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Kalām and Falsafa Integrated for Divine Unity
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s (5th/11th century) Risāla fī l-Tawḥīd

Veysel Kaya*
Abstract
This study is an attempt to set the backdrop for an Arabic manuscript which was copied in the second half of the
5th/11th century. It contains a treatise by a certain Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, whose name does not feature in any biographical
source whatsoever. Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz wrote the treatise upon receiving a request from a friend to write on tawḥīd
(unity), a fundamental theme in classical Islamic theology and philosophy. The treatise, like the other works by the
author in the same maǧmūʿa, does not mention any title or a name, although it is clear that the author depends upon
many sources belonging to different discourses in Islamic thought. In order to elucidate the character and method
of the R. Fī l-Tawḥīd, both falsafa and kalām must be taken into account. As for his philosophic affiliation, Saʿīd
b. Dādhurmuz belongs to the tradition of al-Kindī (d. after 252/866), and gets especially close to Abū l-Ḥasan alʿĀmirī (d. 381/992), as shown by his quotations of Greek sources typical of the circle of al-Kindī. In kalām, as shown
by his discussion of the origin of the world and God’s attributes, he strictly follows Muʿtazilite theology. All in all,
the treatise exhibits a combination of the two disciplines as they developed in the 4th/5th century AH. In this paper, I
only address the aspects which help to contextualize the main topics of the treatise, without providing the full survey
which I am planning for a future extensive study of Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz and his work.

1. The Making of Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz
The İnebey Manuscripts Library in Bursa, a province in Turkey which was the first capital of the
Ottoman Empire, houses an Arabic maǧmūʿa which contains several treatises (risālāt) authored by a
certain Saʿid b. Dādhurmuz.1 It has been copied by an anonymous scribe in 471/1079 and, according

* I am indebted to several people for their contribution. Cristina D Ancona has encouraged me and gave me guidance since
I started working on my draft. Wilferd Madelung took the trouble to read the Arabic text and shared his valuable insights with
me. Cecilia Martini Bonadeo and M. Cüneyt Kaya provided me with important materials that turned out to be essential. Kenan
Özçelik helped me to “boost up” my Persian. Osman Nuri Solak helped me to acquire the copies of the manuscripts in İnebey
Yazma Eserler Kütüphanesi. Lastly, I would like to thank the two anonymous referees who significantly contributed to the draft.
1
The maǧmūʿa which contains the treatises is catalogued under the collection of Ulucami, no: 1543. The binding is of the
typical “Çaharkûşe”-style with marbled paper (ebrû) covering the boards. The style of ebrû is called battal or tarz-ı kadîm, and the
fading colour of the ebrû on the front and the back boards shows that the bookbinder did not use the lâke technique. This indicates
a later repair, probably in the 19th century (I am indebted to Hicabi Gülgen for this information). The writing support is paper, and
the page dimension is 198 x 155. The folios are numbered with both Arabic numerals (1, 2…) and Eastern Arabic numerals ( , …);
the latter is the correct one. The name of the copyist is not mentioned anywhere. Two dates are given in the colophon: “25 Ramaḍān
471”, and “Rūz-i Isfandārmud Māh-i Ardībihišt 469” (f. 75 v); see infra. The waqf seal, on the folios 2 r, 2 v, 77 v, 91 r and 119 r,
reads, “
” (BursaUlucami-1200). The script is naskh and the diacritics are frequent, although not always present. There is one column for each
page, containing mostly 16, but sometimes 17 lines. There are no catchwords. The marginal notes are occasional, by the same
hand as the main text, and it is clear that the copyist uses them to correct the main text and not to comment on it. In addition
to the three treatises of Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, the maǧmūʿa contains two texts which are written by two different hands. The
first (ff. 76 r - 90 r) is the treatise ʿUyūb al-Nafs by the ṣūfī Abū ʿAbd al-Raḥmān Muḥammad al-Sulamī (d. 412/1021) and the
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to the shelfmark of the manuscript, it once belonged to the famous Ottoman reisülküttab (the chief of
the secretaries/clerks) Abū Bakr Rustam b. Aḥmad al-Širwānī (d. 1135/1723), whose personal library
allegedly housed rare books on diverse subjects.2 The guard-leaf of the codex, which records all the titles
of the maǧmūʿa, attributes three treatises to Saʿid b. Dādhurmuz: a Risāla fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā,
Treatise on the Superiority of the Hereafter over this World (f. 2 v - 37 r), a Risāla fī l-Nafs wa-l-rūḥ, Treatise
on Soul and Spirit (f. 37 v - 52 r), and a Risāla fī l-Tawḥīd wa-l-ḥikma al-ʿāliya, Treatise on Unity and
High Wisdom (f. 53 v - 76 r),3 which is the subject of this study.4 What attracts attention from the outset
is the unusual name of the author, “Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz”. First, the name is not accompanied by any
nisba pointing to his origins. Second, while the first item is a very common Arabic name, that of his
points to the prefather is rather peculiar, implying a non-Arabic genealogy. In fact, the name
5
Islamic Sasanian era. Studies on the pre-Islamic Sasanian names prove that it was commonly used in the
Middle-Iranian language (Pahlavi).6 As for the classical Arabic sources, the name notably surfaces in Ibn
al-Nadīm’s K. al-Fihrist, in the section on Manichaeism (al-Mānawiyya). According to the information
given by Ibn al-Nadīm, in the time of caliph Walīd I (r. 86-96/705-715), a certain Zād-hurmuz (
) separated from his community and caused a schism because of his views on leadership.7

scribe is Muḥammad b. ʿUṯmān al-Waḥšī al-Kamīnī; no date is given. The other work and the last item of the whole maǧmūʿa
is the Kitāb al-Ādāb li-ulī l-Albāb by a certain Abū Muḥammad Aḥmad b. Muḥammad b. Ḥabīb al-Ḏahabī (ff. 91 r - 120 v).
The scribe and the date of istinsāḫ are unknown.
2
B.M. Tahir, Osmanlı Müellifleri, Matba‘â-i ‘Âmire, I-III. Istanbul 1333/1914, I, p. 233: “Mütenevvi‘ ve nefîd kitâblara mâlik idi”.
3
It was Hellmut Ritter who first drew attention to these treatises, although he said he could not identify the author:
H. Ritter, “Philologika. XIII. Arabische Handschriften in Anatolien und Istanbul (Forsetzung)”, Oriens 3 (1950), pp. 31-107,
in part. pp. 61-2. On the basis of Ritter’s article, Fuat Sezgin enlists Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz among “the writers on theology in the
Abbasid times”: F. Sezgin, Taʾrīḫ al-Turāṯ al-ʿArabī, Idāra al-Ṯaqāfa wa-l-Našr, Riyadh 1991, IV, p. 54. Along with the three
treatises by Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz mentioned above, the guard-leaf, which lists the contents of the maǧmūʿa, also gives the titles
of other works, which are not present in the maǧmūʿa itself. Apparently these were extracted from the original codex to which
the guard-leaf belonged, and were replaced by the two works which feature in the maǧmūʿa as it has come down to us. The titles
listed in the guard-leaf include (i) al-Kindī’s Ṭabīʿat al-Falak muḫalifa li-ṭabāʾiʿ al-anāṣir [n. 121 in Atiyeh’s list, see below];
(ii) al-Kindī’s Qawl al-Ḥudūd [n. 29 in Atiyeh’s list]; (iii) the Arabic version of Aristotle’s De Sensu et sensato, labelled Kitāb fī
l-Ḥiss wa l-maḥsūs li-Ṣāḥib al-manṭiq (see the article by R. Hansberger in this volume, pp. 301-14); (iv) the pseudo-Theology
of Aristotle, whose translation is erroneously ascribed to Ḥunayn ibn Isḥāq: Kitāb fī l-Rubūbiyya al-musammā bi-l-rūmiyya
bi-Ṯūlūǧiyyā tarǧama Ḥunayn b. Isḥāq. These titles were struck out in the guard-leaf. Some additional information on titles
(i) and (ii) may be useful. (i) G.N. Atiyeh, Al-Kindī: the Philosopher of the Arabs, Islamic Research Institute, Rawalpindi 1966
(Publications of the Islamic Research Institute, 6), p. 180, lists as n. 121 an Epistle on the Exposition that the nature of the heavens
is contrary to that of the four elements (Risāla fī l-Ibāra ʿan inna ṭabiʿat al-falak muḫalifa li-ṭabāʾiʿ al-anāsir al-arbaʿa). This text
is edited: Rasāʾil al-Kindī al-falsafiyya, ed. M.ʿA. Abū Rīda, Dār al-Fikr al-ʿarabī, I-II, Cairo 1950-53, II, pp. 40-6; English trans.
by H. Khatchadourian, “Al-Kindī’s Treatise on the Distinctiveness of the Celestial Sphere”, Islamic Studies 4 (1965), pp. 45-54. (ii)
This text is the well-known Epistle on the Definitions of the things and their descriptions (Risāla fī l-ḥudūd al-ašyāʾ wa-rusūmihā),
ed. Abū Rīda, I, pp. 165-80; edition, accompanied by a French translation, also in al-Kindī, Cinq Épîtres. Centre d’Histoire des
sciences et des doctrines. Histoire des sciences et de la philosophie arabes, CNRS-Éditions, Paris 1976, pp. 1-69. If the list of the
guard-leaf can be traced back to the original collection, this points to the school of al-Kindī: typically, both the pseudo-Theology
and the K. al-Ḥiss wa-l-maḥsūs originated in that circle, and the two works by al-Kindī tell the same story.
4
Throughout this article, I refer to the sections of the R. Fī l-Tawḥīd with numbers between curly brackets.
5
The Lugat-nāma of Dehkhoda gives the brief information: “Dādhurmuz, one of the judges in the Sasanian period.
His fame and judicial views are told in the book Mātikān-i Hazār Dātestān (The Book of a Thousand Judgments)”.
6
S. Zimmer, “L’interprétation des noms propres moyen-Iraniens: questions de méthode”, in W. Skalmowsky - A. van
Tongerloo (eds), Medioiranica. Proceedings of the International Colloquium organized by the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven
from the 21st to the 23rd of May 1990, Peeters, Leuven 1993, pp. 193-206, in part. 195; 196; 201 (as “Dād-Ohrmazd”).
7
Ibn al-Nadīm, al-Fihrist, ed. R. Taǧaddud, Marvi, Tehran 1971, pp. 397-8. For another interesting figure belonging to
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There are no biographical data on Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, nor any reference is given to his name in the wellknown ṭabaqāt or muʿǧam genre that I have been able to consult during my research for this paper.8 The
only certain date which we have is that of istinsāḫ in the colophon of the R. Fī l-Tawḥīd, namely 471 AH.
We also know that in his R. fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā the author quotes tacitly some passages from Ibn
al-Miskawayh’s (d. 421/1030) Tahḏīb al-Aḫlāq, which is thought to have been written circa 375 AH.9 This
leaves us with a span of approximately one hundred years in our attempt to locate the writings of Saʿīd b.
Dādhurmuz in a particular point in time. However, the contents of the treatises of Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz do
not provide any clue whatsoever in order to relate them to any historical event. Early in the R. fī Faḍl al-āḫira
ʿalā l-dunyā, when he explains the motive behind the composition of this work, he relates he heard someone
arguing for an unacceptable theory in a debate session (maǧlis al-munāẓara wa-l-muḏakara).10 That person,
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz narrates, had contended that all sciences, no matter if religious or secular, are in fact
sought for worldly wishes such as wealth, ostentation, charisma etc., something which was true also for books
in any discipline or science, even when the author indulged in boasting that his only wish was to achieve the
contentment of God. Then, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz goes on to explain why the afterlife surpasses the worldly life.
The overall tone of the writings of Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz is noticeably mystic, that is, pertaining to
ṣūfī literature. He occasionally draws on the interpretations given by major ṣūfī figures when he quotes
Quranic verses.11 The ṣūfīs are included in the category of the ḥukamāʾ (sages)12 in the “hierarchy” of
the followers of the true path – a phrase which occurs several times in his writings – namely prophets
(anbiyāʾ), sages (ḥukamāʾ), devotees (ṣālihūn) and scholars (ʿūlamāʾ).13 Nonetheless, if one takes into
account the whole picture that his writings portray, it appears that to lavishly link him to any particular
school of thought would be a mistake. Close examination of the treatises uncovers many instances in
which the author relies upon a vast array of literature that was available to him. Some Quranic verses
that he cites are accompanied by the interpretations of the scholars of tafsīr.14

Zoroastrianism in Abbasid times, bearing a similar name (Day-Ohyrmazd), see A. Tafazzolī, “Abāliš”, http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/abalis.
8
I was very hopeful of finding something in Yaʿqūt al-Ḥamawī’s (d. 627/1229) Muʿǧam al-Udabāʾ, since Yaʿqūt
lived one century after Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz and had more chances than any other biographer to access information on
Iranian writers. But I have found nothing. There are, however, some similar Iranian-origin personalites with whom we can
compare him. For instance, there is Saʿīd b. Ḥamīd b. al-Baḫtikān, whom Yaʿqūt describes as follows: “secretary, poet, and
letter-writer, he has an ancient Iranian origin; he is a fanatic of [Persians] against Arabs, and has a collection of risālas”:
Yaʿqūt al-Ḥamawī, Muʿǧam al-Udabāʾ, I-VII, ed. I. ʿAbbās. Dār al-Ġarb al-Islāmī, Beirut 1993, III, p. 1366.
9
M. Arkoun, L’humanisme arabe au IVe-Xe siècle: Miskawayh, philosophe et historien, Vrin, Paris 1982, p. 116.
10
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, Risāla fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, ff. 3 r - 3 v. For information on the nature of these debate
sessions and those attending them, see J.L. Kraemer, Humanism in the Renaissance of Islam, Brill, Leiden 1986, p. 58.
11
For instance, apropos the verse 3:79 (
), he follows the tafsīr of al-Sulamī and cites the words of al-Wāsitī and
Ǧunayd: see Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, f. 10 r, and cf. Abī ʿAbd al-Raḥmān Muḥammad b. al-Ḥusayn alSulamī (d. 412/1021), Tafsīr al-Sulamī wa huwa Ḥaqāʾiq al-tafsīr, ed. S. ʿUmrān, Dār al-Kutub al-ʿilmiyya, I-II, Beirut, I, p. 104.
12
According to Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, the sages are the holders of a godly wisdom; thus, their words of wisdom must be regarded
as noble speeches. For instance, he quotes from one of those sages (baʿḍ al-ḥukamāʾ) saying: “There are servants of God in this world.
When they look, they reflect. When they reflect, they understand. When they understand, they know. When they know, they practise.
And when they practise, they benefit. When they benefit, they help. When they help, God draws the curtain between Him and them,
thus, with the eyes of their heart they observe the Knower of the Unseen”. After this quotation, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz comments: hāḏā
kalām šarīf, namely, “this is a noble speech” (R. fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, f. 12 r). This saying is attributed to the well-known mystic
Ḏunnūn al-Miṣrī: see Abū Nuʿaym al-Iṣfahānī (d. 430/1038), Ḥilya al-awliyāʾ, Dār al-Kutub al-ʿilmiyya, I-X, Beirut 1988, IX, p. 374.
13
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, f. 6 r; R. fī l-Tawhīd, f. 54 v: see {2} below.
14
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, f.10 r: “One of the mufassirūn said…”. Judging from the similarities between the texts, this mufassir might be al-Sulamī, or al-Wāsiṭī, from whom al-Sulamī quotes.
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As to the field of adab, the poems of renowned Arab poets such as ʿAlī b. Abī Ṭālib (d. 40/661),
Ṣālih b. ʿAbd al-Quddūs (d. circa 167/783), and Abū Nuwās (d. circa 198/813) are mentioned in due
contexts.15 Moreover, quotations from the works of Ibn al-Muqaffaʿ (d. circa 139/756), an eminent man
of belles-lettres in the second century AH, are used to buttress the nobility of reason in religious matters.16
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz does not limit himself to referring to the Islamic sources: indeed, he benefits from
the literary heritage of other cultures. For example, he uses a part of the story of Bilawhar and Būḏāsif
), an Islamic version of the Buddhist tale which records a conversation between
(
a king and a sage on the meaning of life.17 He proves to be familiar with the vocabulary of the secular
sciences, as shown by his enumeration of the tools used by engineers and astrologists, that is, compass
), ruler (
), triangle (
), astrolabe (
), globe (
), and armillary sphere
(
18
).
(
All this points to multifarious and erudite knowledge, as one would expect from an ideal intellectual
and polymath of an age that has been labelled “Renaissance of Islam”.19 Still, if there was one school
of thought where to locate our author more properly, it would be that of the followers of al-Kindī’s
tradition. As will be seen in the present inquiry into the philosophical background of the R. Fī l-Tawḥīd,
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz joins “the Kindīan project” in demonstrating the fundamental truth of Islamic
theological dogma, i.e. tawḥīd, with the help of Greek philosophical texts.20 In our endeavour to
contextualize his writings in the general course of Islamic thought, we are lucky enough to find other
sources of inspiration which are much closer to his time: Ibn Miskawayh, and especially Abū l-Ḥasan
al-ʿĀmirī.The similarity of Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s style of writing to that of al-ʿĀmirī is very noticeable; in
particular, those who are acquainted with his works might easily recognise in Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz terms
and sentences which are reminiscent of al-ʿĀmirī’s special vocabulary. This vocabulary includes ḫāṣṣiyya,21
al-ǧawhar al-insiyy,22 al-kamāl al-insiyy,23 al-saʿāda al-abadiyya,24 al-lā-wuǧūd,25 etc. In many cases, Saʿīd
b. Dādhurmuz appears to be a commentator of the philosophical writings of al-ʿĀmirī, a conclusion
which is not reached only on the grounds of his quotations from the latter’s works that will be discussed
below: indeed, the main philosophical and theological stances that he adopts on several crucial issues
show his close relationship with al-ʿĀmirī. Thus, we can surely add the name of Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz to
the list given by Mojtaba Minovi in his famous article on the followers and transmitters of al-ʿĀmirī.26

Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, ff. 22 r, 28 r, 29 r respectively.
Ibid., f. 34 r (qāla baʿḍ al-ḥukamāʾ). The quotation is from al-Adab al-Ṣaġīr.
17
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī l-Nafs wa-l-rūḥ, 37 r. Cf. D. Gimaret, Le Livre de Bilawhar et Būdasf selon la version arabe
ismaélienne, Dar al-Machreq, Beirut 1986, p. 12.
18
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, f. 19 v.
19
To get an idea of such ideal types and general atmosphere of the age, see Kraemer, Humanism in the Renaissance of
Islam, pp. 1-30.
20
P. Adamson, Al-Kindī, Oxford U. P., New York 2007 (Great Medieval Thinkers, 9), p. 25; C. Martini Bonadeo,
ʿAbd al-Laṭīf al-Baġdādī’s Philosophical Journey. From Aristotle’s Metaphysics to the Metaphysical Science, Brill, Leiden Boston 2013 (Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Science. Texts and Studies, 88), pp. 45-8; 58.
21
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, ff. 16 r, 32 v; R. Fī l- tawḥīd, f. 56 r: see {5} below.
22
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, ff.15 v, 32 r.
23
Ibid., f. 23 v.
24
Ibid., f. 36 v.
25
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. Fī l-Tawḫīd, f. 56 v: see {5} below.
26
M. Minovi, “Az Ḫazāin-i Turkiyya-2”, Maǧalla-i Dāniškada-i Adabiyyāt 4/3 (1957), pp. 53-89; in part. pp. 68 f.
For an up-to-date biographical study on al-ʿĀmirī, see E. Wakelnig, “Die Weiterführung der neuplatonischen Ansätze”, in
U. Rudolph - R. Würsch (eds), Philosophie in der Islamischen Welt. 1 8.-10. Jahrhundert, Schwabe, Basel 2012, pp. 170-85.
15
16
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Below are the comparison tables between Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s R. fī l-Tawhīd and one of al-Āmirī’s
works, which indicate how the former’s text evolves into a commentary of the latter. Further parallels
between the two authors will be shown in the following pages.
R. fī l-Tawhīd

al-ʿĀmirī, K. al-Amad ʿalā l-abad

27

28

29

Another citation comes from Ibn Miskawayh’s Tahḏīb al-Aḫlāq:
Risāla fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā30

Ibn Miskawayh31

Al-ʿĀmirī, K. al-Amad ʿalā l-abad, ed. Y. Kara, Türkiye Yazma Eserler Kurumu Başkanlığı, Istanbul 2013, pp. 41-3.
Ibid., p. 47. The uniqueness of God’s oneness if compared to other degrees of unity which appear in created things is
similarly emphasized in the pseudo-Theology of Aristotle: see ʿA. Badawī (ed.), Aflūṭīn ʿinda l-ʿArab, Plotinus apud Arabes.
Theologia Aristotelis et fragmenta quae supersunt, Dār al-Nahḍa al-Miṣriyya, Cairo 1966 (repr. Kuwait 1977), p. 148.
29
Al-ʿĀmirī, K. al-Amad ʿalā l-abad, p. 47 Kara.
30
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, f. 37 r.
31
Ibn Miskawayh, Tahḏīb al-Aḫlāq, Dār al-Kutub al-ʿilmiyya, Beirut 1985, p. 74.
27
28
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A question remains open about the author. What was his geographical, historical, and social affiliation?
In what follows, I lay out some reasons why I tend to include him among the officials – bureaucrats,
courtiers, or secretaries – active in Northern/Eastern Iran under one of the dynasties at the dawn of the
Seljuq state. Naturally, far from having any kind of certainty, this is only an educated guess.
i. As stated before, there are two dates given in the colophon: “25 Ramaḍān 471” and “Rūz-i
Isfandārmud Māh-i Ardībihišt 469” (f. 75 v). The first is the hijri date, and the second is the Persian
one. The years do not correspond to each other, but the months and dates do. In this case, it is
very likely that the scribe is using a tax (ḫaraǧī) calendar. We know that in ʿAbbāsid chancelry tax
collection was regulated by the Persian calendar, not according to the Zoroastrian eras, but according
to the hijri years. So, there were cases in which the taxational years were regulated and corrected for
practical purposes. This may suggest that the treatises came from the pen of a secretary official.32
ii. The variety of the sources the author draws on in his writings indicates that he had a rich
library ready to hand. It is very likely that this library, rather than being a personal one, was that of a
patrician, a vizier, or a ruler.33
iii. The author uses a meticulous and careful language when he aims at criticizing the views that
are even the most opposite to his own opinions. For instance, when he hears too extreme a view
which was voiced in a debate session, e.g. that “every science, whether it is religious or secular, is
sought to gain worldly wishes”, he initially interprets these words as “figurative speech and careless
words” of his speaker (wa-in kāna rubbamā ṣadara ḏālika ʿan qāʾilihī ʿalā sabīl al-maǧāz wa-l-tasāhul
fī l-kalām),34 in an evident attempt not to offend anyone. This might be a sign that he is not a ṣūfī
writing in isolation, away from the élite of the community: on the contrary, this is the behaviour of a
person with close ties to those attending the session, that he must maintain in the future. This attitude
is comparable to the intellectual mysticism of Abū Ḥayyān al-Tawḥīdī (d. 414/1023). Moreover,
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s statement in the foreword of the treatise, “…the sciences such as lexicography,
grammar, poetry, prosody, letter writing, secretariat, stories, narratives, tales, calculation, which are
being used by secretaries and bookkeepers in maǧlises and dīwāns, are [valuable because they are]
helpful to acquire religious sciences, even if they are not sought for themselves…”35 looks like a selfdefence of the author to legitimize his own profession.
iv. We must bear in mind that the pioneers of the literary genre to which our author belongs
– al-ʿĀmirī, Ibn Miskawayh, and al-Tawḥīdī – were all secretaries, courtiers, or so. It is reasonable
to assume that their writings were found and spread in an environment of the same kind. It might
be regarded as a meaningful coincidence that the last owner of Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s writings in the
Ottoman period was al-Širwānī, himself a secretary.
v. In pre-Islamic Sasanian society, a social class called dibīrs (scribes and secretaries) held important
positions with different duties. There were special schools to train them, and they were expected to be
prominent in various sciences. Thus, scribes and copyists usually remained unknown, their names being

I owe this explanation to Prof. François de Blois and Eleonora Bacci. For further information, see F. de Blois,
“Taʾrīkh”, in Encyclopedia of Islam II, Brill, Leiden 2000, X, pp. 257-302.
33
For more information on the scientific activities provided by the patrons, see R.W. Bulliet, The Patricians of Nishapur. A Study in Medieval Islamic Social History, Harvard U. P., Cambridge Mass. 1972; see p. 194 for an example of a
library of this kind, founded by a member of the Bāḥirī family.
34
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, f. 3 r.
35
Ibid., f. 3 r. For more information on dīwāns and the positions of secretaries thereof, see H. Busse, Chalif und
Grosskönig. Die Buyiden im Iraq (945-1055), Steiner, Wiesbaden 1969, pp. 227-327.
32
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rarely mentioned.36 Due to this general fact, except for monumental figures such as Ibn al-Muqaffaʿ, Ibn
Miskawayh etc., other “average” secretaries like our author might have been forgotten in the depths of history.
vi. It was customary for secretaries (kuttāb) to lean toward Muʿtazilite thought, although this started to
fade away from the 5th/11th century onwards in the Buwayhid period.37 As will be made clear below, Saʿīd
b. Dādhurmuz had strong muʿtazilite tendencies, to the point that he labelled the Ašʿarites ahl al-bidʿa,
because of their views on the attributes of God. It is known that Seljuqs promulgated Sunnism from the
beginning of their rule. In the Siyāsatnāma, the famous Seljuq vizier Niẓam al-Mulk states: “In the days of
Mahmud, Masʿūd, Tughril, and Alp-Arslan no Zoroastrian or Jew or Rafidi would have had the audacity
to appear in a public place or to present himself before a great man. Those who administrated the affairs of
the Turks were all professional civil servants and secretaries from Khurasan, who belonged to the orthodox
Hanafi or Shafiʿi sects. The heretics of Iraq were never admitted as secretaries and tax collectors; in fact the
Turks never used to employ them at all; they said, ‘these men are of the same religion as the Dailamites and
their supporters; if they get a firm footing they will injure the interests of the Turks’ (…)”.38 According to
this setting, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz perfectly fits to be identified as a Dailamite of the 5th/11th century.
2. Philosophical Background
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s acquaintance with philosophical literature is evident at a first glance, and is
shown by several quotations. Often introduced with the Arabic phrase “it has been said that…” (qīla),
the passages quoted are so skilfully absorbed in the general flow of the discussion that they do not
constitute some abrupt insertions into the text. In this regard, the quotations from the writings of alKindī (Fī l-Falsafa al-ūlā), the Pseudo-Alexander of Aphrodisias – in fact, Proclus (Mā staḫraǧahū alIskandar al-Afrūdīsī min kitāb Arisṭūṭālīs al-musammā bi Uṯūlūǧiyyā)39 – and the Pseudo-Aristotle –
once again, Proclus (Kitāb al-Īḍāḥ fī l-ḫayr al-maḥḍ) – can be detected only through close inspection.40
1. al-Kindī, Fī l-Falsafa al-ūlā, in Rasāʾil al-Kindī al-falsafiyya, ed. M. ʿA. Abū Rīda, Dār al-Fikr
al-ʿarabī, I-II, Cairo 1950-53, I, p. 162.
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī l-Tawḥīd, p. 100.20-21

al-Kindī, Fī l-Falsafa al-ūlā, p. 162.10-11 Abū Rīda

A. Tafazzolī, Sasanian Society, Bibliotheca Persica Press, New York 2000, pp. 18-37. Tafazzolī states: “after the Arab
conquest of Iran, the Muslim rulers did not dispense with Iranian secretaries, who continued their service in different government offices. Islamic sources abound with the names of such Iranian secretaries enjoying admiration and esteem” (p. 37).
37
R. Sellheim - D. Sourdel, “Kātib”, in Encyclopedia of Islam II, Brill, Leiden 1997, IV, pp. 754-7.
38
A. Bausani, “Religion in the Saljuk Period”, in J.A. Boyle (ed.), The Cambridge History of Iran. Volume 5. The Saljuq
and Mongol Periods, Cambridge U. P., Cambridge 1968, p. 292 (quoting from Siyāsatnāma).
39
During the translation movement of Greek works into Arabic, some of Proclus’ texts were attributed to Alexander
of Aphrodisias, as highlighted by G. Endress, Proclus Arabus. Zwanzig Abschnitte aus der Institutio Theologica in arabischer
Übersetzung, Imprimerie Catholique, Wiesbaden-Beirut 1973.
40
To see the context in which these works are produced and for further studies on the subject, see C. D’Ancona,
“Greek into Arabic: Neoplatonism in Translation”, in P. Adamson - R.C. Taylor (eds), The Cambridge Companion to
Arabic Philosophy, Cambridge U. P., Cambridge 2004, pp. 10-31; Ead., “Greek Sources in Arabic and Islamic Philosophy”,
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/arabic-islamic-greek/.
36
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2. M. Arkoun, “Textes inédits de Miskawayh (m. 421)”, Annales Islamologiques 5 (1963),
pp. 181-205, in part. p. 201; quoted here after the edition of the Arabic version of Proclus’ Elements
of Theology by G. Endress, Proclus Arabus. Zwanzig Abschnitte aus der Institutio Theologica in
arabischer Übersetzung, Imprimerie Catholique, Wiesbaden-Beirut 1973:41
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī l-Tawḥīd, p. 100.22-25

Proclus Arabus, p. 19.1-5 Endress

3. Kitāb al-Īḍāḥ li-Arisṭūṭālīs fī l-ḫayr al-maḥḍ, in ʿA. Badawī (ed.), al-Aflāṭūniyya al-muḥdaṯa
ʿinda l-ʿarab, Maktabat al-Nahḍa al-Miṣriyya, Cairo 1955 (repr. Kuwait 1977), pp. 8-9:42
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī l-Tawḥīd, p. 104.1-10

K. fī l-ḫayr al-maḥḍ, pp. 8.11-9.7 Badawī

See Endress, Proclus Arabus, p. 19 (of the Arabic section); the title runs: Mā staḫraǧahū al-Iskandar al-Afrūdīsī min
Kitāb Arisṭūṭālīs al-musammā bi-Uṯūlūǧiyyā; see also Y.ʿA. Kordfīrūzjāyī, “Risāla-ay Muntashir Na-Shodah Az Iskandar”,
Maʿārif-i ʿAqlī 2 (http://maarefeaqli.nashriyat.ir/node/401).
42
See also Risāla li-Aflāṭūn al-ilāhī fī l-radd ʿalā man qāla inna al-insān talašā wa-funiya, in ʿA. Badawī (ed.), Aflāṭūn
fī l-Islām, Dār al-Andalus, Beirut 1982, p. 339.
41
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4. ʿAbd al-Laṭīf b. Yūsuf al-Baġdādī, Min Kitāb fī ʿilm mā baʿd al-ṭabī ʿa, inʿA. Badawī (ed.),
Aflūṭīn ʿinda l-ʿarab. Plotinus apud Arabes. Theologia Aristotelis et fragmenta quae supersunt, Dār
al-Nahḍa al-Miṣriyya, Cairo 1966 (repr. Kuwait 1977), p. 233:43
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, R. fī l- tawḥīd, p. 104.13-14

ʿAbd al-Laṭīf al-Baġdādī, p. 233.14-17 Badawī

This list can easily increase, given that there are at least six more sections which similarly start
with the verb qīla – a task which awaits future studies. Nevertheless, the very fact that the author
uses the sources mentioned above gives the impression that he has close ties with what some call
“Kindī’s metaphysics file”,44 i.e. the Arabic philosophical texts which were used or produced in the
circle of al-Kindī to foster his project of intertwining the Greek philosophical tradition and Islamic
monotheism. In particular, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s ties with al-Kindī himself can be ascertained
by several facts, such as his use of al-Kindī’s distinction between human knowledge into the two
categories of “sensory items” (wuǧūd ḥissī) and “intellectual items” (wuǧūd ʿaqlī),45 or his adoption
of al-Kindī’s definitions for some terms,46 or again, last but not least, the fact that the scribe of our
manuscript lists Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s works together with other titles which mostly belong to
al-Kindī (see above, p. 66 with n. 3). Nonetheless, we should not leave out the possibility that the
author might have got acquainted with al-Kindī’s ideas through al-ʿĀmirī.
As happens with his predecessors al-Kindī and al-ʿĀmirī, an interesting feature in Saʿīd b.
Dādhurmuz’s attitude towards the philosophical background of his time is his selective approach.
We do not see him fully immersed in Neoplatonic ideas and concepts in every item dealt with in the
R. fī l-Tawḥīd. For instance, the treatise completely discards Neoplatonic cosmology, which posits a
hierarchical scheme of beings starting from the first Intellect to the tenth, the Agent Intellect (al-ʿaql
al-faʿʿāl). As is known, the idea of divine intellects was a theory which neither al-Fārābī nor Avicenna
abandoned in their philosophical systems,47 in spite of the obvious contradiction between this theory
and Quranic views about the universe. It might be also for this reason that Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz
does not lay emphasis on another substantial concept of Neoplatonic philosophy, that is, nafs (soul).

43
Fon an analysis of the relevant chapter in al-Baġdādī’s book see Martini Bonadeo, Al-Baġdādī’s Philosophical Journey, pp. 266 f.
44
The expression has been coined by F.W. Zimmermann, “The Origins of the so-called Theology of Aristotle”, in
J. Kraye - W.F. Ryan - C.B. Schmitt (eds), Pseudo-Aristotle in the Middle Ages: the Theology and Other Texts, The Warburg
Institute, London 1986, pp. 110-240; see also Martini Bonadeo, Al-Baġdādī’s Philosophical Journey, pp. 267-8.
45
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, f. 6 r. Cf. al-Kindī, Fī l-Falsafa al-ūlā, pp. 106-7 Abū Rīda (quoted
above, n. 3).
46
For instance, his definition of yaqīn (certainty) is the same as al-Kindī’s: Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, f. 8 v; cf. al-Kindī,
Fī Ḥudūd al-ašyāʾ wa-rusūmihā, p. 171 Abū Rīda (quoted above, n. 3).
47
H.A. Davidson, Alfarabi, Avicenna and Averroes, On Intellect, Oxford U. P., Oxford 1992.
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There is only a weak allusion to it, yet in its relation to the faculty of human intellect: see {27} below.
Be this as it may, one should not underestimate some other Neoplatonic tones of the treatise, like the
notion of Intellect as the first creation and the first effect of God: see {23; 27}.48 The author does not
provide a detailed explanation of the issue. The only idea which is emphasized is that the Intellect is
a single substance of absolute simplicity, so that its essence, its act of intelligence and its intelligibility
are all the same.49 Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s familiarity with philosophical works reveals itself mostly
when he discusses the topics he regards as substantial parts of the issue of the unity of God, such
as God as the First Being, God’s uniqueness in the qualities of “thatness” (anniyya) and “oneness”
(waḥdāniyya), and the kinds of the “one” (al-wāḥid).
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz brings forward his treatment of the concept of anniyya as he posits that there
is necessarily a creator who has brought the universe into existence: see {6}. According to his reasoning,
accepting such a fundamental fact is not enough: everyone must deepen his/her knowledge of the
anniyya. The first principle of such knowledge is that every single being has its own anniyya, distinct
from the anniyya of others. This necessarily entails that anniyya should not be taken as a common
quality that is predicated upon all beings. For the same reason, God too has His own anniyya, which
substantially differs from all other beings. In order to be aware of this distinctive characteristic of the
anniyya of God, one must have knowledge of the anniyya of all beings. What distinguishes the anniyya
of God from that of other beings is that His anniyya exists eternally by His essence; thus, it necessarily
continues to exist forever by His essence. Therefore, for the First Creator, existence is something that
comes from, or is necessitated by His essence (fa-l-wuǧūd iḏan ḏātīyyun li l-mubdiʿ al-awwal).
At this point, our author makes his stance clearer about what connotation he has specifically in
mind by using anniyya, when this word is tellingly replaced by a more “Arabic” word, that is, wuǧūd
(existence).50 The First Creator does not receive His wuǧūd from others; rather, He is the one who
grants wuǧūd to other beings. After all, He, the Exalted, is the wāǧib al-wuǧūd (necessary Being).
The author reaffirms his views about anniyya, applying them this time to wuǧūd: the wuǧūd of
any other being cannot be the same as His wuǧūd, or even at the same level (rutba) of His wuǧūd.
Hence, from the treatise of Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz on unity one gets the idea that the term anniyya has
a more defined meaning than it had in the formative period of the Graeco-Arabic translations.51 In
this context, there is textual evidence which connects the stance of our author to the writings of Abū
l-Ḥasan al-ʿĀmirī, whose ideas on the issue seem to be conveyed by Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz. In his treatise
Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, the latter relates that according to some scholars knowledge about the
Creator falls into three parts. First, there is the knowledge of His anniyya, and this kind of knowledge

Cf. Badawī (ed.), Aflūṭīn ʿinda al-ʿArab, p. 209.
This tenet is reminiscent of the pseudo-Theology of Aristotle, p. 22.3-4 Badawī, which is also quoted by al-Fārābī
in the K. al-ǧamʿ as a statement by Aristotle: see al-Fārābī, L’armonia delle opinioni dei due sapienti, il divino Platone e
Aristotele, Introduzione, testo arabo, traduzione e commento di C. Martini Bonadeo, prefazione di G. Endress, PLUS, Pisa
2008 (Greco arabo, latino. Le vie del sapere, 3), p. 74.8. With this tenet, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz gets closer to the ideas on the
Intellect of the Ismaili thinker Abū Yaʿqūb al-Siǧistānī: see P.E. Walker, Early Philosophical Shiism. The Ismaili Neoplatonism of Abu Yaqub al-Sijistani, Cambridge U. P., Cambridge 1993, pp. 87-94, esp. p. 90. For a comparison of al-ʿĀmirī’s
ideas about Intellect with the Arabic version of Proclus see E. Wakelnig, Feder, Tafel, Mensch. Al-ʿĀmirī’s Kitāb al-Fuṣūl fī
l-maʿālim al-ilāhiya und die arabische Proklos-Rezeption im 10. Jh., Brill, Leiden - Boston 2006 (Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Science. Texts and Studies, 67), p. 302.
50
Elsewhere Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz clearly states that “thatness signifies the very existence (al anniyya allatī hiya dālla
ʿalā nafs al-wuǧūd)”: {20}.
51
For an up-to-date discussion of the term, considering its earliest usage in Arabic, see C. D’Ancona, “Platonic and
Neoplatonic Terminology for Being in Arabic Translation”, Studia graeco-arabica 1 (2011), pp. 23-45.
48
49
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enables people to avoid atheism (ṭaʿṭīl); second, the knowledge of His oneness (waḥdāniyya) enables
people to avoid polytheism (širk), and lastly, the knowledge of His attributes (ṣifāt) enables them to
avoid anthropomorphism (tašbīh). This account which Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz relates as such is almost
identical to a quotation of Abū Ḥayyān al-Tawḥīdī from one of al-ʿĀmirī’s works.52 However, at
variance with al-Tawḥīdī,53 Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz provides a more detailed account of al-ʿĀmirī’s
argumentation. He continues: “if someone does not thoroughly know the first item among these
principles of belief, he or she may not proceed to the second, or third item. For instance, if he or she
does not fully understand the existence (anniyya) of God, he or she does not need to look into the
issue of oneness. Unless he or she knows His oneness, he or she is not in the position to delve into the
issue of His being above parts or resemblances”.54
Our author’s usage of the term anniyya, then, is intrinsically related to his usage of waḥdāniyya.
Both terms are conditioned by their application to the essence of God, and only afterwards are they
compared to the meaning they have in other beings. The consequence is the distinction between the
anniyya and the waḥdāniyya of things in general. Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz draws attention to the fact that
the knowledge about the waḥdāniyya is similar to the knowledge about the anniyya: see {9} below.
Accordingly, every single worldly being has its own special oneness and, undoubtedly, the oneness of
God cannot be similar to any of those onenesses. This is because their onenesses are totally created by
the command of God. The characteristic of the createdness entails another aspect which constantly
attaches to their essences, that is, multiplicity (kaṯra). Every existent meaning or thing, even though
oneness might be predicated of them, cannot have the “oneness” in the true sense, an attribute which
only belongs to the True One (al-aḥad al-ḥaqq).
As regards the existences and onenesses of things, if we look at the whole picture of the Risāla
fī l-Tawḥīd, the First Creator is the only being who grants them these two essential qualities.55 An
ontological approach to beings in general as such suggests a distinction between their essence and
existence. To put it in a rough formula, the Kindian school appears to hold that the essence/identity of
things is expressed by words such as waḥda, waḥdāniyya, while their existence is expressed by anniyya
and wuǧūd.56 As a matter of fact, the topic of God and His creating act as the donor of both the essence
of things and their existence is taken especially by some mutakallimūn who come after the 5th/11th

52
Rasāʾil Abī l-Ḥasan al-ʿĀmirī wa šaḏarātuhū al-falsafiyya, ed. by S. Ḫalīfāt, Manšūrāt al-Ǧamiʿa al-Urdunniya,
Amman 1988, p. 473 (quoting from al-Tawḥīdī’s al-Baṣāʾir).
53
In his quotations from al-ʿĀmirī, al-Tawḥīdī frequently omits the contexts. See Rasāʾil Abī l-Ḥasan al-ʿĀmirī, p. 75
Ḫalīfāt.
54
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā l-dunyā, f. 16 r-v. In his al-Taqrīr li-awǧuh al-taqdīr al-ʿĀmirī states: “we
had spoken in great detail about God’s anniyya, waḥdāniyya and attributes (ṣifāt) in our work called al-Irṣād li taṣḥīḥ
al-iʿtiqād”. Thus, it is very likely that Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz quotes directly from this lost work of al-ʿĀmirī. See Rasāʾil Abī
l-Ḥasan al-ʿĀmirī, p. 305; 472 Ḫalīfāt.
55
This general idea, which is omnipresent in the treatise, is stated in as many words: … al-muḥaqqiq li-anniyyāt alʿālam wa-waḥadātihā {15}. On the contrary, God receives neither His oneness nor His existence from others: al-wāḥid
al-ḥaqq bi l-ḏāt allaḏī lam yastafid al-waḥda wa-l-wuǧūd min ġayrihī: see {16} below, and compare Kitāb al-Īḍāḥ liArisṭūṭālīs fī l-ḫayr al-maḥḍ, in ʿA. Badawī (ed.), al-Aflāṭūniyya al-muḥdaṯa ʿinda l-ʿarab, Maktabat al-Nahḍa al-Miṣriyya,
Cairo 1955 (repr. Kuwait 1977), pp. 32.5-33.2, and al-Kindī, Fī l-Falsafa al-ūlā, pp. 161.5-162.4 Abū Rīda (quoted above,
n. 3); that al-Kindī depends upon the Arabic Proclus on this point has been demonstrated by Endress, Proclus Arabus,
pp. 244-5 (quoted above, n. 38); see also C. D’Ancona, “Al-Kindī et l’auteur du Liber de Causis”, in Ead., Recherches sur le
Liber de Causis, Vrin, Paris 1995 (Études de philosophie médiévale, 72), pp. 156-94.
56
A.L. Ivry points out that the term waḥda in the vocabulary of al-Kindī indicates the identity and being of things: Ivry,
“Al-Kindī and the Muʿtazila. A Philosophical and Political Reevaluation”, Oriens 25/26 (1976), pp. 69-85, in part. p. 79.
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century, as a criterion to classify the different positions in the issue of the essence-existence distinction.
Hence, the problem of the essence-existence distinction is addressed in the context of the classical
kalāmic discussions on the non-existent (maʿdūm). As stated by Faḫr al-Dīn al-Rāzī (d. 606/1206),
there are mainly two stances on the issue of the non-existent: (1) most mutakallimūn hold that the
non-existent is neither a thing, nor self (ʿayn) nor an entity: it is pure nothingness, and God is the giver
of existences and essences to the things He creates. (2) al-Šaḥḥām (d. circa 270/883) and his followers
among the Muʿtazila hold that the possible (mumkin) non-existents are things, selves and entities
even before they acquire their existence: the agent (fāʿil) has nothing to do with making them entities;
its effect consists only in giving them their existences. Their famous statement “the non-existent is a
thing” clearly depends upon this doctrine.57 As appears from al-Rāzī’s exposition, most theologians
are of the opinion that things are amenable to acquiring both their existences and essences from the
Creator, a position that makes them closer to the position of philosophers in general, as well as to
that of al-ʿĀmirī and Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz in particular. With his studies on the distinction between
essence and existence in Avicenna, Robert Wisnovsky has already demonstrated that Avicenna is very
close to the Sunnite mutakallimūn of the 4th/10th century in his views on the relationship between
things and their existences.58 In a nutshell, both Avicenna and the Sunnite mutakallimūn hold that
things and their existences are co-implied (mutalāzim), that is, one cannot be found without the
other. The Muʿtazila part company both with the mutakallimūn of the Ahl al-Sunna and the Muslim
philosophers, because of their most-used principle “the essential qualities of a thing may not come
from an outside agent”.59 According to this Muʿtazilite understanding of creation ex nihilo, God’s
creating effect only consists in giving to the things their existences, setting Himself free from dealing
with their essences which are already achieved at the time of their creation. In consequence, complying
with al-Rāzī’s scheme, the whole range of views can be grouped as follows:
1. Those who oppose the creation ex nihilo and hold that God is the giver to things their existences
and essences (Avicenna).
2. Those who support the creation ex nihilo and hold that God is the giver to things their existences
and essences (al-Kindī, al-ʿĀmirī, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz; the Sunnī mutakallimūn).
3. Those who support the creation ex nihilo and hold that God is the giver to things only their
existences, not their essences (the Muʿtazila).

Faḫr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, al-Riyāḍ al-mūniqa fī ārāʾ ahl al-ʿilm, ed. A. Ǧumʿa, Markaz al-Našr al-ǧāmiʿī, Kairouan 2004,
pp. 128-9.
58
R. Wisnovsky, “Notes on Avicenna’s Concept of Thingness (šayʾiyya)”, Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 10 (2000), pp. 181221. However, Wisnovsky’s assumption that al-Māturīdī (d. 333/944) was the inventor of the term šayʾiyya (p. 195) is probably
wrong: the term most likely has an earlier Muʿtazilite history. Dādhurmuz includes šayʾiyya in the essential attributes of beings,
such as existence, occupation, prevention, volume and place (see {47} below), and this is due to his Muʿtazilite background.
59
What I refer to as “essential qualities” is understood by the Muʿtazila as those qualities which make things
be as they are. In the Muʿtazilite literature, these are generally referred to as ṣifāt al-aǧnās (literally “the attributes
of genera”). Thus, they set the ontological rule that “the attributes of genera are not bound by the effect of the
agent” (
), or that “the attributes of genera are not caused” (
\
).
See al-Qādī ʿAbd al-Ǧabbār, al-Muġnī: al-Maḥlūq (VIII), ed. by T. al-Ṭawīl - S. Zāyid, al-Muaʾssasa al-Miṣriyya alʿĀmma, Cairo 1965, p. 68; al-Buṭḥānī (d. 424/1033), Ziyādāt, in C. Adang (ed.), Baṣran Muʿtazilite Theology: Abū
ʿAlī Muḥammad b. Khallad’s Kitāb al-uṣūl and its Reception. A Critical Edition of the Ziyadāt Sharḥ al-uṣūl by the Zaydī
Imām al-Nāṭiq bi-l-ḥaqq Abū Ṭālib Yaḥyā b. al-Ḥusayn b. Hārūn al-Buṭḥanī, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2011 (Islamic
History and Civilization, 85), p. 43; Ibn Mattawayh, al-Taḏkira fī Aḥkām al-ǧawāhir wa l-aʿrāḍ, ed. by S.M. Luṭf F.B. ʿŪn, Dār al-Ṯaqāfa, Cairo 1975, p. 81.
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The most intriguing aspect of these discussions is the unique position of Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz
who, parting company with his predecessors, strives to maintain the stance of the Kindīan tradition
(along with al-ʿĀmirī), but at one and the same time wants to keep himself as close as possible to
the Muʿtazilite kalām, as will be shown in what follows. No matter how he achieves merging two
conflicting attitudes, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz is neither so Muʿtazilite as to hold that the non-existent is
a thing, nor is he so much a philosopher as to hold the eternity of the world.
While going deeper into his argumentations on the unity of God, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s analysis
of the issue continues to follow the Aristotelian tradition in the form given to it within the circle of
al-Kindī. The main concern of the author is to demonstrate that God is the only being who deserves
to be called “the True One” (al-wāḥid al-ḥaqīqī) in the real sense of the word. Basing himself on
this precept, the author engages in a lengthy discussion on how we should perceive the uniqueness
in His unity: see {8; 13-19} below. Similar to al-Kindī, he emphasizes that the One must be the First
(awwal), and by no means “one” as a number (ʿadad).60 The One must be in the position of a donor
(mufīd), not of a receiver (mustafīd). All that exists beside Him has the trait of afterness and otherness. His oneness is of necessity related to the fact that He is pure existence (wuǧūd faqaṭ). All in all,
His unity does not resemble any other beings whose unity is relative in any given aspect.61
Within the Arabic philosophical literature of the 3rd and 4th centuries AH, it was customary to
list the different senses of “one” (wāḥid), in order to ascertain to which sense of oneness the True
One belongs. It was, without doubt, Aristotle’s discussions of the issue in several places of his works
that gave grounds for these texts.62 Among such authors who tackled the issue of the “senses of
the one” are al-Kindī63, al-Fārābī64 (d. 339/950), al-ʿĀmirī65, Abū Sulaymān al-Siǧistānī66 (d. circa
391/1001), Hamīd al-Dīn al-Kirmānī67 (d. circa 411/1020). Among these, al-Siǧistānī and al-ʿĀmirī
are unsurprisingly closer to Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz. The latter initially mentions four senses of “one”,
i.e. homonimy (ištirāk), connection (ittiṣāl), negation of the equal (salb al-miṯl) and indivisibility
(imtināʿ al-taǧazzī): see {13, 14} below. These senses are basically those indicated by al-Siǧistānī, in
spite of some differences in the wording due to the contexts. For instance, what Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz
refers to as ittiṣāl occurs as al-muttaṣil in al-Siǧistānī, and what he labels imtināʿ al-taǧazzī occurs
as wāḥid bi-maʿnā annahū ġayr mutaǧazziʾ. Furthermore, some parallels exist in the examples of
the senses of “one”. For instance, as to the type of “one in genus”, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz mentions the
statement “the man and the horse are one thing in animality” (al-insān wa-l-faras fī l-ḥayawāniyya

Cf. al-Kindī, Fī l-Falsafa al-ūlā, pp. 146-7 and 149 Abū Rīda.
This attitude was very common in al-Kindī’s age: see Ivry, “al-Kindī and the Muʿtazila”, p. 75: “… while Davidson
has shown in detail (…) the striking similarities between al-Kindī and Saadia, it is worth noting the parallels with Job’s few
but important physical remarks [in the Book of Treasures]. Thus Job contrasts the ‘true unity’ of God, due to His unique
infinite nature, which admits of no increase or decrease, with the ‘relative unity’ of everything else, which is finite (…)”.
62
An essential discussion to consider for our study is Arist., Metaph., Δ 6, 1015 b - 1017 b. For other places in Aristotle
and their comparison with the Graeco-Arabic literature, see Kraemer, Philosophy in the Renaissance of Islam, pp. 181-4.
63
Al-Kindī, Fī l-Falsafa al-ūlā, pp. 143-62 Abū Rīda.
64
Al-Fārābī, Kitāb al-Wāḥid wa-l-waḥda, ed. M. Mahdi. Les Éditions Toubkal, Casablanca 1989.
65
Abū Ḥayyān al-Tawḥīdī, al-Imtāʿ wa l-muʾānasa, ed. by A. Amīn - A. al-Zayn, Dār Maktabat al-Ḥayāt, I- III, Cairo
1953, II, pp. 88-9.
66
Abū Ḥayyān al-Tawḥīdī, al-Muqābasāt, ed. M.T. Ḥusayn, Dār al-Adab, Baghdad 1989, pp. 253-6 (from a dictation
of al-Siǧistānī to his students anno 371 AH, which was recorded by al-Tawḥīdī). For an in-depth analysis of al-Siǧistānī’s
view on this issue, see Kraemer, Philosophy in the Renaissance of Islam, pp. 179-84; 219-22.
67
S.H. Nasr - M. Aminrazavi - M.R. Jozi (eds), An Anthology of Philosophy in Persia, I-IV, I.B. Tauris, London - New
York 2008, II, pp. 203-4 (From al-Kirmānī’s al-Risāla al-Durriyya).
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šayʾ wāḥid), and the same example features in al-Siǧistānī (al-insān wa l-faras wāḥid fī l-ḥayawāniyya).
Again, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s example “the now and the unity” (al-nuqṭa wa-l-waḥda), which is placed
by him as regards to the “oneness in indivisibility”, is mentioned, this time, in relation to “oneness per
analogiam” (fī l-munāsaba) in al-Siǧistānī’s text. Afterwards, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s discussion turns
towards the quotation by al-Tawḥīdī from one of al-ʿĀmirī’s works. The explanation that our author
provides after having outlined the senses of “one” is reminiscent of al-ʿĀmirī’s: see {14} below.68
Consequently, we must not miss the main reason for the Muslim followers of Aristotle, which lies
behind placing so much emphasis on the senses of “one”, that is, to demonstrate what kind of “unity”
fits to the First Being and His sublime entity. This is the common interest shared by al-Kindī and
his followers such as al-ʿĀmirī, al-Siǧistānī and, finally, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz. The way in which Saʿīd
b. Dādhurmuz deals with this tradition shows that he makes conscious decisions to amalgamate the
Aristotelian heritage to the Islamic sphere.
3. Kalāmic Background
Early in the R. fī l-Tawḥīd the author states that knowledge about God the Creator (al-ʿilm bil-bārī) is the noblest knowledge one can acquire. Then, with the help of some mystic narrations
about the noble status of the knowledge of God, emphasis is placed on the idiom maʿrifatullāh, a
term whose usage is even attributed to the Prophet himself, who had purportedly described it as “the
ability/strength of the human soul”: see {1, 2} below. Addressing the question of how one acquires
knowledge about God, the author places at the same level the prophets and all other wise people who
imitate them, that is, sages (ḥukamāʾ), the pious and scholars: all these are the privileged people who
are granted by God a special light (nūr): see {2} below. Thus, it is a necessary task for other people
to seek for different ways to obtain their shares in this high wisdom. In principle, the author posits
three causes of knowledge: (i) the five senses, (ii) the rational faculties (al-quwā al-ʿaqliyya), and (iii)
argumentation (istidlāl) and demonstration (burhān). The maʿrifatullāh is attainable either with
the special light that is not available to common people, or through the method of argumentation
and demonstration, the way which remains open for those who have nothing but the power of their
reasoning in their hands: see {3} below. This is surely a methodological manoeuvre to enable the
author to continue his discussion towards the construction of his own kalām.
Readers of Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s risāla will notice a shift of approach in dealing with the subject,
when the author undertakes to elaborate more on the issue of the temporality and the origination
(ḥudūṯ) of the world. Even though this intention reveals in itself that something ‘kalāmic’ will go on
in what follows, the ‘Muʿtazilite spirit’ does not leave the reader at the end of the treatise, even a single
moment. The topics which are addressed by the author are, in broad strokes, such primary issues of
classical Islamic theology as [several forms of] the argumentation from design, the origination of
the world, the theory of generations (akwān), the attributes of God, and the permanence of the
hereafter. As a matter of fact, one may be misguided by the negative approach of the author towards
the method of kalām in the Risāla fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā al-dunyā mentioned above. In that risāla,
Dadhurmuz mentions three types of knowledge: (i) the knowledge by imitation (taqlīdī), (ii) the
knowledge by conviction (iqnāʿī), and (iii) the knowledge by demonstration (burhānī). While it is
only demonstrative knowledge that provides certainty, the knowledge by conviction, which Saʿīd b.
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Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz says:

n. 65).
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Dādhurmuz attributes to the method of ǧadal and kalām, gives but “a high opinion” and is unstable.69
This critical stance on kalām was widespread among the falāsifa, especially in Dādhurmuz’s milieu.70
Nevertheless, the unique eclectic position of our author seems to provide him with sufficient
mechanisms to come up with an amalgamation of two conflicting discourses in the history of Islamic
thought, as is apparent in his engagement with the classical issues of Islamic theology.
As an example, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s vocabulary for naming God exhibits a vast array of
descriptions of God in relation to the function of the name in the given theological/philosophical
context. To go into detail, these names can be grouped as follows: al-Ḫāliq, al-Bārī, al-Ṣāniʿ
(Creator), al-Azalī, al-Qadīm (Eternal), al-Mubdiʿ al-awwal (The First Creator), al-Anniyya almaḥḍa (the Pure Thatness), al-Huwiyya al-maḥḍa (The Pure Identity), al-Awwal (The First), alAwwal al-ḥaqq (The True First), al-Wāḥid al-ḥaqq, al-Aḥad al-ḥaqq (The True One), al-Wāḥid
al-awwal (The First One), al-Ḥaqq al-maḥḍ (The Pure Truth), al-Ḥaqq al-awwal (The First
Truth), al-Nūr al-maḥḍ (The Pure Light), al-Ḫayr al-maḥḍ (The Pure Good), and al-ʿIlla al-ūlā
(The First Cause). Although all these names directly connote the essential aspects of the Divine,
there is only one name that the author uses in a direct reference to the concept of existence, that
is, Wāǧib al-wuǧūd (The Necessary Being). This name deserves attention, because it is one of the
key terms for setting the character of the risāla in its proper kalāmic background. In fact, as is often
the case in classical mutakallimūn,71 Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz has several divisions of beings in mind.
First and foremost, he divides beings into two parts: that which can be apprehended only by senseperception, and that which is only apprehended when an action is produced: see {4} below.72 It is
apparent that the criterion of this distinction is our perception of beings, rather than beings per se.
However, the author reminds readers of a fundamental precept of the contemporary philosophy,
that is, all beings fall into two categories: the “necessary” and the “possible”: see {4} below.73 As a

Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz, Risāla fī Faḍl al-āḫira ʿalā al-dunyā, f. 7 v. Cf. al-ʿĀmirī, al-Taqrīr li Awǧuh al-Taqdīr, in
Ḫalīfāt, Rasāʾil, p. 329. Here, al-ʿĀmirī talks about three ways (ṭarīqa al-taqlīd, ṭarīqa al-iqnāʿ, ṭarīqa al-burhān) through
which one can acquire the primal concepts (al-maʿānī al-awwaliyya).
70
R.M. Frank, “Kalām and Philosophy. A Perspective from One Problem”, in P. Morewedge (ed.) Islamic Philosophical Theology, SUNY Press, Albany 1979 (Studies in Islamic Philosophy and Science), pp. 71-95, in part. pp. 72-4.
71
No doubt, the most known division of beings in early theologians is that between “eternal” and “originated” (qadīmḥādiṯ). For an early example which belongs to an Ibāḍī writer, see Bašīr b. Muḥammad b. Maḥbūb (d. 290/908?), Kitāb alRaṣf, in A. al-Salimi - W. Madelung (eds), Ṯalāṯ Rasāʾil Ibāḍiyya, Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden 2011, p. 8: “Beings are divided
into two parts; eternal (qadīm) and originated (ḥādiṯ); ḥādiṯ is the one which came to existence out of nothing (mā kāna
baʿda iḏ lam yakun); qadīm is God, the Originator”.
72
This might also be inspired from al-ʿĀmirī’s writings. At the very beginning of a work which in the manuscript bears
the title al-Maǧālis al-Sabʿ bayna l-Šayḫ wa-l-ʿĀmirī, a text which in all likelihood is based on al-ʿĀmirī’s oeuvre, the muǧīb
contends: “a thing manifests itself either through itself, such as the perceptible things (al-ašyāʾ al-maḥsūsa), or through actions that come out of it (āṯār ṣādira ʿanhū). Then, the First Truth manifests itself through these kinds of actions, since it
is impossible for it to do that through perceptible things”. See al-Maǧālis al-Sabʿ bayna l-šayḫ wa-l-ʿĀmirī, MS Istanbul,
Süleymaniye, Ragıp Paşa 1461, ff. 150 r-v. This notion is also stressed by Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz: see {4} below.
73
In his commentary on Aristotle’s De Interpretatione, al-Fārābī explicitly states the distinction of beings as “necessary” (ḍarūrī) and “possible” (mumkin), among other types of distinctions, such as actuality and potentiality: al-Fārābī,
Sharḥ al-Fārābī li-Kitāb Āristūtālīs fī al-ʿIbāra, eds. W. Kutsch - S. Marrow, Dār al-Mašriq, Beirut 1986, p. 164. It is
apparent from this that later authors such as Avicenna and al-Ġazālī, when they categorise beings in a more systematical
scheme, depend upon al-Fārābī: see for instance Abū Ḥāmid al-Ġazālī, Maqāṣid al-Falāsifa, ed. S. Dunyā, Dār al-Maʿārif,
Cairo 1961, p. 134. According to al-Ġazālī’s presentation of the views of the philosophers, such ontological divisions as
“substance-accident”, “universal-particular”, “one-many”, “cause-effect”, “actuality-potentiality”, and finally “necessitypossibility” apply to all beings.
69
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consequence of this division, “necessary being” suits God, because there is not even the possibility
to think of a state in which He does not exist. This entails the consequence that God’s existence is
eternal and everlasting. At this particular point, the notion of “necessary existence” comes to terms
with the conception of God in the Islamic theology of the time. The kalāmic works which belong
to the 4th/10th century unanimously tend to see God’s attribute of eternal (qadīm) and necessary
existence (wāǧib al-wuǧūd) as correlative terms,74 an idea which is formulated in the ontological
rule “if the eternity is established for something, it is impossible for it to become non-existent” (mā
ṯabata qidamuhū imtanaʿa ʿadamuhū).75 Accordingly, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz points to the necessity of
the existence of God in terms of His independence from any condition that endows His existence:
see {32; 47}. Furthermore, he adds that it is because of this that God differs from any other being.
In other words, the “necessity of existence” is a criterion which singles out God from other existent
beings. As is expected, this also exhibits a well-known tendency shared among theologians and the
philosophers of the age as well.76
Apart from such a sublime understanding about the concept of God, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz is aware
that all existent beings except God have been subdivided into a sort of ontological ramification, i.e.
that ʿālam (the world) must fall under one of these three categories. (1) The world is eternal as it is,
and as has always been; (2) the world has originated itself; and (3) there is something outside of it
which has brought it into existence.77 In fact, all the three possibilities are taken into account in the

74
Al-Qāḍī ʿAbd al-Ǧabbār, al-Muḫtaṣar fī Uṣūl al-dīn, in Rasāʾil al-ʿadl wa-l-tawḥīd, ed. M. ʿAmmāra, Maṭbaʿa
Muṣṭafā Bābī al-Ḥalabī, I-II, Cairo 1961, p. 175; Butḥānī, Ziyādāt Sharḥ al-Usūl, in Adang (ed.), Baṣran Muʿtazilite Theology (quoted above, n. 58), pp. 41-2; 44; Abū l-Yusr al-Bazdawī, Usūl al-Dīn, ed. H.P. Linss, al-Maktaba al-Azhariyya
li-l-Turāṯ, Cairo 2003, p. 20. The list could have surely been extended, if more works of the Ašʿarite mutakallimūn of the
4th century AH were available to us. As a matter of fact, al-Ǧuwaynī frequently stresses the point that the previous Ašʿarite
leaders (aʾimma) agreed on the precept that God is necessarily existent while other beings are possible. See for example Abū
al-Maʿālī al-Ǧuwaynī, al-Šāmil fī Usūl al-Dīn, eds. F.B. ʿŪn - S.M. Muḫtār, Munšaʾāt al-Maʿārif, Alexandria 1969, pp. 535;
540; 609.
75
For a discussion of the subject, see R. Wisnovsky, “One Aspect of the Avicennian Turn in Sunnī Theology”, Arabic
Sciences and Philosophy 14 (2004), pp. 65-100, in part. p. 81.
76
For an early instance in which God’s necessary existence is taken as a distinguishing feature of God, see al-Kātib alḪwārazmī (d. 387/997), Mafātīḥ al-ʿulūm, Maktabat al-Kulliyyāt al-Azhariyya, Cairo 1981, p. 81: “His special attribute
is that He is necessarily existent while other beings are possibly existents”. It is of particular importance that al-Ḫwārazmī
mentions this point when outlining the views of the philosophers on the divine science (al-ʿilm al-ilāhī) and this is of
course in the Aristotelian-Neoplatonic sense of the falsafa from its origins. In the same milieu, the necessary existence as
God’s characteristic attribute is also attributed to Empedocles, credited by al-ʿĀmirī, al-Amad, p. 47, with the following
doctrine: “God’s existence does not resemble the existences of others [because] God’s entity is necessarily existent while
other beings exist by a contingent (imkānī) existence”. On the Neoplatonic roots of the Arabic “Empedocles” see U. Rudolph, Die Doxographie des pseudo-Ammonius. Ein Beitrag zur neuplatonischen Überlieferung im Islam, Steiner, Stuttgart
1989, pp. 37-39 (Arabic text); 130-42 (commentary), and D. De Smet, Empedocles Arabus. Une lecture néoplatonicienne
tardive, Koninklijke Academie voor Wetenschappen, Letteren en Schone Kunsten van België, Brussel 1998. Besides, the
contemporary theologians such as al-Bāqillānī and al-Qādī ʿAbd al-Ǧabbār were also aware of this point. In the context
of the kalāmic issue of the endurance of substances (baqāʾ al-ǧawāhir), both al-Bāqillānī and al-Qādī ʿAbd al-Ǧabbār address the question as to whether substances should be regarded as necessarily existent, once taken for granted that God
is the only one who deserves to be called “necessary being”. See al-Qāḍī ʿAbd al-Ǧabbār, al-Muġnī XI, eds. M. al-Naǧǧār
- A. al-Naǧǧār, al-Dār al-Miṣriyya, Cairo 1965, p. 432; cf. S. Schmidtke, “Early Ashʿarite Theology: Abū Bakr al-Bāqillānī
(403/1013) and his Hidāyat al-Mustarshidīn”, Bulletin d’Études Orientales 60 (2011), pp. 39-71, in part. p. 50.
77
This categorization, which is typical of the kalāmic understanding about the creation of the world, can be found in
Muṭahhar b. Ṭahir al-Maqdisī (d. after 355/966), al-Bad ʾ wa-l-tārīḫ, ed. C. Huart, I, Leroux, Paris 1899 (repr. Maktaba
al-Ṯaqāfa al-dīniyya, I-VI, Cairo, s.d.), I, p. 64.
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risāla. First and foremost, as is expected from a committed mutakallim, the author explicitly excludes
the option of the eternity of the world: see {34} below. Being an aggregate of bodies (aǧsām) and
accidents (aʿrāḍ), the world fully bears the feature of origination (ḥadṯ, ḥudūṯ) in any aspect: see
{30}. As to substances, it is evident that they continuously subsist with interchangeable qualities that
the classical kalām calls “the four generations” (al-akwān al-arbaʿa), i.e., motion, rest, compositeness
and division. At this point, what makes bodies subject to origination is that they do not possibly
happen to exist free from these four generations. Consequently, the world inevitably comes under
the category of “originated beings”, according to the kalāmic rule that what does not precede an
originated being is likewise originated.78 Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz contends that one needs to elaborate
more on the qualities of the above-mentioned “four generations” in order to strengthen his/her
conviction that the world is not eternal. Accordingly, after a section devoted to the discussion of the
origination of the generations (ḥudūṯ al-akwān), he tries to eliminate any doubt about the existence
of these qualities: see {31}. Mere observation indicates that a body changes, and becomes another
one: this is only possible if it is taken for granted that there are “meanings” which occupy bodies in
order to make them change, i.e., to make them rest while they move etc. In fact, the ontologically
unstable character of bodies which emerges as a result of their being subject to these generations
is the corollary of the existence of an Unchangeable, Eternal Being. Hence, the notion of the four
generations presented in the risāla, an idea which can be traced back to as early as the Muʿtazilite
theologian Abū l-Huḏayl al-ʿAllāf (d. circa 235/849), serves to set created beings apart from the
distinctive status of God.79 We must remember that in Muʿtazilite literature Abū l-Huḏayl was
credited with the formulation of the classical argumentation of the origination of the world based
on four judgments, whose first includes the above-mentioned “four generations”.80 In the age of our
author, this theory is established as the most secure way to prove the origination of the world, as is
clear in the relevant literature of the milieu.81
The reason behind putting so much emphasis on the temporality of the world is, without
doubt, to pave the way for another crucial kalāmic principle (which was stated above, in the third
category), namely that there must be an Originator apart from the universe, who has brought

78
This kalāmic rule, which is also phrased as muqārana al-ḥawādiṯ, is one of the well-known precepts of the early
kalām. The Muslim philosophers point to its critical role in kalām’s idea of the origination of the world: see Abū Naṣr alFārābī, Kitāb al-Qiyās al-Ṣaġīr, in al-Manṭiq ʿinda l-Fārābī. II, ed. R. al-ʿAǧam, Dār al-Mašriq, Beirut 1986, p. 46; Ibn Rušd,
al-Kašf ʿan Manāhiǧ al-adilla fī ʿaqāʾid al-milla, ed. M.ʿĀ. al-Ǧābirī, Markaz al-Dirāsāt al-waḥda al-ʿArabiyya, Beirut 1998,
p. 103.
79
R.M. Frank, The Metaphysics of Created Being According to Abū l-Hudhayl al-ʿAllāf, Nederlands Historisch-Archaeologisch Instituut, Istanbul 1966, pp. 16-23. Frank, p. 18 n. 15, observes that “with both the Muʿtazila and the Ashāʿira,
al-akwān is used almost universally to indicate the ‘accidents’ classed under ḥaraka, sukūn, iǧtimāʿ and iftirāq”.
80
Šašdīw Mānakdīm, Taʿlīq ʿalā šarḥ al-usūl al-ḫamsa, ed. ʿA. ʿUṯmān, Maktabat al-Wahba, Cairo 1965, pp. 95 f.
81
See for instance al-Māwardī’s (d. 450/1058) exposition of the argument, which is reminiscent of the method of
Dādhurmuz: Abū l-Ḥasan ʿAlī b. Muḥammad al-Māwardī, Aʿlām al-Nubuwwa, Dār al-Kutub al-ʿilmiyya, Beirut 1989,
pp. 9-10. Al-Māwardī briefly emphasizes that the body cannot be separated from all four accidents at one time, and that
their coming to be from existence to non-existence (li-wuǧūdihā baʿda ʿadamihā) is a sign of their origination, a topic
which seems to have inspired Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz. For more information, see H.A. Wolfson, The Philosophy of Kalam,
Harvard U. P. Cambridge Mass. 1976, p. 397. For another contemporary argumentation, which deals in the same manner
with the origination of the four generations, see Ibn Bābawayh al-Qummī, al-Tawḥīd, ed. al-Sayyid Hāšim al-Ḥusaynī, Dār
al-Maʿrifa, Beirut s.d., pp. 299 f. For this part of Ibn Bābawayh’s book, see also: H. Ansari, “Yak Matn-i Muʿtazilī ba Riwāyat
Sheikh Ṣadūq”, http://ansari.kateban.com/entryprint1862.html. As to Ibn Bābawayh’s possible source, Ansari points to
the Muʿtazilites within the circle of the famous Buwayhid vizier Ṣāḥib b. ʿAbbād (d. 385/995).
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all beings into existence. To prove the existence of such a creator, the classical kalām relies on
an idea which is known as the argument from design (niẓām). In the risāla, the first instance in
which Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz introduces the argument is when he talks about a group of people
(qawm) who content themselves to investigate the sensible world: see {5}. In the words of Saʿīd
b. Dādhurmuz, those people hold that the observable universe with all the celestial bodies has
emerged as the work of an intelligent, voluntary creator. The key word to establish this feature
of the universe is ḫāṣṣiyya, a term which means that something is particularly fashioned by the
agent to fulfil a purpose.82 Therefore, all the things in the universe must depend upon the creative
power of God – who is not subject to such particularization – in order to come into existence
and stay in it in the way they are now. The consequence is the world as we observe it, that is, the
fashioned particles, well-ordered portions, and formed shapes in the world. The second place in
which the author presents a more sophisticated and focused analysis of the argumentation is where
he discusses which one of the two sources of knowledge, i.e. tradition and reason, enables us to
prove the existence of the Creator: see {28, 29}. First he rules out the two extreme opinions on the
subject, that which supports the necessity of relying merely on transmitted knowledge (the Qurʾān
and the Ḥadīṯ) and refusing any engagement of reason and its procedures (inference, syllogism
and speculation), while the other gives rise to a methodology which is fully based on independent
rational thinking. To deal with the situation, our author presents a way which champions the middle
position (al-maḏhab al-mutawassiṭ), a stance which is reminiscent of the attitude of al-Māwardī’s
(d. 450/1058) in his Aʿlām al-Nubuwwa.83 Believing in the harmony of religion and philosophy
like his contemporaries,84 he explicitly states that human beings become ready to achieve the true
sciences and certainty by transmitted knowledge and rational speculation together – they should
not exclude each other. Once this general methodological rule is established, one must embark
on his/her journey to the knowledge of God by thoroughly thinking of the most available kind of
creature, that is, the human body. Thus, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz draws the reader’s attention to the
biological aspects of the human body which highlight the meticulous action of its Creator. In doing
that, he uses the well-known vocabulary of the ‘argument’ from design typical of the kalām, such as
tarkīb, iḥkām, taʾlīf etc. Moreover, he specifically points to the fact that eyes are designed for seeing
and ears for hearing etc., in order to prove that they must have been deliberately created this way.
This is undoubtedly true at the micro-level; at the macro-level, the principle of particularization
(iḫtiṣās) is also at work in that all celestial beings are organized and formed in due proportions. All
these explanations by Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz are surely meant to converge into the contemporary
literature of the “argument from design”.85

Readers of al-ʿĀmirī are quite familiar with the term ḫāṣṣiya, which frequently occurs in his works. In his al-Tabṣīr
li-awǧuh al-taʿbīr, a book on the interpretation of dreams, al-ʿĀmirī sets ḫāṣṣiyya against ʿāmmiyya, detailing what he
means by this: for him, ḫāṣṣiyya means the state of singularity and particularity (infirād), while ʿāmmiyya means commonality (ištirāk). Thus, the usage of the word in proving the existence of God amounts to alluding to the uniqueness of the
creation of the universe, a situation which necessitates the existence of a creator. See al-ʿĀmirī, al-Tabṣīr li-awǧuh al-taʿbīr,
MS Konya, Bölge Yazma Eserler Kütüphanesi, 15 Hk 187/2, f. 80 r (The date of istinsāḫ is 848/1443). The colophon of
the MS reads (369)
. During my study for this article, I have been lucky enough
to come across this work of al-ʿĀmirī, which seemed to be lost. I am indebted to Mrs Mukaddes Demirci for helping me to
get a copy of the manuscript.
83
See al-Māwardī, Aʿlām al-Nubuwwa, pp. 5-12.
84
Kraemer, Philosophy in the Renaissance of Islam, pp. 230 f.
85
B. Abrahamov, “Al-Kāsim b. Ibrāhīm’s Argument from Design”, Oriens 29 (1986), pp. 259-84.
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Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s leaning towards Muʿtazilite theology becomes even more evident when he
moves on to discuss the attributes of God. Due to an interruption in the manuscript, we have only
the part of his discussion that addresses the attributes of action (ṣifāt al-fiʿl). However, given that the
author compares the attributes of action with the attributes of essence/entity (ṣifāt al-ḏāt) {37}, we
can infer that he supports the division of the attributes as “the attributes of entity” and “the attributes
of action”, a common classification in early kalām.86 Then, as we follow the risāla, the most crucial
aspect which the author brings forward as to the issue of divine attributes is whether the attributes are
identical to God’s essence or not. In fact, Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz seems to be a strong supporter of the idea
of “the negation of the attributes” (nafy al-ṣifāt), since he occasionally repeats the maxim “negation
of the attributes from God is an affirmation as He is”: see {7; 22}. This is arguably to be seen in the
light of the negative theology of Neoplatonism, which entails that all the additional qualities must be
removed from the essence of God.87 Nonetheless, the text specifically exhibits a kalāmic character in
that it aims at defining God as knowing, powerful, living etc. only by virtue of His essence, not by any
meaning attached to His essence. The main concern of the author is to avoid the consequence that
attributes might be conceived of as eternal as God. To stress the fundamental kalāmic doctrine, God is
the only being that is eternal, and there simply cannot be any other eternal being, or meaning, like Him,
even if related to the divine entity. In consequence, all attributes are “predicated of the same meaning
and the same truth”: see {38}. By this all-inclusive understanding of the attributes of God, Saʿīd b.
Dādhurmuz carefully advances solutions to other theological problems which arise from the linguistic
similarity between the divine attributes and the human actions, particularly in terms of the qualities
of “knowledge” (ʿilm) and “power” (qudra). God is knowing and powerful by Himself (ʿālim/qādir linafsihī), that is, He needs nothing apart from His essence in order to know things and have power over
them. On the contrary, human beings can be knowing and powerful only by means of a knowledge and
power which are not identical to their entities. This categorical distinction about the divine and human
means that God’s knowledge is relevant for all the things that are knowable, and His power is applicable
to all the things that are subject to power. This surely provides an answer to the thorny discussion of the
scope of God’s knowledge between the mutakallimūn and the falāsifa of the age.88 More importantly,
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz’s kalāmic stance reaches its peak when he considers those who hold that God’s
attributes are neither Him nor other than Him, nor part of Him as the heretics (ahl al-bidʿa) do: see
{42} below. In the author’s milieu, the Ašʿarites – or the Kullābites, as they are sometimes called by the
Muʿtazilites – were identified with such a position in the issue of the attributes of God.89 Besides, given

86
J.R.T.M. Peters, God’s Created Speech. A Study in the Speculative Theology of the Muʿtazilī Qāḍī l-Quḍāt Abū
l-Ḥasan ʿAbd al-Jabbār bn Aḥmad al-Hamadānī, Brill, Leiden 1976, pp. 248-9.
87
R.M. Frank, “The Neoplatonism of Ǧahm b. Ṣafwān”, Le Muséon 78 (1965), pp. 395-424, in part. p. 402; P. Adamson, The Arabic Plotinus. A Philosophical Study of the “Theology of Aristotle”, Duckworth, London 2002, pp. 165-6.
88
The best known aspect of the discussion of God’s knowledge is the problem which Avicenna brought about, that
is, God’s knowledge of particulars (ǧuzʾiyyāt). Besides, Avicenna himself is aware of the discussions on God’s knowledge
in the Muʿtazilite theology inasmuch as he narrates the view of a particular Muʿtazilite viewpoint: Ibn Sīnā, al-Mubāḥaṯāt,
ed. M. Bīdārfār, Intišārāt Bīdār, Tehran 1413/1992, p. 699. The parallels between the Muʿtazilite understanding of God’s
attributes and that of the falāsifa are well known. In the case of the attribute of “knowledge, ʿilm”, the Proclus Arabus states
that “God’s knowledge of things is not by an attribute, as is in the case of other beings which have knowledge [separate from
their entities]. On the contrary, God knows things only by virtue of being Himself (bal yaʿlamu l-ašyāʾ bi-annihī faqaṭ)”.
See Endress, Proclus Arabus, pp. 36-7 (Arabic text).
89
A concise example of the Muʿtazilite discussion of the problem can be seen in al-Qāḍī ʿAbd al-Ǧabbār, al-Muḫtaṣar
fī Usūl al-Dīn, in Rasāʾil al-ʿAdl wa-l-tawḥīd, ed. M. ʿAmmāra, Dār al-Hilāl, I-II, Cairo 1971, I, pp. 182-3. In this section,
which is against the Kullābiyya, ʿAbd al-Ǧabbār addresses issues that seem to have inspired Dādhurmuz.
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the ambiguity of their theory of attributes the Ašʿarites are lucky to be classified as heterodox, because
those who explicitly claim that there are eternal entities other than God are in pure disbelief (kufr), as
Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz states: see {41}.
Although the points examined above can be seen as sufficient to identify the kalāmic and
particularly the Muʿtazilite character of the risāla, one may draw further clues that show more
interaction with Muʿtazilite literature. One of these occasions is the author’s usage of the maxim “to
share the attribute which is most peculiar to a thing entails sharing all attributes that belong to that
thing” (al-ištirāk fī l-waṣf al-aḫaṣṣ yūǧibu al-ištirāk fī ǧamīʿ al-awṣāf): see {40}. Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz
adopts this principle to prevent God from having any similarity with created bodies (aǧsām). Be this
as it may, this proposition, as is known, was one of the common principles of the Muʿtazila that were
used to distinguish God from creatures, a necessary postulate for them in order to apply their strict
understanding of the tanzīh of God. Thus, an Ašʿarite theologian who was also a connoisseur of the
Muʿtazilite literature of his time, al-Ǧuwaynī, frequently mentions this principle in his al-Šāmil and
regards it as a fundamental precept for the followers of the school of Abū ʿAlī al-Ǧubbāʾī (d. 303/916).
Al-Ǧubbāʾī was the first Muʿtazilite to hold that God’s eternity (qidam) is the most distinctive
attribute of God which He does not share with others. This means that any eternal attribute would
cause Him to have partners in His quality of being eternal – a result that any follower of al-Ǧubbāʾī
would dissent from, due to the above-mentioned principle of the ištirāk.90 Moreover, not only did the
early mutakallimūn consider the relationship between God and His attributes in order to establish
the uniqueness of the divine essence, but they also depended on the difference between the acts of
the agent, that is, whether they come from a powerful and skilful agent or proceed from the cause as a
natural consequence. This was, again, one of the points of clash between the mutakallimūn and their
nemesis, the materialist philosophers. The mutakallimūn had always held the view that God must be
a voluntary agent, that is, that His actions do not necessarily come out of His essence. Meanwhile, for
the “people of the nature” (aṣḥāb al-ṭabīʿa), all the actions from the small scale of daily events to the
biggest scale of the universe have not departed from natural determination, since they obey the rule of
cause and effect.91 To put it simply, God is able to produce different results, but there is only one way
for a cause to perform its action, producing the effect. This is the backdrop of our author’s emphasis
on the terms such as “choice” (iḫtiyār), “divergence” (iḫtilāf) and “substantification” (taǧannus),
since all these words testify to God’s sovereignty in terms of His agency: see {44}.
Conclusion
The author of R. fī l-Tawḥīd edited and analysed in this article turns out to be a follower of
the school of al-Kindī, and especially a commentator of the works of al-ʿĀmirī. His engagement
in the movement of the translation of Greek sources into Arabic must be addressed and evaluated

90
al-Ǧuwaynī, al-Šāmil fī Usūl al-Dīn (quoted above, n. 74), p. 252. Cf. also Id., ibid., pp. 131; 576. The usage of this
principle can be seen in Butḥānī, Ziyādāt (quoted above, n. 58), p. 72: “inna al-ištirāk fī ṣifati min ṣifāt al-ḏāt yūǧibu alištirāk fī ǧamīʿ al-ṣifāt al-ḏātiyya”.
91
This was the main reason which prevented the mutakallimūn from naming God as the cause (ʿilla), because the
cause necessitates its effect. On the contrary, for the kalām God can only act by free choice (iḫtiyār). The dichotomy between the necessary act of nature and the free act of God was regularly highlighted in the early literature of kalām and in
the usūl al-fiqh as well. See for instance Abū Zayd al-Dabūsī (d. 430/1038), Taqwīm al-Adilla fī Usūl al-fiqh, ed. Ḥ.M. alMays, Dār al-Kutub al-ʿilmiyya, Beirut 2001, p. 14. For further information, see J. Thiele, Kausalität in der Muʿtazilitischen
Kosmologie. Das Kitāb al-Muʾaṯṯirāt wa-miftāḥ al-muškilāt des Zayditen al-Ḥasan ar-Raṣṣāṣ (st. 584/1188), Brill, Leiden
- Boston 2011 (Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Science, 84) in part. p. 84.
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within the context of the influence of the above-mentioned major figures of Islamic philosophy.
After al-Kindī, whose oeuvre he combines with the Muʿtazilite literature of his time, Saʿīd b.
Dādhurmuz testifies in the R. fī l-Tawḥīd a new phase in the history of the interaction between
Islamic theology and philosophy. He attempts to update and enhance this interaction in accordance
with the contemporary development of the Muʿtazilite kalām typical of the 4th/5th centuries AH.
This attitude seems to be unique among his well-known contemporaries. Besides, his lack of interest
towards the philosophical system of Avicenna (d. 428/1037) is particularly intriguing.

Notes on the Arabic Text
Arabic words that lack the hamza at the end in the original text are printed according to standard Arabic, e.g.
instead
of
or
instead of
. Subheadings in curly brackets and punctuation marks are added to facilitate the reading.
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[Knowledge of God]1
{1} It is incumbent upon human beings to know that all they achieve regarding good things is achieved
by them thanks to the knowledge of God – may He be blessed and exalted – and that the noblest and
highest of the sciences is the knowledge of the Creator – may His majesty be great –, a knowledge which is
the ultimate aim and the biggest achievement, and that the vision of the First Truth – may His names be
glorified – is only reached by the divine light. Hence God’s Book says this in many verses, such as “… light by
which He guides whom He wills”,2 “light upon light, Allah guides whom He wills to His light” [Q 24:35].
God bestowed this light upon the prophets – may peace be upon them – the sages and His good servants,
and thanks to the light of their Lord, they reached the knowledge of their Lord – may His name be exalted.
This is one of the greatest miracles that God the Exalted made for the prophets – may peace be upon them.
With this miracle, God differentiated them from the rest of mankind. It is a divine state that can be reached
only by those whom God appointed for this, and a condition that obliges people to respect the one upon
whom God bestowed it. By this rank, God distinguishes the one who has it from others and urges them to
be solicitous in their obedience to him and the acceptance of the rules of faith and religion. Accordingly, one
of the eminent sages said, “I knew my Lord by my Lord, had my Lord not existed, I would not have known
Him”. By this, he means the light we have mentioned above. They said: “when you know everything, know
also that you do not know anything unless you know God the Exalted”.3
{2} This is a high state for the spirit, in which human beings find themselves as if they possess a different
existence that is connected with eternal existence and everlasting blessing. Those who receive this high
rank from God and whom He qualifies for this sublime gift get such a peace that they will never fear, and
such richness that they will never become poor. Moreover, they stop to go in search, because they see their
Lord with the eyes of their intellect and thanks to the light of their Lord. Whoever sees his Lord with
this vision does not fear to be blind in front of Him or to be wrong about Him, and those who are not
blind in front of their Creator the Exalted do not fail to reach what is below Him. This is because this eye
and this light reach Him only after going through all beings and proceed through other beings, which are
created. Accordingly, the Prophet – may God bless him – said, “the soul continues to be troubled unless
it gains its power. When it gains its power, it rests”. He was asked, “what is its power?”. He responded,
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“the knowledge of God the Blessed and the Exalted”. A sage said, “I have kept drinking till now without
quenching my thirst. Now I knew God the Exalted and was satisfied without drinking”.4 Another one said,
“If you suppose to have known everything, know that you do not know anything unless you know God the
Exalted, with a true knowledge”. Another one said, “I knew my Lord by my Lord, had my Lord not existed, I
would not have known Him”. By this, he means that he has the light of the Guide for him. It is stated in the
ancient revelation that “who truly knows me, I will give them the water of eternal life”.5 Those who reach
this rank become acquainted with all matters in the spiritual way. Thus, for them all things come to the light
in a way which is higher and more luminous than that which is achieved by argumentation, syllogism, and
deduction. Hence, they look into the First Truth, the Mighty and the Exalted, with the first contemplation
and the first disposition, because they are full of light and at the outmost of purity and sincerity. This is the
situation of the prophets – may peace be upon them –, their imitators and followers among sages, the pious, and
scholars. However, things are different for those who fell short of this rank and do not reach this destination:
when they contemplate the first, simple and pure Truth – may His name be glorified –, their reason and light
are overtaken by fatigue and weakness, like the weakness and inability of bats’ eyes when they look at the
sun. This is due to the power of the light of pure Truth and to the greatness of His glory. The infinity of His
greatness consists in that His being is beyond the reach of understanding and comprehension. Thus, they need
to practise sciences and wisdom in order to see as much as possible for a creature when it tries to see its Creator,
the Highest and the Exalted.
{3} Therefore, it is necessary for everyone who inclined to reach this rank to strive earnestly in its pursuit, to
be absorbed in its effort, to exercise in the true sciences, and to practise the high wisdom which is the cause
of reaching this rank and the only way to achieve it and to grasp it, with the help of God the Exalted. It was
said that the knowledge of things is acquired in three ways: either (1) by one of the five senses, which are sight,
hearing, smell, taste, and touch; or (2) by one of the rational faculties, which are thinking, reflection, judgment,
true estimation, pure mind; or (3) by the way of argumentation and necessary demonstration. Moreover,
knowledge of the Creator the Exalted is acquired either by the light mentioned above, or in the other two
ways. The first of these ways is special and it is the way of argumentation and necessary demonstration. The
second way is common; it is the innate knowledge that in the natures of created beings brings them to grasp the
existence of God the Exalted: this is the natural disposition of God, according to which He brought into being
mankind.6 This is an example of the delicate creation of God for His servants, because He – may His greatness
be glorified – does not impede anyone from the reception, as partial as it might be, of His knowledge – may His
names be sanctified. However, the parts are really different regarding their multitude or scarceness, weakness
or power. This kind of knowledge is indeed a part of the prophecy, as we have mentioned before. Between the
highest degree of this knowledge and light and the lowest degree there are many ranks that cannot be counted.
Among the peculiar and curious states of human beings is that the one who has the smallest portion of this
sublime gift is persuaded to have the biggest portion of it among other people, so that sometimes you see the
least gifted one presenting himself to the guidance of people, without any fear of pretending the status of the
most gifted one, thus leading unwittingly to the wrong those who are right. Indeed, he does not know even the
fact that he does not know, while he supposes to know. This is the biggest obstacle, because it makes people be
content with their mistakes and turn away from the search for perfection with seriousness and endeavour. For
this reason, it was said, “the one with fault is not aware of his fault; if he had known that, he would have been
overwhelmed by deep regret”.7
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{4} Beings in themselves are divided into two categories: what can be apprehended by sense perception as
such, and what can be apprehended only when an action comes out of them. The body of a human being is an
example. Even if the human body does not manifest any kind of action, one can still prove its existence through
the faculty of sensation. But as to the human intellect and soul, it is impossible to know of their existence if an
action does not come out of their essences. Once this is established, it follows that the knowledge of the essence
of the Exalted Creator is not investigated by means of sense perception and visual inspection, but this does not
necessarily entail that it is impossible to reach the true knowledge of Him, since the existence of a thing can
be proved by means of the manifestation of its actions. We should know that the method of demonstration
is related to examination of the judgment which is more obscure for us through the judgment which is more
evident for us.8 Thus, it is necessary for us to know without doubt that the agent precedes its effect by virtue
of its essence; rather, it is the cause of the existence of the effect itself. Nevertheless, it may be the case that
knowledge of the effect as an effect is clearer to our intellect than the knowledge of the agent as an agent.
Therefore, whenever sound intellects find the true signs of creation, they are inevitably compelled to accept
the existence of its creator. Once this is established, it is known that all beings fall into the two categories of the
reality of necessity and that of contingency, and no being escapes this division as to its permanent status. With
respect to these two categories, the thing whose not-existence, once supposed, leads to impossibility must be
eternal in its essence and cannot be described as having a beginning or an end.
[The Proof for the Existence of God]
{5} In the issue of proving the existence of the Creator – may His name be exalted –, some limited themselves
to acknowledging only one judgment, namely the investigation about the sensible world, maintaining that
it is originated and thus it has an originator, who is God the Exalted. They say that the emergence of the
sensible world including heavens, celestial spheres, and stars depends upon the particularity of creation. We
undoubtedly know that the existence of all these beings, the maintenance of their thatnesses,9 and the endurance
of their essences are related to the particularity of the composition which is a creation of the Composer, to the
particularity of the assembling which is a creation of the Assembler, and to the particularity of the forming
which is a creation of the Former. Then we know that every single being has fashioned particles, well-ordered
portions, and formed shapes. Everything whose existence is related to any of these actions cannot be eternal
and necessary in its essence. Therefore, all these are originated and created. The pure Being, consequently, is the
Essence which is far from being related to non-existence. He the Exalted is capable of bringing into existence
those whose existence is not impossible. For the power of God does not contradict His wisdom.
{6} God the Exalted is the Originator of all except Himself according to essential order and wise design. However,
this does not [completely] exclude need for the knowledge of the thatness, even though it has already been
established that there is a creator for the universe and the method for this has been briefly described. Moreover,
who wants to reach this high rank should know that, for every single genus and species of beings there is one
single thatness special to it. Not all things possess the same thatnesses, on the contrary, they possess different
thatnesses. It should also be known that the thatness of God the Exalted is superior to the thatnesses of other
beings. This is because all of them came into existence by His command – may He be exalted – and they came
into being after Him. Accordingly, knowledge of the thatness of God – may His name be exalted – cannot be
complete without thoroughly knowing the thatness of things altogether, and without knowing in certainty that
the thatness of the Creator – may He be exalted – is distinct from all other thatnesses. For the continuity of
His thatness is eternal in itself and necessary in itself. All the thatnesses emanated from Him the Exalted, and are
created by Him in regular and continuous ranks. As a result, existence is essential for the First Creator the Exalted,
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since He does not acquire existence from any other than Himself. From Him existence emanates towards
all things that are under Him, as an act of generosity towards them. The maintenance of the forms of all
beings is due to God. Then, He the Exalted is the necessary being,10 and if something is necessary being, it is
also perennial being, and if something is perennial, it is also eternal. It follows that God the Exalted is at the
highest rank in existence, so that other things are deficient in existence compared to Him and they derive their
existences from Him – may His name be exalted. The existence of any other thing cannot be identical to His
existence, nor can it be at the same level as His existence, because He is the creator of all beings except Himself
and He the Exalted is the perfect, the complete, the eternal and everlasting.
[Unity of God]
{7} When the knowledge of the pure thatness and the true Being is achieved and thus the certainty about it
and the confirmation of it are established, it is necessary to search for the knowledge of the oneness of God
the Exalted. Here we change the course of the speech towards this subject and only address a part of it in
brief. We say that oneness consists in purifying the “one” from everything that causes multiplicity, increasing,
multiplication, multiplying etc.11 This purification is a form which is received by this “one” in the soul of those
who perform the unification, so that it turns out to be a path to human purification and intellectual certainty.
In this sense, [it is] the happiness which is looked for in every speech, deed, hope and wish. For the sake of that
happiness, the prophets – peace be upon them – sages and the pious advised people, guided them, and strove
to walk in this way with many kinds of languages and pointers. Which benefit is clearer than the profit of
unification? Which goal is more distant than its goals? Which human being is happier than the one who knows
God the Exalted, the one who yearns for Him and finds Him, so that he acknowledges His right and follows
Him, obtains His approval, is enlightened by His light, and enlightens His servants? Oneness is achieved by
holding that impurities must be removed with purification, transcendence, removal, and abstraction. What
is meant by this label is the attribute which is [found] at the outmost, which is appropriate for that reality
which is above the attributes. In this sense it has been said, “the removal of the attributes from Him is in fact
the affirmation of Him in the way appropriate to Him”.12 Moreover, Oneness is the noblest of the two parts
of wisdom, i.e., the theoretical and the practical. As well as one acquires the approval of God the Exalted by
the noblest action, in the same way one acquires conjunction with God – may He be Exalted – by the noblest
knowledge. Every action is valid thanks to Oneness and every science leads to it. If human beings become noble
by knowing the world and what is in it, such as its ranks, realities, signs and attributes, what do you think about
those who know its God, Lord, Creator, Omnipotent, Ruler, Composer, Author, Collector and Separator?
Thus, only through Oneness knowledge is valid, and through knowledge action is purified. Combining
Oneness with separation is the language of Oneness. Even leadership is not complete without Oneness. The
more numerous the leaders are, the more deficiencies will be found in the causes of leadership. Accordingly, it
is written in the Exalted God’s book that “if there were in the heavens and the earth other gods besides God,
there would have been corruption in both” (21:22). It has been said, “the absolute One does not need a second.
If you assume the second as connected with the One, you would be like those who add an unnecessary thing
to the necessary one”.13
{8} The proof of the unity of God is that there is agreement in the one and disagreement in the multiple.
Choosing agreement is better than choosing disagreement. As well as in calculation there is not anything before
the one, in the same way you should know that as to beings there is nothing before the Pure One. Given that the
One has no beginning, He becomes the end of everything that ends, and in His essence He does not have an end.
For He does not come to an end, rather, He is the end of everything that ends. Indeed, the One becomes endless,
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since He has neither beginning nor end. This is because it is the one that is considered as criterion for the other,
not vice versa. Hence, we can talk about a beginning without end, but not about an end without beginning.
This is the witness of the intellect by which the argument is settled. It is only by the power of the intellect
that we believe what we believe as affirmed-negated, necessary-possible, and good-evil. Therefore, no witness
is more powerful than the witness of the intellect. Nobody has given a definition of the intellect more exact
than the definition of the Prophet – may peace be upon him. When he was asked [to define the intellect] he
said, “Intellect is a light in the heart by which human beings distinguish between true and false”. Everything is
known by means of a first thing, and this is the One. Thus, the One is the first, and is not a number, for there
are numbers only if there is the one. Consequently, the One is the First Giver. From it emerges the number and
only through the one the number continues to exist. Yet the One is not a number, since it is in the category of
existence. If someone says, “the second is one, too, and so the third. If you remove the one from number, then
you should remove also the second from it”, then we say: the ‘second’ signifies ‘what comes after’ and ‘what
is different’; but the First has neither the quality of ‘coming after’ nor that of ‘otherness’. As a matter of fact,
the First is only Being.14 The One is giver and the second is receiver. The form of the One comes from His
essence while the second receives it from the One, the First. The True Being is the one, it is the number and
the numbered, and there is no otherness in it. Rather, it is the cause of multiplicity. The One precedes things;
it is the Pure Truth and the First Cause. All things are caused by Him. May He be blessed, the best of creators!
{9} We should know that the case of the knowledge of the unity of God the Exalted is similar to the case
of the knowledge of the thatness. This is because not everyone who openly states that “the Creator of the
universe is only one” is entitled to know His unity in a proper and adequate sense. It is well known that,
according to some, our expression “He is one” means that “His essence does not have any quantity that is
likely to be divided”. Among them, some claim that all His attributes are united with Him in a unity with
respect to which it is absolutely impossible that any of these attributes is separate from Him, or that there is
in the essence a separation from Him. Still, some claim that its meaning is that there is neither resemblance
nor similarity to Him. What is more, it is well known that the unities of all beings in the world are different,
and that the Oneness of God the Exalted is not similar to any other unities. For all the other unities are
created by His command – may His glory be sanctified. Then, we should know that His Oneness differs
from any other unity because of the lack of every aspect of multiplicity from His unity. All the available
meanings [except God], even if they are described through unity, are not separated from the multiplicity
which is essentially inherent in them. Whatever bears this kind of unity cannot be acknowledged as being
the true “one”. So true unity is the unity of the True One, a feature that God cannot share with other unities
in any sense.
{10} It is impossible that those who do not truly know God the Exalted as to thatness and oneness
prevent their minds from associating God with other created beings, that is, they consider that the
essence of God is such thatness or such oneness. On the contrary, it is impossible that those who truly
know God the Exalted as to thatness and oneness attribute to God the features that they consider
as something which belongs to other creatures. This means that these true knowers do not hold the
opinion that any other thatness or oneness resembles His own. This is because it belongs to the nature of
the intellect to advance gradually from imperfection to perfection, while it does not belong to its nature
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to move backwards from imperfection to perfection. Taken this for granted, it follows that human beings
can learn what they have truly ignored, but they cannot ignore what they have truly known. It is also possible
for them to acquire the knowledge of something by means of a demonstrative knowledge, i.e. the necessary
knowledge of certainty, after they had known it by means of a dialectic knowledge, i.e. the knowledge acquired
by the most probable opinion. But the other way is impossible. For that reason, human beings can acquire
the belief of the true Oneness after they have held the pure anthropomorphism for a long time, while it is
not conceivable that they turn to the pure anthropomorphism after their belief in the true Oneness has been
settled.
{11} As a consequence, the essence of God the Exalted is far from being described by any attribute which is
present in His creatures.15 Besides, it is impossible to address His essence by a word or an opinion, because
His glory is too far for the senses of perceiving it, and for reason to fully comprehend it. Thus, intellects fall
short to perceive Him.16 This is similar to the inability of our sight when we cast our gaze towards the sun,
because the sun is at such a high level in its being that sight is dazzled in seeing it, so that it falls short of truly
perceiving the sun and gets lost, being fatigued. Therefore, God’s essence – may His glory be sanctified – is
higher than [having] resemblances and equals.17 It is impossible that there is anything like unto Him. It would
also be impossible for all the generated things to have order and arrangement, if one everlasting thing did not
precede them, apart from all things. This is the Pure, True One who is the cause of the existence of things and
the cause of their endurance, arrangement and true, wise order. The creation of the world and its design is the
completion of the perfection of the True One – may His name be exalted.
{12} Human beings, if they believe and know that there is a creator of the universe, must consider about all
beings whether everyone of them has a cause or not. By induction, they eventually realize that for every single
being there is a cause by which it came to exist. Then, they look into these causes, whether they have in turn
other causes or not. Upon scrutiny, they find out that these also have causes, then again, they consider whether
these causes regress to the infinite or they come to an end, or again if some of these beings are causes for others
in cycle. In conclusion, they find impossible the opinion that all causes regress to the infinite, and consider
as impossible also the opinion that some of them are the cause of others in succession. It remains that the
causes are finite, and the minimum of multiplicity that they can reach is the one. Hence the cause of all the
causes is existent and it is one. The essence of the cause and the essence of the effect cannot be the same. So the
cause of the causes of the world is one, and it is God, the Lord of the Worlds. Indeed, He does not multiply
in any way by virtue of His essence; rather, He can only be attributed to multiplicity in so far as the many are
His creation. For He is the pure agent, not passive indeed. The attributes of the Exalted Creator multiply
in terms of His creations, deeds and actions. Therefore, it has been said that He is the agent because He is
the creator of the actions, creator because He is the cause of beings, and powerful because He is the cause of
powers. In the same way, from every one of His good deeds names can be derived for Him in our intellects,
and assumptions to glorify Him and praise Him by those who know His sovereignty. He – may His name be
exalted – is not like any of His creatures. For He is the Truth and has no cause for His being. His creatures
would not endure without the pure Being which is the giver of other beings and the holder of sheer unity for all
the other creatures.18 It follows that He the Exalted is attributed to the aspects of His actions when they occur.
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Take the example of wisdom: when wisdom occurs as His action, He is called “wise”, meaning “the creator of
wisdom”. When power occurs as His action, He is called “powerful”, meaning “the creator of power”. When
“generosity” occurs as His action, He is called “generous”, meaning “the creator of generosity”. Thus, any
attribute of His does not necessarily entail His changing from one state to another. For He the Exalted is
one and is not subject to multiplicity in any way whatsoever. On the contrary, He is the cause of multiplicity.
Therefore, His attributes multiply in terms of actions, not as to His essence. Any resemblance coming from
His effects and creatures does not attach to Him. He is the creator of the creations and beings in truth while he
is high above them all. Glory to God the Pure and Sheer One and Truth! High is He above what they attribute
to Him!
[The Parts of the One]
{13} Sages said that the “one” can be said in four ways: (1) homonymy, (2) continuity, (3) negation of the equal,
and (4) indivisibility. As to homonymy, it may be found in genus, such as our statement “the man and the
horse are one thing in animality”. As to continuity, it may be natural such as the continuity between the bodily
organs of a person, or it may be artificial such as the connection of pieces of wood in a bed. As to the negation
of the equal, it may be essential such as our statement “the sun is one”, or attributive such as our statement
“that person is unique in his kind”. Finally, as to indivisibility, it may be in an accidental manner such as dust,
which cannot be subdivided due to its excessive smallness, and such as the diamond stone, which also cannot
be subdivided due to its excessive solidity, or it may be not in an accidental manner but in its true essence, such
as the point, the unit, and the now.19
{14} We say that the unity in genus is many as to its species, and the unity in species is many as to its individuals.
As to the unity in continuity, be it natural or accidental, it is clear that there is multiplicity in it, and so it
is as to the unity in the “negation of the equal”. For instance, the sun, even if it is one in its essence, has a
body, a matter, a difference, and a form. Thus, in the nature of the sun there is multiplicity. Multiplicity also
appears, for example, in our statement “that person is one of his kind”. As to the one which is characterized by
indivisibility either for its excessive smallness or for the solidity of its substance, there are two options. (1) If it
is a subsistent substance, it possesses a form which is many as to the matter. In this case, its indivisibility stems
from a contingent meaning, smallness or solidity, not from the peculiar nature of the substance in itself. (2) If it
is an accident which exists thanks to something different from itself, its essence must necessarily be many as to
the subject. Concerning the one which is characterized by indivisibility but not in an accidental manner, such
as the point, the unit and the now, someone assumed that it is the “one”, because no multiplicity whatsoever
attaches to its nature. However, it is indeed the limit of another thing, I mean that the point is the limit of the
line, the unit is the principle of number, and the now is the limit between past and future time. There is no
doubt that the end and that which ends fall under the category of the correlative, and the existence of each of
them is only possible given the existence of the other. Therefore, we should know that the existence of both of
them without the multiplicity is absolutely impossible.20
{15} Given that the unity which permeates the beings of the universe is always associated with multiplicity,
and given that unity, in itself, is incompatible with multiplicity, we should know that the unity that permeates
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all beings is not pure in any way, and even if there is a unity, it is not true in its essence. Then we should know
that this unity is contingent and accidental, and is a thing that adheres to another, so that it is nothing else if
not an effect of another thing. The accidental unity, therefore, must come from the True One – may His name
be exalted.21 In other words, the accidental unity which is associated with existent substances must necessarily
originate from the One, the unique and single Truth. His high essence cannot be regarded as anything among
the following: genus, species, differentia, property, accident, substance, quantity, quality, relation, position,
whole, part, some, all, limit, and that which is limited. Overall, He does not fall under any category; on the
contrary, He is the First, the Truth, the Creator, the Eternal, the Creator of all these meanings, the Realizer of
the thatnesses and units of the world. He is also the creator of the multiplicities which consist of these units.
He did not create all these out of a thing that precedes them. Rather, they are wholly created beings that were
brought into existence by the Creator the Exalted.22
{16} It has been said that the unit, if it is taken in terms of its being the principle and the measure with which
the things are numbered, is called by these names. But if it is taken in its essence, then it is only the absolute
thatness. Moreover, if the unity in all the things that we have explained is accidental and not true, it is necessary
that the one who makes this accident happen in these places is the thing which possesses the essential, true
unity. Everything that accidentally happens in a thing must be found truly and essentially in another thing.23
That which is by essence cannot come from another thing, for this would entail the existence of an actual
infinite. Thus, the cause of the unity in all beings is the One, the Truth by essence. He does not acquire either
His unity or His being from anything else than itself. For the givers cannot be infinite. Everything that is
subject to unity is caused by unity. Every single thing among sensible things possesses both multiplicity and
unity together. Thus, the unity in them is accidental, and it is an effect coming from an active principle. Given
that the multitude is composed of a group of units, it follows that if the unit does not exist, the multiplicity
does not exist, either. So the cause of every sensible and intelligible thing is the True One, who does not acquire
either His unity or His being from something different from Himself. That which is not preceded by another
thing in any sense is the One who eternally exists. The Eternal, therefore, is the creator of all beings. If a thing
is different from the unity that it possesses, the unity must be regarded as the maintenance of all [beings]. If
things departed from the unity whose meaning we have explained, that is, the common being for all these
beings, they would revert and perish at the departure of the unity in no time.24
{17} It has been said that every arrangement and rank starts from the one and then proceeds to the multiplicity
which is coordinated with this one, and every arrangement and rank which is multiple ascends to the one.25
Thus, the one is the starting point of the formation of the multiplicity which is coordinated with it. For this
reason the one becomes many as one order and one arrangement. If the one were not separate, there would be
neither many nor order or arrangement at all.
{18} Thus, the one is the pure, exact limit which does not accept either addition or subtraction, since it does not
mean a number. On the contrary, it signifies the simple being which is not subject to multiplicity of any sort. If
you leave the one and start mentioning the two, you enter the level of number, and that will lead you to infinity.
The reason is that the number accepts both addition and subtraction. If you attach the one to the things, it
turns out to be the first in number for the things; but if you mention it per se and in its essence, it is only being.
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Everything is known by means of a first thing, and this is the “one” for that thing and its measure. It follows
that the one is the first for the number while it is not a number, since the number too is known by means of
the one; thus the one is the first with respect to the number. The one is the measure of all genera, and it is that
which numbers them. This is because it is the measure for substance, quantity, quality and the other attributes,
and for this reason one can say “one substance”, “two substances”, “three substances”. One can also say “two”
according to the quantity, for the two [in this case] is the first number and the one is [regarded as] the measure
of the two. So, the one is the first with respect to it, and the two is a number. Moreover, one can say, according
to quality, “one white”. If the one is referred to all the things that we have mentioned above, there is no doubt
that it is different from these things taken in its essence. If we say “one” [for a thing] and we mean by this the
“hylic number”, then it is different from that thing. But if we say “one”, and do not mean by this the “hylic
number”, then it is mentioned per se. Similarly, if we say “one white”, then it is different from the “white” when
it is mentioned per se. If we say “one motion”, then it is different from the motion when it is mentioned per se.
Thus, if we say “one idea”, “one knowledge”, or “one cause”, then it is different from them when it is mentioned
per se. Consequently, the one which is the measure of all the other beings, and the principle of the fact that the
things are called “one” and “one” is the one according to the relation, as when we say “one dirham”, “one dinar”,
“one white”, or “one motion”. But the Pure One is not related to motion, nor to any idea, knowledge, or cause:
it is only Being.26 It follows that the One cannot be numbered because it is only Being. It is necessary that what
is pure exists before what is impure, and the one before the many.
{19} It has been said that pure thatness is an attribute of God the Exalted, not a name. This attribute is meant
to de-anthropomorphize the essence of the Creator, the Exalted, and to remove from Him the attributes which
are related to the created things which have been brought into existence by the Creator – may His name
be exalted. The thatnesses of these things, which have been created as changeable, do not owe their thatness
to their essence, but to a donor who gives it to them. This donor is the Creator, the Exalted. The same is
true for the pure being, because the meaning of this expression is the same as the meaning of thatness. They
differ from each other in utterance while the meaning is the same. For the word “being” is an identification
of the existence, and so is “thatness”. It has been said that [the pure being] is the pure thatness, considering
that the maintenance of other beings is not by their essence but by a creator who brings them into existence.
Should their Creator lose His hold on them, they would disappear and perish in their existence. Therefore
none of the things is pure being. There is the statement “thatness is an attribute such as whatness and their
like”. What is meant by this statement is that all these are attributes and investigations of the existent thing.
These investigations are thatness, whatness, quality and why-ness. These four meanings, or some of them plus
thatness, are investigated in composite things.
{20} Concerning the Exalted Creator, He is investigated as to the thatness which signifies the very existence.
Thus, thatness is the simplest and the highest of the attributes, and the farthest from composition. Hence,
thatness denotes existence, but not as a name, because a name must only signify an existent; rather, thatness is
an attribute because it denotes existence by describing this attribute in us as a state of the believed thing. This
state is simplicity and existence.
{21} It has been said that the actions of the Exalted God are all rooted in wisdom and benefit. These two are
connected to each other in that one cannot rationally distinguish one from another regarding the existence of
creatures. The explanation is that wisdom is attributed to God the Exalted because it is among His essential
attributes such as knowing, benevolence and compassion, while benefit is attributed to creatures because it
is the result of wisdom. God the Exalted only does what is the most advantageous for His creatures, and this
advantage is caused by wisdom.
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{22} It has been said that the First One and the Pure Truth – may His name be exalted –transcends
description. We fail in describing it because of His being the only one who possesses the pure oneness. For
[the Pure Oneness] is above any oneness. The First One is described only through the second causes which are
illuminated by the light of the First Cause. This is so because the First Cause is not itself illuminated by any
other light and not aided by any other truth, since it is itself the First Truth and the Pure Light above which
there is neither light nor truth. From it, light emanates through other second causes. As a result, the First Cause
alone became that for which description fails. Every thing is known and described only from its cause. Yet there
is no cause above it. Therefore, when a thing is only a cause and is not an effect, its description is not known.
Therefore, the cause is not described for it is above description; nor does speech reach it. For description comes
about only through speech, and speech through intelligence, and intelligence through thought, and thought
through estimation, and estimation through sense. But the First Truth and the Pure One is above all things
because it is cause and creator of them. Due to this, it happens that it does not fall under sense, estimation,
thought or speech. Therefore it is not describable. Rather, negation of the attributes from God the Exalted is
an affirmation for God as He is. So blessed be God, the best of creators!27
{23} Among all the effects, the first effect, that is Intellect, which is the first being created by God the Exalted,
depends upon the First Cause, the First Truth. However, as to the First Cause, it is said in a higher and nobler
way.28
{24} It has been said that the things that reach the end are not necessarily called “things which fall under the
end”. That which is described, if it has reached its complete end, cannot turn back and be described by its
end.29 Thus, it has been said that God the Exalted is the Good itself because the good is the end of every virtue.
Everything that is described by a virtue is different from the First Truth, who is the Pure Good. Once this is
established, we cannot sanctify Him with [the power of] intellect, which is below Him. For God the Exalted
is the end of the ends. Therefore, we must mention Him – may His greatness be exalted – with glorification
and sanctification; nonetheless, we must know that even if we do so, we do not reach the level of His glory.
However, Intellect deserves the name of virtue and praise because intellect achieves what it achieves thanks to
the virtues which derive from God the Exalted, without any intermediary.30 This is because Intellect is the first
creation of God, even though it is below God and strives to reach the perfection of the One, the Truth – may
He be exalted –, a perfection which means the creation of the world by a true design, as is required by His high,
full wisdom.
{25} It has been said that the things that exist by their essence – and which are [called] “primaries” in so far as
they do not have intermediaries nor are they established out of their essence31 – are defined by induction, assent
and dialectic syllogism. Scientists regard these “primaries” as accepted premises, and define them so; they make
them the principles for their demonstrations in their sciences. That being so, it has already become clear to us
that seeking for the demonstration of principles in order to prove them is impossible, since it would be like to
say that God – may His Name be exalted – is <not> the true Principle. In fact, one cannot explain what He
is nor can he demonstrate Him in His essence, because He precedes all the causes, and the properties and the
attributes which are assumed to be His definition which distinguishes Him from His creatures, are actually His
essence, and are taken from His substance. These properties and attributes are not causes which precede His
existence. For the essential things are together, and some of them are not causes for the others. If human beings
take similitudes of this kind as definitions of God, there is nothing that prevents them from doing so. This is
similar to saying that “God the Exalted is eternally living by His essence”, and to saying that “He the Exalted
is the donor of every benevolence and the cause of every good”. This is because not every definition is given
by an external cause. In fact, the external definition is the one which covers the subject. However, that which
proves the essence of a thing without any demonstration or any external cause is called an “inner definition”.
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For the definition is said in various ways. This is why the prophets – may they be blessed – and the spiritual
among the sages – may God’s mercy be upon them – judged that God is known only through the light of God.
And they said, “Indeed we know all the things thanks to God, not that we know God thanks to the things”. This
is the noble knowledge which is connected to certainty, which, in turn, is free from the impurities of opinions.
However, the use of syllogism, inference, and demonstration, of the inference of the invisible from the visible,
and of the hidden from the apparent, of the Creator from the creation, of the author from the authored, of the
composer from the composed, is the art which the “people of light” mentioned above draw, with the power of
their light. This light is a divine reality which only those who are allowed by God can understand. This art is
among the noblest human arts, and it is the path to the knowledge of the realities of beings. Then the ascension
from this to the knowledge of the Creator of beings, and of the One who brought them into existence is indeed
a sign of the light mentioned above.
{26} We should know that we can get the demonstration of the thatness of a thing in several ways. One way is
that which is taken from the accidents of that thing, and from the things which are close to its substance. Another
way is that which is taken from the essence of that thing and from its substance. In turn, this is subdivided
into two parts: close and far. The example of this consists in proving the existence of God the Exalted, such as
sacrifices, worships, vows and charities. Concerning the essential things which are far, it is like “the Creator”,
“the Healer” and “the Resurrector”. Concerning the essential things which are close, it is like the continuity of
His moving and acting for the things that change in movements and affections. Anyone who proves the thatness
of a thing from accidents does not clearly understand the whatness nor the existence of that thing, without a
doubt. However, anyone who proves the thatness of a thing from its essential features and from its substance
easily proceeds from the explanation of its thatness to the explanation of its whatness. This is because we reach
the knowledge of His whatness, as much as we collect the causes of the knowledge of His thatness.
{27} One of the things that clarify for us the fact that intellect receives the first premises is that among the perceiving
faculties of the soul there are (1) those which are not always right, such as cogitation and opinion, for the subjects
of their search are possible matters, and such things can be either subject to change, or turn out to be different from
what is thought and assumed. (2) Then there are those faculties which are always right, such as intellect and science.
To grasp the principles and the first premises does not belong to science, because the right science is [the act of]
demonstration itself. Thus, only one option is left, that is, that the grasp of the principles of the demonstration,
their reception, and their knowledge belong only to intellect. Given that the thing by which another is known is
more knowable than others – and we know that the principles are so –, the principles are more knowable than what
is known through the principles. It follows that our knowledge of the principles is more right than our knowledge
of the things they are the principles of. And nothing is more right than science if not the intellect. So, the intellect
is that which knows the principles, and it is in itself the principle which produces the principles of demonstration.
It is the intellect32 which God the Exalted gave to rational animal, namely to human beings, and set it as their goal.
The rank of this intellect with respect to soul is like the rank of sight with respect to the eye. While intellect is
the goal of the rational animal, it is its active principle. It is a separate substance of absolute simplicity, to a degree
that its essence, its intellection and its intelligible are all the same thing. Intellect is the first being created by God
– may His name be exalted.33 Consequently, Intellect is the principle of the knowledge and the principle of the
principle of demonstration. For the right science is that which is obtained through demonstration, and its rank with
respect to the principle of demonstration is like the rank of the whole science with respect to all the principles of
demonstration. This is because the whole intellect in its entirety conforms with the whole intelligible in its entirety.
[Inferring the Originator from the Originated]
{28} Since we have reached this point, it is necessary for us to mention a couple of lines in the argumentation
which moves from the originated to the Originator and from the created to the Creator. This is because some
people hold that one must completely depend on tradition and transmitted knowledge, denying the inference,
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invalidating syllogism and speculation, whereas some others entirely base themselves on the proofs of their
reason, the virtue of speculation and the correction of syllogisms and conclusions. The first group says: if
the knowledge about the creation of the heavens and the earth and that which is found between them, and
the knowledge that there is a Creator who created them and a builder who built them was acquired only by
tradition and transmitted knowledge, God would have not recommended His servants to look into His verses
and to reflect on the creation of His creatures on His earth and in His heavens. Indeed, God the Exalted stated
[in the Qurʾān]: “Do they not look at the heaven above them? How we have made it and adorned it, without
any flaws in it? And the earth we have spread it out and set thereon mountains standing firm, and produced
therein every kind of beautiful growth in pairs. This is to be observed and commemorated by every servant who
turns to God” (50:6-8). “On the earth are signs for those of assured faith, as also in your own selves: will you not
then see?” (51:20-21). “Among His signs is this that He created you from dust and then, you are human beings
scattered far and wide!” (30:20). “Verily in that are signs for those who reflect” (30:21). “And among His signs
is this, that heavens and earth stand by His command. Then when He calls you by a single call, you come forth
straightway from the earth” (30:25).
{29} Hence, I say that the middle position between these two views is the exemplary method, a way which an
intelligent man should follow. This is because speculation comes only after transmitted knowledge, and there
are many benefits in transmitted knowledge – one cannot deny this. The correct demonstrations upon which
sages depend in correcting their philosophical beliefs are in accordance with the arguments put by the people of
religion, as a confirmation of their religious views. Overall, the correct statement can be affirmed, and with this
comes its verification. Human beings become ready for achieving the true sciences and certain knowledge by both
transmitted knowledge and speculation. If this is so, the first obligation for the thinker is to observe his body, the
wonder of its composition and the soundness of its structure, and to really reflect on the traces of the wisdom of
God the Exalted in the composition of its external and internal organs. He will see that every organ has a power
with which the actions of a person come out, and every organ is designed specifically for an action that other
organs do not share, such as the eye is specialized in seeing, the ear in hearing, the nose in smelling, the mouth
in tasting, and the skin in touching; moreover, the heart is specialized in thinking, the tongue in expressing, the
hand in extending and pulling, the brain in imagining and conceptualizing, in mind and intelligence. Then he
reflects on the great signs in the composition of the celestial spheres which are surrounding each other, the order
of the stars therein, the conduct of their states in connections and disconnections, the particularization of every
sphere and star to a kind of influence on the world, such as the illumination of the sun, the moon and other
stars. Thus God said: “And among His signs is the creation of the heavens and the earth and the diversity of your
languages and your colors” (30:22). “Indeed, in the creation of the heavens and the earth and the alternation
of the night and the day are signs [for those who understand]” (3:190). “The seven heavens and the earth and
whatever is in them exalt Him. And there is nothing that does not exalt Him by the praise of Him, but you do not
understand their way of exalting. He is, indeed, ever Forbearing and Forgiving” (17:44). When he considers that,
he knows that this is so because of the creation of a wise Creator, and the action of a knowing powerful Being. The
explanation is that human beings turn to the things which are found in their intellects and find that some
of them are evident and necessary, such as the knowledge that a building must have a builder, a writing
must have a writer, a shape must have a shaper, a composition must have a composer. And then they see
such an action that no human being is capable of, such as the creation of the human being, of the heavens
and earth; they become aware that they were created in the most wonderful way and composed in the most
proficient way. So they immediately know that there is a builder, a composer, a creator and a founder. Then, they
continue to contemplate and they realize that the builder and composer either resembles these creatures or not;
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either the builder is in the same position as the created beings or it is in a different position. If their position
is the same, then there must be another builder and composer [who would create them], and this proceeds ad
infinitum, a result which is false. Therefore the conclusion is that the builder and composer does not resemble
the thing which has been built and composed. Otherwise, the conclusion leads to falseness: there would be
neither builder nor building, or composer or composition.
{30} The proof for the origination of the world is that the world consists of bodies and accidents. All the bodies
are either motionless or in movement, either composite or separate. Rest is the position in the place, while
motion is the departure from it. Given that body is not free from motion and rest, and compositeness and
separation, we find that the things possessing these qualities are originated beings. We also find that the body
does not precede these qualities. Therefore we judge that the body is originated. This is because everything
which neither precedes origination nor exists before it without it, is likewise originated. For the originated is
“that which did not exist and then came into existence”. On the contrary, the eternal is that which precedes
the originated beings. We observe that the parts of the body are either in juxtaposition or separated, either in
rest or motion, that juxtaposition and separation are both originated. That which neither precedes origination
nor exists before it without it being originated, and what is originated can occur or not. Thus, there must be an
Originator which does not resemble it, and is eternal.
{31} Furthermore, we observe that a body changes and becomes another body which is not what it was before.
The second body is originated, and the same applies to the first body. If the part of the body is subject to rest,
every part in it will be that way. When it is established that a single part is subject to motion, motion occurs
in all the parts. However, it is impossible to be motionless and in movement at the same time. Therefore, it is
known that there is a meaning which prevails in it, and according to which the thing either moves or rests. The
distinction between motion and rest consists in that a thing is in one state while the other is in the opposite. In
this case, there is no doubt in the discourse which states the distinction between the body which is in motion
and the motionless, and between that which is in this place after having been in another peace, is achieved
by necessity, in order to acquire the proof for the generations.34 The way of this acquisition is that, when
we observe a body that comes to be in a place after having been in another place, we know that in any given
moment it is possible that it is in one of these two places instead of in the other. For it is impossible to single
out one place excluding the other. Then, we know that it necessarily comes to be in a place instead of the other,
and that the fact that it comes to be there is a change. Therefore, there must be something whose coming to be,
whose existence and origination necessarily occur in that particular place, and it cannot be the thing itself. This
is because all these properties were ready for that body before it came to be in that place, and this necessitates
the existence of the generations. By reflecting on this, we know that when the origination of such generations is
established, the bodies, which are neither separated nor independent from these generations need to exist after
having been non-existent. If the generations were eternal, they would have been more suitable for existence
than for non-existence, and it would have been impossible that they cease to exist, hence they would have been
eternal. Therefore, we get the knowledge that the generations are no more suitable for existence than for nonexistence, and that they depend upon the intention of someone who intends and by the will of someone who
wills. When this is established, we also know that the generations are existent beings but they are not eternal.
Consequently, it is known that the generations are originated, since there is no third position between the
eternal and the originated.
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{32} Existence is an intelligible state for being, in so far as existence is necessary for being either because of
the agent which creates it, or because of what this being is per se and in its essence. When the option that the
eternal exists by the agent is eliminated, it necessarily follows that the eternal exists only by what it is per se and
in its essence. Thus, existence is necessary for the eternal everlastingly. Besides, non-existence is impossible for
it. Non-existence is not an intelligible state which is necessary for the non-existent per se. On the contrary, the
coming back to non-existence is only the negation of existence from the thing. Then, it is established that that
which can become non-existent is not eternal. If it is not eternal, one can judge about its origination. After
having established the knowledge of the origination of generations and the origination of bodies, which cannot
be independent from and anterior to generations, is established, and after having acquired the knowledge that
the originated is no more suitable for existence than for non-existence were it not for the intention of someone
who intends and for the will of someone who wills, it is also known that all of the originated beings – no matter
if their genera differ – share the characteristic of not being more suitable for existence than for non-existence,
were it not for the intention of someone who intends and for the will of someone who wills. Therefore the
situation of the body must be the same in that it is no more suitable for existence than for non-existence. As a
result, the body needs an originator, just like the other originated beings do.
{33} Furthermore, it is known that the body does not originate itself. This is because there is this established
knowledge that the originator is an originator under certain conditions. One of them is its being powerful. If
some parts of the originator are separated from the essence of the originator, it will not be a powerful being
anymore. One of the conditions is its being existent. If it were non-existent, how could it be powerful? If it is
not powerful, then it is neither an agent nor an originator. Thus we know that the thing that has originated
the body is different from the body. If the body originated itself, it should have been powerful before being
an agent. However, we have already established that it could not have been powerful, were it non-existent.
If it might have originated itself while it was not-existent, it might have originated other bodies when it was
existent. This is because it is impossible to distinguish, while it was non-existent, what does not occur to it
when it exists. Consequently, there must be an originator for the body, in order to bring it from non-existence
to existence. If the body were originated without an originator, it would be intended without anyone who
intends, known without a knower, made without a maker. If someone states that the things come one from
another, and that the origination eternally goes back ad infinitum, this statement is contradictory. This is
because the expression “eternally” requires that there is no beginning for it, whereas his statement “origination”
requires that it came to be after it was not. By doing so, this person negates what he thinks to prove. This is
absolute ignorance and stupidity!
{34} Some people held the view of the eternity of substance and the origination of accidents. This is also
false. If the substance were eternal, it would not have changed from the state in which it is was for eternity.
This is because the eternal cannot change from the attribute of eternity. Similar to that, the originated being
cannot change from the true nature of origination. Were it so, the eternal would be originated, and the
originated eternal. To state that is to invalidate the true nature of things. The attributes of origination must
be negated apropos the eternal, that is, motion, rest, conjunction, dissolution, contiguity, separation, finitude,
limits, generation, locations, disposition, and form. All these are attributes which show the origination of a
thing which is characterized by them. Thus, the world is an aggregate of bodies and accidents. Therefore, it
necessarily follows that the Maker of the world is neither a body nor an accident. For it is the maker of the
bodies and accidents, and it is the one who brought them into existence. Besides, the very name of the world
connotes choice and perfection. Choice and perfection only come from who rules and brings to perfection.
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{35} When we find the parts of the world that differ in their directions such as “below”, “above”, “front”,
“behind”, “left” and “right”, and we know the particularization of every part to a special direction, we
know that there are two options in this case. First, the particularization of a part to any direction depends
upon the essence of that part. Second, it depends upon another meaning outside essence. If the first option
were correct, that part would not move from the first direction, and it would not be sometimes below and
sometimes above; instead, that part would always be in one or another place by its essence. For the essential
attributes do not change with respect to essence, while essence stays on its state. If that were so, it would
have been existent and not existent at the same time, and this would lead to the falsification of [the rule of]
affirmation and negation. If the cause of its movement were its being, its being would perish while moving,
since the change of the cause entails the vanishing of the effect. There are also two options in this case.
Either it is eternal, or it is originated. It is impossible that it is eternal because this entails the possibility
that the essence is changed. This is not possible, either, because the eternal is not subject to non-existence.
Consequently, the part must be originated. If this is established, it needs an originator by necessity. The
origination of a thing must only come from an originator.
{36} We have already established also that the world is composite. If the composition is originated, there
must be an originator for the originated. If one says, “why do you say that the composition is originated?”,
we say that the proof for it is that the whole is originated because we find that some compositions are
originated. If some are originated, the whole is necessarily originated. For all compositions are equal in that
they share all of the attributes.
[On Attributes]
{37} (…)35 and the other is the attributes of action, that is, those attributes over which God has power,
or their contraries, such as your statement “[He is] compassionate, merciful, benevolent, gentle” etc. For
instance, He shows mercy to believers while He punishes unbelievers, and His power of doing these two
contrary actions cannot be conceived of in the attributes of essence. Action is only possible if it comes out
of a powerful agent, in other words, for every powerful agent the action is possible. The action which is
firm and perfect comes out of a powerful and knowing being. When human beings find extreme perfection
and stability of the world which they observe, they know that it is the action of a living, knowing and
powerful being. Moreover, God the Exalted is powerful per se, while everyone of us is powerful only by
a power which is placed in us. This is because all bodies share the same rule regarding the validity of this
method. Accordingly, all powerful bodies are powerful by a power that is placed in them, since the definition
of the powerful is “that out of which the action can proceed if there are no obstacles”, and “that for which
the action is not impracticable”. Therefore, God the Exalted is powerful per se.
{38} The proof of the fact that God cannot be powerful by a power, knowing by a knowledge and living by
a life is that, if He the Exalted were so, the attribute by which God became living, powerful and knowing
would not escape one of these two possibilities: either these attributes are eternal, or they are originated.
If they were eternal, their becoming knowledge, life and power would not be more preferable than their
being knowing, powerful and living.36 This is because the eternal must be like the eternal per se. If these
attributes were originated, God, in this case, should have been not-knowing, not-living, and not-powerful
before the attributes were created. Then it follows that God the Exalted is knowing, powerful and living
per se. Furthermore, all of these attributes are predicated of the same meaning and the same truth. It
also follows that the Eternal, given that He knows per se, is not knowing by a knowledge which is related
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only to some parts of the whole knowable things and not to others. So, given that He is powerful per se, He is
not powerful by a meaning which is related only to some parts of the whole potential things and not to others.
Hence, He knows all the knowable things and has power over all that can undergo a power. Human beings
may have power over one action and not over another one which arises from the same kind of action. This is
due to the fact that they are powerful by a power which is distinct from them. It is in the nature of every power
that one holds power over any particular potential in any particular place for the same kind of action, in order
to perform that action in a given moment. For that reason, two people help each other to lift a weight, an
action which one is not capable of doing alone. Therefore, it has been now established that the knower per se
knows different things, and that it is not necessary for him to be singled out for knowing a particular thing, just
because his knowledge is related to that. For him, to know things in detail is not necessarily better than to know
all the knowable things in detail. This is because his relation to knowable things is different from the state of
knowledge, a state which is particularly related to a thing inasmuch as the relation is possible to be established
for one certain knowable thing rather than the other. Our purpose by all these explanations is to state the
difference between the knower or powerful per se and the knower or powerful by a knowledge or a power.
{39} Furthermore, it is not possible that the Eternal – may His glory be sanctified – knows through a knowledge
which He creates, since He is knowing per se. Power connotes the possibility of the action, and the actualization
of the action entails another condition, which is will. It is among the conditions of the powerful and choosing
agent to have the power to perform the action and to leave it as well. Besides, one of the options must be
possible for him, while it is impossible that he does not perform one of these two, and that he comes out to
be powerful, if he does not act. The masterly and designed action indicates that its agent knows it. It has been
established that the Eternal the Exalted is knowing per se. Therefore, he knows everything that can be known.
{40} It is not possible to say that He the Exalted is a body, because body is defined as having volume, measure,
space and extension in three dimensions. If He shares this attribute with body, then He would share all the other
attributes which belong to body. This is because to share the attribute which is most specific for a thing entails
sharing all the attributes that belong to that thing. The Eternal is above all this, Exalted and Great beyond measure!
{41}Moreover, the proof that God the Exalted is knowing per se is that, were He be knowing by a knowledge, this
knowledge, in that case, would be either Him or other than Him, or even a part of Him. Were it part of Him,
we would necessarily worship, praise and apologize to the knowledge! Were it part of Him, He would inevitably
be divisible, and a divisible thing is limited and created. Were the knowledge other than Him, it would be either
eternal with Him, or originated, that is, coming into existence from nothing. Were it eternal with Him, this
would entail that there be other eternal beings other than God, and also other attributes would be so. This is such
unbelief and absurdity which we have pointed out elsewhere. Were the knowledge originated, and if God became
knowing by it, God the Exalted would not be knowing before the origination of the knowledge. When the falsity
of all these options is shown, the falsity of the idea that God is knowing by a knowledge is also shown. Therefore,
it follows that He must be knowing per se and does not need any knowledge by which He knows.
{42} Some people of heterodoxy claimed that God is knowing by a knowledge, powerful by a power, and that these
two attributes are neither Him, nor other than Him, nor part of Him. They said, “when one of us say that it is Him,
and then that it is other than Him, he contradicts himself”. We reply to these heterodox people that “similarly, when
he says that it is not Him, and then that is not other than Him, he contradicts himself, too”.
{43} Likewise they claimed that God has knowledge and power [different from His essence], inferring from the fact
that they see that everyone knows by knowledge. Therefore it has been said to them, “If you can infer from what you see
regarding this issue, you can also use this method in other issues, and thus say ‘we see that an agent is only a body’”. So we reply
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to them by stating that, if the agent is an agent because he is a body, every body would possibly act. But [it is
apparent] that the dead are bodies; nevertheless, they cannot act. Those who say that God is a body, judging
from the fact that they see that there is no agent without a body, must admit also that God is composite, as this
is another characteristic of bodies. However, this statement is also absurd. Hence, there is no doubt that things
originate only if they come out of a powerful agent. Considering the power itself, the possibility of the action
is related to the fact that the powerful is powerful. Thus, the action can come out only from a powerful agent.
This is because the extension of the cause and its reversion are necessary.
{44} The difference between the action which comes out of the powerful agent and the effect which proceeds
from nature is choice, variety, and substantification. The actions which are various and substantiated can only
come from the powerful, choosing, knowing, and wise agent. It is evident that the form of the human being
and the creation of the heavens and the earth and that which is between them are all well-established, perfect,
various and substantiated actions, which lead to the proper purpose. This kind of action only comes from a
powerful, knowing, choosing and wise agent.
{45} The proof of this is the inference from what is observable. Thus, when we see someone who is in the state
of being powerful, we know that it is possible for him to do this kind of action. Then we investigate his states
and ask, “why is this possible for him?”. It is obvious that this action is possible for him only because he is a
powerful and choosing agent. Therefore, all various and substantiated actions which lead to the proper purpose
only come from a powerful, choosing, and knowing agent. The production of the action from the agent is
either in the way of possibility, or in the way of necessity. Thus, the action must come from the powerful agent
in the way of possibility. For it is powerful to do the action and its contrary at the same time. If the action is
produced by the agent in the way of necessity, the agent would not precede the action, without doubt. And
even if the agent precedes the action, it does that at the last state and time. If so, the origination of the agent
would be inevitable. For what which precedes the originated only at the last time is originated, too. Fire can be
taken as an example: even if it necessitates the burning, it does not precede it.
{46} Some people said, “the agent is agent only if the action comes out of it, because the name of the agent [in
Arabic] is grammatically derived from “action”. Thus, the attribution of the name of “agent” is possible only
if the action comes out of it”. Some others said, “The agent is agent because of the possibility of the action
out of it, and the name of the agent is indeed grammatically derived from the attributes which are related
to the action”, as the statements like “this person is a secretary, or a judge”, or “a sharp sword”, or “a laxative
medicine”, or “a satisfying food”. These things are still called by these attributes even if they do not perform
in this moment the actions which are attributed to them. Similarly, the name of “agent” is attributed to the
powerful being, if the action is possible for it before the moment of the action. This is because the purpose of
the power is the possibility of production of the action. If the possibility of the action is caused by the fact that
the powerful is powerful, the action is only possible out of the powerful. The difference between the action
which comes out of the powerful agent and the effect which proceeds from the nature is these kinds of actions,
I mean, choice, variety, and substantification. For the natural action is only of one and the same kind [while the
act of the agent is not so]. We have stated earlier that substances are not eternal. This is due to the fact that they
are not free from originated events, and that which is not free from originated events is originated, too. And
we say now that the substance in so far as it is substance cannot be free from conjunction, division, motion and
rest. If something is capable of an action, it cannot be free from this action and its opposite at the same time.
The proof of this consists in the examples of moving-resting, white-black and other colours. And this is true
also for other opposite meanings, as we can see. Furthermore, substance is subject to addition and subtraction.
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Addition means the existence of something after non-existence whereas subtraction means the non-existence
of something after existence. That which comes to be out of non-existence and ceases to exist after existence
is originated only. When the origination of the part is established, the origination of the whole is established,
too. This is because substances are similar. It is a kind of similarity such “that which is possible for one thing is
also possible for the other, which is similar to the former”. And that which is impossible for one thing is also
impossible for the other. We have explained that the eternal does not resemble the originated.
{47} The proof for the proposition that substance accepts addition and subtraction is the inference from what is
observable, such as animals and plants. The proof for the proposition that substances are similar runs as follows:
they share all of the essential attributes and natural judgments such as existence, thing-ness, occupation, prevention,
volume and place. The proof for the origination of these attributes is that they are liable to alteration. That which is
liable to alteration and change is originated. If it were eternal, it would not be subject to alteration. The possibility
of alteration is typical of origination, whereas the impossibility of alteration is typical of eternity. The eternal is that
whose existence is necessary by itself, without any relation to a condition, and that whose existence is necessary by
itself cannot be non-existent. By this nature, the eternal differs from the other created beings.
{48} Among the proofs of the proposition that this world is originated and has not eternally been in the form
it has now is that the form and composition of the universe indicates that it has been composed in a particular
way, such as shapes like circle, triangle, and square etc. The occurrence of the composition in a particular way is
originated, because it is subject to addition, subtraction, alteration and change. Therefore, that which happens
with this attribute is originated because these attributes are impossible for that which is eternal.
{49} Again, among the proofs of the proposition that this world is originated is that days and nights are finite
backwards, because they are beings which happen in order and succession. The beings which happen in order and
succession entail a beginning, judging from the days and nights of a month and a year. Do you not see that they entail
a beginning, because they are beings which happen in order and succession? This is also relevant when it comes to
the days of the universe. Just like the days and nights of month and year are countable and thus entail a beginning,
the days of the universe are countable, too, because they are beings which happen in order and succession.
{50} If someone says “then, the state of the people of heaven and their happiness is finite forwards. For they are
beings which happen in order and succession and they will get an end, as they have had a beginning”, we reply,
“they have had a beginning, but will not get an end, because the numbers two and three have had a beginning
[which is the one] but they will not get an end. This is because, if they get an end as they have had a beginning,
their existence would have been impossible, because of the lack of that end. On the contrary, their existence
would be impossible, if there were no beginning. Thus, it is now established that the numbers two and three
have had a beginning and will not get an end per se. The discourse on this noble meaning is long, while the way
which we have taken here is short. However, it is sufficient for those whose wish is the truth, and for those whose
weakness is not hypocrisy, and habit is not bigotry. God is He Who helps with good things by His grace.
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Notes to the Translation
I have tried to maintain a gender-neutral language by making slight adjustments that I think do not harm the meaning. For example, I have changed the word “man” (al-insān) to the plural form, to escape masculine pronouns such as him/
his. Otherwise, I have stayed with the masculine forms.
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4
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5
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6
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7
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the pseudo-Areopagite in a way which is reminiscent of the saying quoted by Saʿīd b. Dādhurmuz: On the Divine Names, I
5, p. 117.1-4 Suchla: “The divinely formed intellects (…) celebrate it most fittingly through the denial of all beings”, English
trans. by J.D. Jones, Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagite, The Divine Names and Mystical Theology, Translated from the Greek
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13
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D.C. 1996, pp. 45-6.
28
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Kitāb al-Īḍāḥ li-Arisṭūṭālīs fī l-ḫayr al-maḥḍ, p. 9.13-14 Badawī: “The First cause is signified only from a second cause,
which is an intelligence and is referred to by the name of its first effect, but only in a higher and better way because the effect has, further, what belongs to the cause, but in a more sublime, better and nobler way, as we have shown” (trans. Taylor,
p. 46).
29
This might be a summary, with some misunderstandings, of prop. 15 of the Liber de Causis: see Kitāb al-Īḍāḥ liArisṭūṭālīs fī l-ḫayr al-maḥḍ, pp. 16.14-18.3 Badawī.
30
See the final part of prop. 8 of the Liber de Causis: cf. Kitāb al-Īḍāḥ li-Arisṭūṭālīs fī l-ḫayr al-maḥḍ, p. 12.5-17
Badawī.
31
This is an echo of Proclus’ definition of the self-subsisting substances: see Kitāb al-Īḍāḥ li-Arisṭūṭālīs fī l-ḫayr almaḥḍ, p. 26.1-12 Badawī.
32
The key word in this passage, ʿaql, is rendered as ‘reason’ and ‘intellect’ depending upon the context.
33
See Kitāb al-Īḍāḥ li-Arisṭūṭālīs fī l-ḫayr al-maḥḍ, p. 23.9 Badawī.
34
Several terms in English are used to render kawn, a key term for the physical theory of the Muʿtazilite Kalām. In
J. van Ess, The Flowering of Muslim Theology, Harvard U. P., Cambridge Mass. 2006, it is rendered by “location” (p. 92).
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35
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Active participles.
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