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Abstract

This thesis explores the epistemology and theology of a Sufi theorist
Ibn al-‘Arabi (d. 1240) and one of the most controversial Muslim scholars Ibn
Taymiyya (d. 1328) comparatively. Although scholars have long emphasized
the differences between these two influential and significant figures, the
purpose of this thesis is to focus on their potential similarities. The present
work at the outset shows that both Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya regard
revelation, the human intellect, and inspiration — unveiling (i/ham — kashf) to
be the main epistemological means for acquiring religious knowledge.
However, they differ over the relative value of these means or tools. Both Ibn
al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya place revelation at the top of the hierarchy, but
after that Ibn al-*Arabi places inspiration — unveiling ahead of reason while lbn

Taymiyya reverses the order.

The other main subject elaborated in this thesis is the theological issue
of the divine names and attributes. This subject is connected to many other
theological problems, and both Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya pay
considerable attention to it. Just as many similar approaches, ideas, and
interpretations may be seen concerning their epistemological stances, it is
possible to see similarities in their theological positions although there are
crucial distinctions as well. The unique way of finding out this similarity is to
keep in mind the existence of the duality found in the thought and expression
of 1bn al-*Arabi.

Briefly, the main finding of the thesis is that Ibn al-*Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya are more similar in their epistemologies and theologies than many
scholars have thought. They are benefitting from the same epistemological
means while putting them in different order. Also, they share similar
theological points concerning the divine names and attributes, creation, the
divine will, and the incomparability of God while expressing them through

different conceptions and styles.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION



Muhyi al-Din Ibn al-‘Arabi (d. 1240) and Taqi al-Din Ahmad Ibn
Taymiyya (d. 1328) are two of the most prominent thinkers in the history of
Islamic thought. Their opinions and doctrines have been influential not only
on Islamic thought but also on contemporary political and social issues in
Muslim countries.* While Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya, because of the
depth and originality of their thoughts, have been followed by many people
among Muslims, they always have been subjected to many objections and

criticisms as well.

Ibn al-‘Arabi sometimes is characterized by some scholars to be a
Zahiri scholar in religious law on the one hand;? he is one of the mystics of
Islam who expresses the mystical dimension of the religion in the best,
elaborated, and systematic way on the other hand. For him, inner and outer
aspects of a thing or conception together comprise reality. This attitude is
easily witnessed in his religious thoughts. As a result of this comprehensive
understanding of reality, he is known to be the Greatest Master (Shaykh al-
akbar) and has been followed and referred to by many Muslims, especially

by Sufis with a great esteem and trust.

Th. Emeril Homerin, “Ibn Arabi in the People’s Assembly: Religion, Press, and Politics in
Sadat’s Egypt,” The Middle East Journal 40 3 (1986): 462-477. Sherman A. Jackson, “Ibn
Taymiyyah on Trial in Damascus,” Journal of Semitic Studies 39 1 (1994): 41-85. Donald
P. Little, “The Historical and Historiographical Significance of the Detention of Ibn
Taymiyya,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 4 (1973): 311-327. Alexander D.
Knysh, Ibn ‘Arabi in the Later Islamic Tradition: The Making of a Polemical Image in
Medieval Islam (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1999), 92-93.

Ignaz Goldziher, The Zahiris: Their Doctrine and their History: A Contribution to the
History of Islamic Theology (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 169. Eric Winkel, Islam and the Living
Law: The Ibn al- ‘Arabr Approach (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2000), 79. Also, see
Mahmoud Al-Ghorab, “Muhyiddin Ibn al-‘Arabi Amidst Religions (adyan) and Schools of
Thought (madhahib),” in Muhyiddin Ibn ‘Arabi: A Commemorative Volume, ed. Stephen
Hirtenstein and Michael Tiernan, (Shaftesbury: Element, 1993), 199-227.



As for Ibn Taymiyya, as a very productive and knowledgeable
scholar of Islam, he, like 1bn al-‘Arabi, provided his opinions in detail in the
fields of the Islamic jurisprudence (figh), hadith, commentary on the Qur’an
(tafsir), theology (Kalam), and philosophy, and he is known among his
followers as the master of Islam (Shaykh al-Zs/am). However, his sharp and
defensive style of writing and the method of providing his opinions are
quite different from the style of Ibn al-‘Arabi. While Ibn al-‘Arabi pays
attention mostly to mystical explanations of the religious texts, Ibn
Taymiyya follows a more traditional way, which is practical and less
complex in relation to the mystical one, to explain what he understands
from the religious texts. The social and political conditions which Ibn
Taymiyya experienced, his personal characteristics, and his nearness to the

Hanbalf legal school (madhhab) might be influential on his own style.

These two thinkers have been considered to be two representatives
of two opposite interpretations of Islam. While Ibn al-‘Arabi has been
considered by Sufis to be one of the most important mystics, Ibn Taymiyya
has been considered to be one of the most significant prime movers by

Salafi and radical Muslim groups and organizations. However, some

Even if on many issues there may be similarities between the opinions of Ibn Taymiyya
and that of Hanbali School, it is not precisely right to consider Ibn Taymiyya as a Hanbali
scholar. According to Ozervarli, Ibn Taymiyya was criticized by his contemporary Hanbalt
scholars due to his opinions which are not compatible with the opinions of the school.
Moreover, in this respect Bori says that even if Ibn Taymiyya is known as a Hanbali
scholar, it is evident that his opinions are far from the principles of the school, and he has
an indifferent attitude toward the authority of the schools. M. Sait Ozervarl, “Divine
Wisdom, Human Agency and the Fitra in Ibn Taymiyya’s Thought,” in Islamic Theology,
Philosophy and Law: Debating Ibn Taymiyya and lbn Qayyim al-Jawziyya, ed. Birgit
Krawietz and Georges Tamer, (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2013), 37. Caterina Bori, “Ibn
Taymiyya wa-Jama‘atuhii: Authority, Conflict and Consensus in Ibn Taymiyya’s Circle,”
in Ibn Taymiyya and His Times, ed. Yossef Rapoport and Shahab Ahmed, (Karachi: Oxford
University Press, 2010), 43.



researches display that in lIbn al-‘Arabi’s works there are traces of
conventional or classic understandings —even if they are interpreted
mystically— especially regarding jurisprudence and hadith.* Similarly, it will
be clear that in Ibn Taymiyya’s works mystical elements —even if within
some specific conditions— are well accepted. The nearness between Ibn al-

‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya will be the focus of this thesis.

As for my motivation behind the comparison of Ibn al-‘Arabi and
Ibn Taymiyya, | should make clear that it goes back my youth and
environment where | have grown up. In other words, while my motivation
was personal, | have been very keen on cultivating and shaping it within an
academic discipline. A long time before | knew about Ibn al-*Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya, | could have opportunities to observe Muslims well through my
religious family, religious communities, religious schools where | had
studied for twelve years, and my profession. Through my observation | have
realized that there are mainly two tendencies among Muslims: those who
read Islamic sources like the Qur’an and the hadiths of the Prophet with a
mystical lens; and those who read Islamic sources generally with a judicial
lens through which rules, commands, prohibitions, red lines, etc., have

become more conspicuous.

Almost all Sufi sects (tariga) and communities (jama ‘a), as said
above, somehow refer to words and works of lbn al-‘Arabi in their

trainings, books, and speeches. He is one of the highest ranking mystics of

Winkel, Living Law, 35-64. Also, see James Winston Morris, “Ibn ‘Arabi’s “Esotericism”:
The Problem of Spiritual Authority,” Studia Islamica 71 (1990): 37-64.



Islam throughout the Islamic history. Because of the contents of his works
themselves as well as the impact of social and political conditions, those
who promote dialogue, tolerance, relationship with other faiths and beliefs,
and mystical understanding of religion, esteem Ibn al-‘Arabi distinctively.
Definitely, even if his profoundness and immensity on theology,
philosophy, metaphysics, and various Islamic sciences may not be
comprehended thoroughly by laymen, everyone who follows the mystical
way of Islam finds something satisfactory and beneficial for him/herself
among thoughts of Ibn al-‘Arabi. Apart from what Muslims think of Ibn al-
‘Arabi, especially non-Muslim western scholars pay considerable attention
to his works concerning his theological and philosophical depth. Therefore,
it is possible to see some organizations in the west where the works of Ibn

al-‘Arabi have been studied in great detail.

As for Ibn Taymiyya and his reputation, it may be said that in his
times, Ibn Taymiyya was known to some extent through his sharp
refutations against philosophers, theologians, various Muslims sects, Sufis,
etc. Then, he was introduced to people by Muslim scholars, especially
Ottoman scholars to be the one who claims God has a body. At the present
time, his name is mentioned with generally radical, even terrorist
organizations in the west and Muslims countries from Asia to Africa. Even
if his works are elaborated academically by some scholars from the east and
the west, he is assumed to be the one who inspires those who claim to have
made jihad by planning various attacks to civil and military targets around

the world. With the help of media and admiration of some terrorists, like

10



9/11 attackers, for Ibn Taymiyya, his theological disrepute has changed into

a political disrepute over time.”

As it is seen clearly, there are two different profiles introducing Ibn
al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya separately. Certainly, the reflections of these
different profiles of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya are evident in Muslim
communities even if most of people are not aware of their names, works,
and teachings well. While the reflections of these profiles and followers of
these figures seem very different from each other, I thought that they have
some similarities. For example, while the followers of Ibn al-*Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya claim to have followed the Qur’an precisely, they provide some
interpretations which are sometimes different from the outer meaning of the
Qur’an. When they mention the Prophet Muhammad, they exalt him more
than how the Qur’an introduces him to us. That is, even though the Qur’an
introduces the Prophet to us to be just a human being, they consider him to
be the one superior to human beings. Moreover, when the human intellect
and its authority and functionality are in question, both of these groups react
in a similar way. Definitely, these were completely my personal
observations perceived and interpreted through my perspective.
Nevertheless, these have been influential on my attempt to exert to find out
some possible and latent similarities between these two tendencies of
Muslims because realizing these kinds of similarities between them and
how they have similar reactions on the same issues has led me to investigate

them deeply.

% http://www.e-ir.info/2013/10/15/assessing-al-gaeda-from-the-teachings-of-ibn-taymiyya.
Access, May 2016.
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As a result of this realization, | have begun to focus on Ibn al-‘Arabi
and Ibn Taymiyya who are the most systematic, fruitful, and influential
figures of their schools even if they are not alone. Although my motivation
was based on personal observation of the reflections of the profiles of Ibn
al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya on various Muslim communities, | have
determined fairly their epistemologies as the departure point of my thesis
because | consider epistemology to be the root of their teachings and
theological thoughts and statements. As for the social and political effects of
teachings of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya in history and today, they are
just leaves stemmed from their epistemologies and theologies. Therefore, in
this thesis there is no place for the social, historical, and political issues
shaping Muslims in history and today with the effect of the thoughts of Ibn

al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya.

I will be focusing on the epistemological tools, i.e., revelation, the
human intellect, and inspiration, used by both Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya; and on a theological topic, the divine names and attributes to
which they pay considerable attention, because | want to find out some
important but mostly latent or ignored similarities between Ibn al-‘Arabi
and lbn Taymiyya in order to display the existence of another perspective

on the comparative study of these two thinkers.

1.1. General Approaches to Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya

It may be said that the number of studies treating Ibn al-‘Arabi and
Ibn Taymiyya together are very few. As will be seen below, many scholars

who mention Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya together in the same work

12



emphasize the criticisms of Ibn Taymiyya against lbn al-‘Arabi and restrict
Ibn Taymiyya to a few polemical issues. Hence, whatever we have about
these two thinkers comparatively points out Ibn Taymiyya’s strong
objections as if he completely opposes Ibn al-‘Arabi. Similarly, those who
study Ibn Taymiyya and mention Ibn al-‘Arabi in the same work, while
disregarding Ibn Taymiyya’s praises for some of Ibn al-"Arabi’s works in
which he found benefits, emphasize Ibn Taymiyya’s objections to the
doctrines of the oneness of the existence (wakdat al-wujid), the indwelling
of God in a human being (Aulil), unification of human beings with God

(ittihad), and the idea of the seal of the friends (khatam al-awliya’).®

Of course, it would not be correct to ignore Ibn Taymiyya’s
objections to the ideas developed by Ibn al-‘Arabi. However, restriction of
Ibn Taymiyya’s whole teaching to these few controversial issues and then
judging him through these objections by ignoring all of his methodology
and thought would be equally a mistake. Neither does Ibn al-‘Arabi’s

teaching consist of merely these controversial issues nor does Ibn

What Ibn Taymiyya calls benefit may be any methodological and theological similarity that
I attempt to display in this thesis. Ibn Taymiyya says, “In the beginning, I was very much
impressed by Ibn al-‘Arabi and held him in great esteem as I had found many of his
discussions in the Futihat, Al-Kunh, Al-Mukkam al-Marbit, Al-Durrat al-Fakhirah,
Mayali * an-Nujiim and other such works very illuminating and useful.” Ibn Taymiyya, also,
says, “He [Ibn al-‘Arabi] has also many good things to say. For example, he distinguishes
between the Real and its manifestations, and this provides room for God’s commands and
prohibitions, affirms the Shari‘a as it is, and emphasizes in suliik [spiritual way] the
observance of morality and adherence to prescribed forms of worship.” Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd
al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa Shaykh al-Islam Ahmad ibn Taymiyya. Ed. ‘Abd
al-Rahman ibn Muhammad ibn Qasim and Muhammad ibn‘Abd al-Rahman ibn
Muhammad, 37 vols. (Madina: Mujamma“ al-Malik Fahd, 2004), 2:464; 470-471; Ahmad
Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘at al-Rasa’il wa al-Masa’il. Ed. Muhammad
Rashid Rida 5 vols. (Cairo: Matba‘at al-manar, 1922-1930), 1:171 and 176, (hereafter it
will be abbreviated MRM) trans. in Muhammad ‘Abdul-Haqq Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah
Expounds on Islam: Selected Writings of Shaykh al-Islam Tagi ad-Din Ibn Taymiyyah on
Islamic Faith, Life, and Society (Riyad: General Administration of Culture and Publication,
2000), 179 and 184.
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Taymiyya’s theology consist of these issues only. Thus, making a
judgement on these two thinkers by singling out a few questions is going to
be deficient and insufficient. It will be helpful to give some concrete
examples proving this problematic characterization of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn

Taymiyya.

As an example of this kind of restricted approach to lIbn Taymiyya,
Michel Chodkiewicz’s words may be taken into account. He has two
important books An Ocean Without Shore and Seal of the Saints in which he
explains some vital points of Ibn al-*Arabi’s teaching clearly. In the former
book he focused on Ibn al-‘Arabi’s method of understanding the revelation
in general and the Qur’an in particular. In the latter one Chodkiewicz
explains the nature of friendship (walaya) with respect to its universality,
function, and significance for having the prophetic inheritance that is to
have true knowledge. Although Chodkiewicz in his work mentions Ibn
Taymiyya only briefly, he shows Ibn Taymiyya to be an opponent of
visiting tombs, celebrating the birthdays of the Prophet and the friends, and
seeking for intercession (shafd'a) from the Prophet. Moreover,
Chodkiewicz holds Ibn Taymiyya responsible for various actions of the

Wahhabi movement like destroying graves.’

Michel Chodkiewicz, Seal of the Saints: Prophethood and Sainthood in the Doctrine of Ibn
‘Arabt (Cambridge: Islamic Texts Society, 1993), 8. Also, Chodkiewicz refers to a work of
Taqi al-Din al-Subki (d. 1355), Shifa’ al-sigam (Beirut, 1978), which has some hadith
reports to refute Ibn Taymiyya. This objection by al-Subki to Ibn Taymiyya is not his only
one. He in defending the Sunni understanding criticizes also Ibn Taymiyya’s thought about
the eternity of the Fire. For al-Subki, although the eternity of the Heaven and Fire is
established by the consensus of the scholars, for Ibn Taymiyya, there is no a consensus on
this matter. Thus, is al-Subki’s criticism of Ibn Taymiyya that Chodkiewicz refers to a
result of a detailed analysing of Ibn Taymiyya’s thought or a result of defence of the
classical Sunni understanding? For details of this issue, see Jon Hoover, “Islamic
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Of course, Chodkiewicz is right on some points, but at least on the
matter of intercession he is not quite right since 1bn Taymiyya has detailed
explanations about the intercession that | will briefly touch on later. Ibn
Taymiyya outlined the conditions of intercession which exclude polytheists
(mushrik) while he affirms not only intercession of the Prophet but also that
of some righteous people.® Therefore, even if this is a small example, it

constitutes a misrepresentation of Ibn Taymiyya to some extent.

Another scholar, Mustafa Kara,® who is a professor of Sufism
(tasawwuf), considers 1bn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya to be two margraves
(ucbeyi)!® of Islamic thought. The former represents the zenith of the
spiritual tradition of Islamic thought while the latter represents the zenith of

Salafi thought. For Kara, while Ibn al-‘Arabi looks into the Islamic sciences

Universalism: Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya’s Salafi Deliberations on the Duration of Hell-
Fire,” The Muslim World 99 1 (2009): 181-201. For the discussion, also see Jon Hoover,
“Against Islamic Universalism: ‘Al al-Harb1’s 1990 Attempt to Prove that Ibn Taymiyya
and Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya Affirm the Eternity of Hell-Fire,” in Islamic Theology,
Philosophy and Law: Debating Ibn Taymiyya and lbn Qayyim al-Jawziyya, ed. Birgit
Krawietz and Tamer Georges, (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2013), 377-399. Gibril Fouad Haddad,
The Refutation of Him [Ibn Taymiyya] who Attributes Direction to Allah [al-Raddu ‘ala
man gala bil-jiha] (Birmingham: Agsa Publications, 2008), 84-85. In addition, for more
information about Ibn Taymiyya’s approach to the birthday ceremony of the Prophet
Muhammad concerning different readings of Ibn Taymiyya’s writings, see M. Raquel
Ukeles, “The Sensitive Puritan? Revisiting Ibn Taymiyya’s Approach to Law and
Spirituality in Light of 20th century Debates on the Prophet’s Birthday (mawlid al-nabi),”
in Ibn Taymiyya and His Times, ed. Yossef Rapoport and Shahab Ahmed, (Karachi: Oxford
University Press, 2010), 319-337.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 1:148 and 7:222. Also, see the section on revelation in
Chapter 3 of this thesis.

Mustafa Kara, professor of Sufism, has an academic position at the Faculty of Theology,
Uludag University-Turkey. He has many works on Sufism, farigah (Sufi orders), and the
history of Sufism in addition to some translations about the doctrine of the oneness of
Existence and the concept of Existence in Ibn al-*Arabi’s teaching, such as Ismail Fenni
Ertugrul, Vahdet-i viicGd ve Ibn Arabi, translated by Mustafa Kara (Istanbul: Insan
Yayinlari, 1997).

Ucbeyi, a historical Turkish term, is a leader of the community aiming to defend the whole
Muslim territory against any possible attack or penetration. Therefore, this term in the
sense of Islamic scholarship may be reasonable applied to 1bn al-*Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya
who teach Muslims through books and treatises explaining the true meaning of religious
principles including both creedal and practical.
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through the pleasure and beauty of tasawwuf, all of Ibn Taymiyya’s
attempts are to undermine Sufism primarily, then religious thought based on
philosophy and theology. According to Kara, the reason for Ibn Taymiyya’s
harsh opposition is his Hanbali background and the social and political
conditions that emerged from the Mongol invasion. Moreover, for Kara, 1bn
Taymiyya accuses everyone who does not share the same idea with him of
apostasy. However, when we look at Ibn Taymiyya’s works, it can be
realized that on many issues he attempts to argue a particular problem by
referring to the Qur’an, hadiths, opinions of the Salaf, and intellectual
evidences, respectively. Therefore, at best his argumentation and evidences
can be discussed and criticized rather than blaming him with practising
outright accusation of his opponents with apostasy. After these
explanations, Kara counts about fifteen similarities between Ibn al-‘Arabi
and Ibn Taymiyya. Unfortunately, all of them except one, that both of them
respect ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Jilani, are historical similarities rather than
theological ones.** However, it may not be fair to confine potential
similarities between Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya to some historical

coincidences.

In addition, Mustafa Cakmaklioglu'? wrote an article on the doctrine

of friendship and prophethood in Ibn al-‘Arabi, and then he states Ibn

Mustafa Kara, “Cok Uzak Cok Yakin: ibn Arabi — ibn Teymiye Mukayesesi,” Tasavvuf
Ilmi ve Akademik Arastirma Dergisi 9 21 (2008): 27-30. Besides this, in his another article
written in 1986, Kara interestingly mentions Ibn Taymiyya’s positive and partly affirmative
attitude toward Sufism. Mustafa Kara, “ibn Teymiye nin Tasavvuf Istilahlarina Bakis1,”
Uludag Universitesi [lahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 1 1 (1986): 53-61.

He is a Turkish scholar teaching and researching about Sufism. He has works on lbn al-
‘Arabl’s teaching such as M. Mustafa Cakmaklioglu, Ibn Arabi’de Ma rifetin Ifadesi
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Taymiyya’s criticisms against the doctrine. He says that Ibn Taymiyya
basically is against the idea of “the seal of the friends” (khatam al-awliya’),
who is thought superior to the prophets, because both the term is innovated
and superiority to the prophets is meaningless. According to Cakmaklioglu,
although there are some esoteric (batini) groups who consider the friends to
be superior to the prophets, among people of the Sunna (ahl al-sunna) there
IS no one providing such an idea at all. Also, Ibn Taymiyya frequently
criticizes Ibn al-‘Arabi on this subject together with the names of some
Sufis such as Ibn Sab‘in (d. 1269) and of some philosophers such as
Avicenna (d. 1037) and Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (d. 1209). But through a
detailed investigation, according to Cakmaklioglu, it is going to be seen that
in Ibn al-*Arabi’s teaching there is no such an idea that the friends of God
are superior to the prophets. Cakmaklioglu takes into account some
theological and philosophical issues such as the understanding of revelation
and the nature of the angel Gabriel which are generally found in the
philosophy of Avicenna with a different form from the common
understanding, as the base of Ibn Taymiyya’s criticism against Ibn al-
‘Arabi. Since Ibn Taymiyya considers Ibn al-‘Arabi to be a sincere follower

of this philosophy, he includes Ibn al-‘Arabi in his criticism.'* Eventually,

(istanbul: Insan Yayinlari, 2007) and M. Mustafa Cakmaklioglu, /bn Arabi’ye Gére
Ibadetlerin Manevi Yorumlar: (Istanbul: Insan Yaynlari, 2011).

In this respect, Ibn Taymiyya criticizes lbn al-‘Arabi’s statement found in Fusis, “He [the
Seal of the Friends] derives his knowledge from the same source as the angel who reveals it
to the Messenger,” (Fa innahii akhadha min al-ma ‘dan alladhi ya’khudhu minhu al-malak
alladht yaht biht ila al-rasal). Muhyt al-Din Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusis al-Hikam. Ed. Abul Ela
Affifi, (Beirut: Dar al-Kitab al-‘Arabi, 1966), 63, translated in Muhyt al-Din Ibn al-‘Arab,
The Bezels of Wisdom: Fusis al-Hikam, translated by R. W. J. Austin (New York: Paulist
Press, 1980), 66. About this statement lbn Taymiyya says that the source (al-ma ‘dan)
indicates the intellect (al-‘ag/) and the angel indicates imagination (khayal). Since the
imagination depends on the intellect, it receives the knowledge from this source. These
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for Cakmaklioglu, it is possible to say that Ibn Taymiyya misunderstood
what 1bn al-“Arabi provided. In this case, it is also possible to say that if it is
so, Ibn Taymiyya’s criticism is not against Ibn al-"Arab1’s thought itself but

the philosophy of Avicenna and his followers.™

Another significant work is Ibn ‘Arabr in the Later 1slamic Tradition
by Alexander D. Knysh. Knysh in this work reserves a chapter for lbn
Taymiyya’s criticism against Ibn al-‘Arabi.’® The centre of the criticism
comprises the metaphysical and monistic doctrines such as the fixed entities
(al-a ‘yan al-thabita), the conception of existence (wujid), and the
unification of God and creatures (ittizad). At the beginning of the chapter
Knysh emphasizes that what Ibn Taymiyya is against is monistic Sufism.
The purpose of correct Sufism, according to Ibn Taymiyya, is to know and
perform best the commands of God rather than attempt to know the essence
of God. Through four treatises attributed to Ibn Taymiyya Knysh explains
the nature of Ibn Taymiyya’s criticism.’® On the other hand, Knysh also

reminds us that Ibn Taymiyya finds some useful points in various works of

explanations mean that Ibn al-‘Arabi and others like him receive their knowledge without
any intermediary from the source of imagination which is the intellect [al-‘ag/ al-kulli)
while the prophets receive their knowledge through the angel which is imagination. Ibn
Taymiyya, Majmi‘ fatawa, 11:232-3. M. Mustafa Cakmaklioglu, “Ibnii’l-Arabi’nin
Nbiivvet-Velayet Hakkindaki Goriisleri ve Ibn Teymiyye’nin Bu Husustaki Elestirileri,”
Tasavvuf Ilmi ve Akademik Arastirma Dergisi 21 (2008): 213-255 (218-222).

It may be noted here that for Husaini, especially on the subject of unification (ittizad), Ibn
Taymiyya really understood what 1bn al-*Arabi said in his works. Even if these issues are
different from each other in appearance, when it is taken into consideration that Ibn al-
‘Arab?’s whole teaching is interconnected, it may be said that Ibn Taymiyya’s
understanding Ibn al-‘Arabi is open to discussion concerning its accuracy and inaccuracy.
S. A. Q. Husaini, The Pantheistic Monism of Ibn al-‘4rabi (Lahore: Sh. Muhammad
Ashraf, 1970), 38.

Knysh, Ibn ‘Arabi, 87-111.

According to Jon Hoover, Knysh made a mistake when he numbers the treatises because of
overlooking differences of editions of Ibn Taymiyya’s work, Majmi ‘at al-rasail wa-al-
masa’7l. See Jon Hoover, review of Ibn ‘Arabi in the Later Islamic Tradition: The Making
of a Polemical Image in Medieval Islam, Alexander D. Knysh, Islam and Christian—
Muslim Relations 10.3 (2007): 392-394.
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Ibn al-‘Arabi. Besides this, Ibn Taymiyya’s main criticism is for Fusis al-
Hikam.'” Also, since Ibn Taymiyya finds sound statements in lbn al-
‘Arab1’s works, he considers Ibn al-‘Arabi to be one who is the closest to
Islam in relation to other monist thinkers such as Ibn Sab‘in.'® Eventually, it
can be said that Knysh’s work contains a significant summary of Ibn
Taymiyya’s criticism against Ibn al-‘Arab1 even if he does not mention at
all any possible nearness between these two thinkers in the field of
epistemology or theology. Rather, it may be understood from this work that

these two thinkers without exception have nothing to share.®

It should be noted that such restricted characterizations are not found
just on the side of those who study Ibn al-‘Arabi. The similar approaches
may be seen on the side of those who study Ibn Taymiyya. While scholars
studying Ibn al-‘Arabi insistently attempt to blame Ibn Taymiyya as a
virulent enemy of Sufism in general, and Ibn al-‘Arabi in particular,
scholars studying lbn Taymiyya try to establish the objections of Ibn

Taymiyya to Ibn al-*Arabi’s particular opinions continuously.

For instance, Muhammad Ansari’s work, Ibn Taymiyya Expounds on
Islam, is very important to have a general idea about Ibn Taymiyya’s
teaching. The book with a long introduction comprises the translations of

particular passages from Ibn Taymiyya’s various works. Ansari collected

Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 1:171.

Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 1:176.

In this respect, Knysh says, “Standing in sharp contrast are not only the religious and
intellectual orientations of the two thinkers (e.g., nominalism vs. realism, transcendency vs.
immanence, nomos Vvs. eros, activism vs. quietism, literalism vs. an allegorical vision of the
world, extroversion vs. self-centeredness, common sense vs. visionary experience), but
their discursive methods as well.” Knysh, Ibn ‘Arabi, 107.
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the topics from many different fields such as Islamic jurisprudence (figh),
commentary of the Qur’an (zafsir), hadith, Kalam, philosophy, Sufism,
ethics, politics, and social life on which Ibn Taymiyya wrote treatises. Also,
Ansari translates passages on interpretation (¢a 'wil), the divine names and
attributes, the afterlife, prophethood, reason, the natural constitution of
human beings (fizra), revelation, and spiritual experiences. In his comments,
Ansari considers Ibn al-"Arabi to be one who added to the religion a new
distortion in addition to the distortions of the theology and Greek
philosophy. The assumption that Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching conveys non-
Islamic principles mostly originated in Greek philosophy is one of the most
influential reasons why lIbn al-‘Arabi is criticized by Ibn Taymiyya. For
Ansari, Ibn Taymiyya, as a renewer (mujaddid) of religion, struggles
against these non-Islamic thoughts. Evidently, according to Ansari, Ibn al-

‘Arab1’s teaching causes corruption of the religion.20

Muhammad Memon provides an additional example from those who
study Ibn Taymiyya and at the same time give a place for the thought of Ibn
al-‘Arabi. Memon in his work Ibn Taymiyya’s Struggle against Popular
Religion identified Ibn al-‘ArabT’s teaching with pure monism.?* While
there are some scholars such as Abdul Qadir Husaini who consider Ibn al-
‘Arab1’s thought to be a pantheism, monism, or pantheistic monism, there

are other scholars such as William Chittick, James Morris, and Mohammad

Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam, Xxx-xxxi.
Muhammad Umar Memon, /bn Taimiya’s Struggle Against Popular Religion: With an
Annotated Translation of his Kitab iqtida’ as-sirat al-mustaqim mukhalafat ashab al-jahim

(The Hague: Mouton, 1976), 35.
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Rustom who do not accept such a claim.??> Nevertheless, since Memon
affirms this kind of claim, he evaluates Ibn al-‘Arab1’s thought concerning
some particular issues such as the conception of existence, unification
(ittikad), incarnation (hulul), and annihilation (fana’) through a monistic
lens. Rather, for Memon, in Ibn Taymiyya’s estimation, what Ibn al-‘Arabi1
propounded as the doctrine of the oneness of existence is the great enemy
destroying the oneness of God (tawhid).?® Memon, who takes the doctrine
as the centre for Ibn Taymiyya’s objections to Ibn al-‘Arabi, gives the
matter of evil as a brief example. For Memon, in Ibn al-*Arab1’s teaching
there is no place for evil and sin because of his monist thought. Memon says
that for Ibn al-Arabi evil is the absence of good because “evil was bereft of
existence.” Definitely, the purpose of Memon is to draw attention to Ibn al-
‘Arabi’s monist teaching by criticizing him from the perspective of ethics.
Although Ibn Taymiyya affirms that Ibn al-‘Arabi1 accepts the religious law
(shari‘a), Memon underestimates this statement by saying that Ibn al-
‘Arab1’s approach is a philosophical way to negate the validity of the

religious law.?*

Husaini, Pantheistic Monism; and Seyyed Hossein Nasr, Three Muslim Sages: Avicenna,
Suhrawardi, Ibn ‘Arabt (Delmar: Caravan Books, 1976), 105; lan Richard Netton, 4/lah
Transcendent: Studies in the Structure and Semiotics of Islamic Philosophy, Theology and
Cosmology (London: Routledge, 1989), 272-274; Mohammed Rustom, “Is Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
Ontology Pantheistic?,” Journal of Islamic Philosophy 2 (2006): 53-97; James Winston
Morris, “Ibn ‘Arabi and His Interpreters Part I: Recent French Translations,” Journal of the
American Oriental Society 106 3 (1986): 539-551 (542-545); William C. Chittick, “Rami
and wahdat al-wujtd,” in Poetry and Mysticism in Islam: The Heritage of Riami, ed. Amin
Banani, Richard Houannisian and Georges Sabagh, (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1994), 88; and William C. Chittick, The Sufi Path of Knowledge: Ibn al- ‘4rabi’s
Metaphysics of Imagination (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1989), 79.
Chittick’s work, The Sufi Path of Knowledge hereafter will be abbreviated SPK.

Memon, Against Popular Religion, 35.

Memon, Against Popular Religion, 29-45. See, Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 1:184.
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However, for Jon Hoover, there are three types of speaking about
evil in Ibn Taymiyya’s works. One of them is relevant to the absence of a
good act or goodness. Since there is no good act, there is no an agent. It
means that evil comes up as a result of an absence of good.? Therefore, in
this point what Memon provided as a controversy between Ibn al-‘Arabi
and Ibn Taymiyya is not so clear. On the contrary, it seems possible to

mention a nearness and shared opinion.

In this sense, unlike the general stance of other scholars, Hoover
explicitly points out that Ibn Taymiyya shares some ideas surprisingly with
Avicenna, Ibn al-‘Arabi, and al-Ghazali (d. 1111) concerning some
fundamental questions of monotheistic theology.”® In the book Ibn
Taymiyya’s Theodicy of Perpetual Optimism Hoover focused on the
problem of evil, optimism (which means the world was created in the best
possible form), the wise purpose of God, and the agency of the human act.
Among these subjects, in addition to similar explanations of evil provided
by Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya as mentioned above, Hoover displays
nearness between these two thinkers on the subject of the best possible
world. According to Hoover, since Ibn Taymiyya ascribes the highest
perfection to God, he considers the world to be in the best possible form.

This is similar what Ibn al-‘Arabi concludes on this matter.?’

Jon Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy of Perpetual Optimism (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 177-
210.

Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 1.

Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 227. Muhyl al-Din Ibn al-‘Arabi, Al-Futihat al-
Makkiyya. 4 vols. (Cairo: n.p., 1911), 2:244.
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In this respect, A. Hakim Ajhar’s work Su’al al-‘alam written in
Arabic must also be counted as one of the most significant comparative
studies on Ibn al-"Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya in terms of pointing out some
similarities. Along with some information about these thinkers concerning
historical and social conditions, Ajhar focuses mostly on the theological
issues such as the essence, names, and attributes of God, the universe,
creation, oneness of the divinity (tawhid al-ulithiyya) and lordship
(rubiibiyya), duration of punishment in the afterlife, divine will with its
divisions into creative will (irada al-kawniyya) and religious will (irada al-
shar ‘iyya), and the natural constitution of human beings. Certainly, for him
there are many points on which Ibn al-*Arabt and Ibn Taymiyya agree with
each other although there are some differences as well. For example, while
Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya agree on the matter of the oneness of
divinity, they differ from each other slightly or considerably on the matters
of the incomparability of God (tanzih), the fixed entities (al-a yan al-
thabita), and oneness of the lordship.?® As far as it is seen, what Ajhar does
in this work is to study these thinkers by singling out some particular
theological issues on the axis of creation. Ajhar’s work is comprehensive on
comparison between Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya. While Ajhar makes
this comparison by dealing with many theological issues which are related
to creation, in this thesis | study the subject of the divine names and

attributes only as a theological point. Rather, the distinctive focus of this

A. Hakim Ajhar, Su’al al-‘alam: Al-Shaykhan Ibn ‘Arabi wa Ibn Taymiyya min fikr al-
Wahda ila fikr al-ikhtilaf (Dar al-Bayda’: Al-Markaz al-thaqafi al-‘arabi, 2011), 116 and
202.
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thesis is to examine the epistemologies of these thinkers prior to their

theological opinions.

Apart from these significant works, there are more works which
focus on either Ibn al-*Arabi® or Ibn Taymiyya specifically. Each of them
is a production of hard endeavour and detailed research for sure. It may be
noted that it is not possible to find as many English academic works about
Ibn Taymiyya as about Ibn al-‘Arabi. Even though the reputation of Ibn
Taymiyya in the west emerges from mostly political issues, there are many

academic works concerning his theological thoughts as well.*® In this thesis,

For example, William Chittick’s works, The Sufi Path of Knowledge and The Self-
Disclosure of God are two of the most important English works about Ibn al-‘Arabi
because of their translations of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s passages. He translates passages found
especially in Al-Futihat al-Makkiyya. Along with Chittick’s many articles and books,
especially these two works listed here include a range of subject such as the Qur’an, hadith,
belief, cosmology, epistemology, the divine names and attributes, creation, and
hermeneutic. Certainly, Chittick is not alone in this field. The contributions of Michel
Chodkiewicz, James Morris, who has many articles on Ibn al-‘Arabi, R. W. J. Austin, who
has a translation of Fusis al-Hikam, Abu Ela Affifi, Stephen Hirtenstein, and Claude
Addas must be noted. Each of them points out a different aspect of Ibn al-*Arabi’s thought.
For example, Chodkiewicz in his book An Ocean without Shore focuses on Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
approach to the Qur’an while in the book Seal of the Saints he focuses on a very essential
matter of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching, i.e., khatam al-awliya’. Moreover, while Stephen
Hirtenstein in his work, The Unlimited Merciful, deals with spirituality and universality,
what Claude Addas did in her work, Red Sulphur, was biographical. As for Affifi’s work,
Mystical Philosophy of Muhyid Din-lbnul Arabi, it is important due to its critical approach
to Ibn al-*Arabi’s teaching.

In addition to works of Memon, Ansari, and Hoover mentioned above, there are other
scholars who have books and articles concerning different aspects of Ibn Taymiyya’s
teaching. For example, Yahya Michot who has books and articles on Ibn Taymiyya, is one
of the most productive scholars. Especially in the book Against Extremism he focuses on
various issues such as faith, divine will, good and bad, God’s mercy and justice, love,
oneness of God, obedience to the authorities, and Muslim and non-Muslim relations
through selected translations in order to let lbn Taymiyya explain himself. Moreover,
Thomas Michel who has a useful work in which he focuses on Ibn Taymiyya’s Al-Jawab
al-sahih li-man baddala din al-Masth by translating passages relevant to conceptions of
Christianity, A. Hakim al-Matroudi who is concerned with the relationship between Ibn
Taymiyya and the legal school of Hanbali in his book The Hanbali School of Law and Ibn
Taymiyya, M. Sait Ozervarli through articles studies divine wisdom, the natural
constitution of human being, and the Qur’anic rational theology in Ibn Taymiyya’s
teaching and has a book Ibn Teymiyye 'nin Diisiince Metodolojisi ve Kelamcilara Elestirisi
in which he elaborates Ibn Taymiyya’s method of thinking and criticisms against
theologians. Also, there are other books and articles referred in this thesis occasionally.
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| benefitted from these works with respect to translation and analysis in

order to provide an original outlook.

1.2. The Aim of the Thesis

Up to this point the approaches to Ibn al-*Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya
from both sides of scholarship comparatively have been displayed. It is seen
that the problem is not lack of the information about Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya. However, differences between these two figures have generally
discouraged scholars from imagining that there may be interesting
similarities. The purpose of this thesis is to point out that these two thinkers
have many similarities concerning epistemological tools and theological
issues. As a result of these similarities, it is not right to consider these
thinkers as two opposite poles of Islamic thought. Sometimes they get
closer to each other and sometimes not. To support this claim, primarily
their epistemologies are elaborated in the thesis. It is evident that both of
them accept the reality and validity of revelational, rational, and
inspirational knowledge. The distinction on their epistemological stances is
that while Ibn al-‘Arabi esteems revelation, the Qur’an, inspirational
knowledge (‘ilm al-ladiin), and the human intellect respectively, Ibn
Taymiyya esteems revelation, the human intellect, and inspirational
knowledge respectively. That is, as | will argue in the next two chapters,
they affirm the same sources of knowledge, but order them into different
hierarchies. As a result of this arrangement, Ibn al-‘Arabi explains
revelation in a mystical way by placing the human intellect at the lowest
level while 1bn Taymiyya explains revelation in a traditional way by placing

inspirational knowledge at the lowest level. In this respect, it should be
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noted that the purpose is not to criticize the epistemologies of these
thinkers, but the purpose is to exposit the approaches of Ibn al-*Arabi and
Ibn Taymiyya to their epistemological tools, i.e., revelation, the human
intellect, and inspiration. Therefore, for example, instead of long and
detailed explanations as to how Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya object to
the human intellect itself, | preferred to focus on how they consider the

intellect as a tool of knowledge.

Apart from this difference of arrangement, since they rely on
revelation at the first place, and since they reject neither the position of the
human intellect on knowledge nor the reality of inspiration as a way of
acquiring knowledge, they provide similar theological statements to some
extent. The theological statements of the thinkers might be considered to be
a reflection of the hierarchies of epistemological tools. On this point, |
should emphasize that since both Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya link their
epistemologies and theologies somehow, my purpose is not to elaborate
how they linked them. My purpose is to exhibit their similarities on
epistemology and theology. In other words, for example, Ibn al-Arabi links
already his epistemology and theology by claiming to have written all his
works, which contain his theological thought extracted from the Qur’an and

the hadiths of the Prophet, by means of unveiling.**

Therefore, while I affirm the link between their epistemologies and
theologies, my purpose is not to investigate how Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn

Taymiyya linked their epistemologies to their theologies. Instead, | claim

1 Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futithat, 2:432; 3:457; 1bn al- Arabi, Fusis, 47.
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that just as they have similarities on epistemology, they have similarities on
theology rather than attempt to set up a cause and effect relation between
their epistemologies and theologies. In this sense, the divine names and
attributes as a theological subject will be studied from the perspectives of
Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya in order to support the claim that these
thinkers have important similarities on their theologies along with their
epistemologies. Because of the significance of the subject of the divine
names and attributes about which both thinkers provided their opinions
abundantly, | chose that subject to study in the thesis. On the other hand, it
is possible to study other theological subjects such as the Heaven and Hell,
reward and punishment, evil and God, predestination, and the relation of
belief and action comparatively in the thought of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn

Taymiyya.

It should be kept in mind that Ibn al-*Arabi’s expression and thinking
style is a significant point to comprehend the base of similarities between
Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya. The duality of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s expression
and thought enables him to affirm all aspects of a conception at once even if
they are opposite. Definitely, it is possible through his “imaginal world.” As
William Chittick says, “the imaginal world is the realm where invisible
realities become visible and corporeal things are spiritualized.”*? Besides
this, duality of expressions and using terms and conceptions
interchangeably are common in Ibn al-*Arabi’s works. For example, in the

well-known dialogue with Ibn Rushd (d. 1198) for the same question Ibn al-

2 Chittick, SPK, 9.
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‘Arabi answers with “yes” and “no;”* he names the cosmological things as
“existent” and “non-existent” at the same time. Also, for the cosmos he can

say that the cosmos is He (the Real)/not He.*

In this respect, Abul Ela Affifi’s words are important with respect to
duality of Ibn al-"Arabi’s expressions. According to Affifi, while it is
impossible to reconcile 1bn al-‘Arabi’s teachings with orthodox Islam, lbn
al-‘Arabi himself often tried to camouflage his pantheistic ideas with the
orthodox dogmas of Islam. Moreover, Affifi says, “There are at least two
possible ways of understanding him on any given point, the orthodox way
and the pantheistic way, although in reality there is only one way in which
he means to express himself, and this is the latter.”® Of course, this
statement seems to be a speculative claim, and it is not indisputable. Also,
even though “orthodoxy” is understood by Affifi as opposite of pantheism,”
the limits and nature of “orthodoxy” are questionable. Nevertheless, the
important point is that Affifi points out two dimensions of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
expression and style. It means his words are susceptible to two different

interpretations to some extent.

The dialogue proceeds “He [Ibn Rushd] then put to me the following question, ‘What
solution have you found as a result of mystical illumination and divine inspiration? Does it
coincide with what is arrived at by speculative thought?’ I replied, ‘Yes and no. Between
the Yea and the Nay the spirits take their flight beyond matter, and the necks detach
themselves from their bodies.” At this Ibn Rushd became pale and I saw him tremble as he
muttered the formula, ‘There is no power save from God.” This was because he had
understood my allusion.” Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:153 translated in R. W. J. Austin,
Sufis of Andalusia: The Rih al-quds and the al-Durrat al-fakhirah (London: George Allen
and Unwin, 1971), 23. For alternative translation, see Chittick, SPK, xiii.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:379.

Abul Ela Affifi, The Mystical Philosophy of Muhyid Din-Ibnul ‘Arabi (Cambridge:
University Press, 1964), xviii-xix.
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On this point, Knysh’s approach may be supportive for what Affifi
pointed out. Even though Knysh does not agree with Affifi, he also points
out the duality of Ibn al-*Arabt’s expressions and thought recognized by Ibn
Taymiyya. According to Knysh, since Ibn Taymiyya is capable of
distinguishing various strands within monistic Sufism, Ibn Taymiyya thinks
that Ibn al-‘Arabi vacillates between monism and theism.*® It can be said
that Ibn Taymiyya himself recognized duality in Ibn al-‘Arab1’s expressions
and thought to some extent through recognizing some monistic and theistic
statements of Ibn al-*Arabi. Concerning the expression and thinking style of
Ibn al-“Arabi Chittick also makes a comparison between Ibn al-‘Arabi and
Ibn Taymiyya. According to Chittick, while lbn Taymiyya believes that
“there must be a simple, straightforward explanation for the relationship
between God and the cosmos,” Ibn al-‘Arabi holds that “the highest
understanding is utter bewilderment (kayra) in the face of a reality that

defies the categories of yes and no, either/or.”®’

Therefore, when a comparison between Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya is in question, it is not correct to place Ibn al-‘Arabi against l1bn
Taymiyya by ignoring duality of the former’s thought and expression. If this
is kept in mind, it is possible to see that even if lbn al-‘Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya are very far away from each other from one perspective, they
have epistemological and theological similarities from another perspective.
Hence in order to establish the similarities firmly this duality should always

be remembered.

% Knysh, Ibn ‘Arabi, 107-108.
3 Chittick, “Rami and wahdat al-wujiid,” 86.
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1.3. Methodology

The thesis comprises of three main chapters in addition to the
introduction and conclusion. Two of the main chapters focus on
epistemology; the third one focuses on theology. Revelation, the human
intellect, and inspiration as epistemological tools used by Ibn al-‘Arabi and
Ibn Taymiyya will be studied in the first two chapters in order to exposit
their attitudes. The purpose of these two chapters is not to argue the reality
of epistemological tools, but examine epistemological tools used for
acquisition of knowledge in the teachings of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya. Also, examining the question how much these thinkers rely on
the tools when they attain knowledge is the aim of these two chapters. It
means that it should not be supposed to see, for example, the process of the
human intellect on acquiring knowledge by making use of sense organs and
the brain. Nor should it be supposed to see the steps of descending of the
revelation to human beings while there is not an ontological connection
between God and human beings. As for the chapter of theology, it focuses
on the divine names and attributes in Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya

comparatively.

The first chapter comprises three sections on the epistemology of
Ibn al-"Arabi, namely, revelation, inspiration, and the human intellect as
ways of acquiring knowledge, respectively. Revelation in general and the
Qur’an in particular is at the top of his epistemological hierarchy. It is the
most reliable source of knowledge. For him there can be no knowledge
which is not found in the Qur’an since it is the knowledge of the All-

Knower. As provided in the well-known analogy, the Qur’an is like an
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ocean. The best possible way of benefiting from the ocean without being
lost is to have inspiration.®® As for the human intellect, it can access
commentaries of the revelation only, but not its real meaning. In this
section, some questions such as what Ibn al-‘Arabi understands from the
Qur’an, why it has the highest reliability on the matter of knowledge, and
how the Qur’an can be conceived truly according to Ibn al-‘Arab1 will be

studied.

The second section of the chapter examines inspiration as a way of
knowledge. Inspirational knowledge is on the second level of the hierarchy
of 1bn al-*Arabi’s epistemology. This is the best way of understanding the
revelation because in inspirational knowledge there are two participants:
God and the mystics who receive their knowledge either from God directly
or from prophets who also receive their knowledge from God. It is possible
to find numerous statements in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s works proving the presence
of two participants. For example, when Ibn al-‘Arabi hears a hadith report,
he asks the prophet whether he said these words, even if the report is found
in the canonical hadith collections. Then, the prophet says, “Yes, I said, or,
no, I did not say these words.”*® Even if this is impossible historically, this
dialogue takes place between the mystic and the prophet in the mystical
world. Moreover, it is possible to come across Ibn al-Arabi saying, “This is
a hadith received through inspiration but not found in the canonical

sources.” Briefly, inspiration as a way of knowledge and of understanding

% bn al-*Arabi, al-Futithat, 1:76.
% |bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:150. Chittick, SPK, 251.
0 |bn al-*Arabi, al-Futithat, 2:399.
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the revelation occupies a very significant place in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s

epistemology.

As for the last section of the chapter, it focuses on the human
intellect in Ibn al-‘Arabi. The human intellect concerning the limits and
reliability is different than inspiration. According to Ibn al-‘Arabi, the
intellect is incapable of grasping reality as a whole because reality consists
of both visible and invisible dimensions while the intellect operates within
the borders of visible area only. Therefore, especially on theological issues
the human intellect is not competent to reach true knowledge.”! In this
section, the attitude of Ibn al-‘Arabi toward the human intellect, the reason
why he does not trust the intellect, why he makes use of revelation,
inspiration, and the intellect in that order, and how much credit Ibn al-

‘Arabi gives to the intellect will be examined.

The next chapter is dedicated to the epistemology of Ibn Taymiyya.
This chapter also consists of three sections: revelation, the human intellect,
and inspiration. The first section examines revelation in Ibn Taymiyya’s
teaching. The revelation, the Qur’an, has the highest esteem and is the most
reliable source of knowledge according to Ibn Taymiyya. It is the word of
God. So there is no mistake and doubt. Ibn Taymiyya considers the hadiths
of the Prophet Muhammad and the opinions of the Salaf (righteous
ancestors) necessary and complementary aspects of correct understanding of

the revelation. In this section, a question of how the revelation should be

1 |bn al-Arabi, al-Futithat, 2:291.
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understood according to Ibn Taymiyya and how he considers the revelation

will be elaborated.

The second section of the chapter focuses on the human intellect as a
way of acquiring knowledge. Since the intellect is limited, it can be used for
knowledge conditionally. If the intellectual statement is compatible with the
revelation, it is accepted as true because it means that the intellect is sound.
If the statement is not compatible with the revelation, it is not accepted
because it means that the intellect is unsound.** Through this kind of
outlook, Ibn Taymiyya evaluates intellectual statements provided on
religious issues. Also, since there is a similarity between the sound intellect
and the sound natural constitution of human being (fizra) on reaching true
knowledge, the subject of the natural constitution will be explained within
this section. In this respect, the limits and scope of the intellect, how lbn
Taymiyya considers the intellect, and why he criticizes philosophers and

theologians will be explained.

As for inspiration as a way of knowledge, that will be examined in
the last section of the chapter. It is not rejected by Ibn Taymiyya but
considered to be acceptable, as long as there is no better and more reliable
argument found from revelational and intellectual statements on a religious
issue at hand.*® This part may be surprising for those who assume that Ibn
Taymiyya rejects inspirational knowledge as a whole due to his objections

to Sufism in which inspiration plays a vital role. Rather, according to Fazlur

Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’ ta ‘arud al- ‘aql wa al-naql. Ed. Muhammad
Rashad Salim, 11 vols. (Riyad: Jami‘at al-Imam Muhammad b. Sa‘td al-Islamiyya, 1979-
1983), 1:155; Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii  fatawa, 5:172; 6:525; 10:475.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:473.
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Rahman, Ibn Taymiyya claims inspiration for himself.** In this respect, the
focus of this section is to find out the nature of inspirational knowledge in
Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching, what Ibn Taymiyya understands from
“inspiration,” and which conditions allow one to benefit from inspirational

knowledge on religious issues.

After displaying the epistemological similarities and different
arrangements of the epistemological tools, the next chapter will focus on the
subject of the divine names and attributes as a reflection of these
epistemological stances of the thinkers. Over three sections, the divine
names and attributes are elaborated with various aspects concerning the
teachings of both thinkers comparatively. It will be seen that just as they
come closer to each other on epistemology occasionally, they may share
some ideas on their theologies as well. As emphasized above, because of the
duality of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s thought and expressions it is possible to see
different dimensions of his statements regarding to the divine names and
attributes. On this point, Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya have similarities
even if through mystical explanations the former is distinct from the latter.
For example, as will be examined in the chapter, Ibn al-‘Arabi in one
respect identifies the Essence of God beyond all names and attributes in
such a way that contradicts Ibn Taymiyya’s thought. In another respect, Ibn
al-“Arabi ascribes many names and attributes to the Essence of God in a

way that corresponds to Ibn Taymiyya’s thought. It is a shortcoming to

Rahman claims that Ibn Taymiyya adopted Sufi terminology to some extent in order to
reconcile the Sufi legacy with orthodox Islam for the sake of a positive contribution to the
latter. In this respect, inspiration is affirmed with rejection of its quasi-infallibility. Fazlur
Rahman, Islam (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979), 195.
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consider the former statement as if it is Ibn al-‘Arabi’s sole thought by
ignoring the latter one. Briefly, this chapter will focus on such theological
similarities in Ibn al-‘Arab1 and Ibn Taymiyya. It will be seen that Ibn al-
‘Arabl and Ibn Taymiyya are very different from each other on the
theological issue in one respect; they have many similarities on that issue in

another respect.

As for the primary sources referred to in this thesis, they constitute
one of the most difficult aspects of this study because of their great extent
and number. Both Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya have many books and
treatises, most of which contain many crucial passages dispersedly pertinent
to the epistemological tools and the theological subject of the divine names
and attributes. Since my purpose is to focus on the teachings of these
thinkers in general rather than focus on their particular books or treaties, |
have to enlarge the scope of the sources in order to comprehend their
approaches broadly. In this point, | benefit mostly from the secondary
sources, which focus on a specific issue in the works of the thinkers
systematically to begin my research. Furthermore, as much as | focus on the
primary sources in order to conceive the thought of the thinkers, I will use
in places some of the secondary sources, which contain passages translated
from the works of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya. Definitely, these
secondary sources referred to in the thesis helped me significantly to see the

limits and focuses of the current comparative studies on these two figures.

Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya themselves are two of the most
productive thinkers of Islamic scholarship. They also have some major

works which reflect their thoughts comprehensively. For example, Al-
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Futiihat al-Makkiyya of 1bn al-‘Arabi is one of the most cited sources in the
thesis because in that work he through divine unveilings discusses various
theological issues such as the Qur’an, hadith, religious law, the divine
names and attributes, the relationship between God and creatures, faith,
spiritual paths, and spiritual travelling.”> As Chittick says, moreover, the
work contains the modes of the knowledge of the Muhammadan inheritance
and spiritual stages related to these modes of the knowledge.*® Therefore, it
is expected to find many sentences and passages from Al-Futiihat dealing
with both epistemology and theology. Also, since Ibn al-‘Arabi claims to
have written that work through inspiration utterly, which provides the most
trusted knowledge, and since that work contains many theological issues,
the work gives some clues to understanding how he explicates theological
issues under the light of the method of inspiration, which occupies a

significant place in Ibn al-*Arab1’s epistemology.

Also, the other significant work of Ibn al-‘Arabi is Fusis al-Hikam
to which | refer often. It is a kind of summary of Ibn al-‘Arab1’s teachings
according to Chittick.*” Also, Fusis is an important work to see Ibn al-
‘Arabi’s mysticism clearly. As Seyyed Hossein Nasr said, the work may be
considered to be the central text of the theoretical gnosis tradition.”® At the

same time, most of the criticisms of 1bn Taymiyya target the ideas of Ibn al-

Chittick, SPK, xi. Also, as Morris expresses, Al-Futiihat is by far the longest and most
comprehensive work of lbn al-‘Arabi. Muhyi al-Din Ibn al-‘Arabi, The Meccan
Revelations, translated by Michel Chodkiewicz, William C. Chittick, James Winston
Morris, Cyrille Chodkiewicz and Denis Gril (New York: Pir Press, 2002-2004), 6.

William C. Chittick, Imaginal Worlds: lbn al-‘Arabi and the Problem of Religious
Diversity (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1994), 9.

Chittick, Imaginal Worlds, 1.

Seyyed Hossein Nasr, The Garden of Truth: The Vision and Promise of Sufism, Islam’s
Mystical Tradition (New York: HarperOne, 2007), 213.
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‘Arabi found in Fusis, which is a controversial work of Ibn al-‘Arabi
because of its very complicated and mystical content.*® Also, since it is a
comprehensive example of Ibn al-*Arabi’s mystical teaching, this work is

an important source in order to see how he explains various subjects.

As for the main works of Ibn Taymiyya to which | refer in this
study, they are very essential and significant to understand his teaching.
Primarily | should note Majmii‘ fatawa which is a collection of various
independent treatises of Ibn Taymiyya. It is possible to find in that work
treatises about different issues such as the Qur’an, commentary (tafsir),
hadith, Kalam, jurisprudence, Sufism, and creed.® Therefore, this work can
be considered to be the most comprehensive work to see Ibn Taymiyya’s
thoughts in different areas. By means of secondary sources which focus on
some parts of this huge collection, it is possible to figure out, even if partly,
what this collection deals with. In addition to help from the secondary
sources on finding relevant parts, passages, and treatises, | found arguments
related to the thesis through the help of the last two volumes of the

collection where a broad and detailed index is provided.

Ibn Taymiyya’s thought is found dispersed in his various works in
addition to that comprehensive work. | have occasionally referred to another

significant work of lbn Taymiyya, Dar’ ta ‘arud al- ‘agl wa al-nagl which

Ibn Taymiyya criticizes Fusas al-Hikam due to its mystical explanations with respect to
union (ittizad), incarnation (hulal), and existence (wujid) in order to support monistic
thoughts. Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 1:171-174.

In Jon Hoover’s work there may be found useful information about these treatises
concerning their full names and locations in the collection even though Hoover’s purpose is
not to provide a comprehensive catalogue of these treatises. See Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s
Theodicy, 239-243.
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contains criticism and refutations against philosophers and theologians. To
examine what Ibn Taymiyya thinks especially of the subject of revelation
and the human intellect, this work is necessary since he systematically has
provided criticisms about the limits and authority of the human intellect,
theological argumentations established by the intellect, and rational thinkers
whose method is based on the intellect. As for another work of Ibn
Taymiyya, Minhaj al-sunna al-nabawiyya, he emphasizes in that work the
importance of the Prophetic Sunna, the authority of hadith, and
understanding the revelation through the Prophetic perspective by
criticizing the doctrines of Shi‘a sects. Therefore, also this work is
necessary in order to see what Ibn Taymiyya thinks of the Prophet and his
authority concerning the true knowledge in the religion. It should be
remembered that it is possible to see in that work as well various issues

discussed by Ibn Taymiyya rather than focusing on a particular topic only.**

Finally, most of the secondary sources mentioned at the beginning
of the introduction have been based on these primary and comprehensive
sources for the teachings of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya. Certainly, it is
not right to confine these thinkers to a few particular works. But, it is
evident that these major works unavoidably are referred to by scholars who
study the teachings of Ibn al-"Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya. Therefore, in this

thesis the centrality of these major works is acknowledged.

For more general information of the works of Ibn Taymiyya, see M. Sait Ozervarl, Ibn
Teymiyye'nin Diisiince Metodolojisi ve Keldmcilara Elestirisi (Istanbul: Isam Tiirkiye
Diyanet Vakfi Yayinlari, 2008), 24-26. Abdul Hakim 1. Al-Matroudi, The Hanbali School
of Law and Ibn Taymiyyah: Conflict or Conciliation (London: Routledge, 2006), 23-30.
Carl Sharif El-Tobgui, “Reason, Revelation and The Reconstitution of Rationality: TaqT al-
Din Ibn Taymiyya’s Dar’ Ta‘arud al-‘Aql wa-I-Naql” (Ph.D thesis, McGill University,
2013)102-1009.
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CHAPTER TWO: IBN AL-‘ARABI and HIS

EPISTEMOLOGY
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2.1. Introduction

This chapter explores revelation (waky), unveiling (kashf), and the
human intellect (‘agl) as tools of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s epistemology. In this
chapter, some questions such as why revelation, especially the Qur’an, is
important for acquisition of knowledge, why unveiling is necessity for truth,
and what the position of the human intellect is in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching
will be elaborated. He evaluates revelation to be a cooperation of the
Qur’an, which encompasses all knowledge, with the hadiths (sayings) of the
Prophet Muhammad. While Ibn al-‘Arabi has his own method of
understanding revelation such as allusion (ishara) instead of interpretation
(ta 'wil), the Prophet’s active role on understanding of revelation is evident
because of his both missional, he is a messenger (rasu/), and personal, he is

the perfect man, (al-insan al-kamil) features.

Moreover, Ibn al-‘Arabi pays considerable attention to unveiling as
a sound method of knowledge right after revelation. By means of the divine
unveiling, comprehension of the true meaning of revelation may be
possible. Concerning the subject of unveiling, the conceptions of the
friendship of God (walaya), special heart (qalb) owned by the friends, and
seal of the friendship (khatam al-walaya) are worth focusing on. In
addition, while 1Ibn al-‘Arabi considers the term inspiration (ilham)
synonymous with unveiling (kashf), he prefers to use the latter mostly.
Therefore, in this chapter | prefer the term unveiling as well, while in the

chapter on Ibn Taymiyya | will use the term inspiration mostly because he

40



1

prefers this word while he also considers inspiration and unveiling

synonymous.

As for the human intellect, Ibn al-‘Arabi argues authority and limits
of the intellect by questioning its reliability, soundness, and faultiness on
knowledge, especially on knowledge about God. While he accepts some
areas for the intellect, he has objections to the intellect itself and

philosophers and theologians who hold it as a unique tool of truth.
2.2. Revelation

In this section, | will focus on Ibn al-*Arabi’s approach to revelation
and the hadiths (sayings) of the Prophet. So, it will be clear how Ibn al-
‘Arabi considers the Qur’an and the hadiths to be sources of religious
knowledge and what the position of revelation is in his epistemology. |
highlight several aspects of the matter such as the Qur’an and its
comprehensiveness, methods of interpretations, the importance of the
Prophet regarding the conception of the perfect man (al-insan al-kamil), and

the hadith reports.
2.2.1. The Qur’an

The Qur’an as a divine revelation has two significant aspects. It is
the last revelation and the most comprehensive one so that, according to Ibn
al-‘Arabi, it encompasses not only all religions (shara’i®) but also all
knowledge relevant to everything in the cosmos." In other words, since the

Qur’an is the knowledge of God, and since there is nothing in the universe

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:107; 3:153.
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independent of God’s knowledge, the Qur’an contains the knowledge of
everything. When Ralph Austin writes his introduction to the chapter of
Fusizs al-Hikam on the wisdom of being in the word of David, he mentions
two kinds of vicegerents (khalifa) that comprise of inner and outer
functions. While the inner one is related to wisdom and spirituality, the
outer one is related to the revelation of Scriptures and the religious
heritages.? In this kind of approach even if a distinction may appear
between spiritual and revelational realms, according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, both
of these realms are embraced in the Qur’an because nothing can be found

outside of the Qur’an.’

He grounds this claim on a Qur’anic verse, “We have not neglected
in the Register a thing” (The Qur’an, 6:38). From this perspective, Ibn al-
‘Arabi considers the Qur’an to be jam ‘iyya (all-comprehensiveness).” In
addition, according to William Chittick, Ibn al-*Arabi employs the word
qur’an with a meaning of gathering and collecting together, even though
generally qur’an (its root is g-r-’) is translated as “recitation.”® In this
respect, he says that while the Qur’an is one book among the other books, as

different from the others it possesses all-comprehensiveness.’

Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 198.

“He who has been given the Qur’an has been given the perfect luminosity (diya’) which
comprises every knowledge... so the sciences of the prophet, the angels, and every known
tongue are comprised in the Qur’an.” lbn al-Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:107, trans. in Chittick,
SPK, 2309.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:56.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:88.

Chittick, SPK, 239.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:160; 2:107; 3:94.
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In this regard, as Chittick states, Ibn al-‘Arabi considers the term
shart ‘a (religious law or knowledge) to be a wide path of God rather than
simple jurisprudence (figh). This approach comprises of two dimensions.
The first, this wide path upon which all humanity walks implies all
religions.® And the second one implies flexibility, wideness, and
inclusiveness of Islamic religion. In consequence, Ibn al-‘Arabi can go
beyond all criteria established by the scholars of commentary of the Qur’an
(tafsir), the science of Hadith, Islamic theology (Kalam), and Islamic
jurisprudence (figh). In other words, through this admission he goes beyond
conventional limits of understanding of revelation and religion. Shari‘a as a
wide path rather than a simple jurisprudence or interpretation of revelation

means the way of the reality that is the Qur’an as a whole.®

In this respect, 1bn al-"Arabi says that the way of God is a general
way upon which all humanity walks, so the way takes them to God. This
way includes all religions which are based on the revelations. When a
Muslim confirms the second part of the Islamic testimony (shahdda) that
Muhammad is the messenger of God, he accepts the way of the Prophet
Muhammad particularly. Then, he by referring to the verse, “to each of you
We prescribed a law and a method” (Q, 5:48), continues to say that an
Imam of Muhammadan religion follows the way of Muhammad and leaves

the other ways by confirming and believing their truthfulness.'® Obviously,

Chittick, SPK, 170-171.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:563, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 260.

0 \bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:410, trans. in Chittick, Imaginal Worlds, 145.
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even though the Qur’an is only one part of the paths of God, it is the most

inclusive one among the others in Ibn al-*Arabi’s mind.

To explain clearly his thought on the comprehensiveness of Islamic
revelation, the Qur’an, and the other religions which are based on the divine
revelation, Ibn al-‘Arabi makes use of the analogy of the sun and the stars.
He says that all the revealed religions are lights. While the religion of Islam
is like the light of the sun, the other religions are the lights of the stars.
When the light of the sun appears, the light of the stars becomes hidden.
However, it does not mean that the light of the stars does not exist or unreal.
But, it is just hidden because of the light of the sun. Likewise, when the
religion of Islam is revealed, the other religions were abrogated. But,
through abrogation they do not become null (bail) at all.** It may be said
that for Ibn al-‘Arabi the religion established with the Qur’an and the
hadiths of the Prophet Muhammad is not the same as the other divine

religions because of their different functions and capacities.

Briefly, for Ibn al-‘Arabi the Qur’an as the all-encompassing book
and the knowledge of God contains all of the revelational information. Even
though the Qur’an, like other revelations, was sent down by God, it has a
special importance because of its various characteristics mentioned above.
Thus, the Qur’an as a divine book must be followed by the believers.*? In
Ibn al-‘Arabi’s thought there is no doubt that the Qur’an is the noblest

source of true knowledge. In this point, the significant question is how to

1 \bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:153, trans. in Chittick, Imaginal Worlds, 125.
2 \bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:249, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 179.
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understand the Qur’an because Ibn al-‘Arabl sometimes benefits from
different ways to comprehend what God revealed in the Book. In this
respect, some conceptions such as rafsir (commentary), ta’wil
(interpretation), ishara (allusion), hagiga (real), and majaz (metaphor) are

worth mentioning.
2.2.2. Outer Expression and Inner Meaning

The matter of commentary (zafsir) and interpretation (ta 'wil) has a
relationship with some conceptions such as hagiga (reality), majaz
(metaphor), zahir (outer), and batin (inner). From a literalist perspective, the
appearance of the text reflects God’s intention precisely while from a
mystical perspective the appearance of the text has some different and
deeper meanings which are beyond the literal or outer forms of the text
certainly.”® As for Ibn al-‘Arabi, he always goes beyond the literal
expression of the Qur’an and the hadith while he accepts the indisputable
importance of the literal forms of the text. In this regard, he says that
whoever combines the outer law with the inner one has all of the
happiness.* Therefore, it should be noted that Ibn al-‘Arabi in this point
differs from esotericist (batini) thinkers according to whom the reality itself
is not found in the outer form of the revelation because it is hidden in the

deep.

John Renard, Knowledge of God in Classical Sufism: Foundations of Islamic Mystical
Theology (New York: Paulist Press, 2004), 56.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:334. Muhyt al-Din Ibn al-Arabi, Al-Futihat al-Makkiyya. Ed.
Osman Yahya, 11 vols. (Cairo: Al-Hay’at al-Misriyya al-' Amma 1i’I-Kitab, 1972), 5:158.
Kristin Zahra Sands, Sifi Commentaries on the Qur’an in Classical Islam (London:
Routledge, 2006), 61.
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According to William Chittick, for 1bn al-"Arabi, there must be a
balance between the literal expression of the revealed text and its inner
meaning because the letters of the revelation as linguistic forms are a place
where the words and intention of God become apparent and known.'® It
should be noted that it is not easy to understand what Ibn al-‘Arabi thinks a
real meaning (hagiqga) or a metaphorical one (majaz) is because his many
ideas are susceptible to understanding metaphorically and literally at the
same time. However, Ibn al-*Arabi emphasizes frequently the importance of
the literal form of the text because he considers all of the outer forms
including letters, words, and structures to be an authentic, concrete, and the
true embodiment of God’s speech. Thus, as Chittick says, each letter and
word of the revealed Book has a special significance for conceiving what
God says and means exactly.'” Also, it is important to note that each word
of the text with its special and certain formation is a part of divine
manifestation. In this regard, Ibn al-‘Arabi says that the Prophet
Muhammed’s mission was to transmit whatever was revealed to him by
God. He had to keep the certain form of the revelation when he transmitted
it to people since the meaning of the revelation was sent down on his heart
through this certain form and combination of the letters, arrangement of the
words, and order of the verses. In this way, the Qur’an became constituted.

This form of the Qur’an is determined by God Himself. Otherwise, the

16" Chittick, Imaginal Worlds, 73.
" Chittick, SPK, xv.
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Qur’an would be in the form of the understanding of the Prophet rather than

in the form which is the form of the revelation determined by God.*

However, on this matter there have been various interpretations of
his ideas. For example, when R. Caspar writes about Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
approach to the revelation, he says that the letters of the revelation provide
access merely to its outer form rather than its inner depth. To reach its
“true” meaning there should be imagination or the knowledge of the heart."®
It is clear that according to Caspar, there is a classification or graduation
which separates the outer expression of the Qur’an and its “true” and
“inner” meaning. This claim may lead us to an assumption that the literal
form does not contain true meaning of the text, so there are two aspects of
the revealed Book and one of them is more valuable and reliable than the
other. In addition, Caspar claims that for lbn al-‘Arabi, the literal forms of
the verses are deceptive.’® On the contrary, for Ibn al-‘Arabi, the literal
form of the Qur’an is the key to access to the meaning of the revelation.?!
Thus, it could be said that the main problem is not to accept or reject the
outer meaning of the Qur’an, but the problem is to be stuck within the limit
of the literal forms of the text by ignoring the possibility of the existence of

an inner meaning beyond the apparent forms.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 3:158, trans. in Michel Chodkiewicz, An Ocean without Shore:
Ibn ‘Arabi, the Book, and the Law (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1993), 23.
R. Caspar, “Muslim Mysticism: Tendencies in Recent Research,” in Studies on Islam, ed.
Merlin L. Swartz, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1981), 168.

Caspar, “Muslim Mysticism,” 172.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:567.
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2.2.3. Commentary (tafsir) and Interpretation (ta’wil)

On the matter of understanding the revelation, the problem of
commentary and interpretation are as important as the problem of the outer
expression and the inner meaning of the text. Primarily, as Chittick says,
according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, the commentaries of the Qur’an (tafsir)
performed by the friends of God are quite different from the interpretations
(ta’wil) of the men of the intellect.?? Since Ibn al-‘Arabi’s method of
understanding the Qur’an is based on some spiritual principles in order to
reach beyond the limits of the outer form of the text, his method may be
considered sometimes to be a kind of interpretation (fa 'wif).*® However, for
him, the more valuable and appreciated method is commentary (tafsir)
fulfilled by the friends of God rather than interpretation (za 'wil) fulfilled by

men of the intellect.?*

Besides this, he calls his own method allusion (ishara) occasionally.
It is a sort of commentary which does not exclude the literal or outer
expression of the text. For example, when Ibn al-‘Arabi writes some
explanations concerning Chapter fifty-two of the Qur’an (Sira al-Tir), he
prefers to use the term allusion (ishara) instead of commentary (tafsir).?
Even though Ibn al-‘Arabi considers the commentary of the Qur’an (tafsir)

to be a better method than the interpretation (¢a 'wil), he prefers the term

Chittick, SPK, 245.

A. J. Arberry, Revelation and Reason in Islam (London: Allen & Unwin, 1957), 16.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futhat, 3:257, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 246.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:526.
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allusion (ishara) for his own effort intended for explaining the text.?® This

matter will be touched on briefly again in further sections.

Ibn al-‘Arabi with a long passage explains the difference of
commentary and interpretation by connecting with the matter of outer
expression and inner meaning. Since the rational thinkers ( ‘ugala’), who
interpret the verses of revelation, do not have unveiling (kashf) and sound
faith, they attempt to reach the true meaning of the revelation by
interpreting the outer form of the text. They ignore the reality of the outer
form and always try to find some meaning different from what the outer
form indicates. In contrast, the commentaries of the friends of God aim to
find the real meaning of the revealed text by making use of the outer form
itself as well. While the friends do this they do not ignore the outer form of
the text at all. In this respect, Ibn al-‘Arabi divides people into two
categories: the people of unveiling and faith and the people of rational
thinking. The latter group, according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, tries to pass from the
outer meaning (zahir) to the inner meaning (batin) by ignoring the outer
one. So, they separate between the outer expression and the inner meaning.
It is because, as mentioned above, they do not have unveiling and faith
truly. Nor do they have in their hearts a light to guide them. As for the
friends of God who have unveiling and faith, they try to pass as well from

the outer expression to the inner meaning, unlike the rational thinkers, by

Even though 1bn al-*Arabi is recognized by many Isma‘ilis as a thinker among themselves,
according to Seyyed Hossein Nasr, he is different from Isma‘ilis because their method is
based on generally allegory (batini). Seyyed Hossein Nasr, Islamic Spirituality:
Foundations (New York: Crossroad, 1987), 39. Also, see Al-Ghorab, “Muhyiddin Ibn al-
‘Arabl Amidst Religions (adyan) and Schools of Thought (madhahib),” 199-227.
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taking into consideration the outer expression itself along with the inner
meaning. They do not ignore the necessity of the outer expression of the
text at all. So, they have two eyes in order to witness the reality as a

whole.?’

Even though Ibn al-‘Arabi explains his ideas in that way, on this
kind of categorization there is no agreement among scholars who study the
mystical tradition of Islam. For example, on this matter Chittick criticizes
the understanding of Henry Corbin concerning Ibn al-‘Arabi’s method of
understanding the Qur’an. For Corbin, interpretation (ta 'wil) is one of the
cornerstones of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s thought. However, even though Chittick
accepts as partly true Corbin’s claim, he emphasizes that in general the term

interpretation (¢za ‘wil) is not used in a positive sense by Ibn al-‘Arabi.?

In addition, according to Eric Geoffroy, interpretation (za 'wil),
which means to restore the initial meaning to the verse, is the spiritual
interpretation of the Qur’an while commentary (zafsir) is to interpret the
Qur’an with regard to its literal, grammatical, historical, and theological
points.?’ This claim does not seem to be compatible sufficiently with what
Ibn al-‘Arabi puts forward because, as will be showed, Ibn al-‘Arabi
benefits from grammatical and literal arguments in order to explain the

initial meaning of the verses. Whatever Geoffroy calls a spiritual

Ibn al-“Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:257, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 246.

Chittick, SPK, 199. When Henry Corbin comes to the conclusion like this, he departs from
a presupposition regarding an interaction between Ibn al-*Arabi and the Shi‘a in this issue.
See Henry Corbin, Alone with the Alone: Creative Imagination in the Sufism of Ibn ‘Arabt
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997), 50.

Eric Geoffroy, Introduction to Sufism: The Inner Path of Islam (Bloomington: World
Wisdom, 2010), 41.
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interpretation of the Qur’an is, in fact, the real meaning of the Qur’an
according to Ibn al-‘Arabi. It means that Geoffroy refers to the term
interpretation (za 'wil) while Ibn al-‘Arabi refers to the term commentary
(tafsir) or allusion (ishara) in order to indicate the sound method of

reaching the real meaning.

In this respect, it is worth noting that in lbn al-‘Arabi’s thought
letters and their formation, numbers, symbols, number of letters in a word,
and abjad® play a very important role. In this case according to Seyyed
Hossein Nasr, Ibn al-‘Arabi obviously applies the method of symbolic
hermeneutics to the revealed text — the Qur’an — in order to reach the
inner meaning of the revelation which is hidden behind the veil of the outer
forms of the Qur'an®’ As an example of Ibn al-‘ArabT’s sui generis
understanding of the method of allusion, Michel Chodkiewicz provides
some explanations about a passage from lbn al-‘Arabi’s works. In this

respect, Chodkiewicz says

The first theophany (theophany of allusion), which corresponds to the
first two verses (alif lam mim) that is the book in which there is, no
doubt, a guide for the pious), comes back to these letters. According
to Ibn al-‘Arabi, the form of the writing (ragim) to which it is an
allusion (by the pronoun that, (dhalika), which is the demonstrative
used for what is far away) is triangular. One of its ‘angles’ (the letter
alif, which when written can be joined to no letter that follows it and
that is the first letter of the name Allah) expresses ‘the suppression of

any relation of affinity between God and the creatures.” The second

%0 Abjad is a system of understanding of a text. In this system, each letter has a numerical
value.
8 Nasr, Three Muslim Sages: Avicenna, Suhrawardi, Ibn ‘Arabr, 104.
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angle (the letter /am, often likened in traditional exegesis to Jibra i,
the angel of revelation) ‘dissipates confusion’, while the third (mim,
the first letter in Muhammad and a symbolic allusion to the Prophet,
who is the model of excellence) makes evident the ‘way of felicity’:
the terms used about the second and third ‘angles’ obviously translate
the ‘absence of doubt’ (/a rayba fihi) and the guidance (huda) of the

scriptural text.*

Moreover, Ibn al-‘Arabi sees interpretation (za ‘wil) to be a danger for the
faith of believers because by means of interpretation the proofs provided by
the intellect will rule over the revelation. In this case, the faith may be
weakened.® In this regard, Ibn al-‘Arabi as a requirement for having faith
suggests admission of the revelation, including its explicit (mu/zkam) and
ambiguous (mutashabih) verses without interpreting them with our
intellect.>* This point will be elaborated when what Ibn al-‘Arabi thinks of
the human intellect is examined in a further section, so that the reasons why
Ibn al-"Arabi does not make use of the method of interpretation which is
based on the human intellect and why Ibn al-‘Arabi says that what the
messengers brought as revelation may be declared as impossible by the

intellect are going to be more understandable.®

After these explanations about Ibn al-‘Arabi’s approach to the
method of understanding the Qur’an, it can be said that Ibn al-"Arabi

benefits from commentary and allusion in order to understand the Qur’an.

Chodkiewicz, An Ocean without Shore, 85. See, “Kitab al-Tajalliyat” in Muhyi al-Din Ibn
al-‘Arabi, Rasa’il Ibn al- ‘Arabi. (Beirut: Dar al-kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2001), 323.

Ibn al-* Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:218, trans. in William C. Chittick, The Self-Disclosure of God:
Principles of Ibn al- ‘Arabi’s Cosmology (Albany: State University of New York Press,
1998), 4.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:660, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 201.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:218.
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He has a very special comprehension of the Qur’an through his own
mystical approach which constitutes his allusions. This unique approach
allows Ibn al-‘Arabi to reach beyond the limits of the traditional and
common understanding of the revelation. For example, he may connect the
meaning of the Qur’an to the manifestation of the divine realities; thereby
the eternal manifestations of the divine realities require endless meanings of
the Qur’an since the Real does not repeat Himself on the same form of His
manifestations.® According to Ibn al-"Arabi, each recitation of the verses
reveals a new meaning because the recitation of the Qur’an is something
like recreation or renewal of the cosmological things. From this perspective,
according to him, since everything or every action in the cosmos is an effect
of God’s speech, “Kun” (Be!), recitation of the revelation as well is
considered to be the speech of God. He confines acquiring a new meaning
of the Qur’an by means of new recitations to those who have an insight
(basira) bestowed by God. These people who are guided by a light from
God (Q, 39:22), with each recitation reach a different meaning of the
revelation. On the contrary, whoever obtains the same meaning through

different recitations is not on the true path.*’

Every meaning of the Qur’an indicates the truth so long as it is
compatible with Arabic linguistic rules and the outer forms of the text. Also,
Ibn al-‘Arabi says that every understanding of God’s speech (kalam) is the
intended meaning by God as long as it is supported not only by any verse of

the Qur’an but also that of all the divine books such as the Torah, the

% |bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:282.
87 bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:128, trans. in Chodkiewicz, An Ocean without Shore, 26-27.
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Psalms, and the Gospel. This is because the knowledge of God encompasses
every meaning. Thus, every interpreter may reach the intention of God
correctly. The people of knowledge do not declare wrong any interpretation
which is supported by the words (lafz). Whoever declares wrong the
interpretation which is supported by the words is wrong and deficient in

knowledge according to Ibn al-‘Arabi.®

It is clear that for Ibn al-*Arabi linguistic rules and outer expressions
are very important to determine the limits of meaning of the Qur’anic
verses. If a meaning is compatible with the rules, it should be accepted as
true. It is the intention of God surely. Therefore, in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s writings,
it is very common to see various meanings ascribed to a single word
through derivation from the root of the word. This method is applied by Ibn
al-‘Arabi to some terms, so that ‘adhab (punishment) is interpreted as
‘udhuba (sweetness) and ‘agl (intellect) is interpreted as a fetter (‘igal)
because of their etymological commonalities and grammatical

compatibilities.*®

In addition, when Ibn al-‘Arabi mentions the Malamiyya whom he
esteems as the highest ranking friends, he ascribes to them the term kafiriin
(unbelievers), which means those who cover or hide, by saying that they are
those who hide what they see in their witnessing of secrets of the union with

the Real. The point which Ibn al-“Arabi utilizes is the literal meaning of the

I1bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 2:119; 2:567, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 244.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 3:198 and Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusis, 94. See Chodkiewicz, An Ocean
without Shore, 51. As a note, Ibn Taymiyya criticizes this kind of method of interpretation
in his works. See Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 13:239.
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root of this word: k-f-r (to hide something).“° It shows that even though God
uses this word in the Qur’an frequently and clearly in order to indicate
unbelievers who reject the truthfulness of the divine message, Ibn al-"Arabi
could use it with a different meaning and purpose by means of a linguistic

probability and allowance.

Moreover, Ibn al-‘Arabi applies the same kind of method of
understanding the Qur’anic terms when he mentions the human being
(insan) and genies (jinn). According to Gracia Anguita, lbn al-‘Arabi
grounds his statement again on the commonality of roots of the word jinn
and j-n-n which is synonymous with s-t-r which means to cover and
conceal; and the commonality of roots of the word insan and a-n-s which
means something seen or perceived. So, for Ibn al-‘Arabi, “genie” refers to
spiritual, metaphysical, and inner (batin) aspect of the human being while
“man” (insan) refers to the physical and outer aspect (zahir) of the human
being. In this regard, Ibn al-‘Arabi provides a mystical commentary of the
Qur’anic verse, “I did not create men (ins-insan) and genies (jinn) except to
worship Me” (Q, 51:56). He interprets the verse to say that genie is the
inner part of human beings and man (ins) is the apparent part of human
beings. Thus, worship, which is the purpose of the creation of the human
being encompasses inner and outer performance and training such as deeds

and purifying the soul and heart both physically and spiritually.**

Chodkiewicz, An Ocean without Shore, 50. Also, see Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:115-116;
2:134.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:354. See Gracia Lopez Anguita, “On the Inner Knowledge of
Spirits Made of an Igneous Mixture: Chapter 9 of the Futahat al-Makkiyya,” Journal of the
Muhyiddin Ibn Arabi Society 44 (2008): 1-252.
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Ibn al-‘Arabi, according to Anguita, extends his commentary of the
verse moving toward the epistemological field from the ontological
concerning the words man and genie. In this regard, these terms refer not
only to the inner and outer aspects of human beings but also refer to esoteric
and exoteric aspects of knowledge. The term genie (jinn) refers to the non-
manifest and unknown wisdom which is known by God only, while the
other term man (ins) refers to the manifest and known wisdom.*? All these
examples are very significant in order to show the flexibility, richness, and
dual perspective of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s comments of the Qur’anic verses

concerning terms and conceptions.

Therefore, in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching rejection of any meaning of
the Qur’anic verses, while it is appropriate to the grammatical rules, would
be a major mistake. The Qur’an is the knowledge of God and His
knowledge is limitless.** Thus, every meaning which comes from the
Qur’an should be affirmed and it should be noted that rejection of any
possible meaning is to delimit God’s knowledge according to Ibn al-
‘Arabi.** Briefly, he warns people on this point by making an analogy
between the Qur’an and an ocean. He says that if your breath is not
sufficiently powerful, you should limit yourself to the apparent sense of the

Qur’an and refrain yourself from plunging into this ocean. Otherwise, you

42 Anguita, “Inner Knowledge,” 2. See Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 4:101.
3 |bn al-Arab, al-Futithat, 1:36; 2:290; 3:121.
*\bn al-* Arabi, al-Futiihat, 2:28.
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cannot come back again from the ocean of the Qur’an and you will be lost

since it is deep.*®
2.2.4. The Prophet and Hadith (saying)

In 1bn al-‘Arabi’s teaching the hadiths of the Prophet Muhammad
have a special status. The hadiths constitute a significant part of the
revelational knowledge. In the meanwhile, he specifically has a book of the
hadith, Mishkat al-anwar fima ruwiya ‘an Allah min al-akhbar.*® Even
though he uses the six books (al-kutub al-sitta)*’ as a source of the hadiths,
he frequently uses various sayings of the Prophet although they are not

necessarily found in the canonical hadith collections.*®

According to Ibn al-‘Arabi, even though the Prophet Muhammad is
not living among us with his body, he is still a source of true knowledge
because he was given all-comprehensive knowledge.*® Certainly, there is a
very strong connection between Ibn al-‘Arab1’s attention to the hadiths as a
source of true knowledge and his admission of the exceptional constitution
of the Prophet Muhammad.”® Therefore, in order to conceive accurately
why and how the hadiths of the Prophet become a part of the revelational
knowledge, it is necessary to know who the Prophet exactly is and what his

mission is according to Ibn al-‘Arabi.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:76, trans. in Chodkiewicz, An Ocean without Shore, 22.

For the translation of the book, see Stephen Hirtenstein and Martin Notcutt, Divine
Sayings: 101 Hadith Qudsi, Mishkat al-anwar of Ibn ‘Arabt (Oxford: Anga Publishing,
2004).

Al-Kutub al-Sitta (six books of hadith): Sakih al-Bukhari, Sahith Muslim, Sunan Abi
Dawud, Jami‘ al-Tirmidhi, Al-Sunan al-Sughra, and Sunan Ibn Majah or Muwatta’ Ibn
Malik.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:399.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furhar, 2:171.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 4:60, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 241.
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In Ibn al-‘Arabi’s works it is easy to see the higher status and
superiority of the Prophet Muhammad. Two reasons can be given to account
for this superiority. The first is that the Qur’an was given to him.”* And the
second is his exclusive constitution.”® As mentioned above, since the Qur’an
is all-comprehensive words and the knowledge of God which definitely
contains everything, the Prophet to whom God sent down the Qur’an must
be a superior person to others. In this point, Ibn al-"Arabi sets a connection
between the Qur’an and the Prophet Muhammad by emphasizing the
comprehensiveness of the Qur’an. According to him, the Qur’an contains all
knowledge which is not necessarily contained in the other scriptures. Thus,
the Prophet Muhammad to whom such a book was given has the perfect
luminosity (diya’). It means that the Prophet was given the all-
comprehensive words (jawami‘ al-kalim) in which every knowledge is

found.>®

As for his exclusive and favoured constitution, he is the best locus of
the manifestation of God; thereby he must be followed by people. In this
respect, Ibn al-‘Arabi says, “You do not have a constitution like that
possessed by Muhammad...You know how far you stand below
Muhammad’s degree in knowledge of his Lord through his plane. So cling

to faith and follow him!”>*

Moreover, Ibn al-‘Arabi claims that even the other prophets would

be following the Prophet if they were alive. The other prophets were sent by

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:363.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:251.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furhat, 2:107, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 239.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furhat, 3:251, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 352.
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God to be deputies of the Prophet Muhammad in his physical absence in the
earth. In fact, the Prophet Muhammad was a prophet before Adam was not
created yet. Therefore, if the Prophet existed physically in the earth from
beginning, there would not be any law of the other prophets. It is the reason
why the Prophet Muhammad said that if Moses were alive, he would

necessarily follow me.*®

The Prophet’s higher status is very clear in Ibn al-"Arabi’s thought
not only because the Prophet’s own knowledge which embraces everything
in virtue of the Qur’an but also because of his privileged constitution. On
this point, the Prophet’s special traits should be explained concerning
conceptions such as the Perfect Man (al-insan al-kamil) and Muhammadan
Reality (hagiqa al-muhammadiyya) or the light of Muhammad (al-nir al-

mukzammadiyya).

As for the Prophet’s superiority, in Sufi traditions there are many
hadith reports supporting his pre-existence and existentially exclusive status
such as “I am the first man to have been created and the last to have been
sent [i.e. as a prophet].”56 Also, as al-Tirmidh1 states, God mentioned the
Prophet Muhammad as the first. It means that he was the first to appear in

God’s knowledge, then in God’s will (mashi’a); then he was the first in the

% |bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:134, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 241.
% |bn al-*Arabi, Fusiis, 214, trans. in Chodkiewicz, Seal of the Saints, 63.

59



57

58
59
60

decrees (magadir); then he was the first in the well-guarded Tablet; then he

was the first in the Covenant (mithag)...*’

Moreover, Ibn al-Arabi by making use of these kinds of reports and
his own unveilings (mukashafa) says that when the Prophet Muhammad
was asked about when he became prophet, he said, “I was a prophet when
Adam was between clay and water.””® Also, Ibn al-‘Arabi considers the
Prophet Muhammad to be the head of the universe and the first created
being who appeared in existence.>® To make clear the superiority of the
Prophet, Ibn al-‘Arabi in his various works emphasizes this claim
repeatedly. He continues to say that since the Prophet is the most perfect of
all humanity, all affairs start and seal (khatm) with him. “He was a prophet
when Adam was between water and clay. He is also the seal of the Prophets

(khatam al-anbiya’).”®°

Al-Hakim Al-Tirmidhi, Kitab Khatm al-awliya’. Ed. Muhammad Ibn ‘Ali Yahya ‘Uthman,
(Beirut: Al-Matba‘a al-kathalikiyya, 1965), 337, trans. in Chodkiewicz, Seal of the Saints,
66.

Ibn al-Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:243.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 1:119.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusias, 214. After this sentence Austin goes on to translate Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
words in this way “he [the prophet] is the first the three singular ones.” Austin, Bezels of
Wisdom, 272. Then, Austin explains the three singular ones with a reference of another
passage of Fusiis by quoting that these three singular ones are “the Essence (dhat), the Will
(irada), and the Word (gawl)” which are found in Chapter of the Prophet Salih. Ibn al-
‘Arabi, Fuszs, 115 and Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 141. In this case, according to the
translation of Austin, the Prophet if he is the first of the three singular ones can be
understood as identical with the Essence. However, since the term, three singular ones (al-
afrad al-thalatha) in Fugiis is not so explicit, it is susceptible to different understandings. In
this regard, Caner K. Dagli says that “these three singular ones can be the Self, the
Presence of the Divine Names, and the Spirit... To this ternary corresponds the human
ternary consisting of one’s immutable identity, one’s obedience to the command of
existence, and one’s hearing that command.” In addition, it may be necessary to say that
Dagli, Burckhardt, and Affifi do not link this expression explicitly to the Prophet himself
while Austin does. Briefly, while Austin clearly considers the Prophet to be the first of
these three singular ones, the others do not mention it in this way. Muhyi al-Din Ibn al-
‘Arabi, The Ringstones of Wisdom: Fusiis al-hikam, translated by Caner K. Dagli (Chicago:
Great Books of the Islamic World, 2004), 277. Muhy1 al-Din Ibn al-‘Arabi, The Wisdom of
the Prophets: Fusis al-hikam, translated by Titus Burckhardt and Angela Culme-Seymour
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Definitely, the superiority of the Prophet is relevant to the concepts
of the reality of Muhammad and the perfect man. It should be noted that the
conception of the reality of Muhammad is very close to the idea of light
(nair) or logos. According to Arthur Jeffery, the origin of these conceptions
does not belong to Islam. But, it is very possible to see their traces in
different philosophical and religious traditions such as Zoroastrianism,
Hinduism, and Christianity.”" Nevertheless, on this point Rom Landau’s
distinctive statement is important concerning the difference between Ibn al-
‘Arabi’s teaching about the Prophet and the Christian understanding of
Logos. Landau says that Ibn al-‘Arabi explicitly rejects Christian Logos
conceptions which are based on the doctrine of the Incarnation.®® On the
other hand, it is possible to find some supporting statements on the light of
Muhammad from the Qur’an (Q, 33:46 and 5:15),63 the hadiths, even
though they are not canonical ones, and from some spiritual masters of Sufi
traditions such as Ja'far al-Sadiq, Sahl al-Tustari, al-Hakim al-Tirmidhi, and

Mansir al-Hallaj.**

The idea of the light of Muhammad is related to the concept of the
perfect man (al-insan al-kamil) which plays a very important role in Ibn al-

‘Arab1’s theology since the perfect man is one on which the highest divine

(Aldsworth: Beshara, 1975), 166. Abul Ela Affifi, Li Muhyt al-din Ibn al- ‘Arabi: wa-I
ta ‘ligat ‘alayhi (Beirut: Dar al-Kitab al-‘Arabi, 1946), 2:322.

Arthur Jeffery, “Ibn al-*Arabi’s Shajarat al-Kawn,” Studia Islamica 10 (1959): 43-77 (48-
53).

Rom Landau, The Philosophy of Ibn ‘Arabt (London: Allen and Unwin, 1959), 58. On the
other hand, Reynold Nicholson for this kind of approach says the Islamic Logos doctrine.
Reynold Alleyne Nicholson, Studies in Islamic Mysticism (Cambridge: University Press,
1921), 86-88.

“And one who invites to Allah, by His permission, and an illuminating lamp.” The Qur’an,
33:46.

Chodkiewicz, Seal of the Saints, 65-66.
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manifestation takes place.®® In this case, it is necessary to explain the
function of the perfect man. For Ibn al-‘Arabi, man as a creature has a
special place among other creatures because of some features such as
having a rational faculty through which he knows his Lord. In order to
clarify this significance and function of the perfect man Ibn al-‘Arabi says
that man (insan) embraces all realities. The perfect man is called the pupil
of the eye (insan) since the Real (al-Haqq) gives His mercy to all creatures
and looks at them through the man by that seeing is possible. He (man) is
transient, eternal, perpetual, everlasting, discriminating, and unifying word.
The cosmos is completed by the existence of the man. Just as the king
protects his treasures by his seal, God preserves His creatures by the man
who is called the Vice-Regent (khalifa). So, the cosmos will be protecting

as long as the perfect man remains in it.%®

In his teaching, God manifests Himself perfectly in the perfect man
only and at the same time through the perfect man God knows Himself
perfectly as well.?” In this regard, the hadith report should be remembered
that “I was a Treasure but was not known, so I loved to be known, and |
created the creatures and made Myself known to them, then they came to
know Me.”® It is one of the most significant points in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s

thought. Being known for God is a very important reason for the act of

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhar, 2:469. Although similar ideas with the perfect man exist in
Islamic mysticism, Ibn al-‘Arabi is the first one who used the term, the perfect man,
according to Valerie Hoffman. Valerie J. Hoffman, “Annihilation in the Messenger of God:
The Development of a Sufi Practice,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 31 3
(1999): 351-369 (352).

Ibn al-* Arabi, Fusis, 50, trans. in Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 51.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:469.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:231, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 66.

62



69

creation. So, the perfect man has achieved his importance from this feature
that God manifests Himself upon the perfect man as the best; thereby He is
known perfectly. It may be said that the perfect man encompasses the
manifest and non-manifest dimensions of God. Briefly, the perfect man in
terms of God’s perfect manifestation has a very effective role on creation of
the world. Therefore, Ibn al-*Arabi connects the existence of the cosmos to

the existence of the perfect man.®®

The idea of the perfect man is one of the most famous, important,
and complex points of 1bn al-‘Arabi’s teaching. In this regard, to understand
the general interpretations of the perfect man, it will be helpful to look at
some of the various scholars’ thoughts. It should be noted that Ibn al-
‘Arabi’s statements are susceptible to different comprehensions since 1bn
al-‘Arabi ascribes a very interesting and distinctive meaning to the perfect
man. For example, according to Abul Ela Affifi, it may be correct to say
that through a comprehensive examination of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s notion of the
perfect man concerning his function, mission, and meaning it will be
conceived that Ibn al-‘Arabi by the perfect man does not mean a simple
human being regardless of whether he is a prophet or a friend of God. It is
to mean possibly the Holy Spirit (74 al-quds) or God Himself.”” Affifi’s
definitions and explanations of the perfect man indicate that the perfect man
is more than the Prophet Muhammad. Contrary to this approach, for

Chodkiewicz the perfection can be possessed by the Prophet Muhammad

Ibn al-Arabi, al-Futiihat, 2:468. Ibn al-‘Arabi says, “If [perfect] man were to leave the
cosmos, the cosmos would die” trans. in William C. Chittick, Ibn ‘Arabi: Heir to the
Prophets (Oxford: Oneworld, 2005), 32.

OAffifi, Mystical Philosophy,85.
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only. As for the friends of God, this perfection is just a goal for them.”
Chodkiewicz is not alone in this opinion. For example, Arthur Jeffery says

that the perfect man is Muhammad himself."

In addition to them, Landau’s
opinion on this matter is in the same direction.” In this case, it can be said
that even if perfection of the human beings is a station, the perfect man who
possesses this station is the Prophet Muhammad. Thus, the conception of

the perfect man can be personalized with the Prophet’s individuality.

As the last, the Prophet Muhammad is considered in Ibn al-*Arabi’s
teaching to be superior to other creatures in respect of his existence,
creation, mission, and capacity of knowing. As a result of this
comprehension, Ibn al-‘Arabi links the superiority of the Prophet to
epistemology and to the most valuable knowledge, the knowledge of God.
He says that you should know how far your rank is below from the rank of
Muhammad concerning the knowledge of the Lord. Therefore, place the
Prophet before you as a mirror in which you see the forms. Then, you will
know that God manifests Himself to him in his mirror. The most perfect,
balanced, and beautiful manifestation of the Real is one which is in the
mirror of Muhammad due to the quality of his mirror. What you perceived
in the mirror of Muhammad regarding God cannot be perceived in your own

mirror at all.”*

Chodkiewicz, Seal of the Saints, 71.

Jeffery, “Ibn al-*Arab1’s Shajarat al-Kawn,” 51.

Landau, Philosophy, 56.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:251, trans. in Hoffman, “Annihilation in the Messenger of
God: The Development of a Sufi Practice,” 353. For alternative translation, see Chittick,
SPK, 352.
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The suggestion that we see God through Muhammad may indicate
an ontological manifestation as well as an epistemological reality. Because
of excellence of the Prophet regarding not only his existential specialities
but also his being as an intermediary epistemologically between God and
the believers, as Ibn al-‘Arabi expressed, people should follow him on the

way of knowledge.

Up to this point some explanations concerning the superiority of the
Prophet have been provided. This point was necessary in order to answer
the question why Ibn al-‘ Arabi considers the Prophet to be an indispensable
part of the revelational knowledge. Certainly, without explaining the
importance of the Prophet it would be difficult to demonstrate the

significance of the hadiths in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s epistemology.

Now, we are in better to explain Ibn al-‘Arabi’s approach to the
hadiths of the Prophet Muhammad. It is known that the science of the hadith
emerged after the death of the Prophet Muhammad. This science has its
own special criteria and rules determined by the scholars of the hadith.
Elaborating these criteria and rules is not the aim of this work; therefore |
will focus on how Ibn al-‘Arabi received the hadiths as one of the most
essential components of his knowledge. Primarily, it is a well-known matter
that Ibn al-‘Arabi establishes a spiritual connection and direct
communication with the Prophet Muhammad.” In fact, this point, which
will be examined in detail in the further sections, constitutes the ground of

Ibn al-*Arabi’s teaching.

™ Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futithat, 3:526. lbn al-* Arabi, Fusiis, 47.
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It should be noted that the hadiths received by means of some
spiritual ways play a very significant role in Ibn al-*Arabi’s teaching as well
as the hadiths which are transmitted by the narrators of the hadiths. While
he accepts both kinds of hadiths to be reliable, he much more esteems the
hadiths received by the spiritual ways on account of their accuracy. For
example, 1bn al-‘Arabi concerning the hadith report about God’s creation of
Adam on the form of All-Merciful (al-raiman) —or on the form of him
(Adam) — says that although the version which provides that Adam is
created on the form of All-Merciful is not accepted by the authorities of the
science of the hadith, it is proven by unveiling (kashf) to be sound (sakih).

Thus, there is no ambiguity on this matter.”

It is a well-known fact that for Ibn al-°Arabi the people of unveiling
are superior to the rational thinkers on knowledge because while the former
has an ability and opportunity to confirm knowledge directly from the
source of the reality, the latter can only confirm knowledge produced by the
human intellect by resorting again to their rational faculties.”” This is a sort
of vicious cycle. Since the subjects of unveiling and the intellect will be
examined in the following sections of this chapter, 1 am leaving this
discussion here. It is noted that even if Ibn al-*Arabi does not consider the
hadiths transmitted to be reliable as much as the hadiths received by

unveiling, it does not mean that he does not benefit from hadith reports even

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futahat, 2:490, trans. in Ghasem Kakaie, “Know Yourself, According to
the Qur’an, and the Sunna: Ibn ‘Arabi’s View,” Philosophical -Theological Research 9 1
(2006): 6-22 (11) and Chittick, SPK, 399-400.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:291.
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though, according to Stephen Hirtenstein, all hadith sources Ibn al-‘Arabi

used have either a Sufi or esoteric affiliation.”

In order to clarify the extraordinary approach of Ibn al-‘Arabi to the
matter of the hadith it is worth stating here what he says about it. In this
respect, he says that there are many hadith reports which are not accepted
because of the weakness of their transmission chains though some of them
are sound. Also, there are many reports which are accepted because of the
soundness of their transmission chains though some of them are not sound
in fact. Therefore, the friends of God ask the Prophet directly about the
reports. Then, the Prophet says, “I said this or | did not say this.” Thereafter
the friends know the weakness of the reports even if some people accept

them as sound because of the soundness of the transmission chains.”

From this statement it is understood that Ibn al-‘Arabi uses the
spiritual ways to reach and to be sure about knowledge through
communication with the Prophet directly. Besides this, for Ibn al-*Arabi, the
hadith of the Prophet Muhammad regardless of whether they are transmitted
or inspired constitutes a part of the revelational knowledge not only because
of the Prophet’s special and perfect constitution but also because of his
knowledge comprised of the Qur’an which is the all-comprehensive book

(jawami * al-kalim).

Hirtenstein, et al., Mishkat al-anwar, 102.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 1:150, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 251. Also, see Armin Eschraghi,
“‘I was a Hidden Treasure.” Some Notes a Commentary Ascribed to Mulla Sadra Shirazi:
Sharh hadith: ‘Kuntu kanzan makhfiyyan...”,” in Islamic Thought in the Middle Ages:
Studies in Text, Transmission and Translation, in Honour of Hans Daiber, ed. Anna
Akasoy and Wim Raven, (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 92.
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Finally, it is possible to say that in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s epistemological
ranking the revelational knowledge consisted of the Qur’an and the hadiths
is at the highest level in terms of comprehensiveness, reliability, and
certainty. It should be remembered that the Qur’an plays the determinative
role on Ibn al-‘Arabi’s epistemology. He evaluates inspiration and the

human intellect as ways of acquiring knowledge from this standpoint.
2.3. Unveiling (Mystical Way of Knowledge)

In this section the conception of unveiling (kashf), inspiration
(ilham) as a significant and indispensable part of the process for acquiring
true knowledge is going to be elaborated from Ibn al-‘Arabi’s perspective.
Primarily, various conceptions have been used in order to express this
mystical way of knowledge. According to William Chittick, in the Islamic
texts there are terms such as inspiration (ilham), direct tasting (dhawq),
opening (fatk), insight (basira), and witnessing (mushahada) which are
used as synonyms of unveiling (kashf).? Although Ibn al-Arabi uses direct
tasting (dhawq) to be a synonym of unveiling sometimes, he acknowledges
a small difference between these two terms. That is, tasting is an inward
experience while unveiling is outside of oneself.®> For a definition of

unveiling, Chittick says that unveiling is a third way of knowledge

What is meant by unveiling and inspiration is the divine bestowal of knowledge. While Ibn
al-*Arabi esteems the divine inspirations, he accepts that other kinds of thoughts may come
to the heart of human beings. In this regard, Chittick says, “incoming thoughts (khawatir)
which reach the heart into four categories: divine (ilahi), spiritual (rizhani), ego-centric
(nafsani), and satanic (shayrani).”Chittick, SPK, xiii

Chittick, SPK, 168.

Chittick, SPK, 221.
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bestowed by God directly to the people. So, God opens the door to the

perception of invisible realities.*

While Ibn al-‘Arabi frequently emphasizes the importance of the
revelational knowledge encompassing the hadiths of the Prophet
Muhammad, the value of unveiling is not less than the value of the
revelation since he considers unveiling to be the key of true knowledge.
Therefore, in this section, the conception of unveiling will be examined in
detail together with its complementary elements such as the friends of God
(awliya’) who are the possessors of unveiling, the heart (galb) as the organ
of unveiling, and the gnosis (ma rifa) as the mystical knowledge itself
coming through unveiling. Moreover, while these conceptions are
examined, some significant details such as the stations of the friendship and
the relation of the friends with the prophets will be provided because they
contain very important information and remarks exposing the nature of

unveiling clearly.
2.3.1. The Friends of God (awliya’) and Friendship (walaya)

The friends of God have a distinctive status among other people,
according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, since they have a special heart (galb) in a
mystical sense. The significance and function of this special heart will be

examined in the next part of this section. But, it is better to explain

Chittick says, “Ibn al-‘Arabi sees three basic routes to gain knowledge —acceptance of
reports, rational investigation, and unveiling. Reports are everything transmitted to us from
others. In evaluating the reliability of reports, we need to look at the source and the chain
of transmission. Reports stemming from God by reliable chains are of course the most
authoritative, and these include the scriptures, the Qur’an in particular. Other important
sources include the prophets, whose words may be assimilated to those of God, and the
friends of God.” Chittick, Self-Disclosure, xxii.
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primarily those who can have this special heart whereby they communicate
with God and His messengers and prophets in order to have true knowledge.
The friendship of God is mentioned a few times in the Qur’an. Thus, it is
not difficult to find a supporting statement for the friendship of God from
the Qur’an. In addition, in the Qur’an there are many verses related to the
term walr (friend-saint). These verses indicate different types of friendship.’
The term friend (wali) in Ibn al-*Arabi’s teaching occupies a very special

place because it denotes a spiritual station (magam).

In order to ground the conception of unveiling firmly it is necessary
to comprehend the conception of friendship. One of the most prominent
supporting statements of the friendship is a divine saying (hadith qudsi) that

Ibn al-‘Arabi quotes frequently:

Whoever treats a friend of Mine [God] as an enemy, on him | declare
war. My servant draws near to Me by nothing dearer to Me than that
which | have established as a duty for him. And My servant does not
cease to approach Me through supererogatory acts until 1 love him.
And when | love him, I become his hearing with which he hears, his
sight with which he sees, his hand with which he grasps, and his foot
with which he walks. And if he asks Me [for something], I give it to

him. If he seeks refuge with Me, I place him under My protection.®

Besides this hadith report, there are various other reports as well. In these

reports there is very detailed information about the friends of God such as

Different kinds of friendships (waldya) may occur among believers (The Qur’an 8:72;
9:71), among disbelievers (Q, 8:73), between God and believers (Q, 2:257; 10:62; 25:18;
45:19), and between Satan (shayzan) and disbelievers (Q, 4:76; 7:27; 7:30). From all these
verses, it is understood that walir means a helper and supporter as well as a friend in a
general sense.

Hirtenstein, et al., Mishkat al-anwar, 70 (no: 91).
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their numbers, rankings, proximities to God, and responsibilities. For
example, in one report it is said that there are some people who are envied
by the prophets and martyrs because of their nearness to God while they are
neither prophets nor martyrs. Instead, they are the friends of God.” In this
regard, Ibn al-‘Arabi says that among people there are forty who are on
Noah’s heart, seven who are on Abraham’s heart, five who are on Gabriel’s
heart, three who are on Mikail’s (Michael) heart, and one who are Israfil’s
(Raphael) heart...® In another report, it is said that when some people spoke
of the people of Syria in the presence of ‘Ali b. Abi Talib, he transmitted
whatever he heard from the Messenger of God about the abdal (a kind of
spiritual men) who will be in Syria. Their number is forty. Whenever one of
them dies, God replaces him with another man. Through them victory is
achieved and by virtue of them rain is sent according to this report.® These
special people also are called men of the unseen (rijal al-ghayb) who are the
representatives of God in the world and have an influence on the control of

the world as well as that of the human life.*°

As seen through these explanations, the function of the friends of
God is broad. Although in the Qur’an the mission and responsibility of the

prophets is explained clearly, the mission and responsibility of the friends is

" Imam Abi ‘Tsa Muhammad al-Tirmidhi, Jami * al-Tirmidht, “Kitab al-zuhd,” hadith no: 53.
Hirtenstein, et al., Mishkat al-anwar, no:3, trans. in Chodkiewicz, Seal of the Saints, 25.
Also, Chodkiewicz gives a place for other reports of the friendship in pages 24-25.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:10. Also, for the numbers of these people who are on the heart
of a particular prophet or angel, see Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:160.

Ahmad ibn Muhammad Ibn Hanbal, English Translation of Mushad Imam Ahmad Bin
Hanbal. Nasiruddin Khattab, (Riyad: Darussalam, 2012), 1:438, (Hadith no: 896). Ibn al-
‘Arabi affirms that their number is certain; thereby when one of them dies, the position is
replaced with another man. Ibn al-* Arabi, al-Futizhat, 1:160.

% Turan Kog, Varolmanun Boyutlar: (istanbul: insan Yayinlari, 1997), 43.
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not clear. Also, according to the Qur’an, while being a prophet is possible
only through being chosen by God (Q, 16:36; 25:51), being a friend of God
depends on either being chosen or an individual effort or both together.
Thus, it is possible to ask about the reason why some people have this

special status while others do not.

It should be noted that in Islamic mysticism, whether the position of
friendship is either achieved as a reward in response to an individual effort
or given as a gift by God is not so clear. By taking into consideration the
relationship between the friendship and the mystical knowledge, Souad
Hakim, by pointing to al-Ghazali and his work lhya al-‘ulim al-din
mentions two kinds of the mystical knowledge: the knowledge of conduct
and the knowledge of unveiling. The former, the knowledge of conduct
needs some special training and efforts while the latter, the knowledge of
unveiling does not necessarily need special training. Ibn al-‘Arabi, Aba
Yazid (d. 874), Shibli (d. 946), Junayd (d. 910), and Hallaj (d. 922) possess
this kind of knowledge.'* Regardless of the types of the muystical
knowledge, there are four external and five internal principles of the way of
the friendship. The external principles are hunger, wakefulness, silence, and
solitude. The internal ones are veracity, trust, patience, resolution, and
certainty according to Hakim.'? These necessities are fulfilled by all the
friends of God, and as a result of the fulfilment the friends can acquire

knowledge.

Souad Hakim, “The Way of Walaya (Sainthood or Friendship of God),” Journal of the
Muhyiddin Ibn Arabi Society 18 (1995):
http://www.ibnarabisociety.org/articles/wayofwalaya.htmi 3.

Hakim, “Way of Walaya,” 2.
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When A. Ates examines Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching on the stages of
friendship, he mentions the path concerning three types of spiritual journey.
The first journey is from God (al-safar ‘an Allah), the second journey is to
God (al-safar ila Allah), and the last one is in God (al-safar fi Allah). The
first two journeys have an end while the third one is endless. For Ates,
every man does not have the capacity to complete all types of the spiritual
journey, but only those who are endowed may reach the vision of God.
Moreover, in the third journey, there are some conditions that the traveller
has to supply. Although all the friends of God share similar conditions to
some extent, some of them are special because they are chosen.** According
to Franz Rosenthal, Ibn al-‘Arabi thought of himself being one of the
chosen friends.** Some of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s sayings indicate that friendship is
possible through being a person chosen by God while some of his sayings
point out that it is possible by individual effort. Thus, it may be said that
even though one is chosen by God as a friend, he has to supply some
conditions based on individual practices such as worship, remembrance, and

purifying the heart.

In Kitab al-qurba lbn al-‘Arabi enumerates some steps of the path of
acquiring knowledge directly from God such as cleaning of the place of
knowledge, which is the heart, purifying of the self or the soul, and making

them ready for receiving knowledge from God. When a servant passes

Ahmet Ates, “Ibn al-‘Arabi.” EI2. Ed. P. Bearman, Brill Online, 2014.
Franz Rosenthal, “Ibn ‘Arab1 between Philosophy and Mysticism: Siifism and Philosophy
are Neighbors and Visit Each Other,” Oriens 31 (1988): 1-35 (34).
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through these steps successfully, all matters will be clarified for him.™
According to this suggestion, acquiring knowledge from God directly

depends on the individual effort obviously.

Furthermore, in order to denote the function of the individual effort
in acquiring knowledge, Henry Corbin’s remarks are significant. In this
respect, he mentions three types of people: the disciples of the science of the
heart (ashab al-quliib), the disciples of the rational intellect (ashab al-
‘uguil), and simple believers. Then, he claims that under normal conditions a
simple believer can develop into a mystic through spiritual training.™® In this
case, Corbin affirms that the individual practice allows one to be among the
disciples of the science of the heart (ashab al-gulib). One more example
pointing out the role of the individual effort rather than being chosen is that
when Ibn al-‘Arabi went to his master, Aba Ja'far al- Uryani who gave
advice to him by saying “If you will shut out the world from you, sever all
ties and take the Bounteous alone as your companion, He will speak with
you without the need for any intermediary.”*” All these statements show
that acquiring knowledge from God directly does not necessarily require

chosen in one respect.

On the other hand, in his treatise Kitab al-fana’ fi-l mushahada 1bn
al-‘Arabi says that God cleansed the hearts of those whom He chooses

among His servants, and then He does not allow any doubts and confusion,

5 |bn al-‘Arabi, “Kitab al-qurba,” in Ibn al-‘Arabi, Rasa il, 70.
16 Corbin, Creative Imagination, 230.
7 Austin, Sufis of Andalusia, 25 and 63.
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in their hearts, that cause sickness.*® In this point, it should be remembered
that for Ibn al-‘Arabi even if being chosen by God to be a friend plays a
very important role in acquiring mystical knowledge, he does not ignore the
special and specific attributes of the friends entirely. When he mentions the
knowledge of unveiling, he says that even if this knowledge, which is the
knowledge of the states (‘ilm al-akwal), is a bestowal (mawahib), it is
bestowed upon those who have some specific attributes.'® Clearly, in 1bn al-
‘Arabi’s teaching, there are generally two kinds of the friendships of God.
One of them is based on the individual efforts such as invocations, prayers,
and seclusion while the other one is based on the divine bestowal with
supplying of the conditions of the former in addition to having some

specific attributes.

Moreover, the friends of God are not alone in their spiritual
travelling. Even though the prophets are not living physically among us,
spiritual training under the guidance of the prophets is a significant part of
having the knowledge of unveiling for Ibn al-*Arabi.?’ This kind of spiritual
guidance is a distinctive sign of friendship. For example, Ibn al-‘Arabi

claims to have started travelling with Jesus on the spiritual path. Then, he

Ibn al-‘Arabi, “Kitab al-fana’ fi-l mushahada,” in lbn al-'Arabi, Rasa’il, 17.

Ibn al-Arabi, al-Futihat, 4:221, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 222.

It should be noted that this kind of spiritual training under the guidance of the prophets is
one of the requirements of the friendship. A friend of God has to know about all religions
and faiths together because the friends are those who see God beyond all forms and
definitions. It is a task for the friends of God to conceive God in every form through
considering all sects and beliefs, lest they deny any manifestation of God. So, the training
with different prophets may help the friends on this purpose. 1bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat,
3:161.
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was taken to all the prophets such as Moses and Hud until he was taken to

Muhammad.?

As for another aspect of friendship in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching, it is
the special and exclusive position of the seal of the friends (khatam al-
awliva’) whom God helps directly, among the other friends of God.?
Definitely, there are various aspects of friendship, but in Ibn al-*Arabi’s
intellectuality being the seal of the Muhammadan friendship plays a very
important role. When Ibn al-*Arabi mentions the high status of the seal of
the friends, he says that just as the Prophet Muhammad was a prophet when
Adam was between water and clay, the seal of the friends as well was the
friend when Adam was between water and clay. As for the other friends of
God, they could be named as a “friend” only after they met the conditions

of friendship.?®

Through statements of Ibn al-‘Arabi it is understood that he
considers himself to be the seal. In this regard, he says, “l am the seal of
friendship, without a doubt, for I am the heir of Hashimite (family of the

Prophet Muhammad) and the Messiah.”** Also, Ibn al-‘Arabl mentions his

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:223, trans. in Stephen Hirtenstein, The Unlimited Mercifier:
The Spiritual Life and Thought of Ibn ‘Arabi (Oxford: Anga Publishing, 1999), 68. It
should also be noted that God is the first teacher of 1bn al-‘Arabi on the path of knowledge
since he did not take any spiritual training in his early life with a spiritual master according
to Hirtenstein. Hirtenstein, Unlimited Mercifier, 52. Also, see Hiidaverdi Adam, “The Place
Of Intellect, Contemplation And Unveiling In The Thought Of Ibn Al-‘Arabi,” Akademik
Arastrmalar Dergisi 21 (2004): 149-162 (150).

Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusiis, 66.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusiis, 64, trans. in Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 67.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 1:244, trans. in Hirtenstein, Unlimited Mercifier, 142. Also,
Claude Addas, Quest for the Red Sulphur: The Life of Ibn ‘Arabi (Cambridge: Islamic
Texts Society, 1993), 119. It is possible to think of the seal of the friends to be someone
other than Ibn al-‘Arabi himself because of his a passage, overall statements of him
indicates that he himself is the seal. In the passage Ibn al-‘Arabi says “As for the Seal of
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dream in which he assimilates the position of himself as the seal of the
friends (khatam al-awliya’) to the position of the Prophet Muhammad as the
seal of the Prophets (khatam al-anbiya’). In this sense, he tells the dream
that the Ka ‘ba (the house of God in Mecca) was built with gold and silver
bricks. But there were two bricks missing. One of them was gold and the
other was silver. Also, one of them was on the top row while the other is on
the row below it. Then, he saw himself being put into the place of the
missing bricks. So, he thanked God and said, “I am to the other followers of

my kind (the friends) as the Messenger of God is to the other prophets.”25

It is very clear that 1bn al-Arabi, according to himself, is the seal of
the friends.® The significant point is that the true divine knowledge is
bestowed to one who possesses this special status. The seal of the friends
receives all his knowledge directly from the prophets especially the Prophet
Muhammad along with God. In this respect, Ibn al-‘Arabi mentions his
companionship with the some prophets such as Muhammad, Abraham,
Jesus, Moses, Hud, and David. In this companionship he learned and

benefitted from these prophets. For instance, by means of Jesus he turned

Muhammadan Friendship [sainthood], he is a man of the Arab race, one of the noblest in
lineage and power. He is alive in our time today, and | came to know (or: met) him in 595.
I saw the distinctive sign which he possesses, which God has hidden in him from the eyes
of His servants, but which He revealed to me in the town of Fez so that I might see in him
the Seal of Friendship. He is the Seal of the unlimited prophethood, but most people do not
know him. God has tested him by people denying him in regard to what he has verified of
the Truth in his innermost being in his knowledge of Him.” Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:49
translated in Hirtenstein, Unlimited Mercifier, 140.

Ibn al-Arabi, al-Futahat, 1:318-9, trans. in Austin, Sufis of Andalusia, 37. Also, see Ibn al-
‘Arabi, Fusas, 63.

In the Islamic history, according to Chodkiewicz, there are some famous mystics such as
Muhammad Wafa (d. 1398), Ahmad Sirhindi (d. 1624), ‘Abd al-Ghani al-Nabulusi (d.
1731), and Ahmad Tijani (d. 1815) who either claimed to have been the seal or are
considered by their followers to be the seal of the friends. Chodkiewicz, Seal of the Saints,
134-136.
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back to God while through Moses he had knowledge of unveiling and
enlightenment. Ibn al-‘Arabi explicitly considers his visions and

companionships to be distinguishing signs of the status.?’

In addition, according to him, the Prophet Muhammad is very
influential in knowledge possessed by the friends. As explained in the
previous section, the Prophet has a special and significant status because he
is given all-encompassing word, the Qur’an. Thus, all knowledge of the
Prophet comes from God, and then the knowledge transmits to the friends.
Hence, it is true to say that even if a friend of God receives his knowledge
by mystical ways from any one of the prophets, it actually belongs to the
Prophet Muhammad on behalf of God. In this point, lbn al-"Arabi sets a
connection between the friends of God and the prophets. That is, whoever is
a friend of God is an heir of a prophet necessarily. And then, he says that
whoever has inherited knowledge from any prophet has actually inherited
Muhammadan knowledge.”® Also, for lbn al-‘Arabi, the seal of the
Muhammadan friends and the Qur’an are brothers; the seal is the most
knowledgeable one among all created beings not only in his time but also in
time after him.?® Certainly, the most important thing in this kind of claim
put forward by Ibn al-‘Arabi is the connection among the Qur’an, the
Prophet Muhammad, and the seal because this connection enables the

friends to reach true and divine knowledge.

2T \bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 4:77, trans. in Hirtenstein, Unlimited Mercifier, 86.
2 |bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 4:398, trans. in Chodkiewicz, Seal of the Saints, 59.
2 bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:329.
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Furthermore, it is obvious that in lbn al-‘Arabi’s teaching the
relationship between the friends and the prophets is very strong and
interactive. In this respect, it is helpful to explain briefly what 1bn al-‘Arabi
thinks of the positions of the friends and the prophets. Primarily, it is known
that in Ibn al-"Arab1’s teaching the relationship between friendship and
prophethood has a very complex structure. On this point, it should be noted
that the prophets and messengers share different levels of the friendship for
Ibn al-*Arabi who says that every messenger (rasii/) is a prophet (nabi) and
every prophet is a friend (wali).*® And friendship is a position which has a

universal and comprehensive function that never stops or finishes.*

In respect of the positions of friendship and prophethood, there is a
discussion of superiority between them. For Ibn al-‘Arabi, a friend with
regard to his personality is not superior to a prophet or messenger.
Friendship itself as a station is higher than prophethood because
prophethood is a temporal mission while friendship is a permanent station.
In this case, it is possible to say that a prophet’s friendship is more valuable
than his prophethood. Ibn al-‘Arabi emphasizes that the superiority is in one
person, instead of more than one individual. It means that it is mistake to
compare a prophet and a friend of God concerning superiority since the
prophet certainly is superior. He means that a prophet’s friendship is higher

than his prophethood.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:256.

Ibn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 134.

In this respect, 1bn al-*ArabT says, “When the prophet speaks on matters that lie outside the
scope of law, he is then speaking as a saint and a gnostic, so that his station as a knower [of
truth] is more complete and perfect than that as an apostle or lawgiver. If you hear any of
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It is worth noting that the matter of superiority between friendship
and prophethood is one of the most controversial problems for those who
criticize Ibn al-“Arabi. The claim that he considers the friends to be superior
to the prophets.®® Definitely, on such an understanding, Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
complex and dual expressions may be influential. For example, lbn al-
‘Arabi in his work Kitab al-qurba says that the Prophet Muhammad as a
gnostic (‘arif) and a friend (wali) is higher and more honourable than his
aspect of being a messenger.®* On the other hand, in another work Al-
Futihat he says that there is a distinction between prophethood and

friendship, where the former is more complete, great, and honourable.*

As mentioned above, the friendship of God, which encompasses Ibn
al-‘Arabi who is a higher ranked friend of God, is very influential element
in attaining to the true and divine knowledge by virtue of its exclusive and
privilege position. Since friendship as the position of possessors of

knowledge of unveiling is a vital complementary aspect of the conception

the Friend saying or transmitting sayings from him to the effect that friendship is higher
than prophecy, he means only what we have just said. Likewise, if he says that the friend is
superior to the prophet and the apostle, he means only that this is so within one person, this
is because the apostle, in his friendship, is more perfect than he is as a prophet or an
apostle. It does not mean that any friend coming after him is higher than he, since one who
follows cannot attain to the one who is followed...” Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusis, 135, trans. in
Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 168.

In this subject, Ibn Taymiyya has an objection to the idea of Ibn al-‘Arabi. Ibn Taymiyya
uses two different conceptions in his text as “prophet and prophethood and friend and
friendship.” Then, he claims that for Ibn al-* Arabi the seal of the friends is superior to some
of the prophets. However, as Ibn al-‘Arabi clarifies, as a position or status friendship is
superior to prophethood, but a specific friend is not superior to a prophet. Ibn Taymiyya,
Majmii* fatawa, 11:221-251; 2:357; 7:588-589. Also, see Cakmaklioglu, “Ibnii’l-Arabi’nin
Niiblvvet-Velayet Hakkindaki Goriisleri ve Ibn Teymiyye’nin Bu Husustaki Elestirileri,” .
Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Kitab bughyat al-murtad fi al-radd ‘ald al-
mutafalsifa wa al-garamira wa al-batiniyya. Faraj Allah Zaki al-Kurdi al-Azhari, (Cairo:
Matba‘at al-kurdistan al-‘ilmiyya, 1911), 86-87, trans. in Thomas F. Michel, A Muslim
Theologian’s Response to Christianity: Ibn Taymiyya’s Al-Jawab al-sahih (Delmar:
Caravan Books, 1985), 10.

Ibn al-* Arabi, “Kitab al-qurba,” in Ibn al-*Arabi, Rasa’il, 73.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:229.
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of unveiling, in this section it has been given a broad place in order to

highlight better its significance in acquiring knowledge of unveiling.
2.3.2. The Heart (galb)

The heart of the friends of God, the organ and place of unveiling,
has a very strong connection with its possessors. It is the centre of unveiling
and divine knowledge, the best place of the most complete manifestation of
the Real.® Ibn al-‘Arabi elaborates the heart in his works as Fusis al-
Hikam, especially in the chapter of the heart in the word of Shu‘ayb.”’
According to Henry Corbin, the heart is not only the organ of the
knowledge of unveiling but also the place where true knowledge is
produced and the mirror whereby God sees Himself and reveals Himself to
Himself.*® Thus, the heart of the friends of God has the highest significance

on the matter of proximity with God.

Regardless whether friendship either comes with God’s choice or is
a reward in return of individual effort, cleansing the heart from worldly
things, desires, and passions is a precondition of true knowledge. As Ibn al-
‘Arabi says, the darkness of ignorance, which is both rational reflections
and worldly things, makes the heart blind.* In fact, the cleanliness of the
heart means that in the heart there should be no worldly desire or reflective

thinking because as will be explained in the next section, the section on the

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:91.
Ibn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 119.

Corbin, Creative Imagination, 221.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:369.
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human intellect, rational thinking is not a reliable way for the friends of

God.

Ibn al-“Arabi sets a connection between the purity of the heart and
knowledge which comes from God. It is a kind of preparation of the heart
for the divine knowledge. For Ibn al-*Arabi, by emptying the heart from the
rational thoughts, the friends of God sit together with the Real (al-Haqq) on
the carpet of good manners (adab), spiritual attentiveness (muraqaba),
presence, and readiness in order to acquire whatever comes from God who
teaches them by means of unveiling (kashf) and spiritual realization
(takgiq). As a result of this nearness and giving up all rational thought the

heart becomes purified and open for knowledge.*

Here, the expression “sitting with the Real” (yajlisu ma ‘a al-Haqq)
is one of the most important points in terms of explaining the proximity
with God. Already, it should be known that in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching
realization of the oneness of the Creator and His manifestations occupies a
significant place. It means that all existent beings take their existence from
Him.*! Since only human beings have a potential to realize this relationship,
man is superior to other creatures. In this case, sitting with God means
realizing this relationship that is possible through unveiling only. Human
beings can grasp mysteries, secrets, and the knowledge of God through the

heart rather than the intellect which is limited according to 1bn al-‘Arabi.

Ibn al-* Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:89, trans. in James Winston Morris, “Listening for God: Prayer
and the Heart in the Futuhat,” Journal of the Muhyiddin Arabi Society 13 (1995): 28.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:90; 3:299.
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In Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching the heart with its unlimited capacity
stands opposite the human intellect. Thus, he says, “My heart has become
capable of every form.”? In this saying, the meaning of the form is not
restricted into corporeal aspects of the existent things since they already can
be perceived through sense organs. If this was the case, the heart would be
unnecessary to understand the meaning of the forms. For Ibn al-‘Arabi,
thus, the perfect knowledge which encompasses everything is possible
through drawing back the veils from the heart by God, so that, the heart is
able to perceive everything including the existents, the non-existents, the
impossible, and the necessary ones.** To clarify and explain in detail the
significance of the heart in respect to the true and divine knowledge which

comes from God only, Ibn al-Arabi says,

So the servant turned his face totally toward Him and cut himself off
from every faculty that takes him away from Him. When the servant
turned his face, God effused from His light a divine knowledge,
teaching him by way of witnessing and self-disclosure that God is not
received or rejected by any engendered thing. That is why He said,
“Surely in that is a reminder for him who has a heart” (Q, 50:37). He
mentions only the heart because the heart is known through constant
fluctuation in states; since it does not remain in a single state... The
heart does not delimit, but quickly fluctuates in every state. That is
why the Lawgiver said, “The heart is between two of the fingers of
the All-merciful; He makes it fluctuate as He desires.” The heart
fluctuates with the fluctuation of self-disclosures, but the rational

faculty is not like that. The heart is the faculty (quwwa) which is

*2 Muhyi al-Din Ibn al-‘Arabi, The Tarjuman al-ashwag: A Collection of Mystical Odes,
translated by Reynold Alleyne Nicholson (London: Royal Asiatic Society, 1911), poem 11,
67.

3 |bn al-Arabi, Fusiis, 133, trans. in Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 166.
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beyond the stage of reason. If in this verse God had meant by “heart”
the rational faculty, he would not have said, “for him who has a
heart,” since every human being has a rational faculty, but not every
human being has been given the faculty which is beyond the stage of

reason and which is named “heart” in this verse.**

Moreover, despite a contention between the heart, which has an unlimited
capacity, and the intellect, which is limited and restrictive, in terms of being
the authority on comprehension of the reality in the best sense, there may be
a third option which is the inspired intellect. In this kind of approach,
cooperation of the heart and the intellect may happen.* For this theory,
Peter Coates suggests using the terms the heart and the intellect
synonymously because each tool of human perception such as senses,
reason, and imagination is subservient to the intellect, so that the intellect
takes all knowledge from the heart.*® It is accepted that all human faculties
including the intellect become subservient to the heart; thereby it is called
an inspired intellect. The point is that it is possible and expected that the
intellect follow the heart to knowledge of the Real. In fact, it is not difficult
to find from Ibn al-‘Arabi’s works this kind of intellect which follows the
heart. He mentions the rational faculty which may receive knowledge from

the heart.*

There is another aspect of the matter of the heart. It is the question

of whether knowledge which comes through unveiling and the knowledge

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 1:289, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 111.

Hakim Souad, “Knowledge of God in Ibn ‘Arabi,” in Muhyiddin Ibn ‘Arabi: A
Commemorative Volume, ed. Stephen Hirtenstein and Michael Tiernan, (Shaftesbury:
Element, 1993), 278-279.

Peter Coates, Ibn ‘Arabi and Modern Thought: The History of Taking Metaphysics
Seriously (Oxford: Anga Publication, 2002), 133.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:289.
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of the heart are the same or they are different from each other. Even if the
heart is considered to be the place of knowledge of unveiling, some scholars
distinguish knowledge of the heart from knowledge of unveiling. An
underlying reason is an acceptance of different levels of the spiritual path,
different capacities of the friends, and different levels of the heart itself. For
Ibn al-"Arabi, the friends of God vary according to their spiritual capacities
even though all of them receive their knowledge from the one source. Ibn
al-‘Arabi draws an analogy between this spiritual knowledge and water.
Since water flows in different areas, its taste is sometimes sweet and
sometimes is salty although water remains the same in terms of its reality.
Similarly, spiritual knowledge is based on the same source, and its reality is
the same even though its capacity, scope, and functionality may vary
according to the capacity of the heart and that of the possessors of the

knowledge.*®

Nevertheless, the matter of the difference or sameness of the
knowledge of the heart and the knowledge of unveiling is open to various
interpretations. For example, according to Hiidaverdi Adam,* Ibn al-
‘Arabi’s teaching includes three types of knowledge: certain knowledge
(‘ilm al-yagqin) which is knowledge based on evidence; certain experience
(‘ayn al-yagin) which is knowledge that occurs as a consequence of

contemplation and unveiling; and real certainty (kaqq al-yagin) which is

Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusis, 107, trans. in Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 131.

Hidaverdi Adam, a Turkish professor of Islamic theology, has some works on Ibn al-
‘Arabi and Sufism. See Hiidaverdi Adam, [bn Arabi: Kaza ve Kader (Adapazari: Degisim
Yayinlari, 1998).
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knowledge that occurs in the heart.® According to this statement, unveiling
is at the second level of knowledge, not the highest one. This kind of
approach is compatible with Hirtenstein’s statements. For him there are
three kinds of people: common people (believers); gnostics (elites); and
verifiers (elite of elites or muhagqigiin).>* | mean for these two scholars,
mystical knowledge is not exactly a production of unveiling because
unveiling is at the second highest level. It is the heart which occupies the
highest level. In contrast, Chittick and Chodkiewicz use these terms
synonymously. For Chittick, the possessors of unveiling are the highest
ranking friends of God.** For Chodkiewicz a friend (wali) may be called
gnostic (‘arif), verifier (mukaqqiq), safi, heir (warith), and man (rajul).”
This proves that they may use these terms synonymously. Briefly, the
knowledge of the heart may be classified with different attributions, but the
common point is that this kind of knowledge comes from God directly even
if some features, capacities, and functionalities of this kind of knowledge

seem to be various.

Up to this point complementary requirements of the knowledge of
unveiling such as the friends of God who can only possess this knowledge
and the heart as the organ of unveiling have been examined. These two
conceptions play very significant roles in possessing knowledge because

this special knowledge is bestowed by God to some special people rather

Adam, ‘“Place Of Intellect,” 158.
Hirtenstein, Unlimited Mercifier, 99.
Chittick, Self-Disclosure, xxiii.
Chodkiewicz, Seal of the Saints, 47.
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than all human beings. Thus, it was necessary to explain those who are able

to have this kind of knowledge.
2.3.3. Gnosis (Ma ‘rifa)

As the last aspect of this section, the knowledge of unveiling itself
regarding some questions such as what unveiling is and why it is the most
reliable knowledge in Ibn al-‘Arabi will be examined. Whatever Ibn al-
‘Arabi calls knowledge is the true and divine knowledge which comes
through the spiritual way only.>* It is because following a spiritual way to
acquire knowledge from God allows the followers of the way to
communicate with the Living God. However, other kinds of knowledge
come from rational thinking which is based on reflections of people, most
of whom lived in the past. In this respect, 1bn al-‘Arabi transmits the Iranian
Sufi Abii Yazid al-Bastam1’s words, “You all took your knowledge like a
dead person (receiving it) from another dead person. But we took our
knowledge from the Living One who never dies.”™ It shows that the

communication with God is the way of receiving all mystical knowledge.

Furthermore, in addition to the fact that unveiling is a kind of
communication with the Living One, it has various characteristics such as
certainty, unchangeable,®® unquestionable, and limitlessness™’ For instance,

to explain the limitlessness and certainty of the mystical knowledge Ibn al-

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:473.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futiihat, 1:280, trans. in in James Winston Morris, “How to Study the
Futthat: Ibn‘Arab1’s Own Advice,” in Muhyiddin Ibn ‘Arabi: A Commemorative Volume,
ed. Stephen Hirtenstein and Michael Tiernan, (Shaftesbury: Element, 1993), 76.

Rosenthal, “Philosophy and Mysticism,” 10.

Ibn al-*Arabi, “Kitab al-fana’ fi-l mushahada,” in Ibn al-* Arabi, Rasa il, 22.
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‘Arabi says that while there is a limit for the intellect which cannot go
beyond it, a possessor of unveiling and certainty is allowed to go beyond the
limit.>® It is clear that for Ibn al-‘Arabi unveiling and certainty are very

close conceptions.

Unveiling is the essential method for acquisition of knowledge in
Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching. There are many arguments from the Qur’an and
the hadiths of the Prophet in order to support the method. For example, as
the Qur’anic argument, the story of Moses with a knowledgeable servant
(Q, 18:65), who in Sufi tradition is al-Khadir, has a very important place in
that tradition.”® The verse “And We sent not before you, [0 Muhammad],
except men to whom We revealed [the message], so ask the people of the
message if you do not know” (Q, 21:7) is another Qur’anic argument. It is
accepted that the people of the message expressed in the verse indicate the
people of unveiling. Also, there is another verse “And it is not for any
human being that Allah should speak to him except by revelation or from
behind a partition or that He sends a messenger to reveal, by His
permission, what He wills. Indeed, He is Most High and Wise” (Q, 42:51).
These verses are sufficient evidences in order to prove that, in addition to
revelation, unveiling is a Qur’anic way of communication between God and

creatures.

As for the arguments from the hadiths of the Prophet, one of them is

very essential. The Prophet Muhammad said, “[Among the communities

Ibn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 209.

For a detailed exploration about al-Khadir (a knowledgeable servant) from Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
perspective, see lan Richard Netton, Seek Knowledge: Thought and Travel in the House of
Islam (Richmond: Curzon Press, 1996), 59-69.
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who were before you there were “those who are spoken to” (by God),
although they were not prophets, and] if there are “those who are spoken to”
in my community, ‘Umar is among them.”® Moreover, arguments among
the tradition, the sayings of Abii Hurayra and Ibn ‘Abbas are very important
because they pointed out the existence of “other” knowledge. Abu Hurayra,
in this respect, said, “I retained from the Envoy two sorts of knowledge. 1
exposed one, but if | had exposed the other, they would have cut my
throat.”®" Also, in regard to the verse “God it is Who created the seven
heavens, and of the earth like them; the (divine) Command descends
through them” (Q, 65:12), Ibn ‘Abbas said, “If I were to mention the
(Prophet’s) interpretation of this verse you would stone me! (Or you would
say I was an unbeliever!).”® All these statements prove the existence of

“another kind” of knowledge.

By taking into consideration all these arguments from the Qur’an
and the hadiths, it can be said that unveiling occupies the best and highest
place on true knowledge in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s mind. It is the most powerful,
beyond all questions, and the most reliable way to acquire knowledge. Any
knowledge which comes through unveiling is beyond the limits of the

human intellect since it is a God-given knowledge (‘ilm ladiin).®® It is

Imam al-Bukhari, Sahih, Fadail al-ashab- The Companions, Vol.5, Book 57, Number 38.
Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futahat, 1:32, trans. in Morris, “How to Study the Futaihat: Ibn‘Arabi’s
Own Advice,” 78. It should be noted that this hadith report is referred by Ibn Taymiyya as
well in order to prove the reality of unveiling. See Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 10:476.
Bukhari, Sakih, Kitab al- ilm, no: 42. lbn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:32, trans. in Denis Gril,
“Hadith in the Work of Tbn ‘Arabi,” Journal of the Muhyiddin Ibn Arabi Society 50 (2011):
http://www.ibnarabisociety.org/articles/ibn-arabi-and-hadith.html3.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:32, trans. in Morris, “How to Study the Futtihat: Ibn‘Arabi’s
Own Advice,” 78.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:324.
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possible to say that this kind of knowledge constitutes the base for Ibn al-
‘Arab1’s teaching. While knowledge which comes through unveiling is
considered to be precisely correct and unquestionable knowledge, without
unveiling it is not possible to reach true knowledge at all. Thus, he says that

one who has no unveiling does not have any knowledge in reality.®*

According to Ibn al-‘Arabi, there are two ways of knowledge.®® One
of them is the way of unveiling which gives an incontrovertible knowledge.
The prophets and the friends of God follow this way while the other way is
reflective thinking which is not so reliable.®® As the way of the prophets and
the friends of God and as a divine bestowal, unveiling, through which the
prophets and the friends know the true meaning of the divine Books and the
special knowledge which is reserved for these people only, is the pre-
requisite of true knowledge. Ibn al-Arabi says that if any knowledge is not
based on unveiling, it cannot be the knowledge of the friends because the
friends rely on unveiling only instead of the intellect.®” Also, according to
him, God purified the prophets and the friends from all knowledge, like
rational knowledge, based on something other than unveiling.®® This
distinction is so obvious in Ibn al-*Arabi’s works. Moreover, he claims that

exoteric scholars who utilize rational thinking are heavy and troublesome

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:218.

In this respect, Ibn al-‘Arabi says, “The way of gaining knowledge is divided between
reflection (fikr) and bestowal (wahb), which is the divine effusion (fayd)... Hence it is said
that the sciences of the prophets and the friends of God are beyond the stage of reason.” lbn
al-*Arabi, al-Futizhat, 1:261, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 169. At the beginning of this section, |
quoted from Chittick who says that for Ibn al-‘Arabi, there are three routes to gain
knowledge. It should not cause confusion. For Ibn al-‘Arabi, even though unveiling and
revelation are different in one respect, they are the same in comparison to reflection in
another respect since they comes from the same source, God.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furhat, 1:319, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 169.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:574.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:116.
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for the friends of God. By making an analogy between the pharaohs and the
rational thinkers he says, “In relation to the friends of God the exoteric

scholars are like the pharaohs in relation to God’s messengers.”69

In this point, several aspects can be counted in order to explain why
the unveiling-based knowledge is indisputably and undoubtedly correct,
reliable, and fundamental in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching. First, knowledge
based on unveiling is compatible with the revelation. This knowledge
complies with the real meaning of the revelation in fact. Thus, he considers
all knowledge of the friends to be true knowledge since they take their
knowledge through unveiling which corresponds with the revelation and the
sayings of the messengers of God.” Furthermore, Ibn al-‘Arabi by referring
to the verse (Q, 41:42) claims that the exegesis of the friends of God of the
Qur’anic verses is sent down from God.” In this respect, he declares that
the friends of God are those who most deserve to explain the Qur’an
because the explanation is a sending down from God to the hearts of the

friends (tanzilan min ‘ind allahi ‘ala quliibi ahl allah).”

Second, Ibn al-‘Arabi really believes that in order to know
something which is beyond basic sense perceptions, human beings need the
gift bestowed by God. This gift is a necessity to comprehend the truth.
According to him, for example, since human beings do not know anything

about God’s knowledge of them, they cannot know anything about the final

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 1:279, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 247.

Ibn al-Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:271, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 168.

The Qur’an, 41:42. “Falsehood cannot approach it from before it or from behind it; [it is] a
revelation from a [Lord who is] Wise and Praiseworthy.”

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:280.
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end, what they need for their felicity, what will happen to them in the
afterlife, what God really wants them to do, and why He created them.
Therefore, human beings need knowledge bestowed by God as a divine gift

to be able to have knowledge on these issues.”

Third, the friends of God can know everything by means of
unveiling. That is, unveiling is the door of God’s knowledge because God,
the All-Knower, becomes the teacher of the friends. Ibn al-‘Arabi says that
there is nothing which cannot be known through unveiling (kashf) and
spiritual experience (wujiid). So, everything is known through unveiling.™
Fourth, the certainty of knowledge can be guaranteed through unveiling
only. While the knowledge of the friends which is given through unveiling
emerges from the one source, rational scholars take their knowledge from
different teachers and books.” Consequently, they will have various ideas
and claims even on a particular issue. In this case, it is impossible to
mention the certainty of knowledge at all. In contrast, as said, knowledge
based on unveiling comes from the same source, God, so that there is the

certainty of this kind of knowledge.

Even though the levels, contents, and scope of knowledge may be
different according to the ranking of the prophets and the friends or the

capacities of the hearts, this knowledge will not contain any contradiction

Ibn al-“Arabi, al-Futizhat, 3:83, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 180.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 2:523, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 203. As a note, the term wujid
means both existence and ecstasy. In this respect, for the term wajd (the same root with
wujiud) lbn al-‘Arabi says, “[wajd] is the states (ahwal) that come upon the heart
unexpectedly...” and for wujiid, he says, “[it is] finding the Real in ecstasy.” Ibn al-*Arabi,
al-Futiihat, 2:537; 536, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 212.

Ibn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 107.
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within itself. Ibn al-°Arabi confines true knowledge with that which is given
by God since the Knower (al- ‘4/im) is God only. While those who acquire
their knowledge from God do not have any contradiction, obfuscation, and
ambiguity, rational thinkers and learned scholars always have
disagreements among themselves.”® Ibn al-‘Arabi does not accept any
disagreement among those who take their knowledge from God. It should
be noted that Ibn al-‘Arabi reserves “certainty” for knowledge which is
based on unveiling on the one hand, and he reserves disappearance of
disagreement for the prophets only, on the other hand. This may be seen as
a contradiction or an exclusion of the friends from certain knowledge.
However, it is not so because apart from the prophets, the friends also have
knowledge through unveiling which is saved from disagreements. So, it is
not a contradiction but different aspects of God-given knowledge. In this
case, certainty should be reserved not only for the prophets but also for the

friends of God.”’

On this point it may be useful to recall that the certainty of
unveiling-based knowledge is open to discussion even if Ibn al-‘Arabi
claims certainty for this kind of knowledge. For example, when Stephen
Hirtenstein examines the Kurdish thinker Said Nursi’s (d. 1960) passages
about the doctrine of the oneness of existence (wakdat al-wujiid) of 1bn al-

‘Arabi, he says that Said Nursi follows biased opinions of earlier scholars,

® 1bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:290; 1:319, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 169-170.
" \bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:628.
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especially Ibn Taymiyya.” It is because according to Nursi, many mystics,
like Ibn al-‘Arabi, reduce the existence of other things to the level of
delusion and imagination. They claim that there is no existence but Him.
For them, existence is not ascribed to things when the Necessary Existence
is in question.”” On this point, the problem is not whether Nursi
misinterprets lbn al-"Arabi’s doctrine, but the problem is that like Ibn al-
‘Arabi, Said Nursi as well claims to have written everything by means of
unveiling (kashf-ilham) instead of rational reflection or the books of
scholars while two inspirational statements contradict each other.® In that
case, it is difficult to have indisputable certainty on the unveiling-based
knowledge. Moreover, since there is no clear and indisputable method of
demonstration for the accuracy of inspirational knowledge, it does not seem

possible to refute one of them by referring to other inspirational knowledge.

Apart from this controversy, as for Ibn al-‘Arabi’s unveilings, he
claims to have written his works according to unveilings sent down from the
divine source upon his heart. This kind of belief is not rare in his works. As

stated repeatedly above, the friends of God do not have any knowledge

Stephen Hirtenstein, “Visions of Plurality in Unity: Said Nursi, Muhyiddin Ibn ‘Arabi, and
the Question of the Unity of Being,” in Spiritual Dimensions of Bediuzzaman Said Nursi’s
Risale-i Nur, ed. Ibrahim M. Abu-Rabi‘, (Albany: State University of New York, 2008),
297.

Said Nursi, Letters, 20™ letter, 2" station, 296. See, Hirtenstein, “Plurality in Unity,” 297.
In this point, it should be noted that according to Hirtenstein, what Nursi knows to be the
doctrine of the oneness of existence belongs to the school of this doctrine which developed
after Ibn al-*Arabi himself. Thus, for Hirtenstein, what Nursi does is not a critique of the
teaching of Ibn al-‘Arabi, but the teaching of the school of the oneness of existence.
Definitely, it is a kind of defence of Ibn al-*Arabi’s teaching against possible critical
interpretations. Since Hirtenstein believes some adaptions of Nursi come from Ibn
Taymiyya, he considers Nursi’s statements in a way through which the followers of Ibn al-
‘Arabi consider Ibn Taymiyya’s statements. Hirtenstein, “Plurality in Unity,” 297-299.

Said Nursi, Sualar, Birinci Sua, 623, 650; Sikke-i Tasdik-i Gaybi, Birinci Sua,9; and
Bibliography of Said Nursi, Part Two (The New Said), 489.
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other than the knowledge of unveiling. Therefore, Ibn al-‘Arab1’s claim is
consistent with the rest of his works. For instance, 1bn al-‘Arabi1 explicitly
tells how he wrote Fusis al-Hikam, which, according to Hossein Nasr, is
accepted as the central text of theoretical gnosis tradition.®* According to
Ibn al-“Arabi’s statement, the Messenger of God came with a book that is
Fusus al-Hikam, and commanded him to take and bring the book to people
who may benefit from it. At this, he obeyed the command of the

messenger.®

As for the other significant work Al-Futithat al-Makkiyya, lbn al-
‘Arabi claims to have written the book in accordance with what he received
through divine unveiling and what God dictated.®® Also, he emphasizes that
his work is not a place of rational reflections but divine unveiling.®*
Moreover, according to his claim, even the order of the book is determined
by divine unveiling rather than his management.® It is very obvious that
after highlighting the certainty, correctness, reliability of the knowledge of

unveiling, 1bn al-‘Arabi bases his all works on divine unveiling.

Finally, this section aimed to focus on explaining the significance
and function of unveiling as a way of acquiring knowledge in Ibn al-
‘Arabi’s teaching. For him, this special way, whereby true knowledge is
achieved, is used by some special people, the friends of God. Also, this way

is necessary for true understanding of the revelation because it provides

Nasr, Islam’s Mystical Tradition, 213.

Ibn al-Arabi, Fusis, 47, trans. in Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 45.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Fumihat, 2:432; 3:457. Also, see Chodkiewicz, Chittick, Morris,
Chodkiewicz and Gril, The Meccan Revelations, 1:8.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:389.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furuhat, 1:59; 2:163. Also, see Chodkiewicz, Seal of the Saints, 18.
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certain, unchangeable, and doubtless knowledge. Already, the purpose of
unveiling is to attain the true meaning of the revelation. In other words, the
revelation contains the ultimate true knowledge while unveiling is
secondary tool to attain that knowledge. After that point, intellect-based
knowledge can be examined as the least reliable and the most questionable

way of knowledge.

2.4. The Human Intellect

In the previous two sections revelation and inspiration as two ways
for acquisition of knowledge were elaborated from Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
perspective. This section of the chapter aims to show clearly the position of
the human intellect as another epistemological tool in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
teaching. In this part, in order to elaborate the relationship between the
intellect and true knowledge, | will touch on sources, limits, and reliability
of the intellect. Moreover, this section contains some of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
critical statements against rational thinkers in addition to the intellect itself
because of its imperfect, limited, and deficient nature. In order to clarify Ibn
al-“Arab1’s attitude toward the human intellect on the process of possessing
true knowledge, some aspects of the subject such as authority of the
intellect, limits of the intellect, and objections to philosophers and

theologians will be treated.
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2.4.1. Authority of the Intellect

The intellect is a third faculty human beings have while animals
have cognitive ( i/mi) and practical (‘amali) faculties only.! The conception
of the intellect should be thought together with some other conceptions such
as consideration (nazar) and reflection (fikr).? The intellect, like the other
five sense organs, has a capacity for perception of things. The intellect
needs reflection, which is a power of thinking in order to gain a new idea or
knowledge either by interpreting what it perceives by means of sense organs
or with the help of reflection. Therefore, Ibn al-‘Arabi takes into
consideration the intellect together with other five senses: sight, smell,

touch, hearing, and taste.’

Along with the intellect, there is a mechanism controlling human
beings. It is passion (shahwa), which, like the intellect, is fed by sense
organs as well. Different from the intellect, it does not have an interpretive
power. So the intellect and passion conflict with each other as long as either
the human intellect is not controlled by passion or passion is not controlled
by spiritual, moral, or religious discipline.* In this respect, Ibn al-‘Arabi
gives brief information about passion. For him, there are two kinds of
passions. One of them should not be followed by those who possess the

intellect. The other one, with the permissions of the Divine Law, should be

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 1:260, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 162.

Although there are various terms denoting rational thinking, all of them refer to the
endeavours of the rational thinkers such as philosophers and theologians. In this regard,
Chittick says that “possessors of consideration” (ahl al-nazar) are used synonymously with
“people of reflection” (ahl al-fikr, ashab al-afkar), the “people of rational faculties” (ahl
al- ‘uqil), and “the rational thinkers” (al- ugala’).” Chittick, SPK, 160.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furuhat, 1:213. See Chittick, SPK, 160.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:319.
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followed because it is appropriate for human nature. It is obvious that in
relation to passion the intellect as a control mechanism of human beings is
in the leading position. It is thus because the intellect should not be under
the control of the first type of passion. In the second type of passion, the
intellect should take into consideration the Divine Law while it follows this

passion.”

When the intellect and passion are in question, Ibn al-‘Arabi, of
course, prefers the authority of the intellect instead of authority of passion.®
However, when the authority of God and authority of the intellect are in
question, he emphasizes the necessity of the divine authority absolutely. It
was explained in the first section of this chapter when answering the
question why the revelation should be followed. According to Ibn al-‘Arabi,
in order to possess true knowledge human beings must follow the divine
authority only since true knowledge belongs to God alone.” Otherwise, it is
not possible to know and worship the Real (al-Haqg), which is the main
purpose of creatures.® Thus, for him, human beings can either follow the
authority of God, the authority of their intellect, or the authority of passion;

but, the only acceptable authority is the authority of God.’

Ibn al-“Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:191, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 160.

“Many of those who desire religion and exoteric knowledge (al- ilm al-rasmi) are governed
by their passion. But the man of reason is not like that, since the rational faculty refuses
everything except qualities of excellence (fada’il). For reason delimits its possessor, not
allowing him to enter into that which is improper. That is why it is called reason from
fetter.” Ibn al-* Arabi, al-Futithat, 3:333, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 161.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:36; 3:44.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 4:143.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:298.
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In this respect, Ibn al-‘Arabi asks how it can be appropriate to use
the intellect to separate true rational thinking from the false, while by means
of the intellect itself some intellectual knowledge is classified as true and
false. In other words, as will be touched on later, if the intellect were able to
distinguish true and false knowledge sufficiently, it would not already
produce false knowledge at all. Hence, for Ibn al-‘Arabf, rational thinking is
a station of danger subjected to incorrect thoughts; whereby a rational
thinker may possibly follow correct or incorrect ways without knowing its
correctness or incorrectness.™® Man, who is possessor of the intellect, needs
a criterion to distinguish true and false. The criterion, according to Ibn al-

‘Arabi, is obviously the divine guidance, the authority of God.**

Eventually, it can be said that the human intellect along with passion
and the Divine Law is one of the authorities over human beings. While
passion should be controlled by the intellect, the intellect because of limits
and imperfectness should be subservient to the Divine Law, revelation,

which is the absolute source and authority.
2.4.2. Limits of the Intellect

In the first place, it should be noted that for Ibn al-‘Arabi ‘agl
(intellect) has the same Arabic root as ‘igal (fetter).> That is, the intellect
binds the human capacity of knowing even though it is at the centre of our
conscious actions. Before stating limits and imperfectness of the intellect, it

will be useful to examine briefly what knowledge is in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s

19 \bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:230; 2:281, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 165.
1 bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:290.
12 \bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:198.
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teaching because if the conception of knowledge is understood, then the
limits of the intellect may be understood better. According to Ibn al-Arabi,
there are three kinds of knowledge. The first is rational knowledge acquired
through the intellect (‘ilm al- ‘ag/). The second is knowledge of the spiritual
states (‘ilm al-akhwal) received through immediate experience only which
cannot be defined intellectually such as sweetness of honey. And the third is
knowledge of the divine secrets ( ‘ilm al-asrar) which is beyond the limits of
the intellect. This knowledge as the noblest comes to the heart and belongs
to the prophets and the friends of God."® The most important absolutely is
the knowledge of the divine secrets which is beyond the capacity of the
intellect. Thus, what the human intellect deals with as knowledge is

considered less valuable than knowledge which comes to the heart.

For Ibn al-‘Arabi, knowledge is one existent being among all
existent beings. That is, it is simply one manifestation of God among His
endless manifestations. Therefore, knowledge is a form, as Peter Coates
reminds us, indicating God. Even though there are various concepts such as
knowledge, known, and knower, each of them is a manifestation of the One
who is the Real Knower.** To make this point clear, by emphasizing the
same root ( -la-ma) of the words cosmos, knowledge, and mark, Ibn al-
‘Arabi says that “We refer to the ‘cosmos’ (‘alam) with this word to give

‘knowledge’ (‘ilm) by which we mean that He has made it a ‘mark’

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 1:31, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 169. For alternative translation, see
Morris, “How to Study the Futiihat: Ibn‘Arabt’s Own Advice,” 76.
Coates, Ibn ‘Arabi and Modern Thought, 8-9.
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(‘alama).”™ Through this statement Ibn al-‘Arabi points out the aim of
human beings. It is to realize the oneness of God. This realization occurs
with knowledge possessed by the prophets and the friends of God.
Therefore, Ibn al-‘Arabi highlights the significance of knowledge by
referring to the Qur’anic verse, “Say: ‘My Lord, increase me in
knowledge’” (The Qur’an, 20:114).° Also, for Ibn al-‘Arabi, God
commanded the Prophet to seek knowledge only, which is the greatest gift,

because all good (khayr) is found therein.*’

In addition to the types of knowledge, the conceptions of gnosis
(ma ‘rifa) and knowledge (ilm) should be mentioned briefly. Gnosis as one
of the most important concepts of Sufi terminology is usually considered
different than knowledge ( ilm). This classification is strongly related to the
concepts of the friendship, heart, and unveiling (kashf) which were treated
in the previous section. According to general admission, gnosis refers to
unveiling and mystical knowledge, while knowledge (‘ilm) refers to

intellectual knowledge.’® According to William Chittick, Ibn al-‘Arabi

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:473, trans. in William C. Chittick, “Ibn ‘Arabi on the Benefit
of Knowledge,” in The Essential Sophia, ed. Katherine O'Brien Seyyed Hossein Nasr,
(Bloomington: World Wisdom, 2006), 131.

Ibn al-Arabi, al-Futiahat, 2:117, 612, 620; 3:448; 4:129.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futuzhat, 2:370, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 148.

In this subject, John Renard, who translates some passages from Sufi masters concerning
the conception of knowledge, gives a place in his book for the terms gnosis and knowledge.
In this respect, Abt Bakr al-Kalabadhi, a Sufi master expresses the general approach to the
terms by saying that “Sahl al-TustarT put it, “ma 7ifa is the intimate awareness of one’s
ignorance... ‘ilm is confirmed by ma rifa, and the intellect rests on ‘ilm, whereas ma rifa
ratifies itself...” and “Another Sufi has said, “Investigation of the outward meanings of
things yields ‘ilm, while investigation of their inward meanings by means of revelatory
disclosure yields ma rifa.” and “Yet another has said, “God has made ‘ilm available to the
generality of people but has reserved ma rifa for His Friends.”” Abu Bakr Al-Kalabadhi,
At-ta ‘arruf li-madhhab ahl al-tasawwuf, translated by John Renard (Cairo: Maktabat al-
Kulliyat al-Azhariya, 1969), 81-82, trans. in Renard, Knowledge of God, 104. Also, for
detailed explanations concerning the terms ma rifa and ‘ilm see Renard, Knowledge of
God, 286-293.
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usually follows the general Sufi approach in which gnosis represents the
higher ranking of knowledge.”® Ibn al-‘Arabi accepts disagreement found
among Sufis on this issue. He is aware of different ideas. That is, according
to him, some Verifiers (mukaqqiqin) such as Sahl al-Tustari, Abt Yazid,
Ibn al-‘Arif, and Abli Madyan consider gnosis (ma rifa) to be lordly
(rabbant) while they consider knowledge (‘ilm) to be divine (ilahi). Other
Sufis claim that gnosis is lordly and knowledge is below it. However, he
says that both groups mean the same thing. What the former means by
gnosis is the same as what the latter mean by knowledge. Hence, this
discussion or disagreement is nothing more than a simple verbal

disagreement.?

Let us get back to the intellectual knowledge again. In contrast to the
certainty of the knowledge of unveiling, the knowledge of the intellect does
not have any certainty. Ibn al-‘Arabi does not consider the intellect as a
sufficient source of knowledge because arguments provided by scholars
who take their knowledge from the intellect are undoubtedly refused after a
time by other scholars who also take their knowledge from the intellect.
According to him, if the intellect were a reliable source, it would not accept
a mistaken argument as a proof the first time. In this regard, he mentions
discussions that took place among scholars who attempt to prove their

arguments through intellectual proofs which are accepted true unless a

9" Chittick, “Ibn ‘Arabi on the Benefit of Knowledge,” 126.
% 1bn al-* Arabi, al-Futithat, 2:318, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 149.
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contradictory proof appears. Whenever a proof refusing the previous proofs

appears, the scholars refuse what they accepted earlier as a sound proof.?

Furthermore, according to him, it is not possible to find anyone
among rational scholars who has certain knowledge and rational evidences
apart from the law to say something firmly. In this respect, Ibn al-‘Arabi
says that although rational scholars investigate the Essence of God, they do
not achieve any knowledge upon which they agree. They discuss whether
He is a body, He is in a direction, or He is a substance. Moreover, although
rational scholars investigate the soul (riz/) and its function, its governance
on human bodies, its place, and whether it has a substance, they do not have
certainty at all.?? In addition, he considers uncertainty of this kind of
knowledge to be a problem for faith of believers as well. For him, faith
based on surmise (zann) is not accepted because God accepts true faith
which is based on true knowledge only. In this respect, he refers to the
verses, “[They have no knowledge thereof; they follow only surmise,] and
surmise avails naught against the Real” (Q, 53:28) and “They follow only

surmise and the caprice of their souls” (Q, 53:23).2

As for limit of the intellect, it is the reason why the human intellect
is not capable of reaching true and certain knowledge. The intellect itself
leads human beings to doubt and mistakes because of its limits.?* As

mentioned above, the intellect interprets the data collected by human sense

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:645; 2:389. Also, see Rosenthal, “Philosophy and Mysticism,”
11.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furuhat, 3:81, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 63.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furhat, 2:612, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 151.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:456.
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organs on the process for acquisition of knowledge. However, sense
perceptions, sight, hearing, taste, touch, and smell themselves are limited
because they are already incumbent to perceive a limited thing, the world.
In that case, the limited nature of the human intellect should be accepted
necessarily.”> However, the reality, according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, is beyond
limits as God says, “There is nothing like Him” (Q, 42:11). In this case,
how can the human intellect which is based on the data of limited sense
organs give true and certain knowledge about the Real who is not similar to

physical and limited forms?*®

For Ibn al-‘Arabi, the intellect may conceive
the existence, the non-existence, or the attributes of a thing with some
principles based on sense perception (kiss), experience (tajruba), and self-
evidence (darira). However, God Himself is not within the domain of these

principles. Thus, the intellect can conceive only the existence and oneness

of God and the dependency of creatures on Him (muftagir ilayh).?’

Eventually, for Ibn al-‘Arabi, the intellect does not give anything
about God more than the knowledge of His existence. This is one of the
most emphasized points in 1bn al-*Arabi’s works because for him, using the
intellect and trying to reach God through rational argumentation will place a
veil between man and God.? This veil is the human intellect which prevents
man from realizing his Creator and cuts off certain a connection between
creatures and the Creator. This connection is what has been emphasized

with the doctrine of the oneness of existence (wakdat al-wujid). Using the

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:288-289.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:288.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:92.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:523.
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intellect will avoid the realization of the oneness that is the main purpose of

creation of human beings.

Another significant harm of this veil is to throw human beings into a
way where the veils are endless, so that the intellect prevents man from
believing God as He manifests Himself. In other words, since God does not
manifest Himself twice in the same form, as long as you follow your
rational thinking you will constantly encounter another veil. Each attempt
with the intellect to conceive a manifestation of God, which will always
occur in a new form, will cause one to encounter a new veil since the veils

are produced by the intellect itself according to Ibn al-* Arabi.?

Moreover, while Ibn al-‘Arabi accepts that all knowledge derives
from God because everything other than God comes from God in one
respect,®® he sees some knowledge is useless in another respect since it
prevents human beings from possessing true knowledge. True knowledge is
the knowledge of God which can be received through God Himself. In this
regard, Ibn al-‘Arabi says, “Human beings have no eminence save in their
knowledge of God. As for their knowledge of other than God, this is a
diversion (‘ulala) through which veiled human beings divert themselves.
The right thinking man (al-munsif) has no aspiration save toward

knowledge of Him.”*

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 4:105; 4:19, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 231.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:170.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 4:129, trans. in Chittick, “Ibn ‘Arabi on the Benefit of
Knowledge,” 128.
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2.4.3. Knowledge of God and Revelation through the Human Intellect

In Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching the knowledge of God (ma rifa allah)
plays a very significant role. Knowing, realizing the Real is the primary
purpose of human beings. Ibn al-‘Arabi frequently repeats that the intellect
is an insufficient tool to grasp God as a whole.** Even though the intellect is
capable of perceiving something in respect of the existence of God and
some divine aspects, it cannot perceive Him with His names and
attributes.®® For him, God must be considered together with His
incomparable (transcendence, tanzih) and similar (immanence, tashbih)
aspects.®* However, since the intellect is based only on the data which
comes from the consideration of the physical world through our limited
sense organs, it is not possible for the intellect to grasp God with His

incomparability and similarity together.

According to Ibn al-‘Arabi, since the intellect because of its
inadequacy can accept the incompatibility of God only, it is an unreliable
and imperfect tool concerning the knowledge of God. This is one of the
most important reasons why Ibn al-‘Arabf criticizes rational thinking. In his
work Fusizs al-Hikam in order to indicate togetherness of the
incomparability and similarity of God, he refers to the verse, “There is
nothing like unto Him, and He is the Hearing, the Seeing” (Q, 42:11). In
addition, he refers to another verse, “Exalted is your Lord, the Lord of

might, above what they describe” (Q, 37:180), so as to criticize usage of the

%2 Chittick, “Rami and wahdat al-wujid,” 73.
% bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:183.
% bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:691; 2:110, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 58.
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intellect. In this matter, he says that the latter verse is related to those who
know God only in compatible with what their intellect dictates. So, they
delimit Him with His incomparability. Therefore, God is exalted and

beyond how they describe Him.®

Ibn al-*Arabi continues to explain the position of the intellect on the
knowledge of God. As will be elaborated in the fourth chapter, God
describes Himself in the Qur’an with many different attributes most of
which are shared with creatures. Although modality (kayf) of this kind of
similarity between God and creatures is not open to the human intellect, the
intellect delves into this modality persistently.*® The intellect is not aware of
the fact that God is beyond perceptions, senses, and imagination. When lbn
al-‘Arabi emphasizes the significant and special status of the prophets and
the friends of God, he says that their position is beyond the stage of rational
thinking, so that they are able to know God in the entirety of
incomparability and similarity.>” Hence, revelation may affirm what the

intellectual proofs negate from God.*®

From all these statements and explanations, it is possible to deduce
that for Ibn al-‘Arabi thinking of God rationally leads to believing that
something other than God is God in reality. Therefore, rational reflections
upon God give rise gods apart from Him.*® For him, those, who believe

whatever their intellect teaches as God, have disagreement on their beliefs

Ibn al-“Arabi, Fuszs, 182, trans. in Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 230.
Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:291; 1:272, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 72.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:291.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:307, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 74.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 4:143.
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because there is no certainty on the intellectual knowledge. Also, each of
them refutes the belief of others which is based also on the intellect. And

each of them declares that the others are ignorant of God.*°

Briefly, in the first place, in order to know God truly, as mentioned
in the section of mystical knowledge, there is a need for some spiritual
methods and training such as retreat (khalwa), spiritual endeavour
(mujahadat), and isolation (infirad) through which the heart and the soul are
purified from all impurities of rational reflection (shawa’ib al-afkar).**
Even though the intellect is capable of knowing some issues such as the
oneness of God (tawhid), the righteousness of the Messenger of God, and
the universe governed by God, at the same time, it is not capable of
understanding some issues such as the realities of the divine names and
attributes, the relationship among the names-attributes and the Essence, how
God manifests Himself in the worldly things, and what the nature of the

relationship between the One God and the multiple existent beings.*?

As a note, there is no need for unveiling to understand the oneness
of God (tawhid) since God is known as self-evident.”® Ibn al-Arabi by the
statement that God is not known through the intellect means that the
Essence of God (al-dhat) is not known through the intellect, but not His

Divinity (ulithiyya) and Lordship (rubiibiyya) because God’s Divinity and

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 1:218, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 201.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furhat, 1:289, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 111.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:288.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:291.
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Lordship can be known through the intellect due to their relationships with

creatures.*

As for comprehension of the revelation, which is God’s knowledge,
through the human intellect, since the intellect is limited, imperfect, and
insufficient, the intellect does not interpret the revelation correctly.
According to Ibn al-Arabi, any interpretation of the revelation made by the
intellect does not conform to commentaries made through unveiling. For
him, the true understanding of the revelation is not shared with the majority
of humans who use their intellect to possess true knowledge. Thus, he says
that even though there are many believers, the number of gnostics, who
receive knowledge through their heart, is very few.* In this point, there is a
very important example indicating a misinterpretation made by the intellect.
This example from Al-Futizhat, according to Ibn al-*Arabi, proves the limits

of the intellect and its misleading character. This example is such:

This is what happened to me during a meeting | attended in 586. A
certain philosopher (shakhs faylasiif) was present, a man who denied
prophecy in the sense that it is defined by Muslims, rejected the
miracles performed by the prophets and maintained that realities are
immutable (al-kaqa’iq la tatabaddalu). This happened during the
winter, when the weather was particularly cold; in front of us was a
larger brazier (mangal). This incredulous liar explained that although
the common herd claims [on the authority of the account in the
Qur’an] that Abraham was thrown into the fire which did not burn
him, in truth fire by its very nature necessarily burns combustible

matter; therefore the fire in question as mentioned by the Qur’an in

*\bn al-Arabi, al-Futithat, 2:257.
% |bn al-*Arabi, Fusiis, 83.
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the story about Abraham was no more than a [symbolic] expression of
Nimrod’s anger and rage- in other words it was really the fire of
wrath...When he had come to the end of his speech, one of those who
were present and who had attained to this station [i.e. the station of
abandonment of charismata]...said to him: “Is that [the man pointed
the brazier] not fire that burns?” “Yes,” the other man replied. “Well

'77

see for yourself!” he cried, and threw some of the coals straight at the

other man’s chest; they remained clinging to his clothes until the man
returned them with his hands. When the infidel saw that they did not
burn him, he was surprised and placed them back in the brazier. Then
[the man] said to him: “Now put your hand near the fire.” He did so
and burned himself...The disbeliever was converted, and from that

time onwards acknowledged [miracles].*®

From this passage, it is understandable that following rational thinking leads
people to interpret the revelation according to what is acceptable to their
intellect only, without questioning whether its capacity is sufficient or not.
Unlike the unchangeable, certain, and limitless features of unveiling, the
intellect is limited, changeable according to conditions and provides
uncertain knowledge.47 Thus, Ibn al-‘Arabi claims to have written all his
works with unveiling rather than the intellect, so that his works, according
to him, are not a place of rational proofs, but the place of what is bestowed

to him by God.*®

For the intellect does not know God, and so it is not capable of
understanding the revelation correctly, God sent the prophets lest people go

astray through following their intellects and lest they deserve the

" |bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:371, trans. in Addas, Quest for the Red Sulphur, 106.
*"Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:372.
8 Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:389.
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punishment of the hell. In this regard, Ibn al-‘Arabi says that God did not
send the messengers without a purpose. If the intellect were capable of
knowing the realities, the existence of the messengers would be unnecessary

(‘abath).*

On this point, a confusion may arise because, while Ibn al-‘Arabi
considers the purpose of the messengers to be a guidance for human beings
whose intellect is not sufficient to find the truth correctly, at the same time
he says that what the messengers brought as revelation and what the friends
of God received as gnosis (ma rifa) may be declared as impossible by the
intellect.® His aim obviously is to prove the superiority of unveiling to the
intellect. But, if the messengers were sent because of the insufficiency of
the human intellect and if the intellect sometimes can declare impossible
what the revelation and unveiling put forward, how can people, who do not
have revelation and unveiling but follow their intellect even though it is an
unreliable and misguiding tool, be supposed to obey and confirm what the

prophets say?

Nevertheless, apart from this possible confusion, Ibn al-‘Arabi
eventually warns people not to follow rational thinking on issues concerning
the Real because of the insufficiency of the human intellect. True
knowledge is more comprehensive and greater than the capacity of the
intellect. Therefore, he is against not only following the intellect but also

evaluating knowledge which comes through revelation and unveiling with

9 |bn al-*Arabi, al-Futizhat, 3:83.
% |bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:218.
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rational criterion. Otherwise, it may cause heresy and punishment in hell.

To emphasize the incapacity of intellectual knowledge, he says

When knowledge from God comes to you, do not place it in the scale
of reflection and do not appoint any route for your rational faculty to
reach it, lest you immediately perish. For the Divine knowledge does
not enter into any scale, since it set up the scale. How can the scale
bring Him who established it under its property?>*

Eventually, as a useful summary of 1bn al-‘Arabi’s thoughts on the intellect
and its capacity on the matter of knowledge, Peter Coates explains five
reasons pointing out why the intellect is not a reliable tool for Ibn al-‘Arabi.
Coates says that the first is that using the intellect is simply an inappropriate
method. Second, it is a veil. Third, the intellect becomes the ultimate arbiter
of truth for the men of rational faculties. Fourth, cognitive acts imply the
ontological separation of a thinker and God or the servant and the Real, but
this separation implicitly is in contradiction with the idea of the oneness of
existence (wakdat al-wujiid).”* And last, the intellect can only accept what
is acceptable to itself, while what is logically impossible or self-
contradictory cannot be accepted by the intellect.®> However, as stated
before, there are some realities such as the similarity of God with creatures

which can be known to be impossible according to intellectual criterion.

1 |bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:291, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 255.
52 |bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:358.
53 Coates, Ibn ‘Arabi and Modern Thought, 40.
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2.4.4. Criticism of Philosophy and Theology

Ibn al-‘Arabi criticizes philosophers and theologians because of their
intensive relationship to the intellect. In his works may be seen many
arguments against the philosophers and the Kalam theologians
(mutakallimin) whose method is based on rational argumentation.
According to him, the intellect is the primary tool for true knowledge in
these rational thinkers. It should be emphasized that the underlying reason
why Ibn al-‘Arabi criticizes philosophers and theologians is not only their
constant appeal to the intellect but also that their considering the human
intellect to be a unique and independent tool to attain true knowledge.**
However, as is stressed frequently, the human intellect itself is a limitation
according to both Ibn al-‘Arabi and those who accept limits on the intellect

even though they rely firmly on the intellect at the same time.>

The intellect in terms of its capacity is an imperfect scale in Ibn al-
‘Arab?’s mind. Although philosophers and theologians consider the
intellect-based knowledge to be useful and correct, it is itself an obstacle, a
veil for people who seek true knowledge. In this respect, for instance,
Chittick says that for the jurists, “searching for knowledge” means learning
details of God’s Law, and for the Kalam theologians or philosophers,
“searching for knowledge” means employing the intellect (‘aql) as a

primary tool for acquiring knowledge. As for 1bn al-‘Arabi’s thought, these

% bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:523, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 203.
% |bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futithat, 2:291, 299.
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kinds of knowledge may be considered to be useful to some extent, but the

most real and useful knowledge is something taught by God Himself.>®

Moreover, it is helpful to give an account of some concrete
criticisms made by Ibn al-‘Arabi against rational thinkers. For example,
reflection upon God’s Essence (dhat) in any way is forbidden to believers as
mentioned above.>” It is a Divine command. Since His Essence is
independent of all relationships with the cosmological things, thinking of
the Essence is prohibited. But, according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, the Kalam
theologians object to this Divine command. In this matter, by referring to
the verse, “God warns you of Himself” (Q, 3:28), he says that even though
this verse obviously prevents people from thinking of God’s Essence, the
theologians always argue about Him. One of them says that He is a body
while another says that He is not a body. One of them says that He is a
substance or in a direction while another says that He is not a substance nor
in a direction, and so on, although God never commanded any of His

servants to reflect upon His Essence at all.”®

As another example, Ibn al-"Arabi points out endless disagreements
among the Kalam theologians who take the intellect as the essential element
for their method. A view of the Mu‘tazila which is accepted true by taking
into account their proofs is denied as false by Ash‘aris. Similarly, an
Ash‘ari view which is accepted as true, which is also based on the proofs of

the Ash‘aris, is denied as false by the Mu tazila. Moreover, there is no

5% Chittick, SPK, 147.
" \bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:271.
%8 |bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:81, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 63.
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school of thought all of whose masters agree or disagree on a particular
question. Each of them put forward a different idea although all of them are
from the same school of thought. He continues saying that although all of
them are Ash‘ari, Abu al-Ma‘ali disagrees with the Qadi, and the Qadi
disagrees with the Ustadh, and the Ustadh disagrees with the Shaykh. This
Is the same in other schools like the school of the Mutazila, and among the

philosophers’ doctrines about God.*

Moreover, in a story, lbn al-‘Arabi stresses the incapacity of the
intellect and its misguiding function by mentioning two men in their
allegorical ascensions (mi ‘raj). One of them is a man of faith, a traveller on
the spiritual path, who follows the prophet while the other one is a
philosopher relying on his intellect. At the end of the story, it is said that at
the last heaven the philosopher is prevented from reaching the ultimate
reality, but the man of faith, the follower of the prophet, is permitted to

reach the Divine Presence.®

After all these explanations about epistemological, methodological,
and creedal mistakes of the rational thinkers, it can be said that these
rational thinkers will be punished in hell because of their ignorance of the
reality according to lbn al-‘Arabi.®® The reason why they deserve

punishment—that is a result of being deprived of unveiling and opening—is

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futahat, 3:82, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 63. Also, Chittick says about the
passage that “The references are probably to the famous Ash‘arites Abu al-Ma‘ali ‘Abd al-
Malik al-Juwayni (d. 1085), al-Qadi Abii Bakr Muhammad al-Bagillani (d. 1013), al-
Ustadh Abi Ishaq Ibrahim al-Isfarayini (d. 1027), and al-Shaykh Aba al-Hasan al-Ash‘ar
(d. 935), founder of the school.” SPK, 390, n:8.

Ibn al-* Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:273-9. Also, see Addas, Quest for the Red Sulphur, 106.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:284.
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that they weigh God with their limited and imperfect scale.®? It is clear that
on the matter of punishment or misguidance he does not see a difference
between philosophers and the Kalam theologians because they all use the

intellect for speaking of the reality and seeking for God.

On the other hand, Ibn al-‘Arabi is not against rational efforts as a
whole. For him, the efforts of philosophers are valuable and acceptable to
some extent.® As Coates clarifies, philosophy has two meanings. The first
is the love of wisdom, and the second is the rational thinking. The prophets
and the friends of God are in the first category. The second category
consists of two groups. One of them considers the intellect necessary, but
not the only way; the other group considers the intellect as a unique reliable
source.®* Also, in Ibn al-‘ArabT’s mind, there are two kinds of philosophers:
a believer and an infidel. If a philosopher, like Plato, by contemplation and
spiritual experience endeavours to perfect his knowledge, he can deserve to
be called a “gnostic” ( ‘arif).*> Moreover, according to Nasr, even though
Ibn al-‘Arabi hardly criticized the rational thinkers who lived before him, he
is considered to be one of the greatest figures of mystical philosophy® and

was called in his times the Plato of his day.®’ Thus, Ibn al-‘Arabi because of

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:120.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:32. Al-faylasif laysa kullu ‘ilmiht batilan.

Coates, Ibn ‘Arabi and Modern Thought, 37-38. In his work, Coates reserves a chapter (p.
37-80) for Ibn al-*Arabi and reason (intellect) by considering some philosophical stances.
Also, Coates gives a brief explanation about Averroes — Averroes considers the intellect as
capable of grasping the truth even if it is not the only way— and Ibn al-‘Arabi concerning
philosophy which is based on the intellect.

Addas, Quest for the Red Sulphur, 105-107. Also, see Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:523;
Chittick, SPK, 203; and Coates, Ibn ‘Arabi and Modern Thought, 37.

Seyyed Hossein Nasr, Islamic Philosophy from its Origin to the Present: Philosophy in the
Land of Prophecy (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2006), 115.

Nasr, Islamic Philosophy, 40. Netton, Aliah Transcendent: Studies in the Structure and
Semiotics of Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Cosmology, 269.
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his depth, complexity, and style was blamed for evolving Sufism

(tasawwuf) to philosophy, according to Franz Rosenthal.®®

In addition, it is worth noting that even though Ibn al-‘Arabi
criticizes the method of the rational thinkers, in a few occasions such as
struggling against the enemies of the religion and disproving statements of
disbelievers the rational argumentation may be seen as a necessary method.
For him, in every region there should be one theologian who is able to use
rational methods in order to refute the arguments of disbelievers which are
based on rational argumentation.® Briefly, for Ibn al-‘Arabi, the value of
knowledge is evaluated in accordance with its method, aim, and result. If
any knowledge leads people to the realization of the oneness (tawhid) that is
the true knowledge of God, —it is possible only through unveiling instead

of rational argumentation— this kind of knowledge is valuable.

Ibn al-“Arabt’s attitude toward the intellect and rational thinking on
some points such as the Essence of God does not confine him in an
irrational worldview. In other words, he should not be assimilated with
those whose religious teachings are based on superstitions since he does not
prefer to use the intellect to find out the divine realities. In this point, it will
help us to give some information clarifying where lbn al-‘Arabi gives credit

to the intellect.

Rosenthal, “Philosophy and Mysticism,” 5. For Austin, even if some scholars think of Ibn
al-“Arabi a philosopher because of his way of expression, in fact, he is a mystic. Austin,
Bezels of Wisdom, 24.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:36.
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The intellect can conceive the physical world. And each faculty in
human beings has a special area to be effective. There are some forms or
things perceived by hearing only while others can be perceived by sight
only. For hearing while there is no difference between salty and sweet
water, but for tasting there is a great difference between them. According to
Ibn al-*Arabi, when we look at the world by following this kind of example,
it is seen obviously that any sense organ of human beings is not sufficient to
comprehend a thing in its wholeness. Therefore, while he recognizes some
special areas to each sense organ and rational reflection, he emphasizes their
limited nature. Hence, Ibn al-*Arabi says that each faculty and sense organ
which feeds the intellect with their data should operate within its own area.

Otherwise, error is unavoidable end.”

In this respect, Ibn al-‘Arabi distinguishes sciences related to the
world from knowledge of God and knowledge of the other world. Even
though these worldly sciences have some benefits in their own fields, their
influence is limited. Thus, they are not considered necessary or beneficial in
the absolute sense. In this respect, Ibn al-‘Arabi’s statement to the great
Kalam theologian Fakhr al-Din Razi (d. 1210) has a special importance. He

says,

The intelligent individual must study all those sciences that serve to
perfect his essence and move along with him wherever he goes. The
only science (that serves perfection and moves along with him) is the
knowledge of God obtained as a gift and derived from direct witness

(mushahada). For instance, medicine is needed only in the world of

" \bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:281, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 165.
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sickness or disease. When you move on to a world in which there is
no sickness or disease, whom could you cure with medical
knowledge? The intelligent individual should make no effort to learn
about it, even if he were to obtain it by way of a (divine) gift as the
medicine of the prophets (was obtained by them as a divine gift). The
same applies to geometry (handasa). It is needed in the world of
measurement. When you move on, you leave it in its world, and the
soul continues on unburdened with anything. The same applies to the
occupation with every science which the soul leaves when it moves on
to the world beyond. Therefore, an intelligent individual must not
seize any knowledge except what is absolutely needed. Rather, he
must make an effort to achieve what moves on with him when he
moves on. This, in particular, is two sciences, the knowledge of God

and the knowledge of the homesteads (mawatin) of the other world.”

From this passage, it may be seen that Ibn al-"Arabi recognizes very limited
areas for the sciences which are based on the intellect while he, by taking
into consideration a gradation between the knowledge of unveiling and the
knowledge of the intellect, clearly esteems the knowledge of God and the
knowledge of the other world which are based on the knowledge of
revelation and unveiling. Moreover, Ibn al-*Arabi gives conditional credit to
the sciences such as arithmetic, geometry, mathematic, and logic which are
based on rational thinking. It means that, if these sciences help man to

realize God, they may be accepted to some extent.”

Muhyi al-Din Ibn al-‘Arabi, Risalah ila [-imam al-Razi, (Hyderabad, 1948), 6, trans. in
Rosenthal, “Philosophy and Mysticism,” 21. Alternative translations of this paragraph can
be found in Mohammed Rustom, “Ibn ‘Arabi’s Letter to Fakhr al-Din al-Razi: A Study and
Translation,” Journal of Islamic Studies 25 2 (2014): 113-137 (136); William C. Chittick,
In Search of the Lost Heart: Explorations in Islamic Thought (Albany: State University of
New York Press, 2012), 103. Also, for some divisions of sciences and knowledge, see Ibn
al-‘Arabt, al-Futiihat, 1:166-167.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furuhat, 3:558, trans. in Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 151.
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Not only these sciences which are based on the intellect, but also
other sciences like Islamic jurisprudence (figh or shari‘a) do not have an
essential importance because they are relevant to this world only. In this

respect, Ibn al-‘Arabi says,

Knowledge is of two sorts: The first knowledge is needed in the same
way that food is needed. Hence it is necessary to exercise moderation,
to limit oneself to the measure of need. This is knowledge of the
Shari‘a’s (Islamic law- al-ahkam al-shar iyya) rulings. One should
not consider these rulings except in the measure that one’s need
touches on them at the moment, for their ruling property pertains only
to acts that occur in this world. So take from this knowledge only in
the measure of your activity! The second knowledge, which has no
limit at which one can come to a halt, is knowledge that pertains to

God and the homesteads of the resurrection.”

The root of this approach is that Ibn al-*Arabi sets a connection between
intellectual knowledge and the physical world which is less important and
temporal; and between revelational and inspirational knowledge and God.

The latter is of course more important and valuable because He is eternal.

It may be useful to mention different approaches to the problem of
the mystical knowledge and intellectual knowledge. While some scholars
think of cooperation between unveiling and the intellect on attaining
knowledge, others confirm a distinctive separation of them. For example,
according to Henry Corbin, in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s thought, there is an
unbridgeable gulf between Sufis (ashab al-qulib), who rely upon mystical

knowledge, and the intellectuals, who are the Kalam theologians

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:581, trans. in Chittick, “Ibn ‘Arabi on the Benefit of
Knowledge,” 130.
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(mutakallimin) and the philosophers (ashab al- ugiil).”* Also, for James
Winston Morris, one who is not among the Verifiers (mukaqqiqin), whose
knowledge is based on unveiling, can never understand the works of Ibn al-
‘Arabi because of their blocked comprehension.” As mentioned before, Ibn
al-‘Arabi’s works are based on the knowledge of unveiling explicitly rather

than the intellect.

On the other hand, Seyyed Hossein Nasr states that Sufism and the
science of the Kalam are two different ways going to the same destination.
For him, one of the aims of Sufism is to illuminate the intellect with the
help of the light of God and to activate the heart as the organ for the
attainment of the supreme knowledge.”® From this perspective, obviously
for Nasr, who already considers Ibn al-‘Arabi to be one of the greatest
figures of the mystical philosophy, the mystical and the intellectual
dimensions of Islam share the same purpose with different methods. In this
manner Nasr is not alone, Chittick also thinks like Nasr. According to
Chittick, Ibn al-‘Arabi gathered the mystical perspective of Sufism with the
rational statements of the Kalam, Islamic Jurisprudence and other Islamic

sciences.’’

Nevertheless, through consideration of all these statements, it may

not be incorrect to say that for Ibn al-"Arabi, any effort by the intellect in

Corbin, Creative Imagination, 230.

James Winston Morris, Rhetoric and Realisation in Ibn ‘Arabi: How Can We
Communicate His Meanings Today?, in The Proceedings of the International Conference
on “Tbn ‘Arabi and the World Today” (Rabat: 2002), 2-3.

Nasr, Islamic Philosophy, 135.

William C. Chittick, “Ibn al-‘Arabi’s Hermeneutics of Mercy,” in Mysticism and Sacred
Scripture, ed. Steven T. Katz, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 153.
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order to comprehend the reality and some metaphysical issues, including the
knowledge of God, understanding the revelation truly, the nature of the
soul, and the other world, is useless and vain with few exceptions. The
uselessness and unworthiness of this attempt is clearly declared by Ibn al-
‘Arabi referring to the verse, “[They are] those whose effort is lost in
worldly life, while they think that they are doing well in work” (Q,

18:104)."®

Finally, the purpose of this section was to clarify the position of the
human intellect in lbn al-Arab1’s epistemology. The questions about what
Ibn al-Arabi thinks of the intellect, why he does not trust the intellect, and
the limits and unreliability of the intellect have been answered. In this case,
it is obvious that he accepts the intellect within a very restricted area
because of its incapacity, unreliability, and uncertainty. Thus, it can be said
that intellect-based knowledge in Ibn al-*Arabi’s epistemology has the least

reliability concerning true knowledge.

® bn al-*Arabi, Fusiis, 125.
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2.5. Conclusion

In this chapter, the positions of revelation, unveiling, and the human
intellect in Ibn al-*Arab1’s epistemology, respectively, have been examined.
It was clear that the Qur’an, which occupies the highest level of Ibn al-
‘Arab1’s epistemology, is the most reliable, comprehensive, and soundest
source of knowledge. It is the words of God and must be followed to attain
true knowledge. Ibn al-‘Arabi evaluates methods of understanding the
Qur’an such as commentary (fafsir), interpretation (za'wil), and allusion
(ishara); he considers commentary to be sounder than interpretation while
he occasionally prefers allusion to name his method of understanding the
Qur’an. He is against interpretation because it is a product of the human
intellect. Moreover, according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, the Prophet plays a very
essential role in true understanding the revelation. The Prophet must be
followed because of his special status. That is, he was given the Qur’an
which encompasses everything; he is the perfect man who is the loci of the
perfect manifestation of God. Therefore, the Prophet and his guidance are

necessary in order to understand the Qur’an correctly.

Just after the revelation, unveiling, as a way for acquisition of
knowledge, comes first. Through unveiling it is possible to attain the true
meaning of the revelation, the Qur’an. For Ibn al-‘Arabi, the Qur’an,
because of its comprehensiveness, contains various meaning. Unveiling
enables one to grasp all meaning together. Also, unveiling is the divine
guidance for human beings, especially for the friends of God who have a

special organ, the heart, to receive knowledge. Ibn al-‘Arabi attempts to
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support his idea with arguments from the Qur’an and the hadiths of the
Prophet. Moreover, as mentioned clearly before, Ibn al-‘Arabi bases his
works on the divine unveiling and the Prophetic guidance by means of
unveiling. He esteems knowledge which comes through unveiling very
much. It is certain, undeniable, unquestionable, and limitless knowledge
according to Ibn al-*Arabi. Therefore, it is possible to say that unveiling as a
way of knowledge occupies the second highest level of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s

epistemology right after the revelation.

As for the last level of his epistemology, it is occupied by the human
intellect which is the least reliable source of knowledge. While Ibn al-
‘Arab1 recognizes dominions for the intellect to some extent, on the
religious issues especially concerning God the human intellect is incapable
of attaining and grasping true knowledge. For him, rational knowledge, in
this regard, is uncertain, limited, deceptive, and doubtful. As a result of
these negative features of the intellect, Ibn al-‘Arabi criticizes philosophers
and theologians because of their unsound method in which the human

intellect is seen as a unique tool of true knowledge.
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CHAPTER THREE: IBN TAYMIYYA and HIS

EPISTEMOLOGY
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3.1. Introduction

In Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching, revelation, the Qur’an plays the
essential role for acquisition of true knowledge. The Qur’an as the words of
God provides the most reliable, comprehensive, and soundest knowledge
for human beings. Ibn Taymiyya, like Ibn al-‘Arabi, pays considerable
attention to the correct comprehension of revelation. Ibn Taymiyya
criticizes the Kalam method of interpretation (za’wil) and prefers the
method of commentary (zafsir) which is seen to be closer to the intention of

God.

In the process of understanding revelation, the Prophet
Muhammad’s guidance is a necessity because he, to be more than a simple
messenger, both delivered the divine word and explained it as the best.
Therefore, Ibn Taymiyya considers the Sunna of the Prophet (whole of
sayings and practices of the Prophet) as an indispensable part of revelational
knowledge. Moreover, concerning understanding of revelation, the Qur’an,
the position of the Salaf (righteous ancestors) must be examined because
these people play a key role in understanding the revelation. Ibn Taymiyya
provides several arguments to explain why the Salaf should be followed and
why their opinions are sounder than ours. Eventually, according to Ibn
Taymiyya, reaching revelational knowledge, which is the noblest, may be

possible through the guidance of the Prophet and opinions of the Salaf.

Another source of knowledge is the human intellect in Ibn
Taymiyya’s teaching. It is significant to comprehend what revelation

propounds. Ibn Taymiyya’s statements about the human intellect occupy a
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broad place in his works. While he criticizes philosophers and the Kalam
theologians who base their opinions on the intellect, Ibn Taymiyya does not
deny its necessity. For him, the intellect should be accepted as true as long
as the knowledge provided is compatible with revelational knowledge.
Eventually, in this chapter, I will examine what the position of the human
intellect is for acquisition of true knowledge, why Ibn Taymiyya criticizes
philosophers and theologians, and which conditions make the intellect an
acceptable and unacceptable source. The reason why | put the intellect right
after revelation in Ibn Taymiyya’s thought is that the intellect is necessary
to find out the truthfulness of the Prophet who delivers and explains the

words of God.

As for the last part of the chapter, it is related to inspiration (ilham),
the mystical way of knowledge. In fact, Ibn Taymiyya’s attitude toward
inspiration as a method of knowledge is not vague. However, his sharp
criticism against Sufism, in which inspirational knowledge is foundational
as in Ibn al-“Arabi, puts his approach toward inspiration into the shade. So
long as inspirational knowledge is not rejected by the revelational and
rational knowledge, it may be accepted and followed because inspiration is
a reality according to Ibn Taymiyya. Briefly, in order to evaluate better Ibn
Taymiyya’s approach to inspiration as a way of knowledge, I attempt to
display his opinions about Sufism and his opinions about inspiration
separately. In this case, it may enable me to explain clearly what Ibn
Taymiyya thinks of inspiration as an epistemological tool. As a note, Ibn
Taymiyya considers inspiration (ilham) and unveiling (kashf) synonymous

while he prefers to use the term inspiration generally. So, in this chapter |
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will use the term inspiration in order to stay loyal to his ideas as much as

possible.
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3.2. Revelation

The divine revelation, the Qur’an as the source of knowledge, has an
undeniable status in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching. Even though the Qur’an itself
contains many answers and explanations in detail, it cannot be thought and
understood without the cooperation of the Prophet according to Ibn Taymiyya.
In addition, the opinion of the Salaf (righteous ancestors), as the best
comprehension and explanation of the Qur’an and the Prophet’s hadiths, is
necessary to conceive the true meaning of revelation. This triplicity enables to
acquire true religious knowledge for 1bn Taymiyya. So, in this section, 1 will
focus on Ibn Taymiyya’s approach to the Qur’an, the hadiths of the Prophet
Muhammad, and the opinions of the Salaf as a way for acquisition of true

knowledge.
3.2.1. The Qur’an

The Qur’an is accepted as the primary source of religious knowledge.
Since the Qur’an, for Ibn Taymiyya, contains all knowledge on religious
matters such as God’s existence, His oneness, the afterlife, and prophecy, and
since the Qur’an includes all knowledge of what the other scriptures include, it
is indisputably the authority on religious knowledge.! In general, when the
Qur’an is in question, Ibn Taymiyya focuses on the debates concerning whether

or not the Qur’an is created. He emphasizes the eternity of God’s speech;

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii* fatawa, 19:159-160; 169; 174. See, Binyamin Abrahamov, Islamic
Theology: Traditionalism and Rationalism (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1998), 18;
Rahman, Islam, 237.
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whereby the Qur’an, which is the speech of God, is uncreated.? Since the matter
of whether or not the Qur’an is created is not an aim of this section, the position
of the Qur’an in his epistemology will be examined. In this respect, Ibn
Taymiyya pays considerable attention to how to understand the Qur’an
correctly. In order to understand the Qur’an Muslims have applied different
methods. In the science of commentary on the Qur’an (‘ilm al-tafsir), three
main methods generally may be counted: 1) commenting on the Qur’an by
referring to the Qur’an directly, the hadiths of the Prophet, and the opinions of
the Salaf (tafsir bil-riwaya); 2) commenting on the Qur’an, in addition to the
first type of commentary, by referring to the sound intellect of human beings
and the linguistic rules of Arabic (tafsir bil-dirayah or tafsir bil-ra’y); and 3)
commenting on the Qur’an by referring to mystical experiences and Sufi
unveilings (tafsir bil-ishara).® As for Ibn Taymiyya’s method of understanding
of the Qur’an, it is clearly based on resorting to the Qur’an itself, the hadiths,

and the opinions of the Salaf.*

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 12:54; 5:28.

Ismail Cerrahoglu, Tefsir Usilii (‘ilm al-usiil al-tafstr) (Ankara: Ankara Universitesi Basimevi,
1971), 224-226; Siileyman Ates, Isari T efsir Okulu (Ankara: Ankara Universitesi Basimevi,
1974); Sands, Stifi Commentaries on the Qur’an in Classical Islam, 47-56; 140-144.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 13:363-364. Victor E. Makari, Ibn Taymiyyah’s Ethics: The
Social Factor (California: Scholars Press, 1983), 56. In addition, Walid Salih by referring to
Ibn Taymiyya’s work, Muqaddima fi usil al-tafsir, counts four steps for understanding the
Qur’an best. In other words, the Qur’an is understood by means of the Qur’an itself, the Sunna
of the Prophet Muhammad, the views of the Companions, and the interpretations of the
Successors (tabi ). Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Mugaddima fi usil al-tafsir. Ed.
‘Adnan Zarzir (Kuwait: Dar al-Qur’an al-Karim, 1971), 93-95 and Walid A. Saleh, “Ibn
Taymiyya and the Rise of Radical Hermeneutics: An Analysis of An Introduction to the
Foundations of Qur’anic Exegesis,” in lbn Taymiyya and His Times, ed. Yossef Rapoport and
Shahab Ahmed, (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2010), 144-146.
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In Ibn Taymiyya’s approach to the Qur’an, two different aspects may be
observed. The first one is related to the conceptions of literalism and
interpretation (za 'wil); the second one is the matter of consistency of Ibn
Taymiyya’s ideas with the Qur’an concerning its bare meaning. The former is
mostly related to God, including His names and attributes regarding to
anthropomorphic verses. The second one is mostly related to creatures such as
prophethood (nubuwwa), intercession in the afterlife (shafa‘a), ascension
(mi ‘raj), and holy war (jihad). In fact, these two aspects are strongly related to
each other. On this point, further explanations with some concrete examples
and Qur’anic verses are important because they will show how Ibn Taymiyya
attains knowledge by referring to the Qur’an, or, as a source of knowledge, how
the Qur’an plays a role in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching. The purpose of this section
is neither to criticize nor support his idea, but the purpose is to clarify his

attitude toward the Qur’an.

As for the first aspect, the conceptions of literalism and interpretation
(or, re-interpretation) (za 'wil) should be explained in order to make clear the
position of Ibn Taymiyya. One of the most distinctive features of Ibn Taymiyya
is the claim of having strict adherence to the Qur’an’s literal expression. It is
clearly seen especially in the consideration of the names and attributes of God.
Ibn Taymiyya’s inflexible rejection of the figurative interpretations of some
verses of the Qur’an does not mean that he is a literalist. Literalism may have
various definitions but Ibn Taymiyya’s loyalty to the literal expression of the

text may be called, as Yunis Ali expresses, an immediacy which means that the
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addressed person takes the first meaning as an intended meaning, which occurs

to the mind when he hears it.

For Ibn Taymiyya, the meaning of a word is related to the context. On
the contrary, for a literalist, there is a default meaning of the word, and the
meaning is known by the linguistic rules or forms. In this case, the difference
between a literalist and Ibn Taymiyya is that Ibn Taymiyya understands a text
with a context while a literalist understands the same text within its
grammatical structure. For example, the word “hand” means a physical organ
of a body in one context, while in another context, it means help.® So, the word
“hand” in both of these cases is read in its apparent (zahiri) and the real
(haqgiga) meanings. Or, take the word “lion.” Sometimes it indicates an animal;
and sometimes it denotes courage, but it does not have a meaning without a
certain context. In this respect, it is difficult to call Ibn Taymiyya a literalist
because of his objection to a distinction between literal and non-literal meaning
of a text.” Ibn Taymiyya’s main concern is to prevent arbitrary interpretations
which are not based on the Qur’an and the hadiths. For him, these arbitrary
interpretations usually stem from a possible confusion between literal and
metaphorical meanings of a term. For Ibn Taymiyya, if the context is suitable
for the meaning of “hand” as “help”, the literal meaning of the word is “help”

in this context, but not a physical organ. From this perspective, for Ibn

Mohamed M. Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics: Sunni Legal Theorists’ Models of
Textual Communication (London: Routledge, 2000), 125.

El-Tobgui, “Reconstitution of Rationality,” 215.

Robert Gleave, Islam and Literalism: Literal Meaning and Interpretation in Islamic Legal
Theory (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2012), 22.
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Taymiyya, the text of the Qur’an literally is valid and sufficient to guide
people, and the text does not need any metaphorical interpretation because the

text itself with its individual context clarifies the meaning of the words.?

As for the matter of interpretation (za'wil), Ibn Taymiyya does not
accept this method as valid to understand the divine text. According to Yunis
Ali, interpretation (fa’wil) literally means “to make something be something
else” and “to bring something back.” In Islamic literature, it means the
diversion of an expression from al-iktimal al-rajih (the preponderant, probable
interpretation) to al-istimal al-marjuh (the outweighed, improbable
interpretation).” Also, according to Ibn Taymiyya, there are three types of
interpretation (za 'wil). The first one is interpretation of the theologians who
leave the most probable meaning of a word or a text, and then find less
probable meaning. Concerning this type of interpretation, Ibn Taymiyya
criticizes the later Kalam theologians (mutaakhkhiriin) on account of ascribing
different meanings to the same words without a proof. The second one is
interpretation of the Salaf like Mujahid (d. 718) and Ibn ‘Abbas (d. 687). This
kind of interpretation means explanation of the Qur’an called commentary or

exegesis (zafsir) which is known by some scholars who are well-grounded in

Georges Tamer, “The Curse of Philosophy: Ibn Taymiyya as a Philosopher in Contemporary
Islamic Thought,” in Islamic Theology, Philosophy and Law: Debating Ibn Taymiyya and Ibn
Qayyim al-Jawziyya, ed. Birgit Krawietz and Georges Tamer, (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2013), 345.
Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics, 127. Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:235 and Ibn Taymiyya,
Majmii * fatawa, 5:35-37; 13:277; 17:361-370; 33:184. Ibn Taymiyya is not against the term
ta’'wil at all. He opposes the misusing of the term by the Kalam theologians. M. Sait Ozervarls,
“The Qur’anic Rational Theology of Ibn Taymiyya and his Criticism of the Mutakallim@in,” in
Ibn Taymiyya and His Times, ed. Yossef Rapoport and Shahab Ahmad, (Karachi: Oxford
University Press, 2010), 87-88.
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knowledge (rasikhiin).*® As for the last type of interpretation known by God
only, it is related to the unseen (ghaybi) matters such as various rewards in the
heaven and punishments in the hell, time of the last day, and real meaning of
God’s names attributes as said in the Qur’an, “...as no one knows its [true]

interpretation except God...” (Q, 3:7).}*

In this regard, Ibn Taymiyya insists on denying any figurative
interpretation (majaz) of some hadiths of the Prophet and the verses of the
Qur’an which are susceptible to anthropomorphic interpretations such as the
hands (Q, 38:75; 48:10) and face (Q, 2:115; 76:9) of God, God’s being with
human beings (Q, 57:4), and God’s sitting on the Throne (Q, 7:54; 20:5;
25:59). To understand these kinds of verses, for Ibn Taymiyya, the correct way
is to read these verses with their apparent expressions. It means that God’s hand
means God’s hand, and God’s face means only God’s face. Ibn Taymiyya
follows the opinion of the people of the hadith (ahl al-kadith) who are among
the Salaf. According to these people, these kinds of statements, verses, and
prophetic words should be affirmed and believed as how they come to us. By
doing so, it is possible to stand away from both interpretation which leads to
stripping off (¢a 7il) or negation (nafy); and descriptive questioning (takyi)

which leads to anthropomorphism (tamthii).*?

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 5:35.

Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 54. Also, Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 3:55-56; 5:36; and
Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:14. As the translation of the Qur’an, I use the translation of Sahih
International version.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:355, trans. in Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam, 153.

134



13
14

It is clear that this kind of expression does not mean that Ibn Taymiyya
accepts that God has hands as a human being has. What Ibn Taymiyya means
by the hands in those contexts is not a physical organ. He clearly says that it is
possible in the outer expression (zahir) that the hand of God is seen to be an
organ of human beings; that His anger may be explained as human anger like
demanding taking revenge; or that His being in the heavens is seen to be similar
with the water’s being in the pot. However, if someone says that they are not
the intended meanings of these verses and hadiths, he is definitely right and the

best.*?

Ibn Taymiyya accepts neither any interpretation of these kinds of verses
nor assimilation between God and human beings. However, in this point there
are controversial explanations about Ibn Taymiyya’s approach to this matter.
For example, one of them is the report of the Muslim traveler, Ibn Batata (d.
1377 or 1369). According to Ibn Batiita’s report, in a Friday ceremony, Ibn
Taymiyya in order to make clear the point of descending of God, descended
from the pulpit and said that is exactly as | am descending now (ka nuzili
hadha).** For this report, there is no difference between the actions and

attributes of God and the actions and attributes of human beings. According to

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmu ‘ fatawa, 6:356, trans. in Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam, 153.
H. A. R. Gibb, The Travels of Ibn Battuta, A.D. 1325-1354 (Cambridge: The Hakluyt Society at
the University Press, 1958), 136. Also, Jeffry R. Halverson, Theology and Creed in Sunni
Islam: The Muslim Brotherhood, Ash ‘arism, and Political Sunnism (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2010), 40. Arberry, Revelation and Reason in Islam, 22.
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the report, as Ignaz Goldziher also uses it in the same form, Ibn Taymiyya tries

to explain how God descends.*

On the contrary, on the matter of these kinds of verses, Ibn Taymiyya
uses the words of Malik b. Anas. Malik, in response to the question of modality
of God’s sitting on the Throne says, “God’s sitting on the Throne (istiwa’) is
known, but its modality (kayf) is unknown (majhil), and believing in it is
necessary (wajib), and questioning about it is an innovation (bid ‘@).”*® On this
point, Binyamin Abrahamov’s evaluation is important. For him, Ibn
Taymiyya’s whole effort is not to explain how God descended or sat upon the
Throne, but to prove the possibility of this kind of action for God as well as the

fact that this action happens in a different form than human actions.*’

Furthermore, Ibn Taymiyya opposes interpretation (za 'wil) because of
the incoherence of the proponents of interpretation (¢a 'wil). Their incoherence
Is that some of them affirm the limit of the intellect while others rely on it on
understanding of revelation. While they know their intellect is limited to grasp
everything, how can they produce new meanings in order to explain the divine
text on the basis of their intellect? Briefly, if the intellect does not grasp

something because of its limitations, it is not eligible to ascribe a meaning to

Ignaz Goldziher, Introduction to Islamic Theology and Law (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1981), 93.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:278. Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 5:41.

Binyamin Abrahamov, “The ‘Bi-1a kayfa’ Doctrine and Its Foundations in Islamic Theology,”
Arabica 42 3 (1995): 365-379 (376).
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the words of God.*® Thus, Ibn Taymiyya, concerning understanding the Qur’an,
adopts the method which is based on accepting these kinds of verses without

questioning their modalities.

As for the second aspect of Ibn Taymiyya’s approach to the Qur’an, it is
relevant to some particular subjects rather than specific verses. In these
subjects, Ibn Taymiyya’s arguments are generally based on hadith reports. It
should not be ignored that these reports have been criticized by the scholars of
hadith by means of various methods of the science of hadith. For example, on
the subject of the ascension (mi raj), intercession (shafa ‘a), and length of time
of punishment in hell Ibn Taymiyya follows his own view even if it is not

clearly expressed in the Qur’an.*®

For instance, the intercession of the Prophet Muhammad (shafa ‘a), one
of the most controversial matters in Islam, may be given to be an example to
analyze Ibn Taymiyya’s position. Although the existence of the intercession of
the Prophet in the afterlife is affirmed by Muslims in general, some of them
such as Mutazila concerning some of the Qur’anic verses reject this kind of

intercession for the forgiveness of sinful believers.?’ In the Qur’an, God has

Abrahamov, “Bi-La Kayfa,” 369.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi * fatawa, 1:103-104; 108-109; 6:6-7. Also, as an example of discussion
about the length of the time of the punishment in hell, see Hoover, “Islamic Universalism: Ibn
Qayyim al-Jawziyya’s Salafi Deliberations on the Duration of Hell-Fire,” . Hoover, “Against
Islamic Universalism: ‘Al al-Harbi’s 1990 Attempt to Prove that Ibn Taymiyya and Ibn
Qayyim al-Jawziyya Affirm the Eternity of Hell-Fire,” 377-399.

Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar (d. 1025) who is one of the most eminent scholars of Mu‘tazila, in his
work Sharp al-usil al-khamsa, gives details of the subject of the intercession. While he affirms
the intercession of the Prophet Muhammad by referring the consensus of the Muslim
community (ummah), he argues the particular conditions of the intercession. Qadi ‘Abd al-
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declared that each person will be assessed according to his own obedience.
Some of these explicit verses are such as, “And the earth will shine with the
light of its Lord, and the record [of deeds] will be placed, and the prophets and
the witnesses will be brought, and it will be judged between them in truth, and
they will not be wronged. And every soul will be fully compensated [for] what
it did; and He is most knowing of what they do” (Q, 39:69-70); “And fear a
Day when no soul will suffice for another soul at all, nor will intercession be
accepted from it, nor will compensation be taken from it, nor will they be
aided” (Q, 2:48); and “O you who have believed, spend from that which We
have provided for you before there comes a Day in which there is no exchange
and no friendship and no intercession. And the disbelievers - they are the

wrongdoers.” (Q, 2:254)

Definitely, Ibn Taymiyya endeavors to ground his idea of intercession
on the hadith reports, as well as verses which are open to various interpretations
since they do not dictate an explicit meaning.?* For example, in order to prove
the existence of intercession he uses the verses such as “He knows what is
[presently] before them and what will be after them, and they cannot intercede
except on behalf of one whom He approves. And they, from fear of Him, are
apprehensive” (Q, 21:28) and “And how many angels there are in the heavens

whose intercession will not avail at all except [only] after Allah has permitted

Jabbar Ibn Ahmad, Shars al-Usil al-Khamsa. Ed. ‘Uthman ‘Abd al-Karim, (Cairo: Wahba
Library, 1996), 687-693. Also, see A. J. Wensinck, The Muslim Creed: Its Genesis and
Historical Development (New York: Barnes & Noble, 1965), 61

L |bn Taymiyya, MRM, 1:10-24.
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[it] to whom He wills and approves” (Q, 53:26). Ibn Taymiyya in his work
Kitab al-iman® highlights that intercession is possible only through God’s

permission.?

Although there are some verses, as showed above, which are very clear
on denial of any intercession in the afterlife, Ibn Taymiyya gives very detailed
information of types of intercession by referring to other verses. Their
meanings are not as clear as the former verses.?* In his work al- ‘4gida al-
wasifiyya®® 1bn Taymiyya mentions three types of intercession. The first is that
intercession for those who are in the process of being judged. The second,
intercession for those who already deserve to enter the paradise. The third one
is that intercession for those who deserve to be sent to the hell. Actually, he
provides more detailed information on the last part of intercession. He claims
that some people, who already entered hell, can be released from hell by virtue
of the intercession of not only the Prophet Muhammad but also that of the other
prophets and men of virtue (siddigiin).?° It should be noted that this intercession
is completely different from the mercy of God because Ibn Taymiyya makes a
different category for those who can leave hell without intercession, but

through God’s mercy and kindness.

This treatise is found in lbn Taymiyya, Majma * fatawa, 7:4-460.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 7:77.

Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Kitab igtida’ as-sirat al-mustaqim mukhalafat ashab
al-jahim. Ed. Ahmad Hamdi Imam, (Jeddah: Dar al-madani, 1986), 443-444, trans. in Memon,
Against Popular Religion, 321. In these pages, Ibn Taymiyya says that the Salaf affirms the
intercession of the Prophet Muhammad, the other prophets while some Muslim sects deny it.
Also, Ibn Taymiyya gives a place for some hadith reports supporting the existence of the
intercession of the Prophet Muhammad. Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 1:154.

This treatise is found in Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 3:129-159.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 3:147; 1:147-148.
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In another place, Ibn Taymiyya continues to explain his ideas of
intercession that for him, the Prophets’ intercession will not benefit anyone
unless he fulfills certain conditions such as having faith and obeying what the
Prophet brought us.?” Moreover, according to lbn Taymiyya, sinners among
believers can benefit from the Prophets’ intercession as long as they believe in
Islam even though the Prophet is the intercessor for all creatures with his
greatest intercession.? In this case, Ibn Taymiyya limits intercession with the
believers only. It means that none of disbelievers can benefit from the
intercession of a prophet. On the other hand, according to him, there is a
consensus among the Companions (sakaba), the followers, and the imams of
Muslims on intercession for the sinners of the believers.?® What is rejected by
the Qur’an, for Ibn Taymiyya, is any kind of intercession for polytheists and
disbelievers. Also, for Ibn Taymiyya, those who reject the intercession of the
Prophet are the people of innovation (ahl al-bid‘a) such as Khawarij,
Mu ‘tazila, and Zaydiyya.*® Certainly, on the base of this approach to the matter
of intercession, there is a well-known hadith report. According to this report,
the Prophet Muhammad will intercede for those believers who have major
sins.®! In addition to this report, to support the idea of intercession lbn
Taymiyya mentions some of the hadith reports such as “Every prophet is

allowed one answered prayer. As for me, | delayed my request in order to

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 1:145.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 1:143; 147.

Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 1:10.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 1:148.

“My intercession will be for those of my people who have committed major sins” Abt Dawid,
Sunan, Kitab al-Sunnah, Section of Intercession, no: 47309.
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intercede for my community on the Judgment Day”** and “God takes out of the
Fire whoever has an atom’s weight of fman (faith).”*® Thus, lbn Taymiyya
affirms that whoever testifies the Islamic testimony (shahada), that there is no
god, but God, will be interceded.®* In other words, it may be said that while lbn
Taymiyya rejects intercession for disbelievers and polytheists, he accepts

intercession and allows it to the believers only.

Furthermore, Ibn Taymiyya mentions a consensus of the Salaf on
intercession. It should be noted that the existence of the consensus on this
matter is affirmed by only some of the Muslim scholars who are on agreement
because other scholars who do not accept this kind of intercession are blamed
by lbn Taymiyya as heretics. In this regard, Ibn Taymiyya criticizes the
Mu‘tazila and the Khawarij because of their objections to the validity of the
Prophet’s intercession.*® From Ibn Taymiyya’s perspective, this point is very
clear but in fact, it is not so clear because even if he accepts intercession for
believers, as quoted the verse (Q, 2:254) above, God addressed believers in this
verse by saying, “O you who have believed” (va ayyuha-lladhina amani). In
this verse, the addressed people, who are warned with a day in which there is
no intercession and friendship, are already believers, they are not unbelievers.

On the other hand, on the judgment day, God already has a conditional mercy

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 7:222, trans. in Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Kitab
al-timan: Book of Faith, translated by Salman Hassan Al-Ani; Shadia Ahmad Tel (Kuala
Lumpur: Islamic Book Trust, 2009), 230.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 7:184, trans. in Tel, Kitab al-iman, 194.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi * fatawa, 7:78.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 1:148.
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for sinners among believers. Many verses of the Qur’an emphasize the
forgiveness of God. For example, it is in the Qur’an that “If you avoid the
major sins which you are forbidden, We will remove from you your lesser sins
and admit you to a noble entrance [into Paradise]” (Q, 4:31). Also there is
another verse that “Except for those who repent, believe and do righteous work.
For them Allah will replace their evil deeds with good. And ever is Allah
Forgiving and Merciful” (Q, 25:70). So, in the Qur’an, the case of being saved

is very clear at least for the believers.

Thus, it should be noted that the intercession of the Prophets or that of
the other people is not the same kind of salvation with God’s forgiveness and
mercy. God says in the Qur’an “And that there is not for man except that
[good] for which he strives. And that his effort is going to be seen” (Q, 53:38-
39). While Ibn Taymiyya accepts this verse as a precondition of being saved
from the punishment, he offers intercession as another way in addition to the
mercy of God. Even though he says that if a meaning does not conflict with the
outer expression of a verse, it cannot be pronounced false,® it is difficult to say
that intercession in the afterlife is explicitly and undoubtedly confirmed with

the outer expression of the Qur’an.

Briefly, the purpose of these explanations was to show that Ibn
Taymiyya’s loyalty to the outer expression of the Qur’an is not consistent in

every particular subject. He follows the outer expressions on some occasions

% |bn Taymiyya, Majmi‘ fatawa, 13:236. See, Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam, 47.
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such as the divine names and attributes by rejecting any interpretation while on
the other occasions such as intercession he delivers some opinions which are
not compatible properly with the outer expression of the Qur’an. By doing so,
he interprets the verses rather than taking their outer meaning. So, these
illustrative explanations help us for understanding the method of 1bn Taymiyya

whereby he attempts to acquire knowledge from revelation.
3.2.2. The Prophet and Hadith

The position of the Prophet may be examined by two dimensions: his
mission and personality. Clarifying these two dimensions may help to
understand better why the Prophet must be followed in Ibn Taymiyya’s
thought. As the first dimension, the Prophet’s mission (nubuwwa) is significant.
The Prophet, as a complementary part of revelation concerning its true
meaning, is considered to be a source of the truth because he never says
anything except the truth.*” In this respect, Ibn Taymiyya says that our
responsibility, in fact, is to obey God. But, without the Messenger there is no
way to know the words and commands of God truly. Therefore, since the
Messenger transmits and explains the words and commands of God explicitly,

we should affirm and obey what the Messenger brought to us.*® The Prophet,

% \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 19:157.
% |bn Taymiyya, Majmi‘ fatawa, 19:69, trans. in Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam, 241.
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who makes clear everything related to the religion, should be obeyed because

of his mission to explain the Qur’an.®

Furthermore, since the Prophet conveys God’s words, his explanations
concerning religious matters are religious statements or religious judgments.
Moreover, the mission of the Prophet is to be a bridge between God’s
commands and prohibitions and humans’ needs in terms of guidance because it
is possible for believers to understand the Qur’an through the Prophet’s
guidance only. In this respect, Ibn Taymiyya says clearly that if the meaning of
a term found in the Qur’an or in the hadith has been clarified by the Prophet,
there is no need to search another ground for this meaning from the linguistic
experts or anyone else.*’ It shows the certain and unshared position of the
Prophet Muhammad on the explanation of revelation, the Qur’an. As Ibn
Taymiyya states, the Prophet not only brought the Qur’an to his companions

but also he explained its meaning to them clearly.**

Since the Prophet took the mission from God, he is saved from mistakes
on his mission. His religious speeches, which are based on revelation, contain
no mistake.*? However, the Prophet’s decisions related to non-religious matters

such as political, social, or economic matters may not be correct. Ibn Taymiyya

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 19:155-160.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi * fatawa, 7:286; 19:236, trans. in Gleave, Islam and Literalism: Literal
Meaning and Interpretation in Islamic Legal Theory, 182.

Ibn Taymiyya, Mugaddima fi usil al-tafsir, 35. See Saleh, “Foundations of Qur’anic Exegesis,”
128.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 8:91, trans. in Racha EI-Omari, “Ibn Taymiyya’s ‘Theology of the Sunna’
and his Polemics with the Ash‘arites,” in Ibn Taymiyya and His Times, ed. Yossef Rapoport
and Shahab Ahmed, (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2010), 106.
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says that the scholars of the Muslims have an agreement on the innocence of
the Prophet concerning his mission and what he brings to us from God. Also,
even if the Prophets may err, the error is corrected through his repentance.*® As
a note, Ibn Taymiyya blames some of the Islamic sects such as Rafida, a group
of Shi‘a Islam, who share the Prophet’s special position with their imams by
claiming that the Prophet and their Imams are innocent. Nevertheless, for lbn
Taymiyya, this is not an idea approved by the great majority of Muslim

scholars.*

It is clear that the authority of the Prophet Muhammad on religious
issues is an indisputable fact. Ibn Taymiyya’s loyalty to the hadiths of the
Prophet is a well-known reality as well because affirmation of the Prophet is a
requirement of Islamic belief.* In this regard, when Ignaz Goldziher mentions
Ibn Taymiyya’s method, he says that Ibn Taymiyya relied on the Sunna and on
the Sunna alone.*® The question is how people who lived after the Prophet’s
time can acquire the prophetic reports correctly which are the essential parts of
the revelation concerning its true meaning. Therefore, Ibn Taymiyya’s
approach to the science of hadith gains more importance. In the science of

hadith, the successive narration (muzawatir) comes first as criterion of accuracy

Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj al-sunna al-nabawiyya fi naqd kalam al-
Shi‘a al-Qadariyya. Ed. Muhammad Rashad Salim, 9 vols. (Riyad: Jami‘at al-Imam
Muhammad b. Su‘ld al-Islamiyya, 1986), 1: 470; 2:396-400, trans. in Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah
Expounds on lIslam, 245. Also, see Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 193, n.71; Shahab
Ahmed, “Ibn Taymiyyah and the Satanic Verses,” Studia Islamica 87 (1998): 67-124 (86-87;
90-100).

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 4:319-321; Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 2:453-468.

Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Kitab al-Nubuwwa. ‘Abd al-‘aziz bin Salih

(Riyadh: Adwa’ al-Salaf, 2000), 37.

Goldziher, Introduction, 240.
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of a hadith report. Successive narration is one of the indications of soundness of
the chain of the hadith. According to Sait Ozervarli, Ibn Taymiyya esteems
Imam al-Bukhari and Imam Muslim after Ahmad b. Hanbal’s work, Mushad on
the matter of hadiths. Moreover, Ibn Taymiyya accepts the methods of the
classical science of hadith to be a standard for the veracity of a hadith report. If
the report is not compatible with the criterion of the science of hadith, he does
not accept the report as a base of his idea even if the report is compatible with

the opinions of his school (madhhab).*’

On the other hand, Ibn Taymiyya criticized some of the hadith reports
as well. According to Maulana Muhammad Abt Bakr Ghazipiri, Ibn Taymiyya
rejects some authentic hadiths even though they were accepted by al-Bukhari
and al-Tirmidhi. For example, Maulana Muhammad claims that Ibn Taymiyya
rejects the following hadith “My Rabb (Lord) Most Honorable and Majestic
came to me in the best of forms...” by saying that “Every hadith that states that
Muhammad saw his Rabb with his eyes on earth (fi al- ‘ard) is a lie...similarly
the hadith which people of knowledge narrate, “I saw my Rabb in such and
such a state...”*® Certainly, this issue belongs to the hadith criticism, but it is

obvious that Ibn Taymiyya does not accept whatever hadith report he hears

Ozervarly, Keldmcilara Elegtirisi, 23.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 3:386, trans. in Moulana Muhammad Abu Bakr Gazipuri al-
Ansari, Was Ibn Taymiah from the Ahlus Sunnah wal Jama ‘ah (Karachi: Zam Zam, 2010), 62.
This report is found in Imam Aba ‘Tsa Muhammad al-Tirmidhi, Jami ‘ al-Tirmidhz, Chapters on
Tafstr, Book 47, hadith no: 3541-3542. In this collection, this report is classified as “Good”
(Hasan). The vision of God is a controversial point. According to Ibn Taymiyya, the important
point is that the Prophet Muhammad did not see God on earth absolutely. As to whether the
Prophet saw God in the night of ascension (al-layla al-mi r@j) is not certain while according to
Ibn ‘Abbas and majority of scholars of the Sunna, the Prophet saw God at that time.

146



50

[
=Y

even though he confirms the authority of hadiths in the religion because of

compatibility of the hadiths with the Qur’an.*

As for the second dimension, it is the Prophet’s personality as a human
being. He is the best among creatures according to Ibn Taymiyya.® This is a
little bit different from the divine message because in this case the point
stressed is the Prophet himself. While Ibn Taymiyya accepts the possibility of
some minor mistakes and lapses of memory in the prophets because of their
human nature, he does not reject some reports which show the Prophet as
something superior naturally to a normal human being.”* Indeed, while the
matter of intercession explained above is a significant example of exalting the
Prophet per se, there may be found additional examples to show this kind of
approach to the Prophet. For example, in Kitab igtida’ as-sirat al-mustagim
mukhalafat ashab al-jahim lbn Taymiyya did not reject an incident in which
the Prophet from his grave helped someone who complained of the drought.
Thereupon the Prophet asked him to go to ‘Umar and asked him to perform

prayer with the people in an open area for rain.>?

In addition, the matter of being an intermediary or means (wasila) may

be provided as another example. The Prophet Muhammad, according to Ibn

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:49.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii  fatawa, 1:145. Ibn Taymiyya states that wasila (intermediary), which is
a principle in faith and religion, means to seek help of God through the intercession and
supplication of the Prophet. Denying of this meaning makes man disbeliever. Ibn Taymiyya,
Majmii * fatawa, 1:153.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:472.

Ibn Taymiyya, Iqtida’, 373, trans. in Memon, Against Popular Religion, 293.
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Taymiyya, is an intermediary to approach to God. In fact, as said above, the
Prophet is a bridge between God’s message and the need of guidance of human
beings. But it may be understood as if he is the bridge between God and human
beings. Thereby, it is possible to consider the Prophet’s mission and his human
nature as the same. In this respect, Ibn Taymiyya uses the verse “You who
believe! Do your duty to God, seek the means of approach unto Him” (Q, 5:35)
as a starting point of his idea. Also, he makes a definition of the intermediary
(wasila) by saying that it is something to approach God by means of what the
Prophet has taught us. There is no way to approach God other than that way.>®
In fact, as Ibn Taymiyya mentioned clearly, we should seek for intermediaries
to approach God by following the footsteps of the Prophet. Although, the point
here is the message of the Prophet rather than his personality, 1bn Taymiyya
affirms seeking for an intermediary (wasila) as acceptable only if it is sought
through the Prophet.> In that case, any kind of understanding of the Prophet in
which there is an exaltation of him may lead people to an assumption that the
Prophet is much more than he really is. For instance, Ibn Taymiyya mentions a
blind man who asked the Prophet to pray for him. Then, when the Prophet
prayed for him, God gave him back his sight.>® Even more, ‘Umar’s words that

“whenever we experienced drought before, we sought access to You [God]

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmu ‘ fatawa, 1:200, trans. in Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam, 250.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 1:104-105. According to Ozervarli, the reports informing that
people will ask for intercession from the Prophet in the Judgement Day indicate permissibility
of a means (wastla) which is a kind of supplication. Ozervarli, Keldmcilara Elestirisi, 39.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 1:222, trans. in Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam, 253.
For wasila, see Jami * al-Tirmidhi, Chapter on Supplication, Hadith no: 3578.
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through our Prophet,” proves the Prophet’s position in this sense.® These
incidents in which the Prophet became an intermediary by which to approach

God are considered by Ibn Taymiyya to be among the miracles of the Prophet.

Eventually, it can be said that in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching, the Prophet’s
position on knowledge is based on two reasons. One of them is that the Prophet
was given revelation, the Qur’an which encompasses all religious realities, all
knowledge found in the other revealed scriptures, and rational proofs which
support the revelational information. Also, the Prophet, who has the best
knowledge of revelation, is the best source of the meaning of revelation. The
other one is his exclusive personality that makes him one who should be
followed. Hence, when revelational knowledge is in question in Ibn
Taymiyya’s teaching, the Prophet’s hadiths should be assessed to be one of the

complementary parts of the revelational knowledge.
3.2.3. The Salaf (righteous ancestors)

The Salaf or Salaf al-Salihin (the righteous ancestors) refers to the first
three generations of Muslims. They are the Companions of the Prophet
Muhammad (sahaba), the Successors (tabiun), and the Followers of the
Successors (taba‘u al-tabi‘in).”’ The definition of the Companions is

significant because the Companions are the closest people to the source of

Ibn Taymiyya, Igtida’, 415, trans. in Memon, Against Popular Religion, 310. Sakih al-Bukhart,
Book of Invoking God for Rain, Hadith no: 123. Also, see Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa,
1:104.

Saleh, “Foundations of Qur’anic Exegesis,” 154.
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Islam. According to Imams such as Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Shafi‘7, and Malik,
whoever saw the Prophet and believed in him, even if it was very short time, is
one of his Companions. Ibn Taymiyya benefits especially from what Malik
said, “Anyone who kept the company of the Messenger of God, may God bless
him and grant him peace, for a year, a month, or a day, or just saw him, and
believed in him, is one of his Companions.”® Definitely, all three generations
are very precious. For Ibn Taymiyya the Companions (sahaba) are the best
among them. In this respect, Ibn Taymiyya uses a hadith report in which the
Prophet said, “The best of my people are those I live among them. Then those
who will follow them, and then those who will come after them.”* For Ibn
Taymiyya, the Companions are the best in knowledge and obedience, and
therefore the Companions are on the true path completely.®® As for morality
and piety, Ibn Taymiyya mentions the heart of the Salaf. In order to support his
idea on this subject, Ibn Taymiyya appeals to some of the statements from the
Salaf. For example, he says that according to “Abd Allah ibn Mas‘ud (d. 653),
the Companions possess the purest heart, the deepest knowledge, and the least
artificiality (takalluf). God had chosen them as companions of His messenger
and for establishing the religion (igama).®* Moreover, bn Taymiyya supports

his idea by referring to the Qur’anic verse, “You are the best nation produced

Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Sakii madhhab ahl al-madina: The Madinan Way:
The Soundness of the Basic Premises of the School of the People of Madina, translated by
Aisha Bewley (Norwich: Bookwork, 2000), 5.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii* fatawa, 20:294-5. Ansari, lbn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam, 480.
Also, Muslim, Sahih, Fada’il al-sahaba, 210; 211; 212; 214.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 11:222-223.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:69 and lbn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 2:79.
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[as an example] for mankind. You enjoin what is right and forbid what is
wrong and believe in God” (Q, 3:110).%? Eventually, this feature of the Salaf

strengthens their authority on religion in Ibn Taymiyya’s mind.

It is obvious that both the hadith reports and Ibn Taymiyya indicate the
superiority of the Salaf. This superiority answers the questions of why Muslims
should follow the Salaf and why consensus (ijma ) is limited to the Salaf only.
This superiority, from Ibn Taymiyya’s perspective, may be examined with two
aspects: nearness to the Islamic sources, which are the Qur’an and the hadiths;
and the intellectual capacity of the Salaf. It should be noted that for Ibn
Taymiyya, the Salaf are all trustworthy and the best of Muslims. However,
these people were not free from error.®® It means that Ibn Taymiyya considers
the Salaf to be the best of Muslims not because of they are free from error, but
because they are closer to the Qur’an and the Prophet than the other Muslims

are.

The primary reason for the superiority of the Salaf is their nearness to
Islamic knowledge which is based on the Qur’an and the Prophet. Each Muslim
group of the three generations, according to George Makdisi, is qualified

according to their nearness to the Qur’an and the Prophet. Inherently, the

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 10:509.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 2:456-457. Concerning the mistakes of the Salaf, Ibn Taymiyya takes
into account some of their opinions. For example, some of the Companions deny that death can
hear the living one; some of them do not accept that the ascension of the Prophet took place
wakeful; and others deny that Muhammad saw his Lord. Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii* fatawa,
12:492.
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Companions are at the highest level of this ranking.** The Companions are
recognized to be the people of the hadith (ahl al-kadith) and have a privileged

status because they had an opportunity to listen to the Prophet directly.®

Ibn Taymiyya, as mentioned above, considers the hadiths of the Prophet
to be a complementary part of revelational knowledge, whereby the Salaf, the
transmitters of the hadiths, become indirectly another part of the revelational
knowledge. As said before, for Ibn Taymiyya, the best way of understanding
the Qur’an is to resort to the Qur’an itself. If the answer expected is not found
in the Qur’an, the Sunna of the Prophet is searched, and then the interpretations
of the Companions are looked at in order to find the best meaning of the text.®®
Following the first two steps, the Qur’an and the Sunna, depends on following

the path of the Companions who are the most knowledgeable people among the

Muslim community. Ibn Taymiyya says,

We know that the Qur’an was read by the Companions and the
Successors and their Successors and that they were the most informed
about its meanings and interpretation. They were also fully aware of the
truth that Muhammad was given. Whoever disagrees with their views and
contradicts their interpretation is wrong both in his new interpretation and

the meaning he gives to the words themselves (the madlil and dalil).”’

George Makdisi, “Hanbalite Islam,” in Studies on Islam, ed. Merlin L. Swartz, (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1981), 216-274, (257).

Saleh, “Foundations of Qur’anic Exegesis,” 137.

Ibn Taymiyya, Mugaddima fi usil al-tafsir, 93-95, trans. in Saleh, “Foundations of Qur’anic
Exegesis,” 144-146.

Ibn Taymiyya, Mugaddima fi usil al-tafsir, 91, trans. in Saleh, “Foundations of Qur’anic
Exegesis,” 142. Also, see Yossef Rapoport, “Ibn Taymiyya’s Radical Legal Thought:
Rationalism, Pluralism and the Primacy of Intention,” in lbn Taymiyya and His Times, ed.
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Therefore, it can be said that in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching every idea and
practice, as Muhammad Memon says, should be tested with the Qur’an, the

Sunna, and the opinions of the Salaf.®®

Also, since the Salaf has more reliable
knowledge of the Qur’an and the prophetic reports by finding more
opportunities to be able to record what the Prophet brought and said, they

remarkably deserve to be followed more than anyone else.®®

As for the intellectual capacity of the Salaf, Ibn Taymiyya in his works
frequently repeats their peculiarity concerning their best qualified intellects. In
this regard, he says that everyone knows that the intellects of the Companions,
the Successors, and their followers are superior to the intellects of other
people.”® He attempts to provide a firm ground for his statements about the
Salaf especially the Companions. In this respect, he continues this effort by
quoting from Imam Shafi‘Tt who, in order to emphasize the intellectual capacity
and the perspicacity of the Companions, says that they (the Companions) are
superior to us in every intellectual matter and they are more knowledgeable
people than us. Also, they are superior to us in every means through which true
knowledge and opinion are acquired. So, what they think of us is superior to

what we think of ourselves.”

Yossef Rapoport and Shahab Ahmed, (Karachi: Oxford Universtiy Press, 2010), 195. Bewley,
Madinan Way, 21.

Memon, Against Popular Religion, 24; 77. Ibn Taymiyya and His Times, ed. Yossef Rapoport
and Shahab Ahmed, (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2010), 10.

Bewley, Madinan Way, 6.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:72.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:73.
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Since the Salaf has these features such as nearness to the Prophet,
special intellectual capacity, and the highest morality and piety, according to
Ibn Taymiyya, they have a certain authority on religious issues. As a result of
these features, Ibn Taymiyya pays more attention to the subject of consensus
(zjma ") of the Salaf as well. For Ibn Taymiyya, the way of the Salaf in general,
that of the Companions in particular, is the safest (aslam) and the most accurate
way in terms of the knowledge of the religion.”” Also, the opinions of the
Companions are binding for Muslims because, for him the Companions are the
most perfect (akmal) of Muslims (umma) on understanding of the Qur’an and

the hadiths.”

In this respect, it is worth noting that Ibn Taymiyya’s loyalty to the
Salaf may appear better in his examination of the conception of consensus
(i/ma’). According to him, the Salaf indisputably has an authority in Islam
because for him, the Companions are the best generation of generations.” He,
in this matter, says that whoever takes into consideration a way of a certain
scholar, jurist, or an ascetic to be better than way of the Companions is wrong,
a heretic and an innovator.” Also, since they do not have an essential

disagreement on their understanding the Qur’an and the hadiths, Ibn Taymiyya

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:379.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 2:80.

Th. Emeril Homerin, “Ibn Taimiya’s al-Stufiyah wa-al-Fuqara,” Arabica 32 2 (1985): 219-244
(238). Al-Matroudi, Conflict or Conciliation, 18; Ibn Taymiyya, “al-sifiya wa-al-fuqara,” is
found in MF, 11:5-24.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 11:15. Also, see Rapoport, “Legal Thought,” 201.
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restricted consensus to the Salaf’s opinions.’® As another reason, it can be said
that after the time of the Salaf, there is no real consensus among Muslim
scholars because later Muslim scholars are numerous and dispersed to a wide
area. Thereby, it is difficult to mention a valid consensus established to which
all the Muslim scholars can attend.”” By doing so, Ibn Taymiyya closes the
door of providing any opinion against the opinions of the Salaf because the

practice of the Companions is a proof in religion.’

Furthermore, it is already clear that for lbn Taymiyya the significance
of opinions of the Salaf is unquestionable. In addition to direct praises of the
Companions, his stance toward them may be understood clearly through his
statements of condemnation and praise for other Muslim scholars. For example,
when Ibn Taymiyya criticizes the Kalam theologians (mutakallimin), he asks
that how can the theologians’ propositions be accepted to be true in terms of the
principles of Islam as long as they do not have a proof from the Book of God,
His messenger’s reports, and opinions of the Companions?’° In addition, when
Ibn Taymiyya praises Ahmad b. Hanbal, he says that Ahmad has almost no

statement contradicted by revelation since Ahmad has well qualified in

Ibn Taymiyya, Mugaddima fi usil al-tafsir, 79-81; 38. Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 20:583.
Rapoport, “Legal Thought,” 205.

Muhammad Al-Atawneh, “Wahhabi Legal Theory As Reflected in Modern Official Saudi
Fatwas: Ijtihad, Taqlid, Sources, and Methodology,” Islamic Law and Society 18 3-4 (2011):
327-355. Also, Ibn Taymiyya, Kitab ma ‘arij al-wusil ila anna usil al-din wa-furii uh qad
bayyanaha al-Rasul (Cairo: al-Matba‘a al-Salafiyya, 1967), 29-30. Rapoport, “Legal Thought,”
204.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 20:304, trans. in Rapoport, “Legal Thought,” 206.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:315.
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knowledge of the Qur’an, the hadith, and opinions of the Companions.?’ These
statements obviously indicate that one of the most important things for Ibn
Taymiyya is compatibility with the opinions of the Salaf in addition to the

Qur’an and the hadiths of the Prophet.

Finally, revelation as the most comprehensive and reliable source of
knowledge is essential in Ibn Taymiyya’s epistemology. The Qur’an includes
what the other revealed books contain, and rational proofs. As for the hadiths of
the Prophet Muhammad, they are necessary in order to conceive truly what
God sent us. The Prophet must be followed because he was given the Qur’an
and he is superior to us by virtue of his special position before God. As for the
Salaf, the first three generations of Muslims, since they had found opportunities
to listen to and observe the Prophet when the Qur’an was revealed to him, they
are considered to be the most reliable and correct authority for understanding
revelational knowledge. Therefore, the hadiths and the views of the Salaf are
recognized as a cornerstone of attaining to the true revelational knowledge in

Ibn Taymiyya’s thought.

8 |bn Taymiyya, Majmi‘ fatawa, 20:229. See Rapoport, “Legal Thought,” 200.
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3.3. The Human Intellect

In this section, the role of the human intellect (‘aql) for acquisition
of knowledge in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching will be examined." As mentioned
in the previous section, Ibn Taymiyya emphasizes the importance of
revelation, the hadiths of the Prophet, and views of the Salaf to acquire true
knowledge. However, following the Qur’an, the Prophet, and the Salaf on
many issues may not prevent some questions provided by philosophical and
theological methods which are based on the human intellect arising. Ibn
Taymiyya takes account of reasoning and consideration (i #ibar) as a third
method for acquisition of knowledge in addition to reports (khabar) and
sense (hiss).? It should be made clear that according to Ibn Taymiyya,
reasoning, definitely, is not forbidden by the Islamic Law (shari'a). He
posits the intellect as integral for acquisition of knowledge. In this regard,
he says that while the intellect is not independent but a faculty placed in the

self (nafs), it is the precondition of knowledge.?

Moreover, the function of the intellect is not only to understand
revelation properly, but also it may develop knowledge to some extent. In
this respect, statements may be offered in order to prove Ibn Taymiyya’s
acceptance for a productive role of the intellect on knowledge. For example,

in his Muqaddima fi usil al-tafsir he says that knowledge is that which is

According to Ibn Taymiyya, the term ‘agl means an atom (jawhar) in Greek philosophy.
But, for Muslims it means the human intellect through which the human being
contemplates. 1bn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 11:231.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 7:324. In this context, even though “sense” seems to be distinct from
the intellect, they must be interconnected because only the intellect can give a meaning to
what sense organs see, hear, taste, smell, and feel.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii* fatawa, 3:338-9. Also, see Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on
Islam, 6.
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transmitted from an innocent (ma ‘sizm) or a statement to which there is
well-known evidence (dalil al-ma lim).* So, knowledge can be generated
and evaluated through the human intellect. According to this statement, it
may be said that the human intellect has a capacity to produce knowledge as

well as affirmation or negation of knowledge as well.

After these explanations, this section will continue with some details
in order to make clear Ibn Taymiyya’s approach to the human intellect
which is a fundamental tool of theology and philosophy to which he has
enormous objections. His objections are not to these sciences themselves;
but to their way of using the intellect. Therefore, Ibn Taymiyya’s approach
to the intellect may be examined by classifying the problems as criticism of
theology, criticism of philosophy, cooperation of the intellect and
revelation, and the relationship between the intellect and the natural
constitution of the human being (fisra). | attempt to look at the problem
from the different aspects, but the core is the same, that is, how Ibn
Taymiyya considered the intellect for acquisition of knowledge and what he

thinks of the relationship between the intellect and revelation.
3.3.1. Criticism of Theology (The Kalam)

Ibn Taymiyya’s criticism against the theologians (mutakallimiin)

through various elaborated arguments is significant in terms of showing his

Ibn Taymiyya, Mugaddima fi usil al-tafsir, 33, trans. in Saleh, “Foundations of Qur’anic
Exegesis,” 126. In this work, Saleh identifies the proof as “logical.” Also, he affirms that
for Ibn Taymiyya there are two kinds of the knowledge: Divine and rational knowledge. It
is worth noting that Ibn Taymiyya in different place categorizes knowledge as that which is
known by revelational or traditional proofs (adilla al-sam ‘iyya), that which is not known
by rational proofs (adilla al- ‘agliyya), and that which is known by both revelational and
rational proofs.lbn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 13:137-138.
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attitude toward the human intellect. The underlying reason of his criticism,
according to Fazlur Rahman, is a proposition that the science of Kalam
theology has not been based on the Qur’an and the hadiths, especially after
3" century.® The science of Islamic theology has been known through
several names such as usil al-din (the principles of religion), al-figh al-
akbar (the greatest understanding), ‘ilm al-taw#hid (science of the oneness),
and ‘ilm al-dhat wa’l-sifat (science of the essence and the attributes) while
Ibn Taymiyya does not accept some of the above names, especially the
principles of religion (usi/ al-din) since theology does not make use of the

evidences from the Qur’an, the hadith, and the Companions.6

His criticism of theology, in fact, is a result of the unsound
methodology of the theologians. In other words, the theologians separate the
principles of religion (usi/ al-din) into rational (‘agli) and scriptural
(sam 7). According to this separation, the rational statements are not known
or explained by revelation.” For the theologians, the proofs, also, are
divided into two categories: rational and scriptural. On the contrary, for Ibn

Taymiyya, the proofs can be classified as religious and non-religious which

Fazlur Rahman, Revival and Reform in Islam: A Study of Islamic Fundamentalism (Oxford:
Oneworld, 2000), 134.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:315. Ibn Taymiyya criticizes the Kalam theologians who without
having referred to the Qur’an, the hadith, and the opinions of the Companions dictate their
claims as the principles of religion. See, Yahya Michot, “From Al-Ma’min to Ibn Sab‘In
via Avicenna: Ibn Taymiyya’s Historiography of Falsafa,” in Islamic Philosophy, Science,
Culture, and Religion, ed. Felicitas Opwis and David Reisman, (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 463.
Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:199.
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are the proofs based on innovation rather than the real sources of the

religion such as the Qur’an and the hadiths of the Prophet.8

Their incorrect method of utilizing from the human intellect through
classifying the arguments as scriptural and rational leads them to a
distinction of the principles of religion (usi/ al-din) and the principles of
jurisprudence (usz! al-figh) as well. Traces of this approach may be seen on
the separation of faith (iman) and practice (‘amal). On the contrary, lbn
Taymiyya has a special doctrine in this matter: theological figh
(jurisprudence).® According to Hoover, in this view there is no difference
between the theological realities and the principles of law and ethics. In
other words, the knowledge of God’s attributes is not different from the
knowledge of the practical duties of Islam. lbn Taymiyya emphasizes the
mistake of the well-known distinction between principle (us:/) and branch
(fura ) as they are seen in Islamic theology and jurisprudence. For him,
there is no any difference between knowing the obligation of God’s
commands and prohibitions which are the practical issues and knowing that
God has the attributes of perfection which are the theological issues. Thus,

he does not accept such a distinction at all.*

Ibn Taymiyya continues to outline some mistakes of the theologians
which arise not only from their misunderstandings but also from their

methodological unsoundness. For instance, when two proofs seem to be

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:198-200. While Ibn Taymiyya refers to the term al-adilla al-
shar iyya (religious proofs) to express rational and scriptural proofs together, he refers to
the term al-bid ‘a in order to express the non-religious statements.

Jon Hoover in his book elaborates in detail Ibn Taymiyya’s view concerning this matter.
See Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 19-69.

0 \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 6:56-7. Also, see Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 24.
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contradictory, either both of them are certain (qas7) which is impossible
because two opposite proofs cannot be true and certain at the same time
since the certain proof denies any statement which is against the proof itself,
or one of them is certain and the other is conjectural (zanni) even though
both of them seem to be certain. At this time, the one which is nearer to
certainty should be preferred according to all of the intelligent people since
the conjectural proofs cannot be preferred instead of the certain proofs.™
Therefore, it may be said that the theologians’ claim that arguments are
classified as scriptural and rational is not so acceptable because the
important point for Ibn Taymiyya is certainty of the proofs and statements
rather than whether the proofs are scriptural or rational. It means that the
unsound method of the theologians leads them to an unsound establishment

and categorization of the proofs.

In another criticism of the Kalam theologians, Ibn Taymiyya focuses
on some of the terms used by the theologians frequently. For him, when the
theologians explain their arguments in order to prove the existence of God,
His power and will, and creation of possible things, they use the terms such
as substance (jawhar), matter (jism), and accident (‘arad) which are not
appropriate terms to explain the subjects from the religious perspective
because these terms are not found in the revelational sources of religion.*?
For example, when the theologians attempt to prove the existence of God,

which is one of the essential matters in Islamic theology, they, according to

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:79, trans. in Ozervarl, “Rational Theology of Ibn Taymiyya,” 86-
87.
Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:45.
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Ibn Taymiyya, generally resort to the cosmological argument (dalil al-
huduth). This argument is based precisely on some of the terms such as
substance (jawhar), matter (jism), accident ( ‘arad), and space (hayz) that do
not exist in the real world, but exist in the mind only. However, God in the
Qur’an always points to the real stages of the creation of human beings and
contemplation of nature which is the concrete world itself in order to

declare His existence.™

Criticism of Kalam theology in Ibn Taymiyya is not limited to these
points. He mentions a contradiction occurred among the theologians. He
says that while the theologians themselves separate arguments into
scriptural and rational, how can they claim infidelity (kufr) for one who
opposes their opinions which can be known through the intellect? In the
religion, there is no statement in which those who reject some of the rational
arguments are called infidels. Only those who reject what the Prophet
delivered to us can be accused with infidelity; this kind of approach of the
theologians is inconsistent and contradictory according to Ibn Taymiyya.'*
If a statement is based on the rational proofs only, its rejection cannot cause
infidelity because the term infidelity belongs to the scriptural domain. In
this case, if a distinction between scriptural and rational arguments is

affirmed, the result of an objection to a rational argument can be expressed

with a term like ignorance or narrow-mindedness rather than infidelity.

B3 \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 16:270-272.
¥ |bn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:242, trans. in Ozervarli, “Rational Theology of Ibn Taymiyya,” 83.
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As another example of the Kalam theologians’ mistakes, their
misinterpretations of some anthropomorphic verses of the Qur’an may be
given. For example, he mentions the matter of God’s sitting on the Throne
(istawa) and His knowledge ( ilm). Neither the former is used by Arabs, for
him, to express specifically man’s sitting on a seat nor the latter, knowledge
(‘ilm) is used specifically to explain what man has in his mind and heart as
necessary or acquired.'® In this respect, Ibn Taymiyya claims that even if
the theologians affirm some of the divine names and attributes such as life,
knowledge, power speech, hearing, and seeing, they do not comprehend, for
example, what the oneness of God is (tawkid) correctly.'® Therefore, Ibn
Taymiyya criticizes again the theologians by pointing out their
misunderstanding and misusage of Qur’anic terminology. As a result of this
misunderstanding, they consider the verse to be ambiguous (mutashabih).*’
A further step of this kind of misguided method is to accept the method of
interpretation (ta 'wil) which by ignoring the outer meaning of the text
causes a distortion (takrif) on the meaning of revelation. According to 1bn
Taymiyya, this method is adopted by many Kalam theologians who

constituted their schools of thought on such a weak base.*®

Briefly, when Ibn Taymiyya’s statements about theology are
examined, it should be noted that Ibn Taymiyya is not against the intellect

as a tool of knowledge, but he is against the method of theologians, which is

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 33:185,

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 3:294. See Michot, “Ibn Taymiyya’s Historiography of Falsafa,”
470.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:77.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:12-15.
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based on the intellect only, and the categorization made by the theologians
into rational and scriptural proofs. It is obvious that even though lbn
Taymiyya criticizes some Ash‘ari theologians such as al-Ghazali, who
could not attain the prophetic heritage because he inherited some doubts
from theology, his main objection is directed toward especially Mu‘tazilis
and Ash‘aris rather than all of the theologians.® On rejection of the
theological arguments and method, Ibn Taymiyya follows the way of the
Salaf, people of the hadith (ahl al-hadith) especially Hanbalis, and the
Imams of the Islamic legal schools (madhhab). In this regard, Ibn Taymiyya
refers to some of the words of the Imams like from Imam Shafi‘T whose
judgement on theology is that the theologians be whipped and exposed in
public by announcing that these people, the theologians, left the Book and
the Sunna, but followed theology. Also, Ibn Taymiyya quotes from Imam
Abi Yusuf who says that whoever demands the religion through theology is
an unbeliever (zindig).?° 1t is possible to witness that Ibn Taymiyya’s main
effort is to refute the ideas of some of the theological schools like the

Mu'tazila who are far away from the way of the Qur’an and the people of

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii* fatawa, 4:64. In this respect, Makdisi says, “Ibn Taymiyya’s
conception of the Muslim community may be described by a series of concentric circles
whose common centre is marked by the Qur’an and tradition. Around this common centre
the various schools of theology are located, each of them arranged according to the degree
of its orthodoxy. The sole criterion of orthodoxy is the scripture supported by the
consensus of the Muslim community. In the first circle, inside all the others, the one which
encloses the common centre, we find the Salaf. Then come the ahl al- sunna wa-| hadith
who are follower of the Qur’an and the Tradition of the Prophet. Next come the Sufis. And
after them the ahl al-kalam, proponents of rationalist theology. These latter are divided into
two groups: the ahl al-ithbar [affirmers] and the ahl al-nafy [deniers], also called al-
sifatiyya and al- nufat, respectively. The former is composed of those rationalist
theologians (mutakallimin) who accept the divine attributes; the latter refers to the
theologians who deny the attributes of God. The former [affirmers] are divided into three
groups: the Ash‘arya, the Kullabiya, and the Karramiya, while the second [deniers] are
represented by the Mu‘tazila... Only the Jahmiya are outside the community.” Makdisi,
“Hanbalite Islam,” 257.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 5:261.
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the hadith rather than to discard the human intellect as a whole on acquiring

knowledge.
3.3.2. Criticism of Philosophy

As for criticism of philosophy, Ibn Taymiyya’s main concern is
Aristotelian logic (manyiq) and its effects on Muslim thinkers. The reason
for this concern is that according to Ibn Taymiyya, Aristotle and his
followers are the furthest from the reality concerning theological-
metaphysical issues.?* Moreover, he criticises al-Farabi (d. 950), Avicenna
(d. 1037), and Averroes (d. 1198) due to their involvement in Greek
philosophy and adoption of many opinions of Aristotle and Plato, such as
that reasoning leads people to the solution of metaphysical problems and to

ultimate happiness.®

Certainly, Ibn Taymiyya’s objection to philosophy does not stem
from a prejudged decision.?® It is known that he is very familiar with the
main philosophical ideas and thinkers. At first, he says that he thought that
some philosophical and logical propositions could be true. At the same
time, intelligent people do not need to learn Greek logic; ignorant people

cannot grab anything from it either. Then, he thinks that these propositions

Wael B. Hallag, Ibn Taymiyya Against the Greek Logicians (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1993), xiv; Sobhi Rayan, “Translation and Interpretation in Ibn Taymiyya’s Logical
Definition,” British Journal for the History of Philosophy 19 6 (2011): 1047-1065; lbn
Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 6:301; lbn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:236.

Anke von Kiigelgen, “The Poison of Philosophy: Ibn Taymiyya’s Struggle For and Against
Reason,” in Islamic Theology, Philosophy and Law: Debating Ibn Taymiyya and Ibn
Qayyim al-Jawziyya, ed. Birgit Krawietz and Georges Tamer, (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2013),
256.

For detailed and organized explanations of why Ibn Taymiyya objects philosophy, see
Serajul Haque, “Ibn Taymiyya,” in Islamic Philosophy and Theology: Critical Concepts in
Islamic Thought, ed. lan Richard Netton, 4 vols. (New York: Routledge, 2007), 4:97-121.
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are wrong.** Thereupon, he wrote Al-radd ‘ala al-mantigiyyin® (refutation

of the logicians) and Naqd al-manzig®®(criticism of the logic) in order to
display their incorrect aspects. In this respect, he makes use of the
philosophical arguments to refute the philosophers’ statements. He benefits
mostly from the contradictions occurred among the philosophers

themselves.

On the other hand, since lbn Taymiyya dealt with philosophy so
much, it is said that lbn Taymiyya swallowed the poison of philosophy
although his essential purpose, according to Wael B. Hallag, was to
dissuade Muslims from false statements of philosophy.?” This intensive
occupation with philosophy causes Ibn Taymiyya to be considered by some
scholars to be a philosopher. For example, as Anke von Kiigelgen noted,
Al-Sayyid Sulayman al-Nadwi (d. 1953) sees Ibn Taymiyya as a forerunner
of David Hume (d. 1776) and John Stuart Mill (d. 1873), while Moroccan
scholar Muhammad Yatim (b. 1956) considers Ibn Taymiyya to be one of
the most eminent philosophers in history. Also, some of them interpret Ibn
Taymiyya’s criticisms of philosophy to be a philosophical revolution.”®
Definitely, there may be seen similarities between Ibn Taymiyya and certain

philosophers such as Averroes. Both of them, as George Tamer notes, agree

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 9:82.

Ahmad ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Kitab al-radd ‘ala al-mantiqiyyin, ed. ‘Abd al-
Samad Sharaf al-Din al-Kutubi, (Lahore: Idarat al-tarjuman al-sunna), 1976.

Ahmad ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Nagd al-Mantiq, ed. Shaykh Muhammad Ibn
‘Abd al-Razzaq Hamza, (Cairo: Matba‘a al-sunna al-Muhammadiyya, 1951). In lbn
Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 4:1-190 and 9:5-81.

Shams al-Din al-Dhahabi, al-Nasika al-dhahabiyya li-lbn Taymiyya. Muhammad Zahid al-
Kawthari, (Damascus: 1928-1929), 33. Also, Kiigelgen, “Poison of Philosophy,” 257 and
Yahya Michot, “Ibn Taymiyya’s Commentary on the Creed of al-Hallaj,” in Sufism and
Theology, ed. Ayman Shihadeh, (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2007), 123.
Hallag, Greek Logicians, L.

Kiigelgen, “Poison of Philosophy,” 283.
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on many issues of theology such as criticism of the syllogism of Kalam
theology, the rejection of creation of the world in time, and criticism against

the Ash‘aris’ rejection of causes other than God.”

However, applying some philosophical arguments against the
philosophers does not make him a philosopher because, despite all these
similarities, Ibn Taymiyya is fundamentally against arguments of
philosophy. For example, since the philosophers consider God to be
something among existent beings, when they attempt to prove the existence
of God, they depart from other existent beings toward God. Eventually, as
Jon Hoover noted when he discusses Ibn Taymiyya’s view of God’s
perfection, Ibn Taymiyya’s method on this matter places him closer to the

philosophers, but it does not mean Ibn Taymiyya is a philosopher.*

Now, | will focus on particularly on some reasons why Ibn
Taymiyya is against philosophy. Primarily, according to him, while
philosophers do not agree with each other even on the same matters, they
claim that rational argumentation leads people to truth and certainty. He
asks which truth is acceptable when each one of the philosophers reaches
different results. For example, even though definitions (kadd) are very
significant in the Aristotelian logic, the logicians could not establish yet a
definition which is acceptable for everyone and encompassing all of their

criterion. Even though the definition of a human being as “a being who is

Tamer, “The Curse of Philosophy: Ibn Taymiyya as a Philosopher in Contemporary
Islamic Thought,” 344-348.

Jon Hoover, “Perpetual Creativity in the Perfection of God: Ibn Taymiyya’s Hadith
Commentary on God’s Creation of This World,” Journal Of Islamic Studies 15 3 (2004):
287-329 (295).
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capable of speaking” is famous, there is no agreement on it.** Thus, Ibn
Taymiyya warns Muslims about the dangers of logic which is far away from
truth while he notes that philosophers are more knowledgeable than

theologians in the fields of the nature, physics, and mathematic.

While Ibn Taymiyya struggles to display the dangers and mistakes
of philosophy and logic, he is wary and careful on the classification of
philosophical ideas and thinkers. He says in his Minhaj al-Sunna that
philosophy cannot be rejected or affirmed completely on account of the fact
that there is no answer agreed by philosophers concerning theology,
resurrection, prophecy, law, natural sciences, mathematic, and even logic on
the one hand.*® On the other hand, he says that whatever they agree on are
some rational and perceptible realities which are not denied by any person
because these realities are observable by all people. And, whoever claims
that philosophers agree on a matter does not know anything about them,
their schools of thought, and their differences. Looking at the approaches of
the followers of Aristotle, who are Themistius (d. 387), Alexander of
Aphrodisias, Proclus (d. 485), al-Farabi (d. 950), Ibn Sina (d. 1037),
Suhrawardi al-maqtal (d. 1191), Ibn Rushd (d. 1198), and Abu al-Barakat
(d. 1165), is sufficient in order to understand the differences of

philosophers.*

Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Kitab al-radd ‘ald al-mantigiyyin. Ed. ‘Abd al-
Samad Sharaf al-Din al-Kutubi, (Beirut: Muassasa al-rayan, 2005), 50-53. See Ozervarl,
Keldmcilara Elestirisi, 108.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhdaj, 1:359; 3:287.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhdaj, 1:357; 1bn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:193.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:357-358. See Ozervarl, Keldmcilara Elestirisi, 17.
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This irreconcilable nature of the philosophers is an important
argument for Ibn Taymiyya when he refutes their ideas. He, also, has some
other objections to the philosophers’ approaches to theological issues. For
example, on the matter of the relationship between the divine attributes and
the Essence of God (dhat), he does not accept the possibility of imagining
separation between the attributes and the essence because for him, a being
qualified with knowing, seeing, hearing, speaking, and power is definitely
more perfect than a being which is not qualified with these attributes.*®
Upon this, he claims that in order to affirm the perfectness of God, His
essence should be contemplated together with these attributes. Otherwise, as
philosophers claim, the attributes would make God perfect. For him, when
one talks about the essence, he already talks about these attributes because
the attributes subsist in the essence. Therefore, he says, thinking about
God’s essence without attending to the attributes, which are essential, is to

think of nothing.*®

In addition, lIbn Taymiyya criticizes philosophers concerning the
origin of creation. According to philosophers like Al-Farabi and Avicenna,
the origin of existent beings is the Necessary Existent, God from which the
First Intellect, the other intellects, and then all existent beings through

emanation come out respectively.>” But, according to Ibn Taymiyya, since

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:95. This issue will be elaborated in the last chapter of the
thesis when | focus on comparison between Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya. As a note, in
this regard Ibn Taymiyya thinks of Ibn al-‘Arabi influenced from the philosophers. Hallag,
Greek Logicians, xi-Xiv.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 6:100.

Herbert A. Davidson, Alfarabi, Avicenna, and Averroes on Intellect: Their Cosmologies,
Theories of the Active Intellect, and Theories of Human Intellect (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1992)13-15; 29-31; 45-46. Jon McGinnis, Avicenna (Oxford: Oxford
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this kind of understanding makes God a passive agent of creation of the
world, it is wrong. God is the active agent of creation; due to His perfection
He creates with wisdom and will, in contrast to the view of the philosophers
that God is a kind of source of the world which emanates from Him without
will.*®® The roots of this kind of ideas in Islamic philosophy are found in
Greek philosophy.* Therefore, Ibn Taymiyya provides objections to Greek
philosophy, logic, metaphysics, and Muslim philosophers who adopted this

kind of philosophy and logic.

Moreover, Ibn Taymiyya classifies Muslim theologians in
accordance with their occupation with philosophy. According to him, the
worst of them are those who are much more than others contaminated with
philosophy. For example, on demonstration of the attributes and the oneness
of God, theologians such as al-Razi (d. 1209) and al-Amidi (d. 1233) who
mixed theology with philosophy are inferior to al-Juwayni (d. 1085); and al-
Juwaynti is inferior to al-Baqillani (d. 1013); and al-Bagqillani is inferior to
al-Ash‘ari (d. 936); and al-Ash‘arT is inferior to Ibn Kullab (d. 855); and Ibn
Kullab is inferior to the imams of the Salaf. In addition, the imams of
Mu'tazila and Ash‘ariya are superior to some of Ash‘aris who are
contaminated with philosophy like al-Razi and al-Amidi; and they are

superior to philosophers like Avicenna; and they are superior to the ancient

University Press, 2010), 203-205. Netton, 4llah Transcendent: Studies in the Structure and
Semiotics of Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Cosmology, 114-135; 162-174.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 8:137-145. Hamid Fahmy Zarkasyi, “Ibn Taymiyyah’s Critique of
Aristotelian Metaphysics,” Afkar: Journal of ‘Aqgidah and Islamic Thought 11 (2010): 167-
190

Richard Walzer, “Platonism in Islamic Philosophy,” in Islamic Philosophy and Theology:
Critical Concepts in Islamic Thought, ed. lan Richard Netton, 4 vols. (New York:
Routledge, 2007), 1:160-174. Walzer, “Islamic Philosophy,” 1:108-133.
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(qudama’) philosophers like Aristotle.** Absolutely, al-Ghazali (d. 1111)
may be taken as standing at the bottom of this ranking because, although he
wrote many treatises and books in order to refute philosophy, his works
were very influential in spreading philosophical conceptions and

terminology of logic in the religious sciences.**

Briefly, in Ibn Taymiyya’s works, it is possible to find many
judgments about the inconsistency, deficiency, and mistakes of philosophy
and logic, and its incapacity for reaching truth. He says that Greek
philosophers and their followers who consider God to be a condition for the
universe are ignorant of theological issues such as the oneness of God, His
names and attributes, the creation of the universe, and prophecy.* However,
as it will be seen below, Ibn Taymiyya’s objections are for the misusage of
the intellect in philosophy. Thus, even if some scholars like A. J. Arberry
who denounce Ibn Taymiyya as an opponent of rational thinking, it is not so

acceptable in this respect.®?

It is helpful to remember that Ibn al-‘Arabi, like Ibn Taymiyya,
objects to wrong methods of the philosophers and Kalam theologians.
Especially on the matter of the divine names and attributes, according to

both Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya, the misusing of the human intellect

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 3:293-295.

Ozervarli, Keldmcilara Elestirisi, 52. 1bn Taymiyya, Al-radd, 56.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 3:283-9. See Michot, “Ibn Taymiyya’s Historiography of Falsafa,”
466-7.

Arberry, Revelation and Reason in Islam, 69.
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leads the rational thinkers to various assumptions about God such as

corporealism (¢ajsim) and denudation of God’s attributes (7a il).**
3.3.3. The Intellect and Revelation

Up to this point I have focused on reasons why Ibn Taymiyya is
against theology and philosophy. Now, | will examine the relationship
between the human intellect and revelation since lbn Taymiyya pays
considerable attention to this point. This subject may be approached with
two aspects: the superiority between the intellect and revelation and whether
or not they are dependant of each other. As for the first aspect, the theory of
the Universal Law (ganiin al-kulli) of Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (d. 1209) is very
important on the subject of the relationship between the intellect and the
revelation. Ibn Taymiyya explains what he understands from the universal

law of al-Razi by saying

If scriptural and rational indications, or revelation and reason, or the
obvious outward meaning of the revealed texts and the definitive
conclusions of rational thought - or other such ways of phrasing it -
are in conflict, then either: (1) they must both be accepted, which is
impossible as this would violate the Law of Non-Contradiction
[claiming both p and -p]; (2) they must both be rejected, which is also
impossible as this would violate the Law of the Excluded Middle
[claiming neither p nor -p]; (3) precedence must be given to
revelation, which is impossible since revelation is grounded in reason,
such that if we were to give priority to the former over the latter [that

is, to revelation over reason], this would amount to a rejection of both

* Jan Almond, “The Shackles of Reason: Sufi/Deconstructive Opposition to Rational
Thought,” Philosophy East and West 53 1 (2003): 22-38 (23-25). See Muhyt al-Din Ibn al-
‘Arabi, Shajarat al-Kawn, translated by Arthur Jeffery (Lahore: Aziz, 1980), 88-89.
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reason and [by extension] that which is grounded by reason [i.e.,
revelation]. One must, therefore, (4) give precedence to reason over
revelation, then either make figurative interpretation of scripture
(ta 'wil) [to accord with reason], or negate the apparent meaning of
scripture but refrain from assigning to it a definite, particular

metaphorical meaning (tafiid).*

As for Ibn Taymiyya’s position, he does not admit this kind of separation
between the human intellect and revelation. According to this separation, a
conflict or inconsistency between the intellect and revelation would be
possible. It would also be possible to imagine a statement which may be
valid for the intellect while invalid for revelation. Or revelation would
contain something which is not acceptable to the intellect. On the contrary,
for Ibn Taymiyya the intellect and revelation are compatible with each other
absolutely. Ibn Taymiyya, in this regard mentions two kinds of Qur’anic
indications (dalala). The first is God’s trustworthy message and the second
is the Qur’an’s parables and its explanations of rational proofs. The second
one is both revelational and rational (dalala shar‘iyya ‘aqliyya) because
they are revealed in the Qur’an and known through the human intellect.*® It
is clear that lbn Taymiyya does not separate the intellect and rational

arguments from revelation. He considers the intellect to be a part of

revelational knowledge. He suggests that the Qur’an should be considered

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:4, trans. in EI-Tobgui, “Reconstitution of Rationality,” 132. Also,
see Binyamin Abrahamov, “Ibn Taymiyya on the Agreement of Reason with Tradition,”
The Muslim World 82 3-4 (1992): 256-273 (257). | quote this passage not because in order
to elaborate al-Razi’s thought here but because it is a good summary of the conflict
between the intellect and the revelation. For a general approach of al-Razi to the subject of
the intellect and the revelation, see Tariq Jaffer, “Mu tazilite Aspects of Fakhr al-Din al-
Razi’s Thought,” Arabica 59 (2012): 510-535.

Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Rasa il wa-fatawa shaykh al-islam. Muhammad

Rashid Rida, (Cairo: 1992), 2:45, trans. in Abrahamov, Islamic Theology, 51.
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to be not only an essential resource of religious knowledge but also as a

source of rational proofs.*’

Furthermore, al-Razi’s universal law (ganiin al-kulli) not only gives
precedence to the intellect over revelation but also restricts revelation into
the limits of the human intellect. This is another reason why Ibn Taymiyya
refutes the rule. It should be remembered that for Ibn Taymiyya, revelation
including the hadiths of the Prophet contains rational argumentations, so
revelation is not opposed to the intellect at all.*® Rather, according to lbn
Taymiyya, the Salaf and their followers knew that the rational and
revelational proofs entailed each other while the revelational knowledge
such as the existence of God, His names and attributes, and His commands
and prohibitions can be conceived through the human intellect.*® Moreover,
Ibn Taymiyya recognizes the authority of the intellect in the natural
sciences in addition to confirming the truthfulness of transmitted
knowledge. For him, the intellect is a precondition of studying and
understanding sciences. Through the intellect the religious duties can be

carried out in a correct way.>

As for the second aspect, it is the question of whether the intellect

and revelation are independent from each other. This is another central issue

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 19:159.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 19:159-160; Ibn Taymiyya, Al-radd, 427.

Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 31. And see “A Letter of Ibn Taymiyya to Abt 1-Fida’,”
ed. Serajul Haque, in Documenta Islamica Inedita, ed. Johann W. Fiick, 155-161 (Berlin:
Akademie-Verlag, 1952), 159.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 3:338.
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in Islamic philosophy and theology.®® Ibn Taymiyya is very careful on the
distinction between the intellect and revelation. He says that revelation, the
Qur’an, is full of the rational proofs and certain evidences.® From this
perspective the intellect is that which can work within the area of revelation.
Also, for him, while the preference of the scriptural or traditional arguments
over rational ones is sound, the preference of rational arguments over the

traditional ones is impossible and unsound.>®

Along with Ibn Taymiyya’s statements about the relationship
between the intellect and revelation, his position on this matter has been
interpreted in different ways by scholars. For example, according to
Binyamin Abrahamov, in Ibn Taymiyya’s thought, the intellect is an organ
dependent on revelation.® It means that the intellect on the theological
issues cannot generate a new idea because it is limited and can only work
within the boundaries of revelation. In this case, the function of the intellect
is only to understand and confirm the revelational information. On this
point, Jon Hoover draws attention to Abrahamov’s updated opinion.”
According to this opinion, Abrahamov suggests that for Ibn Taymiyya the
human intellect is an organ independent from revelation, which allows the
intellect to generate some new theological opinions in addition to
confirming the revelational statements. Nevertheless, the rational statements

provided by the intellect can be valuable only so long as they accord with

A. S. Tritton, “Reason and Revelation,” in Islamic Philosophy and Theology: Critical
Concepts in Islamic Thought, ed. lan Richard Netton, 4 vols. (New York: Routledge,
2007), 2:5-15.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 13:137.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:191, trans. in Abrahamov, “Reason with Tradition,” 259.
Abrahamov, “Reason with Tradition,” 271-272.

Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 29-30.
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revelation.”® According to this second opinion, Abrahamov confirms the
independent status of the human intellect. Furthermore, Hoover mentions
another interpretation of the position of lbn Taymiyya provided by Yahya
Michot. It is that even though the intellect and revelation are separate from
each other, they come together because something that contradicts

revelation is not in the circle of rationality.>’

On the other hand, for M. Sait Ozervarli, in Ibn Taymiyya’s thought,
there is not a separate area for the intellect which should be internalized
within the revelational field. He suggests that Ibn Taymiyya defends a kind
of rationality which is based on the Qur’an and the hadiths. This method
also is sound according to the leaders of the Salaf who, unlike al-Razi’s
philosophical method, did not need to separate the intellect and revelation.
They considered the intellect to be a tool working within the boundaries of
revelation.>® Also, Carl EI-Tobgui in his thesis states that according to Ibn
Taymiyya, the revelational information can be confirmed by the intellect
alone.* It is understood that it is not easy to determine the exact position of
the intellect across the revelational knowledge. But, it is clear that the

intellect is an important tool alongside revelation.

Ibn Taymiyya tries keeping his middle position between revelation
and the intellect. According to his judgement, if a commentary on the

Qur’an (fafsir) is based on the intellect only without referring to the Qur’an,

Abrahamov, Islamic Theology, 51.

Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 30. For the original version of the book, see Jean R.
Michot, Ibn Taymiyya: Lettre a Abi I-Fida’ (Louvain-la-Neuve: Université Catholique de
Louvain, Institut Orientaliste, 1994), 18.

Ozervarh, Kelamcilara Elestirisi, 82. Also, see lbn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 16:471.
El-Tobgui, “Reconstitution of Rationality,” 161.
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the Prophet’s hadiths, and the Companions’ opinions, it is forbidden for
Muslims.®® He suggests that in order to write a commentary on the Qur’an,
Muslim scholars must resort to Qur’an along with the hadiths. Also, even
though there are some objections to its authenticity, he refers to the hadith
report, “Whoever talks about the Qur’an merely on the basis of his intellect
is a sinner, even if what he says is correct.”® In this regard, it may be said
that in Ibn Taymiyya’s thought, the intellect and rational arguments are not

sufficient means to talk about the Qur’an.

It is clear that Ibn Taymiyya is anxious about using rational
arguments for establishing the principles of religion not because he is
against reasoning but because he thinks that the Prophet clearly explained
what is obligatory to know about God, His oneness, and His attributes.® If
Ibn Taymiyya were against benefitting from the intellect for the acquisition
of knowledge and if he were underestimating the intellect, he would not call
philosophers and theologians, who mixed philosophy with theology,
deficient and incapable of understanding the rational proofs about which
God mentioned in His book.®® His objections would be meaningless.
Instead, rational proofs are valuable as long as they are compatible with the

Qur’an.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 13:370.

Abt Dawud, Sunan, Kitab al-‘ilm, 12. The grade of this report is weak (da 7). Also, see
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi * fatawa, 13:370, quoted in Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on
Islam, 22.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmu ‘ fatawa, 7:286. Ibn Taymiyya considers what the Prophet brought as
revelation to be more perfect and reliable while he affirms that God’s oneness, His
existence, and His some attributes cannot be known by means of the intellect. lbn
Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 13:138.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 3:288. “Innahum qassari fi ma ‘rifati al-adillati al- ‘aqliyyati
dhakarahd allahu fi kitabiht.”
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In this respect, it is worth mentioning that Ibn Taymiyya highlights
the conception of the uncontaminated intellect (sarih ‘agl) which may be
considered to be a precondition of the consistency of the intellect and
revelation. According to Ibn Taymiyya, the authentic text of the revelation
(nusas al-thabita) brought by the Prophet cannot contradict what is put
forward by the intellect explicitly, but it contradicts that which contains
confusions, doubt, and uncertainty.®* Moreover, when Ibn Taymiyya
criticizes theologians claiming that their statements oppose both the
authentic revelation (sakih mangiil) and the evident rational inferences
(sarth ma ‘qul), he attempts to prove the cooperation of the uncontaminated

intellect and revelation.®®

Ibn Taymiyya on this matter has a special argument which is based
on a presupposition. That is, if the intellect affirms what the Prophet
brought, it is considered to be an uncontaminated intellect. When Ibn
Taymiyya comes up with such an outcome, he both restricts the intellect to
revelation and ignores outright any rational argumentation which is not
supported by revelation explicitly. In this regard, he says that the intellect
has proved the correctness of revelation brought by the Prophet because the
message absolutely corresponds with the uncontaminated intellect.® In this
case, if the intellect did not prove something from revelation, it means that

the intellect is impure. Eventually, for Ibn Taymiyya, the interaction

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:155.

For this issue, see Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 5:172; 6:525, 580; 7:665; 10:475; 12:47,
80, 229; 16:463; 18:240. Also, Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 20.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:138, 170; 9:67.
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between revelation and the intellect depends mostly on an affirmation of

revelation by the human intellect.
3.3.4. Natural Constitution of Human Beings (fizra)

As the last part of this section, the natural constitution (fizra) in Ibn
Taymiyya’s epistemology will be examined briefly. The natural constitution
(fizra), which is based on the root (f-z-r) literally means creation. It may be
translated into English with different terms such as natural constitution,
inborn human nature, primordial nature, natural tendency, and natural
intelligence.67 The term fifra has a basis in the Qur’an and the hadith.
According to the verse, “So direct your face toward the religion, inclining to
truth. [Adhere to] the fisra of God upon which He has created [all] people.
No change should there be in the creation of God. That is the correct
religion, but most of the people do not know” (Q, 30:30). It is obvious that
God created human beings according to His nature. Also, in the famous
hadith of the natural constitution (fizra), the Prophet says “No child is born
except on al-fifra and then his parents make him Jewish, Christian or

Magian (ma min mawlidin yiladu illd ‘ala al-fifrati)...”®

Ozervarli, “Rational Theology of Ibn Taymiyya,” 91; Livnat Holtzman, “Human Choice,
Divine Guidance and the ‘Fitra’ Tradition: The Use of Hadith in Theological Treatises by
Ibn Taymiyya and Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya,” in lbn Taymiyya and His Times, ed. Yossef
Rapoport and Shahab Ahmad, (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2010), 167; Yahya
Michot, Against Extremisms (Beirut: Albouraq Editions, 2012), 116-117; Ozervarli,
“Divine Wisdom,” 45-46.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 6:67 and 7:426. Bukhari, Sahih, Kitab al-Jana’iz, no: 122, Abi
Dawud, Sunan, Kitab al-Sunna, no: 119, Tirmidhi, Jami * al-Tirmidhi, Kitab al-Qadar, no:
2287. 1t should be noted that there is no a consensus on both the meaning and the text of
this hadith report even though it is graded authentic (sakik). Although in the reports found
in BukharT and Abti Dawid the term fifra is used, the term is translated into English as
‘true faith’ and ‘Islam.” As for Tirmidhi, in this report instead of the term ‘fifra’ the term
‘milla’ (religion) is used.
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For Ibn Taymiyya, the natural constitution in the hadith refers to the
religion of Islam, even if indirectly. Even though there is no Islam for a
child when he is born, the child is created with a nature corresponding to
Islam because of the primordial covenant between God and the souls of
human beings as stated in the verse “[The Lord says] Am I not your Lord?
They said, yes, we have testified” (Q, 7:172). In fact, Ibn Taymiyya clarifies
that the term Islam means accepting the testimony, “There is no god but

GOd.”69

Concerning the meaning of fisra, there are various understandings
among those who study Ibn Taymiyya. For Ozervarli, the term fisra
indicates the pure, clean, and uncorrupted nature of human beings created
by God. This nature has a potentiality to develop and change in time.”® As
for A. Hakim Ajhar’s view, the natural constitution does not mean the
religion of Islam nor a pure or empty nature. The natural constitution is a
readiness for knowledge. It means, as Ajhar points out, a capacity or
potentiality in the human being toward seeking for true knowledge.
Therefore, the hadith indicates this potentiality of having or seeking for
knowledge rather than the religion of Islam specifically.”* However, from
the viewpoint of Ibn Taymiyya, it is said that if there is a possibility that the
natural constitution in the hadith referred to any religion or faith other than

Islam, in the hadith it would be necessary to count Islam along with Jews,

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 4:245-7 and lbn Taymiyya, Dar’, 8:383.

Ozervarly, Keldmcilara Elestirisi, 133.

A. Hakim Ajhar, “The Forgotten Rational Thinking in the Hanbalite Thought With Special
Reference to Ibn Taymiyya,” Journal of Arabic and Islamic Studies 14 (2014): 137-154
(142).
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Christians, and Magians.”® Therefore, even if the term refers to a pure and
clean nature or a power inclined toward true knowledge, it is Islam because
the sound nature of human beings inherently head toward Islam according

to Ibn Taymiyya.”

Furthermore, Livnat Holtzman approaches the subject of the natural
constitution from a perspective in which the central points are whether the
term fifra is an inborn tendency toward monotheism in general or
specifically toward Islam and the role of the natural constitution on the
predetermined happiness or misery of human beings. According to
Holtzman, Ibn Taymiyya with reference to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal connects
predetermination to the natural constitution indirectly by saying that “God is
the one who predetermined and ordained misery and happiness.”’* Ibn
Taymiyya also affirms that while Ibn Hanbal’s view that fifra means misery
and happiness is correct, this view does not contradict that fizra equals
Islam. It is because, as Holtzman says, misery and happiness depend on

rejection or acceptance of Islam, respectively.”

As for Hoover and Kiigelgen, their effort intensifies generally on the
relationship of the natural constitution (fizra) and the intellect (‘agl). Even if
the human choice as the opposition of predetermination is relevant to a kind
of rational activity, focusing on the relation between the natural constitution

and the human intellect directly is more appropriate for the aim of this

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 8:444.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 8:371-372; 455-456.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 8:361, trans. in Holtzman, “‘Fitra’ Tradition,” 168.
Holtzman, “‘Fitra’ Tradition,” 169.
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section. Therefore, my effort is not about whether or not the natural

constitution means the religion of Islam.

The relationship between the natural constitution and the intellect
has a significant role for acquisition of knowledge. When Hoover discusses
the relationship, he says that Ibn Taymiyya sometimes uses the natural
constitution and the intellect as parallel to each other. Moreover, two
possible statements may be offered about the relationship: the intellect is the
basis of the natural constitution and the natural constitution is the basis of
the intellect.”® In this sense, Kiigelgen’s approach to this matter is
compatible with Hoover’s statement that rational knowledge is based on the
sound and healthy natural constitution (fizra).”” For Hoover, according to
Ibn Taymiyya, the intellect and the natural constitution on the one hand and
the Law and prophecy on the other hand affirm the existence of God.”® In
this point, it should be remembered that the intellect apart from revelation
can know the existence of God. As a note, according to Ozervarli, while the
natural constitution as a means of realizing or knowing the existence of God
is not used by most of theologians, who generally focus on cosmological
arguments (hudiith) and design arguments (nizam), along with a few
theologians like al-Ghazali (d. 1111) Ibn Taymiyya by constructing the
concept of fisra as an alternative to the Kalam cosmological argument is

concerned with the natural constitution of human beings.”

Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 39.
Kiigelgen, “Poison of Philosophy,” 299.
Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 46.
Ozervarl, “Divine Wisdom,” 47-48.
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One of the most important points concerning the subject of the
natural constitution is whether or not its nature is corrupted. According to
Ibn Taymiyya, human beings are created by God with a good nature which
may be corrupted by Satan later on. In this respect, he says that God has
sent the Prophets in order to restore the corrupted nature of human beings
by displaying sound rational proofs.2’ He also says that what the Prophet
brought and commanded agrees with what is right according to the sound
intellect and the pure hearts (al-qulitb al-salimiyya). Also, what he brought
and commanded agrees with what is the obligation of the natural
constitution of the human being.®* This view is important in terms of
proving the agreement and relation between the intellect, revelation, the
natural constitution, and the heart, all of which have influential somehow on

acquiring knowledge.

It should be noted that 1bn Taymiyya uses the term pure hearts (al-
qulib al-salimiyya) in an interesting way. He considers purifying the soul
and spiritual disciplines to be one of the best ways to reach necessary
knowledge.®? Compatible with this approach, Ovamir Anjum claims that
Ibn Taymiyya’s comprehension of the natural constitution (guided ‘agl) as
an epistemological tool may be compared to al-Ghazali’s conception of
unveiling (kashf-spiritual disclosure).*® This comparison needs a brief

explanation because according to the Qur’an, a guided intellect (‘agl) or

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 9:242.

Ahmad ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Kitab al-nubuwwat, (Beirut: Dar al-qalam), 430,
trans. in Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 44.

Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 43.

Ovamir Anjum, Politics, Law and Community in Islamic Thought: The Taymiyyan Moment
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 228.
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criterion (furgan) is given to believers as a reward for sincere obedience to
the commands and prohibitions of God (Q, 8:29). The natural constitution is
not a result, but it is a beginning, namely, creation. In this case, it may be
said that obedience to and worshipping God is to return to the nature of
human beings; whereby the guided intellect (‘agl) may achieve its
functionality. That is a kind of restoring of the natural constitution.
Therefore, the unveiling of the Sufis, in one respect, may be compared to
the natural constitution of human beings. It means that just as Sufis may
benefit from their hearts as an epistemological tool by means of
remembrance and worshipping God, human beings in general may benefit
from their pure natural constitution by means of observing and obeying the
religious law. The subject of the heart will be examined in the next section

of this chapter.

As for the natural constitution again, if it is not corrupted, it has a
capacity to know something. Indeed, what is known by the natural
constitution is not different than what is called necessary knowledge
(darurt). In this kind of knowledge, just as a baby demands his mother’s
milk with his natural inclination,®* a human being by means of his natural
constitution knows the perfection of God,®® the existence of God, the need
for Creator, basic rules of thought, and likeness and differences of things.%
Moreover, for Ibn Taymiyya, the existence of the possible things takes

people to the existence of the Creator with the assistance of the natural

8 |bn Taymiyya, Dar’, 8:464.
% \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 6:73.
8 Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 40.
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constitution because the principles of the affirmation of the Creator are
placed by God in the hearts of all human beings and genies (jinns).®” The
placing of these principles in the heart is the natural constitution of human
beings because the natural constitution is created in accordance with
accepting God without any proof.®® Furthermore, according to Ibn
Taymiyya, in addition to the knowledge of God’s existence, knowledge of
the truth and its affirmation and what is false and its rejection can be known
by the natural constitution just as human beings naturally can separate the
useful from the harmful.®® In this respect, he says that the natural
constitution naturally accepts whatever is true just as it rejects whatever is

false.%

Consequently, even though the natural constitution is given different
names, it has the capacity for acquisition of some knowledge such as the
knowledge of the existence of God and the knowledge of right and wrong.
Also, since the natural constitution is always in danger of being corrupted
by Satan, the mission of the Prophets and revelations is to remedy the
natural constitution and to disclose knowledge which is placed in human
beings. Eventually, it is possible to say that even though borders cannot be
determined clearly, in Ibn Taymiyya’s mind the sound intellect (sarih ‘aql)
and the uncorrupted natural constitution (fifra salimiyya) are in agreement

with each other on the matter of true knowledge.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 8:482.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 2: 6.

Ibn Taymiyya, Al-radd, 474.

Nurcholish Madjid, “Ibn Taymiyya on Kalam and Falsafa: A Problem of Reason and
Revelation in Islam” (Ph.D thesis, University of Chicago, 1985) 67. Also, Ahmad ibn ‘Abd
al-Haltm Ibn Taymiyya, Nagd al-Manrig, ed. Shaykh Muhammad Ibn ‘Abd al-Razzaq
Hamza, (Cairo: Matba‘a al-sunna al-Muhammadiyya, 1951), 29. Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:62.
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In this section the human intellect as one of the most important
epistemological tools in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching has been examined. Since
the intellect is one of the essential instruments of theology and philosophy,
at first, | focused on Ibn Taymiyya’s criticism of theology and philosophy.
Then, | examined the relationship of the intellect and revelation, and then
the relationship between the intellect and the natural constitution of human
beings (fizra). It is clear that Ibn Taymiyya’s objection is not to the intellect
itself. He criticizes theologians and philosophers because of their unsound
methodology which is based on the intellect. Despite his criticism it is
possible to say that Ibn Taymiyya is not against using the intellect in order
to acquire rational knowledge and to comprehend and confirm what the
revelational knowledge provides.”® Moreover, since revelation, the Qur’an
and the hadiths of the Prophet, contain rational proofs, it may be said that

the intellect is a necessary tool of true knowledge second only to revelation.

1 Briefly, it should be remembered that Ibn Taymiyya is not against the human intellect for
acquiring knowledge while he pursues the consistency between revelation and rational
knowledge. As for what Ibn al-‘Arabi thinks of the intellect, he does not pay considerable
attention to the consistency between revelation and rational knowledge because the
intellect, according to him, already is insufficient in religious issues, especially in the
divine names and attributes.
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3.4. Inspiration (Mystical Way of Knowledge)

The aim of this section is to explain the subject of inspiration
(ilham) as an epistemological tool in addition to revelation and the human
intellect. It should be taken into consideration that just as studying the
human intellect in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching as an epistemological tool
without referring to the sciences of theology and philosophy is an
insufficient method, studying inspiration as another epistemological tool
without referring to Sufism, that is the mystical dimension of Islam,
becomes an insufficient and a weak method also.* Therefore, | organize this
section into two main parts: Sufism and inspiration. These two parts are
related to each other. Focusing on Sufism and inspiration separately will

help us to assess inspiration clearly in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching.
3.4.1. Sufism (tasawwuf)

In this part, the attitude of Ibn Taymiyya toward Sufism will be
examined. It is possible to define Sufism in several ways such as the
mystical dimension of Islam, an Islamic life style based on asceticism
(zuhd) and piety (tagwa), and a kind of belief of some Muslims based on

non-Islamic principles.? lbn Taymiyya approaches Sufism from a very

As Michel Chodkiewicz explains, Sufism, knowledge, and friendship are inseparable.
Therefore, it is a necessity to study these conceptions together in order to look at the
subject broadly. Chodkiewicz, Seal of the Saints, 13.

Memon, Against Popular Religion, 5; 27. Also, John Renard translates from The Book of
Flashes (Kitab al-luma‘) written by Abu Nasr al-Sarraj, that “people are of various
opinions about it [Sufism]. Some praise it excessively and elevate it above its rightful
place; some consider it beyond the limits of rational and scientific investigation. Others
regard it as little more than a pastime, a trifling game for the feeble-minded. Still other
associate it with piety, asceticism, woollen garments, affection in the use of idio-syncratic
jargon, habits of dress, and other such things. Some go so far as to impale the Sufis on the
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broad perspective which contains all of these different definitions. In this
case, it is not correct to say outright that either Ibn Taymiyya is an opponent

of Sufism or a Sufi himself.

Basically, Sufism may be examined through two main distinctions in
Ibn Taymiyya’s mind: early and later Sufism. Early Sufism in general is
based on asceticism and piety in the light of the Qur’an and the Sunna of the
Prophet Muhammad. As for later Sufism, it is divided into two types:
philosophical Sufism which is based on heretical ideas and doctrines of
philosophers and practical Sufism which is based on innovations like Sufi
whirling (sama”), repeating the same words as invocation (dhikr), and
listening to music as a part of worship. Obviously, for Ibn Taymiyya, there
are very explicit differences between the early and the later Sufis’ practices
and ideas. Here, I will focus on philosophical Sufism, practical Sufism, and

the Sufism of Ibn Taymiyya respectively.

At first, what Ibn Taymiyya means by philosophical Sufism may be
seen in different works of scholars as pantheistic, monistic, metaphysical,
and speculative Sufism.? As objections to this kind of Sufism Ibn Taymiyya
wrote particular treatises such as Hagigat madhhab al-ittihadiyyin wa

wahdat al-wujb‘td,4 F1 \btal wahdat al-wujﬁaf,5 and F7 risalatihi ila Nasr al-

gibbet of their own terminology by accusing them of free thinking and doctrinal error.”
Renard, Knowledge of God, 65-66.

Hallag, Greek Logicians, xii. Rom Landau, “The Philosophy of Ibn ‘Arabi,” in Islamic
Philosophy and Theology: Critical Concepts in Islamic Thought, ed. lan Richard Netton, 4
vols. (New York: Routledge, 2007), 4:139. Abul Ela Affifi, The Mystical Philosophy of
Muhyi al-Din Ibnul Arabi (Lahore: Sh. Muhammad Ashraf, 1979). Anna Akasoy,
“Andalusi Exceptionalism: The Example of “Philosophical Sufism” and the Significance of
1212,” Journal of Medieval Iberian Studies 4 1 (2012): 113-117.

Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, “Haqiqat madhhab al-ittihadiyyin wa wahdat al-
wujiad,” in Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 2:134-285, and Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 4:1-101.
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Manbiji.’ While Ibn Taymiyya in many occasions outlines Sufi doctrines
comprehensively, the refutation of doctrine of the oneness of existence
(wakdat al-wujiid) is one of the most famous critiques of philosophical
Sufism. Despite Ibn Taymiyya’s strong and harsh criticism on this subject,
the refutation does not reflect his total idea about Sufism. Ibn Taymiyya’s
opposition to philosophical Sufism focuses on what Ibn al-*Arab1 and his
followers put forward regarding the oneness of existence.” Actually, the
problem is not related directly to Sufism itself, but is specifically related to
the subject of the oneness of existence which is based on some theological
and philosophical propositions. Also, since the doctrine plays an essential
role in philosophical Sufism, predictably 1bn al-‘Arabi, the Greatest Shaykh

(shaykh al-akbar) is one whom lbn Taymiyya criticizes harshly.

Before starting the explanation of the nature of Ibn Taymiyya’s
criticism, even though it is mentioned at the beginning of the thesis, it is
useful to recall that Ibn Taymiyya is neither against lbn al-‘Arabi’s
personality nor all his works totally. Rather, he likes and esteems some
works of Ibn al-‘Arabi. In this respect, he says that when he read some
works of Ibn al-‘Arabi, he was impressed and he esteemed him since he
found many useful and illuminating points in his al-Futihat, Al-Kunh, Al-
Mukkam al-Marbat, Al-Durat al-Fakhira, Matali © al-Nujum and others.®

This statement may indicate both that Ibn Taymiyya is very familiar with

Ibn Taymiyya, “Fi ibtal wahdat al-wujud,” in Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 2:286-361,
and Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 1:61-120.

Ibn Taymiyya, “Fi risalatihi ila Nasr al-Manbiji,” in lbn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 2:452-
479, and Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 1:161-182.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 2:134-285; 2: 286-361.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 2:464, trans. in Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam,
179.
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Ibn al-*Arab1’s works and that Ibn Taymiyya does not reject Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
intellectual capacity and his uncommon deepness. On the other hand, Ibn
Taymiyya claims that Ibn al-‘Arabi in his Fusis al-Hikam exceeds the
limits of the Qur’an and the Sunna. However, Ibn Taymiyya on the issue of
the oneness of existence blames Ibn al-*Arabi for being monist and ignorant
because of his claim that early Sufis like Junayd ibn Muhammad (d. 910),
Sahl ibn ‘Abd Allah al-Tustari (d. 896), and Ibn Ibrahim al-Khawwas (d.
923?), who affirmed the distinction between the Lord and servants, could

not realize what the true oneness of God (taw/id) was.’

As noted above, Ibn Taymiyya’s opposition to Ibn al-‘Arabi’s idea
is due to its monistic basis even though for some scholars Ibn al-‘Arabi is
instead a monotheist."° When 1bn Taymiyya explains the ideas of monists,
he claims that monists do not accept the existence of the Creator in terms of
the act of creation because there is not, in fact, an act of creation due to
shared existence between the Creator and creatures; but there is
emanation.™ In this case, Ibn Taymiyya says that for monists, and hence for
Ibn al-*Arabi, there is simply no difference between worshipping God and

worshipping something other than God.*?

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 13:239.

10 Rustom, “Is Ibn al-‘Arabi’s Ontology Pantheistic?,” (66). On the other hand, for Austin

11
12

who distinguishes pantheism and monism, Ibn al-‘Arabi’s thought may be monism rather
than pantheism even though none of these terms identifies his thought precisely. See
Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 26. As another way there is Husaini’s work in which he calls Ibn
al-‘Arabi’s ideas pantheistic monism. Husaini, Pantheistic Monism, viii. Morris, “Ibn
‘Arabi and His Interpreters Part I: Recent French Translations,” (542-545); Chittick, “Rami
and wahdat al-wujtd,” 88; Chittick, SPK, 79.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 2:466.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 2:467. See, Memon, Against Popular Religion, 40.
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An underlying reason of this accusation is a proposition that Ibn al-
‘Arabit and his followers, according to Ibn Taymiyya, do not distinguish the
mental existent from the corporeal existent, whereby they fell into error on
the oneness of God (tawhid).™® This is relevant to the doctrine of the
oneness of existence (wakdat al-wujiid) because Ibn al-‘Arabi by the term
“the fixed entities” (al-a ‘yan al-thabita) means “the non-existent objects of
God’s knowledge or non-existent possible things.”** Even though Ibn
Taymiyya blames Ibn al-‘Arabi for being monist, he considers him closer to
Islam by separating him from other unificationalists-monists (ittizadiyyiin)
such as al-Tilimsani and Ibn Sab‘In.” In this respect, lbn Taymiyya
criticizes Ibn al-“Arabi and his followers for their misunderstanding of the
oneness of God. For Ibn Taymiyya, the reason of their misunderstanding is
their inability to apprehend the difference between God and creatures. Since
God exists and creatures exist as well, they assume the existence of God is
not different from their existence.'® When Muhammad Memon explains the
reason for Ibn Taymiyya’s criticism against the conception of the fixed
entities (al-a ‘van al-thabita), he describes them as pure non-existents. It
seems that Memon does not take into account the duality of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s

thought and expression because for Ibn al-‘Arabi, as will be explained in the

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 2:470.

Chittick, SPK, 11.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi * fatawa, 2:143. See, Abul Ela Affifi, “Ibn ‘Arabi,” in A History of
Muslim Philosophy: With Short Accounts of Other Disciplines and the Modern
Renaissance in Muslim Lands, ed. Mian Mohammad Sharif, (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz,
1963), 407.

Michel, Jawab al-sahih, 6. Also see Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi‘ fatawa, 2:294, and lbn
Taymiyya, MRM, 4:4.
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next chapter, even if these entities are non-existent in one respect, they

cannot be called absolute non-existents in fact.!’

With respect to Ibn Taymiyya’s objection to Ibn al-"Arab1’s inability
to distinguish God and creatures, the conceptions of the unification of God
with all creatures (ittizad al- ‘amm) and the unification of God with some
specific creatures (ittizad al-khass or hulil- incarnation) need special
attention. Both of these conceptions are different aspects of the doctrine of
the oneness of existence according to Ibn Taymiyya.'® Thus, their meeting
point is the conception of existence (wwjid). The former unification
expresses the oneness of the existence of God and the existence of
creatures. It means that they do not have an existence apart from the

existence of God at all.

As for the unification of God with some specific individuals,
incarnation (hulil), it is also based on the presupposition that the existence
of creatures is taken from the existence of God. Ibn Taymiyya pays
attention to this point since this kind of idea leads people to mistakes on the
subject of the oneness of God (tawhid). According to him, on this matter
Sufis, Shi‘Ts, and some of Christians are very close to each other in
mentality since, for them, God may indwell in some creatures. With a small

exception Ibn Taymiyya separates some Sufis such as Junayd (d. 910) who

Memon, Against Popular Religion, 37.

Michel, Jawab al-sahih, 8. Also, Michel gives place for the subject of the incarnation in the
first chapter of the book and pages 288-297. Also, see Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa,
2:465, 2:286-361, and Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Al-Jawab al-sahih li-man
baddala din al-Masth. ‘All b. Hasan b. Nasir, ‘Abd al-‘Aziz b. Ibrahim al-‘Askar, and
Hamdan b. Muhammad al-Hamdan, 7 vols. (Riyad: Dar al-‘asima li-I-nashr wa al-tawzi",
1999), 3:332-349. For more details, see Ibn Taymiyya, Minhdaj, 5:335-338.
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denies incarnation (hulizl) by demarcating between originated creatures (al-
mufkdath al-makhliig) and the eternal Creator (al-gadim al-khalig)."® On the
other hand, lbn Taymiyya alternatively offers another understanding of
incarnation (hulil) in which the existence of God is not shared with
creatures at all. Instead, incarnation (Auliil) means the remembrance of His
names, worship of Him, love of Him and His light and guidance. This may
be a kind of indwelling of the intellective representation (al-mithal al- ilmi)
as mentioned in the Qur’an (Q, 6:3).% It is obvious that this explanation is
far from what the incarnationalist Sufis understand from the incarnation

(hulul).

It should be noted that there are objections to Ibn Taymiyya’s
understanding of Ibn al-“Arabi. For instance, according to William Chittick,
Ibn Taymiyya did not understand correctly what Ibn al-‘Arabi meant
exactly with the oneness of existence. For Chittick, Ibn Taymiyya’s
objections to Ibn al-‘Arabi and his followers are based on some
presuppositions such as that they have no faith in God and His prophets and
the judgement day.?* Moreover, according to Ibn Taymiyya’s claim, in Ibn
al-‘Arabi’s teaching there is no distinction between the existence of God
and that of creatures.? In this respect, Chittick emphasizes that according to
Ibn al-‘Arabi, the existence of God and the existence of creatures cannot be

identical because there is not already a real existence of creatures apart from

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 5:230-231.

Ibn Taymiyya, Al-Jawab, 3:332. See Michel, Jawab al-sahih, 288. “And He is Allah, [the
only deity] in the heavens and the earth. He knows your secret and what you make public,
and He knows that which you earn.” The Qur’an, 6:3.

Chittick, “Rami and wahdat al-wujtd,” 85.

Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 4:73 and Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:4.
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the existence of God.? It means that Ibn al-‘Arabi denies incarnation clearly
by saying that whoever says the Real indwells in forms is ignorant of both
God and creatures.** It is because there is no form absent from God.
However, since Ibn Taymiyya does not accept a non-existent form of
creatures in reality, he acknowledges creatures with their existence
simultaneously; therefore, it is impossible to mention a kind of unity

between God and corporeal forms.

Eventually, the main reason for the contention between Ibn al-* Arabi
and Ibn Taymiyya is their different approaches to existence. While Ibn al-
‘Arab1 defends the oneness of existence, Ibn Taymiyya explicitly rejects
this claim. Nevertheless, this matter requires elaboration in detail. However,
the purpose of these pages was only to display some of the main points of
philosophical Sufism like the oneness of existence and the unity of God
with creatures to which Ibn Taymiyya objects. Eventually, 1bn Taymiyya,
as Caterina Bori says, blames those who defend incarnation (hulil), the
unity between God and His creatures (ittizad), and deification (ta’alluh) as

heretics (zanadiqa).?

As for practical Sufism, for Ibn Taymiyya, it is neither based on the
Qur’an nor the Sunna of the Prophet Muhammad but stems from ignorance

of the essential sources of Islam. This ignorance, for him, opens the door to

Chittick, “Rumi and wahdat al-wujud,” 86. As a note, according to Abul Ela Affifi, 1bn al-
‘Arabi differs from Hallaj al-Mansiir on the matter of incarnation even though his monistic
theory combines “the Ash‘arT theory of universal substance, Hallaj’s theory of Lahit
(divinity or essence) and Nasat (humanity or form), and the Neoplatonic theory of the
One.” Affifi, Mystical Philosophy, 13-15. Also, see Arnaldez, R. “Lahtat and
Nasit.” Encyclopaedia of Islam, Second Edition. ed. P. Bearman. Brill Online, 2015.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furuhat, 3:376, trans. in Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 56.

Bori, “Ibn Taymiyya wa-Jama‘atuhu,” 27.

194



26

27

28

all innovated ideas and practices so that these innovations (bid ‘a) prevent
Muslims from returning back to the Qur’an and the Sunna. Satan beautifies
these innovated practices for people and he makes the lawful path seem
hateful to them. As a result of performing these innovated practices, the
people go away from the Qur’an and the hadiths of the Prophet. What is

more, they do not like hearing and learning them at all.?®

These innovated practices sometimes may appear to be
excessiveness in an established religious duty and sometimes they appear to
be a new kind of practice such as Sufi whirling (sama‘).>” For him
regardless of whether they are innovated or performed excessively, these
practices are not found in the life of the Salaf.”® When the Companions
witness any excessiveness in a religious matter, they struggle with it by
warning people. For example, Ibn Taymiyya mentions Abt Jahir al-A‘ma
who, because of his extraordinary spiritual feelings and experience, died
when Salih al-Murri recited the Qur’an to him. Also, there were some
people of Basra who lost their consciousness when they heard recitation of
the Qur’an. However, there is not such case among the Companions. In

contrast, when the Companions and the Successors (tabi in) such as Asma’

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 10:411-412. Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 5:81-104 (98-99), trans.
in Michel, Jawab al-sahih, 35.

The word sama ‘ means “listening.” Ibn Taymiyya in some contexts uses the word in order
to denote a legal practice increasing faith and love of believers. In this respect, he says,
“What is intended here is only to allude to the servants’ love for their God, and it has
become manifest that this is the foundation of the actions of the faith....and they used to
boost this love by means of that by which God has prescribed boosting it: the [various]
kinds of legal acts of worship, such as the gnosis of the faith (al- irfan al-imani) and the
listening to the Furqan (al-sama‘ al-furqani) [listening to the Qur’an].” lbn Taymiyya,
Majmii* fatawa, 10:75-79, trans. in Michot, Against Extremism, 147.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 11:612-615; 14:468-469; 20:150.
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bint Abu Bakr, ‘Abd Allah ibn al-Zubair, Muhammad ibn Sirin realized

such an excessiveness, they rejected it.”°

Moreover, Ibn Taymiyya continues his criticism of these kinds of
practices of Sufism by focusing on all kinds of innovations by referring to
the hadith report, “The worst of all things are innovations; and every
innovation is error.”*® In this respect, he accuses some Sufis for leading
people to innovations in the religion. For example, lbn Taymiyya blames
Abt Hamid al-Ghazali (d. 1111) due to his misleading statements of
invocation (dhikr). While Ibn Taymiyya affirms some benefits found in al-
Ghazali’s book Al-1hya al- ‘uliim al-din®* he says that some Sufis such as al-
Ghazali lead people to innovations which are the messenger (barid) of
unbelief. They command their disciples (murid) something not found in the
Qur’an. They may command, for example, to say repeatedly Allah, Allah,

(God, God) in order to empty the heart.*?

Ibn Taymiyya’s criticism of al-Ghazali’s innovations is not limited
to this example. Also, he gives very detailed information of what al-Ghazali
says about different invocations (dhikr) for people concerning their spiritual
rankings. According to him, al-Ghazali says that the invocation of common
people is to say repeatedly /@ ilaha illa allah “(There is no god, but God)”;
the invocation of elites (khawas) is to say Allah Allah “(God, God)”’; and the

invocation of the elites of elites is to say hu hu “(He, He).” This kind of

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 11:7. Also, see Homerin, “ al-Stfiyah,” (223).

Ibn Taymiyya, Iqtida’, 270. Memon, Against Popular Religion, 232.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 10:551.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:397. Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 5:81-104 (87). See, Michel,
Jawab al-sahih, 38.
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classification for invocation is not justified in the Book and the Sunna.*® Ibn
Taymiyya, in this respect, says that this kind of invocation is the furthest
from the Sunna of the Prophet and the closest to the perversion of Satan.*
Thus, he rejects not only these innovated invocation methods but also he
rejects some practices such as whirling, music, and celebrations of some

special days.*®

Invocation and Sufi whirling, in Ibn Taymiyya’s mind, are just two
examples of the practical dimension of heretical Sufism. The meeting point
of philosophical and practical Sufism is inspiration because they do not
have a basis directly in the Qur’an and the Sunna while they mystically link
these ideas and practices to the religion. Thus, it is clear that they constitute
their doctrines, training methods, and types of worshipping God through
inspirational knowledge. Therefore, examination of Ibn Taymiyya’s attitude
toward these two kinds of Sufism before studying his understanding of
Sufism and before studying his approach to inspiration was significant in
order to grasp his admission of inspiration as an epistemological tool.
Hence, now | focus on what Ibn Taymiyya thinks of Sufism apart from

heretical doctrines and practices.

As for early Sufism in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching, it is based on the
Qur’an and the Sunna. This Sufism is uncontaminated with philosophical
doctrines and innovated practices which are heretical. In this respect, he

mentions a lot of Sufi masters who strictly follow the Qur’an and the Sunna.

% \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 10:396; 10:556-7.
% \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 10:227.
% |bn Taymiyya, MRM, 1:57.
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One of the most explicit characteristics of these masters is their attention
and sensitivity to religious observance. He considers these early masters
(mashayikh al-salaf), such as Fudayl ibn ‘Iyad, Ibrahim ibn Adham, Abt
Sulaiman al-Darani, Ma‘raf al-Karkhi, al-Sari al-Saqati, al-Junayd ibn
Muhammad, Shaykh ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Jilani, Shaykh Hammad, and Shaykh
Abu al-Bayan, to be followers of the true path because they never give

permission to depart from the divine command and prohibition.*®

Moreover, while all of these Sufi masters are praised by Ibn
Taymiyya, some of them such as ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Jilani (d. 1166) have a
special position. For example, Ibn Taymiyya wrote a commentary entitled
Sharh Futih al-Ghayb®’ for al-JilanT’s work Futih al-Ghayb (Openings of
the Unseen). In this commentary, Ibn Taymiyya highlights al-Jilant’s strict
adherence to religious commandments.® He affirmatively mentions three
spiritual stages put forward by ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Jilani: the stage of piety
(tagwa); the stage of Reality (hagiga); and the stage of the Reality of the
Reality (haqq al-haqq). Strict observance to the religious commandments
and the prohibitions is the prerequisite for each stage. To explain the nature
of these stages, it is said that the one who is at the stage of piety still has

desires for unlawful things. The one who is at the stage of reality must obey

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 10:516. Also see, Michel, Jawab al-sahih, 27. As an
important note, Ma‘ruf al-Karkhi (d. 815-6) who is among those whom Ibn Taymiyya
venerates, is said to have been one who formulated the Islamic testimony of faith
(shahada) as “There is nothing in wujid but God.” This formulation is one of the basic
principles of the theory of the oneness of existence (wakdat al-wujid). Even if Ma‘raf al-
Karkh1’s approach is seen to be opposite to Ibn Taymiyya’s criticism against the oneness of
the existence, he might praise al-Karkhi’s loyalty of the religious duties. See Chittick,
“Rumi and wahdat al-wujad,” 91-92.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:455-548.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:488.
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all external commandments of the religious law (skari ‘a), and if he knows,
must obey internal commandments which are neither obligation clearly in

39
l.

the law, nor is it unlawful.” The one who is at the stage of the Reality of the

Reality witnesses that God is the one who acts.*°

Furthermore, even though Ibn Taymiyya is not a disciple of a Sufi
master, he, according to George Makdisi, explicitly displayed his
admiration for some Sufi masters, especially to ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Jilani.*!
Makdisi says that Ibn Taymiyya wore the Sufi cloaks of Sufi masters from
various spiritual paths (tariga) and that one of these masters is al-Jilant.* In
the Sufi tradition wearing a cloak of a master means being an agent or
representative of a certain master. The reason why Ibn Taymiyya did not
become a member of a traditional Sufi path (fariga) may be his endeavour
to keep his middle position between full acceptance and rejection of Sufism.
He considers to be blameworthy both those who censure Sufism by saying
that they are innovators and outside of the Sunna and those who claim that
Sufis are the best of mankind.*® Therefore, it may be said that as a spiritual
path Sufism is not Ibn Taymiyya’s main concern, but his concern is
accordance of doctrines and practices of Sufism with the Qur’an and the

Sunna of the Prophet.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi * fatawa, 10:457-463. Internal principles in the spiritual path are
various such as veracity, trust, patience, resolution, and certainty. Hakim, “Way of
Walaya,” 2.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 10:524-528.

George Makdisi, Religion, Law, and Learning in Classical Islam (Hampshire, Great
Britain: Variorum, 1991), 121. Hallag, Greek Logicians, xii.

Makdisi, Religion, 123.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 11:17, trans. in Homerin, “ al-Stfiyah,” 232.
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It is obvious that Ibn Taymiyya is not against Sufism, but he has
own criteria to judge the doctrines of Sufism and their accordance with the
Qur’an and the hadith. According to Memon, Ibn Taymiyya is a Sufi and
his purpose is to sweep out all heretical and innovated ideas and practices
from the pure Sufism (the early Sufism). In Ibn Taymiyya’s thought,
whatever is not found in the Qur’an and the Sunna is an innovation, which it

should be censured.**

To be more specific it may be said that some metaphysical
conceptions in Sufi terminology are subjected to Ibn Taymiyya’s objections.
It should be noted that Ibn Taymiyya does not deny the existence of
metaphysical conceptions as a whole, but he denies some of them while
reinterpreting others. However, this matter is controversial. For example,
according to Alexander D. Knysh, in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching the correct
Sufism completely excludes metaphysical conceptions since he considered
these conceptions to be a radical departure from the authentic Sufism of the
first Islamic centuries.* For Knysh, the reason why Ibn Taymiyya does not
accept the metaphysical conceptions in Sufi terminology is their absence
among the Sufis of the first Islamic centuries. From this perspective it is
true because it is a well-known fact that lbn Taymiyya attempts to ground
his ideas, affirmations, and negations on the essential sources of the religion
which are the Qur’an, the Sunna, and the views of the Salaf. Thus, he

explains the reason of his objections to some doctrines and practices of

* Memon, Against Popular Religion, 7.
* Knysh, Ibn ‘4rabi, 88.
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Sufism by saying that they did not exist at the time of Salaf.*® Also, it is
known already that for Ibn Taymiyya on religious issues the criterion is the
Prophet Muhammad and his Companions because he considers the Prophet
as the best of humankind and the Companions as the best generation of

generations.*’

This criticism, which is based on a rejection of innovated ideas and
practices of the later Sufis, is a reason why Ibn Taymiyya was considered to
be a neo-Sufi by some scholars such as Fazlur Rahman. According to
Rahman, Ibn Taymiyya is not only a neo-Sufi but also a pioneer of this new
trend although he is considered to be a sworn enemy of Sufism. For him,
Ibn Taymiyya’s aim through adopting some Sufi terminology was to
regenerate and develop the orthodox activism which is based on the
traditional sources such as the Qur’an, the Sunna of the Prophet, and the
opinions of the Companions. Moreover, Fazlur Rahman emphasized that as
a neo-Sufi Ibn Taymiyya approaches Sufism from a different perspective,
and also he, unlike Knysh, claims that in this type of neo-Sufism some
metaphysical conceptions are accepted and interpreted according to
principles of the traditional understanding. In this respect, Rahman says,
“The neo-Sufis also allowed, to some extent, the claims of intellectual
Sufism: they accepted the Sufi kashf (unveiling-inspiration) or intuitive

revelation...Both Ibn Taymiyya and Ibn al-Qayyim (d. 1350) [a student of

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 19:275.
See the part of the Salaf in the first section of this chapter. Also, see Homerin, “ al-
Stftyah,” 238.
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Ibn Taymiyya], in fact, patently claim kashf (unveiling) for themselves.”*

On the contrary, Jeffry R. Halverson claims that neo-Sufism, unlike
traditional forms of Sufism, does not welcome mystical expressions, ideas,

practices, and intuitions.*®

Along with some discussions concerning details of the subject there
is the fact that Ibn Taymiyya does not reject Sufism entirely. His objections
to Sufism intensify on some of the non-Qur’anic doctrines and practices
innovated by the later Sufis. After this examination of Sufism through lbn
Taymiyya’s perspective, the subject of inspiration itself as an
epistemological tool can be focused on. The further explanations are
important in order to show that Ibn Taymiyya’s objections to some aspects
of Sufism do not necessarily require rejection of the reality of inspirational

knowledge which is an essential point in Sufi traditions.
3.4.2. Unveiling- Inspiration (kashf- ilham)

As an alternative way of acquiring knowledge, inspiration has own
components, as mentioned in the chapter of Ibn al-‘Arabi, such as the heart
(qalb), friendship (walaya), and inspirational knowledge itself (ilham or
kashf). Through the coming together of these components it is possible to
attain to true inspirational knowledge. At first, it can be said that the heart
has a privileged position in this kind of knowledge. As an organ of
inspiration, the heart of spiritual traveller (salik) or disciple (murid) should

be eligible to receive inspirational knowledge through mystical training and

* Rahman, Islam, 195.
* Halverson, Theology and Creed, 67.
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religious observances. Ibn Taymiyya in order to emphasize the reality of the
heart refers to the some of the hadith reports such as, “God has sent down
trust [true faith] into the hearts of men, so they have learned from the
Qur’an and they have learned from the Sunna.”® Even though there is no
certain method of receiving this kind of knowledge, it may take place

sometimes in sleep and sometimes awake.>

Furthermore, in order to prepare the heart for receiving knowledge it
must be purified from any spiritual (ma nawi) illness. According to Ibn
Taymiyya, purifying the heart from moral or spiritual illnesses such as
ignorance, doubt,®? and envy®® is one of primary duties of each believer
because if the believer does not clean the heart carefully, it is possible that
the heart is going to be corrupted over time. Its corruption then is going to
cause receiving an unsound knowledge and then a corruption on faith,
knowledge, life, and even body will come after. Therefore, the remedy of
the heart is more necessary and important than that of the body first of all.>*
After cleaning and remedying the heart through sincere religious

observation it will be under the control of God. In this case, according to

Ibn Taymiyya, even if a person does not know exactly whether the matter in

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi‘ fatawa, 10:474, quoted in Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn
Taymiyya, Shark al-Futih al-Ghayb: Commentary on Revelations of the Unseen:
Concerning the Discourses of Shaykh ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Jilani, translated by Muhtar
Holland (Fort Lauderdale: Al-Baz Publication, 2010), 21. Ibn Taymiyya, Al-radd, 428.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 11:638; 2:336.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:94.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:111.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:141.
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question is good or bad, since his/her heart is governed by God, the heart

will follow what God loves and renounce what He dislikes.>®

As a result of governance by God, the heart may become an
independent way of acquiring knowledge. In this respect, it can be said that
just as the human intellect and the natural constitution have a role on
attaining true knowledge, the heart through a faculty distinguishes true and
false; useful and harmful.>® Rather, Ibn Taymiyya clearly recognizes the
function of the heart on this matter. Eventually, by referring to a hadith
report he says that in the heart of every believer there is a preacher who
guides him according to the commands and prohibitions of the Qur’an.”’ It

proves that the heart is capable of receiving inspiration (ilham) apart from

the revelational and rational knowledge.

Another component of inspiration is the conception of friendship
(walaya). Friendship, as a spiritual position and one of the most important
doctrines of the mystical dimension of Islam, is among the conceptions to
which Ibn Taymiyya pays attention. While he acknowledges the existence
of this kind of spiritual position, he has his own definition of friendship.
Two main objections may be provided to friendship: misunderstanding of
friendship; and ascribing some supernatural events (khawarig) to some

people in order to affirm their specialness.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 10:472. See, Holland, Shar# al-Futih al-Ghayb, 19.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:62. Also, see Yahya J. Michot, “A Mamlik Theologian’s
Commentary on Avicenna’s Risala Adhawiyya: Being a Translation of a Part of the Dar’
al-Ta‘arud of Ibn Taymiyya with Introduction, Annotation, and Appendices. Part 2.,”
Journal Of Islamic Studies 14 3 (2003): 309-363 (337).

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:475.
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As for what friendship is, Ibn Taymiyya is clear in his statements.
He mentions generally three groups of people: those who oppress their self
(al-zalim li-nafsihi) by disregarding sins; those who fulfil the obligations
and avoid the prohibitions (al-mugtasid); and those who are pioneers in
goodness (al-sabig bi-l khayrat) by undertaking supererogatory deeds
(mustakab) and avoiding reprehensible ones (makrith) in addition to
fulfilling the obligations (wajib) and avoiding prohibitions (haram). All
people among the last two groups are the friends of God, but while the
second group consists of common believers (‘@mm), the third one consists
of the elites (khdass).”® In another place Ibn Taymiyya treats the subject of
the friendship of God through different conceptions. He says that there are
two kinds of friendship: those who are on the right side (ashab al-yamin)
observe the religious commands and prohibitions; and those who are
intimate pioneers (al-muqgarrabin al-sabigin) observe the supererogatory
deeds (mustakab) and avoid reprehensible ones (makriih) as well.*® Also,
through similar categorization, Ibn Taymiyya mentions spiritual travelling
(sulitk) as a path of friendship on which some of spiritual masters such as al-

Jilani walked.®°

These definitions are showing that Ibn Taymiyya insistently
emphasizes the relationship between religious observance and the friendship
of God. According to him, as stated clearly in the Qur’an (Q, 2:257; 10:62-

63), every believer is a friend of God even though their levels depend on

%8 \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 10:6.
% \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 11:179, 549.
% \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 10:463.
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their piety and religious observance.®* Moreover, Ibn Taymiyya uses a
hadith report which is referred to frequently by Sufis in order to affirm
inspiration as an alternative method of acquiring knowledge. According to
this famous report, God says that My (God’s) servant comes close to me
through extra deeds in addition to obligations till I love him. When | (God)
love my servant, | become his ear through which he hears, his eye through
which he sees, his hand through which he holds, and his foot through which

he walks...%

It should be noted that while Ibn Taymiyya refers to this report in
order to emphasize the relationship between the friendship and religious
observance, Sufis refer to this report in order to establish inspiration as an

epistemological tool belonged to some special people on the other hand.®

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii* fatawa, 11:61, 159, 175. “God is the ally of those who believe.”
(The Qur’an, 2:257). “Unquestionably, [for] the allies of God there will be no fear
concerning them, nor will they grieve. Those who believed and were fearing God.” The
Qur’an, 10:62-63.

“God’s Messenger said, “God said, ‘I will declare war against him who shows hostility to a
pious worshipper of Mine. And the most beloved things with which My slave comes nearer
to Me, is what | have enjoined upon him; and My slave keeps on coming closer to Me
through performing Nawafil (praying or doing extra deeds besides what is obligatory) till |
love him, so | become his sense of hearing with which he hears, and his sense of sight with
which he sees, and his hand with which he grips, and his leg with which he walks; and if he
asks Me, | will give him, and if he asks My protection (Refuge), | will protect him; (i.e.
give him My Refuge) and I do not hesitate to do anything as | hesitate to take the soul of
the believer, for he hates death, and | hate to disappoint him.” Bukhari, Sahik, Kitab al-
rigaq, hadith no: 91. Ibn Taymiyya quotes this hadith in some places such as lbn Taymiyya,
Majmii  fatawa, 10:7; 11:61; and 11:159.

In this respect, for example, Ibn al-‘Arabi says, “That which brings together all the
supererogatory acts [rawafil] is the fact that the Real loves the servant, since these acts
result in God’s love for him. But this love is not just any love. It is a love through which
the Real is your hearing through which you hear, your sight through which you see, your
hand through which you grasp, and your leg through which you run.” Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-
Futihat, 2:168, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 325. Also, see lbn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:614;
3:162.
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On the contrary, for Ibn Taymiyya, inspiration is not a necessary result of

friendship.®*

As for the second objection which is to ascribe supernatural events
to some people, Ibn Taymiyya in this respect argues the validity of
inspiration apart from the conception of friendship. In other words, lbn
Taymiyya evaluates inspiration as a subdivision of supernatural events
(khawariq) rather than as a proof of friendship. According to Ibn Taymiyya,
there are three kinds of supernatural events (khawarig): those which are
praised by the religion; those which are condemned by the religion; and
those which are neither praised nor condemned explicitly.® These
supernatural events may appear to be an effect (tza’thir) or unveiling-
inspiration (kashf- ilham).%® Ibn Taymiyya examines the effect (¢a'thir) as
the part of power (bab al-qudra) while he examines inspiration as the part

of knowledge (bab al- ilm) of supernatural events (khawarig).®’

Furthermore, according to him, the term miracle (mu jiza) is used
for expressing all supernatural events. The predecessors (al-mutaqaddimiin)
such as Imam Ahmad called miracles signs (ayar) while the later
generations (al-muta’akhkhirin) divided it into two: miracle is for the
prophets and oracle (karamait) is for the friends of God, while both of them

are among the supernatural events. For instance, Ibn Taymiyya by referring

Additionally, see Diego R. Sarrio, “Spiritual anti-elitism: lbn Taymiyya’s Doctrine of
Sainthood (walaya),” Islam and Christian-Muslim Relations 22 3 (2011): 275-291. And
Cakmaklioglu, “Ibnii’l-Arabi’nin Niibiivvet-Velayet Hakkindaki Goériisleri ve Ibn
Teymiyye’nin Bu Husustaki Elestirileri,” .

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 11:320.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 11:319.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 11:313-314.
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to some Qur’anic verses says that the Prophet was asked many times to
display both effect (za’thir) and unveiling (kashf) so as to supply some
worldly benefits such as house, garden, food, and knowledge of the unseen

(ghayb).®®

It is clearly seen that Ibn Taymiyya does not argue for the possibility
of these supernatural events. While he rejects most supernatural events
including the effect and inspiration claimed by Sufis, he accepts some of
them especially for some particular people, even though Sufis have similar
stories on these points. For instance, Ibn Taymiyya accepts a report that
when ‘Abd al-Wahid bin Zayd had a stroke, he wanted God to heal him
only when he performed ablution before prayer. Then, God accepted his
prayers and he was healed.®® Or, he accepts that some pious people in
addition to the prophets may hear requests from their graves and help with

some questions.”

On the other hand, for Ibn Taymiyya performing some supernatural
events regardless of whether they appear as an effect or as knowledge is not
an indication of friendship at all. For him, these supernatural events can be
performed by polytheists (mushrik), infidels (kafir), the people of the Book
(ahl al-kizab), and the people of innovation (ahl al-bid ‘a).”" Therefore,
while lbn Taymiyya accepts that it is possible for some special men to

perform supernatural events which may appear sometimes as an action and

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 11:311-312.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 11:274-282.

Ibn Taymiyya, Iqtida’, 373. al-Ansari, Was Ibn Taymiah from the Ahlus Sunnah wal
Jama ‘ah, 30-32.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 11:213-214.
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sometimes may appear as hearing and perception, he provides some criteria
in order to single out the divine inspirations (rasmani) from devilish ones
(shayrani).” These criteria focus on the purposes and means of performance
of these supernatural events. In this matter, Ibn Taymiyya says that the aim
of non-devilish supernatural events is only to fulfil what is commanded and
abstain from what is prohibited by the religious law. If a supernatural event
is performed through something other than the religious means (al-asbab al-
shar ‘iyya), it is blameworthy. If the way of performing is acceptable while
its purpose is not acceptable by the religion, it is also blameworthy. If
performing the supernatural event helps in the performance of a permissible
deed in the religion, but it is not used for obedience, it belongs to the
righteous people (al-abrar). And if the supernatural event is performed both
through the religious means and with the intention of observing the divine
commands and prohibitions, it is the supernatural event of the intimate

pioneers (khawariq al-mugarrabin al-sabigin).”

From these explanations it is clearly understood that for Ibn
Taymiyya there is no need to discuss the reality of supernatural events. He
certainly believes in them. They may be sometimes be effects and
sometimes knowledge received through inspiration. Unlike the general Sufi
understanding of inspiration in which it is considered to be special
communication with God, the prophets, and the friends, lbn Taymiyya
treats inspiration simply as one event among many supernatural events.

Therefore, while 1bn Taymiyya accepts the reality of inspiration as a means

"2 Makari, Ibn Taymiyyah’s Ethics: The Social Factor, 60.
" \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 10:499, trans. in Holland, Shark al-Futiih al-Ghayb, 47.
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through which knowledge is acquired, he investigates the accuracy of each
piece of information received through inspiration. It is helpful to recall that
in Ibn al-"Arabi’s thought inspiration- unveiling was the most reliable way
in order to conceive the true meaning of revelation. Also, it was stated in the
previous chapter that Ibn al-‘Arabi has direct communication with God, the

Prophet, and the other prophets by means of spiritual way, unveiling.”

As for what Ibn Taymiyya understands from inspiration itself as an
epistemological tool, at the outset it should be said that the conception of
inspiration is very broad in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching.”> For example,
something provided by the Prophet concerning some future events such as
the result of the controversy between Persians and Byzantines and the war
against Turks are a kind of unveiling (kashf).”® According to Ibn Taymiyya,
a supernatural event concerning inspiration, which is the part of knowledge,
sometimes appears as a sound which is heard by a person that others do not
hear, sometimes as a sight which is seen by a person that others do not see.

And it emerges sometimes as knowledge which is known by a person as a

In this point, it should be noted that Ibn Taymiyya says “fagad thabata anna li-awliya’
Allahi mukhatabatin wa-mukashafat,” in “Al-Furqan bayna Awliya’ Allah wa-Awliya’ al-
Shaytan,” placed in Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 11:205. Gibril Fouad Haddad translates
the term, mukhatabat as “communication” instead of “addressing” or “speeches.” It may
cause confusion because a communication may require two active participants. However,
as mentioned above, inspiration is considered to be a kind of guidance or redirecting by
God through the heart of the believers. Haddad, The Refutation of Him [Ibn Taymiyya] who
Attributes Direction to Allah [al-Raddu ‘ald man gala bil-jiha], 44.

Here the conception of inspiration (i/kam) is elaborated in terms of epistemology.
However, it is worth noting that 1bn Taymiyya uses the term inspiration in another context
which is creation. As Hoover stated, Ibn Taymiyya by referring to a verse (Q, 91:7-10) sets
a connection between creation and inspiration. Therefore, inspiration in this context may be
thought to be a part of the process of constitution of the natural disposition of the human
being (fizra). For the details of this different approach of the term, see Hoover, lbn
Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 115. Also, see lbn Taymiyya, Majmu ‘ fatawa, 16:229-235. “And
[by] the soul and He [God] who proportioned it. And inspired it [with discernment of] its
wickedness and its righteousness. He has succeeded who purifies it, and he has failed who
instills it [with corruption].” The Qur’an, 91:7-10.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 11:315.
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revelation and inspiration that others do not know. This kind of access to
knowledge is denoted with many names such as insight (farasa) and
unveiled knowledge (‘ilm al-mukashafa) but it is known generally to be

unveiling (kashf).”’

Ibn Taymiyya affirms that there is something known through
inspiration when God lifts the cover from the heart.”® When the cover is
lifted from the heart inspiration comes to the servant sometimes in the forms
of speech, knowledge, supposition, and belief, and sometimes it appears in
the forms of practice, love, wish, and demand. So, the heart may tend to
what is more preferable, obvious, and right.”® In this way, the heart of the
believer can be controlled by God in order to choose the right option. Ibn
Taymiyya is very cautious on the subject of inspiration concerning its
reliability. While he accepts the reality of inspiration as an epistemological
tool, he also accepts that inspirational knowledge may contain mistakes
along with some correct information. Therefore, as offered in the matter of
rational knowledge, in order to test the correctness of inspirational
knowledge sent to the heart, resorting to the Qur’an and the hadiths of the
Prophet is necessary because when the religion is in question, if knowledge
is not based on the Qur’an and the hadiths, it is unaccepted according to Ibn

Taymiyya.®

In this respect, he says that, like the people of rational thinking (ahl

al-nazar), the people of unveiling (ahl al-mukashafa) sometimes are right

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 11:313.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 11:321; 11:318.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:476, trans. in Holland, Shar/ al-Futih al-Ghayb, 22.
Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:349-351.
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and sometimes wrong. Therefore, it is required for all of them to hold the
Book of God and the Sunna of His messenger firmly in order to weigh the
accuracy of their mystical experiences (mawajid), witnesses (mushahada),
opinions, and rational statements according to the Book of God and the
Sunna of His messenger.® It is seen that when Ibn Taymiyya stipulates the
consistency between inspirational knowledge and the Qur’an and the Sunna,
he focuses on the religious validity of any individual inspirational
knowledge rather than its epistemological validity because he already

accepts it as a way of knowledge.

Just as he accepts the validity of rational statements so long as they
are confirmed by revelation, he accepts the validity of inspirational
knowledge only if they are not denied by revelation. In this regard, Ibn
Taymiyya says that there are some heretics who claim that the inner reality
opposes the outer expression of the religion. On the contrary, for the people
of faith, the true inner statement is consistent with the true outer reality.®
Therefore, he criticizes those who say that we need the Prophet for the outer
knowledge ( ilm al-zahir) rather than the inner knowledge (ilm al-batin) or
we need him for the knowledge of religion (ilm al-shari ‘a) rather than the
knowledge of reality (‘ilm al-hagiga). This kind of attitude means only
believing in the religion partly according to Ibn Taymiyya.®® Through this
misunderstanding some people think of their spiritual masters as if they can

go beyond the religious law by means of their inspirational knowledge. For

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 11:65.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:86, trans. in Michot, “Commentary on Avicenna’s Risala
Adhawiyya,” 360.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 11:225.
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this assumption they provide the example of Moses and al-Khidr (a
knowledgeable servant).®* But, giving this example, according to Ibn
Taymiyya, displays only their ignorance and heresy because there is no
violation of the religious law in this example at all.®* Thus, in order to
affirm the validity of any inspirational knowledge it is necessary to look at
its aims, means, and results. Only if the aims, means, and results are

compatible with the revelational knowledge, its validity is affirmed.

In addition, there should be a proof in order to clarify whether
inspirational knowledge is compatible with the revelational knowledge. At
first, Ibn Taymiyya as a general approach says that in the hearts of most of
the people of unveiling some ideas such as this food is forbidden (haram),
this man is disbeliever (kafir) or sinner (fasiq), and this belonging is lawful
(halal) come out without apparent evidence. Or they may have love for
some individuals saying that these men are the friends of God. However,
there should be an evidence for such inspirational knowledge.®” On the
other hand, he clearly states that some cases, which are not known by the
majority of people through apparent religious evidence, are known by some

people, whom God inspires with knowledge regarding the case of a certain

According to this Qur’anic parable, al-Khidr by considering benefits for other people does
something such as piercing the ship and killing a boy which are unacceptable for Moses
because they are bad actions apparently. However, al-Khidr’s intention, which was hidden
to Moses, was to help and save people. For this parable, see The Qur’an, 18:60-82.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 11:422.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:500.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 10:476-477.

213



88
89

90

belonging and the case of a certain individual through evidence which is not

apparent to majority.®

In this respect, Ibn Taymiyya recalls the parable of Moses and al-
Khidr as an example in which there is no opposition to the law of God.® It
is not permissible for either a prophet or a friend to violate the law of God.
However, there may be knowledge of the case of certain things through
inner ways. It is like one who enters a house to take something among its
belongings. While he is permitted by the owner of the house, other people
may not be aware of this permission. In this case, this act is not lawful
according to apparent evidence while it is lawful according to hidden
evidence which is not known by anyone except the person and the owner of
house. This kind of example is many among the people of true inspiration.*
Similarly, the parable of Moses and al-Khidr implies that there may be
some hidden evidences on some occasions. Otherwise, it does not mean that
al-Khidr violated the law of God. Therefore, it may be better to say that
according to Ibn Taymiyya, the important point is that inspiration should
not be against an apparent evidence of the religion. But, sometimes it may

seem to be without apparent evidence while it has a hidden one in fact.

It is a fact that Ibn Taymiyya recognizes inspiration as a valid
method for acquisition of knowledge. Rather, in this case he gets closer to

Sufis who, like lbn Taymiyya, refer to the same hadith reports in many

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 10:478-479.

As mentioned in the previous page, even though this parable may be used to be a
permission to go beyond the law, Ibn Taymiyya draws attention to a difference. For him,
al-Khidr does not go beyond the law; Moses’ unawareness of al-Khidr’s intention does not
mean that some people are allowed to go beyond the divine law.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:479.
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occasions in order to confirm the inspiration-based method of knowledge.
For example, Ibn Taymiyya, like Ibn al-‘Arabi, uses the hadith report such
as “In religious communities before you, there used to be recipients of
inspired advice [mukaddathin], so if there is one in my Community, ‘Umar

2991

Ibn Khattab is among them, ...s0 I [God] become his sense of hearing

9992

with which he hears, and his sense of sight with which he sees...”” and

“Beware of the believer’s intuition, for indeed he sees with God’s light.”%?
However, despite these supportive statements of inspiration, Ibn Taymiyya
at the same time has some objections concerning its misapplication. He
criticizes some Sufis such as Ibn al-“Arabi and al-Ghazalt who primarily
interpret revelation through their inspirations. For example, al-Ghazali,
according to Ibn Taymiyya, takes inspiration to be a scale to weigh the law
provided by revelation.”® As a note, while Ibn Taymiyya opposes weighing
the revelational knowledge with inspirational knowledge, he affirms a place
for inspiration in religious matters if there is no apparent religious evidence.
In such cases, in Ibn Taymiyya, inspiration is preferable as stronger than

most of the weak analogies, weak hadith reports, and weak literal

arguments.*®

For Ibn Taymiyya, inspiration does not have certainty. While he

considers inspiration to be a source of knowledge conditionally, he,

Imam Bukhari, Sahth al-Bukhart, “Fadail al-ashab-The Companions,” Volume 5, Book 57,
Number 38. Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:476. Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:32.

Imam Bukhari, Sahih al-Bukhart, “Kitab al-riqaq,” hadith no: 91. lbn Taymiyya, Majmii
fatawa, 10:7; 11:61 and 11:159. Ibn al-Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:65, 126, and 3:67.

Imam Tirmidhi, Jami‘ al-Tirmidhi, “Kitab tafsir al-Qur’an,” no: 3127. lbn Taymiyya,
Majmi “ fatawa, 10:473.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 4:64. Also, see Rahman, Revival and Reform, 129.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:473. Also see, Homerin, “ al-Sufiyah,” 242.
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according to Yahya Michot, thinks that the issues related to the principles of
religion cannot be known by inspiration.*® Therefore, it can be said that Ibn
Taymiyya is very careful on inspirational knowledge. He is critical of the
accuracy and inaccuracy of inspirational knowledge. Inspirational
knowledge is considered to be unsound if it contradicts rational and
revelational knowledge since the sound intellect (sarith ‘agl) as well does
not contradict revelation. Whatever is contradictory to the intellect is
contradictory to revelation according to Ibn Taymiyya.®” It is clear that Ibn
Taymiyya’s objection is not to all inspirational knowledge, but some of it
which is against the intellect and revelation. It means that it is possible to
receive knowledge to some extent through inspiration as long as it is
compatible with revelation and the intellect. Thus, he attempts to check the
validity of all inspirational knowledge by taking it to the Qur’an and the
Sunna. Hence, he says that those who reject inspiration as a method are

mistaken like those who recognize it an absolute religious method.*®

In conclusion, this section focused on inspiration as a way to acquire
knowledge in addition to revelation and the human intellect. Definitely, the
divine inspiration, unveiling, which is the guidance and bestowal of God, is
a part of the whole. It was necessity to examine the subject of inspiration
together with its close conceptions like the friendship of God and the heart
of the friends. It is clear that while Ibn Taymiyya has some objections to

philosophical and practical Sufism which are based on innovations, it does

% Michot, “Ibn Taymiyya’s Commentary on the Creed of al-Hallaj,” 132.
9 Michel, Jawab al-sahih, 11. See lbn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 2:478.
% \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 10:473.
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not mean that he is against Sufism as a whole; it does not mean that he
denies the reality of inspirational knowledge which is a cornerstone of the
mystical traditions of Islam. As a result of this section, it can be said that
Ibn Taymiyya affirms the existence of inspirational knowledge as long as

this knowledge is not rejected by revelation and the human intellect.

3.5. Conclusion

This chapter focused on Ibn Taymiyya’s epistemological tools:
revelation, the human intellect, and inspiration, respectively. Revelation, the
Qur’an, as the word of God is the most comprehensive and reliable source
of true knowledge according to Ibn Taymiyya. As seen, Ibn Taymiyya deals
with the question of how the Qur’an can be understood correctly rather than
whether or not the Qur’an is an authority on knowledge. That is because the
Qur’an is already at the highest level in Ibn Taymiyya’s epistemological
hierarchy. He focuses on the methods of understanding revelation. When he
compares commentary (zafsir) and interpretation (za 'wil), he confirms the
former as the true method because attempts to understand the Qur’an

rationally are insufficient and misleading.

In this point, the Prophet Muhammad’s function is significant
because Ibn Taymiyya considers the Prophet not only to be a messenger but
also a teacher who explains the divine message best. Thus, the Prophet’s
hadiths are necessary to grasp the true meaning of the revelation. Also, the
Salaf have a special status in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching. It is because the
Salaf could find opportunity to listen to and learn directly what the Prophet

brought from God. Opinions of the Salaf are binding in religion for Ibn
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Taymiyya. Eventually, it is possible to say that in Ibn Taymiyya’s mind the
Qur’an as the most reliable source of knowledge is understood correctly

under the light of the hadiths of the Prophet and the opinions of the Salaf.

For lbn Taymiyya, the human intellect is another way of acquiring
knowledge. Reasoning is not forbidden by Islamic law. On the one hand,
Ibn Taymiyya accepts the limited nature of the intellect; he affirms some
areas for the intellect on the other hand. He has criticisms against
philosophy and theology not because they use the intellect but because they
use the intellect with wrong methods and they consider it to be the soundest
and unique source of knowledge. For him, correct application of the
intellect leads human beings to confirmation of what revelation propounds.
While Ibn Taymiyya emphasizes the agreement between revelation and the
intellect, he offers revelation as the criterion to test the accuracy of the
rational knowledge. Therefore, the intellect comes after revelation in Ibn

Taymiyya concerning true knowledge.

As for inspiration as a way of knowledge, it is affirmed by lIbn
Taymiyya clearly. With preparation of the heart, which is the place of
inspirational knowledge, God may guide people to truth whereby the heart
may have knowledge. In this chapter, elaboration of Sufism was necessary
because Sufism bases itself mostly on inspirational knowledge which comes
to the heart of the friends of God. Since Ibn Taymiyya has objections to
Sufism from various angles, it may lead to the assumption that he is against
inspiration as a way of knowledge. On the contrary, it is understood from
the chapter that he affirms the reality of inspiration. However, inspiration is

the least reliable source of knowledge according to him. In order to test the

218



accuracy of inspirational knowledge, it should be taken to the revelation and
the intellect. This criterion of confirmation, which is to take inspirational
knowledge to revelation first and then to the intellect, proves that inspiration

as a way of knowledge comes after revelation and the intellect.

Finally, it may be said that in Ibn Taymiyya’s epistemological
hierarchy revelation is the highest one; the intellect is lower than the first;
and then inspiration comes last. Concerning the epistemological hierarchy
of Ibn Taymiyya, it is seen that he has some similarities with Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
epistemological tools and hierarchy. Both of them affirm the revelation, the
Qur’an as the most reliable source of knowledge. Both of them affirm the
validity of the human intellect and inspiration for acquiring knowledge. The
difference, while the intellect has a higher status than inspiration in lbn
Taymiyya’s epistemology, inspiration has a higher status than the intellect
in Ibn al-‘Arabi. The details of this comparison will be mentioned in the

conclusion of the thesis.
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE NAMES AND

ATTRIBUTES OF GOD
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4.1. Introduction

The subject of the divine names and attributes is one of the most
significant points in the teachings of 1bn al-*Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya. Both
of them provide detailed and comprehensive explanations on this issue. 1bn
al-“Arabi links his thoughts to the divine names and attributes frequently,
and Ibn Taymiyya takes the issue to be one of the main reasons for his
criticisms against the Kalam theologians. Therefore, in this thesis I chose
the subject of the divine names and attributes as the topic of comparison
along with the epistemological stances of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya.
As mentioned at the beginning of the thesis, it would be possible to examine
other theological issues such as prophethood, reward and punishment, evil
and God, Heaven and Hell, and predestination. But, because of the essential
role of the divine names and attributes in their theologies, this chapter will

explore them.

The reason why the thought of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya on
the divine names and attributes are elaborated through each individual
section in this chapter is to express independently what they provide in this
issue. Otherwise, it would cause a kind of ambiguity and imposition of my
claim without explaining their opinions clearly. Expositing them separately
will allow explaining first what Ibn al-‘Arabi thinks, then what Ibn
Taymiyya thinks, and then the similar points that they share concerning the
divine names and attributes. In addition, since they use different terms and
conceptions while they focus on the same points, examination of their views

separately may be more efficient.
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Moreover, even though Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya ascribe
many names and attributes to God, only some of them will be examined in
this chapter because these names and attributes may help to compare their
opinions better. For example, while both of them affirm that God is
Provider (razzag), 1 will not focus on this name because, for example, the
names Knowing (‘alim), Creator (khalig), and Desirer (murid) are more
suitable for this kind of comparison. These names are more important and

useful to explain their thought on this matter.

Eventually, this chapter will focus on the views of Ibn al-‘Arabi and
Ibn Taymiyya comparatively concerning the divine names and attributes. At
the end, potential similarities along with differences between these two

figures will be shown.

4.2. Ibn al-‘Arabi and the Names and Attributes of God

The divine names and attributes constitute the base of the theology
of 1bn al-"Arabi because whatever exists in the cosmos or in the mind of
God is explained with the divine names and attributes. To show this
interactive relationship among God, the divine names and attributes, and
creation | am going to examine several aspects of the subject such as the
Essence of God (dhat), the relationship between the Essence and the divine
names, and the relationship between the divine names and the created
things. In the meanwhile, one of the most difficult parts of this section is to
put these aspects in order since all the divine names and attributes are
connected to each other. Therefore, it should be noted that important points

seem to be repeated by Ibn al-‘Arabi, but, in fact, his purpose is either to
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emphasize the enormous significance of the particular point or to draw the

attention of the reader to different aspects of the point in each new reading.
4.2.1. General Approach to the Divine Names and Attributes

Primarily, for Ibn al-‘Arabi, God did not mention in the scripture the
terms ‘attributes of God’ or ‘relationships,” but uses instead the term
‘names’ of God. The Kalam theologians among the rational thinkers use the
term ‘attribute’ (sifa) while the verifiers (muhaqqiqin) use the term
‘relationships’ (nisba) even though God uses ‘names’ clearly for Himself.!
Moreover, Ibn al-‘Arabi says that for sound rational faculties (al- ugi!/ al-
salimiyya) it is ‘relationship,” and for narrow rational faculties (al- ‘ugil al-
gdsira) it is ‘attribute.’® Nevertheless, Ibn al-‘Arabi after referring to the
verse, “To Him belong the best names” (Q, 7:180; 59:24) prefers to use the
term ‘relationships’ since the divine names indicate a kind of relationship

between God and the things according to him.

Concerning the names and attributes of God, Ibn al-‘Arabi
underscores the significance of following the Qur’an and the Sunna of the
Prophet Muhammad. He says that we have to describe God as He describes
Himself and His Messenger describes Him. When God denies something
for Himself, we deny it for Him; when He affirms something for Himself,
we affirm it for Him.2 Therefore, it is observed in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s works that
he identifies many names and attributes such as creation, giving life, speech,

deception, mockery, bestowal, decision, decree, laughter, wonder, foot,

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 4:294. Chittick, SPK, 52.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:289, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 34.
Ibn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 154.
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hands, and eyes by referring to the Qur’an and the hadiths of the Prophet.
Even though we, as human beings, do not know how God can be qualified
with these names and attributes, we should affirm these attributes without
claiming their impossibility for Him.* Moreover, for Ibn al-‘Arabi, names
such as hunger, thirst, illness, wrath, hands, foot, and joyfulness should not
be understood in a metaphorical sense as the Kalam theologians do, since
these names are taught us by God and His messenger. Hence, we have to
affirm these names without adding a name which is not found in the Qur’an

and the hadiths.’

Even though Ibn al-*Arabi follows the Qur’an and the hadiths on the
matter of the names and attributes of God, he provides elaborate and
extensive explanations about the names that may not be found explicitly in
the Qur’an. Also, although there is no exact number of divine names in the
Qur’an, Ibn al-‘Arabi, by referring to some hadiths reports, provides some
numbers of the names. Besides this, even though he accepts ninety-nine
names for God by referring to these reports, he claims infinity for the

number of the divine names.®

Another point is the ranking of the divine names. Just as it is
possible to say that this person is superior to that person, it is possible to say
that this name or attribute is superior to that name or attribute. On the

superiority of the names, the essential factor is the function of the particular

Ibn al-Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:242.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:538.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 4:288. While he quotes some lists of the names from some
sources, for example from lIbn Hazm (d. 1064), he gives a very large place for the names
and attributes of God in his works. See al-Futihat, 2:303. Also in al-Futihat, 4:196-326,
there are very detailed explanations of the names of God.
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name. According to Ibn al-‘Arabi, every name of God has a special feature
and function which determines the ranking generally.” While the essence of
the divine names is the same, each one of the names has a different degree
relevant to their functionalities rather than their essences. This kind of
graduation takes place both among the divine names themselves and
between the names and the cosmological things. According to 1bn al-‘Arabi,
the graduation is necessary to separate one thing from other things. In this
way only, it becomes possible to realize the differences of the things in the
world.® For example, God’s names Alive (al-hayy) and Knowing (al- ‘alim)
have a special status among the other names because their range of
influence is more comprehensive than that of the others. For him, the name
Alive is a precondition of the other names. Also, since God’s knowledge
encompasses everything, the name Knowing has a higher degree than, for
example, the names Desiring (al-murid) and the Powerful (al-gadir) as well
as the names Hearing (al-sami”), Seeing (al-basir), Grateful (al-shakiir),

Pitying (al-ra ‘izf), and Compassionate (al-rahim).”

Furthermore, Ibn al-‘Arabi classifies the names as the mothers of the
names, the daughters of the names, and the imams of the names. In this
respect, he considers the names Alive, Knowing, Desiring, Powerful,
Speaking, Director (al-mudabbir), and Distinguisher (al-mufassil) to be the

mothers of the names. As for Generous (al-jawad) and Just (al-mugsiz), he

Ibn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 153.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:34, 416, 469; 3:494, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 48.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:527; 3:447, 450; 4:99, 228. Chittick, SPK, 51. Also, see The
Qur’an, 65:12.
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calls them the daughters of the last two names, Director and Distinguisher.*
He continues, by singling out the name Alive as the leader (imam) of the
names, saying that the name Knowing follows this name; the Desiring
follows the Knowing; the Speaker follows the Desiring; the Powerful
follows the Speaker; the Generous follows the Powerful; and the last of

them is the name the Just.**

Beside these categorizations, Ibn al-‘Arabi considers seven names of
God (the Living, Knowing, Speaking, Desiring, Powerful, Hearing, and
Seeing) to be the names of perfection which encompass all the divine
names.? All these names are necessary concomitants of the divine
perfection because God manifests Himself on things by means of all these
names.™ To show the significance of these names, as Michel Chodkiewicz
indicates, when 1bn al-‘Arabi wrote his book, Al-Futiihat al-Makkiyya, he
organized the book according to the six of these names of perfection. The
first section, knowledge (ma ‘arif) is related to the name Knowing; the
second section, behaviours (mu ‘amalat) is related to Desiring; the third,
spiritual states (ahwal), is related to the Powerful. And the forth section,

stations (manazil), is related to the Speaker; the fifth, the encounter of God

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 1:100. According to this original text, there is a kind of
ambiguity about which names are the daughters. However, it is seen from the statements of
Ibn al-*Arabi (Ibn al-* Arabi, al-Fuzizhat, 3:427) the names Generous and Just are below all
the five names in addition to the names Director and Distinguisher. Therefore, for Gerald
Elmore, the text should be read with all points that Ibn al-‘Arabi indicated together.
Nevertheless, the point here is to show the realities of ranking among the divine names
rather than to determine which names are daughters exactly. Gerald Elmore, “Four Texts of
Ibn al-‘Arabi on the Creative Self-Manifestation of the Divine Names,” Journal of the
Muhyiddin Ibn Arabi Society 29 (2001): 1-39 (23).

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:100.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:50. Also, see lbn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat (Yahya's edition),
1:224-5.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:588.
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and man (manazilat), is related to the Hearing; and the last one, statuses
(magamat), is related to the Seeing.* It is clearly understood that Ibn al-
‘Arabi establishes a connection between his works and the divine names

and attributes.

Even though the ranking of the divine names is stated from one
perspective, there cannot be a ranking among the divine names from
another. Even if this statement seems contradictory, it is not in fact. On the
contrary, it is a good example of the duality of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s method. It
means that when the relationships between the divine names and the
Essence of God are in question, it is not possible to state a ranking because
each of their relationships to the Essence is the same. But, when the
relationships between the divine names and the originated beings in the
cosmos are in question, they have rankings according to their scopes.™
Briefly, according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, as a general approach to the divine
names and attributes, God, out of respect to Him, should not be described
by any name which is not found in the Qur’an and the hadiths of the
Prophet Muhammad.'® But, since there is in the cosmos nothing which is
not a manifestation of a name of God, the names and attributes of God

encompass everything that exists.

These names are known by Ibn al-*Arabi in a vision happened during a pilgrimage. In each
circumambulation (shawy) around the House (Ka ‘ba) he realized one of these names (the
Living, Knowing, Speaking, Desiring, Powerful, Hearing, and Seeing). While the last six
names are in relation with created things, the first name, the Living remains hidden to
created things and the other survive with it. Moreover, according to Chodkiewicz’s report,
the importance of the number six may stem from the six days of the creation and the six
directions in space. Therefore, arrangement of Al-Futihar with the six names reflects
somehow the names of perfection. Chodkiewicz, An Ocean without Shore, 97-8; 160 n.65.
Also, see Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futizhat, 1:11-30; lbn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:493.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futiahat, 2:61, 226, 580; 3:157.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:373.
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4.2.2. The Essence of God (dhar)

In 1bn al-"Arabi’s teaching the distinction between the Essence of
God (dhat) and the Divinity of God (al-ulithiyya) plays an essential role.’
While he separates the Essence from the Divinity, he never allows a
dualistic understanding of God. Since the Essence is not manifest (zahir) to
creatures at all, it can never be reflected upon.*® It is beyond all perceptions,
contemplations, the names and attributes, the human intellect, and even

unveilings. God’s Essence is unreachable, unknowable, and undefinable.®

To talk about the Essence of God would be to define it, but there is
no definition for His Essence.”’ Also, since everything in the cosmos
individually has a different relationship to God, no prospective definition
can be comprehensive and true. Thus, it is impossible to define God
completely without restricting Him.?* It should be noted that God’s Divinity
indicates similarities with the cosmos by means of the names. Therefore,
some definitions of God’s Divinity may be possible. But, His Essence is not
similar to any creature. Hence, it is impossible to reflect upon the Essence’s
quiddity (mahiyya).? 1bn al-‘Arabi grounds his idea concerning thinking

about the quiddity of the Essence on the Qur’anic verse, “And God warns

Ibn al-“Arabi, al-Futizhat, 2:597, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 59-60.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 2:128.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:69; 2:230; 3:429; 2:619; 2:257. For translation, see Chittick,
SPK, 59-66.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:619.

Ibn al-* Arabi, Fusiis, 68.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:289.
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you of Himself” (Q, 3:28), by saying that God prohibits us to reflect upon

(tafakkur) His Essence at all.?

On the other hand, even though Ibn al-‘Arabi suggests that the
perfection of the Essence requires being independent of all the names,
attributes, or relationships,?* he identifies names in his work, Insha’ al-
dawa’ir, as the names of the Essence. In this work, he categorizes the names
as the names of the Essence (asma’ al-dhat), the names of the attributes
(asma’ al-sifa), and the names of the acts (asma’ al-af“al). For example,
while he identifies twenty-four names under the names of the attributes in
relation to the seven perfection names (Living, Knowing, Speaking,
Desiring, Powerful, Hearing, and Seeing), under the names of the Essence
he counts thirty names including God, Lord (al-rabb), Hidden (al-batin),
Independent (al-ghaniyy), First (al-awwal), Last (al-akhir), Majesty (al-

jalal), and One (al-wahid).?®

In this respect, the names Unique (al-akad) and One (al-wahid) are
worth mentioning as an example. According to William Chittick, even
though theologians have been discussing for a long time whether these two
names mean the same thing or different things, lbn al-"Arabi uses these
names to indicate God’s oneness from different angles. For Chittick, Ibn al-
‘Arabi uses the name Unique (al-akad) to point out the oneness of God in
respect of His incomparability (zanzih) while he uses the other name One

(al-wahid) for the oneness of God in respect of His similarity (tashbih). It

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 2:230, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 62.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:588.

Muhyi al-Din Ibn al-‘Arabi, Kitab insha’ al-dawa’ir. Ed. Asim lbrahim al-Kayyali,
(Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2005), 152.
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means that God with His name Unique (al-akad) does not have a
relationship with the cosmos, but this is not the same for the name One (al-
wahid).?® Also, according to Mohamed Yousef, by the name One is meant
that He is only One, not two, three, or more. This is, “There is no god, but
God.” On the other hand, by the name Unique is meant that He is not
divisible into entities.?” Furthermore, to understand this special position of
the name Unique (al-akad) it is helpful that lbn al-‘Arabi says that God
discloses Himself neither in the name of the Unique nor in the name of God

(Allah), but in all the other names God manifest Himself.?

As for the name God (Allah), it has an importance that the other
names do not have according to Ibn al-‘Arabi. The name God (Allah) itself
contains all the distinctive features of the other names of God. For Ibn al-
‘Arabi, even though all the names of God may have some features of the
other names within their essences, none of them has the capability of
including all features together. Rather, for him, the name God collects
together even the opposite divine names.® All the names other than the
name God, while they point out the Real somehow, contain either a
meaning of negation (salb) or affirmation (ithbat). In contrast, the name
God is beyond this kind of categorization.*® For example, God is both the
Forgiver (al-ghafiir) and at the same time He is the Avenger (al-muntagqim)

and He is the Life-giver (al-mukyt) and the Bringer of death (al-mumit).

Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 168. See, MuhyT al-Din Ibn al-‘Arabi “Kitab al-alif (kitab al-
ahadiyya), ” in Ibn al-‘Arabi, Rasa’il, 38.

Mohamed Haj Yousef, Ibn ‘Arabi: Time and Cosmology (Hoboken: Taylor & Francis,
2008), 125. See Ibn al-‘ Arabi, al-Futihat, 4:293.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:180.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:157.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 4:197, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 66.
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This is to say that since the Real with His name God (allah)
encompasses everything, He is both manifest and non-manifest.** Thus,
despite the acknowledgment of the separation between the Essence of God
which is beyond all definitions, names, attributes, and numbers, and His
Divinity which is in relation with the created things, Ibn al-"Arabi talks
about the Real through the divine names. It proves the impossibility of

stripping off all the divine names and attributes from the Essence.

When 1bn al-‘Arabi talks about the Real, he approaches Him in two
respects: the Essence and the Divinity. Even if the Essence is independent
of the cosmos theoretically the Divinity has a very strong connection with
the cosmos. However, it does not mean that the Essence had no attribute
before the cosmos has acquired its physical form. Since the cosmos before
its physical form was dwelling in the mind of God, there is a necessary
interaction between God’s knowledge (i.e., His name the Knowing) and the
Essence of God. The divine knowledge is prior to creation of the cosmos
and, in consequence, to the appearance of some of the names of God.
Therefore, it is not possible to detach all the divine names and attributes
from the Essence without exception. Otherwise, it would be impossible to

qualify God with knowledge.
4.2.3. The Knowledge of God ( ilm)

Since the intimate relation of the divine knowledge to the Essence of

God is evident, | prefer to examine the subject of knowledge right after the

1 bn al-*Arabi, Fusiis, 68.
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subject of the Essence of God. For Ibn al-‘Arabi the knowledge of God is
eternal (gadim) while the knowledge of man is originated (muhdath).®* It is
one of the fundamental differences between the Creator and creatures. It is
clear that ascribing knowledge to God and human beings does not mean that
knowing is the same for God and human beings.®® Hence, Ibn al-‘Arabi by
referring to the verse, “God has encompassed all things in knowledge” (Q,
65:12), affirms that God knows everything in the past, present, and future.
In comparison to the divine knowledge, as stated in the previous chapters,

the knowledge of human beings is insufficient and deficient.

The source of all the divine names and the things, which exist both
in the cosmos and in the pre-cosmos stations, is the Essence of God
because, if the Essence did not know Itself, It would not be the Knower.
Definitely, the well-known doctrine of the oneness of existence (wakdat al-
wujud) underlies this understanding that everything exists in the knowledge
of God. Although the doctrine is a cornerstone in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching,
he never uses this term wakdat al-wujid, according to Chittick.*® Rather,
this is just a well-known formulation of an aspect of his teaching. Therefore,
it is helpful to note briefly what the conception of the oneness of existence
means. In this conception, the most essential term is wujid which means
being, finding, and existence.*® This term is used by Ibn al-‘Arabi to

indicate God Himself because for him, existence (wujiid) is not other than

Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusiis, 52.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:217.

Ibn al-* Arabi, “Kitab al-jalal wa-1jamal,” in Ibn al-‘Arabi, Rasa’il, 30.
Chittick, SPK, 79.

Chittick, SPK, 80.
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God, but it is the same with God.*” Ibn al-‘Arabi identifies God with the
term existence (wujid) rather than existent (mawyjid). This is an important
point in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching to defend his view against those who
blame him for being a pantheist (the idea that all is God).*® While “all” is

existent, God is existence.

However, it should be noted that even though Ibn al-‘Arabi
occasionally applies the term wujiid to mean all existent things
(mawjidar),®® for him, in fact, the existence belongs to God only. So, all
existent beings take their existence from God.”> Apart from this kind of
cosmological explanation of the conception of the oneness of existence,
Peter Coates points out a possible mystical meaning of this term referring to
its meaning of ‘finding.” In this case, the term wujud, as a synonym of
witnessing (shuhid), would imply a realization of the oneness of God and
creatures.** This kind of oneness occurs not only on the existential level but
also on the level of the knowledge of God. It means that God’s knowledge
of Himself is the same as His knowledge of the existent things because both

of them comprise the eternal and divine knowledge.*?

In this regard, the status of the fixed entities (al-a ‘yan al-thabita) is
important since they are an aspect of the divine knowledge. 1bn al-*Arabi

does not separate the knowledge of these entities, which exist in the

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futiuhat, 1:328; 3:566.

For this discussion, see Rustom, “Is lbn al-‘Arabi’s Ontology Pantheistic?,” 53-97;
Chittick, In Search of the Lost Heart: Explorations in Islamic Thought, 73; and Chittick,
SPK, 79.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 3:384. See Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 12.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:90; 3:299.

Coates, Ibn ‘Arabi and Modern Thought, 3.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furuhat, 1:90, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 84.
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knowledge of God, even if they do not exist in the cosmos yet, from their
presence in the cosmos. On the level of existence Ibn al-"Arabi considers
them to be existent things in both cases. The only difference is that these
fixed things, when they are in the knowledge of God before coming into
existence in the cosmos, are non-existent in comparison to their
cosmological existence. But, indeed, they are existent in the knowledge of
God in comparison to absolute nonexistence.” As Ibn al-‘Arabi says,
knowledge follows the thing known; the thing known does not follow
knowledge (al- ilm tabi‘ li-1 ma lim ma huwa al-ma lim li-1ilm).** 1t
means they are always existent since they are located in the eternal

knowledge of God.

This approach leads us to the proposition that God did not bring the
things into existence because they already exist in God’s mind. He knows
them because they exist. Since it is not possible to think of something which
is out of God’s knowledge, we have to accept that these things are God’s
knowledge itself. In consequence, it is not possible to distinguish God, His
knowledge, and the objects that exist in His knowledge from each other.
Rather, Ibn al-‘Arabi criticizes some scholars who restrict the existent
things to the actual things which are seen in the cosmos only. These

scholars do not have any evidence for this matter according to Ibn al-‘Arabit

4 Chittick, SPK, 11-12.
*|bn al-Arabi, al-Futithat, 4:16. Also, 1bn al-* Arabi, Fusiis, 96.
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who refers to the verse, “He has encompassed whatever is with them and

has enumerated all things in number” (Q, 72:28).%*

Ibn al-‘Arabi suggests many solutions and explanations for various
controversial theological problems in the light of this understanding. For
example, he explains the verse, “He is with you wherever you are,” (Q,
57:4) as God’s knowledge of us wherever we are. But, it is not certain at
first whether Ibn al-‘Arabi on this matter means ontological with-ness
(ma iyya) or a with-ness just through knowledge because even if his idea
appears to be indicating with-ness through knowledge, it can be discussed
that his idea of the divine knowledge has somehow an ontological
togetherness. This is also an example of the dual perspective and expression
of Ibn al-‘Arabi. Nevertheless, since Ibn al-‘Arabi considers there to be a
fundamental difference between the Creator and creatures in one respect, he
says that God said “He is with you,” but He did not say “you are with Him.”
Ibn al-*Arabi connects this difference to the different natures and capacities
of the knowledge of God and the knowledge of human beings. Thus, he
continues that God is with the existent things regardless of whether they are
called existent or non-existent while the cosmos is not with Him at all.* It
is evident from these ideas of Ibn al-‘Arabi that God’s being with us is

related to His knowledge which encompasses everything.

It may be noted that when the fixed entities are in question, even if

some of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s statements are susceptible to various interpretations

**|bn al-‘Arabi, “Kitab al-jalal wa-1 jamal,” in Ibn al-‘Arabi, Rasa il, 30.
% |bn al-Arabi, al-Furiihat, 2:582; 2:56, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 364.
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such as that everything in God’s knowledge has necessarily an ontological
togetherness with God in a pantheistic sense, when God’s being with us is
in question with regard to the knowledge of God, it is not possible to state
any kind of togetherness or equal relationship with God in any case. In other
words, even though consideration of some of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s statements
such as that there is nothing in existence but God*’ may lead us to think of a
certain togetherness among God and the creatures, which are the objects of
God’s knowledge, consideration of the knowledge of God and the
knowledge of human beings proves that Ibn al-‘Arabi accepts an undeniable

distinction between God and the existent things.*®

As a note, there is a very strong relation between the knowledge of
God and the act of creation or bringing things into existence in the cosmos.
Since whatever exists in the cosmos is a manifestation of God, for Ibn al-
‘Arabi, there is nothing other than the forms of His manifestation in fact.*
This matter will be completed in the part on creation of this section because
it can be said that the departure point of creation is the knowledge of God in

which all cosmological and pre-cosmological things exist.

Eventually, it may be right to say that Knowing, as the divine name,
is one of the most significant names of God since God knows Himself
through this name and this name is the source of every existent thing.

Therefore, as Chittick also expresses, God’s knowledge is identical with His

47 \bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:272; 2:148.
8 |bn al-Arabi, al-Futithat, 2:204. See Chittick, SPK, 206.
9 |bn al-*Arabi, al-Futithat, 2:682.

236



Essence.” It means that even if Ibn al-‘Arabi considers the Essence to be
behind all names and attributes in one respect, he affirms that the Essence is

Knowing (al- ‘alim) in another respect.
4.2.4. The Will of God (irada)

Because of the relationship between the divine will and knowledge,
it will be helpful to discuss the subject of God’s will after the subject of
God’s knowledge. According to Ibn al-‘Arabi, the will of God is not
independent. Rather, it is dependent on the knowledge of God. The will of
God (irada) plays a role when the things placed in the knowledge of God
come into existence in the cosmos. Since knowledge does not have an effect
on the object of knowledge, and since the things located in the knowledge
of God need something through which they move toward their cosmological
status, the divine will is a necessary attribute in order to complete the whole
process of creation.® God’s will is dependent on what is known by God. He
can make or command in accordance with what He knows. It means that
God has knowledge of everything including existent and non-existent things
in addition to the knowledge of what these things possess in their nature and

self.

Ibn al-*Arabi connects the divine will to the conceptions of decree
(gada’) and destiny (gadar). He clarifies these conceptions as follows.
Decree is God’s unchangeable and limited order on the things i.e., the

divine will is limited to His knowledge of these things. As for destiny, it is a

0 Chittick, SPK, 38. And, see Ibn al-‘Arabi, Futihat, 3:44.
1 |bn al-*Arabi, Fusiis, 82.
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determination in respect of time in which what these things convey within
their essences without addition or extension comes into existence by God’s
will which complies with the essence of the object.*” In other words, in Ibn
al-‘Arabt’s teaching, the divine will is relevant to decree and destiny which

are also relevant to the unchangeable knowledge of God.

Although there are many aspects of the divine will, I should mention
the ontological will (al-amr al-tzakwini) and the religious will (al-amr al-
taklifi) since like 1bn al-‘Arabi, Ibn Taymiyya as well will examine these
aspects of the divine will. Everything that exists in the cosmos happens
through God’s will only. It is either under the ontological will or the
religious will. The former is not related to the bliss (sa ‘d@da) of human
beings, but it is related to creation while the latter is related to the bliss to
which God calls people through the religious law and the messenger

according to Ibn al-‘Arabi.>®

Ibn al-‘Arabi, with these two kinds of the divine wills, touches on
some terminological points first, and then he says that these wills are
different from each other. While the religious will of God may be disobeyed
by people, it is not possible to disobey the ontological will at all.**
Moreover, he says that even disobedience to the religious will is, in fact,

obedience to the divine will in terms of the ontological will.>

Ibn al-“Arabi, Fuszs, 131, trans. in Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 165.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:593. See Chittick, SPK, 291-3.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futuhat, 4:430. Also, see Ibn al-Arabi, Fusis, 165.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furhat, 3:510, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 293.
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It is possible to see many examples of this kind of understanding in
Ibn al-‘Arabi’s works. For instance, in Fusis al-Hikam, in the chapter of
Aaron, when he mentions the story of Moses and Aaron about their people’s
worshipping the statue of the calf, he explains why Moses is angry with
Aaron. According to Ibn al-‘Arabi, Moses knew very well that whatever
they worship is, in fact, God because God’s judgement on this matter is
determined with the verse, “And your Lord has decreed that you not
worship except Him” (Q, 17:23). However, Aaron was not aware of this
fact. That is the reason why Moses was angry with Aaron. Thus, for Ibn al-
‘Arabi, the gnostic (‘arif) is one who sees the Real in everything.*
Moreover, in this matter, Ibn al-‘Arabi says that the learned scholars (al-
‘ulama’ al-rusiim) use the word decree (gada’) in the meaning of
commandment (amr) while we use it in the meaning of the decision of God
(hukm).>” So, 1bn al-‘Arabi distinguishes this kind of the divine will from a
religious commandment such as prayer, fasting, almsgiving, and avoiding

prohibited acts.

Eventually, in the subject of the divine will, Ibn al-*Arabi says that
God’s will is compatible with what the thing conveys in its self.*® Indeed,
God’s will is dependent on what He knows because it is not acceptable for
God who acts without knowing. Also, it can be said that the divine will is a
kind of intermediary situation between the knowledge of God and the

creation because whatever God has in His mind that comes to the cosmos is

% 1bn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 192.
" Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futithat, 3:117. Also, see lbn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:92.
%8 |bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:356.
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triggered by the divine will since it is not acceptable for a god who acts
without willing. In fact, this is what 1bn al-*Arabi calls the divine wisdom
(hikma). God does not act without wisdom just as He does not will without
knowledge. In this respect, he says that the name Wise (al-hakim) has two
faces: one of them is toward the name Knowing; the other is toward the
Director (al-mudabbir).> Finally, the Essence must have will in order to
bring the things which are fixed in the mind of God into existence in the

COSMOs.
4.2.5. The Relationship between the Essence and the Divine Names

The distinction between the Essence of God (dhat) and the Divinity
of God (al-ulizhiyya) is one of the most important points in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
teaching. The real existence of the names, their relationships with the
Essence, and whether this distinction is just verbal or ontological are some
of the debateable points. Each of these questions is related to the
understanding of the oneness of God (tawhid). In Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching
the understanding of the oneness of God, according to Stephen Hirtenstein,
is a matter of spiritual insight and experience.®® It is a kind of
transformation of vision from the physical world to what is beyond the

physical world. This is a mystical explanation.

Indeed, Ibn al-‘Arabi has something more to say about the oneness
of God concerning its centrality in his whole theology. According to him,

the oneness of God may be examined through two different kinds of

% Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futithat, 1:389, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 174.
0 Hirtenstein, Unlimited Mercifier, 19.
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oneness. In fact, both of them indicate the real oneness. The first kind of
oneness is related to the Essence which is independent of everything. The
second kind of the oneness is related to the Divinity which is in relationship

with the cosmos and unites all the divine names.%*

As stated before, even though Ibn al-‘Arabi distinguishes the
Essence from the divine names, he identifies some names as belonging to
the Essence of God. In total, God has three aspects in His oneness, which
are the Essence, the attributes, and the acts. These three aspects constitute
the Divine Presence (al-hadra al-ilahiyya).%* Therefore, according to Ibn al-
‘Arabi, the Divine Presence as a name refers not only to the Essence but
also to the divine names and actions at the same time.®® On the other hand,
each divine name indicates another divine name and the Essence Itself.®*
When these statements are taken into consideration as a whole, it is possible
to see a unity and an indispensable connection among the conceptions of the
Divine Presence, the Essence of God, the Divinity of God, the divine
names, attributes, and actions. This is a framework of what Ibn al-‘Arabi

understands from the oneness of God (tawhid).

However, even though each one of the aspects proves the oneness of
God, it does not mean that the distinction is redundant. On the contrary, it is
possible to say that the distinction rather than the unity plays a more
important role in Ibn al-*Arabi’s teaching because everything in existence is

a result of the distinction between the Essence and the Divinity of God in

Ibn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 105.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:114.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 4:196, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 58.
Ibn al-* Arabi, Fusis, 79.
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one respect. According to him, although the Essence of God is independent
of the world, the Divinity is dependent on the things.®> Moreover, saying
that God is independent of the things (al-ghaniyy) means that He is
independent of the physical things that exist in the cosmos, but it does not
mean that He is independent of the fixed entities placed in the mind of
God.®® This case is very much related to the point mentioned above under
the title of knowledge because the divine name Knowing is closer to His
Essence more than His Divinity. At the end, Ibn al-‘Arabi says that
according to what God informed about Himself, He has two dimensions.
One of them is the relationship with the cosmos through His names. The
other one is the independence of the Essence such that He is beyond names,

attributes, and relationships.®’

It should be kept in mind that the distinction between the Essence
and the Divinity of God should not lead us to think of God as composite. As
Ibn al-‘Arabi states clearly, there is no part in Him at all, but there are the
names whereby He becomes manifest.®® In fact, the multiplicity of the
divine names may urge us to think of many different realities. So, it is
possible to consider God as a composition consisting of an essence and
many names as if they have reality along with the reality of the Essence.
69

But, for Ibn al-Arabi, all the names express the One without composition.

As Chittick says on this matter, one person may have some names and

Ibn al-Arabi, Fusas, 119.

Ibn al-“Arabi, al-Futizhat, 3:306, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 86.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:533; 4:319.

Ibn al-* Arabi, Fusis, 84.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:397.
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attributes at the same time such as father, son, husband, and brother. But it
does not mean that there are many people; on the contrary, it is known that

each of these attributes expresses the same person.”®

For Ibn al-‘Arabi even if the reality of the divine names and
attributes has been discussed among the rational thinkers (ahl al-nazar)
such as the Kalam theologians, it is not a problem because there is no
ontological reality of the divine names at all. They are relationships only.
Thus, the divine names are not ontological beings alongside the Essence,
but they are, in fact, just rational (ma ‘qil) things.”* These relationships take
place between God’s divinity and the cosmological things. Therefore, it is
not possible to talk about the divine names in respect of their absolute

existence or absolute non-existence.’

Briefly, concerning the relationship between the Essence and the
Divinity of God, it is clear that for Ibn al-‘Arabi there is only One God
without any composition, parts, and associations with Him. On the other
hand, He has many different names through which He is known. The
existence of the names of God does not mean necessarily that either we
mention more than one God or they are His parts. These divine names are

just relationships toward the Essence of God. As Ibn al-‘Arabi says, God is

Chittick, SPK,10.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futuhat, 4:294.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futizhat, 2:684; 2:516. As a note, according to Cagfer Karadas, a Turkish
professor of Islamic theology, on the matter of the existential situation of the divine names
and attributes and their relative existence Ibn al-‘Arabi benefited from Abu Hashim al-
Jubbai’s (d. 933) theory of states (ahwal) even though Karadas does not have evidence
other than pointing out some similarities between the ideas of Ibn al-‘Arabi and al-Jubbai.
Nevertheless, Karadas, to make the point clear, gives a place for a definition of state (hal):
it is the name of the middle position or tool between the existent (mawjiid) and non-existent
(ma ‘ditm). Cagfer Karadas, “Muhyiddin Ibn Arabi’nin itikadi,” Tasavvuf IIm7 ve Akademik
Arastirma Dergisi 9 21 (2008): 67-94 (73).
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one only; there is no number for Him; but He is called the Knowing, Self-
subsisting (al-gayyam), Almighty (al- ‘aziz), Tremendous (al-mutakabbir),
Irresistible (al-jabbar), and the ninety-nine names for the one God with
various attributes (akkam mukhtalifa).”® Also, he by referring to the
Qur’anic verses, “Say, He is God, [who is] One, God (allah), the Eternal
Refuge, He neither begets nor is born, nor is there to Him any equivalent”
(Q, 112:1-4), says that God qualified Himself with the One at first, but then
we know His names and attributes with the multiplicity that His divinity

has.”

4.2.6. The Relationship between the Divine Names and the

Cosmological Beings

According to Ibn al-‘Arabi, everything other than God is a sign of
the divine reality. He says that by the cosmos (‘alam) we know (na lama)
God because it is His sign (‘alama).” Hence, everything other than God is
just a name of His.”® Thus, just as the divine names do not have an
ontological existence, the things, each of which signifies a divine name, do
not have a real existence (wujiid) apart from God’s existence. As it is in the
conception of the oneness of existence (wakdat al-wujid), the things in the
cosmos are only the physical forms of the objects of God’s knowledge. For
instance, concerning the verse cited above, “And your Lord has decreed that
you not worship except Him” (Q, 17:23), the main purpose of Ibn al-‘Arabi

is to draw our attention to the fact that there is nothing other than God’s

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:395.

Ibn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 105.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:473, trans. in Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 3.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:122.
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existence. It means that everything necessarily points out the Real (al-
haqq).77 Moreover, he criticizes Abt Hamid al-Ghazali because of his idea
that God can be known without looking at the cosmos. For Ibn al-‘Arabi,
even if God’s existence in respect of the Essence is known without
observing the cosmological signs, His Divinity cannot be known without

looking at creatures which are His names indeed.”®

There is a connection between each thing in the cosmos and the
divine names. This connection is a kind of relationship according to Ibn al-
‘Arabi. It means, for example, that a living being is related to the name
Living, and a thing known is related to the Knowing.”® In this way all
cosmological things keep their relationships alive with the divine names. A
thing sometimes may have more than one relationship to the divine names
such as the Living, the Knowing, and the Merciful at the same time.
Therefore, it should be taken into consideration that whole system regarding
the Essence, the Divinity, and the cosmological beings in lbn al-‘Arabi’s
teaching is based on the divine names. There is nothing explained without a
reference to a divine name. For example, while the divine name Majesty
(al-jalal) has a relationship with the Essence, the name Beauty (al-jamal)

has relationship with the cosmos.®

It should be noted that each divine name has a different function

since each of them has different relationships with the things.®* The nature

Ibn al-“Arabi, Fusis, 72.
Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusiis, 81.
Ibn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 52.
Ibn al-* Arabi, “Kitab al-jalal wa-1jamal,” in Ibn al-‘Arabi, Rasa’il, 25.
Ibn al-* Arabi, Fusiis, 64.
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of these relationships is determined according to what the thing conveys in
its self or nature. This is related to the divine will mentioned before. The
nature of the relationship should be compatible with the nature of the thing.
Besides this, certain divine names may be more effective on things than
other names. For example, on the improvement of the cosmos, even though
all the names have some effects on this process, the names Director (al-
mudabbir) and Differentiator (al-mufassil) have much more effect

according to 1bn al-‘Arabi.®?

Moreover, for lbn al-‘Arabi, since all the divine names have
different influences on different things in the cosmos, these things can be
distinguished from each other easily. For instance, the object of knowledge
(ma ‘lum) has a relationship with the name Knowing while the object of
power (magqdiir) has a relationship with the name Powerful. Thereby, these
objects are separated from each other because their relationships with the

divine names are different as well &

Also, since each thing in the cosmos
has a relationship with a divine name, Ibn al-‘Arabi says that the vassal
(marbub) said, “O Lord (al-rabb);” and the Lord said to him, “Here I am
[for you] (labbayk);” the created thing (makhliq) said, “O Creator (al-

khalig);” and then the Creator said to him, “Here I am;” the one who is

given sustenance (marziig) said, “O Provider (al-razzag);” and the Provider

8 \bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:100.
8 \bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:665.
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said, “Here I am;” and the weak one said, “O Strong (al-qawiyy);” and then

the Strong said to him, “I respond to you.”84

However, it should be remembered that even though each divine
name shares some characteristics of the other divine names, it does not
mean that they are the same. On the contrary, since their relationships with
the things are different and since the things are different as well, the divine
names also are different.®> Only the name God encompasses all the divine

names completely.

In the direction of these relationships, according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, the
essences of the existent things before their cosmological existence desire to
be brought into existence in the cosmos.*® The divine names as well in
accordance to their essences desire to be manifest in the cosmological

things. This interactive desire may be considered to be a reason of creation.

In this respect, Ibn al-‘Arabi, who writes his works by means of
inspiration (ilham- kashf), gives some mystical information about the
dialogue of the divine names. This dialogue proves the interaction between
the divine names and created things. It is as follows that, he says, when the
divine names such as the Creator (al-khalig) who is Ordainer (al-mugaddir),
Knowing (al- ‘alim), Director (al-mudabbir), Differentiator (al-mufassil),
Maker (al-bari), Form-giver (al-musawwir), Provider (al-razzag), Life-
giver (al-muhyt), Bringer of death (al-mumit), Heir (al-warith), and Grateful

(al-shakiir) gathered and looked at their meanings and realities. When they

8 bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:360, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 61.
& |bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:101.
8 bn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 177.
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desired to be manifest in accordance to their essences, they realized that
there was nothing that was created, needed to be organized, nor a sign that
needed to be explained, nor someone who needed a judgement or
sustenance to be provided. Then, they asked what they could do as long as
there was nothing making them manifest? Firstly, they, namely the divine
names, went to the name the Maker (al-bari), but because of the different
functions and operations of the divine names, they then went to the names
the Powerful (al-gadir), Desiring (al-murid), Knowing (al- ‘alim), and God
(allah) respectively to submit their demand. After God forwarded the
demands of the divine names to the Essence (al-dhat), the Essence told God
to let them [the names] have relationships with the possible things in

accordance to their realities.

Thereupon, the name God (a/lah) by taking the name Speaker (al-
mutakallim) who translates (tarjama), notified what the Essence told to the
divine names, so that, the relationships between the possible things and the
divine names began. In the rest of this dialogue, to preserve these
established relationships, the names want to have a leader (imam). Thus,
they have recourse to the name Director (al-mudabbir), and then they
together go to the name Lord (al-rabb). Thereupon, the Lord assigns the
two names, Director and Differentiator to be deputies to Himself. Thereby,
all the limits and responsibilities of the divine names are regulated and
controlled by the divine name Lord according to Ibn al-‘Arabi.®’ Certainly,

this dialogue with its more extensive details in Al-Futiahat al-Makkiyya has

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:323. Chittick, Imaginal Worlds, 129. For alternative
translation, see Elmore, “Four Texts of Ibn al-*Arabi,” 31-38.
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various aspects indicating different points of the matter of the divine names.
It explains the ranking of the divine names on the one hand. But, on the
other hand, it proves that each divine name has a different place of effect
and has a different responsibility and relationship in respect of the

cosmological things.

Fulfilling their individual responsibilities in accordance with their
essences enables their manifestations. For Ibn al-‘Arabi, as stated above, the
divine names are dependent on the things in the cosmos, so that it can be
said that if there were no sinner in the world, the name Forgiver (al-ghaffar)

1.8 Thus, God in order to manifest His names in

would not be manifest at al
the things needs an object of mercy (raima), generosity (karam), and

munificence (jiid).®

At this point, the name Lord (rabb), through which God regulates
and controls the cosmos in a system, has much more importance.*® Lordship
(rububiyya) is one of the essential names of God. It sets up the connection
to the cosmos because according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, God’s divinity and the
things that exist in the cosmos nourish each other.”* It means that each of
them is the pre-condition of the existence of the other. For Ibn al-‘Arabi,

God can know His divinity only through what is created, so that even

Ibn al-“Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:96.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:289, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 65.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futahat, 2:442.

Ibn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 187.
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though His Essence is beyond all the relationships, definitions, names, and

attributes, His divinity becomes apparent in this way.*

Some scholars agree on this matter that the things in the cosmos are
a requirement of God’s divinity. For example, according to Hirtenstein, to
describe God as the Lord, there must be a thing upon which He is Lord.* R.
W. J. Austin, in the same direction with Hirtenstein, says that the Lordship
has a meaning only within the context of the relationship with the
servants.** Furthermore, in addition to them, Toshihiko Izutsu and Chittick
as well think the same on this matter. While for the former, God’s divinity
requires an “other” as an externalized form on which He might see His
divinity, for the latter, without creation, God would not be a god even
though His Essence is independent of creation.®® All these thoughts are
derived from Ibn al-‘Arabi’s own statements. He says that God’s Lordship
without a doubt needs the servants (yasubu al-marbib bila shakk).”
Eventually, through the name Lord, the essences of the things are looked at,
and then by this name, their times, places, and positions are determined to
bring them into existence from their previous non-existence status.” In this
kind of regulation, the things, which exist in the mind or in the knowledge
of God as the fixed entities (al-a ‘yan al-thabita), become manifest in the

cosmos with the physical forms. This is the progress of creation.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusiis, 81.

Hirtenstein, Unlimited Mercifier, 21.

Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 104-5.

Toshihiko Izutsu, Sufism and Taoism: A Comparative Study of Key Philosophical Concepts
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984), 220; Chittick, SPK, 275.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:364. Also see 2:244, 437.

Ibn al-* Arabi, al-Futihat, 4:199, trans. in Chittick, Imaginal Worlds, 128.
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4.2.7. Creation (khalq)

Ibn al-‘Arabi divides the conception of being into eternal and non-
eternal beings even though both of them belong to God. The former is
related to God’s Essence, and the latter is related to the cosmos which
reflects God’s Divinity.”® Since there is nothing other than God, it can be
said that the non-eternality of the non-eternal beings is not absolute. It
means, as Hirtenstein says, in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching creation is to make
visible the things which are invisible.*® In other words, the non-eternality
belongs to the cosmological existence of things. Before their cosmological
existence, they are invisible in their pre-cosmological status.’® Certainly,
Ibn al-‘Arabi benefits from some conceptions such as the Breath of all-
Merciful (nafas al-razman) and the cloud to explain his teaching of
creation.’®* But, since my purpose in this section is to approach the subject
from the aspect of the divine names, | will continue focusing directly on the

names.

Ibn al-*Arabi, Fusas, 204.

Hirtenstein, Unlimited Mercifier, 26.

For another aspect of the creation, Ibn al-*Arabi says that the creation has two meanings.
One of them is determination and the other is to give existence. Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat,
2:430; 4:210. In this respect, Chittick makes an explanation that while the fixed entities are
created in the sense of determination, the existent things in the cosmos are created in the
sense of both determination and giving existence. Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 49. Definitely,
it indicates two dimensions of the creation: creation of the fixed entities and creation of the
cosmological entities. Even though this approach gives a full authority to God on the
creative act, a question of how the fixed entities are created or determined while they are
eternal with the knowledge of God may be asked.

In this regard, Ibn al-‘Arabi says, “God says, “Our only speech to a thing, when We desire
it” —here “Our speech” refers to the fact that He is a speaker (mutakallim) — “is to say to it
Be!” (Q, 16:40) Be! is exactly what He speaks. Through it that to which He says Be!
becomes manifest... Thereby the entities become manifest within the Breath of the All-
merciful (nafas al-rakman), just as letters become manifest within the human breath. The
thing that comes to be is a specific form, like a form painted upon wood.” 1bn al-‘Arabi, al-
Futuhat, 2:401, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 128. For detailed information, see Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-
Futiahat, 2:331; 394-6 and Chittick, Imaginal Worlds, 24; 53.
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As said before, creation is the effect of the relationship between the
divine names and the possible things, so that these things become manifest.
This is called divine manifestation (taja//7) or epiphany. For Osman Yahya,
the divine manifestation (zajalli) happens through three levels: the Essence,
the names and attributes, and the acts. Especially by the acts, He manifests
the cosmos. %% These three aspects of the divine manifestation constitute the
oneness of God at the same time. In this respect, according to Chittick,
creation of the cosmos in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching depends mainly on four
divine names: the Powerful, Desiring, Knowing, and Existence (wujid).'®®
Creation is actualized when these names come together. It proves the

relationship between the cosmos and the divine names in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s

mind.

For Ibn al-‘Arabi there are two dimensions of the act of creation.
One of these dimensions faces toward the Creator (al-khalig). It consists of
three aspects: the Essence (dhat), the will (irada), and the Speech (the
divine command, be!). The other dimension faces toward creatures
(makhlig). 1t consists of three aspects as well: the thingness (shay ‘iyya),
hearing (sama ) of the divine command, and accepting (imtithal) the divine
command to come into existence. Thus, creation or coming into existence is
based on something of a trinity in which the three aspects of the Creator

meet the three aspects of creatures.'®

Osman Yahya, “Theophanies and Lights in the Thought of Ibn ‘Arabi,” The Journal of the
Muhyiddin Ibn ‘Arabi Society 10 (1991): 35-44.

Chittick, Imaginal Worlds, 126.

Ibn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 155; 1bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:276. “huwiyyatuhii wa tawajjuhuhii
wa qawluhii.” Also, see Yousef, Ibn ‘Arabi: Time and Cosmology, 128.
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According to Ibn al-‘Arabi, on the ground of creation there is the
divine name Speaker (mutakallim) as God says in the Qur’an, “Indeed, Our
word to a thing when We intend it is but that We say to it, ‘Be,” and it is”
(Q, 16:40).1% With a reference to this verse Ibn al-‘Arabi connects creation
to the divine name Speaker. The things which come into existence in the
form of the divine command, that is Be!, are words of God (kalimat). His
word is the same with His knowledge and His knowledge is the same with
His Essence. So, God created the cosmos in His form.'® Hence, everything
in the cosmos is a word of God which is infinite as mentioned in the Qur’an

(Q, 18:109; 31:27).1%"

Furthermore, since the divine names are infinite, creation, in other
words, the divine manifestation is infinite as well.!®® In this case, Ibn al-
‘Arabi grounds his idea on the Qur’anic verses. For him, creation is without
beginning because the things are always in need for God. He is always
creating as said in His Book, “Every day He is bringing about a matter” (Q,
55:29).1%° Therefore, Ibn al-‘Arabi says that the Real (al-haqq) never stops
being active (fa“‘al)."® Moreover, there is another important verse of the
Qur’an frequently referred by Ibn al-‘Arabi to explain continuity of

creation. It is the verse, “But they are in confusion over a new creation

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futizhat, 2:401; 2:366, 352.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 2:403, trans. in Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 27.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futahat, 4:166. Say, “If the sea were ink for [writing] the words of my
Lord, the sea would be exhausted before the words of my Lord were exhausted, even if We
brought the like of it as a supplement.” (Q, 18:109)

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:69, 667; 3:452.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:208.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 4:320.
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(khalg jadid)” (Q, 50:15).*** Through these verses Ibn al-‘Arabi defends
both the eternal activeness of God and continuity of creation. In addition, he
sets a connection between the divine names First (al-awwal) and Last (al-
akhir) and the continuous creation. For him, all beginnings and endings
stem from these names, so that they indicate the continuous creation as

everlasting divine activity.*?

Briefly, according to Ibn al-*Arabi, God is continuously active in the
act of creation. But, it does not mean that the cosmos is eternal (gadim) as
philosophers claim.* Even though Henry Corbin puts forward that there is
no place in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s doctrine of the manifestation (zajalli) for the
conception of creation ex nihilo, which is held by some Muslims in order to
explain creation, it is obvious that Ibn al-‘Arabi’s purpose is to make clear
the relationship between the cosmos and the divine names more than focus

philosophically on whether the cosmos is eternal.***

On the other hand, he has some objections to the claims of
philosophers concerning the creation of the cosmos even if he has common
ideas with theologians and philosophers. For example, for him, the Ash‘aris
believe that the cosmos is composed of substances (jawhar). It is the same

as what Ibn al-‘Arabi says; the entity (al- ‘ayn) is one. Then, the Ash‘aris

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:79, 735; 2:372, 451; 3:105, 288; 4:320, 397.

Ibn al-Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:675, trans. in Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 202.

Abtu al-Walid Muhammad Ibn Ahmad Ibn Rushd, Tahafut al-tahafut. Sulayman Dunya,
(Cairo: Dar al-ma‘arif, 1964), 55-210.

Corbin, Creative Imagination, 185. In this point, Chittick says, “Ibn al-‘Arabi takes a
middle position between those philosophers who maintain that the cosmos is eternal
(gadim) and the theologians who maintain that it is temporally originated (hadith)... He
holds that the cosmos is created from nonexistence, but that here “nonexistence” cannot
mean absolute nothingness.” Chittick, SPK, 84-85.
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say that these substances become different from each other through
accidents (a rad). It is similar to what 1bn al-Arabi says; the one entity has
various forms (siura) and relationships (nisba) in order to be distinguished
from each other. But, the difference is that while the Ash‘aris consider the
substance to be something other than the Real (al-kaqq), Ibn al-‘Arabi

considers the substance to be the same as the Real.**®

Concerning the criticism of Ibn al-*Arabi against the philosophers’
ideas on creation, unlike philosophers who set a connection of cause ( ‘illa)
and effect (ma lil) between the Creator and creatures, Ibn al-‘Arabi sets a
connection of condition (shars) and conditioned (mashrit) between the
Creator and creatures. It is because while a cause necessarily requires an
effect, a condition does not necessarily require something conditioned.*® It
should be noted that since Ibn al-‘Arabi considers coming into existence
and being in the cosmos to be the same, rejection of the eternity of the
existential status of the possible things in/with the cosmos does not mean
that they had an absolute nonexistence as was expressed above. Therefore,
in order to keep God exalted from creatures, at least concerning existence
(wujud), Ibn al-*Arabi says that at first God did not create; then He did. He
distinguishes the Creator and creatures clearly while he emphasizes the

impossibility of eternity of the cosmos.*’

After all these explanations, it can be said briefly that for Ibn al-

‘Arabi, between the Creator and creatures there is a relation of body and

15 1bn al-* Arabi, Fusizs, 188.
Y8 1bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:261.
17 \bn al-* Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:254, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 101.
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soul set up through the divine names.**® By this soul, called the director soul
(rzh mudabbir), the physical forms of the possible things in the cosmos
have been governed.'*® However, these forms do not keep their same
positions. On the contrary, there is an endless renewal of the forms. As Ibn
al-*Arabi highlights, everything other than God is in need of God in order to

take its existence and to supply its maintenance in different forms.*
4.2.8. Oneness and Multiplicity

Another aspect of the relationship between the divine names and the
cosmological things definitely is the matter of the multiplicity of the
possible things and the oneness of God. As it has been explained up to this
point, there is one existence only which belongs to the Real, but He has
many forms through His manifestations. Even if this problem seems solved
within Ibn al-*Arabi’s teaching, it may be discussed whether this kind of

approach damages the correct understanding of the oneness of God.

According to Ibn al-‘Arabi, God is both manifest and non-manifest
at the same time. Through His name Non-manifest (al-barin) He is hidden
from all creatures and beyond all definitions. Through His name Manifest
(al-zahir) He becomes known and realized by His creatures and visible to
them via creatures themselves. In this respect, Ibn al-‘Arabi says that while

creation is the manifestation of the Real, the Real is the non-manifestation

18 1bn al-* Arabi, Fusiis, 69.
119 1bn al-* Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:499, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 40.
120 \bn al-* Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:454.
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of creation.’”* Between God and the possible things there is an interactive
relationship. Even though God’s Essence is independent of the possible
things in the absolute sense, His divinity is dependent on the cosmos as

stated before.

It should be kept in mind that in this interactive relationship between
God and the possible things, two parties of the relationship do not have the
same significance. There is one entity in reality as well as its multiple and
various manifestations. But, they are not equal in terms of existence
(wwjud). It means that the One is the base of the multiplicity of the things
because all multiplicities contain the one. If the One, God, did not exist,
multiplicity would not exist either, while the oneness is not dependent on

the multiplicity at all.'?

We know God by means of various names and attributes since the
number of the manifestation places is infinite. God’s manifestation has been
without beginning (al-azal).'?* Therefore, each thing in the cosmos refers to
certain divine names; each divine name has a relationship with a thing in the
cosmos. All these relationships make God known. In this regard, Ibn al-
‘Arabi by referring to the verse, “Nothing is like Him” (Q, 42:11), declares
the impossibility of qualifying God with multiplicity.*** It should be
emphasized again that in Ibn al-*Arabi’s teaching the distinction between

God and the things is clearly declared in one respect. For him, the eternal

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 4:246; 3:484, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 89; Chittick, Self-
Disclosure, 206.

Ibn al-*Arabi, “Kitab al-alif,” in Ibn al-*Arabi, Rasa’il, 39.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:122. Also, see 4:36; 1:48.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:589. See Chittick, SPK, 104.
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being is God while everything other than God is a temporally originated

being.'?®

On the other hand, he says that if someone says that | see nothing, he
is right. If someone says that | see nothing other than God, he is right. And
if someone says that | see the cosmos only, he is right as well.*?® Thus, it is
not possible to qualify the cosmos with absolute non-existence or absolute
existence. But, it is in a middle position.”?” The cosmos is conceived in

relative terms. It is not other than God:; it is not the same with God either.

Indeed, there are various statements and analogies in his works
supporting his idea on this matter. For example, he mentions the
relationship of water and ice. Water is no other than a kind of form of ice.
But at the same time, it is known that they are not identical with each other

as well 1?8

Also, he uses the analogy of a mirror. He suggests that the view
of a man in a mirror is none other than the man. But, it is not the same as
the man as well. If someone says that he saw himself in the mirror, he is
neither a liar nor is he right.?® This is also a good example of both the

duality of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s thought and expression and his attempt to explain

everything by referring to the divine names and attributes.

Ibn al-“Arabi, al-Futihat, 4:438; 3:78, 443, 506. See Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 238.
Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:438; 3:255, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 102.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 4:151.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furuhat, 4:130, trans. in Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 36.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Furuhat, 1:304, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 118.
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4.2.9. Incomparability (tanzih) and Similarity (tashbih) of God

God’s incomparability and similarity play a significant role in Ibn
al-‘Arab1’s theology. It is one of the most essential doctrines of Ibn al-
‘Arabi because it is the only way of conceiving God truly. For Ibn al-
‘Arabi, if you do not accept both incomparability and similarity together,
you restrict Him into one of them. All the names and attributes of God such
as greatness (‘izza), high (a‘la), glorified (kibriya’), forgetting (nisyan),
deception (makr), and with-ness (ma ‘iyya), which constitute the names of
incomparability and similarity, are requirements of God’s perfection. But,

something restricted cannot be perfect.'®

As a definition of the incomparability of God (tanzih), 1bn al-‘Arabi
by referring to the verse, “Exalted is your Lord, the Lord of might, above
what they describe” (Q, 37:180), says that it is to consider the Real beyond
all definitions, names, attributes, and similarities with creatures. According
to this definition, it is not possible to set a connection between the Real and

the originated things.*

He classifies the divine names into the names relevant to
incomparability and the names relevant to similarity. The names of
incomparability belong to the Essence Itself. They are the names of the
Essence mentioned before. These names, such as Independent (al-ghaniyy),
One (al-akad), Great (al-kabir), High (al-a la), and Majesty (al-jalal), do

not have any relationship with the originated things. On the contrary, the

130 |bn al-* Arabi, al-Futithat, 2:483. Also, see 1bn al-* Arabi, Fusiis, 69-70.
131 \bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:672; 2:580; 3:148.
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other names, the names of similarity belong to God’s Divinity. These
names, such as Compassionate (al-rakim), Forgiver (al-ghafiir), Self-Great
(al-mutakabbir), Self-High (al-muta‘ala), and Beauty (al-jamal), have
relationships with the originated things.*? In accordance with the nature
and meaning of the names of similarity, these names remind us of a

similarity between God and His creatures.

As explained before, since the precondition of the divine names is
the relationship between God and the things, the idea of similarity should be
necessary to some extent. It is difficult to ignore a connection, relationship,
or a similarity between God and the things. For Ibn al-‘Arabi, even if the
human intellect is not sufficient to qualify God and creatures with the same
names and attributes, the similarity of God with creatures is a reality
confirmed by the divine bestowal of knowledge.’** Even though God
declares that nothing is like Him, and He is the Hearing and the Seeing, (Q,
42:11) rational thinkers, because of their imperfect intellect-based method,
can comprehend God’s incomparability only.*** However, it is a fact that
God frequently qualifies Himself and His creatures with the same names

and attributes.®

Furthermore, according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, the verse, “There is nothing
like Him, and He is the Hearing, the Seeing,” (Q, 42:11) per se is sufficient

to explain the cooperation of God’s incomparability and similarity.** For

1bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:57; 1:691; 2:110.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 4:3, 7.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:299; 2:404, trans. in Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 95.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:41; 2:307.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusis, 182; 153. See Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:290; 3:161.
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Chittick, in Islamic history most of theologians and philosophers focused on
the incomparability of God by ignoring His similarity in order to protect His
supremacy over creatures. However, Ibn al-*Arabi was not content with
this kind of approach to the divine names because it leads rational thinkers
to interpret (sa 'wil) the names and attributes such as speech, laughing, foot,
eye, and hand.’®" According to Ibn al-‘Arabi, the verse, “We believe in
some and disbelieve in others” (Q, 4:150), points out those who affirm the
incomparability of God without affirming His similarity. They are not

believers in fact.**®

Insomuch as the matter of incomparability and
similarity is very important for Ibn al-‘Arabi, he considers Noah’s failure to
combine incomparability and similarity in his calling people to God as the

reason why people were disobedient to Noah.**

Eventually, since there is no essential property shared between God
and creatures, it is not possible to mention certain sameness between God
and creatures even though the latter have many attributes by which God also
is qualified. Affirmation of the similarity of God does not damage His
incomparability at all. In addition, for Ibn al-‘Arabi, qualifying two things
with the same attributes does not make them necessarily same. In this
respect, he says not to deceive yourself by thinking that God qualifies you
like He qualifies Himself with knowing or willing or likewise.**® He means
clearly that a certain attribute is used in one sense when it is used for a

creature; it is used in another sense when it is used for the Creator because

137 Chittick, Imaginal Worlds, 98.

138 |bn al-* Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:375.

%9 |pn al-* Arabi, Fusis, 70.

40 1bn al-* Arabi, “Kitab al-jalal wa-1 jamal,” in Ibn al-*Arabi, Rasa il, 27.
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they do not share the essential property. Already, for Ibn al-‘Arabi, those
who are knowledgeable through God know that God exists, is powerful,
speaks, wills, lives, abides, hears, and sees. Then, they know that whatever
is attributed to God cannot be attributed to the originated things (al-

muhdathar).**

To sum up, it is possible to say that Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching nearly
as a whole is based on the names and attributes of God. In every particular
topic of his works, more or less, the traces of the divine names can be seen
because everything other than the Essence is a manifestation of God
(tajalli). He has mystical explanations of the divine names and attributes
bestowed by God by means of inspiration. As a result of this method, he has
his own ideas about the issue. While his main concentration is the oneness
of God (tawhid), he explains it through some aspects such as the fixed
entities, the perfection of God, the oneness of existence and the multiplicity
of existent things, and the incomparability and similarity of God. Since
anything other than God is His name according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, he sets a
connection between the divine names and every conception including God,

the Essence, the Divinity, and creatures.

11 \bn al-*Arabi, Insha’ al-dawa’ir, 153.

262



1

4.3. Ibn Taymiyya and the Names and Attributes of God

Ibn Taymiyya, like Ibn al-‘Arabi, reserves a very significant place
for the divine names and attributes in his theology. In this section, lbn
Taymiyya’s approach to the names and attributes of God concerning various
aspects of the matter, such as the relation between God and the attributes,
the oneness of God (tawhid), creation (khalg), the balance between
incomparability (tanzih) and reductionism (ta ‘til), will (irada), and the

speech of God (kalam), will be examined.
4.3.1. God and the Divine Attributes

In order to see the whole picture it is helpful to state briefly the
general approach of Ibn Taymiyya to the divine names and attributes and
his objections to various opinions about the subject. First and foremost, 1bn
Taymiyya affirms the divine names and attributes such as the Living,
Knowing, Wise, Hearing, Seeing, Speaking, and Creator found in the
Qur’an and the hadiths of the Prophet.® According to him, not only from the
scriptural perspective but also rationally the names and attributes are a
necessity of God’s perfection. Whatever is relevant to perfection in the
world should exist in God’s Essence because He deserves more than

everything else the perfection that belongs to created beings and deserves as

Ibn Taymiyya, Iqtida’, 466.
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well to be exonerated from every imperfection from which at least some

created beings are exonerated.?

All attributes expressed in the Qur’an and the hadiths must be
accepted by the sincere believers. Although some people denied the
attributes in order to preserve God’s oneness, which will be discussed
below, Ibn Taymiyya considers all the attributes of perfection to be
necessary concomitants of His Essence. He says that we do not say that
these attributes are unnecessary for God, but they are necessary (wajib) for
His Essence because He is the object of worship (ma ‘biid); He deserves
(mustakaqq) all these attributes.® In this respect, Ibn Taymiyya emphasizes
several points in order to prove the necessity of the divine attributes. For
example, he mentions a Qur’anic dialogue between the Prophet Abraham
and his father by referring to the verse, “O my father, why do you worship
that which does not hear and does not see and will not benefit you at all?”
(Q, 19:42). And then, he says that the verse proves that the attributes such
as hearing, seeing, and benefitting someone are among the attributes of
perfection. So, the object of worship must have all of them.* Hence, it is to
say that these attributes, which are based on the Qur’an, are used by God

Himself to prove His perfection while refuting all idols.

Moreover, Ibn Taymiyya argues that if God was not living,

knowing, hearing, seeing, and speaking, He would be dead, ignorant, deaf,

Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Shark al-‘agida al-lsfahaniyya. Hasanayn
Muhammad Makhlaf, (Cairo: Dar al-kutub al-islamiyya, n.d.), 49; lbn Taymiyya, Majmii "
fatawa, 12:347, trans. in Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 59.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:357.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:82.
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blind, and speechless. God is far from all these imperfection.> However, it
may be asked why Ibn Taymiyya does not separate the attributes of
imperfection for humans and the divine while he separates the attributes of
perfection by claiming that God’s seeing is not the seeing of a man.® | mean
that if God’s seeing, hearing, and knowing are different from the seeing,
hearing, and knowing of human beings, when someone claims that God is
not seeing, it cannot be said that God would be blind because it is
necessarily that God’s unseeing should be different from man’s failing to

See.

Apart from this question, another argument for God’s attributes
provided by Ibn Taymiyya pertains to the relation between God’s Essence
and the attributes. The existence of an essence without an attribute is
impossible in reality, but it is possible in the mind only. Therefore, seeing
that God is real, He must have these attributes because there is no essence in
reality stripped of all its attributes.” Actually, the Arabic term essence
(dhat) itself means being the possessor of something. In this sense, Ibn
Taymiyya gives the following examples: one who has knowledge (dhat
ilm), one who has power (dhat qudra), and one who has speech (dhat
kalam).® Everything must have some attributes and every attribute must

have a thing through which the attributes are known.™ In this case, it is

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 8:21, trans. in Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 64.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 5:198.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 3:420-421. Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 17:161.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:39.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 17:161; MF 6:98.

0 \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 6:99.
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obvious that for Ibn Taymiyya the Essence of God cannot be thought

without the attributes.

The discussion of the divine attributes intensifies with the attributes
that are relevant to the relation between creatures and God, unlike with the
attributes which clearly exonerate God. In general, the attributes of God are
examined under two titles: negative (salbi-tanzihi) and positive (thubiiti)
attributes. While the former, which exonerate God clearly, are not the
subject of serious debate among theologians, the latter which is relevant to
God and creatures, occupies the centre of the theological debates. The
schools of thought and the scholars in Islam provide different opinions. lbn
Taymiyya exhibits these different opinions in order both to refute many of

them and to display various aspects of the subject.

For instance, some of them, according to Ibn Taymiyya, reject the
attributes of God; some of them interpret these attributes metaphorically;
some groups claim that the attributes are eternal with the essence; and
another group says that the attributes are contingent.** So, it is clear that
there is no one approach to the attributes among theologians. For example,
while Jahm b. Safwan (d. 746) rejects all the names and attributes of God,
the Mu‘tazila only reject the attributes according to Ibn Taymiyya.*? As

another example showing controversy over the attributes, lbn Taymiyya

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 5:197. As a note, for Ibn Taymiyya among the Muslims the
first who reinterpreted the revealed attributes (al-sifat al-khabariyya) of God was Abt al-
Ma‘ali al-Juwayni (d. 1085). Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 2:18.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 2:604.
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notes the voluntary attributes.® They are His speech, hearing, seeing, will,
love, mercy, wrath, creating, descending, and sitting about which the
Jahmis** and the Kullabis™ discuss. For the former, these attributes do not
subsist in the Essence of God (taqimu bi-dhatihi) while for the latter these
attributes subsist in God but without His will (mashi’a) and power

(qudra).’®

The discussion on the divine attributes among theologians is not
limited to these ideas. For example, the question of whether the attributes
are eternal (gadim) or accidental (a rad) is important as well. In this regard,
Ibn Taymiyya mentions three groups who affirm the attributes of God but
disagree with each other on whether the attributes are accidental. According
to al-Ash‘arT and some followers of Imam Ahmad, the attributes are not

accident. For Hisham ibn Hakam (d. 805) and Aba ‘Abd Allah Muhammad

Jon Hoover says, “Ibn Taymiyya defines the ‘voluntary attributes’(al-sifat al-
ikhtiyariyya)... as those attributes of God ‘linked to will,” that is, those attributes that God
manifests via an act of His will. The shaykh links the voluntary attributes to both God’s
will and God’s power and maintains that these attributes subsist in God’s essence.” Jon
Hoover, “God Acts by His Will and Power: Ibn Taymiyya’s Theology of a Personal God in
his Treatise on the Voluntary Attributes,” in Ibn Taymiyya and His Times, ed. Yossef
Rapoport and Shahab Ahmed, (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2010), 55-77, (57).
Jahmiya is a theological sect founded by Jahm Ibn Safwan who has an opposite position to
corporealist and anthropomorphist theological ideas. With a significant influence of
philosophy Jahm and his followers, who are called Jahmis, denies the attributes of God.
Also, they claim that tradition may contradict the human intellect. In those cases, tradition
should be re-interpreted (ta’wil) by means of the intellect. For example, they interpret the
sitting of God (istiwa’) on the Throne as “sovereignty” of God over the world. Serafettin
Golciik, “Cehmiyye,” in TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi, 7 (Istanbul: 1993), 234-236.

The Kullabiya is a theological sect founded by Muhammad Ibn Kullab al-Qattan al-Basri
(d. 855) who is among al-Ash‘ar’s forerunners. Ibn Kullab is known with his rational
objections to the Mu'tazila. The nature of the Qur’an, the speech of God, and His other
attributes are some of his main interests. According to J. R. T. M. Peters, Ibn Kullab was
influenced by Shi‘T theologian Hisham Ibn al-Hakam. Nevertheless, Ibn Kullab’s views
became norms within the Ash‘ariya. J. R. T. M. Peters, God’s Created Speech: A Study in
the Speculative Theology of the Mu ‘tazili Qadr al-Qudat Abii al-Hasan ‘Abd al-Jabbar Ibn
Anrmad al-Hamadani (Belgium: E. J. Brill, 1976), 21-22.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:217, trans. in Hoover, “Voluntary Attributes,” 57.
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ibn Karram (d. 896), the attributes are accident. And for the correct view, it

is neither to affirm nor reject that the attributes are accident.*’

As for what Ibn Taymiyya thinks of the attributes, as stated in the
previous chapter, the opinions of the Salaf (righteous ancestors) play a very
important role on Ibn Taymiyya’s method of acquiring true knowledge and
having the sound faith. Therefore, as in many issues, in this problem Ibn
Taymiyya claims to follow their opinions. According to him, like the
Essence, God’s attributes are eternal (gadim).'® As mentioned above, since
it is impossible for an essence to exist without attributes, His attributes must
be eternal because the Essence of God is eternal. In this respect, lbn
Taymiyya objects to those who say that whoever affirms an eternal attribute

is an anthropomorphist (mushabbiha).*®

For Ibn Taymiyya affirmation of the divine attributes is a creedal
issue since to affirm the attributes is not only to affirm a quality (kayfiyya)
but also to affirm the existence of God.?° Also, on the reality of the
attributes of God there is a consensus among those who affirm that God is
really Living, really Knowing, really Powerful, really Hearing, really
Seeing, really Willing and really Speaking.?* This issue will become clearer

below through examining some specific attributes.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 6:102.
Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:46; 3:420-423.
Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 2:608.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:355.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 5:196.
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4.3.2. Oneness of God (tawhid)

Before focusing on the oneness of God (tawiid) in Ibn Taymiyya it
may be useful to touch briefly on the problem of the name (ism) and the
object named (musamma) since it is a point relevant to the issue of the
divine names and attributes concerning the oneness. According to
theologians among people of the Sunna (ahl al-sunna) such as al-Juwayni
(d. 1085), names and things named are the same while for Jahmis and
Mu ‘tazilis like Qadi “Abd al-Jabbar (d. 1025) names and things named are
different things from each other. For the former, to consider the names and
the named to be different from each other damages the belief in the oneness
of God because all the divine names indicate His one essence. If the names
and the named beings were different, all the names of God would indicate
different essences. As for the opinions of the latter, if it is true that the
names and the named beings were the same, it would follow necessarily that
when someone says something impure (najis), his mouth should be
impure.22 ‘Uthman Ibn Sa‘1d al-Darimi (d. 893) gives an answer to this kind
of idea by saying that the relationship of the names and the named is
different for God and for humans because you can give a name Hakim
(wise) for someone who, in fact, is an ignorant (jahil) but it is not possible
to call God by this kind of a name.? As for Ibn Taymiyya’s approach to this

issue, he has a different idea. For him, the correct way is to not say the

Imam al-Haramayn Al-Juwayni, Kitab al-irshad ila qawati‘ al-adillati fi usiul al-i ‘tiqad.
Ed. Muhammad Yusuf Misa, (Egypt: Matba‘a al-sa‘ada, 1950), 141. Ahmad, Sharj al-
Usu! al-Khamsa, 542.

‘Uthman Ibn Sa‘id Al-Darimi, Radd al-Imam al-Darimi ‘Uthman Ibn Sa ‘id ‘ala Bishr al-
Mirayst al- ‘anid. (Beirut: Dar al-kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 1940), 9.
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names and the object named are the same or are they different. He
emphasizes the word ‘belonging to’ because for him, various verse in the
Qur’an clearly proves that all the beautiful names belong to God.** After
this information, | will not go into more detail on the discussion of the
relation between the names and the named because it is not on the centre of
the topic. However, a brief explanation was necessary because it is an
aspect of the subject of the divine names and the attributes concerning their

existential status along with the Essence of God.

As for what Ibn Taymiyya thinks of the oneness of God, it may be
explained with several aspects like the oneness of Divinity (tawhid al-
ulithiyya), oneness of Lordship (tawhid al-rubibiyya), and incomparability
of God (tanzih). Firstly, Ibn Taymiyya mentions the oneness of God in
general. The oneness of God is divided into three categories: the oneness of
the Essence of God which means His essence is alone; the oneness of His
attributes, which means there is nothing like Him; and the oneness of His

acts, which means He is the only agent.?

Concerning the oneness of God, theologians and philosophers have
different ideas. One of the most important ideas is whether the attributes
make God a composite being (murakkab). The departure point of this kind
of approach, in fact, is the assumption that the attributes are separated from
the essence. According to philosophers and theologians, who deny the

attributes of God, affirming the attributes along with the essence makes God

“Say, ‘Call upon Allah or call upon the Most Merciful. Whichever [name] you call - to
Him belong the best names’” (The Qur’an, 17:110; 20:8; 59:24). lbn Taymiyya, Majmii"
fatawa, 6:185; 207; 12:169.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 3:98.
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a composite being, namely a body (jism). If something is qualified with an
attribute, it would be a body, and all bodies are divisible, so a divisible thing
cannot be one.?® Moreover, if something is composite, it needs someone
who composes the parts, and it is dependent on its parts.?’ Another
argument of those who deny the attributes of God is that if the attributes of
perfection make God perfect, God would be imperfect before acquiring
these attributes or in the absence of the attributes. As an objection to these
ideas of philosophers and theologians, Ibn Taymiyya says that definitely
one who has these attributes of perfection is superior to one who does not
have them. We know necessarily that one who is living, knowing, hearing,
seeing and speaking is superior to one who is not living, knowing, powerful,
hearing, seeing, and speaking.?® However, since it is impossible to think of
God without these attributes, this kind of reasoning is already meaningless.
These discussions are important in order to understand the objections

provided by Ibn Taymiyya to theologians and philosophers.

In Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching the oneness of Divinity and the oneness
of Lordship play very important roles. It may be said that these conceptions
constitute the centre of conception of the oneness for lbn Taymiyya. He
bases the religion as a whole on the proclamation of the oneness of God
(tawhid). By referring to the verse, “To dedicate the religion wholly to God”

(Q, 39:2), he criticizes some Muslims who, by ignoring the oneness of

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 7:114. Ibn Taymiyya, Iqtida’, 459, trans. in Memon, Against Popular
Religion, 326.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:141.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:95.
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Divinity of God, affirm the oneness of Lordship of God alone as Arab

polytheists affirmed.”

It is clear that for Ibn Taymiyya the oneness is possible with the
affirmation of the two aspects of the oneness: the oneness of Lordship and
the oneness of Divinity.*® This way only can lead people to the true faith of
the oneness of God. Ibn Taymiyya highlights to the verse, “You alone we
worship, and You alone do we ask for help” (Q, 1:5), since this verse
summarizes the correct belief grounded on the oneness of God. For Ibn
Taymiyya, the belief in God as the object of worship is as important as the
belief in God as the Creator, which is related to His Lordship, because these
two dimensions of the oneness require affirming the other.®* On this matter
Ibn Taymiyya has objections to some Muslims among theologians,
philosophers, and mystics. He claims that many Muslims share the same
incorrect belief with the pre-Islamic Arab polytheists who also believe in
God as the Lord of everything.®® This incorrect belief of the polytheists will
not save them from the punishment unless they affirm that there is no god
but God who is alone to be worshiped and served.®® Thus, he accuses many
Muslims among the people of the Sunna of being imitators of the

polytheists.**

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 10:264. Also, see Michot, Against Extremism, 156.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 2:459.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majma‘ fatawa, 14:13; 1:89. For details see Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s
Theodicy, 26-30.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 14:377.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi‘ fatawa, 3:105. For translation, see Ansari, lbn Taymiyyah
Expounds on Islam, 169.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 3:101.
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Moreover, he explains the mistake of those who do not balance
between two dimensions of the oneness. They seek for help from God, trust
in God, and accept that all power belongs to God rather than themselves.
But, at the same time, they do not intend to worship God by obeying His
command and by avoiding what He prohibited. And they do not pay
attention to the fact that God loves piety and obedience, and is angry with
disbelievers and hypocrites.*® Therefore, only one whom God guides will
understand the reality of the verse (Q, 1:5). So, Ibn Taymiyya explains the
correct meaning of the name God (ilah). It is the One who alone deserves to

be worshiped, obeyed, and served.*

Briefly, on the subject of the oneness of Divinity and Lordship, Ibn
Taymiyya’s whole effort is to keep a balance because one of them without

the other does not complete the belief in God sufficiently.

At this point, I focus on another important aspect of the oneness of
God. This is the relation between incomparability (tanzih) and reductionism
(ta til) rather than the balance between incomparability and similarity
(tashbih) on which, as remembered from the previous section, Ibn al-‘Arabi
focuses. For Ibn Taymiyya, the vital mistake is not to identify similar
attributes between God and creatures, but it is to qualify creatures with the

attributes which belong to God only (khasa ‘isuki).’ At the level of the

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 17:65.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 3:101.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 3:22. Ibn Taymiyya by referring to the verse, “There is
nothing like Him” says that it is not permissible to make an analogy between God and
creatures as made by philosophers. Even if it is an attempt to refute the philosophers’
method of analogy (giyas), it can work in this context as well in order to refute any
assumption regarding essential similarity between God and creatures. Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-
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verbal expression (lafzz), there may be similarities between God and
creatures, but they should be understood differently depending on what they
imply. If an attribute qualifies God, it has a different meaning. In the same
way, if the attribute is used to qualify creatures, it has a different meaning as
well. According to Ibn Taymiyya, the same words may point out different
things. This kind of approach should not lead people necessarily to
anthropomorphism (zashbih). Sometimes words, attributes, and concepts
may refer to some particulars with a general names but it does not mean that
they are the same things. He uses the word colour in order to make the point
clear. He says, for example, that the word “colour” may be applied to black,
white, and red although they are completely different from each other. In
the same way, the word “attribute” may be applied to knowledge, power,

life, taste, colour, and smell although they are different from each other.*

Also, he says that the word animal may be applied to both human
beings and cattle although they have different realities (haga’ig). This case

is the same for the term existence (wujiid) as well.* In this respect, he says,

Existence, for example, should be better predicated, they say, of the
Necessary Being than the possible, just as whiteness should be better
predicated of snow than ivory. The same is true of the other attributes
and names of God. He deserves them in a sense no creature does, even

though they have something in common with Him.*

Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Muwafaqat sahih al-mangil li sarth al-ma ‘gil. (Beirut: Dar al-kutub
al-‘ilmiyya, 1985), 45.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 20:445.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 20:446.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 5:201, trans. in Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam,
134.
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The main point here is that, for example, the term existence may be used for
existence of a tree, cat, and stone in one sense but it is different from the
sense in which God is qualified with existence. In addition, Ibn Taymiyya
refers to some verses of the Qur’an to prove his idea. It is realized that the
word knowledge in these verses is sometimes used for the knowledge of
creatures (Q, 3:18) and sometimes used for God’s knowledge (Q, 2:255 and
4:166).* It is clearly known that the word knowledge ( ilm) in these verses

refers to God and creatures separately.

Ibn Taymiyya defends that the attributes of God and the attributes of
creatures are not the same things even though they are expressed with the
same words. Thus, he criticizes theologians who attempt to interpret these
attributes rationally. The mistake of those who deny the attributes of God is
that they cannot distinguish the meaning of the attributes when they are
applied to God and to creatures. Therefore, those who deny the attributes
conceive the attributes of God on the level of creation first, and then they
think that God and creatures cannot be same. Eventually, they deny the
attributes of God.*> However, Ibn Taymiyya says that it is not permissible to
affirm God’s knowledge, power, hearing, and seeing as the knowledge and
power of creatures.”® Also, for him it is necessarily known about the
religion of Islam that God has deserved the beautiful names even though He
calls the servants by some of these names such as hearing, seeing, living,

knowing, wise, gracious, merciful, owner, precious, protector, and

*|bn Taymiyya, Majmi ' fatawa, 5:200.
2 |bn Taymiyya, Majmi‘ fatawa, 5:27.
*|bn Taymiyya, Majmi‘ fatawa, 5:28.
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generous. It is known by everyone that the mutuality is in the names only.

So, it does not require likeness between the Creator and creatures.**

In this regard, it should be noted that for Ibn Taymiyya, rejection of
similarity between God and created beings is not sufficient to talk about
God correctly because people may reject everything related to God out of
concern to reject similarity. This kind of approach to God’s names and
attributes qualifies God with nothingness or qualifies Him with deficiencies
such as blind, deaf, and dead.* According to Ibn Taymiyya, rejection of one
attribute does not necessarily require rejecting another attribute because
each of them has a different meaning. It means that if God does not have a
stomach, it does not necessarily require denying His hands. While having
hands is a sign of perfection because it is an organ of acting and doing
something, the stomach is an organ indicating needs for food and nutrition.
Qualifying God with hands does not damage His perfection; on the
contrary, qualifying Him with having stomach damages His perfection
because He is not in need of anything.*® 1bn Taymiyya offers a warning at
this point by saying that an impostor (muftari) may say that God eats, but it
is not like His servants do; He drinks, but it is not like they do; and He
laughs, but it is not like they do.*” Therefore, rejection or affirmation of the
names and attributes must be inspected carefully. Otherwise, it is possible to

qualify God with many deficient words.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 5:202; 5:208.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 3:38.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 3:86.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 3:82.
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After this point it will be useful to mention briefly some conceptions
such as God’s sitting on the Throne (istawa), His presence (ma iyya) and
nearness (qurb), and God’s hands which are important in the matter of
incomparability. These matters are controversial problems for opponents of
Ibn Taymiyya. He has been blamed for being an anthropomorphist by his
opponents.”® Concerning the subject, he mentions three views of
theologians. The first, God’s sitting is like the sitting of created beings. The
second, God’s sitting has no reality, in fact, it is just a metaphor. The third,
God’s sitting is real; He sits by a sense which belongs to Him only.*® Ibn
Taymiyya says that whoever claims that God’s sitting on the Throne is like
the sitting of created beings is ignorant and an innovator because they
completely denote different meanings for God and creatures. In this matter
as well, he follows the way of the Salaf. For them, God is above the Throne
and He sits on the Throne but it is not like the sitting of created beings.*
Eventually, Ibn Taymiyya does not consider them to be any difference
between the sitting of God on the Throne and the other attributes of God.

They must not be understood in the same sense as with creatures.>

As for God’s presence and nearness, it is another problematic issue
based on some verses such as, “Indeed, I am near (to you)” (Q, 2:186), “We
are closer to him than [his] jugular vein” (Q, 50:16), “He is with you

wherever you are” (Q, 57:4), “Indeed, God is with those who fear Him and

Henry Laoust, “Ibn Taymiyya.” Encyclopaedia of Islam, Second Edition. Ed. P. Bearman.
Brill Online, 2015.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmaii * fatawa, 33:177-8.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 3:50-51; 5:262.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 5:194.
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those who are doers of good™? (Q, 16:128). These verses constitute the
centre of the discussion of nearness (qurb) and presence (ma iyya). About
these verses, there are various opinions according to lbn Taymiyya who
summarizes them with four groups. For example, Jahmis, who deny the
attributes, are in the middle between the affirmation and negation of
nearness. For mystics, common people, and some of the Jahmis, God is
already one with created beings through the one existence. The third group
affirms that God is everywhere. According to the last group, the Salaf, God
is with creatures with His knowledge and He is with His prophets and

friends with His help.*

Ibn Taymiyya, in this regard, says that God’s presence should be
understood in accordance with the context because it may mean different

3

things. For example, in the verse, “...He knows what penetrates into the
earth and what emerges from it and what descends from the heaven and
what ascends therein; and He is with you wherever you are. And God, of
what you do, is seeing” (Q, 57:4), God’s being with creatures means that He
is with us with His knowledge.>* For the verse, “Do not grieve; indeed God
is with us” (Q, 9:40), he says that God’s being with us obviously means His

help and support.>® Furthermore, for the verse, “Muhammad is the

Messenger of God; those with him are forceful against the disbelievers,

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 5:227.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 5:227-231, trans. in Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on
Islam, 142-143.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 5:103.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 5:104.
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merciful among themselves” (Q, 48:29), Ibn Taymiyya claims that being

together in that context means that they are together in belief (iman).*®

The hands of God are another controversial issue among
theologians. Primarily, Ibn Taymiyya mentions the verses of the Qur’an in
which God qualifies Himself with hands. For example, God mentions His
hands in the verse, “[God] said, ‘O Iblis, what prevented you from
prostrating to that which I created with My hands?” (Q, 38:75).>” According
to Ibn Taymiyya, when God mentions His hands, no one can say that He
does not have hands. However, if someone says that God does not have
hands like the hands of creatures, he is correct. But, if someone says that
God does not have hands at all, he is incorrect.’® In addition, Ibn Taymiyya
objects to those who interpret hands in these verses metaphorically as God’s
grace and power. For him, these people change the real meaning of the

texts.>®

To sum up, Ibn Taymiyya on the subject of God’s incomparability
says that the best way of talking about God is to follow what God said about
Himself in the Qur’an, what the Prophet said about Him, and what the Salaf,
who do not exceed the limits of the Qur’an and the Sunna, said about Him.
For Ibn Taymiyya, the Salaf qualified God as He qualified Himself and the
Prophet qualified God without stripping off (za 7il) the attributes and

without changing (takrif) their meaning, and without investigating their

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 5:231.

For other verses where the hands of God are expressed, see The Qur’an, 3:26; 5:64 36:71;
39:67; 48:10; 67:1

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:363.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi* fatawa, 6:363-373. In these pages, Ibn Taymiyya provides his
opinions about the hands of God step by step.
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modality (takyif) and likening (tamthil) God to creatures.®® God is unlike
anything in His essence and in His acts. God’s essence is real, He has real
acts, and He has real attributes. There is nothing like Him in His essence,
attributes, and acts. He is completely exonerated from what implies

deficiency or contingency, and He deserves all perfections.®*

This kind of approach to God is called the best creed by lbn
Taymiyya® because if you deny the attributes, you make God and the
Prophet liars, or if you liken God to creatures, it is wrong because there is
nothing like Him.®® As happens in many cases, on the matter of the names
and attributes people of the Sunna follow the middle position between
reductionism (fa til) and assimilationism (tamthil) according to Ibn
Taymiyya.®* Even if there are verbal similarities between the attributes of
God and the attributes of created beings, it does not require assuming that
God and creatures are the same. If you liken God to creatures, it is mistake.
But if you use these terms to express God’s Highness and unlikeness from

creatures, it is true according to Ibn Taymiyya.®®
4.3.3. Creation (khalq)

The Creator (khalig) is one of the most significant names of God
because it is directly relevant to creatures. Ibn Taymiyya puts forward his

arguments on the one hand, and he objects to theologians and philosophers

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 3:3. Also, see Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 49.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 5:26.

Ibn Taymiyya, Iqtida’, 452, trans. in Memon, Against Popular Religion, 322.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 3:425.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 3:373, trans. in Michot, Against Extremism, 7.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 3:42.
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on the other hand concerning the subject. To talking about creation, as will
be examined, he has his own formula which connects creation to God’s
perfection, but excludes both the idea of the eternity of the world and

ascribing a beginning to the world.

According to Ibn Taymiyya, God acts with His will (irada-mashi’a)
and power (qudra).®® He sets a connection between God’s perfection and
His acts which are necessary concomitants of His perfection.®’ In this
respect, Ibn Taymiyya refers to the verse, “Then is He who creates like one
who does not create? So will you not be reminded?”®® (Q, 16:17).
Eventually, in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching God’s creation is eternal because
He is perfect from eternity, and for God inactivity in a period of time is

absurd.

God’s creation from eternity may cause confusion. It may be said
that if God creates from eternity, created objects must be simultaneous with
God’s creation. In this case, there may be some existent beings called
eternal besides God. As mentioned before, the eternity of the world is
claimed already by philosophers. However, since God creates from eternity,
it is not possible to think of some beings eternal other than God.*® In fact,
when God is affirmed as the first and the active agent from eternity, it
follows necessarily that everything other than God comes after Him.”® In

this regard, Ibn Taymiyya emphasizes God’s eternity, eternity of His act,

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmu“ fatawa, 6:219; 230. For translations, see Hoover, “Voluntary
Attributes,” 58; Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam, 120.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhdaj, 1:371-2, trans. in Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 87.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhdaj, 1:372; MF, 6:79.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 3:124. Also, see Ozervarli, Keldmcilara Elestirisi, 123.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:172.
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and eternity of His will, whereby he can prove God’s perfection as well as

His uniqueness from the eternal act of creation.”

As an important note, for Jon Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s idea of
eternal creativity of God is an alternative way to explain the emergence of
created things because neither the theologians’ idea of the eternal will nor
the philosophers’ theory of cause and effect are sufficient to explain the
emergence of created things. Nonetheless, Ibn Taymiyya tries to solve the
problem by stating God’s eternal activity which is connected to His eternal

will.”

Moreover, according to Ibn Taymiyya, it is a mistake not to divide
God’s creation into acts and created objects. For him, in most Muslims’
minds generally, creation (khalg) and created objects (makhlig) are
different from each other because creation (fi /) is the act of God and
created objects (mafil) are the effect of the act.”> While God’s act of
creation exists in God’s eternal essence, the objects upon which the act
appeared are separated from God’s essence. In this respect, Ibn Taymiyya
says that God was the Creator before the creation of the world, and He is the
Creator at the time of the creation of the world, and He is the Creator after
the creation of the world as well.” It indicates that God does not need a

created object to be the Creator and despite all these controversies, it is

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhdaj, 1:147, trans. in Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 81. Also, see Ibn
Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:359.

Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 87.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 6:229; 6:298. As an exception, Aba al-Hasan al-Ash‘ar
claims that creation is the same with the created objects, may be counted according to Ibn
Taymiyya. Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:231.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 6:230.
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agreed by Muslims that there is nothing eternal other than God according to
lbn Taymiyya.”” As mentioned above, the act of creation and created
objects are different and the former precedes the latter. This is named by
Hoover as the “sequence principle.” For Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s arguments
and Qur’anic evidences may be seen in the attributes of will, love
(makabba), good pleasure (rida), anger (sukhg), hearing (sam®), seeing

(basar), and looking (nazar) as well.”

After these explanations, it is helpful to explain briefly Ibn
Taymiyya’s objections to the arguments for creation of the world provided
by theologians and philosophers. As mentioned in the previous chapter, Ibn
Taymiyya already criticizes philosophers who rely on the human intellect
alone and theologians who use non-Qur’anic terminology and non-prophetic
methods.”” According to him, the weakness of the arguments of those who
defend the eternity of the world and those who defend a specific time of
creation of the world is evident because none of them can refute the other’s
arguments.”® However, for theologians, especially the Ash‘aris, the
beginning of creation is necessary in order to separate the eternal God
(gadim) from the originated beings (mukdath). Even though this approach
seems to be a good defence against the claim of the eternity of the world
offered by philosophers, Ibn Taymiyya says that in this case before the
creation of the world God was inactive. That is an imperfection because, as

expressed above, everlasting activity is a necessity of God’s perfection.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 6:298.

Hoover, “Voluntary Attributes,” 59-62. Also, Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:222-229.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 16:272; Dar’, 2:188.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 1:39.
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Therefore, 1bn Taymiyya does not accept the idea of a beginning time for

the creation of the world."®

On the other hand, philosophers claim the eternity of the world
because of some reasons. According to Ibn Taymiyya, the cause and effect
relation between God and the world leads philosophers, who consider God
to be the cause of the world, to affirm the eternity of the world because the
cause of temporally created things cannot be eternal; so they claim the
eternity of the world.2’ On the contrary, for Ibn Taymiyya, it is not correct
to delimit God with a cause and effect relation because such a claim makes
God the inactive and involuntary source of the world. But, God creates by
His will and power according to Ibn Taymiyya. Also, the claim of the
philosophers about the emanation of the world from the One to prove the
eternity of the world is rejected by Ibn Taymiyya due to its contradiction
with the Qur’an and rational realities.®" In fact, for him, the philosophers do
not look for a lord or a divinity for the world, but their whole struggle is to
find a cause or a source for the existence of the world.®? Hence, they do not
take account of God’s perpetual will on creation. For Ibn Taymiyya, even if
philosophers do not take account of God’s perpetual will in creation, what
they provide to establish the eternity of the world proves, in fact, the eternal

act of God connected to the perpetual will from eternity.®

Ajhar, “Forgotten Rational Thinking,” 147.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:148. See, Ozervarh, Keldmcilara Elestirisi, 126-131; Zarkasyi,
“Ibn Taymiyyah’s Critique of Aristotelian Metaphysics,” 167-190.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhdj, 1:323; 402; and MF, 6:298.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 3:285. See Ozervarli, Keldmcilara Elestirisi, 130.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 6:300.
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Another aspect of God’s eternal act in creation, apart from the
discussion of whether the world is eternal or has a beginning in time, is the
question of God’s freedom. According to the Mu ‘tazila, God must be free to
create something or not to create it. If God creates from eternity, it is
impossible to claim freedom for Him. If God is powerful and a free agent,
whenever He wills He creates; whenever He wills He stops to create.®* In
contrast, as mentioned above, for Ibn Taymiyya God’s eternal activity is the
requirement of His perfection. Another sign of His perfection as well is to
create everything by His will. Otherwise, God becomes a passive cause of
the world. Ibn Taymiyya, in this respect, focuses on the perfection of God
by highlighting the fact that the powerful and freely choosing agent
(mukhtar) is more perfect than one who does not have power and will to

create anything.®®

Clearly, when Ibn Taymiyya addresses philosophers to refute their
claim of the eternity of the world, he manages the debate by emphasizing
the free will of God in order to deny that God is a passive cause of the
world. But, when he addresses theologians, especially the Mu ‘tazilis, to
refute their claim that if God creates from eternity, He would not be free,
Ibn Taymiyya manages the debate by emphasizing the perfection of God
which requires acting with will from eternity. It may be said that when Ibn
Taymiyya refutes the Mu‘tazilis’ claim, he assumes that the eternal activity

is one of the most essential conditions of God’s perfection. But this has a

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:162.
Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:372, trans. in Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 87. Also, see Ibn
Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:163.
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reality in principle only, not in actuality because Ibn Taymiyya theoretically
considers two possible gods. One of them creates, i.e., acts, and the other
does not create. In this case, definitely the former is more perfect. But, it is
not a sufficient argument to prove the role of the divine will in the eternal

creation.
4.3.4. The Will of God (irada)

The will of God, which is among the attributes of perfection, is one
of the most essential attributes of God. According to lbn Taymiyya, the
theologians tend to give precedence to a particular divine attribute such as
knowledge, power, or will in order to explain the relationship between the
Creator and creatures in the best way.?® In this respect, Ozervarl says that
for Ibn Taymiyya the divine will is the most important attribute after the

attribute of living because the will is the precondition of all His acts.®’

Moreover, among theologians, who affirm the attributes of God,
there are three main ideas about the will of God according to Ibn Taymiyya.
The first idea the will of God is eternal belongs to Ibn Kullab, al-Ash‘ari,
and their followers. The second idea belongs to the Mu ‘tazilis who say that
the will of God is contingent. And the last idea belongs to the people of the
hadith, Karramis,®® Sufis, and imams like Ibn Ahmad, who say that the will

of God is both eternal and contingent.®®

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 16:356.

Ozervarly, Keldmcilara Elestirisi, 139.

Karramiya, as a Sunni theological sect, was founded by Abl ‘Abd Allah Muhammad Ibn
Karram (d. 896). According to C. E. Bosworth, the sect is considered to be a Sunni sect, the
sect is known through its strict literalism and rather corporealist interpretations of the
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The subject is discussed from a slightly different angle by Ibn
Taymiyya as well. The question of whether the will of God is one or
multiple is concerned as well. In this point, Ibn Taymiyya explains the
opinions of the Kalam theologians first. Then, he puts forward his own idea.
He puts in order the opinions concerning whether the will of God is one or
multiple. According to the first group who are Ibn Kullab, al-Ash‘ar1, and
their followers, the will of God is one and eternal. The will of God has the
relation to all created objects.® For the second group, who are Karramis,
God’s will is one and eternal. However, for each created object there is a
new will in God’s essence by the eternal will (al-mashi’a al-gadima).”™* As
for the third group, who are Jahmis and the Mu 'tazilis, they reject the divine
will subsisting in Him. And then, they hold either the rejection of the will or
the interpretation of it, or like the Basrian Mu ‘tazilis, they hold the will of
God without locus.®” As for the last opinion, which belongs to Ibn
Taymiyya, all these three opinions are unreasonable because God wills
perpetually from eternity by His sequential wills (iradat muta ‘aqiba). It
means that even though God’s will as a genus is eternal, for each specific

thing (al-shay’ al-mu ‘ayyin) there is a will in its time.”

Qur’anic verses. Also, the sect opposes the Mu‘tazila generally. This sect affirms God to be
the Creator eternally. C. E. Bosworth. “Karramiyya.” Encyclopaedia of Islam, Second
Edition. Edited by P. Bearman. Brill Online, 2015.

Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya, Jami‘ al-rasd’il li-lbon Taymiyya. Ed.
Muhammad Rashad Salim, (Cairo: Matba‘at al-madani, 1969), 1:182.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 16:301.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 16:302.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 16:303; Ibn Taymiyya, Jami ‘ al-rasa’il, 1:182.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 16:303, trans. in Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on
Islam, 103-104.
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Apart from these different ideas, Ibn Taymiyya, like Ibn al-"Arab,
mentions two types of the will of God. These two types of the will of God
are called the religious will (irada diniyya) and the ontological will (irada
kawniyya).** Some Qur’anic verses indicate the legal rules while others

indicate the ontological decisions of God.*

Certainly, the functions of these wills are different. Although God
does not will disobedience, unbelief, crimes, immorality, and all bad things,
they happen through God’s ontological will. However, they are not
commanded by God’s religious will.® Therefore, it may be said that God’s
religious will is directed to commands, advice, and guidance while His
ontological will is the creation of whatever happens in nature within the
habit of God (sunna al-allah). In addition to the term will (irada), Ibn
Taymiyya mentions some Qur’anic terms such as command (amr), words

(kalimat), judgement (hukm), decision (gada), pre-writing (kitab), rising up

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 11:266.

“The month of Ramadan [is that] in which was revealed the Qur’an, a guidance for the
people and clear proofs of guidance and criterion. So whoever sights [the new moon of] the
month, let him fast it; and whoever is ill or on a journey - then an equal number of other
days. Allah intends for you ease and does not intend for you hardship and [wants] for you
to complete the period and to glorify Allah for that [to] which He has guided you; and
perhaps you will be grateful” (The Qur’an, 2:185); “O you who have believed, when you
rise to [perform] prayer, wash your faces and your forearms to the elbows and wipe over
your heads and wash your feet to the ankles. And if you are in a state of janaba, then purify
yourselves. But if you are ill or on a journey or one of you comes from the place of
relieving himself or you have contacted women and do not find water, then seek clean earth
and wipe over your faces and hands with it. Allah does not intend to make difficulty for
you, but He intends to purify you and complete His favour upon you that you may be
grateful” (The Qur’an, 5:6); “And | did not create the genius and mankind except to
worship Me” (The Qur’an, 51:56). lbn Taymiyya, Majmi‘ fatawa, 18:132. For a
translation of the passage where Ibn Taymiyya explains in detail these two conceptions, see
Michot, Against Extremism, 89-93. Also, see Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 125-129.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 18:131.
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(ba ‘th), and sending (irsal) which are used in the sense of the ontological

will as well as in the sense of the religious will.*’

It should be noted that there is another word mashi’a (volition) used
by Ibn Taymiyya frequently together with irada (will). Even if they can be
used in place of the other in some contexts, it does mean that they are the
same. While Joseph Bell considers these two terms synonyms, which are
used for both the ontological will and the religious will,%® for Hoover, they
are not synonymous. According to Hoover, in Ibn Taymiyya’s works while
the ontological will of God is linked to the term mashi’a (will), the religious
will is linked to God’s love and pleasure. Mashi’a is used by lbn Taymiyya
only for creation while irada (will) may be used in the ontological and in

the religious sense depending on the context.*®

Briefly, it is obvious that according to Ibn Taymiyya, the will of
God is at the centre of the attributes and names of God because as Ibn
Taymiyya emphasizes frequently, God is a free agent (fa i) from eternity
by His will. The most essential function of the will of God is to distinguish
the active agent God from Aristotle’s prime mover or Neo-platonic One

which refer to a nearly passive source of the world in Ibn Taymiyya’s

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi * fatawa, 18:132-133. See, Majmii ‘, 11:265-270 for some definitions
of these terms. Also see Michot, Against Extremism, 91.

Joseph Norment Bell, Love Theory in Later Hanbalite Islam (Albany: State University of
New York Press, 1979), 65.

Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 127. See lbn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 8:159 and
Minhdj, 3:233. The translation of the term, mashi’a is not clear and certain. For example,
Yahya Michot, in Against Extremism p. 91, translates mashi’a- isha’a as ‘volition’ while in
page 108, he translates it as irada (will). Also, Joseph Bell translates mashi’a as ‘volition.’
Bell, Love Theory, p. 65. However, Hoover prefers to translate both of them, namely
mashi’a and irdada as ‘will’ because of some language difficulties.
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mind.'®® God’s wisdom, justice, speech, and power have a very powerful
connection with God’s perpetual will from eternity. As said above, after the
attribute “living” the divine will is the most significant attribute because all

of the acts of God depend on the will.
4.3.5. The Speech of God (kalam)

The speech of God is another significant divine attribute. It is
helpful to begin with Ibn Taymiyya’s various definitions of the conceptions
kalam, taklim, mukallim, and mutakallim before discussion of the speech of
God. For Ibn Taymiyya, kalam (speech) is not the same as faklim (speech to
someone). And every mutakallim (one who speaks) is not mukallim (one
who speaks to someone). Therefore, Ibn Taymiyya says that primarily it
should be proven that God is mutakallim, and then He is mukallim.'®® If this
distinction is not put forward clearly, God would need someone other than
Himself to speak to. In this case, we would have to choose either that there

are some eternal beings besides God or that God’s speech is not eternal.

Ibn Taymiyya explains briefly the opinions of the schools of thought
on the speech of God. According to the Mu tazilis, God’s speech is not
eternal and it does not subsist in God’s essence so that God speaks through
His will. For Kullabis, God’s speech is eternal and it subsists in God’s
essence. But there is not a connection with God’s will and power because it

is already in His essence. As for Ibn Taymiyya’s opinion, God speaks

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 3:125. Netton, Allah Transcendent: Studies in the Structure and
Semiatics of Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Cosmology, 163. Ian Richard Netton, “The
Origins of Islamic Philosophy,” in Islamic Philosophy and Theology: Critical Concepts in
Islamic Thought, ed. lan Richard Netton, 4 vols. (New York: Routledge, 2007), 1:87.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 10:200.
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through His will and power and the eternal speech subsists in His
essence.'% For Ibn Taymiyya, speech is among the attributes of perfection.
It is absurd to qualify a created being with the attribute of speech while the

103

Creator is not qualified with it.” Thus, he refutes the idea that the speech is

not in God’s essence.

As with creation from eternity, the same objection may be directed
against Ibn Taymiyya’s claim of God’s speaking from eternity. If God
speaks from eternity, it is just a claim in principle that God speaks by His
will. Definitely, one who can speak is superior to the other who cannot
speak.’® But, it does not necessarily mean that one who does not speak

sometimes is inferior to the other who speaks perpetually.

Nevertheless, Ibn Taymiyya has some Qur’anic proofs to support his
own idea. He uses the verse, “Say, ‘If the sea were ink for [writing] the
words of my Lord, the sea would be exhausted before the words of my Lord
were exhausted, even if We brought the like of it as a supplement’*® (Q,
18:109). For him, this verse means that God’s words are endless and
eternal. Saying that God’s words are endless and eternal does not mean that
letters of the scriptures are eternal either. In this respect, Ibn Taymiyya says
that for the Salaf, the Qur’an is the word of God, it is revealed by God, and
it is not created. They say that God speaks from eternity whenever He

wills.’®® Also, they make clear that God’s word is eternal as a class.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 6:219.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 6:357; 12:347.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:95.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:232.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:215.
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Otherwise, none of them said that a word is eternal and none of them said
that the Qur’an is eternal.’”” Therefore, God’s speech is not a created

being.**®

As for the eternity of the Qur’an particularly, according to Ibn
Taymiyya, there are some different ideas. The first belongs to philosophers
like Avicenna, some Sufis like Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Sab‘In, and
theologians who say that God’s word does not have an existence outside of
the self (nafs) of the servants. Rather, the word Moses heard does not exist
out of his self (nafs). The second belongs to the Mu tazilis who say that
God’s word is created by God in some bodies.’® The third is that the word
of God is a meaning subsisting in His essence. It is expressed through
Arabic in the Qur’an, through Hebrew in the Torah, and through Syriac in
the Gospel. This view is put forward by Ibn Kullab, al-Ash‘ari, and
others.™® The fourth is that word of God with letters and sounds is eternal
and their meanings subsist in the essence of the Speaker (mutakallim). They
are not separable from the listener (mustami ). This view belongs to a group
of theologians and some people of the hadith.*** The fifth, the opinion of the

Karramiya and the Hishamiya,**? is that the word of God is contingent and

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 12:54, trans. in Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam,
127.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 6:229; 5:553.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 12:163.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 12:165.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 12:166.

Hishamiya, or Hashawiyya, was founded by Abii Muhammad Hisham al-Hakam (d. 805-
815) who is a Shi‘T theologian. According to this sect, verses of the Qur’an should be
interpreted literally even if they sound anthropomorphism. Thus, they defend that God is
body. Peters, God’s Created Speech, 22-23.
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subsisting in His essence.™® The sixth is that God speaks eternally when He
wills. And He speaks with a sound that it is in the divine books. God speaks
through His will and power. This view is held by most of Muslims
(jumhir), people of the hadith, and the imams according to Ibn
Taymiyya.''* Eventually, for Ibn Taymiyya, the underlying reason of
controversies about whether the Qur’an is a created being (makhliig) is the

rejection or misunderstanding of the attributes.**®

As seen, the Qur’an as a book (al-mus/af) including its letters and
ink in addition to the sounds of its reciters has been a matter of concern for
the Kalam theologians. Although the Qur’an is uncreated according to Ibn
Taymiyya, there is a consensus that whoever says that the ink and sounds in
the Qur’an are eternal is mistaken and opposed to the Book and the Sunna.
Ibn Taymiyya says, this view is held by most of scholars of Islam.!*® At the
same time, it does not necessarily mean that if the ink in the Book is not
eternal, whatever is in the Book is not the word of God. The correct view is
to say that the Qur’an is in the Book (al-mushaf)™’ because whatever is in
the book — whether it is contingent or eternal— is an ambiguous matter. The
Salaf just agree that the Qur’an is an uncreated speech of God.™® In the
same way, the sound of the one belongs to the reciter who recites the

Qur’an and is not uncreated. For Ibn Taymiyya, the sound and the speech

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 12:172.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi* fatawa, 12:173, trans. in Ansari, lbn Taymiyyah Expounds on
Islam, 267-272.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 2:256.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 12:237; 12:37.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 12:240.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 12:241.
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must be separated from each other because the former belongs to the reciter

while the latter belongs to God.™®

Eventually, after all these explanations by lbn Taymiyya about
speech of God, it can be said that God speaks from eternity through His will
and power. The Qur’an like other revelations is uncreated in terms of being
the speech of God. But, as a book including its ink and letters, it is not

eternal.
4.3.6. The Wisdom of God (hikma)

The wisdom (hikma) of God has a very significant place in Ibn
Taymiyya’s thought because for him, whatever God does depends on His
wise purpose. This is also another attribute of perfection because it is not
acceptable to qualify God with aimlessness. Moreover, according to Ibn
Taymiyya, the will, that is to choose one thing or act instead of another,
should be based on a purpose (wisdom) which precedes the will. If God
creates everything through His power and His will, there must be a purpose
behind this act."?® However, on the matter of the wisdom of God there is no

agreement among the theologians.

At the outset, a question asked to lbn Taymiyya summarizes the

issue of the purpose on creation:

Concerning the goodness [kusn] of the will [irada] of God —Exalted
is He- in creating creatures and bringing forth the human race. Does

He create for a cause ( illa) or for other than a cause? If it is said, ‘not

119

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 12:74.
120

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 18:134, trans. in Michot, Against Extremism, 93.
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for a cause’, He is aimless— EXxalted is God above that. If it is said,
‘for a cause,” and if you say that it is pre-eternal, it follows necessarily
that the effect is pre-eternal (lam yazal). And if you say that it is

originated (mu/kdatha), it follows necessarily that it has a cause, but an

endless chain is absurd.*?

This is the framework of the problem. Then, Ibn Taymiyya mentions three
views on the purpose of God’s acts. The first view is that God does
whatever He wills without a purpose (kikma) because the purpose indicates
a want (kajat) from which God is far. Even though this view is held firstly
by Jahm ibn Safwan, it is also accepted by al-Ash‘ari, al-Qadi Abt Ya‘la (d.
1065), and others.'?? The second view of theologians especially the
Mu ‘tazilis is that God creates and commands with a purpose to benefit His
servants.'?® As for the third view, God creates people to worship and glorify

Him.*?*

According to Ibn Taymiyya, God creates everything with a purpose,
and He is the free agent with His wisdom (kikma). There are two aspects of
wisdom. One of them is toward Himself with good pleasure (rida) and love.
The other is for the servants with favour (ni ‘ma) by which they rejoice.*®
Ibn Taymiyya refers to various verses from the Qur’an to support his
approach to the wisdom of God. For example, he cites, “Who remember

Allah while standing or sitting or [lying] on their sides and give thought to

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 8:81, trans. in Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 76. Also,
see Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 5:285. For more details on this problem, see Hoover, Ibn
Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 70-102.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 8:37.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 8:38; 8:45.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 8:39, trans. in Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam,
112-113.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 8:35-6.
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the creation of the heavens and the earth, [saying], ‘Our Lord, You did not
create this aimlessly...”” (Q, 3:191), and “And We did not create the heaven
and the earth and that between them aimlessly. That is the assumption of

those who disbelieve...”*?® (Q, 38:27).

Moreover, lbn Taymiyya criticizes those who by ignoring His
wisdom claim that God creates just because He has power. This idea is
incorrect according to Ibn Taymiyya because if God creates one of two or
more things rather than the others, it proves that there is a will which arises

out of a purpose.*?’

Ibn Taymiyya’s classification of these attributes is clear.
For him, God has wisdom through His eternal and endless knowledge. God
wills something through His wisdom, and then it happens through His
power. Therefore, Ibn Taymiyya does not accept a separation of the
attributes because, as clearly seen, each of them is intertwined. Furthermore,
for him, it is more appropriate to say that God does whatever He wills
through His knowledge and wisdom.*?® Thus, even though the struggle of
the Ash‘aris is to prove the independence of God from creatures by ignoring

the wisdom of God, it is not acceptable because acting through a purpose

does not mean that God is dependent on creatures.

Finally, it can be said that God and all His attributes and names are
the One (akad) in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching. Just as the attributes of living,
knowing, seeing, hearing, and willing are necessary concomitants of God’s

perfection, wisdom also is another divine attribute related to His perfection.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 8:35-36; 17:95.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 16:305.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 6:130.
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As explained in this section, Ibn Taymiyya’s whole effort is to emphasize
God’s perfection through affirmation of the divine names and attributes. He
explains the relationship between God and creation in the light of the divine
names and attributes. He does not separate the attributes from God’s
essence because for him the attributes are necessary for the perfection of

God.
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4.4. Comparison

This section, which aims to exhibit comparatively the ideas shared
and expressed by Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya concerning the divine
names and attributes, is a kind of summary of what has been said in the
previous two sections of this chapter. While in the previous sections of the
chapter detailed explanations of the teachings of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya were treated, in this section the issues such as the existence, the
essence and the divine names and attributes, the incomparability and
similarity of God, creation, and the will of God, which constitute the

backbone of the subject, are going to be compared.
4.4.1. The Essence of God and the Divine Names

The base of the controversy between Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya concerning the divine names and attributes is their different
approaches to the objects of God’s knowledge and God Himself. At first, it
should be made clear that for 1bn al-‘Arabi, the possible things found in the
mind of God cannot be qualified with absolute existence (wujid) nor
absolute non-existence (‘adam) because their existential status is relative.’
For Ibn Taymiyya, there is nothing which is qualified neither with existence
nor non-existence.? This conflict emerges from different approaches to the
knowledge of God and the conception of the thing. According to Ibn al-

‘Arabi, the objects of God’s knowledge cannot be distinguished from God

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 4:151.
Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 3:347.
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because God’s knowledge is identical with God Himself.*> Since God
encompasses everything with His knowledge and there is nothing other than

Him, these things cannot be seen as nothing.”

For Ibn Taymiyya, we should distinguish the mental existence (al-
wujiid al- ilmi) from the external existence (al-wujiid al- ‘ayni).® Therefore,
it may be said that even if lbn Taymiyya accepts that the term thing is
applied to what there is in the mind as well as to what exists in the external
world, he considers what there is in the mind to be an idea which does not

have an ontological reality.”

As for the divine names and attributes, the most distinctive
difference between Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya is definitely the
distinction stated by Ibn al-‘Arabi between the Essence of God and His
Divinity. In many passages of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s works, it may be seen
frequently that he separates the Essence from the Divinity.” By doing so, he
links the Divinity to the names and attributes. Through this kind of
approach Ibn al-‘Arabi aims to explain the ontological status of the divine
names, the relationship between the oneness of God and multiplicity of the

things. Also, by separating the Divinity he frequently emphasizes that the

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:44.

MuhyT al-Din Ibn al-‘Arabi, “Kitab al-jalal wa-1 jamal,” in Muhy1 al-Din Ibn al-‘Arabi,
Rasa’il Ibn ‘Arabt (Beirut: Dar al-kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2001), 30.

Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 1:175. For translation, see Ansari, Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on
Islam, 183.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 8:9.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:597; 2:257, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 59-61.
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Essence of God is beyond all the names and attributes, definitions, and

imaginations.®

On the other hand, even though he defends the non-qualified
Essence of God, he identifies some special names and attributes for God’s
Essence such as the Independent, One, Knowing, and Majesty.® Certainly,
one of the most important names among them is the Independent because
for Ibn al-“Arabi God’s Essence is completely independent of us while His
Divinity is dependent on creatures.’® According to him, in order to be the
Possessor (al-malik), there must be something possessed, to be the Creator
(al-khaliq), there must be something created, to be the Desiring (al-murid),

there must be something desired.**

As for Ibn Taymiyya’s thought, there cannot be such a distinction
between God’s Essence and His Divinity. For him, it is not possible to think
of an essence which is stripped off all qualifications.'? God creates because
He is the Creator, He wills because He is the Willing, and He is the
Possessor without a need of something possessed. This point is significant
because according to Ibn Taymiyya, if the Essence of God is accepted
without any attribute, it is not possible to know such an essence, which
leads us to obscurity. Another reason why Ibn Taymiyya does not accept

such an understanding of the Essence is that if the Essence of God does not

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futiihat, 2:69; 2:230.
Ibn al-‘Arabi, Insha’ al-dawa’ir, 152.

19 bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:588; 2:226, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 64.
1 \bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:364.
2 \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 17:161.
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have names and attributes, God would be qualified with imperfection.'®
Above all, according to him, the word “essence” (dhat) linguistically means
the possessor of something (dhii)."* How can the essence (dhdr) which
means possessor be qualified with possessing nothing? As it is seen, Ibn

Taymiyya qualifies God’s Essence with the names and attributes.

Although these explanations seem very different from each other, it
should be noted that sometimes Ibn al-‘Arabi says that God’s attribute is
His Essence.'® This kind of statement proves that Ibn al-Arabi does not
make an absolute distinction between the Essence and the Divinity even
though he emphasizes such a distinction frequently. Moreover, as
mentioned in the previous sections, Ibn al-*Arabi places some divine names
in the category of the names of the Essence (asma’ al-dhat) although he
always emphasizes that the Essence of God is beyond all the definitions,
names and attributes.® Also, it is known that even though for Ibn al-‘Arabi,
God is beyond all the names and attributes in respect of His Essence, He
should have some attributes such as knowledge, will, power, wisdom, and
speaking in order to make manifest Himself through transferring the fixed
entities (al-a ‘yan al-thabita) to their cosmological status. It can be said that
the purpose of Ibn al-‘Arabi is to exalt God above all the possible things so

as to emphasize explicitly His Independence of creatures.

Therefore, he makes a distinction first, and then he connects all the

divine names and attributes to the Divinity of God, so that he could keep

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 6:357.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:39. Also, see Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 6:98.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:167. See, Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 188.
Muhyt al-Din Ibn al-‘ Arabi, Kitab insha’ al-dawa’ir, 152.
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God away from a possible need for creatures. On the contrary, since Ibn
Taymiyya considers a certain hierarchy between God and creatures, and
since he does not accept an existential mutuality between things and God,
he focuses directly on the perfection of God without fearing that God needs
creatures. At this point, it should be highlighted that the duality of Ibn al-
‘Arab1’s thought and expression is evident here. His opinions on the
Essence and Divinity are very different from Ibn Taymiyya’s opinions in
one respect. But, in another respect, both of them affirm names belong to
God Himself, and both of them affirm the independence of God from
creatures even though 1bn al-Arabi recognizes a dependence of the Divinity
of God in another respect. As has been seen, what Ibn Taymiyya provides is
compatible sometimes with the Essence of God and sometimes with the

Divinity of God found in Ibn al-*Arabi’s mind.

Another aspect of the subject of the divine names and attributes is
their natures. According to Ibn Taymiyya, some groups like ‘Isma‘iliya
consider the divine names to be just relationships; they do not accept their
absolute existence.!” He is correct in this claim to some extent. For
example, for lbn al-‘Arabi, the divine names and attributes are just
intelligible realities and relationships. Thus, they do not have an existence
in a certain sense.'® However, Ibn al-Arabi is very different from those who
deny all the divine names and attributes. It is correct that 1bn al-‘Arab1 does
not affirm an existence not only for the divine names but also for anything

to be independent from God’s existence because everything takes its

" 1bn Taymiyya, MRM, 1:174.
8 \bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:516, 684; 3:362; 4:294, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 36.
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existence necessarily from the existence of God.™ But, in this case, Ibn al-
‘Arab1’s purpose Is not to deny the realities of the divine names, but to
emphasize the existence which belongs to God alone and the fact that there
IS nothing besides God’s existence. The reason for this distinction may be
the different approaches of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya to the
conceptions of existence, existent, and essence. It is no more than a verbal
discussion, in one respect, because while Ibn Taymiyya accepts the divine
names and attributes to be inseparable qualifications of God, Ibn al-‘Arabi
accepts them to be inseparable qualifications of the Divinity of God instead
of the Essence of God. Also, as mentioned above, he qualifies the Essence

with the names and attributes.

Furthermore, Ibn al-‘Arabi, like Ibn Taymiyya, emphasizes the
necessary affirmation of the divine names and attributes without
interpreting them metaphorically (fa 'wil).?° For Ibn al-‘Arabi, for example,
it is not correct to understand the names and attributes in a real sense for
creatures but then interpret them metaphorically when qualified of God. On
this point, he says that we should describe God as compatible with how He
describes Himself and how His messenger describes Him.?* As for Ibn
Taymiyya, he agrees with Ibn al-"Arabi on this matter. For him also, the
divine names and attributes should not be interpreted metaphorically at all
because they belong to God as God declares openly in His Book. For

correct understanding of the divine names and attributes lbn Taymiyya

9" |bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:454, trans. in Yousef, Ibn ‘Arabi: Time and Cosmology, 138.
2 |bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:116. Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 3:3.
2L |bn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:538, trans. in Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 28.
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points to the Qur’an, the Sunna of the Prophet, and the opinions of the Salaf
by saying that we should qualify God with attributes by which He describes

Himself and by which His messenger and the Salaf describe Him.*

Another significant aspect of the subject is the eternity (gidam) of
the divine names and attributes. Ibn al-‘Arabi, on the one hand, by affirming
a kind of mutual need between the divine names and the originated things,
namely the name Lord’s need for vassals (marbiib), the Possessor’s need for
a thing possessed (mulk), and the Forgiver’s need for a sinner, connects the
divine names and attributes to the cosmological-originated things which are

1.2 On the other hand, he connects some of the divine names and

not eterna
attributes such as Knowing (al- ‘alim), Desiring (al-murid), Powerful (al-
qadir), and Speaker (al-mutakallim) directly to the Essence of God which is
purely eternal (gadim).?* Since Ibn al-‘Arabi does not separate these divine
names Knowing, Desiring, Powerful, and Speaker from the eternal Essence
of God, and since all other divine names and creatures stem from these
names by means of the divine manifestation, it may be correct to say that

the divine names and attributes basically can be seen as eternal for Ibn al-

‘Arabi.

As for Ibn Taymiyya’s approach, he says that His attributes are
eternal like His Essence.? In this respect, it is possible to say that Ibn al-

‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya are very close to each other because both of them

Ibn Taymiyya, Majma* fatawa, 3:3; 5:26, 196; 6:360, trans. in Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya'’s
Theodicy, 49.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:437; 1bn al-‘Arabi, Fusis, 119.

Ibn al-*Arabi, Insha’ al-dawa’ir, 152.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:46; 3:402, 420-21.
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—although Ibn al-‘Arabi frequently declares that the Essence of God cannot
be qualified with an attribute or name— accept that the eternal Essence of
God has at least some divine names and attributes such as Knowing,
Desiring, Powerful, and Speaker. It should be noted that Ibn Taymiyya
insists on the relationship between the objects (mawsif), which are
qualified, and the qualification (sifa), which qualifies the objects. Since they
cannot be isolated from the other in the absolute sense, he defends that an
affirmation of the divine attributes is not only an affirmation of some
qualities but also is the affirmation of the existence of God.? In Ibn
Taymiyya’s mind since God’s existence is eternal, His attributes must be

eternal.

The relationship between the Essence of God and the divine names
and attributes is a concern not only of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya but
also the Kalam theologians. Even though the reasons provided by Ibn al-
‘Arabl and Ibn Taymiyya are different, they occasionally share similar
positions on the opposite side of the Kalam theologians. For example,
unlike the Kalam theologians, especially the Ash’aris, Ibn al-‘Arabi says
that all the names such as Knowing, Living, Powerful, Subduer (al-gahir),
and Aware (al-khabir) are from His Self; they are not additional to His
Essence.?” Ibn al-Arabi rejects additional attributes to the Essence of God

because of two reasons. One of them is that the divine names and attributes

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 6:355.
Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:284. Also, see lbn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat (Yahya's edition),
4:294,
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do not have an existence already apart from the existence of God.? In this
respect, it is not possible to mention an addition. The other one is that if you
accept an additional attribute to the Essence of God, it may cause God to be
thought to be imperfect at some point in time. In this case, God would be

qualified with deficiency (nags) or imperfection.”

As for Ibn Taymiyya, he is also against the idea of the Kalam
theologians that the attributes are additional (za 'id) to the Essence of God.
As in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s defence, for Ibn Taymiyya, seeing the attributes of
perfection to be additional to the Essence leads to qualifying God with
imperfection in a time when the attributes have not been added to the
Essence yet.*® For him, between the Essence and the attributes there is the
relationship requiring interaction —it is lazim and mulazim— so that the
Essence and the attributes cannot be thought of separately.® In this regard,
it may be said that while lbn al-‘Arabi focuses on the existence, namely the
existence of God and the existence of the originated things, in order to
preserve the existence (wujid) for God only, Ibn Taymiyya focuses on the
perfection of God mostly by considering the names and attributes to be
necessary concomitants of His Essence. It means that Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya are closer to each other than to the Kalam theologians with

respect to whether the attributes are additional to the Essence.

Another aspect of the subject of the divine names and attributes is

the matter of the composition of God (zarkib). 1bn al-*Arabi pays attention

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:300.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 1:284.

Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 3:20-21; 3:420-421; Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 8:21; 17:162.
Ibn Taymiyya, Dar’, 3:292; 393-5.
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to the oneness of existence; therefore, he does not accept composition in
respect of God by declaring that there is nothing other than God. In this
case, already it is impossible to mention any kind of composition.® As for
Ibn Taymiyya, he pays attention to God’s perfection and His independence
of any compositor; therefore, he does not accept such an idea of
composition (tarkib) when the divine names and attributes are in question.®
Also for him, since it is not possible to think of God without His attributes
of the perfection, reasoning on whether He is a composite is a meaningless
act.>* As seen, even if they provide different reasons and they approach the
subject through different concentrations, Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya
share similar positions. Briefly, for both of them, it is correct to say that
qualifying God with different names and attributes does not make Him

multiple nor a composite being.

Eventually, the relationship between the Essence of God and His
names and attributes is related to the understanding of the oneness of God
(tawhid). Concerning all differences and similarities between Ibn al-‘Arabi
and Ibn Taymiyya on this matter, it can be said that the former understands
the oneness as the oneness of the existence which belongs to God while the
latter understands the oneness as the oneness of God’s Divinity (ulithiyya)
and Lordship (rubiibiyya). While Ibn Taymiyya sees the divine names and
attributes as indispensable realities of God’s Essence, Ibn al-‘Arabi sees

them as relationships through which God is qualified and indispensable

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:397.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii* fatawa, 6:102-103, trans. in Ansari, lbn Taymiyyah Expounds on
Islam, 89.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:96.
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realities of the Divinity of God. In this respect, it may be said that even if
their methods and concentrations to explain the problem seem different,
basically they are not so far from each other on that issue. With different
explanations and conceptions they consider the names and attributes to be

necessary concomitants of God.
4.4.2. The Incomparability (tanzih) and Similarity of God (tashbih)

According to both Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya, rejection of the
names and attributes of God is absolutely a mistake. God is obviously
qualified with the names and attributes by which He and His prophet qualify
Him. It is a fact that creatures as well may be qualified with similar names
and attributes. Even though on the matter of the incomparability of God Ibn
al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya think mostly in the same way, the former
emphasizes the similarity of God with creatures to some extent by
highlighting an existential relationship between God and creatures who take
their existence from God.* The latter, by warning those who attempt to
protect themselves from a danger of similarity, lest God be stripped of
(ta 1il) all the names and attributes emphasizes that God and creatures can

be named with the same names without harming His perfection.

Qualifying God and creatures with the same names and attributes is
not a problem for Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya. For Ibn Taymiyya, the

real problem is to qualify creatures with the names and attributes which are

% 1bn al-*Arabi, Fusiis, 54; 69.
% \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 3:3-4.
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special (khasa’is) to God or vice versa.*” For him, it is normal to qualify
different things with the same attributes. For example, the term animal is
applied to both human beings and beasts (bahima), but at the same time
their realities are different from each other.®® Also, other attributes such as
colour, taste, and smell can qualify many different things at the same time.
But, it does not prove that they are the same things. Moreover, as the
Qur’anic evidence proves, Ibn Taymiyya says that God sometimes use the
term knowledge for Himself, and sometimes He uses the same term for
creatures.® Therefore, this kind of qualification of God and creatures with

the same names and attributes does not make them the same at all.

In fact, through these explanations lbn Taymiyya emphasizes the
significance of the affirmation of the divine names and attributes. In this
point similarity between Ibn Taymiyya and Ibn al-‘Arabi is clear. For Ibn
al-*Arabi, the case is nearly the same. He also says that the term animal can
be applied to both human beings and beasts (bahima) at the same time, but
it does not mean that they are the same. Since there is no essential attribute
(sifa al-nafs) shared between God and creatures, qualifying both of them
with the same names and attributes does not make them the same being at
all. It should be noted that God sees, hears, and wills; an animal sees, hears,
wills as well. How can it be claimed that they are the same?*® Therefore,

according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, there is a very important difference between

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 3:22.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi‘ fatawa, 20:446, trans. in Ansari, lbn Taymiyyah Expounds on
Islam, 70.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 5:27-28; 5:197-202, 208.

Ibn al-* Arabi, “Kitab al-jalal wa-1jamal,” in Ibn al-‘Arabi, Rasa’il, 27.
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using an attribute to qualify God and using the same attribute to qualify
creatures. As seen in Ibn Taymiyya’s teaching, Ibn al-‘Arabi also mentions
the difference between the knowledge of God and the knowledge of human
beings.** Thus, even if God and creatures are qualified with the same names
and attributes verbally (lafzan), it is not possible to understand them with

the same meaning.

As for the perfection of God, it has a very significant place in Ibn
Taymiyya’s teaching. He considers the names and attributes to be
requirements of God’s perfection. Also, he says that we should know that
all the beautiful names belong to God since He is exalted above any
attribute which may imply a deficiency.** The conception of the perfection
of God is a useful point in order to distinguish God and creatures
concerning the hierarchy among them.** On the other hand, Ibn al-‘Arabi
also accepts some attributes of God as the attributes of perfection. For
example, when he explains God’s Highness (al- u/uw), he says that since
God only exists in reality, His Highness is not understood relative to
creatures. It means that God is the High through His Essence.** On this
point, even though he underscores that the existence belongs to God only in
one respect, he emphasizes the perfection of God’s Essence by indicating
His uniqueness in another respect. As a similar stance, lbn Taymiyya
connects God’s Highness to His perfection by affirming that He is above all

deficiencies and He has all the names of perfection. However, in a

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 1:217; 2:499, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 69; 73.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 12:347, trans. in Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 59.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 5:262.

Ibn al-* Arabi, Fusis, 76.
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difference between Ibn al-*Arabt and Ibn Taymiyya, the former by referring
to a hadith report ascribes the word “below” to God because for him, God
only exists in reality.* On the contrary, lbn Taymiyya refrains carefully

from such statements which may imply deficiency.

Another example of their different approach but similar opinions
may be the matter of God’s direction (jiha). Through his stress on the
oneness of existence Ibn al-°Arabi declares that God cannot be in a direction
since He encompasses all directions.*® He also says that since God does not
have a body, and since He is completely different from creatures in one
respect, a physical movement or direction, which is related to physical
bodies, cannot be ascribed to God.*” Therefore, ascribing to God some
words like “above,” “below,” “descending,” and “getting closer” do not
mean that God comes from a direction or that He is placed in a direction.
Similarly, according to Ibn Taymiyya, since God does not have a physical
body or a direction, any physical movement, which belongs to creatures,
cannot be ascribed to God.”® Thus, it cannot be said that God has a
direction.* Like Ibn al-‘Arabi, Ibn Taymiyya explains the conceptions of
above, below, higher, and lower as relations; they do not indicate a

direction.®

Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusias, 171. Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 213. For detailed information of 1bn
al-*Arabi’s attitude toward the names ascribed to God, Chittick has very useful translations
of some passages from al-Futihat. See Chittick, SPK, 41-44.

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futihat, 3:408. Chittick, SPK, 51.

Ibn al-* Arabi, “Kitab al-jalal wa-1 jamal,” in Ibn al-*Arabi, Rasa il Ibn ‘Arabt, 24.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi ‘ fatawa, 33:176-177.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 5:262.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 33:184, trans. in Ansari, lbn Taymiyyah Expounds on
Islam, 33.

311



51
52

As seen through all these explanations, it is a fact that 1bn al-*Arabi
and Ibn Taymiyya apparently differ. But, in looking at the subject from a
different angle it is possible to see shared ideas on many subjects which are

represented with different conceptions.
4.4.3. Creation (khalq)

Creation is one of the most important subjects in the teachings of 1bn
al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya. According to Ibn Taymiyya, since according
to Ibn al-*Arabi and his followers, true understanding of the oneness of God
(tawhid) is to affirm nothing but God, there is no place in reality for the
Creator in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s teaching.” It is because Ibn al-‘Arabi does not
distinguish the fixed entities (al-‘ayan al-thabita), which are placed in
God’s mind in the pre-cosmological status, from the things which are seen
in the cosmos with their material bodies.”® However, as mentioned in the
first section of this chapter, Ibn al-‘Arabi accepts that God absolutely is the
Creator. In this case, saying that what Ibn al-‘Arabi understands from the
act of creation is different than what Ibn Taymiyya does would be more

accurate than saying that there is no creator in Ibn al-*Arabi’s teaching.

A simple explanation of the act of creation in Ibn al-‘Arabi is that
creation is to bring the things, which are already placed in the knowledge of

God as the objects of His knowledge, into the cosmos as a manifestation of

Ibn Taymiyya, MRM, 1:178-180.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:61, trans. in Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 49. As remembered,
Stephen Hirtenstein also describes creation in Ibn al-‘Arabi’s thought as “making visible
things, which are invisible.” Hirtenstein, Unlimited Mercifier, 26.

312



53
54
55

56

57

God.>® Hence, for Ibn al-‘Arabi, the act of creation is just to give existence
to the things determined already in God’s knowledge.”* It is worth noting
that this kind of attitude does not make Ibn al-‘Arabi the same with
philosophers, who defend emanation of the world from God or the One
through a compulsory flowing without will, because Ibn al-‘Arabi affirms
God as the free agent.”® On the contrary, for Ibn Taymiyya, the act of
creation is to produce or make things which did not have an existence
before.®® Definitely, this kind of understanding does not make Ibn
Taymiyya the same with the Kalam theologians, who defend the beginning

of creation of the world.>’

As explained in the previous sections, both Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya oppose the idea of the Kalam theologians that God created the
world at a particular time. Also, both of them oppose the idea of the
philosophers that the world is eternal. The Kalam theologians, in order to

emphasize the independence of God and that He is a free agent, ascribe a

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 4:130.

Ibn al-“Arabi, al-Futizhat, 4:210, trans. in Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 50.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futahat, 4:320. Also, see A. M. Goichon, “Ibn Sina.” Encyclopaedia of
Islam, Second Edition. Ed. P. Bearman, Brill Online, 2015. Therese-Anne Druart, “Al-
Farabi, Emanation, and Metaphysics,” in Islamic Philosophy and Theology:Critical
Concepts in Islamic Thought, ed. lan Richard Netton, 4 vols. (New York: Routledge,
2007), 2:71-87. Netton, Allah Transcendent: Studies in the Structure and Semiotics of
Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Cosmology, 114-135; 162-174.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 6:230. As a note, according to A. Hakim Ajhar, for Ibn
Taymiyya there is not a nonexistence preceding existent things. This claim also is similar
to what Ibn al-*Arabi thinks of the matter. In this regard, Ajhar says, “Ibn Taymiyya does
not acknowledge at all a state of nonexistence preceding existence as a whole. Even a
particular existent is not preceded by nonexistence, but it was latent (kamin) [...] in a
preceding thing which constitutes its conditions from which it results. The state of
nonexistence which precedes the existent is for Ibn Taymiyya nothing but a state of
latency.” A. Hakim Ajhar, Ibn Taymiyya wa-sti’'naf al-qawl al-falsafi fi al-Islam
(Casablanca: Al-Markaz al-Thaqafi al-*Arabi, 2004), 213, trans. in Tamer, “The Curse of
Philosophy: Ibn Taymiyya as a Philosopher in Contemporary Islamic Thought,” 359.

For details of the objections of Ibn Taymiyya to the Kalam theologians, see Hoover, Ibn
Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 70-102.
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beginning time for the act of creation. On the other hand, philosophers,
since they consider God to be the complete cause of everything, follow the
idea of the eternal world.® However, for Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya, it
IS not right to mention the eternity of creatures or a particular time for the
beginning of creation.*® This is another significant similarity between these

two thinkers even if their reasons and focuses are different.

Moreover, for Ibn al-‘Arabi, the perfection of God’s Divinity
requires the divine names and attributes. The divine names and attributes
are relationships to the possible things in their cosmological presence as
expressed before.®® The things in the cosmos are the manifestations of God
in various forms. Hence, affirmation of a particular time for the creation of
the world is to affirm a particular time when God was not perfect because at
that time He was not manifesting Himself. If He did not manifest Himself,
the divine names and attributes, which are requirements of the perfection of
the Divinity, would not exist. Certainly, such an idea is not acceptable for

Ibn al-‘Arabi. Thus, it is accepted that creation, that is, manifestation

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:148.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 3:124-125; 1:172. According to William Chittick, Ibn al-‘Arabi
takes a middle position on the matter of the eternity and temporality of the world. Ibn al-
‘Arabi, al-Futithat, 2:666, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 84-85. All things other than God is
neither existent nor non-existent. Their status is relative. Even if Ibn al-*Arabi affirms the
eternity for something, it may be for the fixed entities, not for the material form of the
cosmological things.

It should be noted that because of his duality on thought and expression Ibn al-‘Arabi
mentions two kinds of perfections, the perfection of the Essence and that of the Divinity.
They should not be mixed with each other. In one respect, he says, “For in actuality, the
divine perfection is found in the penetration of power into the objects of power, desire into
the objects of desire, and the manifestation of the properties of the divine names. The
essential perfection possessed by the Essence is absolute independence from all this... God
says, “Nothing is like Him” because of the perfection of the Essence, and “He is the
Hearing, the Seeing” (Q, 42:11) because of the perfection of the Divinity, which demands
both the heard and the seen.” Ibn al-Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:588, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 367.
Also, see Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:734.
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(tajalli) of God is everlasting and creatures are in relationships to the

endless divine names and attributes.®*

As for Ibn Taymiyya’s idea of the act of creation, he also claims the
beginningless and endless act of creation. By referring to the verse, “Then is
He who creates like one who does not create? So will you not be
reminded?” (Q, 16:17), he underscores the eternal act of God as the
requirement of His perfection like Ibn al-‘Arabi does. Again, it does not
mean that he is in agreement with philosophers’ idea of eternity of the
world. On the contrary, he focuses on God’s eternal act primarily. Hence, it
would be correct to say that for Ibn Taymiyya, since God, because of His
perfection, acts from eternity, and since the act of creation is one of His
eternal acts, God creates from eternity.®? Similarly, Ibn al-‘Arabi defends
the eternal creation by saying that “creation never ceases” (al-khalq la
yazal).®® While Ibn Taymiyya links creation to the perfection of God, Ibn al-
‘Arabi links creation to the perfection of the Divinity of God. Nevertheless,

for both of them, eternal creation is a requirement of the perfection of God.

In addition, on the matter of the cosmological things, Ibn Taymiyya
takes them into account as a sign of God. When we look at the things,
according to Ibn Taymiyya, we See necessarily the traces of God’s

knowledge, will, power, wisdom, and mercy.** Thereby, lbn Taymiyya

Ibn al-“Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:69; 2:303. Also, see Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusizs, 65, trans. in Chittick,
SPK, 42 and 93.

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:147, 272, 372. Also, see lbn Taymiyya, Majmi * fatawa, 6:79.
Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 70-102. Hoover, “Perpetual Creativity in the Perfection
of God: Ibn Taymiyya’s Hadith Commentary on God’s Creation of This World,” .

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:677, trans. in Chittick, SPK, 97.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 1:48; 2:400; 9:189.
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clearly sets an intellectual connection between God and the world. In the
same way, for Ibn al-"Arabi, the things in the cosmos are signs of God
through which we know Him. Hence, in each possible thing we realize the
divine names and attributes even though in some of them the divine names
are seen overwhelmingly while in others the divine names are seen lightly.
Nevertheless, through these things we know God because they are the
signs.®® It is clearly seen that there are similar explanations and ideas

between Ibn al-*Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya on this issue as well.
4.4.4. The Will of God (irada)

In Ibn al-*Arabi’s teaching, there is a connection between God’s will
and His knowledge. According to him, God’s will is dependent on the
knowledge of God as stated in the previous sections of the chapter when the
conceptions of decree (qada’) and destiny (qadar) are examined. In other
words, for Ibn al-‘Arabi, the possible things contain some characteristics
within their selves or natures, so that what God wills must be compatible
with these characteristics.®® It means that God does not want something
which is not appropriate for the nature of the things. And since these things
are placed in the knowledge of God, the will of God must follow His

knowledge.

As for the teaching of Ibn Taymiyya, he emphasizes frequently
God’s freedom on His acts. Moreover, because of this kind of sensitivity

Ibn Taymiyya criticizes philosophers who by the idea of eternity of the

% |bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:473.
% bn al-‘Arabi, Fusiis, 131, trans. in Austin, Bezels of Wisdom, 165.
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world make God passive in creation. Also, he criticizes theologians, who in
order to affirm the absolute freedom of God on His acts ascribe a beginning
time for the world, not because of their emphasis on the freedom of God but
because their claim makes God imperfect in respect of the non-eternal act of
creation.®” Even though it seems that there is a contradiction between Ibn al-
‘Arabi, who claims that God’s will is dependent on God’s knowledge, and
Ibn Taymiyya, who emphasizes God’s freedom, it is remembered that Ibn
Taymiyya pays great attention to the wisdom of God (#ikma). According to
him, God does not act without wisdom. Certainly, it should not be
understood as if there is a boundary to God’s knowledge. But, it means that
what God wills is appropriate for His perfect knowledge because wisdom
cannot be thought separately from knowledge.®® Eventually, while Ibn al-
‘Arab1 explains God’s will through the relationship between the divine
knowledge and the nature of the things, Ibn Taymiyya explains God’s will
by touching on the conception of wisdom and then the knowledge of God.
In this case, it is possible to find similarities between what Ibn al-‘Arabi
says that God’s will is dependent on the knowledge of God and what Ibn

Taymiyya says that God wills through the wisdom.®®

Moreover, when Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya examine the will
of God, they approach the subject with two conceptions: the ontological will

(al-amr al-takwini) and the religious will (al-amr al-zaklifi). For both of

Ibn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:162.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii * fatawa, 6:130.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmi* fatawa, 6:130. And Ibn al-‘Arabi, Fusis, 82, trans. in Austin,
Bezels of Wisdom, 93.
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them, whatever is in the world is in relationship with one of these wills.”
Also, for both of them, the ontological will cannot be disobeyed by people
while the religious will can be disobeyed. For Ibn al-‘Arabi, even those who
disobey the religious will, in fact, obey the ontological will of God.™
Therefore, according to Ibn al-*Arabi, even those who worship objects other
than God, in fact, worship God because in everything God must be seen by

the gnostic ( arif).”

While Ibn Taymiyya accepts this kind of classification of the divine
will into the ontological and the religious, he, in general, understands the
ontological will to be out of human behaviours.”® It means that worshipping
some objects other than God should be considered to be opposition to the
religious will rather than obedience to the ontological will.”* Since Ibn al-
‘Arabi1 and Ibn Taymiyya focus on different aspects of the same issue, their
explanations and their understanding become different. Ibn Taymiyya to
emphasize the divinity of God (ulihiyya) focuses on the importance of the
religious will. On the other hand, 1bn al-‘Arabi to emphasize the oneness of
existence focuses on the comprehensiveness of the ontological will.
Moreover, this kind of difference can be seen very well in the explanation
of the verse, “And your Lord has decreed that you not worship except Him”
(Q, 17:23). While Ibn al-"Arabi identifies this verse with the ontological

will, Ibn Taymiyya identifies with the religious will. For Ibn al-‘Arab,

Ibn Taymiyya, Majma ‘ fatawa, 18:132. Ibn al-* Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:593.

Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futizhat, 3:510.

Ibn al-*Arabi, Fusis, 165, 72 and 192. Also, see al-Futihat, 2:92, 593; 3:510.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 11:266.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 18:131.
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because of this divine command it is not possible to worship something
other than God. In Ibn al-‘Arabi’s mind, all acts of servants must be
included in the ontological will. On the contrary, for Ibn Taymiyya, because
of this divine command servants must worship God alone. It is clear that 1bn
Taymiyya’s view is different from Ibn al-*Arabi’s one.” That is, the borders
of these two kinds of will are recognized differently by Ibn al-‘Arabi and

Ibn Taymiyya.

To sum up, in this section of the chapter, it is clearly seen that
although Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya have different explanations and
interpretations for the same issues, they have mutual points in their
theological approaches to the subject of the divine names and attributes
much more than expected. Even though Ibn al-‘Arabi frequently benefits
from linguistic flexibilities, and since he follows a mystical language, he
may have more complex and dual perspective explanations. On the
contrary, Ibn Taymiyya uses more conventional language, which is familiar

in theology, when he explains the names and attributes of God.

™ \bn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 2:263. Also, see Hoover, Ibn Taymiyya’s Theodicy, 125
and Ajhar, Su’al al-‘alam: Al-Shaykhan Ibn ‘Arabi wa Ibn Taymiyya min fikr al-wahda ila
fikr al-ikhtilaf, 177.
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4.5. Conclusion

In this chapter, the views of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya on the
divine names and attributes were examined respectively. And then, attention
was drawn to similar points and approaches in their views. The purpose of
this chapter was to show that similarities between Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya may be found not only in their epistemological stances as in

earlier chapters but also in their theological ones.

Ibn al-‘Arabi highlights the conception of the oneness of existence
when he explains his ideas concerning God, His names and attributes,
creation, and the relationship between the Creator and creatures; lbn
Taymiyya attempts to explain his ideas on these issues by emphasizing the
perfection of God. One of the most significant indications in this theological
comparison is that both of these figures affirm the divine names and
attributes without metaphorical interpretation (ta’wil) and both of them
consider the divine names and attributes to be requirements of God’s

perfection.

Even though they follow different ways to express their ideas, and
even though they have different wording styles and different motivations, it
is possible to find important similarities between their teachings on this
subject. In addition, it is understood from this chapter that Ibn al-‘Arabi’s
thought and expression may be seen to be compatible sometimes with some
of Ibn Taymiyya’s ideas. Thus, this chapter’s indications may be an

inspiration for further comparative studies on this subject.
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The purpose of this thesis was to examine comparatively
epistemological and theological similarities found in the teachings of Ibn al-
‘Arab1 and Ibn Taymiyya. The first two main chapters, Chapter Two and
Three, which pertain to the epistemological tools used by Ibn al-‘Arabi and
Ibn Taymiyya are Ibn al-‘Arabi and His Epistemology and Ibn Taymiyya
and His Epistemology. Each one of these two chapters contains three
sections: revelation, the human intellect, and inspiration whereby the
epistemological positions of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya have been

elaborated.

As for Chapter Four, it focused on a theological subject, the divine
names and attributes, from the perspectives of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya. In this chapter, through three sections the thought of Ibn al-
‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya was explained separately before indicating
similarities of these two figures together in the last section. The purpose of
this chapter was not to study theologies of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya
by linking to their epistemologies. Instead, the purpose was to indicate that
similarities may be found not only in their epistemological stances but also

in their theological approaches.

As for the epistemological tools used by Ibn al-‘Arabi, they are
revelation (wahy), unveiling (kashf) or inspiration (ilham), and the human
intellect (‘agl). As it was seen in Chapter two, Ibn al-‘Arabi affirms the
validity of these three tools for acquiring knowledge of the religion while he
classifies them according to their reliability and certainty. If it is possible to
imagine a hierarchy of epistemology of 1bn al-‘Arabi, at the highest level

there is revelation, the Qur’an. The Qur’an, according to Ibn al-"Arabi, as
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the word of God, encompasses everything. For him, there is nothing that is
not found in the Qur’an. Therefore, whoever desires to have the true
knowledge must appeal to the Qur’an because it is the most reliable and
soundest source of knowledge. Moreover, lbn al-‘Arabi affirms the
authority and guidance of the Prophet Muhammad on attaining the
revelational knowledge. The Prophet, for Ibn al-‘Arabi, must be followed
because he was given the Qur’an, which encompasses everything, and

because he is the perfect man to which God manifests Himself best.

As for the second highest level of his epistemological hierarchy, it is
occupied by the mystical way of knowledge called unveiling (kashf) and
inspiration (ilham). This way enables its possessors, who are generally
friends of God, to attain certain, reliable, and true knowledge, which is
found in the Qur’an. Moreover, unveiling is the method of the friends of
God for the acquisition of knowledge because through this method it is
possible to communicate directly with God, the prophets, and the Prophet
Muhammad in order. While 1bn al-*Arabi considers the Prophet Muhammad
and his hadiths to be necessary for attaining the true meaning of the Qur’an,
unveiling also helps its possessors to access the hadiths of the Prophet
through direct communication. As mentioned in chapter two, Ibn al-‘Arabi
checks the soundness of a hadith report by asking the Prophet directly by

means of unveiling. After the heart of believers is prepared by various
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means of spiritual training, it receives the divine unveiling which is free

from doubt and falseness.*

After unveiling the human intellect comes when acquisition of
knowledge is in question. Even though Ibn al-‘Arabi gives credit to the
intellect occasionally, the intellect is the least reliable and sound source of
knowledge for him. Especially on the matter of knowledge about God, the
intellect is not trusted because it is limited and uncertain. Exceptionally,
according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, the human intellect is capable of perceiving the
existence and oneness of God (tawhid).” Furthermore, while he affirms the
scope of the intellect, which is the physical world; but it does not mean that
the intellect can reach true meaning of the Qur’an. Therefore, Ibn al-‘Arabi
criticizes philosophers and the Kalam theologians who attempt to

understand the Qur’an by means of the human intellect.

It should be noted that Ibn al-*Arabi’s objections do not stem from
using the intellect in general but using the intellect particularly on religious
matters such as understanding revelation, the divine names and attributes,
and creation. In this respect, he also criticizes the method of interpretation
(ta 'wil). He prefers the term allusion (ishara) and commentary (zafsir) as his
method of wunderstanding the Qur’an that is free from rational
argumentations, but it bases on unveiling. Moreover, he says that the

prophets and friends of God are protected from the knowledge of God

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 4:3, 7.
Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:291.
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which is based on the intellect.® Eventually, Ibn al-‘Arabi repeatedly says
that revelational and inspirational knowledge are beyond the scope of the

human intellect.

As for Ibn Taymiyya’s epistemological hierarchy, the Qur’an as the
word of God and as the most reliable source of true knowledge places it at
the highest level. Revelation, the Qur’an, does not contain any mistake and
doubt. It encompasses all knowledge even what the other revealed books
contained as mentioned in Chapter three. Whoever desires to have true
knowledge must appeal to the Qur’an first. Ibn Taymiyya spends his energy
to find out ways of understanding the Qur’an correctly. In this respect, he
defends that the Qur’an can be understood with the Qur’an itself, the
hadiths of the Prophet, and opinions of the Salaf. This is the best way of
attaining true meaning of the Qur’an. Ibn Taymiyya rejects the method of
interpretation (¢ta 'wil), but accepts the method of commentary (tafsir)
basically because while the former is based on the intellect, the latter is
based on the Qur’an, the hadiths, and the opinions of the Salaf which are

sounder than our opinions.

At the second level of his epistemological hierarchy there is the
human intellect which is a requirement of understanding the divine
message. Why | put the intellect at the second level is because Ibn
Taymiyya tests the accuracy of rational knowledge with revelation. He does
not reject using of the intellect even on religious matters. But he criticizes

the philosophers and the Kalam theologians because of their unshaken

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 3:116.
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reliance on the intellect and because they consider the intellect a unique tool
of true knowledge. For him, if the intellect is not contaminated, it does not
oppose what revelation propounds. Since the intellect is limited and
insufficient to grasp all knowledge, it should be dependent on revelation
concerning religious matters especially on the afterlife and the divine names
and attributes.* It should be noted that Ibn Taymiyya does not defend
irrational understanding of the Qur’an; on the contrary, he defends that
since the Qur’an contains rational proofs, rational knowledge is compatible

with the Qur’an so long as the intellect is used correctly.

As for inspiration (ilham) as another way of knowledge, it is
affirmed by lbn Taymiyya as supernatural events (khawarig). For him,
some people may perform supernatural events which may appear as an
effect (ta’thir) and knowledge (‘ilm) which is inspiration (ilham). lbn
Taymiyya does not discuss the existence or reality of inspirational
knowledge, but discusses its reliability and accuracy. In this respect, he
stipulates some conditions. For example, inspirational knowledge is
accepted as true only if it is not rejected by revelational and rational
knowledge. Also, according to Ibn Taymiyya, inspirational knowledge may
be preferred instead of weak rational analogies, weak literal arguments, and
weak hadith reports.” Inspirational knowledge comes to the heart of human
beings as divine (rakmani) knowledge and devilish (shaytani) knowledge.
After purifying the heart by means of religious and spiritual training, divine

inspirational knowledge comes to the heart of believers. Since Ibn

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 3:115.
Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 10:473.
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Taymiyya makes accuracy and reliability of inspirational knowledge
dependent on the condition that it be compatible with revelational and
rational knowledge, it can be said that inspiration as an epistemological
method comes after revelation and the human intellect in Ibn Taymiyya’s

epistemological hierarchy.

Briefly, it is obvious that Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya accept
revelation, the human intellect, and inspiration as ways of knowledge.
While the former accepts revelation, inspiration, and the human intellect
respectively concerning their reliability, certainty, sufficiency, the latter
accepts revelation, the human intellect, and inspiration respectively. This is
an important similarity between the epistemological positions of Ibn al-
‘Arabi1 and Ibn Taymiyya. They benefit from the same sources, but through
a different order. It should be emphasized that since both of them put
revelation, the Qur’an including the hadiths of the Prophet Muhammad
which are essential for acquisition of true knowledge, at the highest level of
their epistemological hierarchy, it is possible to see many similar points on
their theological views even though they have, of course, significant
differences. Moreover, since both of them reject rational interpretations of
the Qur’an (fa’wil), they generally oppose the Kalam theologians

concerning theological issues such as God and His names and attributes.

In addition, it can be said that their epistemological similarities are
based on the fact that both of them affirm the Qur’an as the most reliable
and soundest source of true knowledge, the human intellect as capable of
knowing to some extent but which must be subjected to revelation in order

to test its reliability, and through inspiration human beings can attain
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knowledge. As for their epistemological differences, while for lIbn al-
‘Arabi, inspiration gives sounder and more reliable knowledge than what
the human intellect gives, for lbn Taymiyya, inspiration has not such a
reliability and soundness on the matter of knowledge. As a result of this
difference, Ibn al-*Arabi suggests that the Qur’an can be understood best by
means of inspiration; lbn Taymiyya by denying such an overwhelming
authority of inspiration suggests that there is an agreement between the
Qur’an and the uncorrupted human intellect.® Consequently, Ibn al-‘Arabi,
as mentioned in Chapter two, says that whatever he wrote in his works is
based on inspiration. This different point of view of Ibn al-‘Arabi causes
one to see mystical expressions abundantly on his theological statements.
However, it does not mean that the intellect is rejected as a whole in Ibn al-

‘ArabT’s teaching.

As for the theological subject of the thesis, that is Chapter Four
which is about the subject of the divine names and attributes. This part
aimed to explore the approaches of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya to God
and His names and attributes. This chapter should be assessed to be both
that which displays theological similarities between lbn al-‘Arabi and Ibn
Taymiyya and that which reflects epistemological similarities of these two
figures on their theological stances. In other words, Chapter four is both a
theological comparison of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya; and as a
reflection of their epistemologies comparison made in Chapter two and

three.

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 6:72-73.
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The subject of the divine names and attributes is one of the most
significant and controversial issue in Islamic theology as said before. The
names and attributes play an essential role on explanation the relationship
between God and creatures as well as on comprehension God Himself.
Thus, both Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya pay close attention to the
subject even though they approach from different directions. Nevertheless,
whatever they provide on the subject of the divine names and attributes is in
order for the oneness of God (tawhid), His perfection, and His relationship

with creatures.

When 1bn al-‘Arabi talks about God Himself, he mostly refers to
distinction between the Essence of God (dhat) and the Divinity of God
(ulizhiyya).” This distinction is a cornerstone of Ibn al-‘Arabi’s thought of
the divine names and attributes. The Essence of God, according to Ibn al-
‘Arabi, is beyond all names and attributes while the names and attributes
belong to His Divinity in one respect. He focuses on the oneness of God
(tawhid) by emphasizing the conception of existence (wujiid) which plays
an important role in 1bn al-*Arabi’s teaching. He manages the issue through
the conceptions of oneness of the Real and the multiplicity of creatures by
taking the existence as the base of the issue. The oneness indicates the
perfection of the Essence of God while the multiplicity indicates the
manifestations of God through which the perfection of the Divinity of God
is comprehended. When Ibn Taymiyya talks about God, he mostly refers to

the conceptions of the Divinity of God (u/izhiyya) and the Lordship of God

Ibn al-*Arabi, al-Futuhat, 2:579.
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(rubitbiyya).® Accurate comprehension of the oneness of God (tawhid) is
possible only through taking into consideration the Divinity and the
Lordship together for Ibn Taymiyya. He considers creatures to be a result
rather than a cause of the perfection of God. The reason for this distinction
between Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya is their attention to different

aspects of God.

On the other hand, even if Ibn al-‘Arabi considers the Essence of
God separately and as stripped from the names and attributes in one respect,
he, as stated in Chapter four, affirms more than thirty names and attributes
as the names of the Essence of God in another respect.’ The latter
affirmation of Ibn al-‘Arabi on this subject is not far away from Ibn
Taymiyya. For Ibn Taymiyya, there is not a distinction between the Essence
of God and His Divinity because it is impossible to imagine an essence
without attribution and know an attribute without a thing attributed.
Moreover, His Essence itself owns all the names and attributes of perfection
because the term essence (dhi) literally means possessor.'® In this case, it is
not possible to say that the Essence of God does not possess any name and
attribute. This is one significant similarity between the theological views of

Ibn al-“Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya.

Furthermore, Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya explain the
relationship between the Creator and creatures by means of the divine

names and attributes. lbn al-°Arabi by emphasizing the oneness of the Real

Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii ‘ fatawa, 2:459; 10:264.
Ibn al-*Arabi, Insha’ al-dawa’ir, 152.

0 \bn Taymiyya, Dar’, 5:39; Ibn Taymiyya, Majmii‘ fatawa, 6:98.
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and the multiplicity of creatures explains this relationship. For him,
creatures, that indicate the divine names and attributes, are manifestations of
God. As said in Chapter four, since in Ibn al-*Arabi’s mind God does not
manifest Himself in the same form, there are endless manifestations of God.
It means creation is endless for 1bn al-‘Arabi. Also, since creation indicates
His names and attributes, and since His names and attributes are necessary
concomitants of His perfection, creation and God’s perfection are connected
to each other. This kind of argumentation is similar to Ibn Taymiyya’s view
in which God’s eternal creation is emphasized with reference to His
perfection. For Ibn Taymiyya, the eternal creative act is a necessary
concomitant of God’s perfection because God who creates is superior to a

god who does not create eternally.™

It is worth noting that it cannot be said that God becomes perfect by
means of creation or the names and attributes which are related to creatures.
In this respect, both Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya reject the Ash‘ari
proposal that the attributes are additional to the Essence of God and
philosophical proposal regarding a composition (farkib) for God.*? This is
another similarity between Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya on the matter of
the relationship among eternal act of creation, God’s perfection, and His

names and attributes.

Another similarity between Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya is their

approach to the will of God. For Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya, God wills

1 \bn Taymiyya, Minhaj, 1:371-372.
2 \bn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 1:284; lbn Taymiyya, Dar’, 3:420-421.
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from eternity; He is neither aimless nor unbounded on His actions. It should
be underscored that it does not mean necessarily that God is limited. As
explained in Chapter four, according to Ibn al-"Arabi, the divine will comes
out as compatible with the natures of things which were already determined
in their pre-cosmological status. Thus, it is said that the creation is to bring
the objects of the knowledge of God from their pre-cosmological status into
their cosmological status. In this process, according to Ibn al-‘Arabi, the
divine will is evident and the divine will is dependent on the divine

knowledge.

As for the point of view of lbn Taymiyya, he also emphasizes the
will of God concerning all His acts. For him, it is not correct to say that God
acts aimlessly. God has a purpose on His all acts. This is called wisdom
(hikma). For Ibn Taymiyya, the wisdom exists in the perfect and unlimited
knowledge of God. Hence, the acts of God are dependent on the divine will,
the will is dependent on the wisdom, and the wisdom is dependent on the
divine knowledge. In other words, Ibn al-‘Arabi links between the divine
actions, the divine will, the nature of the things, and the knowledge of God
while lIbn Taymiyya links between the divine actions, the divine will, the
wisdom, and the knowledge of God.*® It is possible to say that what Ibn
Taymiyya means by the divine wisdom is the same as what Ibn al-‘Arabi1

means by God’s determination of things before their creation. In addition,

Ibn al-‘Arabi also affirms the wisdom of God. It is to create everything according to the
nature of the things. He says, “Here there is a divine mystery, which is that God is the
absolutely Wise (Hakim). It is He how puts the things in their places, and it is He who has
given each thing its creation.” (The Qur’an, 20:55) Ibn al-‘Arabi, al-Futihat, 2:267, trans.
in Chittick, Self-Disclosure, 97.
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they affirm and emphasize the will of God on all His acts including
creation; by rejecting the idea of emanation, in which God is considered as a
passive cause of the cosmos, they affirm that it is God who is different from
the One of Neoplatonism and the unmoved mover of Aristotle. This is

another significant similarity between the two figures.

The matter of the incomparability (tanzih) and similarity (tashbih) of
God it is also another important similar point of the thinkers on the oneness
of God (tawhid). Just as the priority in the epistemologies of Ibn al-‘Arabi
and Ibn Taymiyya belongs to revelation, the Qur’an, they suggest that all
speech about God should be based on the Qur’an. Believers should describe
God how He described Himself in the Qur’an. For Ibn al-‘Arabi, since
philosophers and the Kalam theologians attempt to interpret (za 'wil) the
verses rationally, they do not conceive the similarity of God. But, true
understanding of the oneness is based on the incomparability and similarity
of God together. It should be noted that for Ibn al-‘Arabi, the similarity of

God does not mean that God and creatures are the same.

For Ibn Taymiyya, since philosophers and the Kalam theologians
attempt to interpret the names and attributes by means of their corrupted
intellect and unsound rational methods, they change the meaning of the
verses. God has attributes some of which are shared by creatures literally
(lafzan). But, it does not mean that God and creatures are the same. In this
respect, lbn Taymiyya suggests affirmation of the attributes of
incomparability (tanzih) of God and not stripping (za til) the attributes such

as hands and fingers of God even though they sound similarity between God
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and creatures. For Ibn Taymiyya, it is clear that sharing the same

attributions does not mean that God and creatures are the same.

Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya both reject negations and
interpretations of the names and attributes of God provided by philosophers
and the Kalam theologians. Also, they suggest understanding the names and
attributes in different senses for God and for creatures distinctively. While
Ibn al-‘Arabi focuses on affirmation of the incomparability (tanzih) and the
similarity (tashbih) together, Ibn Taymiyya focuses on affirmation of the

incomparability and avoidance of reductionism (za til) together.

To sum up, as | said at the beginning of the thesis, it is a fact that Ibn
Taymiyya has objections to Ibn al-‘Arabi’s certain ideas. But, it does not
prevent us from finding similarities between the teachings of these
significant figures. At the beginning of this study the important point was to
take into account duality of Ibn al-*Arabi’s thought and expressions. The
duality enables readers to look at the issues concerned by Ibn al-*Arabi and
Ibn Taymiyya from a different perspective. As a result of this perspective, it
is possible to see, as | mentioned above, various important similarities
between the epistemological and theological positions of Ibn al-Arabi and
Ibn Taymiyya. They many times focus on the same issue with different
directions and perspectives. Therefore, they may be seen very different from
each other. But, when it is observed through another outlook, it can be said

that they may not be different as much as assumed.

This kind of similarity as an important point between these eminent

figures of Islamic history may have an impact on further studies in the field.
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It is not necessarily a theological issue, but also it has social and political
dimensions that | have not touched on in this work. Since Ibn al-‘Arabi and
Ibn Taymiyya have a great influence on Muslim societies and their
understandings of Islam in general, this new perspective that | have tried to
establish here enables scholars to look at the distinctions between modern
followers of the teachings of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya. Concerning
some essential points, it can be suggested that being aware of the potential
similarities between 1bn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya may help to reconcile
different tendencies among Muslims to some extent, prevent them from
criticizing each other harshly, and invalidate considering themselves only to
be the unique representative of Islam. Therefore, such a comparative study
between 1bn al-‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya, whose influences has been
evident on Muslim societies, will open doors not only toward a theological

area but also toward social and political ones.

Before interpreting the social structure and political situations
grounded on the different tendencies of Muslims, taking into consideration
the theological similarities which are reflections or partly results of the
epistemological stances may also help scholars of this field to study Ibn al-
‘Arabi and Ibn Taymiyya more academically rather than with an
argumentative method found mostly in the Kalam theology. Finally, in
order to be a departure point of the further comparative studies in this field,
apart from the essential critiques and rejections provided by Ibn Taymiyya
against Ibn al-‘Arabi, this thesis aimed to exhibit the fact that these
significant figures of Islamic scholarship have similarities along with

differences on their epistemological and theological positions.
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