Al—Ghazah S Mishkat al-Anwar and the Ghazali-
Problem ~~~~~ =
By
W. H. T. Gairdner.

The Mishkdt al- Anwar, numbered No. 34 in BROCRELMANX (vol. I
p- 423), had not been printed when the Geschichie der Arabischen Litera-
tur was issued, but since then has been printed in Cairo in two separate
editions ¥). Owing to its great intrinsic interest and the fact that it
from the first excited the curiosity and even the suspicion of Mohammedan
critics, it would seem to be worthy of particular study at the present
time, when Gh. s works are attracting so much the attention of
students of Islam, and when the problems of his peculiar psychology
are being investigated with such special interest.

Though we have, as yet, . no way of fixing precisely the date of
Mishkat al- Arwedr, weshall not be wrong in placing it among the works
which represent his most developed sufistic thought, — therefore
among his latest ones ?). It certainly contains very advanced teaching,
— teaching which, as the exordium shows, was not to be given to those
unprepared for it. As we shall see indeed, some have believed that
the book was never intended for publication at all, but have averred
that it represents G h.'s most esoteric teaching, and that it even
introduces ideas contradictory of his professed beliefs and subversive
of Muslim orthodoxy. This one fact renders the special study of the
book an important and inevitable task.

The opuscule is a disquisition on the mystical meaning of the
word Light (mir), with special reference to the great Light-verse in
‘the Guran 3), and to the Had#th hardly less celebrated, about the

1) Cairo: (a) matba‘at as-Sidq, 1322; (b) matba‘at as-Sa‘dda, 1325 (the iatter in
4 cniiection of five opuscula of Gh. under the title of the first of them, Faisal ei-Tajriga).
Thet,,page references in this study are to (a).

-2) It is later than the Mi‘dr al-‘Ilm, and the Majkakk an-Nagar (see p. 10); than

©lie Magsad ai-Asua (p. 19) and Ikyd al-Ulam (p. 9).

3) Sura XX1IV. 35. TFor notes on the origin and progress of the conception of Allah

as niur al-anwar see KREMER, Ideen p. 133
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. Seventy (or Seventy Thousand) Veils. - It is divided into three sections.
The first of these (p. 3) expounds the mystical meaning of light and
‘graduates the divine Lights, whether on the earthly or the heavenly
plane, until  they culminate in their fountain and creative source,
Allah. The second (p. 27) expounds the Qur’anic Light-verse, after
an introduction in which the principles of symbolic exegesis are laid
down. The third (p. 47) expounds the Veils-tradition. -

It is this last section, and more particularly the close of it, that
forms the subject of the present study, for it is here that theinterest
of the book culminates. Herewe find a sort of Ghazalian philosophy
_ of religion in brief. Here too we ate given some hints as to the lines
along which his thought developed after his adoption of the Sifi life.
And here, finally, we come upon a passage which excited attention
and suspicion within the century which succeeded G h.” s death.

L _
The _Veils-Hadith: al-Ghazidli’s Philosophy of
Religion.

In expounding the tradition of the Seventy (Thousand) Veils with
which Allih has veiled Himself from the vision of man, Gh. finds
opportunity to graduate various religions and sects according as they
are more, or less, thickly veiled from the light; i. e. according as they
more or less nearly approximate to-Absolute Truth (al-Hagg — the
Real, — Allah). The veils which veil the various religions and sects
from the Divine Light are conceived of as twofold in character, light
veils and dark veils, and the principle of graduation is according as
the followers of these religions and sects are veiled (a) by dark veils,
(b) by dark and light mixed, or (c) by light veils only. The recital
closes with a short passage which tells us that the Attainers (al-
wasilin) have had the last veil taken away, and have immediate
vision of al-Hagq. Here we have the $fi doctrine of kashf in its most
explicit and striking form.

(@) Those veiled by pure darkness, called here the
mulkida, or those who deny the existence of Allah and of a Last Day.
They have two main divisions, those who have enquired for a cause
to account for the world and have made Nature that cause; and those
who have made no such enquiry. The former are clearly the Naturists
or dahriya*) who were the very abomination of desolation to G h.
It is curious that nothing further is said of their eviiconduct, and

1) See pe BoER's I:—’hilosophy_ in Islam p. 8o.
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‘.Jt is: ent1re1y character1st1c of+ rned1aeva1 ,thought that the deepest
damnatlon is thus reserved for. false o. p i n1 on, rather than for evil -
g 11fe Ev11 doers forrn the second d1v151on (Whlch however is not de-~
‘ ﬁmtely said to be.higher.than the first), composed of those who are
too greedy and selfish so much as to look for a cause, Or in fact tothink
of anything except their vile selves. These we might style the Egotists;
they are ranged in ascending order into (1) seekers of sensual pleasure,
(2) seekers of dominion, (3) money-grubbers, (4) lovers of vain-glory.
In the first he has the ordinary sensual herd in view, as well as the
philosophers of sensualism; their veils are the veils of the bestial
attributes, while those of the second are the fero ciou's ones (saba‘iya).'
The denotation of the latter class is quamtly glven “as-»Arabs ), some
Kurds *) and very.numerous Fools«. The third and fourth subdivi-
sions do not call for comment.
Mounting from these regions of unmitigated darkness we come to
(b) Thoseveiled bylightand darkness mixed.
‘G h.s idea of the dark veils, in general, may be gathered from a com-
parison of this and the previous section. In this section the dark
veils are shown to be the false conceptions of deity, which the human
mind is deluded into making by the gross and limited elements in its
own constitution, namely (in ascending order) by the Senses, the
Phantasy or Imagination (evavtacle, khaydl), and the Discursive
Reason (dwivowr) 2). The dark veils of the previous section were the
unmitigated egotism and materialism which employed these faculties
for self and the world alone, without a thought of deity. Thelight
veils, accordingly, are the true but partial intuitions whereby man
tises to the idea of deity, or to a something at least higher than him-
self. These intuitions are no more than partial, because they fix upon
some one aspect or attribute of deity, — majesty, beauty and so forth, —
and believing it to be all in all proceed to deify all majestic, beautiful
c., things. Thus they half reveal, half conceal, Alldh, and so are
literally veils of light. — These general remarks will give the clue to
the extremely interesting subdivisions of this section, which begins
with Hellenic polytheism, continues through various degrees of dua-

1) Here speaks G h. the Persian.

2} What is actually said is Mugayasat ‘agliya jasida ‘false syllogisms of the 1nte11ect
an expression which interferes with the psychological character of the enumeration. Pro-
‘bably he hesitated to say al “agl outright because he has already said (p. 10) that it is pure
light and incapable bf error unless it is deceived by the Senses or the Imagination. Perhaps
what he has in mind is the Discursive as opposed to the Intuitive Reason. On p. 40 the
latter is called ar-ritk al-‘aqir the former al-rith al-fikrt.

9*
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_llsm and Parsnsm and ends with various sects of Islamism"which i
their literalising or their rationalising went astray. :
- He divides those who fall under this section into tliree classes
according as their error was occasioned by Sense, Imagination, or
Discursive -Reasop. The f1rs’;l of these subdivisions include Poly-
theists and Duyalists. He enumerates («) Image-worshippers, those
who do not look outside the world of sense for their deity; who
worship beautiful objects of sense, fashioned from the finer metals
or stones, their light-veil being the attributes of majesty and beauty.
We might identify these with Polytheists of the Hellenic type. (B) Wor-
shippers of animate objects of beauty, whom he identifies with some
of the most remote Turks. Their light-veil is also the attribute of
beauty. (y) Fire-worshippers pure and\s1mple their light-veil, glory.
(3) Astrologizing star- and planet-worshippers of various sorts; their
light-veil, potency and might 7). (¢) Sun-worshippers; their light-veil,
pride. (£) Light-worshippers, — and with them we come to the pure
Zoroastriaps with their dualistic doctrine of Ormuzd (Yazdan) and
Ahriman. The darkness of all of these consist in their taking an
object of Sense for their god.

In the second subdivision the darkness is occasioned by the
®oyrasle or Imagination, that faculty half-way between gross sense
and fine intellect according to the old psychology. With this we first
arrive at Monotheists (muslim), those who conceived indeed of a one
supersensible God, but whose conception was vitiated by their »ima-
gining« Him as still spatially limited. The grossest of these he says
are (o) the Corporealists (mujassima), those extremists who dogmati-
cally asserted that the anthropomorphisms of the Qur’dn must be
taken literally. Then (B) various sects of Karramites the anthro-
pomorphic sect founded by Ibn Karram (d. 286). Then (y) those
who asserted that to Alldh must be attributed jika. but only jihat
Jawq: in other words He must be conceived as literally »aboveg, for to
deny this would be to reduce Him to nonentity. — We have here a
clear allusion to the Hanbalites, not excepting (in this particular
matter) their great leader himself ).

1) Star worshippers existed in Mesopotamia well into Islamic times: C. pE Vaux,
Avicenne p. 65.

*) This was the position of all the Hanbalites and of Ahmad himself: see G h., Faisal
el-Tajriga p. 10 where he says that Ahmad allowed himself to bring a i@’wil for three
Traditions only, and that had he allowed himself greater intellectual latitude he would
have brought a {a’ wil also for jihat fawg as asserted of Allah [i. e. he did not doso}. Ibn
Rushd in his opuscule al Kashf ‘an manahij al-adilld not only ascribes this doctrine to the
Qur’an and the carly fathers, butimplies that the ecarly Asharites also used tohaldit




. The third subdivisio_n, he tells us, contains those thihkersfhe_

darkness of whose errors he traces to the false infefencés of the In-.
tellect. They are not named by him and we have again to identify

them by his description of their tenets from which it appears that they
are various types of mutakallimim. He mentions two classes (a) the
extreme literalists, who differ from those mentioned last in the prece-
ding section in that they do not attribute direction (fika) of any sort to
Allah; but err in conceiving His hearing, knowing, and the rest of the
Attributes as comparable with ours, and particularly in their doctrine
of Allah’s kalam, of which »some perhaps said outright that it has
letters and sounds like ours«. We have here another section of the
Hanbalites and the early Ash‘arites (Vorlesungen pp. 120, 121 and
esp. 116). (b) »Perhaps higher than these« says G h. tentatively, are
those who said that Allah’s Ealdm is not letters and sounds, but is
like our mental speech (Zadith an-nafs). But when challenged to show
the reality (kagiga) of the Attributes, he complains that they vir-
tually reverted to anthropomorphlsm (at-tashbih), though they dis-
claimed it with their lips ¥). This, he says, was because they never

(ed. MULLER p. 65, Cairo ed. p. 54), for he says that it was al- JuwainI (‘Imam
al Haramain?, Ghs teacher) and the later Ash‘rites, who denied jihat fawg to

Allah Gj\.r.ﬂ G.\Lf a...x.x.wﬁﬂ -.>\.~a (e Lﬁln L {..; AS)_u_.S L.:.Asu
2&5..9) L;AAJ e [‘5.\,!_’,__\] (The whole passage is quoted by an-Najdion
i b n Taimiya [in Mamia‘e mushiamile, Cairo 1329 pp. 259 seqq.}, and affords a view
of the position of later Hanbalites, like ibn T., upon tle question.) It is true that al-
Ash®ariand the early Ash‘arites had in many respects divested themselves of but little
of their Hanbalitism (GoLpziner, Vorlesungen pp. 120, 121), and it is possible that ib a
R ushd therefore is correct in the above insinuation. But it chiefly imports us here to
motice that Gh. was apparently unaware of such athing: for in Faisal, where the reciprocal
attitude of Mu‘tazilites, Hanbalites and Ash‘arites is gone into in some detail, no hint is
given of this. On p. 10 he observes that the Ash‘arites were nearest to the Hanbalites

B peds alll paity %oma¥ 5591 a0 & D I Gl ol
pr) ala) L.".au but the clear implication of the passage is that they di
f I liail s he cl pli f the passag hat they did
Tiot follow A h madin hlS failure to apply ta’wil to this particular matter: which conclu-

sion is borne out by another passage op. cit. p. § NS &3 L;::S)- Lg.x)ic\ﬁ _9.(.‘ L*&‘ss_b

24 s w3 Lasly waSy (somadly L L. s ald s eladt & Lg,MJ;
The short creed by al A sh“ari himself (transl. D. B. MACDO\ aLp, Muslim Theology,
PP- 293—299) is silent on the point. ‘

D Mopos3 s sl sedh mewdl SEdEs fudib 13
Jagldls zsjjﬁi L')SJ_ Lgix.” N aaniaidl, reading %.in instead of

L@_;J...,Gs in the printed text.
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- anderstood what "xvas really meant in predicating these sifat of Allah,

und their misconception léd them to-call His will (irdda) orlglnate
(kadithan mithla zmdatma) and mere purpose, like our own.’

The passage is a puzzling one, for the allusion to kaldm nafsz
'(lzadzth an-nafs) seems to fix its reference to the Ashrites, while on
the contrary the assertion that the doctors in question declared the
will of Allah to be kadith does not at all fit the Ash<rite theologians.
The reference cannot be to the Mu‘tazilites, for the theologiansalluded
to throughout the whole section-accept the sifd, and moreover the
doctrine of the sadith an-nafs was especially elaborated byal-Ash ‘arT
and his successors to confound the Mu‘tazilites 1).

(c) Thoseveiled by purelight. In this category we
find three classes, of which the first is rather sharply distinguished from:
the other two. Actual darkness has now disappeared; the conception
of Allah is entirely purged of anthropomorphism. Yet all three classes
are represented as falling short of the truth, the shortcoming being
their conceptionof the Deity’srelationtotheuniverse
of the Spheres. Onlyafourth and supreme order have experien-
ced the complete Revelation and have attained unto the Real.

1. The first class is composed of those who, unlike the faulty
thinkers of the last division, understand that the characterising of these
stfat of Allah by the expressions Word, Will, Power, Knowledge etc.
i1s unlike the characterising of mankind by these expressions, and
therefore have avoided defining Him (making Him known, ta%ifihi}
by theseattributes; and “made Him known (‘arrafihu) by the relation
to (His) Creation, as did Moses in answering Pharaoh’s question 2)
‘What is the Lord of the World?’; and said that ‘The Lord, whose
holiness transcends (al-mugaddas ‘an) the connotations (ma‘ani) of
these Attributes is the mover and orderer of the Heavens'”. The first
half of this paragraph seems to allow thatthemost careful and orthodox
of the muiakallimin are not excluded from this division; but the
second half shows that G h. has rather in mind those who have
steered as clear as possible from kalam-theology in every shape and
form, and have contented themselves with asserting the divine creator-

) Al-Fudaliin his Kiuab Kafayat al-*Awamm fi “ihm al-Kalam, proof of Attri-
bute no. 13. See Massiewon, Kitdb at-7awdasin p. 128 note 1. The reference from al
Fudali shows that the doctrine was not peculiar to the early Ashrites. He finds
1t necegsary however to guard against this very tfashbih-objection advanced here by Gh.
It is to be noted that the doctrine was as objectionable to the Hanbalites as to the Mu‘tazi-
lites: see MacpoNaLp Muslim Theology p. 273. — The {@’wil about the kaldm nafst was

started by al-Ash‘ari himself: Vorlesungen p. 115.
2) p. 54 of M.: cp. p. 31: and Sura XXVI. 24.
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hood and 'providence 7). -But the way -in-which this is expressed is
remarkable. The actual wordé‘ of the Quran, which were kept in-the
parallel passage of M.2) are significantly changed, and Alldh’s act in
movingthe Heavens is made the centre of interest. And in
the remaining classes it is the attitude of each to just t his aspect-of
the divine action that is made not only the centre of interest but also
the graduating test. For we might well ask in what point this first
class fell short, and why it is not assigned the highest place among
the Light-veiled, if not the Unveiled? The sequel gives the answer:

2. “The second class have mounted higher than these (taraggqau
‘am), in respect of the fact that they have perceived that there is a
plurality in the Heavens, and that the mover of each Heaven severally
is another Being called an Angel, and that these make a plurality . . .
Moreover it was perceived by them that these Heavens are enveloped
by another Sphere, by whose motion all they are moved once in every
day and night; because plurality is negatived of Him (manfiya ‘anhu).”
In other words, class no. 1 was indiscreet in talking -of mufarrik as-
samdawdt. The unity of The Lord was better maintained by class no. 2,
which limited His action to the moving of one (namely the outer-
most Heaven) ! But this is not all.

(3) The third class who ‘“‘mount higher than these’ again, accept
(apparently) the whole of this schematism of Spheres and their angelic
Motors, except that they put in a supreme Angel in place of Allah.
The moving of the Spheres must come (such, we are told is what this
class alleges, za‘ama) ‘‘directly” from this Angel acting in obedience
to the command of The Lord the Worlds. Evidently, then, he takes
the place of The Lord in moving the outermost Sphere, the rest of the
celestial mechanism remaining as before. He reflects the full glory
of the Sun, the source of Light (Alldh), and is compared to the moon
which is supreme .among the luminaries of the heavens by night.
The Lord is thus fqund to be the “Mover of all, not directly, but by
way of command”3). This matter of this divine motion-creating
command contains great obscurity, says G h. and is “‘too difficult for
most intelligences and beyond the scope of this book™.

1) 1. e. by a reference to the divine acts rather than the attributes: cp. Moses answer

1

to Pharaoh (M. p. 31) UQ)NJS, 2 PR | Jigs L. sy W &J:.S;,‘_lp.j

i
2} See preceCing note, and contrast the phrase guoted there with the significant

- . !
L a0y L")LMJS 'é)‘J;ﬁ",of this pasage.
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_ But not yet have we arrlved at a view of the heavenly Spheres
id relatlon to Allah which is‘free of all objection on the score of - tren-
ching on:the -divine.Unity. - The ‘absolute- Unity has not yet been
conserved. And therefore all these classes are said to be light-veiled
and only those who Attain (al-wdsiliin) constitute a fourth class to
whom the full truth has been revealed. ' .

- All the veils have now gone from the visions of these; as the sequel
shows, wehavehere the mystics who see Alldh face to face. The consuming
of these unveiled percipients by the radiance of Alldh’s countenance,
spoken :of in the Hadith on which all this is a commentary, is now
definitely explained as the fand-experience of the highest grade of these
mystic Attainers, whom the “glories of His countenance consumed’,
obliterated, annihilated, so that all consciousness of not-Alldh having
-disappeared, Alldh was found alone.

But most remarkable is the differentia of these Attainers-to-
Reality form the preceding class. They in turn accept the whole
schematism of the universe ascribed to that class, with the sole
exception of the part it assigns to Alldh, who was the Obeyed One
(al-muia®) of that class. ‘“They too have had it revealed to them
that [according to the previous view] there has been attributed to the
Obeyed One something incompatible with pure unity and ultimate
perfection by reason of a mystery the disclosure of which this bock doec
not admit of.”’ Not only is Alldh now denied to be the immediats
efficient cause of the motion of the outermost Sphere, but — and this .
is startling —it is even denied that that Sphere ismoved in obedience to
His command. For even this supreme function is explicitly trans-
ferred from Alldh to a Being whose nature is left obscure, since our
only information about him is that he is not (the) Real Being (al-wujid
al-kaqq). Allah’srelationtothis Vice-gerent, the supreme controller of the
whole Universe, is compared to the relation of the impalpable light-
essence to the sun, or of the clemental fire to a glowing coal. Of
this Absolute Being nothing is, because nothing can be, predicated.
The information we are given about IT is purely negative, as will be
seen from the brief but highly significant sentence in which the posi-
tion of the Initiated, the Attainers, is summed up: ‘“They turn away -
from the one who moves the heavens!) and from the one who com-
mands them to be moved ?), and arrive at-a Being transcending all that
is apprehended by the perception or by the conception of all specula-

) i. e. The Angel who moves the outermost Sphere in obedience to the Being called
al-muias. )
2) 1. e. The Being called al-mufa@° himself.
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tors- (nagiran), for.they find Him absolutely..transc'enden’c of every
attribution previously made by us” 7). -~ _ S

Yet, as appears . from. the closing paragraph of M - these Ent-
- ziickte make the mystic leap whereby they .know thlS Unknown,
and are consumed by the Glory of this predicateless Being! < And
even these are divided into those who, in the annihilation:of all save
Allah and the contemplating Soul; retain self-consciousness and con-
template the Soul in the beauty of Allah; and those from whom even
this self-consciousness is consumed away, and Alldh is.left alone.
These are the Elite of the Elite (Ehawdss al-khawdss); and of them
some attain this experience by degrees, as Abraham, and some by
a leap, as Muhammad. And with this the section, and the book itself,
closes.

1L
So_me deductions.

It will be well, at this point, before going on to consider ibn
Rushd’s criticism of this strange conclusion to this-passage, to
glance at this Ghazalian philosophy of religion and see what light it
’chro“ s upon the Ghaz3ali problem. ’

. The philosophic mildness of the tone is to be noted. Only of the
na’curlsts and sensualists does he speak severely. Various tvpes of
idolators and polytheists are enumerated with calm, and it is allowed
that their creeds contain light mixed with their darkness, which isall
that 1s claimed, indeed, for some reputable classes of Muslims.
The hard-and-fast line between kujr and Zman thus seems somehow
to have been softened, and the fierce dogmatism with which in some
of his other treatises he speaks of kufr and its deserts?) is entirely
absent.

2. It is curious that he has not placed Jews and Christians in this
graduation. Perhaps he found it particularly difficult to do =o, for
he is here discussinig the creeds of men in their relation to Deity, not
in their relation to Muhammed and the Prophets. From the former

) g emaade U.!/.LQLA.SS Py w’)& e N or= zs;iua Opomg i L,G'Ii' [JOVES
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2) See Tah. of G h. conclusion; al-Igtisad fil-i'tigdd (Cairo edition 1327) pp. 6, 101,

102: S r(-;l\-J:le:} el o PSS AN ATV E_ I C L o CAS ye

de
SL;S\ & ('&"”3 a condemnation which expressly includes the Dahriya, theBa-
rihima, the Yahid, and the Nasara.




1-30 L W. H.T. Gairdner,

viewpoint the placing of professed monotheists other than Muslims
probably presented an embarassing problem. From the latter view=
point, he has, indeed, given us a  graduation in his Igtisad fil-i‘ti'qdd,
where in we learn the relative depths of the unbelief of non-Muslims;
viz. Naturists (most damnable of all); then Brahmins; lastly Jews and
Christians ¥).  We shall therefore not be far wrong if we place Jews.
and Christians between the dualists and the anthropomorphizing
Muslims in the class of those veiled by light and darkness mixed.
Perhaps he could not make up hismind whether to place them in the
lowest or the middle division of that class.

3. Thelow place assigned to the early Ash‘arites is notable: though
the language he employs is in details obscure, the reference to them
in the last section of the middle division is unmistakable; and, this
being so, they, with the Hanbalites, are given no higher company than
that of the Light-and-dark-veiled, which includes Parsis, Christians,
Karramites, and various types of anthropomorphists.

4. It is hard to avoid the conclusion that all the mutakallimin as
such are placed in the class of the Light-and-dark-veiled. For when
we pass upwards to the lowest division of the Light-veiled we seem
to find the mutakallimiin as such deliberately excluded by the state-
ment that the pietists of this division (evidently he has in view men of
ash-Shafi‘i’stype) "avoided characterising Allzh by these Attri-
butes” (takdshau ‘an tavifiki bi hadhihi-s-sifat), i. e. avoided that
which 1t was the chief business of the mutakallim to do. The
utmost that can be allowed is that he has in mind men who, though
possessed of a correct theology in respect of the Attributes, steadily
refused to bring it out in discussion or to use its expressions in charac-
terising Alldh. G h.s dislike and suspicion of kaldm, visible even in
his earlier treatise al-Igtisad, and undisguisable in his later work
Iljam al-‘ Awiwmm, seems here to reach its culminating point. The
“science” had probably -long ceased to interest him or concern him.
He had already narrowed the scope of its possible utility down to
vanishing-point #); and now, when speaking confidentially with the
khawadss, he hints that even to use its cherished phrases is to draw a
veil of darkness over the soul. He does not seem to have even thought
it worth while to place the Mu‘tazilites in this graded scheme, nor to

) op. cit. p. 101.

2) See eépecial]y Iljam, last Cairo ed. (undated) p. 21. older edition pp. 25—31. The
scope allowed to the Science in the Igtisad pp. 7, 8, is, it is irue, hardly if at all wider. But
the tone of the limiting passages is very different. See also Fawahir al-Gur'@n p. 25.
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keeép the condemnatorY"alli‘isions to *orthédox and inorthodox theo-
logians very distinct. It would indeed have been difficult for him, in-
the very passage where he is eémphasizing his dread ‘of limiting Alldh
through His characterization by "the seven sifd, to have expressed
any special condemnation of the Mu‘tazilites, whose peculiar theology
was the direct outcome of this very dread. Rationalizing and myst101-
zing sometimes lead to very similar positions?).

‘5. Definitively above all these savants come the believers whose
watchward, like G h.s own, was ‘back to the Quran’. The position
taken by these corresponds exactly to that ascribed by G h. in Iljam 2)
to the Prophet, the Companions, and the Fathers, and praised accor-
dingly as all-sufficient; namely, the steady refusal to argue, and the
steady reference to every question to the text of Qur’an or Sunna 3).

It is not the mere taglidi believer that G h. has in mind in this
section. For him he had a contempt which to say the least did not
diminish with years 4): it is the believer of real and deep religious ex-
perience that he means. \When this is realised it becomes remarkable
not that these are placed so high, but that thev are placed so low.
For above them come various classes of mystics differentiated on the
curious basis which we have already seen. Clearly G-h. gives us to
understand here that not only the experience but also the theology
of the $ifi is on a higher place than that of the most pious and reli-
gious non-Sufi.

6. Puzzling is it to find that a doctrine exclusively relating to
the heavenly Spheres, and the part taken by the Deity in moving them,
is made the test by which the highest four classes of saints and doctors
are distinguished from each other. In Tahdfut days this matter had left
G h. perfectly cold5). We can only infer that his mystic experiences,

1) The Mu‘tazilites and the Ash‘arites are mentioned together, with approval, in
the Mad. Sagh., in connection with the very same subjects discussed in this M. passage:
K> (o Y fopzmpe pt3l Wil Ryeddl Kastel A y= B3 O
(last Cairo ed.: p. 6 line 4). He has just mentioned the corperealist tendencies of the
Karramites and Fanbalites, and the advance made by those who denied jism but asserted
jiha. All this is so precisely like 3. p. 33 that it either proves the genuineness of Mad-
Sagh., or that its forger had M. before him when he wrote. And there are other striking
parallelisms. :

Z) See especially the whole of al-bab ath-thani of that work

3) op. cit. p. 34 whé;re ibn Malik’'s well-known answer o those who heckled him
on the istiwd problem is,commended as the model to follow in ali cases.

4) Contrast for. example the early Igizsad p. 6 with the late Mzzan al-‘Amal

pp. 215, 216. -
5) See sec. IIIL.
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his meditations and long night-watches, had now invested the subject
with ‘extraordinary fascination and importance for him.- E

“7. It is the unity of Allah that is the subject of the anxious care
of G h. and of the high-grade believers to whom he alludes: but very
surprising is it to note what are the dangers which seemed to him
to, threaten that unity. The danger of characterizing Allih by the
Attributes has been already mentioned. This was surprising, but more
surprising is it to learn that the belief that Allah moves the Heavens
threatens the Divine unity because of the plurality of those heavens
(p. 54); further, that the substituted doctrine (that Alldh moves the
outermost Sphere only) is to be suspected — though G h. mysteriously
declines to say why this is soI): finally, that the again-amended

* doctrine (that Allah only commands an Angel to move the outermost
Sphere), also threatens the divine unity and perfection ?); and that
these are only preserved by relieving Alldh of all describable part or
lot in-this function, and ceasing to predicate anything whatever of Him
or attribute anything whatever to Him. So agnostic is the thought-
basis of Gnosticism. The divine unity becomes not to so much the
Light of lights as HEGEL’s “night wherein all cows are black™.

8. The repeated mysterious allusions to something withheld in
these last paragraphs is significant and suggestive. These allusions
are concluded by the strangest of them all, namely that Allih must
not be thought of as either Himself moving the Outermost Heaven or
commanding a Vicegerent to move it, “because of a mystery the dis-
closure of which this book does not admait of* 3). It would go far towards
the solution of the G h.- problem if we could come upon the book
which d i d “admit of the disclosure of this mystery”. Was the key
to the mystery ever written? Was it in that unnamed book of eso-
teric teaching which G h. says he wrote4), but which ibn Tufail
declared had never come his way 5)? These questions are easier to
ask than to answer. VYet the mere putting helps to make clear the
nature of the G h. problem.

© 10. Attributeless and predicateless though the divine Being is,

HIAe alak=¥, plt¥l sie elly (oead 80Py YD OIS aged &

LK (p. s3)
2) ib, lines § and 9.
) 2 Lk S0 Jais Y

4) See infra sec. IV.
5) Hayy. ed. GavuTIER p. IS.

I
A

W, 1
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the mystics. nevertheless make thelr lnexpllcable journey to IT; and' ,
gaze upon ITS face. On the agnosticism is reared an- unintelligible .
gnosticism. Allal’s glory 'is ‘said to consume and annihilate these
enraptured saints ¥): yét at the very moment when the thought seems
about to pass into pure pantheism it recovers itself. Somehow or other
the individualities of these saints are preserved, not destroyed, just

s “The Friend” (Abraham) remained himself after his attainment to
the paradisal vision, and the ‘“‘Beloved” (Muhammad) returned to
earth after the supreme experience of the M<%aj. It was thought-habits
rather than thought-exigencies that saved G h. from being a pantheist
of the pantheists.

' II1.
Ibn Rushd and the Mishkiat al-Anwar.

The passage which has just been discussed attracted the notice
of the great Ghaz3dli-critic,ibn Rushd, during the century
which followed the publication of M. We must now examine his
remarks on the passage, as in the course of them he makes an allegation
which is of critical importance in relation to the G h. - question.

In the opuscule entitled ‘“‘Al-kafsh ‘an mandhij al-adille®™ ke
says:
oadldl b0 w0 PSS T R I R

bolodiel a3 3 e S w00 o Bl

Pt 100y WS 100 sk o (5O Loy Y bl O
eioes e e RN XNBy KagV r_/..LxJS K Bl ;_/&’k;\ﬁ Sidixels &

pevle S & 91 Oy el 0 o pale

“Then he comes on with his book known as Mishkat al- Anwdr, and mentions therein
the grades of the knowers of Alldh; and says that all of them are veiled save those who
believe that Allih is not the mover of the First Heaven, He being the one from
whom this mover of the first Heaven emanates: which is an open
declaration on his part of thetenet of the philosophers’ schools in
the science of theology; though he has said in several places that their science of theology
(but not their other sciences) is a set of conjectures’ 2).

The allegation thus casually made — that Gh. really held the same
metaphysical view as al-Farabiand ibn Sina respecting the
emanation of the hizhest grade of Being from the Absolute — is a most
seriovs one; for G h. in his Tahdjut wrote whole pages (see especially

D agdlS & ey Lty L gy ol 2> (e 56
% ed. MULLER p. 71, Cairo edition p. 59. The treatise was written before 373,
cf. Macponarp, Muslim Theology p. 255. Date of Miskikdr c. 500.
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pp. 28—33) to demonstrate not only the inadequacy of the-Philo-
s_op,hers"proof of the emanation theory, but also the damnable falseness -
of the-theory itself. We-must therefore ask two:questions:

-1. Does the doctrine of the Spheres and their Angels which is so
clearly approved by G h. in-M. indicate any desertion on his part of
the views he held when he wrote the Tahdfui?

2. Wasibn Rushd justified in ascribing to G'h. an adherence
to the emanation doctrine on the strength of this passage in M.?

I

The Tahdfut el-Faldsifa is the book which, as G h. tells us in one
of the last books he ever wrote, al-Mungidh min al-Dalal*) represents
the fruit of his special study and criticism of the Philosophers and
their doctrines. In this book he made a complete exposition of his
views about this matter of the Spheres; and in the Mungidh, which
was written within seven years of his death (between 498 and 505),
and which must therefore be nearly contemporary with M., he gives
us clearly to understand that he stands by every one of the vital find-
ings of the T ahdfut.

With regard to the existence of the system of concentric spheres
with their Primum Mobile, this was to G h. as to practically all of the
ancients ?) a certainty of observation and a mere matter of astronomy
(mugaddama fissiya, Tah. of Gh. p. 5§7): and the fact that two great
minds like Gh. and ibn Rushd regarded this construction of the
heavens and earth as aXiomatic is a striking instance indeed of human
{fallability.

With regard to the further doctrine, clearly visible in this 2.
passage, that these Spheres were animate beings (Zayawdndt) the per-
fection of whose spiritual natures was manifested in the perfection of
their motions, a belief held by the Philosophers but by no means
confined to them, the position of G h. in Tah. is that this, if true, must
be consigned to the province of revelation (kashf) not demonstration
{burhan, dalil). Theologically, he says, the belief is harmless, for Alldh
is able to endow anybody with life, and there is no reason why the
bodies of some living creatures should not be spherical just as well as
. the reverse3). But, he says, all this cannot be demonstrated by
the sristotelian instrument of dalil, as is claimed by his opponents

l1-Farabiandibn Sina ete. “Their doctrine in this question

Ty Mungidh, p. 12 line 1, last Cairo ed.
2 Ibn Baja, di 3533, however, criticises this theory.
3) Tah. p. 57.
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is one of which neither is the possibility denied nor the impossibility
asserted . ... But we do assert. that the. Philbsophers _are:‘u‘nabl_'e} to
cognise it by. demonstration of the reason; and that if it is true, then
only the prophets are given to scan it by inspiration or direct reve-
lation from Allsh. But ratiocination does not demonstrate it, though
(it is '_'true) some such doctrine might conceivably. be demonstrated,
if the demonstrative proof existed”:). And, ‘“‘the secrets of the King-
-dom of the Heavens are not to be scanned by means of such fantastic
imaginations as these; Allzh gives none but his #adi's ‘and waZ's to
scan them, and that by inspiration, not by demonstration. Thus the
Philosophers have been to a man unable to explain the cause of the
direction of the celestial movements, or of the choice of that
direction’ 2.

This position is borne out by the Mun. where he says3) that when
these matters are treated as a branch of physics there is no reason
to deny them absolutely; and that in his Tah. he pointed out the
Philosophers’ errors in these matters, which may all be reduced to one
(a theological, not a physical one), viz: their denial of the doctrine that
Nature is directly constrained to work (musakhkhara) by Alldh, and
that it does not act by itself but is set a-working (musta“mala) by its
Creator, and that sun, moon, stars and elements are constrained to
work by His command (musakhkharatin bi->amrihi), not one of them
having any action in itself (bi-dhdtihi ‘an dhdtihi). '

Does the M. passage go beyond this position? It goes beyond
it in this respect, that the doctrine which in Tak. and Mun. is coldly
pronounced not-impossible seems in A{. to be proclaimed with some
enthusiasm, nay to be made the differentia of the “4rifina billdh from
the mass of truly spiritual believers. The contrast of his attitude
in M. with his attitude in its near contemporary the Mun. is parti-
cularly striking, as it shows how differently G h. was wont to express
himself on certain points to the ‘awdmm and the khawass.

For we can scarcely doubt that G h. in M. does teach the doctrine
of animation of the Spheres, when we consider how he associates them
with angelic Intelligences. In this we merely have the theological
as distinct from the philosophical way of explaining the doctrine.
The assignment of an Angel as the movent of each Sphere, the gra-
duation of these Angels under their mysterious Commander (al-mufa‘),
is only the theological expression of the philosophic belief in the anima-

7 ib. p. 57. /|e.\~v[m€'

%y 1b. p. 60.
3) ed. cit. p. 11.
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t:on and the ratmnahty of the Spheres.. G h. himself in the Tah. says
that 1t is merely a question of terms how these Sphére-movents are
called.” “We have called It (i. e. the first of these Beings) the First
Intelligence (al-agl al-awwal), and we need not quarrel about names,
beIt calledAngel,Intelligence, or whatyouwill”®)
(summiya malakan aw ‘aqlan aw ma wrid).

1) Tah. p. 28.

This is borne out by the Madnitn as-Saghir and a little treatlse on an-Nafs ascri-
bed to Gh., found by the writer in Aleppo in a MS. in which it followed immediately om
Mad. Sagh. Both treatises were without title. In the unpublished treatise e teaches that
the Spheres have bodies and souls; for he lays it down that Sphere-soul (nafs falakiya)
is finer than human souls (nufizs bashariya): he has just previously said that the distin-
guishing mark of the soul (nafs) is that it has the faculty of perception (idrak): further,
the Angels are Intelligences (“ug#l): and (Mish. p. 54, Mad. Sagh. p.9) they move the
Heavens. Putting all this together we find that G h. teaches (a) the concentricity of the-
Spheres, (b) that they are possessed of bodies, (c) that their bodies have souls, (d) that
their souls have perception, that they are. therefore, angelic Intelligences: in other
words the full-fledged teaching of the Philosophers, apart from the doclrine of emanation.

It is clear that the title ‘‘al-Madnun a2:-Saghir” is unauthentic. The book has been
Inown by several different names. Some consider the work itself spurious (MassieNoN
attributesitto Abul Hasan ‘Al 1 al-Muzaffar, 7awdsin p. 182 notey), and they might,
say the same of the companion treatise on zz-Nafs. The argument is however of course,
given for what it is worth. An argument for :xe genuineness of the latter treatise is perhaps.
the fact that though it reproduces some of zhe doctrines of the Philosophers’, there is no
hint of the doctrine of emanation. In the Madnin also, as shall be pointed out, the use
of the word faid is expressly dissociated from all suspicious connotation.

. If the authenticity of the larger Afaznin is less suspect than that of the Madnin
saghir, it"will be of interest to adduce two passages from the former, which point to a Gha-
zalian doctrine of the animation of the Heavenly Bodies. In the section ar-rukn ath-thant’
the following words occur liwsfs US Ly ramS . 350 LJ\'c’u_J o

oo . LI ' 2 .. A .
gJ,UL,\X_"; L)_’JLD‘J .\.%4.,‘\..'23 L.\":_.g.\ L ._3 L)"J’M"’ L.)Q\._) L..‘GJ) Nowarn S ;.;_.:

2 S KGNS o= which informs as that the bodies of things are the place of their

iree action (fasarrufihd) and that some angel= havesuch bodies. Then inthenextsection (fasl)
we have the following «.S uws r5.>5 U).«.A...AJS e ,90.4-55 us)-ww-” e R )

whiel, when compared with the previous sentence, indicates (though the argument is not
syllogistically complete) that these rL.?i are the UL\;S of the angels who control them

o

())C)jjeu)wds«). — The word rs/._>5 itself points the same way, for £ is a synonym

of daw> (Laxe vol. II p. 413) and in ali other connections denotes animate bodies..

. The animation and rationality of the Spheres is clearly laid down in a treatise ascribed
to Gh., edited by Marrer under the title Diz dbhandlung d. Abit- Hamid al-G‘dzgdlz‘, Ant-
worlen auf Fragen, die an ithn gerichiel wurden: see pp. XXXV seqq., transl. pp; 17 seqq.
The editor avows his belief in the authenticity of this work (p. XII). But C. pE Vaux
Emphatically rejects it (Gaz@li p. 53 n. 1), and probably all would side with DE Varx
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. It would thus seem. that Gh. in his‘later -mystical days gave
in‘private to the doctrine of the Spheres a somewhat startling emphasis
and prominence, while in public retaining the old cool, sceptical,
reserve in regard to it). The point is of great interest biographically,
but though it tells us something about his doctrine of reserve, it is not
enough to convict him on any disloyalty to Islam.. :

The further point — whether G h.’s. doctrine of the angelic Spheres
in M. included also the emanation-theory of the Philosophers — brings
us to the second main question: Wasibn Rushd justified in his
gloss in the M. passage, namely that Alldh was huwa-lladhi sadara
‘anhu hddha-l-muharrik (called al-muza‘), and that G h.”s language in
this passage amounts to a tasr?k minhu bt ‘tigadi madhahibi-l-faldsifa?

2.

The point is one of crucial importance, for it goes far to settle
the question, one way or the other, as to whether G h. held any esoteric
doctrine which was in flat contradiction to his teachings in his other
books and which he, in those books, branded as kufr. If he can be
acquitted on the charge so casually brought against him by ibn R.
he may probably be acquitted from the general charge, for it is unlikely
that a stronger case will be found elsewhere than that created by this
passage in M. This great man’s fundamental sincerity is, then, the
issue of the present discussion.

But preliminarily it must be established that this question of
emanation is crucial for the point at issue.

Turning to the Tak. of Gh. (ed.cit. pp. 24 seqq.) we find that this
is the theory which is definitely and explicitly contrasted with the true
doctrine of Allah as Creator (fa‘ilu-I-‘alami wa sani‘uh) and con-
demned as incompatible with it. Thefull statement of the emanational
theory occurs on p. 28 of the work 7). The word for “‘emanation” there
used is fada (inna-l-mabd@a-l-awwala fada wmin wujidihi-l-aglu-l
awwal). But the word he uses more generally is the very one used
by ibn R. in his comment on this M. passage, viz. sadara, €.g. on p. 30
of the Tah. where he starts an objection to the above doctrine by the
words kaifa sadara minhu etc. Evidently the two expressions are practi-
cally synonymous, one meaning ‘“‘flow over”, the other ‘‘issue forth™.

in“this. It clearly teaches the philosophic qidam al-‘@lam (pp. XLI seqq.; transh
Pp- 23 seqq.). So then Gh. was a hypocrite through and through ! (p. XII). — pE Vaux
appears to reject also both the Maduin's (Gazali, p. 53 notes), yet cites the greater
Mad. as original on p. 107.
1) See also Magasid al-Falasifa, Cairo 15t ed. pp. 219, 220.
Islam, V. 10
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The twowordsare brought together ina'sentenceon p. 517) (last twolines).. -
And on the next page (52) he explicitly opposes the.doctrine of sudir to
the only true ard orthodox .one of:7/dath. Thus we see that to Gh.
the:doctrine of sud#@r was part and parcel with that of gidam al-‘Glam,
which is the first of the three heresies, which alone he definitively
damns as subversive of Islam and as meriting the penalty of death 2).
We further note that on p. 51, line 5, the same doctrine is shown to be
vitally connected with the s'e c on d_ of the said heresies, viz. Alldh's
non-cognisance of the particular. "It would be easy to show further,
that it underlies the third also, the non-resurrection of the body
and the non-materiality of the Garden and the Fire. Trebly damnable,
then, was the doctrine of ‘sudar, — the doctrine, nevertheless, which we
are invited by ibn R ush d to consider as explicitly taught by “A b @
Hamid"“ in the Mishkat al- Anwar 3)!

There being then no doubt that this accusation respecting sudir
touches the heart of the question, we must now discuss the causes that
might lead a reader, as apparently they led ibn R., to find the
doctrine in M. in general and this passage in particular.

(@t The word sudiar does not occur in M. But the word fada,
which as we have seen had suspicious associations, is frequent. The
angels, G h. teaches in M. are lights (not have or convey light): the
lower lights “‘emanate (fafid) one from the other as light emanates
from a lamp (p. 22)", forming an emanational light-scale ascending
by stages (magdamat) to Allah as absolute light source (¢b.). At first
sight this looks like the naked emanation-theory of the Philosophers:
but in fact it is not so. G h.s use of the word fada is not simply fada
min ... but fada min ... “ala. This shows clearly that the image in
his mind involves not simply an emanating something, but also a some-
thing el s e, upon (‘alz) which falls the glory of that emanation, but
which ix other than it. See M. pp. 4, 14 (twice) and 30, where this
point iz made explicitly clear. In other words there is presupposed by

1).J~<-H Ow...&ﬁs_);duo :

2) Conclusion (pp. 90, 91) of the Tah. The same explicit condemnation is found in
Faisal ai-Tafriga, and in the contemporary Mungidh (pp. 11, 12).

3) It should be noted here that ibn R ushd was himself quize cold towards the
emanation-doctrine, which he says was grafted by al-Farabi and ibn Sini on to the
true philosophic (i e. Aristotelian) doctrine of the heavenly bodies (Tax. of ibn R. p. 49.
the very passage where he answers Gh.’s doctrine against the emanation-doctrine in his
Tah., p 28). Thisis or‘vle of the many cases in which he complains that our author in con-
demning ibn S. condemned philosophy in general. It is therefore all the more surprising
to find G h. accused by ibn R. of endorsing i bn S. of all people, and the emanation-
doctrine of all theories.
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this simile a dark body, which betomes clothed, not with the essence .
. «of the :Light-giver, but with the reflection:of His Glory ). This.is the
* significance of his phrase *“as the light emanates from the lamp’’, — not
‘the flame itself, but the light which is-the effect of the flame. Similarly
for the expression igiibas which occurs on p. 22, where he says that the
“‘Spirits Prophetical are lit (mugtabasa) from the Spirits Supernal as,
a torch is lit from fire, and that these Supernals-are lit the one-from
the other in an order which is an order of ascending stages (magamat)”
this expression equally implies some sort of ot h er substance which
is merely lighted at and from the source of original flame. - On pp. 3I
and 32 moreover, the entirely harmless use of the word fade is further
proved by its being used for the emanation of a Sultan’s authority
on to his Vizier, so that the latter is invested with it. Obviously this
is not to say that the Vizier emanated from the Sultan inibn Sina‘s
sense. Thiz use of the metaphor is made very clear in the. Madnin
as-Saghir, where the following passage occurs:

“What is emanation? We must not understand from this explanation what is sugges
ted to us by the overflowing (emanating) (fayadan) of water from a vessel on to the hand,
for that is suggestive of a separation of a portion of the water from the vessel and its con-
junction with the hand. But we must understand that which-is suggested to us by the
-overflowing (emanation) of sunlight on to a wall:" though here too some have gone wrong,
and have supposed that a ray from the body of the sun becomes separated from it and
is conjoined with thewall. Rather isis the sunlight the cause whereby something resembling
it in luminosity is created ... like the emanation of an image from some object on to a
mirror. .. It is thus that the divine grace (j#d) is the cause whereby the light of existence
is created in every substance that admits of existence: which is expressed by the word
Jaid.”

So far from having here the metaphysics of the Philosophers,

we have simply the metaphysics of the orthodox mutakallimin served
up with an analogy from nature. For this is but. a picturesque state-
ment of their theory of Necessary Being (wdjib) and Potential Being
(mumkin) — the latter being in the state of Not-being (‘adam) until
the attribute of the divine grace (j#d) invests it with the single attri-
bute of Being (wuj#d) and thus creates it. The Potential in the state
of Not- being is compared toa dark body; necessary Being (Allah) to
the sun; the attribute of j7#d to the r a'y, which alighting on the dark
body invests it with the quality of existence, and it flashes into the
light of Being. Compare with this a passage in the Mad. just before
the one already 01ted where the question is: ‘““What is the cause of

1y Cf the mlrlolf metaphor, supra p. The .passage in [I/kya III pp. 495—6,
cited by KreMERr in Ideen p. 72, shows the enormous importance attached by G h. to this
conception of the refléctor, especially as a defence against the assaults of pantheistic ideas

consequent on ecstasy.
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this kindling'¢f the wick (i. €. the embryo) by thelight (i-e. the spirit) 2*7,
“-and the reply is: “The.cause is an attribute in the Maker and anattri-
bute -in" the- potential locus. (makallin qabil). The former ‘attribute
is the divire grace (jid), the well-spring of Being upon (yanbi® al-wujid
‘ald) all that is susceptible (lahu gabiil) of Being: (i. e al-mumkin):
for this grace isa self-emanation upon (fayaddn bidhatihi “ald) every
hypostasis (kagiqa) which it brings into existence. " This attribute is
‘expressed by the term Power and may be compared to the emanating
of the sunlight upon all that is potentially illuminable (gdbzl lil-istindr a)
when the veil between the two is removed.”

With this clear position the allusions’in M. to the divine fayadan
are in complete agreement. The metaphysic of G h. the Siafi was
still that of kaldm, not falsafa, justasmuchasin his pre-Stfi days. The
image of the passing of the divine Light by a series of refractions on
to a series of dark objects, each reflecting, but more and more dimly,
the light of the one before, is a favourite one with Sifis and is found
in an important passage in M. (pp. 15.16). If we are right in showing
how harmless this doctrine of light-emanation was in itself, we may
further conclude from this image of successive refractions, that the
graded ranking of human and angelic spirits, up to one highest Being
standing next to Alldh, was also a docirine not in the least inconsistent
with the orthodox doctrine of the eternal Creator and the contingent
creation 7). These successive refractions are in the same section (pp. I5s,
16) explicitly identified with these successive ranks of Spirits, the
graduations of whom are further said to be a matter of kashf. Accor-
ding to this important section, it is clear that however mysteriously
high and nigh the highest and nighest of these Beings is, and whether
IT be called the Obeyed-one (as in our enigma-passage), or the Nighest-
one (al-mugarrab -p. 16), It nevertheless only differs in degree from
all those who are lower down in the series. Thus, on page 16, “These
four Lights [in the refraction simile just alluded to] are ranged one
above the other and one more perfect than the other; and each one
has a certain rank and proper degree which it never passes. I would
have you know that it has been revealed to those who have Insight
that even so are the Lights of the Spirit-realm ranged in an order;

) And this would apply to the Spheres alsc, supposing them to be living Celestials-
— Gh.’s idea as to who was al-agrab seems 10 have varied. For it is worth noting

that in Fawdh'r p. 13 he tells us that the Cherubim (KaritbZyiia) are the highest
Celestials of all; but their function is entirely adoration, — they pay no attention to

aught else [therefore are unconcerned with thiz matter of Sphere-turning] (iasdt ¥

PP PCING R )
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‘that the Nighest (al-mugarrab)'is the one who'is nea'r\e_st',(al-uqrali)‘ to
the Ultimate Light, (and thus the rank of Seraphiel may well be-above
that of Gabriel) *);:that among them is one who is the Nighest; .. . that
among them is a Lowest; and (finally) b_‘etween'the two.are grades
innumerable.* — The refraction-simile with which- this section begins
{(p. 15) explains that the Nighest stands to the Light-source, Allih,
as the moon to the Sun; i. e. as the most brilliant of reflected lights
to the primary, possessing therefore no more unity of essénce or nature
with the primary -than any of the others.

Considering the total absence, then, of the words ]‘aaa or sadara,
or even their idea, from the 4. passage under discussion, and the
harmlessness of the Ghazilian useof fada, fayaddn, faid, no justification

can be found for ibn R.'s gloss on the passage. — But it has other
features which made more readers than ibn R. suspicious (see inf.
sec. IV).

b) In the schematization of the universe ascribed by G h. to the
highest grade of the Light-veiled, @z that immediately preceding the
Unveiled, Alldh is compared with the sun, the- source of light,
and the Highest in his service with the moon. But in the schematism
ascribed to the: Unveiled, Alldh is compared with pure Light
(an-nitr al-mafid) and his Vicegerent to the sun; or respectively the
elemental fire (jawhar an-ndr) and live-coal. Are we, then, to under-
stand that no longer is the Vicegerent a mere reflector of an alien
glory, himself essentially dark? but that he is the light-source rela-
tionally, and Alldh the light-source absolutely? Certainly this doeslook
like the Philosophers’ doctrine of the First-cause (al-“llat al-ild) and
the First-caused (al ma‘lil al-auwal or al-‘aql al-auwal sc. The Demiurge):

1) The allusion to Seraphiel and Gabriel in the above quotation, though introduced
in the curious tentative fashion sometimes afiected by our author, tends to confirm the
supposition that G h. sthe mystic had taken over very much of the $Saff cosmology and
angelology which is to a large extent common both to Jewish, Christian, and Moslem mysti-
cism. These two names were not chosen at random. Seraphiel (Isra@fil) was the Archangel
of the highest Planetary Heaven (Saturn, Zu#al) and Gabriel (Fabrzl) that of the lowest
(theMoon)—as appears clearly in the myth of the “descent” of the Qur’an from the Preserved
Tablet to “the Lowest Heaven” (as-Sama@ ad-Dunya), and its transference from thence

" by the Angel Gabriel to the prophet Muhammad. Mikha’ll was the Archangel of the Mer-
cury-sphere, Rafa’il of the Sun-sphere, and so forth (J. Lepsius in Das Reich Christi XII
p. 61: the names were taken over from the Aramaic astrologers). The Seven Archangels
are not mentioned in ! \[ But in the strange passage about the mi¥d; of an Eniaztickler on
p. 30 we have a mention of Seven Stages (sab‘ {abagat), which in all probability is an
allusion to the Seven Spheres. If so, we, have here an indication that in G h.s day SGfr’s
related their Sevenfold Way to the Seven Spheres, as the modern Dervish-orders do
{see “ ‘The Way’ of a Mohamedan Mystic” by W. H. T. GAIRDNER, Harrassowitz 1911).
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— the “sun” would then be the actualisation of uncognisable #‘light”,
havmg emanated therefrom by a.transcendental -and unmtelhglble
~ process.~— Very significant isit that Gh.’s al-mufa‘ isnot called an -Angel,
and is unconnected with any Sphere; the next lower Being, an Angel,
moves the falak al-afldk. Exactly so “the First Intellect”. moved
_ noiSphere, but produced “the Second Intellect” who ruled the Quter-
most Sphere (fayaksulu minhu malak wa-jalak) 7).

But Gbh.’s symbolism is not always consistent. On p. 23 of M.,
for example, he says: “everything in existence is related ... to Alldh
as light to the Sun” 2); but on p. 30 he says that the grades of angelical
Light-essences3) (created, .obviously) may be compared with the (crea-
ted) sun, moon, and stars in the world of sight4). No argument
therefore can be built on his symbolic comparison of the Vicegerential
Muiac to the Sun, though under the circumstances it was an unlucky
hit. ' S

The passage on p. 30, in fact, which is an uncompromising demon-
stration of the creatorhood of Allah and the creaturehood of all other
beings, even the:highest, gives the clue to Gh.’s mind in using this
symbolism, and shows that so far from its expressing a singularly close
relation between Allih and his Vicegerent, it is intended to express
the infinity of the gulf between them. After calling the Archangels
Lords (arbab) and comparing them to the sun, moon and stars, he
introduces that artistic and beautiful passage in the Qur’zn where
Abraham is depicted as tempted to worship these heavenly bodies
successively, ending with the sun the most glorious of them
all. As he sees each sag and set he exclaims, *T love not those that
set’”’; until, when the sun sets also, he cries “Oh my people 1 am
innocent of your polytheism: I have turned my face to
(wajjahtu wajhi ild) Who created the Heavens and the
Earth?” (S#ra VI, 79) The italicised phrase is of first-rate importance
in this connection, for it occurs again most significantly in our enigma-
passage (M. p. 55) where the Unveiled (we are told) “turn their
facefrom (fawajjahi) himwho moves the Ultimate Sphereand him
who commands it tobemoved5), and arrived at (wasali ©ld) a
Beingtranscending all”” etc. — Theessential unity of teachingasbetween
the Qur'an itself and thismuch-debated passage, andbetween the latter
) 8) Magasid, p. 220.
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5) Respectively the Angel of the Highest Sphere and the Vicegerent.
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and Gh.’s. uniform theolog1ca1 p051t1on would thus seem- to be fully
estabhshed . - L . :

¢) An apparent contradlctlon between the teachlng of -this passage
and that of Gh.’s Mungidh, for example, is found in the explicit denial -
to Allah of the supreme act of moving the outermost Sphere, and so
the whole heavenly -mechanismi (p. 54.1. I'5 compared with p! 55 1. 12),
‘and the ascription of thisfunction to the Vicegerent. Moreover, even the
Vicegerent is too sublimetomove that Heaven directly; heis an Obeyed-
one whoorders the moving of theHeavens (alladhi ya@*muru bi-takrikiha)
and under Him is the one (sc. an Archangel) who actually moves them .
(alladhi yularriku s-samawdt) 7). And as if to lose no opportunity of
clothing this Vicegerent with an all-too-ambiguous preeminence he
omits to call him either angel or creature (maldk, ‘abd) though'in the
previous schematization the supreme Celestial was carefully designated
by both of these terms (p. 55 lines 2, 3). Finally, G h. throws some
mystification over the reason which led him to deny this function to
Allah: it would, he says ‘“‘negate the absolute divine unity and per-
fection because of a mystery, of the disclosure of which this book
does not admit”’.

In the Mungidh on the other hand we find the very selfsame func-
tion, namely the ordering (y@’mur;see above) of the movement of the
Heavens, which in this passage is denied to the Absolute Being and
handed over to the Vicegerent, assigned to the Creator alone; an
assignation which he there makes the test-doctrine of orthodoxy,
damning the heretic philosophers who denied it. ‘‘Nature’”, he says
“is set a working by'its Creator, and sun, moon, stars and elements;
are constrained to work by His command (bi-amrihi) >

What makes the contrast so glaring is the explicit demal of this
very bi-amrihi to Alldh in the M. passage, and its ascription to a Vice-
gerent who is for this reason called al-musa‘. The Mungidh position
is in fact identical with that of the highest grade of Light-veiled, who
ascribed this constraining of the heavenly bodies to the amr of Alldh
and made H i m the muza (p. 55 lines 1, 2). G h. is here indeed “plus
philosophe que les philosophes”. The latter, according to ibnR.3)
laid down that all orders issued by whatsoever commanders must be
traced back to this First Principle (al-mabda’ al-auwal:. i. e. Alldh
Himself, who is indeed called in this connection al-amir al-awwal,
the First Commander!

) M. p. 55

2) Passage already alluded to above: Munquih ed. cit. p. 11.
3) Tah. of L R PP 49, 51.
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. The matter does not lack.in strangeness, and it certainly looks as

if G h.’s esoteric theory of the divine action differed considerably from
his exoteric one?). .It also looks as if we shall never know the whole
explanation of the matter. We have his own fquvete linguis! here; and,
as we shall see, there was no key to:the puzzle forthcoming in ib n
Tufail’s time?). The point is’of high interest biographically and
theologlcally, but not to the extent of proving G h.’s infidelity - to
orthodoxy, as though he taught that this Vicegerent emanated
from this First Cause.

.For the passage itself when closely studied carries the refutation
of such a charge. The fact that he ddes not happen to call the Vice-
gerent ‘abd or malak may be dismissed as an accident: probably G h.
mentally carried on the description of the Vicegerent in the previous
schematization. The key to the orthodoxy of the passage we have
already seen: — tawajjahii inl. 12, when compared with Abraham’s
“wajjahiu wajhi lilladhl fatara-s-samdwati wal-ard kanifan wa-ma ana
mina-l-mushrikin”, is conclusive. The word tawajjehs in itself
negates the possibility of an emanation theory.

This becomes still clearer whenwe consider Gh.scommentary on the
above Qur'an test (M. p. 32). It is on the strength of it that he justi-
fies the hyper-transcendence of the Alldh of his theology. The relative
“Who' (in Zlladhi) is, he says, purposely made as vague as possible;
it is left without relation or analogue (mithdl), for Allah transcends
all relation (tagaddasa ‘ani-n-nisba). He then goes on to quote Moses’s
refusal to define or to describe the quiddity (mahiya) of Alldh to en-
quiring Pharaoh, simply referring him to Allah>s works in crea -
tion and then stopping short (see Sara XXVI. 24). It is clear that

1) Something more will be said later about the extent or limitations of the Ghazalian
doctrine of economy, his “Zljam’’ of certain teachings from the “‘commonalty”.

*) M. MassigxoN suggests to me that the figure of the Vicegerent is really an ob-
scure allusion to a high doctrine concerning the Qu/b who rules and orders all things in both
heaven and earth. Inreference to the name al-mu/a* he cites the aphorism of Ibrahim Adham
;’\5'3' B xelbt & 6'\..[95 U.A The extraordinary passage in M. p. 24 may be
another allusion to this all- governance by a supreme Stfi. — It is true that
virtual omnipotence, not only in matters earthly but also in matters heavenly, was ascribed
by later Sufis to the agrab. Of the two tmam’s of the quib, the ‘‘Zma@m of the right”” was
definitely assigned the control of matters celestial: how much more then the qusb himself
But is this doctrine as old as Gh.; or, if so, was it reputable in his day? Ibn Khalddn
(HL. 72 of QUATREVERE ’s text) traces it to the influence of Ismailism on thelater
Sufls (al-muta‘akhkhirin min as-Siifya, p. 71), mediated by men like ibn Sina, in imitation
of the ¢ma@m-theory of the Ismi‘ilites. Now Gh. was continually fighting the Isma‘ilites;
he derided the Zmam-doctrine (see Mungidh); and he deeply suspected ibn Sina. Is he,
then, likely to have adopted a high gufb-doctrine?
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the obliterating transcendentalism of Gh.’s view of Alldh was intended
by him to preserve just:this’creatorhood of Allih. He probably
clung to this last refuge of the Deist against an all devouring pan-
theism. Alldh, though “‘transcending every - attribute given pre-
viously” 1), including the direct providential governance of the
universe, was nevertheless the “‘one who created the heavens and the
earth” and of course all that is therein, including the Vicegerent him-

self. How G h. the orthodox was able to keep in view so definite an

attribution as that of Creatorhood amid the Stygian darkness of his

hyperagnosticism; is a question that can be asked but not answered.

We touch here the bottom of the Ghazali-problem. Yet it is only

the problem of every mystic who, while his philosophy and theology

alike are hastening toblot out both subject and object, annihilating the

created world and making God unknowable just because He is All,

nevertheless clings to the fact that he himself, a creature, has made

the mystic leap to God. And in fact, as we have seen, it is just this

passage, perhaps the most agnostic one in G h. (1. p. 55), that is

closed by his description of themystic leap taken by the Unveiled, and

their ecstasy at the paradisal vision (pp. 56, 57). The doctrine of

creation (¢4dadth) was, then, to G h. the last anchor of faith, thought,

and experience. That he should exchange it for the sand-rope of

emanation isinconckivable, and wve have shown that in fact he did

not doso. IbnRushd’s casual accusation must be totally ruled

out, and the sincerity of ‘AbG Hamid> to this extent stands vindi-

cated.

Iv.
Ibn Tufail and the Mishkat al-Anwar.

But ibn Rushd was not the only thinker who was puzzled by
this passage in M. His contemporary ibn Tufail in the intro-
duction in his phIlosophlcal romance Hayy b. Yaggan makes an allu-
sion to the doubts it had occasioned, and takes occasion to make some
arresting remarks concerning Gh.’s alleged secret doctrine in his
esoteric books (kutub madnin bihd).

Ibn T s verdict, we may say at once, is that G h. is indeed guilty
of serious contradictions, but that these contradictions appear in his
published books fO}' all to see; that he had on his own showing a secret
doctrine, but that:in none of the books which had penetrated to the
West was anythmg particularly significant to be found; and he there-

N M. p. 55. J%J o slainoy, Lo M o= LM\M.\ P
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- fore rejects thé dubious intérpretations put by.certain contemporary
‘readeérs of M. upon this vexed passage. But; though he seems to recog-
mize its obscurity, he. does not favour us with its' true 1nterpretat10n-
Here is his allusion to it 1)z - ' :
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“‘Some later writers?) have fancied they have found somethmg tremendous in that.
pas:.age of his that occurs at the end of al-Mishkat, which (they think) impales al-
Ghazali3).on a dilemma which from which he has has no escape4). 1 mean where,
after speaking of the different kinds of the Lightveiled, 'and then going on to speak
of the true Attainers, he tells us that these Attainers have discovered that this Esisting
One posseses an attribute which is negative of unmitigated Unity : insisting that it necessarily
follows from this, that al-Ghazall believed that the Absolute Being has within His
Essence some sort of pluraht) which God forbidl”

He goes on to express his emphatic belief that ne:ther in this
passage nor elsewhere would Ab@ El 2mid be found responsible for
such a monstrous opinion; though he does not indicate explicitly
where these “later writers” erred in their exegesis of the passage.
A little study enables us surely, to indicate that error in a single
word: — it must have been a very superficial reading of the passage
that failed to discern that the Attainers denied, not asserted, the
deity of the Muza‘, and that just on the very ground that his identifi-
cation with Alldh, or even the ascription to Alldh of the direct con-
trolling of the Heavens, would lead to a pluralising of the godhead.
‘The critics failed to see, in fact, that the Unveiled abandoned the

1y ed. Gaumer (G.Y) pp. 13—15: transl. GauTier (G.?) pp. 12—14. Translated
Ocxiey (0.) publ. Epwarp vax Dvck, Cairo 1905, pp. 13. Id.

) Or “Alater writer”, for the word (=2 even when followed by singular pronouns
is ambiguous, Uf, as is very possibly the case, the allusion is to a single writer, can it be
that we have here an allusion to his contemporary ibn R.’s critique on M., the very one
which we have just been discussing ?

3) Mb'js. The dilemma is conceived as past, either from the point of view of that
critic (gad tawahhama) or from the point of view of the dead Ghazali

4) Both G.? (p. 14) and O. (p. 14) seem to me to have mistaken the meaning here.
Ttwasal-Ghazall, not his critics, who was supposed to find this opinion so disastrous

in its consequences. The v. L. 5.:(5;&5 makes this even clearer.
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position of the last of the Laight-veiled injust thisrespect, thatthelatter
identified the' Muza“ ‘with Alldh; while! the perfected -Attainers kept al-
Mugas; with all his functions unchanged, but denied that he was Allah ¥),
and “‘turned from him’ to the predicateless’Absolute -Being. ;The
discovery of those ‘latter-day’ critics thus turns out to be a mares’-
nest, as i b n T. himself clearly deemed it to be. :

Ibn T. has no doubt that G h. had an esoteric doctrine, but he
evidently considers that it would not be so very alarming, if known
(perhapsib nT. however was not a very capable judgein such rﬁatters) ;
if it had ever been committed to writing, then the books to which
it was committed had never found their way to Andalisia. Of the
books that had come to hand some, he says, were considered by their
western readers to be esoteric. But he pooh-poohs the alleged
esotericism of all these books, including our M. itself, Musz® and all.
Ibn Tufail has no doubt that Ab# H amidwas one of the true
Attainers and that he achieved the highest degree of felicity. '

This implication of the legitimacy of having an esoteric, economi-
zed (madnin bikd) doctrine is important. G h., says ibn T., made
no secret of it himself. 1In his al-Fawdhir 2) he had openly avowed
having written esoteric bookss) and in his Mizan al < Amal he gives his
ideas on the subject in very candid detail, namely that every “Perfect”
(kamil) has three sets of opinions (madhahib): first, those of the en-
vironment in which he was born, brought up, and educated; second,
what he teaches to enquirers, adapting and varying the same to their
attainment and degree of perception; third, “what a man believes in
secret between himself and Allah, what he gives to no one to peruse
save Alldh, and never mentions except in the company of someone
who has been his fellow-student of the matter in question, or has
reached a stage (rutba) that qualifies him to study it ..... "),

It is undeniably startling to find a doctrine like this so candidly

7 I owe to my colleague the Rev. R. F. McNEeILE the clear apprec1at10n of this
all-important point.

2 1. e. Fawahir el- Qur’an (Cairo ec. 1329).

3) op. cit. p. 30. Butibn Tufail has not noticed an important point here: on
page 31 of Fawakir, G h. seems clearly 10 say that he had put all his esoteric teaching into
one book: laramun ‘ald man yaga‘u dh@lika-1-kitZbu biyadihi an yughirahu. To
which the editor adds (in the index, Fawahirp. 189) wa la‘allahy ma yusamma bil-* Madnin bihi
“ald ghatri ahliht. The contents of this esoteric teaching are defined by Gh. to be the
Acts of Alldh; Hxs Attributes; His Essence; and, “Im at-@khira, which includeg
‘the relation of the creature to Allah according as he is certified by knowledge or veiled
byignorance” (notice the Mishka: terminology). (Fawdhir p. 30.)

4y Mizan p. 214.
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stated by:Gh. himself, and to the modern mind such an attitude
seems suspicious to a.degree.  Séme will no doubt say. that anything

might be true of the doctrines of'a man who confesses to such suppleness -

as this.” Would it (they ‘might ask) be surprising after this to find the
doctrine of emanation, or any other doctrine, in that unknown book
of esoteric wisdom if we had it?; while as for studying the books which
have his imprimatur; this cannot on the face of it, and on his own
confession, lead toany certain results in regard tohis innermost thought;
s0 why waste time on so futile a proceeding?

It is probable nevertheless that these cons1derat10ns while cer-
tainly complicating the G h.-problem, only lend it a more piquant
interest. Our author is not silent on the rationale and method of this
economy of teaching. In regard to kaldm indeed his method of eco-
nomy, which was substantially that of the older though not more
recent mutakallim’s, is to be found fully expounded in his treatise
1ljam 1l ‘awamm ‘an “ilmi-l-kaldm 7). It is true on the other hand that
he is'nowhere so explicit about his method of economy in regard his
esoteric mysticism?), and that here Muslim mystics were indubitably
treading on more perilous ground. Time and again in M. as we shall
see, he stops short at some exciting point and somewhat coyly gives
. the readér to understand that he could tell so much more an he would.

Ibn T's position in regard to Gh. is as follows: He considers
that Gh.’s confession of his triple madhdhib accounts for the contradic-
tions and inconsistencies to be found in his published works, such as
(sic ibn T.) his damning of the doctrine of the immateriality of the
resurrection in his T'ak. and his approval of it in his Mizdn al-‘Amal 3)
where he himself differs from him is over the necessity for such caution.

. In the very last paragraph of Hayy4) he says that the time had come
o ‘‘divulge this secret and to tear away the veil”, leaving the true
doctrine however with “‘a thin veil or cover over it, which may be easily
rent by those who are worthy of it, but will be so thick to him who
is unworthy to pass beyond that he shall be unable to penetrate it” 5).
The reason for this proceeding is stated to be the dangers some were

1) op. cit. passim see also al-igiisad fil itigad pp. 6—S8, and Fawahir pp. 23

2) In Fawdahir pp. 29, 30 he tells as something about the necessary propaedeusis
to his reserved tcachmg

3) This opens up a tempting subject which js beyond the scope of the present en-
quiry. The reference in Gh.'s Tahafut is pp. 90, 91 (the concluding paragraph); in Mizan,
al-*Amal, pp. 7, 8. Ibn R.in his reply to the Tahdfut notices the same inconsistency (see
ihe section on eschatology in his Tah., concluding paragraph, p. 135.

4) G.* p. 118, G2 p. 117.

5) O. p. 69.
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in of readlng false and corrupt beliefs into’ the secret so;ealously guarded -

“by - his predecessors —- he’is-quite aware that he is. almost entlrely
reversing their. pohcy in th1s matter, oL RS

But amiong-the most: promment of these predecessors was . Gh.
himself. Now it is truethat ib n T. on his own shewing had no authen-
tic knowledge of ‘the esoteric teaching of G h., for ‘he felt-sure: (he says)
that he had never come across the esoteric book or bocks mentioned
by his predecessor in his Fawahir 7). But it is pretty clear from a
survey of the whole passage in Hayy that ibn T. believed that Gh.’s
esoteric teaching, if it could be got at and unveiled, would not be
found to differ from his own position, so candidly
set forth in Hayy ibn Yagzan. He even says he won his way to that
position through bis study of Gh.'s “other (published) works and those
of Shaikh AbG“Alil (ibn Sind), which I read and compared
with the opinions of the present philosophers, until I at length came to
the knowledge of the truth”?). Al-Ghazidliand ibn Sina?
— a truly remarkable juxtaposition !

Ibn T. may of course be wholly wrong, and Hayy may be a total
misrepresentation of G h.’s inner teaching. Certainly it strikes one
on reading it as having far more Abfi ‘Aliinitthan AbtH amid:
more, on the whole, of the ideas attacked in the Tgk. than of the ideas
which the Tah. was written to vindicate. But the speculation sugge-
sted by these hints of the i b n T. cannot be followed out here, though
it is far too important a one to be ignored by anyone who purposes
to make an exhaustive study of Gh.’s innermost theological conceptions.
It only comes within the scope of this study to see what light, if any,
Hayy throws on the ideas setforth in M. and especially on the enigma
passage at the end; neither defending nor opposing i b n T.’s claim to
be in line with G h.s own thought.

We are disappointed indeed at the very point where we most

1y The works of :Gh mentioned by ibn T. as having been studied by him are:
(1) Tahafwt, (2) Mizan al-*dmal, (3) Mungidh, (4) Fawdhir al-Qurian, (5) al-Ma‘arif
al-* Agliya, (6) an-Nafkh wa-i-Taswiya, (7) Mas@'il, (8) al-Magsad al-Asnd, (9) Mishkal
al-Anwar. Of these all except (5) and (7) are in print. Ibn T. says of (3), (6) and (7) that
they contain hints of esoteric teaching, but not noticeably more than is contained in fZ
kutubihi- l-mashhitra. No. (6) is to be identified with the book known as al-Madnin as-
Saghir (= al- Ajwiba al- Qur’aniya Brock. No. 18, see Ip. 425 n.3). Itis odd however that
when he is confessedly casting around for what he calls kutub madniin bika he should make
no mention of the book 'now well kaown as ak madniin bihi ‘ald ghairi ahliki. Clearly it
cannot have “come to Andalus” in his day. Can it be the incominunicable “book” alluded
to by G h. in his Fawghir ?

2) G.1 pp. 98-—100.1
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meed; and: most ‘expect mforrnatmn ‘viz.- the: naturf, and functlons of

the Muzfa Hayy onlystells- of-the- Nine Spheres {the Seven Planetary; ..* .

' _the Fixed-Star Sphere, and the Pr1mum Mobﬂe) 1).. -Beyond this he *

_brings us to Absolute Deity. Thus he is silent as to any.Intermediate '

“such as -the aql al-auwal or the ma‘lil al-auwal of ibn Sinia or
the Mutd of M.  Herein he: resernbles al-Farabi rather than ibn
Sinaz); His description of the immaterial Celestial Essence (dhat) -
who indwells, -or is; the Highest Sphere has indeed much in common
with . the Muz‘a , whose action however has no immediate relation to
even the falak al- -aflak -in-M. . . S
In this remarkable -passage (pp. 98—100) we have a strong
reminder of the image of the successive reflectors in M. 2) the impor- -
tance of which in determining Gh.’s riotion of jayaddn has been already
pointed out. - The essences of the Intelligences of the Spheres are
represented as the successive reflections of the Divine Essence. The
highest of :them is not the essence of the One Real nor is he the
Sphere itself, nor is he other than them both3). It is, as it were,
theimage of the sun which appears in a polished mirror; for it is neither
the sun, nor the mirror; nor other than them both”. These reflecting
mifrors are the bodies of the Spheres. This well represents Gh.s light-
emanation idea (faid). And the inimitable ‘hedging’ “neither
identical withnor differentfromtheOneReal”
might very possibly have been welcomed by G h. himself in his struggles
to define the relation of the creaturely to the divine Intelligence.
Certainly then, in this respect, Hayy is nearer the Ghazalian faid than
the Avicennian sudér. And it is the same when we consider the tea-
ching of Hayy in regard to the nature of the reflectors whether heavenly
or sublundry; for although he holds the balance quite even as between
the theological doctrine of creation-from-nothing and the philosophic
theory of mundo-eternity 4), he nowhere showsany inclination for the
doctrine of emanation. The position of Hayy is in fact that of ibn R. '
as opposed to that of ibn S. and al- F. Ibn R. was also against
the emanational theory $).
Thus we have yet another endorsement of our previous conclusion

1) Contrast the accounts of their respective emanation theories by pE BoEr, Philo-
sophy of Islam (Engl. transl. pp. 115, 136).

2) M. p. 15, see above section I11.

3) Gz P 98 L+@{..A$.: }5} g,\lszﬂ UMS.?..) @ \‘} J\>$»JS LJSO 2 e,

Perhaps Qx>$_,5$ eofd should rather be translated the O~k Itself.
4) G.1'pp. 64—69: this mediating position is worthy of careful note.
5) See pE Boer Die Widerspriiche der Philosophie nach el Gh., p. 67.
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that in regard to the charge ‘made by.ibn R. on the strength of the
passage :in. M.;-the Andalusian philosopher can hardly be acquitted

“of libel. We imagine that:if there was one thing that Gh.’s Tak. did,

it was to destroy this particular theory of emanation..-Even an-ibn
Tufail, who has the fully developed doctrine of the Spheres which
we find in the earlier Philosophers, is uncontaminated by that particular
theory. The strong common-sense and v1gorous dialectic of Gh had
51mp1y killed it. :
v
Con cl usion.

Whether Gh. in hislater days and in M. itself found himself at
the Tufailian position, that the Mutakallimite and Aristotelian meta-
physic really amounted to much the same thing?), cannot now be
discussed. One would think it very possible 2), even though he would
continue to fight the philosophers as such because of the elements in
their teaching which did seem him to be dangerous and destructive
of religion. He himself has taught us not to coasider all that he
says in controversy as being a sure guide to positive truth; “This
science: (controversy) has for its end the protecticn of the ordinary

Dbeliever from being upset by New Theologians (al-mubtadi‘a); it is

not entirely contcerned with the disclosure of absolute truths (al-kaqa’iq).
A bool of this dlass is my Tahdfut al-Faldstfa” 3). Work of this sort,

ssentlally rhetorical and academic 4) in character. would naturally
partake of the weakness of the very eidola whick were the objects
of its iconolasm: it communicated neither positive truth nor even
the bottom convictions of the teacher s). Already according to both

ibn T. and ibn R., Gh.’s real opinion on cerzain eschatological

1) Hecers identification of Being and Not-Being would have eased a great deal of
-this travail. The Averroan doctrine of hyle, pure potentiality “near akin to nothing”
(Hayy G.* p. 47), and the Mutakallimite assertion of the contingent (mumbkin) — Not-
Being only waiting to be invested with the one quality of Beizg in order to leap into
-existence — are surely very near each other.

2) It is noteworthy that in Af. we have the same image of i=e hand and its shadow

-(the hand prior to, and ir-idependent of, and transcending the siadow, and yet always

accompanied by it) asis used by i b n T. to illustrate the Averroan doctrines of the depen-
-dence of the world on the Deity and (nevertheless) the gidam of the world. Mishkat p. 27,
Hayy (G.1) p. 103.

3) Fawahir pp. 23, 26. His earlier kalam treatise al-Igtisac is included by him in
the same category (717 p. 25). . .

4) ma yusaru bihi fit-talimat, Mizdn p. 212. Ibn Rushc is always coniplaining

-of the controversial, fon-demonstrative character of the argumen:: of the Tahafut.

5) ib. 212, 214. %
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matters.had come .out.in his Mizdn, -and it contradicted the positiom -
so ferociously contended -for 'in the: Tahafui:r).. The present work,
al-Mishkat,. gives plenty of indications’that: there was a great.deal’
more behind. which he did not care:to sét:forth at-that time: The
nature of the human’ ‘agl, and its peculiar relation to the Divine, are
two of such secrets (sir7) (M. pp.6,7). Of the description of the mystic
kdl (p. 20), which surely -comes as close to pantheism as language is
capable of, we are told that “behind these truths also lie secrets which
it is not lawful to enter upon”. The impropriety of making Allah move
the outermost sphere by His Command, the necessity of asserting
His transcendence even of this and every other conceivable function
or attribute, is another of these secrets (p. 55). The astonishing passage
(p. 24), where to the supreme Adept of mysticism is ascribed fea-
tures and functions of Deity, is introduced with a coy disclaimer (line 1),
and it-is hazarded that “perhaps’ one might think that here we have
the true explanation of Adam’s being “in the image of the Razmdn”;
— but really there is an explanation, — only *‘Ithink good to draw rein
to my exposition, for I do not think you can bear more of this subject
than what I have said” ! These hesitations and diffident adumbrations
and “‘perhapses’ and “perchances” from the fierce dogmatist of the Tak.,
the perpetual layer-down-of-the-law, are very suggestive. Every
STfi — every merger of the All in the One —, who goes as far as Gh. evi-
dently had gone in his mystic experiments, must be perpetually tremb-
ling on the edge of the pantheisti'c abyss. He does not pretend to know
intellectually. His experimental gnosis is an intellectual agnosis, and.
an agnosis which must seem to him continually oscillating between
an extreme pantheism and an extreme deism. Now the waking and
sober Aba ¥ 4midwasand remained by bent and traininga theo -
logian. His own thought when not moving on the transcendental
plane, and the thought of the ‘awdmm who never moved on that plane
at all, would inevitably be cast in the theological mould, and would
equally inevitably be the thought of the right-centre in Islam. But
may we not feel certain that in some directions, which it may never
be wholly possible to define, those ten ecstatic years of spiritual pil-
grimage, with the unfolding to him of the ‘@glam al-malakit, the world
of Elements, and Spheres, and Intelligences, and ineffable Raptures
to the dark glory of the Absolute, did not leave and cannot have left
al-Ghaz3ali’s thought without profound changes? May they not
well have brought him, in particular, to see that between the Philo-

1) vide supra.
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ophers and the Mystlcs there was a very essential bond; that though _
the claims of the former to demonstrate an “therefore profanely to
reveal transcendent mysteries must be lashed, yet the mystic ecstasy
did bnng the soul by a leap into a world ‘that was wonderfully like
theirs. The common Neoplatonic basis of both the Sufis’ and the
‘Philosophers’ systems makes such a conclusion in fact probable enough,
however conscientously G H. may have striven to conceal it from
himself. :

We are not finished yet with' the Ghazali-problem. What
was the absolute Islamic truth in his view? Was it the exotericism of
_thepious ‘awamum? or the esotericism of the mystic Rhawdss? Or both

together? And if the two were equally true, have we here to do with
_a doppelte Wahrheit? And if so, how does it compare with that of the
‘more notorious Averroes?

Such are some of the questions that will long exercise students of
“‘Algazal”. They may ultimately prove insoluble. For are we likely
ever to discover a book of his that enables us to penetrate them further
than does this Mishkat al- Anwar? Yet even this “Niche for Lights,
as we have seen, does no more than dimly light our way up a path
which leads up to a fast-closed door.

islam. V. ' 1z



