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This is a comparative study of the epistemology of Suhrawardi and Mullâ $adrâ

Shîrâzî, two Muslim thinkers of the 6thll2th and Ilth/17th cenlury. Il lbcuses on two
\

main issues: IIluminative theory of knowledge and. in the framework of this theory. Mullâ

$adrâ's doctrine of knowledge by presence (al- 'ilm al-(lIIr/IÎI'i) studied in the context of

his philosophical system (al-!Jikmah ai-mllla 'âliyah). 1 have also discussed his

methodology which is multidimensional.

The aim ofthis study.is not to elaborate on Mullâ $adrâ's theory ofknowledge in

general, but rather to present what Mullâ $adrâ meant by knowledge by presence, al- 'ibn

al-!J/u!lÎri. 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 li new

definition ofknowledge, a nove! interpretation ofits division into al- 'ilm al-!Jllc!lÎri and al

'i/m al-f:I1I.YIÎIi, 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 knowl~dge of things).

These three aspects of his doctrine have been surveyed and, in comparing them with
,/i

Suhrawardî's theory, evaluated in this thesis.
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Il s'agit d'une étude comparée de l'épistémologie de Suhrawardî et Mollà ~adrà

Shiràzî, deux penseurs musulmans du VI"/XlI" et XI"/XVlI" siècle. Celle étude se

concentre sur deux points principaux: La théorie "iIIuminative" du savoir et dans le cadre

de celle théorie, la doctrine de Mollà ~adrà de la connaissance présentielle (al- 'ilm al-

~llI~hiri) étudiée dans le contexte de son système philosophique (al-bikmah al-

mllia 'âliyah). J'ai aussi parlé de sa méthodologie qui est multÎ-dimensionnelle.

Le but de celle étude n'est pas d'élaborer sur la théorie du savoir de Mollà ~adrà

en général mais plutôt de présenter ce que Mollà Sadrà voulait dire par la connaissance

présentielle, al- 'ibll al-{u/!;/Iiri. De toute façon, je suis d'avis que sa théorie de la

connaissance présentielle est la pierre angulaire de son système d'épistémologie. À la

lumière de sa doctrine, il donne une nouvelle définition du savoir, une interprétation

originale de sa division en al- 'Um al-IJ/II;ltiri et al- 'illll al-bll.~·1Î1i et finalement, une série

systématique de diverses sortes de connaissance présentielle (ex. la connaissance de soi, la

connaissance de l'Essence divine et des choses par Dieu). Dans la présente thèse ces trois

aspects de sa doctrine ont été étudiés et évalués en comparaison avec la théorie de/::'
~I'

Suhrawardî.
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Notes on technicalities

1. The system of transliteration that has been used throughout this work lor both

Arabie and Persian is the one employed by the Institllte of Islamic Studies, McGiIl

University with the lollowing exceptions: The transliteration of the feminine ending "Iâ

lI/ar/n;la" ( :;", ,ô ) is rendered as [a] when it is not pronollnced, in words such as

Nihâya, and lat] when it appearsin a construct (içlâfa) formation, Iike in the case of

Hikll/al al-/.I'hrâq. 1have used [à], [i] and [û] instead of [a], [i] and [ü].

2. The article al is almost always dropped l'rom Arabie family names in the tex!.

3. Ali translations l'rom Arabie and Persian into English are mine lInless othe.wise stated

in the footnotes.

4. Since this thesis has focused on an analysis based on primary sources, 1 have used the

convention of citing the original text in brackets (parentheses), immediately following

my translation or exposition of the allthor' s writings. This has the advantage of

enabling the reader to turn to the original immediately if he so wishes.

5. Dates have generally been cited according to the lunar Islamic date (HUi'i) followed by

its equivalent Christian date.
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Introduction

1. General

The problem of knowledge (al- ';Im) 1 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 dilferent 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 oftheir works under titles such as al-lI'ujlÎd aI-dili/mi (mental existence),

ul-lIqj.\· (soul or spirit), al-i1âhiyâl (theology or divine knowledge)?

ln !àct, when we approach the works of such Muslim thinkers as Fârâbi, Ibn Sillâ

(Avicenna), Ghazzâli, 7iisi, Ibn 'Arabi and Suhrawardi (l'rom third/ninth to sixth/twelfth

1 The tll'O Arabic ll'ords nl- 'UIII and ni-ilia 'rifn mean knowledgc. The usage of these tll'O terms, as ll'en as
other words sllch as nl-'itfân, nl-shll'tir and nl-'idrâk, in various Islamic fields (e.g., philosophy,
thcology, mysticism. 10gic) have been considered and examined bl' Muslim thinkers in several
perspectives and technical senses. Il seems that "there was no real dilTerenee between al-ma 'rifn and
al- 'Um atthe earliest stages of Muslim metaphysicallhought, and the same would seem to be valid for
mysticism. Laler, howe"er, despite the eontinued usage of nl- 'UIII and lhe faet that sorne mystieal
anthors placed this kind of knowledge above 01-1110 'rifa, the latter became "a term expressive of the
distinctive essence of myslicism." Later LOO, Gnostie knowledge (al-lIIa'rifn) bceame lhe preserve of
the sainls alone." Jan Richard Netton, AI-Farahi and His ScIIOOI (London & New York: Rontledge,
1992), p. 33; Franz R:osemhal, Knoll'Iedge Trillmphnnt: 71,e Concept ofKnall'Iec/ge in Medieval Islam
(Leiden:E.J. Brin, 1970), pp. IM-8,202-3.

., ._, l ,

- M. Mn!ahhari, Slra,.h-i Mah.\11{-i Mnn~llma", vol. 1(Tehran: Intishârâl-i Hiknk1t, 1984), pp. 255-8.

,
'.
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centuries);, as weil as Mllilti ~\'adrà, Sah=m'âr! and !t,hâ!"hâ'! (Irom tcnth/si"tccnth

century onward), we can tind considerable parts of their works in which thcy havc argucd

about the problem of epistemology (the thcory of knowlcdge).' However, Muslim

thinkers, having contemplated the ontological problem at issuc, wcrc morc interested III

some specitic topics with regard to the subject and the objcct of knowlcdge whcreas thc

question of the adjustment of one's perception, as a subject, with thc e"tcnulI objccts has

been hardly taken into accounl.' ln other words, apart lrOl11 some questions raised by

Ghazzâlî, they did not explicitly examine the skeptical problems which have been, 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 weil as its aUribules and characlers are

major subjects discussed by Muslim thinkers in their works.7

3 From here on 1 will give the dates both in the Islamie and Christian calendar thal arc roughly six
hundred ycars apart.

., 1mean here by epistemology, or the lheory or knowledge, the brancll or philosophy which is COUC~i ned
with the nature and scope or knowl~dge, ils presuppositions and basis, aud the general reHarilily or
claims lo knowledge. For more detaiis sec: D. W. Hamlyn, "History or Epislemology," in /"'!cfc/op"clio
ofPhilosoplty (New York: Macmillan, 1967), vol.3, p.8. '

5 There is a trcatise or Nasir al-Din Tûsi, wrillen in Arabie, entitled .51",1'/'; MON'aialt oi- '11111 (the
description or the problem of knowledge) in which lhe author e"plains and analyses several aspects or
knowledge. However, he doesn't approach the skeptical objections whieh threaten the very foundlllions
ofknowledge. Sec: Tûsi, Sitar!); Mas'alah al- '1/111 (Mashhad: Malba'ah J:imi'ah, 1966), pp. 18-46.

" M. T. Me~bah Yazdi, Ta'/i'lolt (Tehran: Intishârât-i al-Zahrâ, 1984), p. 84,

7 M. Mu\ahhari, ,%01'/'-; Mah,YIÏI-; ManzlÎlllalt (Tehran: Intish:irf:t-i I;likmat, 1984), vol. l, pp. 255-8.

' ..
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One who seans through the history of Islamic thought will come across the faet

that the discussion of several aspects of the theory of knowledge was primarily raised by

Muslim thcologians (IIII//akallilll/Î//) l'rom the second century onward. Thereafier, a direct

li ne of dcvclopment can easily be traced l'rom Fàrâbi (d. 339/950) to Ibn Sinâ (d.

428/1037), and then to Ibn Rushd (d. 595/1198). This line of philosophical thought is

callcd the Peripatetics in the history of Islamie philosophy. On the other band, an

"IIIuminative" ,,\;\1001 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 thoughl.·

1n other words, pertaining to the Islamic intelleetual framework, Muslim thinkers

can be ciassified into four dominant categories: Theologians (MlllakallimlÎ/I), Peripatetics

(Mashshû'IÎIl), IIIuminationists (lshrûqiylÎ/I), and Mysties (SlÎjis). AIl ofthese four groups

of Islamic thought deaIt with the question of "knowledge," utilizing several languages and

diffèrent methodological constructions. These four major schools of intelleetual
1

development, as weil as the traditional eontext, became united in a vast synthesis as a new

sehool of (likma (philosophy) called by its well-known author Mullâ ~adrâ Shîrâzi9 the

"transcendent theosophy" (a/-bikma/ al-ml/la 'ûliya).

" For runher inronuation aboul Ihe development or Islamie philosophy sec: F. Rahman, "Islamie
philosophy." 'l1/C Elleyclopedia ofPhi/osophy, cd. P. Edwards, vol. 4 (New York, London: Macmillan,
1967). pp. 219-224; S.H. Nasr, "Mullâ $adrâ,"'l1/C Eneyclopcdia ofPhi/osophy, vol. 5, p. 412; Sadr
0"');11 Shinj:; one! His 'li'anscundclIl 'l1leosophy, pp. 85-94; Majid Fakhri, il His/ory of !../amie
Phi/oso!,hy (New York: Colnmbia University Press, 1970), pp. 341-46. "

9 ln this regnrd. Nnsr states: "Sadr lll-Din Mohammad al-Shirâzi (979-1050/1571-1640), commonly
knoll'n ns Mnlhi ~ndrâ, is Ihe grentest philosopher-thcosopher orthe $aravid period in Iran." For more



•

•

•

Il. The philosophy of Mullâ ~adrâ

Mullâ Sadrâ, HI the Persian philosopher of the Ilth/17th century \Vas the founder nI'

the school of transcendent theosophy (al-~likll/at aI-III/lia '<i/~l'a). He maintained the

necessity of unitYing various current schools of thought in nrder to demonstrate Ihe

universal truth that lies at the heart of ail religions. He tried ta establish a system of

philosophy with a view ta reconcile separate doctrines in Muslim thought, namcly the

peripatetie tradition (al-II/ashshâïyya) represented by Fârâbl (d. 339/950) and Ibn Slnâ

(d.428/I037), the ilIuminationist tradition (al-ishl'âqiyya) ofSuhrawardl (d.587/1191), the

mystieal thought (al- 'iJfâll) represented by Ibn al-' Arabi (d.638/1240), and the c1assieal

tradition of kalâm which had already entered its philosophieal phase in Na~lr al-01n Tûsl

(d,67211273). He also adequately eonsidered the works of Fakhr al-01n Râzl (d.606/1209)

to the extent that, aeeording to F. Rahman, Râzl was Mullâ ~adrâ's mast persistent

target. 1I

information ofhis time, as weil as his intellectual personality sec: S.H. Nasr,lslnmic /.iJÎ! n//l/71/1l11gltl
(London: Boston, Allen & Unwin, 1981), pp. 158-181: "The Metaphysics of~adr al-Din Shir:izi and
Islamie Philosophy in Qajar Iron," in Qnjnr Iran, cd. by E. Bosworth (California, 1992), pp. 177-98;
"Theology, philosophy and spirituality," in Islamic Spiril/lnlily. cd. S.H.Nasr (N.Y.. 1991); l'.
Rahman, 71Ie Pltilosoplty of Mulla Sadra (Albany, SUNY Press, 1976); M. l'akhry. il llislm:v '!l
Islamic Pltilosophy (N.Y., 1970), pp. 339-46. In the presenl work, Sadr al-Din aJ-Shinizi is oncn
referred to as Mulhi ~adrâ or ~adr al-Muta'allihin (the head oftheosophers).

10 For further information about Mullâ ~adrâ's life sec: M. Kh:ins:iri, /lnwdrit nl,lm/llrit, vol. Il (Tehmn,
1306 A.H. Lunar), pp, 331-32; M. AI-Hurr al-'Amili, Amnl nl-Amil, p. 58 (noted by MlIhallllnad
Qumi); with regard to modern studies concerning Mullâ Sadrâ's Iife sce A. Zanj:ini, nl-FaylaslÎfal
Frirsi nl-Knhir sadr al-Din al-Shirazi (Damasclls, 1936); A.M. Ma'sümi, "Sadr al-Din Shirâzi," /1/110
Iranica, vol. XIV, no. 4 (December, 1961), pp. 27-42 (ofPersian Arabic seclion); S.J.Ashtiyâni, Slmrit
Urilwa Ara'-; Falsajiy-i Mullri Sadrâ (Mashad, 1961), pp. 112-145; S.H.Nasr (cd.), MulM Smlrri
commemoration (Tehran, 1961); Sadr al-Din Shirazi and his Transcendent 'l1/Cosoplty (Tehmn, 1978).
pp. 31-39; "Sadr dl-Din Shirâzl (Mullâ Sadrâ), His Iife, Doctrines and Signiflcance," lodo-Imnica,
vol. XIV, no. 4 (Decembcr, 1961), pp. 6-16; E.G. Browne, A Uterary flistory ofi'ersia, vol. IV (New
York: Scribner's Sons,1902), pp, 429-30.

" F, Rahman, 71Ie PhiiosophyofMullriSadrâ (Albany: SUNY Press, 197~.\p. 8.
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Moreover, Mullâ $adrâ used his deep knowledge of the Holy Qurân and hadîth of

the Prophet (p.b.u.h.) and the Imâms (p.b.U.I.).'2 The variety and universality of his

method, style, and intelleetual eharaeters are obvious from his large works." In this

regard S. /-1. Nasr states:

It is in t\le nUlllerous writings of this veritable sage (Mullâ ~adrâ) that the vigorous
10gicaJ discussions of al-Fârâbî and Ibn Sînâ, the critiques of al-Ghazzâlî and Fakhr
al-mn al-Râzî, thc illulllinative doctrines of Shihâb al-Dîn Suhrawardî, and the
suplcllle experiential knowledge of the Sûfis as formulated by sueh Illastcrs of gnosi;
as,jbn 'Arabî and Sadr al-Dîn aI-Qûnawî becamc united in a vast synthcsis whosc
unifying thread was the inncr tcaehings of the Qurân as weil as Hadith and the sayillg
of the Shî'îte Imams. I

"

Mullâ ~adrâ's cognizance of Greek philosophy and his familiarity with the school

of Alexandria enabled him to study the ancient wisdom of those civilizations whieh had

developed elaborate metaphysieal theories. Il was precisely this familiarity that enabled

him to finally ereate a synthesis of ail these traditions within the matrix of Islamie

spirituality.

Il is historieally obvious that for several centuries the followers of two major

opposing sehools, namely the Peripateties and ~ufis, were ehallenging eaeh other's

intelleetual aspects, having reeourse to differentmethods. Thé possibility ofbringing about

'2 For more detail sec: S.H.Nnsr, Islamie Life and 1'hought, pp. 158-68; Qarâ'î, .. Post-Ibn Rushd Islnmic
Philosophy in Iran," AI-l'awhid, vol. III, no. 3 (April-June, 1986), pp. 37-45.

,,1 Mnllâ ~adrâ was a prolifie writer. In addition ta his grcat work, the A.'ifâl', he wrote over fortYbooks
and tremises. For further information sec: introduction by editor of the A,fâl', M. R. Muzaffar; S. H.
Nasr, Socl,. al-Diu S'll;,.âz; and his 1j'anseendentl'heosophy (Tchran: 1978), pp. 39-50; S. J. Ashtîyânî,
Slm,.hi hâlwa âl'â'i Falsaj(ve Mullâ Soclrâ , (Tehran: Nih7.at-i Zanân-i Musa1mân, 1981), pp. 45-71;
F. Rnhlllan, 'I11e Phi/osophy'ofMullâ Sad,.à (Albany: SUNY Press, 1976), pp. 16-20.

... S. H. Nnsr, "Existence (wnjûd) and Quiddity (mahîyyah) in Islamic Philosophy," In/ernational
i'hi/osophieal Qua,.te,.~v, vol. XXIX, no. 4, Issue no. 119 (1989), pp. 419-20.
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a harmonization between these two schools was the question on the intellectual horizon of

the time. Belore Mullà ~adrà, Suhrawardi (d. 587/1191) demonstrated that such n

synthesis was not only possible but necessary. He maintained thnt a thol'Ough 111111i1inrity

with Peripatetic philosophy was the prerequisite 101' the lInderstanding of the philosophy of

illumination. 15 This aUempt created a bridge between the rationnlistic trndition nnd

~ûfism.16 Like Suhrawardi, Mullà ~adrà was wholly convinced of the interdependent

relationship between mystical experience and intellectual thinking. Any philosophizing, on

the one hand, which does not lead to the highest spiritual realization is but a vain and

useless pastime; any mystieal experience, on the other hand, whieh is not backed by a

rigorous conceptual training in philosophy is but a way to illusions and aberrations. 17

What makes Mul1â ~adrâ' s philosophy unique and distinct l'rom other philosophical

paradigms is a particular methodology and mGde of discussion. Mul1â ~adrâ not only

narrates, evaluatcs, and, in sorne cases, criticizes different doctrines and traditional

systems of thought, but he also clarifies and demonstrates sorne new philosophical

problems which have been hardly considered by former Muslim thinkers. 18 These two

15 For an introduetory survey of lhe Suhrawardian position sec: S.11. Nasr, 11".ee Muslilll Sages (Delmar,
N.Y.: Caraval. Books, 1976), pp. 52-82; "Shihâb al-Din Suhrawardi Maqtûl," ;1 IIistOl:v of Muslilll
Philosophy, cd. M.M. Sharif, vol. [(Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowilz, 1963), pp. 372-98.

16 M. Aminra7.avi, Suhrawardi 's Theory of Knowledge, Ph.D. Diss., (Philadelphia, Temple University,
1989), pp. 16-[7.

17 We can find this basic principle in both Suhrawardian philosophical systcm and Mullâ Sadriau system
oflhought. Sec above, n. 15; and below, n. [9.

18 Corbin ealls Mullâ ~adrâ 's transformation of earlier [slamic philosophy a "rcvoiutiou." He writes
"Mullâ Sadrâ opère une révolution qui détrône la véritable métaphysique de l'essence, dont le règne
durait depuis des siècles, depuis Fârâbi, Avicenne ct Sohrawardi." Le livre des pénétraI/uns
mé/apysiques (Lagrasse, France: Verdier, (988), p. 62.
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crucial aspects of his philosophical system let him, on the one hand, function as a historian

of Islamie thought, and on the other hand remain the dominating figure in the continuing

tradition of Islamic philosophy to this day.19

Mullâ ~adrâ had a profound influence on Islamic philosophy, especially in Shî'îte

circles. He not only laid the corner stone for the development of future philosophical

systems, but his school of transcendent theosophy (a/~~likt1wh a/-muta 'âliya) became a

foundation upon which an csoteric interpretation of Shî'îte Islam was made. In one sense,

it has becn c1aimed thht--Mullâ $adrâ 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.2° Unlike Ibn Sînâ and Ibn Rushd, his

works were not translated into Latin and, therefore, Multâ $adrâ has remained largely

unknown to the West?1

With regard to the theory of knowledge and its relation to his ontological doctrine,

Multâ $adrâ asserts that trom 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 ( mushâhada ~lIcflÎri ), and any attempt to capture it in the mind by any

idea must by definition fai!; On the other hand, the nature of knowledge, he asserts, is only

19 ln this rcgard sec: S. H. Nasr, islamic Lift and Thought, pp. 158-181. Nasr has considered and
elucidal,cd the importance of Mullâ Sadrâ as "a sourcc for knowledge of the carlier schools of Islamic
philosophy and the history ofIslamic philosophy in gcncral".

~o S.H. Nasr, [slamie Ufe and 1110ught (London, Boston: Allen & Unwin, 1981), p. 164.

~1 For more delail of his innllcnce on Islamic philosophy sec: S. H. Nasr, "The Melaphysics of Sadr al
Din Shirâzi," in Qajar iran, ed. By E. Bosworth (Califomia, 1992), pp. 177-198; F. Rahman, 11le
phi[osaph.v ofMill/a Sat/ra (Albany: SUNY Press, 1976). pp. 13-16.

"
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obtainable by prese/lce of the real existence. In other words, ail kinù. cf k'lOwledge refer

to the k/loll'/edge by prese/lce in which the subject directly captures the real existence

without any concept or form."These two propositions, indicating a very lîmdamental

basis of Mullâ Sadrâ's epistemological system, iIIustrate the close relationship between

existence (a/-wlIjlid) and knowledge (a/- 'i/II/) in his philosophy.

In the view ofMullâ ~adrâ, a direct cognition of an object implics the cognition of

its being, whether that cognition is empirical (bll.)·liIi) or intuitive (bl/l/ûri) on the one hancl;

or is sensible «lissÎ), imaginative (khayâU) or intellective ('aqU) on the other."

Based on these very primary ontological and epistemological principles of the

~adrian philosophical system, the kernel and primary focal point of this stlldy will be to

analyze and survey the broad doctrine ofthis philosopher in its epistemological aspects.

III. This study and its methodology

The central task ofthis work is to attempt an analytical stlldy of~adrâ'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

22 Asfâr (Bairul: Dàr Ihyà' al-Turàth al-'Arabi, 1990), book l, part 3, pp. 294.

23 Ibid., Ill, pp. 116-9.
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in particular, are notably influenced by Suhrawardî," the iIIuminative positions will be

comparativcly and critically examined in this study.

Mullâ ~adrâ, we can say, approaches the problem of knowledge from the

principles of his philosophical system "al-[likmah al-mula'âliyah." These philosophical

principles might be summarized as follows:

1. The principiality of existence (a.~·âlal al-wuj1Ïd),

2. Analogical gradation ofunique existence (al-Iashkikfl al-wuj/id),

3. Immateriality of perception (lajarl1ld al-idrâk),

4. The division of knowledge into al- 'i!m al-buç!/iri and al- 'i!m al-~//I~'/ili,

5. The unity of"perceiver," "perceived" and "perception" (il/ibâd al-/11udrik wa al

/11udrak \l'a al-idrâk),

6. The function of the soul (fi '1 al_lIajs).'s

His "philosophical epistemology," in point offact, has been developed From these

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

'·1 The greatesl influence on Mullâ ~adrâ's doctrines is that of Suhrawardi, the founder of the
1II11minationist school of lhollghl. Mullâ ~adrâ wrote a commentmy on Suhrawardi's lIikma/ al
Islmiq, partly ~riticizing, rejecling or modifying him, and partly accepling and supporting him in
several places. I",n Suhrawardi and his influence on Mullâ Sadrâ see: S. H. Nasr, Three Mllslim Sages,
SlIhrawardi's p.lrt; M. Fakhri, Il His/ory of Is/amic Phi/osophy, pp. 326-344; F. Rahman, The
l'hi/osoplty ofMllllà Sac/l'à (Albany: SUNY Press, 1976), Introduction.

" For more delails sec: F. Rahman, 'l'l,e Phi/osophy ofMllllà Sad,.à (Albany: SUNY Press, 1976), pp.
210·246; S.M.R.Hejazi, .. Seing and Knowledge in Mullâ Sadrâ's Philosophy," rcad paper (N.Y.,
1992).
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which his ideas or theories on metaphysics, logic, and. tinally, epistemology arc

established. 26

Leaving out the problem of onto!og/7, which governs almost the whole tield of

metaphysics and lies far beyond the trame work of our subject, we may rightfully

concentrate our attention on the problem of knowledge, particularly knowledge hy

presence. It is generally accepted that knowledge by presence distinguishes illuminationisl

epistemology in general, and Sadrian doctrine in particular, n'om the Peripatetic thenry.

This distinction is explicitly obvious in several tields of their epistemological system- e.g.,

the problem of definition and division of knowledge, the nature of nmn's knowledge, and

the question of the knowledge of Necessary Existent. The core of the thesis, thereibre,

revolves around Mullâ $adrâ's theory oftheosophical epistemology called "knowledge by

presence" (al- 'ilm al-!JlIrflÎl'i).

To demonstrate Mullâ $adrâ's notion of "knowledge by presence" one has to

examine the following: 1. The definition of knowledge. 2. The division of knowledge into

al- 'i/m al-!JlIcfIÎI'Î and a/- 'ilm a/-!JlI.~IÎ/i. 3. The nature of"knowledgeby presence". Thcse

26 On the signi/ieance of his 6ntologieal views sec: M. Abdul Haq, "Mulhi ~adr;i's concept of being,"
i.vlamie Siudies, vol. VI, no. 3 (Seplember, 1967), pp. 267-276; S. H. Nasr, Islami<: Ufe ullli '/1/fJII!(ht,

pp. 174-181; "Existence (wujüd) and Quiddity (mahiyyah) in Islamie Philosophy," Infernalill/ml
Phi/o.l'ophieal Quarler/y, vol. XXIX, no. 4, Issue no. 119 (1989), pp. 419-20; F. Rahman, 'lÏ1e
Phi/osophyofMullâSadrâ (Albany: SUNY Press, 1976), pp. 27-44.

27 The problem of ontolO/,'Y and lhe meaning and reality ofexistence has been Irealed so thoroughly and so
systematically in this philosophy that the whole arCll of this philosophy is eharacterized by Ihe sense of
existence. Mullâ,' ~adrâ devoted the whole of the /irsl book of his Asfiir to Ihe discussion of IV/y,;d
(existence) to wliieh he relurncd in several of his other works. See also F. Rahman, 'l11e l'hi/usnphy af
Mullâ Sadrâ (Albanv: SUNY Press, 1976), pp. 27-44., .

,'i
Il
"
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problems will be discussed in the parI 1. 4. The sorts of "knowledge by presence". This

problem will be examined in the parI Il.

This study is dîflèrent from other works either on "knowledge by presence" sueh

as the work ofM. Ha'irî, or on iIIuminative philosophy such as the works ofS. H. Nasr, 1.

Walbridge, H. Ziai, and M. Aminrazavi. In this study, 1 will not only iIIustrate the ~adrian

doctrine and analyze its specitic 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 weil. To do so, examining Mullâ ~adrâ's

several works,28 1 will tocus more on his Asfûr.29 The works of Suhrawardî, in my

comparing examinations, will be dealt with as weil. In a philosophical system such as

Mullâ ~adrâ's, one often faces the problem of verification which implies the verification of

method.30 Therefore, in the analysis of the topics and issues 1 will use a variety of

methodologies, each ofwhich is suited to sorne aspect of Mullâ ~adrâ's philosophy.

" According to the lisl of Mullâ $adrâ's works given by M. R Muzaffar, the editor of Asftir (Tehran,
1958). in his Illlroduction (p. 16) to the work, Mullâ $adrâ wrole 320r-33 trentises altogether. In one
sense, his works may be divided into the purely philosophical and the religious: and, in another way,
Ihey may divided inlo original works and commentaries on earlier philosophical writings, the most
imporlant being his commentaries on the metaphysics of Ibn Sinâ's al-Shifti' and Suhrawardi's
I/iklllat al-l'/lI'tilJ.

,. The fnll tille of Mulhi $adrâ's multivolume work wrillen in Arabic is al-iJiklllat al-lIIl1ta'tiliya Fi al
;I.'(/iir al- 'AIJ/{vat al-Arha 'a (The Transcendent Wisdom of the Four Iniellectual Joumeys of the Soul)
lirsl lilhographed in 1865 (1282 A. H. lunar) almosi 225 yenrs aller his death. For detailed
information abont parts of four joumeys of Asftir see: S. H. Nasr, Sadr al-Din Shirtizi and his
1i'allsccmlellt 11teasophy (Tehran, 1978), pp. 55-{50.

•10 For instance, in A.gtir, MlIllâ Sadrâ lIsually employs an especial rnelhod in which he has lirst diseussed
-c, the viell's of various schools ~nd then synthesized Ihe ditTercnt doctrines inlo a unily which seeks ta

cncompass them.
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CHAPTER 1

.The Definition of Knowledge

---+---
1. General

Is knowledge definable? If it is so, how can wc 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. Nlimerous answers have been given

down the ages 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 lInderstanding of the concept of knowledge, as weil as its nature, is a

prerequisite for embarking upon any atlempt 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. 1 Sorne 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. Sorne of them, by

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

1 D. W. Haml)'lI, "HislOI)' of Epistcmology," in Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Ncw York: Macmillan,
1967). vol. 3. p. 10.
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definitions of knowledge, by a very ditYerent route. ln this rcgard, wc can also tind the

same story in the history oflslamic philosophy, thcology and l11ysticisl11.~

Since knowledge of any sort is the foundation of CVCIY philosophical argumcnt, it

is natural to discuss at tirst the concept, essence (naturc), and kinds of knowlcdgl'. In

Western philosophy, the theory of knowledge has been a centrnl problem in philosophy

l'rom the earliest times:' ln Islamic philosophy, the problel11 of knowledge, its dctinilion,

divisions, and sources have been highly considered by Muslim philosophcrs. MliSlil11

theologians (/11l/lakalli/llÎII) also discllss at tirstthe essence and kinds ofknowledgc:l

Mlisiim philosophers and theologians, however, taking it lor grantcd that

knowledge of nature is possible, diftèr with regard to whether or not the detinilion of

knowledge is logically possible. S

, For inslancc, in thc Muslim world, at Icast for Fàrâbi (d. 3391950) and his Sllccessors. knowledge and a
theory of knowledge was both possible and necessary. For more informalion sec: 1. R. Nenon. AI·
Farabi ami His ScllDal, (London, New York: Rouledge. 1992). p. 88.

3 "This problem occupies an important place in most major philosophical syslems whelher philosophy is
conccived as an ontological undertaking or a crilical inquiry. ln modern philosophy in the widest sense
of the phrase--Le., philosophy since the Renaissance- theory of knowledge has uSllally been Ihe
primary field of philosophy." Anthony Quinton, "Knowledge and Belier." in Hncyclapedia of
Philasophy (New York: Macmillan, 1967), vol. 4, p. 345.

., The fact thal most, if not ail, Muslim theologians have notably discllssed diverse aspects or knowledge
in their works is obvious from the following passage: "These discussions occupy a posilion in Islamic
theological manuals, which open by seuing out lhe definilion and meaning or knowledge in ils variolls
kinds, e.g., al-Bâqillani, Talllhid; al-Baghdâdi, Us/il; al-'Iji, al·Mawaqi[ B. Abmhamoll. "Neccssary
Knowledge in Islamie Theology," British .Journal of Middle Eastern Studies, vol. 21, no.1 (1993),
Exeter, p.20.

S Unlike Weslern philosophers, Muslim thinkers, insofar as 1 Imve discovered, have nol seriously
approached the problem or possibility or impossibility of the nalnre or knowledge. They took il ror
granted that knowledge of nalure was possible. In olher words, the existence or knowledge was not
considered as a serious problem in their epistemological system, but il was evidenl for lhem that lhe
existence ofknowledge was necessary and did not necd any logical demonstration. Sec: SImms al-Din
Bukhâri, ,%arhi Hiklllah al-'Ain, p. 305; M. H. Tabâtabâ'i, Nihâyat ai-Hiklllllh, (Tehran: Inlishârât-i
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II. The concept and the nature of knowledge

Il is generally accepted that, in the case of detinition or description of

"knowledge," there are two sides that might be separately considered: the concept and the

nature or knowledge. Logically, any kind of definition dealt with the nature of

"knowledge" sholiid be preceded by an examination of the concept of knowledge. Yet, it

is taken l'or granted that the concept of knowledge is self-evident (al-bacli1û)." 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 selt:evident as weiL

On the other hand, with respect to the definition of knowledge, Muslim thinkers

have had recourse to two kinds oftechnicai terms: evalliative and (or) descriptive terms.'

I-Iowever, it is evident that their investigation of the nature of knowledge occurs within the

lramework of a generai metaphysical thcory. Unfortunately, none of them adequately

clarifies the nature of the specifie coherence between externai and internai world or, in

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

.'.

al-Zahrâ, 1984), p.193; M. T. Mesbâh Yazdi. in his Ta 'Ii'lah on Nihâyat al-(likma (Tehran:
Intish:ir:it-i al-Zahrâ. 1984). p. 193.

" See bclow, nn. Il,12,

7 Ibn Simi (d. 42811(37) for instance, in his survey of the knowledge ofThe First (al-All'll'al), asserts that
lhis kind of knowledge is better (afilaI); and TûsÎ (d. 672/1273), the eommentalor, elucidates and
evaillates several kinds of knowledge. lIsing some evaillalive lerms. See: al-Ishârât ll'a al-Tallbihât
(Tehran: Ma\ba'n ~Iaidari. 1958).·.vol. 3, pp. 7l0-11.
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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 sufticient lor knowing the complete essence of knowledge.

Sorne 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 insufticient for determining the complete essential nature of knowledge.

On the concept of knowledge (al- 'ilm or al-ma 'l'ifa),9 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, JO it is obvious and generally admitted that the concept of knowledge is

self-evident. In one sense, understanding the concept of knowledge selt:evidently means

that we know what knowing is or what the word "know" means; for we know how to use

the word correctly. Traditionally, one who scans through the pages of the history of

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

" This is a very basic problem in epislcmology and ( hopc, by and by, 1shall approach Ihis problemalic
issue, concerning Iwo differenl melaphysical methods: inlellectual and intuitive.

9 BoUt lerms a/- 'Um and a/-ma 'ri/a arc uscd by the Peripalelics 10 dcsignalc knowledgc in the generul
sense, for which Suhrawardi uses the lerm idràk; and Ihis has Ihe sense of pcrceplion or cognilion as a
process of knowledge. Ghaz7.â1î distinguishes belwccn ma'ri/a as pertinenl 10 la.ydi", and 'Um as
pertinenllo la.yawwlIr. Ghaz7.â1î, Mihak ,a/-Nazn{l a/-Manli", cd. al-Na's:ini (Beirul, 1966), pp. 8·10.

'0 J. Walbridge, The Science oJi~~v.l'lic {,ighl.l' (Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1992), p. 44.
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philosophers" strenuously maintained that the concept of knowledge is primitive and

indefinable; thus it is self-evident. 12

On the nature of knowledge, there are two major doctrines among Muslim

thinkers; whether knowledge is a kind of quiddity (mâlliyyall) or a kind of existence

(I/allll'/II/ mil/al-lI'/ljlÎd). For whom knowledge is quiddity, its genus is either quality (al-

kai/iya) or relation (al-idhâfa or al-I/isbal), or affection (al-il!/i'âl). Conceming these

dilTerent doctrine, Muslim thinkers have asserted diverse definitions ofknowledge. 13

Suhrawardî (d. 587/1191), basing his philosophical system on Iight, 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 l'rom the

thing. 14 Considering the distinction between concept and reality, Suhrawardî and his

Il Il has been said thal "lhe majority of theologians subscribe to the view that "knowledge" is definable
:lIld consequently they postulate a variety of definitions." A. AI-0raibi, Shi'i Renaissance, Ph.D. thesis
(McGiI1 University. 1992), p. 74.

" Mulhi ~adr:i Shir:izi, A.Viir, 1/3, p. 278; M. H. Tabâ!abâ'i, Nihâyat al-(fikllla, (Tehran: lntishârât-i al
Zahr:i, 1984), p. 193; M. T. Mesbah Yazdi, Ta'/iqa 'alâ Nihâyat al-(likllla, (Tehran: Intishârât-i al
Zahr:i, 1984), p. 193. Mesbâh holds that the existence of knowledge is necessary «/m'/Îri), for the
existence of everything would be demonstrated by it, and the concept of know1edge is, self-cvident
(hadiili), hence ils definition is impossible. "

Il Sab7.1v:iri (d.1289/1878) quoles different opinions about "knowlcdge," as to whether its "genus" is
"qualily," as is cornmonly hcld, or "rclalion," as has bccn hcld by Fakhr Rlizî, or "affection," as sorne
have held. He, asserting several degrees for knowlcdge, holds lhat sorne kinds of knowledge are
qualities relating to the soul, and sorne of il arc not qualities. M. Mohaghegh and T. Izutsu (trans. and
cds.), 7ï1e Melaphysics of Sahzal'âri (New York: Caravan Books, 1977), pp. 210-11.

loi ,s1101'h IIiklllal al-Ishràq (Tehran: Chap-i Sangi, 1913), pp. 38-9, 295-6.
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follower, QUlb al-Din Shirâzi (d. 710/1310), make a sharp and consistent distinclion

between the structure of the conceptual world and the slructure of the rcal world.l~

According to Mullà ~adrâ (d. 1050/1640), knowledgc is not logicnlly dctinablc. loI'

logical definition is in terms of genus and species which are two kinds of quiddily

(mâhiyah), white the nature ofknowledge is a kind of existence ("abIl'UI1 mi" al-WI!iliLl).I!'

For both either Suhrawardi, who defines knowledge as a kind of being mnnifcst

(a/-zllhtir), or Mullâ $adrâ, who identifies knowledge as a kind of existence (al-u'l!ilicl),

grasping the real existence of the realities is the main goal of their proposed

epistemological system. 17 In this regard, Suhrawardî rejects the Peripatetic theory of

definition and establishes his own theory. Suhrawardî, in the critique of the Peripalclics,

argues that the Peripatetie approach to definition makes il impossible to know the reality

of anything, and in his own logie he substitutes a theory of detinition based on direct

15 J. Walbridge, 'l11e Science ofA'~vs/ic Lights, (Cambridge: Harvard Universily Press, 1992),pp. IB-!!"'.
The author adds: "This conceptual system, however, was not arbilmry bUI had a syslemalic relation 10

experience and rcality. The program of Qutb alMDin's first philosophy is the explomlion of this
conceptual structure, ils relation to rcality, and the structure of realily insofar as il relates ta Ihe
secondary inlelligibles that arc correlates of ail our thoughts."

16 Asfàr, 1/3, pp. 278-99, 382-3; Mafàlih a/-Glwib (Tehran: Mu'assisa Mu!,Îli',Ît Wll Tahqiq,Ît-i Farhangi,
1986), pp. 108-110. For more information on Mulla Sadrii's concept of wlljrid and 111lihtvah sec: S.l
Ashtîyâni, Hasli az Nazar~i Fa/saja wa 'Irjân, pp. 63-95; F. Rahman, HIe Philmmphy ofMùllri Sadrri, .
pp. 27-58; S. H. Nasr, IIExistence (wlljud) and Quiddity (mahiyyah) in Islamic Philasophy,"
International Philosophical Quarterly, vol. XXIX, no.4, Issue no. 119 (1989), pp. 409-28.

17 On the contrary, for the Pcripatetics Iike Farabi the reality of thing is nol oblainable bccallse man,
according la him, cannot grasp the rcalily of an object; and he is llble la know ils propcrties (klrmvri.'{.\·)
and accidents (a ·ràd). Farabi, al-Rc1sa' il, al-Ta '/iqôt (Haidar Abad, 1914), pp. \:lO,141. Ibn SÎllâ also,
in sorne ofhis works, gives us the sarne staternenl. In AI-Ta'/iqô! (p. 82), Ibn Sinâ says:
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knowledge (al- 'Ulllai-il/lcfliri) of things. 18 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 Mullâ ~adrâ.

III. The definition of knowledge

On definition of knowledge, many differllnt propositions are cited. I~ When we

examine and peruse these definitions, we will find that in most of them, if not ail, sorne

technicalterms, such as al-lIIa'rifal (knowledge), al-idrâk (perception), al-i 'Iiqâd (belief),

al-Iayaqql/II (certainty), and al-.~Iiral (form) are employed. These terms, in tum, should be

described and logically defined by the term of al- 'UIII (knowledge). For this reason,

someone may hold that the original definition of knowledge is rendered circular. For

instance, al-Râzî (d.606/1209)2o asserts that the definition of knowledge by both real

" ,51101'/1 {likllla/ al-Ishràq, pp. 38-9. For a full discussion of Suhrawardi's examination of the problem
"delinition" see: H. Ziai. Knoll'Iedge and I1Il/lllina/ion (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press. 1990). pp. 77
135.

,. al-Jurjâni (d. 808/1405) quoles several delinition under the title of 01- 'iilII (knowledge) and states his
own selected delinition as following: " knowledge is a certain belief which corresponds to thc reality."
Al-Ta'ri/à/ (Beirut: Maktaba Lubnân, 1990), p. 160. Among theologians, al-'Iji (d. 756/1355), on
delinition of knowlcdge. mentions several impressions sorne of which are: 1. al-R:îzi's opinion:~.

knowledge is necessary, darriri (therefore, it doesn't need any delinition). 2. al-Juvaini's and al-: '
Ghawili's point ofview: knowledge is not necessary, but ils delinition is very dimcull. 3. For the rest
of Muslimthinkers il is speculalive, lIazari or acquired, IIII/k/asab. Then he quotes different delinitions
und, linully, selects his uccepted one. Al-Mawàqif, pp. 9-11.

,,, Muhammad ibn 'Omar Fukhr al-Din ul-R:îzi is one of the mosl important Ash'urite lheologians who
was among the lirsl to systematize Islamic theology on a philosophical basis. Fazlur Rahman asserts
lhat al.-RM.i. bcing Mullâ Sadrâ's most persistent target, wielded grcat influence on the subsequent
philosÎiphicaltradition in Islam. F. Rahman, The Philosophy ofMI/llà Sac/l'à, p. 8.
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definition (al-{wdd) and descriptive detinition (al-I'llsm) is impossible, and there is nothing

more evident than al- 'i1m (knowledge).21

Mullâ ~adrâ also, at the very beginning of his discussion about knowledge, stlltes

that al- 'ilm (knowledge) is not definable, t....r everything is appellring and manilèsted

before al- 'aql (intellect) by al- 'i1m (knowledge), hence, it is not possible that knowledge

itselfbe appearing or mal1ifested by something else?2

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 examined by thinkers defining and describing it, and the existence of knowledge which

entails the appearance and manifestation of everything before the intellect (al- 'alfl).

Accordingly, the concept of knowledge could be appearing and manifested betore the

intellect by other concepts without any logical circularity or intellectual contradiction.2.1

That is why philosophers, as weil as theologians, who deny the possibility of the

definition knowledge, have offered diverse definitions. Besides, Mullâ ~adrâ himself,

asserting the former statement, declares sorne propositions as definitions or descriptions of

knowledge?4 Mullâ ~adrâ, in this regard, enumerates several views sorne of which he

" F. Razî, al-Mabàhith al-Mashriqiyah (Beirut: Dâr al-Kitâb al-'Arabi, 1990), pp. 45l)·3.

" Mullâ ~adrâ, A.fàr, 113, p. 278.

" Sabzavârî has paid attenlion 10 this poinl in his eommenlary on Mulhi ~adrâ's Asfâr, 113, p.278.

,,' Asfàr, Ill, p.116; part 3, pp. 286,297,354; Mafà/ih al-Ghaib, p. 108. II eould he menlioned here,lhal
the propositions which arc ofTered as lhe definilions of knowledge arc nOllogically lhe definilions of
knowledge, for il has been ciled Ihat, on Ihe one hand, Ihe logieal definilion eonsisls of gcnus and
species and, on Ihe olher hand, there is no genus and species for lhe nalure of "knowlcdge." Henee,
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accepts after necessary modifications, while criticizing and rejecting others. He then

formulates and demonstrates his own view?S

One view, which is atlributed to the Peripatetics by Suhrawardî, defines

knowledge, particularly intellectual knowledge, in terms of abstraction or separation from

malter. Abstraction here is taken as something negative. Mullâ ~adrâ, following

Suhrawardî, rejects this kind ofdefinition. 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 know!edge"; that is why it

requires a proof to show that ail know!edge indudes abstraction?6

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

knowledge is considered as an acquired form, being a mediator between subject (knower)

and object (known). In ana!yzing this definition, Mullâ $adrâ mentions severa! objections

against this view. It is obvious that this is not true of se!f-knowledge (al- 'ilm bi-dhâl), for

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

these propositions seem 10 be merely as sharh-ui-islll; or, as Mullâ ~adrâ mentions, Ihese arc
propounded as Ihe admonitions and explanations implying c1arily and plainness. Asfâr, 113, p. 278.

'5 ;Isfâr. 113, pp. 278-99; Mafâlih al·Ghaih, (Tehran: Mu'ssasa Mulâli'âl wa Tahqiqât-i Farhangi,
198~)/I'P. 108-110. Sec also F. Rahman, The Philosophy ofMullâ SOIlrâ, pp. 210-220.

,. A.ifâr, 1/3, pp. 286,289. For Suhrawardi's objectioilto this definition sec: flikmal al-lshrâq, p.15!. Ali
references here, for Suhrawardi's works such as Hikmal al-Ishrâq, al·7'alvihâl, al·Mashâri' lVa al
Mutârihât, and al·MuqâlVilllât arc to the collection under the title of Opera lIIelaphysica ellllystica,
vol. 1& Il, cd. Henricus Corbin (Istanbul: Maarif Matbaasi, 1945, 1954).
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into oneself. The second objection to this view is that the imprinting of lbrms in maller

does not become knowledge for material bodies?7

Suhrawardl, 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 (lIIithâl).2" Mullii ~adrii a1so, in some cases, confirms this kind of ij"scription of

knowledge where he asserts that;

Knowlcdge is the prcsencc of thc l'omIs before the inteliect (al- ·a'l/).2"

What we understand from these two statements cited by either Suhrawardl, who

defines knowledge as a kind of being manifest (al-:;lIluir), or Mullii Sadrii, who identifies

knowledge as a kind ofexistence (a/-wlljlÎd), is that, on the one hand, the reality of known

object (ma '/lÎm), in sorne 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 Mullâ ~adrâ aflirms that every kind of

knowledge refers to knowledge by presence should be elucidated.3ll

Suhrawardl, denying ail peripatetic definitions, propounds his O'Nn definition of

knowledge. He seeks to translate the phenornenon of cognition into the terrninology of

" Asfàr, 113, pp. 288-9.

2lI Suhrawardi, flikmal al-Ishràq, p. Ill. Elsewhere, he remarks Ihat: "perception (iclrâk) occurs when the
idea or form (mi/hà/) of the reality (haqiqa) of the thing is obtained by Ihe person, i.e., iu the knowing
subject." flikmal al-Ishràq, p. 15 [trans. H. Ziai, KnolVleclge ancll//wllination (Atlanta, Ga.: SchoJars
Press, 1990), p. 1401.

Z9 Mullâ ~adrâ, Risâla al-TasalVlVllr wa al-Tascliq led. in al,lalVhar al-Naclicl (Qum: Inlishâriit-i Bidlir,
1984) p. 307.Ji.JI Jl<. .t;t."J1 J...... J"":'" ù<- 'J~rWl.:;I

JO 1shall allemptto examine his proposilions in the following chapter.
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light. In his dcfinition, he uses two technical terms: a/-mir (light) and a/-:;Ilhtir (appearance

or bcing manifest).31 He asserts that a/-mir (light) is manifest ta itself and makes other

things manifest (al-mir ;âhirull /i-dhâlih wa nJll;hirtm /i-ghairih).32 He depicts the

categories of Iight as that which is light for itself, and that which is light for something

cise. The Iight which is Iight for itself appears for itself, and it knows itself directly. ln

sum, the immaterial light knows itself directly, because of the nature of light, and knows

the other things through an illuminative relation (al-ùjâfah al-ishrâqiyah). 33 Vision,

according to him, happens simply by the presence of a lighted object before a health:v eye

and, therefore, it happens by an intuitive illumination for the soul (ishrâq-Illl burjûrÎ-llflli-

Mullâ $adrâ critically treats Suhrawardrs definition of knowledge, confirming

sorne part ofhis 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 Suhrawardî's idea, in this part, refers to Mullâ ~adrâ's own

II The term manifcsl as a translation for the tcchnical lcrm zâhlr has been uscd by sorne contemporary
wnters Iikc J. Walbridgc in The .S'clance ofMystic Llght (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1992).

12 Opera Il, Hikmat al-lslmiq, p.113 .•~ ~.J ~,j} ~u:. J.,il\

33 Ibid., pp. 106-8,117.

loi Ibid., pp. 97-100; nl-Mutiirihât, p. 486. ln this regard, Ziai concludes as following: "For Suhrawardi,
one docs not procced to know n thing by analyzing il, t::~t by having an intuilive grasp of its total
reality and then analyzing the intuition. Il Knowledge ancÙi!lIminnlion (Allanta, Ga.: Scholars Press,
19l)O), p. 130. \}
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selected view, which implies the fact that knowledge is existence (al- 'illll h//II'<I al-

. -1) '5II'/lj/ll :

Regarding the other part of Suhrawardî's theory, Mullà ~adrà rejects Suhrawardrs

idea through both destructive answer (al:iall'âh al-lla'l(1i) and constructive answer (al-

jml'âh al-~lam). He declares that the connection (which Suhrawardi posited between the

act of vision and an externally subsisting material torm) cannot be, sinee 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 vision, in their theory) is impossible except 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 objeet

of vision), the relation would not be one of illuminative knowledge, but rather a nmterial

and spatial one, since ail the activities of material powers and everything which they

undergo must be in a spatial location.36

Besides, it is not true that those material things which are, according to

Suhrawardi, pure darkness (al-ghml'âsiq), can be known by direct illuminational

awareness, Iike pure body and pure quantity; whereas we believe that, Mullà ~adrà 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

35 A:ifàr, 1I3, p.29 1.

,36 Mullâ ~adrâ, Ta'/iqà/ on Sharh Hiklllal al-/.I'hràq (Tehran: Chap-i Sangi, 1913), pp. 270-274; al
~lr.l'hiya, p. 237 [trans. by J. W. Morris, The Wi.l't/olll of 11.e 'l'llrone (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.37 With

respect to this objection he affirms;

For it has been provcn that this mode of shadowy and material being is veiled from
itsclf by ilsclf. So with regard to this (material) mode (of being), lhe presence (of a
material thing) is preeiscly the same as its absence from itself; its coherencc is thc
same as ils separability; ils unity is thc same as ils potential multiplicity; and its
conjunction is the same as divisibility. 3H

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

perception and have being in consciousness.,,39

Mullâ ~adrâ, examining and criticizing the other definitions, both Peripatetics and

iIIuminatives, propounds his own definition of knowledge:

Knowlcdge is neither a privation like abstraction from matter, nor a relation but being
(II'/ljlid). (it is) not every being but that which is an actual being (bil-fi 'f), not
potential (bil-q/lll'lVah). (It is) not even overy actual being, but a pure being (w/ljlidan
khâli.~an), unmixed with non-being (al- 'adam). To Ùle extent that it beeomes free
from an admixture of non-being, ils intensity as knowledge inereases:'"

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

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

J7 ..Is}al", 1/3, pp. 291-2; Ta '/iqâl on Shal"h flikll/al al-Ishrâq, pp. 268-274; 01- ~4l"shiyah, p. 225.

'" al- 'Al"sh(vah. p. 225 (trans. by J. W. Morris, The Wisdoll/ of The Throne (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1981) pp. 107-8).

JO Ibid.. p. 237. Morris here declares that, "~adra's primary concern here is to elarify the ~nlological

implication of Suhrawardi's theory with regard ta the truc nature of soul; he docs not c1ailJi' to outline
an adeqnate alternative account of vision (or any other sense) on the level of physieal or psychological
theol)'... (P. 136, n. 83). However, it might be said that, although Mullâ $adrâ here does not offcr the
alternative theory of vision, he demonstrates his own account in several places of his works. Wc shall

,examine MlIlhi Sadrâ 's theory, as weil as his criticizing SlIhrawardi's doctrine, in the following
chapter.

.'0 A.y/al", 1/3, p. 297 Ilrans. by F. Rahman in The Philosophy ofMllllâ Sadrâ (Albany: SUNY Press, 1975),
p.2131·
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him, is pure existence and free from matter. Mullâ $adrâ, theretbrc, hns bnscd his thcory

of knowledge on two prime bases: one of them is a very ti.mdamcntal principle of his

philosophical system, the principiality of existence (a.~·àlat al-lI'l~ilÏd). On this point, thcrc

is a deep gap between Suhrawardjls iIIuminative system and Mullà $ndrinn philosophy.

Suhrawardi is the most relentless critie of the doctrine of the reality of existence and the

pioneer orthe doctrine that essence is the sole reality and existence a mcntnl abstraction:H

For Suhrawardi, according to Mullâ $adrâ's interpretation. essence or quiddity

(al-mâhiyah) is principial (a$iI) and, therefore, existence (al-Wl!itid) cannot be regardcd as

a real attribute of essence. Because ifexistence were realized in a detcnnincd (l'calm), then

it would be existent and would also have existence. hs existence wouId have existence and

so on ad infinitum (in a vicious regress).42 Mullâ $adrâ, answering the objections raiscd by

Suhrawardi, demonstrates the principiality of existence. For Mullâ ~adrâ. existence is the

corner stone of both his philosophical system (al-bikmah a/-muta 'â/iyah) and

epistemological theory.43 According to him the nature of knowledge does not pertain to

quiddity (al-mâhiyah), which has "never inhaled the perfume ofreal existence at all.",'·1 He

41 F. Rnhman, The Philosophy o/J'vlullô Sadrâ (Albany: SUNY Press, 1975), p. 32.

·12 For Mullâ ~adrâ's interpretation of Suhrawardî's concept see: As/ar, fil. pp. 38-45; 'l'a '/iqtit on Sltarlt
f1ikmat al-Jshrôq, pp. 182-192; al-Mashci'ir, trnns. and cd. P. Morewedge (New York: SSIPS, 1992),
pp. 22-33. For Suhrawardî's own idea sec; Opera II, ffikmat al-Jsltrtiq, pp. 64-6; Opera J, al-'l'alwiluit,
pp. 22-3.

·13 Mullâ $adr.ï, in his major work, has devoted four chapters la the discussion of the principiality of
existence. He mentions sorne views, their objections, and nnswers one by one. Finally, he demonslmles
his own doctrine by severai arguments. As/cir, Ill, pp. 38-74.

4·1 Mullâ ~adrâ, al-Mashci 'ir, trans. and cd. P. Morewedge (New York; SSfPS. 1992), p,43.
~, J.,...)1 WI.J~ L...;D ~tll ~}.;pl.JluA ~WJ .

/~'I
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insists on the fact that the nature of knowledge is a form of "existence" (naJ;nwlI1 min a/-

The second prime basis in Mullâ Sadrian theOl-Y of knowledge is immateriality of

knowledge (Iqjarrud al- 'i/m). This is a view acceptable to both Suhrawardi, who detines

knowledge through his terminology of Iight, and Mullà ~adrâ, who has recourse to the

prime principle of his philosophy (a.râ/al a/-wlljûd). In the foHowing chapter, 1 shaH

attempt to pursue the problem of immatetiality of knowledge, concentrating upon

Suhrawardian and Mullà ~adtian arguments.

MulIâ $adrâ, using these two principles, has offered a umque 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 Mullâ $adrâ has based his

theory of knowledge on the reality of existence, rather than on a concept of something

which is itself absent trom the mind. Hence, according to him, direct, intuitive experience

is the only way to know the reality ofknowledge. 46

It might be said, however, that this kind of detinition is, at least at tirst glance, both

too vague and too broad, because, on the one hand, any sort of definition or description

should include ail kinds of hs sub-divisions. On the other hand, the detinition, even

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

·15 Sec above, n. 16.

·Iti al~Masltâ'il', pp. 30.43,63. Although the sarne theory had a background in the iIIuminativc doctrine of
Suhrawardi. .

/,
"".(
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the correctness and completeness of Mullà ~adrà's analysis of the detinition of knowledge.

the next step would be ta contirm the tàct as to which kind of quiddity (a/-III<l1I(m1l) we

can abstract from the existence of knowledge, at least some kill(\ of knowledge. For this

kind of existence is contingent (1II/llIIkill), and evel)' contingent, as it is demonstrnted hy

philosophers, is a combined pair (k/lll/l 111/1111killill :I1l':i/l1l larkihi) from quiddity und

existence.47 To answer this question there are diverse ideas whether its lJuiddity is quulity

(a/-kaiftya), or relation (a/-i~/àfa), or re!ational quality (a/-kaml'a :<11 a/-i(/II/<I), or

something else.4"

In comparing the definition of our two sages, specially on knowledge by presence,

it might be remarked that Mullâ ~adrâ reached much the same rationalist and intuitive

conclusion as Suhrawardî, although by a very diftèrent route. The technical term, mnnilèst

(:;à1lir), is the corner stone of Suhrawardi's detinition while tbr Mullâ ~adrâ, the realily of

existence is the sole reality of knowledge. In sum, regarding these two ontological-

intuitive definitions, one might conclude the following formula demonstrating a synlhesis

of Sadrîan-Suhrawardîan theory:

Existence (W1YIÎd) = Presence (/JluflÎr) = Manifestation (:;/lluir)

However, it is clear that both Suhrawardî and Mullâ ~adrâ have developed thcir

idea of knowledge on the basis of intuitive experience.

r,

4' MulllÎ ~adrâ, al-Masl"j'ir, p. 12.'-""JJ..,t...:....r.Py [Jj if... JS

.," Ibn Sînâ (d. 428/1037) somewherc dcscribcs knowlcdgc as rclalional quality, and clscwhcre, Ils

spiritual quality or simple relation. al-Ishârâl, vol. 2, pp. 319-24, 334-62; vol. 4, pp. 710-16.
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ln our discussion so far, eXilmining ditferent views about the definition of

knowledge, it has become c1ear that, in apprr,aching the definition of knowledge, several

aspects should be considered. Knowledge is a kind of existence (lIa~lIl'lIlI lIIill al-II'IYlÎdj,

as Mullâ Sadrâ remarks; and manifestation or appearance (:;lIllIil") is a prime character of

this kind of existcnce, 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

specifie characters, e.g., it is pure existence in "self-knowledge" ('illII al-llhât bi-al-dhât)

but, in somc cases, such quiddities as quality, relation, or relational quality have been

abstracted l'rom its existence. Thcrefore, it is plausible to conclude that, in their definitions

of knowledge, Muslim thinkers, each in his turn, indicate sorne aspects of knowledge,

ignoring or considering the other aspects. But in a complete definition we should, as

mentioned belbre, bear in mind ail aspects.



CHAPTER. 2

The Division of Knowledge

al-'ilm al-husûlî & al-'ilm al-hudûrî

----..----

In the analysis of the theory of knowledge, the tenns "slIbjcct" and "abject" have
,.

the primary role, regarding the process of knowledge. The term "slIbjecl" indicatcs the

rnind (or any other substituting term) that fulfills the act of knowlcdge through knowing

something, white the term "object" refers to the thing known by that subjccl. The abject

therefore has a share, together with the subject, in the construction of the <lct 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 "objecl"),

sorne epistemological problems such as justification and correspondence will arise.

Moreover, sorne division of knowledge Iike its division into al- 'ilm al-Iw"tiri and ,,1- 'illll

a/-hllsti/i pertains ta this dualism as weIl.

Muslim thinkers have divided knowledge (al- 'i/m) into several divisions,

considering ontological perspectives and epistemological aspects, 1 ln this regard, Mullâ

1 For instance, SabJ'.avâri mentions sevcral divisio;s of knowledgc such as: "Knowlcdgc is cithcr IlIIslili
(cmpirical) or huclûrÎ (intuitive); and it is either 11Iufracl (scparativc) or murakkab (collective); and il is
cilhcr fi 'Ii (aclivc) or infi 'tili (passive). The Me/aphysics ofSabzavari, lrans. and cds. M. Mohaghcgh
and T. I:t.utsu (New York: earavan Books, 1977). pp. 212-13.
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~adrâ, in his master work Asfâr, has allocated several chapters to the discussion of

knowledge's divisions.2 Nevertheless, he declares that al- 'Um (knowledge) could not be

the object of divisions, for, he argues, knowledge is a kind of wujûd (existence), and

wl!Îlid is not genus (al:iills) nor species (al-.ra,~/) by means of which a thing is to be

logically divided. Therefore, ail kinds of divisions which have been cited by philosophers

refer in reality to the "known" (al-ma 'Iûm), not to "knowledge" itself. He adds that the

"known" is united with the "knowledge" in the same way as "quiddity" is united with

Hcxistence. ",;\

Sometimes Mullâ ~adrâ divides knowledge into al- 'Um al-b/l:]ûlî (fonna!,

empirical, or conceptual knowledge)4 and al- 'il1II al-b/lrjûl'Î (knowledge by presence or

intuitive knowledge). s This classification was elaborated before Mullâ ~adrâ by

Suhrawardî and Mîr Dâmâd among others. This terminology was also used by the Sûfis

along with the teons kas'l1f and wijdâll (intuition and inspiration)."

At other times, Mullâ Sadrâ, following the Peripatetic system, classifies knowledge

as al-bissÎ (sensory), al-khayâli (imaginary), al-wahmÎ (apprehension), and al- 'aqli

2 A:1ril'. l, 3, pp. 382-4, SOO-SO?

3 Ibid.. p. 382.

., ln lhe following pages. 1shall allemplto c1arify lh.;icchnicallerm al- 'ibl/ al-hl/sûli.
-:..

5 A:1ril', III. pp. 272-86, 309; /lisrila al-lasawwul' wa al-Iasdiq, p. 30?

6 H.A.Gharr.1r Khan, "Shâh Wali Allâh: on the nature, origin, definilion, and c1assificalion of
knolvledge," Joul'Ilal ollslamie SII/dies, vol. 3, no. 2 (1992), Oxford, pp. 210-1 I.
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(intellectual). The term used in this classification is idrâk (perception),? which is more or

less taken synonymously with 'Um or ma'rira (knowledge), in Mullà ~adrà's

epistemological system.H This classification could be found in the works of the larmer

philosophers. For instance, Ibn Sînà, c10sely followed in this by TûsÎ, Ims divided al-idnik

(perception) into above-mentioned taur kinds, i.e., al-bissi, al-khayâ/i, al-lI'<1luui and ,,1-

'aqli.9 Ibn Sînà also considers two kinds of perception: direct and indirect perception,lIl

which we will, in our language, consider as al- 'ilm al-bu~ItÎri and al- 'iltu al-~III.).,i1i in the

following pages. The division of knowledge into "al- 'Um al-huslÎ/i" (conceptunl or

empirical knowledge) and "al- 'Um al-bll<.IlÎri" (knowledge by presence or intuitive

knowledge) will be examined here, taking into account both the Suhrawnrdinn and ~adrian

consideration of the issue.

1. AI·'i1m al-l:lU!?ûlî

AI- 'Um al-bwflïlill has been defined as "the knowledge which cornes through the

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

, This term is a1so used in Suhrawardian epistemological language. Ziai alleges lhat lhe term idrtik as
used by Suhrawardi is like a genus Ihal covers a number of species. such as 'i/m, ma'rijil, hi."', clc.
KnoIV/edge amll/ll/mination (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1990), p. 141 (noIe no. 1).

• Asftir, 113, pp. 293,382-3. Idrtik has been dividcd into several divisions in recellt Pcrsian philosophy for
which sec: A. M. Mishkât al-Dinî, Tahqiq dar /faqiqat-i 'Um (Tehran: Châpkhân-i D;inishgâh-i Tehran,
1965), pp. 2ff.

9 Ibn Sînâ, al-Ishârâl IVa al-1'anbihâl (Tehran: Matba'a Heidarî, 1958), vol. 2, al·namal3, pp. 343-7.

10 Ibid., pp. 334-342.

Il AI- 'Um al-hl/sûli can be translatcd as sensory, empirical, conceptual, formative, and a posleriori
knowlcdge. It is callcd empiricalor observational bccause observation and practical experience are its
prerequisites. It is callcd formative becausc the form of the known abject is the central point where the
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knower.'''2 According to this definition, the knower, in this kind of knowledge, becomes

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- '/Im al-IJ/I'FiIi, while the knowledge of the external reality

is accidentai or hi!- 'arat!. "

Il is not historically evident who, for the first time in the Muslim world, employed

the word "al- 'ilm al-(m.)"/ili" as a technical term for such a kind of knowledge that would

be obtained through a form or concept. However, sorne related words such as al-(lI/!1/il

(occurrence) and al-iklisâh (acquisition) could be found in the logical and philosophical

texts of earlier Muslim thinkers, where they are defining "knowledge" (al- 'ilrll) or

"perception" (al_/drâk).14 By using these words, they attempted to define a kind of

:letivity of lhe perception beeomes knowledge, And il is ealled a posteriori because knowledge in this
C:lse comes aner the experience and observation. S. J. Sa.üadi, Farhang-i 'U!ûm-i 'Aqli (Tehran:
Kitftbkh:ini Ibn Sin:i. 1962). p.173. It is also translaled as knowledge by correspondence, M. Ha'iri,
preferring this translation. remarks: "In almosl ail versions of Islamic philosophy, from Avicenna down
10 Sadr al-Din Shirazi, the notion of "correspondence" is laken as the prime condition of lhis kind of
knowledge." 11,. Prineiples of Epislemology in lslamie Philosophy (Albany: SONY Press, 1992), p.
198. However, il seems 10 me lhat "correspondenee" is merely one aspeet of al- 'ilm al-huslili whieh does
nol accurately indicate the nature of thal. Thus 1 think thal, for some rcasons 1 shall explain in the
following pages. the English term "conceptual knowledge" is more precisely tantamountto the term "al
';11" ol-Imsûli."

12 More or less, we can lind this delinition in the following texts: Ibn Sinâ, al-I,I·hârât., vol. 2, p. 334; al
·I.'a·liqâl (Qum: Markaz-i al-Nashr, 1984), pp. 79,82; Bahmanyâr, al-Tahsil (Tehran: Dânishgâh-i
Tehran, 1961), pp. 493-8, 745; F. Râzi, al-Mabâlzith al-Mashrlqiya, vol. l, pp. 439, 450; Suhrawardî,
f1ikmal al-Ishràq, p. 15; Tûsî, Sharh-I Mas'alal al-'lIm, pp. 26,28; Mullâ Sadrâ, Risàla al-Tasawwur wa
al-Ttlscliq. pp. 307-8; Sab1.1v:iri, Asràr al-I-Iikam (Tehran: Kitibfurushi-i Islâmiya, 1959), p, 61; S. J.
Sa.üadi, Farhang-i 'UMm-i '.'l'Iii (Tehran: Kitâbkhâni Ibn Sin;', 1962), p. 173.

" For more detail see: M. Ha'iri Yazdi, The prineiples of Epistemology in lslamie Philosophy (New
York: SUNY Press, 1992), pp. 47-56,

H Sec above, n. J2.
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knowledge which was described as "al- 'ilm al-llus/i1i" in the language of the later thinkers

like Mullà ~adrà, Sabzavàn, and Tabà!abà"i. Mullà ~adrà, in several places of his works,

has employed the term "al- 'i!m al-~III.YIÎIi" for a kind of knowledge which is nbtainable

through a formai or conceptual mediator. is Therefore, it seems plausibly acceptable that

the occurrence or acquisition (~III.)'1Î1 or iktisâh) of a form or a concept is a key principle of

the definition of this kind of knowledge (viz., al- 'Um al-~III.~·IÎIi). Consequently, thllnks tn

this kind of knowledge, the subject (al- 'âlim) knows the object (al-ma 'Mm) through a

form (.~1Îra, milllâl) or a concept (majJuÎm).16

AI- 'Um al-bu~'/Î/i is limited to the perpetually changing lbrm of the object. l3esides,

the knowledge which is obtained through the form, because of the ontological sepaTlltioll

between form and its reality, can be either true or untrue knowledge. Aiso this knowledge

is encompassed by the mind of the knower which is colored with the colOT of possibilities

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. Ils 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

15 Mullâ ~adrâ, Asfâr, 1/3, p. 382; Mafâlih al-Ghaih, p. 109; Risâla al-Ta.~·aWl\'lIr l\'aal-'l(I.~'''iq, pp. 3l!7-8

16 Due ta the above remarks il scems ta me that the English tcrm "conceplual or mcdiatcd knowlcdgc"
would preferably he an appropriate equivalent for the tcchnical term "al- 'i1l11al-ll/Islili."



35

subjective abject) with the external abject is required in any actual knowledge.

Consequcntly, the relation of knowing with the two objects is entirely ditTerent. J7

Suhrawardî states, following Ibn Sînâ, that 'perception' (idl'ôk), as the most

general act of knowing an 'absent thing' (al-shay' al-ghô'ih), occurs when the idea

(mitlui!) of the rcality (haqiqa) of the thing is obtained by the person, i.e., in the knowing

subjcct. III According to him, to know an absent object means that the subject obtains the

idea 'mithâl' of the reality or haqiqa of the object. This proposition could be considered

as a definition of al- 'i!m al-blt,pil~ which occurs only, in Suhrawardî's view, for absent

objects. This kind of definition of knowing an external entity which is absent from the

subjcct, however, could be found in the peripatetic works. 19 In this regard, Ibn Sînâ

defines the act of perception as following:

Pcrcciving a thing means that ils quiddity (haqîqa) is rcpresentcd (mutamaththila) ta
the pcrceiver [andl monitored by the [organl through which he perccives.:'.o

Considering this kind of knowledge, Suhrawardî states that there must he 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

17 ln this regard M. Ha'irî states: "The relation of knowing or percciving, however, with regard ta the
objective abject (i.e.. external abject) is accidentai (hi-al- 'orod) and with regard to the subjective abject
(i.e.. mental objeet). essential (bi-al.clluit). M.Ha' iri, The princip/es of Epis{em%gy in Is/amic
Phi/osophy (New York: SUNY Press, (992), p. 32. The parenlheses and italics arc mine.

I~ Suhrawardi, llikmal a/-Isllrâq, p. IS.

19 Ibn Sinfi. a/-Ishâl·âl., vol. 2, o/-lIolllal 3, pp. 334-342.

~o Ibid., p. 334 (lrans. by A. AI-Ornibi in Shi'; Renaissance, Ph.D. thesis, McGiII University, (992).
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thing as-it-is has been obtained.21 This means that to obtain this kind of knowledge (al-

'Um al-bll,vûlî), a kind of correspondence has to be established between the perception in

the subject (Le. the 'idea') and the object, which is not the case of knowledge by presence

(al- 'Um l/I-bll~//Îri). Suhrawardî's view of intuitive knowledge indicates that the subjeet 's

immediate experience of the "presence" of the object determines the validity of knowledge

itself; therefore, in knowledge by presence (al- 'ilm C11-~I/I'/liri), there is no absence

between subjectand object.22

Mullâ Sadrâ, following the traditional doctrines, namely. Peripatetic and

iIIuminationa! views, primarily divides knowledge, as 1 mentioned above, into al- 'ilm al-

b/~'liIi and al- 'Um al-bIl4ltiri. He indicates that, in al- 'Um al-bll.YliIi, the reality of the

external object of knowledge is absent l'rom the subject and, in its place, a mental existent

is at the presence of the subject, known by it directll' . Then he states that the mental

existence (al-ll'lIjtid ai-dhilllli) of the direct object is thoroughly corresponding with the

externat existence (al-ll'lIjûd al-khâriji) of the "absent" object. There isn't any essential

difference between these two kinds of something's existence. The only dillèrence is that

one existenceis mental, and the other is external.24

21 Suhrawardi, flikmal al-Ishrôq, p. 15.

2' Ibid., pp. 111-116.

" Mullâ $adrâ, As/ôr, 113, pp. 280-84, 298.

'·1 The division of existence into mental existence (al-lVlIjûd al-dllilmi) and external existence (al-lVlljûcl
al-khôriji) has been discussed in several philosophical and theological works so filr. Mnllii Sadrâ
earmarks one part of the tirsl book of his As/ôr (about 64 pages) 10 the discussion of mcntal existence
(al-lVlljûcl al-c1hihni) and its onlological and epistemological characters. As/ôr, III, pp. 263-326.
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As wc have seen, both Suhrawardî and MuHâ ~adrâ declare that, in this kind of

knowledge (al- 'illll al-illl.YIÎIi), 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 1could find, the problem that, in the light of their epistemological system, how they

can praye the conformity of a mental form with its external existence. The thesis 1 am

plltting forward is that althollgh they strenllollsly corroborate the necessity of this

conformity in truc knowledge, the pracess of adjllstment between our mind, as the subject

of knowledge, and the external world, as the object of knowledge, has not plausibly been

demonstrated by them.

Mu\lâ ~adrâ's view is that al- 'UIII al-illl,Y/Îli also refers ultimately to al- 'Um al-

i!11I!/Îri. 25 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 shaH be seen in the fo\lowing pages.

Il. AI-'i1m al-hudûrî. ,

The concept of al- 'illll al-i!I1(!/Îri may be found in Plato's idealistic theory of

knowledge but is not clearly stated by him. In Aristotle's epagoge 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, intraduced the two

25 Ibid., pp. 297.99. MaJàtïh al-Ghaib (Tehran: Muassasa Mutâli'âl wa Tahqiqât-i Farhangi, 1984), p.
109; al- :-II',vl1(l'a, p. 32.

1·
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distinct functions of the nous, namely intuitive and discursive.'" Among the l\1uslim

philosophers Fàrâbl and Ibn Slnà took over this Neoplatonic idea of intuition virtuallv

intact. But Suhrawardl gave it a new interpretation in the light of his llUllOUS doelrine of

light." In hi~ system, this bll(llir (presence or intuition) became :;lIfllir or ishrâ'l

(manifestation or illumination).'N

Qu!b al-Dln Shlràzl (d.71 0- 1311),'. commenting on Suhrawardl's remarks on the

division of knowledge into conception and assent (al-la,l'all'\I'lIr \l'a al-Ia.~dt'l), asserts tlmt

this division applies to formai knowledge, not to intuitive knowledge, which occurs by the

simple presence of the known to the knower. This is the kind of knowledge we have of 1he

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 Shîrâzl, in this

statement, doesn't give us any argument tbr the knowledge by presence, he corroborates

'6 F. E. Pelers, Greek i'hi/osophieal Tenus (New York: New York University Press. 1%7). p. 127.

" According to sorne ofSufis' idca, namely Shâh Wali AII,ih's.the nolion of al-'i/m al-hlldlil'; is slighlly
differenl from thal of Suhrawardi. This understanding is lhal "il is a direclJàyd (emanalion) from al
Rahmein, nol from the person who is receiving intuition or i1hnnination. According to him. the Gnoslic
is in a passive slate. Il is al-llahmein who induces intuitive knowledge in lhe heart of the myslic in an
indescribable way." H. A. Ghaffar Khan, "Shâh Wali AII,ih.," .1olll'l/al nflvlamie SllIdies. 3:2 (1992), p.
211.

'" S. J. Sajjadi, op. cil. t70.

,. Qu\b al-Din Shirâzi was one of lhe pupils of Nasir al-Din Tûsi, and one of the filmons aslronomers and
philosophers.. In lhe field of Peripaletic philosophy, he lefl a remarkable work, wrillen in Persian,
entilled Dlll'l'at al-Teij. He was one oflhe popular expositors of Suhrawardi's iIIuminalionist philosophy.
ln his commentary on Suhrawardi's Hikma/ al-Ishl'eiq, Qutb al-Din Shirâzi explains and elncidales the
whole idca of lhe iIIuminative syslem.

30 Q. Shirâzi, Sharh Hikmal al-Ishl'eiq 'Commentary on The Philosophy of IIInminalion' .. (Tehrân: Châp-i
Sangi, 1913) pp. 38-39.
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the rcalily of this kind of knowledge, as weil as its several sorts, in the view of

iIIuminationist philosophy.

One can say that the theory of "knowledge by presence" distinguishes

illumination!st cpistcmology in genera!, and Sadrian doctrine in particular, l'rom the

Peripatetic thcOI"y of knowlcdge. This distinction is obvious in severa! fields of their

cpistemological system- e.g., in the definition and division of knowledge, and in the theory

of Nccessary Existent's knowledge.

Suhrawardi, criticizing the Peripatetic theory, demonstrates a special mode of

perception which, being called 'seeing' or 'vision' (mllshâhada), emphasizes intuitive

knowledge. In this kind of perception, the subject has an immcdiate grasp of the abject

without the mediation ora predicate.31

Suhrawardi, holding the view that the knowledge of any absent thing occurs when

the idea (milhâl) of the reality (IJaqiqa) of the thing is obtained by the person, i.e., in the

knowing subject,32 maintains that there is another kind of knowledge by means of which

the essences of things (things as they are) are obtained. This kind of knowledge is

validated by the experience of the 'presence' (al-(ulf;hir) orthe abject. This proposition, as

Qu~b al-Din ShÎrâzÎ argues, signifies 'knowledge based on illumination and presence' (al-

'ilm al-ishrâqi al-~1t"!IÎ,.i), by means of which an 'illuminationist relation' (al-iç/âfa al-

J,

1/

31 H. Ziai, Knowl(!{{~(! And Illumination (Atlanta, Ga.: Scho1ars Press, t990), p. 135.

J~ SuhrawlIrdi. Ilikmal al./shrâq, p. 15.

-,
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ishrâq~Jla) is eSlablisheâ between the subject and the object, resulting in knowkdge of

essence:" Il does not require a conception of the object; it is non-predicative, lInd il is

based on the relation between the 'present' object and the knowing subject. Suhrawurdi

holds that this method is tlte most valid way to knowledge:"

Qutb al-Din Shîrâzî, thereafier, remarks the examples of this kiml of knowledge us

the tbllowing; knowledge of God ('i!lll al-Hâri), knowledge of incorporeal separate

entities ('11111 ai-III/!iarradât al-lIIl1fâraqa), and knowledge of oneself (al- 'illII hi-

mifllsillâ).'S Suhrawardî, moreover, maintains thatthe process of 'seeing' or 'vision' (al-

ih~'âr) also occurs through an 'illuminationist relation' (al-hM!a ai-isill'âqiya) in which the

subject has an immediate grasp of the object witllout the mediation of a predicate.

Therefore, the external objects are atthe presence of the knowing subject.'C.

Mullâ ~adrâ also demonstrates, in addition to "al- 'i/III <l1-~1II.yûli," another kind of

knowledge, al- 'ilm al-IJlII:fûri, in which the existence of a thing becomes united with the

JJ QUlb al.Din Shîrâzî, Sharh., p. 39.

J., In this regard, Ziai, lhe author of knowledge and II/lIl1linalioll, asserls :\Ild esplains Ihe idea of
Suhrawardî, as weil as Shîrâzi-the commentator of Iliklllai al-Ishrâq. Unforlunalely, he doesn'I c1arify
the main dilference between the knowledge which is oblained Ihrongh an 'idea' (lIlilhol) and Ihe
knowledge which is obtained by presence. Il is c1car Ihat, according 10 Suhrawardi, the lechnical lenns
sueh as 'presence' (al-hlldûr), 'illuminationist relation' (al·idâfa al·ishrâq(va). and 'knowlcdge based
on illumination and presence' (al· 'i/111 al.i.l'hrâqi al-hlldtiri) refer only to Ihe laller. The conllnenlalor,
QUlb al·Din Shîrâ,j ·in his Sharh, p. 39- esplicitly elucidates the distinction belw~en Ihese Iwo kinds of
knoll'Iedge, wilh regard to the view point of Suhrawardi. On this poinl sec: H. Ziai. KUOIvh,d!(e allll
lIIulIlinalicm (Atlanla, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1990), pp. 140-3.

JS Q. Shîrâzî, Sharh., p. 38.u...il4l1Jc. J oÜ}i.J1 ,;:,I,y,..J1 ri" J.)Lü <$)l;Io,JoS

." ln lIiku;~(al-/.I'hrâq, pp. 97-103, SlIhrawardî mentions several viewpoinls and rejecls ail one by one.
i! Iherealler>Üe esplains his OWli 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-

makcs sense.n

Mullâ Sadrâ, likc Suhrawardi, begins his argumentation on knowledge by presence

trom "sclf-knowlcdgc" (al- 'ilm hi-dhâl). He holds that the self knows itself in the manner

of knowledgc by presence, which is existentially identical with the very being of the self

ilself Thcn he demonslratcs 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." 1'0 understand this

Sadrian notion better, it will be useful to have a glance at the elements ofhis description of

knowledge by presence.

[n his discussion of mental existence (al-wllj/id al-dhilllli), Mullâ ~adrâ

demonstrates the idea that the object known, in any case, will be an immaterial existence

presented before the sou[, whethf'f the perceived object is a sensitive entity or an

intellectual one. Although the external object is the ohject known in al- 'ilm al-I:m.yûli, it is

J7 Mullâ ~adr:i uolably has a discussion aboul the issue. "illi~âd 0/- 'aq/ wa 0/- 'àqil 11'0 a/-ilia 'qlÏf'.
Haviug remarked and evalUaled several notions, he finally demonstrates histhcory of uuification (0/
illihM). lu this regard sec: Asfàr, 1/3, pp. 312-44; F. R.1hman, ne l'hilosophy ofMullà SOl/rà (Albany:
SUNY Press. 1976), p. 239.

" Mull:i ~adr:i, Mafâti(1 a/-Ghaih (Tchran: Muassasa Mutâli'âl wa Tahqiqâl-i Farhangi, 1984), pp. 108
110.
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an internai existence which is ultimately pcrccivcd by thc soul. Conscqucntly, ail kinds of

knowledge (or perception) refer to knowlcdgc by prcscncc,J" Hc argues as follows:

ln realit)'. ail that man concci\'cs or pcrcci\'cs-whcthcr throllgh intclkction or
sensation. and whcthcr in this worlct or in the other world-arc Ilot things scparatc
Irom his esscnce and dilTcrent trOln his ipscit)' (that is. his illlli\'idnai heing '1Ill!
substance). That which he <'.\·xt'l1/iall.l' percci\'cs is only cxisting, in his csscncc. Illlt in

1. l '"SOlllct uug c sc.

The same doctrinc has been accepted by his lollowers such as Tabtitab:1ï.'11

Having stated the division of knowledge into al- 'illII al-lllldûI'i and al- 'illII al-IIII,~'liIi,

Tabâtabâ'1 remarks that this division is Ime at the tirst simple view, but, in a profound

understanding, the" knowledge by correspondencc" also refers to the "knowledge by

presence":2 Explaining the retèrence of "knowledge by correspondcnec" to the

"knowledge by presence", M.T. Mesbah, in his Glass on Tab;1tabâ'1's Nilutmh, propounds

three interpretations for that and final\y selects the third as thc bcsl. Hc states:

Whatever wc assume as knowledge by eorrespondencc (a/- 'Ilm al-(III.)'IÎIi). which is
revealing the objeets known by accident (al-ma 'himôl hl al- ·arad). it is in thct
knowledge by prcsence whieh diseovers the objects known by esscnce (al-mll 'himôl
hl al-dhô/). Knowledge reveals the extemal objects by a considcrùtion of lite intellect

39 Mult,i ~adni. Ailâl'. III. pp. 2~2-296, 308-309.

.," Muthi ~adrâ. al- '..ll'shiva. p. 32 (trans. b)' J. W. Morris in 'llw Wisc/om '1' Ihe 'lll1'tme, p. 15').
~.JI ~ ~~ JI~ LJl$.~IJ.:11.S4..sJ~ J~ wW";/IIJJ~L.~ (JI

..; ~».J"' y\ WI oÙ ü1ll4 ..J)w Ji ""'* "'4.0 "'I~ ~ U-.il. ).J"'L, ü...;!.y.'J\
" DJi:. ,,) "J ..:;\j

·n The greal contempomry Muslim philosopher, 'Altâma Sa})'ed Muhammad Husayn Tab,i!ab:iï (lJ2I
140211902-1983) is lhe author of some philosophical works such as Nillfiyol al-llikmah, and 1!.l'Iii
Falsafa \l'a Ravish l'ealism (The principles of philosophy and lhe Melhod of Realism) in which he
defended realism in its traditional and rnedieval sense against ait dialectic philosophies. Fnr
Tab,itabâ'j's view of the present issue sec: NIhôyah al-Ifikmah (Tehmn: Intishârât-i al-Zahrâ. 1989), pp,
196-205.

." Tabâ!abâ'i, Nihôyah al-Ifikmah, p. 196.
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(l'lihtir·on min al· 'a'll), Therefore, knowledge by eorrespondence (al- 'il,o al'~lII,l'IïIi)

is a consideration lhal the intellect has to have recourse to:'

The language ofthis passage gives an interpretation whieh frankly elucidates Mullâ

~adrâ's view of the issue,

ln the Iight of the above discussion, Mullâ ~adrâ's idea of "al- 'illll al-hllslÎ/i, "

which refers to "al- '/111I al-~II/(!li"Î" might be summarized as follows: the mental form,

which rcprcscnts 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 the form, in

this consideration, is at the present of the soul and, therefore, the soul knows it by

presence, ln this case, it is called, according to Mullâ ~adrâ, "al- 'i!1r. al-~I/It;iIi"Î." 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- '/Im al-~1U:ilili,"44

III. A characterization of the two kinds of knowledge

Although knowledge has been epistemologicaly divided into al- 'il1II al-IJlI~1Î1ï and

al- 'ill/l al-~I/It;!Ii"Î, there is, as we have seen, an ontological relation between these two

sorts of knowledge to the extent that any kind of al- 'i!m al-l:l/I~iIi can be reduced to al-

·0' M.T.Mesbah Yazdî, Ta'/i'la 'alli Nihâval al-~fikllla (Tehran: Intishârât-i al-Zahrâ, 1989), p.196.
(" • '>' '),

.,., For more detaits on lhis issue Sec: Mullâ $adrâ),Ja.Jjili/1 al-Ghaib, p. 109, al-Mabda' IVa al-Ma 'âd
(Tehran: A'Uunmn-i Shâhanshâhi Falsali Iran, 1976), pp. 82-3.

',j

'.:



•

•

•

44

'Um al-~IIIt!1Ïri. Nevertheless, concerning their distinctive aspect, the following charncters

might be pointed out:

1. The double object is the essential character of al- '/Im al-~III.Ylili whereas, in al-

'/hll al-I,IIIt/liri, there is only one object presents to the subject. In other words, there is no

mediation in al- '/hll al-blll:j1Ïri and, therelbre, the subject llltains the reality of the object

without any intermediary such as form or concept. ln al- '/h" al-bll,ytili, on the contl'llry,

the object is obtainable through a form or a concept. Consequently, in this kind or

knowledge, there are two objects known: the object known by essence (al-ma 'Mill hi-al-

dhâ/) and the object known by accident (aI-ilia '!tim h/-al- 'arad):s The external reality is

the object known by accident since its external reality as it is external cannot be allained

by the subject directly. The external object as an independent existence lies outside of the

subject and is exterior to il. The form or concept which is supposed to be confonn 10 Ihe

external reality is the object known in reality and, thus, the realily of the form or concept is

at the presence of the subject.46

2. The nature of al- 'Um al-IJlI~'Ii/i is conceptual, i.e. the knowledge which is

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

(/a~'ffiVWllr) and assent (laiidiq). AI- 'Um al-Ipu:jlit:i, by contrast, does not involve any

4S Mullâ ~adrâ, A,ifâr, Ill, pp. 282-92 (with the notes of Sab'Awâri lInd M.H. Tabâtabii'i), Iisfiir, I13, p.
313,

·'6 Having paraphrased two kinds of object, M. Hâ'iri allributes the character of double objcctivity to Ihe
phenomenal knowledge (a/- 'ibn a/-husûli). 'l'he Princip/es 0/Epis/elll%gy in Malllic Phi/o.WJphy (New
York: SUNY Press, 1992), pp. 27-32. . ' '.
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distinction of conccption and assent because it belongs to the order of being and reality

itself.''' Il is based on the relation-obtained without a temporal extension-between the

"present" object and the knowing subject. So, it is a kind of knowledge by means of which

the essence of things (i.e., things as they are) may be "obtained." This kind of

illuminationist knowledge, to repeat, is validated by the experience of the "presence"

(~II/(!tÎr) of the object, i.e., it does not require a conception and then (later in time) an

asscnL

Unlikc the Peripatetic school, who divided knowledge into 'a~awwllr (conception)

and /(I.ye/il[ (assent)"', for Suhrawardî, as weil as Mullâ ~adrâ, this kind of division is true

only Ibr one sort of knowledge, i.e., al- 'ilm al_bll~tili.49

3. It has been claimed that knowledge by mediation (al- 'ilttl al-~III~'lili) requires

separation of subject and object, whereas knowledge by presence necessitates the union of

the subject and the object. Sil The tirst part ofthis claim is true since, in any kind ofal- 'iim

al-ftll.ytili, 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

.11 M. Ha'iri Yazdi, 7ï,e Princip/es., pp. 46-7, Agâhi \l'n Gavâhi (Tchran: Anjuman-i lslami Hikmat wa
Falsali Iran. 1981), p: 6 (n. 1).

." Ibn Sin:i, n/-Nnjâl, n/-mnnliq (Bcirul: Dar al-Jil, 1992), ch, 2; Bahmanyar, n/-Tnhsi! (Tchran:
DanÎshg:ih-i Tchran, 1961), p. 4.

.'9 Qu!b al-Din Shinizi, S'lmrh-i Hikl/lat n/-Ishrâq, pp. 38-39.

;11 M. Ha' iri, 'l'lie Princip/es., pp. 43-4: M. Aminraz.wi, Suhrn\l'nrdi '.1' Theory ofknow/edge, p. 188.
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union of the subject and object is plausible. But the knowledgc by presence (a/- 'ilm al-

ll1l~lûri) is not restricted to the seU:'knowledge. ~ 1

4. The process ofthinking (a/:fik/~ occurs in 01- ';lm al-(l1I.~·liIi not in knowledge by

presence, beeause the process of thinking (al-fikr) happens within the lbrms and mental

concepts. Ibn SÎnâ (d. 428/1037) gives us a detinition of "thought" (a/:fikr) as thllmvs:

1mean by "thoughf' here that by whieh a human bcing has. nt the point of resolving.
to move l'rom things present in his mind-collceptions or assents- ta things 1101 present
in it.5~

This statement explicitly indieates that "tl1ought" Decurs, more or less, within the

concepts and forms. On the other hand, the science of logie is there lo preserve one (j'om

error in his thought. S3 But there is no room for logic in the process of "knowledgc by

presenee."S-I

5. Al- 'ifll1 al-(lII.>ïili happens when the process of knowing occurs betwccn the

soul and an absent thing which are not united with eaeh other. M.Ha'iri givcs us an

explanation of the term of"ahsence" here:

The ward "absence," quite often used in the linguistic technique of illuminative
philosophy, moans that there is no logical, ontological, or evcn epistcmological

SI Several kinds of knowledge by presence (al- 'Um al.hucllÏri) will be examincd in the rollowing part.

S2 Ibn Sinâ, al-ls1lârallYa al-Tanhihat, vol. 1, p. 10. (Trans. by S.C.Inati).

S3 Logic, spoken ofas a 1001 or as a science, is a set of mIes that helps one dislinguish 111e valid frolll the
invalid explanalory phrase and proof. Ibid., pp. 9,117,127.

S·1 H. Malikshâhi, Tarjuma va 'l'a/sir 'l'ahdhih al-Manliq 1'aftâzâni. p. 23.

-j1
.l~~ flU ( L5J~ ~) Ua.. œl "-i ~ jl~~ J.l (}-;",_..:I
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conn~ction b~t\\'~~n th~ two cxistcnc~s (namely subj~ct and objeet) that arc supposed
10 he intwo ~ompl~t~ly difT~r~nt circumslanc~s ofbeing."

knowledge by presence (al- 'ilm al-b/l~lti"i), by eootrast, occurs when the abject is

at lhe presence of th~ subjecl. Sinee the material world is, as Mullâ ~adrâ argues, absent

11'001 itself, let alone from other things such as human SOUI,56 the only knowledge of

external world (i.e., material worla), which is logically possible for the human soul ta be

obtained, is al- 'iltll al-bll,,·tili. Therefore, knowledge by presence is restricted ta immaterial

existents. 57

6. The dualism of truth and tàlsehood is a character of al- 'illll al-~I/1~'lili whereas

knowledge by presence is free tram this dualism. M. Ha'irî argues that:

This is because the essence of this pattern of knowledge (i.e. knowledge by presence)
is not coneerned with the notion of correspondence. When there is no extemal abject,
correspondence between an internai and external slate, as weil as between "external
fact" and "statement," is not withstanding.5K

Ta complete this argumentation, it rnight be said that the unification of the subject and

abject in "knowledge by presence" obviates the ground of the dualisrn of truth and

falsehood. Here, in knowledge by presence, there is no sense of falsehood because the

rcality of the abject is at the presence of the subjee!. Therefore, in the epistemologieal

" M. Haïri. 'lïte Principles., p. ~7. The parenthcses arc mine.

sr. Mulhi ~adr;i, nl- ·..ll'sillvn, p. 225. Mullâ $adrâ here argues that any malenal thing is absent from itself
bl' ilself."-" êE- '-"'!~",WJ;",p.-~",JWJ'p'-)\';" ..,.;nI::' ùl~ rl\; ùlAy,l\~

" The discussiou aud lh~ arguments of the nature ofknowledge by presence, as weil as of its reslricLion ta
Ihe immalennlthiugs will he poinled out in the following chapter.

" M. Ha'iri Yazdi, 111e Pl'illciples., p. ~5. The parentheses arc mine.
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system of our sages, namely Suhrawardl and Mullà $adrà, there is anolher sense of truth

which is applicable to knowledge by presence. l"

7. There are two kinds of object known in al- 'illll ,,1-!III.ylili: thnt which is known-

by-itself (ai-ma'ilim hi ai-cillât; lit. known-by-essence) and that which is known-by-

another (a/-ilia '/iilll hi a/- 'ara(/; lit. Known-by-accident). The known-by-itsellïs the lonu

apprehended by the knower itsel[ The known-by-accident is the externat reality

represented by the cognitive form; it is called the "accidentally known" (a/-III" '/iilll hi ,,/-

'ara~i) due to its association with the known-by-itseIC"u This kim\ of division, however,

does not happen to a/- 'UIII al-bIllJtiri, because, in this kind of knowledge, there is no

separation and, therefore, dualism between the knower and the object known. The realily

of the object exists at the presence of the subject.

Closing the chapter, it could be concluded that Mullà ~adrà traditionally accepts

the division of know\edge into al- 'Um a/-bll.yti/ï and al- 'illII al-!II/l.!tiri. Bul he Iinally, in

the light of his ontologieal system and his own definition of knowledge, holds lhat every

kind of knowledge is ultimateiy reduced to knowledge by presence. '01 This is, according to

Mullâ $adrâ, the only way through which one can obtain the reality as it is. Thus he states

that:

59 ln lhe very beginning of his Hiklllal al-Ishrâq (p. 10), Snhrawardi asserls lhallhere is no dOllbl ill lhis
kind of iIIumill3tive underslanding. Mullâ Sadni also conlirms lhe saille slalemenl in his work ;1/
Mashâ 'ir, p. 30.

60 Mulhi ~adrâ, Mafâtih al-Ohaih, p. 109; Tabâtabâ'i, /Jic1âyat ai-Hiklllah (Beiru!: Dûr al-Mllsl:lfii, 19X2),
p.I64.

61 Mullâ ~adrâ, Mafâtih al-Oh"ih, pp. 108-110.



The knowledge of the reality of existence cannat be cxcept through the illuminati"c
presence and an intuition of tho (immcdiate) dctennined (rcality): thcn thore will be no
doubt :lbout ilS inner~nalurc.h~

(,~ Mull:Î ~adrâ, al-Mas!,,; 'il', p, 30 (lmns. by P.Morewcdgc in the same page).

'f,
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CHAPTER. 3

Immateriality and "knowledge by presence"

---.---
1. Tajarrud (Immateriality) 1

The technical term "immateria1" (m/!iarrad) is traditionally lIscd in contrast with

the term "material" (mâddi)? ln physics, "material being" (al-l1wlI:itid al-mûe/di) is an

entity being susceptible of division into quantities and le cation in space. Being in spacc

and time, having susceptibility of motion and change are general characters of physical

matter.~ The existence ofthis kind ofbeing is, in the language of Mullà ~adrà, associated

with matter (al-mâdda) and position (al-waif') and is spatio tempora\.

One (form) is the material fonu the existence of which is associatcd \Vith matler
and position and is spatio tcmporal.4

l "separation from maltcr," "noncorporcality" or "immatcrialily" arc Ihc IIsual translations of"/ajal'rud."

~ mddda, lranslated here as "mallcr," oncn rercrs simply 10 the elcmcnls of corporcal being, and in Ihose
cases is close in meaning toji.\'I11, "body," According la the definilion of "jism" Ihal Mullfl $:Jdrtl gives
us hcre Ihe Lcrm "jism or jismdni" is prcferably, in contrasl with "I/l1ljarrad," applied in place of
"mlidda or miiddi." As/or, 112, p. 94.

3 1. Sajjâdi, Farhang~i 'U/IÎIII~i 'Aq/Î (Tehran: Kitiibkhâl1i Ibn SimÎ, 19(2), p, ln,

·1 Mullii ~rtdrâ,A.ifâr, 1/3, p. 313 (Lrans. by M.Hâ'iri as st31cd in nie Princip/e o/Epistf!11I0/fJgy in Js/al1lic
Phi/osophy, p. 35).
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Mullâ ~adrâ, dividing the being of the world into "material" (mâddi) and

"immaterial" (m/(jarrad) existents, elaborates several levels for the immaterial world.

Sorne immaterial beings are completely separated from the malter and its attributes such as

time and space, whereas sorne other immaterial beings are separated trom sorne material

aspects. A good example for the former, according to Mullâ ~adrâ, is an "actual

intelligible" and for the latter is an "actual imaginable". He states:

... and the other is a fonn which is free and separate from matter, from position,
and tram spaee and location. The separation is cither complete, in which case it is
an aetual intelligible fonn, or ineomplete in whieh case it is an actuai imaginable
or an aetual sensible foml.'

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

428/1032)." Ibn SÎnâ c1assified the substances into three major categories:

1. The substance whose being is one, which posscsses contingency (mumkil1)
and is eomplctely separate (mujarrad) from ail matter and potentiality is
called Intellect ( 'aql).

2. The substance whose bcing is one but accepts the fonn of othcr beings is
divided into two categories:

a. That which docs not accept divisibility and, although separate
from matter, has necd ofa body in its action is called Soul (l1aft').

b. That which accepts divisibility, and has the three divisions of
Iength, width and depth is callcd Body (jism).'

, Ibid.. p. 313. ;~.- ~ L.~ L.Ilo\!.r.'l ül.>.JI ,t""'}1, ;jW! Ü" ;j."... ;~.- (S.;!o.IJI,
J.Jlli ............. ,1 :u;;.:;.~ l-!"\.; ) J.Jlli '-1......

6 Ibn Simi. knolVn ta the West as Avicenna, Iivcd from 980-ItlJ7A.D, For further information on his life
sec: William E. Gohlman. 11teJife o/Ibll Sillâ (Albany: SUNY Press, 1974).

7 Ibn Sinâ, Dâllislmâmoh 'illâ 'i, I1âh(vât, p. 36 (trans. by S, H. Nasr in Ali Introdllction la Islamic
Cosmalagicol Doclrille.,·, p. 200), Scc also F, Rahman, Al'icenna's P.~vcholog.v, (London: Oxford
Univcrsit)' Prcss, 1952), pp. 38-40.

1'::
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The same classitication has been, more or less, considered hy the Muslim thinkers

after Ibn Sînâ, but in a diverse route and, in some cases, hy a dinèrent language. Under

their classification, the doctrine of "world of Images" ('A/"III ,,/-Alithâl) has heen

propounded as an, independent realm. It was developed liner al-Ghazlllî (50511111) by

Suhrawardî (587/1191), Ibn 'Arabî (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 tigures in the middle, and of material bodies at the

lowest rung.H

Suhrawardî9 propounds his own classitication but in a dinèrcnt language.

Employing his i1Iuminative terminology, Suhrawardî has divided the world into several

categories. First, he divided it into what is "light in the very reality otïtselt" and what is

not "light in the very reality of itself," which l'ails 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 accidentai and subsists in something cise.

Darkness is also divided into a mode of darkness that does not occur in another thing and

therefore is pure and independent, and a mode which does occur in something cise and is

not independent. The former is called in his i1Iuminative language the "obscure substance"

(a/-jawhar a/-ghâsiq). Examples of the latter are ail material objects. These material

8 For a full discussion of the histol}' of the doctrine of the "world of Images" ('A lalll ai-Mi/illit) prior lo
, and incIuding Mullâ Sadrâ see: F. Rahman, ''''Dream, Imagination, and' Alam al-Mithfll," Islalllie

Stlldies, no. 3 (1964), pp. 167-80.

• Fazlur Rahman belicves that after Ibn Sîmi, eoneerning the theol}' of "World of Images" (',itmll al
mi/hâl), a new developmcnt explieitly slarts with Suhrawardî. For more information see: F. 1ùlhl1lan,
711e Philosophy ofMllllâ Sadrâ, p. 2U 1.

Il ,~
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abjects are essentially counted amang the modes of darkness, and they are called

"intcrmediatc abjects" (al-harzakh). lU Consequently, what is called "Iight" (mÎr) in his

system is l'ree l'rom matter, and, on the contrary, what is called "dark" (;l1ll11a) or

"intermcdiate abject" (al-harzakh) is material (mâddi orjism).

Fallowing the traditional classification, Mullâ ~adrâ has also ontologically

dcmonstrated three dilferent realms: the spiritual, the imaginative, and the material. The

imaginative world Il of images or symbols connects the spiritual to the material world.

Thesc three rcalms represent the continuity of existence constantly sustained by the

Source ofevcrything, GOd. 12 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 sorne ofits properties

such as shape, quantity, position, etc. It is called the "world of Images' ('à/am a/-mitheil)

and the "intermediate world" ('àlam al-harzakh). which lies between the world of the

intellect ( 'à/am a/- 'aql) and the material realm. Therefore, Mullâ $adrâ uses the word a/-

barzakh in a different sense than Suhrawardî. The third is the world of non-materiality

('â/am al-Iajarrud), totally free From the effects of matter. It is called the world of

intellect ( 'à/am a/- 'aql). 13

lU Suhrawardi, Opera /l, llikmat al-lshràq, pp. 107-8.

11 The intennediate imaginative wor1d must not be confused \Vith the facully of imagination.

I~ Mull:i ~adni, al-Masllà 'ir (New York: SSIPS, 1992), p. 63.

13 Mull:î $adr:i. As/à,., 113, pp. 501-507; F. Rahman, 11lt! philosophy 01 MlIllâ Sadrà, pp. 200-201;
M.H.Tabiitnbâ'i, Bidàyat al-flikma (Sei rut: Dûr al-Mustaf.'Î, 1982), p. 151.
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ln sum, it is plausible to conclude here that, according to Mullà Sadnl, the

technical term, "mâddi," is used tor an entity which has actually the three divisions of

len,s<th, width and depth. This entity, which is also associated \Vith position, spacc, lime

and location, is called, in his terminology, '~ifsm" or ':iismâllf' (body).14 The teehnieal

term "m/ljal'rad," by contrast, is applied tor an entity which is Iree trom, at least, one

aspect of "mâdda". This application comprises a variety of entities and levels-beginning

l'rom the lowest rung of "Iajal'l'/ld," such as an actual sensible torm perceived by sensory

organs, to the highest level of "tajaI'1'IId," such an entity being totally lree n'om matter,

position, space, time and location. 15

II. Tajarrud a/-'Hm (Immateriality of knowledge)

In the theory of knowledge, there are three basic items which have to be

considered as the elements of the process ofknowing-the subject knowing (al-'âlim), the

object known (a/-ma'him), and knowledge (a/-'i/m). In the tradition of Islamic

philosophy, the issue has received considerable attention. One who scans through the

pages of the history of Islarnic philosophy will surely come across the fact that Muslirn

14 ln several places of his work~"lvlullâ Sadrâ employs the term "jism" for a material entity versus the
immaterial thillg. ilsfàr, 1/3, pp. 297-9, al-Maslu;'ir, p. 81, al-Mabda' wa al-Ma'rit!, pp. 18-21,
'Arsbiya, p. 225.

15 For more details on the problem of materiality and immateriality, see M. T. Mesbah Yazdi, Amllzis"
Falsafa, vol. 2; p. 124; S. M. R. Hejazi, " Material and Immalerial Existent," Ma :,·iftll, no. 1 (winter
1992), pp. 18·26.

;;
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thinkers have ontologica\ly examined the three-fold process oï knowledge, regarding the

problcm of materiality and immateriality.16 Our sages, namely Suhrawardl and Mu\lâ

~adrâ, have also given mllch consideration to the problem of materiality and immateriality

of knowledge (al- 'illll), knower (al- 'âlilll) and known (aI-ilia '11Î1II) in different places of

their works. Their argument and discussion will be analyzed, in greater detail, in the

eoming pages (under the title of ibsâr "vision"). But tirst, we shall exa.nine briefly the

problcm of"immateriality" of"knowledge" and "knower."

a: immateriality of "knowledge"

Both Suhrawardl and MlI\lâ Sadrâ maintain that "knowledge" (al- 'i!III) is "free

trom malter" (lIIujarrad). Their notion is lInderstood l'rom their definition of knowledge

(as we have seen in chapter one).

In Suhrawardî's epistemological system, the terms "presence" (~lIuflÎr) and

"manifest" (zuhtir) are more or less synonymously employed in the definition of

knowledge. 17 Elsewhere, he asserts that "htidûr" or "zuhûr" is applied only to "light"

(II/il') which is free l'rom matter. He adds that although the "material substances" are, in his

words, darkness [which is ca\led "intermediate objects" (al-barzakh)], they are rather in

such astate that should rays of light be cast upon them by which they can come to light,

they thereby become apparent; but should thésci'rays not reach them, they l'ail back to

16 Ibn, Slmi in severnl places of his works has examined the issue in a vast dimension. al-Najâf, pp. 99
lOS, al-Ta '/iqâf, pp. 77-81, Dânislmâmah 'Alâï, lIâhiyâf, p. 36. For Fârâbl's idca, see Risâlatfi Ithbât
al-ml/jâriqtif, p. 7.

17 SlIhrmvardi, Opera Il, Hikl!'af al-Ishrâq, p.I13; see also chapler l, pp. 21-23.
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absolute darkness and disappear. is lt might be conclllded here that according 10

Suhrawardî, the nature of knowledge, which is described as "Iight" by him, is absolnlely

free trom matter.

Mullâ ~adrâ, contirming the Suhrawardian concept of Illuhir and :lIll1ir, prefers 10

detine knowledge by his own terminology, which is derived n'om his ontological attention

on the concept of "existence" (WI!ÎIÎ<f). He delines knowledge as " a pure existence, n'ee

l'rom matter (al-wl!ÎlÏd al-lll1!Îarrad mill al-meidda)"'" Thereallcr, he mgues Ihal

"knowledge" is not body and body also cannot become knowledge.

Body ilsclf cannat become knowledge, sinee it is not pure beÎng: parts of a body.
being mutually exclusive, arc never present ta each otller and henee body ean
never altain a l'cal unity which is rcqllisite for truc bcing and knowlcdg.'. ,n

As we can see here, Mullâ Sadrâ, demonstrating the immateriality of"knowledge,"

has employed the Ishrâqî term, namely the term of "presence" alll~liir) and ils antonym

"absence" (ghaiba).

Therefore, one of the main arguments for the immateriality of "knowledge" and

"knower" is based on the principle of "presence" (!}II~liir), which has been employed in

Ishrâqî definition of knowledge and also accepted by Mullâ ~adrâ. According 10 this

argument, knowledge is "presence" (!}lIqûr) and the presence ofanything requires il to be

something which is in act (bi-I-fi'l), free l'rom any association with matter and potentialily

'8 Suhrawardi, Opera Il, Hikmal al-l,hrâq, pp. IOH-IIO.

19 As/âr, 113, pp. 292, 294, 29?;A:i!âr, III, p. 290.;'W,:,..,.,....JI'.»-"lI,:,.. ;;t;r.,Jo.lI
-;/-1,\

'0 Ibid., pp. 297-8 (trans. b/F. ~\hman in 'l'he Philosophy o/MIII/â Saclrti, p. 213).
,\ ;1
',\.- '1
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(al-qllwwa). furthcr, the presence of knowledge reql'ires that the knower acquiring its

knowlcdgc be also in act (bi-I.:fi '/), in total actuality, non-deficient in any respect arising

from association with matter. Hence, the knower is also nun-material and free from

potcntiality. From this, it becomes clear that knowledge, as we have seen in chapter 1, is

"presencc" of a non-material existent for a non-material existent?'

_ Mullâ Sadrâ, however, argues that sorne kind of knowledge is absolutely separated

l'rom matter, such as intellection, and sorne 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 ofimmateriality.22

b: immateriality of "knower"

On the immateriality of the human soul (as a knower), there is an accepted the01"y

among the Muslim philosophers, namely Fârâbî, Ibn Sînâ, Tûsî, Suhrawardî and Mullâ

Sadrâ. By ditrerent methods and distinct backgrounds, they have demonstrated the

immateriality of the human soul, confirming the fact that "nafs" (the human soul) is

ultimatel~;:-~apable of existing independently of the body.23 In arder to prove that "self'

21 M. H. Tab.ilab:iï, IJidàyat al-Hikma (Bei rut: Dâr al·Mustafû, 1982). pp. 148·9.

2~:MlIl1n Sadrâ, al-Mnhda'lI'a al-Ma'àd, p. 79.L..l:!~ ~ lilh.. ~1~'J1 )J.4

23 For Flinibi's point of vicw sec: a/~Ra,wi'i1. Risâlat fi Jthbâtal-MuJàriqât, pp. 3,5,7; alpTa'/iqâl, pp.
10.12-13: al-Maclinn al-li'âdila, p. 53; for Ibn Sinû's theo"ty sec: al-Shifà', al-Nafs. chaptcr 6. al
Jshrirât. vol. 2. pp. 319-24, 334-42; for Tilsi's doctrine sec: his notes on Ibn Sinû's al-Jshârat., vol. 2,

l,
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(al-lla/\') is an immaterial spiritual substance, Ibn Sînà has recourse to his 1l1l1l0US

argument that a person, under certain suppositions, can aflirm :;\5 own "self'. (dll<ilihi)

without afiirming the existence ofhis body.~·'

ln a number ofhis works,~5 Suhrawardi holds that the hunmn soul "sell" (1I'1f.l') is

separated l'rom 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 relllain the saille. Yhcre

must be an immaterial substance, mind or self (11'1(.\'), separate l'rom body. The nature of

this substance or entity cannot be material since ail material things undergo change and

therefore cannot remain the same. Consequently, this "self' (lla/~) has to be immaterilli. ln

this regard Suhrawardî states:

Ali the parts of the body change and if your "self' eonsistcd of tlwse parts of lhe
body, they \VouId also be in a continuous stale of change. (Thus) yonr self
yesterday w,Juld not be the saille "self' as today, bnt each day yonr self woulcl bc
other than itself and this obviously is not the case. And since your knowledge is
continuous and pcnnanent it is not at ail body nor part of lhe body, but it is
beyond ail this?6

As this statement shows, Suhrawardî holds that knowledge, like "seIr', is

immaterial and he elsewhere argues for that by the same argumentation. Suhrawardî also

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

pp. 319-24, 334-42. In lhis conneclion, for more delails sec: F. R.1hnmn, Avicell/Ia 's 1'.\ychalagy, pp.
50-53; Propilecy in Islalll (London: Allen & Unwin, 1958), Chapler l, Seclion 1,2.

.,., Ibn Sinfi, al-Ishârâl., vol. 2, ai-nallla/ 3, pp. 319-323; al-Najâl, pp: 174-8. Sec also Davidson, II/jiwahi,
Avicentia, and Averroes,on In/el/ccl (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), p. 106.

" Suhrawardi, Opera l, al-Talvihâ/, pp. 68-74,79-81, al-Mashâri', pp. 496-7; l'orla.. Ntilllllil, chapler 4,
~D~ ..

,. Suhrawardt, ParlalV Nâlllail, chapler 4, pp. 23-24 (lrans. by M. Aminra'.1vi, in SuhralVard; '.1' 'l1,eary ,,!
KnolVledge, p. 127). For anolher argumentation ofSuhrawardi, sec p. 76 in IheJollowing chapler.
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"human soul.,.21 1n this connection, he relies on a famous argument that the human sou! is

incorporeal since it becomes conscious of itself. He says:

Il \Vas proven that every being who becollles eonscious of his essence is an
incorporeal light, and its opposite, lIleaning everything that is light is also
conscious of its own nature, is also truC.

211

ln Mullâ Sadrâ's system of philosophieal psychology, there are severa! levels for

the hum~.n soul, [rom the beginning of its generation to the end of its goal. The sou! is, in

sorne level, pure material (jiSlllâlli) and in sorne level pure immaterial ('aq/âlli), and,

belween these two levels, there are diIferent levels for the soul, regarding the weakness

and strength ofthe materiality and immateriality.29

ln his major work, A~ftir, Mullâ Sadrâ has devoted a whole section to the

discussion of the immateriality of"human soul.,,30 Ana!yzing and criticizing several points

of view, Mullâ Sadrâ has given more than twelve rational, mystical, and traditional

demonstrations for the immateriality of"human sou!." 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 (jislllâniyal aM;lIdûlh, ni/:zâllÎyal a/

baqà}31

•

" Opera 1. al-1'n/l'ilzât. pp. 68-74,79-81, al-Mashàri', pp. 496-7.

'" Suhrawardi, Opera Il, llil:llla/ al-Jslzràq, pp. 116.

. ,. Mulhi $adrâ,A.ifàr, 1VII , pp. 325-27, 'Arslziya, p. 19.

J9 A.ifàr, IV/I, pp. 260-322.

JI Ibid., p. 347.

'.~.\
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Yet Mullâ ~adrâ maintains that the human soul is free l'rom matter and hencc

capable of existence independently of the body. The reason tor this doctrine, in plU1, is to

prove that simple human souls which possess hardly any intellcctive nctivity, but simply

work with imagination also survive. For, Mullà Sadrâ nbsolutcly holds that Il being

endowed with imagination is independent of naturnl matter cvcn though it is not

independent of a certain kind of extension and quantity (miqddl') which, howcvcr, is Ilot

material. This view, in turn, rests on his doctrine of the 'A/am al-A4iJhâl (World or

Images), according to which, an image, although not spiritual, is not matcrial cithcr, is not

directly subject to substantive change as the world of physical tàrms and, thcrclàrc, exists

by itselfindependent ofmatter.32

Further, to prove that the human soul is separate l'rom the body, Mullii ~adrâ

applies the philosophers' argumene3 from self-knowledge. The human's seU:'knowlcdgc 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 knowlcdgc

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

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

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

32 Mullâ $adrâ, A~fôr. IVII, pp. 42-44, 278, 294-6.

33 For Fârâbî's demonstralions that the human soul is immlltcrial sec: Ri.râlal fi Ith/}{Îf 1I1-Mllfiiriqâl, p. 7;
and for rbn Sînâ's argumentation see: al-.%ifô', al-Nafs, pp. 187-96~ al-Najôl. pp. 210-20; see alsa F.
Rahman, Avicenna 's P~ychology (London: Oxford University Press, 1952), pp. 41-54.
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arising Irom association with matter. Hence, the knower (a/-naj\' a/-insâIlÎ) is non-material

and free from potentiality (a/-ql/lVwa).3.

According to our sages' argumentation so far it becomes c1ear, 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, ta which

knowledge pertains, in Mullâ ~adrâ'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.

III. Ib$âr (vision)

The problem of vision (ib!fâl') has been considered in different ways by Suhrawardi

and Mullâ ~adrâ. Suhrawardî formulates a theory ofvision on the basis of direct "relation"

(a/-i~/âfah) between the soul and the external world whereas Mullâ Sadrâ thoroughly

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

namely "in!ibâ'" (the imprinting of a form from the object in the eye) or "khl/nij a/

sll/l'â '" (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 (ibsâl') does not consist of the

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

,., Mull:i ~ndrà. As;a,., IVII, pp. 43, 294-6.



Therefore, the aet of seeing, aceording to them, is a kind of knowledge by presence but ln

a diftèrent manner.35

Refuting the other existing theories of how vision occurs. Suhrawardi otlèrs his

own view whieh cao be explained within the principles ofillumillatioll. He states:

once you kno\\' that vision is not causcd by the impression of phanlasms From thL:
visible abject on the eye, nor docs it oceur through the emission of visual rays
from the eye. Then except for the encolluter of the lil abject with the hcalthy cye. it
is not in ilnything cise.. , und the rcsult of this enCOllnler in regards la sighl is duc
to the absencc of the veil bctween thnt which secs and lhe scen:11i

The aet of vision, according to Suhrawardî, il) applicable whenevcr the subject

(the sound eye) and the object (the luminous thing) are hoth present. ln this case, ail

"iIIuminationist relation" (al-kfâfa al-ishrâqiya) is established betwe~n the subject .md the

abject. There are a number ofeonditions necessary for the act ofvision. These cOI~ditions,

as Ziaï summarizes, are: .. 1. The presence of light is due to the propagation of Iight trom

the source of light, i.e" the Light of Lights.37 2. The absence of any obstacle or veil

(hijâb) between the subject and the object. 311 3. The illumination of the object as weil as

the subject/~(lCo!1,sequently, Suhrawardî, on the basis of the knowledge by presence,
i:'

35 For Suhrawardî's vicw sc~~~'Opera Il,Ilikmat al-lsllrâq, p. 134~ for Sadrian lhcory src: ;lsJlir, IVII. pp.
178-183,\-:::- \\

36 Opera JI, liikmar al-Isllraq, p. 134.

37 Suhrawardî, Opera If, Ilikmat al-lshriiq, pp. 150, 152-153.

3H Ib'd 1345 213 "16 .• ' ' ...1 "'_U-'· ..n. tl.ho\'" ..1 t......'Jl .\l "pp. - 1 --, l.J" ir" ["'~ I.>":'.J ~<S"'U".r" J~ , . I.>":'J . U

~~ e-.J?1!\l.JI J.,.c.\.,.,.J....~'Jt..;U œaJl~~~'J\~ ~

."...,....n .J J"'C4JI ~~ ~

" H. Zia' i, Knotc/gc anc/lllumination (AU.n.a, Gn.: Scholn" Press, 1990), p. 161,

'1.
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formulates his thcory of vision (ih.'iâr) which is ln accordance with his iIIuminationist

doctrinc.~()

Mullâ ~adrâ, rejecting the two traditional theories ofvision, criticizes Suhrawardî's

theory as weil. He holds that any kind of material body (al-jism al-mâddi) cannot be a

direct abject for perception..\\ The argument that Mullâ $adrâ gives us, in his objection

against Suhrawardî, is based on his ontological notion of a material existent, i.e., a

rnaterial bcing is veiled From itself by itself. He adds:

It has becn proven that titis mode of shadowy and material being is vciled from
itselfby itsclf. So \Vith regard to this (material) mode (ofbeing), the presence (ofa
matcrial thing) is preciscly the same as its absence from itsclf~ its coherence is the
same as its scparability; its unity is the same as its potential multiplicity; and its
conjunctioll is the same as its divisibility.~l

On the basis of this ontological principle, MuUâ $adrâ demonstrates his argument

of the process of vision. Mullâ $adrâ states another objection against Suhrawardî,,7

considering the term of "illuminative relation" (irféifa ishrâqiya). Suhrawardî maintains

that this kind of relation occurs through the soul's direct witnessing of a forro external to .

the eye and subsisting in matter. Mullâ $adrâ claims that this kind of relation between the

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

·Ill For:l more complete discussion on this problem see: M. Aminrm'.avi, Suhrawardi 's Theory of
Klloll'ledge (Ph. D. Thesis, Temple University, 1989), pp. 234-237.

·n Mul1â Sadni, Asfâr, IVII, p. 182.15JW1~ â ~ ~U wlA~ w\

·IZ Mullâ Sadrn, nl-'Arsh~vnh, p. 225 (Trans. J.W. Morris in The Wise/om of the Throne, pp. 107-
108). ~,J:. ~~Wl:. J,p,...t 15JW J,p,.)1 c.J.opilllll. w\~ t'u wl.A~..t

Ù;jCo ~..tJ <ûlftl Ù;jCo~J ~\j ~ "':;\j~ Ù;jCo ~1j1 o.)~~Ill. ~.JA..t

<l.4l..ill J~ Ù;jCo .u\-j\-' ~JE. ..j.



This connection (\Vhieh they positcd bctwccn the aet of vision and an eXlcmally
subsisting l1laterial foml) cannat bc, sinec the relation betwcen ",hat has no
position (that is. the sours aet of vision) and somelhing imving materini
dimensions (that is, the "objecf' of vision. in their theary) is impossible exccpl by
llleans ofsomcthing having position.

So that even if onc sltould suppose the validity (of thcir thcory of vision) through
an intermediary (between the soul and the l1laterial objcet of vision), the relation
would not be one of iIIuminative knowledge, but rather a matcrial and spaliai onc.
since ail the aetivitics of l1laterial powcrs and everything whieh they undcrgo must
be in a spatiailoeation:B

Mullâ $adrâ then proceeds to state his own view ofvisioll:

The tmth about vision-as Gad has shawn us by inspiration-is that ancr the
fultillment of certain specifie conditions, \Vith God's pertl,ission. there arise from
the soul forms suspendcd (from their notice archetypes), subsisting through the
soul, present in the soul, and appearing in the world of the soul-not in this
(matcrial) world.44

Mullâ ~adrâ'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 (rom lhe oliter

thing. The external world and the absence of a veil between that and the knower (i.e., lhe

soul) are sorne 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

~-=C::::---ttidmmaterial 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 inncr

objeet to be seen that altows for the very aet of seeing to take place.oI5

·13 Ibid., p. 237 (Trans. J.W. Morris in 'l'he Wisd011l of/he 1'hrone, p. 136).

·14 Ibid., p. 237 (Trans. J.W. Morris in 1'he Wisdom of/he 11lrone, pp. 136-137).

·IS M. H. TabâJ.ubâ'i, n. 1, A~fdr, Ill, p. 286.
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According to Mul\â ~adrà, 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 sorne necessary

conditions of thé 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.,6

Mul\à ~adrà contends that this relation between the soul and the immaterial form is due to

be cal\ed "iIIuminative relation" (al-ù!âfah al-ishrâqiyah).'7

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

that Mvilà ~adrà reached much the same epistemological conclusion as Suhrawardî,

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

Suhrawardî and Mullà ~adrà have been ultimately led to the iriference 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 Suhrawardî, happens

directly between the soul (l1aj~) and the externallit object. But, according to Mullâ ~adrâ,

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.

.'6 MlIlhi ~adr:i, Ta '/iqa 'alti SIIal'il-; IIikmat al-lshl'tiq, p. 454, .L:.ly ",,1...0.1 JS J; ;t...,'J1 ,,1
W\l4;ll :i.lW,'J1 CF 'J ~,W1 CF ".»-';WllI üfilJl rk Li" "+cl';"...JI

• '~,'J >\.k.1.ij~ '''''J rI;! U'iJJ4

·11 MlIlhi ~adr:i,A.iftil', IVII, p. 182, al-~ll'shiyah, p. 21.
i(

.;w"WI"'J~I;J ';"...JI J<.\.i .:m.,:.JI;.,...;ll... ~1;-:'JI:i.lW,':/1 r-'4s~,,1

~1; .)0 o<l. :o...:.lüll ';"...JI .• u-i'\I .:m ;'-i'JI,) ,\,;;;''l''uJ<.
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The bcing of those (material) things is not in st.:nsntion, and tht.:y arc graspt.:l1 hy
sense or by the intellect only in an accidt.:ntal mannt.:r and in consequence of a lè.mn
in sensation correspollding to tht.:lll.4S

As wc have scen sa far, the difièrence belween Suhmwardi's notion of vision and

Sadrâ's is obvious, although there are many simi1arities bclwcen their epistcmologicnl

system, Therclore, il is plausible ta daim thnt the most important distinction bctwc~n

Suhrawardian epistemology and Sadrian theOl)' of knowledge conccrns the problcm of

vision uib.yûr."

Mul1â ~adrâ's theOl)' of vision, howevcr, has becn crilicized by hi:; wcll-known

fol1ower, Mullâ Hâdî Sabzavârî. Confirming Suhrawardî's theory or vision, Sabznvàrî, in

his G10sses on Asfar, replies ta the objections Mul1â ~adrà has propounded aga!nst

Suhrawardî. He remarks that there are several ranks for the soul in sorne ofwhich the soul

can directly observe the existence of the external world. ln this case, the relation bctwccn

the soul and the externat object is by unity (bi-l-illihâd),4'J Some contemporary thinkers

such as Mesbâh Yazdî also criticize the Sadrian notion of vision. Mesbàh Yazdî asserts

that one may accept the fact that a material thing is absent from itself to the extent thnt

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 existcnce 10

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

·lk Mulhi ~adrâ, al-'Arshiya, p. 227 (Trans. J.W. Morris in 11u! /Vise/om of the 11mJlle, p. 114).
w:a.;al4'l1 Ji,&ll'lJ ~ 4JIJ:!'1 J l:S1~\ b.Jo?oJ~ ( w:a.J'lI~t.....lI ) IAJ.Jo?oJ wU

ltl ~I.b.. ~\~\ '.J"- ~.J

·19 Sabi'..1Vâri, n. l, lJ.ifâr, IVlI, pp, 179·S1 (n. 1). Sec a1so his noles on Mull:i $adr:i's A.~{tir, 111/1, pp. IM
166 (n. 3).
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everything is at the presence of its cause. Thus there is 10gical1y an epistcmological

relation between the efficient cause and things. sn

Concerning Suhrawardî's account ofvision and Sabzavârî'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 Suhrawardî accepts this kind of relation between

"human soul" and the external world51
, it would be plausible for him to con!irm an

intuitive relation between them, as Sabzavârî does. But here an obvious objection arises

against Mul1â ~adrà who thoroughly denies the material world to be the direct object for

any kind of knower. If Mul1â ~adrà 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 live.

What we may conclude so far, considering the results of our sages' arguments, is

that, in the process of vision, the function "knowledge by presence" is the unique way

through which the soul can be aware of the extemal world. In this connection, the

difference between their epistemological system is that, for Suhrawardî, a material being

can be a direct object for "knowledge by presence," whereas, for Mullâ ~adrâ, by contrast,

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

,u M. Mesb:ih Yazdi, Ta·/i'la., pp. 205, 256-7. This issue and the Sadrian theory ofvision (concerning the
problem ofGod's knowledge) will be discussed in chapter 5.

51 Il seems thal Suhrawardi, in his I1ikmal a/-ll·/"'ô'l, mainlains this kind of relalionship belween a special
kind of human being mld lhe externat world. For more details sec: Opera li, Hik,i.'<!(al;lshrô'l, pp.
213-215. ~I
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Consequently, the materia! world is "known by csscncc" (a/-ma 'I1illl hi-d'uil) in

Suhrawardl's system, and "known by accidcnt" (a/-ilia 'I1illl hi-/- 'a/'(/~f) in thc Sndrinll

systcm.
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PART II

Knowledge by Presence ( aJ-'ilm a1-hudûrÎ)



Introduction

So far we have seen the· detinition and claritication, as weil as Ihe chnractcrs or

"knowledge by presence" (al- 'ibn al-~IIlc.ilÎri) in Ihe sense tound in the cpistcmological

system of our sages Suhrawardî and Mullâ ~adrâ. ln this part, Ihe primat)' aim is 10 durity

certain kinds of"knowledge by presence" which have been, or might be, examincd in their

system.

ft seems generally accepted by Muslim philosophers that non-mlltcrilll substances

are in~themselves present-for-themselves by virtue of their completcness and

actuality" But is immediate knowledge confined to a thing's knowledge ofitseU: or, when

both subject and object are non-material, does it include a cause':; knowledge of ilS em~cl,

and vice versa? It seems that the Peripatetics hold the former position and the

llluminationists subscribe to the latter view. The epistemological consideration of this

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

problem ofGod's knowledge ofHis effects.

ft should be noted that most philosophers who have in any way addressed the

problem of "knowledge by presence" (al- 'i1m al-but/tiri) consider "self-knowledge" «((1-

'ilm hi al-dhât) as a case of that, holding that, in this case, the object of knowledge should

1 In chapler 4, l shall atlempl 10 give a dctailed account of Ihis kind of knowlcdgc by presence. nmncly
self-knowJcdge.
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exist at the presence of the subject.' But, with respect to other kinds of knowledge by

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

'1'0 be sure, it is generally held that the Peripatetics have restricted "knowledge by

presence" to "self-knowledge" (01- 'illII hi al-cillât). Sabzavârl, for example, asserting that

"intuitive knowledge" is not confined to "self-knowledge", rejects the view attributed to

the Peripatetics, namely, confinement of al- 'illII al-fu/{/til'i (intuitive knowledge or

knowledge by presence) to "self-knowledge," and al- 'illll al-flll,yûli (empirical knowledge)

to "knowledge of anything other than "self'.' Nevertheless, this attribution could be

questioned because Ibn Slnâ himself, in sorne places of his works, states that the only way

for the human soul, which is essentially immaterial, to know the immaterial entities (such

as universals "klllliyât" and intelligible concepts '''aqliyât'') is a direct perception, i.e.,

without any formaI or conceptual mediator, or employing a bodily organ.~ Therefore,

according to Ibn Sînâ, there is a kind of knowledge by presence other than self-

knowledge.

i,i

, For ins!:mi:~ sec: Fâr:ibi, al-Rasa 'il, Risalatfllthbrit al-Mufaraqat, pp. 3,5,7; al-Ta'liqal, pp. 10,12-13;
Ibn Sin:i, al-Shi/a', al-NaA pp. 212-213; al-ls!lâral, vol. 2, pp. 319-24, 334-42, vol. 3, p. 481, vol. 4,
p. 709; al-Najal, p. 99; al-Ta'liqat, pp. 77-81, 160-62; Fakhr a\-Râzî. al-Mabahith al-Mashriq[va, pp.
459-463: Trlsî. Sharh Mas'alar al- 'ilm, pp. 28,34. Although, in the case of the former phiJosophers
sneh as F:ir:ibi or Ibn Sinâ, wc don'I lind the exael term "al- 'ilm al-III/d/Ïri" in their works, the
delinition or self-knowledge (al- 'ilm bi-dhâl) they give us is more or less eorresponding to wha! we
mean! by "al- '/hll al-llIIe/tirl·.

3 '111e Mctaphysics ufSabzavari. lrans. and cds. M. Mohaghegh, T, IzuISU, (New York: earavan Books,
1977). p. 212.

., Ibn Sin:i, al-7t1 'liqat, p. 80. '-Ji 'J •.i~ ~I~ Ji~ 1tSy.."J ;j~ .~~I~

1tS.>"(~)4-l\.i d;lW~ ~L.\~ .. ,"''J,,;...n4-! ....y:; (~)4l
.\;Ji<. ~'\.i ~fi. .:.lIS ù' J 4-oiJJ •~\~
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Both Suhrawardî and Mullà ~adrà, as weil as their followers such as Sabzavl1ri and

Tabâlabâ' î, however, maintain other kinds of knowledge by presence. Generally speaking,

they hold that when, on the one hand, two existents arc immatcrial 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 eITect, for instance, the etlèct is present with ail its bcing lor the

cause, without there being any barrier between them. lt is known with immediacy to the

cause through its existence itself. Similarly, when the cause ami the el1èct arc non-

material, the cause is present with its existence for its etlèct, whieh is sustained by it, and

there is no barrier separating them. Hence the cause is known to its etlèct with an

immediate knowledge. s

Suhrawardî, at one time, went even further. He held that, in the case of vision

(ib~'âr) 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 "iIIuminationist relation" (al-i~k1ra al-ishrâqiya) is

established between, the subject and the object." Therefore, according'io Suhrawardî and

cor.:rary to Mullâ ~adrâ, the scope of !he process of "knowledge by presence" is wider,

including the epistemological relationship between the material world which is illuminated,

and the subject (knower).

5 Wc will examine lheir argumentations in Ihe following ehapte/s..

. " Suhrawardi, Opera Il, lIikmal al-Ishrâq, pp. 97-103, 134-5, 150.. li
1\
\
\~
\1

1,\

'\\
\,

.,
"

h

!,I



73

Mullâ ~adrâ, in several pbces of his works, insists on the fact that "a/- 'ilm a/-

~lIu"i,.r' is not restricted ta self-knowledge; thus he demonstrates certain kinds of

knowledgc by presence. Sometimes he states generally that, on the one hand, either the

relation of unification (al-illihâd) or that of causality (a/- 'il/iya) is a pre-condition for aoy

kind of knowledge, and, on the other hand, these two situations happen only within

knowledge by pre3ence.7 At other times, he declares that there are different kinds of

knowledge by presence, examining the division ofknowledge into a/- 'ibn al-~lIl,~lÎli and a/-

'ilm a/-b"'flirÎ. K

Sabzavârî') and Tabâtabâ'î, in their notes on A~fâr, 10 expound three kinds of

knowledge by presence. The former writes that "the immaterial thing's knowledge of its

essence ('i/m a/-mujarrad bi-dhâtih), the cause's knowledge ofits effect ('ifm-ll a/-shai'

bi-ma 'Itilih) , and the mortal thing's knowledge ofthe reality in which it is annihilated ('ilm

a/-fâI1Î hi-I-l11ufl1â flh) are three kinds of "al- 'ilm al-~1II4IÎri."1l ln sum, he elsewhere

asserts that there are two cases forknowledge by presence: unification (al-ittil;7âd) and

7 Mull:i ~adr:i, Ma/dli" al-Glmib, pp. 108-9; Asldr, III/l, pp. 162-4.

K MlIl1:i ~adr;i, Asltir, 1/3, pp. 319-20; III/l, pp. 161-4; al-Mahda' \l'a al-}",fa'ad, pp. 34-7; Risiila al
TnsnwlI'lIr ll'a nl-1'asdiq, p. 308.

9 Sab1..1v:irî nlso. in his Asrtir al-Hikam, demonstmtes tluee kinds of knowledge by presence. Asrâr al
//ikam (Tchmn: KiI:ibfllrushi-i Islâmîya, 1959),p. 61.

10 The most important commcnlators on Mulhi ~adrâ's major work, the As/tir, are Mul1:i Hâdî Sab7.avârî
(d. 1289/1872) :md 'AI!:ima Sayyed Muhammad Hosayn Tabâtabâ'i (d. 1402/1983). .

Il Sa01..Wiiri, in his notes onA.ifd/', 1/3, p. 383, .o,:;'~..l~ ~ .J~ u-o J
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causality (al- 'illiya).'2 Tabà!abàï, in his note, indicatestoo the same slatemenl,

confirming the three cases of knowledge by presence. lJ Among the contemporary writers,

HaÏrl also examines tluee kinds of knowledge by presence: 1. Immaterial bcing's

knowledge of "itself," 2. Immaterial being's knov.lledge of its allributes and actions, J.

Eftèct's knowledge of its immaterial cause. He ckclares that the tirsl is acceptable 101' ail

phiiosophers, namely the Peripatetics and I1\uminationists, and the second is originated and

demonstrated by Tûsl, and the third is allocated to m~i5ticism.'·' To sum up the discussion,

it could be said that our philosophers, Suhrawardl and Mullà ~adrà, as weil as their

followers like Sabzavàrl and Tabàtabà'l, seem c1early to have accounted several kinds of

al- 'Um al-~ll/t!IÎ"Î in their epistemologicai system. In the lollowing chapters, we will

examine certain disputed kinds of knowledge by presence: knowledge by presence of lhc~

human soul and knowledge by presence ofGod.

12 Sabzavâri, in his notes on As/<ir, 1/1, p. 288....,l.Jl".,W'JI ,)bJ" oÙ l.5J~ .-l.Jl u\

13 Tabâlabâ'i, in his notes on AsJâr, 1/3, p. 319.

1·1 M. Hâ'iri, Agâhi \Va GavâhÎ (Tehran: Anjuman-i Islâmi-i Hikmat wa Falsali Iran, 1981), pp. 5-6',~1

(;
.,
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The "human soul" and knawledge by presence

1. "Self" (AI-dhât)

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

non-l11aterial entity which is generally referred to as "self," "mind", or "soul".'

ln the history ofIslamic philosophy, the issue has also received a notable attention

and Mu/,Iim thillkers have often discussed the issue "self' (llafs or dhâl). Both the

peripatetic philosopherssuch as Fârâbî and Ibn Sînâ2 and the illuminative thinkers such as

Suhrawardî and MlÜlâ ~adrâ,3 in numerous places, have argued for the existence and

immateriality of "self'(lIaj~) which is distinct from the body. For both Fârâbî and Ibn

1 ln this regard, lhere arc some leehnieal Arabie lerms sueh as nafs, rûh, dhât which arc inlerchangcably
used by Mnslim Ihinl;ers. In Ihe case of lhe identi!y ofa person, lhese lerms arc represenled 10 lhe lerm
allll ( 1).

, For F,irâbi's poinl of view sec: al-Rasâïl, Risâ/~Ji Ithbâl al-Mufâraqâl, pp. 3,5,7; al-Ta'/iqâl, pp.
10,12-13: al-Madilla al-Fâcli/a, p. 53; for Ibn Sinâ's lheory sec: al-Shifâ', al-Nafs, chapler 6, al
1"luirâl. vol. 2. pp. 319-24. 334-42. In lhis conneclion, for more delails sec: F. R.1hman, Al'iccnna 's
l'.I;I'c1l11logy, pp. 24-68; Pl'Ophccy in Islalll(London: Allen & Unwin, 1958), Chapler [, Section 1,2.

.1 Snhrawardi's view on lhe exislence of a self in his Persian works can he found in lhe following works:
lIayàki/ al-Nûr, pp. 4-92; al-Alll'âh al-'llIIâdiyah, pp. 116-[65; Buslân al-Qullib, pp. 342-387; and
l'azdàll Shilltikhl, pp. 412-444. In his Arabic works, he discusses lhe issue in Ihe ai-Taill'ihâl, pp.
68.81,82. Snhrawardi in Parlall'-Ntilllah (Opera III, pp. 23-24) olTers several arguments forthe
existence ofu"self' (lIa.f.<) ;lJld ils iIîdependenee orthe body. Mullâ Sadrâ also allocaled one part of his
mujor l,'ork A.1tir to lhe issne. A,1tir, Iv/i.
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Sînâ, the human soul (al-naj\') is ultimately an immaterial spiritual substance capable of

existing independently of the body.-l To prove that "self' (al-uc?f.\·) is an immatcrilll

spiritual substance, Ibn Sînâ has had recourse to his tàmous argument of 'the llo11ling

man.' He states that a person can, under certain suppositions, nllirm his own "selt" (cl/uit

oranâïya) without affirming the existence ofhis body.5

Suhrawardî holds that "self' (na]\') exists separated l'rom the body. He argues lhal:

"wc often refer to ourselves and say "1" (ana) did this or that. If 1would scparate a part of

myself(e.g., my hand) and put it on the table, 1would neither refer lo it as T nor would 1

be any different as far as my personaHty is concerned."t, On this argumentation, he

concludes that "self' or "1" is different from my body and thus it has to he immatcrial.

Then he argues that "self' (nafs) is above and beyond the body and there is a correlalion

between them. His argument goes as follows:

Know that "naf.\·" (soul) \Vas not present betore the body. If it \Vere present prior
to it, it would have becn ndther one nor many; and lhis is iIl1possible. Tite renson
why a variety of souls (self) could not have exisled bcfore the body is bccause ail
things \vhcn they share in the sarnc thing, Le., soul, arc one, and when they bccomc
nurnerous they becorne different... Thereforc it becomes apparent lltat the soul
cannot exist before the body and that they come into existence simultancously.1

l'
('l'

.\ F.irâbî, al·Rasâ 'i/, Risâlat Ji /thbât a/-Ml{fâraqàt, pp. 3,5,7; al-Ta '/iqdt, pp. 10,12-13; al-A4mlina a/-
FMi/a, p. 53; Ibn Sinâ, al-Shi/à', al-Nafs, chapler 6, al-Ishàràt, vol. 2, pp. 319-24, 334-42.

5 Ibn Sinâ, al-/shârâl., vol. 2, al-namat 3, pp. 319-323. See.'also F. R;lhman, ;/l'iccnna 's IJ.\ycJm/0J!.Y
(London: Oxford University Press, 1952), pp. 50-62.

6 Opera ur, Partaw-nâma, pp. 23-4 (lrans. by M. Aminra;r.c1vi in SlIhrawarcli ',\' 'I11e()ry ofKnmvledge, p.
124). For another argumentation of Suhrawardi, sec p. 58 in the preceding)c;hapler.

1/
7 Ibid.; pp. 25-6 (trans. by M. Aminra1.avi in SlIhrawardi's TheoryofKnmvledge, p. 125).
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What we comprehend from this argumentation is that Suhrawardi elaborates the

idea lhal "soul" as an incorporeal entity exists with the human body. In contrast to the

body which is dark in itself, the "selr' (soul) is light in itself; and it not the subject of

changes. In ::\udition, it could be conc1uded here that, according to Suhrawardi, a self-

awarc or self-Iuminous is given onlj' in a direct experience of the self, through which 1

realize that my "self' (dhâli) is not in a subject (/â fi mawc,Jii '), and it is nothing but

. d . IIeXistence an perception.

Mullâ ~adrâ approaches the problem of "self' (naf.') from his principle of the

"principiality of existence" (mû/al a/-wlI)lid) in which he differs From Suhrawardî.

According to this principle, the only reality is "existence" (al-wujtid) and quiddities are

constructed by the mind. 9 Mullâ $adrâ holds that whenever the soul is conceived as a

concept and is deftned, 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. III For Mullâ Sadrâ, direct,

intuitive experience is the only way to know reality.11 Thus the reality ofthe sou1 may he

'1 Mull:î $adr:i, in his major work As/àr has devoled four chapters 10 the discussion of lhe principialily of
exiSlence (asâlat al.lI'ujtic!) , He mentions sorne vicws, as well as thcir objections. and anS\\'crs onc by
Onc. Finally, he demonslrmes his own doctrinc by several arguments. As/à/', [fI, pp. 38-74.

lU Mnll.j $adrâ, A.\fâr, 1VII , pp. 11-14.

Il Mullâ S:1drâ.a'·Masltà·ir,p.30.~IJ~J1;51~\IJ~'J\ wA!'J,)-,,?,)l~iJ;'! ~

'i1~
,1
,1

al·Alashâ'ir is one of the famous works of Mullâ Sadrâ in Mel<1physics. Il has been edited and
Imnsl<lted iuto French by Henry Corbin entitled as Le Livre cles pénétrations métaphysiques (Paris and
Tehran. 1965), and inlo English by Parviz Morcwedge entitled as The Metaphysics 0/Mul/à Saclrà
(New York: SSIPS. 1992).

/:
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achieved through a direct experience. 12 In comparing with Suhrawardl's theory, liS

mentioned in ai-Taill'ihàr'-', Mullâ $adrâ expresses the same explanation of the process of

a direct selt:experience.

Having analyzed and criticized the traditional doctrines, Mulhî SlIdnî elabol'lltes his

theory of"selt" (Ilaj.~), as weil as its relation with the body. '4 According to him, the soul is

not eternal but originated and, thus, at its birth, it is in matter, devcloping towards

immateriality. He ultimately maintains that the soul (sel!) is bodily in its origin and with

regard to its governing function (al-Ia.yar,.,ifl, but spiritual in its survival (al-II<!{.\·

ji.l'lIIàlliyal al-blldtilll wa al-Ia.yar,.,if wa l'Iibâlliyal al-baqà '). IS The soul tirst emerges as

vegetative, then as perceptive and moyer at the animallevel, then as potential intellect, and

finally as pure intellect. The soul has its being at ail these levels and at each of these levels

it is the same in a sense, and yet different in a sense because the same being can pass
", ',".'

through different levels of development. The soul does not emerge as a genuine and

complete unity until it reaches the status of the acquired intellect 1(, We can obviously see

here that Mullâ Sadrâ applies his three fundamental principles: the "principiality of

existence" (al'àlal al-wllj/id), the "systematic ambiguity" (al-Ia.l'hkik), and the "substantive

movement" (al-barakal al:iawllariya), By having recourse to these principles, he

12 AIi]a/', [VII, pp. 47-8.

13 See abave, n. 8.

loi Ibid., pp. 11-23.

IS Ib'd 326-7 347 ,UJlt.l6. ù' -" ~ ~l...oo.t.lt..;'J' . '" .\1 ., pp. 1 " ~ JJJ .r--J:.J , . ~ U""""'" L.J

IG Ibid., pp. 51,121-3,134-6.

:!
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demonstrates that, on the one hand, the nature of human soul (liais) is a kind of existence,

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

Furthermore, to prove the human soul (selt) and its separation From the body,

Mullâ $adrâ al50 applies the philosophers' argument From self-knowledge, i.e., a direct

experience. 17 As we have seen above, the same argumentation is applied by Suhrawardî as

weil. Il therefore seems that the main argument our sages rely on to prove the human soul

is a kind of iIluminative or intuitive experience, viz., self-knov.:ledge. On the other side, in

order to categorize the human soul "self' (liais) in their philosophical system, Suhrawardî

and Mullâ $adrâ have apparently used their own terminology. In accordance with their

philosophical languages, Suhrawardî categorizes "self' (alla or liais) as "light" (mir)

because it is nonmaterial and, therefore, is present to itself, 18 whereas Mullâ $adrâ

categorizes it as "existence" (WIYIÎd) because the reality of liais is observed directly.19

Il should be noted that we mean here by the technical term "self' and the related

Arabie words such as "al-lIqfs," "al-dhâl" and "alla" a more general meaning than "human

sou!." Il involves, in the terminology of our discussion, the essence "dhât" of God as

well. 211 ln this respect Suhrawardî remarks that "the concept "alla" which involves the

17 Ibid., pp. 47-8.

'" Suhrnwardi, Opera Il, lfikmal al-Ishl'ôq, pp. 110-111. lt should be noted that sometimes Suhrnwardi
uses lhe lerm "11'1/1";'(' (existence) in his examination ofself-cxpcrience. See abovc, n. 8.

19 Mull:i ~adrfi, As/ôl', IVII, p. 47. However, we have seen before, in chapter 1 (p. 23), thal :vlullfi Sadrfi
has iUlcrpreted the iIIuminative term "m;I''' in his own terminology as "IVI/jlid."

,. the problem of God's knowledge of His Essence (al- 'Um bi-dhâtihi) will be examincd in the following
ehapler.

(, .



Necessary (Existent) and any otlter, is an entity which pcrceives itself .";!1 Thcrcn.lre, in

the following pages, we use the above words intercltangeably, alluding to \Vltat cOlliltitutcs

the identity of a persan, in the case of human "self." and to tlte essence of Gad, in the case

of God's "self" Thus, in \Vltat follows, taking into consideration the immateriality of our

disputed subject, i.e., al-dhât (selt), we will examine two kinds of titis cntity: tirst OIlC'S

knowledge of Itis own "self' (in this chapter) nn~, tltereatler (in the tol1owing chllptcr),

God's know!edge afHis own "Self' (al-Dhât).

Il. Self-knowledge (al-lilm bi al-dhât)

The problem of self-knawledge, conceming an incorporeal entity, has rcccived

much consideration amang Muslim philosophers. The peripatetic thinkers such as Fârâbî

and Ibn Sînâ have explicitly paid attention ta the issue and, in several places of their

works, argued about the immateriality and self-awareness of the human soul (nerfs).

Fârâbî, identifYing the human soul as an immaterial substance (al-mllfâraq), argues that,

on the problem ofself-knowledge, the human soul directly perceives it's essence (dhâtihâ)

without any mediator or employing a bodily organ (al-âlaJ>?2 For IbnSînâ, who holds ~

~- J ~~

that the human soul is an immaterial s)Jiritual substance capable of existing independently

"?l,

. '~

~I Suhrawardî, OperaI, al-TalwiJuit, p. 116.
'1\
"

oI:ilj &.;-11~ olil •.;:t. .j y?-I."n ~ 1..~ li1 {'~~ 'f}~1 {'~ .j

:!:! Fârâbî, Risâ/atji Ithbâl a/wMlIfâriqât, pp. 3, 7.
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of the body, every immaterial entity, e.g., the human soul, is aware of "itself.,,'3 Il is

evident l'rom their argument that "the human SQul" knows "itseIF' by presence (i.e.,

without any mediator of form or concept ) since il is nonmaterial, and every immaterial

being is present for its essence.'· However, it is traditionally assumed that the Peripatetics

confine "al- 'i/m al-fllllflÎl'l' ta "self-knowledge," while confining "al- 'i/m al-bll.ylÎlI' to

"knowledge of anything other than "self."'s Apart l'rom the reservations made in the

introduction of part Il,'· we may accept that, according to the Peripatetics, "self-

knowledge" is essentially a kind ofknowledge by presence "al- 'i/m al-bllqIÎI'Î."

Suhrawardî has examined the issue in several places of his works?7 He argues that

a being which has an essence (al-dhâ/) is either aware of its essence or DOl. If it is aware,

then it cannot be dark, since "his essence is revealed for him. ,,'8 He states:

Anyone who has a reality ofwhich he is never oblivious is not obscure Ighâsiq iiI.
crepuscular]. This is so because of th'e darity and apparentness of his
reality to himself. He is not a mode of darkness inherent in another thing,
lor 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
phys~cllLindication. 29

2.1 Ibn Sin:i, a/-Isllàràt., vol. 2, a/-namal 3, pp. 319-323.

21 Ibn Sin:i. a/-Ta'/i'làl, pp. 79,80,82,;'.»-" ....\l4-'I~ ~ w\ l.;lt..u\ll .,..illl
~-;:::~-

::!!' SabzHvtlri. SIJar" JÜanzlima. p. 185.

2<; Sec abovc. pp. 70-74.

27 Suhrawardi, oper"'\I, a/-Ta/lI'illàl, pp. 69-75;
pp. 110-116 \

" Opera. Il, lfikmal /!/-Isllrà'l, p. 110.

:,~. Ibid., pp. 110·111 (lrans. by M. Haïri, as slalcd in 77,e princip/e of Epis/em%gy in Is/omic
Plli/osoplly. p. 72).
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This statement that is based on his philosophy of Ishràq indicates that human soul

knows itself; and this is a renson, according to Suhrawardl, lbr ils immateriality. The nexl

step here is that Suhrawardl will be obliged to provide an ans\Ver to the question: How

does one really know himself? ln other words, \Vhat is the nature of "sell~knowing.""sell~

awareness," or "selt~consciousness"?Regarding our preceding discussion of the division

of knowledge into "al- 'ilm al-~lu.).,i1f' and "al- 'ilm aHw<iliri," llllder which of them is Ihis

kind of knowledge categorized?

Deating thoughtnilly with the question of selt:consciousncss, Suhrawardl gives liS

the answer in the light of his theory of knowledge. He argues that hUlllan soul knows

"itself' by presence, without any mediator of forlll or idea (mi/hdi). ln this regard he

states:

Sinee you arc not absent l'rom your own reality (dhâluk) and l'rom your awarcncss
of that reality, and it is not possible that this awarencss bc by a rcprcscntation or
any superaddition, it thus follows that in this awarencss of your rcality you nccd
not have anything besides the very reality of yourscll', whieh is hlanifest to itsclf
or, ifyou wish, not absent l'rom itself.JO

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 III the "1I1-

TallYihâ/,..JI but mentioned in other places as well.32 ln this dream-vision Suhrawardi

JO Ibid., p. 112.

~ ~~\jJl O.)~ ~1~'1ILJ~ rjl~~I .J ,41 ~l.)~\ w:..J .!lJ\j wc- y;lu""';/ ülJ

4-.il ù" <.;lliJl .;;>]JI 4-iJlô.JAllill.!t\~.>#-.) .!t1~l..!ISIA) ~~

JI Suhrawlirdi, Opera J, a/-Ta/wiltâl, pp. 70-74. For more cxplanalion, sec M. Haïri, KtlOIv/edije by
Presetlce, pp. 121-165.

32 Suhrawlirdi, Opera J, a/-Masltâri', p. 484.
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points to the significance of self-knowledge (al- 'ihn hi al-dhâl) in the illuminative view of

knowledge and perception.

The dream-vision is an allegory through which Suhrawardî expostulates his view

of knowledge. He asked Aristotle the question of knowledge (mas 'alal al- 'i/m).

Aristotle's solution is: "return to your soul (or self), then you solve [the problem].33 Il

seems evident that "the answer given by "Aristotle" to the fundamental question about

"knowledge" provides the very basis of Suhrawardî's famous "knowledge by presence"

(al- 'ilm al-~l/l~hi,.i or Shlllllidi)."34 Since the dream-vision throws much light on

Suhrawardi's theory ofself-knowledge, some parts ofit will be quoted at some length.

• .'

Aristotle: 'Think introvertively of yourself. (If you do 50, you will certainly
discover that your vcry selfhood) will thcn resolve (the problcm) for you."

Suhrawardî: "But how?"

Aristotle: Ifyou arc rcully awarc ofyourself, thcn your awarencss cf yourself will
(not) be (anything but) awareness by yourself. For, if it wcre in any other way, it
would mean that there was another acting power (besidcs your own), or another
knowing subject (bcsides yourself), tha(operatcd in yourself in knowing you. (It
would not therefore be you who knew yourself. But it must be the casc that you
know yourself.). Thus we retum to the saine question (i.e. of whcther or not you
arc aware ofyourselfby yourself), and this shows itselfto bc an obvious absurdity
(i.e. it would go on ad infinitum)."

Suhrawardî: "Assuming that you know yoursclf by yourself, (and not by anything
cise, the question then becomes:) is (your knowledge of yourself) through the
production ofan effeet l'rom yourself in yours~lf!"

Aristotlc: "Ali right (,let us assume the existence of such an effect)."

Suhrawardî: "But if a (certain) effeet (which is actuated by yourself) does not
correspond with the reality of yourself, then it is not true to say that you really
know yourself."

•
" Suhrawnrdî, Opera l, al-1'alll'ihât, p.70. .ill~ .!!...il .,JI t::"',;1 .,J Jill

~- :::

,., H. Laudolt, "Suhrawardi's "Talcs of initiation," JOllm~1 01 The American Oriental Societv, vol. 107,
no. 3 (July-Scptembcr, 1987), p. 480. ii .
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Aristotle: "nlen (let us assume), "1 said:'(that sueh an en"et is a (tme)
representation ofmy o\\'n reality,"

Suhrawardî: "does this representation belong to a universal selC or is it
appropriated (to your individual selO,ood) by (taking on) speeilie qualiti"s'.'" (Of
these altematives) 1chose the second.

Aristotlc: "(No\\') cvery representation (occurring) in the self (as the intellect) is a
universa!' eVen if it be qualified by many universal qualities (and restrictions, t"r)
this (sort of l11ulti-qualification) does not prevent (sneh a representation) being
shared by (, and applicable to, l11any) individual selves. If it should happen that (a
ccrtain represcntation of this kind) is preventcd (l'rom applying to many), it must
be for some accidentai reason. Bnt (u"Joubtedly) you kno\\' yourself (in such a
way that your seI01Ood,) by (its) essential reality, refuses to be shared (by other
selves). Therefore this (particular and unshared) apprehension (ofyourselt) cannat
bb . ,,1\e y representatlon.

ln this discussion, selt:knowledge is the primary question considcred by Aristotlc,

and, thereafter, selt:consciousness and the concept of "\" (aua) 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 (al- 'illll al-bl/~liiri al-

shl/Mdi)- is conclusively gained.36 What we may conclude l'rom the argument, which is

indicated in the discussion between Suhrawardî and Aristotle, is the fact that, according to

Suhrawardî, the only way through which one is able to identif: the reality of his essence

(al-dllât), is "knowledge by presence" (al- '/1111 al-Iplfjtiri).

Mullâ Sadrâ also approaches the problem of "self-knowledge" in the Iight of his

philosophical system (al-biklllai aI-lilI/la 'âliya). As we have seen above, to prove the

human soul "uafs," Mullâ Sadrâ, on the one hand, has recourse to a basic, ontological

principle "the principiality of existence" (a.yâlat al-wl/j/Îd) according to which the only

35 Opera l, ai-Taill'ihüi; p. 70 (trans. by M. Ha' iri as statcd in KI/mvledge by l'resellce, pp, 32~-3JO).

'. n
36 Ibid., pp. 70-4, .
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reality is existence and quiddities arc constructed by the mind.'" Thanks tl' this principIL"

he holds that the Imman soul "1I'!f"" is a rorm of e~;istence Ilia/m' II/ill al-\I'I(Nd). On the

other hand, he maintains that direct, intuitive experience is the only wa~' to kno\\' realily:"

thus the realily of the soul could be achieved through a direct experienee. In this kil1ll or

relationship, there is no formaI or conceptual mediator between a person (as a kl1lllVl'r)

and his essence "dilâl" (as an abject known). Consequently, when 1 rclèr to mysclC Mulhi

Sadrà adds, and consider my essence directly, the only Ihing that 1 re:llize is my existenn:

that perceives itsel['9 ln this direct experience, one doesn't rely on a Ibrm or concept to

achieve his own "self:" since any kind of lorm or concept (even the concept or "alld'),

being universal, is outside of the reality ofhis essence (dilâliili).'ltl

To demonstrate that "knowledge by presence" is tlle only way Ihrough which one

can achieve the reality of his own "self," Mullà ~adrà uses the same argumentation as

Suhrawardî does. To sum up, it could be said that, according 10 them, il is certain Ihat

one's knowledge ofhis own "self," to which he refers as his "l," is a kind ofknowledge by

presence. A generally cited argument, which is found also in Ibn Sînà's wrilings,'" i's

summarized as following: One cannot l'ail to be conscious of his own self in any

circumstance, in solitude or in others' company, in sleep or waketùlness, or in any olher

:=::;., Mulhi $adni, As.fô/", 1/1, pp. 38-74.

JK al-Ma,;hô'i/", p. 30.l;>;r-b"":~\;lI';-:II;r'='JI .:,fi;'J>"...,JI';;;'1 rW'

39 As.fÔ/", IVII, pp. 47-8. <..il...J;"l ~.•"..~ 'JI .?I; wu... "",,,,) u..J.,J1.;

.," Ibid., 11111, pp. 156-7.

• ,'" Ibn Sillli, al-'l'a'/iqôl, pp. 79,160,161,162.
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state. This consciousness is not by virtue of the presence of the quiddity of the "self'

bclore us; it is not present as a concept, or known through mediated knowledge. That is

because a mentnl 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

duc to the external existent (to which it corresponds). Now, that which we recognize in

relation to ourselves-that we n'1er to as 'T'-is something essentially individuated,

incapahle of corresponding to multiple things. !ndividuality (al-Iashakhkhlls) is a property

of existence; hence our knowledge of our selves is by virtue of their presence for us with

their very e:Hernal existence, which is the ground of individuation and external etTects.

This is a kind of knowledge called "immediate knowledge" (al- 'ilm al-hlldliri; literally,

"knowledge by presence,,).'2

Generally speaking, it might be said that they (i.e., Suhrawardi and Mullâ Sadrâ)

have actually thought over the problem of self-knowledge (al- 'Um hi al-dllât) within their

philosophical system. Hence their theory, in this regard, seems to have been considered in

the light of their whole system which isknown as ilIuminative philosophy. Consequently,

apart l'rom the usage of their own languages (i.e., "ligh:" or "existence"), it seems that, as

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

argumentation and the result on which they demonstrate the theory of"self-know!edge."

.., For Suhmll'ardi sec: Opera Il. llikmal a/-Ishrâq, pp. 111-113; for Mulla Sadr;i sec: a/-Mahtla' 1I'a a/
Ma'M, pp. 8()·83.
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III. The human soul knows its "attributes," "dispositions" and

"faculties" by presence

The human soul-whether it is detined as a tàculty or power inherent in the hody,

or as a spiritual substance capable of existing independently of the hody--devclops inlo lin

actualized intellect IInd Clin think immllterilll forms. Psychologieally, there arc certain

attributes, dispositions, and faculties or "inner senses" thal arc imputed to the human soul,

with which the soul has been, in its turn, detined or chnracterized by philosophers sincc

antiquity.43 In this part of discussion, wc are expected to examine the epistemoloeical

relationship between the human soul and i.ts related entities, with regard 10 our

philosophers' doctrine.

Suhrawardî, who believes that "self' (lIajv) exists distinctly Irom the body,

maintains that the human soul employs the body and operates within it, using severnl

powers and faeulties. The soul, aeeording to him, directly apprehends the body, its powers

and faculties, without employing any form or bodily organ:'" ln certain places of his

works, Suhrawardî elaborates this doctrine, pursuing his idea of self-knowledge that

occurs directly for the soul.45 ln his al-Mashâri', Suhrawardî goes into somewhat more

detail arguing as follows:

The self docs in fact apprehend its body as weil as ils imagination and ils
phantasm. The supposition that these things arc apprehendcd through a

-l' Sec F. R.1hman, Avicenna '.\' P,~vchology (London: Oxford University Press, 1~52), pp. 25-40.

.... Opera l, ai-Taill'ihàt, pp. 71-3. -

-l'Ibid" pp. 71-3; al-Mashàri', pp. 484-5.

1:
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representation iniaorent in the r~ality of the soif, while the representation as sueh is
uni"ersal, would imply that the soif is the mO"er of a uni"ersal body, using
universal mental powers, and has no apprehension of its particular body nor
aC'juaintanœ with the powers that belong ta itseif, This Iconsiderationl is
obviollsly not right. For tl", imagination is ignorant of Icannot apprehendl itself.
just as it is ignorant of ail the mental powers, even if it cannat challenge the effects
of these powers in aetual operation. Now, if the imagination is not competent ta
realize cither itsdf or these mental powers, no material power ean ever understand
the tmth of itsdf. And if the self las an intellc'Cti were also not supposed ta know
anything other than universals, then it would necessarily follow that a man would
.~'ever know his own particular body, his OWI1 particulaI' imagination, and his own
pl1l1icular phantaslll, ail of which pertain ta ~iÎmsclf. But this is not actually the
case, beeause in the world of reality there arc no human beings who do not know
in presence thdr own particular broies and their own partieular mer,tal powers
while using their <)wn partÎCular powers. The conclusion is that man knows
hlmsdf and ail his mental powers with no mediation of an)' mental image, and
knows the entirety ofhis body in the same manner.46

(nthis argument, Suhrawardl approaches a traditional question whether the human

soul is ablc 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 partieular phantaslU. On the other hand,. the

human soul (self) knows directly",his own particular body and other particulars.

Consequ~'ntly, the soul is, according to Suhrawardl, able to conceive particulars.
,/

Nevertheless, it seems that Suhrawardl takes for granted that the human soul (self or nafs)

apprehends directly its own body, its own powers and phantasm, without using any form

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

One of the things that support our opinion that wc do have sorne kind of
apprehensions (idrâk6t) which need not takc a forro of rcpresentation (.~lÎra) other
than the presence of the reality (dhât)47 of the thing apprehended (ml/drak), is

.,(, Opera l, al·Mashâri', p,484-5. (trans. by M. Hâ' iri as stated in 1ï1e principle ofEpistemology in Islamic
"""0.1'01'",1'. p. 94-95).

." The transllllor, M. H:i'iri, here prefers the ward "reality" as the more suilable translation of clhât..
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whcn a man is in pain l'rom a cut or l'rom damagc !o onc ofhis organs. Hc thcn has
a feeling of this daumgc. But this tècling or apprchcnsit.1l1 is ncvcr in Sil':" a \Vay
that that damagc Icaycs in thc samc organ of thc body or in anothcr a Il>l'lu of
rcprcscntation ofitsdfbcsidcs thc rcality ofitsdC R'lthcr. thc thing apprchc11llcd is
but that damagc itsdf. n,is is what i. tmly scusiblc and it counts in itsdf Il1l' pain.
Ilot a rcprcs~~ntation of it. causcd by itsclf. This pro\'cs thal. thcrc ;\.rc among
things apprchcndcd by us somc things svch that ;n bcing apprchcndcd. it is
suffieicnt that their rcality bc rceCÎ"ed in thc mind 01' in 'Ill) :'gent \\'hich is prcsent
in the mind.4s

The thesis Suhrawardl is pulting lbrward, in his discussion so l1u', is lhe thct lhat

the human soul, besides its direct apprehension of itselt: has its direct experiencc of œrtain

entities, e.g., its powers, faculties and internai states. The principles of his argutllent are

evident, lbr, according to the definit!on he gives us, the direct experiencc occurs in a case

in which there woul!! not be any veil or obstacle between a perceiver and somelhing

perceived. In the case of the human soul and its particular r~;intives, these particulars,

according to Suhruwardl, exist at the presence of the soul and, therelbre, the soul direclly

perceives them as it knows itself by presence.

The question of the epistemological relatiort$hip of the soul to its particular

relatives has received a special consideration among Muslim philosophers. ln this respect,

TûsÎ's view ot'the problem will be briefly mentioned. TÛSÎ,49 evidently lbllowing the same

line of thought, maintains that 'just as an apprehender (al- 'âqil) in perceiving his own

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

·lH Opera l, al-Mf/sMri '. p.485. (lrans, by M. H:i' iri as stated in The prineiple of "pislell/olo~ill Islall/ie
Philosophy, tl. 94-95).

." The important thirteenth century philosopher, scientist, and Shi 'He theologian Nasir a2Din al·Tilsi W:IS

a great follower of Ibn Sinâ, and one of lhe mos! importanl commenta!or on his al-Ishâl'ât. He was,
however, influenced by certain views of the llIuminationis! philosophers, althongh the exact ex!ent and
nature of this influence still necds to be closely determined.
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essence through which he is what he is, 50 also in perceiving that which emanates from his

essence he does not need any form other than the form of the emanation through which

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

eXHmple:

Consider your own CHse when you apprehend something by means of a form which
you have imagined or brought to mind. This foml docs not emanate absolutely
trom you alone, but rather with a certain participation. of something cise.
Neverthcless, you do not apprehcnd this fonn through another foml, but rather,
just as you apprehend that thing through the foml, so also do you apprehend the
fonn itsclf through that same foml without there being any doubling of fonns
within j'ou. Indeed, the only things that double arc your (mental) consideration
(i 'Iihâl'âl) conneeted with your essence and that roml only by way of
supcrimposition (al-tarakkl/b) ..sl

TûsI has e1aborated this argument about the problem of God's knowledge. In this

part of his argumentation, he atlempts to prove his theOl'Y thanks to a direct self-

experience. TûsÎ considers certain that this kind of experience is undoubted, for everyone

may procure the self-experience in his own self What we understand from TùsÎ's

argument is that theril is no mediator between the soul and what happens in it like a form

01' a concept. In this argument, his atlempt 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.

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

50 Tlisi, in his notes'onlbn Sinâ's al-lvllârâ/lI'a'al-7'anbillâl, vol. 3, al-namat 7, pp. 714-15 (trans. by N.
Heer inhis translation of ),imi's al-Dl/rra al-FâKllira, p. 46).

5\ Ibid.. pp. 714-7.15.



(âlàtihâ), and its intellections (ta 'l1qqulâtihi), withoul employing any inl~rnll.~diary

organ.52

The same doctrine is also taken into account by Mullà ~a<h à. He acccpls

Aristotle's definition of the soul as entelechy of the body insofar as it operatcs through

faculties. Âccording to him, the soul cannot a~ such be Stparntc and indcpcndent of

matter. The soul, he holds, is at its birth, in matter and grndually dcvdops thl"l1ugh l\

spiritual path insofar as it becomes free from some aspects of matter and thc mntcrial

bodl~ This Sadrian account of the development of thehuman soul is relatcd 10 his

doctrine of"substantive movement" (al-~1Graka al-:iawhal'iya) which lies at thc rool of his

system. S~ Mullâ ~adrâ, as seen earlier, has established his theory of the existence and

development of the soul on sorne of his fundamental principles such as the principiality of

existence (a~'âlat al-wlljtid), the systematic arnb~~uity (al-tashkik.fi al-ll'lIjlid), and the

substantive motion (al-baraka 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 slornach, but

also "faculties or powers" like nutrition and digestion. 55 Mullâ ~adrâ's intcrpretation

~2 Tüsi, 51101'h-; Mas'alat al- 'Um (M3shhad: Malba'a J;îmi'a, 1965), p. 37.

S3 Mullâ $3drâ, /Is!âr, IVII, pp. 12-14. See above, p. 7&.

S·l The doctrine of "substantialmovemcnt" has been considercd as a nove! lheory demonstraled by Mullii
Sadrâ Shirâzi. He has discusscd lhe issue and ilS relatedproblellls in delail in A:ifâr, 1/3, pp. llO-113.
For morc expianation, see F. R.1hman, The PhUosophy o/lvlullâ Sm/rd (Albany: SUNY Press. PJ75),
pp. 94-124. Il • - .

SS As/ri1', IV/l, pp. 16-17,



•

•

•

92

raises the soul l'rom the sIalus of a purely physical form to a form that, although in maHer,

is capable of transcending il.

The nOli-material IlUman soul, which, being the ultimate form for its species,

despite its simplicity, is the source of ail its excellencies (a/-kall/â/ât) and effects (a/-âthâr)

thal it possesses in its essence. In addition, for Mullà Sadrà, "the soul is ail of the

I1lculties" (a/-IIl!!s kI/II a/-ql/wâ). sc. This theory is understood on the basis of his general

principle that "a simple nature is everything" (basit a/-haqiqa kI/II a/-ashyâ '). Faculties are

the "modes" (sllll ',ill) Oï "manifestations" (II/a;âhil') of the soulS7
. Based on this

ontological relation between the soul and its faculties and powers, there is also, according

to Mullà Sadrà, a direct epistemological relation between them. The human soul's direct

knowledge (a/- 'i/II/ al-flllc/ûri) ofitselfis a detailed knowledge ofits faculties, powers, and

excellencies, although these are not distinguished l'rom 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 Mullà Sadrâ, as we saw in

our discussion of "ih.~âl'," 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 sorne

necessarycOllditions 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

'" Ibid., p. 51, 120-123, 133-5, 221-230.<.5"iJl ~~J ui..,.ill .:.1

" Ibid.. pp. 133-6.
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form (in any sort ofperception), being atthe presence of the soul, is directly percci"ed hy

the sou\. 5" Ta support this doctrine, Mullà ~adrà states:

everything that man perceives and secs directly by means or his imaginai nleulty
and his intcrior sense docs not nt ail inhcrc in the body of the hrain or in SOIllC

power inhering in that area: nor is it loeated in the eodies or the heavenly sl'heres
or in a world separated l'rom the son\, as some followers of the i\lumimltil1nist
(philosophers) ha'. e mentioned. Instead, il snbsists in the sonl-m't like something
inhering in something cise, but rather likc lm aet sllbsisting throllgh its agenl.'·'

Rejecting the other doctrines, Mullà ~adrâ goes on arguing for his oIVn theses. He

demonstrates his doctrine on the basis of his understanding of the human soul For Mulhl

$adrâ, the ontological relationship between the soul, on the one sicle, and its fonns,

concepts, faculties, powers, and internai states, on the other side, is an especial relalion

which is based on the agency of the sou\. According ta his point of vieIV, the internai

fonns, concepts, faculties, powers, altributes, and dispositions are the "modes" (S/III'lill)

or "manifestations" (ma:;âhir) of the SOU\.60 This multiplicity, in the case of the soul and

its states, refers ta unity (a/-ka/hra yarji '/1 ilâ a/-wabda) , for "the soul is ail of the

faculties" and, therefore, it keeps its ùnity and simplicity in ail levels.',1 Thc dcvclopmcnt

of the soul is marked by successive stages of increasing unity and simplicity. Thc soul, al

SN Mullâ ~adrâ, Ta '/iqa 'alâ Sharh-i Niklllai lU.I'hrâq, p. 454. ,L:ù~ .....t...., JS Ji Jt..a.,'il ",'

WI! 4&' '-lw,'i' ,Jo 'i '"W!,Jo '>J"-""";Wlll ü"sJ.J1 r!'" W.o~ 'J"J
" .u:~ 'J ~~~ J»J r1J ~~

59 Mu\lâ ~adrâ, al-:'Ir.l'hiya, pp. 237-8 (trans. by J.W. Morris as stated in11/e Wi.l'c/olll oflhe 11l/'fllle, p.
138).

•" Avery similar idca has been àlrc.1dy held by Suhrawardi. In his Ilikma/ ol-I.I'hrâq (p.213), he states:

J.>'l'''; ~JJ.;ll; ~.!I~ u=J1 ......-'''''''J ....t,..}~.ft 4JS .....'~ ",1 W;.,

\+lI:>! w,4iJl '-lJ.>'l' ":;I~ .... ''''''' J ',,; .,li~

(" Mu\lâ ~adrâ,ll.ifâr, IVII, pp. 51-2, 73-77,133-6.
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the highest slage of its development, resembles God, for God, in His absolute simplicity,

comprehends eVèrything.(,2 Such a soul begins to function like God and creates forms

Irom within itself

Il is not impossible. lhough, that a single essence (lhat is. lhe sour) might beeome
so perféeled and inerease so mueh in the slrenglh of ilS essence and the inlensity of
ils "lage (of being) thal il eOllld beeome in ils essence the basis of something for
whieh It was not previollsly a basis, and the source of things lhat had not
developed in it before. This is (not impossible) ber.allse of the great exwnt of (lhe
sou!'s) field ofbeing.(i)

By proving a partieular ontological relation of the soul ta its faculties and llowers,

Mullâ ~adrâ goes on arguing that the epistemological relation between them occurs within

the Iramework of "knowledge by presence." As the soul directly knows itselfwithout any

conceptual mediator, it knows and coneeives directly its faculties and powers, as weil as

its attributes and dispositions. 6~ Ta prove his theory, Mullâ $adrâ has recourse ta the

argument that, on tlte one Itand, tlte faculties and other attributes and powers inhere in tlte

soul. On tlte other Itand, wlten something inheres in something else, such that the being of

that tirst thing in itsclf is tlte same as its being in that in which it inheres (wlljûdllhIÎ fi

IIq(sih 111111'0 II'lIj/ÎdlllllÎfi IIw~wllih), if follows that:

When something inheres in something cIse, such thatthr. being of that tirst thing in
ilsclf is lhe same as its being in that in which it inheres, then it is impossible for its
own being ta be in one world and for the being of that in whieh it inheres ta be in
another world. Therefore, the inhering thing and that in whieh it inheres are in one

'" Ib'd l' 11 .. p. _.

(il Mull:i $adr:î. ol-:'ll'sll(l'o. p.128 (Irans. by J.W. Morris as slaled in The IV/St/Dili of/he Tlll'one, p. (15).

(., Mnll:i $adr:î. !I.ifàl', 11111, pp. 157-164. i~~ 'i ;,.~~ i~.....~ 4"j.!l"" LoS..,.;JJ\.:JI
'-;l>j ûftl i~~ 'i:<s."...ll J l.S~ lAl";&-I~.!l.",~ 'ûftl
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world. sa that which pereeivos and that whieh is percei"ed arc or one mode <or
b · ) h'cmg ..

Furthermore, Mullà $adrà examines the arguments on which both Suhrawardi ;\11(\

TÛSI rely, as seen earlier. Mullà $adrà argues thft! whenever one uses his powers or

faculties, he is using particular powcrs and làcuitics, not univcrsul ones. l-1ence, he

apprehends them particularly and intuitivcly without (lny formai or conceptuul mediat"r. ln

addition, any kind of form or concept which is pcrœivcd through the mind, Mull:i Sadn!

adds, is univcrsal, whereas we apprchend oursclves and in particular lorms. Consequently,

we do not apprehend ourselves and our tàculties and powcrs through thc universal tortns

or concepts.oo Finally, Mullà $adrà concludes that the tlrst knowlcdgc which appears l'or

every body, in the very beginning of his Iife, is his knowledge of his own "self' and then

his knowledge of his own powers and faculties. These kinds of knowledge arc csscntially

"knowledge by presence.,,07

Mullà $adrâ-in his discussion of the issue, that is, the human soul and its intuitivc

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 weil as several illuminative bases. To establish his ultimate

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

os Mullâ Sadrâ, al- 'Al'shiya, p. 236 (trans. by J.W. Morris as statcd in 'l'he Wisc/()/11 (if Ihe 'l'hl'OlIe, p. 134).

r" Mullâ ~adrâ, As/âl', Ill/l, pp. 157-9; ;'I-Mahc/a' \Va al-Ma 'âc/, pp. 80-1.

67 Ibid., p. 161; al-lv/ahc/a' \l'a al-Ma'âri: p. 81.

U'1",.n....;;JI4..,....Ji ,lAI";' 4..Jc. rl,t;:.I;,4..Jc.... ..,.illl r~ J,I;~,J-"l4l

,,)~ r"l.Jl &0 ùw..JI ù l::",,~4Jl~.J"UolI
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'Arabi's system. Based on thesc principles, Mullâ ~adrâ organizes his theory of the

ontological and epistemological relation of the human soul to its f:1culties, powers,

attitudes and dispositions. He uhimately holds that the human soul, at the highest stage of

Ïls development, begins ta fùnction like Gad and creates something tram within itself At

this stage, the Perfect Man, as we !ind in Ibn' Arabî's teachings, must function directly

through the simplicity and unity of his mind. 6
" Thanks ta this conception, Mul1â Sadrâ

develops his doctrine of the essential "creativity" of the soul (khallâqiyat al-llerfs). Based

on this doctrine, the faculti;::s and powers are essemially at the presence of the human soul;

and the human soul apprehends them direct!y, without any formaI or conceptual mediator.

,~ .·lsJiil'. IV/I. p. 140-142.



• CHAPTER 5

God and "Knowledge by presence"

The problem of God's knowledge has a long story in the histolY or Islamie

thought. Without exaggeration the discussion of God's knowledge Ims reeeived a

remarkably profound consideration by Muslim thinkers, namely theologians, philosophers

•

•

and Stîtîs. 1 Mullâ Sadrâ enumerates no less than ten ditlèrcnt vicws on this issue.! 1 don 't

aim to give a detailed account of the history of this problcm here, but we may sardy

examine the view points of our sages, Suhrawardi and Mullà Sadn!, bearing in mind the

scope of our disputed subject, viz., knowledge by presence. Concerning the organizalion

of our study, we shall make a distinction between two parts or God's knowledge: thal or

His Essence, and that of His effects. The tormer is discussed in the following pages, and,

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

1 FârlÎbî, a/-1'a'/iqàl, pp. 8,12; Ki/àb a/-FrtslÎs, p. 18,20-21; Ibn SîlllÎ, a/-lshà"'ÎI., vol. 4, al-llamal 7, pp.
708-9; al-Najàl, pp. 99-100, 102-3; al-1'a'/iqàl, pp. 78-9, 81, 97: Ghazzâli, al-Iqlisrirl,/i a/-/'Iiqrirl, pp.
99-100; 1'ahàfil/ a/-Fa/àsi/a, pp. 188-201; al-Râzî, al-Mabrihilh a/-Mash,.iqiya, vol. l, pp. 4') 1-5;
Suhrawardi, Opera lI, IIikmal a/-.lsh,.àq, pp. 150-153; Tûsî, SI",,.h Mas'a/al a/-'I/m, pp. JX-44; Ibll
Rushd, 1'ahàfil/ a/-1'ahrifill, pp. 447-468; Jâmî, a/-Da/"l'al a/-I;r;khira, pp. 14-24; F. Rahmall, 'l'he
Philasophy o[Mrtl/à Sarl,.à, pp. 146-163; H. Landoll, "Ghazâli and RcligiollswissclIschaft," p. 59, Il.

158.

2 Mullâ ~adrâ, As[à,., 111/ l, pp. 180-2; a/-Mabrla' IVa a/-Ma 'rirl, pp, 90-91; Sabzavâri, 11.\'1"(;" a/-llikam, pp.
67-68; Tabâlabâ'î, Nihàyal ai-Ilikma, pp. 326-9. F. Rahman, 111e /'hilosophy o[Mal/li S(/(/,.ri, p. 146.
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1. God's knowledge of His Essence (a/-'i1m bi-dhâfihi)

Thanks to our philosophcr's system of thought, the issue of God's knowledge of

His Essence Ims rcccivcd an iIIuminative out look and is intcrpreted in the tramework of

thdr cpistcmologicalthcory, i.e., knowledge by presence. Nevertheless, the doctrine itself

had a long history bcfore them, especially in the Peripatctic (al-mashslui ') philosophy and

Islamic thcology (kalcim).

It is historically evident that most philosophers who have in any way addressed the

problcm of God 's knowledge of His Essence have accounted it in a framework excluding

any externat agent or mediator, i.e., in a way preparing what came ta be known as

knowledge by presence.3 The peripatetic philosophers, like Fârâbî and Ibn Sînâ, have

maintained that God knows His essence by presence, without any form or concept.-l [n this

regard, Ibn Sînâ argues:

AI-B:îr: (The Necessar)' Existent) apprehends His Essence (dhâta/ni) since the
existence of His essence belongs to Himsc1f. And every entity apprehending an
essenCe. that essence accurs ta the same entity in-itsclf (Ji dhâtihâ).5

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

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

.l Il sholiid be nolcd herc Ihat 1don't mC:Jn by "knowledge by presencc" the literai term which has been
llsed in the recerll philosophicnl· lexIs. What 1 meau is thal the "definition" that they (i.e., the
Pcripalelics) givc abolit God's knowledgc of Himscif is cxaclly what we cali "knowlcdge by presence"
(al- 'Um al-!lIuJlÏl'i).

., For F:ir:ibi's ide:l see: al-Ta'/iqri', pp. 8, 12; for Ibn Sin.î's :Jrgumenls sec: al-ls/ulf'{Ïf., vol. 4, al-namat 7,
pp. 708-9; al-Najrit. pp. 99-100, 102-3; al-7'o'/iqâ', pp. 78-9,81,97.

~ Ibn Simi. al,1'a'/i(lril, p. 78,

ir
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without there being any diflèrence (tog//«(\'ur), with respl~et to existence Vi "I-Il'uiti"),

between His Essence and His apprehcnsion of1-lis Essence, except in the consideration Vi

o/-i '/ihâr)."

Relating to the theory of God's knowledge, SuhrawanH considers two separate

issues: God's knowledge of His Essence and God's knowledge of the things. Concel1ling

the former, Suhrawardi states that God (the Light of Lights) is a pure Light that exists in

itself (a/-qâ'im hi al-<l//(;I). This kind of being knows itsclf by presence, without any Il1l1B

or idea. He argues:

A thing that exists in itself (al-qâ 'illl hi al..dhâl) and is eonseiolls of itsclf dœs not
know itsclfthrollgh a representation (al-mi/MI) ofitsclfappcaring in ilsclf.'

ln this argument, Suhrawardi simply elaborates the làet that scll:consciousness

whieh happens for an immaterial entity should be a direct experience, Iree Ii'om idca or

formai mediator, and also free l'rom material organs. The Pure Light is completcly Ii'ee

l'rom darkness (that is, in his language, matter or materi31 cntity), and as such apprehcnds"

itself without any intermediary or representation. Apart l'rom his illuminative terminology,

the structure ofthis argument, as we have seen above, is found in Ibn Sinâ.

Regarding the same question, Mullâ ~adrâ demonstrates his theory of Goll's

knowledgc of His Essence in the light ofhis philosophical system (a!-bikma a/-ulllla'â/ia),

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

" Ibid., pp. 78-9, 81,97, On this argumentation, Ibn Sinâ is rollowed by his pupil Bahrnanyâr; Scc al-,
Tah.l'i1, pp. 573-4.

7 Suhrawardi, Hikma/ al-/.I'hrâq, p. III.
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abstraction l'rom malter and its obstacles. "N On the olller hand, he believes that the reality

of knowledgc essentially refers to the reality of existence. ln this regard, he states that

"His knowlcdgc is rcducible to His Being. ,,9 He adds: "knowledge is nothing but presence

of existence without any obstacles.,,1lI Thanks to these fundamental principles, Mullâ

Sadrâ c1aborates his ll.rgumentation ofGod's knowledge of His Essence. He states:

lt JThe Neeessary Existent\ is (purely) simplieity in its inner-rcality (and thus is)
independent of contamination l'rom imperfection, eontingcncy and privation. Any
entity lhat is in this manner, its inner-reality is presentto itselfwithout impediment
(lit. Veil). Knowledge is nothing but presence of existence without any obstacle...
The highest degree of intelligibles is the most foreeful in e"istcncc-and That is
The Neecssary E"istent. His inner-being intellects His (very) inner-being.1l

Mullâ Sadrâ, having recourse to his terminology of "existence" (a/-ll'u)IÎd),

contrary to Suhrawardî who used the term "light" (a/-IIIÎr), refines the same argument the

result of which could be summarized as follows: The Necessary Existent (viz., Light of

Lights in Suhrawardî's language) is a Pure Existent (or Pure Light) and free from materiaJ.

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, knowhldge

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

K Mnll:i ~adr:i, al-Masl!â 'il', p. 63.J,;.. J .,W1 ù'" "J.P."l1 "" yJ-'>; oÙ""""; .!l\~,\ J!;

9 Mull:i ~adrâ. Asl;;l'. III/l, p. (50, 17-1-6; al-'Al'sh(va, p. 22-1. ,'....J.} ~y. -...l=. ,J

10 al-Mas"â'il', p. 63.•J'..:.t. ~ ' ....)1 ~~ ~\ ~ rW1J

Il al-Masilâ 'il', p. 63 (trans, by P. More\Vedgc in the saille page).
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intellect, intelligible and intellection, as Mullà ~adrà demonslrales, occurs in a very high

level. 12

Apart l'rom their dillèrent languages, nolably the terms "Iighl" (al-mir) lInd

"existence" (al-wlljlid)-our sages have relied on the same key principles in lhcir

arguments. For both, the First (The Light of Lights or The Necessary Existent) is pure,

single (hasi{), incorporeal (/11l1jarrad), being ontologically at the presence of itseIr Thus,

the result of this presence, for both, is an epistemological relation belween God und His

Essence (dhâtihi). Consequently, one can plausibly claim thal these two thinkers, on lhis

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 (dhâtihi)-there is no serious ditTerence, concerning the result

of their arguments, between the Peripatetic philosopher Ibn Sînâ and the illuminationists

such as Suhraw~rdî and Mullâ ~adrâ, 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 case of immaterial entity, happens directly, for there is no veil or

obstacle between an "immaterial entity" and its essence.

" Mull~i ~adrâ, As/ôr, III/l, pp. 174-6. We ean find lhe same argument and the same resull in the ronner
philosophers such as Bahmanyâr, the pupil or Ibn Sinâ. ln his at-1'ahsil (p. 573), Bahmallyâr snys:

~ J ".:jlil~.,ï.- ùjlllJ.,p,oJ u-ili ~~\j ~ ~.;:t. .Jo' 'OJ\.J\ wr:- J~ J»)\ ,:)
J ...... ~ Jfuo. ~ Ji<. .:,:,' .J.....,; ,,,1:>1
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Il. Causal relationship (al·tillïya)

It secms that the problcm of causation (al- 'i1/iya) has been implied, as we shall see,

as the key principlc in a rational discussion of God's knowledge of things. We begin by

cxplaining this key clement, after which we shall turn to the problem ofGod's knowledge.

Il is historically evident that the question of causation has a long story in the

history of human thought. The discussion of causal relationship, as weil as a number of

serious debates, goes back to Plato and Aristotle. Generally speaking, lhe lwo-fold

principlcs of causation could be defined in such a way lhal "a cause has lradilionally been

thought of as thal which produces somelhing and in lerms of which lhal which is

produced, ils elTect, can be explained. Thal which is caused mighl be eilher sorne new

substance or simply a change in somelhing lhal already exists.,,13 The close relation

between cause and its elTecl is one of the crucial items that have been considered in lhis

regard. Examining lhe above definition of the causalion, R. Taylor states lhat "it was also

generally supposed by philosophers that there is a certain necessary or inherent conneclion

between any cause and its elTect. By this is meant that the joint occurrence of both is not

"accidental"-that a cause is something which is such thal, once given its elTect cannot l'ail

to occur-and that a cause compels the occurrence of its eITect-that the elTect must happen

in case the cause exists." 14

Il Richard Taylor, "Cansation," 71,. Encyclopedia ofPhiiosophy (New York: Macmillan, 1967), v. 2, p.
58.

1·' Ib'd -01 .. p. '0.
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Regarding the question of causation and the necessary relation between cause and

eftèct, philosophers have demonstrated several kinds of causes. Aristotle. drawing upon

the traditions of his predecessors, distinguished four quite dinèrent kinds or cnuses or

explnnatory principles. These he called the "ellicient" cause (callsa <[1I0tl), or that by

which some change is wrought; the "final" cause (mllsa III), or end or purpose tOI' which Il

change is produced; the "material" cause, or that in which a change is wl'Ought; and the

"formai" cause, or that into which something is changcd. 15

Muslim philosophers, who paid attention to the question or causation, have

considered Aristotelian theory and, reasonably, accepted his c1assiticalion or cause and

effect. Similarly, they c1assified causes into "internai" and "external." The "internai causes"

(al- 'ilal al-dâkhiliyah, also called 'ilal al-qiwâlll, the causes of subsistenee) arc "matter"

(lIIâdda) and "form" (,~lÏra), whieh make the effect subsist. The "external causes" (al- 'ilal

al-khârijiyyah, also ealled 'ilal al-w/!ilÏd, the causes of existence) are the "agent" (alIti 'il,

i.e., efficient cause) and the "end" (al-ghâyah, final goal, i.e., the tinal cause). The "agent"

is sometimes ealled "mâ bihi al-wlljlÏd" (that on whieh the effect's existence depends) and

the "end" "lIIâ li ajlihi al-wllj/id" (the raisoll d'elre).16

For our own purposes here, what is more disputed, l'rom the above kinds of

causes, is the third cause, the "efficient cause" (al- 'illa alIti 'iliya), i.e., one which gives

" Richard Taylor, "Causation," The Eneye/opeclia afPhi/osophy (New York: Macmillan, 19(7), v. 2, p.
56, with l'cf. to Metaphysies 1, 3.

16 Ibn Sinâ, a/-fshârât \Va a/-Tanb/hâ/, vol.3, pp. 441-6; Bahmany:ir, a/-Tahsil, p. 519; al-Râzi, a/
Mabâhitl/ a/-Mashriqiya, vol. l, p. 586; Suhrawardi, a/-Mlltârahâ/, pp. 377-9; Mlllhi Sadr!I, A.o;ftir, 1/2,
pp. 127-/30; F. R.1hmnn, The Phi/osophy ofMllllâ Sat/râ, pp. 74-81.



existence ta the em~ct. Muslim philosophers have defined the "causal relationship"

betwecn the "etlicient cause" and its effect in such a way that the existence of the effect

dcrivcs from the existence of the cause, that is the efficient cause. In other words. the

existence of the eflèct depends on the existence of the cause and, by contrast, the

existence of the cause is independent From the existence of the etTect. 17 Ontologically, this

dcfinition secms ta show a close relation between the "efticient cause" and ils effect to the

cxtent that the need of the eflèct 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 neecl. IN

The causal connection between Gad (as an efficient cause "al- 'illa al-Jâ 'iliya")

and the things is regarded as an epistemological one. The epistemological relation between

this kind of cause, Le., 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 Suhrawardî and Mullâ ~adrâ. In what

follows. 1 will attempt to concisely approach the epistemological relation between God

and His effects, rather than their ontological relationship.

11 Ibn Simi, a/-Rasâ 'il. Risà/a a/-H/u//ÎcI. p. 117~ Bahmanyar, a/-Tahsil. p. 519~ Mir Dâmâd, a/-Qahasii/,
p. 53; Suhmwardî. llikma/ a/-lshràq, p. 62; a/-Mil/drillât, pp. 376-7; Mulla SadrJ, As/dr, I12, p. 127.
ln lIikma/ aJ-lsI,râq (p. 62), Suhmwardî says:

18 Mulhi ~adr:i. aJ~Maslrà 'ir. p. 66.

Il
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III. God's knowledge of the things

The question of God's knowledge of things (e.g., His etlècts, universals and

particulars) Ims been a major issue among Muslim thinkers, theologians (mlllak"lIimlÎlI),

philosophers and Sufis.'~ Our philosophers, Mullà ~adrà and Suhrawardl, have given

special consideration to the question of God's knowledge of the things, a question uround

which has centered a great deal of controversy between the philosophers und the orthodox

for centuries?" Mullà ~adrà cites and discusses more than ten ditlèrent views on this

issue?' Ali of these groups have given diversified rational, traditional and intuitive proofs

for the positions they have taken and altempted relùlations of the positions of their

opponents. The complete verification ofthese opinions would require a detailed discussion

that cannot be contained in this thesis, being beyond the purpose of this study. l'hus, the

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

19 Fârâbî, al-'l'a'/iqâl, pp. 8,12; Kitâb al-FlIslÎs. p. 18,20-21; Ibn Sîn,j, al-Isl"jrâl .. vol. 4, aJ-namat 7, pp.
708-9; al-Najâl, pp. 99-100,102-3; al-7il'/iqâ!, pp. 78-9, 81. 97; Ghau.âlî. al-lqlisâtlJi al-/'liqtid, pp.
99-100; 'l'ahâfui al-Falâsifa, pp. 188-201; al-R,jzî, al-Mabâhilh al-Mashriq(va, vol. 1. pp. 491-5;
Suhrawardî, Opera 11, Hiklllai al-Ish/'ûq, pp. 150-153; Tûsî, Silarh Mas'lIlal al-'I/III, pp. 38-44; Ibn
Rushd, 'l'allôflll al-'l'ahôfill, pp. 447-468; Jâmî, al-Durral al-Fâkhira, pp. 14-24.

The problem of God's knowledge, particularly His knowledge of lhings, Ims been 'lssnll1ed as a main
part ofChrislian theology as weil. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) has asserted:

"The forms of allthings occur in the essence of Gad, sa He, III lirst, 'lpprehends lhese forms
by presence, nOlthrough olher forms bul ralher through lhose idenlical forms."

P.K. Meagher, Encydapedic Dic/ionary ofReligion (Washington, D. c.: Corpus, 1979), p. 1826.

:0 Il has been said thallhis issue is one of lhe mosl difficull of ail philosophieaJ questions in which some
greal sages, in spite of their sagacity and sharp-sightcdness, have conunÎlted some bJunders. Mulifl
Sadrâ, al-Mabda' lVa al-Ma 'ôd, p. 90.

" Mullâ $adrâ, ASfô/', 1Il/l, pp. 180-2; al-Mabda' lVa al-Ma'ôd, pp. 90-91; Sablllvâri, IIsrâ/' 1I1-lIiklllll,
pp,67-68; Tabâtabâ'î, Nillâya al-lIikllla (Tehmn: Inlishârât-i al-Zahrâ, 1984), pp. 326-9.
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between God and His effects, bearing in mind their rational background and illuminative

method.

The peripatetie philosophers, such as Ibn Sînâ and his followers, maintain that His

allributes are identical with His essence; and, in the case of His knowledge of things, He

knows His effects through their forms established in His essence (viz., He knows the

universals direct!y and the particulars through their universal forms).22 On God's

knowledge of the particulars, it was held that, according to the Peripatetics, God cannot

know particulars since such knowledge would involve change in God. To overcome this

dimculty, Ibn Sînâ has devised the theory that "God knows ail particulars but in a

universal way." The substance of this theory is that God, being the ultimate eause of ail

things, knows the whole range of causes and effects and their relations and hence knows

ail particulars, not as particulars but as universals.2.1 This eternal knowledge in God,

therefore, is changeless, since it does not depend upon sense perception that is Hable to

change?' Suhrawardî has summarized The Peripatetic theory as follows:

Thc Peripatetics and their followers say that the knowlcdge of the Neeessary
Existent is not something additional to it; rather it is its lack of absence from its

" Ibn Sîn:î, al-Is/u;ral 11'0 al-Tanhiilat, vol. 3, al-Namal7, pp. 712-14; al-Ta'liqat, p. 82.

" Ibn Sinâ, al-Najat, pp. 102-5; Ibn Rushd, Tahafui al-Tailaful, 447-468. In al-Najal, Ibn Sînâ says:

,
I~ J"'" wI,,,,..,..n <!lIJI Jic """~ JS 1",. "'1 JicJ "'1; Jic 1;1 (,,,,.,,JI ~IJ) "'1

~ ...~ Û" ~.»JIJ~'lllI5.>'-'éJ# ...~ .ll.*

•
,., This doctrine of Ibn Sîuâ's was severely critieized by al-Ghazzâlî (d. 505/1111) and al-Râzî (d.

606112(9). luthis respect, al-Ghazzlm has excommunicated the philosophers in his book Tahaflll 01
Fnlasifn (Incoherence of the philosophers), p. 308. For al-Râzî's criticism see: his notes on Ibn Sînâ's
nl-Isluiral (Qum, 1982), pp. 71-3.
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O\\TI immatcrial css~ncc. They argue that the cxi~tcncc of things rcsults l'rom the
Neeessarv Existent's knowledge of them.,;

lt is true that Ibn Sinà's aim is to establish (a) the changeless character of God's

knowledge, (b) the tàct that God's knowledge precedes the existence of things and does

not follow them, and (c) the fact that God's knowledge is creative (fi 'Ii) and not reeeptive

(il!fi 'âli) as human knowledge is?" Ibn Sinà's theory that was attribuled to the leachings

of Aristotle, was, however, rejected by Muslim theologians, ~7 as weil as such philosophcrs

as Suhrawardi and Mullà Sadrà.

The view which is held by Suhrawardi, and, more or less, accepted by 'l'i1si,~~ is

that God's knowledge of things actually depends upon things themselves, which, liS

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

knowledge. Suhrawardî highly criticizes the Peripatetic view, namely Ibn Sinà, which

holds that the originals exist in the divine Essence. ,and that the source of ail knowledge is

God's consciousness of His own Essence. Suhrawirdî states that this view implies

" Opera Il, ffikmat a/-Ishl'âq, pp. 150-1 (lrans. by J. Walbridge).

,. For a careful aecount on this issue sec: Marmura, "Sorne Aspects of Avicenna's Theory of God's
Knowledge of Particulars," Journal of the American Oriental Society, 82 (1962), pp. 299-) 12, esp. pp.
)04-9.

" For instance, "Abul-Barakât al-Baghdâdi (d. 547/1152) rejected Ibn Sinâ's formulation of the doctrine
that God knows every particular bul "in a universal way" rather lhan through perception. Aceording to
Baghdâdi, both sense perception and inlelleelive perception belong to lhe sonl and do not intrinsieally
involve the body. Then he concludes thal Gad knows the partieulllrs just liS he knows the lIniversllls."
Fazlur Rahman, "Islamie Philosophy," in The Encyclapedia ofl'hi/osophy, vol. 4, p. 22).

'" The important thirteenth ccntury philosopher, scientisl, and Shi'Île lheologilln NlIsir 1I1-Din 1I1-Tilsi WllS
a grcat follower of Ibn Sinâ, and one of lhe most important commenlalors on his a/-Is/llil'rit. He WllS,
however, influenced by certain views of lhe llluminalionist philosophers, althollgh the exact exlent lInd
nature ofthis influence still needs to be closely determined,
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pluralism in the divine Essence because "that which becomes present is ditTerent frOIll (he

• h l ,,'9person for w om t le presence occurs. ~

Theo he approaches the issue (i.e., God's knowledge of His effects) by having

rccoursc to his cpistcmological theory, knowledge by presence (al- 'ilm al-~lIIcjlÎrÎ).

According to him, God's knowledge occurs by a special iIluminational relationship

betwecn God and things. To solve the probtem, Suhrawardi retèrs ta his iIluminative

accounl of vision (i!J.yâr). As we have seen in chapter 3, he holds that vision is the

unobslrucled presence of the lighted object before a sound eye. The very act of "seeing,"

which is, according ta Suhrawardi, equal to "knowing," can occur only when there is no

veit betwecn 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 ofGod (Ntir al-

Allwâr. literally, the Light of Lights), is of this kind, that is, a kind of presence, which

intèrs a direct, iIluminational relationship between God and things. Since all things are in

the presence of the Light of Lights, all things are manifest (:;âhir) to it~ hence the Light of

Light knows ail things by presence. Therefore, God's vision and knowledge are the

same.3ll Consequently, God ktlOWS things directly because of this relationship of i;hrâq

(illumination) and does not neecl any intermediate cognitive forms.3
\

~9 Suhrawardi, Upera Il, flikmal al-lshrâq, p. 151.

30 Suhmwardî, lIikmal al-lslll'àq, pp. 150-53. In pagc 153, hc says:
.u .:lIyi J .J~' .u ~U;, ~.) ...:i.i~\i •..,.4.:JI~ t'"~~ .J~ ;j~1

31 Mullâ §adr;î prccisely quotes SlIhrawardî's idea and evalua:cs il, comparing it wilh Tüsi's vicw point
.·I:ldr. 11111, pp. 249~253.
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In this regard, Tûs\'s consideration of God's knowledge may be accounled as that

of a tbilower or supporter of Suhrawardl's idea. To examine this, let us have a glance at

Tûsi's argumentation. Rejecting Ibn Sînà's doctrine of tlmns in God's mimi, 'l'lIsl, in this

sense, departs trom the traditional peripatetic view. His prolound examinution of the issue

will throw light on our survey of the tàct that the epistelllologicai relation between God

and His effects happens by virtue of knowledge by presence. He argues that just as the

SOtll knows such imaginative and intellective forms as it itself creates directly, not through

any preceding forllls, but because it is their creator, so does God know things directly

because they flow l'rom Him as His creations, not through uny preceding cognitive

forms. 32 The aftinity of this view with that of Suhrawardî in certain essential respects is

obvious: both deny Ibn SÎnâ's cognitive forms and identilY God's knowledge of things

with the fact that things flow l'rom God, viz., a direct knowledge based upon God's

creative activity.

Therefore, Suhrawardî and TûsÎ hold that God's knowledge ofthings 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 exisi.:mt now? The problem is

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

32 Tûsî, notes on Ibn Sinâ's al-Ishârâl., vol. 4, al-namal 7, pp. 714-717; ,s'llarh-; Mas'alal al-'lIm, pp. 2H
29.
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Ihc object of His knowledge. Furthermore, the changes that occur within the separate,

distincl, and successive cxislents, would affect God's knowledge. Since there is a

succcssion in tcmporalthings, His knowledge would change l'rom moment to moment.

They have profoundly considered these questions and, in the light of their doctrine,

tricd to answcr thcm. Conccrning the larmer, having dcnied His being in time and space,

Suhrawardi and Tflsi maintain that thc relation of ail times (past, lùture, and present) and

. placcs 10 Him is a single identical relation (al-I/isba al-lI'à{1ida al-m/lfasàll'iya). Therefore,

ail things which are in time and space are present to Him and equally related to Him,

although He knows their relationship to each other as weil as the priority of some of them

to others."

With regard to the latter question, they hoId that changes affect not God's

knowledge but the objects of His knowledge; and they don't necessitate His Essence to be

a substratum (maball) for changing and multiple entities.'4

As we have seen bel'ore (in chapter 3), Mullâ Sadrâ strongly rejGcts Suhrawardi's

doctrine of vision (that is, al-ib.yàr). In the case of God's knowledge of particulars, i.e.,

material beings, he is also critical of both, Suhrawardî and 'J'ûsî, 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 Mullâ ~adrâ, the most foolish

theory of ail is that of those who maintain that the material forms-despite their being

.1.1 Suhrawardi, Opera Il, flikmal a/-ls/lI'àq, p. 151; Tlisi, Silaril-; mas a/al 0/- 'I/m, pp. 39-40.

.1" FISÎ, S1I01'iI-; mas'a/al a/-';/m, pp. 39-40.
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submerged in matter-are lorms of knowledgc present in Him as His Kno\\'l~d~l,.l~ 'l'hl'

reason Mullâ $adrâ relies on, as wc have exmnincd in chaptcr J. is Ihal titis modl' of

materinl being is veilcd n'om itself by itscle Sa, with regard ln Ihis mmk th~ 1\ml~ril\1

being cannot present in itsell~ let alone in a pcrceiver like Gml. ~I\

Mullâ ~adrâ is also highly critical of Ibn Slllll who dcscribes divine knnwk'd~c l\f

the particulars in purely conceptual terms. Mulhl $adnl argues that il' His knO'vlcdgl' \Vcre

treated in conceptual tCrlns, as Ibn SÎnâ apparently trcals it.n it wOllld have to be, as somc

kind of essence, additional to His Existence.~ll

Besides the above mentioned theories, Mullâ ~adrâ Cl1l1mcrates several vic\Vs 011

God's knowledge. analyzing and evaluating lhem one by one:'') He ultimatcly lormulatcs

his own view on lhe basis of the doctrine that existence alone is l'cal ami God is pure

existence. On the one hand, he strongly upholds the thcOIY of"simplicity" (a/-hisâ!a/) and

formulates the principle that "a simple being is ail things" (hasi{ a/-~wqiqa kI/II al-

ashyâ').-10 To explain this principle, he says:

3S Mull:î ~adrii. al- 'Ars"~\!a, p. 225.

36 Ib'd '''5l " p. __ .

37 ln this connection, Ibn Simi (in al-Ta '/iqât, p, 82) says:

3S As/ôr, 113, pp. 403-407,417.

39 Asfâr, 11111, pp. 18()-182~ al-Mabela'wa al-Ada'fiel, pp. 91-123. F. R..hman, 'l'lI/! fJ/1i/o.W)p!ly 'lMIIl/fi
Sat!l'â, pp. 146-163; Sec H. LandaU, "Gha7.1ili and Rcligionswissenschaft," p, 59, Il, 15K.

·10 The thcory of ~l;!:.t:ll JS~ has been profoundly consiclcrcd and also demonslralcd by
Mul1â ~adrâ in his works. Asfâr, 112, pp. 368-72; 1Ifll, pp. 100-11l4; al-Mabda' wa al-Ma'âd, pp. 43
6; al-Mashô'ir, pp, 62-3.
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Sinee the Neœ.,sary (Existent)-The Exalted- is the ultimatein the series or chain
of needs and dependeneies. it is the te/os of e\'erything. and the totality of ail
Truth-Reality (a/cllI;ca). Thus its Existence is ncither bound up with anything nor
dependent on anylhil:g. Then il is The Simple Reality from every point ofvie\\'.·'

On the other hand, he maintains that knowledge and existence are co-extensive,

and just as existence admils of an infinite gradalion and is applied with syslemalic

ambiguily, so is knowledge.'2 By demonslraling Ihese Iwo very tùndamenlal key

principles, Mullâ ~adrâ gives his final solution 10 the problem of God's knowledge. He

argues:

His knowledge ofalilhings is One realily. Yel while being One, il is knowledge of
each (single) Ihing... His kno\Vledge is reducible 10 His bcing. So JUSl as His
bcing-May He be exalted-is not mixed \\'ilh privation of anything at ail, likewise
his kno\\'ledge ofl-lis Essence (or Self), which is the Presence (la Himself) of His
Essence, is not mixed \Vith Ihe absence of anylhing al ail. This is because His
Essence is Thal Which makes ail things la be those Ihings and Which gives ail
realilies Iheir realily."

Elsewhere, he adds: "Just as His Existence is not contaminated with privation or

deliciency, so is His knowledge which is the presence of His Essence; nothing touches il...

The presence of His Essence-The Exalted-is the presence of everything. ,,~~ What we

conclude trom the above arguments is that "simple existence" (al-wujtid al-hm'i{),

according 10 Mullâ ~adrâ, is a kind of being which contains ail states of existence in itself

.1\ ..1/-Masllà·;I'. p. 59 (tmns. by P. Morewcdge in the same page ).,-* J5 Ù" ';;;'I.J.,..., wM

.." A.'ifiil'. III. pp. 117-8.276. For the discussion of systematie ambiguity (tasllkik) of existence. sec Mullâ
Sadni, Asfàl', Ill. pp. ; F. Rahman. Tlle i'ililosop!(v ofMllllà Sadl'à, pp. 34-7.

·u ..1I-'AI'sll(l'a, p. 224 (trans. by J.W. Morris as stated in 'l11e If'isdam ofille 1111'Olle, pp. 104-105).

.,., AI-Masilà'il', pp. 69-70 (Tràns. by P. Morewedge in the same page).

W'"~~y~ 'J .cilj J".:o:... y\($jI\ <4..Jc. .:ll.iSj 4~'i.i.J ~ y~ 'J lIJ»J w\ L&
:s-I J5J"""'~ ~ljJ".'->.l ....~'t1
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without being alike with them, smce existence is systematically ambigllous (al-

/11l1shakkak). God, therefore, knows ail things, particulars and universals, becallse He

envelops ail of them as His modes and manifestations in dinèrent orders or grndlltions of

existence. God's knowledge is consequently nothing but His simple existence (al-lI'l!itid

al-hmi{), an order ofbeing unique to Him."5

Mullà ~adrâ has some considerations against Suhrawardî and Tùsî with respect to

their idea of God's knowledge of material things. According to Mulhl ~adnl, material

objects as such cannot even become objects of sense perception lbr hunmns, let alone lor

God. This is because these objects-their parts being mutually exclusive-arc not even

present to themselves, let alone present to a percipient.'16 This objection, however, is itsclf

rejected by his well-known commentator, Sabzavàrî. Confirming the theory of Suhrawardî

and Tûsî, some contemporary thinkers such as Mesbàh Yazdî also reject the Sadrian

objection. Mesbàh Yazdî asserts that one may accept the fact that a material thing is

absent l'rom itselfto the extent that every part ofits being is separated l'rom the others, bllt

it doesn't necessitate its absence l'rom 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."7 ln certain

·'5 Asfiir, I13, pp. 407, 417.

·16 AsJûr, 11111, pp. 164-7,259-260; al-'Arshiya, p. 225.

." For Sab~avâri's vicw sce his noIes on Mullâ Sadrâ'sA.ifûr, IVII, pp. 179-KI (n. 1); 1II1I, pp.I64-166
(n. 3); for Mesbâh's opinion see: 'la'li'la., pp. 205, 256-7.
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places of his works, Mullà ~adrâ himself, however, elaborates the argument that supports

the idea Ihal every being (particular or universal) is at the presence of God. These Sadrian

slalements give evidence for the opposite trend of his mind. Let us examine his

argumentation.

The upshot of Mullâ ~adrâ's argument is that God's knowledge of things is the

Ihings themselves; knowledge and existence are, as seen before, coextensive, but existence

is what is truly real, and knowledge, when separated l'rom existence, becomes just so many

concepts, essences or ideas. Mullâ ~adrâ has shown us that God's simple knowledge "al-

'Um al-basi!" (which is identical with his being itself) involves ail sorts of existence,

including universal and particular l'omIs ofthings and even material objects, which he tells

us lie in the last "arrangement" (stage) of God's knowledge. Because ail existence is

present at the level of God's simple being "al-wujlÎd al-basi!," when He retlects upon

Himselt: He knows everything in both a simple and a detailed manner (al-limâl wa al-

f{if.yi/). Mullâ ~adrâ 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.,,48 Ifit is held, he states, that knowledge of

the complete cause is not a conception, or idea (naqsh) extraneous to the very reality of

the cause, but is rather identical with the existence of the cause itself, "then it follows

(Iogically) that the knowledge which cornes l'rom it (i.e., the cause itself) is nothing but the

." A.yal'. III/l, p. 176; a/-Mabda' wa a/-Ma'àd, pp. 89-90; a/-'A,,,hiya, p. 224. In scvcral placcs hc
slalcs:J"l..J4 rW1 rWl rjt...,"'W1~ rW1 rWl ù'

,\
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very existence of the efTect itself." Furthennore, this knowledge of the en'cet is nothing

more than the actual ellect itself,") Accordingly, their (i.e., the en'cets') existence in the

external world is exactly the same as the knowledge of God. IO

What we may conclude here is that Mullà ~adrà, in this pan of his argumenlation,

comes very close to Suhrawardl and Tûsl, rcgarding God's knowledge of the extel1lal

world, insofhr as he (Mullà ~adrà) has employed the same terminology. This is more

obvious in the fo!lowing demonstration. Mullà ~adrà uscs thc iIIuminative tcnns (sueh as

bl/{;bir and its relative words) with regard ta the question: ifall em~cts of Gad arc rcgarded

as His knowledge, including the succession of evcnts that oeeurs in the tempol'lll world,

would this not constitute an am'ont ta His unity, tainting it with multiplicily? Mulhl

~adrâ's answer ta this problem here is precisely what we have already seen lrom

Suhrawardl and Tùsl. He states:

Ali temporal things and material events in relatioa to God, who is l'l'Cc l'rom time
and space, arc equidistant (mula.l'âwiyah a/-aqdâm) l'rom the presence of God and
also tbey arc equidistant in aetualization (Qu.pil) in the presence ofhis m(~esty...it
is not conceivable in God to suppose any past, present, or future, because these
arc relations by which motions and things subject to change arc characterized as
arc "above," "below" and "proximity," etc., relations by whieh bodies and special
things arc characterized. Thus, it is necessary to hold that ail existeats arc pure
actuality (fi 'liyyah .l'ir/ah) and pure prcsence (Quçhir maQç/) in relatioa to God,
without temporal and special relation, without abscnce or lack; but time, with ils
rencwal and space with its divisions with regard to God, arc like a moment and a
point.ll

·'9 Mullâ ~adr(i, Ri.l'â/aJi a/-Qadâ' wa a/-Qadar, p. 152 Itmns. by D. Ede as sluled in MII/lri Sm/rti lIlId Ihe
l'roh/elll of Freedolll and Deterllllnism (Ph.D. lhesis, McGiIl University, 197K), p. 521.

rJ.J lA>,P.oJ~ "fi.; Ji <J.Jl ..:Ji ""' l>ll j L:.iJ~ rl Iii ""Wl:.J..Jl., rW1 ,,1
.oJlZL;.o 1J"1 '1 J)..JI.;ll:, >,P.oJ~ l..:o;l J)..J4 <10 rj':JJ rW1 "fi.; ,,1 <10

50 Ib'd \52 1. ..<', L LlI .•- • "'"" ~ lA> . '<. ·1....",,;I.,p. • ~°.r--~LS.). r-~'" ~ .~.J F-Jp..llJ>",;:U .. ~

51 Mullâ $adrâ, Ri.l'â/aji a/-Qatlrï \Va a/-Qadar. p. 152ltrans. by D. Ede us staled in MII/lri 8mlrti lInd Ihe
Prah/elll ofFreedolll and Delel'lIIini.l'1II (Ph.D.lhesis, McGill University, 197K), p. 541.
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From this passage, a general outline of Mullâ ~adrâ'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 Mullâ $adrâ's arguments of the problem, but 1 hope 1 have

shown the làct that, with respect to the subject of our study, the $adrian theory is

conccivable in the light of his notion of knowledge by presence. The point 1 am trying to

make here is that Mullâ $adrâ, having recourse to his ontological and epistemological

bases, has reached the same iIIuminative conclusion as Suhrawardl, although by a different

roule.

It seems to me that, with respect to the problem of God's knowledge of His

el1ècts, Mullâ $adrâ assumes two kinds of relationship between God (as an emanating

cause) and things: an ontological relationship which is described as causation (of course in

$adrian sense, i.e., al-içlâfa al-qaYYlÎmiya) and epistemological relationship which is

known in $adrâ's system as intuitive relationship (i.e., al-kfâfa al-shllhtidiya). Mullâ $adrâ

ultimately solves the problem ofGod's knowledge ofthings by confirming that these two

relationships, viz., al-içlâfa al-qaYYlÎmiya and al-ir,fâfa al-shllhûdiya, are united and,

consequently, what kind of interpretation is offered for the former is true for the latter as

weil. 52

Considering the background of Mullâ $adrâ on this subject, one may envisage the

fact that there are three important sources of inspiration for Mullâ ~adrâ: rational method

" Mulla ~adni, al-Mahda'lI'a al-Ma'àd, p. 121-3. He says:

~"...:J1 ~~.,Jll tlW.~1 ~ ...... •~~V <;"~W.~I w'
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of Ibn Sînà, iIIuminative path of Suhrawardi and mystical experience of Ibn .Arabi,

Confirming this threefold ground of Mullà ~adrà's theOlY, Fazlur Rahman states Ihal "Ihis

is, of course, notto say that our philosopher lacks originality-on the contrmy, his doctrine

of existence and constant movement of existential tbrms is uniquely his own, even Ihough

his source of inspiration remains Ibn'Arabi, and to a lesser extent al-Suhl1lwardi among

post-Ibn Sînà thinkers,,,5J

Il should be noted that the problem deserves a more thorough discussion Ihan ean

be given here. However, concerning the scope of the subject or our study, the essential

point to be drawn l'rom this survey is that, according to both Suhrawardi and Mullà ~adni,

it is plausible to assume God's knowledge of His efiècts (i.e., parliculars and universals)

as a kind of knowledge by presence; although they have had recourse 10 dillèrent circuits.

Furthermore, one may c1aim that, with respect to the topic, the same conclusion couId be

drawn l'rom the Peripatetic theory as weil, viz., the ullimate interprelalion of God's

knowledge is knowledge by presence. Even if one believes Ihal, according to the

Peripatetics, the forms of things exist in the Essence of God, it slill requires, however,

that those forms are at the presence of God. ln other words, God knows Ihe universals

(al-kl/lliyât) and the forms of the particulars (.)'I/war al-fl/zïyât) directly, withoui any other

form or idea. Accordingly, it is permissible to say that-for both sides, namcly Ihe

Peripatetics and the iIluminationists-the process of God's knowledge ultimatcly occl/rs by

presence (al- 'i/m al-blll;hïri).

53 F. Rahman, 77,. Philosophy 0/Ml/llii Sodrii (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 perhaps to fix its Iimits, or is it also to produce a rational reconstruction of

the whole reality, which would exhibit the true relations between its parts, as weil as

subject and object?

lt can be so far understood that the epistemological system of Mullâ ~adrâ,

following in its iIluminative 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 àoctrine of a very close relation between knowledge and

existence. ln other words, considering "knowledge by presence" as an ultimate key for his

epistemology, Mullâ ~adrâ altempts to prove a link between his ontological and

epistemological systems.

ln addition, one may conclude that the theory of"knowledge by presence" (al- 'Um

al-bllt/lÎl'i) is considered by Mullâ ~adrâ to be necessary in order to connect the other

clements 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 Iink

among dilTerent kinds of cognition that enables him to offer a coherent and consistent



Ill)

theory of knowledge. The nature of this knowledge, accordiog 10 t\lullà ~mlrù, Ims to he

axiomatic and a priori. It is reasonable to assume that 'knowledge by presence' is n key to

the validity of Mullâ ~adrà's philosophicnl epistemology. Thcrctorc, it is in this sense Ihat

'knowledge by presence' bccomes a ClJnllllon thrcad thm connccts his ontologiclll llnd

epistemological philosophy.

What Mullà ~adrà has c1early been tl)'ing to demonstralc is a ralionallink belwecn

existence, as an ontological clement, and knowledge, as nn cpislelllologicai principlc.

Existence, therefore, becomes the substance of knowlcdgc and knowlcdgc the substance

ofexistence. ln this respect, on the one hand, he states:

The realization (inner-rcality) of existence in its prescnce nnd inner revdation is
the most evident of n11 entities.'

On the other hand, he declares:

The knowledge of the rcality of existence cannat be cxccpt through the
ilIuminative presence and an intuition of the (immcdiatc) dctennincd (rcality): then
there will be no doubt about its inner-nature?

Finally he maintains that:

Knowlcdge is nothing but presence ofexistence without any obstacles.:!

1 Mullâ Sadrâ, al-Mas/ui'ir (New York: SSIPS, (992), p.6 (lrans. by P.Morewedge in the same page).

~ Ibid., p. 30.
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Thanks 10 Ihese slalemenls, Mullâ ~adrâ formulales his melaphysieal Iheory of Ihe

Iwo-fold link (Ihat is, ontological and epistemologieal) between "existence" and

"knowledge." On this point, 1 think that Mullâ ~adrâ establishes a very fundamental basis

lor the whole of his philosophical system. i iaving recourse 10 the theory of knowledge by

presence, he demonslrates thal one can achieve and apprehend the reality as it is (Le.,

existence "1l'1!jlÎd'). Knowledge by presence is the only way, aceording to Mullâ ~adrâ,

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 Mullâ

$adni's ontology and his epistemology.

Belore MlIlIâ $adrâ, the philosophical epistemology of Suhrawardî had eomprised

the similar conclusion, although by a diffèrent terminology. SlIhrawardî, in the light of his

theory of Iight, maintained that one can ultimately attain certainty only through the

knowledge whieh is attained by illumination. This iIIuminative knowledge (al- 'i!m al-

ishl'âqi) is obtainable without any mediation. In the very beginning of his /fikmal al-

Ishl'âq, SlIhrawardî concisely states his theory of 'intuitive knowledge.' He says:

As wc observe the sensible world through which wc gain certainty of its states of
aflhirs, we then base a thorough and preeise science on this basis (math,
astronomy). By analogy, we observe 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 are other than this will not benefit l'rom this and soon will be
plunged into doubt.4

Suhrawardî tries, as 1 understand him, to demonstrate that there is an important

link between his ontological and epistemological system, which has been represented by

., Suhrall'ardi. Opera Il, IIiklllal al-Ishràq, i\. 13 Ilrans. by M. Aminra1.1Vi in Suhrawardi's 'lïIeOlY of
l''JOwl,,,(~e (Ph. D. Thesis, Temple Univchily, 1989). p. 1741.
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ishrdq (intuition). He developed this idea thanks tu his philosophy of lighl. Light therel'lm:

becomes the substance of knowledge and knowledge the substance of lighl. In this regard.

he states:

1f there be anl'thing lhal needs no definition or explmmlion. it has 10 be obvioas bl'
nalure, and lhere is nothing more obvious and clear than Iighl. Thus, Ihere is
nothing that needs no definition except Iighl.5

In other words, the theory of "knowledge by presence," and thus the whole

discussion of knowledg'l of whatever kind and however achieved, has an ontologi';al as

weil as epistemological tùnclion and dimension. It seell1s to me that il was one of the li'uits

of ~adrian epistemology thatthe process of"knowledge by presencc" gaincd a prominenl

ontological rank. Il might be held that Mullâ ~adrâ, in the light of this theOlY, IUt11s the

traditional epistemology, namely Aristotelian and Neoplatonian,inlo melaphysit~.

The epistemological conclusion to be drawn l'rom the Sadrian examinalion of

"knowledge by presence" is c1ear: like the whole epistemological syslem, lhis lheory is

underpinned by a substratum ofboth Aristotelianism and Neoplalonism. As in some of his

other parts of philosophy lhat are not to be c1assitied directly under lhe heading of

epistemology, these two philosophies stand shoulder by shoulder and trequenlly inleract.

Philosophically, this must be counted as a major facet of Mullâ ~adrâ's philosophy and

metaphysics; epistemologically the combination is intriguing because of the concepts of

hierarchy and emanation which are infiltrated into the basic Aristotelian dala and

terminology, and also because of the atlempt to view epistemology in terms of ontology.

5 Ibid., p. 106 [trans. by M. Aminra,.wi in SuhralVartii's 11,eOlY of KnolVletige (Ph. D. Thesis. Temple
University, 1989), p. 1751.
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Therefore, the prime importance of "knowledge by presence" in Mullâ ~adrâ's

cpistemology, and the link between progress in several levels of knowledge, cannot be

ovcrstatcd.

ln the ~adrian system, the three technical terms "existence" (1I'IIi'id), "presence"

«(lII(/t;I'), and "intuition" (s/tll/l/id) have received a similar meaning and in certain cases are

uscd interchangeably. Concerning Mullâ ~adrâ'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 whiehis at

one being (1I'IIjlid), presence (~I/I(I/il'), and witness (.l'll/IllIid)... 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 i.l'. The more man i.l', the more he is able to

perceive being."" This version that partially indieates Mullâ ~adrâ's doctrine, also

elucidates that "knowledge by presence" is precisely a connecting link between ontological

chain and epistemological sequence in Mullâ ~adrâ' s philosophical system.

1should like to draw a general and corollary conclusion l'rom Hullâ ~adrâ's main

cpistemic thesis as 1 have presented il. Mullâ $adrâ's subjectivist thesis may at !irst 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 (al- 'ilm al-I,tllqtil'i), is not

necessarily to be anti-empiricist or anti-inductivisl. 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

fi S.H. Nasr, "Posl-Avicelllt:l Islan1Ïc Philosophy and the study of Seing," in Parviz Morewedge (cd.),
1''''/0.1'111'/(1' ofExlslellce (New York: Fordham University Press, 1982), p. 341.
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prelude to disposing of these methods. bm as a basis or understanding the limitations

imposed on Man's epistemic ability.

Titis brings me to the tinal point that 1 wish to make by way or a brier summmy.

Mullâ ~adrâ seems to Itavc sustained that human/material knowledge is by delinilion 'luite

limited and of lesser value. In order to arrive at truc knowledge, one has to emancipate

oneself l'rom ail ties with tlte material world. Real knowledge thererore is 'luite distinct

l'rom this-worldly knowledge.

As a result of titis study, 1 think that Mulhî ~adnî's theOlY or knowledge by

presence, which has Itad a long background in the history of lslamic thought (namely the

Peripatetic and II1uminatinist), has played a signiticant role in his philosophical systcm, al

bikllla ai-lilI/la 'âliya. Although Sultrawardl was Itis Ibrcrunner in pointing to the

significance of knowledge by presence, Mullâ ~adrâ gave a syslcmalic shape 10 the issuc

witltin tlte wltole pltilosopltical structure. Having recourse to certain rational and mystical

elements, Mullâ ~adrâ tried to prove tltat "mystic experience is a cognitive experience and

mystic trutlt is essentially intellectual trutlt.,,7 Since he refers ail kinds of knowledge to

knowledge by presence, it seems correct to assume that "knowledge by presence" is thc

key principle ofhis epistemological system.

Concerning the problem of knowledge by presence, in comparing Mullâ ~adrâ and

Suhrawardl, 1 found that, in one sentence, Mullâ ~adrâ reached much the same

iIIuminative conclusion as Suhrawardl, although by a different route. According 10 this

7 F. Rahman, 'l'lie Philosophy ofMullà Sadrà (Albany: SUNY Press, 1975), p. 4.
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study, it could be understood that, in the context of Suhrawardî's IIIuminative philosophy,

Mullâ ~adrâ has established his epistemological system. Nevertheless. regarding the issue,

there are some difièrences between our sages, Sllhrawardî and Mullâ ~adrâ. These

difTerences, as seen in this study, might be listed as follows: the definition of knowledge,

the division of knowledge, theory of vision (al-ib.)·ûr), and the problem of God's

Knowledge. As we have already examined, Mllllâ ~adrâ, considering these problems,

seems to elaborate his own view, departing and, in some cases, refuting Sllhrawardî's

elaboration.

COllsequently, it is my opinion that Mllllâ ~adrâ's doctrine of knowledge by

presence is the corner stone of his epistemological system. In the Iight of this doctrine, he

gives a new definition of knowledge, a novel interpretation of its division into al- 'jllll al

~1II~liirÎand al- '/Im al-~II1.YIÎIi, and, finally, a systematic chain ofvariolls kinds ofknowledge

by presence (e.g., self-knowledge, God's knowledge of His Essence and God's knowledge

ofthings).
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