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Abstract

This article discusses the application of the Avicennan theory of demonstrative sci-
ence on taṣawwuf, or the Divine Science (al-ʿilm al-ilāhī), by members of the Akbarian
tradition, particularly Ibn ʿArabī’s (d. 1240) stepson and most influential disciple, Ṣadr
al-Dīn al-Qūnawī (d. 1274), and his commentators, among whom the most prominent
was Mullā Muḥammad b. Ḥamza al-Fanārī (d. 1431). It aims to find out what kind of
relationship was developed between Avicennan logic and Sufism by the twomembers
of the Akbarian school in the post-classical Islamic thought. It also seeks to show that
the convergence between different currents of Islamic thought—Sufism and philos-
ophy in this case—led to some adaptation problems and internal inconsistencies for
these currents.
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1 Introduction

It is well known that we owe to Aristotle (d. 322BCE), among other things in
philosophy and logic, a novel concept of science, namely the theory of demon-
strative science. In the first eight chapters of his Posterior Analytics I, Aristotle
proposes for the first time a full-fledged theory of the constitution and struc-
ture of demonstrative sciences, or, to put this a bit differently, of the logical
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model that the scientific branches must comply with.1 According to the the-
ory, each scientific discipline must have tripartite content: taking (1) a certain
range of things or phenomena as its peculiar subject matter and (2) a limited
number of unproven definitions and propositions as its principles, while trying
(3) to demonstrate some questions related towhether andwhy some attributes
belong to the genus, which constitutes the subject matter of the discipline at
hand.
As Marmura observes, “in its medieval Islamic journey, the Posterior Analyt-

ics, fared very well. It exerted enormous influence on Arabic thought.”2 Aristo-
tle’s PosteriorAnalyticswas first and foremost awork onhis ideas about demon-
stration and demonstrative science and actually Arabic logicians took it that
way as clearly evidenced by the fact that they almost unanimously named the
book after the theory of demonstration, namely Kitāb al-burhān, or “the book
of demonstration.”3 Avicenna (Ibn Sīnā, d. 1037) devotes Kitāb al-burhān II.6 of
his al-Shifāʾ to the discussion of the so-called elements of the demonstrative
sciences, opening with the statement that “each of the arts (ṣināʿāt), particu-
larly the theoretical ones, has principles (mabādīʾ), subjectmatters (mawḍūʿāt)
and problems (masāʾil or maṭālib).”4 According to him, the principles of any
given science are those premises fromwhich the art is demonstrated andwhich

1 Although he must have had some predecessors in terms of the notion of demonstrative sci-
ence, most probably among mathematicians and members of the Academy, Aristotle was
the first to build such a well-structured theory out of some scattered elementary ideas, in
order for a discipline to be science in the real or strict sense of the term. For a history of
demonstrative, or axiomatized, science and its elements before Aristotle, see Árpád Szabó,
“GreekDialectic andEuclid’sAxiomatics,” in Problems in thePhilosophyof Mathematics, ed. by
I. Lakatos (Amsterdam:North-HollandPub., 1967), 1–8. For a critical expositionof the idea and
more bibliographical information, see Jonathan Barnes, “Aristotle’s Theory of Demonstra-
tion,”Phronesis 14, no. 2 (1969), 123–52, esp. 128–32, and “Introduction,” in Aristotle, Posterior
Analytics, trans. by Jonathan Barnes (Oxford: Clarendon, 1993), xx.

2 M.E. Marmura, “The Fortuna of the Posterior Analytics in the Arabic Middle Ages,” in Knowl-
edge and the Sciences in Medieval Philosophy, ed. by M. Asztalos et al. (Helsinki: Acta Philo-
sophica Fennica, 1990), vol. I, 85–103, esp. 103.

3 At the very beginning of the Arabic translation of Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, it was noted
that this book had been known as “the book of demonstration.” Since then, the latter term
has been so prevalent as to make the former name almost obsolete, especially in the post-
classical period of Islamic thought. SeeManṭiq Arisṭū, ed. by A. Badawī (Beirut: Dār al-qalam,
1980), vol. II, 329.

4 Ibn Sīnā, al-Shifāʾ, al-Manṭiq V: al-Burhān, ed. by A. ʿA. al-ʿAfīfī (Cairo: al-Maṭbaʿa al-amīriyya,
1956), 155.4–5. For a study of Avicenna’s and also Fārābī’s views on the elements of demonstra-
tive sciences and the terminology, see Heidrun Eichner, “Al-Fārābī and Ibn Sīnā on ‘Universal
Science’ and the System of Sciences: Evidence of the Arabic Tradition of the Posterior Analyt-
ics,”Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 21 (2010), 71–95.
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are not proven within the art itself. The subject matter comprises the thing(s),
whose states (aḥwāl) and essential accidents are investigated within the art,
whereas the problems are the premises whose predicates are essential acci-
dents of the subject matter, or its species or accidents.5
Although this Aristotelian/Avicennan theory of science was initially wel-

comedonly byphilosophers in the Islamicworld, afterGhazālī’s (d. 1111) famous
legitimization and even encouragement of engagement with Aristotelian
logic,6 certain scholars associated with various Islamic sciences also began to
consider reshaping their own disciplines according to the Avicennan concept
of demonstrative science.7 From the 13th century onward, Islamic mysticism
(taṣawwuf ),8 or more precisely, the philosophizing strand of Sufism became
subject to such a reconstruction endeavor at the hands of the members of the
so-called Akbarian school, beginning with Ibn ʿArabī’s (d. 1240) stepson and
most influential disciple, Ṣadr al-Dīn al-Qūnawī (d. 1274),9 and his commenta-

5 Ibn Sīnā, al-Burhān, 155.5–10.
6 One of the most influential figures in the history of Islam, Ghazālī played a highly crucial

role, especially in extending to logic a respected status in Islamic scholarship and in the
madrasa curricula. To do so, he first declared that logic is innocuous and neutral by say-
ing that “nothing from logic relates to religion in a positive or negative way;” see Munqidh
min al-ḍalāl, in Majmūʿa rasāʾil al-Imām al-Ghazālī, ed. by A. Shams al-Dīn (Beirut: Dār al-
kutub al-ʿilmiyya, 1988), 40. He then claimed that logic was used in the Quran and it was
such an important propaedeutic for all the sciences that whoever did not master it would
not have had reliable knowledge. For the last two points, see AbūḤāmid al-Ghazālī, al-Qisṭās
al-mustaqīm, ed. by M. Bayjū (Damascus: al-Maṭbaʿa al-ʿilmiyya, 1993); al-Musṭaṣfā min ʿilm
al-uṣūl, ed. byM. ʿA. ʿAbd al-Shāfī (al-Maṭbaʿa al-ʿilmiyya, 1993), vol. I, 10. For a general account
of Ghazālī’s logic, see ʿAzmī T. al-Sayyed Ahmad, al-Ghazālī’s Views on Logic (PhD disser-
tation, Edinburgh, 1981); Rafīq al-ʿAjam, al-Mantiq ʿinda l-Ghazālī (Beirut: Dār al-mashriq,
1989).

7 For a study of a similar intellectual enterprise in the case of Islamic jurisprudence, see Abdur-
rahman Atçıl, “Greco-Islamic Philosophy and Islamic Jurisprudence in the Ottoman Empire
(1300–1600): Aristotle’s Theory of Sciences inWorks on Uṣūl al-Fiqh,” The Journal of Ottoman
Studies 41 (2013), 33–54.

8 Throughout the paper, I use the terms taṣawwuf, ‘Sufism’ and ‘Islamicmysticism’ interchange-
ably, but I thinkDagli’s concerns about using the last two to render the first, taṣawwuf, should
be borne in mind. For his views on translating original terms of Islamic culture (including
taṣawwuf ) into European languages, see Caner K. Dagli, Ibn al-ʿArabī and Islamic Intellectual
Culture (London & New York: Routledge, 2016), 11–6.

9 For Qūnawī’s life and work, see William C. Chittick, “The Last Will and Testament of Ibn
ʿArabi’s Foremost Disciple Sadr al-Din Qunawi,” Sophia Perennis 4, no. 1 (1978), 43–58; Richard
Todd, The Sufi Doctrine of Man: Ṣadr al-Dīn al-Qūnawī’s Metaphysical Anthropology (Leiden:
Brill, 2014), 13–43, who gives a detailed biography of Qūnawī with valuable bibliographical
notes. See also Ekrem Demirli, Sadreddin Konevî’de bilgi ve varlık (İstanbul: Kapı, 2014), 14–
31.
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tors, among whom themost prominent and influential wasMullā Muḥammad
b. Ḥamza al-Fanārī (d. 1431).10 This paperwill deal with the attempts byQūnawī
and Fanārī to re-conceptualize taṣawwuf as a demonstrative science along Avi-
cennan lines, or, more appropriately, as the Divine Science (al-ʿilm al-ilāhī),
as they called it. It aims to find out what kind of relationship was developed
between Avicennan logic and Sufism by the two members of the Akbarian
school in the case of the elements of demonstrative sciences and, more specif-
ically, what kind of challenges this relationship raised for them. Given the fact
that there is little research onQūnawī’s and especially Fanārī’s attempts to inte-
grateAvicenna’s theory of science into Sufism,11 thiswork is expected to address
a lacuna in the literature of philosophical Sufism on the one hand and the
aftermath of Arabic logic in the post-Classical period of Islamic thought on the
other.

10 Given that he was a highly respected scholar, Sufi and bureaucrat of the early Ottoman
period, Mullā Fanārī seems not to have been given the attention he deserves in the sec-
ondary literature. A very brief account of his career is thus in order. The first Shaykh
al-Islām of the Ottoman Empire, Mullā Fanārī was one the most influential figures in the
history of the Ottoman scientific tradition. Together with another member of the Akbar-
ian tradition, Dāwūd al-Qaysarī (d. 1350), he was responsible for extending to Sufism a
respected status among religious scholars and making it an indispensable part of the
philosophical and religious systemof the nascent empire. He elaborated and expanded on
Qūnawī’s teachings on taṣawwuf in his commentary on the latter’sMiftāḥal-ghayb, which
has,with its commentary byFanārī, become the standard textbookonwhat is calledphilo-
sophical mysticism in the Islamic world, particularly in Persia and Anatolia. Therefore,
Fanārī stands out as the first and foremost commentator of Qūnawī in the area of philo-
sophical Sufism.He alsowrote very influentialworks onother areas of Islamic scholarship,
especially in the theory of jurisprudence (uṣūl al-fiqh), Quranic exegesis (tafsīr) and logic.
His career as a logician is of interest to us, because his success in reshaping taṣawwuf as
a deductive science heavily depended on his great acquaintance with Avicennan logic.
In accordance with the tradition of the time, Mullā Fanārī wrote a commentary (known
as al-Fawāʾid al-Fanāriyya) on the most widely read and commented upon text of post-
Classical Islam, Īsāghūjī fī l-manṭiq of Athīr al-Dīn al-Abharī (d. 1265). His commentary
has attracted great attention from Ottoman scholars; it has been read up until today in
the madrasas and glossed by a number of scholars from different generations. Its intro-
duction, which is on the nature and features of the sciences, has special relevance to our
subject, as will be seen in the following. On Fanārī’s life and work, see Betül Gürer, Molla
Fenari’nin varlık ve bilgi anlayışı (İstanbul: İnsan, 2016), 31–69; İ. Hakkı Aydın & Tahsin
Görgün, “Molla Fenari,” inTürkiye diyanet vakfı İslam ansiklopedisi (DİA) 30 (2005), 245–8.

11 Perhaps themost noteworthy in this regard is Anthony F. Shaker,Thinking in the Language
of Reality: Ṣadr al-Dīn Qūnawī (1207–74CE) andMystical Philosophy of Reason (n.p.: Xlibris,
2015), but it is meant to situate Qūnawī’s philosophy within the historical, or rather philo-
sophical context, rather than focusing on the textual analysis of Qūnawī’s views.Moreover,
it does not extend a special place to Fanārī.

Downloaded from Brill.com05/19/2023 07:18:41PM
via free access



160 daşdemir

Oriens 48 (2020) 156–187

2 The Theory of Demonstrative Science

Qūnawī is generally credited with marking a turning point in the history of
Sufism on account of his presentation of taṣawwuf according to substantially
Avicennan conception of science by determining its elements as a demonstra-
tive science. In his magnum opus, the Miftāḥ al-ghayb, Qūnawī talks for the
first time about the subject matter, principles and problems of taṣawwuf—or,
to put it in his own terms, the Divine Science. Commenting upon the Miftāḥ
al-ghayb in his Miṣbāḥ al-uns, Fanārī notably expands and elaborates on this
new conception of Sufism, paving the way for a complex and well-structured
intellectual tradition still alive in the Islamic world today.
Having said that, I have to contend that neither Qūnawī nor Fanārī clearly

designates their discipline as a demonstrative science along Avicennan lines.
On the contrary, Qūnawī strives very hard to distance himself from philoso-
phers and logicians as well as theologians, all of whom he often pejoratively
calls “the scholars of superficiality (ʿulamāʾ al-rusūm)” and constantly high-
lights that his views are definitely not learnt from anyone through perusing
their books.He tries to explain away the apparent similarity betweenhis vocab-
ulary and that of the logicians, as we will show below. Moreover, he seems
rather sceptical of usefulness of the rational and demonstrative conduct of
research as a method to obtain the true realities of things, as he explains at
length in his al-Risāla al-mufṣiḥa.12 He, however, utters his hope “to combine
the conclusions derived from logical proofs and the fruits of unveiling and
direct vision.”13 Fanārī, on the other hand, carefully underlines the character of
the Divine Science as a religious (sharʿī) discipline essentially complying with
the religious instructions, but he seems to share his master’s hope to combine,
or reconcile respective outcomes of the rational demonstrative way and the
spiritual visionary way of knowledge when he states as an aim of his commen-
tary Miṣbāḥ al-uns “to familiarize those principles obtained through unveiling
(kashfiyya) with that which the intellect of those veiled by rational reason-
ing and demonstration agrees about.”14 He also feels need to note as an aspect

12 Ṣadr al-Dīn al-Qūnawī, al-Risāla al-mufṣiḥa, in Annäherungen: Der mystisch-philoso-
phischeBriefwechsel zwischenṢadrud-Dīn-iQōnawī undNaṣīr ud-Dīn-iṬūsī, ed. byG. Schu-
bert (Beirut: al-Shirka al-muttaḥida li l-tawzīʿ, 1995), 15–46.

13 Ṣadr al-Dīn al-Qūnawī, Maktūb ākhar min al-Qūnawī yudāfiʿ fīhi ʿan kitābihi Rashḥ al-bāl,
in Annäherungen, ed. by G. Schubert, 131; translation byWilliam C. Chittick in “Mysticism
versus Philosophy in Earlier IslamicHistory: the al-Ṭūsī, al- Qūnawī Correspondence,”Reli-
gious Studies 17 (1981), 87–104, esp. 102.

14 Muḥammad b. Ḥamza al-Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, inMiftāḥ al-ghayb wa sharḥuhMiṣbāḥ al-
uns, ed. by M. Khājavī (Tehran: Intishārāt-i mawlā, 1374), 10.9–10.
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of superiority of the Divine Science that its proofs, though mainly depend on
unveiling (kashf ) and experience (dhawq), comply with the truth of the ratio-
nal reasoning.15 It seems therefore legitimate to infer that they found no harm
in taking the logicians’ theory of demonstrative science to apply it to their
Divine Science, even if they did not want to explicitly call it “demonstrative
science” and to acknowledge their debt to logicians in this respect.

2.1 The SubjectMatter of the Science
As mentioned above, although Aristotle was the first to formulate the condi-
tions that every discipline has to comply with in order to be regarded as an
independent discipline of science, it was Avicenna who gave the theory its
consummate form in the Islamic world.16 As will be seen, Qūnawī and Fanārī
seem to have committed to Avicenna’s theory in large part and now and then
repeat the formulae from his well-known writings, particularly al-Ishārāt wa-l-
tanbīhāt,17 with some minor, but sometimes significant, modifications to align
the theory to their own needs. Accordingly, Qūnawī holds that each scientific
branch has a specific subject matter (mawḍūʿ), principles (mabādīʾ) and prob-
lems (masāʾil or maṭālib).18 Commenting on this sentence, Fanārī adds that it
is through their respective subject matter that sciences differ from each other
in an essential manner; that is to say, the subject matter of a given discipline
is its differentia.19 For Fanārī, each discipline deals with a multiplicity of enti-
ties, which are supposed to have a point of unity ( jihat al-waḥda) to bind them
together. There are in fact two points of unity, one being essential, namely the
subjectmatter of the discipline and the other accidental, namely its purpose.20
The subjectmatter of a given science, Qūnawī defines, is such that one inves-

tigates in that science its reality, and the states belonging and the accidents
attaching to it in and of itself. He provides some examples of subject matters
from different areas, such as existence (wujūd) as the subject of metaphysics,

15 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 28.5–6.
16 Avicenna dealt with the issue in almost all of his texts on logic, but we find themost com-

prehensive exposition in his Kitāb al-burhān. See Ibn Sīnā, al-Burhān, II.6, 155–61. See also
Ibn Sīnā, Kitāb al-najāt, ed. by M. Fakhrī (Beirut: Dār al-āfāq al-jadīda, 1982), 104–12; al-
Ishārāt wa-l-tanbīhāt, ed. by S. Dunyā (Cairo: Dār al-maʿārif), vol. I, 474–8.

17 Ibn Sīnā, al-Ishārāt, vol. I, 474–8.
18 Ṣadr al-Dīn al-Qūnawī, Miftāḥ al-ghayb wa sharḥuh Miṣbāḥ al-uns, ed. by M. Khājavī

(Tehran: Intishārāt-i mawlā, 1374), 4.7–8. For the difference between these two terms,
masāʾil andmaṭālib, see Eichner, “Al-Fārābī and Ibn Sīnā on ‘Universal Science’,” 75–6.

19 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 39.7.
20 Fanārī, Sharḥ al-Īsāghūjī, inTamkayıtlı Fenari ve Kavli Ahmed (İstanbul: Salah Bilici, 1985),

3–4.
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but with the caveat of “according to one view (ʿalā raʾy),” and magnitude as
that of geometry.21 Qūnawī’s definition, though Avicennan in substance,22 has
an addition to Avicenna’s: the reality of the subject matter (ʿan ḥaqīqatihi).
Unlike Avicenna, who holds that only the essential accidents of the subject are
inquired, Qūnawī claims that not only these but also the reality of the sub-
ject should be searched for in a given discipline. However, then what could
Qūnawī have intended by inserting this phrase into the well-known Avicen-
nan formula? By ḥaqīqa of the subject, what did he mean? I think we should
linger on these questions for awhile, hoping that they can help us better under-
stand Qūnawī’s probably most important contribution to the theory, but first
I would like to mention Fanārī’s explanations about the other, seemingly less
complicated components of the definition.
The essential states of the subject matter, Fanārī comments, are the realities

that only occur dependently on the reality of the thing. The essential accidents,
on the other hand, are the realities that attach, perhaps through themediation
of the states and levels (marātib),23 to the reality of the thing. For Fanārī, the
term ‘essential’ justmentioned as the attribute of both states and accidents sig-
nifies here that their entifications (taʿayyunāt) are required by the essence of
the thing itself and their subsistence (thubūtuhā) in the thing depends only on
the preparedness of the locus (i.e., the thing).Moreover, the essential accidents
must be peculiar to, not more general than, the thing in this regard. In other
words, ‘walking,’ for example, is not an essential accident of ‘human,’ because
‘human’ is characterized by ‘walking’ only insofar it is an ‘animal.’ The subsis-
tence of the accident of ‘walking,’ therefore, is not dependent on the existence
of ‘human.’24
As for the question of how to interpret Qūnawī’s ḥaqīqa in the definition

above, it is almost evident that by inserting that phrase into the definition,
Qūnawī must have meant to include the ḥaqīqa of the subject matter in the
questions of the discipline, as suggested by his wording, “that whose reality
is searched for.” In fact, there are a limited number of scientific questions

21 Qūnawī’s definition of the subject matter reads as follows: fa-l-mawḍūʿ mā yubḥathu
fīhi ʿan ḥaqīqatihi wa-ʿan al-aḥwāl al-mansūba ilayhi wa-l-umūr al-ʿāriḍat lahu li-dhātihi
(Qūnawī,Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 4.9–11). Note also that the subject of metaphysics according to
Avicenna is the existent (al-mawjūd), not existence. See Ibn Sīnā, al-Shifāʾ: al-Ilāhiyyāt, ed.
by A. Anawātī & S. Zāyed (Cairo: al-Hayʾa al-ʿāmma li-shuʾūn al-maṭābiʿ al-amīriyya, 1960),
vol. I, 13.12–3.

22 Cf. Ibn Sīnā, al-Burhān, II.6, 155.8–9; al-Ishārāt, vol. I, 474–5; al-Najāt, 106.
23 For an explanation of the term martaba (pl. marātib) in the Akbarian tradition, see

William C. Chittick, The Sufi Path of Knowledge (Albany: SUNY Press, 1989), 47.
24 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 39.18–40.3.
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one could ask to investigate the ḥaqīqa of the subject: (1) what-ness (mā), (2)
whether-ness (hal), and (3) why-ness (limā) questions. What-ness questions,
that are meant to conceptualize the thing, have two types: (1a) that which asks
about the meaning of a given term, or about what is intended by the term (for
example, ‘what is the void [khalā]?’), and (1b) that which asks about what the
quiddity of the thing is (for example, ‘what is man?’). Similarly, whether-ness
questions ask either (2a) whether the thing exists at all (absolute [muṭlaq]
or simple [basīṭ] whether) or (2b) whether the thing has certain characteris-
tics signified by the predicate (qualified [muqayyad] or composite [murakkab]
whether). Of these question types, (1a) comes first, and then (2a), (1b), (2b),
and finally (3).25 So, which one of these types of questions could Qūnawī have
meant to ask in order to determine the ḥaqīqa of the subject? I would like now
to focus the discussion on this question and to argue at the outset that we can
dismiss questions (2b) and (3) from the list, because they are already implied
by the expression ‘the states belonging and the accidents attaching to it’ in
Qūnawī’s definition of the subject matter above, so there is no need to discuss
them again in respect to the term ḥaqīqa. We have therefore three alternatives
at hand: (1a), (2a), and (1b). That is to say, we shall investigate whether ḥaqīqa
means here the nominal definition of the subject matter, its existence, or its
real definition respectively.
In the hope of coming across a helpful hint, I shall first look at the senses

in which Ibn ʿArabī and his followers use the term ḥaqīqa. In his al-Futūḥāt
al-makkiyya, for instance, Ibn ʿArabī defines ḥaqīqa as “that on which exis-
tence (al-wujūd) depends with all the differences, similarities, and contrasts
it has,”26 placing it in contrast with or in relation to existence (wujūd). It is
well known that in the philosophy of the Akbarian school, wujūd in the strict
and real sense refers only to God, the Real (al-Ḥaqq), and only metaphorically
and relatively to things other than Him. According to Ibn ʿArabī’s sentence just
quoted, then, the Real is the ḥaqīqa of all existents other than Him (which is
why He is called “the Reality of Realities [Ḥaqīqa al-ḥaqāʾiq]”) on the ground
that only the Real has existence while the others are described as existent just
because the Real lends them their shadowy existence according to His knowl-
edge of them.27 This brings us to another sense of ḥaqīqa, according to which

25 Ibn Sīnā, al-Burhān, I.5, 67. Cf. Ibn Sīnā, al-Najāt, 103–4; and al-Ishārāt, vol. I, 489–90.
26 Innaal-ḥaqīqahiyamāhuwa ʿalayhi al-wujūdbi-mā fīhimin khilāf wa-tamāthulwa-taqābul

(Ibn ʿArabī, al-Futūḥāt al-makkiyya [Cairo: Dār al-kutub al-ʿarabiyya al-kubrā, 1911], vol. II,
563).

27 William C. Chittick, The Self-Disclosure of God: Principles of Ibn al-ʿArabī’s Cosmology
(Albany: SUNY Press, 1998), xix.
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God’s knowledge is the ḥaqīqa of the things. The eternal forms as the content
of God’s knowledge determine the actualization of the absolute existence in
the phenomenal world and it is in this sense that they are the ḥaqīqa of the
concrete entities.28 Qūnawī seems to refer to this meaning of ḥaqīqa when he
states that “the reality (ḥaqīqa) of an existing thing is nothing but the relationof
its entification in the knowledge of its Lord (nisbat taʿayyunihi fī ʿilm rabbihi).”
It is called in the Sufi terminology, he adds, “the fixed entity (ʿayn thābita)”, and
in the terminology of others “essence (māhiyya),” or “the non-existent known
(maʿlūm maʿdūm).”29 We can tentatively conclude that by featuring ḥaqīqa in
the definition of the subject, Qūnawī may have suggested that each scientific
discipline should search for the essence, or real definition (1b), of its subject
matter. Actually this conclusion is well in line with the comments on Qūnawī’s
expression by his commentators, such as Fanārī, who interprets the ḥaqīqa at
issue as “the quality of its manifestation in God’s knowledge,”30 and Uthmān
Faḍlī Atpazārī (d. 1691), who gives the examples of medicine and geometry,
the first of which, he curiously claims, investigates the ḥaqīqa of human body
and the latter the ḥaqīqa of magnitude, alongside their essential states and
accidents.31 This interpretation of the term ḥaqīqa, however, is problematic
because, as will be seen when discussing the principles of sciences, Qūnawī
features the definition of the subject matter among the principles of a science,
as was pointed out by another Ottoman commentator of the Miftāḥ al-ghayb,
Muḥammad b. Quṭb al-Dīn Iznīqī (d. 1480).32 So, it would have been very odd
on Qūnawī’s part if he had taken the definition of the subject both as a princi-
ple and as a problemof a science. But it can be put forth here that the definition
Qūnawī will count as one of the principles of a science is the nominal defini-
tion of the subject (1a), but he treats its real definition (1b), and presumably
the establishment of its existence (2a), as objects of inquiry of the science.

28 See Toshihiko Izutsu, Sufism and Taoism: A Comparative Study of Key Philosophical Con-
cepts (Berkeley & Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1984), 159–91.

29 Qūnawī, Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 20.15–6. Cf. Fanārī’s definition of the ḥaqīqa of a thing as “the
quality of its manifestation in God’s knowledge” (Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 39.9–10). For a dis-
cussion of the probable influence of Muʿtazilites on Ibn ʿArabī’s ideas about the fixed
entities, see Abū al-Aʿlā ʿAfīfī, “al-Aʿyān al-thābita fī madhhab Ibn ʿArabī wa-l-maʿdūmāt
fī madhhab al-Muʿtazila,” in al-Kitāb al-tidhkārī Muḥyī al-Dīn ibn ʿArabī fī l-dhikrā al-
miawiyya al-thāmina li-mīlādih, ed. by I. Madkour (Cairo: Dār al-kutub al-ʿarabī, 1969),
209–20.

30 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 39.9–10.
31 Uthmān Faḍlī Atpazārī, Miṣbāḥ al-qalb sharḥ Miftāḥ al-ghayb, MS Süleymaniye Yazma

Eser Kütüphanesi, Hacı Mahmut Efendi 2334, 3.16–7.
32 Muḥammad b. Quṭb al-Dīn Iznīqī, Fatḥ Miftāḥ al-ghayb, ed. by A. Rāshidiniyā (Tehran:

Intishārāt-i sokhan, 1395), 48.
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This complies with the idea that (1a) precedes all the other types of question,
because one cannot talk about anything until one has an idea about what it
is, or at least what it means as a name. This objection may make more sense
in light of Fanārī’s criticisms against logicians concerning their unnecessarily
restrictive description of the subjectmatter. Hence, given thatQūnawīwill take
the definition of the subject matter among the principles of the science, we
set aside option (1a), too, and focus our attention on the other two, (1b) and
(2a).
From Qūnawī’s definition of the subject matter, Fanārī infers some tacit

objections against what he views as “the mistakes of the people of reflection”
and moves on to discuss them as follows:

[T1] The first [of the logicians’ mistakes is] their restriction of what is
pursued (al-mabḥūth ʿanhu) to the states [of the subject matter], hold-
ing that [A] the reality of the subject matter of each science has to be
proven in another science, because composite whether-ness questions
(al-haliyya al-murakkaba) are derivative of simple ones (al-haliyya al-
basīṭa). Proving the problems of the science is dependent on the estab-
lishment (thubūt) of the reality of the subject matter. If it [i.e., the reality
of the subject matter] were to be proven in the problems, there would
occur circularity. [B] This is because we do not grant the restriction of the
problems [of a science] to the states [of its subject matter], especially in
a science above which there is no science.33

Here Fanārī first [A] relates the view of logicians he is against and then [B]
states that they (Fanārī and presumably Qūnawī) do not accept this view, with-
out providing any counterargument or clear reason. But it seems clear that it
is most probably Avicenna and his followers who aremeant by Fanārī’s epithet
“the people of reflection,” given the fact that Avicenna occasionally stated, as
noted above, that “the subjectmatter is the thingwhose essential accidents and
states the art exclusively investigates.”34
“The people of reflection,” Fanārī relates, regard the objects of inquiry of

sciences (al-mabḥūth ʿanhu) as solely consisting of the essential states and acci-
dents of the subject matter on the ground that the composite whether-ness
questions about the subject matter (2b), which ask whether certain descrip-
tions belong to the subject (and are of the form whether S is P or not P), require

33 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 40.4–7.
34 Ibn Sīnā, al-Burhān, II.6, 155.8–9.
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the existence of the subject. In other words, it is only after positively answering
the simple whether-ness question (2a) about the subject (S exists or does not
exist) and granting that the subject exists that we can move on to ask whether
certain characteristics are truly predicatedof it.35 If wewere to takeboth simple
and compositewhether-ness questions about the same subject as the problems
of one and the same science, thiswould lead to clear circularity. After criticizing
the logicians’ position, Fanārī did not come upwith any counterargument. Nor
did he explain how to come over the alleged problem of circularity.36 But sig-
nificantly, here Fanārī carries the discussion to the questions of existence, i.e.
simplewhether-ness (al-haliyyaal-basīṭa) questions (2a), and gives the impres-
sion that he interprets the term ḥaqīqa in Qūnawī’s definition of the subject
matter as covering both the real definition and the existence of the thing, that
is, the two options we still have at hand, (1b) and (2a). We may safely conclude
that for Fanārī, a given discipline aims to establish the existence of its subject
matter as well as its real definition. In fact, he explicitly states later on in his
Miṣbāḥ al-uns that although the conception of the subject matter belongs to
the category of principles of the discipline, the research for its existence and
whether-ness (haliyyatuhu, presumably meaning simple whether-ness) is one
of its problems, or objects of inquiry, underlining once more the disagreement
between their position and that of the majority of scholars (al-jumhūr) on the
issue.37
Yet, once consulting Fanārī’s other works to get more complete a picture of

his position on the subject matter, one witnesses him embracing the position
of themajority. In his commentary on Īsāghūjī, for example, Fanārī says: “Logic
is the science in which the essential accidents of conceptions and assents are
investigated, […] or the essential accidents of the secondary intelligibles […].”38
Notice that there is no mention at all of the reality of conceptions, assents or
secondary intelligibles, which are the subject matter of logic according to two

35 This is according to the well-known principle of derivativeness (qāʿidat al-farʿiyya), which
states that the subsistence of something in something else presumes the existence of
that in which it subsists. For a thorough discussion of the principle, see ʿAlī Kāshif al-
Ghiṭā, Naqd al-ārāʾ al-manṭiqiyya wa-ḥall mushkilātihā (Beirut: Muʾassasat al-nuʿmān,
1382), vol. II, 352–68.

36 In fact, Fanārī’s predecessor in the Akbarian tradition, Dāwūd al-Qayṣarī (d. 1350), seems
to disagree with both Qūnawī and Fanārī, when he states that the subject matter of a sci-
ence is that whose essential accidents are investigated therein (Dāwūd al-Qayṣarī, Risāla
fī ʿilm al-taṣawwuf, in al-Rasāʾil li-Dāwūd al-Qayṣarī, ed. by M. Bayrakdar [Kayseri: Kayseri
büyükşehir belediyesi, 1997], 110).

37 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 149.1–3.
38 Fanārī, Sharḥ al-Īsāghūjī, 4.
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different positions.Moreover, in his Fuṣūl al-badāʾiʿ, devoted to theprinciples of
Islamic jurisprudence, he only speaks of the essential accidents of the subject
matter of Islamic jurisprudence.39
We have so far found two seemingly inconsistent positions on the subject

matter of sciences held by Fanārī. In his Miṣbāḥ al-uns, Fanārī is explicitly
against the logicians’ view that a science investigates only the essential acci-
dents of its subject matter, and neither its existence nor its essence, a view he
seems to embrace in his other works. In that case, could there be a way out of
this apparent inconsistency for Fanārī? I think we can try to answer this ques-
tion positively by interpreting in Fanārī’s favor the emphasis he adds at the end
of the passage inwhich he rejects the logicians’ position particularly in the case
of a science,which is thehighest in thehierarchyof sciences. In doing so, Fanārī
might have suggested that the highest science is an exception to the rule that
no science can investigate its own subject matter. This is because it is not pos-
sible for the highest science, unlike the inferior ones, to obtain the definition of
its subject from higher sciences, given the fact that there is no science above it.
In fact, we have textual evidence in favor of this interpretation. In his Fuṣūl al-
badāʾiʿ, Fanārī states that the principles of any given discipline are investigated
in a higher science, but when it comes to the highest science, they will neces-
sarily be investigated in the science itself.40 Then, it should search for its own
subject matter, or more precisely whether the subject matter exists at all and
what are its essential constituents, according to Fanārī’s passage above, as well
as its essential accidents.However, is this charitable reading of Fanārī regarding
the highest science able to offer a solution to the allegedproblemof circularity?
It might be, and in fact was, suggested that circularity is not an inevitable

dead-endof the idea that a science can examine its own subjectmatter.41 This is
because the science has two groups of questions, the former of which is related
to the essence and existence of the subject matter, while the latter depends on
the former and is related to the essential accidents of the subjectmatter.42 This
position may be defended also on the ground that classifications of sciences

39 Fanārī, Fuṣūl al-badāʾiʿ fī uṣūl al-sharāʾiʿ, ed. by M.Ḥ. Ismāʿīl (Beirut: Dār al-kutub al-
ʿilmiyya, 2006), vol. I, 9.

40 Fanārī, Fuṣūl al-badāʾiʿ, I, 9. r.
41 This position was embraced by Ibn Khaldūn (d. 1406), the renowned Muslim historian

and philosopher of fourteenth-century Andalusia, in the case of his ʿilm ʿumrān: “It is not
the responsibility of the men of science to prove the subject matter in that science, but
it is not impossible either” (ʿAbd al-Raḥmān b. Khaldūn, al-Muqaddima, ed. by ʿA.M. al-
Darwīsh [Damascus: Dār yaʿrub, 2004], vol. I, 138).

42 For a view along these lines, seeMīrzā Hāshim al-Ashkūrī’s glosses on Fanārī’s comments,
in Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 40, fn. 2.
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are put forward only to facilitate scientific research by collecting innumerable
things under certain titles that are finite in number and easy to handle. Hence,
they are somewhat conventional. It is evident, however, that Fanārī’s reading
of Qūnawī’s views of the subject matter of sciences was against the established
practise of Islamic scholarship, andQūnawī therefore became subject to differ-
ent interpretations by the commentators of the Akbarian school. Muḥammad
Iznīqī, for example, did not agreewith Fanārī and tried to smooth out Qūnawī’s
statement by interpreting his addition “the reality of the thing” as “the states
that adhere to its essence, or reality.”On this interpretation, he claims,Qūnawī’s
statement comes to an agreement with the position of the logicians.43
Another, maybe more crucial, challenge for Fanārī’s interpretation was the

fact that it was at odds with Avicenna’s position on the issue since it inserted
haqīqa in the definition of the subject matter. Avicenna is clear that the exis-
tence and definitions of the subject matter and its parts should be taken for
granted at the beginning of scientific research, and it is impossible for a disci-
pline to prove its subject matter. For, he says, “if its essence was not understood
[at the very beginning], then it would be impossible to find out any of its fea-
tures.”44 Thus, for Avicenna, the definitions of the subject matter and its parts
are among principles of the science, but not its problems.
To conclude, pace the prevalent position of Muslim scholars after Avicenna,

Qūnawī and Fanārī seem to embrace the idea that a given discipline should try
to establish the existence of its subject matter (2a) and discover its essential
constituents (1b) as well as its essential accidents.

2.2 The Principles of the Science
The second element of a science is, for Qūnawī, its principles which function
as the bases upon which the deductions of the science are built, being either
conceptions or assents in keeping with Avicenna’s famous distinction between
the two:

[T2] The principles are either conceptions or assents. As for conceptions,
they are definitions provided for the subject matter of the science, or the
art in which it is investigated, or its [i.e., the subject matter’s] ramifica-
tions ( furūʿuhu), or details, or parts, or accidents. As for the assents, they
are premises upon which this science is built and they, together with the
definitions, are called ‘assumptions (al-awḍāʿ),’ among which there are

43 Iznīqī, Fatḥ Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 47–8.
44 Ibn Sīnā, al-Burhān, I.5, 70.15; al-Ilāhiyyāt, I, 8.16–7; 13.10–1.
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certain and granted propositions due to confidence in, or good opinion
(ḥusn al-ẓann) about, the reporter. They are presented at the beginning
of that science and called ‘posited principles (al-uṣūl al-mawḍūʿa)’ […]
amongwhich there are those granted temporarily until they are proven in
another place, although the hearer and the disciple have doubts in them-
selves until they are explained to them in the following bymeans of either
rational or divine, natural ( fiṭrī) demonstration. They are called ‘postu-
lates (muṣādarāt).’45

While glossing these remarks of Qūnawī, which suggest strong parallelismwith
Avicenna’s theory, Fanārī opines that these premises function as middle terms
for the problems (masāʾil) of the science in terms of both assent and existence.
He gives some examples for these principles. For him, for example, ‘every cre-
ated perfection exists in its creator in the most complete form’ is a self-evident
proposition, while ‘God does not do injustice, even so little as an atom’sweight,’
taken from a Quranic verse, is a posited principle inasmuch as human reason
readily admits that its contradictory is also possible, on the ground that the pro-
prietor has an absolute authority over his property. The postulates, Fanārī says,
are calledmuṣādarāt due to the fact that they are experiential judgements, that
is, they are up to personal insights and religious, spiritual experience. Even in
the rational sciences, he claims, there should be a difference between novices
and experts, and beginners have to imitate experts until they experience and
taste the same reality.46
To turn once again to the discussion above concerning the subject matter

of the science in light of the passage, it is noteworthy that Qūnawī mentioned
the definition of the subject matter and its parts among the principles of the
discipline. Moreover, Fanārī notes that the definitions of the key terms should
be provided here in the best possible way. In other words, their real definition
should be given if possible, but if not, then at least their description or nominal
definition, because these terms are all in turn parts of the problems, and one
needs to have their conception (taṣawwur) inmind beforemaking a judgement
about the problems.47 So, we should either take the definitions in the passage
as only nominal ones (1a) or risk to face some troublesome possibilities, such as
that Qūnawī took the real definition of the subject (1b) as a pre-given principle,
but left the research concerning its existence (2a) among the questions of the
science. This, however, is impossible due to the fact that (2a) questions always

45 Qūnawī,Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 4.12–5.5. Cf. Ibn Sīnā, al-Ishārāt, vol. I, 476–7.
46 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 42.11–43.8.
47 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 41.7–10.
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precede (1b) questions, which is to say one cannot inquire into the real defi-
nition of a thing without ascertaining its existence. An alternative but equally
troublesome possibility is that Qūnawī meant by ‘definition’ in the passage the
real definition of the subject, taking for granted its existence at the very begin-
ning, but in that case he would inevitably be faced with the question why then
he mentioned ḥaqīqa as an object of inquiry as we have seen above. To avoid
these impossibilities, Iwould like to keepmy surmise thatQūnawī took (1b) and
(2a) questions concerning the subject matter as problems (masāʾil ormaṭālib)
of the discipline, still expecting to find some clues about that in the next chap-
ter.

2.3 The Problems of the Science
Each scientific discipline aims to investigate whether certain propositions or
their contradictories are true, propositionswhich are called “problems”48 of the
discipline. Regarding this third element of the constitution of sciences, Qūnawī
briefly expresses his ideas as follows:

[T3]As for the problems (masāʾil), they are the quaesita (maṭālib), for
which demonstration is pursued and whose proofs are required of the
interlocutor. They are either the roots (uṣūl) comprehensive of [all] that
which the science includes, like genera in relation to what falls under
them, or the ramifications ( furūʿ) under the roots, like species, or species
of species. When the roots and origins (ummahāt) and their properties
are known and explained, then also the relation of the ramifications to
them and the quality of their dependence on them is known, as well as
their inclusion by them.49

The kind of demonstration to be used in the proof of the problems, Fanārī
comments, may be rational (naẓarī) as well as divine (ilāhī) and dispositional
( fiṭrī).50 Being propositions, the problems have two components: the subject
and the predicate. As mentioned above, the genus that is the subject matter

48 There is a bunch of terms in the nomenclature of Muslim scholars to refer different
aspects of the scientific problems, such as ‘objects of inquiry (mabāḥith)’ (because sci-
entific inquiry is directed at them), ‘problems (masāʾil)’ (because they are what is asked
about), ‘quaesita (maṭālib)’ (because they are sought after), and ‘conclusions (natāʾij)’
(because they are derived from premises); see Quṭb al-Dīn al-Rāzī, Sharḥ al-Maṭāliʿ, ed.
by U. al-Sāʿīdī (Qum: Dhawi’l-qurbā, 1433 HSh), vol. I, 84; and Iznīqī, FatḥMiftāḥ al-ghayb,
56.

49 Qūnawī,Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 5.8–11.
50 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 43.9–10.
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of the discipline, or its species may occur in the position of the subject of the
problem, as Qūnawī notes in this passage.51 Predicates, on the other hand, con-
sist of the essential accidents of the subject term on the condition that they
should not be more general than the subject matter of the science.
Considering Qūnawī’s insertion of the term haqīqa into Avicenna’s defi-

nition of the subject matter of any given discipline and Fanārī’s insistence,
defending the former’s position, that they did not accept the logicians’ confine-
ment of objects of research to the essential accidents of the subject matter, we
were in anticipation of finding some new problems in their exposition related
to the real definition (1b) and the existence of the subject matter (2a). This is
because if the haqīqa of the subject is something that science must investigate
(yubḥathu ʿanhu), then some of the scientific questions must inquire into its
existence or definition. Neither Qūnawī nor Fanārī, however, says something
to meet these anticipations, nor does either go beyond the standard Avicen-
nan account of the scientific problems. However, in the next chapter devoted
to the application of this theory to the Divine Science, we will more clearly
ascertain that they take discussions on (2a), but not (1b), among the problems
of the Divine Science.

3 The Elements of Divine Science

Arguably, the most significant aspect of Qūnawī’s and Fanārī’s account of
Sufism is their reworking it into a new scientific setting by applying the the-
ory of science that has just been explained to taṣawwuf, unanimously declaring
that Divine Science has a specific subject matter, principles and problems. In
this chapter, we will discuss Qūnawī’s and Fanārī’s representation of taṣawwuf,
or Divine Science, as a demonstrative discipline.

3.1 The SubjectMatter of Divine Science
After emphasizing that it is a religious (sharʿī) science, Fanārī defines Divine
Science, or the science of realities (ʿilm al-ḥaqāʾiq), as “the science concern-
ing God (al-ʿilm bi-llāh al-Haqq), the Exalted Reality, in terms of His relation
to the creatures and the emanation of the universe from Him, according to
themeasure of human capacity (bi-ḥasab al-ṭāqaal-bashariyya).”52 The subject

51 For more details on the subject and predicate of problem propositions, see Ibn Sīnā, al-
Najāt, 106.

52 For Fanārī, it is important to add the last note, “according to themeasure of human capac-
ity,” on account of the fact that there are some aspects of the science of realities which are
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matter peculiar toDivine Science, Qūnawī declares, is Real Existence (wujūdal-
Ḥaqq).53 ButReal Existence, according toFanārī, in termsof His reality (ḥaqīqa)
is ineffable and by no means a subject of rational or imaginary investigation.
It is, therefore, only in terms of His relation to the creatures and emanation
of the universe from Him that Real Existence is the subject matter of Divine
Science.54
As noted above, Qūnawī’s and Fanārī’s position that the subject matter of

a scientific discipline consists not only of the essential accidents of the sub-
ject but also its reality itself raises an internal issue here for them. For, on
this reading of the subject matter, Divine Science will have to investigate the
existence and real definition of Real Existence, but Fanārī has just explicitly
ruled out the possibility of providing a real definition of Real Existence on
the ground that He is necessarily beyond all attempts to fathom His essence.
Thus, we have no hope of obtaining the real definition of the Real, but Fanārī is
clear about the point that the discussions concerning the two issues, namely
the conception and the existence of the subject matter, are to be handled
among the problems of Divine Science, although philosophers treat them as
pre-given principles of the science: “It is appropriate in the method of verifi-
cation to explain here the conception of Real Existence, which is the subject
matter, and [to make] reference to its whether-ness (ilā haliyyatihī), because it
is the first problem [of Divine Science] to our eyes.”55 Hence, I think, we now
have an answer to our problem above concerning the status of (1b) and (2a)
questions in Divine Science. Fanārī avoids the former of these two questions,
claiming that Real Existence cannot be defined, but he tries his best to prove
His existence, or more precisely, the necessity of His existence. That is to say,
he regards the task of proving His existence as one of the problems of Divine
Science.
Now leaving Fanārī’s arguments on the necessary existence of the Real to

the chapter of the paper on the problems of Divine Science, I would like to dis-
cuss here his account as to what Real Existence is. The first and foremost point
both Qūnawī and Fanārī emphasize is the identity of Real or Absolute Exis-
tence with God: “Know that the Real (al-Ḥaqq) [i.e. God] is Absolute Existence

eternally unknown to human beings (Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 44.2–3; see also Qūnawī,Mif-
tāḥ al-ghayb, 6.6). For a different definition of Divine Science, see al-Qayṣarī, Risāla fī ʿilm
al-taṣawwuf, 110–1.

53 Qūnawī,Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 6.2.
54 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 44.4–5.
55 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 149.3–5.
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(al-wujūd al-maḥḍ), within which there is no differentiation at all.”56 The Real,
for Qūnawī, is one in the real sense of the term and not in the sense that one
conceptualizesmultiplicity asHis opposite. Thus, attributing oneness toHim is
just for the sake of magnifying and sanctifying Him. Absolute Existence, Fanārī
explains, is the existence, within which no limitation, even the limitation of
absoluteness, is taken into consideration, and which is pure of all considera-
tions and limitations.57 Qūnawī, on the other hand, feels the need to make the
clarification that the term wujūd is not a real name proper to the Real, but an
attribute of His, which is identical toHis essence, becauseHis name is identical
to His attribute and His attribute to His essence.58
Fanārī, however, devotes a number of sections in his Miṣbāḥ al-uns to prov-

ing Qūnawī’s identification of the Real, or the Necessary Existent, to Absolute
Existence through five demonstrations. I will not delve into these demonstra-
tions in order not to wander away from our main subject, but here I would
like to deal with Qūnawī’s and Fanārī’s account of the subject matter of Divine
Science, by way of a comparisonwith Avicenna’s theory of the subject of meta-
physics. At the very beginning of the metaphysics of his Shifāʾ (I.1), where
he discusses and refutes the alternative views on the subject matter of meta-
physics, Avicenna states that God’s existence cannot be the subject matter of
this science, but only one of its problems, due to the fact that the existence of
the subject matter of any science is taken for granted in that science so that
its essential accidents can be sought after. But if we take God’s existence for
granted in metaphysics, there follow these impossibilities:

Either (a) God’s existence is proven in another science, or (b) it is
proven nowhere.

Not (a), because none of the other sciences (i.e., ethics, physics, mathe-
matics or logic) undertakes the task of proving God’s existence.

Not (b) either, because in this case God’s existence is either (b1) self-
evident, or (b2) not self-evident but impossible to be proven through
rational reflection.

Not (b1), because it is not self-evident.

56 Qūnawī,Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 19.10.
57 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 150.7–10.
58 Qūnawī, Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 22.9–10. To avoid a confusion, it may be helpful to underline

here a distinction the two Sufis draw between Absolute Existence, identical with the Real
as explained, and general existence (al-wujūd al-ʿāmm), which is the first thing emanating
from the Real and is identified by the Sufis with the First Intellect of Muslim philosophers.
See, e.g., Qūnawī, al-Asʾila, in Annäherungen, ed. by G. Schubert, 60; and Fanārī, Miṣbāḥ
al-uns, 92.3–7, 97.11 et passim.
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Not (b2), because it is nonsense to take something for granted for which
there is rational proof.

Therefore, God’s existence must be proven in metaphysics as one of its
problems.59

After rejecting the other alternatives, Avicenna reaches the conclusion that
the subject matter of metaphysics is the existent inasmuch as it is existent
(al-mawjūd bi-mā huwa mawjūd), and thus metaphysics seeks after the things
accompanying the existent, inasmuch as it is existent.60
Qūnawī and Fanārī, however, critically approach Avicenna’s theory of meta-

physics and do not accept that its subject matter is the existent qua existent,61
but they agree with him that God’s existence, or Real and Absolute Existence,
is not self-evident and is therefore in need of proof, and that metaphysics is
expected toprove it as one of its problems, notwithstanding their disagreement
with Avicenna whowould not concede the identification of God with absolute
existence.

3.2 The Principles of Divine Science
The principles of Divine Science, according to Qūnawī, are the principles of
realities that necessarily follow from the Real, that is, His essential names
(asmāʾ al-dhāt). The properties of some divine names become manifest in the
universe, by means of which alone God is known. The properties of the names
are either seen from behind the veil of effects by obedient gnostics (al-ʿārifīn
min al-abrār) or perceived through unveiling and witnessing without any veil
or medium by the intimate and the perfect (al-muqarrabīn wa-l-kummal). The
effects of some other divine names may not be manifest at all, as God keeps
them for Himself.62 After noting that divine names play the role of the middle
term in syllogistics in terms of both assent and existence, in a manner rem-
iniscent of Avicenna’s differentiation between factual and causal demonstra-
tion, Fanārī respectively explains the distinction between the different ways of
knowledge of the gnostic (ʿārif ) on the one hand and of the perfect (kāmil) on
the other.63 For him, gnostics infer from effects to their causes, whereas perfect
men follow the reverse way, that is, from causes to their effects.64

59 Ibn Sīnā, al-Ilāhiyyāt, I, 5.18–6.13.
60 Ibn Sīnā, al-Ilāhiyyāt, I, 13.12–13.
61 Qūnawī,Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 4.10.
62 Qūnawī,Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 6.2–7.
63 On this distinction, see Ibn Sīnā, al-Burhān, I.7, 78–84; al-Ishārāt I, 485–8.
64 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 42.1–8.
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Fanārī then comes up with a hypothetical question as to how it could be
possible for the principles of Divine Science to be known by those who are nei-
ther perfect men nor gnostics, if the principles of Divine Science are known
only by the members of those two groups and the solutions of the prob-
lems depend upon the principles. He answers this question, commenting on
Qūnawī’s remarks, as follows:

[T4]We say: [The initiate, who is neither a perfect man nor a gnostic yet]
takes all of them [i.e., the principles] as granted premises (musallama),
as mentioned above, from the gnostic who has already verified them (al-
mutaḥaqqiq bihā), that is, [who] has become a mirror of them without
straining his mind, until it becomes evident for him [i.e., the initiate]
why it is true either bymeans of reasoning, if it becomes available for the
reporter gnostic (al-ʿārif al-mukhbir) or the property of his state, taste or
station entails it, or bymeans of the verification of onewho has heard (al-
sāmiʿ) about the truth of it through something, which he finds in himself
given by God, and in which he does not need an extrinsic cause, such as
syllogisms, premises, etc. […].65

In this telling passage, we find significant hints concerning how Qūnawī and
Fanārī try to implement logic in theory of science in such amanner, so to speak,
that logic constitutes the form of Sufi content. They take some logical and for-
mal elements in particular from philosophers, especially Avicenna, and extend
to them a role to play in their spiritual system, a role that is mainly related to
the deduction of problems from the principles of Divine Science. The idea that,
for example, some principles of science can be taken for granted until they are
found out by the learner, as we saw above, is taken from logic. The procedures
of learning, though they also involve rational reasoning and discursive think-
ing to a certain extent, do usually belong to the Sufi view point and theory of
knowledge.66 Tomention an example of many occasions where Fanārī appeals

65 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 48.7–11. Cf. Qūnawī,Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 7.2–6.
66 At this point, Iznīqī’s remarks on the difference between taṣawwuf, kalām and falsafa are

significant. According to him, these scientific disciplines share the same subject matter,
but theydiffer fromeachother by virtueof their respective foundation, or sourceof knowl-
edge.Kalāmworks on a religious basis (qānūnal-Islām), but falsafa carries out its research
on a rational basis (qānūn al-ʿaql), whether it is in line with Islam or not, and according to
rational opinion and reflective understanding. Taṣawwuf, however, depends on unveiling
and inspiration; therefore, it does not depart from compliancewith the commands of God
and His prophet. See Iznīqī, Fatḥ Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 56.
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to logical rules to prove certain principles of Divine science, he makes use of
logical conversion rules to show how the principle, ‘whenever a cause becomes
one, the effects also become one as well,’ validly follows from the principle,
‘whenever effects multiply, the cause also multiplies.’67
Qūnawī also offers a number of general principles that will function as the

principles of Divine science, as we will be discussing shortly.

3.3 The Problems of Divine Science
As for the third element of Divine Science, its problems (masāʾil or maṭālib)
are what is made evident through its principles, namely the names of divine
essence, and what follows them, like the names of divine attributes and divine
acts (asmāʾ al-ṣifāt and asmāʾ al-af ʾāl, respectively), the relations between
them, etc. But according to Qūnawī, all of these end up in two main problems
of Divine Science: knowledge of themutual relationship between God and the
universe, and knowledge of that which is knowable and that which is not.68
As mentioned above, both Qūnawī and Fanārī regard proving the reality

of Real or Absolute Existence as one of the objects of inquiry for Divine Sci-
ence, and therefore Fanārī tries his best to show, contra some theologians and
philosophers, that Absolute Existence is not only a mental concept. For him,
among theologians and philosophers, there are opponents of the idea that the
reality of the Real is nothing but Absolute Existence and they have raised sev-
eral doubts about it, which were bound together and endorsed by Taftāzānī.69
It is evident that Fanārī here refers to the objections raised by the famous
fourteenth-century theologian Saʿd al-Dīn Masʿūd al-Taftāzānī (d. 1390) in his
Sharḥal-Maqāsid, a summaof philosophical theology.Taftāzānīmaintains that
some philosophers and Sufis held the position that the reality of the Neces-
sary Existent is Absolute Existence, the falsity of which, he says, “is too obvious
to hide and too manifold to count.”70 In one of his critiques, he says there is
an agreement among the ḥukamāʾ that absolute existence is one of the sec-
ondary intelligibles (al-maʿqūlāt al-thāniya)71 and mind-dependent meanings

67 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 92.1–2.
68 Qūnawī,Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 6.10–3; Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 48.1–4.
69 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 159.9–10.
70 Saʿd al-Dīn Masʿūd al-Taftāzānī, Sharḥ al-Maqāsid, ed. by ʿA. ʿUmayra (Beirut: ʿĀlam al-

kutub, 1998), vol. I, 336.
71 For Avicenna, secondary intelligibles depend on primary intelligibles and have only intel-

lectual existence (Ibn Sīnā, al-Ilāhiyyāt I, 10.16–11.1). For a comprehensive analysis of sec-
ondary intelligibles, see Abdulhamid I. Sabra, “Avicenna on the Subject Matter of Logic,”
The Journal of Philosophy 77 (1980), 746–64.
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(al-umūr al-iʿtibāriyya),72 which have no realization in the external world.73
Philosophers and theologians take ‘existence’ as a secondary intelligible due
to the fact that it depends on primary intelligibles, like ‘human,’ ‘horse,’ and
‘wood,’ which have individual referents outside the mind. Secondary intelligi-
bles, however, do not have any referent in the external world; there is no such
a thing outside as ‘existence,’ or ‘thing.’74 There are only individuals with some
accidents and attachments that can by no means be absolute and free from
individuating limitations and determinations. But it is only possible for the
human intellect to consider things in themselves or absolutely. Thus, accord-
ing to Taftāzānī, identifying God with absolute existence means that He has
only mental existence and is devoid of external reality, which is unacceptable
to any Muslim theologian.
In his response to this critique, Fanārī states that the truth requires the exis-

tence of natural universals in the externalworld due to the fact that one of their
two divisions, that is, the mixed one (al-makhlūṭ), exists externally.75 To better
understand Fanārī’s answer, we must elaborate on Avicenna’s two distinctions
related to universal concepts. In his Shifāʾ: al-Madkhal I.12 and al-Ilāhiyyāt V.2,
Avicenna draws a distinction between natural (ṭabīʿī), mental (ʿaqlī) and log-
ical (manṭiqī) universals. According to this distinction, the term ‘animal’ for
instance has a meaning in itself independent of whether it is existent in the
mental or extramental world, whether it is universal or particular, etc. ‘Animal,’
taken insofar as it is animal, is a natural universal according to Avicenna.When
we consider that ‘animal’ is truly predicated of many things, we understand
that it is a universal concept and hence attach themeaning of universality to it
in the mind. Universality itself, which renders the concept predicable of more
than one instance, is a logical universal that exists only in the mind. When we
consider, on the other hand, the whole ‘the universal animal,’ we obtain amen-
tal universal, which exists only in the mind.76
Another division of Avicenna’s that is also relevant here is between three

considerations of essences, or the natural universals of the previous classifi-
cation. According to this distinction, an essence is taken into consideration

72 For an Akbarian counterargument against the idea that existence is iʿtibārī, see Dāwūd al-
Qayṣarī, Sharḥ Fuṣūṣ al-ḥikam, ed. by Ḥ.Ḥ. al-Āmulī (Qum: Bustān-i kitāb, 1382), vol. I, 37,
46.

73 Taftāzānī, Sharḥ al-Maqāsid, vol. I, 337.
74 Shams al-Dīn al-Iṣfahānī,Tasdīd al-qawāʿid fī sharḥTajrīd al-aqāʿid, ed. by K. Ḥ. al-ʿAdwānī

(Kuwait: Dār al-ḍiyāʾ, 2012), vol. I, 315.
75 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 160.1–2.
76 On the details of the distinction, see Ibn Sīnā, al-Shifāʾ, al-Manṭiq I: al-Madkhāl, ed. by

A. Anawātī et al. (Cairo: al-Maṭbaʿa al-amīriyya, 1952), 65–72; al-Ilāhiyyāt, I, 207–12.
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(1) in terms of its extra-mental existence through the existence of its par-
ticular referents, or (2) in terms of its mental existence, which is abstracted
from its real individual referents, or (3) absolutely, without consideration of
either kindof existence.77AlthoughAvicennadidnot haveparticular names for
these three considerations of essences, they have been called by later logicians
as mixed (makhlūṭa), abstract (mujarrada) and absolute (muṭlaqa) essences,
respectively.78
If we turn to Fanārī’s response in light of these explanations, we see that

he denies that Absolute Existence, identified with the Real by the Sufis, is a
secondary intelligible. He, like some other members of the Akbarian school,
applies Avicenna’s classification of essences to the concept of existence and
maintains that Absolute Existence is a universal nature (ḥaqīqa), or more pre-
cisely, a natural universal.79 For him, existence has three aspects or consid-
erations: (1) absolute existence, which is taken unconditionally (al-maʾkhūdh
bi-lā sharṭ), (2) mixed existence, which is positively conditioned (al-maʾkhūdh
bi-sharṭ shayʾ), and (3) abstract existence, which is negatively conditioned
(al-maʾkhūdh bi-sharṭ lā shayʾ).80 Absolute Existence is identical to the Real
according to Fanārī, and may in turn be considered in two ways, taken in itself
and taken as related to possible things.81 Absolute Existence has real and exter-
nal existence due to the fact that one of its divisions, namely the mixed exis-

77 On this, see for example Ibn Sīnā, al-Ishārāt, vol. I, 154.
78 See for example, ʿAḍud al-Dīn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Ījī, al-Mawāqif fī ʿilm al-kalām (Beirut:

ʿĀlam al-kutub), 60.
79 As far as I have been able to ascertain, this idea occurs for the first time inQayṣarī’s work in

an occasionwhere he answers a hypothetical objection that existence, insofar as it is such
(min ḥaythu huwa huwa), is a natural universal and natural universals exist only through
the existence of their particulars. Qayṣarī does not reject the minor premise of this syllo-
gism, namely that existence is a natural universal, but he does reject themajor one, stating
that existence is not like othernatural universals in this regard. SeeQayṣarī,SharḥFuṣūṣal-
ḥikam, I, 39–40. The view of existence as a natural universal also comes up inMullā Jāmī’s
and al-Sayyid al-Sharīf al-Jurjānī’s treatises on the unity of existence. For the Arabic text
and English translation of the former, see Nicholas Heer, “Al- Jāmī’s Treatise on Existence,”
in Islamic PhilosophicalTheology, ed. by P.Morewedge (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1979), 223–
56, and for the edited text of the latter, with an introduction and commentary, see Saʿīd
Fūda, Fatḥ al-wadūd bi-sharḥ risāla al-Sayyid al-Sharīf al-Jurjānī fī waḥdat al-wujūd (n.p.:
Manshūrāt al-aṣlayn, 2011).

80 For an in-depth analysis of this doctrine, see Toshihiko Izutsu, The Concept and Reality
of Existence (Tokyo: The Keio Institute of Cultural and Linguistic Studies, 1971), particu-
larly 49–55; and “The Problem of Quiddity and Natural Universal in IslamicMetaphysics,”
Dirāsāt falsafiyya muhdāt ilā l-duktūr Ibrāhīm Madkūr, ed. U. Amīn (Cairo: al-Hayʾa al-
miṣriyya al-āmma li-l-kitāb, 1974), 131–77.

81 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 210.19–211.3.
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tence, exists outside the mind, as has been accepted bymost philosophers and
theologians concerning mixed quiddities.82 Regarding Absolute Existence as a
natural universal, Fanārī will still have to strugglewith the non-realist positions
on the existence of universals in Islamic thought, and toprove the external exis-
tence of Real or Absolute Existence against the opponents of the doctrine of
waḥdat al-wujūd.83
Alongside these three necessary elements, Qūnawī thinks, the sciences

should also have a measure (miʿyār) to distinguish the true from the false
therein, and the highest science (al-ʿilmal-ilāhī) is not an exception to this rule.
Then what is its criterion? In the following chapter, I will discuss what Qūnawī
and Fanārī meant by the criterion of Divine Science andwhy they felt the need
to bring it up at all.

4 The Sufis’ Criterion of Truth

By now, I hope, it has become clear that Qūnawī and Fanārī tried to present
taṣawwuf as a formal discipline built on the mystical understanding of the
Islamic foundations, a discipline, therefore, which has logical and demon-
strative form and mystical and Islamic content. But Qūnawī would have felt
uncomfortable with the emphasis made on logic in this sentence, because, he
claims, Divine Science has its own body of criteria, alongside its subjectmatter,
principles and problems, to distinguish what is valid from invalid in every part
of the science. He puts this view into words as follows:

[T5] Also each science has ameasure bymeans of which the sound [part]
(ṣaḥīḥ) of what is peculiar to it [i.e., science] is known from the ill (saqīm-
ihi) and the false from the true, like grammar in the science of expression
(ʿilm al-ʿibāra), prosody in the knowledge of meters and rhymes of poetry,

82 On the details of the debate, see Yuki Nakanishi, “Post-Avicennian Controversy over
the Problem of Universals: Saʿdaddīn at-Taftāzānī (d. 1389/90) and Šamsaddīn al-Fanārī
(d. 1431) on the Reality of Existence,” in Islamic Philosophy from the 12th to the 14th Century,
ed. by A. Al Ghouz (Göttingen: Bonn University Press, 2018), 353–71. For a comprehen-
sive study on the discussions concerning universals in Islamic thought, see Muhammad
U. Faruque, “Mullā Ṣadrā on the Problem of Natural Universals,” Arabic Sciences and Phi-
losophy 27/2 (2017): 269–302.

83 See Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 105–6. Fanārī does notmention explicitly, as far as I can see, the
distinction between the mental concept of Absolute Existence and its reality, the former
of which is universal while the latter particular and identical to God. For the distinction,
see Heer, “Al- Jāmī’s Treatise on Existence,” 226, 238.
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logic in the rational sciences […].As the superiority of each science is con-
tingent upon [the superiority of] its subject and the related things, Divine
Science is the most superior, because of the superiority of its subject,
which is the Real. Thus, the necessity of knowing its criteria and acquiring
its canonic principles and rules is more discernible.84

Following Qūnawī, Fanārī acknowledges that Divine Science’s need of a cri-
terion is all the more obvious, given that it is the highest science and that
every science needs a criterion. Reading this passage of Qūnawī together with
Fanārī’s comments on it, one gets the impression that they will offer a body
of rules or procedures that is able to function as a tool for both acquiring new
knowledge and testing the validity of any inference within science. This is so
because Qūnawī explicitlymentions logic for rational sciences, prosody for the
art of poetry and grammar for the linguistic arts, and places the criteria of
Divine Science in contrast with them.Moreover, they use in this context terms,
such as measure (miʿyār), balance (mīzān), or canon (qānūn), which tradition-
ally were shorthand for logic in the Arabic nomenclature of philosophers as
well as other Muslim scholars,85 including the two Sufis themselves in many
other contexts.86 They also reject any real connection with, let alone depen-
dence on, philosophers, theologians and logicians, even in terms of technical
vocabulary.87 ForQūnawī, everything that gives the impression of participation
with the “scholars of superficiality (ʿulamāʾ al-rusūm)” in terms of utterances
and vocabulary is misleading and should not be taken to mean that Sufis are
restricted to this terminology. But this participation, he claims, suggests either
that this terminology is relatively more appropriate in expressing what the
utterer has inmind or that the station (maqām) inwhich the utterer is speaking
is so comprehensive that it covers bothwhat the veiled (maḥjūb) scholar attains

84 Qūnawī,Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 7.7–12. In his examples of grammar and prosody, Qūnawī seems
to be influenced by Arabic logicians, who often used these to justify logic and explain its
necessity. See, for example, al-Fārābī, Iḥṣāʾ al-ʿulūm, ed. by ʿA. Abū Malḥam (Beirut: Dār
wa-maktaba al-hilāl, 1996), 28; Ibn Sīnā, al-Madkhāl, 20.

85 The titles of Ghazālī’s books on logic are revealing enough in this respect: Miʿyār al-ʿilm
(TheMeasure of Knowledge),Miḥakk al-naẓar (TheTouchstone of Reasoning) and al-Qisṭās
al-mustaqīm (The Just Balance).

86 Fanārī usuallymakes use of the termmīzān instead ofmanṭiqwhen referring to logic. See,
for example,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 32.6; 34.13; 48.12.

87 In contradistinction to this explicit rejection is the fact that the writings of Qūnawī, and
especially Fanārī, are replete with examples of logical inference. Moreover, they both
claim to corroborate their mystical knowledge with conclusions acquired through ratio-
nal thinking and reflection, or to reconcile between these two kinds of knowledge. See
Qūnawī,Maktūb ākhar min al-Qūnawī, 131–2; and Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 10.9–10.
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through his reflection and what is given to the Sufi who approaches the object
of knowledge through his heart (mutawajjih bi-qalbihi). Nonetheless, there is a
radical difference between the Sufi and the veiled; while the former takes that
meaning without his own effort through unveiling and witnessing in his pure
heart, free from all doubts, the latter takes it frombehind the veil of human rea-
soning, violating its purity. Actually, therefore, there are two distinct meanings
behind one and the same term used by both the Sufi and the veiled scholar.88
Thus, I think we can safely conclude for now that Qūnawī will come up with a
new logic or methodology peculiar to Divine Science.
Another, perhaps more challenging, problem that Qūnawī must have ad-

dressed here concerns the Sufi convention that taṣawwuf and the mystical
experiences of gnostics cannot be subjected to any criterion, expressed poeti-
cally by Ibn ʿArabī:

The sciences of taste have no method (ṭarīq)
Specified by proofs for the intellects
Except working according to the data of the religious law
And holding to a worldly law (nāmūs) accompanied by acceptance.
As well as the concern of a stern and proud speaker of truth
Providing better guidance [proof] for a weak being than anything else
does.89

As is understood from the first verse, Ibn ʿArabī is of the view that taṣawwuf
has no universal method or criterion of truth. On the contrary, according to
one of the most important quasi-axioms of Akbarian Sufism—“There is no
repetition in self-disclosure (lā takrār fī l-tajallī)”90—the Real never manifests
Himself in a single form twice. In this case, as Chittick puts it, “[t]here is no
question of agreement” among Sufis, “since there is no argument. It is simply
that each person who has traveled the path to God speaks from his own view-
point and recounts his own experience.”91 Admitting this principle, Qūnawī
tries to interpret it in a way that allows some kind of universal knowledge or

88 Qūnawī,Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 9.2–12.
89 Ibn ʿArabī,Dīwānal-Shaykhal-Akbar Ibn ʿArabī, ed. byM.Qajja (n.p.: Dār al-sharq al-ʿarabī,

n.d.), 283.8–10; English trans. in FranzRosenthal, “Ibn ʿArabī betweenPhilosophy andMys-
ticism,” Oriens 31 (1988), 6–7.

90 Ibn ʿArabī attributes this principle to the famous Sufi author Abū Ṭālib al-Makkī (d. 996),
quoting him as saying that “God never discloses Himself to two individuals, nor in a single
form twice” (Chittick, The Sufi Path of Knowledge, 103). See also Qūnawī, Miftāḥ al-ghayb,
13.5–6; and Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 101.5–7.

91 Chittick, The Sufi Path of Knowledge, 229.
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science. This principle, he interprets, is onlymeant to emphasize that taṣawwuf
is too general and too large an area to be controlled by one normative canon
or restricted by one certain criterion. On the contrary, for Qūnawī, it is estab-
lished among the perfect men of verification that Sufism has various criteria
that change according to a range of different factors, such as the level, divine
name, station, state, time, individual, etc. That is to say, each of these factors
requires different rules to differentiate between the divine, angelic (al-ilqāʾ al-
ṣaḥīḥ al-ilāhī al-malakī) and satanic castings (al-ilqāʾ al-shayṭānī).92 Fanārī, on
the other hand, prioritizes the religious law (sharʿ) as the criterion of Divine
Science, as Ibn ʿArabī did in the second verse above. The criterion of differenti-
ation, he says, is themeasure of the religious law; thatwhich brings closeness to
God is angelic, while that which is religiously disapproved is satanic. As for the
permitted things, they belong to the latter group if they are closer to whimsical
desires, and to the former group if they are not so.93
In his Miftāḥ al-ghayb, Qūnawī introduces a number of principles some-

times called “the principles of verification (qawāʿid al-taḥqīq),”94 but he is not
clear there about the status of these principles in the demonstrative scheme of
Divine Science. In his Iʿjāz al-bayān, however, he gives very important details
about the way in which he views these principles:

[T6] Know that this introduction includes universal principles, some
of which help to understand the others […]. Each one of these princi-
ples comprises a body of problems related to the roots of the realities
(ummahāt al-ḥaqāʾiq) and divine knowledge, some of which are proven
by means of religious proofs, some through rational proofs and others
by experiential, inspirational demonstrations (bi-l-barāhīn al-dhawqiyya
al-kashfiyya). None of those who realize the enlightening unveilings and
clear, complete tastings (al-adhwāq al-tāmma al-jaliyya) could oppose
them. This is because each community [of science] has principles and
premises about the truth of which they are in agreement and which they
take for granted. These are part of their criteria, upon which they depend
and to which they refer. Whosoever accepts these from the verified peo-
ple of this science, it turns out to be easy for him to form valid syllogisms
and complete proofs from them…95

92 Qūnawī,Miftāḥ al-ghayb, 7.11–8.4.
93 Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 50.10–13.
94 Fanārī uses this term in its singular form, see Fanārī,Miṣbāḥ al-uns, 104.12.
95 Ṣadr al-Dīn al-Qūnawī, Iʿjāz al-bayān fī tafsīr umm al-Qurʾān, ed. by J. al-Āshtiyānī (Qum:

Bustān-i kitāb, 1381), 17.
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Here Qūnawī makes it evident that the principles of verification serve as
the self-evident, or accepted, principles of Divine Science and as the premises
of demonstrations to prove its problems. But perhaps more important is that
he clarifies that what he had in mind when discussing the criteria of Divine
Science was the body of accepted propositions that will serve as the founda-
tion of inferences to solve its problems, rather than a method or methodology
thatmay constitute an alternative to the logic of philosophers. Qūnawī himself
acknowledges in the last sentence above that logic should be used in the proce-
dures of deriving conclusions from thepositedprinciples andpostulates,which
accounts for the abundance of logical inferences in thewritings of Qūnawī and
Fanārī. That is to say, although they are rather sceptical of reason and ratio-
nal reasoning as means of acquiring knowledge of the ultimate essences of
things as well as other subjects of metaphysics, and they have fundamental
problems with the metaphysics underlying and motivating Avicennan logic,
logic as an entirely formal and neutral tool of necessarily deriving conclusions
from admitted premises seems to have been given a relatively respected place
in their system.96

5 Conclusion

In this paper, I have presented and tried to assess the attempts by Qūnawī and
Fanārī to reorganize and systematize taṣawwuf on the groundwork laid by Ibn
ʿArabī and according to the theory of demonstrative science developed first
by Aristotle and elaborated by Avicenna. Although the two Akbarian Sufis are
generally faithful to the Avicennan theory, they make certain modifications,
one of which, for example, is Qūnawī’s claim that the sciences investigate the
reality, or existence, of their subject matter as well as their essential accidents
and attachments. This leads them tohold some logically problematic positions,
because the sciences differ from each other by virtue of their respective subject
matter; thus, if there is no established subject to examinebeforehand, there can
be no science to examine it. Moreover, according to the Avicennan theory, the
sciences aim to prove propositions under question, which depend on the sub-
ject matter, because they concern its essential accidents; if the subject matter

96 Surviving in Islamic scholarship and sneaking even into its most removed areas, like
Sufism, this achievement of logic could not have been realized, I think, without Ghazālī’s
tireless efforts to prove to Muslim religious scholars that logic can be dissociated from
its metaphysical extensions. See Oliver Leaman, “Islamic Philosophy and the Attack on
Logic,” Topoi 19 (2000), 17.
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is taken as one of these questions, this necessarily leads to circularity. Fanārī
regards the highest science as an exception to the rule that any given science
cannot investigate its own subject matter, considering that there is no science
above it to prove the reality of that subject matter.
Qūnawī makes another modification to the subject matter of metaphysics

by maintaining that existence qua existence, or Absolute Existence, is identi-
cal with the Real, or God. Given that a scientific branch investigates the reality
of its subject matter, Qūnawī and particularly Fanārī set about in-depth dis-
cussions to prove the real existence of Absolute Existence and its identity with
God. For them, however, the true reality of Absolute Existence lends Himself
by no means to any kind of investigation because He is beyond all the ways of
human knowledge, and so Divine Science takes as its subject the Real’s rela-
tion to the universe and the relation of the universe to Him. The identification
of Absolute Existence with God raises vexatious issues for the Sufis as well. For
according to most philosophers and theologians, absolute existence is one of
the secondary intelligibles, which have no referent outside the mind. This is
why Taftāzānī comes up with harsh criticisms against the idea of unity of exis-
tence (waḥdat al-wujūd), and Fanārī tries to meet them in hisMiṣbāḥ al-uns.
Besides a subject matter, principles and problems, Qūnawī claims that

Divine Science has a criterion, which distinguishes true claims from the false
within it, and which plays the same role as logic does in relation to the ratio-
nal sciences. At first glance, this claim may seem to suggest that Qūnawī has
a methodology in mind, which is an alternative to—and more appropriate for
Divine Science—Avicennan logic, but on closer investigation it is revealed that
by the criterion Qūnawī meant some basic and accepted premises that would
play the role of axioms or postulates of the rational sciences.
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