the existence of the Creator. For if
you look closcly into this matter you
will find that the arguments comprise
both qualities, those of being certain
and at the same time clear, without
being complex, that is, they have few
premises.

As to the Sufis their method in
theorising is not a philosophical method
— that is, made up of a number of pre-
mises, and syllogisms. They maintain
that the knowledge of God, or of any-
thing existent, is found in our own
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hearts, after its detachment from all
pbysical desires, and concentration of
mind upon the desired object. In support
of their principle they bring many an
argument from the exoteric side of Law.
For iostance they quote the Divine
words, “ And fear God, and God will
instruct you,”? and, ¢ Whoever do their
best endeavour to prompt our true
religion, We will direct them unto Our
ways ;% and again, “ If ye fear God, He
will grant you a distinction,”® and many
other verses of this kind which are
considered to be helpful for their pur-
pose. We say that this method, if we
suppose it to be real, is not meant for
all people. Had this method been
satisfactory for all people then the philo-
" sophical method would have been quite
futile, and its existence among the
people would have been useless, and with
it the existence of the Quran. For that
always invites us to theorising, judging,
and admonishing by way of philosophy.

7. Quran ii, 282, 8, Quran xxix, 69. 9, Quran viii, 29.



RELIGION AND PHILOBOPHY 118

We of course do mnot deny that the
control of physical desires is a condition
for healthy thinking, as physical health
i1s one of its conditions, For the control
of desires is profitable in acquiring know-
ledge by itself, if it be made a condition
for it, just as health is a condition for
education, though it is not very useful
for it. That is why our Law has invited
all of us to this method and has insisted
upon it, that is, for work, not that it is
sufficient in itself, as these people think,
but that it is useful for thinking as we
have already described. This would be
quite clear to any one who cares to
porder and think over it.

As to the Mutazilites — their books
have not reached us in sufficient number
in this Peninsula (Spain) that we may
be able to form a fair estimate of the
method which they have adopted in this
matter, But it seems that their methods
are like those of the Asharites.

If now that it is clear that none of
these methods are in accordance with
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that by which the Law invites all the
people, according to the difference in
their dispositions, to a confession of the
existence of God, it may be asked:
What is that method which the Law
has laid down in the Divine Book, and
upon which the Companions of the
Prophet depended? We would say that
the method which the Divine Book has
adopted, and by which it has invited all
to believe, 1s, when thoroughly invest-
igated from the Quran, dependent upon
two principles. The one is a knowledge
of God’s solicitude for man, and the
creation of everything for his sake. We
would call this the argument of solicit-
‘ude. The second is the creation of the
essences of the existent things, as for
example, the creation of life in the
minerals, and feeling and intelligence.
“We would call this method the ¢ argu-
‘ment of creation.,” The first method -is
founded upon two principles: first that
- all the existent things suit man ; secondly,
‘that this suitability must have existed
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in the mind of the Maker before He
intended to make the object in question,
for it cannot be obtained by chance
alone. Now their suitability for the.
existence of man can be easily ascertain-
ed by the suitability of day and night,
sun and wmoon, for the existence of man.
Such is also the case with the suitability
of the four seasons, and of the place in
which he lives, that is, the earth. It is
also apparent with respect to animals,
vegetables, and minerals; and many
other things, such as rain, rivers, seas,
the whole of the carth, water, fire and
air. It is also evident from the different’
members of his body, on account of their
suitability for the preservation of his
life and existence. On the whole, a
knowledge of the benefit derived from
all the existent things may be included
in it. So it is necessary for a man who
wants to know od perfectly, to investi-
gate the benefits derived from existent
things, In the argument of creation is
included - the existence of the animal
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world, the plant world, and the heavens,
This method is again based upon two
principles, which can be found out by
every man by his very nature. The one
is that all things have been made and
created. This is quite clear in itself,
in the case of animals and plants, as
God has said, ““ Verily the idols which
ye invoke, beside God, can never create
a single fly, though they may all assem-
ble for that purpose.”® We see an
inorganic substance and then there 1is
life in it. So we know for certain, that
there is an inventor and bestower of
life, and He is God. Of the heavens we
" know by their movements, which never
become slackened, that they work for
our benefit by divine solicitude, and are
subordinate to our welfare, Such an
appointed and subordinate object is
always created for some purpose, The
second principle is that for every created
thing there is a creator. So it is right
to say from the two foregoing principles

10. Quran xxii, 72,
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that for every existent thing there is an
inventor. There are many arguments,
according to the number of the created
things, which can be advanced to prove
this premise. Thus it is necessary for
one who wants to know God as He
ought to be known, to acquaint himself
with the essence of things, so that he
may get information about the creation
of all things. For who cannot under--
stand the real substance and purpose of
a thing, canvot understand the minor
meaning of its creation, It is to this
that God refers in the following verse,
“Qr do they not contemplate the heaven
and the earth, and the things which
God has created?”!  And so a man who
would follow the purpose of philosophy
in investigating the existence of things,
that is, would try to know the cause
which led to its creatior, and the purpose
of it would know the argument of kind-
ness most perfectly. These two argu.
ments are those adopted by Law.

11. Quran vii, 184,
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The verses of the Quran leading to
a knowledge of the existence of God
are dependent only on the two foregoing
arguments. It will be quite clear to
anyone who will examine closely the
verses, which occur in the Divine Book
in this connection. These, when inves-
tigated, will be found to be of three
kinds : either they are verses showing
the “ arguments of kindness, ” or those
wentioning the “ arguments of creation,”
or,-those which include both the kinds
of arguments. The following verses may
be taken as illustrating the argument of
kinduess. “ Have we not made the earth
for a bed, and the mountains for stakes
to find the same ? And have we not
.created you of two sexes ; and appointed
your sleep for rest; and made the night
a garment to cover you; and destined
the day to the gaining of your livelihood
apd built over you seven solid heavens;
and placed therein a burning lamp ?
And do we not send down from the
clouds pressing forth rain, water pourmfr
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down in abundance, that we may thereby
produce corn, and herbs, and gardens
planted thick with trees ?!2 and, “Blessed
be He Who hath placed the twelve signs
in the heavens; hath placed therein a
lamp by day, and the moon which shineth
by night; 3 and again, “ Liet man
consider his food. ”1* The following
verses refer to the argument of invention,
“Liet man consider, therefore of what
he is created. He is created of the seed
poured forth, issuing from the loins,
and the breast bones; 15 and, « Do they
not consider the camels, how they are
created; the heaven, how it is raised;
the mountains, how they are fixed; the
earth how it is extended; 18 and again,
“ O man, a parable is propounded unto
you; wherefore hearken unto it. Verily
the idols which they invoke, besides God,
can never create a single fly, though
they may all assemble for the pur-

12, Quran Ixxvii, 6-16 18. Quran xxv, 62,
14, Quran lxxx, 24. 15, Quran 1xxXvi, 6,
U Quran Ixxxviil, 17,
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pose, "7 Then we may point to the story
of Abraham, referred to in the following
verse, “I dircct my face unto Him Who
hath created heaven and earth; I am
orthodox, and not of the idolators, 18
There may be quoted many verses referr-
ing to this argument. The verses com-
prising. both the arguments are also
many, for instance, “ O men, of Mecca,
serve your Lord, Who has created you,
and those who have been before you :
peradventure you will fear Him; Who
hath spread the earth as a bed for you,
and the heaven as a covering, and hath
caused water to descend from heaven,
and thereby produced fruits for your
sustenance. Set not up, therefore, any
equals unto God, against your own know
ledge. ”1® His words, * Who hath creat
ed you, and those who have been before
you, ” lead us to the argument of crea-
tion; while the words, * who has spread

17. Quran xxii, 78. 18. Quran vi, 79. The story
referred to will be found in the preceding verseg,

19. Quran i, 19,
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the earth ” refer to the argument of
divine solicitude for man. Of this kind
alsc are the following verses of the
Quran, “ One sign of the resurrection
unto them is the dead earth; We quicken
the same by rain, and produce there-
from, various sorts of grain, of which
they eat; "2 and, *“ Now in the creation
of heaven and earth, and the vicissitudes
of night and day are signs unto those
who are endowed with understanding,
who remember God standing, and sitting,
and lying on their sides; and meditate
on the creation of heaven and earth,
saying O Lord, Thou hast not created this
in vain, for be it from Thee, therefore
deliver us from the torment of hell fire, »’2!
Many verses of this kind cowmprise both
the kinds of arguments.

This method is the right path by
which God has invited men to a know-
ledge of His existence, and informed
them of it through the intelligence which
He has implanted in their nature. The

20. Quran xxxvi, 88 21. Quran iii, 188,
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following verse refers to this fixed and
innate fature of man, “ And when the
Lord drew forth their posterity from the
loing of the sons of Adam, and took
them witness against themselves, Am
I not your Lord ? They answered, Yea,
we do bear witness. ”%22  So it is incum-
bent for one who intends to obey God,
and follow the injunction of His Pro-
phet, that he should adopt this method,
thus making himself one of those
learned men who bear witness to the
divinity of God, with His own witness,
and that of His angels, as He says,
“ God hath borne witness, that there
is no God but He, and the angels, and
those who are endowed with wisdom
profess the same; who executeth right-
eousness ; there is no God but He; the
Mighty, the Wise.”28 Among the argu-
ments for both of themselves is the
praise which God refers to in the follow-
{ing verse, * Neither is there any thing
‘which doth not celebrate his praise; but
22, Quran vij, 171, 28. Quran, iii, 16, -
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ye understand no their celebration
thereof.”2+

It ie evident from the above argu-
ments for the existence of God that
they are dependent upon two categories
of reasoning. It is also clear that both
of thesg methods are meant for partien-
lar people; that is, the learned. Now
as to the method for the masses. The
difference between the two lies only in
details. The masses cannot understand
the two above mentioned arguments but
only what they can grasp by their
senses ; while the learned men can go
further, and learn by veasoning also,
besides learning by seuse.  They haye
gone so far that a learned man has said,
that the benefits the learned men derive
from the knowledge of the members of
human gnd animal body are & thousand
and one, If this be so, then thisjs the
method which is taught both by Law
and by Nature. It is the method which
was preached by the Prophet and the

34. Qurap, xvii,; 46,
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divine books, The learned men do noc
wmention these two lines of reasonings to
the masses, not because of their number,
but because of a want of depth of learn-
ing on their part about the knowledge
of a single thing only. The example
of the common people, considering and
pondering over the universe, is like a man
who looks into a thing, the manufacture
" of which he does not know. For all
that such a man can know about it is
that it has been made, and that there
must be a maker of it. But, on the
other hand the learned look into the
universe, just as a man knowing the art
would do; try to understand the real
purpose of it. So it is quite clear that
their knowledge about the Maker, as
" the maker of the universe, would be far
better than that of the man who only
knows it as made, The atheists, who
deny the Creator altogether, are like
men who can see and feel the created
things, but would not acknowledge any
' Creator for them, but would attribute
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all to chance alone, and that they come
into being by themselves.

OF THE UNITY OF GOD

Now then if thisis the method adopt-
ed by the Law, it may be asked : What
is the way of proving the unity of God
by means of the Law; that is, the
knowledge of the religious formula that
“ there is no god, but God. " The
negation contained in it is an addition
to the affirmative, which the formula
contains, while the affirmative has
already been proved. What is the pur-
pose of this negation 2 We would say
that the method, adopted by the Law,
of denying divinity to all but God is
according to the ordinance of God in
the Quran, contained in the following
three verses. First, * If there were
either in heaven or on earth gods be-
side God, verily both would be corrupt-
ed, 7  Secondly, “ God has not begot-

ten issue; neither is there any other

$6. Quran xxij, $2.



183 AVERROES

God with him; otherwise cvery other
(God would surely take away that which
he has created; and some of them had
enabled themselves over the others. Far
be it that from God, which they affirm
of Him, ™26 Thirdly, * Say, unto the
idolators, if there were gods with Him,
as ye say, they would surely seek an
ocoasion of making some attempt against
the possessor of the Throne. 27 The
argument contained in the first verse
is implanted in our dispositions by our
very nature. For it is well - known that
if there be two kings, and the orders of
the one be as effectual as those of the
other, it is not possible to have even a
single city under their guidance. It is
.impossible to have one action of a single
kind from two actors. So it is necessary
that, if both of them begin work at the
same time, the city would be ruined,
except in the case that one should work
and the other remain inactive, This is
against our conception of divinity, For

26, Quran xxiii, 93, 27, Quran xvii, 44,
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when the two actions of the same kind
are gathered upon a single object, then
that object must necessarily be destroyed.
This 1s the meaning of the verse, « Tf
there were either in the heaven or
on earth gods besides God, both would

”»

be corrupted. The verse, “ Rvery god
has surely taken away that which he
had created. ” has been revealed 1n
refutation of the argument of those who
believe in many gods, entrusted with
different works, For in this case it becomes
incumbent that the gods doing differ-
ent works be independent of one another,
and that they should not be existent at
one and the same time. DBut as the
world i1s one it is necessary that there
be not in it gods with different duties,
The third verse, “ Say unto the idolatcrs
if there were gods with him, as ye say,
they would surely seek an occasion
of making some attempt against the
Possessor of the Throne, ” is like the
first, an argument to prove the impossi-
bility of the existence of two gods,
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whose duties are the same. This verse
means that had there been in the world
any other god, but the present one, able
to create the world and those in 1t, so
that his relation to it be that of a creat-
or, then he must live with God on the
Throne. Thus there would be found
two existent things of the same kind in
a single place. But this is impossible.
For when the relation is one, the related
must also be one, that is, they cannot
be gathered in a single place as they
cannot live in it. The relation of God
to the Throne is just its opposite: the
Throne exists for Him, and not He for
the Throne. That is what God has said,
¢ His Throne is extended over heaven
and earth, and the preservation of them
is no burden unto him. 28 This is the
argument by nature or by Law for prov-
ing the unity of God. The difference
between the learned and the masses is
that the learned know more about the
creation of the world, and the purpose

28, Quran 11, 356.
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of its different parts, like a singie body,
than the common people. It is to this
that the latter part of the verse refers,
“ God forbid ! and far, very far, be that
which they utter ! The seven heavens
praise him, and the carth, and all who
arc therein : mneither is there anything
which doth not celebrate His praise; but
ye understand not their celebration there
of: He- is gracious and wmerciful. »29
The argument which the Asharites deduce
from this verse, calling 1t the ‘“ argu-
ment of impossibility, ** is neither in
accordance with natural nor legal argu-
ments, It s not In accordan e with
nature, because what they say is without
any proof at all; while it is insufficient
by Law, because the cowmmon people
cannot understand it, not to speak of
their being satisfied with it. They say,
that if there be two gods, then it s
more probable that they would differ.
If this were to happen, then there
would be one of the following three

29, Quran xvii, 45, 46,
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cases, there being no fourth alternative.
Either the desire of both of them would
be accomplished, or the desire of neither
wouid not. They say that it is impos-
sible that the desire of neither of them
be accomplished, but if it be so then
the universe would neither be existent
nor non-existent. If the desire of both
of them be accomplished, then the uni-
verse would be both existent and non-
existent at the same time. So there
remains no alternative but that the
desire of one be accomplished, the other’s
remaining unfulfilled. So one whose
desire remains unfulfilled 1s helpless, and
the helpless cannot be a God. The
weakness of this argument is that as 1t
is. possible to suppose that they differ,
it is just as possible to presume that
they agree, a fact more becoming to the
gods than difference of opinion. If they
agree about the creation of the world,
they would be like two craftsmen agreed
upen, making something., If it be so
then it must be said that their actions



RELIGION AND PHILOSOPHY 137

help them to work and live in a single
place, except that sume one way say,
that perhaps one would do one thing and
the other quite another thing, or per-
haps they would work by turus, Bat
this 1s an objection which cannot be
advanced by the masses. But if any
sceptic controvertialist were to advance
it, he may be told that one who has
power to create one thing has power to
create the whole. So now again it
comes to the same thing, whether they
agrec or not, and how can they help
cach other 1n work ¢ As to working by
turn, it would be a defect in both
of them. It is more probable that if
there be two gods, there must be two
universes.. But as the universe 1is one,
its Maker must also- be one, for a single
work can only be done by one maker.
So it is not necessary that we should
understand the verse of God, ¢ and some
of them had enabled themselves over the
other, ” as pointing to disagreement
alone, but it may be taken as true even
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in the case of argument, for this also
leads to the same result as disagreement
would do. Here lies the difference be-
tween us and the Mutakallimun, about
the meaning of this verse, though Abul
Maali has said something almost express-
ing our own views, By the foregoing you
would understand that the argument
which the Mutakallimun have deduced
from this verse is not the one which 1t
really contains, The impossibility to
which their argument leads is not one
which should be deduced from the verse
in question, The nnpossibility which is
deduced from the argument which they
think is contained in the verse, 1s more
than one impossibility, by their dividiug
it into three parts, while there is no
division in the verse itself. So the
argument which they use is the one which
is known to the logicians as disjunctive
syllogism, and is known in their science
as definition and division. But the
argument contained in the verse is one
which is known in logic as hypothetical
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syllogism, whicl is quite different from dis-
junctive syllogism. Any one whoe would look
most cuisorily into this science would
know the difference between the two.
Then, again, the impossibility which
their argumeunt points out is not that to
which the argument of the Book leads.
They say that universe will either be
neither existent nor non-existent, or it
will be existent and non-existent at the
same time, or its god would be a help-
less and weak god. These are impos-
sible forever, because of the impossibility -
of wore than oune, The impossibility
which the verse refers to, is not so for
ever, for in it it depends upon a certain
period of time, that is when the uni-
verse is found corrupted at the time of
its existence. - For he says * If there
be any other god but God, ” the uni-
verse would be found corrupted. Then he
has made an exception that it is not
corrupted, and hence there must not be
more than one God. So now it has
become quite clear that this is the mete
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hod by which God- bas invited the
people to believe in His existence, and
negate -the divinity of all but Him.
These arc the two propositions which
are contained in the article of Faith,
“ There are no gods but He. ” So
one who thinks over these two proposi-
tions, and believes in them by the met-
hod which we have pointed out, is a
Muslim in reality, with a belief which
is truly Islamic. But he whose belief
is not based upon these arguments,
though he confesses the article, he 1s a
Muslim with the other Muslims, ouly
on account of the similarity of names,

ON DIVINE ATTRIBUTES

The attributes which the Divine Book
has assigned to the Creator and Maker
 of the universe, are only the perfect
- forms of those which are found in man,
and these are seven in number: Know-
ledge, life, power, volition, hearing, seeing
and talking.

Now as to knowledge, God in his
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Divine Book has =said the following
« Shall he not know all things who has
created them ? "3 The argument con-
tained in this verse is that a created
thing always shows, by the arrangement
which it possesses, —its different parts
being made for the sake of one another
for the benefit intended to be derived
from that thing, — that its maker is not
nature only, but it must have been made-
by one who has arranged all for the end
in view. So he must have a knowledge
of it, For instance, when a man looks
at a house he knows that the founda-
tion was laid for the sake of the walls,
and the walls have been raised for the
roof. So it becomes clear to him that
the house must have been built by a
man knowing the art of building.

This quality is eternal, for it is not
fitting that God should possess it for
a time only, But we should not go
down deep into this matter, and should-
not say, like the Mutakallimun, that He

30, Quran Ixxvij, 14,
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knows the created things at the time of
their creation, by His eternal knowledge,
for then it becomes necessary that the
knowledge of the created thinz at the
time of its non-existence be the same
which is absurd, when knowledge is said
to be dependent upon the existent things,
As an existent thing is sometimes 'an
action, and sometimes only a potentiality,
it i necessary that the knowledge of
the two existence be different, as
its time of being in potentiality is quite
different from the time of its being in
actior. But this the TLaw does not
explain. On the other hand it main-
tains quite an opposite position : that
God knows the created thing at the
time of its creation, as He has said,
« There falleth no leaf, but He knoweth
it; neither is there a single grain in the
dark parts of the earth; neither a green
thing, nor a dry thing, but it is written
in the perspicuous book. 31 So it is
necessary that we should lay down in

31, Qupan vi, 3.



RELIGION AND PHILOSOPHY 143

Law that He knows a thing before it
comes into being ; knows a thing when’
it is, and not when it should have been;
and knows when a thing has been de-
stroyed at the time of its destruction,
This is what the injunctions of the Law
establish. It has been so because the
masses cannot understand the universe
through visible things, except in this
way, The Mutakalimun have wo argu-
ment to advance against it, except that
they say that the knowledge which
changes with a change in the existent
thing is itself created, while with Ghbd
nothing created can be attached, They
say so because they think that that
which cannot be separated from the
created thing is itself created. But we
have already exposed the fallacy of this
argument. So it is established by the
rules described, and it should not be
said that he knows the creation of the
created, and the corruption of the cor-
rupted things, neither by cueated nor
by eternal knowledge, This is an in-
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novation in Islam, “ And is thy Lord
forgetful of thee ? 32

The attribute of life is quite evident
from the awribute of Knowledge, For
our observation shows that one of the
conditions of knowledge is life. Accord-
ing to the Mutakallimun the conditions
of an observed object can be applied to
the unseen, What they have said about
thisis quite true,

The attribute of volition needs no
proof, because it is one of the conditions
of bringing #brth a thing, that its maker
must intend it, Such is also the case
with power: He must possess power.
But to say that He intended created
things by eternal intention is innovation
in religion, which was not known to the
learned in Law, and cannot satisfy the
masses who have reached the stage of
dogmatics. We should say that He
intends making a thing at the time of
_its creation, but does not intend at the
time of its non - existence. So God

82, Quran xix, 65,
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says: “ Verily our speech unto anything
when we will the same is that we say uato
it, Be; and it is.”3 For, as we have said,
the common people are never compelled to
adyance the argument that He intends
doing a thing by ecternal intention, bat,
as the Mutakallimun have sajd, that
that by which the created things exist,
is itself crented.

Now if it be asked, how the attribute
of Speech be assigned to and proved in
God, we would say that it ean be ascrib-
ed to him on account of the attributes
of Knowledge and Power of ereation,
For speech is nothing more than acf
on the part of the speaker to show to
the one addressed the knowledge which
he has, or to disclose to him the know-
ledge which is in him. This is one of
the actions of the maker. And. when
that created thing, which is really a
creator, man, has power oser this faculty,
becapse he kunows aud is powerful, how
befitting it is that it should be found

83 Quran xvi, 42,
10
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in the real Creator. There is another
condition for this action, among the
things' which we can observe, and that
is' that which must be the means of per-
forming it: words, This being so, it becomes
necessary that that action should be per-
formed by God in the heart of somebody;
His chosen servant, It is not nccess-
ary that it should always be through
the medium of words, and so ereated.
But it may happen either through an
angel ; or through divine inspiration,
that is without the medium of words
which He may create, but through-an
act to the hearer, which discloses to him
the true nature of the thing meant, or
throungh words which He may ereate in
the ears of him who has been specialised
to hear His words. It is to these three
methods that - the verse of the Quran
refers, “- It- is not fit for a man that-
God should speak unto him othérwise’
than by private revelation, or from
behind a - veil, or by sending a messehger
to reveal, by His permission, that which
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He pleaseth,”3* So revelation is the
disclosure of the intended secrets to the
inspired person without the medium of
words which He created, but through
an action done on the mind of the one
addressed. So God says, ** Afterwards He
approached the Prophet and drew unto
him; until He¢ was at the distance of
two bows length from him or yet nearer;
and He revealed unto His servant that
which He revealed. 73 The speech from?
behind the veil is one which is performed
through the medium of words. This is?
the real speech, and that is the one’
which God specially bestowed upon
Moses, and so He has said, ©“ And God
spake unto Moses, discoursing with him.’*3
Now as to his words, “ or by sending
a messenger to reveal,” this is the
third kind mentioned above, that is,
through the medium of some angels..
Sometimes God speaks to the learned.
men, who are the successors of the
prophets, by disclosing arguments to

34, Quran xlii, 50, 3b. Quran liii, 8, 10. 86, Quran iv, 162, .
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them, On account of these causes it is
true, when the learned men say, that
the Quran is the speech of God It
has now become clear to you that the
Quran, which is the speech of God, is
eternal, but the words expressing it are
created by him, and are not human.
From it are excepted the Quranic words
which we commonly use in our speech,
that is, these words are our own actions,
by the command of God, while the words
of the Quran are those created by God.
He who does not understand these
things by this method, cannot understand
this argument and cannot grasp as to
how the Quran 1is the word of God.
The alphabets used in the Quran are
our own invantion, by ithe command of
God., We have to respeot them, because
of them are formed the words created
by God, for the purpose which is not
itself created. He who thought of words
and not of meaning, that is, did not
separate them, said that the Quran was
created ; while he who thought of the
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meaning which these words express, said
the Quran was not created. But the
truth lies in the middle of these two
extreme views. The Asharites deny
that the speaker is the maker of his
own speech, for they think that if they
admit it, they must also admit that God
i1s the maker of His speech. Again,
when they believe, that the speech can
only exist with the speaker, they think,
they must also believe, taking in view
the two foregoing principles, that God
is Himself the creator of His words. In
this case He Himself becomes the place
of created things. So they assert that
God is the muaker of speech, but it is
an eternal attribute in him, like know-
ledge, ecte. This is the time of the
speech in our mind, but not of the
speech which expresses what we have in
our mind, that is, the words. As the
Mutazilites thought that speech is the
action of the speaker, they said that by
speech is meant only the words uttered.

So they believed that the Quran 1s
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“ Created. ” Since according to them
the word is an action of the speaker, so
it is not one of its conditions that it
should exist with the speaker. The
Asharites on the other hand, insist that
it is one of its conditions that it should
exist only with the speaker, This is
true in both the cases, that 1is in the
case of ideas in our minds, and the
words which express them. But in the
case of God, it is the ideas which stand
with Him, and not the words expressing
them. So when the Asharites laid it
down as a condition, that the speech be
absolutely dependent upon the speaker,
they deny that the speaker is the maker
of his speech; while on the other hand,
the Mutazilites, when they laid it down
as a condition that the speaker is the
maker of his speech, ignored the existence
of ideas in our minds. In this way there
is some truth, and some falsehood, in
the opinions of both of these sects, as
nmust have become clear by what we
have said.
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Now we come to the - attributes  of
hearing and seeing. The Liaw has prov-
ed them to Dbe possessed by God by
saying tnat hearing and seeing are the
. two essential qualities for knowing the
meaning of things, which cannot be ac-
quired by intellect So a maker must
know everything about the object which
he is making, it is necessary that he
should possess the two senses of hearing
and seeing. So He must bhave these
two faculties. All this proves their
existence in God, by means of the Law,
through the teaching of the knowledge
which is found in him. Moreover, One
on whom the name of God aund the
Adorned is applied must necessarily
possess all the senses. For it is useless
for man to ;worship him who cannot
know that he is being worshipped, as
God has said, “ O my father, why dosh
thou worship that which heareth not,
neither seeth, nor profiteth thee at all ;"7
and, * Do ‘you therefore worship, beside

37. Quran xix, 43,
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God, that which cannot profit you at
all, nor can it hurt you?”38 This is the
power which has been ascribed to God,
and which the Law has commanded the
common people to know and nothing else.

Of the innovation which this question
of attributes has given rise to, one is
whether they are the .same as Divine
Essence or something added to it, that
is, whether they are found in the essence
itself (Nafsiyyah), or are only applied
to it, ( Maanawiyyah ). By Nafsiyyah
we mean those attributes which are
found in the thing itself, and are not
attached to it for the purpose of adding
something to the essence, for existence,
we say one or eternal. By Maanawiyyah
we mean the attributes which -are ap-
plied to a thing for some purpose
which is found in it. The Asharites say
that these attributes are only Moanawiy-
yah, that is qualities which are only
added to the Divine Essence. So they
say that he knows by a knowledge which

38, Quran xxi, 67,
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has been added to His essence, and lives
by life attached to it and so on. This
has compelled them to admit that the
Creator has a body, for there must be
the quality and the qualified, the bearer
and the borne. This is the condition of the
body, so they must say that the essence
is existent by itself, and the qualities
exist through it, or they must say that
these attributes are independent of each
other, then there must be a number
of gods. This is the belief of the
Christians, who say that the three
persorifications are those of Existence,
Life and Knowledge., God has said
about it the following, “ They are cer-
tainly infidels, who say, God is the third
of the three.®® One of them stands
by itself, the others being dependent
upon the former., So it becomes necess:
ary that there should be essence, existing
in itself, and the accidents depending on
something else. The place in which the
essence and the accidents are found to-

89, Quran v, 77.
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gether must necessarily be a body. Such
is also the case with the Mutazilites
about the question, that the esscuce and
the attributes are one and the same
thing. This they think, 1s for the pri-
mary principles of knowledge or may be
opposed to them. For they think that
according to the primary principles know-
ledge must be existent without the one
kuowing. But knowledge and the one know-
ing cannot be the same, except that it may
be possible that the two may be very close
to each other, just as the father and
the son, This teaching is very remote
tor the understanding of the masses, and
to explain it to them in detail is inno-
vation, for it would more likely mislead
than guide them to the right path, The
Mutazilites have no argument to advance
in proof of their proposition, for they
have none, Such is also the condi-
tion of the Mutakallimun in the case
wof denying a body to God. For when
they have established it, they are com-
pelled to admit the creation of the body,
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because it is a body. We have already
said that they have no argument for it,
Those who have such are the learned
people, the philosophers. It is at this
point that the Christians have erred.
They believe in the multiplicity of at-
tributes that they are essences existing
not by the help of another, but by
themselves, like the self, (Zat). They
also believe that the qualities with these
attributes are two in number - knowledge
and life. So they say that God is one
from the three causes. That He is three
they say because He exists, lives
and knows. They say that He is one,
beciuse He is a collection of all the
three qualities. And so there are three
religious opinions among them. One
party believes that they are all the self
(Zat) alone without any number; tke
other only believes in numbers of quali-
ties. This is divided into two parties:
one which thinks that they exist by
themselves, and the other which makes
them exist by something else. All this
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is in contrast with the purpose of the
Law.

It being so, it is necessary that one
who wants to teach the knowledge of
these things to the common people
should tell them as much as the Law
orders him to do — and that is only a
confession of their existence without
entering into details, For it is not
possible for the common people to believe
and understand them at all. By common
people here I mean all those who are
unacquainted with the laws of reasoning,
though they may or may not know the
science of scholastic theology. It is not
in the power of scholastic theology to know
of these things even when it is said
that it is not a science of reasoning but
of dogmatics, for these things can
never be clearly understood by dog-
matics alone. So, by now, the extent of
these questions which should be disclosed
to the common people, and the method
adopted for this purpose must have be-
come clear to you by what we have said.
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OF DIVINE PERFECTION

We have already deseribed the way
which the Law pursues in teaching the
common people the existence of God,
the denial of His having any associates,
and thereby the knowledge of His
attributes, and the extent to which they
have been explained in details in it,
one after another, It is really an addi-
tion to, and deduction from, and change
and interpretation of this very limit and
extent which has not been productive of
good to any and all the people. Now
it remains for*us to know the method
which the Law has adopted in explain-
ing to the common people the perfection
of God and freedom from all defects,
and the length to which it has gone in
detailing it, and the cause of restricting
its knowledge to them. Then we should
mention the methods which it adopts in
teaching the people the knowledge of
His actions, and the latitude which it
has allowed in this respect. Having
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done so, we shall have accomplished the
purpose for which we began this book.
So we say that the knowledge of
things known as perfection and holiness
are found in many verses of the Quran,
the most clear and definite of them
being the following, “There is nothing
like Him, aud it is He who heareth and
seeth; "0 and, “Shall God, therefore,
Who createth, be as he who createth
not.”#1  The second verse.is an argument
for the verse “there is nothing like
Him.,” For it is one of the character-
istics of the dispositions of all the people
to think that the Creator must either
be unlike the things which He has
created, or having qualities which may
be different from these which He has
given to’ the created ; otherwise he who
is himself created cannot be a Creator.
When we have admitted that the
created cannot be the creator then it
becomes incumbent upon us to say that
the qualities of the created should either

40, Quran xlii, 9, 41, Quran xvi, 17,
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be not found in the Creator, or found
in Him in some different way than they
are in the created. We say, “in some
different iway,” because we have proved
the divine qualities to be those which
are found in the noblest of God’s
creatures, man, as knowledge, life, power,
volition and o on. This is the meaning
of the Tradition of the Prophet, *God
created Adam after His own image.”
So it has been established that the Law
has denied the similarity between the
Creator and " the created with fitting
arguments. The denial of similarity is
of two kinds, first, that there may not
be found in the Creator many qualities
of the created ; and secondly; there may
bé found in him the qualities of the
created in so perfect and excellent a
form as could mnot be imagined. Of
these two kinds it should be seen which
one the Law has explained, and about
which 1t is reticent. We would also try
to find out the cause for this reticence.

'* We would say that the qualities of -
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the created which have been denied by
Law as pertaining to God are those
which show some defects; for example,
death, as God says, “And do ye not
trust in him who liveth, and dieth
not,”#? or sleep and things which lead
to negligence and carelessness, as regards
senses and the protection of the existent
things, as He says, “Neither slumber
nor sleep seizeth Him.”#® Of such
qualities are error and forgetfulness, as
God has said, “The knowledge thereof
is with my Lord, in the book of His
decrees: my Lord erreth not, neither
doth He forget.”#* A knowledge of
those qualities the existence of which
" has been denied in God is one of the
necessary things of common education
and is why the Law has been very
explicit about them, It only warns us
not to meddle with those things which
are far from the primary principles of
knowledge, because it knows the small
limits of human knowledge, as God has

. 42, Quran xxv, 60, 43, Quran ii, 266. 44, Quran xx, 64,
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said in many different verses of the
Quran, ¢ But the greater part of men
do not understand.” For example He
says, “Verily the creation of heaven
and earth is more considerabls, than:the
creation of man; but the greater part
of men do not understand,”# and “‘The
institution of God to which He has
created mankind disposed; there is no
change in what God hath oreated. This
is the right religion; but the greater
part of men know it not.”#6 Now it
may be said, what is the proof — that
is, the proof advanced by the Law — of
the fact that thesc defeets are not found
in God. We would say that it is
apparent from the universe itself. It is
quite safe. No confusion “or corruption
overtakes it. Had the Creator been
subject to negligenoe, carelessness, error
or forgetfulness the whole of the uni-
verse .would: bave been destroyed. God
has.nade this clear in many verses' of

the . .Quvan, . He says, “Verily. God

—

45, .Qurad xXxv, 39, 46, Quran
3%
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sustaineth the heaven and the earth,
lest they fail: and if they should fail,
none could support the same besides
him ;4" and, “ The preservation of both
is not burden unto him, He is the
high, the mighty.”™8

If our opinion be asked about the
anthropomorphic  attributes of God,
whether the Law has denied them as
attributes to the Creator or is only
gilent about them, we would say, that
it is evident that the Law is quite
gsilent about them, and their mention in
it is quite near to their denial altogether.
It has come to be so because the Quran
in many verses speaks of His hands
and face, and these verses are taken as
showing physical attributes which the
Creator has bestowed upon the created,
just as He has given him the qualities
of power, volition and so on — qualities
which are common between the Creator
and created, except that they are more
perfect in the former. On account of

47, Qurap a 48, Quran 4, 356,
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this many Muslims believed that  the
Creator has a body different from , all
other bodies. Such is the case with the
Hanbalites and their many followers,
But in my opinion we should follow the
path of the Law ; and this should neither
deny nor try to prove them, and when-
ever azked by the-common people to do
so, . we should answer with words of
God, “ There is nothing like him; and
it is He who heareth and seeth,”#® in
this way preventing them from question-
ing. It is so because of three reasons,
It is neither near to the first, nor to
the second, nor to the third grade. This
would be quite clear to you from the
method adopted by the Mutakallimun,
They say that the proof of the fact that
He is not a body is that it has been
proved that all bodies are created things.
If they are asked to point out the met-
hod of proving the latter propositicn,
they. adopt, the method, which we have
already pointed out, concerning the creat-

.49, Quran. xlii, 8,
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ion of accidents, that that which cannot
be separated from created things is itself
created. You have already seen, from
what we have said, that this method 1s
not a philosophical one, and had it been
go, even then a majority of the common
people would not have grasped it. More-
over, whatever these people have said
about God, that He is a Self (Zat) and
divine attributes added to it, proves by
itself that He has a body, on account
of the denial of creation, rather an
argument denying anthropomorphism,
This is the first reason why the Law
does not speak of these things in clear
terms., The second reason is that com-
mon people think that all that is exist-
ent they can imagine and feel, all else
being non-existent to them. So when
they are told that there exists One who
has no bedy, their imagination does not
work and He becomes almost non-exist-
ent to them, particularly so when they
are told that He is neither outside our
knowledge nor in it, neither above. nor
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below. That is why the sectr which
believes in anthropomorphism thinks of
those who deny it, that they also believe
in it; while, on the other hand, the party
thinks its opponents to be believing in a
number of gods, The third resson is that
had the Law denied anthropomorphism
altogether there would have arisen many
a misgiving about what has been said
concerning the Day of Judgment, and
other beliefs,

Of these one is the problem of
Divine Vision which we find stated in
authentic Traditions. Those who have
been very explicit in denying it are
the two sects of the Asharites and
the Mutazilites, The belief of the
latter has driven them to deny the
vision altogether; while the Asharites
have tried to make the two things agree,
but’ this was impossible for them to do.
So they have taken refuge in many
sophistic arguments, the weakness of
which we would show when talking of
the Divine Vision. Another problem
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which rises out of this is that it evi-
dently gives rise to a denial of the
direction in which God is. For if He
has no body then the Law becomes an
allegory. For the advent of the pro-
phets is founded upon the fact that Divine
Revelation is sent to them from the
heaven. Upon this very principle is
also based our wreligion, for the Divine
Book has come down from the heavens,
as God says, “ Verily we have sent
down the same (the Quran) on a bless.
ed night. ”5® The descending of the
divine revelation from heaven is based
upon the fact of God’s being there. So
also = the descending and ascending of
angéls from heaven, as God says, “ Unto
him ascendeth the good speech; and the
righteous work will He exalt; 5! and
says He, * The angels ascend up unto
and the spirit. "2 We would mention
all the things which the deniers of
direction bring to prove their proposition
when we come to talk of this problem.

60, Quran xliv. 2. 51. Quran xxxv, ii, 5%, Quran Ixx, 4.
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Another difficulty which arises is that
with the denial of anthropomorphism
we shall have to deny movement to
God, after which it would be difficult to
explain with regard to the Day of Judg-
ment, that He would appear to the
people at that moment, and would him-
self superintend their judgment, as He
says, “ Thy Lord shall come and the
angels rank by rank, ™3 It would also
be difficult to explain the tamous Tradi-
tion of Descent, though its explanation
would be, on the whole easier than that
of the former in spite of all that has
been said about it in the Law. So it
is necessary that there should be disrlos-
ed to the common people nothing which
might lead them to a disbelief in the
literal meanings of these things. This
would be its effect upon the mind of
the people if taken exoterically. But
when it is interpreted it would come to
either of two interpretations. Either inter-
pretation would overcome the exoteric

53. Qaran lxxxix, 28
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side of it and of other things like it,
thus destroying the Law altogether, and
and falsifying their purpose; or it wili
be said about all of them that they are
only allegories, which would destroy the
Law, and efface it from the mind of the
people, while the man doing it would
not know thesin he has committed with
regard to Law. With all this, if you
were to look into the arguments which
the interpreters advance about these
things, you would find all of them unrea
sonable, while the exoteric meanings are
much miore satisfactory, that is, verifica-
tion through them is more common and
much better. This should become clearer
to you when we begin to review the
arguments which they advance for a
denial of anthropomorphism, and discuss
the question of divection, as we may
shortly do. You should also know that
the Law never intended to disclose the
question of the denial of this attribute
completely to the common people, since
it can be done by an explanation of the
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soul, and the Law has not explained to
the masses what the soul was. God
says in the Quran, ¢ They will ask thee
concerning the Soul; answer, The Soul
was created at the command of my Lord;
but ye have no knowledge given unto
you except a little. "3 This is so,
because 1t is difficult to establish reasons
for the common people for the existence
of a thing existing by itself, without a
body. Had the denial of this attribute
been understood by the masses then it
would not have been enough for prophet
Abrabam to say in his discussion with
the infidel, “ When Abraham said, My
Lord is He who giveth life and killeth :
he answered, I give life and I kill, "'
On the other hand he would have said,
“ Thou art a body, and God has not
one, for every body is created, * as the
Asharites would argue. So also it wonld
have sufficed for Moses in his discussion
with Pharoali about his divinity; and
for the Holy Prophet in- case of the

54. Quran xvii, 87.° " b6, Quran ii, 260,
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anti - christ, telling the Faithful of the
falsehood of his claims for divinity,
because he would have a body while
God has none. On the other hand he
told them that our God was not one
- eyed.  An argument proving the
physical defect in him was enough to
falsify him. So you see that all these
are innovations in Islam, and bhave
become the cause of its being split up
into sects, into which the Prophet tells
us that his people would be divided.
Now some one may object that the
Law has not made it clear to the
common people that (Rod has or has not
a body, then what should they believe
about him. This is a question which
will naturally arise in the mind of every
man, and cannot be put away from him,
So it would not satisfy the common
people to let them know of a thing, the
existence of which they should believe,
that it is not made of matter. We
should say that they should be answered
with the answer given by Law — That
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He is the Light, for this is the quality
which God has assigned to himself in
His Book, for describing himself, He
says, “ (God is the light of heaven and
carth,”®®  The prophet has also assigned
to him the same quality in an authentic
Tradition. It says that he was asked
whether hLe had seen God, and he
answered, “ He was Light, and T saw
him,” The Tradition of the Night
Journey says that when the Prophet
neared the lote-tree 7 it was completely
covered with light, which did not hide
it from his sight. There is also a
Tradition in the book of Muslim which
says - that God is a curtain of light,
which, if ‘opened, would burn the opener,
and yet God would not be seen. In

58. Quran xxiv, 36.

57. He also saw him another time, by the lote-tree, -
beyond which there is no passing: near it is the garden
of eternal abode. When the lote-tres covered that which
¥ covered, his eye-sight turned not aside, nor did it wander;
and he really beheld some of the greater signs of his Lord,
(Quran lii, 16, 18,) The lote-tree iz the limit beyond
whieh peither angel nor man can pass. It stands in the
sevonth heaven, on the right hand of the Tbrons of God,
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some other readings of this wery Tradi-
ticn it is said that He is seventy cur-
tains of light. It should be known that
this illustration is especially fit for God,
for it comprises the two things, that He
can be felt, our eyes and intellect being
powerless to see or comprehend him, and
in spite of this He is not a body too,
Now according to the common people
the existent thing is ome which can be
felt, while the non-existent thing is that
which they cannot feel. So light being
the best of the things felt, it is but
fitting that' the best existing thing should
be likened unto it. There is another
cause for it which should be noticed.
The condition of His existence to the
learned people, when they begin :to
ponder over him, is like the condition of
the eyes when thegy look towards the
sun. But such is not the oconditinn of
the eyes of the bat. So this quality
fittingly deseribes the condition of the
two classes of people, ‘Moreover, God
is the cause of the existence of things,
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and: of our knowledge -of them. Thix is
also the quality of the light ir showing
colours, and of our seeing them. So
God has very fittingly named himself
Light. When it is said that He is Light
then there remains no doubt as to His
Vision on. the Duy of Judgment, From
these it must have become clear to you
what the primary belief of the Law
was about this attribute, and what are
the innovations which rose in it after-
wards, The Law is silent about it
because there is not found in the uni-
verse anything unseen without a body,
exieept that which is found by arguments
among things: seen as.existent with this
quality, and that is the soul. As the
belief of the soul was impossible for the
masses, it was also impossible for them
to understand the existence of a Being
who exists without a body. Hence they
cannot understand it about God.

OF DIRECTION
This is a quality which all the people
learped- in law have tifed to prove,
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until the Mutazilites denied it, and were
followed by the later, Asharites, like
Abul Maati and those who follow him,
All the exoterics of the Law go to
prove it. For God says, “ And eight
shall bear the Throne of thy Lord on
that Day; " and “ He governeth all
the things from heaven even to the
earth : hereafter shall they return unto
him, on the Day whose . length shall be
a thousand years, of those which ye
compute. % Apgain, He says, * The
angels ascend unto him and the spirit;”60
and, “ Are Ye secure that He who
dwelleth in heaven will not cause the
earth to swallow you up ? and behold,
it shall shake. 81  There are many
other verses of-this kind which, if inter-
preted, would turn the whole of the Law
into interpretation; and if taken allegor-
ically, would make it an allegory. All
the religious laws are based upon the
principle that God is in heaven, from

58. Quran ‘Ixix, l]. 59. Quran xxxii, 2,
60, Quran 1xx, 4, .- 61, Quran Jxvii, 16, -
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whence he sends down angels to His
Prophets with revelations, that from the
heaven, the religious books used to
descend, and that towards it was the
Night Journey of the Prophet, till he
reached near the lote-tree, All the
philosophers are, moreover, agreed that
God and His Angels are in heaven, as
is the case with all the religions. The
doubt which led them to deny this idea
of direction was that they thought that
by believing in direction it would be
necessary to believe in space, which in
its turn leads to a belief in anthropo-
morphism. But we say that this is not
necessarily the case, for direction can
exist without space. It is nothing but
the surfaces of the body surrounding it,

which are six in number. That is why"

ive say that there is an above and a below,
right and left and before and behind for
an animal. Or they are the surfaces of
a body surrounded by another body
having the above-mentioned six direc-

tions, So the directions, which are the.
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surfaces of the body itself, are not-the
spaces of the body in any respect, But
the surfaces of the surrounding bodies ave
space for it, The atmosphere surround-
ing man, and the surfaces of the sky
surrounding the surfaces of the atmos-
phere, for they. are the spaces for it,
Such is also the case with different
surrounding and forming spaces for one
another. As to the last sky it is evident
that beyond it there must be no body.
For had it been so, it would be neces-
sary that beyond it be another body and
so-on to infinity. So there is no space
at all fer the last body of the. universe,
for-it is not possible that in it be found
any body, it being necessary that there
be found a body in every space. So
when there is an argument for the exis-
tence of a thing in that direction, it is
necessary- that it be not a body. So
one.who denies His existence there goes
against his own ideas, He is existent,
has a body,: I8 not existent without a.

bedy, They osunot say-that beyond the
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universe is a void, For the impossibility
of a void has been made quite certain
in the philosophical .sciences. For that
upen which the name void is commonly
applied, are nothing but dimensions
( Abad ), in which there are.no bodies.
For when these dunensions are onee
removed, there remains nothing but
non-existence. But if the void be sup-
posed as existent, it i8. necessary to.ad-
mit the existence of aceidents in some-
thing not a body, for dimensions are
accidents by their having a quality,
But it is said by the Ancients and
established by past religions that that
place is the dwelling place of the spirits,
God and angels. This place has mno
space, and is not governed by time,
beeause everything governed by time
and space can be corrupted. And it is
necessary that the things there be
uncorrupted and uncreated, This has
been made quite clear by what I bave
said, for. there cannot be found in that
place anything but one, which”is existent
12
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and at the same time can be felt, or is
altogether non-existent, It is self-evi-
dent that an existent object is always
referred to by its existence; that is, it
is said that it exists, that is, it has an
existence, So if anything exists there,
it must be the noblest of all, and it is
necessary that that existent thing should
be referred to by the best portion of
the universe, which are the heavens,
God has said concerning the nobility of
the heavens, ¢ Verily the creation of
heaven and earth is more considerable
than the creation of man: but the
greater part of men do not understand.”62
All this is perfectly clear to the learned
men “ Well grounded in knowledge. 63

'Now it has become clear to you that
belief in direction is necessary by religion
and reason, and that it forms a part of
the Law, which is based upon it. A
denial of the principles is a denial of all
the religions: The cause of the difficulty
in their understanding this, and in their

“6%, Qursn xl, 59, : -63, Quran iii, 5.
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denial of anthropomorphism is, that there
cannot be found in the visible world an
illustration of such a thing. This was
just the reason why the ILaw did not
expressly deny an anthropomorphism.
For to the common people verification
of an invisible object can only come
when its existence be known in the
visible world, as knowledge, which being
a condition for their own existence as
visible, could to them become a condition
for the existence of an invisible Maker,
Now as the case of the visible was un-
known in the visible on the part of the
many, and none knew it but those who
were well-grounded in knowledge, the
Law-giver forbade an ingniry into it, as
for example knowledge of the Soul. If
it be needful for the common peof)le to
know anything, then the Law gives
examples from the visible world And
if one example did mot suflice for the
understanding of the problem in view,
then many examples are given, as in the

case of an account of the Day of Judg-
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ment, The doubt which arises out of a
denial of direction, on the part of those
denying it, is that the common people
cannot comprehend it, particularly so,
because they have not been given before
hand to understand that God has no
body. So it is necessary to take the
action of the Law as our example,
otherwise we will have to interpret that
which the Law itself has not expressly
said,

With regard to these problems of
the Law, the people may be divided
into three classes. 1In the first place
there are people who cannot notice any
doubt arising out of them, especially in
things which the Law has left to be
" taken exoterically,  These people are
the greatest in number, and may le
described as the masses.  Then the
second group of men is one which has
doubts ; but has not power to solve
them. These are above the masses and
below the learned people. It is for

them that there are found in the Law
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allegorical sayings, and it is they whom
God has censured. For there is no
allegory in the Law for the learned or-’
the common people, and it is in this
light that all the allegorical sayings of
the Quran should be understood. Their
example as regards the Law 1s like the
example of the bread of wheat which
though a wuseful cereal for the large
number of human beings, may prove
harmful to some., Such is also the
case with religious teaching : it is use-
ful for the many but sometimes becomes
harmful to some. The following words
of God point to the same thing. * He
will not thereby mislead any except the
transgressors.”® But this is found only
in a few verses of the Quran about a
few people. Most of the verses are,
however, those which speak of things
invisible for which there is no example
in the visible world, So they are ex-
pressed by the things nearest to them
in the visible world, on account of their

64. Quran i, 24.
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similarity., Some people take the illus-
" tration as the thing illustrated, and
hence they fall into confusion and doubt.
This is what is called allegorical in the
Law, and is not meant for the learned
or the common people, which in reality
form two groups of men. For these
are the people who are really healthy,
and delicate food is only fit for.them.
The other group is a group of sick men
who are always few in number. So God
has said, “But they whose hearts are
perverse will follow that which s
parabolical therein, out of love of
" schism.”6  These are the dogmatic and
the scholastic theologians, The worst
which these people bave done in respect
to the Law is that they have interpret-
ed much which they thought was not’
to be taken literally, and then said that
their interpretation was the thing
intended, and that God had mentioned
it parabolically only to test and try
His creatures. God forbid that we

656, Quran iii, §.
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should ever have such au idea about
Him. The Divine Book is a miracle of
clearness and lucidity. So it is far from
the real purpose of the Law for ovne to
say about a thing which .is not para-
" bolical, that it is so, and then set
about interpreting it according to his
own ideas, telling the people that their
duty lies in believing his interpretations.
They have done so in the case of the
verse of Equalisation on the Throue,
and others, saying that their esoteric
meaning is only parabolical. On the
whole many interpretations, which these
people maintain to be the real purpose
of the Law, when intently looked into
and deciphered, are found wanting in
arguments, and not serving the purpose
which the exoteric meaning would have
with vegard to the common people. The
primary purpose of kuowledge for the’
common people is action, so that which
is most useful in action is most suitable
for them. But for the learned. men, the -
purpose of knowledge is both knowledge
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and action. The man who interprets
anything of the Law, thinking that his
interpretation is the real purpose of it,
and then discloses it to the common
people, is like a man, who finds a medi-
cine which an expert physician had
compounded to preserve the health of
all, or of a majority of the people; then
-there came a man with whom that
medicine did not agree on account of the
coarseness of his disposition, He pre-
sented it to some people, and then thought
that by some drug, which the first
physiciar had clearly specified, as com-
posing that universally useful miedicine,
‘he did not mean the drug commonly
known by that nawme — but another
which he rcally mcant, but used this
name for it by a far-fetched metaphor.
So he took out the first drug from the
compound, and placed another in its
stead, which he thought to be the .one
intended by the first physician, ‘Then
he told the people that this -was the
medicine - intended, ‘The people began
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to use that “improved” medicine, and
many of them got injured by it. Then
there came another group of men, who,
seeing the people sick on account of
that medicine, thought of curing them.
So they changed some of its drugs with
some other than the first one, then
presented it to the people for quite
another disease thun that intended by
the first physician. Then there appeared
another group which interpreted the
medicine in quitc another way than the
two preceding groups had dome. The
fourth group gave a new interpretation
to the drug and preseribed it for a
fourth kind of disease, So as time went
on with that great medicine, the inter-
pretations of it took hold of the people
instead of the drugs, and they changed
and tramsformed it altogether., As a
result the people were attacked by wmany
different kinds of diseases, till the wuse-
fulness of the medicine was altogether
lost, -Such 1is- the condition of . those
sects ‘which have risen in Islam., For
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every one of them has made interpreta-
tions quite different from the others, and
mwaintained that its interpretation shows
the real purpose of the Law, which was
at last rent to piece, and lost its pri-
mary purpose altogether. The Prophet,
knowing that a thing like this would
necessarily happen among his people,
said, “ My people will shortly be divided
into seventytwo sects. All of them will
be in hell, except oune,” DBy this one
hie meant the sect which followed the
exoteric meanings of the Law, without
making any interpretations which may
by disclosed to the people. 1f you were
to look into the Law and sec the corrup-
tion which it has suffered up to this
time, through interpretations, the truth
of this example would become -clear
to you.

The first to make a change in the
religion - the great medicine - were the
Kharijites, who were followed by the
Mutazilites. They were succeeded by
the” Asharites, after whom came the
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Sufis, Last of all came Al-Ghazzali,
who went to the extremne and corrupted
everything. He it is who explained
philosophy to the commoun people, and
disclosed to them the opinions of the
philosophers as he understood them to
be. This he did in a book called
** Al-Maqasid, ” in which he thought
he was refuting them, He plauned his
Refutation of the Philosophers, and charged
them with infidelity in respect to three
questious, tearing them to picees, as he
thought, in regard to consensus of opin-
ion; and calling them innovators as
regards other opiuions, In this book he
has advanced many specious arguments
and confused reasonings, which have led
astray many people both from religion
and philosophy. Then he said in his
book Jawahir al-Quran that the argu-
ments which he had mentioned in his
Refutation were controversial in their
‘nature, while in fact they were mentioned
in his Al Mazmun ola Ghawri Akl
Then in his Mishkat wl Anwor he mene
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tions grades of men really knowing God.
He says that all but those who believe
that God is not the wover of the first
heaven, and that it is not He from
whomn this movement originates, are
precluded from it. This is an explana-
tion from him of men learned in divine
science. He has said in any places
that divine science exists only by guesses,
as opposed to certainties in other science,
In bis book Mungidh min al Dalal he
bas goue against the philosophers and
maintained that knowledge can only be
acquired by privacy and meditation, and
that those in this rank are all very near to
the rank of the prophets. He has men-
tioned this very fact in his Kimiya ¢ Saadat.
Men have become divided into parties
on .account of this confusion, One
party chose to censure the philosophers,
while the other agreed to interpret the
Law, and make it conform to philosophy.
All this i1s wrong. The Law should be
taken litevally ; and -the conformity of
religion to .philosophy should not be
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told to the common people. For by an
exposition of it we should be exposing
the results of philosophy to them, with-
out their having intelligence enough to
understand them. It is neither permitt-
ed nor desirable to expose anything of
the result of philosophy to a man who
has no arguments to advance, for there
are no arguments either with the learn.
ed people who have a mastery over both
the subjects, or with the common people
who follow the exoteric of the ILaw,
So his action brought disorder in re.
spect to both of these things, religion
and philosophy, in the mind of the
common people, while he saved them
for the others, The disorder in religion
came through his exposing those inter
pretations which should not be exposed ;
and so also the disorder in philosophy
was the result of his mentioning those
things in his books which should not
be put in the works on philosopby. Now
it was the result of his treatment of
the subjedts that wany people do: not
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know the difference between the two,
because of his bringing both of them
together, He has also insisted upon
the fact that he knew the cause of
doing so, as he did in his “ 4l Tafriga
bain ol Islame waz Zindigah, 1In it he
has noted down many kinds of interpre-
tations and bas decided that their
interpreters were not infidels though
they may go against the consensus of
opinion. Since he has done so, he is
dangerous to the Law for some reasons,
to philosophy for others, and to both
for some other reasons, So this man,
by disclosing them, has shown that he
is dangerous for both the things in
reality and profitable to them only by
accident, For teaching philosophy  to
one who is not fit for it, will either
falsify philosophy or religion absolutely
or will show conformity between them
by accident only. The right thing would
have been not to disclose philosophy to
the common people at.all. But if teach:
ing of it was absolutely necessary, then
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only that section of the people should
have been taught who saw that religion
was opposed to philosophy, in order to
show. them that it was not so., And also
it wight have been taught to those
people who thought that philosophy is
opposed to religion, This may have
been shown to either of these sections,
that in reality they did not possess a
knowledge of their substance and truth,
that is,” of religion and philosophy.
Moreover, they would know that the
opinion about religion, that it was op-
posed to philosophy was one which was
either about some innovation in religion,
and not about its principles, or ' is
an error in understanding that 1is, a
wrong interpretation of it, as was
shown 1n the case of knowledge about
particulars and other things.  That
is why we were compelled in this book
te explain the principles of religion.
These principles, when intently looked
into will be found in perfect agreement
with philosophy. Such is also the case
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with the opinion which says this philo.
sophy is opposed to religion. It only
shows that. the man has not had a
sufficient training in either philosophy
or religion. This is the reason that we
were compelled to explain it in our
tractate entitled “ Fasl al Mayal fi
Muwafigat il Hikmat bl Sharia.

Now that this has become clear we
would return to our former theme, The
only problem which remains for us to
solve, out of those which we proposed
is that of Divine Vision. It is thought
for some reasons, that it forms a part
of the problem which we have just
discussed, on account of the words of
God, “ The sight comprehendeth him
not, but He comprehendeth the sight,”é6
And hence the Matazilites have denied
it, setting aside the arguments found in
the Law, in spite of their greatness in
pumber and fame, a very shamefal act
on their part. The cause of this doubt
of the Law that since the Mutazilites

66, Quran



RELIGION AND PHILOSOPHY 193

denied physical attributes, and believed
in exposing their ideas to every one, it
became necessary for them to deny direct-
ion also. And having once denied
direction they must also deny the
Vision, for the thing seen must be in
some direction to one who sees it. To
prove their point they are constrained
to set aside the traditional religion,
They neglected the Traditions because
they were only isolated things which
should not be believed, if found opposed
to the teachings of the Quran, that is,
opposed to the verse, ““ The sight coma
prehendeth Him not. ” The Asharites
tried to mix together the two beliefs,
that is, the denial of physical attributes,
and the possibility of vision of One
having no body, by means of our
senses, It became difficult for them to
prove it, and they took refuge in many
sophistical and conjectural arguments,
that is arguments which are thought to
be correct but are in reality wrong. It
is so because it is possible to have the
13
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same grades in arguments as there are
among men. Just as there may be
found men with perfect excellence and
those below them, till we may have a
man who thinks himself learned and
yet he is not, being only a pedant, so
there are arguments which are extremely
certain, and thosc below thcew, then,
there are specious argumcuts, and
those which though really false seem
to be true. The statements of the
Asharites in regard to this question
are of two kinds: those refuting the
arguments of the Mutazilites, and those
proving the possibility of the Vision of
One having no body, and that there is
ro difficulty in our believing it. The
statements by which they have opposed
the Mutazilites in their argument, that
the thing seen must have a direction
for one who sees it, is that some of
them say that it is applied only to the
visible, and not to the invisible, world;
and that it is not one of those cases in

which th condition of the one can be
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applied to the other, According to them
it is possible for a man to see an object
having no direction, for he sees by his
power of sight only that which comes
before his eyes. In this they have
mixed together the senses of sight with
intelligence, for the latter can perceive
that which has no direction, that is, no
space; but for the perception of the eye
there is a condition, that the thing to
be perceived be in a direction, not only
that but a particular direction too. So
if we take the eyec to be endowed with
the power of seeing, then it is not pos-
sible except under very limited condi-
tions. These are three in number-light,
the intervention of a transparent body
between the eye and the object seen,
and the possession of necessary colours
by the object. A refutation of these
conditions in the eyes is also a refuta-
tion of those * primary principles of
knowledge which are khown to all. It
would be a refutation of the sciences of
philosophy and mathematics. The Asha-
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rites also maintain that one of the con-
ditions as we have said, for example, is
that every rational being has a life, it
being apparent in the visible world as a
condition for knowledge. Hence we say
to them that these are also condi-
tions for seeing things in the visible
world. So according to their own prin-
ciple is the case of the visible and the
invisible. In his book 4! Magasid” Abu.
Hamid ( Al Ghazzali ) intended to op-
pose the premise that every object per-
ceivable must be in some direction to
the one seeing it, He says that a man
sees himself reflected in a mirror and
sees himself not in any other direction
but: the opposite one. Hence he can see
his self in an opposite direction too.
But this is a mistake, because what he
sces is not his self but only an image
of it This image is in the opposite
direction, being in the - mirror, placed
there. )

Of the arguments which they advance
to prove the vision of an object having:
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no body, two are famous ones. Of
these the more famous is one which
says that an object seen iz either because
it has some colour, or because it has a
body, or it is a colour, or because it is
existent, Sometimes they mention many
other causes than really do exist. They
say that it Is wrong to supposc that it
must be a body, otherwise, no colour
would be visible, it being also incorrect
to suppose the space to be the
colour, Now when all the kinds of sup-
positions in the premise have been refut-
ed we shall have to believe that only
an existent object will be seen. The
mistake in this statement is quite clear.
For an object is visible bhecause of it-
self. This is the case with the colour
and the body : the colour being visible
by itself, and the body through the
colour. That is why a thing which has
no colour cannot be seen. Had the
existence of a thing been the only con-
dition of visibility, it would have been
possible to see the sound and the senses.
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In that case seeing, hearing, in fact all
the five senses would have been only
one, which is quite contrary to our
reason. This problem and others like it
have obliged the Mutakallimun to admit
that it is possible to hear the colour,
and see the sounds. But this is against
nature, as man has understood it to be.
For it is absolutely evident that the
sense of seceing is quite different from
that of hearing, Their actions are quite
distinct from one another, and the organ
of the one cannot work as the organ of
the other, It is just as imposible to
turn hearing as to turn colour into
sound. Those who say that sometimes
sound can be seen, should be asked to
define the sense of sceing. They would
necessarily answer that it is a faculty
which perceives those things which can
be seen, such as colour and so on.
Then they should be asked to define the
sense¢ of hearing, They would surely
say that it is one sense by which sounds
can be heard. Then they should be
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asked whether at the time of sound it is
the sense of hiearing only or seeing too.
If they say that it is hearing only, they
admit that it cannot perceive colours.
If they say that it is seeing only, then
it cannot hear sounds. If it is neither
alone, for it perceives colours, then
it is seeing and hearing both. But
in this way everything can be proved
to be one, even in the case of contradie-
tory things. This is a thing which our
Mutakallimun admit or they are com-
pelled to do so, But it is clear that it
is a philosophical opinion which is only
fit for those ancient people famous for it.

Now the second method which Mu-
takallimun have adopted for proving
the possibility of Divine Vision is that
which has been mentioned by Abul
Maali in bis book, Al Irshad. 1t says
that the senses can only feel the sub-
stance ( Zat ) of things, but that which
separates the existent thing from one
another is not to be found in the sub-
stance only. So the senses cannot per-






