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Sayyid Ḥaydar Āmulī’s Avicennian Approach to Akbarian Philosophy 

Introduction 

 While Sayyid Ḥaydar Āmulī (d. after 1385) is recognized as one of the most 

important Shīʿī thinkers of the period following the Mongol conquests, existing 

scholarship tends to reduce his intellectual contributions to a synthesis of Sufism with 

Twelver Shīʿī esotericism. This approach fails to consider his innovative philosophical 

contributions, which are most evident in his Risālah naqd al-nuqūd fī maʿarifat al-wujūd 

(Summary Treatise on the Knowledge of Being). Here Āmulī discusses the nature of 

existence—a topic of interest for both Peripatetic philosophers (that is, followers of 

Avicenna) and Akbarian Sufis (i.e., followers of Ibn ʿArabī)—and focuses on three facets 

of existence qua existence: firstly, its absoluteness and self-evidence; secondly, its unity 

and necessity; and thirdly, its manifestation and multiplicity. While the treatise has been 

treated as a faithful recapitulation of Akbarian rather than Avicennian ontology, in fact 

Āmulī draws on both traditions to construct his own metaphysics. The Summary Treatise 

is thus a characteristic example of Islamic philosophical development in the postclassical 

period, during which time the disciplines of philosophy, dogmatics, and mysticism began 

to borrow conceptual elements from each other. Āmulī’s reconciliatory metaphysical 

project is a key step in the development of Shīʿī metaphysical thought between ʿAllāmah 

Ḥillī (d. 1325) and Ṣadr al-Dīn Shīrāzī (Mullā Ṣadrā) (d. 1640). 

Biography and Scholarly Views 

 Āmulī was born in 1319 in Amol in Tabaristan. While an exact chronology is 

difficult to determine from the scattered autobiographical accounts he gives in different 
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works,1 he appears to have entered the service of a local ruler following a standard 

religious education, but soon became disillusioned with the life of luxury he enjoyed and 

set off on a pilgrimage for Mecca. Along the way he met and trained with a Sufi shaykh, 

who granted him permission to wear the khirqa. Āmulī claims to have been fascinated in 

the commonalities between Imāmī and Sufi esoterism from an early age and seems to 

have spent time with the relevant texts before encountering this shaykh, although it was 

only after that the meaning of these texts became manifest to him. Upon completing his 

pilgrimage, he studied the intellectual sciences—that is, jurisprudence, aḥadīth, and 

kalām—with Fakhr al-Muḥaqqiqīn al-Ḥillī (the son of ʿAllāmah Ḥillī), eventually 

receiving an ijaza for these disciplines. He then settled down in Najaf, where he seems to 

have written most of his works (the majority of which have been lost). He died at some 

point after 1385. 

 We can discern from Āmulī’s intellectual biography that he was a student of Sufi, 

Shīʿī, and kalām literature. His works reveal more specific influences: of the theoretical 

Sufism propounded by Muḥyī al-Dīn Ibn al-ʿArabī (1165-1240) and his followers, of the 

Shīʿī esoteric tradition found in the Nahj al-balāghah and narrations of the Imams, and of 

the philosophical form of kalām that had found favour in Shīʿī circles by that point. Of 

these three traditions, however, Āmulī places the greatest emphasis on the relationship 

between the first two, expending much space to demonstrating the harmony between 

Shīʿī and Sufi esoterism. For Āmulī, Sufis are the true Shīʿīs, and Shīʿīs are the true 

 
1 For an up-to-date biographical overview, see Mathieu Terrier, “The Defence of Sufism among Twelver 
Shiʿi Scholars of Early Modern and Modern Times: Topics and Arguments” in Shiʿi Islam and Sufism: 

Classical Views and Modern Perspectives, eds. Denis Hermann and Terrier (London: I.B. Tauris, 2020), 

pp. 27-63, at pp. 28-30. Muhammad Khavaji also collates many of Āmulī’s autobiographical accounts and 

provides a helpful commentary, though the precise order of events is still difficult to determine. See his 

introduction to Āmulī’s Inner Secrets of the Path, trans. Assadullah ad-Dhaakir Yate (Shaftesbury: Element 

Books, 1989), pp. xiv-xxxi. 
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Sufis. Most modern scholars have accordingly focused on this facet of Āmulī’s thought, 

beginning with Henry Corbin’s pioneering studies of Āmulī. These culminate in a 

lengthy chapter devoted to Āmulī in Corbin’s magnum opus, En Islam iranien, in which 

priority is given to Āmulī’s monumental Jāmiʿ al-asrār wa manbaʿ al-anwār.2 The main 

thesis of this text—and the idea that dominates Āmulī’s thought as a whole—is the 

fundamental identity of Sufism and Shīʿism: “le shî'isme des Douze Imâms constitue 

l'Islam esoterique… la gnose de l'Islam. Dans toute la mesure où le soufisme professe, lui 

aussi, la doctrine ésotérique, [...] on peut dire que le soufisme est le vrai shî'isme, en 

quelque sorte le représentant incognito de celui-ci du sunnisme.”3 This thread was 

continued by Peter Antes, whose monograph on Āmulī likewise focuses almost 

exclusively on the Jāmiʿ al-asrār.4 These works remain the only extended studies of 

Āmulī in European languages. More recent scholarship has focused on Āmulī’s resultant 

spiritual-mystical doctrines, such as his teaching of the two ma‘arij that characterize the 

journey of the spiritual seeker5 or his revision of Ibn ʿArabī’s understanding of the Divine 

attributes of Majesty and Beauty.6 None of these treatments has strayed very far from a 

focus on Āmulī’s peculiarly Shīʿī reception of the Akbarian Sufi tradition. 

 Conversely, there has been little attention to Āmulī as a creative student of the 

Peripatetic philosophical tradition of Avicenna (980-1037), and even less to the 

significance of the Summary Treatise in this regard. Only Robert Wisnovsky has 

suggested an Avicennian influence and partially Neoplatonist pedigree for one of 

 
2 En Islam iranien, tome III (Paris: Gallimard, 1971), pp. 149-213. 
3 En Islam iranien, tome III, p. 154. 
4 Zur Theologie der Schiʿa (Freiburg im Bresgau: Klaus Schwarz Verlag, 1971). 
5 Hermann Landolt, “Ḥaydar-i Āmulī et les deux mi'rājs,” Studia Islamica, no. 91 (2000), pp. 91-106. 
6 Robert Wisnovsky, “One Aspect of the Akbarian Turn in Shī`ī Theology” in Sufism and Theology, ed. 

Ayman Shihadeh (Edinburgh University Press, 2007), pp. 49-62. 
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Āmulī’s ideas, though he does not discuss the relevant sections of the Summary Treatise.7 

Seyyed Hossein Nasr does highlight Āmulī as an important precursor to the philosophical 

developments of the School of Isfahan in the 16th and 17th centuries and notes that Mullā 

Ṣadrā’s contributions in particular “cannot be fully understood without consideration of 

Āmulī’s works,”8 but does not elaborate on the philosophical particularities (Avicennian, 

Akbarian, or otherwise) of Āmulī’s influence in this way. Toshihiko Izutzu places Āmulī 

in an intellectual lineage of Islamic thinkers who grappled with the question of existence 

in the wake of the ambiguities in Avicenna’s treatment, but does not draw any specific 

connection between Avicenna’s positions and Āmulī’s, highlighting instead the latter’s 

affinities with Taoist and Vedantic ideas.9 John Cooper, on the other hand, goes so far as 

to restrict Āmulī’s “influence on subsequent philosophy in the Persian milieu” to “his 

alignment (or, on his terms, realignment) of Shīʿism and Sufism, particularly in the light 

of the latter’s Akbarian manifestation.”10 Corbin, while conceding that the Summary 

Treatise addresses the same ontological problem as did the falāsifa (one ultimately 

inherited from the Greek philosophers), insists that Āmulī treats the problem not in an 

Avicennian manner, but rather draws (exclusively) upon the works of Ibn ʿArabī as well 

the Qur’an and the traditions of the Shīʿī imams. This grants him a certain affinity with 

Renaissance Neoplatonists, Corbin muses—but not, presumably, with his Muslim 

predecessors of a Neoplatonist bent.11 Josef van Ess agrees with this assessment, noting 

 
7 Wisnovsky, “One Aspect of the Akbarian Turn,” pp. 59-60. 
8 The Garden of Truth (New York: HarperOne, 2007), p. 224. 
9 “The Basic Structure of Metaphysical Thinking in Islam” in Collected Papers on Islamic Philosophy and 

Mysticism, eds. Mehdi Mohaghegh and Hermann Landolt (Tehran University Press, 1971), pp. 39-72, at 

pp. 47-48. 
10 “From al-Ṭūsī to the School of Iṣfahān” in History of Islamic Philosophy, eds. Seyyed Hossein Nasr and 

Oliver Leaman (New York: Routledge, 1996), pp. 1040-1060, at p. 1049. 
11 En Islam iranien, tome III, pp. 172-173. 
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simply that the work’s approach to ontology is “more in correspondence with the ideas of 

Ibn ʿArabī than with the tradition of Ibn Sīnā.”12 

Now, if we are to assume the mutual exclusivity of Akbarism and Avicennism, it 

is obvious that we must situate Āmulī as a partisan of the former rather than the latter. 

Āmulī shows his debt to Ibn ʿArabī and his followers explicitly and extensively 

throughout his works, and the Summary Treatise, in which Āmulī draws on various 

Akbarian thinkers (as well as on the Qur’an and aḥadīth, and on Shīʿī esoterica), is no 

exception to this rule. But such authorities are interspersed generously (and often 

preceded) with rational arguments invoking necessity and contingency, self-evidence and 

conceptualization, act and passivity, absoluteness and qualification, and other technical 

nomenclature drawn from Peripatetic empirical discourse. As we will see, it is not that 

Āmulī does not in fact draw upon the works of Ibn ʿArabī et al.—he clearly does—but 

rather that he does so in an Avicennian manner, with the dichotomy between Akbarism 

and Avicennism being a false one. This understanding of Āmulī’s approach in the 

Summary Treatise, while problematic for interpretations that would contrast Sufi 

mysticism with Avicennian rationalism absolutely, is quite in keeping with the Islamic 

intellectual climate of the 14th century, given several key developments of the preceding 

centuries. 

Consolidation and Convergence in the 12th-13th Centuries 

 Āmulī wrote during a period that, though traditionally dismissed as one of decline 

and stagnation for philosophical activity in the Islamic world, has more recently been 

 
12 “Ḥaydar-i Āmulī” in Encyclopaedia of Islam, Second Edition, eds. P. Bearman, Th. Bianquis, C.E. 

Bosworth, E. van Donzel, W.P. Heinrichs. 
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reappraised as one of creative synthesis and innovation in its own right.13 On the one 

hand, the production of works of falsafah—that is, philosophy written in Arabic as a 

conscious continuation of Greek Late Antique Aristotelianism-cum-Neoplatonism, 

though with monotheist, predominantly Abrahamic confessional concerns in mind—

certainly did largely come to an end in the Sunni world from the 12th century onward. On 

the other hand, falsafah texts, especially the works of Avicenna (who had come to replace 

Aristotle in a philosophical curriculum), continued to be studied avidly if critically by the 

mutakallimūn.14 This study soon led to a “rehabilitation” of falsafah in Shīʿī circles, 

spearheaded by the enterprising polymath Naṣīr al-Dīn al-Ṭūsī (1201-1274) and 

continued by the group of scholars he attracted and trained at Ḥillah, a centre of Shīʿī 

intellectualism situated on the Euphrates near the ruins of ancient Babylon. As we have 

seen, Āmulī studied under the son of Ṭūsī’s greatest student, and so would have been a 

direct beneficiary of the falsafah-influenced kalām espoused by this school.15 

Falsafah and kalām in no way remained parallel but wholly separate approaches 

to metaphysical questions, then.16 Such stark distinctions do not hold when it comes to 

 
13 Serious scholarship has for several decades now repudiated the notion that Islamic philosophy was dealt 
a mortal blow by Abū Ḥāmid al-Ghazālī’s (1058-1111) Tahāfut al-falāsifa and ended decisively with 

Averroes. In fact, al-Ghazālī played an important role in the normalization of falsafah ideas within 

mainstream Islamic thinking. See Frank Griffel, Al-Ghazālī’s Philosophical Theology (Oxford University 

Press, 2009), esp. pp. 5-12. 
14 Robert Wisnovsky, “One Aspect of the Avicennian Turn in Sunnī Theology,” Arabic Sciences and 

Philosophy, vol. 14 (2004) pp. 65–100. 
15 For a study of ʿAllāmah Ḥillī’s turn to kalām, as distinct from Ṭūsī’s more strictly philosophical focus, 

see Sabine Schmidtke, The Theology of al-ʿAllāma al-Ḥillī (Berlin: Klaus Schwarz Verlag, 1991), esp. pp. 

252-260. Ḥillī’s students (including Fakhr al-Muḥaqqiqīn) seem to have continued in this theological 

vein—see pp. 35-40. However, Ṭūsī’s Avicennian philosophical apparatus continued to exert an influence 

the Ḥillah School even after this theological turn, through Ḥillī’s commentaries in which he defended his 

teacher’s reading of Avicenna. See Ahmed H. al-Rahim, “The Twelver Šīʿī Reception of Avicenna in the 
Mongol Period” in Before and after Avicenna: Proceedings of the First Conference of the Avicenna Study 

Group, ed. David Reisman (Leiden: Brill, 2003), pp. 219-231, esp. pp. 226-230. 
16 Pace Dimitri Gutas, who insists (rightly) that “Arabic philosophy is not Islamic theology, either in the 

period before Avicenna or after him,” but goes on to assert that these two disciplines “remained distinct in 

so far as philosophy argued on the basis of philosophical data about philosophical subjects in demonstrative 

terms, while theology argued on the basis of revelational data about a largely different set of subjects in 
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the “postclassical” period of intellectual activity in the Islamic world following the 

Mongol conquests.17 For one, Ghazali’s tacit acceptance of Avicenna’s logic, vocabulary, 

and method of inquiry, even while rejecting many of his conclusions, signalled the 

absorption of the Avicennian philosophical apparatus into mainstream kalām. While 

kalām texts continued to be structured around the analysis of “revelational data,” i.e., the 

Qur’an and aḥadīth as well as sectarian (Ashʿarite, Muʿtazilite, Imāmī, etc.) doctrinal 

formulations, the way they analyzed this data came to look much more like philosophy 

than dogmatic creeds. Such texts would often include lengthy “natural theology” 

preambles as well, in which rational principles of logic, physics, and metaphysics would 

be expounded prior to their being applied in questions of religious dogma.18 So while it is 

incorrect to conflate falsafah with kalām, it is difficult to distinguish purely philosophical 

writing from purely dogmatic writing in the Islamic world, particularly after Ghazali. 

Mysticism too came to be heavily imbued with philosophical methodology, with 

Ibn ʿArabī more than any other figure initiating this development. Unlike most prior Sufi 

writers, Ibn ʿArabī freely appropriated vocabulary and concepts from falsafah to 

 
dialectical or rhetorical terms.” Much less is this philosophy to be associated with “some adolescent talk 
about mysticism and self realization [sic],” thus precluding “the view that Islamic philosophy, theology, 

and mysticism are closely related[.]” “The Study of Arabic Philosophy in the Twentieth Century: An Essay 

on the Historiography of Arabic Philosophy” (British Journal of Middle Eastern Studies, vol. 29, no. 1, 

May 2002), pp. 5-25, at 18-19. While rationalist philosophical inquiry must be distinguished from forms of 

discourse dominated by dogmatic or esoteric concerns, the absolute divide Gutas draws between these 

disciplines clearly bears some nuancing. 
17 It is in fact doubtful that such distinctions ever held. During the “classical” period, philosophers started to 

engage with the same sorts of discussions happening in kalām rather than restricting themselves to purely 

Aristotelian or Neoplatonist questions. Avicenna, for example, seems to have formulated his stance on the 

relationship of “thingness” (shay’iyya) to wujūd—and thus of essence to existence—in response to a 

longstanding kalām debate over the nature of each individual “thing” (shay’) and its status prior to creation. 

See Wisnovsky, Avicenna’s Metaphysics in Context (Cornell University Press, 2003), pp. 145-160, 174-
180. Muʿtazilites and Ashʿarites, meanwhile, engaged with Aristotelian logic and physics from an early 

stage. See Josef Van Ess, The Flowering of Muslim Theology, trans. Jane Marie Todd (Harvard University 

Press, 2006), pp. 79-115. See also Ibrahim Madkour, “La logique d’Aristote chez les Mutakallimūn” in 

Islamic Philosophical Theology, ed. Parviz Morewedge (Albany: SUNY Press, 1979), pp. 58-68. 
18 John Walbridge, God and Logic in Islam: The Caliphate of Reason (Cambridge University Press, 2011), 

pp. 117-119. 
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articulate a metaphysics related to but distinct from that of both the philosophers and the 

mutakallimūn, one that understood contingent beings as so many manifestations and 

individuations of the Real (al-ḥaqq), that is, God. Unlike either the philosophers or the 

mutakallimūn, Ibn ʿArabī insisted that true knowledge of this ontological reality was not 

to be arrived at through a process of rational inquiry (baḥth) or through the interpretation 

of sacred texts and doctrines (ta’wīl), but rather it is granted directly by a divine act of 

unveiling (kashf).19 His works rely on philosophical and theological terms to explain this 

vision, but they do not present empirical or rational arguments for it. As such, Ibn ʿArabī 

does not use philosophical vocabulary in any sort of systematic way—he is willing to use 

complex terms interchangeably, or to jump from one model to another without warning, 

so long as it serves in that moment to point his readers to the ultimately inexpressible 

Reality that he himself has glimpsed. 

His followers, conversely, made an effort to systematize Ibn ʿArabī’s 

metaphysics, standardizing certain of the Shaykh’s terms while also importing further 

ideas from falsafah.20 While they maintained the “top-down” basis of Ibn ʿArabī’s 

philosophy inasmuch as they continued to hold that full knowledge of the realities 

described by this metaphysics could only be obtained experientially through unveiling 

rather than empirically through a “bottom-up” process of rational inquiry, they also 

treated the major theses of Ibn ʿArabī’s system as philosophical conclusions that could be 

arrived at rationally. Thus, the writings of Ṣadr al-Din al-Qūnawī (1209-1274) and 

especially figures like ‘Abd al-Razzaq al-Kāshānī (c.1255-c.1330) and Dāwūd al-Qayṣarī 

(c.1260-c.1350) are comprised of rigorous philosophical investigations and arguments 

 
19 Alexander Knysh, Islamic Mysticism: A Short History (Leiden: Brill, 2000), p. 167. 
20 William Chittick, “The School of Ibn ‘Arabī” in History of Islamic Philosophy, pp. 510-523. 
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that build to metaphysical principles in line with Ibn ʿArabī’s writings.21 The Akbarians 

do not, in other words, appeal to the authority of their own mystical experience to 

substantiate their metaphysical assertions, although they do often plainly state that they 

have indeed mystically intuited these realities and that complete knowledge of the same 

is available only through knowledge that is presential (al-ʿilm al-ḥudūrī) rather than 

rational (ʿaqlī) or conceptual (ʿitibārī). Rather, they aim to show that there is no conflict 

between philosophy (when its innate limitations are borne in mind) and mystical 

experience, since rational inquiry will itself arrive at philosophical conclusions that agree 

with the teachings of the mystics. Such demonstrative arguments are often called 

“pointers” (ishārāt), as they indicate but do not exhaust or even fully communicate the 

true nature of the realities that they confirm. Thus, unlike Qūnawī’s contemporary Jalāl 

al-Dīn Rūmī (1207-1273), the Akbarians did not rely (predominantly) on poetic or 

literary forms to express mystically intuited truths, nor did they expend much ink 

denigrating philosophy. Instead, they saw philosophy—that is, rational inquiry—as a 

useful but limited tool for convincing their readers of the validity of their suprarational 

experiences, a tool that could point them, but not lead them, to this visionary end goal. 

A watershed for these commonalities in philosophical vocabulary and 

argumentation among falsafah, kalām, and Sufism, and for the sorts of disagreements 

between the different schools that remained to be resolved, is the series of letters 

exchanged between Naṣīr al-Dīn al-Ṭūsī and Qūnawī in the 13th century.22 On the one 

 
21 I discuss Qūnawī at further length below. For Kāshānī and Qayṣarī, see Caner K. Dagli, Ibn al-ʿArabī 
and Islamic Intellectual Culture: From Mysticism to Philosophy (London: Routledge, 2016), pp. 105-139. 

See also Ismail Lala, Knowing God: Ibn ʿArabī and ʿAbd al-Razzāq al-Qāshānī’s Metaphysics of the 

Divine (Leiden: Brill, 2020), esp. pp. 133-149. 
22 Murāsalāt bayna Ṣadr al-Dīn al-Qūnawī wa Naṣīr al-Dīn al-Ṭūsī, ed. Gudrun Schubert in Der mystisch-

philosophische Briefwechsel zwischen Ṣadr ud-Dīn-i Qōnawī und Naṣīr ud-Dīn-i Ṭūsī (Beirut: 

Commissioned by Franz Steiner Verlag Stuttgart, 1995). 
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hand, the disciplines had by this point become blurred to the extent that an Avicennian 

philosopher such as Ṭūsī and an Akbarian Sufi such as Qūnawī could engage in a fruitful 

exchange of letters in which they debated metaphysical topics by reference to the same 

philosophical ideas. On the other hand, we see from these letters that significant 

differences in the metaphysical conclusions professed by practitioners of the different 

disciplines (and by different groups within each discipline) persisted. Qūnawī and Ṭūsī 

both express appreciation and admiration for each other’s accomplishments and for the 

vocations that each has pursued. This mutual respect is borne out by the fact that Qūnawī 

was a careful student of Avicennian philosophy, and that Ṭūsī had a strong grasp of and 

respect for Sufism, evidenced here and in other of his writings like the Awṣāf al-ashrāf. 

However, Qūnawī and Ṭūsī firmly espouse different positions on the question, for 

instance, of whether the intellect can grasp individual things in their reality or, rather, can 

only arrive at conceptual images of the same, with the human subject standing in need of 

the divine bestowal of suprarational knowledge to attain the aforementioned real 

knowledge.23 

More significantly for the subject matter of Āmulī’s Summary Treatise, Ṭūsī and 

Qūnawī touch on the nature of existence [wujūd] and the perennial conundrum of how 

precisely both God and creatures are said to “be.” On this issue, Qūnawī and Ṭūsī are at 

odds. Qūnawī defends an early version of the principle of waḥdat al-wujūd, drawn from 

the writings of Ibn ʿArabī and later systematized by Kāshānī and Qayṣarī. Under this 

view, there is in reality only one sort of existence, which is single, unconditioned, and 

 
23 Wilferd Madelung, “To See All Things Through the Sight of God: Naṣīr al-Dīn al-Ṭūsī’s Attitude to 

Sufism” in Naṣīr al-Dīn Ṭūsī: Philosophe et Savant du XIIIe Siècle, eds. Nasrollah Pourjavady and Živa 

Vesel (Tehran: Institut Français de Recherche en Iran Presses Universitaires d’Iran, 2000), pp. 1-11. 
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infinite. This is to be equated with God. The individual things that make up the world 

(that is, the universe of multiplicity), meanwhile, do not possess separate existences from 

this one existence, nor, properly speaking, do they even participate in this one existence 

while remaining ontologically distinct from it. Rather, their individual quiddities 

constitute conditionings or limitations of this one innately infinite existence. Given that 

absolute existence cannot be conditioned in itself, these quiddities do not possess any 

reality—they are ultimately conceptual, if not actually illusory. Conversely, Ṭūsī 

professes the more traditionally Avicennian understanding of tashkīk al-wujūd, which 

affirms a gradation of existence amongst all things that are said to “be,” with God at the 

summit of this ontological hierarchy.24 It does not explicitly, however, stipulate that God 

contain the entirety of the ontological hierarchy within Himself, or even that contingent 

beings have a share in the same existence that constitutes God. 25 

It is only natural, then, that Āmulī, writing a century after Ṭūsī and Qūnawī 

corresponded, would take further steps to reconcile these two rival traditions of 

 
24 See Dagli, Ibn al-ʿArabī and Islamic Intellectual Culture, pp. 69-78 for a helpful overview of this 

ontological disagreement. 
25 Avicenna calls existence a “modulated” univocal—that is, a term possessing the same meaning in both 

instances, but in different degrees. Alexander Treiger argues that Avicenna (1) has reworked the old 

Hellenistic debate as to how exactly “existence” is predicated in different ways (i.e. neither purely 

univocally or equivocally, but something in between), dispensing with prior models of “paronymy,” 

“analogy,” or “pros hen/aph’ henos equivocity” and settling instead on univocal modulation; and (2) has 

also re-applied this predicamental distinction to the difference between Creator and creation (where his 

predecessors seem only to have been concerned with the difference between substance and accident). See 

“Avicenna’s Notion of Transcendental Modulation of Existence” in Islamic Philosophy, Science, Culture, 

and Religion: Studies in Honor of Dimitri Gutas, eds. Felicitas Opwis and David Resiman (Leiden: Brill, 

2011), pp. 327-363, esp. pp. 353-363. But Avicenna’s categorization of existence as a modulated univocal 

does not really seem to be anything other than a purely predicamental model. Avicenna shifts the focus of 

predication from substance and accidents to God and contingent beings, but he remains concerned only 
with the modulation of a term, not with the modulation of a reality. Jon McGinnis suggests such a 

modulated reality as a way of understanding Avicenna’s distinction between necessary and contingent 

existence and proposes “a ‘chain of being’ extending from the Necessary Existent to absolute and genuine 

nonexistence (lā wujūd) with varying degrees of privation or absence of some necessary existence in 

between.” McGinnis himself admits that this model is “one, however, that Avicenna himself does not 

use[.]” Avicenna (Oxford University Press, 2012), p. 185. 
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metaphysical thought that had already started to speak a common philosophical language. 

It is because Āmulī was a student of both intellectual traditions, and because he wrote 

during a time when these disparate strands had been drawing closer for some time, that it 

is best to see the Summary Treatise as an early attempt to harmonize the Akbarian strand 

with the Avicennian and Āmulī as a trailblazer of the synthesizing school of thought later 

known as ʿirfān, which would become popular in Shīʿī intellectual circles in the ensuing 

centuries and reach its zenith in the works of Mullā Ṣadrā and others of the School of 

Isfahan.26 The reconciliation attempted in the Summary Treatise is far from complete or 

flawless—there is a wearying overreliance on lengthy quotations whose relevance is 

seldom explained, as well as some glaring gaps in Āmulī’s arguments.27 Moreover, the 

arguments themselves are sometimes frustratingly inconclusive, with Āmulī often content 

to present several different views each as “a certain perspective” (wajh min al-wujūh) by 

which the truth may be understood, without going on to explain how the apparent 

divergences between these perspectives are to be understood as in fact compatible. 

Nevertheless, the Summary Treatise’s project of harmonization is one that is on the way, 

so to speak, to the monumental synthesis that Mullā Ṣadrā would achieve not three 

centuries later in his Asfār. 

 
26 As a technical term, ʿirfān usually refers to the ultimate knowledge of the Real that constitutes the goal of 

the mystical adept (Sufi or otherwise) and as such is often translated as “gnosis” (although the difference in 

meaning between ʿirfān and gnosis in its original Christian context should be borne in mind). See Reza 

Hajatpour, Sufismus und Theologie: Grenze und Grenzüberschreitung in der islamischen 

Glaubensbedeutung (Freiburg: Verlag Karl Alber, 2017), pp. 29-35. In Safavid Persia, ʿirfān came to 

denote the theoretical mysticism characteristic of Akbarian Sufism, but now removed from any context of 

ṭarīqah Sufism, on account of the social and religious disfavour into which the latter had fallen. Still, there 
was a diversity of opinions as to the precise relationship between ʿirfān and Sufism. See Leonard 

Lewisohn, “Sufism and the School of Iṣfahān” in The Heritage of Sufism, vol. III, eds. Lewisohn and David 

Morgan (Oxford: Oneworld, 1999), pp. 63-134. 
27 For one example, see footnote 51 below. It is possible, of course, that these flaws are a result of the 

treatise’s abbreviated format, and that the arguments and quotations in question received fuller treatments 

in the original work. 
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The Summary Treatise 

Āmulī’s text is divided into three sections (uṣūl), each dealing with a pair of 

related characteristics of existence qua existence (wujūd min haythu huwa huwa). 

Āmulī’s stated methodology for discussing these characteristics, as well as his choice of 

characteristics to discuss, reflects his Avicennian approach to Akbarian concepts. From 

the outset, Āmulī calls his project an “inquiry into existence” (baḥth al-wujūd), a form of 

empirical discourse often used in Peripatetic works.28 This represents a departure from 

Ibn ʿArabī, who claimed to relay the realities that had been unveiled to him without 

engaging in any such rational inquiry. Āmulī treats these same revealed realities, but in 

the fashion of baḥth, yielding a methodology that has more in common with that of his 

systematizing predecessor ʿAbd al-Razzāq al-Kāshānī—from whom, in fact, the 

Summary Treatise quotes more extensively than from any other authority—than with that 

of the Greatest Master himself. 

 The first section treats existence’s absoluteness (iṭlāq) and self-evidence 

(badāhah), considered the most fundamental qualities of existence. Though he does not 

say as much, Āmulī’s pairing of these two terms is significant for his Avicennian-cum-

Akbarian project, given that the first is a typically Akbarian epithet while the second is an 

Avicennian one. Regarding the self-evidence of existence, Āmulī cites the consensus of 

the philosophers that existence does not admit of a definition, being rather intuited 

immediately. As such, various thinkers have attached different appellations to it: “[S]ome 

of them conclude that it (i.e. being) is self-evident; and some that it is conceptual; and 

 
28 Gutas draws attention to the Avicennian distinction between baḥth (philosophy through research) and 

dhawq (philosophy through direct experience). Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, 2nd ed. (Leiden: 

Brill, 2014), p. 200. It remains a question of some controversy as to how closely Avicenna’s understanding 

of dhawq aligns with the corresponding Sufi understanding. 
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some that it is real; and some that it is universal; and some that it is mental; and some that 

it is extramental; and some that it is sensible; and some that it is necessary.”29 In spite of 

this appellative diversity’s stemming from the intellectual impotence of those who 

inquire after existence in a merely rational fashion (given that existence, by their 

admission, does not admit of rational definition), Āmulī does not condemn such 

conceptualizations, but only observes that they are, with regard to the ascertainment of 

true reality (al-taḥqīq), limited and insufficient to communicate the nature of existence 

(equated now with the Real, or God).30 It is only the visionary seekers—whom Āmulī 

here and elsewhere terms the “monotheist verifiers” of the People of God (al-muwaḥḥidīn 

al-muḥaqqiqīn min ahl al-Llāh)—who have been granted to know this reality, not 

through rational inquiry but by direct witnessing. Āmulī does not go so far as to identify 

himself as one of these visionaries (at least, not in the Summary Treatise), but states 

simply that he endeavours to expound the substance of this vision through the following 

inquiry.31  

 Āmulī goes on to discuss the absoluteness of being, an attribute whose pre-

eminence for him is indicated by his continual use of “absolute being” (al-wujūd al-

muṭlaq) as interchangeable with existence qua existence. “Absoluteness” is an originally 

grammatical term (employed in jurisprudence), referring to a statement or term (usually 

Quranic in origin) unqualified by any contextual considerations.32 Avicenna uses the term 

“absolute existence” to designate existence theoretically considered apart from its being 

 
29 (10). Here and after, bracketed numbers refer to paragraph numbers in Corbin and Yahyia’s edition, 

reproduced in my English translation below. 
30 (11). 
31 (13). 
32 See Muhammad Baqir al-Sadr, Principles of Islamic Jurisprudence According to Shi‘i Law, trans. Arif 

Abdul Hussain, ed. Hamid Algar and Sa’eed Bahmanpour (London: ICAS Press, 2003), pp. 83-86. 
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either extramental or mental.33 In this sense, absolute existence is purely conceptual, 

given that all actual existence will be either concrete or mental (or both). Ibn ʿArabī, 

conversely, uses “absolute” as applied to existence to refer to a concrete reality, God. 

Each contingent being, meanwhile, has limited capacity (istiʿdād) that dictates the degree 

of existence it receives from God.34 Qūnawī would subsequently clarify that God 

possesses and constitutes absolute existence (al-wujūd al-muṭlaq), that is, infinite 

existence unrestricted by any limitation or definition; whereas contingent beings possess 

“qualified existence” (al-wujūd al-muqayyad) and thus are qualifications of God’s 

inherently absolute existence.35 But Ibn ʿArabī also stresses that God’s absoluteness or 

“unqualifiedness” means that he is qualified not even by unqualifiedness—a paradox 

intended to showcase the innate limitations of all rationalist conceptions of the divine.36 

Āmulī follows Ibn ʿArabī’s antinomic usage, but also clarifies (in a more rational fashion 

than perhaps Ibn ʿArabī would like) that to say God is unqualified even by absoluteness 

is simply to affirm that God both transcends and contains all such conceptual 

dichotomies: 

The absoluteness of the term "absolute" is not [applied] to pure being except in 

this respect: neither from the viewpoint of the absolute, which is the opposite of 

the restrictive; nor from the viewpoint of the universal, which is the opposite of 

the particular; nor from the viewpoint of the general, which is the opposite of the 

specific. For it (i.e. pure being) in respect of itself is above absoluteness of a thing 

[applied] to it, whether as name or attribute, negation or affirmation, absoluteness 

or qualification, general or specific; as each of these—i.e. these opposing 

 
33 See Stephen Menn, “Avicenna’s Metaphysics” in Interpreting Avicenna, ed. Peter Adamson (Cambridge 

UP, 2013), p. 155n.25. 
34 Chittick, The Self-Disclosure of God: Principles of Ibn al-ʿArabī’s Cosmology (Albany: SUNY Press, 

1998), pp. 181-186. 
35 Chittick, “Ṣadr al-Dīn Qūnawī on the Oneness of Being,” International Philosophical Quarterly 21 

(1981), pp. 171-184. 
36 Chittick, The Sufi Path of Knowledge: Ibn al-ʿArabī’s Metaphysics of Imagination (Albany: SUNY 

Press, 1989), pp. 109-112. 
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entities—entails negation of the other, or qualification and individuation are 

entailed within it.37 

So absolute existence is not existence that is unqualified rather than qualified (thus 

excluding all qualified instances of existence). Rather, absolute existence encompasses 

both divine, unqualified existence and qualified, contingent existences. Indeed, absolute 

existence encompasses both halves of all contradictory dyads, even though “[i]t is the 

habit of intellects to describe their Creator by means of […] the worthier half [only],” as 

Naṣīr al-Dīn al-Ṭūsī (as quoted by Āmulī) points out.38  

Āmulī is clear that, first, absolute existence is to be equated with God, and that 

there is no other existence and nothing else at all apart from this existence. Second, he 

emphasizes that this absolute being exists in the extramental world (fī ‘l-khārij). For 

Āmulī, these two assertions are co-dependent: if undelimited being exists, then it must 

necessarily exist extramentally, not merely mentally; and if undelimited being exists in 

the extramental world, there can be by definition nothing else apart from it. Āmulī 

devotes most of his efforts in this section to demonstrating the extramental (rather than 

purely mental) existence of absolute being, a thesis he reasons to from widely accepted 

Peripatetic axioms: 

And they [the ʿulamā] have too agreed that the being of the Necessary is 

particular, and is identical with His quiddity. And they have agreed that Absolute 

Being cannot mutually coexist with absolute non-existence. So, prior to the being 

of all existents, Absolute Being (which cannot mutually coexist with absolute 

non-existence) must necessarily exist in the extramental world, because particular 

being apart from knowledge is impossible, since no mind is there, as in the 

adversary's assertion, that there might be mental being. And it is not permissible 

for it to be like its contradictory, which is absolute non-existence; that is, for it to 

have being neither in the mind nor in the extramental world.39 

 
37 (43). 
38 (53). 
39 (19). 
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Āmulī cites two principles here. First, the existence of the Necessary [Being] is 

particular, rather than universal—that is, it is not an abstracted quality (such as 

whiteness) or secondary substance (such as humanity), both of which have existence only 

through their constituent particulars (white things, human beings). This particular 

existence can be either extramental or mental in character, moreover, and it cannot be 

mental in the case of the Necessary, since there is no mind in which this mental existence 

might inhere (if there were, presumably, this mind would be prior and predicative of the 

Necessary’s existence, and so the Necessary would not be necessary after all, but 

contingent upon this mind, whosever it might be). Second, existence unqualified by 

anything cannot be present with non-existence unqualified by anything—a thing cannot 

co-exist with something that negates it, which is simply to say that absolute existence 

cannot be both extramentally and mentally non-existent (unlike absolute non-existence, 

which by definition is non-existent in every way). Thus, since the Necessary’s existence 

is particular, and this existence must be either mental or extramental, and it cannot be 

mental, it must necessarily be extramental. Āmulī bolsters his own argument with lengthy 

quotations from Kāshānī and Qayṣarī’s commentaries on the Fuṣūṣ al-ḥikām as well, 

although he does not offer any commentary on these quotations (unlike his use of the 

shaykh al-akbar himself in the third section). 

The second section addresses existence’s necessity (wujūb) and oneness 

(wahdah). These terms have both Peripatetic and Akbarian pedigrees, although with 

reference to wujūd specifically, wājib al-wujūd is a recognizably Avicennian formulation 

and waḥdat al-wujūd is distinctively Akbarian. Āmulī does not treat either of these 

ontological epithets as very controversial, and indeed, sees these as unavoidable 
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implications of being’s absoluteness and self-evidence. Regarding the necessity of being, 

Āmulī points out that existence in itself cannot admit of non-existence, as it would then 

be non-existence, or else something in between existence and non-existence, which is 

impossible.40 Therefore, existence cannot but exist, and so it is necessary rather than 

contingent. Āmulī once again follows his brief discussion with a lengthy corroborating 

quotation from Qayṣarī. 

Regarding being’s oneness, Āmulī proceeds from the Peripatetic principle that the 

many proceed from the one, and thus has only to argue that existence does not become 

many separate existences from an original, unitary existence. Such a multiplication would 

result in the manifold qualification of absolute being, Āmulī contends—a contradiction in 

terms.41 Addressing the hypothetical objection that there might be multiple absolute 

existences, Āmulī argues in good Avicennian fashion that between even two such 

existences there would have to be some distinguishing feature by which to differentiate 

the one from the other and establish a true binary. This would entail that neither existence 

be equivalent with being or necessity as such, but rather participate in these overarching 

universals, while their distinguishing features would particularize them, resulting in two 

composites of that-ness and nature, of “a separated and a participatory,” as Āmulī puts 

it.42 Anything composite, of course, cannot be absolute, and so the existence of multiple 

absolute beings is precluded. 

The third and final section, which comprises more than half of the treatise, deals 

with existence’s multiplicity (kathrah) and manifestation (maẓhīr). After a brief 

 
40 (64). 
41 (82). 
42 (83). 
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preamble, this section is further organized into three “perspectives” (wujūh) on the thorny 

question of how precisely Absolute Existence, which is one, gives rise to individual 

created existents, which are many. The third perspective consists of yet another lengthy 

quotation from Kāshānī, which Āmulī seems to trust will speak for itself. The first 

perspective sets out to establish “that in being there is nothing apart from God and His 

names, attributes, acts, manifestations, and revelations; and that all things are through 

Him, from Him, and to Him; and that He is both that which manifests and that which is 

manifested, active and passive, lover and beloved.”43 Here Āmulī is most faithfully 

Akbarian, quoting from various Sufis (including Ibn ʿArabī himself) to expound the 

doctrine of waḥdat al-wujūd. He realizes the dogmatic challenges this stance poses and 

concedes that “there is no doubt that an exposition of anything like these mysteries is 

contrary to propriety and what is religiously lawful [lā shakka 'ānna iẓhār mithl hadhahi 

al-āsrār khilāf al-ādab wa 'l-shariʿ],”44 though he nonetheless considers it his duty to 

proclaim this truth. 

Still, Āmulī is at pains to defend the distinction between absolute existence, which 

is God, and the manifestations of this existence, against “the ignorant” who “imagine that 

the likes of these people [the Sufis], by merit of their dictum ‘There is nothing in 

existence apart from God,’ draw no distinction between Him and His manifestations[.]”45 

Āmulī’s insistence on this distinction stems not from dogmatic concerns, however, but 

from the threat of imputing creaturely imperfections and deficiencies to God, which 

would result in a philosophical absurdity (to say nothing of blasphemy). Such an 

 
43 (127). 
44 (11). 
45 (112). 
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unthinkable imputation is avoided, for Āmulī, by taking into account a given 

manifestation’s lack of existence in itself. What existence the manifestation has stems 

from that which manifests [al-ẓāhir], i.e., God; what imperfections it has stem from the 

manifestation’s own self [dhāt]: 

That which manifests only manifests in its manifestation in respect of its 

manifestation and the requirement of its receptivity, for it (that is, that which 

manifests) does not possess the [limited state of] being manifest in only one form. 

This being so, the imperfections of the manifestation are not related to that which 

manifests at all, but rather they are related that much more to itself (that is, the 

manifestation’s self).46 

Āmulī’s point in this convoluted passage is that a given manifestation has a limited (and 

therefore imperfect and deficient) capacity to receive existence—an ant, for instance, can 

only receive existence commensurate with ant-ness, and cannot receive the existence 

proper to, say, an elephant without ceasing to be itself. There is nothing imperfect about 

the existence the manifestation receives; what is imperfect is the “receptacle” of the 

manifestation’s identity. Though he does not invoke it explicitly, Āmulī seems to have in 

mind here the Avicennian distinction between existence and quiddity that characterizes 

every contingent thing.47 Āmulī goes on to clarify that, properly speaking, perfection and 

imperfection are unreal conceptualizations with no existing referents: 

[I]mperfection and perfection are connective entities that possess no being in the 

extramental world, either relative to the Necessary or to the contingent. With 

regard to the Necessary, it has been established that all of its attributes and 

perfections are identical with its essence, so perfection and imperfection cannot be 

predicated of it except by conceptualization. With regard to the contingent, since 

it possesses no being in the extramental world—and if there is (such extramental 

 
46 (113). 
47 Avicenna famously distinguishes between two kinds of existence (wujūd) in every individual being: 

affirmative existence (wujūd al-ithbātī) and existence proper (wujūd al-khāṣṣ), also referred to simply as 

existence and quiddity (māhiyyah). For every individual being, there is a difference between “that it is” (its 

existence, the affirmation that it exists) and “what it is” (its quiddity, the definition of what it fundamentally 

is). Avicenna argues for this differentiation on the basis that existence is ascertained not through reasoning 

but through immediate apprehension, whereas quiddity is not. See Al-Shifāʾ: al-Ilāhiyyāt I.5 (10-11). 
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being in reality), then it is merely conceptual—then what perfection or 

imperfection could possibly relate to it?48 

Imperfection and perfection have no existence of their own, but rather are accidents that 

require an existent substrate in which to subsist. God, the Necessary Being, is a simple 

being whose attributes are totally identical with his essence, and thus cannot admit of 

accidents like imperfection and perfection. Contingent beings, meanwhile, have no 

existence of themselves, and thus do not constitute suitable substrates in which 

imperfection and perfection might inhere. Paradoxically, then, imperfection and 

perfection are mental constructs possessing no concrete reality. Āmulī pursues these 

implications further and suggests that such qualitative opposites as good and evil, or 

heaven and hell, are simply expressions of different, seemingly contradictory attributes of 

God. Āmulī brackets this discussion, acknowledging that it “is a deep inquiry and a subtle 

mystery, for which this is not the proper place.”49 

In the second perspective, Āmulī is at both his most philosophically rigorous and 

his most creative as he elaborates a detailed cosmology employing a good deal of 

Akbarian terminology but describing distinct emanative stages that, by Āmulī’s 

admission, bears some similarity to the Neoplatonist-tinted cosmological schemes 

proposed by Avicenna and other Muslim philosophers. Having previously stated that 

“manifestations are not [in fact] created [al-mazāhīr ghayr majʿūlah]”50 as a precursor to 

his discussion of perfection and imperfection, Āmulī here develops the thought and 

unambiguously affirms a “necessary emanation” rather than “free creation” model. This 

 
48 (115). 
49 (116). 
50 (113). This idea has a good deal of precedent in Akbarian thought—Qūnawī raises the issue in his 

correspondence with Ṭūsī, asserting that quiddities are not created (māhīyyāt ghayr majʿūlah), but rather 

exist eternally in the divine mind. Murāsalāt, pp. 54-59. 
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model is predicated on a straightforward Aristotelian syllogism with which Āmulī begins: 

Because “no act proceeds from the agent which possesses no [corresponding] patient,” 

and God is an absolute agent, there corresponds to Him an absolute passivity (or patient), 

which is the created world. But this (existent) patient must also be God in some sense, as 

there is nothing apart from Him except absolute non-existence.51 Thus, God is both agent 

and patient—He is both Creator and creation. Because the realities of contingent 

manifestations “are traced back to the reality of the Real and His essential activities,” 

they cannot be created ex nihilo any more than the activities proper to the Divine Essence 

can be. Their existence, on the one hand, is nothing other than the existence that is 

identical with God’s own self; their selves, their “realities, identities, and quiddities” on 

the other hand, have no existence in themselves—“they exist in knowledge [i.e. 

mentally], but do not exist in the extramental world.”52 Because contingent beings are 

divine in terms of their existence and non-existent in terms of their quiddities, Āmulī can 

make the counterintuitive claim that “manifestations are not created” with confidence. 

This unconventional view of Creation is developed into a full-fledged cosmology 

whose lynchpin is an emanative entity that Āmulī calls the “first universal reality.” 

Following a discussion of the “Holiest Emanation” famously referred to at the beginning 

 
51 (129). Āmulī seems to assume that such a patient must be something existent, but it is unclear on what 

basis he asserts here that “pure privation […] does not befit passivity.” While in mundane causal 

relationships, of course, it would be existing things playing both active and passive roles, here Āmulī is 

concerned with an unqualified agent that unqualifiedly exists. Not merely relative to this agent, then, but 

unqualifiedly, the corresponding patient must represent a privative potency of that which the agent has and 

communicates in act. And it is hard to see what an unqualified passivity would be apart from “pure 

privation,” given that what it unqualifiedly receives is existence. Indeed, to think otherwise would work 
against Āmulī’s subsequent argument that the contingent realities that receive existence from God are non-

existent in themselves. It is possible that Āmulī has in mind the efficient causal relationship presumed 

between God and created beings—but here too, these beings that are passive of God’s act of existence have 

no innate existence in their quidditative capacities, and so it is in turn unclear in what sense God could “be” 

them causally prior to His communication of existence to them. 
52 (130). 
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of Ibn ʿArabī’s Fuṣūṣ— the “comprehensive being” that God willed in which to see His 

identity made manifest, as in a mirror—Āmulī identifies this emanation as the “first 

individuation” of the divine essence: 

[F]rom His knowledge of His essence, according to the aforementioned 

perspective, a first multiplicity is thereafter mandated in being. The first 

individuation by which the essence individuates is from His knowledge of His 

essence, for since He becomes a knower of His essence, His essence becomes 

known to Him. Everything known cannot but be defined, so His knowledge of His 

essence is His first individuation.53 

God’s self-knowledge entails a definition of Himself, given that only such demarcated 

entities can be contained by any mind. Such definition is a limitation that cannot be 

predicated of God in his fullness as absolute being, and so this defined reflection of the 

divine essence or “first individuation” is distinct (though not separate) from the essence 

itself. The first individuation, it emerges, is a semi-divine being, one grade below that of 

the Real (i.e., absolute being), which gives rise to the world by manifesting the wealth of 

realities it contains in itself: 

[A]ll forms, shapes, and diversities of collocations and states occur to [this reality] 

and inhere in its substance [like] the inherence of accidents in substances. […] It 

is the manifestation of the Real alone, and that which multiplies it is its 

manifestation. It is a passive reality in one respect, and an active one in another. I 

mean it is passive with respect to the essence of essential unitary presence, and all 

other realities and existents are passive of it [in turn]; and it is active in them with 

respect to the perfections and realities concealed in its essence.54 

The Real (absolute existence) generates only this first universal reality, which is its 

solitary (direct) manifestation. The as-yet-unrealized realities of all subsequent beings 

which comprise the world are in turn contained within this first reality. The first reality, 

then, serves as an intermediary between the unqualified unity of the Real and the 

 
53 (142). 
54 (144). 
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multiplicity of the created world. It is the manifestation of the divine essence, and all 

other beings are manifestations of it; hence, it receives its existence from the Real, and all 

subsequent manifestations receive their existence from it. 

These grades of emanation have obvious parallels with the Neoplatonist three-

tiered cosmology of One, Intellect, and World Soul—and to a certain extent with the 

Christian Trinitarian understanding of the Godhead. Indeed, Āmulī allows that such terms 

as “First Intellect” and “Holy Spirit” (in addition to many others) are all appellations of 

this same reality he describes. There are some commonalities here as well with the 

emanationist cosmology of Ibn ʿArabī, who, however, was more concerned with the 

complementarity of divine transcendence (tanzīh) and immanence (tashbīh) and with the 

broader understanding of the world as a self-revelation (tajallī) of God, rather than with 

the precise order of different intelligible or material entities (although he did outline 

overarching physical, imaginal, and spiritual domains).55 Āmulī, on the other hand, goes 

into detail concerning the emanative hierarchy of First Intellect, Universal Soul, universal 

nature, Prime Matter, the heavenly spheres, the four elements, material beings (animal, 

vegetable, and mineral), and finally man—producing a cosmological scheme perhaps 

uncomfortably “close to the school of the [Peripatetic] philosophers.”56 Nevertheless, 

Āmulī insists that there are important differences between his scheme and such earlier 

frameworks. First, in the Neoplatonist understanding, the First Intellect “emanates out to 

nothing save the World Soul alone, or out to the Second Intellect, or to the Second 

Heavenly Sphere, or something else,” with the result that each level is separate from the 

subsequent emanative activity of whatever entity it emanates upon, “by virtue of which it 

 
55 See Chittick, The Self-Disclosure of God, pp. 241-262. 
56 (145). 
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transcends the reality of imperfection[.]” But this model implies that the Real is not 

involved at all in the generation of the world of multiplicity, and so He is “rendered 

impotent—glorious be His glory—and this constitutes unbelief in the opinion of all 

Muslims.”57 Conversely, under Āmulī’s framework, “this first reality and sum of realities 

and knower taken altogether by way of the whole and the aggregation, proceeds from the 

Real as a single impulsion, as He says: ‘Our command is but one, as a gleam in the eye,’ 

and He is the agent in all emanations, glorious be His mention.”58 The emanations do not 

proceed from each other in successive, separate stages, but rather are enfolded (and 

unfold) within each other. 

As a result, Āmulī’s “trinity” is less a hierarchy and more a series of concentric 

circles—or perhaps two overlapping circles enclosed within one larger circle: 

[K]now that there are three realities: first, the reality absolute in essence, inclined 

to act and generative of effect in essence, necessary of existence of itself, which 

existence is identical with it, not superadded to it. This is the reality of God, glory 

to Him—the second is the reality acted upon in essence, restricted, receptive of 

effect, inferior, passive, ontologically derivative from the necessary reality 

through emanation and revelation. This is the reality of the world as a whole. The 

third reality is the singularity of the plurality: of both absoluteness and 

qualification, act and affection, generation of effect and reception of effect.59 

It is not the case that the Real gives rise to the first reality, and the first reality gives rise 

to the world. Rather, the Real encompasses the antinomy of Creator and creation within 

itself and cannot give rise to one apart from the other. Āmulī hearkens back here to his 

earlier assertion that the absoluteness of absolute existence includes its freedom from 

qualification by lack of qualification: Because the Real encompasses both the absolute 

unity of the Creator (the first reality) and the qualified multiplicity of the creation (the 

 
57 (146). 
58 (145). The quotation is from Qur’an 54:50. 
59 (152). 
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reality of the world), He cannot be restricted (muqayyad) only to the absolute half of this 

dyad but must contain them both. Āmulī grounds this delineation on the principle that all 

numerals are iterations of the originating numeral one: “[T]herein are the two one, and it 

is multiplied and separated in them and through them, since the one is the principle of 

multiplication, and multiplication is the division of the one.”60 Similarly, Āmulī goes on 

to compare this emanative multiplication to the different letters of the (Arabic) alphabet 

that are generated from the singled stroke of the alif, building on well-established 

principles of Sufi letter symbolism.61 

 Several observations emerge from this reading of the Summary Treatise. Āmulī 

does not suggest that the Sufis have a “mystical” philosophy that is incompatible with the 

philosophers’ “rationalist” philosophy. Nor, however, does Āmulī go so far as to say that 

these two factions believe the same thing. Āmulī proposes an ontology that, he suggests, 

is compatible with both Akbarian Sufism and Avicennian philosophy.62 To a certain 

extent, then, Āmulī sees the two sides as reconcilable. However, he does also highlight in 

several places the philosophers’ inability to reach the same sorts of decisive conclusions 

that the Sufis have. This asymmetry suggests not so much a disagreement as a lack of 

completion or conclusiveness in certain aspects of the Avicennian approach, yielding 

gaps that must be filled by Akbarian insights. In this way, his approach is not so very 

different from that of the Late Antique Neoplatonists, who, following Plotinus, saw 

Platonism and Aristotle as basically compatible, in that Aristotle correctly outlined 

various rational and empirical sciences while remaining incomplete and somewhat flawed 

 
60 (152). 
61 See Annemarie Schimmel, Mystical Dimensions of Islam (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 

Press, 1975), pp. 417-418. 
62 Āmulī draws attention to theoretical disagreements only with respect to the mutakallimūn. See (55). 
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in his metaphysics, for which a correctly interpreted Platonism served as the finalizing 

corrective.63 Likewise, Āmulī is willing to accept large swaths of the Avicennian 

philosophical apparatus, which for him is a tool not merely for articulating a suprarational 

mystical vision, but also for demonstrating the validity of such a vision in logical fashion. 

Āmulī never appeals to the authority of any mystical knowledge that he himself has been 

granted (although he does suggest at several points that he has indeed received such 

knowledge), and he always refers to his overarching project as baḥth. It is only regarding 

metaphysical matters of the highest order, says Āmulī, that the falāsifah have faltered: 

In reality, the foot of the eminent philosophers both ancient and recent, and of the 

scholars of Islam, has not slipped except on this subject—namely, the subject of 

the distinction between the essence and the attributes, and absoluteness and 

restriction, and unity and multiplicity, and quiddity and being, and other 

conceptualizations apart from these.64 

On questions such as these, “the matter requires the discriminating verifier [al-āmr 

yaḥtāju ilā mumayyiz muḥaqqiq],”65 that is, the visionary adherent of theoretical Sufism. 

For Āmulī, in short, rationalist Peripatetic philosophy is all very well—up to a point. 

After this, it stands in need of completion (and, to some extent, of correction) by the Sufi 

vision of waḥdat al-wujūd.  

As Āmulī brings together lines of thought that were starting to converge in the 

13th and 14th centuries, so he pioneered the ʿirfān genre that would reach its maturation 

under the Safavids in the 16th and 17th centuries. This is not to say that Āmulī was an 

Isfahan scholar avant la lettre. After all, he does not assess philosophical or kalām texts 

in detail and subsequently proceed to formulate his own views. Rather, he confines 

 
63 See Lloyd P. Gerson, Aristotle and Other Platonists (Cornell UP, 2005), esp. pp. 202-208. 
64 (56). 
65 (11). 
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himself to a high-level approach to most tensions and disagreements between the 

different intellectual strands he brings together, often leaping from one thought to the 

next without seeing the accompanying argument all the way through, or simply chalking 

up different conceptual models to so many mental formulations of a single reality without 

arbitrating between their contradictory assertions. This reluctance to draw lines in the 

sand, as it were, is not reflective of the modus operandi of Safavid thinkers, who did not 

hesitate to criticize and correct their intellectual forebears, even when they followed the 

broad contours of their thought. However, if Āmulī cannot be placed on the same level of 

methodological sophistication as the Safavid thinkers, then he must nevertheless be seen 

as a necessary forerunner to these later projects. The Summary Treatise is a first effort to 

“crown” Ḥillah Avicennism with Akbarian ontology, one that laid crucial groundwork for 

future reconciliatory philosophizing. 
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Note on the Translation 

 I have based my translation on the edition by Henry Corbin and Osman Yahya.66 

Quranic quotations are taken (with some alterations) from ʿAlī Qulī Qarā’ī’s translation.67 

Quotations from the Fuṣūṣ al-ḥikām are taken (again, with occasional alterations) from 

Caner Dagli’s translation.68 I have omitted the honorifics that accompany instances of the 

name Allāh as well as of prophets and Imams, except where the context relied on their 

reproduction—such pieties are unobtrusively succinct in Arabic, and indeed often serve 

to clarify otherwise ambiguous pronouns, but they yield ungainly additional phrases in 

English. I have tried to replicate this clarifying quality through the pious custom of 

capitalizing third-person male singular pronouns referring to God in English. In general, I 

have aimed for consistency and literalness in translating key terms, sometimes yielding 

regrettably awkward formulations. I hope to remedy these imperfections in future 

versions of this translation. 

  

 
66 Sayyid Ḥaydar Āmulī, Risālah naqd al-nuqūd fī maʿarifat al-wujūd, ed. Henry Corbin and Osman Yahia 

in La philosophie shi‘ite (Tehran and Paris: Adrien-Maisonneuve, 1969), pp. 619-710. 
67 The Qur’ān: With a Phrase-by-Phrase English Translation, trans. ʿAlī Qulī Qarā’ī. (London: ICAS 

Press, 2004). 
68 Ibn al-ʿArabī, The Ringstones of Wisdom, trans. Caner K. Dagli (Chicago: Kazi Publications, 2004). 
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Summary Treatise on the Knowledge of Being 

In the name of God, the All-Merciful, the Mercy-giver, to whom we turn in supplication. 

Summary Treatise on the Knowledge of Being 

By the most humble servant of God and neediest of His forgiveness, Ḥaydar, the son of 

ʿAlī ibn Ḥaydar al-ʿAlawī al-Ḥusaynī al-Āmulī—maybe God elevate his station. 

Preface 

(1) Praise to God who transcends multiplicity and conceptualizations, and is concealed 

by manifestations and hallowed from their referents, to the extent that it is said of 

Him, "Nothing is like unto Him, and He is hearing, seeing," which follows from 

His having neither peer nor equal in being. God's blessings be upon the most 

sublime cause of manifestation of creaturely forms and the exalted point of 

diffusion of Its lights from the niche of existents, and upon his [the Prophet’s] 

people who have attained to maturity through the honours of virtue and act, the 

ordinands to his vicegerency from ages of ages. 

(2) To begin: Once I had finished with the Treatise on Being and all that it comprised—

an establishment of its [Being's] absoluteness, self-evidence, necessity, unity, 

manifestation, and multiplicity; and the opposition between the theologians and the 

monotheist philosophers, and adducements from all of them, following 

adducements from the Word of God (exalted be He) and the speech of his Prophets 

and Friends (upon whom be peace); and its appurtenances and inseparable 

concomitants, and the imprinted images, and the sought-after axiom—one of my 
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brethren (who was dearer to me than the apple of my eye) requested that I choose 

from it a concise but profitable selection, brief in length but great in import, as it 

(that is, the Treatise on Being) was comprised of an introduction and three pillars: 

the introduction being an inquiry into the Law, the Path, and the Reality; the first 

pillar, an inquiry into being and its absoluteness and self-evidence; the second 

pillar, an inquiry into its necessity and unity; and the third pillar, an inquiry into its 

manifestation and multiplicity. These are multiple because each of the pillars is 

comprised of multiple inquiries, and likewise the introduction. 

(3) As such, I have selected from the first pillar its kernel and substance, and likewise 

from the second and third pillars. While I have not taken anything at all from the 

introduction, I have arranged this part as its beginning, and I have structured it 

according to three principles: the first, on an inquiry into being and its absoluteness 

and self-evidence; the second, on its necessity and unity; and the third, on its 

manifestation and multiplicity. That is to say, I have arranged it according to the 

order of the original treatise, without alteration or substitution, and I have titled it 

the Summary Treatise on the Knowledge of Being. I have rendered it as a gift to 

those lords of perfect capacity, of consummate acumen, and of true primordial 

intelligence; not to any of the stingy, those far removed from the Real and His 

people. We seek refuge with God from these and their like! 

(4) "Verily, therein is a remembrance from him who has a heart, or who lends the ear 

and witnesses. Verily, therein are signs to those of temperance. Verily, therein are 

signs to those of intelligence." 
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Science of Sufism, the which no man knows 

Except the man of insight, by intuited Truth 

And he sees it not who witnesses it not 

For how shall a blind man behold the beams of the sun? 

And I pray God for its perfection and for aid and right disposition, and for its 

soundness in unveiling and verification. "And nothing is set right but by God on 

whom it relies and to whom it cleaves." And having verified all this, we commence 

with the principles. These are as follows.  
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First Principle: On an Inquiry into Being, Its Absoluteness, and Its Self-Evidence 

(5) Know that this principle consists of an inquiry into being, its absoluteness, and its 

self-evidence, from the path of the monotheists among the lords of Sufism—

intellectual, transmitted, and revealed. But before the road therein, there is no 

avoiding the precedence of an accompanying word upon the road of the discourse. 

This is as follows. 

(6) Know that no one, neither from among the people of knowledge nor from among 

the lords of unveiling and witnessing, has doubted as to Absolute Being; and that 

they were unable to produce a definition, verification, or explanation for it, as 

anyone who doubts it doubts his own being, and since it is absurd that anyone 

should doubt his own being, it is absurd that anyone should doubt Absolute Being. 

(7) And regarding being's perspicuity, the majority conclude that its self-evidence is 

sufficient from definition, as say some of them to this effect: "The being of every 

individual is necessary to it." That is, each individual is of necessity known to be 

existent, not non-existent; and since its being is necessary, an absolute of being is 

necessary because it is part of it, and the necessity of a composite entails the 

necessity of any part of it. Thus, being has no need of a definition. 

(8) And as they also say: "Being cannot admit of a definition with reference to reality 

because it is conceptually self-evident, and the self-evident thing is impossible to 

define, owing to the impossibility of establishing what is [already] established. 

Being qua being, then, is sufficient from any definition." This is the fashion with 

most self-evident things; that is, they are not susceptible of definition or 
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explanation, like things that must be tasted; for example, such and such is like such 

and such, like the act [of intercourse] or a sweet repast or the like; for these, like 

reality, are not susceptible of explanation or definition. 

(9) For this reason, they cannot make it (i.e., being) known by anything that 

necessitates a conclusion or that adduces certainty therefrom, as indeed they say: 

"Being is that by which a thing becomes an agent, or something acted upon." And 

they say: "Being is that by which a thing is realized in the extramental world." And 

as they say: "Being is congealed thingness." And as they say: "Being is coming-to-

be in the extramental world." 

(10)  And because of their inability to adduce knowledge of it, and the deficiency of 

their consideration of its reality, some of them conclude that it (i.e., being) is self-

evident; and some that it is conceptual; and some that it is real; and some that it is 

universal; and some that it is mental; and some that it is extramental; and some that 

it is sensible; and some that it is necessary; and the like. 

(11) And from the standpoint of verification, none of these views are true, nor are any of 

them incorrect; rather, the matter falls to the discriminating verifier, by whom the 

Truth is discerned and which emerges from its clarification. And none have 

surmounted this noble and exalted summit, this sublime and pre-eminent felicity, 

since the Prophets and the Friends—upon whom be peace—except the monotheist 

verifiers from among the People of God and His elite, and the perfect of the 

perfected from among the lords of Divine Oneness and its purity, for these do not 

embark upon verification of this ponderous matter and pursuit of this esteemed 
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occupation by their feeble intellects and emaciated thinking, with the aid of the 

arrangements of premise and conclusion, until the forbidden nature of what they 

seek becomes apparent to them and adds to the blindness and confusion of their 

aim. 

(12) Rather, these monotheist verifiers direct themselves to the remoteness of the 

Truth—glorified be His glory—with the direction due Him, as He says, "Fear God 

with the fear due Him and die not except as among the submissive." They have 

properly traversed His way, as He says, "Those who strive in Us, We shall guide 

them in Our ways." And they have asked from Him perfect unveiling in the 

verification of Him, and radiant clarity in the vision of Him, until He render them 

what He renders them, and teach them what He teaches them, as He says in the first 

Surah, "This is Our gift; then bestow or withhold without reckoning," and as He 

says: "We lifted your veil from you, and so your sight this day is piercing." And as 

He says in the second Surah, "Fear God and God shall teach you." And as he says, 

"He who taught by the pen taught man what he knew not." And thereby the 

monotheist verifiers have known Him as that which they have known, and have 

witnessed Him as that which they have witnessed. 

(13) Now, by God's help and the excellence of His Providence, we are in the bosom of 

manifesting the object of their pursuit as that which they have known, and in the 

juncture of the lifting of the veil from the face of the object of their love as that 

which they have witnessed. We entreat Him to set us right herein, Who is the 

guardian of favour and providence. And He it is to Whom we turn for aid, upon 

Whom is all reliance. This being established, we shall fare in the right way and 
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begin our inquiry into being. 

(14) Know that the universal principles of these and their collective foundation in this 

chapter are in agreement, which is firstly that being qua being—that is, unmitigated 

and untainted being, the pure and unmingled Essence termed "Absolute Being," 

which is the Truth, glorified be His glory—is none other than it, and nothing else 

possesses being at all. Secondly, that this being (according to this strict meaning) 

exists in the extramental world. The indicator of this is that Absolute Being cannot 

mutually coexist with absolute non-existence, by the agreement of the whole 

company of intellectuals and the people of unveiling; absolute non-existence is a 

term for the impossibility of its existence mentally or extramentally. So if there 

were in this way something contradictory to it—it being Absolute Being—this 

would be it. Thus it is not being, but rather is unmitigated non-existence and not a 

specific thing; this is the consequent. So it inseparably follows that Absolute Being 

exists in the extramental world, by negation of its contradictory. This is the desired 

result. 

(15) And if it is said that this contradictory need not inseparably constitute a 

contradictory in every respect, but rather its occurrence in one or more respects 

suffices, and that this single respect is mental being, that is, [merely] mental being 

cannot mutually coexist with absolute non-existence—I reply that being qua being 

is more general than either the mental or the extramental, because the absolute is 

common to both of them, as they are two conceptualizations among the 

conceptualizations of it, and two kinds among its kinds, such as the universal, the 

general, etc. And these two are likewise, to the end that it—that is, Absolute 
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Being—qua it, is the fount of mental, extramental, universal, particular, general, 

and specific being. 

(16) And as for what we have also said in the preceding, that it is extramental, this stems 

in reality from the narrowness of the term. This was [intended] to remove 

misconceptions about mental being, and to enjoin the listener to understand and 

take heed. Otherwise, being qua being is free from all such constraints and 

conceptualizations. From the standpoint of verification, the meaning of 

absoluteness is nothing but this, namely, the inappurtenance of any 

conceptualization, whether intellectual or ontological. 

(17) In addition, were Absolute Being mental, then it would not be mutually unable to 

coexist with absolute non-existence, but rather only with mental non-existence. 

How is the absoluteness of real being—which, according to the majority, is 

conceptually self-evident and necessarily realized in the extramental world—

conceivable as mental being by way of dispute or argument? As being qua being is 

prior to all minds, and rather the mind has no being except through it, much less 

does being only have form within these [minds]. 

(18) In addition, what has been said on the definition of being arises by the impetus of 

this similarity and the elimination of this supposition, and is an axiom of the lords 

of insight and the people of the intelligible: "Being is that by which a thing is 

realized in the extramental world." And it is known that mental being, according to 

which viewpoint it is, does not possess the virtue that by it a thing might be realized 

in the extramental world. Rather, it is in itself needful of a thing to be found in the 
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extramental world, and of the distortion of this consideration of the object of 

elucidation. 

(19) And here there has occurred to us, by God's intention and the excellence of His 

providence, an excellent demonstration for the Sect, from which there is no escape 

for the adversary. It is as follows: Know that the scholars of Islam by their 

consensus have agreed that God (exalted be He) "is and there is nothing alongside 

Him." That is, He is and nothing exists in the extramental world apart from Him, as 

also comes to us in the ḥadīth: "God is and there is nothing alongside Him." And 

they have too agreed that the being of the Necessary is particular, and is identical 

with His quiddity. And they have agreed that Absolute Being cannot mutually 

coexist with absolute non-existence. So prior to the being of all existents, Absolute 

Being (which cannot mutually coexist with absolute non-existence) must 

necessarily exist in the extramental world, because particular being apart from 

knowledge is impossible, since no mind is there, as in the adversary's assertion, that 

there might be mental being. And it is not permissible for it to be like its 

contradictory, which is absolute non-existence; that is, for it to have being neither in 

the mind nor in the extramental world. 

(20) And again, should being not exist, their dictum would not hold: "Being and non-

existence cannot simultaneously coincide nor be simultaneously absent." 

(21) If it is said: This [dictum] relates to particular existents and their non-existence—I 

should reply that the non-existence of particular existents is necessarily below 

absolute non-existence, as is known. And since this is the case, this [dictum] only 
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relates to Absolute Being and its non-existence, nothing else. As such, it is correctly 

predicated of both that they cannot simultaneously coincide nor be simultaneously 

absent. And since it is established that Absolute Being and absolute non-existence 

cannot simultaneously coincide nor be simultaneously absent, it is established that 

Absolute Being exists prior to the being of the Necessary, which is its particular 

being. 

(22) And one of three states of affairs inseparably follows from this: What is valid is 

either the precedence of another being over the being of the Necessary; or the 

designation of the Necessary as Absolute; or the exclusion of the designation 

"particular" from its being. The first is agreed to be absurd, because the precedence 

of a thing over the rationale and existentiator of these things cannot be valid. And 

the third is also absurd, because they would make His being (exalted be He) to be 

particular, and prevent the dictum that His (exalted be He) is a manner of being 

between [an interval/union of, in terms of being] the general and the particular; and 

they are in the right. Only the second state of affairs remains—[that] it [the 

Necessary] is designated as Absolute Being, as is the opinion of the people of God 

among the Prophets and Friends, upon whom be peace. So it is established that the 

Absolute Being designated as the Truth exists in the extramental world, and that 

nothing other than it has being at all; this is the desired result. And the 

demonstration of its absoluteness, with respect to the disputation and opposition 

among the theologians, has already appeared in the aforementioned treatise in 

multiple ways (which is the principle of this abbreviation), so I have referred back 

to it there, as this context does not allow for its inclusion. 
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(23) But we intend to hold fast in this assertion, with the word of some of the verifiers, 

as we have held fast in the principle given to you as a clarification and explanation 

for your purpose. There is a passage of the most sublime master ʿAbd al-Razzāq al-

Kāshānī—God sanctify his secret—in the first section of his Commentary on the 

Fuṣūṣ, wherein he says: “The Reality of the Truth designated 'Unitary Essence' [al-

dhāt al-aḥadīyyah] is none other than pure being qua being, neither unconditioned 

by individuation nor conditioned by individuation. And He (exalted be He) qua He 

is hallowed from epithets and names, and has neither epithet nor name, nor is there 

any conceptualization of multiplicity in Him in a certain respect. And He has 

neither substance nor accident, for substance has quiddity apart from being, and 

[substance] is that which is distinguished by it [i.e., quiddity] from existents other 

than it. Likewise, accident, and along with this, it (i.e. an accident) is needful of a 

subject in which to inhere.” 

(24) "And apart from the Necessary, it would be either a substance or an accident. Being 

qua being, then, is none other than the Necessary; and all that which [constitutes] 

qualified being, then, exists by it. Or rather, [qualified being] is It [the Necessary] 

with respect to the inner reality, but not with respect to the individuation. Thus, 

according to reality, nothing is other than It. This being the case, its unity is 

identical with its essence, since apart from being qua being is [only] pure privation. 

And in its distinction from privation, being is not needful of individuation to avoid 

the simultaneous coincidence [ishtirāk] of the two in a thing, since privation is not a 

genuine thing. And privation admits of nothing except to be (following reception) 

privative being, just as being likewise does not admit of pure privation. Were one of 
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these two to admit of their contrary, then it would in fact have become its contrary, 

and this is absurd." 

(25) "The requirement of receptivity includes multiplication therein (i.e. in being); 

though being qua being does not multiply in reality, but rather what receives these 

two (i.e. privation and being) are the immutable identities in the intellectual world, 

which become manifest through being and hidden through privation." 

(26) "Everything exists through being, and thus its identity [archetype] is other than its 

being. Being of itself exists, so its being is its identity, unless it were to have a 

quiddity other than its being, in which case it would not be its being in the first 

place. Were this found to be so, then being would have a being prior to being, and 

this is absurd. As such, being of itself necessitates that it be found to be by its 

identity, not by the being of something else. It is the instantiator of everything alike, 

for it exists through being, and there is nothing pure apart from it. It is sufficient of 

itself from everything, then, and all are in want of it. Thus it is the everlastingly 

subsistent One: 'Does it not suffice that your Lord be a witness of all things?'" 

(27) Truly, this passage is an appropriate proof of a single desired result, which is 

absoluteness; but in reality it is a demonstration of all desired results of which we 

are in the vicinity: absoluteness, self-evidence, necessity, unity, manifestation, 

multiplicity, etc. 

(28) The shaykh of gnostics Dāwūd al-Qayṣarī—upon whom be God's mercy—has also 

mentioned a single specific difference in the first chapter of his Commentary on the 

Fuṣūṣ, as a pointer to the inclusion of this meaning. We quote part of this here, 
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following which we shall return to the endeavour whose midst we are in. It is as 

follows: "Know that being qua being is other than extramental or mental being, as 

each of these is a kind among its kinds. With respect to itself, that is, unconditioned 

by anything, it is not restricted by absoluteness or restriction, nor is it universal or 

particular, nor general nor specific, nor one by a unity superadded to its essence, 

nor multiple. Rather, these things inseparably accompany it by reference to its 

degrees and stations, the acquainter with which is by His dictum (exalted be He): 

"Exalted of degrees." Thus, being is conceived of as absolute and restricted, 

universal and particular, general and specific, one and many, apart from the 

realization of alteration [i.e. from any real alteration] in its essence or inner reality." 

(29) "And it is not a substance, because this exists in the extramental world, not in a 

subject; nor quiddity, for were it found to be so, then it would not inhere in a 

subject [either]. Being is not like this, except it be like those individuated 

substances needful of superadded being and its inseparable concomitants. And it is 

not an accident, because this is a term for that which exists in a subject; nor 

quiddity, for were it found to be so, then it would inhere in a subject. And being 

does not exist in the sense that it possesses superadded being by merit of its 

existence in a subject. Rather, its state of existing is through itself and its essence, 

not by another entity from which it differs mentally or extramentally." 

(30) "And again, were being an accident, then it would subsist through an existing 

subject prior to it in essence, from which it would follow that a thing precedes 

itself. It would follow too that the being of both would be superadded to both, and 

being cannot be superadded to itself, because it (i.e. being) is tacit in the definitions 
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of both (i.e. in the definition of substance and accident), so that it is more general 

than either, and as such is other than either (i.e. other than substance or accident)." 

(31)  "And being is not a conceptual entity, as the oppressors say, so that those who 

conceptualize it grant it reality in its essence, alongside privation, by merit of their 

conceptualizations—irrespective of whether these be minds or souls or something 

else—for he has said (upon whom be peace): "God is, and there is nothing 

alongside Him." And the coming to be of this reality conditioned by something as a 

conceptual entity does not necessitate that it be conditioned by anything like this. 

So being is not an intellectually existential attribute, as necessity and contingency 

are of the necessary and the contingent." 

(32) "And it is the most general of things through the conceptualization of its generality 

and its simplification from quiddities, to the extent that the notion of absolute 

privation therefore occurs and attaches in the mind during the conception of these 

two, by the judgment of the intellect in distinguishing between them, and the 

impossibility of one of them and the contingency of the other; since all that which 

is contingent of its being is contingent of its privation, and other axioms than this 

[in support of the conclusion]. And it is the most manifest of things in realization 

and that-ness [annīyyah], to the extent that it is said to be self-evident. And it is the 

most hidden of all things in quiddity and inner reality, wherefore that of which the 

Most Knowing of Creation [the Prophet] spoke in his prayer is predicated of it: 'We 

have not known You as befits Your knowledge.'" 

(33) "Nothing is realized either in the intellect or in the extramental world except 
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through it, so that it encompasses all of these in itself. Things subsist through it, 

since if there is no being, there can be nothing either in the intellect or in the 

extramental world. As such, it is their instantiator, or rather their identity, since it 

reveals itself in degrees and manifests in knowledge and reality through their forms 

and inner realities, whereby it is designated 'quiddity' and 'identities.'" 

(34) "Thus, there is no intermediary between it and privation, as there is no intermediate 

between the existent and the non-existent in an absolute sense. The real quiddity is 

an intermediate between its particular being and its privation; the conceptually 

absolute quiddity [however] possesses no realization in and of itself, and the 

discussion pertains to that which in itself possesses realization, not its opposite or 

its similitude, as these are both incongruous existents, or equals. And being differs 

from all [such] realities, whose contraries it possesses and whose similitudes it 

realizes. Thus is predicated of it: 'Nothing is like unto Him.'" 

(35) "Through being are two opposites realized and two similitudes instantiated, or 

rather it is that which, through form, manifests two opposites as well as what is 

other than them. The combination of two mutually exclusive contraries results 

inseparably from this, since each of these two entails negation of the other; 

however, the disagreement of these two options is through the intellect's 

conceptualization. In being, on the other hand, all directions are united, so that 

manifestation and hiddenness and all prior existential attributes are consumed in the 

identity of being without differentiation, except in the intellect's conceptualization. 

The negative attributes, while their being is a tendency toward privation as well, 

refer to existence from one perspective. Thus, each of the differentiated directions, 
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in respect of their intellectual being, is the same as the rest of them. To the end that 

the coming-to-be of both be conjoined in the identity of being, both conjoin in the 

intellect as well, as there would be no conjunction were their being not [present] in 

it [the intellect]; and the absence of their conjunction in extramental being, which is 

[one] kind among the kinds of Absolute Being, does not preclude their conjunction 

in being in respect of itself. Being does not admit of division or partition at all, 

either extramentally or intellectually, in its simplicity. As such, it has neither genus 

nor differentia nor limit." 

(36) To quote him further: "'Things' is not a term denoting coming-to-be, or generation, 

or realization, or establishment, if by these is meant the verbal noun, for each of 

these of necessity occurs in turn. But if by these is meant that which is meant by the 

expression 'being,' then there is no conflict, as the People of God use 'coming-to-be' 

to mean the being of the world. In turn, nothing from these is a substance or 

accident, as has passed [as has been previously discussed], [just] as nothing from 

these is intelligible by reference to its inner reality, [even] if it is intelligible by 

reference to its that-ness [annīyyah]." 

(37) "The literal definition cannot avoid that it is by connotation that knowledge profits; 

but being is necessarily connoted by what is other than it. General being, extending 

to all identities in (divine) knowledge, is [but] a shadow among those shadows by 

whose generality it is restricted. Likewise, mental being and extramental being are 

both shadows like that same shadow, to the end that restriction is multiplied. An 

indicator thereof is His dictum (exalted be He): 'Have you not looked to your Lord, 

how He spread out the shadows? And had He so willed, He had rendered it calm.'" 
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(38) "He, then, is the true Necessary Being—exalted and glorious is He—subsistent of 

Himself, establisher of what is other than Him, described by the Divine Names, 

designated by epithets of lordship, supplicated by the tongue of Prophets and 

Friends, Guide of His creation to Himself—the rest are His manifestations through 

his Prophets to the reality of His totality and the hierarchy of His divinities. It is 

related by their tongue that He is with all things by His ipseity and with all life by 

His inner reality. And it said too that He is the identity of things, by His dictum: 'He 

is the First and the Last, the Manifest and the Hidden, and He is cognizant of all 

things.'" This is the end of it [the quotation]. 

(39) It is fitting that it is an excellent passage, equalled in this chapter. We refrain from 

quoting the discourse of adherents of that which is reprehended among some, [that] 

there is no multiplication of blackness, nor blackening of whiteness, nor 

connotation by multiple distinctions in its being—such as the exoteric scholars and 

the lords of the husks. Rather, (we yearn for the most fitting) establishment of our 

desired result, [which] concurs with any view. In addition, because our discourse 

and theirs is a single discourse and a single meaning, there is no differentiation 

between them, and so it is as though it proceeds from a single individual, as is said: 

"The mendicants are as a single soul." And the Path of the People of God and His 

elite does not endure except in this way. The cause of this is that their desired result 

is one, and all of them are in agreement as to its establishment and its reality. Thus 

it is as though they are a single individual, in the manner of a single supplication; 

thus its establishment is possible under any view, in which they are rationally 

ascertained and by which they are made manifest. 
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(40) In this regard, al-Ghazālī seems to be similar in his book The Revival of the 

Religious Sciences, and he says: "The case of the People of God is like a group 

trapped in a well. At the mouth of the well is a great stone that cannot be removed 

or impeded except by consensus. Thus, if one of them rises up to impede this stone, 

and remove it from them, and free them from the grief of the well, all shall stand up 

as one, and shall support and assist him, and shall exert themselves in freeing 

themselves from the well." The case of the exotericists and the scholars of the husks 

is the reverse of this, as is known from their way of enmity, every one of them in 

hatred toward the other; and moreover from the dissensions and afflictions of 

thought among them, the mention of which is frightful. "And God is the loftiest 

similitude." 

(41) Since this has been proven, and it has been established that Absolute Being exists in 

the extramental world, and there is no being at all in what is other than it; and that 

this Absolute Being is the Truth (exalted is He)—glorious be His remembrance—

then know that their desired result in respect of being, pure being and the 

unmingled, untainted Essence, as has passed; i.e. being apart from the 

conceptualization of anything alongside it at all, that is, its conception in respect of 

itself; neither conditioned by anything nor unconditioned by anything, i.e. stripped 

of all lineage, attachments, restraints, and conceptualizations. 

(42) It is known that proper to everything are two conceptualizations: a 

conceptualization of the essence in respect of itself, and a conceptualization of it in 

respect of attributes, i.e. its description by some attribute, whatever the attribute 

may be. This, then, is conceptualization of the essence, namely, conceptualization 
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of the essence by excising consideration concerning all conceptualizations and 

peculiar attachments through unitary presence. And that their intention with 

"Absolute" is the Absolute Essence, transcendent of all these conceptualizations. 

(43) The absoluteness of the term "absolute" is not [applied] to pure being except in this 

respect: neither from the viewpoint of the absolute, which is the opposite of the 

restrictive; nor from the viewpoint of the universal, which is the opposite of the 

particular; nor from the viewpoint of the general, which is the opposite of the 

specific. For it (i.e. pure being) in respect of itself is above absoluteness of a thing 

[applied] to it, whether as name or attribute, negation or affirmation, absoluteness 

or restriction, general or specific; as each of these—i.e. these opposing entities—

entails negation of the other, or restriction and individuation are entailed within it. 

And it—that is, unmitigated Absolute Being—transcends the universal, even 

absoluteness and privation of absoluteness, because absoluteness is a restriction 

restricting absoluteness, just as non-absoluteness is restricted by privation of 

absoluteness, and likewise individuation and non-individuation, and other attributes 

apart from these, such as necessity, eternity, knowledge, power, and the like. 

(44) And concerning this pious transcendence and noble hallowedness, our Master and 

Imam, the Commander of the Faithful, Ali ibn Abi Talib—upon whom be peace—

narrates in his dictum: "The first in religion is knowledge of the same. The 

perfection of its knowledge is assent to its truth. The perfection of assent to its truth 

is His Oneness. The perfection of His Oneness is sincerity [ikhlāṣ] toward Him. 

The perfection of sincerity toward Him excludes attributes from Him, in bearing 

witness of each attribute that He is other than the One to Whom they are attributed, 
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and bearing witness of each thing described that it is other than the Named. Thus he 

who describes God—glorious and exalted is He—has then conjoined Him. And he 

who conjoins Him has then assigned companion to Him. And he who assigns 

companion to Him has then divided Him. And he who divides Him has then been 

ignorant of Him. And he who is ignorant of Him has then indicated Him. And he 

who indicates him has then ascribed limit to Him. And he who ascribes limit to 

Him has reckoned him. And he who asks: 'Wherein?' has made Him to be 

contained. And he who asks: "Above what?" has emptied [it] of Him. He is, but not 

from coming-to-be. He exists, but not from privation. He is alongside all things 

without conjoinment; He is other than all things without opposition." This discourse 

is a long and detailed commentary and sublime beneficence to which we have 

pointed in the treatise. 

(45) The intent of all this is to point to its absoluteness, its divestment, its transcendence, 

and its hallowedness from existential and conceptual multiplicity; for his [Ali's] 

utterance (upon whom be peace), "The perfection of sincerity toward it removes 

attributes from it," is an indication to unmitigated Absolute Being, the unmingled 

and untained Essence, which nothing at all can describe and which never admits of 

any indication, as he (upon whom be peace) indicates in another place in his 

speech: "The inner reality unveils the splendour of the Majestic apart from [any] 

any indication," and so forth. 

(46) And again concerning this freedom, He narrates—glorious be His glory—in His 

utterance: "For God is far removed from need of the worlds," unlike His saying in 

the ḥadīth qudsi: "I was a hidden treasure, and I yearned that I be known, so I 



 

50 

created creation," or His saying in the Noble Qur'an: "I created neither Jinn nor 

man except to worship [me]," for this does not bespeak an inclination to utter 

transcendence, as is known to His People. Herein are great mysteries to which we 

have pointed in the aforementioned treatise (which is the foundation of this 

inquiry), to which I have therefore returned. Verily, therein is a remembrance from 

him who has a heart, or who lends the ear and witnesses."  

(47) This is one explanation. As another explanation, know that the Truth (exalted be 

He), in respect of absoluteness, being, unity, and essence, transcends all 

conceptualizations and attachments, be they intellectual or suppositional, mental or 

extramental, negative or affirmative—such as absoluteness, restriction, definition, 

individuation, name, attribute, limit, structure, genus, differentia, species, specific 

property, or other conceptualizations apart from these. Likewise, He (exalted be 

He) transcends all existential, generative, and mental degrees—the universal, the 

particular, the general, the specific, body, substance, accident, intellect, soul, 

heavenly spheres, volumes, elements, and engenderments. 

(48) As to the ascertainment of the necessary, the contingent, the eternal, the originated, 

the active, the passive, the causative, the caused, and all that we have mentioned—

each of these is a kind among the kinds of His manifestations (exalted be He), and a 

distribution among distributions of His extent in the hierarchy of His perfections 

and specificities. For each one from among [all that is] necessary or contingent is a 

distribution among the distributions of Absolute Being, which is the distributor of 

all. And the distributor is necessarily other than that which is distributed; or rather, 

in reality, it [sometimes] fluctuates, is [sometimes] stable, and (in this [latter] 
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respect, not in the former) it attaches these things to Itself and Itself to them. That 

is, the relationship of the Truth with these attachments and degrees is in respect of 

manifestation rather than hiddenness; and of multiplicity rather than unity; and of 

restriction rather than absoluteness; and of attributes rather than essence; and of 

perfections rather than being. For He (exalted be He), in these respects—namely, 

hiddenness, unity, absoluteness, essence, and being—transcends their like as that 

whose fixity is transitory. And it is in this latter respect that each one of them is 

excluded, as will be expounded below in the chapter on manifestation. 

(49) With a view to this station, the Muḥaqqiq [al-Ḥillī?] says: "It is inadmissible that 

the Truth, in respect of its essential absoluteness, be restrained by any restraint, or 

defined by attribution, or that there attach to it some relation, [whether] of unity, or 

necessity, or self-evidence, or entailment of existentiation, or procession of effect, 

or dependence of His knowledge on Himself or other than Him—for the each of 

these entails individuation and restriction." And it does not stand that intellection of 

each individuation entails priority of corresponding non-individuation. Thus, each 

of those we have mentioned precludes absoluteness, or rather conceives real 

absoluteness as conditional upon its being intellected, in the sense that it is 

described negatively—not in the sense that it is absoluteness as opposed to 

restriction, but rather it is absoluteness from unity and multiplicity of both 

intelligibles/known things, as well as from any impediment in absoluteness or 

restriction, and in everything between each of these, or transcendence of it. Each of 

these, then, is verified in His Truth as a state [hal] of his transcendence of all of 

them. So each of them is equally a relationship to Him, something other than Him, 
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and His negation of it; one does not have priority over another, because these 

entities are [but one] degree among His degrees, and [but one] presence among His 

presences, in the two ambits of divinity, lordship, coming-to-be, mentality, 

extramentality, etc. He, in respect of His essential absoluteness, transcends them, 

and the attributes of each of them likewise—even necessity, eternality, knowledge, 

and power, which are the most sublime of His attributes and the most glorious of 

His names, as we have indicated. 

(50) For He (exalted be He), of Himself and in respect of His essential absoluteness, has 

no need of any attribute by which He is described, and therefore transcends it. 

Rather, we are needful of Him for direction into knowledge of Him and for right 

guidance upon His way, for if we did not conceive the contingent, God would have 

no need of the name "Necessary"; and if we did not conceive the originated, God 

would have no need of the name "Eternal"; and likewise knowledge and power, for 

both are predicated of Him through conceptualization of that which is known and 

over which power is exercised—that is, were there nothing over which power is 

exercised, God would not be needful of the name "Powerful"; and were there 

nothing that is known, God would not be needful of the name "Knowing," and so 

on ad infinitum among His names and attributes, for His names and attributes 

possess no limit as to verification, and likewise His manifestations. This inquiry 

leaves from/is devoid of it according to the monotheist verifiers and their followers, 

and similarly according to the Prophets and Friends—upon whom be peace—and 

similarly according to some of the philosophers. 

(51) A quotation attests to this—namely, that the sum of His attributes is identical with 
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His essence and that they have no being except in intellectual conceptualization—

from our Master and Imam Muhammad ibn Ali al-Baqir (upon whom be peace): "Is 

He called 'Knowing' and 'Powerful' except that He accords the knowledge of the 

knowledgeable and the power of the powerful? And all that which is discerned 

blends in your suppositions, in the minutiae of your intentions, so that it is a 

fabricated creation like you, returned and redounded to you; but the Creator 

(exalted be He) bestows life and holds power over death. Perhaps the tiny ants 

[likewise] imagine that God (exalted be He) has two mandibles as do they, and they 

conceive that the privation of these [mandibles] is a deficiency in him who does not 

possess them. Such is the state of the intellects in those who describe God in 

Himself: Glory to your Lord, Lord of exaltation from all who [would] describe 

[Him]." The most sublime master Nasir al-Din Ṭūsī—upon whom be God's 

mercy—mentions this narration in his Treatise on Knowledge, in response to some 

of the worthy. 

(52) And the most sublime master Kamal al-Din Maythm al-Bahrani—upon whom be 

God's mercy—mentions this as well in his Great Commentary on the Nahj al-

Balagha, in the first sermon thereof: "And it desires of them and of us that the 

absoluteness of the attributes not be [applied] to God (exalted be He) for 

verification and distinction, but as a teaching and an intimation, or as an acquainter 

and a veneration, or as a body of knowledge and a right direction thereto, or as 

describing Him (exalted be He) by the worthier half of a contradictory dyad—such 

as knowledge and ignorance, or weakness and power, or death and life, or being 

and privation, as is mentioned too by Khwajah Nasir al-Din Ṭūsī in his Treatise on 
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Knowledge in two places, the first in his discussion on intention, which is as 

follows: 

(53) "It is the habit of intellects that they describe their Creator by means of that which 

constitutes the worthier half of a contradictory dyad, and that they reckon that 

whatever is found by intention, being worthier than that which proceeds from apart 

from intention, describes Him (exalted be He) by means of this intention; and it 

[this intention] is more specific than knowledge and the degree proper to it, for 

whatever is not known cannot be intended, and sometimes that which is known is 

not intended." 

(54) The second place is in a discussion on life, and is as follows: "The dependence on 

the subsistence of life is that which we have mentioned in the chapter on intention, 

which is that intellects tend to describe Him (exalted be He) by means of the 

worthier half of a contradictory dyad, and after ascribing to Him knowledge and 

power and finding everything without life to be impossible of characterization by 

either [knowledge or power], they ascribe to Him life, especially since, in their 

estimation, it is worthier than death." And following all this, ʿAllāmah Ṭūsī quotes 

the above-mentioned narration from the Imam—upon whom be peace—to its 

conclusion. 

(55) There is no doubt that this is a subtle view and signification for the Sect, but in 

verification it is not any of this, except for fear of corrosive multiplicity in Absolute 

Being and its unity, and [for] guarding against the association [nisbah] of anything 

unsuitable with its presence. In this way, the Ash'arites conclude that His attributes 
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are superadded to His essence, and likewise [to] His being (exalted be He). The 

Mu'tazilites conclude that these are identical with His essence in the extramental 

world, but superadded to it in the intellect. The Imāmīs conclude that these are 

identical with His essence in the extramental world and in the intellect. And some 

of the others (these are the Maturidis and the more recent Ash'arites) conclude that 

they are not other than Him, nor the same as Him—and other views apart from 

these on the issue. 

(56) The truth is that it is a fearful (meaning perilous) subject and an unsuitable place 

specifically in relation to those veiled from the Truth, those far off from His 

remoteness. In reality, the foot of the eminent philosophers both ancient and recent, 

and of the scholars of Islam, has not slipped except on this subject—namely, the 

subject of the distinction between the essence and the attributes, and absoluteness 

and restriction, and unity and multiplicity, and quiddity and being, and other 

conceptualizations apart from these. "Praise to God Who has guided us to this, and 

we had not been guided had not God been our guide. God guides to His light whom 

He wills. God is possessor of sublime bounty." 

(57) Having finished the inquiry into absoluteness and self-evidence (in the case of 

being), we embark, by merit of this station, upon an inquiry into necessity and 

unity, by God's aid and the excellence of His providence. It is as follows. 
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Second Principle: An Inquiry into Being’s Necessity and Oneness 

(58) Know that this principle comprises an inquiry into being, its necessity, and its 

oneness in discursive fashion, setting [this] out through demonstration. 

(59) The truth is that, since the absoluteness of being and its self-evidence have been 

established according to the aforementioned view, we have not needed (in this 

domain) to aspire to our sufficiency from it (in the preceding), that is (in reality, we 

are free of need) from any inquiry of unity and necessity (in the case of being), 

because from its absoluteness and self-evidence are its necessity and unity 

established, as corollary to these and included within their scope, or rather in 

conformity with them, for since it is affirmed that there is no intermediary between 

being and privation, and it is affirmed that it (i.e. absolute being) cannot mutually 

co-exist with absolute privation, and it is affirmed that privation is a single concept, 

then it has been affirmed of necessity that being is one. (From another perspective,) 

since it is established that being in respect of itself is not receptive of privation in 

itself, but in keeping with the aforementioned arrangement and condition 

understood in the [preceding] outline [of this summary treatise], we embark upon it. 

May God assist us by His bounty and generosity. 

(60) We say, then: being qua being is not receptive of privation in itself, and everything 

that is not receptive of privation in itself is thus necessary of being in itself, 

necessitating in turn that being be necessary in itself. Regarding the clarification of 

the first assertion (in discursive fashion), this is our dictum: being qua being is not 

receptive of privation in itself—because, then, this has already been affirmed in the 

definition of the Necessary, [even] according to the opponent, it is that to which 
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being in itself necessarily belongs and of which privation in itself is impossible. In 

this way, being is thus the Necessary of Being in itself and is not receptive of 

privation in itself. Regarding the clarification of the second assertion, this is our 

dictum: Everything that is not receptive of privation itself is necessary of being in 

itself—so too by dictate of the definition, everything not receptive of privation in 

itself is necessary in itself. Thus it is really established that being is necessary in 

itself and impossible of privation in itself. This is the desired result. 

(61) As a clarification of the minor premise (in the fashion of demonstration), because, 

were being receptive of privation, then the description of a thing by its mutual 

contrary would inseparably follow, and the description of a thing by its mutual 

contrary is impossible—so then it is impossible that being be receptive of privation. 

If it is said: The description of a thing by its mutual contrary is indeed impossible 

on the implied condition that the receptor is simultaneous with the thing received; 

so given that if the condition does not exist then neither does the object of the 

condition, then the impossibility does not inseparably follow, for it is permissible 

that privation annul being by way of external encroachment, not by way of 

simultaneity, as [is the case] in other existents—I should reply that privation is not a 

thing in the extramental world to the extent that external encroachment upon being 

is proper to it, and its conception is in contingency (in this state); and if this 

conception is possible, then it is only relative to the being of the contingent and its 

specific privation; here there is no encroachment from the perspective of 

verification either, because the extinction of the contingent’s being from its quiddity 

is a figurative expression for its privation, and otherwise there can be no extinction 
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of a thing’s being from a thing at all, for everything found in the extramental world 

becomes necessary by something else, as long as this something else remains. And 

this something else, which is the Real, persists unceasingly; therefore, existents 

persist unceasingly. Along with this, being does not possess quiddity to the extent 

that the former is extinguished from the latter by means of privation or 

encroachment upon it, for were being to possess quiddity, then multiple 

impossibilities would inseparably follow, the least of which [would constitute] a 

logical circularity and infinite regress, […both of which] are unanimously agreed to 

be invalid. Thus, being has no quiddity at all apart from itself. 

(62) So absolute being cannot admit of any privation of itself by way of encroachment, 

and since this privation is not by way of encroachment, it is a fortiori by 

simultaneity (that is, it negates the possibility of its own privation). This [would 

lead] to a necessary implication of the known invalidation: [that] of the description 

of a thing by its mutual contrary, and other impossibilities besides. The inversion of 

several realities inseparably results from this as well, namely the inversion of the 

reality of being by the reality of privation. The inversion of realities is unanimously 

agreed to be impossible as well, so it is impossible that being be receptive of 

privation. And it is known too that the privation of a thing existing absolutely is 

impossible, just as the existence of an absolutely non-existent thing is impossible. 

This being the case, the privation of absolute being is likewise impossible, and thus 

it is necessary of essence. This is the desired result. 

(63) As a clarification of the major premise, it is acknowledged by the opposition [that] 

nothing is needed for further clarification or demonstration, as it is confirmed by 
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[the axiom] that everything not receptive of privation is therefore necessary. 

(64) Another indicant: Were absolute being receptive of privation, then its receptivity 

would not be free from one of three alternatives. Either it is receptive of it from 

itself, or from something else, which is the contingent according to some, or from a 

tertium quid, I mean neither from itself nor from something else. With respect to 

this third matter, it is known that [privation] is not something that exists, for a thing 

is either existent or non-existent, as has been established, since there is no 

intermediary between these two. And if a thing exists and its being is from itself, 

then it is necessary; and if its being is from something else, then it is contingent. 

There is no third option here, then. So determination by this third matter is rendered 

impossible. As for (the receptivity of absolute being to privation from) something 

else, it has already been affirmed too that what is other than being does not really 

exist to the extent that it might annul being, for apart from being is pure privation, 

not something genuine. 

(65) If it is said: A contingent existent exists, and it is other than it (I mean the 

contingent’s being existent is other than its being contingent)—I should reply that 

the privation of absolute being by the contingent is not possible, because 

contingency is not affirmed of the privation of necessary being in itself, from 

whence its [the contingent’s] being derives, for the contingent is one division 

among the divisions of absolute being, and is subsistent by it in respect of its 

attachment to it, and how can this be affirmed of its privation? This is plain to see. 

(66) With respect to absolute being’s receptivity to privation from itself (this being the 
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first perspective, or the first entertained possibility, among the three preceding 

perspectives), it inseparably follows that being is perpetually non-existent, because 

essential necessary concomitance cannot be separated from the essence, and this is 

impossible; so is it similarly impossible that being be receptive of privation from 

itself. And since absolute being is receptive of privation neither from something 

else, nor from itself, nor from a tertium quid, absolute being is thus necessarily 

necessary of itself, and similarly impossible of privation in itself. This is the desired 

result of the whole inquiry. 

(67) Since you have known this [matter] according to this perspective, let us then 

embark upon it according to other perspectives from a quotation from [one of] our 

companions [Daud al-Qayṣarī]. It is as follows: “Being is necessary in itself since, 

were it contingent, it would have an existent rationale, and then it would 

inseparably follow that a thing is prior to itself. This is not to say: the contingent in 

its being requires an existent rationale, and it (that is, the contingent) does not exist 

according to us in its being conceptual—for we say we do not acknowledge that the 

conceptual requires no rationale, so that it is realized in the intellect only by 

conceptualization of the conceptualized object; then this (that is, the 

conceptualization of the conceptualized object) would also be a rationale. In 

addition, the conceptualized object is only realized in the extramental world 

through being, since with the extinction of being from it absolutely, there would be 

only genuine privation. Thus, were being in fact conceptual, so would be 

everything in existence, since quiddities separated from being are [merely] 

conceptual, and this is manifestly invalid.” 



 

61 

(68) “The intellection of a thing itself does not exclude it from its being a real thing, and 

because the nature of being in respect of itself yields specific, necessary being—

this is in the extramental world—it inseparably follows that this nature exists in it, 

but not by being superadded to it. In that case, were this nature contingent, it would 

require a necessary rationale: this follows.” 

(69) “Another indicant: Being is neither a substance nor an accident, and everything 

contingent is also either a substance or an accident; thus it follows that being is not 

contingent, and so specified that it is necessary. Again, it possesses no reality 

superadded to itself, for otherwise being would be like all other existents in their 

being realized through being, and the matter would regress infinitely; and 

everything like this [possessing no reality superadded to itself] is thus necessary of 

being through itself, to the end that the separation of the thing from itself is 

rendered impossible.” 

(70) “If you should say: Necessity is a relation occurring to a thing in view of 

extramental being; so whatever possesses no being superadded to it in the 

extramental world cannot be characterized by necessity—I should say: Necessity 

occurs to a thing other than existence through conceptualization of its existence; be 

it that this thing is identical with being, then its necessity is in view of itself, not 

something else, because necessity demands differentiation in an absolute sense, not 

[just] in reality, just as knowledge necessarily implies differentiation between the 

knower and the object of knowledge, sometimes through conceptualization and this 

amid a thing’s conception of itself, sometimes through reality and this amid 

conception of something else.” 
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(71) “Again, everything other than being requires it in respect of its own being, but its 

realization (that is, the realization of being) in being qua being requires nothing, 

and thus it is self-sufficient from anything else in its being; and everything self-

sufficient from anything else in its being is in turn necessary; thus, being is 

necessary of itself.” 

(72) “If you should say: Being in respect of itself is a natural universal, and everything 

that is a natural universal is found only in a particular instance among its various 

instances; so being in respect of itself is not necessary on account of its need, in 

realization, for a constituent particular instance of it—I should say: If by the major 

premise they mean those natures contingent of being, then this is acknowledged; 

but this does not bring about their intent, because it is characteristic of contingents 

that they either exist or do not exist, and the nature of being does not admit of this. 

And if they mean that which is most general of it, then the major premise is 

impossible; or rather we do not acknowledge that the natural universal, in its 

realization, depends on the existence of that in which it occurs, be it contingent or 

necessary, since, were this the case, a logical circularity would inseparably follow, 

irrespective of the accident’s being diversified [made a species] or individualized, 

for the accident [that which occurs] is only realized in its substrate; thus, were its 

substrate to depend upon it in realization, a logical circularity would inseparably 

follow.” 

(73) “The truth is that every natural universal, in the manifestation of its individual 

instances in the world of witnessing, requires individualized individuations 

belonging to it, emanating to it from its originator; and [the natural universal] 
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requires diversified universal individuations in its diversified [made-a-species] 

manifestation in the world of ideas, not in its realization per se.” 

(74) “In addition, everything diversified or individuated is inherently posterior to the 

nature of the genus or species. The posterior cannot be the rationale of the prior’s 

realization; on the contrary, the latter is prior. And that which renders the nature a 

nature is first among these in that it renders that nature a species or an individual, 

and this, by conjunction, is that in which occur whatever is made to be a species or 

an individual. And all existential individuations refer back to something other than 

being. No real need for something other than it, in its coming-to-be, follows from 

this. In reality, there is nothing in being apart from being.” 

(75) “This is not to say that contingent being is receptive of privation—for we say: The 

being of a contingent signifies its attainment and manifestation in the extramental 

world; and this (that is, the extramental manifestation of the contingent) is from the 

occurrence of real being redounding to it, from a certain point of view, 

simultaneous with the nullification of attachment, not identical with it. In reality, 

the contingent does not cease to exist either, but rather vanishes and passes into the 

Hidden from which it manifested, and this veiled thing is supposed to have ceased 

to be. This cessation of the contingent’s being is supposed to be what arises from 

particular instances’ [of a universal] determining [the universal] being, like those 

extramental instances which similarly [determine the universal] man. But the matter 

is not like this (relative to being in its extramental manifestations). Being is a single 

reality in which there is no multiplication, and its instances exist through 

conceptualization of their attachment to quiddities, and this attachment is a 
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conceptual entity; they do not have existing instances to the end that these cease to 

be or become extinct, but rather what is extinguished is their attachment to them 

(that is, the attachment of contingents’ quiddities to the single reality of being). 

Thus, from their extinction, the subsequent cessation and extinction of being itself 

does not follow, as if to invert the reality of being into the reality of privation, since 

the extinction of being in principle is necessarily privation, the invalidity of which 

is manifest.” 

(76) To the People of God and His elite belongs this firm foundation in the inquiry into 

necessity, contingency, and impossibility which we quote here as an exposition of 

this inquiry. Hereafter we embark upon an inquiry into unity and its appurtenances, 

God willing. This is their utterance: 

(77) “Necessity, contingency, and impossibility, insofar as they are a purely intellectual 

relation, possess no realization in the [immutable] identities in whose extramental 

substrates accidents are realized, and possess no being except in minds, because 

they are natural states of the essences of the immutable identities in cognitive 

presence, regarding their extramental existences such as [with] the contingency of 

contingents and the impossibility of impossibles, and regarding the identity of this 

essence as [with] the necessity of being in respect of itself, so that it is necessary of 

itself and its necessity is not in view of extramental superadded being.” 

(78) “So necessity is an obligation requiring the essence’s identity and realization in the 

extramental world. Impossibility is an obligation requiring the essence’s privation 

of extramental being. And contingency is an absence of any such requirement of the 
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essence as to being or privation (equally). Thus, contingency and impossibility are 

both negative attributes with regard to the absence of any requirement that 

extramental being be described by them. And necessity is an affirmative attribute.” 

(79) “This is not to say that impossibles possess no essence—for we have clarified that 

there are two facets [of essence]: the facet which is its [the essence’s] determination 

by the intellect, and the facet which is the immutable entities, or rather the Divine 

Names. It has already been affirmed in clarifying “the identities” that necessity 

encompasses all extramental and cognitive existents, because those whose being is 

not necessary are found to be neither in the extramental world nor in the intellect. 

Necessity is further divided into necessity through essence and necessity through 

something else.” 

(80) “Know that this division (into necessity through essence and necessity through 

something else) concerns the distinction between lordship and servanthood. 

Regarding pure oneness, there is no necessity through something else, but rather [it 

is] through essence alone. Everything necessary through something else is 

contingent through its essence. Thus, contingency already encompasses it as well (I 

mean contingency encompasses the essence [in question]). And the cause of its 

(that is, the essence’s) being described by contingency is this distinction (between 

the necessary essence demanded of lordship and the contingent essence required of 

servanthood). Were it not so, then existence would be [entirely] according to its [a 

thing’s] essential necessity [i.e. nothing essentially contingent could exist at all], as 

it is in eternity.” This is the conclusion of the quotation. Praise to God Who is One. 
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(81) Since by these indicants and perspectives it is established that being qua being is 

necessary in itself and impossible of privation in itself, let us then embark upon an 

inquiry into unity and its clarification, by God’s aid and the excellence of His 

providence. This is as follows. 

(82) Know that being qua being, that is, absolute being, is a single real being in which 

there is no multiplicity in any way. I mean that it is not divided so that being 

becomes many from one because, were it so—that is, were being made many from 

one—then the introduction of multiplicity under [the purview of] being would 

follow, that is, each of its instances would be attached to the absolute by its [each 

instance’s] being subsumed under it, to the end that each of these would be 

specified as one qualification among [various] qualifications. Were it thus, 

absoluteness could not be realized—and the grammatical meaning is that it is 

absolute—so this is impossible. Thus it is impossible that being become many out 

of one. 

(83) If it is said: Why is it not permissible that there be two absolute beings existing in 

the extramental world, each of which is necessary in itself through the negation of 

its mutual contrary which is absolute privation? I should reply that were it so, each 

of these two would be distinguished from the other by some such distinction, for 

otherwise these two could not be conceived, nor could there be any discernment of 

a true binary between them. This being so, each of them would participate in the 

attribute of being and necessity; thus it follows that each of them would be 

composed of both a separated and a participatory, so that they would not be 

absolute—and they are obliged to be so—so this is impossible. Thus it is 
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impossible that being be made many out of one. This is the desired result. 

(84) According to another perspective: It has been affirmed among the People of 

Verification that between being and privation there is no intermediate at all, because 

a thing either exists or does not exist. And since there is no intermediate, being in 

the extramental world is in reality but one; as its mutual contrary, which is 

privation, is but one. You have already understood from another topic of discussion 

elsewhere that there is no partition between being and privation, or between the 

existent and the non-existent, because anyone who says of this part “it is non-

existent,” means nothing by it but “privation”; and anyone who says “it exists” 

means nothing by it but “being.” This is self-evidently clear. Since it is thus, being 

is but one because it is the contrary of privation, and privation is one because being 

is one, as has been previously established. 

(85) A certain one among the erudite has mentioned the following as an additional and 

more excellent explanation of this. This is his dictum: Negation is a single entity in 

which there is no enumeration, since there is no distinguishing between two 

privations, for distinction signifies the subsistence of an attribute in a thing not 

subsistent in another, and the subsistence of an attribute demands the subsistence of 

the thing described by the attribute; privation is not subsistent, so it is not subject to 

distinction and therefore not subject to enumeration, and thus it is a single entity; 

and it is the mutual contrary of being, so being is then necessarily one, for were it to 

be multiplied, then there would be no preventing the division in our dictum: [that] a 

thing either exists or does not exist.” 
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(86) A certain one among the ‘ulama too mentions this same inquiry with another 

expression, and this is his dictum: “The reality of the Necessary is a single 

subsistent entity, for it is indicated by a single indicant, and this is the impossibility 

of privation. Were more than a single essence apportioned to it, resulting in a 

participation in the reality of the Necessary and its characterization by another 

entity, then it would follow that each of the two are composed of that by which they 

are [common] participants [in the Necessary’s reality, on the one hand,] and that by 

which they are distinct [from one another]; and every composite is contingent, as 

you know, so these two cannot be necessary. This is the consequent. In this case, 

then, nothing whatsoever of the reality of the Necessary is found to be except for a 

single essence.” There are many similar examples of this. 

(87) The truth is that since it is established that He is necessary of being in Himself and 

impossible privation in Himself, and that He cannot mutually coexist with absolute 

privation, and there is nothing in the extramental world apart from Him, we do not 

require any additional remarks or variety of speech to establish His unity; except 

for anything said of the oneness of the Necessary from a preventative indicant or 

something else, its attribution is correctly predicated of Him. And God is well-

aware of what is right, and to Him is the recourse and return. 

(88) This is the conclusion of what we intended to adduce from the inquiry into 

necessity and oneness. Since we have completed it, let us then embark upon an 

inquiry into manifestation and multiplicity, following which we will leave off 

(meaning conclude) this treatise, God willing.  



 

69 

Third Principle: An Inquiry into Being’s Manifestation and Multiplicity 

(89) Know that this being or Real whose absoluteness, self-evidence, necessity, and 

oneness have been established, as transmitted, intellectual, or revealed 

[knowledge]—to Him belongs manifestation and multiplicity in the forms of 

manifestation and revelation, both in conceptualization and reality, as a whole and 

individually, for He in respect of His essence transcends all this [and] is self-

sufficient from whatever is additional to Him although He is [also], in respect of 

His attributes, names, perfections, and specificities, is identical with each one of 

these, not transcendent of them. We shall clarify this idea in three perspectives: the 

first and second from our dictum concerning the perspective presented to us from 

the side of the Absolute Real—glorified be His glory—one of these as a broad 

summary and the other as a detailed analysis; and the third from a dictum of one of 

our companions, the most sublime master Kamal al-Din ‘abd al-Razzaq al-

Kāshānī—as a detailed analysis, following which we shall leave off from (that is, 

conclude) this treatise, God willing. 

First Perspective: A Discussion of Being’s Manifestation and Multiplicity in Broad 

Summary 

(90) This is our summary dictum with respect to the first perspective: Know that He is a 

knower through Himself in respect of Himself eternally and unceasingly; and His 

essence in respect of His essence collects all perfections in the essence eternally 

and unceasingly; so He is—glorified be His task—a knower through the totality of 

His essentially perfections eternally and unceasingly. Among the sum of His 

perfections is His encompassing the finite separate intelligibles, contingent and 

non-contingent; and that some of these intelligibles, which are contingent, demand 
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extramental being on behalf of state, and some of them do not demand this, that is, 

are impossible; and that His essence in itself is receptive of manifestation in the 

forms of these intelligibles and their realities, so its manifestation in the forms of 

these intelligibles and their realities is necessary as that whose essence is required 

and to which it becomes passive. 

(91) I have already clarified in the preceding that there is nothing at all apart from Him 

that exists in the extramental world, but rather this is pure privation and not a 

genuine thing. Pure privation and the absence of any genuine thing do not possess 

receptivity to being nor any propensity to multiply in manifestation, so it is not 

valid that they manifest or exist in the extramental world. Thus it is necessary that 

the Real be of Himself manifest and manifested as dictated by the term “the 

Manifest and the Hidden,” meaning that He is manifest according to one 

perspective and hidden according to another; that is, He is that which manifests in 

respect of essence and being, and that which is manifested in respect of names and 

attributes. This belongs to nothing apart from Him, in that what is “apart from 

Him” possesses no being at all, as has been affirmed. This is the end of His 

perfection—glory to Him—and the summit of His task. 

(92) The gnostics point to this in their utterance: “Everything that manifests in a 

manifestation is other than that manifestation from one perspective or several 

except the Real, for it is proper to Him to be identical with both that which 

manifests and that which is manifested.” And the Imam [‘Ali ibn Abi Talib?]—

upon whom be peace—points to this too in his utterance: “Everything apart from 

Him that manifests is not hidden, and everything apart from Him that is hidden is 
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not manifest.” And he points to it again: “Hiddenness does not conceal itself from 

manifestation, and manifestation does not leave behind hiddenness. It is near, and 

hence far away. It is on high, and hence it is low. It manifests, and so hides. It hides, 

and so is made known. It becomes base, and is not debased.” 

(93) Since the Real is like this, then He is both that which manifests and that which is 

manifested, and he is the Necessary and the contingent, eternal and originate, 

absolute and qualified, first and last, manifest and hidden. That is, the Truth 

(according to this conceptualization) transcends all these perspectives, and is not 

qualified by all of them, but rather He is transcendent from one perspective, and not 

transcendent from another. I mean that He is transcendent in respect of necessity, 

eternity, absoluteness, and hiddenness, and non-transcendent in respect of 

contingency, origination, restriction, and manifestation. The Qur’an speaks aptly in 

its utterance: “He is the First and the Last, the Manifest and the Hidden, and He is 

cognizant of all things.” And likewise in its utterance: “Does it not suffice your 

Lord to be witness over all things? Lo, they are in doubt as to the meeting with their 

Lord; lo, He encompasses all things.” 

(94) The gnostic speaks aptly in his dictum: “Nothing in being is equal to God and His 

names, attributes, acts, and all that is through Him, in Him, from Him, and to Him.” 

The most sublime Shaykh Ibn al-‘Arabi—God hallow his secret—points to the two 

aforementioned degrees (that is, the degrees of absoluteness and qualification) in 

his Fuṣūṣ in poetic form. This is his saying: 

“So all are needful, all are not beyond need 

This is the truth I have said with no metaphor 
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IF you recall a possessor beyond any needfulness 

Then you will know what we mean in our discoursing 

All is connected to all, and suffers no severance 

So take from me what I have now recalled to you” 

(95) Likewise concerning the first, I mean concerning absolute self-sufficiency, God 

relates by His utterance: “Indeed God is free from need of the worlds.” And 

concerning the second, I mean concerning absolute poverty: “Give God a good 

loan.” And likewise: “I have not created jinn or mankind except that they might 

worship.” And likewise [in the ḥadīth qudsi]: “I was a hidden treasure and I 

yearned to be known, so I created creation.” 

(96) A certain one of the gnostics says concerning this station: “There is no difference 

between me and my Lord except that I have precedence in servanthood,” meaning 

that there is no difference between the Real and manifestations except that He is 

prior to them in essence, and they are posterior to Him in conceptualization. 

Otherwise they would be Him, and vice-versa. A certain one of them says: “I am 

lesser than my Lord in two things,” meaning in essential poverty and essential 

contingency, which are both conditional upon receptivity, just as essential self-

sufficiency and essential necessity are conditional upon actuality. 

(97) Another of His utterances bears witness to the entirety of this: “Nothing is like His 

likeness, and He is hearing, seeing,” for this too is an explanation of the 

transcendence [tanzih] in the identity of immanence [tashbih—God’s 

similarity/closeness to humanity, expressed e.g. through anthropomorphizing 
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language], and of the immanence in the identity of transcendence; or an explanation 

of the self-sufficiency in the identity of poverty, and the poverty in the identity of 

self-sufficiency; or of the absoluteness in the identity of qualification, and the 

qualification in the identity of absoluteness, of Whom any knowledge is imperfect 

except in both of these, that is, the sum of the two contrary degrees, as has been 

previously established. 

(98) The gnostics point to this (that is, to the station of the combined sum of 

transcendence and immanence) in both prosaic and poetic form. Regarding the 

prosaic, this is their saying: “Thou both sum and division! Thus the first bequeaths 

heresy and deviation, and the second the austerity of the absolute agent. To Thee be 

both ascribed! Thus the sum of the two is made one in reality, and is called the sum 

of the sum and the gatherer of the whole. To Him belongs the degrees of both 

defect and the utmost end.” And regarding the poetic, this is their saying as well: 

“If you say ‘transcendence,’ you restrict 

And if you say ‘immanence,’ you delimit 

And if you say, ‘both matters,’ you guide aright 

And you are an imam in knowledge and a sayyid 

Then he who says ‘evens’ is a polytheist 

And he who says ‘odds’ is a monotheist 

Then take care, you and immanence, if you make Him to be two 

And take care, you and transcendence, if you make Him individual 

You are not He, or rather you are He, and you see Him 

In the identity of the entities as both boundless and qualified” 
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(99) So we return and say: The cause of this is that divinity and lordship are neither 

possible nor conceived but by existence subject to divinity and lordship. They [Sahl 

al-Tustari] point to this by their utterance as well: “In lordship is a mystery; were it 

to be disclosed, then lordship would be invalidated.” The meaning of this is that 

lordship leaves off at that over which lordship is exercised, which is an allusion to 

divine manifestations in an absolute sense. I mean that agency extends to the brink 

of passivity because the agent that is not receptive of it does not possess it, that is, 

effect, not act. So were this mystery to manifest, that is, were it to become null and 

void, then lordship would likewise be invalidated. And the invalidity of 

manifestations and their extinction from being is an utter impossibility, for they are 

essential entities and divine specificities. So the invalidity of lordship and its 

extinction is an utter impossibility. Thus, each of these two, that is, the lord and that 

over which lordship is exercised, that which manifests and that which is 

manifested, are affixed to each other. This is the desired result of this inquiry, as has 

been mentioned. There is no doubt that this is an eminent insight and a subtle 

mystery. 

(100) And the most sublime Shaykh Ibn ʿArabī—God hallow his secret—has pointed to 

this idea in his Fuṣūṣ again by his saying: 

“If not for Him, and if not for us 

What is would not yet be 

We worship truly 

And indeed God is our Master 

And we are identical with Him 
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So know, when you say ‘man’ 

Do not veil using ‘man’ 

For He has given you a proof 

Be you the Real or be you creation 

You will be, through God, All-Merciful 

Feed this creation of His 

And be spirit and bounty 

We accord Him that by which He 

Appears in us, and He accords us 

And the matter becomes divided up into 

What is His, and what is ours” 

(101) And concerning the reality of this mystery, the Real Himself relates in the 

aforementioned ḥadīth qudsi: “I was a hidden treasure and I yearned to be known, 

so I created creation,” for its meaning is that He says: I was a hidden, divested, 

unknown essence or being, without object of either divine or lordly power, as the 

Commander of the Faithful—upon whom be peace—says: “Lord when there was 

no subject, Creator when there was nothing created, Powerful when there was no 

object of power.” “I yearned to be known,” that is, I willed to be manifest as my 

requirement of my essence and perfections, in the manifestations of my names and 

attributes, to the extent that there is no perfection in being except mine. “So I 

created creation,” that is, I manifested through their forms and individuations, or 

rather through their identities and quiddities, so there is nothing in being but me and 

my names, attributes, and perfections. None of these [constitutes] any lack or 
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diminution in my essence, nor any corruption in my unity, but rather these are 

identical with my perfection and the purity of my sublimity and glory, as I have 

related to you concerning which in my utterance: “Incomparable greatness is my 

breeches, and supreme dominion is my garment,” for “breeches” and “garment” are 

metaphors for my spiritual and corporeal manifestations by way of my names and 

attributes, to which I have pointed in my Book as well with “the Niche,” “the 

Lampe,” and “the Glass.” My Prophet—upon whom be peace—has pointed to this 

with “the veils” in his utterance: “Indeed, to God belong 70,000 veils of light and 

shadow, the which were He to reveal, the splendours of His face should burn 

whichever of His creation His sight reached.” And my wali—upon whom be 

peace—has pointed to it by “the temples” in his utterance: “The Reality is a light 

that shines from the splendor of eternity so that its effects gleam upon the temples 

of tawhid.” And similarly all the ayat and narrations previously cited in this chapter. 

(102) One of my servants has related concerning this, in agreement with my utterance and 

that of my Prophet and wali: 

“Your beauty in all realities is a remnant 

And nothing belongs to You except your veiling glory 

You reveal yourself to beings from behind their veils 

And so You disclose by that over which You draw the veils” 

For the veils are manifestations—and likewise in their utterance: 

“You manifest and so are concealed from no one 

Except from him whose hilltop the moon does not know 

But You have hidden through that which You manifest, in seclusion 
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How then shall he know, who by custom is covered?” 

And likewise in their utterance: 

“The manifestations of the Real are innumerable 

And the Real is in us—do not then forbid it 

If the slave becomes hidden, he is Lord 

Or the Lord is made manifest, He is a slave” 

There are many similar examples of this in this chapter. 

(103) The desideratum is that there is nothing in being except Him and His 

manifestations, called creation, the world, etc., although in every manifestation, He 

possesses a governance underlying everything else by merit of His names, 

attributes, and perfections, as affirmed in the original work from which this treatise 

was compiled, as well as in the two aforementioned principles in it. On this it is 

said: “That which is determined in a domain beneath the domain / Yet it is 

uncovered in creation through the Truth.” 

(104) From this discourse, it is unfitting that any priority or posteriority in time be 

conceived between Him and His manifestations (in creation), nor another priority 

from among intellectual priors, for there is nothing between Him and His 

manifestations except essential priority alone, and it has not ceased to be thus nor 

ever shall. I mean: The Real is and nothing else is alongside Him, and He shall be 

and nothing else shall be alongside it, from which the gnostic relates in his 

utterance of Him and His existence, according to what is proper: “God is and there 

is nothing alongside Him.” And another gnostic relates: “He is now as He has ever 

been,” for the manifestations are not anything other than Him in reality, to the 
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extent that it is predicated of them that they are of Him, for they manifest from His 

transcendence in the degrees of His names, attributes, perfections, and specificities. 

Otherwise, they would themselves be nothing. 

(105) In this case, then, there is nothing in being really except Him and His names, 

attributes, perfections, and specificities, and there are neither manifestations nor 

creation nor world except as conceptualized entities and particularized being, in the 

locus of self-extinction and the sphere of perishing, eternally and unceasingly. He—

glory to Him—speaks to this: “Everything is perishing except His face,” that is, all 

existents and contingents attach to Him in a manner of speaking, “perishing” 

eternally and unceasingly, “except His face,” which signifies His essence and 

being, so that He subsists eternally and unceasingly, as is said: “The Creator 

endures in eternity and the mortal is perishable and does not endure.” And likewise 

His utterance: “Each who is upon it is perishing, but the face of your Lord endures, 

possessor of glory and generosity.” 

(106) Since, then, you have looked to the reality of being, which is designated by the 

pronoun “it” (in the aforementioned ayah), you have found that every existent 

relative to it is perishable of itself, eternally and unceasingly, like the being of 

multiplications relative to the one similarly, or the accidents relative to the 

substance, or the form relative to matter. The most sublime Shaykh Ibn ʿArabī—

God hallow his secret—speaks concerning this mystery: “If the world were to 

vanish, it would never manifest at all. But the Real is the manifest which never 

vanishes. And on this issue, mankind opposes rectitude, for they say that the world 

is manifest and the Real is hidden. Thus through this conceptualization of a 
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requirement for this idolatry [shirk], all of them worship something else. God has 

cured some of His servants of this ailment—praise to God.” 

(107) On this it is said: 

“The sea is a sea which is from of old 

Indeed, all originate things are waves and rivulets 

The shapes do not hide You; they conform to them 

According to what takes form in them, and they choose the best” 

(108) From this metaphor, do not doubt that He is concealed from none of the real being 

of existents and their quality, I mean their relation to absolute being and its relation 

to them, for the illustration of the seas and the waves is an intelligible illustration in 

sensible form, no one doubts this. And from this insight comes their agreement as 

to the definition of “the world” and its verification, as they say: “The world is a 

second shadow and is nothing but the being of the manifest Real in the forms of all 

contingents. Thus, the designations ‘other’ and ‘something else’ are appended to 

His manifestations in their individuations (that is, of the forms of contingents), with 

respect to His attachment to contingents, since the contingent has no being except 

by the one divested of this relation, and otherwise being is identical with the Real, 

and contingents subsist according to their privation in the Real’s knowledge, and 

are His essential tasks. Thus the world is a form of the Real, and the Real is the 

ipseity and spirit of the world. These individuations in unitary being are states of 

His name ‘the Manifest,’ which is a revelation of the name ‘the Hidden.’” 

(109) In general, He (real being) does not cease to be manifest as hidden, first as last, one 



 

80 

as many, creator as creation, servant as Lord. But His being manifest does not 

signify His hiddenness, nor His priority His posteriority, nor His unity His 

multiplicity, nor His Creatorhood His creatureliness, nor His Lordship His 

servanthood. “He is the First and the Last, the Manifest and the Hidden, and He is 

cognizant of all things.”  

“The Real is creation in this respect, so consider 

And not creation in that respect, so bear in mind 

He who knows what I have said, his sight has not left him 

And only the one who has sight knows it 

He brings together and differentiates, for the identity is one 

And it is many, neither abiding nor dispersing” 

(110) There is no doubt that an exposition of anything like these mysteries is contrary to 

propriety and law. But in the opinion of His people, the abandonment of such 

propriety is proper! As it is said: “The manners of the lords of the intellects, which 

is fancy / Are like the manners of the People of Intoxication among the possessors 

of intellect.” And it is said: 

“He who imparts knowledge to the ignorant has squandered it 

And he who obstructs the deserving has wronged them” 

With this, my state is like that of the one who says: 

“They give me a drink and say, ‘Do not sing’ 

Were the mountains of Hunayn to give drink to those who gave me drink, 

then would I sing” 

(111) How too shall I keep silent or conceal it when I understand God’s utterance: “Those 
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who conceal what We have sent down as clarifications and as guidance, after what 

We have clarified to mankind in the Book—these shall God curse, and all who utter 

curses shall curse them?” How shall I not expound it, when I am commanded by 

His exposition, as He says: “Speak the truth from your Lord, and whoever wishes, 

let him then believe, and whoever wishes, let disbelieve?” How shall I not deliver 

His truth to His people, when I commanded by His edict, as He says: “God 

commands you to deliver trusts to their people?” How shall I not speak, when I 

know the saying of the Prophet—upon whom be God’s blessings and peace—“He 

who conceals beneficial knowledge, God shall muzzle him on the Day of 

Resurrection with a muzzle of fire?” How shall fear of censure prevail over the 

exposition of the truth, when I belong to the assembly of whom it is said, "Soon 

God shall bring a people whom He loves and who love Him, meek toward the 

faithful, exalted toward the unbelievers, striving in God’s way, fearing no censure 

from the censurer?” By God! I shall never turn from this speech as long as life 

endures and ears attend. That being said, in “this is loquacity that roars and then 

subsides.” 

(112) The discourse having reached this destination, let us then embark upon His 

transcendence from all imperfections relating to manifestations, for the ignorant 

imagine that the likes of these people, by merit of their dictum “There is nothing in 

being apart from God,” draw no distinction between Him and His manifestations, 

such as Iblis and Pharaoh, Adam and Moses, or the least among existents—wild 

rodents, beasts, reptiles, etc. Exalted be their intentions from the likes of this! 

(113) Know that, according to the consensus of the verifiers, manifestations are not [in 
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fact] instantiated, as will be explained shortly. That which manifests only manifests 

in its manifestation in respect of its manifestation and the requirement of its 

receptivity, for it (that is, that which manifests) does not possess the [limited state 

of] being manifest in only one form. This being so, the imperfections of the 

manifestation are not related to that which manifests at all, but rather (they are 

related that much more) to itself (that is, the manifestation’s self). He speaks to this: 

“And He gave you all that you asked of Him,” i.e. in keeping with your capacity and 

your receptivity. And He says, “To God belongs the definite proof” in order that 

mankind possess no proof against God through the diversity of their capacities, 

quiddities, and receptivities. 

(114) The illustration of this is the illustration of the sea (and the waves). For the sea, 

prior to the waves, knows the being of the totality of the waves proceeding from it, 

and [knows] their collocations, shapes, quiddities, and realities. Since, then, the sea 

manifests through the form of a given wave among the waves, in accordance with 

whatever length and breadth is proper to it, then the wave possesses no proof 

against the sea in its being manifest in its form, through its greatness of length or 

paucity of breadth, or any other combination of collations and shapes. Draw a 

comparison from this totality of existents relative to God, so that nothing from 

among deviates from this principle. 

(115) That being said, there is in fact no imperfection here to the point that the reality 

might become difficult for you, for imperfection and perfection are connective 

entities that possess no being in the extramental world, either relative to the 

Necessary or to the contingent. With regard to the Necessary, it has been 
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established that all of its attributes and perfections are identical with its essence, so 

perfection and imperfection cannot be predicated of it except by conceptualization. 

With regard to the contingent, since it possesses no being in the extramental 

world—and if there is (such extramental being in reality), then it is merely 

conceptual—then what perfection or imperfection could possibly relate to it? So the 

imperfection of Iblis is only relative to Adam and his perfection, and likewise 

Pharaoh and Moses. Otherwise, Iblis and Pharaoh would be perfect in themselves, 

for if Adam and Moses were manifestations of the gracious [al-latifiyya] names of 

God, then Iblis and Pharaoh would be manifestations of the severe [al-qahiriyya] 

names of God. Being is not devoid of either of these, for there can be no avoidance 

of either grace or severity in the order of being, neither mercy nor vengeance. 

(116) In reality, heaven and hell are both expressions for these respective two (that is, for 

grace and severity), or rather they—grace and severity—derive from the perfection 

of connective being, and being does not subsist in what is manifest except through 

them. In reality, these two are what are called “the hands” in His utterance: “Rather 

His hands are spread wide.” The meaning of this is that severity and grace, majesty 

and beauty, and whatever is suitable among the opposing names “spread wide” in 

the world, are embedded in its innate character. And He says [too], in truth, “with 

my two hands I have created” Adam, that is, I have embedded in his character the 

potency for severity and grace, and for majesty and beauty, that he might thereby 

acquire mastery over his own uprightness and that of others, and [acquire] anything 

else beneficial redounding to him. Herein is a deep inquiry and a subtle mystery, for 

which this is not the proper place. But it is not concealed from its partisans. 
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(117) That being said, we mention here a universal foundation by means of which most of 

the misconceptions accompanying this station might be dispelled. Namely: You 

know that there is no imperfection in being at all, because, since you have regarded 

the whole taken as a whole, you have found every constituent existent thereof to be 

necessary of its being, without anything superadded to the thing itself (that is, any 

actual superaddition), akin to the relationship of your body itself to your individual 

perfection, considered as that which is both manifest and hidden, for (in this case) 

you will not find anything to be superadded to yourself at all or in reality; on the 

contrary, you will find imperfection and perfection to be related to your members 

and injuries, not to yourself. For when you refer back to yourself, you know that the 

articulation of your digits or the blackness of your ages is identical with your 

perfection, and the perfection of your eyes and hands, for, were your fingers not 

articulated, then grasp and span and all other useful [faculties] would not arise from 

them. Likewise, were the eye not black, then sound vision would not arise from it. 

(118) (Since you have regarded the whole taken as a whole), you have verified that you 

are active and passive, and that there is nothing active or passive in you apart from 

you. You have understood too through verification that the Prophet—upon whom 

be God’s blessings and peace—relates his saying as an example of this 

understanding: “He who has known himself has known his Lord,” for whoever has 

known himself through this derivation, he doubtless similarly knows his Lord, as 

He bears witness in His utterance: “We will show them our signs in the horizons 

and in themselves until it is made clear to them that He is the Real.” On this it is 

said: 
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“You have borne witness of yourself in us and it is one 

As a multiplicity in the essence of attributes and names 

And we have borne witness in you after its multiplicity 

As the identity by which perceiver and perceived are unified” 

(119) This is the station of the servant’s beholding himself together with his multiplicity, 

in the mirror of the Real, to be one; and likewise of the Real’s beholding Himself in 

the mirror of the servant, together with His unity, to be many. And it—that is, this 

particular station—is the highest and least known degree for the gnostic. How could 

it be otherwise, when it is the station of the real totality and the degree of universal 

communion, above which there is no station or degree? For were it not so, it (the 

Real, in the ḥadīth qudsi) would not say: “I was his hearing and seeing, his tongue, 

his hand and foot.” Nor would (God in the Qur’an) say: “You did not throw when 

you threw, but rather God threw.” Nor would the Prophet—upon whom be peace—

say: “He who has seen me has seen the Real.” Nor would the Commander of the 

Faithful—upon whom be peace—say relative to this: “I am the face of God. I am 

the hand of God. I am the side of God. I am the first. I am the last. I am the 

Manifest. I am the Hidden,” and so on to the end of the sermon. Nor would he say 

in relation to His otherness, “Indeed God is the draught of His friends. When they 

imbibe, they become drunk. When they become drunk, they are moved with 

emotion. When they are moved with emotion, they become agreeable. When they 

become agreeable, they dissolve. When they dissolve, they earnestly desire. When 

they earnestly desire, they find. When they find, they commune. When they 

commune, they are conjoined. When they are conjoined, there is no distinguishing 
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between them and their Beloved.” Nor would the knower of God in His otherness 

say: “Is it you or I, this identity within the identity? / My removal from 

imperfection is my removal from the affirmation of two.” Nor would another say: 

“I am He who stretches forth and He who stretches forth is I.” And so on and so 

forth, regarding pointers alluding to this meaning in verse and prose. 

(120) In this way does each one of the two become a mirror of the other, as the Prophet—

upon whom and whose household be God’s blessings—attests: “The believer is a 

mirror of the Securer,” for among the whole host of His names is “the Securer,” as 

He says (in the Noble Qur’an): “The Securer, the Preserver, the Mighty, the 

Compeller, the Illustrious—Glorified is God from all with which they associate 

Him.” 

(121) In this case, just as the injury and defect arising from your hands and your eyes—

provided you are the agent in question—relate only to these two [i.e. your hands 

and your eyes], perfection and imperfection—provided God is the agent in 

question—relate only to the specific locus from which the act proceeds. I mean that 

if you strike or see someone, [it is] your striking or seeing in an absolute sense; 

although these two [acts] are related to you, yet in respect of locus, any act of 

striking or seeing relates only to the hand or eye. In this way, the rule holds in 

everything. But this is trivial in terms of an end goal. 

(122) According to this supposition, the act of Iblis and Pharaoh relates only to these two. 

And likewise in all, as He says: “Every soul is hostage to what it has earned.” He 

says too: “Say: Everyone acts according to his character.” And good and evil are 
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relative and annexed, not real, as discussed. “And to God belongs the loftiest 

similitude in the heavens and the earth.” 

(123) This is one perspective. Another perspective is that being, according to unanimous 

consensus, is pure good, just as privation, according to unanimous consensus, is 

pure evil. It has already been established that there is nothing in being apart from 

the Real, and His being is termed “essence.” It has also been established that He is 

perfect of essence. In this case, then, no imperfection can be conceived of in being, 

neither any perfection at all. Glorified be His removal from the likes of such 

formulations. 

(124) With respect to manifestations’ differing from each other and their attachment to 

each other, it is not the case that God instantiates what is known to Him as 

instantiated and subsequently through it becomes one who knows, but rather He is 

one who knows eternally and unceasingly through all that is known to Him; for 

knowledge possesses no influence over that which is known. So when the Real 

wills to be manifest through their forms and individuations, with respect to their 

requirement in virtue of state, then it is fitting that He manifest in these according 

to what is proper to them, for the intelligible does not require extramental being in 

virtue of state except in accordance with whatever imperfection and perfection is 

proper to it. I mean: the quiddity of Pharaoh, metaphorically at the moment of its 

privation, requires extramental being from God (in virtue of its state) only in 

accordance with the mode that is proper to it (in the thingness of its establishment). 

It is likewise with Iblis. Compare this with Adam or Moses or anything else, even 

the ant or the fly. Pharaoh’s state of being Pharaoh, in turn, derives from his 
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essence’s necessitating Pharaoh-ness, not from anything else. It is likewise with 

other manifestations, whether imperfect or perfect. This is a deep mystery and a 

subtle inquiry. It is a single drop in the sea of power, the exposition of which is 

forbidden to any apart from its partisans. On this it is said: 

“The Hidden does not become perfect in its extent 

Some of its manifestations have outstripped it 

So give it its measure of yourself 

Until the Real receives His full realization” 

(125) An illustration of this is that two mirrors mandate a plurality diverse in collocations 

and shapes, [and mandate] multiplication threefold, fourfold, sixfold, or eightfold, 

[and mandate] length, breadth, sphericality, extension, etc.; and in its opposite 

[mirror] is a single face or a single individual. For this single face or individual 

manifests in each of the two mirrors according to the collocation of that mirror, 

without disparity or diminishment. And the fourfold multiplication of this other 

quadrupled face, and other shapes besides, are derived only from these two mirrors, 

for the mode in face transcends those shapes. The character of the Real and its 

manifestations is likewise. This is a noble and subtle illustration in this chapter. So 

guard and hold fast to it, that it might profit you much in the gate of tawhid. “We 

have crafted these illustrations for mankind, but none understand them, save those 

who have knowledge.” And on this too it is said: “The view is but one, apart from / 

When you multiply the two mirrors in enumeration.” 
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(126) Since all this has been verified, it is then unfitting that imperfection or perfection 

relate to anything but manifestations and revelations, as we have said, for His 

essence is far removed from the likes of these. In addition, poverty and need, which 

have both been mentioned previously, are imperfect when they both subsist relative 

to something else, whereas when they subsist relative to a thing itself, they are not 

imperfect (of course). It has too been established that there is nothing in being apart 

from Him; and that His manifestations are not different from Him; and hence His 

need and poverty are only in virtue of His essence, and so neither constitute 

imperfection, for a thing’s requiring itself is no imperfection in it. 

(127) At this point there are several lines of inquiry. You know that this is not the desired 

result in this station, [that is,] this inquiry in itself, but rather [the desired result is] 

that we affirm that in being there is nothing apart from God and His names, 

attributes, acts, manifestations, and revelations; and that all things are through Him, 

from Him, and to Him; and that He is both that which manifests and that which is 

manifested, active and passive, lover and beloved. All this has already been 

established. Praise to God, Lord of the Worlds, and peace be upon Muhammad and 

all his household. 

(128) Since we have finished with the first perspective, let us now embark upon the 

second by God’s help and the excellence of His providence. “And my success is but 

through God, in Whom I have trusted and to Whom I turn.” 

Second Perspective: A Discussion of Being’s Manifestation and Multiplicity in 

Broad Summary and Detailed Analysis 

(129) Regarding the second perspective, our dictum on it is also a synopsis and a detailed 
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analysis. Know that this being or Real is an absolute agent [i.e. acting thing], to 

which there unavoidably [corresponds] an absolute patient [i.e. passive thing] 

operative in it, for no act proceeds from the agent which possesses no 

[corresponding] patient, as has been explained. It has too been established that apart 

from Him is pure privation, which does not befit passivity. It is fitting, then, that the 

Real be both active and passive, that is, that He be active in one respect and passive 

in another. 

(130) We have addressed this previously: passives and realities in an absolute sense are 

not brought about by the instantiation of an instantiator. I mean contingent realities, 

non-existent quiddities, and immutable identities [which are] called divine 

manifestations, are not brought about by the instantiation of an instantiator, because 

they are traced back to the reality of the Real and His essential activities; and the 

reality of the Real is not brought about by the instantiator’s instantiation; neither are 

His essential activities. For “instantiation” is predicated only of extramental being, 

and realities, identities, and quiddities are not existent in the extramental world 

eternally, since, were they so, then their being existentiated would be the act of an 

originator. Thus, they are non-existent of effect, and existent of identity. I mean: 

they exist in knowledge, but do not exist in the extramental world. So they cannot 

be instantiated considered as they are, and thus it cannot be predicated of them that 

they are created in the extramental world or in knowledge, and everything of which 

it cannot be predicated that it is created in knowledge or identity is a Creator by 

necessity, for there is no intermediate between these. The Creator in reality is but 

one, and it has been established that agent and patient are likewise one. From this is 
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revealed the mystery of His utterance: “So blessed be God, most excellent of 

creators,” and the mystery of “Lord of lords,” for each of His names, according to 

the people of God, is a creation in one respect and a creator in another. However, 

such a line of inquiry has no pertinence to this station, for this would be an inquiry 

into the names, and we are engaged in an inquiry into being. So we resume and say: 

(131) Therefore, the manifestations’ and realities’ quality of being instantiated into the 

extramental world (that is, extramental being) is brought about by the absolute 

agent’s manifesting through their form, that is, through their instantiation existent in 

the extramental world, as He says: “What We say to a thing when We intend it is 

‘Be!’ and so it is,” for “it” is a pronoun whose antecedent is the thing existing in 

knowledge but non-existent in reality; and when the Real intends [this thing’s] 

manifesting in reality, He tells it to ‘Be,’ in reality—that is, in the extramental 

world—such-and-such, and so the thing takes form in the extramental world 

according to what pertains to it in receptivity and capacity. The being of every 

existent is like this, and likewise to that without limit. Directing the way to this 

station is not [even] the greatest [facet] of this ayah. 

(132) The desideratum is that realities are not instantiated by an instantiator, and that 

agent and patient, in reality, are God and nothing else. This intention has been 

previously outlined. The most sublime Shakyh [Ibn ʿArabī]—God hallow his 

secret—points to this in his Fuṣūṣ: “There abides but a patient, and the patient 

derives only from His Holiest Emanation.” His establishment of the hierarchy is a 

passage in the first section of his Fuṣūṣ (the fass of Adam—upon whom be peace): 
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(133) “The Real—glorified be he—willed in virtue of His excellent names, which are 

innumerable, to see their identities—or if you prefer, to see His own identity—in a 

collected being encompassing the whole entity insofar as it is characterized by 

being, thereby manifesting His mystery to it. For the vision a thing has of itself in 

itself is not like the vision a thing has of itself in another thing, which will be like a 

mirror for it; indeed, He is manifest to Himself in a form accorded by the locus 

seen, which would not have manifested to Him without the existence of that locus 

and His self-disclosure to it..” 

(134) “The Real had existentiated the entire world as a body made ready, with no spirit in 

it, and so it was like an unpolished mirror. Intrinsic to the divine government is to 

make ready no place that does not receive a divine spirit, which He referred to as 

the ‘breathing’ into it. This is none other than the realization of that form’s capacity, 

it having been made ready to receive the emanation of the perpetual self-disclosure 

that has not ceased, nor ever will cease. There abides but a patient, which derives 

only from His Holiest Emanation. All things, from their first to their last, come 

from Him. ‘And to Him the whole matter shall be returned,’ just as it began with 

Him.” 

(135) The Shaykh means by “the Holiest Emanation” the mystery of revelation, essence, 

and love, necessitating the being of things and their capacities in first cognitive and 

then active presence, as He says in the ḥadīth qudsi: “I was a hidden treasure and 

yearned to be known.” The partisans of “the emanation” agree on two facets [of 

emanation]: the Holiest and the Hallowed. Regarding the Holiest Emanation, you 

have already understood this. Regarding to the Hallowed Emanation, this signifies 



 

93 

the revelation of the names necessitating that manifestation that the capacities of 

identities in the extramental world require.  

(136) The Hallowed Emanation is ordered according to the Holiest Emanation, the 

Holiest Emanation is ordered according to the Divine Names, and the Divine 

Names are ordered according to the holy eternal essential perfections. The Holiest 

means this as well: namely, Holier than admixtures of multiplicity of names and 

imperfections of contingent realities. [This is] the desired result: that is, the essence 

hallowed from admixtures of multiplicity of names and imperfections of contingent 

realities. 

(137) The immutable identities, which are receptive of revelations, all emanate from God 

through the Holiest Emanation and the revelation of the essence. For this reason it 

is said they are not brought about by the instantiation of an instantiator. 

(138) If you have known this, you have known that there is no incompatibility between 

this dictum and the Shaykh’s in the fass of Ezra and elsewhere: “God knows of 

things what these intelligibles accord Him, which is what they are in themselves,” 

and “God’s is the most convincing argument,” and “The determined thing, through 

that by which it is determined, determines the determiner to determine it by that.” 

(139) If it is said: Quiddities, realities, and identities are contingent non-existents, so how 

can you make them creating or created, instantiator or instantiated? I should reply 

that the intention of the one who says that realities are not instantiated, is that 

realities, by his reckoning, are essential admixtures tracing back to a single reality, 

and this is the reality of the Real, which is not veiled in them from it. The reality of 
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the Real is not instantiated, as you have understood from the preceding. 

(140) This is established in the form of a simile: You know that knowledge of the realities 

of identities and quiddities, signifies His knowledge of Himself and His essential 

perfections and the specificities of His Names, for since He becomes a knower in 

His essence, He then becomes a knower through the totality of essences and 

concealed realities in His essence, just as the tree is similarly concealed within the 

seed. Thus the seed, since it becomes a knower of itself, it has become a knower of 

all its arboreal perfections, of branches, leaves, blossoms, etc. Thus the 

individuations of branches, leaves, blossoms, and the like, of length, circumference, 

fineness, sweetness, or acidity, are not by the act of the seed, but rather it is so in 

the concealed arboreal perfections in the seed, so that these are identical with the 

seed in one respect, and not the seed in another; identical with the tree in one 

respect, and not it in another. 

(141) In this simile are examples, allusions, oddities, and marvels comprehended only by 

the people of perfect capacity, of liberated intellect, and of sincere discernment. The 

Real points to it in His utterance: that therein “are signs to those of discernment” 

and “that therein are signs to those of prudence.” “We have crafted these 

illustrations for mankind, but none understand them, save those who have 

knowledge.” 

(142) This being verified, know that from His knowledge of His essence, according to the 

aforementioned perspective, a first multiplicity is thereafter mandated in being. The 

first individuation by which the essence individuates is from His knowledge of His 
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essence, for since He becomes a knower of His essence, His essence becomes 

known to Him. Everything known cannot but be defined, so His knowledge of His 

essence is His first individuation. Since His essence becomes known to Him, and 

He becomes a knower thereby, then it is unavoidable that this knowledge be an 

intermediate between them (that is, between God considered as knower, and His 

hallowed essence considered as known to Him). There are therefore three 

conceptualizations: that of knowledge, of the known, and of the knower, and this 

amounts to multiplicity. This being so, His knowledge of His essence is the cause of 

His individuation, and the cause of individuation for every one of His intelligibles, 

which are the identities and realities termed essential activities. 

(143) Accordingly, know that this conceptual multiplicity possesses no affirmation in the 

extramental world, since in the extramental world there is only a single essence. 

With regard to extramental multiplicity, this possesses both fixity and affirmation, 

both aggregation and distinction, as we shall explain, God willing. 

(144) Extramental multiplicity, then, according to aggregation and its universal 

affirmation that He is individuated first by a single reality, is receptive of the 

multiplicity of all things. It is called the first individuation, the Intellect, the Spirit, 

the Light, the Great Man, etc., all of which I will explain shortly, along with the 

disagreement of the people over this and its verification and individuation. The 

instantiation of this single reality is like the matter belonging to the immaterial 

forms of all existents. I mean that this first reality is receptive of all forms, shapes, 

collocations, and states. So all forms, shapes, and diversities of collocations and 

states occur to it, and inhere in its substance [like] the inherence of accidents in 
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substances. All perfections and imperfections, felicity and miserableness, are 

related to it by perception of its degrees, so it, in the degrees of its revelations, is 

marked by their agglomeration. It is the manifestation of the Real alone, and that 

which multiplies it is its manifestation. It is a passive reality in one respect, and an 

active one in another. I mean it is passive with respect to the essence of essential 

unitary presence, and all other realities and existents are passive of it [in turn]; and 

it is active in them with respect to the perfections and realities concealed in its 

essence. It is that which the Shaykh (Ibn ʿArabī)—God hallow his secret—calls the 

Created Real, and the eternal originate, etc. 

(145) This line of consideration, although close to the school of the [Peripatetic] 

philosophers—for they say: Nothing emanates from the Real except the First 

Intellect, and all else emanates from the First Intellect—yet the matter is not so, for 

in our estimation, this first reality and sum of realities and knower taken altogether 

by way of the whole and the aggregation, proceeds from the Real as a single 

impulsion, as He says: “Our command is but one, as a gleam in the eye,” and He is 

the agent in all emanations, glorious be His mention. 

(146) This first-individuated reality, in our estimation, is common being, emanating out to 

every existent among cognitive and real existents, from the unitary presence termed 

the presence of the essence, ceaselessly and eternally, unlike the First Intellect, 

which emanates out to nothing save the World Soul alone, or out to the Second 

Intellect, or to the Second Heavenly Sphere, or something else, by virtue of which it 

transcends the reality of imperfection, for from this it follows that the Real is 

rendered impotent—glorious be His glory—and this constitutes unbelief in the 
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opinion of all Muslims. This is a lengthy line of inquiry, which we are in no 

position to clarify, for it is known to its partisans. 

(147) Regarding this first universal reality, they have disagreed over its verification with a 

vehemence bordering on inarticulacy. All of them hit upon it without being 

mistaken, for it is receptive of all things; as is the Real likewise, for He is receptive 

of diversities and conceptualizations, which [fact] is not concealed from His people. 

Little wonder! For it too (I mean this universal reality) is none other than the Real 

in reality, as previously discussed. On this it is said [by Ibn ʿArabī in the Futuhat]: 

“The reality is one and the Legislator is diverse… this is a mystery reserved for the 

people of knowledge.” We shall clarify their disagreement regarding this station in 

summary, after which we shall return to it in detailed analysis. 

(148) Regarding the disagreement of the people of knowledge and the exotericists, it is 

such that they say: The first thing God created is intellect, and the first that God 

created was the Pen, and the first that God created was light, and likewise the white 

pearl, and substance, and the Throne, and the Tablet, etc. In this there is no 

disagreement between them and the people of verification except over signification 

and interpretation! Otherwise all of these are valid. 

(149) As for the sages, most of them have agreed that the first among existents is 

intellect, and not conceptualization in the opinion of fewer of them, and they agree 

too that all existents proceed from it individually. This too is held by the people of 

verification to be true without divergence, except in the meaning. 

(150) Regarding the people of verification, there are many quotations from them in this 



 

98 

chapter, for they refer to it [this first reality] with every conceptualization by which 

it is called. Thus, they call it the First Intellect, the First Soul, the singular presence, 

the divine presence, the Great Man, Adam, Gabriel, the Holy Spirit, the Clear 

Imam, the Farthest Mosque, the most sublime spirit, the Light, the Reality of 

Realities, Prime Matter, substance, fine dust, the Throne, God’s caliph, the First 

Teacher, the broad barzakh, the Mirror of the Real, the First Pen, the centre of the 

circle, etc., as we shall explain. 

(151) In clarification of the universal realities and their verification, and of the 

particularization of this reality in total, according to the popular manner of speech, 

they say that “reality” is employed absolutely to signify all that which possesses 

verification, by common unqualified usage in a sentence. It is sometimes employed 

absolutely to mean a reality verified by ascertaining the ascertained reality in its 

essence, whether in the presence of cognitive being or that of real being as eternal, 

whether in a given one of its degrees or all its degrees of being, perpetually or 

otherwise. As such, unqualified reality is predicated of both the Real and creation, 

of [their] intensional relationship, and of accidents and of substance. 

(152) If you have known this, then know that there are three realities: first, the reality 

absolute in essence, inclined to act, generative of effect in essence, necessary of 

being of itself, which being is identical with it, not superadded to it. This is the 

reality of God, glory to Him—the second is the reality acted upon in essence, 

restricted, receptive of effect, inferior, passive, existentially derivative from the 

necessary reality through emanation and revelation. This is the reality of the world 

as a whole. The third reality is the singularity of the plurality: of both absoluteness 
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and qualification, act and affection, generation of effect and reception of effect. 

Thus it is absolute by one view, qualified by another; inclined to act in one respect, 

acted upon in another. This reality is the singularity of the plurality of the two other 

realities, and possesses the degree of foremost primacy, of sublime ultimacy. It is 

such that the active absolute reality is that which the qualified affected reality 

receives. Neither of these two distinctions can avoid a single principle prior to 

them; therein are the two one, and it is multiplied and separated in them and 

through them, since the one is the principle of multiplication, and multiplication is 

the division of the one. 

(153) Three degrees belong to each one of these three realities. First, the singular degree 

of its primary aggregation, which in it is a singularity without distinction. Second, 

the degree of its distinction and individuation in the immutable identities, by which 

it is particularized. Third, the singular degree of its aggregation in the singularity 

following distinction (that is, the singular degree of the secondary aggregation, 

which in it is a singularity subject to distinctions). 

(154) So the first of these in each degree (among these three degrees) specifically 

characterizes the reality of realities, by the attachment to it of its realities subject to 

distinctions. This is another of the statements of the people on this meaning. 

(155) Know that this universal reality individuated by the first individuation, according to 

verification, possess neither name nor structure nor quality nor descriptor, for the 

Real, which is His own form, is thus. The diversity of its aforementioned 

appellations concerns only conceptualizations of it in the manner of its perfections, 
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in knowledge and in fact. 

(156) The intention in its being termed the First Intellect: for it intellects its own essence, 

and the essence is its originator and that which it multiplies. 

(157) The intention in its being called the First Individuation: for it is the first existent by 

which the absolute essence, purified of all conceptualizations, is particularized. 

(158) The unitary presence: for it is the locus of distinctions of names in the singular 

presence and the individuation of its realities. 

(159) Holy Spirit: for it is the cause of all formal life in the whole host of existents of the 

invisible and visible realms, like the heart relative to the whole body as manifest 

and hidden similarly, for the Holy Spirit is the cause of existents’ subsistence and 

origination. 

(160) The Clear Imam: for it precedes all things and encompasses the entirety of 

perfections potentially and actually. 

(161) The Farthest Mosque: for it is the farthest extent of attainment to God, and the 

ultimate limit of the order of prophets, friends, perfected ones, and poles [aqtab]. 

(162) The most sublime spirit: for it is the most sublime of holy spirits and perfect 

spiritual souls, so that all things emanate from it and gain life through it. 

(163) The Light: for it is that which manifests of itself [and] is manifest to what is other 

than it, for it is light diffusing without any shadow in it at all, as he says—upon 

whom be peace: “The first thing God created was my light.” The absence of 
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contingency in it points to the absence of its shadowiness. 

(164) Reality of realities: for all realities are traceable back to it, from beginning to end. 

(165) Prime Matter: for it is receptive of the totality of forms, shapes, acts, affections, and 

colours, in accidents of form and of mental intention. 

(166) The divine presence: for it is the source of the dictates of divinity, and the 

foundation of the effects of lordship. 

(167) The Great Man: for it is the true man, by which subsists the existence marked by 

the multiplicity of the lesser Adam’s scattered progeny, and the progeny of his 

progeny, for it is like the father and these are like sons. I mean that the Great Man, 

relative to Adam and his progeny, is like Adam relative to his progeny. I mean that 

just as the dispersals of Adam’s sons [consist] in his manifesting a potency, so 

likewise the dispersals of the being of all contingents [consist] in the Great Man’s 

manifesting a potency. And just as those dispersals manifest from his negation by 

means of his formal conjugal union with Eve and their engenderment in her, so 

these dispersals manifest from the negation of the Great Man by means of his 

imagined conjugal union with the Universal Soul and their engenderment in it. It is 

like this without limit. This is the perpetual, enduring union according to genus; as 

the secondary union is one that leaves off and is not perpetual, according to species. 

(168) Gabr4iel: for it is an intermediary between God and creatures, through its most 

sublime and emanative outpouring upon them, both as manifest and as hidden; for 

they receive from God without any intermediary apart from him, as Gabriel is the 
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intermediary of His emanation through his outpouring upon the prophets—upon 

whom be peace. 

(169) Substance: for it is of a higher substance, in its perduring of itself and the 

subsistence of everything else through it. 

(170) Fine dust: for it is the stuff of contingent existents. 

(171) The Throne: for it is the level of the name “the Merciful,” which is the first name 

after that of “God,” as He says: “The Merciful is ascendant upon the Throne.” It 

does not say “God is ascendant upon the Throne,” for the name “God,” Whose 

ascendency is over the spirit of this Throne, whose reality [in turn] we are currently 

occupied in specifying and verifying, is not applied to that body called the body of 

all things.  

(172) God’s caliph: for it is the most sublime vicegerent in all existence, as Adam, David, 

and their like were His vicegerent[s] among certain of His servants. We have 

already mentioned this in detail in our book Compendium of Secrets on tawhid, and 

Treatise on Divinely Ordained Duties on vicegerency, etc. 

(173) The First Teacher: for from its presence manifest knowledge, realities, perfections, 

and capacities, as He says: “He taught Adam the Names, every one of them.” 

(174) Broad barzakh: for it is the partition between the manifest and the hidden, Creator 

and creature. To it belongs the greatest lordship and the most sublime divinity. 

(175) Prime Matter: for it is the matter of each thing and its principle in form and 



 

103 

meaning, in contrast with “fine dust,” for “fine dust” is the matter of corporeal 

beings and nothing else, and this reality (that is, Prime Matter) is the matter of the 

world and whatever is made to come into existence posterior to the Real—exalted 

be His mention. 

(176) The source of emanation: for from its presence descends emanation upon all 

existents individually and as a whole. 

(177) Mirror of the Real: for the Real only beholds Himself as that which is proper to 

Him—I mean with respect to His essential perfections—in it. This has been 

mentioned previously. 

(178) The Highest Pen: for by it are knowledge and realities drawn forth upon tablets, 

spirits, and the outspread scrolls of all souls. 

(179) Centre of the circle: for it is like a point in the middle of the circle of existence, at 

which the lines of all existents converge. Thereby is the mystery of “two bows’ 

length or nearer” understood, for likewise the circle, when a measured line divides 

it in two, is like two bows, continuous of border each one to the other, proportionate 

to the extent of the measured line. The two bows here are an analogy of necessity 

and contingency. So if the line of contingency which divides the circle in two 

halves extends from it—I mean from the circle of absolute being—the circle will be 

as it was. This is what is conveyed by “nearer.” Our master the Commander of the 

Faithful—upon whom be peace—points to this in his utterance: “Reality effaces 

conjecture even as it awakens knowledge.” 
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(180) The point: for it is the first point which absolute being is individuated and called 

attributive being. Similar to the point is [the letter] “ba’” in that it is the first point 

by which “alif” is individuated in its manifestations of the letters [of the alphabet] 

and becomes ba’. The Commander of the Faithful—upon whom be peace—also 

speaks of this: “I am the jot under the ba’.” And he says: “If I so willed, I could 

burden seven camels from the weight of the ba’ of the basmala.” And he says: 

“Knowledge is a point increased by ignorance of ignorance.” And one of the 

gnostics says: “Being manifests through the ba’, and by the point is the servant is 

distinguished from that which is served.” Another says: “Existence manifests from 

the ba’ of the basmala.” There are many examples of this in this chapter. We have 

already expounded this discourse in its explanation and verification in our treatise 

titled Selections of Interpretation in the Clarification of the Book of God and Its 

Grammatical Particles, Perfections, and Verses. 

(181) Since this has been verified, let us now embark upon a detailed analysis of it. Know 

that this universal reality individuated by the first individuation possesses 

revelation in the forms of existents and originate beings, even of ants and gnats and 

lowlier and lesser than these, just as the Real possesses their forms and realities as 

revelation. I mean that nothing in being exists unless it is one manifestation among 

the manifestations of the Real, and a form among His forms. All conceptual and 

non-conceptual imperfections and perfections in this way are traceable back to it 

individually, not to the Real, for He is perpetually according to His essential 

transcendence and eternal hallowedness, as he says—upon whom be peace: “God 

is, and there is nothing alongside Him.” And as a certain gnostic from his 



 

105 

community says: “He is now as He ever was.” This line of inquiry has been 

previously treated. 

(182) The desideratum is to ascertain that this reality possesses revelations in the forms of 

all its manifestations, and that its revelation possesses hierarchical arrangement in 

such a manner that the first [facet] of its revelation is in the form of the Universal 

Soul, signifying its spirit, as the first [facet] of the Real’s revelation is in that form 

signified (in the Noble Qur’an) by “a single soul.” There are other 

conceptualizations mentioned besides, signified by “Universal Adam” and “Real 

Eve,” both of which are alluded to in His utterance: “O mankind! Fear your Lord 

Who created you from a single soul, and created its mate from it, and from these 

two scattered abroad numerous men and women.” 

(183) From all the existents in the extramental world manifest out of the coupling of these 

two realities (i.e. the universal spirit and universal soul) and their mentally 

intensional union, just as all the species and varieties of mankind manifest out of 

the coupling of Adam and Eve and their formal conjugal union. And the purpose of 

man and woman, if you like, is masculinity and femininity existing in all existents, 

called “the marriage flowing in all the descendants.” The Real points to this in His 

utterance: “We created two mates of each kind.” 

(184) Thereafter, (this universal reality possesses revelation) in the form of universal 

nature, that is, a potency of the Universal Soul flowing in all bodies. 

(185) Thereafter, in the form of Prime Matter, that is, the substance to which length, 

breadth, and depth are proper. Thus, this [consists in] an absolute body proper to it 
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[the universal reality]. 

(186) Thereafter, in the form of simple bodies, I mean the heavenly spheres and bodies, 

and the four pillars which are the elements, one after the other according to some, 

and as a single impulsion according to others, as has been previously mentioned. 

(187) Thereafter, in the form of the three births, which are the mineral, vegetable, and 

animal. 

(188) Thereafter, in the form of the lesser man, which is the form of the Great Man 

intensionally, which is in turn the point of origin of all the degrees. For this reason, 

this [the lesser man] possesses his manifestation (that is, the Great Man’s) to 

something apart from the point, according to verification, although some of these 

manifestations change and alter at certain times, as He says: “The day the earth 

shall change into another earth,” “and the heavens rolled up in His right hand.” 

This is because the manifestations are ordered according to the hierarchy of names, 

attributes, perfections, and specificities, as has been mentioned previously. But 

these do not possess the point of origin, and so neither do their manifestations. The 

Real alludes to this in His utterance: “Were all the trees on earth pens, and the sea 

filled with ink, the words of God should not be exhausted. Indeed God is mighty and 

wise.” They are called “words” because the words of God are unanimously agreed 

to be the aforementioned identities of existents and their intelligible realities, just as 

you understand them [words] in their proper usage. God is all-knowing, all-wise. 

(189) This is [the case] in one respect. In another, there are fourteen manifestations, 

reckoned as simple, singular, and universal entities, in the manifest domain, I mean 
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in the visible realm. These are the First Substance, the nine spheres, and the four 

elements. There are fourteen manifestations in the hidden domain, I mean in the 

invisible realm, namely the spirit of these fourteen and their realities by which the 

visible realm subsists, for the invisible realm is the spirit of the corporeal realm and 

its life, as He says: “Say: in His hand is dominion [malakut] over everything,” that 

is, in His hand is the life of everything, signified by [the concept of] the self-

subsistence of the Real. For dominion over a thing signifies, in classical usage, its 

life and its reality. 

(190) So these eight and twenty are simple entities in the visible and invisible realms, 

[and] are themselves like the eight and twenty in the form of a letter among the 

individual simple letters in the domain of orthography. Likewise the hierarchy of 

what is manifest and hidden in them, for the diacritically pointed letters among 

these correspond to the visible realm, and are fourteen in number; and the non-

pointed letters correspond to the invisible realm, and these too are fourteen in 

number. Just as the composition of these letters is not limited with regard to 

particulars, neither is the composition of those simple entities limited with regard to 

universals. 

(191) It is known that all these exist, whether letters, words, or signs (that is, sentences). 

Originate being is like a book consisting of them, signified by “parchment” in His 

utterance: “By the mountain and the book written on unrolled parchment.” The 

“unrolled parchment” is all existence, for it is like parchment according to 

ascertainment, and the existents occurring to it are like dots and strokes. We have 

already laid out this discourse in the aforementioned treatise (which comprises the 
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basis of this abridgment). 

(192) Were being not ordered as the letters, then the divinely inspired master would not 

have said: “I am the point under the ba’.” Nor would another of the gnostics have 

said: “Being manifests through the ba’, and by the point is the servant distinguished 

from that which is served.” The explanation and arrangement of this is such that 

“alif,” which is like the absolute divested essence in the absence of its individuation 

and qualification, descends first from the presence of its absoluteness and 

divestment when it so wills to be revealed in virtue of its essential perfections 

concealed in itself, and is qualified in the form of the ba’, by which it is 

distinguished from the form of the alif, [specifically] through the point of the ba’ 

and its distinctive individuality; just as the Real, when He wills to be revealed in 

virtue of His essential perfections concealed in Himself, descends first out from the 

presence of His absoluteness and divestment and is qualified by the human form by 

which it is distinguished, through a creaturely form distinguished from that of the 

Creator by the point of servanthood and its distinctive individuality. 

(193) So just as all orthographical letters, individually and as a whole, are a manifestation 

of the form of the ba’ in the degrees of the alif and its essential perfections, so all 

existentially simple entities, individually and as a whole, are a manifestation of the 

human form in the degrees of the Real and His essential perfections. This is the 

mystery of the Commander of the Faithful’s statement—upon whom be peace: “I 

am the point under the ba’,” and of his saying: “Knowledge is a point increased by 

ignorance of ignorance,” for in the one who gains true knowledge of this point, 

there arises manifold knowledge and realities in such a manner as to divert [him] 
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from inarticulacy, as established in the [divine] intimates’ study and the acquisition 

of their knowledge. 

(194) And the mystery of the saying “If I so willed, I could burden seven camels from the 

weight of the ba’ of the basmala” bears witness to this meaning, for had he willed, 

in interpreting this ba’ and the aforementioned point under it, to distinguish it from 

the alif, then neither seventy nor seventy thousand camels could have borne it. The 

perfect gnostic, Shaykh Ibn al-Farid the Egyptian—God hallow his secret—points 

to this in a quotation from his qasida “al-Ta‘iyya”: “Were you with me, the point of 

the ba’ would be abased.” Shaykh al-Kāshānī—upon whom be God’s mercy—

comments on this verse in the following quotation: 

(195) “The ba’ is the form of manifest, individuated, attributive being, just as the alif is 

the form of hidden, absolute being. The saying of one of the gnostics: “I perceive 

nothing unless I perceive the ba’ written upon it” agrees with this meaning, for 

every existent is particularized through being; and the first existent I have attributed 

to absolute existence is the most sublime spirit, which is the intermediary between 

two beings, and the bond connecting being from the Necessary to the contingent, 

and the efficient cause of the adherence originated by the Eternal. In turn, the point 

occurring under the ba’ is the form of the contingent’s essence. So as the ba’ is 

individuated by it and distinguished from the alif, so likewise attributive being is 

individuated by the essence of the contingent and distinguished from absolute 

being. The saying of Ibn ʿArabī—upon whom be God’s mercy—points to this: 

‘Being manifests through the ba’, and by the point is the servant is distinguished 

from that which is served.’ There are numerous examples of this.” A further 
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detailed analysis is required in addition to this, for perspicuity and verification. This 

is as follows: 

(196) Know that the manifestation of the Real in the forms of existents is akin to the 

comparable manifestation of the alif in the forms of letters, for the alif, when it 

descends from the presence of its loftiness, ascendency, absoluteness, and pure 

divestment to the presence of its ignominy and abasement, and is qualified by the 

form of the ba’, it becomes ta’, tha’, and the rest of the letters. 

(197) The order of letters dictates that every letter contain a thousand forms and 

meanings. Regarding form it is as you say: ba’, ta’, tha’, and so on. Regarding 

meaning, it is as you say: mim, nun, and jim, for the waw and the ya’—each of 

them—take the place of alif as required, [the significance of which] is not 

concealed from its partisans. 

(198) Here it is granted to the gnostics to speak of these mysteries—I mean the mysteries 

of the letters: There is nothing in the letters except alif, and nothing in the 

extramental world except the alif. The Real is likewise when He descends from the 

presence of His loftiness, ascendency, absoluteness, and pure divestment to the 

presence of His individuation and qualification, which is His abasement and 

ignominy in the form of creation, as the Prophet--God’s blessings and peace be on 

him and his household—says: “God created Adam in His own form.” His name 

becomes a creature or an intellect or a sphere or something else among those 

previously named. The matter is likewise relative to other existents. 

(199) It is dictated by the hierarchy of being that nothing exist therein without the Real 
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alongside it in form and meaning. With respect to form, for form signifies things’ 

manifestations, individuations, and particularizations. There are no manifestations 

of things except Him. And with respect to meaning, for meaning signifies thing’s 

hidden aspects, realities, and essences. There are no hidden aspects, realities, or 

essences of things except Him, as He says concerning these (that is, the presence of 

the Real with things in form and meaning), and concerning His primacy and 

ultimacy as well, and the relation of each of these to the other: “He is the First and 

the Last, the Manifest and the Hidden, and He is well-aware of all things,” for by 

the intermediary of His manifesting from hiddenness and emerging from 

concealment, He Himself is called First and Last, Manifest and Hidden. 

(200) Again, since it is affirmed that there is nothing in being except Him, then neither is 

anything manifest or hidden, first or last, whether intellectual, transmitted, or 

revealed, except Him. This is manifestly plain. Here it is granted to the gnostics to 

speak of this mystery: there is nothing in being other than God, and nothing in 

being but God, and other words indicating this as well, such as their statement: God 

knows nothing but God, God sees nothing but God, God indicates nothing but God, 

and God loves nothing but God. 

(201) Since you have understood this, now comes an unavoidable axiom, which is that 

the alif, since it knows itself in the first place, and knows that it possesses a 

receptivity to manifest in the forms of all the letters, and knows the quiddities of the 

letters and their realities, collocations, and shapes; then when this alif manifests, 

say, in the form of the jim, the jim has no objection or argument to bring against the 

alif, as if to say “You have not manifested in me in the form of the jim,” for were 
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the alif to manifest in the jim in the form of the dal, for instance, then it would 

deviate from what is right and true, for rectitude demands that which manifests only 

manifest in manifestation in the respect proper to that manifestation. The jim does 

not follow from the alif unqualifiedly, by merit of capacity, except [in its] 

manifesting in the form of the jim and nothing else, for from this (that is, if the alif 

were to manifest in the jim in any other form than that of the jim) there would 

follow a reversal of realities, and such a reversal is unanimously agreed to be 

impossible. 

(202) In this case, the alif cannot manifest in the forms of letters except in the respect 

proper to those letters. This is the meaning of a statement from the verifiers, those 

acquainted with the realities of things through unveiling and taste: that realities are 

not instantiated by the instantiating act of an instantiator. This is a drop in the sea of 

the secrets of power. Therein are other secrets whose disclosure is not granted at all, 

save to their partisans. “Indeed, therein is a reminder to him who has a heart or 

lends the ear and attends.” 

(203) If you have understood this, then compare with it the manifestation of the Real in 

the forms of all existents, for will find He is but “the measure of a sole by a sole, 

and of the feather of an arrow by the feather of an arrow” in commensurability, as 

has been treated in detail. “We have crafted these illustrations for mankind, but 

none understand them, save those who have knowledge.” “And God speaks the 

truth and makes straight the path.” 
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Third Perspective: A Discussion of Being’s Manifestation and Multiplicity 

(204) Regarding this third perspective, it is a quotation from the most sublime master 

Kamal al-Din ‘abd al-Razzaq al-Kāshānī—God hallow his secret—given as a 

detailed analysis. He produced this discourse in response to Shaykh Sadr al-Din 

Qūnawī—God hallow his secret—in his question as to the manner of the world’s 

process from God; the hierarchy of existents in form, meaning, and degree, from 

the first existent to the last; and the manner of the world’s connection to its 

existentiatior, and the connection of its existentiator to it with regard to reality and 

essence [on the one hand], and to degrees [on the other]. This response from 

Shaykh al-Kāshānī is related by Shaykh Sa‘ad al-Din ibn Hammuwayh—God 

hallow his mighty spirit—and is as follows: 

(205) “As to what can be explained and expressed regarding the manner of the world’s 

procession from God, it is His self-disclosure through the Names of His essence. 

Conversely, He in His essence is utterly self-sufficient from all worlds. He is the 

concealed, interior treasure. What is hidden is hidden in that which is manifest; 

otherwise it would not be hidden. And that which is therein (namely, that which is 

hidden in the manifest) possesses an inclination to manifestation; otherwise it 

would not manifest. His manifesting is nothing but His knowledge of Himself, and 

so the knowledge is identical with the act of manifesting. Thus, His Self is known 

to Himself. All that is known is individuated by its manifesting in itself and its 

being distinguished from what is not it. So that which is therein possesses the first 

individuation. 

(206) “Observe, then, this multiplication in the identity of the name ‘the One’ which is 
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reality and ipseity in respect of the singularity entailed by the absence of anything 

else. The singular presence then itself becomes the unitary presence and the one 

identity, which is ‘the One’ alongside the aforementioned first individuation in 

respect of its being a hidden knower and a manifest intelligible. Thus, He is ‘One’ 

prior to His being ‘unitary.’ ‘The One’ then constitutes ‘the First’ (that is, the 

hidden) and ‘the unitary’ constitutes ‘the Last’ (that is, the manifest). In turn, He 

Himself is ‘First and Last, Manifest and Hidden.’ From this standpoint, the idea of 

procession manifests without beginning in one respect, and with a beginning in 

another. ‘The Last’ is the same as ‘the First.’ This is the principle of the world.” 

(207) “As to the hierarchy of existents from first to last, in meaning, form, and degree, the 

‘Last Singularity’ relative to the ‘First One’ is the reality of an existent thing when 

‘Adam was between water and clay,’ as he says—upon whom be peace: ‘The first 

thing God created was my light,’ which is the Intellect alluded to in ‘The first thing 

God created was Intellect.’ It is the noblest of existents, then, and first among them 

following the Real. It is the ‘highest name’ encompassing all the names in meaning, 

and ‘the Mother of the Book’ whose letters are the realities of all things, by whose 

individuation the realities of the imaginal world are individuated, and by whose 

particularity the one is particularized into many.” 

(208)  “As the “singularity” is a manifestation of the “One” according to what has been 

explained, so all these (I mean the realities of the imaginal world) are 

manifestations of the singularity. They are ‘the Supernal Elite’ ‘in the sacred valley 

of Tuwa.’ In these, His attributes manifest in the relation He has to them, of 

knowledge, will, and power, entailing the existence of those [for example] over 
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whom power is exercised.” 

(209) “This ‘manifold singularity,’ though manifest relative to ‘the One,’ nevertheless, by 

virtue of its entailing the existence of those over whom power is exercised, is more 

properly hidden relative to the invisible world He entails, [and which is] caused to 

act, directing affairs and ends. The invisible world is not separate from the visible 

world, which is a manifestation of its effects, I mean the forms of the world of the 

spheres and the elements. Thereby too is made plain the mystery, ‘If not for you, I 

would not have created the heavenly spheres.’” 

(210) “Just as the invisible world manifests the imaginal world, so the visible world 

manifests the invisible world, which is the meaning of His utterance ‘He directs the 

affair from heaven to earth.’ All that is hidden relative to that which manifests it, is 

unknown; and all that is manifest relative to that which hides it, is a witness. His 

utterance agrees with this: ‘God is the light of the heavens and the earth, the 

likewise of Whose light is a niche.’” 

(211) “This state of affairs is what entails His name “the Originator,” which is but His 

self-concealment in what He originates. His relationship to the forms of the world 

qua these worldly forms, is the relationship of the spirit to the body. “Thereupon the 

affair ascends to Him” in the degrees of states of being, in accordance with 

whatever luminosity shines dimly forth from them; and its rank ascends, degree by 

degree, to the degree of man. The manifestation of perfections increases through the 

ages until attains to the manifestation of the ‘Muhammadan Reality’ in this human 

creation. Thus, man is ‘last’ in manifestation, just as he is ‘first’ in existence 
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following the Real ‘One.’” 

(212) “Thus, the hierarchy of meanings is such that anything closer to the form is then 

further from the One Reality, for the One Reality is the meaning of all meanings. 

Subsequent [to this Reality] is the unitary identity, called the First Intellect by some 

and the Intellect of All by others—then subsequently the Universal Soul that grasps 

universal realities in essence and particulars in instruments, which is the heart, 

according to the consensus of the Sufis—then subsequently the Imprinted Soul that 

grasps particulars—then subsequently its potencies—then subsequently the 

vegetative souls—then subsequently the mineral spirits—then subsequently the 

elemental natures, to the end that these are luminous spirits comprehending them, 

called ‘the earthly dominion’ by the verifiers and in the divine laws—then 

subsequently the celestial spheres—then subsequently the elemental bodies. Every 

sphere constituted by light, such as the sun, is nobler than that which is below it in 

radiance and luminosity. Everything that is darker, like the earth, is baser.” 

(213) “Regarding the hierarchy of existents according to form, each body greater and 

more comprehensive is more primordial than those which are lesser and less 

comprehensive in what they encompass. Everything that encompasses is nobler 

than that which it encompasses, even the earth. Simple entities are more primordial 

than composite ones. Among composites, minerals are more primordial than 

vegetables. Vegetables are more primordial than animals. Last of these in form is 

man.” 

(214) “Regarding the hierarchy of existents according to rank, their hierarchy from the 
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first of existents is itself the hierarchy of meaning, beginning from the First 

Intellect to the earth, which is the basest degree, or rather [to] the elements 

belonging to their mutual contradictories in natures, which are the utmost point of 

multiplicity, receptive to the essential originating oneness which is the final degree. 

From these, being ascends in nobility, manifestation, and rank: the mineral, then the 

vegetable, then the animal, then the human. This ascent ultimately attains to the 

first of existents, as a circle envisaged as a globe is moved by a motion in 

collocation, not in place, [and] as the movements of orbits descend unceasingly in 

one of two arcs and ascend in the other. The Muhammadan Being is that which 

comprehends the two arcs, descending with regard to the reality [proceeding] from 

the unitary point in concealment, ascending [with regard to the reality returning] to 

it in manifestations.” 

(215) “Regarding the manner of the world’s connection to its existentiator, this is itself 

the connection of the body to the spirit. Its existentiator’s connection to it in virtue 

of reality and essence—for it is its act of manifesting its form in virtue of degrees—

is the hierarchy of His names in its entailing those things it necessarily entails, 

which are the realities of the aforementioned existents, by their manifesting in it. 

Then, subsequently, [is its entailing] the lordliness of those Names in the whole, 

following the oneness of the essence described as extolled and hallowed [above all 

imperfection], and the other negative attributes precluding any other grades of their 

generalities or specificities, from ‘the Merciful’ which is the producer of emanation 

upon all things, to ‘the Bountiful’ and [finally] to ‘the Mercy-giver’ sealing that 

which attaches the degrees to that manifestation who is ‘a mercy to the worlds’—



 

118 

God’s blessings upon him and his household.” 

(216) “Regarding the manner of the whole affair’s return to the Real, following its 

relationship to us, this is [already] understood from the preceding, for the divine 

affair is the existentiation signified by ‘Be!” and the accomplishment is called a 

‘task.” The revelatory descent in the degrees of individuations through His name 

‘the Originator,’ in accordance with the aforementioned hierarchy, to earth, is 

existentiation; and the ascent through His name ‘the Restorer’ is the 

accomplishment. So the whole existentiated affair returns to Him through the 

accomplishment which is His task, in the form of the Perfect Man which is 

associated with the first in being; and its relationship to us, from the origination of 

its attainment in ascending to the human species until the ultimate arrival at the 

unitary point and the negation of the concept of the two arcs. Existentiation and 

accomplishment together are signified by ‘the affair,” as He says: ‘To Him shall the 

whole affair return.’” 

(217) This is the conclusion of his discourse, and the conclusion of this abridgment [of 

the original treatise] as well. “Praise to God, Lord of the worlds.” “All we relate to 

you of the accounts of the apostles, thereby do we strengthen your heart, and there 

has come to you herein the Truth and an advice and remembrance for the faithful.” 

(218) Thus there comes an end to the darkening of these pages and the whitening of these 

words, by God’s favour and the excellence of His providence, the fifteenth day of 

the sixth month, 728 AH, by the hand of its completer and establisher, the poor 

slave of God the Self-Sufficient, one drowning in the seas of sins, holding fast by 
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the guardianship of his forefathers, the People of the House—upon whom be 

peace—the weakest in body and strongest in wrongdoing among the slaves of God, 

Ḥaydar, the son of ʿAlī ibn Ḥaydar al-ʿAlawī al-Ḥusaynī al-Āmulī—maybe God 

elevate his station—at the Shrine of Imām Reza [in Mashshad], God’s peace upon 

His honourable one—as one who praises God, and seeks forgiveness for his guilt, 

and wishes blessings upon His Prophet. God’s blessings upon him and his pure 

progeny. 


