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Abstract

A 4
Author: Sayyed Mohammad Reza Hejazi

Title of Thesis: Knowledge by Presence («/-‘ilm al-lwdiiri), a c01111J:11'zltivc
study based on the epistemology of Suhrawardi (1155-1 If)'l-)
and Mulla Sadra Shirdzi (1571-1640)

Department: The Institute of Islamic Studies, McGill University

Degree: Master of Arts

This is a comparative study of the epistemology of Suhrawardi and Mulla Sadrd

Shirazi, two Muslim thinkers of the 6th/12th and 11th/17th century. It focuses on two
main issues: Illuminative theory of knowledge and, in the framewo;i( of this theory, Mulla
Sadrd’s doctrine of knowledge by presence (/- ‘ilm al-hudiri) studied in the context of
his philosophical system (al-hikmah al-muta‘dliyal), 1| have also discussed his

methodology which is multidimensional.

The aim of this study.is not to elaborate on Mulla Sadrd’s theory of knowledge in
general, but rather to present what Mulla Sadrd meant by knowledge by presence, a/- ‘:i!m
al-hudiiri. However, it is my opinion that his doctrine of knowledge by presence is the
corner stone of his epistemological system. In the light of this doctrine, he gives a new
definition of knowledge, a novel interpretatipn of its divisibn into al-‘ilm al-hudiiri and al-
‘ilm al-husili, and, finally, a systematic chain of various kinds of knowledge by presence
(e.g., self-knowledge, God’s knowledge of His Essence and God’s kﬁowlgdgc of thfngs).
These three aspects of his doctrine have b%en surveyed and, in compa.r._i‘ng them with
Suhrawardi’s theory, evaluated in this thesis.
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Résumeé

<y
Auteur: Sayyed Mnhammad Reza Hejazi
Titre de la these: La Connaissance Présentielle (al-‘ilm al-juidiiri)

Departement: L'Institut des Etudes Islamiques, Université McGill

Niveau: M. A.

Il s’agit d’une étude comparée de I’épistémologie de Suhrawardi et Molld Sadrd
Shirdzi, deux penseurs musulmans du VIT/XII® et XI¥XVU® siécle. Cette étude se

concentre sur deux points principaux: La théorie “illuminative” du savoir et dans le cadre
de cette théorie, la doctrine de Molli Sadra de la connaissance présentielle (al-‘ilm al-
hudiiri) étudiée dans le contexte de son systéme philosophique (al-hikmah al-
muia ‘dliyah). J'ai aussi parlé de sa méthodologie qui est multi-dimensionnelle.

Le but de cette étude n’est pas d’élaborer sur la théorie du savoir de Molld Sadrd
en général mais plutt de présenter ce que Molld Sadrd voulait dire par la connaissance
présentielle, al-'ilm al-hudiiri. De toute facon, je suis d’avis que sa théorie de la
connaissance présentielle est la pierre angulaire de son systéme d’épistémologie. A Ié
lumiére de sa doctrine, il dbnne une nouvelle définition du savoir, une interprétation
originale de sa division en al-‘ilm al-hudiiri et al-‘ilm al-husili et finalement, une série
systématique de diverses sortes de connaissance présentielle (ex. la connaissance de soi, la

connaissance de I’Essence divine et des choses par Dieu). Dans la présente thése ces trois

aspects de sa doctrine ont été étudiés et évalués en comparaison avec la théorie dey///

Subrawardi.
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Notes on techniczlities

The system of transliteration that hgs been used throughout this work for both
Arabic and Persian is the one employed by the Institute of Islamic Studies, McGill
University with the following exceptions: The transliteration of the feminine ending “td
marbiita” ( . ) is rendered as [a] when it is not pronounced, in words such as
Nihdya, and [at] when it appears in a construct (idkifa) formation, like in the case of
Hikmar al-Ishrdg. 1have used [4), [1] and [{] instead of [a], [i] and [{].

The article a/ is almost always dropped from Arabic family names in the text.

All translations from Arabic and Persian into English are mine unless otherwise stated
in the footnotes.

Since this thesis has focused on an analysis based on primary sources, I have used the
convention of citing the original text in brackets (parentheses), immediately following
my translation or exposition of the author’s writings. This has the advantage of
enabling the reader to turn to the original immediately if he so wishes. |

Dates have generally been cited according ;0 the lunar Islamic date (Hijri) followed by

its equivalent Christian date.
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TRANSLITERATION TABLE

g
CONSONANTS
Arabic | Persian Arabic | Persian
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o b b wa d 2
? - P A 1 x
= t t & z %
< th th & . :
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Introduction

|. General

The problem of knowledge (al-'i/m)'in the history of Islamic thought has been
considered a main problem in the fields of philosophy, theology and logic. Muslim
philosophers and theologians, holding different doctrines and backgrounds, have
approached the problem, regarding various aspects of knowledge and its close relation to
other philosophical and logical issues. They have propounded the problem of knowledge
in several places of their works under titles such as al-wujiid al-dhihni (mental existence),

al-nafs (soul or spirit), al-ildhiydt (theology or divine knowledge).?

In fact, when we approach the works of such Muslim thinkers as Fdrdbi, Ibn Sind

(Avicenna), Ghazzdli, Tiisi, 1bn ‘Arabi and Suhrawardi (from third/ninth to sixth/twelfth

' The two Arabic words al-'im and ai-ma'rifa mean knowledge. The usage of these two terms, as well as
other words such as al-‘irfin, al-shu'ir and al-Yidvdk, in various Islamic ficlds (c.g., philosophy,
theology, mysticism. logic) have been considered and examined by Muslim thinkers in several
perspectives and technical senses. [t scems that “there was no real difference between al-ma rife and
al-"ifm at the carlicst stages of Muslim melaphysical thought, and the same would scem to be valid for
mysticism, Later, however, despite the continued usage of al-'ilm and the fact that some mystical
authors placed this kind of knowledge above al-ma 'rifa, the latter became “a term expressive of the
distinctive essence of mysticism.” Later too, Gnostic knowledge (al-ma rifay became the preserve of

.the saints alone.” Jan Richard Netton, A/-Farabi and His School (London & New York: Routledge,
1992), p. 33; Franz Rosenthal, Knowledge Triumphant: The Concept of Knowledge in Medieval Islam
(Leiden:E.J. Brill, 1970), pp. 164-8,202-3. -

* M. Mutahbari; Sttarh-i Mabsit-i Manzidmah, vol. 1 (Tehran: Intisharat-i Hikmat, 1984), pp. 255-8.
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centuries)’, as well as AMuwlld Sadrd, Sabzavdri and {ubdtabd’i (from tenth/sixteenth
century onward), we can find considerable parts of their works in which they have argued
about the problem of epistemology (the theory of knowledge).! However, Muslim
thinkers, having contemplated the ontological problem at issue, were more interested in
some specific topics with regard to the subject and the object of knowledge whereas the
question of the adjustment of one’s perception, as a subject, with the external objects has
been hardly taken into account.’ In other words, apart from some questions raised by
Ghazzali, they did not explicitly examine the skeptical problems which have bccn,‘morc or
less, taken into consideration by the_epistemological systems in Western philosophy,

specially in modern philosophy-i.e., philosophy since the Renaissance.*

Nevertheless, the existence, the nature and the divisions of knowledge, the close
relation between knowledge and existence, as well as its attributes and characters are

major subjects discussed by Muslim thinkers in their works.”

3 From here on 1 will give the dates both in the Islamic and Christian calendar that are roughly six
hundred ycars apart.

" 1 mean here by cpistemology, or the theory of knowledge, the branch of philosophy which is conesined
with the nature and scope of knowledge, its presuppositions and basis, and the gencral rch.-v.lny of
claims to knowledge. For more details see: D. W. Hamlyn, "History of EplslcmOlOby, in I-nc,:clnpadm
of Philasophy (New York: Macmillan, 1967), vol.3, p.8. g

5 There is a treatisc of Nasir al-Din Tasi, wrilten in Ambic, entitled Sharki Mas'alah ai-'Ilm (the
description of the problem of knowledge) in which the author explains and analyses scveral aspects of
knowledge. However, he doesn't approach the skeptical objections which threaten the very foundations
of knowledge. Sce: Tiisi, Sharhi Mas'alah af-'H{m (Mashhad: Matba*ah Jimi*ah, 19606), pp. 18-46,

% M. T. Mcsbah Yazdi, Ta‘ligoh (Tehran: Intisharat-i al-Zahra, 1984), p. 84,

™, Mul'lhharl .Sharh-:Mabsul-: Manziimah (Tchran: Intishirét-i Hlkmdl 1984), vol. 1, pp 255 8,
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One who scans through the history of Istamic thought will come across the fact
that the discussion of scveral aspects of the theory of knowledge was primarily raised by
Muslim theologians (smutakallimiin) from the second century onward. Thereafter, a direct
line of development can easily be traced from Farabi (d. 339/950) to Ibn Sind (d.
428/1037), and then to Ibn Rushd (d. 595/1198). This line of philosophical thought is
called the Peripatetics in the history of Islamic philosophy. On the other hand, an
“Hluminative” school of thought was systematized and developed by Suhrawardi (d.
587/1191) and his successors. Moreover, the line of mystical thought which was
developed by Ibn al-*Arabi (d. 638/1240) and his followers occupied a notable portion of

Islamic thought.*

In other words, pertaining to the lslai‘nic intellectual framework, Muslim thinkers
can be classified into four dominant categories: Theologians (Mutakallimiin), Peripatetics
(Mashsha'nin), Nluminationists (Ishrdgiviin), and Mystics (Stifis). All of these four groups
of Islamic thought dealt with the question of “knowledge,” utilizing several languages and
different methc;dological constructions. These four major scfhools of intellectual
development, as well as the traditional context, became united in a vast synthesis as a new
school of hikma (philosophy) called by its well-known author Mulli Sadri Shirdzi® the

“transcendent theosophy™ (al-hikmat al-muta‘dliva).

By

i

* For further information about the development of Islamic philosophy see: F. Rahman, “Islamic
philosophy.” The Enevelopedia of Philosophy, ed. P. Edwards, vol, 4 (New York, London: Macmilian,
1967). pp. 219-224; S.H. Nagsr, "Mulla Sadrd,” The Enecvelopedia of Philosophy, vol. 5, p. 412; Sadr
al-Din Shirazi an! His Transcendent Theosophy, pp. 85-94; Majid Fakhri, A History of Islamic
Philosophy (New York: Columbia University Press, 1970), pp. 34146,

? In this regard, Nasr states: “Sadr al-Din Mohammad al-Shirdizi (979-1050/1571-1640), commonly

known as Mulld Sadrd, is the greatest philosopher-thcosopher of the Safavid period in Iran,” For more
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Il. The philosophy of Mulla Sadra

Mulli Sadra," the Persian philosopher of the 11th/17th century was the founder of

the school of transcendent theosophy (al-hikmat al-muta’dliva). Me maintained the
necessity of unifying various current schools ot thought in order to demonstrate the
universal truth that lies at the heart of all religions. He tried to cstablish a system of
philosophy with a view to reconcile separate doctrines in Muslim thought, namely the
peripatetic tradition (al-mashshd iyya) represented by Fardbi (d. 339/950) and Ibn Sind
(d.428/1037), the illuminationist tradition (a/-ishrdgiyya) of Suhrawardi (d.587/1191), the
mystical thought (al-‘irfdn) represented by Lbn al-*Arabi (d.638/1240), and the classical
tradition of kaldm which had already entered its philosophical phase in Nasir al-Din Tust
(d.672/1273). He also adequately considered the works of Fakhr al-Din Rizi (d.606/1209)
to the extent that, according to F. Rahman, Réazi was Mulla Sadrid’s most persistent

target.""

information of his time, as well as his intellcctual personality see: S.H. Nasr, Istamic Life and Thought
(London; Boston, Allen & Unwin, 1981), pp. 158-181; “The Mectaphysics of Sadr al-Din Shirdzi and
Istamic Philosophy in Qajar Iran.” in Qajar [ran, ed. by E. Bosworth (California, 1992), pp. 177-98:
“Theology, philosophy and spirituality,” in Ifsfamic Spiritvality. cd, S.H.Nasr (N.Y.. 1991) F

Rahman, The Philosophy aof Mulld Sadrd (Albany, SUNY Press, 1976). M. Fakhry, A History of

Istamic Phifosophy (N.Y., 1970), pp. 339-46. In the present work, Sadr al-Din al-Shirizi is aften
referred Lo as Mulld Sadrd or Sadr al-Muta’aliihin (the head of theosophers).

' For further information about Mulld Sadra’s life see; M. Khinsiri, Rawdiit al-Janndt, vol, 11 (Tchran,
1306 AH. Lunar), pp. 331-32; M. Al-Hurr al-"Amili, Amal al-Amil, p. 58 (noted by Mubammad
Qumi); with regard to modern studics concerning Mulld Sadrd’s life sce A, Zanjini, al-Faylasif af-
Fdrsi al-Kabir sadr al-Din al-Shirdzi (Damascus, 1936); A.M., Ma‘simi, “Sadr al-Din Shiriz1,” do-
Iranica, vol. XIV, no, 4 (December, 1961), pp. 27-42 {of Persian Arabic scction); S.J. Ashtiyani, Shark
Hal wa Arvd*-i Falsafiy-i Mulld Sadrd (Mashad, 1961), pp. 112-145; S.H.Nasr (ed.), Mulld Sadrd
conumemoration (Tehran, 1961); Sadr al-Din Shirdzi and his Transcendent Theosophy (Tehran, 1978).
pp. 31-3%; “Sadr dl-Din Shirdz (Mulli Sadri), His life, Doctrines and Significance,” /ndo-lranica,
vol. X1V, no. 4 (December, 1961), pp. 6-16; E.G. Browne, A Literary History of Persia, vol, 1V (New
York: Scribner’s Sons, 1902), pp. 429-30.

"' F. Rahman, The Philosophy of Mulld Sadrd (Albany: SUNY Press, 1976), p. 8.

-
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0 Moreover, Mulld Sadra used his deep knowledge of the Holy Quréan and hadith of
the Prophet (p.b.uh.) and the Imams (p.b.u.t.).”” The wvariety and universality of his
method, style, and intellectual characters are obvious from his large works.” In this

regard S. H. Nasr states:

It is in the numerous writings of this veritable sage (Mulld Sadrd) that the vigorous
logica) discussions of al-Firdbi and lbn Sing, the critiques of al-Ghazzali and Fakhr
al-Din al-Rizi, the illuminative doctrincs of Shihdb al-Din Suhrawardi, and the
supreme experiential knowledge of the Sifis as formulated by such masters of gnosis
as ibn ‘Arabi and Sadr al-Din al-Qiinawi became united in a vast synthesis whosc
umfying thread was the inner teachings of the Qurdn as well as Hadith and the saying
of the Shi*fte Imams."

Mlnllé Sadri’s cognizance of Greek philosophy and his familiarity with the school
of’ Alexandria enabled him to study the ancient wisdom of those civilizations which had
developed elaborate metaphysical theories. 1t was precisely this familiarity that enabled

. him to finaily create a synthesis of all these traditions within the matrix of Islamic

3

spirituality.

It is historically obvious that for several centuries the followers of two major
opposing schools, namely the Peripatetics and Sufis, were challenging each other’s

inteilectual aspects, having recourse to different methods. The possibility of bringing about

-

12 For more detail sce: S.H.Nasr, Isfamic Life and Thought, pp. 158-68; Qari'1, “ Post-Ibn Rushd Islamic
Philosophy in Iran,” 4/-Tawhid, vol, I1I, no. 3 (April-June, 1986), pp. 37-15.

'Y Mulld Sadrd was a prolific writer. In addition to his great work, the Asfdr, he wrote over forty books
and treatises. For further information sce: introduction by editor of the Asfdr, M, R. Muzaffar; S, H.
Nasr, Sadr al-Din Shirazi and his Transcendent Theosophy {Tehran: 1978), pp. 39-50; S. J. AshtiyAni,
Sharhi hdl wa drd’i Falsafive Mulld Sadré , (Tehran; Nihzat-i Zandn-i Musalman, 1981), pp. 43-71;

p F. Rahman, The Phifosophy of Mulld Sadrd (Albany: SUNY Press, 1976), pp. 16-20.
M S. H. Nasr, "Existence (wujiid) and Quiddity (mahiyyah) in Islamic Philosophy," International
. Philosophical Quarterly, vol. XXIX, no. 4, Issue no. 119 (1989), pp. 419-20.



6
a harmonization between these two schools was the question on the intellectual horizon of’
the time. Before Mulld Sadra, Suhrawardi (d. 587/1191) demonstrated that such a
synthesis was not only possible but necessary. He maintained that a thorough familiarity
with Peripatetic philosophy was the prerequisite for the understanding of the philosophy of
illumination."” 'This attempt created a bridge between the rationalistic tradition and
Sﬁﬁsm.|6 Like Subrawardi, Mulldi Sadrd was wholly convinced ol the interdependent
relationship between mystical experience and intetlectual thinking. Any philosophizing, on
the one hand, which does not lead to the highest spiritual realization is but a vain and
useless pastime; any mystical experience, on the other hand, which is not backed by a

rigorous conceptual training in philosophy is but a way to illusions and aberrations."’

What makes Mulld Sadrd’s philosophy unique and distinct from other philosophical
paradigms is a particular methodology and mcde of discussion. Mulld Sadrd not only
narrates, evaluates, and, in some cases, criticizes different doctrines and iraditional
systems of thought, but he also clarifies and demonstrates some new philosophical

problems which have been hardly considered by former Muslim thinkers." These two

'* For an introductory survey of the Suhrawardian position see; S.H. Nasr, Three Muslim Sages (Delmar,
N.Y.: Caravan Books, 1976), pp. 52-82; “Shihdb al-Din Sulrawardi Maqual,” A fistory of Mustim
Philosaphy, ed, M.M. Sharif, vol. [ (Wicsbaden: Otlo Harrassowilz, 1963), pp. 372-98,

6 M. Aminrazavi, Suhrawardi's Theory of Knowledge, Ph.D, Diss., (Philadelphia, Temple University,
1989), pp. 16-17.

1" We can find this basic principle in both Suhrawardian philosophical system and Mulld Sadrian system
of thought, See above, n. 15; and below, n, 19,

'* Corbin calls Mulla Sadrd’s transformation of carlier Islamic philosophy a “revoiution.” He writes
“Mulli Sadrd opére unc révolution qui détrone la véritable métaphysique de Pessence, donl le régne
durait depuis des sitcles, depuis Fardbi, Avicennc et Sohrawardi” Le livee des pénétrations
métapysiques (Lagrasse, France: Verdier, 1988), p, 62.



crucial aspects of his philosophical system let him, on the one hand, function as a historian
of Islamic thought, and on the other hand remain the dominating figure in the continuing

tradition of Islamic philosophy to this day."

Mulla Sadra had a profound influence on Islamic philosophy, especially in Shi‘ite
circles. He not only laid the corner stone for the development of future philosophical
systems, but his school of transcendent theosophy (al-hikmah al-muia dliya) became a
foundation upon which an esoteric interpretation of Shi‘ite Islam was made. In one sense,
it has been claimed that«.Mullﬁ Sadrd not only revived the study of metaphysics in the
Safavid period, but he also established a new intellectual perspective and founded the last
original traditional school of wisdom in Islam.?® Unlike Ibn Sind and Ibn Rushd, his
works were not translated into Latin and, therefore, Mulld Sadrd has remained largely

unknown to the West.?!

With regard to tl_1e theory of knowledge and its relation to his ontological doctrine,
Mullad Sadra asserts that from an abstract concept of existence, there can be no way to the
affirmation of a real individual existence. The real existence cannot be known except by
direct intuition ( mushdhada hugiiri ), and aﬁy attempt to capture it in the mind by any

idea must by definition fail: On the other hand, the nature of knowledge, he asserts, is only

" In this regard sce: S. H. Nasr, Islamic Life and Thought, pp. 158-181. Nasr has considered and
" elucidated the importance of Mulld Sadrd as “a source for knowledge of the earlier schools of Islamic
philosophy and the histery of Islamic philosophy in general”.

™ S H. Nasr, Isfamic Life and Thought (London, Boston: Allen & Unwin, 1981), p. 164,

' For morc detail of his influcnce on Islamic philosophy see: S. H. Nasr, “The Metaphysics of Sadr al-
Din Shirdz1,” in Qqjar Iran, ed. By E. Bosworth (California, 1992), pp. 177-198; F. Rahman, The
Philosophy of Mulld Sadrd (Albany: SUNY Press, 1976), pp. 13-16,



obtainable by presence of the real existence. In other words, all kinds ¢f knowledge refer
to the knowledge by presence in which the subject directly captures the real existence
without any concept or form.” These two propositions, indicating a very fundamental
basis of Mulld Sadrd's epistemological system, illustrate the close relationship between

existence (al-wujiidy and knowledge (a/- 'ilm) in his philosophy.

In the view of Mulld Sadrd, a direct cognition of an object implies the cognition of
its being, whether that cognition is empirical (fueyiifi) or intuitive (Suediird) on the one hand,

or is sensible ({riss7), imaginative (khaydli) or intellective (*agli) on the other.™

Based on these very primary ontological and epistemological principles of the
'.Sadrian philosophical system, the kernel and primary focal point of this study will be to

anatyze and survey the broad doctrine of this philosopher in its epistemological aspects.

lll. This study and its methodology

The central task of this work is to attempt an analytical study of Sadra’s theory of
knowledge, particularly knowledge by presence, and his claim that it is only through
intuitive knowledge that one is able to understand and grasp the reality directly and

without mediation. Since his philosophical thought in general, and his theory of knowledge

2 Asfar (Bairut: Dar Ihyd’ al-Turith al-*Arabi, 1990), book |, part 3, pp. 294.

3 Ibid., I/1, pp. 116-9. -
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X

in particular, are notably influenced by Suhrawardi,™ the illuminative positions will be

comparatively and critically examined in this study.

Mulla Sadri, we can say, approaches the problem of knowledge from the
principles of his philosophical system “al-hikmah al-muta‘dliyah.” These philosophical
principles might be summarized as follows:

1. The principiality of existence (aydlat al-wujid),

2. Analogical gradation of unique existence (al~tashkik fi al-wujiid),

3. Immateriality of perception (tajarrud al-idrdk),

4, The division of' knowledge into a/-‘ilm al-hudiiri and al-‘ilm al-husili,

5. The unity of "perceiver," "perceived” and "perception" (ittihkdd al-mudrik wa al-
yol'p p percep

mudrak wa al-idrdk),
6. The function of the soul (fi / al-nafs).”

His “philosophical epistemology,” in point of fact, has been developed from these

philosophical elements. In particular, his ontological views serve as the foundation upon

= The greatest influence on Mulld Sadrd’s doctrines is that of Suhrawardi, the founder of the
llluminationist schoa! of thought. Mulld Sadrd wrole a commentary on Suhrawardi’s Hikmat al-
Ishrdq, partly criticizing, rejecting or modifying him, and partly accepting and supporting him in
several places. {In Suhrawardi and his influence on Mulld Sadra see: S. H. Nasr, Three Afuslim Sages,
Suhrawardi’s par; M, Fakhri, 4 History of Islamic Philosophy, pp. 326-344; F, Rahman, The
Phifosophy of Mulld Sadrd (Albany: SUNY Press, 1976}, Introduction.

For more delails sce; F. Rahman, The Philosophy of Mulla Sadrd (Albaﬁy: SUNY Press, 1976), pp.
210-246; S.M.R.Hcjazi, = Being and Knowledge in Mulld Sadrd’s Philosophy,” read paper (N.Y.,
1992).
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which his ideas or theories on metaphysics, logic, and, finally, cpistemology are

established.>

Leaving out the problem of ontology®’, which governs almost the whole field of
metaphysics and lies far beyond the frame work of our subject, we may rightfully
concentrate our attention on the problem of knowledge, particularly knowledge by
presence. It is generally accepted that knowledge by presence di#linguishcs illuminationist
epistemology in general, and Sadrian doctrine in particular, from the Peripatetic theory.
This distinction is explicitly obvious in several fields of their epistemological system- e.g,,
the problem of definition and division of knowledge, the nature of man’s knowledge, and
the question of the knowledge of Necessary Existent. The core of the thesis, therefore,

revolves around Mulla Sadrd’s theory of theosophical epistemology called “knowledge by

presence” (al-‘ilm al-hudiiri).

To demonstrate Mulld Sadrd’s notion of “knowledge by presence” one has to
examine the following: 1. The definition of knowledge. 2. The division of knowledge into

al-‘ilm al-hudiiri and al-‘ilm al-husili. 3. The nature of “knowledge by presence”. These

*% On the significance of his ontological views scc: M. Abdul Haq, “Mulla Sadrd's concept of being,”
Istamic Studies, vol. VI, no. 3 (September, 1967), pp. 267-276; S. H, Nasr, Islamic Life and Thought,
pp. 174-181; "Existence (wujid) and Quiddity (mahiyyah) in Islamic Philosophy," /mternational
Philosophical Quarterly, vol. XXIX, no. 4, Issuc no. 119 (1989), pp. 419-20; F. Rahman, he
Philosophy of Mulld Sadrd (Albany: SUNY Press, 1976), pp. 27-44.

*" The problem of ontology and the meaning and reality of existence has been treated so thoroughly and so
systematically in this philosophy that the whole arca of this philosophy is characterized by the sense of
existence. Mulld’ Sadrd devoted the whole of the first book of his Asfér 1o the discussion of wrgiid
{existence) to wh:ch he returned in several of his other works. Sce also F. Rahman, The I’In!mnphy of
Mullg Sadrd (Albanv SUNY Press, 1976), pp. 27-44.
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problems will be discussed in the part /. 4. The sorts of “knowledge by presence”. This

problem will be examined in the part /1.

This study is d;‘ﬂ‘erent from other works either on “knowledge by presence™ such
as the work of M. Ha'iri, or on illuminative philosophy such as the works of S. H. Nasr, J.
Walbridge, H. Ziai, and M. Aminrazavi. In this study, 1 will not only illustrate the Sadrian
doctrine and analyze its specific arguments but also compare it with the Suhrawardian

]

theory of “knowledge”. In addition to “self-knowledge,” other kinds of “knowledge by
presence” will be elucidated in this study as well. To do so, examining Mulla Sadrd’s
several works,?® T will focus more on his Asfir.”® The works of Suhrawardi, in my
comparing examinations, will be dealt with as well. In a philosophical system such as
Mulld Sadra’s, one often faces the problem of verification which implies the verification of

method.™ Therefore, in the analysis of the topics and issues I will use a variety of

methodologies, each of which is suited to some aspect of Mulld Sadrd’s philosophy.

2 According to the list of Mulld Sadra’s works given by M. R. Muzaffar, the cditor of Asfdr (Tehran,
1958). in his Introduction (p. 16) to the work, Mulld Sadré wrote 32.0r-33 treatises altogether. In one
scnsc, his works may be divided into the purely philosophical and the religious. and, in another way,
they may divided into original works and commentaries on earlier philosophical writings, the most
important being his commentaries on the metaphysics of Tbn Sind’s al-Shifd" and Suhrawardi’s
Hikmat al-Ishrdg. ‘ '

* The full title of Mulld Sadrd’s multivolume work writlen in Arabic is al-hikmat al-muta‘dliya Fi al-

Asfdr al-"Aqlivat al-Arba‘a (The Transcendent Wisdom of the Four Intellectual Journeys of the Soul)

- first lithographed in 1865 {1282 A. H. lunar) almost 225 ycars after his death. For detailed.

information about parts of four journeys of Asfdr sec; S. H, Nasy, Sadr al-Din Shirdzi and his
Transcendent Theosophy (Tehran, 1978), pp. 55-60,

- ™ For instance, in Asfir, Mulld Sadré usually employs an cspecial method in which he has first discussed

the vicws of various schools and then synthesized the different doctrings into a unity which secks to
encotupass them.



PART 1

Knowledge, Definition and Division

TR0



CHAPTER 1

‘The Definition of Knowledge

&
. General

1s knowledge definable? If it is so, how can we define knowledge, concerning the
concept and the nature of knowledge? These were earlier identified as two of the most
basic epistemological questions which could be asked. Numerous answers have Been given
down the agés and diverse aspects of the same problem have been surveyed at various
times. These two questions have been central problems in the history of epistemological
philosophy. An understanding of the concept of knowledge, as well as its nature, is a

prerequisite for embarking upon any attempt to answer other epistemological questions.

Most philosophers have had something to say about the nature of knowledge,
although many have taken its nature for granted.' Some philosophers, regarding the former
question, maintain that knowledge is not definable and, therefore, they believe that the
original definition of knowledge is rendered. circular or tautological. Some of them, by

contrast, under the impression that its definition is possible, have asserted several

' D, W, Hzﬁniyn. "History of Epistemology,” in Encyclopedia of Philosophy (New York: Macmillan,
1967), vol. 3. p. 10
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definitions of knowledge, by a very difterent route. In this regard, we can also find the

same story in the history of Islamic philosophy, theology and mysticism.”

Since knowledge of any sort is the foundation of every philosophical argument, it
is natural to discuss at first the concept, essence (nature), and kinds of knowledge. In
Western philosophy, the theory of knowledge has been a central problem in philosophy
from the earfiest times.” In Islamic philosophy, the problem of knowledge, its definition,
divisions, and sources have been highly considered by Muslim philosophers. Mushm

theologians (mutakallimin) also discuss at first the essence and kinds of knowledpe.*

Muslim philosophers and theologians, however, taking it for granted that
knowledge of nature is possible, differ with regard to whether or not the definition of

knowledge is logically possible,®

% For instance, in the Muslim world, at lcast for Farabi (d. 339/950) and his successors, knowledge and @
theory of knowledge was both possible and necessary. For more information sce: I R. Netton, .A/-
Frrabi and His School, (London, New York: Rouledge, 1992). p. 88.

3 *This problem occupies an important place in most major philosophical systems whether philosophy is
conceived as an ontolegical undertaking or a critical inguiry. Tn modern philasophy in the widest sensc
of the phrase-i.c., philosophy since the Renaissance- theory of knowledge has usually been the
primary ficld of philosophy." Anthony Quinton, "Knowledge and Belic." in fncyclopedia of
Philosophy (New York: Macmiillan, 1967), vol. 4, p. 345.

* The fact that most, if not all, Muslim theologians have notably discussed diverse aspects of knowledge
in their works is obvious from the following passage: "These discussions occupy a position in [slamic
theological manuals, which open by setting out the definition and meaning of knowledge in its various
kinds, c.g., al-Biqillani, Tamftid, al-Baghdadi, Usal; al-'1ji, al-Mawdgif. B. Abrahamou, "Nccessary
Knowledge in Istamic Theology," British Journal of Middle Lastern Studies, vol. 21, no.l1 (1993},
Exeter, p.20. .

> Unlike Western philosophers, Muslim thinkers, insofar as I have discovered, have not scriously
approached the problem of possibility or impossibility of the nature of knowledge. They took il for
granted that knowledge of nature was possible. In aother words, the existence of knowledge was not
considered as a serious problem in their epistemological system, but it was evident for them that the
existence of knowledge was necessary and did not need any logical demonstration. Sce: Shams al-Din
Bukhiri, Skarki Hikmah al-‘Ain, p. 305; M. H. Tabitabi'i, Nikdyat al-tikmah, (Tehran: Intishirit-i



ll. The concept and the nature of knowledge

It is generally accepted that, in the case of definition or description of
“knowledge,” there aré two sides that might be separately considered: the concept and the
nature ol knowledge. Logically, any kind of definition dealt with the nature of
“knowledge” should be preceded by an examination of the concept of knowledge. Yet, it
is taken for granted that the concept of knowledge is self-evident (a/-badihi).® However,
one might ask whether a proposition expressing the concept of knowledge defended as
being self-evident, entails the proposition expressing the essence (nature) of: knowledge

defended as being self-evident as well.

On the other hand, with respect to the definition of knowledge, Muslim thinkers
have had recourse to two kinds of technical terms: evaluative and (or) descriptive terms.’
However, it is evident that their investigation of the nature of knowledge occurs within the
framework of a -general metaphysical theory. Unfortunately, none of them adequately
clarifies the nature of the specific coherence between external and internal world or, in

other words, between object and subject in any kind of knowledge. So, the distinction

al-Zahrd. 1984), p.193; M. T. Mesbih Yazdi. in his ¥Ta'ligah on Nihdyat al-[ikma (Tchran
Intishiicit-i al-Zahred, 1984), p. 193.

% See below, nn, 11,12,

7 Tbn Sind (d. 428/1037) for instance, in his survey of the knowledge of The First (al-Awwal), asserts that
this kind ol knowledge is betier (afifal), and Tisi (d, 672/1273), thc commentator, clucidates and
cvaluates several kinds of knowledge, using some evaluative terms, Sce: al-fshardt wa al-Tanbihidt
(Tehran: Matba'a Haidari, 1958)..vol. 3, pp. 710-11.

KB
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between subjective and objective conceptions of reality remains in need of much

clarification.®

It should be considered that, assuming that the thinkers' analysis is correct and
complete as an analysis of the concept of knowledge, knowing the correct analysis of the
concept of knowledge is not sufficient for knowing the complete essence of knowledge.
~ Some may hold that, though we can know the content of the concept of knowledge, we
do not (or we cannot) know the complete essence of knowledge. Hence, conceptual

analysis is insufficient for determining the complete essential nature of knowledge.

On the concept of knowledge (al-'ilm or al-ma'rifa),” if it is logically accepted
that the subject matter of a science could be known either by an acquired concept or by a
self-evident one,'" it is obvious and generally admitted that the concept of knowledge is
self-evident. In one sense, understanding the concept of knowledge self-evidently means
that we know what knowing is or What the word “know” means; for we know how to use
the word correctly. Traditionallly, one who scans through the pages of the history of

Islamic philosophy will surely come across the fact that most, if not all, of Muslim

¥ This is a very basic problem in epistemology and I hope, by and by, I shall approach this problematic
issue, concerning two different melaphysical metheds; intellectual and intuitive.

? Both terms al-‘ilm and al-ma‘rifa are used by the Peripatetics to designate knowledge in the gencral
sense, for which Suhrawardi uses the term idrdk; and this has the sense of perception or cognition as a
process of knowledge. Ghazzali distinguishes between ma‘rifa as perlinenl to fagdig, and ‘itm as
pertinent to tasawwur. Ghazzili, Mihak al-Nazngt al-Mantig, ed. al-Na‘sini (Beirut, 1966), pp. 8-10.

° 3, Walbridge, The Science of Mystic Lights (Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1992), p. 44,
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hilosophers'' strenuously maintained that the concept of knowledge is primitive and
P p y p g p

indefinable: thus it is self-evident. '

On the nature of knowledge, there are two major doctrines among Muslim
thinkers; whether knowledge is a kind of quiddity (mdhiyyah) or a kind of existence
(nalvwun min al-wyjnd). For whom knowledge is quiddity, its genus is either quality (a/-
kaifiya) or relation (al-idhdifa or al-nishat), or affection (al-infi'dl). Concerning these

dilferent doctrine, Mustim thinkers have asserted diverse definitions of knowledge. "

Suhrawardi (d. 587/1121), basing his philosophical system on light, holds that our
knowledge is not in the first place mediated by concepts but occurs presently by a direct
relation with its object. Our conceptual knowledge is once or twice removed from the

thing." Considering the distinction between concept and reality, Suhrawardi and his

It has been said that “the majority of theologians subscribe to the view that “knowledge” is definable
and conscquently they postulate a variety of definitions.” A. Al-Oraibi, Shi chna:s.sance Ph.D. thesis
{McGill University, 1992), p, 74.

2 Mulld Sadrd Shirizd, Asfdr, 1/3, p. 278; M. H. Tabitaba"i, Nikdvat al-Hikwa, {Tchran: Intishirat-i al-
Zahrd. 1984). p. 193; M. T. Mcesbah Yazdi, Ta'fiqa ‘ali Nilidvat al-Hikma, (Tehran: Intishérat-i al-
Zahrd, 1984), p. 193. Mesbdh holds that the existence of knowledge is necessary (darird), for the
existence of cvcrythmg would be demonsirated by it, and the concept of knowledge 15 self—cwdcnl
(badihiy, hence its definition is 1mp0551blc

Sabzaviri (d.1289/1878) quotes different opinions about "knowledge," as to whether its "genus"” is
"quality," as is commonly held, or "relation,” as has been held by Fakhe Rizi, or "affection," as some
have held. He, asserting scveral degrees for knowledge, holds that some kinds of knowledge are
quatitics relating to the sou), and some of il are not qualities. M. Mohaghegh and T. Izutsu (trans. and
eds.). The Metaphysies of Sabzavdri (New York: Caravan Books, 1977), pp. 210-11.

' Sharh Hikmat al-ishrdq (Tehran: Chap-i Sangi, 1913), pp. 38-9, 295-6,
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follower, Qutb al-Din Shirazi (d. 710/1310), make a sharp and consistent distinction

between the structure of the conceptual world and the structure of the real world. "

According to Mulla Sadra (d. 1050/1640), knowledge is not logically detinable, for
logical definition is in terms of genus and species which are two kinds of quiddity

(mdhiyah), while the nature of knowledge is a kind of existence (nalnwun min al-wujiid).*

For both either Suhrawardi, who defines knowledge as a kind of being manitest
(al-zuhiir), or Mulla Sadra, who identifies knowledge as a kind of existence (al-wujiidd),
grasping the real existence of the realities is the main goal of their proposed
epistemological system.'” In this regard, Suhrawardi rejects the Peripatetic theory of
definition and establishes his own theory. Suhrawardi, in the critique of the Peripatetics,
argues that the Peripatetic approach to definition makes it impossible to know the reality

of anything, and in his own logic he substitutes a theory of definition based on direct

15 J. Walbridge, The Science of Mystic Lights, (Cambridge: Harvard Universily Press, 1992),pp. 83-84.
The author adds: "This conceptual system, however, was not arbitrary but had a systematic relation to
experience and reality. The program of Qutb al-Din's first philosophy is the exploration of this
conceptual strucluere, its relation to reality, and the structure of reality insofar as it relates to the
secondary inlelligibles that arc correlates of all our thoughts.”

'6 Asfir, 1/3, pp. 278-99, 382-3; Mafiitih al-Ghaib (Tchran: Mu'assisa Mutdli*al wa Tahqiqat-i Farhang,
1986), pp. 108-110. For more information on Mulla Sadrd’s concept of wijtidd and mdhival sce: S.J.
Ashiiyani, Hasti az Nazar-i Falsafa wa ‘Irfin, pp. 63-95; F. Rahman, The Philosophy of Mulld Sadrd,
pp. 27-58; S. H. Nasr, “Existence (wijud) and Quiddity (mahiyyah) in Islamic Philosophy,”
International Philosophical Quarterly, vol. XX1X, no.4, Issuc no. 119 (1989), pp. 409-28.

17 On the contrary, for the Peripatetics like Fardbi the reality of thing is not oblainable because man,

according to him, cannot grasp the reality of an object; and he is able o know its properties (Kinwdss)

and accidents (a'rdd). Faribi, al-Rasi'il, al-Ta'ligdt (Haidar Abad, 1914), pp. 130,141, Ibn Sind also,
in some of his works, gives us the same statement. In A/-Ta 'figdt (p. 82), Ibn Sind says:

Gl ¢ MRS iy Y ol
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knowledge (al-‘ilm cal-hudiiri) of things." He also uses a theory of vision based on simple
presence in place of Peripatetic theories requiring an intermediate entity. His theory of

vision, as we shall see, has explicitly been rejected by Mulla Sadra.

lil. The definition of knowledge

On definition of knowledge, many different propositions are cited. " When we
examine and peruse these definitions, we will find that in most of them, if not all, some
technical terms, such as af~ma ‘rifat (knowledge), al-idrék (perception), al-i ‘tiqdd (belief),
al-tayagqun (certainty), and al-sirat (form) are employed. These terms, in turn, should be
described and. logically deﬁned.by the term of al-‘ilm (knowledge). For this reason,
someone may hold that the original definition of knowlédge is rendered circular. For

instance, al-Rizi (d.606/1209)® asserts that the definition of knowledge by both real

B Sharlt Uikmat al-Ishrdq, pp. 38-9. For a full discussion of Suhrawardi’s examination of the problem
“definition” sec: H. Ziai, Knowledge and Humination (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1990), pp. 77-
135.

12 al-Jurjini (d. 808/1405) quotcs several definition under the title of a/-'i/m (knowledge) and states his
own selected deflinition as following: ” knowledge is a certain belicf which corresponds to the reality.”
Al-Ta'rifdt (Beirut: Maktaba Lubnéan, 1990), p. 160. Among thcologians, al-'lji {(d. 756/1355}, on
definition of knowledge. mentions scveral impressions some of which are: 1. al-Razi's opinion: .
knowledge is necessary, dariri (therefore, it doesn’t need any definition). 2. al-Juvaini's and al-*-
Ghazzili's point of view: knowledge is not necessary, but its definition is very difficult. 3. For the rest
of Muslim thinkers it is speculative, nazari or acquired, muktasab. Then he quotes different definitions
and, finally, selects his accepted one. Af-Mawdgif, pp. 9-11.

* Muhammad ibn *Omar Fakhr al-Din al-Rdzi is one of the most important Ash‘arite theologians who
was among the first (o systematize Islamic theology on a philosophical basis. Fazlur Rahman asserts
that al-Razl, being Mulld Sadrd's most persistent target, wiclded great influence on the subsequent
philossphical tradition in Islam. F. Rahman, The Philosophy of Mulld Sadré, p. 8.
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definition (a/-fiadd) and descriptive definition (a/-rasm) is impossible, and there is nothing

more evident than al-‘ilm (knowledge).”'

Mulld Sadrd also, at the very beginning of his discussion about knowledge, states
that al-'ilm (knowledge) is not definable, for everything is appearing and manifested
before al-‘aql (intellect) by al-'ilm (knowledge), hence, it is not possible that knowledge

itself be appearing or manifested by something else.”

This allegation: which indicates logical circularity might be, however, denied with
the argument that there is an obvious difference between the concept of knowledge which
is exafnined by thinkers defining and describing it, and the existence of knowledge which
entails the appearance and manifestation of everything before the intellect (al-‘aql).
Accordingly, the concept of knowledge could be appearing and manifested before the

intellect by other concepts without any logical circularity or intellectual contradiction.”

That is why philosophers, as well as theologians, who deny the possibility of the
definition knowledge, have offered diverse definitions. Besides, Mulld Sadrd himself,
asserting the former statement, declares some propositions as definitions or descriptions of

knowledge.” Mulla Sadra, in this regard, enumerates several views some of which he

3 F. Razi, al-Mabdhith al-Mashrigivah (Beirut: Dar al-Kitdb al-* Arabi, 1990), pp. 450-3.

* Mulld Sadra, Asfir, 1/3, p. 278.

3 Sabzavéri has paid attention to this point in his commentary on Mulli Sadrd's Asfér, 1/3, p.278.

M Asfar, 111, p.116; part 3, pp. 286,297,35&; Mafiitih al-Ghaib, p. 108, It could be mentioned here that
the propositions which are offered as the definitions of knowledge are not logically the definitions of

knowledge, for it has been cited that, on the onc hand, the logical definition consists of genus and
species and, on the other hand, there is no genus and species for the nature of “knowledge.” Hence,



accepts after necessary modifications, while criticizing and rejecting others. He then

formulates and demonstrates his own view.*

One view, which is attributed to the Peripatetics by Suhrawardi, defines
knowledge, particularly intcllectual knowledge, in terms of abstraction or separation {rom
matter. Abstraction here is taken as something negative. Mulla Sadrd, following
Suhrawardj, rejects this kind of definition. He remarks that whenever we know something,
we are aware that knowledge is something positive and we are not aware of any negatives.
Moreover, "to be abstract" can never be a translation of "to be knowledge"; that is why it

requires a proof to show that all knowledge includes abstraction.”

Another definition is to say that knowledge consists in the imprinting of the form
of the object in the subject. This is a common definition of knowledge, in which
k’no\;lledge is considered as an acquired form, being a mediator between subject (knower)
and object (known). In analyzing this definition, Mulld Sadrd mentions several objections
against this view. 1t is obvious that this is not true of self-knowledge (al-‘ilm bi-dhdt), for

it is admitted that self-knowledge does not come about by the imprinting of one's form

these propositions secem to be merely as sharh-ul-ismr, or, as Mulli Sadrd mentions, thesc are
propounded as the admonitions and explanations implying clarity and plainness, Asfar, I/3, p. 278,

Asfar. U3, pp.  278-99; Mafitih al-Ghaib, (Tchran: Mu'ssasa Mutdli‘dt wa Tahqigit-i Farhangi,
1986)-pp, 108-110, Sce also F. Rahman, The Philosophy of Mulla Sadrd, pp. 210-220,

Asfir, 113, pp. 286,289, For Subrawardi's objection to this definition sce: Hikmat al-Ishrdg, p.151, All
references here, for Suhrawardi’s works such as Hikmat al-Ishrdq, al-Talvihat, al-Mashdri' wa al-
Mutdrihdt, and al-Mugdwimdt arc (o the collection under the title of Opera metaphysica et mystica,
vol. 1 & II, ed. Henricus Corbin (Istanbul: Maarif Matbaasi, 1945, 1954).
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into oneself. The second objection to this view is that the imprinting of forms in matter

does not become knowledge for material bodies.”’

Suhrawardi, however, accepts this kind of definition at least in some part of
knowledge, e.g., knowledge in which the subject knows (or perceives) the object through
a form (mithal).® Mulla Sadri also, in some cases, confirms this kind of Guscription of

knowledge where he asserts that;

Knowledge is the presence of the forms before the intelicct (al-'agl).*

What we understand from these two statements cited by either Suhrawardi, who
defines knowledge as a kind of being manifest {(a/-zufuir), or Mulld Sadra, who identifies
knowledge as a kind of existence (al-wujiid), is that, on the one hand, the reality of known
object (ma ‘fim), in somé kind of knowledge, could be, according to them, absent of the
subject and, on the other hand, knowledge is not restricted to knowledge by presence.
Accordingly, some propositions in which Mulla Sadrd aftirms that every kind of

knowledge refers to knowledge by presence should be elucidated.*

Suhrawardi, denying all peripatetic definitions, propoundé his own definition of

knowledge. He seeks to translate the phenomenon of cognition into the terminology of

3 Asfar, 3, pp. 288-9.

™ Suhrawardi, Hikmat al-Ishrdq, p. 111. Elsewhere, he remarks that; "perception (idrik) occurs when the
idea or form (mithdly of the reality (hagiga) of the thing is obtained by the person, i.c., in the knowing
subject.” Hikmat al-Ishrdq, p. 15 [lrans H. Ziai, Knowledge and IHlumination (Allanta, Ga.; Scholars
Press, 1990), p. 140].

¥ Mulla Sadrd, Risdla al-Tasawwur wa a!-!asd.rq [ed. in al-Jawhar a!-Nadu! {Qum: Intishiirit-i Bidir,
1984) p. 307.Jiad 3ic bl jpea jpean oo 3 ke a8 o

¢ 1 shall attempt to examine his propositions in the following chapter.
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light. In his definition, he uses two technical terms: al-niir (light) and al-zuhiir (appearance
or being manifest).! He asserts that al-nir (light) is manifest to itself and makes other

things manifest (al-mir zéhirun li-dhdtih wa muzhirun li-ghau':r'."h)_.32

He depicts the
categories of light as that which is light for itself, and that which is light for something
clse. The light which is light for itself appears for itself, and it knows itseif directly. In
sum, the immaterial light knows itself directly, because of the nature of light, and knows
the other fhings through an illuminative relation (al-iddfah al-ishrdqiyah).® Vision,
according to him, happens simply by the presence of a lighted object before a healthy eye

and, therefore, it happens by an intuitive illumination for the soul (ishrdg-tn hudiiri-un li-

nnafs).*

Mulla Sadrd critically treats Suhrawardi's definition of knowledge, confirming
some part of his theory and denying the other part. He asserts that his idea about the light
being manifest for itself, which is a self-existing and a self-knowing substance, is correct
insofar as it identifies true being with knowledge. He, thereafter, having interpreted the

light as existence, holds that Suhrawardi's idea, in this part, refers to Mulld Sadri’s own

¥ The term manifest as a translation for the technical term zdhir has been used by some contemporary
writers like J. Walbridge in The Science of Mystic Light (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1992).

2 Opera 1, Hikmat al-Ishrdg, p.113.s 3583 jba 5 <3 all 4

¥ Ibid,, pp. 106-8,117,
* Ibid., pp. 97-100; al-Mutarihdt, p, 486. In this regard, Ziai concludes as following: "For Suhrawardi,
onc does not proceed to know a thing by analyzing it, but by having an intuilive grasp of its total
reality and then analyzing the intuition." Knowledge and ;'llmmnauon (Atlanta, Ga.; Schofars Press,
1990), p. 130. R



selected view, which implies the fact that knowledge is existence {(al-‘ilm huva al-

paon 3
wjticd).*

Regarding the other part of Suhrawardi’s theory, Mulld Sadra rejects Subrawardi's
idea through both destructive answer {al-jawdh al-naqdi) and constructive answer (a/-
Jawdb al-halli). He declares that the connection (which Subrawardi posited between the
act of vision and an externally subsisting material form) cannot be, since the relation
between what has no position (that is, the soul’s act of vision) and something having
material dimensions (that is, the “object of viston, in their theory) is impossible cxcept by
means of something having position. So that even if one should suppose the validity (of
their theory of vision) through an intermediary (between the soul and the material objcct
of vision), the relation would not be one of illuminative knowledge, but rather a material
" and spatial one, since all the activities of material powers and everything which iilcy

undergo must be in a spatial location.™ =

Besides, it is not true that those material things which are, according 1o
Suhrawardi, pure darkness (al-ghawdsiq), can be known by direct illuminational
awareness, like pure body and pure quantity, whereas we believe that, Mulld Sadra adds,
the pure body cannot be the object of one's perception or intellection. Since what is

material, like pure body, is able to be divided in different directions and each direction is

¥ Asfar, 113, p.291.

% Mulld Sadra, Ta'figdt on Sharh Hikmat al-Ishrégy (Tehran: Chap-i Sangi, 1913), pp. 270-274; al-
‘Arshiya, p. 237 [trans. by J. W. Morris, The Wisdom of The Throne (Princeton, N.J.. Princeton
University Press, 1981) pp. 136}. -
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absent from the others, hence it is absent from itself, let alone from the other things.”” With

respect to this objection he affirms;

For it has been proven that this mode of shadowy and material being is veiled from
itself by itself. So with regard to this (material) mode (of being), the presence (of a
material thing) is preciscly the same as its absence from itsclf, its coherence is the
same as its scparability; its unity is thc same as its potential multiplicity; and its
conjunction is the same as divisibility, 3

Elsewhere, he holds that, “what is in the external materials is not the sort of thing

that can be connected in essence with perception, nor can it be present immediately in

. . . . 9
perception and have being in consciousness,™

Mulla Sadri, examining and criticizing the other definitions, both Peripatetics and

illuminatives, propounds his own definition of knowledge: -

Knowledge is neither a privation like abstraction from matter, nor a relation but being
(wujiid). (it is) not cvery being but that which is an actual being (bil-fi*f), not
potential (hil-guwwah). (It is) not even gvery actual being, but a purc being (wujiidan
khdlisan), unmixed with non-being (al-'adam). To the cxtent that it becomes free
from an admixture of non-being, its intensity as knowledge increascs.”

This statement frankly elucidates that his investigation of the nature of knowledge

occurs within the framework of a general metaphysical theory. Knowledge, according to

3 JAsfar, U3, pp. 291-2; Ta ligdt on Sharh Hikmat al-Ishrdg, pp. 268-274; al- ‘Arshivah, p. 225.
M al-‘drshivah, p. 225 (trans. by J. W. Morris, The Wisdom of The Throne (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1981) pp. 107-8).

* Ibid.. p. 237. Morris here declares that, “Sadra’s primary concern here is to clarify the gntological
implication of Suhrawardi’s theory with regard to the true nature of soul; he does not claim to outline
an adequate alternative account of vision (or any other sense) on the Ievel of physical or psichological
theory.” (P. 136, n. 83). However, it might be said that, although Mulld Sadrd here does not offer the
alternative theery of vision, he demenstrates his own account in several places of his works, We shall

-examine Mullii Sadrd’s theory, as well as his criticizing Suhrawardi’s doctrine, in the following
chapter,

10 Asfir, U3, p. 297 jtrans. by F. Rahman in The Philosophy of Mulld Sadrd (Albany: SUNY Press, 1975),
p. 213} .
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him, is pure existence and free from matter. Mulld Sadra, therefore, has based his theory
of knowledge on two prime bases: one of them is a very fundamental principle of his
philosophical system, the principiality of existence (asdlar al-wujiid). On this point, there
is a deep gap between Suhrawardi's illuminative system and Mulld Sadrian philosophy.
Suhrawardi is the most relentless critic of the doctrine of the reality of existence and the

pioneer of the doctrine that essence is the sole reality and existence a mental abstraction.™

For Suhrawardi, according to Mulld Sadrd’s interpretation, essence or quiddity
(al-mdhiyah) is principial (ayi/) and, therefore, existence (a/-wujiic) cannot be regarded as
a real attribute of essence. Because if existence were realized in a determined (realm), then
it would be existent and would also have existence. Its existence would have existence and
so on ad infinitum (in a vicious regress).” Mulla Sadrd, answering the objections raised by
Suhrawardi, demonstrates the principiality of existence. For Mulla Sadri, existence is the
corner stone of both his philosophical system (al-hikmah al-muta‘dliyah) and
epistemological theory.** According to him the nature of knowledge does not pertain to

quiddity (al-mdhiyah), which has “never inhaled the perfume of real existence at all.™" He

F. Rahman, The Philosophy of Mulla Sadrd (Albany; SUNY Press, 1975), p. 32,

For Mulli Sadrd’s interpretation of Suhrawardi’s concept sce: Asfar, 171, pp. 38-45; Ta'figdt on Sharh
Hikmat al-Ishrdq, pp. 182-192; al-Mashd i, trans. and ed. P. Morewedge (New York: SSIPS, 1992),
Pp. 22-33. For Suhrawardi’s own idea see; Opera {l, Hikmat al-Ishrig, pp. 64-6;, Opera I, al-Talwihdt,
pp. 22-3.

B Mulld Sadrd, in his majbr work, has devoted four chapters 0 the discussion of the principiality of
existence, He mentions some views, their objections, and answers one by one. Finally, hie demonstrates
his own doctrine by several arguments, Asféir, I/1, pp. 38-74.

™ Mulld Sadra, al-Mashd'ir, trans. and cd. P. Morewedge (New York: SSIPS, 1992), p43.
Mol 2y ¥ Aty Coad La (20 Z5EH et a4 claldy
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insists on the fact that the nature of knowledge is a form of “existence” (nafwvun min al-

v e pm A5
wujiid).!

The second prime basis in Mulld Sadrian theory of knowledge is immateriality of
knowledge (tajarrud al-'ilm). This is a view acceptable to both Suhrawardi, who defines
knowledge through his terminology of light, and Mulld Sadra, who has recourse to the
prime principle of his philosophy (asdlar al-wujiid). In the following chapter, I shall
attempt to pursue the problem of immaéériality of knowledge, concentrating upon

Suhrawardian and Mulla Sadrian arguments.

Mulla Sadrd, using these two principles, has offered a unique definition of
knowledge which shows a very close relationship between existence and knowledge in his
epistemological system. It must be stated at this juncture that Mulld Sadré has based his
theory of knowledge on the reality of existence, rather than on a concept of something
which is itself absent from the mind. Hence, according to him, direct, intuitive experience

is the only way to know the reality of knowledge. *°

It might be said, however, that this kind ol definition is, at least at first glance, both
too vague and too broad, because, on the one hand, any sort of definition or description
should include all kinds of its sub-divisions. On the other hand, the definition, even

though it is not real definition , should explicitly clarify and identify the subject. Assuming

5 See above, 1. 16.

" al-Aashd ir, pp. 30.43,63. Although the same theory had a background in the illuminative doctrine of
Sulrawardi. ‘
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the correctness and completeness of Mulla Sadra's analysis of the detinition of knowledge,
the next step would be to confirm the fact as to which kind of quiddity (af~mdirival) we
can abstract from the existence of knowledge, at least some kind of knowledge. For this
kind of existence is contingent (mumkin), and every contingent, as it is demonstrated by
philosophers, is a combined pair (kn/le mumkinin zawjun tarkibi) from quiddity and
existence.”’ To answer this question there are diverse ideas whether its quiddity is quality
(al-kaifiya), or relation (al-ickifa), or relational quality (al—k:f{ﬁ_l*u 2dt al-iddfa), o

something else.™

In comparing the definition of our two sages, specially on knowledge by presence,
it might be remarked that Mulld Sadra reached much the same rationalist and intuitive
conclusion as Suhrawardi, although by a very different route. The technical term, manifest
{zdhir), 1s the corner stone of Suhrawardi‘s definition while for Mulld Sadra, the reality of
existence is the sole reality of knowledge. In sum, regarding these two ontological-
intuitive definitions, one might conclude the following formula derﬁonstrating a synthesis

of Sadrian-Suhrawardian theory:
Existence (wujiid) = Presence (hudiir) = Manifestation (zuhiir)

However, it is clear that both Suhrawardi and Mulld Sadra have developed their

idea of knowledge on the basis of intuitive experience.

{1

7 Mulld Sadra, al-Mashd'ir, p. 12.35%55 %l e (355 £ 2 ofes JS

™ Ibn Sind (4. 428/1037) somewhere describes knowledge as relational quality, and clsewhere, as
spiritual quality or simple relation, al-fshédrdt, vol. 2, pp. 319-24, 334-62; vol. 4, pp. 710-16.
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In our discussion so far, exzmining different views about the definition of
knowledge, it has become clear that, in appr-aching the definition of knowledge, several
aspects should be considered. Knowledge is a kind of existence (nadnvun min al-wujid),
as Mulld Sadrd remarks; and manifestation or appearance (zwhuir} is a prime character of
this kind of cxistence, as Suhrawardi asserts. In addition, since knowledge has several
kinds and levels, its existence has its own -identity in each case, which has each time its
specific characters, e.g., it is pure existence in "self-knowledge" (‘ilm al-dhdt bi-al-dhat)
but, in some cases, such quiddities as quality, relation, or relational quality have been
abstracted from its existence, Therefore, it is plausible to conclude that, in their definitions
of knowledge, Muslim thinkers, each in his turn, indicate some aspects of knowledge,
ignoring or considering the other aspects. But in a complete definition we should, as

mentioned before, bear in mind all aspects.

e '
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CHAPTER 2

The Division of Knowledge

al-‘ilm al-husali & al-‘ilm al-hudiri

In the analysis of the theory of knowledge, the terms “subject” and “object™ have
the primary role, regarding the process of knowledge. The lérm “subject” indicates the
mind (or any other substituting term) that fulfills the act of knowledge through knowing
something, while the term “object” refers to the thing known by that subject. The object :
therefore has a share, together with the subject, in the construction of the act of knowing,
The distinction between “knowing subject” and “object known,” however, is the accepted
one so far. From this distinction (or, in other words, dualism of “subject” and “object™),
some epistemologiéal problems such as justification and correspondence will arise.
Moreover, some division of knowledge like its division into al-'ilm al-hudiiri and al-"ilm

al-hustili pertains to this dualism as well.

- /)/
-
R

Muslim thinkers have divided knowledge (a/-‘ilm) into sevcraLl divisions,

considering ontological perspectives and epistemological aspects.' In this regard, Mulid

! For instance, Sabzaviri mentions several divisions of knowledge such as: "Knowledge is cither fusili
(empirical) or Auchiri (intuitive), and it is cither mufrad (separative) or murakkab (collective); and it is
cither fi'fi (active) or infi‘ali (passive). The Metaphysics of Sabzavari, trans, and cds. M. Mohaghegh
and T. Izutsu (New York: Caravan Books, 1977), pp. 212-13.

=
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Sadra, in his master work Asfdr, has allocated several chapters to the discussion of
knowledge’s divisions.” Nevertheless, he declares that al-‘ilm (knowledge) cou.ld not be
the object of divisions, for, he argues, knowledge is a kind of wujiid (existence), and
wujfiid is not genus (al-jins) nor species (al-fas/) by means of which a thing is to be
logically divided, Therefore, all kinds of divisions which have been cited by philosophers
refer in reality to the “known” (al-ma ‘liim), not to “knowledge” itself. He adds that the
“known™ is united with the “knowledge” in the same way as “quiddity” is united with

. 3
“existence,”

Sometimes Mulld Sadrd divides knowledge into al-‘ifm al-fmsili (formal,
empirical, or conceptual knowledge)® and al-‘ilm al-hudiri (knowledge by presence or
intuitive knowledge).” This classification was elaborated before Mulldi Sadrd by
Suhrawardi and Mir Didmad among others. This terminology was also used by the Safis

along with the terms kashf and wijddn (intuition and inspiration).®

At other times, Mulla Sadra, following the Peripatetic system, classifies knowledge

as al-hissi (sensory), al-khaydli (imaginary), dl—wahm:‘ (apprehension), and al-‘agli

* dsfar. 1, 3, pp. 3824, 500-507.

? Ibid.. p. 382.

! In the following pages, 1 shall attempt to clarify Qy:’iédmical term al-‘ilm al-husili.
5 Asfir, V1, pp. 272-86, 309; Risdla al-tasawwur wﬁ al-tasdiq, p. 307,

6 H.A.Ghaffar Khan, “Shah Wali Allih: on the nature, origin, definition, and classification of
knowledge,” Journal of Islamic Studies, vol. 3, no. 2 (1992), Oxford, pp. 210-11,
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(intellectual). The term used in this classification is ik (perception),” which is more or
less taken synonymously with ‘ifm or ma'rifa (knowledge), in Mulld Sadrd’s
epistemological system.® This classification could be found in the works of the lormer
philosophers. For instance, Ibn Sind, closely followed in this by Tusi, has divided al-idrik
(perception) into above-mentioned four kinds, i.e., al-hissi, al-khavdli, al-walwmi and al-
‘aqli” Tbn Sini also considers two kinds of perception: dircct and indirect perception,™
which we will, in our language, consider as al-‘ilm al-huchiri and al-‘ilm al-husili in the
following pages. The division of knowledge into “al-‘ilm al-husili” (conceptual or
empirical knowliedge) and “al-‘ilm al-hudiiri” (knowledge by presence or intuitive
knowledge) will be examined here, taking into account both the Suhrawardian and Sadrian

consideration of the issue,
. Al-‘ilm al-husali

Al-‘ilm al-husili'' has been defined as "the knowledge which comes through the

form of an object about the very essence of that object in the mind of the subject or the

” This term is also used in Suhrawardian cpistemological language. Ziai alleges that the term idrdk as
used by Suhrawardi is like a genus that covers a number of species, such as ‘ifin, ma'rifa, hiss, ctc.
Knowledge and Hiumination (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1990}, p. 141 {note no. 1).

8 Asfar, 1/3, pp. 293,382-3. Idrdk has been divided into several divisions in recent Persian philosophy for
which see: A. M. Mishkilt al-Dini, Tahgiq dar Hagiqat-i ‘ilm (Tehran: Chipkhén-i Dinishgah-i Tchran,
1965}, pp. 2fi.

? Ton Sina, al-Ishardt wa al-Tanbihét (Tehran: Matba‘a Heidari, 1958), vol. 2, al-namat 3, pp. 343-7.
19 Tbid., pp. 334-342.
Y Al-‘itm al-husili can be translated as scnsory, cmpirical, conceptual, formative, and a posteriori

knowledge. It is called empirical or observational because observation and practical experience are its
prerequisites. It is called formative because the form of the known object is the central point where the
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ni2 According to this definition, the knower, in this kind of knowledge, becomes

‘ knower,
acquainted with two things: (1) the geometrical form or shape of the known object, and
(2) the essence or intrinsic nature of it. The knowledge of the form and outer shape is the

actual required knowledge in al-‘ilm al-husiili, while the knowledge of the external reality

is accidental or bil-‘arad.”

It is not historically evident who, for the first time in the Muslim world, employed
the word “al-‘ilm al-husiili” as a technical term for such a kind of knowledge that would
be obtained through a form or concept. However, some related words such as al-husiil
(occurrence) and al-iktiscih (acquisition) could be found in the logical and philosophical
texts of earlier Muslim thinkers, where they are defining “knowledge” (al‘ilm) or

“perception” (al-idrdk)." By using these words, they attempted to define a kind of

activity of the perception becomes knowledge, And it is called a posteriori because knowledge in this
casc comes afler the experience and observation, S. J. Sajjadi, Farhang-i ‘Uldm-i ‘Agli (Tchran:
Kitdbkhani Ibn Sind, 1962), p.173. It is also translated as knowledge by correspondence. M. Ha'iri,
preferring this translation, remarks: “In almost all versions of Isiamic philesophy, from Avicenna down
ta Sadr ai-Din Shirazi, the notion of “correspondence™ is taken as the prime condition of this kind of
knowledge.” The Principles of Epistemology in Islamic Philosophy (Albany: SUNY Press, 1992), p

198. However, it scems to me that “correspondence” is merely one aspect of al-"ifm al-husili which does
not accurately indicate thic nature of that. Thus I think thal, for some reasons I shall explain in the
following p'lg,cs the English term “conceptual knowledge” is more precisely tantamount to the term “al-
‘tm al-husali.”

'* More or less, we can find this definition in the following texts: Ibn Sind, al-Ishdrdt., vol. 2, p. 334; al-
Ta'ligdt {(Qum: Markaz-i al-Nashr, 1984), pp. 79,82; Bahmanyir, a/-Tahsi/ (Tchran; Danishgah-i
Tehran, 1961), pp. 493-8, 745; F. Rdzl, al-Mabdhith al-Mashrigiva, vol. 1, pp. 439, 450; Suhrawardi,
Hikmat al-Ishrdaq, p. 15; Tisi, Sharh-i Mas'alat al-'lim, pp. 26,28; Mullj Sadri, Risdla al-Tasawwur wa
al-Taxelig, pp. 307-8; Sabzavid, Asrdgr al-Fikam (Tehran: Kitdbfurdshi-i Islimiya, 1959), p. 61; S. I
;Siljjildi, Farhang-i *Ulim-i "dqli (Tchran: Kilﬁbkhﬁni Tbn Sind, 1962), p. 173.

" For more detail sce: M. Ha'iri Yazdi, The principles of Eprstemologv in Islamic Philosophy (New
York: SUNY Press, 1992), pp. 47-56.

. " Sce above, n. 12.



34

knowledge which was described as “a/- ‘il al-husiii” in the language of the later thinkers
like Mulld Sadrd, Sabzaviri, and Tabataba'i. Mulld Sadrd, in ;evcral places ot his works,
has employed the term “al-'ilm al-hugili” for a kind of knowledge which is obtainable
through a formal or conceptual mediator,'® Therefore, it seems plausibly acceptable that
the occurrence or acquisition (fisiil or iktiscb) of a form or a concept is a key principle of
the definition of this kind of knowledge (viz., al-'ilm al-husili). Consequently, thanks to
this kind of knowledge, the subject (a/- ‘cflim) knows the object (al-ma‘lim) through a

form (siira, mithdl) or a concept (maffuim).'®

Al-"ilm al-husili is limited to the perpetually changing form of the object. Besides,
the knowledge which is obtained through the form, because of the ontological separation
between form and its reality, can be either true or untrue knowledge. Also this knowlcdgc
is encompassed by the mind of the knower which is colored with the color of possil;ililics
or is liable to doubt and error. So certainly it is a narration of a state of the known object

in which it actually is not. Its characters will be examined in the last part of this chapter.

In the case of sense perception, the duality of subject and object causes double
objects in front of the subject. On the one hand, there is an external object existing
independently outside of the mind (subject). On the other hand, there is also an object that

is present in the existence of the subject. The correspondence of the inner object (or

1* Mulla Sadra, Asféir, /3, p. 382; Mafiitih al-Ghaib, p. 109; Risdla al-Tasawwur wa al-Tagdig, pp. 307-8

'S Duc to the above remarks it scems to me that the English term “conceptual or mediated knowledge”
would preferably be an appropriate cquivalent for the technical term “af- ‘il al-husili.”
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subjective object) with the external object is required in any actual knowledge.

Consequently, the relation of knowing with the two objects is entirely different.'”

Suhrawardi states, following Ibn Sind, that ‘perception’ (idrdk), as the most
general act of knowing an ‘absent thing’ (al-shay’ al-ghd’ib), occurs when the idea
(mithal) of the reality (haqiga) of the thing is obtained by the person, i.e., in the knowing
subject. ™ According to him, to know an absent object means that the subject obtains the
idea “mithdl’ of the reality or hagiga of the object. This proposition could be considered
as a definition of a/-'ilm al-husili, which occurs only, in Suhrawardi’s view, for absent
objects. This kind of definition of knowivng an external entity which is absent from the
subject, however, could be found in the peripatetic works.'” In this regard, Ibn Sind

defines the act of perception as following;

Perceiving a thing means that its quiddity (haqiqa) is represented (mutamaththila) to
the perceiver |and] monitored by the forgan] through which he perceives. ™

Considering this kind of knowledge, Suhrawardi states that there must be a
complete correspondence between the ‘idea’ obtained in the subject , and the object,

which is absent from the subject; only such a correspondence shows that knowledge of the

'" In this regard M. Ha'iri states: “The relation of knowing or perceiving, however, with regard to the
abjective object (i.c.. external object) is accidental (bi-al-‘arad) and with regard to the subjective abject
(i.c.. mental object), essentinl (bi-al-dhar). M.Ha'iri, The principles of Epistemology in Islamic
Phitosophy (New York: SUNY Press, 1992), p. 32. The parentheses and italics are mine.

" Suhrawardi, /fikmat al-Ishrdq, p. 15.

ol diiia, JBe Jgeany ga 48150 Laild OS50 13 alic SR 120 )

' Ybn Sina, al-Ishdrdt,, vol. 2, al-namat 3, pp. 334-342.

* Ibid., p. 334 (trans. by A. Al-Oraibi in Shi‘i Renaissance, Ph.D. thesis, McGill University, 1992).
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thing as-it-is has been obtained.?' This means that to obtain this kind of knowledge (/- |
‘ilm al-husili), a kind of correspondence has to be established between the perception in
the subject (i.e. the ‘idea’) and the object, which is not the case of knowledge by presence
(al-‘ilm al-hudiri). Suhrawardi’s view of intuitive knowledge indicates that the subject’s
immediate experience of the “presence” of the object determines the validity of knowledge

itself; therefore, in knowledge by presence (al-'ilin al-huiri), there is no absence

between subject and object.?

Mulld Sadrd, following the traditional doctrines, namely. Peripatetic and
illuminational views, primarily divides knowledge, as I mentioned above, into al-'ilm al-
Ensiili and al-‘ilm al-huchiri. He indicates that, in al-‘ilm al-huyili, the reality of the
external object of knowledge is absent from the subject and, in its place, a mental existent
is at the presence of the subject, known by it directly” . Then he states that the mental
existence (al-wijiid al-dhihni) of the direct object is thoroughly corresponding with the
external existence (al-wujiid al-khdriji) of the “absent” object. There isn’t any essential
difference between these two kinds of something’s existence, 'i’he only difference is that

one existence is mental, and the other is external.”

3 Suhrawardi, fikmat al-Ishrdg, p. 15.

= Tbid., pp. §11-116.

= Mull Sadra, Asféir, 1/3, pp. 280-84, 298,

' The division of existence into mental existence {al-wujiid ai-dhihni) and external existence (al-wrjid
al-khariji) has been discussed in several philosophical and theological works so far, Mulld Sadri

carmarks one part of the first book of his Asfir (aboul 64 pages) to the discussion of mental existence
{al-wujiid al-dhihnt) and its ontological and cpistemological characters, Asfdir, I/1, pp. 263-326.



As we have seen, both Suhrawardi and Mulld Sadra declare that, in this kind of
knowledge (ai-‘ilm al-husili), the form or concept which is known by the mind should be
conformable to the real object, i.e., the external reality. They, however, don’t elucidate, so
far as I could find, the problem that, in the light of their epistemological system, how they
can prove the conformity of a mental form with its external existence. The thesis I am
putting forward is that although they strenuously corroborate the necessity of this
conformity in true knowledge, the process of adjustment between our mind, as the subject
of knowledge, and the external world, as the object of knowledge, has not plausibly been

demonstrated by them,

Mulld Sadrd's view is that al-'ilm al-husili also refers ultimately to al-‘ilm al-
hudiiri.® This view might be examined in the light of his ontological theory since, in my
opinion, that is the key in developing a Sadrian theory of knowledge. His explanation and

argumentation of the issue shall be seen in the following pages.
Il. Al-‘ilm al-hudri

The concept of al-‘ilm al-hudiiri may be found in Plato's idealistic theory of
knowledge but is not clearly stated by him. In Aristotle's e¢pagoge or induction, the
intuitive power of mind is mixed with his idea of the universal residing in the particulars

and, therefore, is not clear. It was Plotinus who, for the first time, introduced the two

* Ibid., pp. 297-99, Mafitil al-Ghaib (Tchran: Muassasa Mutdli*at wa T'ihmqat-n Farhangi, 1984), p
109; ai-"Arshiva, p. 32,



distinct functions of the nous, namely intuitive and discursive.™ Among the Muslim
philosophers Fardbi and Ibn Sina took over this Neoplatonic idea of intuition virtually
intact. But Suhrawardi gave it a new interpretation in the light of his famous doctrine of

» o - . - . . . N -
l1ght.‘7ln his system, this /Juefiir (presence or intuition) became zwfuir or ishrdg

. » . . . o}
(manifestation or illumination).™

Qutb al-Din Shirdzi (d.710-1311),” commenting on Suhrawardi’s remarks on the
division of knowledge into conception and assent (a/-tasawwnr wa al-tasdiy), asserts that
this division applies to formal knowledge, not to intuitive knowledge, which occurs by the
simple presence of the known to the knower, This is the kind of knowledge we Im‘ve of the
Creator, of the celestial intellects, and of our own selves; for it would be absurd to
suppose that our self-knowledge is by the mediation of a form.™ Although Shirazi, in this

statement, doesn’t give us any argument for the knowledge by presence, he corroborates

* F. E. Peters, Greek Philosophical Terms (New York: New York University Press, 1967). p. 127.

" According to some of Sufis' idea, namely Shah Wali Allih’s, the notion of af-'ilm al-hudivi is slightly
different from that of Suhrawardi. This understanding is that “it is a dircct fayd {cmanation) from «f-
Ralman, not from the person who is receiving intuition or illumination. According 1o him, the Gnoslic
is in a passive state, It is a/-Rahmdn who induces intuitive knowledge in the heart of the mystic in an

indescribable way.” H. A. Ghaffar Khan, "Shah Wali Allih.,” Journal of Islamic Studies, 3:2 (1992), p.
211, '

* 8. I. Sajjadi, op. cit. 170.

* Qutb al-Din Shirizi was one of the pupils of Nasir al-Din Tisi, and onc of the famous astronomers and
philosophers. In the field of Peripatetic philosophy, he left a remarkable work, writien in Persian,

* entitled Durrat al-Tdj. He was one of the popular expositors of Suhrawardi's illuminationist philosophy.
In his commeniary on Suhrawardi’s fikmat al-Ishrdg, Quib al-Din Shirdz1 explains and clucidates 1he
whole idea of the illuminative system,

* Q. Shirazi, Sharh Hikmat al-Ishréq ‘Commentary on The Philosophy of Illumination®, (Tchrin: Chép-i
Sangi, 1913) pp. 38-39.

;-
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0 the reality of this kind of knowledge, as well as its several sorts, in the view of

illuminationist philosophy.

One wcan say that the theory of “knowledge by presence” distinguishes
illuminationist epistemology in general, and Sadrian doctrine in particular, from the
Peripatetic theory of knowledge. This distinction is obvious in several fields of their
epistemological system- e.g., in the definition and division of knowledge, and in the theory

of Necessary Existent’s knowledge.

Subrawardi, criticizing the Peripatetic theory, demonstrates a special mode of
perception which, being called ‘seeing’ or ‘vision’ (mushdhada), emphasizes intuitive
knowledge. In this kind of perception, the subject has an immediate grasp of the object

. without the mediation of a predicate.”'

Suhrawardi, holding the view that the knowledge of any absent thing occurs when
the idea (mithdl) of the reality (hagiga) of the thing is obtained by the person, i.e., in the
knowing subject,” maintains that there is another kind of knowledge by means of which
the essences of things (things as they are) are obtaihed. This kind of knowledge is
validated by the experience of the ‘presence’ (al-hudhir) of the object. This proposition, as
Qutb al-Din Shirdzi argues, signifies ‘knowledge based on illumination and presence’ (a/-

‘ilm al-ishrdqi al-hudiiri), by means of which an ‘illuminationist relation’ (al-iddfa al-

e

/4///

N Y. Ziai, Knowledge And lumination (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1990), p. 135.
¥ Suhrawardi, /likmat al-Ishrdq, p. 15.
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ishrcgiva) is established between the subject and the object, resulting in knowledge of
kk} . \ - . .. . . .o

essence.” It does not require a conception of the object; it is non-predicative, and it is

based on the relation between the ‘present” object and the knowing subject. Subrawardi

holds that this method is the most valid way to knowledge.™

Qutb al-Din Shirdzi, thereafter, remarks the examples of this kind ol knowledge as
the following: knowledge of God (‘ifm al-Bdri), knowledge of incorporeal separate
entities (‘ilm al-mujarraddt al-mufiraga), and knowledge of oncécll' (al-'ilm  bi-
anfusing).™ Suhrawardi, moreover, maintains lhz}t the process of' “sceing’ or ‘vision' {a/-
ibsdr) also occurs through an ‘illuminationist relation’ (a/-icifa al-ishrdqiya) i which the
subject has an immediate grasp of the object without the mediation ol a predicate.

Therefore, the external objects are at the presence of the knowing subject.*

Mulld Sadra also demonstrates, in addition to “a/-‘ilm «/-lmytili,” another kind of

knowledge, al-‘ilm al-hudiiri, in which the existence of a thing becomes united with the

** Qutb al-Din Shirdzi, Sharh., p. 39.

* In this regard, Ziai, the author of knowledge and [Humination, asserts and cxplains the iden of
Suhrawardi, as well as Shirizi- the commentalor of Hikimat al-Ishrdq. Unfortunately, hic doesn’t clarily
the main difference between the knowledge which is obtained through an ‘idea’ (mithal) and the
knowledge which is obtained by presence. 1t is clear that, according to Sulirawardi, the technical terms
such as “presence’ (al-hudiir), ‘illuminationist relation’ (al-iddfa al-ishrdqiva), and *knowledge bascd
on illumination and presence’ (el-‘ilm al-ishrdqi al-huchiri) refer only to the latter. The commentator,
Quib al-Din Shirdzi -in his Sharh, p. 39- explicitly clucidaies the distinction betwzen these two kinds of
knowledge, with regard to the view point of Suhrawardi, On this point sce: H. Ziai, Knowledge and
Hlumination (Atlania, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1990), pp. [40-3,

Jt

% Q. Shirizi, Sharh., p. 38.luiily biade. 5 4 Jliall <l ple Mo 5 LD plaS

% In Hikn::t\al—l.s'hrdq, pp. 97-103, Suhrawardi mentions several viewpoints and rejects all onc by one.
thereafier;he explains his own idea, :
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existence of the subject. According to this interpretation, one of the Sadrian famous
theories- the existential unity between the knower, the known, and the act of knowing-

a7
makes sense.

Mulla Sadra, like Suhrawardi, begins his arpumentation on knowledge by presence
from “sclf-knowledge” (af-'ilm bi-dhdr). He holds that the self knows itself in the manner
of knowledge by presence, which is existentially identical with the very being of the self
itself. Then he demonstrates another kind of knowledge by presence the arguments of
which will be discussed in the following part. Ultimately, he propounds his own developed
view that any case of knowledge refers to knowledge by presence.” To understand this
Sadrian notion better, it will be useful to have a glance at the elements of his description of

knowledge by presence.

In his discussion of mental existence (al-wujiid al-dhihni), Mulid Sadrd
demonstrates the idea that the object known, in any case, will be an immaterial existence
presented before the soul, whether the perceived object is a sensitive entity or an

intellectual one. Although the external object is the object known in al-‘ilm al-husiili, it is

Y Mulld Sadrd notably has a discussion about the issue, “ittifid al-‘aql wa al-'dqil wa al-ma'qil.
Having remarked and evaluated several notions, he finally demonstrates his theory of unification (a/-
ittifiied), In this regard see: Asfér, 113, pp. 312-44; F. Rahman, The Philosophy of Mulld Sadrd (Albany:
SUNY Press. 1976), p. 239.

% Mulli Sadri, Mafiril al-Ghaib (Tchran: Muassasa Mutili*dt wa Tahqiqét-i Farhangi, 1984), pp. 108-
110, '
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an internal existence which is ultimately perceived by the soul. Consequently, all kinds of

knowledge (or perception) refer to knowledge by presence.”” He argues as follows:

In reality, all that man conceives or perecives—whether through intellection or

scnsation, and whether in this world or in the other worki-are not things separate

from his essence and different from his ipseity (that is, his individual being amd

substance). That which he esxentially perceives is only existing in his essence, not in

something else. ™

The same doctrine has been accepted by his followers such as Tabdtabi'i"
Having stated the division of knowledge into al-‘ilm al-hudiivi and af-‘ilm al-hmxili,
Tabataba'i remarks that this division is true at the first simple view, but, in a profound
understanding, the * knowledge by correspondence™ also refers to the “knowledge by

12 . s - o i

presence”.” Explaining the reference of “knowledge by correspondence™ 1o the

“knowledge by presence”, M.T. Mesbah, in his G/oss on Tabitaba'i’s Nifuivah, propounds

three interpretations for that and finally selects the third as the best. Fle states:

Whatever we assume as knowledge by correspondence (af-'ifm al-buyiiliy, which is
revealing the objects known by accident (al-malimdt bi al-‘arad). it is in fact
knowledge by presence which discovers the objects known by essence (af-ma it
bi al-dhdr). Knowledge reveals the external objects by a considerition of the intellect

¥ Mulla Sadra, Asfér, 171, pp. 282-296, 308-309.
" Mulla Sadra. al-Arshiva, p. 32 (trans. by J. W. Morris in The Wisdom of the Throue, p. 159),
G AU L gl e IS 3 gL A Rl Gl 0 ey e pan
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" The great contemporary Muslim philosopher, *Allima Sayyed Muhammad Husayn Tabitaba'i (1321-
1402/1902-1983) is the author of some philosophical works such as Nikiyat al-Hikmeh, and sif
Falsafa wa Ravish realism (The principles of philosophy and the Method of Realism) in which he
defended realism in #s traditional and medieval sense against all dialectic philosophics. For

Tabitaba'i's view of the present issue sce: Nikdpah al-IHikmeh (Tehran: Intishirdt-i al-Zahrd, 1989), pp.
196-205,

= Taba{aba'i, Nihdvah al-Hikmah, p. 196.
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(i ‘tihdir-on min al-'aql). Therefore, knowledge by correspondence (al-‘ifr al-husiili)
is a consideration that the intcllect has to have recourse to.

The language of this passage gives an interpretation which frankly elucidates Mulla

Sadri’s view of the issuc.

In the light of the above discussion, Mulld Sadra’s idea of “al-‘ilm al-husili,”
which refers to “al-‘ilm al-hudiiri” might be summarized as follows: the mental form,
which represents the external reality, can be regarded in two ways: first, it is considered as
what is presently known to the soul without any mediation. The existence of fhe form, in
this consideration, is at the present of the soul and, therefore, the soul knows it by
presence. In this case, it is called, according to Mulli Sadrd, “al-"ilm al-hudiri” Second,
it is considered as what is revealing the external object. It is, in this consideration, like a

mirror which shows the other things and is called “al-‘ilm al-husili™*

lil. A characterization of the two kinds of knowledge

Although knowledge has been epistemologicaly divided into a/-‘ilm al-husili and
al-'ilm al-hudliri, there is, as we have seen, an ontological relation between these two

sorts of knowledge to the extent that any kind of a/- ‘ilm al-husili can be reduced to al-

o]

w 'M.T.Mcsbnh Yaudi, Ta‘liqa ‘alé Nihdyat al-Hikma (Tehran: Inlishﬁrﬁt_-i aI-Zahr;‘l, 1989}, p. 196,

™ For more details on this issue see: Mulld Sadra, Mafanh al-Ghaib, p. 109, al-Mabda’ wa al-Ma'‘dd
{Tchran: Anjuman-i Shahanshihi Falsafi [ran, 1976), pp. 82-3. 3

ps
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‘ilm al-hudliri. Nevertheless, concerning their distinctive aspect, the following characters

might be pointed out:

1. The double abject is the essential character of al-‘ilm al-busiili whereas, in al-
‘ilm al-hudiiri, there is only one object presents to the .subjcct. In other words, there is no
mediation in al-‘ilm al-hudiiri and, therefore, the subject attains the reality of the object
without any intermédiary such as form or concept. In a/-'ilm al-husili, on the contrary,
the object is obtainable through a form or a concept. Consequently, in this kind of
knowledge, there are two objects known: the object !cnown by essence (al~ma tim bi-al-
dhdf) and the object known by accident (al-ma ‘fiim bi-al-‘arad).® The external reality is
the object known by accident since its external reality as it is external cannot be attained
by the subject giirectly. The external object as an independen.t existence lies outside of the
subject and is exterior to it. The form or concept which is suppbs__(;d to be conform to the
exfernal reality is the object known in reality and, thus, the reality of the form or concept is

at the presence of the subject.*

2. The nature of al-‘ilm al-husili is conceptual, i.e. the knowledge which is

presented for the subject is through a concept or form; it can bee divided into conception

(tasawwnr) and assent (tasdig). Al-'ilm al-hudiiri, by contrast, does not involve any

¥ Mulla Sadra, Asféir, /1, pp. 282-92 (with the notes of Sabzavari and M.H. Tabatabi'i), Asfir, 173, p.
313,

* Having paraphrascd two kinds of object, M. Ha'iri attributes the .clmraclcr of double objectivity to the
phenomenal knowledge (a/l- ‘ilm al-husili). The Principles of Epistemology in Islamic Philosophy (New
York: SUNY Press, 1992), pp. 27-32. '

‘/m.
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distinction of conception and assent because it belongs to the order of being and reality
itsell.”” 1t is based on the relation-obtained without a temporal extension-between the
“prcsénl" object and the knowing subject. So, it is a kind of knowledge by means of which
the cssence of things (i.c., things as they arc) may be “obtained.” This kind of
illuminationist knowledge, to repeat, is validated by the experience of the “presence”
{(linciir) of the object, i.e., it does not require a conception and then (later in time) an

assent.

Unlike the Peripatetic school, who divided knowledge into fasawwur (conception)
and tasdiq (assent)", for Suhrawardi, as well as Mulld Sadra, this kind of division is true

only for one sort of knowledge, i.e., al-‘ilm al-husiili,*

3. It has been claimed that knowledge by mediation (al-‘ilm ai-husili) requires

separation of subject and object, whereas knowledge by presence necessitates the union of
® The first part of this claim is true since, in any kind of a/-‘ilm
al-husiili, there must be a mediation through which the subject would be able to realize the

object. The second part of this statement, however, is questionable. In self-knowledge, the

M. Ha'irt Yazdi, The Principles., pp. 46-7, Agihi wa Gavéhi (Tehran: Anjuman-i Isldmi Hikmat wa
Falsafl [ran, 1981), p. 6 (n. 1),

" lbn Sind, a/-Naojdt, al-mantiq (Beirut: Dir al-Jil, 1992), ch. 2; Bahmanyir, af-Tahsil (Tchran:
Dénishgih-i Tehran, 1961),p. 4. : :

* Quib a1-Din Shirﬁvj. Sharh-i Hikmat al-Ishrdg, pp. 38-39.

M, Ha'iri, The Principles., pp. 43-3: M. Aminrazavi, Subrawardi’s Theory of knowledge, p. 188,

g
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union of the subject and object is plausible. But the knowledge by presence (a/-'ilm al-

Indiiri) is not restricted to the self-knowledge.™!

4. The process of thinking (al~fik») occurs in al-"ilm al-huwili not in knowledge by
presence, because the process of thinking (a/~fikr) happens within the forms and mental

concepts. 1bn Sind (d. 428/1037) gives us a definition of “thought” (a/-fikr) as follows:

I mean by “thought™ here that by which a human being has, at the point of resolving,
to move from things present in his mind-conceptions or asscnts- to things not present

in it.*
This statement explicitly indicates that “thought” occurs, more or less, within the
concepts and forms. On the other hand, the science of logic is there to preserve one from
error in his thought.”” But there is no room for logic in the process of “knowledge by

presence.”>

S. Al-‘ilm al-husili happens when the process of knowing occurs between the
soul and an absent thing which are not united with each other. M.Ha'iri gives us an

explanation of the term of “absence” here:

The word “abscnce,” quite often used in the linguistic technique of illuminative
philosophy, means that therc is no logical, ontological, or cven cpistemological

51 Several kinds of knowledge by presence (af-ilm al-hudiivi) will be examined in the following part.
5% Ibn Sind, al-Ishardt wa al-Tanbihdt, vol. 1, p. 10, (Trans. by S.C.Inati).

33 Logic, spoken of as a 0ol or as a science, is a st of rules that helps one distinguish the valid from the
invalid explanatory phrase and proof. Ibid., pp. 9,117,127,

0 0S8 8 Jutaz o e Bled g el 3308 AW ciaie (5 O (Bt
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connection between the two existences (namely subject and object) that are supposed
to be in two completely different circumstances of being, ™

knowledge by presence {a/- il al-hudiri), by contrast, occurs when the object is
“at the presence of the subject. Since the material world is, as Mulld Sadra argues, absent
from itself, let alone from other things such as human soul,”® the only knowledge of
external world (i.e., material world), which is logically possible for the human soul to be
obtained, is a/l-‘ilm al-jusili. Therefore, knowledge by presence is restricted to immaterial

existents.”’

6. The dualism of truth and falsehood is a character of al-‘ilm al-husili whereas

knowledge by presence is free from this dualism. M. Ha'iri argues that:

This is because the essence of this pattern of knowledge (i.c. knowledge by presence)
is not concerncd with the notion of correspondence. When there is no external object,
correspondence between an internal and external state, as well as between “external
fact” and “statement,” is not withstanding **

To complete this argumentation, it might be said that the unification of the subject and
object in “knowledge by presence” obviates the ground of the dualism of truth and
falsehood. Here, in knowledge by presence, there is no sense of falsehood because the

reality of the object is at the presence of the subject. Therefore, in the epistemological

% M., Ha'iri. The Principles., p. 47. The parenthescs arc mine.

% Mulla Sadrd, al-'drshiva, p. 225. Mulla $adra here argues that any material thing is absent from itscIf
by jselfAwds Go dudis canting  lalBga g sbabagosl Ga gadiin o o 6 Gla

5" The discussion and the arguments of the nature of knowledge by presence, as well as of its restriction to
the immaterial things will be pointed out in the following chapter,

M. P’lzl"iri Yazdi, The Principles., p. 45, The parentheses are mine,
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system of our sages, namely Suhrawardi and Mulla Sadra, there is another sense of truth
which is applicable to knowledge by presence.”

7. There are two kinds of object known in af-"ilm al-huyili: that which is knowa-
by-itself (al-ma‘lim bi a!-.dhcil; lit. known-by-essence) and that which is known-by-
another (al-ma‘lim bi al-"arad, lit. Known-by-accident), The known-by-itself’ s the form
apprehended by the knower itself. The known-by-accident is the external reality
represented by the cognitive form; it is called the “accidentally known™ {(cl-mer liim bi al-
‘arad) due to its association with the known-by-itself™ This kind of division, however,
does not happen to al-‘ilm al-hudiri, because, in this kind of knowledge, there is no
separation and, therefore, dualism between the knower and the object known, The reality

of the object exists at the presence of the subject.

Closing the chapter, it could be concluded that Mulld Sadrd traditionally accepts
the division of knowledge into al-‘ilm al-husili and al-‘ilm al-hudiiri. But he finally, in
the light of his ontological system and his own definition of knowledge, holds that every
kind of knowledge is ultimately reduced to knowledge by presence.”' This is, according to

Mulld Sadrd, the only way through which one can obtain the reality as it is. Thus he states

that:

2 In the very beginning of his Hikmat al-Ishrdg (p. 10), Suhrawardi asserts that there is no doubl in this
kind of illuminative understanding. Mulld Sadrd also confirms the same statement in his work Al-
Masha'ir, p. 30. iz

. % Mulla Sadrd, Mafdtih al-Ghaib, p. 109; Tabatabi'i, Biddyat al-Hikmah (Beirut: Dar al-Mustafi, 1982),
- op. o4,

- Mulla Sadrd, Mafitih al-Ghaib, pp. 108-110,



The knowledge of the reality of existence cannot be except through the illuminative
presence and an intuition of the (immediate) determined (reality): then there will be no
doubt about its inner-nature.”

® Mulld Sadré, al-Mashd ir, p. 30 (trans. by P.Morewedge in the same page).
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CHAPTER 38

Immateriality and “knowledge by presence”

|. Tajarrud (Immateriality)’

The technical term “immaterial” (nmujarrad) is traditionally used in contrast with
the term “material” (mdddi).? In physicsr,"'“material being” (al-mawjiid al-mdddi) is an
entity being susceptible of division into quantities and lc cation in space. Being in space
and time, having susceptibility of motion and change are general characters of physical
matter.’ The existence of this kind of being is, in the language of Mulld Sadra, associated

with matter (a/-mddda) and-position {al-wad*) and is spatio temporal.

Onc (form) is the material form the existence of which is associated with matter
and position and is spatio temporal.*

! “separation from matter.” “noncorporeality” or “immateriality” arc the usual translations of “tajarrud.”

% mddda, translated here as “matter,” often refers simply to the clements of corporeat being, and in thosc
cascs is closc in meaning to jism, “body.” According to the definition of “jisw™ that Mulli Sadri gives
us here the term “jism or jismani” is preferably, in contrast with “mnjarrad,” applied in pliace of
“mddda or mdddi.” Asfar, 1/2, p. 94,

* 1. Sajiadi, Farkang-i *Ulim-i *Aqgli (Tchran: Kitabkhdni lbn Sind, 1962), p. 192.

1 Mulla Sadra, Asfdr, 1/3, p. 313 (trans. by M.H&'iri as stated in The Principle of Epistemology in Istamic .
Philesophy, p. 35).
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. | Mulld Sadra, dividing the being of the world into “material” (mdcffi) and
“immaterial” (mujarrad) existents, elaborates several levels for the immaterial world.
Some immaterial beings are completely separated from the matter and its attributes such as
time and space, whereas some other immaterial beings are separated from some material
aspects. A good example for the former, according to Mulli Sadrd, is an “actual

intelligible™ and for the latter is an “actual imaginable”. He states:

.. and the other is a form which is free and scparate from matter, from position,
and from spacc and location. The scparation is cither complete, in which case it is
an actual intelligible form, or incomplete in which casc it is an actual imaginable
or an actual sensible form.?

This kind of classification has a background in the philosophy of Ibn Sina (d.

428/1032).° Ibn Sina classified the substances into three major categories:

1. The substance whose being is one, which posscsscs contingency (munikin)
. and is completely separate (mujarrad) from all matter and potentiality is
called Intellect (‘ag/).

2. The substance whosc being is onc but accepts the form of other beings is
divided into two catcgorics:

a. That which does not accept divisibility and, although scparate
from matter, has need of a body in its action is called Soul (nafs).

b. That which accepts divisibility, and has the threc divisions of
length, width and depth is called Body (jism).”

'slbld p3|3 DJJ-‘:“‘SLAL!U.JJ_)MLJEJ‘_,c.a_,ﬂ_,ndwuc.u.!_)un_,,.a‘j_)a.‘ﬂ_,
Jaily Ly goina b Alidhe i Lalls f (Jilly @ gine

% Ibn Sind. known (o the West as Avicenna, lived from 980-1037-A.D. For further information on his life
sce: William E. Gohlman, The Jife of fbn Sindg (Albany: SUNY Press, 1974).

) ? lbn Sind, Ddnishnémal “Ald’i, Hlghivdt, p, 36 (trans. by S, H. Nasr in Adn !ntréduc!mn to Islamic
’ . Cusmolagical Doctrines, p. 200). Scc also F, Rahman, Avmenna s chha!ogv, (London: Oxford
' University Press, 1952), pp. 38-40.
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The same classification has been, more or less, considered by the Muslim thinkers
after Ibn Sina, but in a.diverse route and, in some cases, by a dilferent language, Under
their élassiﬁcation, the doctrine of “world of Images” (‘Addam al-Mithdl) has been
propounded as an.independent realm. It was developed afler al-Ghazili (505/1111) by
Suhrawardi (587/1191), Ibn *Arabi (638/1240), and others. According to this doctrine, the
ontological structure of reality comprises three worlds—that of pure ideas or intellectua"

entities on top, of pure images or figures in the middle, and of’ material bodics at the .

lowest rung,*

Suhrawardi® propounds his own classification but in a different language.
Employing his illuminative terminology, Suhrawardi has divided the world into scveral
categories. First, he divided it into what is “light in the very reality of itself” and what is
not _“light in the very reality of itself,” which falls into the category of darkness. Then, he
divided the “light” into a mode of light that is genuine, unadulterated, and noninherent in
anything else; .and another mode of light that is accidental and subsists in something else.
Darkness is also divided into a mode of darkness that does not occur in another thing and
therefore is pure and independent, and a modg which does occur in something else and is
not independent. The former is called in his illuminative language the “obscure substance”

(al-jawhar al-ghdsiq). Examples of the latter are all material objects. These material

~® For a full discussion of the history of the doctrine of the “world of Images™ (‘Alam al-Mithal) prior lo
' and including Mulld Sadrd see: F. Rahman, “ Dream, Imagination, and ‘Alam al-Mithdl,” /sfamic
Stucies, no. 3 (1964), pp. 167-80.

? Fazlur Rahman believes that after fbn Sind, concerning the theory of “World of Images™ (‘dlam al-

mithdl), a new development cxplicitly starts with Suhrawardi. For morce information see: F, Rahman,
The Philosaphy of Mulld Sadrd, p. 201,
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objects are ecssentially counted among the modes of darkness, and they are called
“Intermediate objects” (al-barzakh)." Consequently, what is called “light” (mir) in his
system is free from matter, and, on the contrary, what is called “dark” (zw/ma) or

“intermediate object” (al-barzakh) is material (mdddi or jism).

Following. the traditional classification, Mulld Sadra has also ontologically
demonstrated three different realms: the spiritual, the imaginative, and the material. The
imaginative world"' of images or symbols connects the spiritual to the material world.
These three realms represent the continuity of existence constantly sustained by the
Source of everything, God." Thus, existence is divisible, from the aspect of freedom from

matter and its absence, into three realms. One of them is the world of matter and

~ potentiality. The second is that in which matter is absent, though not some of its properties

such as shape, quantity, position, etc. It is cailed the “world of Images’ (“dlam al-mithdl)
and the “intermediate world” (‘dlam al-barzakh), which lies between the world of the
intellect (‘dlam al-‘aql) and the material realm. Therefore, Mulld Sadri uses tite word al-
barzakh in a different sense than Suhrawardi. The third is the world of non-materiality
(‘dlam al-tajarrud), totally free fr;)m the effects of matter. It is called the world of

intellect (‘dlam al-'aql)."

iz

' Sulrawardi, Opera 11, Hikmat al-Ishrdq, pp. 107-8.

" The intermediate imaginative world must not be confused with the faculty of imagination.
12 Mulla Sadrd, al-Mashd ‘ir (New York: SSIPS, 1992), p. 63.

" Mulli Sadrd, Asfir, 1/3, pp. 501-507; F. Rahman, The phi!bsophy of Mulld Sadrd, pp. 200-201;
M.H.Tabitabd'i, Biddvar al-FHikma (Beirut: Dir al-Mustafd, 1982), p. 151,
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In sum, it is plaustble to conclude here that, according to Mulld Sadra, the
technical term, “mdddli,” is used for an entity which has actually the three divisions of
length, width and depth. This entity, which is also associated with position, space, time
and location, is called, in his terminology, “jism" or “jismdni™ (body)." The technical
term “mujarrad,” by contrast, is applied for an entity which is free from, at least, one
aspect of “mddda”, This application comprises a variety of entities and levels-beginning
from the lowest rung of “tqjarrud,” such as an actual sensible form perceived by sensory

organs, to the highest level of “tgjarrud,” such an entity being totally free from matter,

position, space, time and location. "’

n Tajarrud al-‘ilm (Immateriality of knowledge)

In the theory of knowledge, there are three basic items which have to be
coﬁsidered as the elements of the process of knowing—-the subject knowing (al-'dlim), the
‘object known (al-ma'lin), and knowledge (al-‘ilm). In the tradition of Islamic
philosophy, the issue .has recetved considqrable attention. One who scans through the

pages of the history of Islamic philosophy will surely come across the fact that Muslim

'* In several places of his work's:,:Mullﬁ Sadri employs the term “jisnr™ for a material entity versus the
immaterial thing. Asfdr, 1/3, pp. 297-9, al-Masha'ir, p. 81, al-Mabda™ wa al-Ma'dd, pp. 18-21,
‘Arshiya, p. 225, :

15 For more details on the problem of materiality and immateriality, sec M. T. Mesbah Yazdi, Amizish
Falsafa, vol. 2, p. 124, S. M. R. Hejazi, * Material and Immaterial Existent,” Ma vifat, no. 1 (winter
1992), pp. 18-26. | o .
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thinkers have ontologically examined the three-fold process of knowledge, regarding the
problem of materiality and immateriality.'® Our sages, namely Suhrawardi and Mulia
Sadra, have also given much consideration to the problem of materiality and immateriality
of knowledge (a/-'ilm), knower (al-'dlim} and known (al-ma‘lim) in different places of
their works. Their argument and discussion will be analyzed, in greater detail, in the
coming pages (under the title of jibsdr “vision”). But first, we shall examine briefly the

problem of “immateriality” of “knowledge” and “knower.”

-a: immateriality of “knowledge”

Both Suhrawardi and Mullda Sadrd maintain that “knowledge” (al-'ifm) is “free
from matter” (mujarrad). Their notion is understood from their definition of knowledge

(as we have seen in chapter one).

In Suhrawardi’s epistemological system, the terms “presence” (fmdiir) and
“manifest” zuh:?f) are more or less synonymously employed in the definition of
knowledge."” Elsewhere, he asserts that “Hl.ic_iﬁr” or “zuhir” is applied only to “light”
(mir) which is free from matter. He adds that although the “material substances” are, in his
words, darkness [which is called “intermediate objects” (al-barzakh)], they are rather in
“such a state that should rays of light be cast upon thelﬁ by which they can come to light,

they thereby become apparent; but should théé’é‘xrays not reach ihem, they fall back to

' Ibn Sind in several places of his works has examined the issue in a vast dimension. al-Najdt, pp. 99-
105, al-Ta'ligdt, pp. 77-81, Ddnishndmah ‘Ald’i, lldhiyat, p. 36, For Fardbi's idea, sce Risdlat fi Ithbit
al-mufdrigdr, p. 7, ‘ :

' Subrawardi, Opera \I, Hikmat al-Ishrdq, p.113; sce also chapter 1, pp. 21-23.



absolute darkness and disappear.”™ 1t might be concluded here that according to
Suhrawardi, the nature of knowledge, which is described as “light™ by him, is absolutely

free from matter.

Mulld Sadra, contirming the Suhrawardian concept of /needir and zufuir, prefers to
define knowledge by his own terminology, which is derived from his ontological attention
on the concept of “existence” (wujrid). He defines knowledge as ** a pure existenee, fiee

[TELH]

from matter (al-wujiid al-mujarrad min  al-mddda) Thereafler, he argues that

“knowledge” is not body and body also cannot become knowledge.

Body itsclf cannot become knowledge, since it is not pure being: parts of a body.
being mutually exclusive, arc never present to cach other and hence body can
never attain a real unity which is requisite for truc being and knowledge.™

As we can see here, Mulld Sadra, demonstrating the immateriality of “knowledge,”

has employed the Ishriqi term, namely the term of “presence” (fmeftir) and its antonym

“absence” (ghaiba).

Therefore, one of the main arguments for the immateriality of “knowledge” and
“knower” is based on the principle of “presence” (fudiir), which has been employed in
Ishrigi definition of knowledge and also accepted by Mulld Sadra. According lo this
argument, knowledge is “presence” (hudiir) and the presence of anything requires it to be

something which is in act (bi-/-fi /), free from any association with matter and potentiality

1% Suhrawardi, Opera 11, Hikimat al-Ishrdg, pp. 108-110.

12 Asfér, U3, pp. 292, 294, 297, Asfér, /1, p, 290,538 e jadsgn 8 o & e (a3
7R

* Ibid., pp. 297-8 (trans. b)j;//F. B\than in The Philosophy of Mulld Sadrd, p. 213).
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(cl-quwwa). Further, the presence of knowledge requires that the knower acquiring its
knowledge be also in act (hi-/-fi'f), in total actuality, non-deficient in any respect arising
from association with matter. Hence, the knower is also non-material and free from
potentiality. From this, it becomes clear that knowledge, as we have seen in chapter 1, is

“presence” of a non-material existent for a non-material existent.*'

Mulld Sadri, however, argues that some kind of knowledge is absolutely separated
{rom matter, such as intellection, and some kind of knowledge is separated from some
aspect of matter, such as sensation and imagination. Nevertheless, the nature of

perception, he adds, is absolutely based on at least a kind of immateriality.”

b: immateriality of “knower”

On the immalerialit;( of the human soul (as a knower), there is an accepted theory
among the Muslim philosophers, namely Farabi, Ibn Sina, Tdsi, Suhrawardi and Mulla
Sadra. By different methods and distinct backgrounds,» they have demonstrated the
immateriality of the human soul, confirming the fact that “nafs” (tl;e human soul) is

ultimately':’c':apable of existing independently of the body.” In order to prove that “self”

!

[F]

M. H. Tabitabd'i, Biddvat al-Hikma (Beirut: Dir al-Mustafd, 1982). pp. 148-9.

3oma 59 3 jaa Sy ga gian alad )

r

“:Mulld Sadrd, al-Mabda' wa al-Ma'‘dd, p. 79,4 235 o Gk &l ¥ faa

23

For Firdbi's point of view sce: al-Rasd'il, Risdlat fi Ithbat: al-Mufdriqdt, pp. 3,5,7, al-Ta'ligdt, pp.
10,12-13: al-Madina al-Fadila, p. 53; for Ibn Sind's theory see: al-Shifid’, al-Nafs, chapter 6, al-
Ishdrdt, vol. 2, pp. 319-24, 334-42; for Tusi’s doctrine sce: his notes on Ibn Sind’s al-Ishdrdt., vol. 2,

R
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{al-nafs) is an immaterial spiritual substance, Ibn Sind has recourse to his famous
argument that a person, under certain suppositions, can attirm s own “selt™ (hdtihi)

without affirming the existence of his body.™

In a number of his works,” Suhrawardi holds that the human soul “sel{™ (nafsy is
separated from the body since, he argues, the body is in a continuous state of change. But,
it is not possible for humans to undergo so much change and yet remain the same. Yhere
must be an immaterial substance, mind or self (nafs), separate from body. The nature of
this substance or entity cannot be material since all material things undergo change and
therefore cannot remain the same. Consequently, this “self” (#af¥) has 10 be immaterial, In

this regard Suhrawardi states:

All the parts of the body change and if your “sclf” consisted of these parts of the
body, they would also be in a continuous state of change. {Thus) your sclf
yesterday would not be the same “sclf” as today, but cach day your self would be
other than itsclf and this obviously is not the case. And since your knowledge is
continuous and permanent it is not at all body nor part of the body, but it is
beyond ali this.?®

As this statement shows, Suhrawardi holds that knowledge, like “self”, is
immaterial and he elsewhere argues for that by the same argumentation. Suhrawardi also

in several places of his works asserts different argumentations for the immateriality of the

pp. 319-24, 334-42. In this connection, for more details sce: F. Rahman, Avicenna's Psycholugy, pp.
50-53; Prophecy in Islam (London: Allen & Unwin, 1958), Chapter I, Scction 1,2,

** Ibn Sind, al-Ishdrdt., vol. 2, al-namat 3, pp. 319-323; al-Najdt, pp. 174-8. Sce also Davidson, Alfarabi,
Aviceniia, and Averroes, on Inteflect (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), p. 106,

* Sulrawardi, Opera 1, al-Talvihdt, pp. 68-74,79-81, al-Mashdri‘, pp. 496-T; Partaw Némah, chapter 4,
pp. 23-24. : ‘ ST : A

% Suhrawardi, Partaw Ndmah, chapier 4, pp. 23-24 (trans. by M. Aminrazavi, in Suhrawardi's Theory of
Knowledge, p. 127). For another argumentation of Suhrawardi, see p. 76 in the. following chapter,
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“human soul.™’ In this connection, he relies on a famous argument that the human soul is

incorporeal since it becomes conscious of itself. He says:

It was proven that every being who becomes conscious of his cssence is an

incorporcal light, and its opposite, mecaning cverything that is light is also
. . a ]

conscious of its own nature, is also truc.?®

In Mulld Sadrd’s system of philosophical psychology, there are several levels for
the human soul, from the béginning of its generation to the end of its goal. The soul is, in
some level, pure material (jismdni) and in some level pure immaterial (‘agldni), and,
between these two levels, there are different levels for the soul, regarding the weakness

and strength of the materiality and immateriality.*

In his major work, Asfdr, Mulld Sadrd has devoted a2 whole section to the
discussion of the immateriality of “human sou-l.”30 Analyzing and criticizing several points
of view, Mulld Sad-rﬁ has given more than twelve rational, mystical, and traditional
demonstrations for the immateriality of “human soul.” After every argument, he evaluates
it and replies to the objections which had been raised by others. Finally, he holds that the
soul is bodily in its origin but spiritual in its survival (jismdniyat al:.f:_g:dz?th, rithdniyat al-

baga’).!

¥ Opera . al-Talvilut, pp. 68-14,79-81, al-Mashdri* pp, 496-7.
* Suhrawardi, Opera 1L, Hilmat al-Ishrdq, pp. 116.

® Mulld Sadrd, Aféir, IV/1, pp. 32527, “Arshiva, p. 19.
3 Asfar, IVIL, pp. 260-322. | |
* bid, p. 347,

.
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0 Yet Mulld Sadrd maintains that the human soul is free from matter and hence
capablerof existence independently of the body. The reason for this doctrine, in part, is to
prove that simple human souls which possess hardly any intellective activity, but simply
work with imagination also survive. For, Mulli Sadra absolutely holds that a being
endowed with imagination is independent of natural matter even though it is not
independent of a certain kind of extension and quantity (migddr) which, however, is not
material. This view, in turn, rests on his doctrine of the ‘Alam al—/\/[ith_;i/ (World of
Images), according to which, an image, alihough not spiritual, is not material cither, is not
directly subject to substantive change;as the world of physical forms and, therefore, exists

by itself independent of matter.*

‘Further, to prove that the human soul is separate from the body, Mulld Sadra

0 applies the philosophers’ argument™ from self-knowledge. The human’s self-knowledge is
direct, continuous, and independent of its knowledge of the external object. Hence the

human soul is independent of the material body. Again, he argues that the immateriality of

“knowledge” also postulates the immateriality of the soul. Apprehension of knowledge

means the reception of the known by the knower, and the apprehension of a thing and its

presence is nothing except its existence, that existence itself. The immediacy of the known

requires that the knower acquiring its knowledge be in act, non-deficient in any respect

2 Mulli Sadrd, Asféir, IV/1, pp. 42-44, 278, 294-6.

3 For Farabi’s demonstrations that the human soul is immaterial see: Risdlat fi ithbdt al-Mufarigat, p. 7,
and for Ibn Sind’s argumentation sce: al-Shifd’, al-Nafs, pp. 187-96; al-Najdt, pp. 210-20; sce also F.

e Rahman, Avicenna's Psychology (London; Oxford Universily Press, 1952), pp. 41-54.-
TR
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arising from association with matter. Hence, the knower (a/-nafs al-insdni) is non-material

and free from potentiality (al-quwwa).™

According to our sages’ argumentation so far it becomes clear, firstly, that the
knowledge must necessarily be something non-material. Secondly, the knower, through
whom knowledge subsists, must also necessarily be non-material. But the known, to which
knowledge pertains, in Mulld Sadrd’s point of view, must be non-material whereas
Suhrawardi doesn’t necessitate the immateriality for the known. Their notion and

philosophical argumentations will be discussed in the following pages.

lli. Ibsér (vision)

The problem of vision (ibsdr) has been considered in different ways by Suhrawardi
and Mulld Sadra. Suhrawardi formulates a theory of vision on the basis of direct “relation”
(al-iddfah) between the soul and the external world whereas Mulld Sadrd thoroughly

rejects this illuminative notion. However, both have refuted the traditional views of vision,

by

namely “infibd*" (the imprinting of a form from the object in the eye) or “khurij al-

Ao

L

shu'd’” (the exit of a ray from the eye). Against these two theories, we can find the same
objections in our sages’ works. They maintain that vision (/bsdr) does not consist of the

imprint of the form of the object in the eye, nor of something that goes out from the eye.

¥ Mulld Saded, Asfir, [V/1, pp. 43, 294.6,
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Therefore, the act of seeing, according to them, is a kind of knowledge by presence but in

. e 3
a different manner.*

Refuting the other existing theories of how vision occurs, Suhrawardi offers his

own view which can be explained within the principles of illumination. He states:

once vou know that vision is not caused by the impression of phantasms from the
visible objeet on the cye, nor docs it occur through the emission of visual rays
from the cye. Then except for the encounter of the lit object with the healthy eye, it
is not in anything else... and the result of this encounter in mgards to sight is dug
to the absence of the veil between that which sees and the seen,™

The act of vision, according to Suhrawardi, is applicable whenever the subject
(the sound eye) and the object (the luminous thing) are both present. In this case, an
“illuminationist relation” (al-iddfa al-ishrdgiya) is established between the subject and the
object. There are a number of conditions necessary for the act of vision. These couditions,
as Zia'i summarizes, ar’é: * 1. The presence of light is due to the propagation of light {rom
the source of light, i.e., the Light of Lights.> 2. The absence of any obstacle or veil
(hijéb) between the subject and the object.® 3. The illumination of the object as well as

3230

Consequently, Suhrawardi, on the basis of the knowledge by presence,

the subject,

3 For Suhrawardi's view sc\c\\?l"'('}pera 11, Hikmat al-Ishrdq, p. 134; for Sadrian theory see: Asfdr, IV/1, pp.
178-183. p i '
i W,
% Opera 11, Hikimat al-Ishrdg, p. 134, ‘-\\
!
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3 Suhrawardi, Opera I, Hikmat al-Ishrdg, pp. 150, 152-153.
* Ibid., pp. 134-5, 213-216. O oS T oy OBt Al g g gladly G o)
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¥ H. Zia', Know edge and [lwnination (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1990), p. 161,
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formulates his theory of vision (ibsdr) which is in accordance with his illuminationist

doctring,”

Mulld Sadra, rejecting the two traditional theories of vision, criticizes Suhrawardi’s
theory as well. He holds that any kind of material body (al-jism al-maddi) cannot be a |
direct object for perception.” The argument that Mulld Sadra gives us, in his objection
against Suhrawardi, is based on his ontological notion of a material existent, i.e, a

material being is veiled from itself by itself. He adds:

It has been proven that this modc of shadowy and material being is veiled from
itsclf by itsclf. So with regard to this (material) mode (of being), the presence (of a
material thing) is preciscly the same as its abscnce from itself: its cohcrence is the
same as its scparability; its unity is the same as its potential multiplicity; and its
conjunction is the same as its divisibility.?

On the basis of this ontological principle, Mulld Sadrd demonstrates his argument
of the process of vision. Mulld Sadrd states another objection against Suhrawardi, -
considering the term of “illuminative relation” (iddfa ishrdqiya). Suhrawardi maintains
that this kind of relation occurs through the soul’s direct witnessing of a form external to -

the eye and subststing in matter. Mulld Sadra claims that this kind of relation between the

soul and the material' world could not be as an “illuminative relation.”

" For n more complete discussion on this problem sce: M. Aminrazavi, Swhrawardi's Theory of

Knowledge (Ph. D, Thesis, Temple University, 1989), pp. 234-237.

Mulld Sadrd, Asfdr, IV/1, p. 182, 53D sall o} e 255 Gla s o
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* Mulla Sadrd, al-‘Arshivah, p. 225 (Trans. L.W. Morris in The Wisdom of the Throne, pp. 107-
108). Al e Ay cantaa b 3y 53 35a 0 eyt ot 6 oyl
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This connection (which they posited between the act of vision and an externally

0 subsisting material form) cannot be, sinee the relation between what has no
position (that is. thc soul's act of vision) and something having material
dimensions (that is, the “object™ of vision, in their theory) is impossible exeept by
means of something having position.

So that cven if one should suppose the validity (of their theory of viston) through
an intermediary (between the soul and the material object of vision), the relation
would not be one of illuminative knowledge, but rather a material and spatial one,
since all the activitics of material powers and everything which they undergo must
be in a spatial location.™

Mulla Sadra then proceeds to state his own view of vision:

The truth about vision-as God has shown us by inspiration—is that afler the
fulfillment of certain specific conditions, with God's permission, there arise trom
the soul forms suspended (from their notice archetypes), subsisting through the

soul, present in the soul, and appearing in the world of the soul-not in this
{material) world.™

Mulla Sadrd’s argument can be summarized as follows: The material being cannot
be a direct object for perception since it is absent from itself, let alone from the other
_ ‘ thing. The external world and the absence of a veil between that and the knower (i.c., the
soul) are some necessary conditions for the act of seeing. Since there has to be a causal
relationship between the observer and what is seen, the soul is, by the help of God, the
creator of the immaterial form. The visible form, which is directly perceived by the soul, is

““=uii-iminaterial being, representing the external world. Therefore, in seeing something, it is

not the case that the subject sees the external object but that it is the presence of the inner

object to be seen that allows for the very act of seeing to take place.”

B Ibid., p. 237 (Trans. J.W. Morris in The Wisdom of the Throne, p. 130).

* Ibid., p. 237 (Trans. J.W. Morris in The Wisdom of the Throne, pp. 136-137).

‘ 5 M. H. Tabdtaba'i, n. 1, Asfar, I/1, p. 286.
N
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According to Mulla Sadra, the act of seeing (or any kind of sensitive perception)
takes place when an interaction happens between the soul (as a knower) and the external
world (as a known). The external world, on the one hand, prepares some necessary
conditions of the act of seeing, and the soul, on the other hand, makes an immaterial form
corresponding to the external object. Consequently, the existence of the form (in any sort
of perception), being at the presence of the soul, is directly perceived by the soul.*
Mulld Sadrd contends that this relation between the soul and the immaterial form is due to

be called “illuminative relation” (al-iddfah al-ishrdgiyah),V

What seems plausible, on the ground of our discussion, to be concluded here is

that Muild Sadrd reached much the same epistemological conclusion as Suhrawardi,

although by a very different route. Having recourse to their illuminative principles, both

Suhraward? and Mulld Sadrd have been hltimately led to the inference that, in the act of
vision, the only way through which the external thing could be known is knowledge by
presence., The process of “knowledge by presence,” according to Suhrawardi, happens
directly between the soul (n2afs) and the external lit object. But, according to Mulld Sadré,
since the process of “knowledge by presence” cannot be applicable directly between
knower and any material object, as we have seen above, the soul, in this case, knows by

presence the immaterial form which is representative of the external object.

% Mulld Sadrd, Ta‘liga ‘ald Sharh-i Hikmat al—!shm‘;l]r, p. 454. Lzl heaal JS G il o
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* Mulla Sadrd, Asféir, IV/1, p. 182, al-‘Arshiyah, p. 21,
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The being of those (material) things is not in sensation, and they are grasped by
sensc or by the intellect only in an accidental manner and in consequenee of a form
in scnsation corresponding to them.*

As we have seen so far, the difference between Suhrawardi’s notion of vision and
Sadrd’s is obvious, although there are many similarities between their epistemological
system. Therefore, it is plausible to claim that the most important distinction between

Suhrawardian epistemology and Sadrian theory of knowledge concerns the problem of

vision “ibsdr.”

Mulla Sadra’s theory of vision, however, has been criticized by his well-known
follower, Mulla Hadi Sabzavari. Confirming Suhrawardi’s theory of vision, Sabzaviri, in
his Glosses on Asfdr, replies to the objections Mulld Sadra has propounded against
Suhraward?. He remarks that there are several ranks for thé soul in some of which the soul
can directly observe the existence of the external world. In this case, the relation between
the soul and the external object is by unity (bi-l-itrihdd)."” Some contemporary thinkers
such as Mesbdh Yazdi also criticize the Sadrian notion of vision. Mesbah Yazdl asserts
that one may accept the fact that a material thing is absent from itself tov‘ the extent that
every part of its being is separated from the others, but it doesn’t necessitate its absence

from its efficient cause. It could be considered that as the cause gives the existence 1o

R

everything, and therefore there is an ontological relation between them, in the same vein,

® Mulla Sadrd, al-‘Arshiya, p. 227 (Trans. JL.W. Morris in The Wisdom of the Throne, p. 114),
sl Sl ad LI LS et bgay el (e selend ) Waagay O
o Ld At 380 505 ) yen Tpatiy

¥ Sabzavari, n. 1, Asfir, IV/1, pp. 179-81 (n. 1). See also his notes on Mulla Sadrd’s Asfar, 1il/1, pp.164-
166 (n. 3). -
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everything is at the presence of its cause. Thus there is logically an epistemological

relation between the efficient cause and things,™

Concerning Suhrawardi’s account of vision and Sabzavari’s support, one might say
that this kind of relation, namely “illuminative relation,” is acceptable if ther: were a
causal-relation between two things. If Suhrawardi accepts this kind of relation between
“human soul” and the external world®', it would be plausible for him to confirm an
intuitive relation between them, as Sabzavari does. But here an obvious objection arises
against Mulid Sadré who thoroughly denies the material world to be the direct object for
any kind of knower. If Mulld Sadrd contends the causal relation between the external
world- and its creator (i.e., the Necessary Existent), why does he discard any
epistemological relation between them! The Sadrian argumentation and the objections will

be discussed in chapter five,

What we may conclude so far, considering the resuits of our sages’ arguments, is
that, in the proce§s of vision, the function “knowledge by presence” is the unique way
through which the soul can be aware of the external world. In this connection, the

-‘difference between their epistemological s;rétem is that, for Suhrawardi, a material being

can be a direct object for “knowledge by presence,” whereas, for Mullg Sadrg, by contrast,

the direct object for knowledge (any sort of knowledge) should be an immaterial thing,

* M, Mesbih Yazdi, 7a ‘figa., pp. 205, 256-7. This issue and the Sadrian theory of vision (concerning the
problem of God's knowledge) will be discussed in chapter 5.

5! 1t scems that Suhrawardi, in his Hikmat al-Ishrdg, maintains this kind of rclnlionéhip pclwccn a speciad
kind of human being and the external world. For more details see; Opera I, Hikm‘a@hhrdq. PP
213-215, N )



Consequently, the material world is “known by essence™ (alma'lim bi-dhdty in
Suhrawardi’s system, and “known by accident” (al-ma liimi bi-I-‘aradf) in the Sadrian

system,

‘1

)



PART I

" Knowledge by Presence ( al-lm al-furdiri)



Introduction

So far we have seen the definition and clarification, as well as the characters ol
“knowledge by presence” (a/-'ilm al-hudiri) in the sense found in the epistemological
system of our sages Suhrawardi and Mulld Sadra. In this part, the primary aim is to clarify
certain kinds of “knowledge by presence” which have been, or might be, examined in their

system,

[t seems generally accepted by Muslim philosophers that non-material substances
are in-themselves present-for-themselves by virtue of their completeness and
actuality.' But is immediate knowledge confined to a thing’s knowledge of itself, or, when
both subject and object are non-material, does it include a cause’s knowledge of its effect,
and vice versa? It seems that the Peripatetics hold the former position and the
Hluminationists subscribe to the latter view. The epistemological consideration of this

question, in its turn, raised serious debates among them, especially with regard to the

problem of God’s knowledge of His effects.

It should be noted that most philosophers who have in any way addressed the
problem of “knowledge by presence” (ai-‘ilm al-hudiiri) consider “seif-knowledge” (a/-

‘ilm bi al-dhdtf) as a case of that, holding that, in this case, the object of knowledge should

! In chapter 4, [ shall attempt to give a detailed account of this kind of knowledge by presence, namely
scl-knowledge.

RS
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exist at the presence of the subjec:t.2 But, with respect to other kinds of knowledge by

presence, there is, as we shall see, no general agreement among them.

To be sure, it is generally held that the Peripatetics have restricted “knowledge by
presence” to “self-knowledge” (al-'ifm bi al-dhar). Sabzavari, for example, asserting that
"intuitive knowledge" is not confined to "self-knowledge", rejects the view attributed to
the Peripatetics, namely, confinement of al-‘ilm al-hudiiri (intuitive knowledge or
lk_nowlcdge by presence) to "self-knowledge," and al-"ilm al-husili (empirical knowledge)

lo "knowledge of anything other than "self".’ Nevertheless, this attribution could be
questioned because Ibn Sind himself, in some places of his works, state# that the only way
for the human soul, which is essentially immaterial, to know the immaterial entities (such

E1YY

as universals “kulliydf” and intelligible concepts “‘agliyds™) is a direct perception, i.e.,
without any formal or conceptual mediator, or employing a bodily organ.* Therefore,

according to lbn Sind, there is a kind of knowledge by presence other than self-

knowledge.

il

* For instance sce: FArdbi. al-Rasail. Risdlat fi Ithbit al-Muféragdt, pp. 3,5.7; al-Ta ligdt, pp. 10,12-13;
Ibn Sind, al-Shifia’, al-Nafs, pp. 212-213; al-Ishdrdt, vol. 2, pp. 319-24, 334-42, vol. 3, p. 481, vol. 4,
p. 709; al-Najar, p. 99; al-Ta'ligdt, pp. 77-81, 160-62; Fakhr al-RiuA. al-Mabdhith al-Mashrigiva, pp.
459463 Tisi, Sharh Mas'alat al-'ilm, pp. 28.34, Although, in the case of the former philosophers
such as Firibi or Ibn Sind, we don’t find the exact term “al-‘iln al-huchiri™ in their works, the
definition of self-knowledge (al-‘ilm bi-dhdr) they give us is more or less corresponding to what we
meant by “af-"ilm al-lmdiri®.

* The Metaphysies of Sabzavari. trans. and eds. M. Mohaghegh, T. lzutsu, (New York: Caravan Books,
1977, p. 212.

' Ybn Sina. al-Ta'ligdt, p. 80, Al Y Y iy B Al WS sa el oLt
: ST AR U PRCEC PR - SRS PLY A 1B
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Both Suhrawardi and Mulla Sadrd, as well as their followers such as Sabzaviri and
Tabataba'i, however, maintain other kinds of knowledge by presence. Generally speaking,
they hold that when, on the one hand, two existents are immaterial and there is, on the
other hand, an ontological relationship between them-such as causal relationship-thus
they know each other by presence, for there is no barrier between them. In the case of an
immaterial cause and its effect, for instance, the effect is present with all its being for the
cause, without there being any barrier between them. It is known with immediacy to the
cause through its existence itself. Similarly, when the cause and the effect are non-
material, the cause is present with its existence for its etfect, which is sustained by it, and
there is no barrier separating them, I—len;_e the cause is known to its eflect with an

immediate knowledge.’

Suhrawardi, at one time, went even further. He held that, in the case of vision
(ibsdr) as we examined in the preceding chapter, the act of vision is applicable whenever
the subject (the sound eye) and the object (the luminous thing) are both present without
there being an obstacle. In this case, an “illuminationist relation” (a/-iddfua al-ishrdgiya) is
established between:the subject and the object.® Therefore, according io Suhrawardi and
conirary to Mulla S;dré, the scopé of the process of “knowledge by presence” is'_widcr,
including the epistemological relationship bet&een the material world which is illuminated,

and the subject (knower).

* We will examine their argu'me'nlations in the following chapters.

. © Suhrawardi, Opera 1, Hikmat al-Ishrdg, pp. 97-103, 134-5, 150, v

I
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Mulla Sadrd, in several places of his works, insists on the fact that “al-‘ilm al-
hudhiri™ is not restricted to self-knowledge; thus he demonstrates certain kinds of
knowledge by presence. Sometimes he states generally that, on the one hand, either the
relation of unification {«a/-ittihcidd) or that of causality (al-‘illiva) is a pre-condition for any
kind of knowledge, and, on the other hand, these two situations happen only within
knowledge by presence.” At other times, he declares that there are different kinds of
knowledge by presence, examining the division of knowledge into al-‘ifin al-husiili and al-

‘it al-hudiiri.?

AvA

Sabzavar’ and Tabitabd'i, in their notes on Asfdr,'" expound three kinds of
knowledge by presence. The former writes that “the immaterial thing’s knowledge of its
essence‘('i!m al-mujarrad bi-dhdtih), the cause’s knowledge of its effect ( ‘ilm-u al-shai’
bi-malilih), and the mortal thing’s knowledge of the reality in which it is annihilated {‘ilm

al-fani bi-l-mufic fih) are three kinds of “al-‘ilm al-hudiri”"' In sum, he elsewhere

asserts that there are two cases for knowledge by presence: unification (al-ittihdd) and

7 Mulli Sadrd. Aafiitih al-Ghaib, pp. 108-9; Asfér, 111/1, pp. 162-4.

* Mulld Sadrd. Asfdr, 1/3, pp. 319-20; 11I/1, pp. 161-3; al-Mabda" wa al-Ma‘dd, pp. 34-7; Risdla al-
Tasawwur wa al-Tasdiq, p. 308.

? Sabzaviri also, in his Asrdr al-Hikam, demonstrates three kinds of knowledge by presence, Asrédr al-
Hikam (Tchran; Kitibfurtishi-i Islimiya, 1959),p. 61.

'* The most important commentators on Mulli Sadra’s major work, the Asfér, are Mulld Hidi Sabzavari
(d. 1289/1872) and *Allima Sayyed Muhammad Hosayn Tabitaba'i (d. 1402/1983).

"' Sabzaviri, in his notes on Asfir, 1/3, p 383, Wyapdd e sl ey

bpgd i il S e aia g e dgleas (20 le 4l
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o o causality (al-'il/iya)."® Tabataba'i, in his note, indicates too the same statement,
confirming the thfee cases of knowledge by presence.” Among the contemporary writers,
Ha'irl also examines three kinds of knowledge by presence: 1. lmmaterial being’s
knowledge of “itself)” 2. Immaterial being’s knowledge of its attributes and actions, 3.
Effect’s knowledge of its immaterial cause. He declares that the first is acceptable for all
phiio.sqphers, namely the Peripatetics and Hluminationists, and the second is origimlled and
deménstréted by Tist, and the third is allocated to mysticism." To sum up the discussion,
it could be said that our philasophersT Subrawardi and Mulld Sadrd, as well as their
followers like Sabzaviri and Tabataba'i, seem clearly to have accounted several kinds of
al-‘ilm al—bui_f:iri in their epistemological system. In the following chapters, we will

examine certain disputed kinds of knowledge by presence: knowledge by presence of the

. human soul and knowledge by presence of God.

12 Sabzavari, in his notes on Asfir, 171, p. 288,483 535300 13 ga Al (5 5 seinnl plal o)

13 Tabdtaba'1, in his notes on Asfdr, I3, p. 319.

. " M. Ha'iri, Agdhi wa Gavdhi (Tchran: Anjuman-i Islimi-i Hikmat wa Falsafi Iran, 1981, pp. 5-6. /i



CHAPTER 4

The “human soul” and knowiedge by presence

&
I. “Self” (Al-dhat)

One of the central problems of philosophy has been to prove the existence of a

non-material entity which is generally referred to as “self,” “mind”, or “soul”.’

In the history of Islamic philosophy, the issue has also received a notable attention
and quf';,l‘im thinkers have often discussed the issuz “self” (nafs or dhdr). Both the
peripatetic philosophers such as Farabi and Ibn Sind®> and the illuminative thinkers such as
Suhrawardi and Mulld Sadrd,® in numerous places, have argued for the existence and

immateriality of “self” :'(nafs‘) which is distinct from the body. For both Farabi and Ibn

In this regard, there are some technical Arabic lerms such as nafs, rmih, dhdt which are interchangeably
used by Muslim thinkers. In the case of the identity of a person, these terms are represented to the term
ana{1), '

* For Fiiribi's point of view scc: al-Rasd'if, Risdle fi Ithbdt al-Muféraqat, pp. 3,5,7; al-Ta'ligdt, pp.
10,12-13: al-Madina al-Fadila, p. 53; for Ibn Sind’s theory sec: al-Shifi’, al-Nafs, chapter 6, al-
Ishdrdt, vol. 2. pp. 319-24, 334-42. In this connection, for more details sce: F. Rahman, Avicenna's
Psvehatogy, pp. 24-68: Prophecy in Islam:(London: Allen & Unwin, 1958), Chapter 1, Scction 1,2,

Subrawardi’s view on the existence of a self in his Persian works can be found in the following works:

. Havakil al-Nir, pp. 4-92; al-Alwdh al-"Imddiyah, pp. 116-163; Bustdn al-Qutib, pp. 342-387; and

_ Yazddn Shindkht, pp. 412-444. In his Arabic works, he discusses the issue in the al-Tahwilidt, pp.

68.81,82, Suhrawardi in Partaw-Namah (Opera IH, pp. 23-24) offers several arguments for the

existence of a “sclf” (nafs) and its independence of the body. Mulld Sadré also allocated one part of his
major work Asfir to the issue. dsfir, IV/1,
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Sind, the human soul (al-nafs) is ultimately an immaterial spiritual substance capable of
existing independently of the body.' To prove that “self” (al-uafs) is an immaterial
spiritual substance, Ibn Sind has had recourse to his famous argument of ‘the floating

man.” He states that a person can, under certain suppositions, affirm his own “self™ (/iir

or and ‘iya) without atfirming the existence of his body.’

Suhrawardi holds that “self” (nafs) exists separated trom the body. He argues that:
“we often refer to ourselves and say “I” (ana) did this or that. If' I would separate a part of
myself (e.g., my hand) and put it on the table, 1 Would neither refer to it as 'I' nor would |
be any different as far as my personality is concerned.” On this argumentation, he
concludes that “self” or “I” is different from my body and thus it has to be immaterial,
Then he argues that “self” (nafs) is above and beyond the body and there is a correlation

between them. His argument goes as follows:

Know that “nays™ (soul} was not present before the body. If it were present prior
to it, it would have been neither one nor many; and this is impossible. The reason
why a varicty of souls (sclf) could not have cxisted before the body is because all
things when they share in the same thing, i.c., soul, are one, and when they become
numerous they become different... Therefore it becomes apparent that the soul
cannot cxist before the body and that they come into cxistence simultancously.’

,"‘I(
4 F:’nrﬁbi, al-Rasa’il, Risdlat fi Ithbdtl al-Muféraqdt, pp. 3,5,7, al-Ta'ligdt, pp. 10,12-13; al-Madina al-
Fddila, p. 53; Ibn Sind, al-Shifd’, al-Nafs, chapter 6, al-Ishardt, vol, 2, pp. 319-24, 334-42,

3 Ton Sind, al-Ishdrdl., vol. 2, al-namat 3, pp. 319-323. Sce also F. Rahman, Avicenna’s Psychology
(London: Oxford University Press, 1952), pp. 50-62,

® Opera 111, Partaw-ndma, pp. 23-4 (trans. by M. Aminrazavi in Suhrawardi's Theory of Khmvlutlge, n
124). For another argumentation of Suhrawardi, sce p. 58 in the prcccdingthaplcr.
i
7 Ibid., pp. 25-6 {trans. by M. Aminrazavi in Swhrawardi's Theory of Knowledge, p. 125).
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What we comprehend from this argumentation is that Suhrawardi elaborates the
idea that “soul” as an incorporeal entity exists with the human body. In contrast to the
body which is dark in itself, the "self" (soul) is light in itself, and it not the subject of
changes. In-addition, it could be concluded here that, according to Suhrawardi, a self-
aware or self-luminous is given only in a direct experience of the self, through which I

lﬂ 7

realize that my “sell” (cfhiti) is not in a subject (/d ff mawdi*), and it is nothing but

existence and perception.®

Mulld Sadrd approaches the problem of “self’ (nafs) from his principle of the

“principiality of existence” (asdlat al-wujiid) in which he differs from Suhrawardi.

According to this principle, the only reality is “existence” (a/-wujitd) and quiddities are
constructed by the mind.” Mulld Sadrd holds that whenever the soul is conceived as a
concept and is defined, it will be found to be an essence. However, in a direct self-
experience, the soul is only given as a pure existent, and since existence has no genus, it is
not given in experience either as a substance or non-substance.' For Mulld Sadrd, direct,

intuitive experience is the only way to know reality.'" Thus the reality of the soul may be

* Suhrawardi. Opera Lal-Tahwihdt,p. 115, cuadiS s 82 g M Juaithsic 343 45 wady

? Muild Sadrd, in his major work /Asfé» has devoted four chapters to the discussion of the principiality of
cxistence (asdlat al-wujiid), He mentions some views, as well as their objections. and answers onc by
onc. Finally, he demonstrates his own doctrine by several arguments. Asfdr, I/1, pp. 38-74.

' Mulld Sadra, Asfdr, IV/1, pp. 11-14,
" Mulld Sadrd.al-Mashd ir,p.30.Liets s 31 2N gzma¥l 5 S350 Hadiiay Jlel e

al-Mashd'ir is one of the famous works of Mulld Sadrd in Metaphysics. It has been edited and
translated into French by Henry Corbin entitled as Le Livre des pénétrations métaphysiqices (Paris and
Tehran, 1965), and into English by Parviz Morewedge entitled as The AMetaphysics of Mulld Sadrd
{New York: SSIPS, 1992).

(ll‘-
N
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. . . 2 . . 3

achieved through a direct experience.’® In comparing with Sulrawardi’s theory, as
. . o ap s 13 N - . . .

mentioned in a/-Tafwihdr™, Mulld Sadrd expresses the same explanation of the process of

a direct selt-experience.

Having analyzed and criticized the traditional doctrines, Mulli Sadra claborates his
theory of “self” (nafy), as well as its relation with the bodj f‘ According to him, the soul is
not eternal but originated and, thus, at its birth, it is in matter, developing towards
immateriality. He ultimately maintains that the soul (self) is bodily in its origin and with
regard o its governing function (al~fasarruf), but spiritual in its survival (al-nafs
Jismaniyat al-hudiith wa al-tasarraf wa rihdniyat al-bagd’)."® The soul first emerges as
vegetative, then as perceptive and mover at the animal level, then as potential intellect, u.nd
finally as pure intellgct. The soul has its being at all these levels and at each of thesc levels
it is the sag1e_’_ié a sense, and yet different in a sense because the same being can pass
through diﬁ'eren;c levels of development, The soul does not emerge as a genuine and
complete unity until it reaches the status of the acquired intellect.'® We can obviously see
here that Mulld Sadrd applies his three fundamental principles; the “principiality of
existence” (agdlar al-wujiid), the “systematic ambiguity” (ai—fa.s‘hkik); and the “substantive

movement” (al-harakat al-jawhariya). By having recourse to these principles, he

12 dxfar, IV, pp. 47-8.
'3 Sec above, n. 8.
" Tbid., pp. 11-23,

15 Ibid., pp. 326-7, 347.<lilasla y )y o jeail s & pralhibannd il il o

1% Ibid., pp. 51, 121-3, 134-6,
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demonstrates that, on the one hand, the nature of human soul (nafs) is a kind of existence,

and, on the other hand, there is an evolutionary change in the essence of the human soul.

Furthermore, 10 prove the human soul (self) and its separation from the body,
Mulla Sadri also applies.thc philosophers’ argument from self-knowledge, i.e,, a direct
experience.!” As we have seen above, the same argumentation is applied by Suhrawardi as
well. It therefore seems that the main argument our sages rely on to prove the human soul
is a kind of illuminative or intuitive experience, viz., self-knoW_lédge. On the other side, in
order to categorize the human soul “self” (#4/s) in their philosophical system, Suhrawérdi

and Mullad Sadrd have apparently used their own terminology. In accordance with their

philosophical languages, Suhrawardi categorizes “self” (ana or nafs) as “light” (uir)

' because it is nonmaterial and, therefore, is present to itself,™® whereas Mullid Sadrd

categorizes it as “existence” (wujiid) because the reality of nafs is observed directly.'”

It should be noted that we mean here by the technical term “self” and the related
Arabic words such as “al-nafs,” “al-dhar” and “ana™ a more general meaning than “human
soul.” It involves, in the terminology of our discussion, the essence “dhds” of God as

well In this respect Suhrawardi remarks that “the concept “ara” which involves the

'7 Ibid., pp. 47-8.

' Suhrawardi, Opera 11, Hikmat al-fshrdq, pp. 110-111, It should be noled that sometimes Subrawardi
uses the term “wigiie!” (existence) in his examination of self-experience. Sec above, n. 8.

' Muild Sadri, Asfir, 1V/1, p. 47. However, we have scen before, in chapter 1 (p. 23), that Mulld Sadrd
has interpreted the illuminative term “ndr” in his own terminology as “wujiid.”

* the problem of God’s knowledge of His Essence (al- ‘il bi-dhdtihi) will be examined in the foliowing
chapter,
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Necessary (Existent) and any other, is an entity which perceives itselt ™' Theretore, in
the following pages, we use the above words interchangeably, alluding to what constitutes
the identity of a person, in the case of human “self,” and to the esseﬁce of God, n the case
of God’s “self.” Thus, in what follows, taking into consideration the immateriality of our
disputed subject, t.e., al—dhcﬁ (self), we will examine two kinds of this entity: {irst one's
knowledge of his own “self” (in this chapter) and, thereafler (in the tollowing chapter),

God’s knowledge of His own “Self” (a/-Dhdf).

Il. Self-knowledge (al-‘ilm bi al-dhat)

The problem of self—k:nowledge, concerning an incorporeal entity, has received
much consideration among M-uslim philosophers. The peripatetic thinkers such as Farabi
and ITbn Sind have explicitly paid attention to the issue and, in several places of their
works, argued about thel immateriality and self-awareness of the human soul (nafs).
Farabi, identifying the human soul as an immaterial substance (a/-mufdrag), argues that,

on the problem of self-knowledge, the human soul directly perceives it’s essence (dhatihi)

without any mediator or employing a bodily organ (a/-dlat)? For Ibn Sind, who holds .

that the human soul is an immaterial spilritual substance capabie of existing independently

*! Suhrawardi, Opera’l, al-Talwikdt, p. 116.

it
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* Farabi, Risdlat fi Ithbdt al-Mufdrigdt, pp. 3, 7.
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of the body, every immaterial entity, e.g., the human sou), is aware of “itself™® It is
evident from their argpument that “the human soul” knows “itself” by presence (i.e.,
without any mediator of form or concept )} since it is nonmaterial, and every immaterial
being is present for its essence.” However, it is traditionally assumed that the Peripatetics
confine “al-‘ilm al-hudiiri” to “self-knowledge,” while confining “a/-‘ilm al-husili” to
“knowledge of anything other than “self”® Apart from the reservations made in the

20

introduction of part 11, we may accept that, according to the Peripatetics, “self-

knowledge™ is essentially a kind of knowledge by presence “al-‘ilm al-hudiiri.”

Suhrawardi has examined the issue in several places of his works.®?” He argues that
a being which has an essence (al-dhdr) is either aware of ils essence or not. If it is aware,

then it cannot be dark, since “his essence is revealed for him.”?* He states:

Anyone who has a reality of which he is ncv:\'._:r oblivious is not obscure [ghdsig lit.
crepuscular], This is so because of the clarity and apparentness of his
reality to himself. He is not a mode of darkness inherent in another thing,
for even a mode of light cannot be light in itself let alone that of darkness.
Therefore, he is an immaculate purity of light that cannot be located by
physical indication.”

= lbn Sind, al-Ishdrdt., vol. 2, al-namat 3;pp. 319-323.
* Ibn Sind. al-Ta ligat, pp. 79.80,82,52 e Y 1 Jixs Ll 2oLl i

** Sabzavari. Sharht Manzima, p. 185.

* See above, pp. 70-74.

1, al-Talwihdt, pp. 69-75; al-Mashdri’, pp. 483-489; Opera I, Hikmat al-Ishrg,
. .

o P
a . — - f
* Opera, W, Hikmat al-Ishrdg, p. 110, .

! Sulrawardi, Opere
pp. 110-116 |

k4 Ibid., pp. 110-111 (trans, by M, Ha'iri, as stated in The principle of Epistemology in Islamic

Phitosophy, p. 72),
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This statement that is based on his philosophy of Ishriq indicates that human soul
knows itself, and this is a reason, according to Suhrawardi, for its immateriality. The next
step here is that Suhrawardi will be obliged to provide an answer to the question: How
does one really know himself? In other words, what is the nature of “sctf-knowing,” “selft
awareness,” or “self-consciousness™? Regarding our preceding discussion of the division
of knowledge into “al-‘ilm al-husil? and “al-"ilm al-hucdhiri” under which of them is this

kind of knowledge categorized?

Dealing thoughtfully with the question of self-consciousness, Suhrawardi gives us
the answer in the light of his theory of knowledge. He argues that human sou! knows
“itself” by presence, without any mediator of form or idea (mithdl). In this regard he

states:

Since you are not absent from your own reality (k) and from your awarceness
of that reality, and it is not possible that this awarencss be by a representation or
any superaddition, it thus follows that in this awarencss of your reality you need
not have anything besides the very reality of yoursclf, which is manifest to itsclf
or, if you wish, not absent from itsclf.*

He gives us more details on the issue (self-knowledge) in his discussion with
Aristotle. His famous dream-vision of Aristotle is recounted in full by him in the “ws-

Talwihdt,”™ but mentioned in other places as well.**In this dream-vision Subrawardi

* Ibid., p. 112,

3 02k 505 gy S W (55 O g ot olgd S oy BB G G
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Subrawardi, Opera f, al-Talwihdt, pp. 70-74, For morc explanation, sece M, Ha'ir, I{nnwledgc by
Presence, pp. 121-163.

[
L]

2 Suhrawardf, Opera I, al-Mashdri®, p, 484,
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points to the significance of self-knowledge («/-'ilm bi al-dhdt) in the illuminative view of

knowledge and perception.

The dream-vision is an allegory through which Suhrawardi expostulates his view
of knowledge. He asked Aristotle the question of knowledge (masalat al-'ilm),
Aristotle’s solution is: “return to your soul (or self), then you solve [the problem].* It
seems evident that “the answer given by “Aristotle” to the fundamental question about

“knowledge” provides the very basis of Suhrawardi’s famous “knowledge by presence”

w34

(al-'ilm al-hudiiri or shuhidi), Since the dream-vision throws much light on

Suhrawardi’s theory of self-knowledge, some parts of it will be quoted at some length.

Aristotle: “Think introvertively of yoursclf. (If you do so, you will certainly
discover that your very selfhicod) will then resolve (the problem) for you.™

Subrawardi: “But how?”

Aristotle: If you arc really aware of yourself, then your awareness of yourself wiil
{not) be (anything but) awareness by yoursclf. For, if it were in any other way, it
would mcan that therc was another acting power (besides your own), or another
knowing subject (besides yourself), that operated in yourself in knowing you. (It
wotld not therefore be you who knew yourself. But it must be the case that you
know yourself.). Thus we return to the same question (i.e. of whether or not you
arc aware of yourself by yourself), and this shows itself to be an obvious absurdity
{i.c. it would go on ad infinitum).”

Suhrawardi: *Assuming that you know vourself by yourself, (and not by anything
clse, the question then becomes:) is (your knowledge of yourself) through the
production of an cffect from yourself in yourself?”

Aristotlc: “All right (,lct us assume the existence of such an cffect).”

Suhrawardi: “But if a (certain) cffect (which is actuated by yourself) does not
correspond with the reality of yourself, then it is not truc to say that you really
know vourself.”

Y Subrawardi, Opera 1, al-Tahwihdt, p.70. & Jasi eluis B oo (S i

M H, Landolt, “Suhrawardi’s “Tales of initiation,” Jaum?:‘? of The American Orienial Society, vol. 107,
no. 3 (July-September, 1987), p. 480. !g
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Aristotle: “Then (let us assume), T said.”(that such an effeet is a (1rue)
representation of my own reality,”

Subrawardi: “docs this representation belong to a universal selfl or is it
appropriated (to your individual selfhood) by {taking on) speeific qualities?™ (Of
these alternatives) 1 chose the second.

Aristotle: “(Now) every representation (oceurring) in the self (as the intelleet) is a
universal, even if it be qualified by many universal qualitics (and restrictions. for)
this (sort of multi-qualification) docs not prevent (such a representation) being
shared by (, and applicable to, many} individual scives. 1f it should happen that (a
certain representation of this kind) is prevented (from applying to many), it must
be for some accidental reason. But (urwioubtedly) you know yoursclt (in such a
way that your selfhood,} by (its) essential reality, refuses to be shared (by other
sclves). Therefore this (particular and unshared) apprehension (of vourselt) cannot
. “wd
be by representation,’ 3
In this discussion, self-knowledge is the primary question cousidered by Aristotle,
and, thereafter, self-consciousness and the concept of “I” (ana) have been regarded the
grounds of knowledge. Through the initial consciousness of one’s essence, a way to
knowledge-called the “science based on presence and vision (a/-‘ilm al-hudiiri al-
shuhiidi)- is conclusively gained > What we may conclude from the argument, which is
indicated in the discussion between Suhrawardi and Aristotle, is the fact that, according to

Subrawardi, the only way through which one is able to identify the reality of his essence

(al-dhdr), is “knowledge by presence” (al-ilm al-hudiiri).

Mulld Sadré also approaches the problem of “self-knowledge” in the light of his
philosophical system (al-hikmat al-muta‘dliya). As we have seen above, to prove the
human soul “nafs,” Mulli Sadri, on the one hand, has recourse to a basic, ontological

principle “the principiality of existence” (aydlat al-wujiid) according to which the only

3% Opera 1, al-Talwihat; p. 70 (trans. by M. Ha'irl as stated in Knowledge by Presence, pp, 329-330),
. i ' '
* Ibid., pp. 70-4.
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reality is existence and quiddities are constructed by the mind."” Thanks to this principle,
he holds that the human soul “nagfs™ is a form of existence (nalw min al-wijid). On the
other hand, he maintains that direct, intuitive experience is the only way to know reality,™
thus the reality of the soul could be achieved through a direct experience. In this kind off
relationship, there is no formal or conceptual mediator between a person (as a knower)
an;i his essence “«icif” (as an object known). Consequently, when 1 refer to myself, Mulla
Sadra adds, and consider my essence directly, the only thing that I reslize is my existence
that perceives itself.™ In this direct experience, one doesn’t rely on a form or concept to

achieve his own “self)” since any kind of form or concept (even the concept of “urna™),

being universal, is outside of the reality of his essence (c#irili)."

To demonstrate that “knowledge by presence” is tlié only way 1hréu§h which one
can achieve the reality of his own “self;” Mulld Sadrd uses the samc argumentation as
Suhrawardi does. To sum up, it could be said that, according to them, it is certain that
one’s knowledge of his own “self,” to which he refers as his “I,” is a kind of knowledge by
presence. A generally cited argument, which is found also in Ibn Sind’s writings," is
summarized as following: One cannot fail to be conscious of his own sclf’ in any

circumstance, in solitude or in others’ company, in sleep or wakefulness, or in any other

37

ety Mulldl Sadrd, Asfdr, /1, pp. 38-74.
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state. This consciousness is not by virtue of the prcsenée of the quiddity of the “self”
before us; it is not present as a concept, or known through mediated knowledge. That is
because a mental concept, of whatever kind, is always capable of corresponding to a
multiplicity of objects, and (when pertaining to a particular object) its individuality is only
due to the external existent (1o which it corresponds). Now, that which we recognize in
relation to ourselves—that we reter to as “I"-is something essentially individuated,
incapable of corresponding to multiple things. Individuality (al-iashakhkhns) is a property ..
of existence; hence our knowledge of our selves is by virtue of their presence for us with
their very external existence, which is the ground of individuation and external effects.
This is a kind of knowledge called “immediate knowledge” (al-'ilm al-hudiiri, \iterally,

“knowledge by présenc:e”).u

Generally speaking, it might be said that they (i.e., Suhrawardi and Mulld Sadrd) .
have actually thought over the problem of seif-knowledge (al-‘ilm bi al-dhdt) within their |
philosophical system. Hence their theory, in this regard, seen;s to have been considered in
the light of their whole system which is known as illuminative philosophy. Consequently,
apart from the usage of their own languages (i.e., “light” or “existence”), it seems that, as

we have seen above, there is no obvious difference between our sages in both the way of

argumentation and the result on which they demonstrate the theory of “self-knowledge.”

** For Suhrawardi sce: Opera W, Hikmat al-ishrdg, p;;. 111-113; for Mulld Sadri see: al-Mabda’ wa al-
Ma'dd, pp. 80-83,
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lll. The human soul knows its “attributes,” “dispositions” and

“faculties” by presence

The human soul-whether it is defined as a faculty or power inherent in the bady,
or as a spiritual substance capable of existing independently of the body-develops into an
actualized intellect and can think immaterial forms. Psychologically, there are certain
attributes, dispositions, and Facult'_les or “inner senses” that are imputed to the human soul,
with which the soul has been, in its turn, defined or characterized by philosophers since
antiquity.® In this part of discussion, we are expected to examine the cpistemological
relationship between the human soul and its related entities, with regard to our

philosophers’ doctrine.

Suhrawardi, who believes that “self” (nafs) exists distinctly from the body,
maintains'that the human soul employs the body and operates within it, using scveral
powers and faculties. The soul, according to him, directly apprehends the body, its powers
and faculties, without employing any form or bodily organ* In certain places of his
works, Suhrawardi elaborates this dnctrine, pursuing his idea of self-knowledge that
occurs directly for the soul. In his al-Mashari*, Suhrawardi goes into somewhat more

detail arguing as follows:

The self does in fact apprchend its body as well as its imagination and its
phantasm. The supposition that these things arc apprchended through a

¥ See F. Rahman, Avicenna 's Psyehology (London: Oxford Universily Press, 1952), pp. 25-40,
Y Opera |, al-Talwikdt, pp. 71-3, -

* Ibid,, pp. 71-3; al-Mashdri', pp. 484-5,
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representation inherent in the reality of the self, while the representation as such is
universal, would imply that the self is the mover of a umiversal body, using
universal mental powers, and has no apprchension of its particular body nor
acyuaintance with the powers that belong to itseif. This [consideration| is
obvionsly not right. For the imagination is ignorant of [cannot apprchend| itself.
just as it is ignorant of all the mental powers, even if it cannot challenge the effects
of these powers in actual operation. Now, if the imagination is not competent to
realize cither itself or these mental powers, no material power can cver understand
the truth of itself. And if the seif Jas an intellect] were also not supposed to know
anything other than universals, then it would necessarily follow that @ man would
never know his own particular body, his own particular imagination, and his own
particular phantasm. all of which pertain to himself. But this is not actually the
case, because in the world of reality there are no human beings who do not know
in presence their own particular bedics and their own particular mental powers
while using their own particular powers. The conclusion is that man knows
himself and all his mental powers with no mediation of any mental image, and
knows the entirety of his body in the same manner.®

In this argument, Suhrawardi approaches a traditional question whether the hﬁman
soul is able to apprehend particulars or its capacity is restricted to the apprehension of
universals. He replies by arguing that, on the one hand, if a self (nafs) as an intellect knows
only universals, then he would never know particulars such as his own particular body, his
own particular imagination, and his own particular phantasm. On the other hand, the
human soul (self) knows directly.. his own particular body and other particulars.
Consequently, the soul is, according to Suhrawardi, able to conceive particulars.
Nevertl;eléss, it seems that Suhrawardi takes for granted that the human soul (self or nafs)
apprehends d'irectly its own body, its own powers and phantasm, without using any form

or bodily organ. To support his idea, Suhrawardi continues his argument:

Onc of the things that support our opinion that we do have some kind of
apprehensions (idrdkdr) which nced not take a form of representation (sira) other
than the presence of the reality (dhd)*" of the thing apprchended (mudrak), is

" Opera |, al-Mashari', p.484-5, {trans, by M. Ha'irf as stated in The principle of Epistemology in Islamic
Phitosophy, p. 94-95), '

" The translator, M, HA'iri, here prefers the word “reality” as the more suitable translation of dhat.



when a man ts in pain from a cut or from damage to one of his organs, He then has
a fecling of this dunage. But this feeling or apprehension is never i sud a way
that that damage leaves in the same organ of the body or i another a form of
representation of itseit besides the reality of itself. Rather, the thing apprehended is
but that damage itself. This is what is truly scosible and it counts i itself for pain,
not a representation of it, caused by itself. This proves that, there are among
things apprehended by us some things sech that in being appichended, it is
sufficicnt that their reality be received in the mind or in any agent which is present
in the mind **

The thesis Suhrawardi is putting forward, in his discussion so tar, is the thct that
the human soul, besides its direct apprehension of itself, has its direct expertence of certain
entities, e.g., its ppWers, faculties and internal states. The principles of his argument are
evident, for, according to the definition he gives us, the direct experience occurs in a case
in which there would not be any veil or obstacle between a perceiver and something
perceived. In the ca;se of the human 501;11 and its particular [f;iﬁiivcs, these particulars,
according to Suhrzwardi, exist at the presence of the soul and, therefore, the soul dircctly

perceives them as it knows itself by presence.

The question of the epistemological reIati\dﬁ'éll'llip' of the soul to its particular
relatives has received a special consideration among Muslim philosophers. In this respect,
Tasi’s view of'the prob!em will be briefly mentioned. Tisi,* evidently following the same
line of thought, maintains that “just as an apprehender (a/-'dgif) in perceiving his own

essence through his essence does not require a form other than the form of his own

% Opera 1, al-Mashéri*, p.485. (trans, by M. Ha'iri as stated in The principle of Epistemology in Istamic

Philosophy, p. 94-95).

* The important thirtcenth century philosopher, scientist, and Shi‘ite theologian Nasir al-Din al-Tisi was

a great follower of Ibn Sind, and onc of the most important commentator on his af-Ishdrdt. He was,
however, influenced by certain vicws of the llluminationist philosophers, afthough the exact extent and
nature of this inflluence still needs to be closcly determined.
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essence through which he is what he is, so also in perceiving that which emanates from his
essence he does not need any form other than the form of the emanation through which

50

the emanation is what it is. Let us examine Tasi's argument. He begins with an

example:

Consider your own case when you appreiend something by nicans of a form which
you have imagined or brought to mind. This form docs not cmanate absolutely
from vou alone, but rather with a certain participation. of something clsc.
Nevertheless, you do not appreacnd this form through another form, but rather,
Just as you apprchend that thing through the form, so also do you apprchend the
form itself through that same form without there being any doubling of forms
within you. Indeed, the only things that doublc are your {mental) consideration
(i‘tibdrdr) connccted with your cssence and that form only by way of
supcrimposition (al-tarakkub),” '

Tuisi has elaborated this argument about the problem of God’s knowledge. In this
part of his argumentation, he attempts to pfove his theory thanks to a direct self-
experience. TusT considers certain that this kind of experience is undoubted, for everyone
may procure the seif-experience in his own self” What we understand from Tusi’s
argument is that there is no mediator between the soul and what happens in it like 2 form
or a concept. In this argument, his attempt is to show us the fact that the imagination or
perception of the form which exists in oneself does riot happen through another form,

rather one apprehends the form without there being any doubling of forms within him.

Elsewhere, he explicitly declares that the human soul directly apprehends itself, its organs

 Tiisi, in his notes'on Ibn Sind’s al-Ishdrdt wa al-Tanbihdt, vol. 3, al-namat 7, pp. 714-15 (trans. by N,
Heer in his transiation of Jami's al-Durra al-Fakhira, p. 46).

S Ibid., pp. 714-715.
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(dldtihd), and its intellections (1a‘aqquldrifid), without employing any intermediary

52
organ,

The same doctrine is also taken into account by Mulli Sadia. He accepts
Aristotle’s definition of the soul as entelechy of the body insofar as it operates through
faculties. According to him, the sou! cannot as such be separate and independent of
matter. The soul, he holds, is at its birth, in matter and gradually develops through a
spiritual path insofar as it becomes free from some aspects of matter and '1hc material
body*® This Sadrian account of the development of the human soul is related 10 his
doctrine of “substantive movement” (al-haraka al-jawhariya) which lies at the root of his
system.™ Mulld Sadrd, as seen earlier, has established his theory of the existence and
development of the soul on some of his fundamental principles such as the principiality of
existence {(asdlat al-wujiid), the systematic ambiguity (al-tashkik fi al-wujiid), and the
substantive motion (al-haraka al-jawhariya). ‘.

The relationship of the soul to the body is in such a way that the soul works
through organs which means not only “physical organs” like hands, liver or stomach, but

also “faculties or powers” like nutrition and digestion.”® Mulla Sadrd’s interpretation

%2 Tisi, Sharh-i Mas alat al-*ilm (Mashhad: Matba‘a Jamia, 1965), p. 37,

3 Multi Sadrd, Asfar, IV/1, pp. 12-14. Sce above, p. 78.

5" The doctrinc of “substantial movement” has been considered as a novel theory demonstrated by Mulla
Sadra Shirazi. He has discussed the issuc and its related problems in detail in Axfdr, 1/3, pp. 80-113,
For morc explanation, see F. Rahman, The Phifosophy of Mulld Sadrd (Albany: SUNY Press, 1975),
pp. 94-124. A 2

55 Asfdr, IV, pp. 16-17.



raises the soul from the status of a purely physical form to a form that, although in matzer,

is capable of transcending it.

The non-material human soul, which, being the ultimate form for its species,
despite its simplicity, is the source of all its exceliencies (al-kamdilir) and effects (al-dthdr)
that it possesses in its essence. In addition, for Mulla Sadra, “the soul is all of the

faculties™ (al-nafs kull al-quwd).*

This theory is understoed on the basis of his general
pfinciple that “a simple nature is everything™ (basit al-haqiqa kufl al-ashyad™). Facuities are
the “modes” (shn'in) or “manifestations” (mazdhir) of the Vs'oul“ . Ba:;ed on this
ontological relation between the soul and its faculties and powers, there is also, according
to Mulld Sadra, a direct epistemological relation between them. The human soul’s direct
knowledge (af- il al-hudiiri) of itselfis a detailed knowledge of'its faculties, powers, and
excellencies, aithough these are not distinguished fron'i one another. Keeping its unity and
connecting extension, the soul, in its developing movement, reaches a level in which it is
able to create something like a form or an idea in its world. For Mulld Sadrd, as we saw in
our discussion of “ibgdr,” the soul operates as an agent in the process of sensitive and
imaginative perception. That is to say, the external world, on the one hand, prepares some

necessary conditions of the act of perceiving, and the soul, on the other hand, makes an

immaterial form corresponding to the external object. Consequently, the existent of the

 bid., p. 51, 120-123, 133-5, 221-230.c5.580 J8 Uaan g 3 (st of =

* tbid.. pp. 133-6.
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form (in any sort of perception), being at the presence of the soul, is directly pereeived by
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the soul.™ To support this doctrine, Mulla Sadra states:

cveryvthing that man perceives and sees directly by means of his imaginal theulty
and his interior sense does not at all inhere in the body of the brain or n some
power inhering in that arca: nor is it located in the bedics of the heavenly spheres
or in a world scparated from the soul, as some followers of the illwminationist
(philosophers) harc meationed. [nstead, it subststs in the soul-not like something
inhering in something clse, but rather like an act subsisting through its agent.™

Il{_ejecti.ng the other doctrines, Mulld Sadrd goes on arguing for his own theses. He
demonstrates his doctrine on the basis of his understanding of the human soul. For Mulld
Sadré, the ontological relationship between the soul, on the onc side, and its forms,
concepts, faculties, powers, and internal states, on the other side, is an especial relation
which is based on the agency of the soul. According to his point of view, the internal
forms, concepts, faculties, powers, attributes, and dispositions are the “modes™ (/i tin)
or “manifestations” (mazdhir) of the soul.® This multiplicity, in the case of the soul and
its states, refers to unity {(al-kathra yarji'n ild al-wahda), for “the soul is all of the
faculties” and, therefore, it keeps its unity and simplicity in all levels.”" The development

of the soul is marked by successive stages of increasing unity and simplicity. The soul, at &

 Mulla Sadri, Ta'liga ‘ald Sharh-i Hikmat cllshrdq, p. 454, eLaily Gl JS Gy Jeadtt
' Al L ALY o Y B G 53 jaa il i sSIad ale (e Asecnl ) yeall
e AL Y alebiy (0 5o g ald il

57 Mulla Sadra, al-‘drshiya, pp. 237-8 (trans. by J.W. Morris as stated in The Wisdom of the Throne, p.
138).

® A very similar idea has bccnt;:llrcady held by Suhrawardi. In his /fikmat al-fshrdg (p.213), he states:
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the highest stage of its development, resembles God, for God, in His absolute simplicity,
comprehends everything.*® Such a soul begins to function like God and creates forms

from within itself’

It is not impossible, though, that a single cssence (that is. the soul) might become
so perfected and increase so much in the strength of its essenee and the intensity of
its stage (of being) that it could become in its essence the basis of something for
which 1t was not previously a basis, and the source of things that had not
developed in it before. This is (not impossible) because of the great exient of (the
soul's) ficld of being.*

By proving a particular ontological relation of the soul to its faculties and nowers,
Mulla Sadréd goes on arguing that the epistemological relation between them occurs within
the framework of “knowledge by presence.” As the soul directly knows itself without any
conceptual mediator, it knows and conceives directly its faculties and powers, as well as
its attributes and dispositions.*® To prove his theory, Mulli Sadrd has recourse to the
argument that, on the one hénd, the faculties and other attributes and powers inhere in the
soul. On the other hand, when something inheres in something else, such that the being of
that first thing in itself is the same as its being in that in which it inheres (wujliduhi fi

nafsih lwa wufiiduhii fi mahallih), it follows that:

When something inheres in something clse, such that the being of that first thing in
itsclf is the same as its being in that in which it inheres, then it is impossible for its
own being to be in one world and for the being of that in which it inheres to be in
another world. Therefore, the inhering thing and that in which it inheres arc in one

 lbid., p. 121.

® Mulld Sadra, al-Arshiva, p. 528 (trans. by J.W. Morris as stated in The Wisdom of the Throne, p. 113),
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world. so that which pereeives and that which is perecived are of one mode (of
being).”

Furthermore, Mulld Sadra examines the arguments on which both Subrawardi and
Tisi rely, as seen earlier. Mulld Sadrd argues that whenever one uses his powers or
faculties, he is using particular powers and faculties, not universal ones. Hence, he
apprehends them particularly and intuitively without any formal or conceptual mediator. In
addition, any kind of form or concept which is perceived through the mind, Mulla Sadri
adds, is universal, whereas we apprehend ourselves and in particular torms. Conscquently,
we do not apprehend ourselves and our faculties and powers through the universal forms
or concepts.” Finally, Mulla Sadra concludes that the first knowledge which appears lor
every body, in the very beginning of his life, is his knowledge of his own “sell™ and then
his knowledge of his own powers and faculties. These kinds of knowledgc are essentially

“knowledge by presence.”®’

Mulld Sadrd—in his discussion of the issue, that is, the human soul and its intuitive
knowledge of its powers and faculties—has pursued a rational-intuitive path according to
which he formulates his own doctrine. As we have seen above, he has recourse to certain
Aristotelian principles, as well as several illuminative bases. To establish his ultimate

conclusion, he also relies on some mystical principles which had been developed in Ibn

% Mulla Sadra, a/-'Arshiva, p. 236 (trans. by J.W. Morris as stated in The Wisdom of the Throne, p. 134).
% Mulld Sadrd, Asfér, [11/1, pp. 157-9; i l-Mabda" wa al-Ma'dd, pp. 80-1.
 Ibid., p. 161; al-Mabda' wa al-Ma'dd, p. 81.
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o ‘Arabi’s system. Based on these principles, Mulli Sadra organizes his theory of the
ontological and epistemotogical relation of the human soul to its faculties, powers,
attitudes and dispositions, He ultimately holds that the human soul, at the highest stage of
its development, begins to function like God and creates something trom within itself. At
this stage, the Perfect Man, as we find in 1bn ‘Arabi’s teachings, must function directly
through the simplicity and unity of his mind.*® Thanks to this conception, Mulli Sadra
develops his doctrine of the essential “creativity” of the soul (khafldgivat al-nafy). Based
on this doctrine, the facultizs and powers are essentially at the presence of the human soul,

and the human soul apprehends them directly, without any formal or conceptual mediator,

. S Asfiir, VAL, p. 140-142,



CHAPTER 5

God and “Knowledge by presence”

The problem of God’s knowledge has a long story in the history ol Islamic
thought. Without exaggeration the discussion of God's knowledge has received a
remarkably profound consideration by Muslim thinkers, namely theologians, pl;ilosophcrs
and Sifis.' Mulli Sadrd enumerates no less than ten different views on this issue.” 1 don’t
aim to give a detailed account of the history of this problem here, but we may safely
examine the view points of our sages, Suhrawardi and Mulld Sadri, bearing in mind the
scope of our disputed subject; viz., knowledge by presence. Concerning the organization
of our study, we shall make a distinction between two parts of God’s knowledge: that of
His Eésence, and that of His effects, The former is discussed in the following pages, and,

thereafter, we will examine the latter in the present chapter.

! Firdbi, al-Ta ligdt, pp. 8, 12; Kitdh al-fusis, p. 18, 20-21; lbn Sind, al-fshdrdit., vol. 4. al-namat 7, pp.
708-9; al-Najdt, pp. 99-100, 102-3; al-Ta'ligat, pp. 78-9, 81, 97, Ghazzili, al-lytisdd fi al-l'tigdd, pp.
99-100; Tahdfut al-Faldsifa, pp. 188-201; al-Rdxi, al-Mahdhith al-Mashrigiva, vol. 1, pp. 491-5;
Suhrawardi, Opera 11, Hikinat al-Ishrdg, pp. 130-153; Tisi, Sharly Mas'alar al-"flm, pp. 38-44; Tbon
Rushd, Tahdfit al-Tahdfut, pp. 447-468; Jami, al-Durvat al-Fakhira, pp. 14-24, F, Rahman, The
Philosophy of Mulld Sadrd, pp. 146-163; H. Landolt, “Ghazili and Religionswisscnschafl,” p. 59, n.
158,

* Mulld Sadra, Asfar, I/, pp. 180-2; al-Mabda’ wa al-Ma'ad, pp. Y0-91;, Subzavart, Asrdr cl-Hikam, pp.
G7-68; Tabilabi'1, Mihdvat al-Hikma, pp. 326-9. F. Rahman, The Philosophy of Mullii Sadrd, p. 146,
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I. God’s knowledge of His Essence (al-‘ilm bi-dhatihi)

Thanks to our philosopher’s system of thought, the issue of God’s knowledge of
Mis Essence has received an illuminative outlook and is interpreted in the framework of
their epistemological theory, i.e., knowledge by presence. Nevertheless, the doctrine itself
had a long history before them, especially in the Peripatetic (al-mashshe") philosophy and

Islamic theology (kaldm).

It is historically evident that most philosophers who have in any way addressed the
problem of God’s knowledge of His Essence have accounted it in a framework excluding
any external agent or mediator, i.e, in a way preparing what came to be known as
knowledge by presence.’ The peripatetic philosophers, like Farabi and Ibn Sind, have
maintained that God knows His essence by presence, without any form or concept.’ In this

regard, 1bn Sind argues:

Al-Bir? (The Nceessary Existent) apprchends His Essence (dhdtali?) since the
existence of His essence belongs to Himself, And cvery entity apprehending an
csscnce, that essence oceurs to the same entity in-itscif (f7 dhatihé).}

Ibn Sina then goes on arguing that His knowledge of His Essence does not require

a form superadded to Him. Therefore, the First (al-awwal) apprehends His Essence

* It should be noted here that 1 don’t mean by “knowledge by presence” the literal term which has been
used in the recent philosophical texts. What 1 mean is that the “definition™ that they (i.c., the
Peripatetics) give about God's knowledge of Himself is exactly what we call “knowledge by presence”
(al-"ilm al-ludiri).

' For Firdbi's iden sce: al-Ta Tigdt, pp. 8, 12; for Ton Sind's arguments sce: al-Ishdrdt,, vol. 4, al-namat 7,
pp. T8-Y; al-Najdt, pp. 99-100, 102-3; al-Taligdr, pp. 78-9, 81, 97.

* Ibn Sind, al-Ta tigdt, p. 78,
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without there being any difference (raghdvur), with respect to existence (fi al-wwjtic).
between His Essence and His apprehension of His Essence | except in the consideration (ff

al-itibdr).t

Relating to the theory of God’s knowledge. Sulrawardi considers two separate
issues: God’s knowledge of His Essence and God's knowledge of the things. Concerning
the former, Suhrawardi states that God (the Light of Lights) is a pure Light that exists in
itself (al-gci'im hi al-dhdr). This kind of being knows itselt by pfcscncc, without any form

or idea. He argues:

A thing that cxists in itself (al-gd im bi al-thdr) and is conscious of itself does not
know itsclf through a representation (al-mithdl) of itsclf appearing in itselt’

In this argument, Suhrawardi simply elaborates the fact that sclf-consciousness
which happens for an immaterial entity should be a direct experience, free from idea or
formal mediator, and also free from material organs. The Pure Light is completely free
from darkness (that is, in his language, matter or material entity), and as such apprehends
itself without any intermediary or representation. Apart from his illuminative terminology,

the structure of this argument, as we have seen above, is found in Ibn Sina.

Regarding the same question, Mulld Sadrd demonstrates his theory of God's

knowledge of His Essence in the light of his philosophical system (¢/-hikma al-muta‘dlia).

i

On the one hand, he holds that “every comprehension is realized due to some made of

® Ibid., pp. 78-9, 81, 97. On this argumentation, Ibn Sina is followed by his pupil Bahmanyir, See af-
Tahsil, pp. 573-4.

7 Suhrawardi, Hikmat al-Ishrdg, p. 111.
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** On the other hand, he believes that the reality

abstraction from matter and its obstacles.
of knowledge essentially refers to the reality of existence. In this regard, he states that
“His knowledge is reducible to His Being.”” He adds: “knowledge is nothing but presence

of existence without any obstacles.™'" Thanks to these fundamental principles, Mulla

Sadra claborates his argumentation of God’s knowledge of His Essence. He states:

It ['The Neeessary Existent] is (purcly) simplicity in its mncr-reality (and thus is)
independent of contamination from imperfection, contingency and privation. Any
entity that is in this manncr, its inner-reality is present to itself without impediment
(lit. Veil), Knowledge is nothing but presence of existence without any obstacle...
The highest degree of intelligibles is the most forceful in existence-and That is
The Necessary Existent. His inner-being intellects His (very) inner-being, "

Mulia Sadrd, having recourse to his terminology of “existence” {(al-wujiid),
contrary to Suhrawardi who used the term “light” (a/-niir), refines the same argument the
result of which could be summarized as follows: The Necessary Existent (viz., Light of
Lights in Suhrawardi’s language) is a Pure Existent (or Pure Light) and free from material.
The incorporeal existent is present to itself because there is no ontological veil between
that and its essence. In addition, according to Sadrian definition of knowledge, knowledge
is nothing but presence cf existence without any obstacles. Therefore, being present to

£

]

itself, the Necessary Existence is directly aware of itself. On this stage, the unity of the

Nt

¥ Mulli Sadrd, al-Mashd 'ir, p. 634023055 53 G 35030 e i gens Al geand 4 S
? Mulld Sadrd. Asfar, 171, p. 150, 174-6; al-"Arshiya, p. 224, s3505 Y g2 4o o
1 al-Mashdir, p. 63,3528 2 3058 jsma W Gl Jlally

" al-Mashd'ir, p. 63 (trans. by P. Morewedge in the same page).
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intellect, intelligible and intellection, as Mulla Sadra demonstrates, occurs in a very high

level.*

Apart from their different languages, notably the terms “light™ (a/-mir) and
“existence” (al-wujiidy-our sages have relied on the same key principles in their
arguments. For both, the First (The Light of Lights or The Necessary Existent) is pure,
single (hasif), incorporeal (mujarrad), being ontologically at the presence of itselt. Thus,
the resuit of this presence, for both, is an epistemological relation between God and His
Essence (dhdtihi). Consequently, one can plausibly claim that these two thinkers, on this

very issue, have pursued the same argument that led them to the same conclusion.

As we have observed so far—on the problem of self-knowledge, particularly God’s
knowledge of His Essence (dhdtihi)-there is no serious difference, concerning the result
of their arguments, between the Peripatetic philosopher Ibn Sind and the illuminattonists
such as Suhrawardi and Mulld Sadra, although they rely on particular routes and examine
various arguments. It is generally acceptable for both sides that, on the one hand, the
essence of God is entirely pure and immaterial. On the other hand, the process of self-
knowledge, in the éase of immaterial entity, happens directly, for there is no veil or

obstacle between an “immaterial entity” and its essence,

'2 Mulld Sadra, Asfir, 111/1, pp. 174-6. We can find the same argument and the same resull in the former
philosophers such as Bahmanyir, the pupi! of Ibn Sind. In his a/-Tahsif (p. 573), Bahmanydr says:

Al y 0 Gl gina O a2 ym g ek o4dld e catae gt gh s 00 3pnad 3ga 0 o
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li. Causal relationship (al-‘illiya)

It seems that the problem of causation (a/- ‘ifiyea) has been implied, as we shall see,
as the key principle in a rational discussion of God's knowledge of things. We begin by

explaining this key clement, after which we shall turn to the problem of God’s knowledge.

It is historically evident that the question of causation has a long story in the
history of human thought. The discussion of causal relationship, as well as a number of
serious debates, goes back to Plato and Aristotle. Generally speaking, the two-fold
principles of causation could be defined in such a way that “a cause has traditionally been
thought of as that which produces something and in terms of which that which is
produced, its effect, can be explained. That which is caused might be either some new
substance or simply a change in something that already exists.”” The close relation
between cause and its effect is one of the crucial items that have been considered in this
regard. Examining the above definition of the causation, R. Taylor states that “it was also
generally supposed by philosophers that there is a certain necessary or inherent connection
between any cause and its effect. By this is meant that the joint occurrence of both is not
“accidental”-that a cause is something which is such that, once given its effect cannot fail
to occur-and that a cause compels the occurrence of its effect—that the effect must happen

in case the cause exists.” ™

" Richard Taylor, “Causation,” The Encyclopedia of Philosophy (New York: Macmillau, 1967), v. 2, p.
58.

" 1bid.. p. 38.
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Regarding the question of causation and the necessary relation between cause and
effect, philosophers have demonstrated several kinds of causes. Aristotle, drawing upon
the traditions of his predecessors, distinguished four quite ditferent kinds of causes or
explanatory principles. These he called the “eflicient™ cause {cansa gnod), or that by
which some change ts wrought; the “final” cause (causa nf), or end or purpose for which a
change is produced; the “material” cause, or that in which a change is wrought; and the

“formal” cause, or that into which something is changed. '

Muslim philosophers, who paid attention to the question of causation, have
considered Aristotelian theory and, reasonably, accepted his classification of cause and
effect. Similarly, they classified causes into “internal” and “external.” The “internal causes”
(al-‘ilal al-dékhiliyah, also called ‘ilal al-giwdm, the causes of subsistence) are “matter”
(mdédda) and “form” (siira), which make the effect subsist. The “external causes™ (a/-"ilal
al-khdrijiyyah, also called ‘ifal al-wujiid, the causes of existence) are the “agent” (al-fd il
i.e., efficient cause) and the “end” (al-ghdyah, final goal, i.e., the final cause). The “agent”
is sometimes called “md bifi al-wujiid” (that on which the effect’s existence depends) and

the “end” “mad i ajlihi al-wujid” (the raison d'etre).'

For our own purposes here, what is more disputed, from the above kinds of

causes, is the third cause, the “efficient cause” (a/-‘illa al-fi iliya), i.e., one which gives

'S Richard Taylor, “Causation,” The Encyclopedia of Philosophy (New York: Macmillan, 1967), v. 2, p.
56, with ref. to Metaphysies |, 3.

1% Ibn Sind, al-Ishirdt wa al-Tanbihdt, vol.3, pp. 441-6; Bahmanyir, al-Tahsil, p. 519; al-RAz, al-
Mabdhith al-Mashrigiva, vol. 1, p. 586; Suhrawardi, al-Mutdrahdt, pp. 377-9; Mulli Sadrd, Asfar, 112,
pp. 127-130; F. Rahman, The Philosophy of Mulld Sadrd, pp. 74-81.
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existence 1o the effect. Muslim philosophers have defined the “causal relationship™
between the “efficient cause”™ and its effect in such a way that the existence of the effect
derives from the existence of the cause, that is the efficient cause. In other words, the
existence of the cffect depends on the existence of the cause and, by contrast, the
existence of the cause is independent from the existence of the effect.” Ontologically, this
definition seems to show a close relation between the “efficient cause” and its effect to the
extent that the need of the eftect for the cause is nothing except the need of its existence
for the cause and that need is not separate from its existence, in the sense that there is

existence and need.'®

The causal connection between God (as an efficient cause “al-‘illa al-fa'iliya™)
and the things is regarded as an epistemological one. The epistemological felation between
this kind of cause, i.e., the efficient cause, and its effect the existence of which is
inseparable from that of its cause, seems to be interpreted and demonstrated as
“knowlcdge by presence” in the philosophy of both Suhrawardi and Mulld Sadra. In what
follows, I will attempt to concisely approach the epistemological relation between God

and His effects, rather than their ontological relationship.

" ton Sind, al-Rasd i, Risdla al-Hudid, p. 117, Bahmanyir, al-Tahsil, p. 519; Mir Damad, al-QOabasdt,
p. 53; Suhrawardi, [Hikmat al-Ishrdq, p. 62, al-Mutdrihdt, pp. 376-7; Mulld Sadrd, Asfdr, 12, p. 127.
In lHikmat al-Ishrdq (p. 62), Subrawardi says:

‘ B Al eh 30092 g my LAldy o

" MulId Sadrd, al-Aashd'ir, p. 66.
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lIl. God’s knowledge of the things

The question of God’s knowledge of things {e.g., His eflects, universals and
particulars) has been a major issue among Muslim thinkers, theologians (rmurakallinnin,
philosophers and Sufis."” Our philosophers, Mulld Sadra and Sulirawardi, have given
special consideration to the question of God’s knowledge of the things, a question around
which has centered a great deal of controversy between the philosophers and the orthodox
for centuries.” Mullid Sadré cites and discusses more than ten different views on this
issue.” Al of these groups have given diversified rational, traditional and intuitive proofs
for the positions they have taken and attempted refutations of the positions of their
opponents. The complete verification of these opinions would require a detailed discussion
that cannot be contained in this thesi;‘,, being beyond the purpose of this study. Thus, the

main aim here is to examine our two sages’ consideration of the epistemological relation

1° Firdbi, al-Ta ligat, pp. 8, 12; Kirdb al-Fusis. p. 18, 20-21; Ibn 8ina, al-Ishdrdt., vol. 4, al-namat 7, pp.
708-9: al-Najdt, pp. 99-100, 102-3; al-Ta'liqdl, pp. 789, 81, 7. Ghavzili. ai-ftisdd fi al-I'tigdd, pp.
99-100; Tahdfut al-Faldsifa, pp. 188-201: al-Rizi, al-Mabhdhith al-Mashrigiva, vol. 1, pp. 491-5;
Suhrawardi, Opera I, Hikmal al-Ishrdg, pp. 150-153; Tasi. Sharh Mas'alat ol-"{lm, pp. 38-44. lbn
Rushd, Tahdfut al-Tahdfiut, pp. 447-468; Jami, al-Durrat al-Fakhiva, pp. 14-24.

The problem of God's knowledge, particularly His knowledge of things, has been assumed as a main
part of Christian theology as well, Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) has asserted:

"The forms of all things occur in the essence of God, so He, at first, apprchends these forms
by presence, not through other forms but rather through those identical forms.”

P.K. Meagher, Encyclopedic Dictionary of Religion (Washington, D. C.: Corpus, 1979), p. 1826.
“* It has been said that this issuc is one of the most difficult of all philosophical questions in which some
great sages, in spite of their sagacity and sharp-sightedness, have committed some blunders, Mulki

Sadra, al-Mabda™ wa al-Ma‘dd, p. 90.

3 Mulld Sadrd, Asfir, 1171, pp. 180-2; al-Mabda' wa ai-Ma‘dd, pp. Y0-91; Sabzavari, Asrdr al-Hikam,
pp. 67-68; Tabitaba'l, Nihdva al-fikma (Tehran: Intishdrdt-i al-Zahra, 1984), pp. 326-9.
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between God and His effects, bearing in mind their rational background and illuminative

method.

The peripatetic philosophers, such as Ibn Sind and his followers, maintain that His
attrtbutes are identical with His essence; and, in the case of His knowledge of things, He
knows His cffects through their forms established in His essence (viz., He knows the
universals directly and the particulars through their universal forms).” On God’s
imowlcdgc of the pafticulars. it was held that, according to the Peripatetics, God cannot
know particulars since such knowledge would involve change in God. To overcome this
difficulty, 1bn Sind has devised the theory that “God knows all particulars but in a
universal way.” The substance of this theory is that God, being the ultimate cause of all
things, knows the whole range of causes and effects and their relations and hence knows
all particulars, not as particulars but as universals.” This eternal knowledge in God,
therefore, is changeless, since it does not depend upon sense perception that is liable to

change.™ Suhrawardi has summarized The Peripatetic theory as follows:

The Peripatetics and their followers say that the knowledge of the Necessary
Existent is not something additional to it; rather it is its lack of absence from its

3 Ibn Sind, al-Ishdrdt wa al-Tanbildt, vol. 3, al-Namat 7, pp. 712-14; al-Taligdt, p. 82.
? lbn Sin, al-Najdt, pp. 102-5; Ibn Rushd, Tahdfiut al-Tahdfut, 447-368. In al-Najdt, Tbn Sind says:

la g dic Chagagall S5 Jie e3ymga S lae 48 Jie g 483 Jic 13 (2908 cinl o) 43
/g\ . WS A Cua e DGl gaB 1S e 08 L lie Al
A
*! This doctrine of Ibn Sind’s was severely criticized by al-Ghazzali (d. 505/1111) and al-Riz (d.
606/1209). In this respect, al-Ghazz3li has excommunicated the philosophers in his book Tahdfit al-
Faldsifa (Incoherence of the philosophers), p. 308. For al-Rizi’s criticism sce: his notes on Ibn Sind’s
al-Ishdrdr (Qum, 1982), pp. 71-3.
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own immaterial essenee. They argue that the existence of things results from the
Necessary Existent's knowledge of them,™

It is true that 1bn Sind’s aim is to establish (a) the changeless character ot God's
knowledge, (b) the fact that God’s knowledge precedes the existence of things and does
not follow them, and (c) the fact that God’s knowledge is creative (/i /i) and not receptive
(infi d@li) as human knowledge is.®® Tbn Sind’s theory that was attributed to the teachings
of Aristotle, was, however, rejected by Muslim tl'le(.)lo_'L_',ians,27 as well as such philosophers

as Suhraward? and Mulla Sadra.

The view which is held by Suhrawardi, and, more or less, accepted by Tasi,™ is
that God’s knowledge of things actually depends upon things themselves, which, as
separate, distinct, and successive existents, are the objects of God’s knowledge, but
insofar as they are present to Him collectively and emanate from Him, constitute His
Iknowledge. Suhrawardi highly criticizes the Peripatetic view, namely Ibn Sind, which
holds that the originals exist in the divine Essence,z\gnd that the source of alrl knowledge is

God’s consciousness of His own Essence. Suhrawardi states that this view implics

% Opera 11, Hikmat al-Ishrdq, pp. 150-1 (trans. by J. Walbridge).

% For a carcful account on this issue sce: Marmura, “Some Aspects of Avicenna’s Theory of God's

Knowledge of Particulars,” Journal of the American Oriental Socicty, 82 (1962), pp. 299-312, csp. pp.
304-9,

*7 For instance, “Abul-Barakit al-Baghdddi (d. 547/1152) rejected Ibn Sind’s formulation of the doctrine
that God knows every particular but “in a universal way” rather than through perception. According to
Baghdidi, both sense perception and intellective perception belong to the soul and do not intrinsically
involve the body. Then he concludes that God knows the particulars just as he knows the universals.”
Fazlur Rahman, “Istamic Philosophy,” in The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vol. 4, p. 223,

* The important thirtcenth century philosopher, scientist, and Shiite theologian Nasir al-Din al-Tisi was |
a great follower of Ibn Sind, and onc of the most important commenlators on his a/-Ishardt. He was,
however, influenced by certain views of the Illuminationist philosophers, although the exact extent and
nature of this influence still necds to be closely determined.,



108

pluralism in the divine Essence because “that which becomes present is different from the

w2

person for whom the presence occurs.

Then he approaches the issue (i.e., God's knowledge of His effects) by having
recourse to his epistémological theory, knowledge by presence (al-‘ilm al-hudiiri).
According to him, God’s knowledge occurs by a special illuminational relationship
between God and things, To solve the problem, Suhrawardi refers to his illuminative
account of vision (ibsdr). As we have seen in chapter 3, he holds that vision is the
unobstructed presence of the lighted object before a sound eye. The very act of “seeing,”
which is, according to Suhrawardi, equal to “knowing,” can occur only when there is no
veil between the external object and him who sees. In other words, the act of vision
happens when the object is at the presence of the subject. The knowledge of God (Nitr al-
Amwar, literally, the Light of Lights), is of this kind, that is, a kind of presence, which
infers a direct, illuminational relationship between God and things. Since all things are in
the presence of the Light of Lights, all things are manifest (zdhir) to it, hence the Light of
Light knows all things by presence. Therefore, God’s vision and knowledge are the
same.® Conseguently, God kr‘;éws things directly because of this relationship of i.;hrciq

(illumination) and does not need any intermediate cognitive forms.™

* Suhrawardi, Opera 1§, Hikmat al-Ishrdq, p. 151,

¥ Suhrawardi, Hikmat al-Ishrdg, pp. 150-53. In page 153, he says: 3 GE L L o)

&!uﬁ‘_}d\_,_)\...a.ﬂ-d}mds“.n &Lab.\_l‘:na.n(_‘bca_,.aﬂu‘“‘m J_,‘.L'niﬂ.h‘

% Mulld Sadra preciscly quotes Sulirawardi’s idea and cvaluaies it, comparing it with Tiisi’s view point,
Asfeir, 1171, pp. 249-253, ,
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In this regard, Tus?’s consideration of God's knowledge may be accounted as that
of a foilower or supporter of Suhrawardi’s idea. To examine this, let us have a glance at
Tusi’s argumentation. Rejecting Ibn Sind’s doctrine of forms in God's mind, Tisi, in this
sense, departs from the traditional peripatetic view. His profound examination of the issue
will throw light on our survey of the fact that the epistemological relation between God
and His effecis happens by virtue of knowledge by presence. He argues that just as the
soul knows such imaginative and intellective forms as it itself creates directly, not through
any preceding forms, but because it is their creator, so does God know things directly
because they flow from Him as His creations, not through any preceding cognitive
forms.*® The affinity of this view with that of Suhrawardi in certain essential respects is
obvious: both deny Ibn Sind’s cdgnitive forms and identity God’s knowledge of things
with the fact that things flow from God, viz., a direct knowledge based upon God’s

creative activity,

Therefore, Suhrawardi and Tisi hold that God’s knowledge of things is the things
themselves and thus is direct and not mediated by forms. They agree that this direct
knowledge of God is not only of universals but also of particulars and, indeed, material
objects. Thanks to this notion, they envisage two fundamental questions: first, how does
God know (of course by presence) the details that would happen in time and in several
places? In other words, how does God know something not existent now? The problem is

that there can be no being, in the case of non-existent, at the presence of God, becoming

3 Tiisi, notes on Ibn Sind’s al-fshdrdt., vol. 4, al-namat 7, pp. 714-717; Sharh-i Mas'alat al-*lim, pp, 18-
29, .
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the object of His knowledge. Furthermore, the changes that occur within the separate,
distinct, and successive existents, would affect God’s knowledge. Since there is a

suceession in temporal things, His knowledge would change from moment to moment.

They have p-rof'oundly considered these questions and, in the light of their doctrine,
tried to answer them. Concerning the former, having denied His being in time and space,
Suhrawardi and Thsi maintain that the relation of all times (past, future, and present) and
“places to Him is a single identical relation (al-nisha al-wdhida al-mutasdiwiya). Therefore,
all things which are in time and space are present to Him and equglly related to Him,
although He knows their relationship to each other as well as the priority of some of them

EX
to others.’

With regard to the latter question, they hold that changes affect not God’s
knowledge but the objects of His knowledge; and they don’t necessitate His Essence to be

a substratum (mahall) for changing and multiple entities.™

As we have seen before (in chapter 3), Mulld Sadra strongly reiccts Suhrawardi’s
doctrine of vision (that is, al-ibsdr). In the case of God’s knowledge of particulars, i.e.,
material beings, he is also critical of both, Suhrawardi and Tisi, and asks: how can
perception take place on the part of a being who is beyond space and time? In addition,
how can perception take place without sense-organ? For Mulla Sadré, the most foolish

theory of all is that of those who maintain that the material forms—despite their being

1

 Suhrawardi, Opera 11, Hikmat al-Ishrdq, p. 151; Tisi, Shark-i mas alat ai-‘itm, pp. 39-40.

M Tast, Sharh-i mas alat al-"ilm, pp. 3940,
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submerged in matter-are torms of knowledge present in Him as His Knowledee ™ The
reason Mulla Sadrd relies on, as we have examined in chapter 3, is that this mode of
material being is veiled from itself’ by itself So, with regard to this mode, the material

being cannot present in itself, let alone in a perceiver like God.™

Mulla Sadra is also highly critical of lbn Sind who describes divine knowledge of
the particulars in purely conceptual terms. Mulld Sadra argues that it’ His knowledge were

. . a_a . Lre A7 .
treated in conceptual terms, as Ibn Sind apparently treats it,™ it would have to be, as some

kind of essence, additional to His Existence.™

Besides the above mentioned theories, Mulld Sadrd cnumerates several views on
God’s knowledge, analyzing and evaluating them one by onc.™ He ultimately formulates
his own view on the basis of the doctrine that existence alone is real and God is pure
existence. On the one hand, he strongly upholds the theory of “simplicity” (a/-biscitert) and
formulates the principle that “a simple being is all things” (hasit al-haqiga knll al-

ashyd’).™ To explain this principle, he says:

35 Mulla Sadra, al-"Arshiva, p. 225.

* Ibid., p. 223.

3 {n this connection, Ibn Sind (in af-7a ‘Tigat, p, 82) says:

¢ A il glaaadls L 2D (A Ted je aga gl G yeay
® Asfar, 1/3, pp. 403-407 417.

* Asfir, 1111, pp. 180-182; al-Mabda' wa al-Ma'dd, pp. 91-123, F. Rabman, The Phitosophy of Mulld
Sadrd, pp. 146-163; See H. Landolt, “Ghazali and Religionswissenschaft,” p. 59, n, 158,

“ The theory of Lt S TiiaNhasy has been profoundly considered and also demonstrated by
Mulla Sadra in his works. Asfar, 112, pp. 368-72; [1I/1, pp. 100-104; al-Mabda’ wa al-Ma'dad, pp. 43-
6; al-Mashdir, pp. 62-3.



Since the Necessary (Existent)-The Exalted- is the ultimate in the serics or chain
of needs and dependencies, it is the refos of evenything. and the totality of all
Truth-Reality («lethica). Thus its Existence is neither bound up with anything nor
dependent on anything. Then it is The Simple Reality from every point of view.™
On the other hand, he maintains that knowledge and existence are co-extensive,
and just as existence admits of an infinite gradation and is applied with systematic
ambiguity, so is knowledge.”” By demonstrating thesc two very fundamental key

principles, Mullt Sadrd gives his final solution to the problem of God’s knowledge. He

argues:

His knowledge of all things is One reality. Yet while being One, it is knowledge of
cach (single) thing... His knowledge is reducible to His being, So just as His
being~-May He be exalted-is not mixed with privation of anything at all, likewise
his knowledge of His Essence (or Sclf), which is the Presence (to Himsclf) of His
Essence, is not mixed with the absence of anything at all. This is becausc His
Essence is That Which makes all things to be those things and Which gives all
realitics their reality.™

Elsewhere, he adds: “Just as His Existence is not contaminated with privation or
deficiency, so is His knowledge which is the presence of His Essence; nothing touches it...
The presence of His Essence-The Exalted-is the presence of everything.”" What we
conclude from the above arguments is that “simple existence” (alwujiid al-basit),

according to Mulld Sadrd, is a kind of being which contains all states of existence in itself

Al-Mashdir, p. 39 (trans, by P. Morcwedge in the same page )4 JS (e 3ol Jasg (0S8

* Asfir, W1, pp. 117-8. 276. For the discussion of systematic ambiguity (fashkik) of existence, see Mulla
Sadrd, Asfar, /1, pp. ; F. Rahman, The Philosophy of Mulld Sadrd, pp. 34-7.

]

Al-drshiva, p. 224 (trans. by J.W, Morris as stated in The Wisdom of the Throne, pp. 104-105),

Al-Mashd iv, pp. 69-70 (Trans. by P, Morewedge in the same page).
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without being alike with them, since existence is systematically ambiguous {(al-
mushakkak). God, therefore, knows all things, particulars and universals, because He
envelops ail of them as His modes and manitestations in difterent orders or gradations of
existence. God's knowledge is consequently nothing but His simple existence (</-wujiicd

al-basir), an order of being unique to Him."

jMullé Sadrd has some considerations against Suhrawardi and T0si with respect to
their idea of God’s knowledge of material things. According to Mulli Sadrfi, material
objects as such cannot even become objects of sense perception for humans, let alone for
God. This is because these objects—their parts being mutually exclusive-are not even
present to themselves, let alone present to a percipient.*® This objection, however, is itsell
rejected by his well-known commentator, Sabzavari, Confirming the theory of Suhraward?
and Tasi, some contemporary thinkers such as Mesbdh Yazdi also reject the Sadrian
objection. Mesbdh Yazdi asserts that one may accept the fact that a material thing is
absent from itself to the extent that every part of its being is separated from the others, but
it doesn’t necessitate its absence from its efficient cause. It could be considered that as the
cause gives the existence to everything, and therefore there is an ontological relation
between them, in the same vein, everything is at the presence of its cause. Thus there is

logically an epistemological relation between the efficient cause and things.”” In certain

S Asfar, 13, pp. 407, 417,
6 Asfir, 171, pp. 164-7, 259-260; al-'Arshiva, p. 225.

" For Sabzavéri's view sce his notes on Mulld Sadrd’s Asfér, IV/1, pp. 179-81 (n. 1); 11171, pp.164-166
(n. 3); for Mesbih’s opinion see; Ta figa., pp. 205, 256-7.
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places of his works, Mulla Sadrd himself, however, elaborates the argument that supports
the idea that every being (particular or universal) is at the presence of God. These Sadrian
statements give evidence for the opposite trend of his mind. Let us examine his

argumentation.

The upshot of Mulld Sadrd’s argument is that God’s knowledge of things is the
things themselves; knowledge and existence are, as seen before, coextensive, but existence
is whai is truly real, and knowledge, when separated from existence, becomes just so many
concepls, essences or ideas. Mulld Sadré has shown us that God’s simple knowledge ““f"
‘itm al-basif” (which is identical with his being itself) involves all sorts of existence,
including universal and particular forms of things and even material objects, which he tells
us lie in the last “arrangement” (stage) of God’s knowledge. Because all existence is
present at the level of God’s simple being “al-wujtid al-basit,” when He reflects upon
Himself, He knows everything in both a simple and a detailed manner (a/-ijmdl wa al-
fafyil). Mulld Sadrd then explains how God’s knowledge and the forms or degrees of
existence it consists of are related to Him. He declares that God, in knowing himself,
knows other things by virtue of the fact that “knowledge of the complete cause
necessitates complete knowledge of the effect.”*® If it is held, he states, that knowledge of
the complete cause is not a conception, or idea (nagsh) extraneous to the very reality of
the cause, but is rather identical with the existence of the cause itself, “then it follows

(logically) that the knowledge which comes from it (i.e., the cause itself) is nothing but the

" Asfar, W/, p. 176, al-Mabda® wa al-Ma'dd, pp. 89-90; al-'Arshiva, p. 224. In several places he
states:stually S0 Jall 5 3hy ZaG0 Ul M08 18 )
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very existence of the effect itself.” Furthermore, this knowledge of the cifect is nothing
more than the actual eftect itself.™ Accordingly, their (i.e., the effects') existence in the

external world is exactly the same as the knowledge of God.™

What we may conclude here is that Mullda Sadri, in this part of his argumentation,
comes very close to Suhrawardi and Tusi, regarding God's knowledge of the external
world, insofar as he (Mulld Sadrd) has employed the same terminology. This is more
obvious in the following demonstration. Mulla Sadrd uses the illuminative terms (such as
hudiir and its relati\}e words) with regard to the question: if' all eftects of God are regarded
as His knowledge, including the succession of events that occurs in the temporal world,
would this not constitute an aftront to His unity, tainting it with multiplicity? Mlllllﬁ

Sadrd’s answer to this problem here is precisely what we have already seen from

Suhrawardi and Tasi. He states:

All temporal things and material cvents in relation to God, who is free from time
and space, arc cquidistant (mutasdwiyah al-agdém) from the presence of God and
also they arc cquidistant in actualization (fmugi/) in the presence of his majesty...it
is not conccivable in God to suppose any past, present, or future, because these
are relations by which motions and things subject to change are characterized as
arc “above,” “below” and “proximity,” ctc., relations by which bodics and special
things arc characterized. Thus, it is nccessary to hold that all cxistents are purce
actuality (fi fiyvah sirfah) and purc presence (hudiir mahd) in relation to God,
without temporal and special relation, without absence or lack; but time, with its
rcncwsz}l and space with its divisions with regard to God, are like a moment and a
point.

* Mulld Sadrd, Risdla fi al-Qadd" wa al-Qadar, p. 152 {trans. by D, Ede as stated in Mulld Sadrdi and the
Problem of Freedom and Determinism (Ph.D. thesis, McGill University, 1978), p. 52].
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' Mulli Sadrd, Risdla fi al-Qadd’ wa al-Qadar, p. 152 [trans, by D. Edc as stated in Mulld Sadréi and the
Problem of Freedom and Determinism (Ph.D. thesis, McGill University, 1978), p. 54].
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From this passage, a general outline of Mulld Sadrd’s ultimate notion of the
problem, namely God’s knowledge of the external world, might be drawn. Much more
would have to be said about Mulld Sadra’s arguments of the problem, but 1 hope I have
shown the fact that, with respect to the subject of our study, the Sadrian theory is
conceivable in the light of his notion of knowledge by presence. The point 1 am trying to
make here is that Mulld Sadrd, having recourse to his ontological and episfemological
bases, has reached the same illuminative conclusion as Suhrawardi, although by a different

roule.

It seems to me that, with respect to the problem of God’s knowledge of His
effects, Mulld Sadrd assumes two kinds of relationship between God (as an emanating
cause) and things: an ontological relationship which is described as causation (of course in
Sadrian sense, i.e., al-iddfa al-qayyimiya) and epistemological relationship which is
known in Sadrd’s system as intuitive relationship (i.e., al-iddfa al-shuhiidiya), Mulla Sadrd
ultimately solves the problem of God’s knowledge of things by confirming that these two
relationships, viz., al-iddfa al-qayyiimiya and al-iddfa al-shuhiidiya, are united and,
consequently, what kind of interpretation is offered for the former is true for the latter as

well 2

Considering the background of Mulld Sadra on this subject, one may envisage the

fact that there are three important sources of inspiration for Mulld Sadra: rational method

2 Mulla Sadrd, al-A fabda’ wa al-Ma'dd, p. 121-3. He says:
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of Ibn Sind, itluminative path of Suhrawardi and mystical experience of tbn “Arabi.
Confirming this threefold ground of Mulla Sadrd’s theory, Fazlur Rahman states that “this
is, of course, not to say that our philosopher lacks originality-on the cmﬁrmyu his doctrine
of existence and constant movement of existential forms is uniquely his own, even though
his source of inspiration rémains Ibn *Arabi, and to a lesser extent al-Suhrawardi among,

post-Ibn Sina thinkers,”>

It shoulllc_i_}l)_e noted that the problem deserves a more thorough discussion than can
be g'iven here. However, concerning the scope of the subject of our study, the essential
point to be drawn from this survey is that, according to both Suhrawardi and Mulld Sadr,
it is plausible to assume God’s knowledge of His effects (i.e., particulars and universals)
as a kind of knowledge by presence; although they have had recourse to different circuits.
Furthermore, one may claim that, with respect to the topic, the same conclusion could be
drawn from the Peripatetic theory aé well, viz., the ultimate interpretation of God’s
knowledge is knowledge by presence. Even if one believes that, according 1o the
Peripatetics, the forms of things exist in the Essence of God, it still requires, however,
that those forms are at the presence of God. In other words, God knows the universals
{(al-kulliydt) and the forms of thé particulars (swwar al-juz iydt) directly, without any other
form or idea. Accordingly, it is permissible to say that-for both sides, namely the
Egripatetics and the illuminationists—the process of God’s knowledge ultimately cccnrs by

presence (a/- ‘i(m al-hudiri).

53 F. Rahman, The Philosophy of Mulld Sadrd (Albany: SUNY Press, 1976), pp. 162-3.
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There is a question that may be asked: "Is the Sadrian epistemological system'’s
task merely to describe the structure of human knowledge (especially knowledge by
presence), and perbaps to fix its limits, or is it also to produce a rational reconstruction of
the whole reality, which wouid ekhibit-f the true relations between its parts, as well as

subject and object?

It can be so far understood that the epistemological system of Mulla Sadrd,
following in its illuminative elements Suhrawardi’s, gives not only clear answers to such
questions as: what knowledge is, how its process occurs, and how its subjective and
objective aspects are distinguished. Especially in the light of theory of “knowledge by
presence”, it also elucidates a doctrine of a very close relation between knowledge and
existence. In other words, considering “knowledge by presence” as an ultimate key for his
epistemology, Mulla Sadrd attemipts to prove a link between his ontological and

epistemological systems.

In addition, one may conclude that the theory of “knowledge b:y presence” (al- ‘ilm
al-huchiriy is considered by Mulld Sadrd to be necessary in order to connect the other
elements of his philosophical epistemology. The existence of “knowledge by presence,” on
the one hand, elucidates a reasonable interpretation of a point of relation between his
ontological and epistemological system. On the other hand, it provides the necessary link

among different kinds of cognition that enables him to offer a coherent and consistent
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0 - theory of knowledge. The nature of this knowledge, accordiag to Mulld Sadri, has to be
axiomatic and a priori. [t is reasonable to assume that ‘knowledge by presence’ is a key to
the validity of Mulild Sadra’s philosophical epistemology. Therefore, it is in this sense that
‘knowledge by presence’ becomes a chmon thread that connects his ontological and

epistemological philosophy.

What Mulla Sadra has clearly been trying to demonstrate is a rational link between
existence, as an ontological element, and knowledge, as an epistemological principle,
Existence, therefore, becomes the substance of knowledge and knowledge the substance

of existence. In this respect, on the one hand, he states:

The rcalization (inner-reality) of existence in its presence and inner revelation is
the most cvident of all entitics.'

‘ On the other hand, he declares:

The knowledge of the reality of existence cannot be except through the

illuminative presence and an intuition of the (immediate) determined (reality): then
. .. 2

there will be no doubt about its inncr-nature.

Finally he maintains that:

Knowledge is nothing but presence of existence without any obstacles.”

' Mulld Sadra, al-Mashd'ir (New York: SSIPS, 1992), p.6 (trans. by P.Morewedge in the same page).
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Thanks to these statements, Mulld Sadra formulates his metaphysical theory of the
two-fold link (that is, ontological and epistemological) between ‘‘existence” and
“knowledge.” On this point, 1 think that Multd Sadrd establishes a very fundamental basis
for the whole of his philosophical system. ilaving recourse to the theory of knowledge by
presence, he demonstrates that one can achieve and apprehend the reality as it is (i.e.,
cxistgncc “wujicd’). Knowledge by presence is the only way, according to Mulld Sadri,
through which one has a direct experience of the reality. At the same time, this
interpretation would give us a clue for an understanding of the links between Mulld

Sadrd’s ontology and his epistemology.

Before Mulld Sadrd, the philosophical epistemology of Suhrawardi had comprised
the similar conclusion, although by a diﬂ'ereﬁt terminology. Suhraward, in the light of his
theory of light, maintained that one can ultimately attain certainty only through the
knowledge which is attained by illumination. This illuminative knowledge (al-'ilm al-
ishrdgi) is obtainable without any mediation. In the very beginning of his Hikmat al-

Ishrdg, Suhrawardi concisely states his theory of ‘intuitive knowledge.' He says:

As we obscrve the scnsible world through which we gain certainty of its states of
affairs, we then basc a thorough and precisc scicnce on this basis (math,
astronomy). By analogy, we obscrve certain things in the spiritual domain and
then use them as a foundation upon which other things can be based. He whose
path and method arc other than this will not bencfit from this and soon will be
plunged into doubt.*

Suhrawardi tries, as I understand him, to demonstrate that there is an important

link between his ontological and epistemological system, which has been represented by

T Subeawardi. Opera W, Hikmat al-ishrdg, PJ 13 {trans. by M. Aminrazavi in Sufirawar dz s Theory of
!\nmvh-dqc (Ph. D. Thesis, Temple Umvc:srly, 1989), p. 174].
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o ishrdg (intuition). He developed this idea thanks to his philosophy of light. Light therefore
becomes the substance of knowledge and knowledge the substance of light. In this regard,

he states:

If there be anything that needs no definition or explanation, it has to be obvious by
nature, and there is nothing more obvious and clear than light. Thus, there is
nothing that needs no definition except light,

In other words, the theory of “knowledge by presence,” and thus the whole
discussion of knowledge of whatever kind and however achieved, has an ontologir;nl as
well as epistemological function and dimension. It seems to me that it was one of the tuits
of Sadrian epistemology that the process of “knowledge by presence” gained a prominent
ontological rank. It might be held that Mulld Sadra, in the light of this theory, turns the

traditional epistemology, namely Aristotelian and Neoplatonian, into metaphysics.

The epistemological conclusion to be drawn from the Sadriaﬁ cxamination of
“knowledge by presence” is clear: like the whole epistemological system, this theory is
underpinned by a substratum of both Aristotelianism and Neoplatonism. As in some of his
other parts of philosophy that are not to be classified directly under the heading of
epistemology, these two philosophies stand shoulder by shoulder and frequently interact.
Philosophicalily, this must be counted as a major facet of Mulld Sadra’s philosophy and
metaphysics; epistemologically the combination is intriguing because of the concepts of
hierarchy and emanation which are infilirated into the basic Aristotelian data and

terminology, and also because of the attempt to view epistemology in terms of ontology.

- 8 Ibid., p. 106 ftrans. by M. Aminrazavi in Suhrawardi'’s Theory of Knowledge (Ph. D, Thesis, Temple
. , University, 1989), p. 175].
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Therefore, the prime importance of “knowledge by presence” in Mulla Sadrd’s
epistemology, and the link between progress in several levels of knowledge, cannot be

overstated.

In the Sadrian system, the three technical terms “existence” (wujiief), “presence”
(huchir), and “intuition” (.Q-imhﬁd) have received a similar meaning and in certain cases are
used interchangeably. Concerning Mulld Sadrd’s doctrine, to show the inter-relation
among these three terms, S. H. Nasr gives us an interpretation. He states that “the
ordinary man is usually aware of the container, whereas the sage sees content which is at
one being (wujfiidd), presence (fuddiir), and witness (shulnid)... In fact, the degree of
awareness of being is itself dependent upon the degree of awareness of the knower, the
degree and mode according to which he is. The more man /s, the more he is able to

»0

perceive being.™ This version that partially indicates Mulld Sadrd’s doctrine, also
elucidates that “knowledge by presence” is precisely a connecting link between ontological

chain and epistemological sequence in Mulld Sadra’s philosophical system,

I should like to draw a general and corollary conclusion from Mulla Sadrd’s main
cpistemic thesis as | have presented it. Mulld Sadrd’s subjectivist thesis may at first seem
inconsistent with his ontological and epistemological system. However, to be a subjectivist
in this sense, i.e., in the theory of knowledge by presence (@/-‘ilm al-hudhiri), is not
necessarily to be anti-empiricist or anti-inductivist. On the contrary, to be a subjectivist in

this sense is to appreciate fully the limits of the empirical or inductive methods, not as a

® 8.H. Nasr, “Post-Avicennat Islamic Philosophy and the study of Being,” in Parviz Morewedge (ed.),
Phitosuphy of Existence (New York: Fordham University Press, 1982), p. 341.
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prelude to disposing of these methods, but as a basis of understanding the limitations

imposed on Man’s epistemic ability.

This brings me to the final point that I wish to make by way of a briel sunmary.
Mulld Sadrd seems to have sustained that human/material knowledge is by delinition quite
limited and of lesser value. In order to arrive at true knowledge, one has to emancipate
oneself from all ties with the matertal world. Real knowledge therctore is quite distinet

from this-worldly knowledge.

As a result of this study, 1 think that Mulli Sadrd’s theory of knowledge by
presence, which has had a long background in the history of Islamic thought (namely the
Peripatetic and Illuminatinist), has played a significant role in his philosophical system, a/-
hikma al-muta‘dliya. Although Suhraward? was his forerunner in pointing to thé
significance of knowledge by presence, Mulld Sadrd gave a systematic shape to the issuc
within the whole philosophical structure. Having recourse to certain rational and mystical
elements, Mulla Sadra tried to prove that “mystic experience is a cognitive experience and
mystic truth is essentially intellectual truth.”” Since he refers all kinds of knowledge to
knowledge by presence, it seems correct to assume that “knowledge by presence” is the

key principle of his epistemological system.

Concerning the problem of knowledge by presence, in comparing Mulld Sadri and
Suhrawardi, I found that, in one sentence, Mulla Sadrd reached much the same

illuminative conclusion as Suhrawardi, although by a different route. According 1o this

* F. Rahman, The Philosophy of Mulld Sadrd (Albany: SUNY Press, 1975), p. 4.
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study, it could be understood that, in the context of Suhrawardi’s Illuminative philosophy,
Mulld Sadrd has established his epistemological system. Nevertheless, regarding the issue,
there are some differences between our sages, Subrawardi and Mulld Sadrd. These
differences, as seen in this study, might be listed as follows: the definition of knowledge,
the division of knowledge, theory of vision (al-ibydr), and the problemr of God's
Knowledge. As we have already examined, Mulla Sadrd, considering these problems,
scems to elaborate his own view, departing and, in some cases, refuting Suhrawardi’s

elaboration,

Consequently, it is my opinion that Mulld Sadrd’s doctrine of knowledge by
presence is the corner stone of his epistemological system. In the light of this doctrine, he
gives a new definition of knowledge, a novel interpretation of its division into al- ilm al-
hucliiri and al-‘ilm al-hugili, and, finally, a systematic chain of various kinds of knowledge
by presence (e.g., self-knowledge, God’s knowledge of His Essence and God’s knowledge

of thiﬁgs).
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