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COMPARATIVE THEOLOGY AS CHALLENGE FOR 

THE THEOLOGY OF THE 21ST CENTURY 
 

Klaus von Stosch
1
 

 

In this article the author first gives an introduction to his own approach 

to comparative theology (CT). After some introductory considerations, 

an outline of the idea and foundation of CT is given and is contrasted 

with traditional approaches to other religions; the methods, goals, and 

also the limits of CT are discussed; CT is differentiated from religious 

studies and the theology of religions; finally, CT is defended against 

some of its most important critiques. All in all, the author presents an 

approach to CT that suits Christian confessional theology, yet is open 

to Islamic theology as well, and which is inviting to theology as a 

dialogical enterprise which should be performed by Muslims and 

Christians and other religious believers together. 
 

Keywords: Comparative theology, Religious studies, Theology of 

religions, Foundation of theology, Interreligious dialogue 

1. Introductory considerations  
When I first began my academic studies in Catholic theology in 1991, 
my former professor in systematic theology had already asserted in his 
first lecture that, in twenty years at the latest, German universities 
would have overcome confessional theology. Thus, my academic 
beginning was marked by the feeling of belonging to an endangered 
species – and thus resisting the spirit of the time with a destined 
recalcitrance. I got the impression that I was – as a student of a 
confessional aligned theology – out of place. Nevertheless, I was 
sufficiently convinced of the truth of the Christian faith that I was 
willing to face all possible discrimination – indeed, any obstacle – in 
order to achieve a deeper insight into Christianity. If our time was not 
able to understand the Christian message, it had to be modified, and if 
there was no contemporary philosophy which could help to account 
for a reasonable faith, a new philosophy had to be developed or an old 
one had to be revitalized. 

                                                      
1. University of Paderborn (Klaus.von.Stosch@Uni-Paderborn.de) 
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Still there was a lurking doubt inside me which questioned this 
gratifying certainty, yet at the same time it became an important 
engine for my theological studies. I was absolutely glowing from the 
theological figures and systems which were introduced and inhaled 
every book with growing enthusiasm. On the other hand, I was sure 
that I probably would have delved into the writings of Advaita 
Vedanta with the same enthusiasm had I grown up in India or into 
Qur‟anic studies or studies of Muslim philosophers had I been raised 
in an Arabic country. However, it appears probable as well, at least to 
me, that a different religion could have caught my attention that would 
have required understanding had I grown up in a different 
environment.  

I lost sleep by the mere thought of this possibility. How could I 
trust in my own truth if different ways to the truth existed which I 
wasn‟t able to fully understand, or which contradicted mine but were 
at least similarly convincing and apparently successful? Besides 
enabling me to encounter other religious traditions, there might have 
been a crucial impulse within this anxiety propelling me to explore 
comparative theology. 

 I like to imagine how my professor still welcomes new students by 
pointing to the rapid disappearance of confessional theology without 
noticing that he has continued to insist on its loss, despite the passing 
of the prognosed twenty years, thinking that there isn‟t any kind of 
alternative to confessional structured theology. Even today, many 
theologians and religious scholars and leaders seek their salvation 
through opposing the perceptions and thoughts of the present-day. The 
church, for instance, declares herself to be in contrast to contemporary 
society by claiming that Christian identity “goes against the flow.” 
Simultaneously, the tendency in all religions and confessions to affirm 
their own identity and faith by distinguishing themselves from other 
beliefs, or by devaluating different views, has increased – a 
phenomenon that is especially spotted on both sides of the Islamic and 
Christian divide. Ironically, this often violent urge of distinction has 
led to both a political and a social perception of how important 
theology actually is. Since September 11

th
 2001, religion has been 

understood as a factor relating to particular social developments, 
which must be considered seriously if one is interested in a positive 
future for mankind. 

 The only question is, then, how this can be realized. Up until now, 
confessional theologians have barely perceived an instance which 
could assist and accompany a peaceful religious coexistence. Nor have 
confessional theologians profited from the swelling debate about a 
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post-secular society. Although religion has begun to play a decisive 
role in our time, this neither means that churches or denominations 
have become more important nor does it imply that confessional 
theologies are accepted by the masses or even the scientific 
community. 

Christian theologies have taken a more and more defensive 
position. It seems to be time that they face the challenge of a 
reorientation which includes two opposing tendencies. On the one 
hand, they have to provide a way which can enable them to activate 
the emancipatory, liberating, peacemaking potentials of their own 
religion and confession. They have to qualify their tradition in regard 
to critical distinction and posing the question of truth. Therefore, only 
confessional theology can demand identification with a certain point 
of view which appears to be the basic condition that enables one to 
negotiate a way through the colourful world of various religious 
traditions and orientation systems. On the other hand, as I have 
previously mentioned, they have to provide a reasonable, convincing 
answer to the experience of contingency within their own religious 
tradition and to the question of their relation to other religions and 
convictions. Such an answer will not be found by broad theological 
relationising on the level of theory and modelling since it does not 
seem convincing to claim from a superior point of view that truth and 
salvation can be found only within my own orientation system. On the 
other hand, it is equally not convincing to explain, as the pluralists 
have, that many other important orientation systems or world-pictures 
are as good as the one I entrust my life to. It is impossible to dedicate 
your life to a certain truth and at the same time admit that other 
contradicting alternatives to that truth are also true. Still, I cannot 
neglect that there is a truth within other religious traditions and 
orientation systems which motivates reasonable serious people to 
devote their lives to. 

 This ambivalence inevitably leads to the problem of slipping into 
relativism and risks the evaluating of decisions for a particular religion 
or philosophy as arbitrary. Thus this is why a rational handling of the 
issue is required. This implies a non-reductionary, attentive handling of 
the problem which emerges from the conflict of heterogeneous truth 
claims. Only a discipline which inquires about the truth and rationality 
of other religious traditions will be able to understand and relate to 
different claims concerning truth and validity. Therefore, not only 
religious studies, but theology as well, must focus on this topic. At the 
same time, this attempt has to positively absorb other religious truth 
claims into their own tradition. Thus it must be centered in comparative 
theology without restriction to a confessional inside perspective. 
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At that point theology has to provide both an orientation within a 
specific system which reflects confessional ways to the truth and a 
perception of heterogeneous orientation and relate them rationally. 
Therefore, it must be comparative theology which performs this effort 
because it is a theology which is able to perceive different religious 
traditions contiguously and encounter questions and problems from 
different points of view without ceasing to look for specific 
confessional ways to the truth. Only if theology, within all its 
disciplines, succeeds in transforming confessional inside perspectives 
into an intercessional, empathetic view of different inside and outside 
perspectives, will it be able to disperse the feeling of fear that follows 
from the insight of truth claim‟s contingency. And only if theology 
negotiates the fear of the contingency of one‟s own affirmation 
strategies will there be a way to meet the disorientation which results 
from that contingency and the fundamentalist developments which 
result from that fear. In the following explanation, after introducing 
the concerns, ideas and fundamentals of comparative theology, I 
would like to focus upon the methodological and organisational 
approach in order to master the aforementioned contemporary 
challenges towards theology. 

2. The foundation, concerns, and definitional disposition of 
comparative theology 
Many exponents of comparative theology consider it to be important 
in finding a way out of what James Fredericks rightly calls an 
“impasse of the theology of religions.”

2
 Comparative theology thus 

looks for a remedy to close the theological debate resulting from the 
effectless quarrel between inclusivism and pluralism. 

They already assume that, within the theology of religions, the 
question is asked incorrectly: P. Schmidt-Leukel drafts the question as 
follows – “Is there P among religions?” – in which P is defined as the 
“salvific revelation of a transcendent reality.”

3
 This question 

presupposes that religions are some kind of container for truth, reality 
and revelation so that one can test thereupon how much, and in which 
perspectives, they are filled. This notion goes astray for a couple of 
reasons. 

To begin with, all religious traditions are versatile in such a way 
that it is impossible to appoint a uniform meaning to the most 

                                                      
2. Cf. J. Fredericks, “A universal religious experience? Comparative theology as an alternative to 

a theology of religions,” Horizons 22 (1995), p. 67-87. 

3. P. Schmidt-Leukel, Gott ohne Grenzen (Gütersloh, 2005), p. 66. 
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important credo and beliefs even within just one religion. It appears 
rather odd to speak about one religious tradition and her validity of 
truth when Quakers as well as Tridentine Catholics belong to it.

4
 Even 

more important is another point which refers not to the different 
beliefs within one religion but to the structure and status of religious 
beliefs. 

Believers not only give statements about reality, but let their life be 
directed by such religious statements, symbols and norms. This 
apparently trivial insight is interesting since it makes clear that what is 
meant in religious belief often must be lived to be understood. What it 
means to believe in Jesus Christ as the son of God often becomes clear 
only if I see in which praxis it is imbedded. If He appears on a praxis 
level as a legitimation for violence and as a borderline for all 
dissenters, His meaning is different from one based on reason and thus 
the source of a peacemaking praxis.  

The meaning of statements about reality, as well as the meaning of 
statements about God, depends upon the world-pictures which are 
rooted in our praxis. Moreover, it is this praxis in which the certainty 
of life-guiding and world-picture constituting beliefs is engrained. 
Meaning and certainty are rooted in a practical dimension which is 
culturally different and which has to be analysed if one is likely to 
understand the meaning of religious beliefs. 

Similar to how Keith Ward has already reflected in his 
philosophical founding of comparative theology, you can refer to 
Wittgenstein‟s late philosophy for a closer look, especially in his notes 
compiled in the book On Certainty.

5
 According to Ward, Wittgenstein 

is able to convincingly highlight in his writings that certainty is to 
understand, not as a mental state, but rather as a basal course of 
action,

6
 thus the interpretation and certainty of religious statements 

only reveal their meaning according to the basal course of action. This 
is why one needs to observe other religious praxis before one can 
make a decision about convergences and divergences within the 
dialogue of religion. You have to see how a particular belief correlates 
to a particular praxis and how it is enrooted within it. Thereby the self-
disclosure of others is not necessarily applicable in being able to 
picture the meaning of his or her belief adequately. Ward mentions 
rightly that, especially inasmuch as the so-called “hinge propositions” 

                                                      
4. Cf. K. Ward, “Truth and the Diversity of Religions,” Religious Studies, 26 (1990), p. 4. 

5. Cf. K. von Stosch, Glaubensverant - wortung in doppelter Kontingenz (Regensburg, 2001), p. 

90-136.  

6. Cf. K. Ward, Religion and Revelation (Oxford, 1994), p. 9. 
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apply, they are believed more or less unreflected and unconsciously 
and, although the act of thought might not even be perceived, they 
influence all our ideas and matters of belief.  

It is possible that the praxis and action of a person is proof that he 
trusts in a different certainty than what he says. For instance, someone 
who gloats over his Christian belief, could, in reality, be an anxious, 
stressed person who mistrusts the liberating message of Christianity 
on such an existential level that he is not able to understand it fully. 
Within his world-picture, indeed within everyone‟s world-picture, 
these unconscious tacit operating elements exist which first become 
evident in the confrontation with different world-pictures. Just this 
confrontation, or better, the self-exposure to  
the world-picture of the other, is the basis for reflecting upon one‟s  
own blindly-obeyed world-picture elements and understanding their 
truth claims. 

Within comparative theology, much depends on the rediscovery of 
the tacitly assumed elements of one‟s own world-picture and those of 
others. Often this becomes a challenging task, but this task is – 
according to Ward – virtually constitutive for theology.

7
 Within 

theological reflection, it is very important to disclose the unconscious 
elements rationally and proof preconceptions critically. Thus a 
coherent position is hoped for which will be able to analyse the deep 
dimensions of one‟s own beliefs and those of others and make them 
accessible to discursive praxis and thereby the question of truth.  

Of course, analysing the “depth grammar” (PI § 664) of religious 
speech, and thereby pointing to what is hidden – in praxis tacitly 
setting the basics of religious belief – is not a patent remedy for a 
solution of interreligious quarrels nor does it always lead to the 
acceptance of alteration. Comparative theology‟s concerns can also 
result in the position of affirming the contradiction between diverse 
grammatical statements. Yet often the first strange or even seemingly 
repellent confession of a different religious belief might become 
valuable as soon as one understands its embedding in a particular 
religious praxis.  

On the one hand, comparative theology can help to soften 
interreligious borders by giving fixed confessions a vivid, existential 
context. On the other hand, an appreciation for other religions is not 
practiced as an end in itself and must not be reduced to its theological 
dimension. Besides the pictured theological concern, comparative 

                                                      
7. Ward talks about “a hard and fallible task” to realize such “tacit beliefs” (ibid., 14). He defines 

theology in large as “the articulation of tacit framework beliefs” (ibid., 15).  
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theology is interested in a redefinition of the content of systematic 
theologies in general. The attempt to observe and appraise the basic 
writings and confessions of one‟s own religion in the light of other 
traditions and world-pictures

8
 constitutes an indispensable dimension 

of apologetic or fundamental theology. Correspondingly, F. Clooney 
designates the task of comparative theology as fides quaerens 
intellectum within a world of religious diversity

9
 thus according it 

within the tradition of fundamental theology. One could say that in a 
globalised world fundamental theology is not possible without laying 
claim to comparative theology. 

3. Methods, goals and limits of comparative theology 
What does comparative theology consist of? Is every theology that 
consciously arises within the variety of traditions and convictions to 
be seen as comparative theology? Is, in the end, every systematic 
theology a comparative theology?  

Personally, I would not go that far. I would rather suggest deducing 
the methodological characteristics of comparative theology from the 
implied philosophical groundwork which allows for specifying that 
task. Thereby the methodological praxis in comparative theology 
developed within the last few years has to be regarded. According to 
this methodological specification, my intention is not to deny that, 
within a wider scope, there was some kind of comparative theology 
that existed beforehand.

10
 But in the sense of a terminus technicus, the 

                                                      
8. Compare Clooney‟s definition of comparative theology “as the rereading of one‟s own 

tradition in light of other traditions” (H. Nicholson, “A Correlational Model of Comparative 

Theology,” The Journal of Religion, 85 (2005), p. 191; compare F. Clooney, “Reading the 

World in Christ,” Gavin D‟Costa, ed., Christian Uniqueness Reconsidered: The Myth of a 

Pluralistic Theology of Religions (Maryknoll, New York: 1990), p. 64: “I will describe the 

practice of comparative theology as the dialectical activity of reading and rereading the Bible 

and other Christian texts in a new context formed by non-Christian texts”). 

9. Compare F. Clooney, “The Emerging Field of Comparative Theology,” Theological Studies, 

56 (1995), p. 521. 

10. For instance, R. Neville mentions that comparative theology is nothing new since it underlies 

all succeeded theological abstracts which issue interreligious enquiries – like the inclusion of 

Neo-Platonic, Aristotelian and Islamic concepts by Aquinas (Compare R. Neville, Behind the 

Masks of God (Albany: New York, 1991, p. 4). The theological concepts of Middle-East 

Christians in the 8th/9th century who lived in the Islamic world and began to articulate their 

Christian beliefs in the idiom of Islamic-influenced culture might be an even more convincing 

example of comparative attempts (Compare N. Hintersteiner, “Intercultural and Interreligious 

(Un)translatibility and the Comparative Theology Project,” N. Hintersteiner, ed., Naming and 

Thinking God in Europe Today (Amsterdam, New York: 2007), p. 471, with reference to S. 

Griffith, The Church in the Shadow of the Mosque, Princeton, 2007). Nevertheless, the first 

attempts to establish comparative theology as an academic discipline first began in the 19th 

century (Compare N. Hintersteiner, l.c., pp .465-468). 
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term comparative theology, in my view, should be reserved for 
undertakings concerning the following basic principles.  

A) On the methods of comparative theology 
(1) Comparative theology is characterised substantially by its 

micrological approach and the attention to the particular respectively. 

The understanding that the meaning of religious convictions depends 
upon a particular language game coerces the dialogue between 
different religious traditions into referring to concrete examples and 
interrelations. Since the sentence “God is love” can point to different 
meanings depending on whom and in what context it is said, one can 
understand it adequately only if perceiving it as embedded in 
particular language games and as integrating it in the dialogue. 
Therefore, comparative theology can never result in a universal theory 
about religions and truth.

11
 Since the meaning of basic religious 

beliefs within particular traditions are heterogenic and can lead to 
advantageous discussions only if related to single cases and language 
games, comparative theology focuses on a cautious observation of 
select details within particular solitary cases.

12
 

Also comparative theology is recognizable by a focus upon an 
interreligious and intercultural comparison of exactly-specified 
theological, literary or confessional writings, concrete rituals, defined 
beliefs, certain theological concepts within limited contexts and 
historical appointed eras.

13
 Every act of comparison follows an 

interior logic and provides theology with interesting insights by 
addressing the concrete.

14
  

 To respect people in their fears, afflictions and queries, it is 
virtually important to remember the question of truth even within this 
micrological approach. Considering this, the second basic principle 
follows: 

                                                      
11. Compare F. Clooney, Hindu God (Oxford, 2001), p. 14: “Working by examples also has the 

advantage of making it clear that I am not attempting a general theory about theology and 

religion nor about Christianity and Hinduism in order to explain everything all at once.” 

12. Clooney talks about a “careful consideration of some details of a few particular cases” (ibid., 

p. 15). Respectively, he requires that every kind of critique on his ideas and statements are 

illustrated with examples (ibid.). Clooney‟s critique on Dupuis‟ strongly apriorically arranged 

critique of religion is symptomatic (cp. ibid., p. 23). 

13. Compare P. Knitter, Introducing Theologies of Religions (Maryknoll, New York: 2004), p. 

207: “They (comparative theologists; author) generally try to limit themselves to comparing 

specific texts, concrete rituals, focused beliefs, particular theologians, limited contexts, or 

historical periods.” 

14. Compare Hintersteiner (s. note 8), p. 484, with reference to Clooney: “Each act of 

comparison bears its own internal logic and reveals intriguing insights into Christian 

theology.”  
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(2) Comparative theology is concerned with contemporary problems and 

intends to give an orientation on actual posed questions. 

Although comparative theology has compiled different examples of 
contemporary problems, the selection of questions is not supposed to 
be arbitrary. It must be geared toward theological problems and 
concerned with lay questions about sense, salvation and truth in 
addition to critical challenges by specialists. Otherwise, comparative 
theology would then become a playground for detail-loving 
eccentrics, those who meticulously compare totally irrelevant subjects. 
Just as it is not analytic philosophy if one comments arbitrarily on 
some random detail of our language, commenting capriciously upon 
correct observations and subjects in order to compare religious 
traditions is not automatically comparative theology.  

Therefore, it is important that, as a first step in comparative 
theology, problems are drafted according to the different viewpoints 
of religious and non-religious traditions and in so doing the critique of 
religion appears quite meaningful. Of course, this is not to expect that 
there will be a uniform canon of questions for all comparative 
theologies in the world. But at least at the point of concrete research 
one should identify shared problems and assess the given examples 
with a view to their competence of clearly arranged solutions. 

(3) Comparative theology refers to the internal descriptions of religious 

beliefs, but, nonetheless, attempts to include one’s own view from the 

position of the other into their own theology. It concedes the possibility 

that the other can include my perspective on his tradition into his own 

theology as well. 

A precondition would thus be a detailed knowledge of one‟s own 
theological position in addition to those of others. This knowledge is 
opened up only if theologians not only try to understand another 
position from a (religiously examined) external perspective, but look 
at it from the dialogue partner‟s inner confessional theology. The ideal 
case would make available a comparative theologian who would have 
studied more than one theology and would be able to switch back and 
forth between confessional inner perspectives. At least he or she 
should live up to the ideas and rules of different religious traditions 
almost as well as his or her own tradition and should be able to 
develop an adequate inner perspective in dialogue with other beliefs.

15
 

Since a factual statement of the other is only adequately understood 

                                                      
15. Compare Hintersteiner (s. note 8), p. 478, with reference to Clooney: “To understand and 

evaluate a religious text of another tradition requires a reader to become deeply and 

holistically engaged in that tradition.”  
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within the context of his or her own world-picture, the meaning of the 
different elements of belief will remain indistinct if the theologian 
abstains from referencing an inner perspective. 

Of course, it is difficult to put oneself in the theological position of 
the other and the result of this attempt will be unpredictable. But if 
comparative theology intends to appreciate the meaning of different 
religious traditions, this attempt remains indispensable. 
Hermeneutically it appears equally difficult to the problem every 
apologetic theology has to face if it is willing to make its claim 
understandable even beyond the borders of its own language game

16
 – 

a challenge that should not be neglected as long as theology is 
expected to look for the truth. Similar to Catholic apologetics, since 
Melchior Cano emphasizes the meaning of loci alieni as an 
epistemological source of theology and thus always made an effort to 
comprehend the thoughts and concepts of philosophy and the 
humanities within contemporary interreligious and intercultural 
contexts, theology as a whole cannot afford to forget to include the 
religious and cultural self and world interpretation of others as locus 
alienus into one‟s own epistemological concept.

17
 

According to a statement from J. Fredericks, to practice 
comparative theology means to raise oneself from the armchair of 
one‟s own tradition, to find a way into the world of the other and to 
become elated and enriched by their discovered truths.

18
 At the same 

time one is supposed to remember that the other is equally legitimized 
to put him or herself in my position and appreciate my truth from his 
or her own perspective. Therefore, theologians must expose 
themselves to a mutual-including process of understanding by the 
continuing attempt to value the perspectives of the other with 
particularity and without neglecting to understand them from one‟s 
own position.  

                                                      
16. Compare von Stosch (s. note 3), pp. 307-320. 

17. Compare the respective recordings to modern loci alieni at P. Hünermann, Dogmatische 

Prinzipienlehre: Glaube – Überlieferung – Theologie als Sprach- und Wahrheitsgeschehen 

(Münster, 2003).  

18. “Doing theology comparatively means crossing over into the world of another religious 

believer and learning the truths that animate the life of that believer. Doing theology 

comparatively also means coming back to Christianity transformed by these truths, now able 

to ask new questions about Christian faith and its meaning for today.” (J. Fredericks, 

Buddhists and Christians (Maryknoll, New York: 2004), p. xii. The religious other would 

help to pose new questions and thus would enrich our way to Christ. Compare ibid.: “I 

propose that Christians get up out of the armchair and cross over into another religious 

tradition” (ibid., p. xiii). 
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(4) Comparative theology needs the instance of a third position 

The mutual-including processes of understanding bears the threat of 
making reciprocal arrangements and agreements in order to mothball 
certain problems. If two confessional inner-perspectives implement a 
particular problem, the risk to trivialize the problem on a basis of 
shared convictions grows. As Franz Kafka puts it, they run the risk of 
becoming a “community of scoundrels.”  

Modern theology tends to underestimate this threat with reference 
to the autonomous philosophical reason and the attempt to develop a 
religion-external criteriology. Although I think of metaphysical and 
transcendental-philosophical oriented attempts to develop such a 
criteriology as rather unhelpful, since from my point of view they can 
be destroyed philosophically, I still would recommend that on a very 
formal level such criteriology can and should be developed. At least to 
some extent, the instance of a third position in fact could be 
established by the position of a philosophical, autonomous, critical, 
external perspective. 

Unfortunately, two opposing problems appear thereby. One the one 
hand, this criteriology necessarily is too pluralistic since it cannot 
answer orientation problems and has to permit contradicting truth 
claims as being equally rational. On the other hand, this criteriology is 
not pluralistic enough, since it is based upon a reasonable 
understanding within a certain philosophical tradition and therefore 
rejects religious positions from a philosophical point of view which 
actually should be taken more seriously than the philosophical 
prospective would allow.  

The third position therefore cannot simply be an abstract 
philosophy or criteriology, but must be concrete and able to observe 
the dialogue of the other two as a controlling instance. To avoid an 
“expanded community of scoundrels,” it seems essential that the third 
position is elected to hold a continuing moment of critique on the 
processed problems. This third position thus could be either atheistic 
or agnostic – and, depending on the dialogue context, a follower of a 
third religious tradition could be consulted if the first holds a 
sufficiently different basic idea of the processed question and the 
second is able to confront it with critical and skilled arguments.  

(5) Comparative theology always needs a return to religious praxis 

Comparative theology follows the idea that the cognitive content of 
religious convictions is understood fully only if debriefed for its 
“depth grammar.” A substantial part of the methodology of 
comparative theology is therefore to clarify the connection between 
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the regulative-expressive and the encyclopaedic level of religious 
convictions. That way comparative theology can point to functional 
equivalences and regulative homogeneity beyond semantic 
differences.

19
 For this, a return to the praxis of different religious 

traditions and a reflection upon further developments within the 
interreligious dialogue is needed.  

The manifold and vivid dialogue among specific traditions, persons 
and theologies is a basis and corrective for comparative theology. 
Comparative theology is not a theology for dialogue, but a theology of 
dialogue, as M. Barnes states.

20
 It is a cooperative concept wherein 

followers of other religious traditions are to be included.
21

 It is not 
simply reduced to writings and scriptures, but requires a concrete 
dialogue between people of other world-pictures in order to find and 
develop adequate access towards their own level of world-pictures 
along with those of others.

22
 This makes the consistent return and re-

reference to the basic elements of religious praxis within different 
traditions indispensable. 

(6) Already on the basis of this dialogical open-mindedness, comparative 

theologians are aware of their own vulnerability and the reversibility 

and fallibility of their judgements.  

This vulnerability, which can be reasoned Christologically,
23

 is 
basically related to the language game bondage of all speech and 
thought. It reaches beyond general hermeneutic self-relativization in 
the context of eschatology or the admission of an epistemically 
ambivalent reality reasoned by religious and philosophical coherences. 
According to Wittgenstein‟s previously mentioned notion, we follow 
the important parts of our religious “depth grammar” unconsciously. 

                                                      
19. This way, it is possible to find – despite the huge differences between Bhartrhari and 

Bonaventura – on the level of explicit revelation theories that both, according to their 

historical context, have similar reason and aim for the same intentions. Compare D. 

Carpenter, Revelation, History, and the Dialogue of Religions (Maryknoll, New York: 1995), 

p. 176: “They are in fact doing some very similar things, relative to their own respective 

historical contexts.” 

20. Compare M. Barnes, “Theology and the Dialogue of Religions,” The Month, 28 (1994), pp. 

270-274; pp. 325-330. Also compare Clooney (s. note 7), p. 522. 

21. Compare K. Ward, Religion and Community (Oxford, 2000), p. 339: “Comparative theology 

is a co-operative enterprise. It is a way of doing theology in which scholars holding different 

world-views share together in the investigation of concepts of ultimate reality, the final 

human goal, and the way to achieve it.” 

22. Compare Knitter (s. note 11), p. 210: “The comparativists want people to avoid working only 

with books. It‟s impossible, they say, into a deep comparison with another tradition without 

getting to know and appreciate and perhaps love some of the followers of that tradition.” 

23. “For to be loyal to Christ, one must be vulnerable to others.” (Knitter [s. Anm. 11], p. 209, 

with reference to Fredericks and Clooney). 
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Furthermore, the relation between the regulative level which is 
presupposed within religious speech, and the cognitive level 
structured by that, is contingent in two ways and is thus exposed to 
human fallibility as well as human freedom.

24
 Therefore, there is no 

end to comparative theology. As J. Fredericks correctly diagnoses, 
within this moment is not a weakness but a potency.

25
 Of course, 

comparative theology is not only defined by its method, but by its 
goals as well. Thus, I would like to at least sketch these goals in the 
following paragraphs.  

B) Goals of comparative theology   
According to the previous analysis, it should be sufficiently 
perspicuous that comparative theology should not be reduced to its 
theological contents and that epistemology and the progressive 
enhancement of theology overall are important concerns as well. Its 
basic impact is the idea that often only by confrontation with other 
points and convictions can new aspects of their own points and 
convictions be conceived.

26
 On the one hand, comparative theology 

concerns the better understanding and reasoning of its own theology 
by paying attention to the tacit level of its own grammar and making it 
conscious and discursive. Some theologians, like J. Fredericks for 
instance, even define the better understanding of one‟s own tradition 
as the actual goal.

27
 In Fredericks‟ point of view, comparative 

theology‟s real goal is to gain a better understanding of the meaning of 
Christianity “by exploring it in the light of the teachings of other 
religious traditions.”

28
 The best example of such a redraft of 

systematic theology from the perspective of comparative theology is 
the four-volume work on comparative theology by K. Ward. He gives 
an interpretation of Christian belief which is oriented within the 
mainstream of Christian tradition but is open to modification and 
enrichment by looking at non-Christian traditions.

29
 According to J. 

                                                      
24. Compare von Stosch (s. note 3), pp. 268-274. 

25. Compare J. Fredericks, Faith among Faiths (Maryknoll, New York: 2004), p. 179. 

26. Cf. ibid., p. 143. 

27. Cf. ibid., p. 169: “The real goal of the exercises (comparative exercises on Hinduism and 

Buddhism; author) was to gain a better understanding of the meaning of Christianity.” 

28. Cf. ibid., p. 139f.: “Comparative theology is the attempt to understand the meaning of 

Christian faith by exploring it in the light of the teachings of other religious traditions. The 

purpose of comparative theology is to assist Christians in coming to a deeper understanding 

of their own religious tradition.” 

29. Compare K. Ward, Religion and Community (Oxford, 2000), p. 340, who calls his outline 

“an interpretation of Christian faith that remains recognizably mainstream, while being 

modified by its response to both critical and complementary insights from non-Christian 

traditions.” 
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Fredericks, discussion with other religious traditions will enrich not 
only one‟s own thinking and belief, but, in the end, “the world will 
benefit.”

30
  

To avoid the impression of instrumentalising other traditions, and 
that, within dialogue, only the perception and benefits for one‟s own 
tradition is prior, Fredericks emphasizes that his theological work not 
only focuses on tolerance, but interreligious friendship and 
appreciation of other religious traditions as well.

31
 Nowadays a 

historical point is reached where interreligious dialogue requires not 
only tolerance, but friendship.

32
 In fact, this seems to be the main 

purpose of comparative theology in my point of view. In the end, the 
appreciation of reality, and thus the adequate perception and appraisal 
of other religions, transpires. 

To reach this goal, it becomes necessary to dispel one‟s own 
prejudices and incorrect pictures. That is why comparative theology 
also intends to explain and convey knowledge about the other 
tradition. Thereby it is linked to some kind of therapeutic interest 
since it wants to cure the aggression and sources of violation which 
result from incorrect thoughts and assumptions. Apparently F. 
Clooney selects his examples in the way that they correct common 
ideas about different religious traditions and lead to new insights 
about the other.

33
 

Another important goal of comparative theology points to the 
intermediation between inclusivism and pluralism in the theology of 
religions. Thereby the reconciliation of both intentions cannot be 
achieved on the level of models, but has to respect the basic claims of 
both concepts: the pursuit of appreciating the other and being faithful 
to one‟s own beliefs.  

3. Differentiations 
a) Comparative theology and religious studies  

Unlike comparative religious studies, comparative theology does not 

                                                      
30. Compare J. Fredericks, Buddhists and Christians (Maryknoll, New York: 2004), p. 115: “Let 

Christianity be enriched by the truth and goodness of Buddhists and Muslims, Confucians and 

Daoists, Sikhs and Jains, Jews and Hindus. These religious believers have stories to tell. 

Christians have much to learn. The world will benefit.” 

31. Compare Fredericks (s. note 23), pp. 172-177. 

32. Compare Fredericks (s. note 28), p. xi: “The religious solidarity called for today requires 

Christians to go beyond tolerance in order to look on their neighbors who follow other 

religious paths with the esteem and gratitude reserved for faithful friends and cherished 

teachers.” 

33. Compare F. Clooney, Hindu God (Oxford, 2001), p. 15. 



Comparative Theology as Challenge for the Theology of the 21
st

 Century / 19 

emphasize the psychological, sociological or historical elements of 
religious convictions, but rather asks about their meaning and 
rationality and refers to the question of truth.

34
 Admittedly, in modern 

religious studies the previously mentioned exclusion of the question of 
truth apparently has become disputable. Still, for religious studies to 
be considered as an empirical science, religious truth is usually 
historically involved and related to a particular religious system and 
therefore remains somewhat “relative,” which makes it impossible for 
religious studies to give “religious decision guidance.”

35
 

Comparative theology, on the other hand, focuses not on a 
description but on an evaluation of religions or of certain religious 
convictions in concrete contexts. It not only surveys standards of 
rationality and asks about meaning and competence but also about the 
truth of religious convictions. In doing so it exposes its work to 
philosophical discourse and simultaneously tries to adequately exert 
the inner-perspective of believers. Especially as the regulative 
function of religious speech is understandable only within the context 
of language games, comparative theology cannot give decision 
guidance on the meta-level of a philosophy of religion but has to make 
different insider perspectives become transparent to each other and 
comparable towards an externally reasoned criteriology.  

b) Comparative theology and theology of religions  

With that, the main difference with the common form of the theology 
of religions is appointed. In addition, comparative theology poses the 
truth question not as a question, however, for religions in their 
entirety, but rather with reference to a particular religious conviction 
within a concrete context of language games. Instead of constructing a 
“grand narrative” (Lyotard) about the relation of world religions 
towards each other or even in establishing a super language game on a 
meta-level,

36
 comparative theology tries to increase comprehension 

                                                      
34. Compare Ward (s. note 4), p. 40: “Comparative theology differs from what is often called 

„religious studies,‟ in being primarily concerned with the meaning, truth, and rationality of 

religious beliefs, rather than with the psychological, sociological, or historical elements of 

religious life and institutions.” 

35. R. Flasche, “Vom „Absolutheitsanspruch‟ der Religionen” in B. Köhler, ed., Religion und 

Wahrheit. Religionsgeschichtliche Studien (Wiesbaden: FSG Wießner, 1998), p. 20: Religious 

truth is “für eine empirisch sich verstehende Religionswissenschaft immer nur in ihrer 

historischen Bedingtheit und damit als Relation innerhalb eines Religionssystems gegeben 

und damit im gewissen Sinne‚ relativ,” weshalb es ihr auch unmöglich ist, “religiöse 

Entscheidungshilfe‟ zu leisten.”  

36. For Lyotard‟s critique of such processing compare von Stosch, “Zeugnis für das 

Undarstellbare als Zeugnis für den Gott Jesu Christi? Für eine Theologie jenseits vorschneller 

Oppositionen,” Ders./Peter Hardt, ed., Für eine schwache Vernunft? Beiträge zu einer 
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within a limited experiment of comparison.
37

 This comprehension 
emerges from action rather than from a meta-theoretical 
communication.

38
 

Therefore, it is not actually correct that comparative theology and 
the theology of religions belong together like two sides of the same 
coin. Unfortunately, a basic philosophical difference of approaching 
religions is thereby trivialized. S. Rettenbacher, for instance, 
postulates their reconcilability, and alleges that, while comparative 
theology emphasizes primarily upon the practical aspect of theology 
and the theology of religions puts more of an emphasis upon its 
theoretical aspect, both are related and connected

39
 as comparative 

theology, if precisely practiced, would lead inevitably to questions of 
the theology of religions.

40
 Also P. Schmidt-Leukel claims this 

dependence of comparative theology upon the theology of religions 
when he insists upon the inevitability of the truth question implied by 
his propagandised modelling.

41
 Thereby, he, as well as Rettenbacher, 

misses the point that his requested decision about the truth claims of 
different religious traditions is simply meaningless since those truth 
claims and their meanings are embedded in a particular grammar. 
Schmidt-Leukels‟ almost dogmatically insistence on pluralism results 
from the fact that, on a philosophical level, he is not willing to step 
away from a metaphysical realism to an internal one.

42
 Thus, for 

philosophical reasons he obstructs every possibility to communicate 
his own orthodoxy and intentions consistently. 

                                                                                                                  
Theologie nach der Postmoderne (Ostfildern, 2007), p. 57-65, here 61f. 

37. Compare Fredericks (s note 16), p. 99. 

38. The traditional approaches of the theology of religion “think of religious diversity as a 

theoretical problem to be solved. Comparative theology, in contrast, is a process or practice, 

not a theory. Before Christians can fully understand themselves and the role of their religion 

in the history of the world‟s many religions, we must first learn about non-Christians. Even 

then, the job of comparative theology has only begun. After learning about non-Christians 

and their religions, we will then be ready to learn from them” (Fredericks [s. note 23], p. 9). 

39. Cf. S. Rettenbacher, “Theologie der Religionen und komparative Theologie – Alternative 

oder Ergänzung? Die Auseinandersetzung zwischen Perry Schmidt-Leukel und Klaus von 

Stosch um die Religionstheologie” in Zeitschrift für Missionswissenschaft und 

Religionswissenschaft, 89 (2005), 192f.; S. Duffy, “A Theology of the Religions and/or a 

Comparative Theology?” in Horizons, 26 (1999), p. 106. R. Bernhardt‟s notion, which 

apparently is based on a harmonization of comparative theology and mutual inclusivism, 

sounds similar (R. Bernhardt, Ende des Dialogs?, Zürich, 2005, p. 279). Since he understands 

mutual inclusivism strictly hermeneutically and emphatically avoids fixating upon the basic 

models of the theology of religion, I would like to suggest that this form of mutual 

inclusivism and comparative theology do not exclude each other. 

40. Rettenbacher (s. note 37), p. 193.  

41. Compare Schmidt-Leukel (s. note 1), 91f. 

42. Compare H. Putnam, Vernunft, Wahrheit und Geschichte (Frankfurt A.M., 1995, pp. 15-106; 

K. von Stosch (s. note 3), pp. 161-166. 
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As soon as he gives up his metaphysical realism – and especially 
his supposed theory of adequateness – it becomes obvious that a 
theological capacity of judgement cannot develop on the level of 
model since the meaning of the symbols which are used by religious 
speakers differ according to the language game context. Instead of a 
fundamental decision for one of the basic theological models, the 
contemporary pope approves of at least “a phenomenological 
survey…which doesn‟t judge about a religion‟s value for eternity right 
from the start and so encumbers a question only God can answer.”

43
 

Considering the aforementioned philosophical analysis about the 
meaning of religious convictions, it appears that the focus is not only 
on a contemporary – but a necessary – continuing aloofness in order to 
consequently reject a perspective, which, coming from the theology of 
religions, leads to modelling, and instead get different inner-
perspectives by means of single cases in dialogue. 

4. Critiques of comparative theology  
(4-1) The main critique of comparative theology in the last few years 
says: Comparative theology all in all cannot escape the problems of 
the theology of religions and will sooner or later face its diagnosed 
dilemma. At this point it would be important to make a decision 
instead of clouding one‟s own position. Furthermore, comparative 
theology would need to make a decision within the models of the 
theology of religion sooner or later.

44
 

As R. Bernhardt justifiably points out, the critique is right about 
the fact that “the totally dimmed question about the systematic 
religious relationising…will get back within evaluation and 
comparison on the elementary level.”

45
 However, comparative 

theology does not deny this fact. Of course, with reference to the 
solitary cases which have been analysed by comparative theology, one 
could ask if one has perceived the different positions as equal 
alongside each other (pluralism), or if one can appreciate the other 

                                                      
43. Benedikt XVI, Glaube – Wahrheit – Toleranz (Freiburg-Basel-Wien, 2005), p. 16; cf. ibid., 

p. 44: “Do we have to find a theory, how God can save without derogating the uniqueness of 

Jesus Christ? Wouldn‟t it be more important to understand this uniqueness from the inside 

and simultaneously assume the extensiveness of its impact without defining it precisely?” Of 

course, these quotes are not supposed to suggest that Benedikt is a supporter of comparative 

theology. But at least they suggest that he is sensitive to the problems of inclusivist theory 

modelling and leaves us hoping that the Catholic magisterium is open to the enhancement of 

the religious into a comparative theological question.  

44. Compare Schmidt-Leukel, “Limits and Prospects” in Hintersteiner, ed., (s. note 8), p. 494; C. 

Danz, Einführung in die Theologie der Religionen (Wien, 2005), p. 106. 

45. Bernhardt (s. note 37), p. 277. 
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only from one‟s own point of view (inclusivism), or if one has to 
reject the other position completely (exclusivism). But this evaluation 
is only possible after the interreligious meeting and is restricted to the 
individual single case. It is not to be expected that all evaluations will 
be identical.

46
 And it is impossible to count single results and subsume 

them into a complete theological position. Therefore, the required 
decision of Schmidt-Leukel on the level of model will never occur 
since such a decision underestimates the language game reference of 
religious speech.

47
 

(4-2) Similar to the P. Schmidt-Leukel view are critiques which deny 
that comparative theology appears as an alternative to inclusivism and 
pluralism by subsuming it under one position or another. The critique 
by H. Hoping aims for that point when he claims that my position 
would be equivalent to pluralism since it would relativise the universal 
claim to truth of the Christian revelation. To me, Hoping‟s equation of 
my position on pluralism appears incomprehensible since I repeatedly 
and insistently distance myself from the pluralistic position.

48
 He is 

basing his assumption on the idea that “language game relativism” 
knows as little as “common rationality…an ultimate sense.”

49
 Hoping 

probably alludes, with his “language game relativism,” to my 
Wittgenstein-inspired position, although I have repeatedly 
distinguished Wittgenstein‟s position, as well as my own, from 
relativism.

50
 I am not sure what makes him think that I am not familiar 

with common rationality and ultimate sense. He might hold the view 
that rationality and ultimate sense only exist within foundationalist 
philosophical concepts. In that case, I would like to point to my 
confutation of this position.

51 
His main critique seems to be that 

“within Wittgenstein‟s language game pluralism…religious sentences 
only have a regulative function for religious praxis.”

52
 I rejected this 

limitation as fideism and in my interpretation of Wittgenstein 
repeatedly disassociated myself from it. This is why Hoping‟s critique 

                                                      
46. Cf. ibid., p. 278. 

47. If one claims that the confession of Jesus Christ as the Son of God leads to superiorism, one 

ignores that this confession, like all religious convictions, is affected by its regulative status 

on a semantic level. Thus, there is more room for interpretation than from pluralism conceded 

(Compare my ideas to Christology, which soon will be published in MThZ).  

48. Compare von Stosch (s. note 3), pp. 334-345. 

49. H. Hoping, “Die Pluralität der Religionen und der Wahrheitsanspruch des Christentums” in 

H. Münk/M. Durst, ed., Christliche Theologie und Weltreligionen: Grundlagen, Chancen und 

Schwierigkeiten des Dialogs heute (Freiburg/Schweiz, 2003), p. 132. 

50. Compare von Stosch (s. note 3), pp. 117-125, 275f.; id., “Grundloser Glaube? Zur 

Glaubensverantwortung nach Wittgenstein” in FZPhTh, 49 (2002), pp. 328-346. 

51. Compare fully von Stosch (s. note 3), p. 167-201. 

52. Hoping (s. note 47), p. 119. 
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does not match my position.
53 

 

(4-3) More conceivable is the critique that comparative theology leads 
to inclusivism, especially as important representatives of comparative 
theology – like F. Clooney, for instance – acknowledge inclusivism. 
The core of the critique is the idea that comparative theology is also 
not able to totally appreciate the other as other. In the end, according 
to T. Schärtl, only the grammatically apparent identical will be 
accepted.

54 
 

 An allegation that within the single case only already existing 
grammar appears and thus genuine otherness cannot be appreciated 
misconstrues the fact that my grammar is partially concealed – even 
from my own perception – and that genuine otherness can be accepted 
equally only if the other grammar is functionally similar. The search 
for functional equivalence on a regulative level should not be 
mistaken as a hidden identity of cognitive-propositional contents, 
which I do not claim. Comparative theology does not intend to deny 
or repeal the difference of cognitive-propositional contents. It has in 
mind rather to leave it on an encyclopaedical level as possibly 
reconcilable as long as the difference is rooted in a different language 
game praxis and thus gives a chance to reveal possible grammatical 
equivalences. 

On a grammatical level it cannot be intended to only detect 
equivalences or consensuses. It is also important to recognize 
differences by the insight of functional equivalences, which, despite 
their dissimilarity, nonetheless can be accepted on a regulative level. 
Since, as long as rules describe different aspects of reality and praxis, 
it is possible to follow different rules without facing a contradiction. 
Thus, I can leave the other and his rules without compromising the 
dignity of my own rules. Owing to circumstances, the encyclopaedical 
as well as the grammatical difference can be perceived as beneficial – 
the encyclopaedical difference can be useful if functional equivalences 
on a grammatical level can be disclosed and thus help to overcome 
seemingly definite contradictions or clarify different possibilities to 
meet the same intention while the grammatical difference can be 
advantageous if obeyed rules are perceived, not in a competitive 
situation, but in order to regulate different language game contexts.

55
 

                                                      
53. Compare von Stosch (s. note 3), 274f. Hoping points to this statement to prove the opposite 

of what I say.  

54. Compare Th. Schärtl, “Rez. zu von Stosch: Glaubensverantwortung in doppelter 

Kontingenz” in ThRv, 100 (2004), p. 49. 

55. Therefore, the goal of comparative theology is not always to trace covered family 

resemblances with the grammar of other religious language-games (H. J. Höhn, Postsäkular. 
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The last can be beneficial if dimensions of reality can be experienced 
which usually remain concealed within the context of my own rules 
and religious praxis. 

(4-4) Another serious critique of comparative theology on a 
hermeneutic level leads to the idea that “it is an inperformable idea to 
take the perspective of another religion in order to understand one‟s 
own tradition better.”

56 
Indeed, it is correct that the other religious 

tradition is first perceived through the perspective of one‟s own 
tradition

57
 and that it is impossible to fully understand the perspective 

of the other.
58

 It is not possible to see the other religion as a whole 
from the perspective of one‟s own tradition as a whole.  

 But that is not what comparative theology is focusing upon. It is 
based upon the possibility to comprehend a different world-picture in 
the sense of retracing it. This means that study and research is 
sometimes not enough and that, in order to properly comprehend the 
other, one needs to live within the other‟s world. Wittgenstein refers 
to a conjoint mode of action which enables one to comprehend across 
world-pictures, cultures and religions.

59
 Sometimes only the lecture 

and testimony of such attempts can help to understand the other. 
Claiming an incommensurability of world-pictures, and thereby an 
impossibility of comprehension, leads to a hopeless cultural relativism 
which discredits human rationality and gives critics like H. Hoping 
space to unfold. I can try to at least understand the other‟s claim in the 
context of his lifestyle and to interpret it from this point. If I return to 
my own way of living after this attempt at comprehension, I am at 
least resensitised to unreflected and unconsciously believed elements 
of my own grammar. Therefore C. Danz‟ critique becomes objectless.  

(4-5) A final critique of my statements on comparative theology takes 
issue with the fact that they remain very formal

60
 and do not answer 

material questions. This accusation is warranted. I only can meet it by 
giving as many examples as possible which animate the concept of 
comparative theology.

61 
Excluded by the concern and spirit of 

                                                                                                                  
Gesellschaft im Umbruch – Religion im Wandel (Paderborn U.A., 2007), p. 186, Fn. 263. 

56. Danz (s. note 42), 233f.  

57. Compare Danz (s. note 42), p. 229: “Foreignness, and especially religious foreignness, is 

perceived by religions always in their own position. This results from the fact that religious 

systems are self-referential total interpretations of reality.” 

58. Compare Nietzsche‟s diktum, “Wonach man nur um die eigene Ecke sehen kann.” 

59. Compare von Stosch (s. note 3), pp. 43-49. 

60. Compare Rettenbacher (s. note 37), p. 190. 

61. I would like to work on this kind of example collection in the next years. Compare as a first 

example K. von Stosch, “Der muslimische Offenbarungsanspruch als Herausforderung 

komparativer Theologie. Christlich-theologische Untersuchungen zur innerislamischen 
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comparative theology is Rettenbacher‟s question about the essence of 
Christianity.

62
 Against the background of comparative theology this 

essence has to be rediscovered and redefined with reference to 
situations and language games and has to be clarified differently in 
each case according to context and coherence.  

Paying attention to the accomplishments of comparative theology 
overall – such as in the writings of F. Clooney and K. Ward – the 
accusation of being too formal can no longer be maintained and it 
becomes obvious how manifold, and in what different ways, 
comparative theology is able to perform. Although many problems 
still await processing, the basic idea appears to be sufficiently defined 
to attempt to prove practically the range of comparative theology.  

 

Bibliography 

Barnes, M., “Theology and the Dialogue of Religions,” The Month, 28 (1994). 

Bernhardt, R., Ende des Dialogs? (Zürich, 2005). 

Carpenter, D., Revelation, History, and the Dialogue of Religions (Maryknoll, New 

York: 1995). 

Clooney, F., “The Emerging Field of Comparative Theology,” Theological Studies, 56 

(1995).  

________ , Hindu God (Oxford, 2001). 

________ ,“Reading the World in Christ” in Gavin D‟Costa, ed., Christian 

Uniqueness Reconsidered: The Myth of a Pluralistic Theology of Religions 

(Maryknoll, New York: 1990).  

Danz, C., Einführung in die Theologie der Religionen (Wien, 2005). 

Duffy, S., “A Theology of the Religions and/or a Comparative Theology?” in 

Horizons, 26 (1999). 

Flasche, R., “Vom „Absolutheitsanspruch‟ der Religionen” in B. Köhler, ed., Religion 

und Wahrheit. Religionsgeschichtliche Studien (Wiesbaden: FSG Wießner, 1998). 

Fredericks, J., Buddhists and Christians (Maryknoll, New York: 2004). 

________ , Faith among Faiths (Maryknoll, New York: 2004). 

Hintersteiner, N., “Intercultural and Interreligious (Un)translatibility and the 

Comparative Theology Project” in N. Hintersteiner, ed., Naming and Thinking 

God in Europe Today (Amsterdam, New York: 2007). 

Höhn, H. J., Postsäkular. Gesellschaft im Umbruch – Religion im Wandel (Paderborn 

U.A., 2007). 

Hoping, H., “Die Pluralität der Religionen und der Wahrheitsanspruch des 

Christentums” in H. Münk/M. Durst, ed., Christliche Theologie und 

                                                                                                                  
Debatte um Ungeschaffenheit und Präexistenz des Koran” in ZKTh, 129 (2007), pp. 53-74. 

62. It seems similar senseless to answer the question about the character of religion ahead of 

comparative theology‟s undertaking (Against Danz [s. note 42], p. 107). To me the mentioned 

reflection on status and structure of religious convictions seems absolute sufficiently.  



26 / Religious Inquiries 2 

Weltreligionen: Grundlagen, Chancen und Schwierigkeiten des Dialogs heute 

(Freiburg/Schweiz, 2003). 

Hünermann, P., Dogmatische Prinzipienlehre: Glaube – Überlieferung – Theologie 

als Sprach- und Wahrheitsgeschehen (Münster, 2003).  

Knitter, P., Introducing Theologies of Religions (Maryknoll, New York: 2004). 

Neville, R., Behind the Masks of God (Albany: New York, 1991). 

Nicholson, H., “A Correlational Model of Comparative Theology,” The Journal of 

Religion, 85 (2005). 

Pope Benedikt XVI, Glaube – Wahrheit – Toleranz (Freiburg-Basel-Wien, 2005). 

Putnam, H., Vernunft, Wahrheit und Geschichte (Frankfurt A.M., 1995). 

Rettenbacher, S., “Theologie der Religionen und komparative Theologie – Alternative 

oder Ergänzung? Die Auseinandersetzung zwischen Perry Schmidt-Leukel und 

Klaus von Stosch um die Religionstheologie” in Zeitschrift für 

Missionswissenschaft und Religionswissenschaft, 89 (2005).  

Schärtl, Th., “Rez. zu von Stosch: Glaubensverantwortung in doppelter Kontingenz” 

in ThRv, 100 (2004). 

Schmidt-Leukel, P., “Limits and Prospects” in N. Hintersteiner, ed., Naming and 

Thinking God in Europe Today (Amsterdam, New York: 2007). 

von Stosch, K., “Der muslimische Offenbarungsanspruch als Herausforderung 

komparativer Theologie. Christlich-theologische Untersuchungen zur 

innerislamischen Debatte um Ungeschaffenheit und Präexistenz des Koran” in 

ZKTh, 129 (2007).  

________ ,“Grundloser Glaube? Zur Glaubensverantwortung nach Wittgenstein” in 

FZPhTh, 49 (2002). 

________ , “Zeugnis für das Undarstellbare als Zeugnis für den Gott Jesu Christi? Für 

eine Theologie jenseits vorschneller Oppositionen,” Ders./Peter Hardt, ed., Für 

eine schwache Vernunft? Beiträge zu einer Theologie nach der Postmoderne 

(Ostfildern, 2007). 

Ward, K., Religion and Community (Oxford, 2000). 

________ , Religion and Revelation (Oxford, 1994). 

________ , “Truth and the Diversity of Religions,” Religious Studies, 26 (1990). 

 



 

 

 

 

THE SYSTEM OF DIVINE MANIFESTATION 

IN THE IBN ‘ARABI’S SCHOOL OF THOUGHT 
 

Seyyed Ahmad Fazeli
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One of the fundamental problems of theoretical mysticism is how to 

explain the difference between God and the world on the basis of the 

idea of wahdat al-wujud (the unity of existence). Following the 

explanation of certain necessary premises, this paper presents the 

theory of divine manifestation as one that can explain and analyze 

multiplicity.2  

In this article we especially seek to solidify the relation of such claims 

to mystics in general and to the adherents of Ibn „Arabi‟s school of 

thought in particular. This is especially important because, in some of 

the works of many specialists in this field, we find that some unrealistic 

claims have been attributed to Ibn „Arabi. The only way to counteract 

such false claims, in any field, including theoretical mysticism, is to 

make it binding upon ourselves to delve into the views of others in a 

cautious way. We must not take the apparent meanings of the sayings 

of the mystics as a proof in this matter. Therefore, the research 

methodology of the writer of this article is to relate the sayings of Ibn 

„Arabi and his commentators, while simultaneously commenting upon 

and analyzing them as well.  

 

Keywords: Manifestation, Apparition, Unity, Multiplicity, Theoretical 

mysticism 

An explanation of manifestation and appearance   
The Absolute Absoluteness of the Essence of the Truth is one of the 
givens of Theoretical Mysticism. The consequence of such an idea is 
that the Truth is present in every multiplicity. This presence is not an 
accidental presence (in which the Truth will lie outside the existence 
of the manifold beings of the Universe), but rather an existential one 
in which the Truth is one with every multiplicity. Therefore, because 
of its absoluteness, the Truth is present within the station of 
multiplicity with an existential presence. In this case, is there any 
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room left for the multiple beings of this world? In other words, if the 
Truth is Absolutely Absolute and is not even conditioned by 
absoluteness, He will be both absolute, and because of this 
(absoluteness), He will be present in all of the conditioned beings. In 
this case will there be any conditioned being remaining?

3
  

This is a question that becomes even more serious when we come 
across certain passages in the texts of mysticism in which multiplicity 
has been described as being imaginary and the conditioned beings as 
unreal. The following passage is an example of this: 

“Know that you are unreal and everything that you know and speak 

about is nothing but a figment of the imagination. The true existence 

is only for God, from the point of view of His Essence.” (Ibn Arabi, 

1370, p. 104) 

“The world is unreal, it does not have a real existence and this is what 

we mean by [its being] imaginary.” (ibid., p. 103) 

Some of the sayings of the mystics have exclusively relegated real 
existence to the divine essence. It is for this reason that we can deduce 
(from such sayings) that the multiple beings are unreal and lack real 
existence. 

“There is nothing in the realm of existence except the entity that is the 

Essence [of God].” (ibid., p. 76) 

“There is nothing in the realm of existence except God.” (Qaysari, 

1375, p. 551) 

“The only thing that exists is God, nothing else.” (ibid., p. 585) 

In some of the mystical texts apparently existence has been negated 
from the multiple beings. Let us look at some examples of this: 

In a passage from the chapter on Ibrahim, Muhyuddin says the 
following, after having first stated that all of the things destined for 
man stem from his own essence in the station of his stable entity: 

“This [is true], if you [really] have an existence.” (Ibn Arabi, 1370, 

p. 83)
4
  

Qaysari explains this sentence as follows: 

“The phrase, „If you have an existence,‟ does not mean that you have a 

real existence that is separate from the Absolute Existence of the 

Truth so that by means of your essence existence would become 

                                                      
3. Sabzawari states the following when Mulla Sadra presents this as a serious question: 

“If You are everything, then what is the world? 

If I am nothing, then what is this despair?” 

4. In continuation, Muhyuddin says the following: “If it is true that existence belongs to the 

Truth not you, then the ruling is for you without a doubt but in the existence of the Truth.”  
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numerous. Verily, existence is one reality and there is no multiplicity 

in it whatsoever.” (Qaysari, 1375, p. 592)
5
 

So, if because of the Absolutely Absolute, the one true instance of 
existence permeates the multiplicity that is this world, can we say that 
the world and the multiple beings therein are imaginary? Do not the 
conditioned beings of this world possess an external existence? Such 
can be apparently gathered from some of the texts that resemble that 
which we have just related. Are the beings of this world nothing? 

The truth of the matter is that the aforementioned passage only 
forms part of the claims of the mystics. The station in which 
multiplicity is negated is the station of the Essence of the Truth. Of 
course, at the station of the Essence, the multiple beings that stand 
opposite to one another are void. The reason for this is that the 
Essence of the Truth consumes multiplicity because of its true 
absoluteness. It is for this reason that no one other than Him remains 
in that position.

6
 Thus, here we cannot speak of their features and 

characterize them as being other than God, the same as God or being 
one with and different from God at the same time. Consequently, it is 
true that multiplicity is negated from the station of the Essence of the 
Truth since the Essence possesses inclusiveness and absolute 
pervasiveness. Of course, this does not imply the absolute negation of 
multiplicity. 

The relation of the world to the Essence of God is a very 
complicated matter and has been the subject of independent papers. A 
discussion of this topic lies outside the scope of this article. Therefore, 
for brevity‟s sake, it is not possible for us to enter into the technical 
premises of this debate and explain how existence is to be analyzed in 
both the Essence of God and the multiple beings of this world. So, it is 
correct that multiplicity is negated at the station of the Essence since 
the Essence has existential permeation and the infiltration that stems 
from its absoluteness. However, that which plays a part in this 
discussion is the fact that the multiple beings of the realm of 
multiplicity are not absolutely non-existent.  

The system that Theoretical Mysticism presents for the analysis of 
multiplicity is the system of manifestation. In this system the multiple 
beings of this world are the manifestations and signs of the Truth. 
Manifestation means that the Absolute Being leaves its Station of 
Absoluteness and dons the robes of conditionality and specification.

7
 

                                                      
5. For more explicit examples of such statements, refer to Muqaddimah Sharh al-Fusus al-

Qaysari, p. 14, line 23; p. 16, line 3; p. 17, line 17; p. 20. 

6. This is a reference to a saying from Sa‟in ad-Din ibn Turkah, p. 18. 

7. “These different beings are from One Principle, and all of these qualities are from a Causeless 
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It is necessary to remind our readers that when the Absolute descends 
from its Station of Absoluteness it is still the Absolutely Absolute and 
even now the Absolute and the conditioned beings stand opposite to 
one another and are two separate instances of existence.

8
 The 

Absolute includes within its Station of Absoluteness all of the specific 
beings. However, the multiple beings of this world do not exist in the 
station of the Essence in an elaborated way, opposed to one another.

9
 

This means that if the Essence includes the name “the Guide” we can 
not exclude the name “the One Who Leads Astray” from this station 
of the Essence by saying that these two names stand opposite to one 
another. Rather, the station of the Essence includes both names by 
means of its Real Absoluteness – of course, with this clause – that in 
the station of the Essence there is no multiplicity because of its 
Absoluteness. There, multiplicity and the names are hidden and 
succinct, not explicate and separate from one another.

10
 Now, when 

this secrecy is revealed, and that succinctness is transformed into 
explication, then the process of manifestation has been accomplished. 
Thus, every reality has a station of secrecy in which it is united with 
the other realities and also possesses a station of appearance in which 
it stands opposed to other realities. It is also necessary here to mention 
the fact that the Truly Absolute, while permeating the multiple beings, 
also lies above permeation at the station of its Essence. The reason for 
this is that at the Station of the Essence there is nothing other than 
Him so that we might speak of Him permeating it or not. However, 
when that Absolute Essence manifests itself in the conditioned beings 
its Permeating Essence is actualized (which is in fact one of the names 
of God). By means of what was mentioned in the discussion on the 

                                                                                                                  
Being,” Naqd an-Nuqud, p. 65. 

8. “Sometimes You are the Sun and sometimes the sea, 

Sometimes You are the mountain of Qaf and sometimes the Phoenix 

You are not this or that in Your Essence 

Oh He that lies above our intellects and that precedes us before everything,” Faydh Kashani, 

Kalimat Maknunah, p. 44, related by Mowlavi. 

9. “We were spread out and all of us were one substance, 

We were without a head and legs in that realm, all of us, 

We were one substance like the sun, 

We were without any entanglements and pure like water, 

When that Light depicted Itself, 

It became innumerous like the shadows of a Crenation, 

Free the Crenation from the catapult, 

So that the difference between us may go away,” Mowlavi. 

10. “Whatever is differentiated in the various degrees of the beings of this Universe will be 

succinct in this station like the tree in a seed. The entirety of the worlds is the elaboration of 

this station and there is nothing that falls outside this station of existence,” Commentary Upon 

the Rose Garden of Mystery, p. 100. See also the passage of Jami in this regard: v. 1, p. 197 

and also Lawame‟, p. 106. 
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Absolute Absoluteness, it became clear that the absolute, in regard to 
categorical absoluteness, is conditioned with absoluteness and, for this 
reason, does not unite with the conditioned beings. On the other hand, 
the Absolutely Absolute is not even conditioned with absoluteness, 
and this leads to the fact that it is existentially present in all of the 
conditioned beings.

11
  

The logical flow of the discussion dictates that at this point we 
should also discuss the reason for manifestation so that it becomes 
clear why the Absolute descends from its station of absoluteness. 
However, for brevity‟s sake, we will not present that discussion here 
and will ask the reader to seek it out in its own proper place, i.e., the 
goal of creation.  

Therefore, in the system of manifestation, the world and the 
multiple beings therein are the manifestation of that Essence, or the 
Absolute that has become conditioned. They are not separate beings 
that stand in opposition to Him.

12
 

“The world is nothing but His manifestation in the forms of the stable 

entities whose existence is impossible without Him.” (Ibn Arabi, 

1370, p. 81) 

Khwarazmi, when explaining this saying of Muhyuddin, has used 
the most significant expression of existential manifestation. 

“And it is impossible for these stable entities to exist in the external 

world without this existential manifestation.” (Khwarazmi, 1379, p. 

347)
13

 

In this case, all of the multiple beings of this world that exist in the 
various stations that make up this Universe are the Truth that has been 
conditioned by them. 

“So, for the One, the Merciful, there is in every station, 

Forms which are hidden and apparent, 

So if you say that this is the Truth then you have spoken the Truth, 

And if you say something else, then you have not.” (Ibn Arabi, 1370, 

p. 88)
14

 

                                                      
11. The neighbor, the friend, the companion all are Him, 

In the street the beggar, and in the palace the king, are all Him. 

12. “So It is hidden in the first non-specification and apparent in the other specification,” Sharh 

al-Fusus al-Jandi, p. 196. It is also necessary to clearly state here that in this outlook 

gradation is relegated for the manifestations and is used to assess the degree of their 

appearance. See Sharh al-Fusus al-Kashani, p. 78. 

13. Of course, Qunawi has also used this expression prior to Khwarazmi. See Sharh al-Arbain 

Hadith, p. 83, 100, 110. Miftah al-Ghayb, p. 33. 

14. And also: “So we are for Him as our proof has shown us and we are for ourselves and He has 
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If the multiple beings of this world are the Absolutely Absolute 
that has been conditioned by them then we can look for two faces in 
everything: The face of the Absolute and the face of the conditioned 
being that has specified the Absolute. The face of the Absolute is the 
Truth while the face of the conditioned being is the self. 

“So I have two faces, one is Him while the other is me.” (Ibn Arabi, 

1370, p. 84) 

It is clear that the appearance of the Truth in things does not limit 
Him to those things. It is for this reason that it does not condition the 
Essence of the Truth: 

“His specification and personalization by means of a specific form and 

His being attributed with an attribute does not harm the perfection of 

His existence and His honor. His manifestation in things and the 

appearance of His specification and His being conditioned by things 

and their attributes does not contradict His loftiness and absoluteness 

and freedom from conditions and His essential self-sufficiency.” 

(Qunawi, 1374, p. 25) 

Look at how Qunawi analyzes the realm of multiplicity by means 
of the concept of manifestation. 

“This is the knowledge of the manner in which the world is related to 

its Creator and the relation of the Creator to it. This relation is nothing 

other than the relation of the all-permeating existential manifestation 

upon the stable entities which colors His light.” (ibid., p. 33) 

                                                                                                                  
nothing except me so we are for Him as we are for ourselves and so I have two faces: Him 

and me and He does not have a me because of me. Rather, in me is His manifestation. So, we 

are for Him like me.” A point that deserves to be noted here in connection with the phrase, 

“So, we are for Him like me,” is the negation of incarnation. The presence of the Truth in the 

warp and weave of everything does not imply that He has been incarnated in them so that 

there would be two beings besides one another. Rather everything exists by means of the 

existence of the Truth. The real existence belongs to Him and the manner of its specification 

to the conditioned being. In The Rose Garden of Mystery, Shabistari says the following: 

“Incarnation and Unification are impossible there, since in Unity duality is actually wrong.” 

In his commentary upon this passage, Lahiji says the following: “This means that incarnation, 

which is the descent of something into something else, and unification, which means that 

something becomes exactly something else, are both impossible at this station. This means 

that in the manifestation of the Truth in the form of the various beings of this Universe (based 

upon the view of the Sufi‟s in this matter) incarnation and unification will lead to duality and 

otherness. This is while the Sufi is of the belief that in the realm of existence there is nothing 

other than God,” Sharh Gulshan-i Raz, p. 377. “Here incarnation is disbelief and so is 

unification, since this is unity that, albeit, has come about through a repetition; How can there 

be any room for incarnation here since this is one Reality that has manifested Itself in 

stations?” For a clearer picture of the negation of incarnation in the view of Theoretical 

Mysticism one can refer to Ashi‟at al-Lama‟at, pp. 84-85; Sharh al-Fusus al-Qaysari, p. 603, 

pp. 865-866; Fusus al-Hikam, Abu Ala al-Afifi, v. 2, p. 17, in which the difference of opinion 

of Hallaj and others has been explained.  
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Therefore, if the world is the existential manifestation of the Truth, 
the knowledge of multiplicity does not increase the knowledge of God 
in the least. It only develops something that was once concise. This is 
because the world is the enumeration of the succinct relations of the 
Absolute.  

“Therefore, the knowledge of the Truth and everything cannot 

increase except the explication of something succinct…which stems 

from the differences of the dimensions and relations and connections.” 

Jandi says the following as an explanation of the manifestation that 
creates multiplicity. 

“The Absolute Existence is unconditionally the First. After this, the 

specification and conditioning of existence categorizes the 

manifestation in the various degrees of Its specification.” (Jandi, 1381, 

p. 196) 

 Also, Kashani says the following: 

“[This is] the Essence that creates all of the realities through its 

manifestation of them.” (Kashani, 1370, p. 16) 

Qaysari says the following: 

“So, verily He is the one that appears by means of the forms of the 

simple [elements] and thereafter through the composite beings. So the 

person veiled [from the Truth] surmises that they are realities that are 

different from the Truth…that the existence of the creature is the same 

as the One Existence of the Truth that has appeared in the various 

stations [of the beings of this world]. That one Entity that is nothing 

other than the Absolute Existence are those multiple entities from the 

dimension of the multiple manifestations, as they have said: Glory be 

to the One whose material realm has manifested the secret of His 

Illuminating Immaterial realm, and then His creation has appeared 

clearly in the form of the one who eats and drinks (i.e., man).” 

(Qaysari, 1375, p. 559)
15

 

Abu Hamid ibn al-Turkah says the following in his al-Qawa‟id al-
Towhid: 

“When is the word „appearance‟ is mentioned here it means that the 

Absolute has become specific by means of one of its specific beings.” 

(al-Turkah, 1360, p. 158)
16

 

                                                      
15. In the commentary of Qaysari many explicit references to the concept of manifestation can 

be found which we will refrain from mentioning for brevity‟s sake. Refer to p. 512, 498, 552, 

498, 179, 502, 504, 524, 548, 547, 578, 585, 612, and also the Muqaddimah Sharh al-Fusus 

al-Qaysari: p. 3, 13, 14, 16, 17, 24. 

16. Sa‟in ad-Din ibn al-Turkah says the following in his commentary upon this passage: “So, 

when this is so, its manifestation occurs through its descent from its station of purity and 
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His grandchild, Sa‟in ad-Din ibn al-Turkah, understands things to 
be the form and manifestation of the Truth, and writes the following: 

“It has been established that the boundaries of things and their borders 

and forms…are all the depictions of the Truth and they are hidden 

within Him [in the station of the Essence]. This is what demands His 

appearance and manifestation.” (1378, p. 480)
17

 

 Lahiji says the following in his commentary upon The Rose 
Garden of Mystery: 

“The existence of the possible being is the appearance of the existence 

of the Necessary Being in its form.” (Lahiji, 1374, p. 99) 

Also, Sadra, in the end accepted this explanation of the world, i.e., 
the Divine Manifestation Theory: 

“In the same way, my Lord guided me, through clear divine rational 

demonstration to the Straight Path, which is that which exists and 

existence itself is solely relegated for one specific person (i.e., 

God)…and everything that can be seen in the realm of existence…is 

nothing other than the manifestations of His Essence and the 

appearances of His attributes that are actually one with His Essence, 

as has been clearly stated by many mystics.” (al-Shirazi, 1981, 

p. 292/2)18 

Manifestation in existence   
It is necessary to remind our readers that the topic of discussion in this 
section is the existential manifestation and not the manifestation [of 
the Truth] in the mystical vision of the saint. In the scheme of the 
system of existence, the realm of creation can be divided into two 
separate “bows” – “the bow of descent” and “the bow of ascent.” 
Outside of this existential descent and ascent man has the ability to 
spiritually mature and benefit to the utmost from the Absolute 
Existence. He will thus acquire the Knowledge of Certainty, the Eye 
of Certainty, and the Truth of Certainty, and ascend by acquiring these 
spiritual stations. This will of course happen when he leaves his 
station in Reality and the Unseen and becomes present in the realm of 
multiplicity.  

                                                                                                                  
absoluteness and unity until it finally reaches a state where it can be related to the conditioned 

beings of this realm and here it becomes colored by the multiplicity of their specifications.” 

Refer also to Tamhid al-Qawa‟id, p. 118. 

17. Refer also to p. 293, 858, 409, 430, 432. The late Nuri writes the following in his footnotes 

upon this book: “Things are nothing but the manifestation of the attributes of God, the Most 

High and His Beautiful Names,” p. 383.  

18. See also p. 300 and 356. Here Sadra allocates a lengthy chapter to this problem. See also 

Shawahid al-Rububiyyah, p. 51.  
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 By “manifestation,” in this section, we mean manifestation in 
existence. This implies that the Absolute has become conditioned. We 
do not mean the manifestation of witnessing that occurs for the mystic 
in his spiritual journey. Even though the things that are witnessed by 
the mystic in his spiritual ascent are these very existential 
manifestations, and eventually the manifestation of the Essence, here 
it is the experience of the mystic that allows us to use the term 
“manifestation” for this phenomenon. However, in the process of the 
creation of the multiplicity that comprises the various beings of this 
world, the numerous beings of this realm are preceded by their non-
existence which allows for their existential manifestation.  

Creation and  destruction in the system of manifestation  
After having explained the general principles of the system of 
“manifestation” in the analysis of the realm of multiplicity, the time 
has come to explain how things are created and destroyed in this 
system in which everything is a manifestation of the Truth (which 
means that they are the Truth who has donned the robes of 
conditionality in this station because of His absoluteness). 

In the first section of this paper, it was mentioned that, according to 
the path of the mystics, everything has two principle degrees: 
Concealment and Manifestation. In the station of their concealment all 
things are hidden in an intermingled way in the Essence of God. In 
reality, the phrase “they exist in the Essence” is one which we use for 
lack of a better word. In reality, there are dimensions that are 
conglomerated with one another and one with one another in the 
Essence, such as the essential knowledge and power that are one with 
one another and one with the Essence. After the separation of these 
realities by means of manifestation, the aforementioned realities 
manifest themselves and come out of the station of concealment and 
appear in the station of manifestation and the realm of witnessing. 
This movement has been named “creation” in theoretical mysticism.  

Destruction is the opposite of the abovementioned process. This 
means that in the arc of ascent the elaborated beings are once again 
taken up and all of the conditioned beings return to their source in the 
Absolute. The conditioned beings leave the station of apparition and 
return to their proper place in the station of concealment. This latter 
occurrence is what is called “destruction.” 

 “His creating things happen when He becomes hidden in them and He 

manifests them. His destroying things occur in the Greater 

Resurrection when He is manifested with His oneness and dominion 

over them, when He removes their specific characteristics and makes 
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them obliterated in His perfection, „and to whom does the kingdom 

belong today? To God, the One and the Dominant,‟ and „everything 

perishes except His face,‟ and in the Lesser Resurrection19 the 

apparent realm is transformed into the hidden realm.” (Qaysari: 1375, 

p. 17) 

Creation in Himself 
When God creates something it does not add anything to His 
Absoluteness, which is an Absoluteness that is even free from the 
condition of being absolute. The reason for this, as we have mentioned 
once before, is that there is nothing in this Universe except that it is a 
manifestation that elaborates the perfections that exist conglomerated 
in the Absolute albeit in a conditioned way. It is for this reason that 
the Absolute is manifested in the depths of the conditioned being. 
Thus it is wrong to assume that the absolute is on one side of the 
realm of existence while the conditioned being is on the other and that 
they are opposed to one another.  

Therefore, through manifestation and creation, the Absolute is 
made perceptible in the appearance of the conditioned rather than 
something being added alongside the Absolute.

20
 In other words, 

creation and manifestation is something that takes place within the 
Absolute Himself and is not a process that lies outside of Him.  

“Oh He who created things within Himself, 

You include within Yourself all the things that You have created, 

You create things that are infinite within You, 

So You are full and at the same time extensive.” (Ibn Arabi, 1370, 

p. 88)21 

The Vision of the mystic sees unity and multiplicity  
It has already been mentioned that the world is the manifestation of 
God and it is for this reason that everything is nothing other than God 
who has been conditioned in the station of that being. This means that 
because that thing is conditioned it is a creature and from the point of 
view that it is nothing other than the Truth who has appeared and 
manifested Himself in this thing, it is the Truth.

22
 Now, if someone 

                                                      
19. The Lesser Resurrection begins with death.  

20. “By creating the world nothing was added to the Truth, the thing that did not exist in the first 

place does not exist now; The effect is nothing but the manifestation of Him, so that by it His 

attributes and actions may be revealed,” Mowlana. 

21. See also Sharh al-Fusus al-Jandi, p. 351 and al-Shawahid al-Rububiyyah, p. 51. 

22. The presentation of such a vision of the Universe has many interesting ethical and spiritual 

implications. In the system of manifestation, in which everything is the Truth that has been 

specified in the station of the conditioned being, the conditioned beings do not possess any 
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were to only view the creaturely dimension of things, he would not 
have grasped them in their entirety, and if he were to only witness the 
person of the Truth within them, and to surmise that multiplicity is 
nothing but a figment of the imagination, then in this case he would 
not have been properly acquainted with the dual nature of the realm of 
multiplicity. The true mystic is the one who sees not only the reality of 
the Truth but also that of multiplicity, each in its own proper place. In 
other words, he does not consider multiplicity to be imaginary and at 
the same time he does not give them independence. Rather, he sees 
them as being the Truth that has been conditioned.  

In other words, if someone has yet to begin his spiritual journey, he 
only sees multiplicity and does not perceive any dimension of unity 
within the conditioned beings. He does not refer them to the Absolute 
(that is their source). Also, if he has attained the apex of the first 
journey from amongst the four spiritual journeys, then he only 
witnesses unity and does not accept multiplicity in any manner. Both 
of these two groups share one thing in common: They have not 
grasped reality in its totality. Of course, they are different in that the 
first is still in the beginning of their spiritual journey, or has yet to 
begin it, while the second has attained a middle point in that journey. 
The true mystic is the one who pays due to both the Truth and the 
creation. This means that while he understands the Truth to be free 

                                                                                                                  
independent existence. It is for this reason that they depict something other than themselves. 

This is exactly the meaning of manifestation. The conditioned being tells us that it is a portion 

of the infinite existence of the Unconditional Being that has been revealed in this portion. In 

this system, it is the Truth that is the eternal companion of man since it is He who has 

permeated all multiplicity. “The Friend is manifested without veil in the doors and walls of 

this realm, Oh those who have insight!” Another beneficial point is that the system of 

manifestation in the field of ethics is based upon this vision of the Universe, that man is the 

Truth Himself that has appeared in this way after descending from His absoluteness and 

having passed the degrees of possible beings. Therefore, by initiating a spiritual journey, and 

by means of relinquishing the shackles that have existentially bound him, he can achieve the 

loftiest Goal. This movement will continue, and in the end, when further conditions no longer 

remain, there won‟t be any kind of distance between the servant and the Lord except 

servanthood and Lordship. “There is no difference between you and Him except that you are 

His slave.” (“The Acts of the Month of Rajab”) Khwarazmi has beautifully depicted this 

spiritual journey in his Commentary of the Fusus al-Hikam, pp. 367-368.  

“A man went to sleep under a blanket, he tied a thread to his foot, to show him who he was, 

So someone came and untied that thread, he tied it to his own foot and fell asleep, 

When the one without the thread woke up, he looked here and there for himself, 

He saw the person sleeping with the thread, he became astonished and said: Oh Lord! 

Which one of these two am I, the one sleeping or the one awake? Show me myself! 

I have lost myself in the boundaries of the land and the kingdom and the sky,  

When the signs of we and me have left, then the difference between us and You will leave, 

Whether You or we, whether Him or You, After this sea there is only unity and purity.” 
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from every clause and condition – even that of absoluteness – he sees 
the multiple beings of this world as the manifestation of the Truth and 
the presence of the Absolute in the station of the conditioned beings.  

“Look, oh spiritual wayfarer on the path of the Truth! What do you 

see of Unity and multiplicity, together and separate? If what you see is 

only Unity then you are only with the Truth, since multiplicity has 

been removed. If you see only multiplicity then you are only with the 

creatures. If you see Unity hidden in the multiplicity and multiplicity 

embedded within the Unity then you have combined two perfections 

and have attained the station of the Two Good Things!” (Qaysari, 

1375, p. 56) 

“The first is the condition of the perfect ones who love [God] and who 

God pays special attention to. They are those who have not been 

veiled from the beauty of the Truth by His Awesomeness such as is 

the case of those who have been veiled by the creation from the Truth. 

Nor have they been veiled by God‟s Beauty from His Awesomeness 

such as is the case of those who have been veiled by the Truth from 

the creation. These are the ones who are awestruck and eternally 

remain within the Absolute Unity…”23  

Later he explains the belief of the first group who have a proper 
comprehension [of the matter] and are loved by God:  

“They witness the Truth at the same time that they witness the 

creation and the creation at the same time that they witness the Truth 

together without being veiled by one of them from the other.” 

(Qaysari, p. 585) 

Manifestation and the Name [of God] 
Manifestation creates  the Name of God 

The Name of God, in the parlance of Mysticism, is the Essence along 
with a specific attribute. It is clear that every specific name is 
conditioned and stands opposed to another specific name. Therefore, it 
is only when the Absolute is conditioned that a name, in the parlance 
of the mystics, comes to be. In other words, this comes about when the 
Truth leaves the station of Absoluteness and manifests Himself in that 
of the conditioned beings. Thus, as a result of manifestation, the 
Essence leaves the station of Absoluteness and descends into the 
station of the conditioned beings of this world. This results in the 
appearance of the Essence of the Truth in the station of a specific 
name. Keeping in mind the discussions that we mentioned previously, 
of the harmony between manifestation and the name of God, we can 

                                                      
23. In this regard, see p. 654: “The true mystic observes the intellectual rights of all the stations, 

i.e., the station of the Essence and that of multiplicity.” See also p. 549, 654, 655, 562; Sharh 

al-Fusus lil Jami, v. 2, p. 83; Sharh al-Fusus lil Jandi, p. 324.  
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gather that the realities of the specific names are hidden and merged in 
the previous station of the Essence and only thereafter are they 
elaborately manifested as specific names.  

Based upon the analysis that was presented regarding the system of 
manifestation of the name of God, it goes without saying that the 
elaboration of the specific names of God that were once merged 
within the Essence is a two-fold process. It is related on one side to 
the Essence and on the other to the specific name. Therefore, it is a 
reality that is a relation. In the parlance of Sadrian philosophy, this is a 
relation that is one-sided and is not one of the quiddities. The reason 
for this is that the name does not exist before this relation comes to be. 
Rather, it is by means of this relation that the name of God comes into 
being.

24
 It is the opposition of such relations that causes multiplicity to 

come about. Thus, insight will not see such multiplicity opposed to 
Unity since they are relations that are one-sided. Such a vision has 
many ethical results. The freedom from all specific clauses and the 
attainment of the greatness that is the reality of Absoluteness is the 
pinnacle of spirituality that shines on the horizons of the sight of the 
spiritual wayfarer. Of course, it may be that he knows he may never 
attain such a goal.

25
 They remember this matter as the relinquishment 

of relations that leads to real Unity.  

“They have shown you a sign of the ruins, 

That Unity is the relinquishment of all relations.” 

 In his commentary upon this passage, Lahiji first interprets the 
“ruins” as being the station of annihilation and thereafter he says:  

“The Essence of the Truth from the point of view of its manifestation 

and appearance in its manifestations is the same as everything…and 

since the Essence of the Truth has appeared and manifested Himself in 

their form He has related existence to them. Whenever they forgo such 

relations, everything reverts to the non-existence that they have 

essentially. Everything other than the Truth is void and this is the 

meaning of the saying „monotheism is the relinquishment of 

relations.‟” As the poem says: 

“The reflection of the lights of Your beauty,  

in order to manifest its perfection, 

Shined a ray of light upon the darkness of the world, 

You became every being and then to hide Yourself, 

You placed the label of existence upon them.” (Lahiji, 1374, p. 625) 

                                                      
24. See Sharh Gulshan-i Raz, p. 70: “The existence of the possible being is simply a relation.” 

See Sharh al-Fusus al-Hikam lil Qaysari, p. 473. 

25. “If you achieve freedom from the materialistic soul, you will enter the sacred land of 

divinity.” When commenting upon this verse, Lahiji says that the meaning of materiality is 

“human” while divinity means the “Reality that permeates all things,” p. 675.  
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The Name and the Named, unity and distinction  

It has already been stated that the manifestation and exit of the 
Essence from the station of absoluteness is what legitimizes the 
existence of the conditioned beings of this world. Thus, the 
conditioned being is called “the name” while the Essence is called 
“the named.” In the discussions on the name it has been agreed that 
the term “name” refers to a real being existing in the external world 
and the word that refers to it is in reality “the name of the name.” 
Therefore, in the parlance of mysticism, the named is not a word 
rather it is the conditioned Essence of the Truth that has manifested 
itself in the form of the name by means of a one-sided relationship. 
After the Essence hides within the inner core of the multiple beings 
and is present in them existentially the name and the named become 
one. Since the Essence is not limited to a specific state the name and 
the named are two distinct things.  

“The name is the named from the point of view of the Essence and the 

name is other than the named from the point of view of the 

characteristics that are peculiar to it and for which it has been 

revealed.” (Ibn Arabi, 1370, 79/80)26 

This discussion has been presented under the heading of “The 
Unity of the Appearance and that which has Appeared” which we will 
not discuss for brevity‟s sake.

27
  

The parables of manifestation  

In order to understand manifestation in the light of Absoluteness that 
is free from even the condition of absoluteness itself, many different 
examples have been put forward in theoretical mysticism – each one 
of which is helpful in their own right. Here we will briefly present a 
few of them.  

The mirror  

If we place a number of different mirrors in front of something that 
thing will be reflected in a number of different ways in those 
mirrors.

28
 The essence of the thing inside the mirror is one of 

something that seeks to display something else and it is not 
independent. Rather, each mirror will try to display that reality outside 
itself to the extent that it can.  

                                                      
26. See also Sharh al-Fusus lil Qaysari, p. 473, 566: “The name is one with the Named.”  

27. For example, see Kalimat al-Maknunah, p. 35, Muqaddimah Sharh al-Fusus lil Qaysari, p. 

48, 50, Sharh al-Fusus lil Khwarazmi, p. 249, 250, Sharh al-Fusus lil Qaysari, p. 669, 503, 

Sharh al-Fusus lil Jami, v. 1, p. 195, v. 2, p. 269, Nusus lil Qunawi, p. 53, Lawaih lil Jami, p. 

33, 14-15, Sharh al-Fusus lil Kashani, p. 85, Fusus, p. 93, v. 2, p. 120. 

28. “The form of the beloved is not but one, that has fallen upon many mirrors.”  
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“So the physical world is a series of forms or pictures in a mirror. No, 

rather, it is one picture in various mirrors.” (Ibn Arabi, 1370, p. 78) 

This example has been mentioned in many of the mystical texts
29

 
and in many cases has been expressed in poems therein.  

“In order to reveal the love that has burned the world, 

You have made many things mirrors [for Yourself], 

You have gazed [upon Yourself] in every mirror, 

You looked in everything with every eye.” (Khwarazmi, 1379, p. 367) 

“There is nothing but one face only, 

If you count the mirrors it will appear as many.” (Qaysari, 1375, p. 

562) 

“My moon-faced witness has one-thousand mirrors, 

His soul appears in every mirror that he looks towards.” (Faydh, 1342, 

p. 33) 

The Human Soul 

Another example that serves to explain the “manifestation of the ray 
of the Absolutely Absolute” is the example of the human soul. This 
example was previously mentioned since it indicated the Absolutely 
Absolute. Here, however, we are looking at the manifestation of the 
soul and its faculties.  

“The human soul” is one essence that is precisely the faculty of 
hearing, sight, etc., in the station of hearing, sight, etc. As long as the 
soul has not become highly present in these faculties, it possesses 
hearing, sight, etc., although not in a sophisticated way. When it 
becomes existentially elaborate, these faculties are separated from one 
another. Hearing, sight, etc., become things that are separated from 
one another and from the soul and are not connected with it but rather 
are the soul itself that has appeared in the form of the faculty of 
hearing, sight, etc.  

“So remember that your essence is the same thing as your limbs, that 

are the same as the servant. So, the essence is one and the limbs are 

different.” (Ibn Arabi, 1370, p. 107) 

 This example can also be found in the poems and passages of the 
texts of the theoretical mysticism of Muhyuddin:

30
  

“The caravan of the unseen is coming out in the open, 

Yet it hides from the ugly ones, 

                                                      
29. For example, see Futuhat al-Makkiyyah, ch. 63, Asfar, v. 2, p. 357, Sharh al-Fusus lil 

Qaysari, p. 184 and 458-459, Sharh Gulshan-i Raz lil Lahiji, pp. 380 -381. 

30. For example, see Fusus, p. 68, 69, 72, Sharh al-Fusus lil Qaysari, p. 183, 524; Kalimat al-

Maknunah, p. 21, 39; Sharh al-Fusus lil Jandi, p. 321; Sharh al-Fusus lil Qaysari, p. 321; 

Sharh al-Fusus lil Kashani, p. 58; Sharh al-Fusus lil Jami, v. 1, p. 127. 
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When will the beautiful ones come to the ugly ones? 

The nightingale comes into the rose garden, 

The Narcissus can be found next to the Jasmine, 

The flower will come to the bud with the good mouth, 

These are all symbols, and the meaning is this, 

That that World will come into this world, 

It is like fat mixed with milk, 

The One free from place will enter place, 

It is like the intellect inside the flesh and the blood, 

This Sign-less will enter the signs.”31  

The Shadow
32

 

The shadow is a reality that is not independent from the one who it is 
a shadow of. Rather, the essence of the shadow says, “There is 
something else which I am a shadow of.” Many different types of 
shadows come into being because of the different type of light that is 
cast upon the thing the shadow is a shadow of.  

“The Truth has not created all these shadows…except to point you 

towards yourself and Himself and so that you may know who you are 

and what is your relation to Him and what His relation is to you.” (Ibn 

Arabi, 1370, p. 105) 

The shadow does not posses any characteristic in and of itself. 
Rather, it displays the characteristics of its owner in the station of the 
shadow. Mulla Ali Nuri relates this example of the shadow in a 
tradition that has been related from Imam Baqir.  

“Have you not seen your shadow? It is something and it is nothing.” 

(Ashtiyani, 1363, p. 569/4) 

The body and the spirit  

Based upon the Sadrian explanation of the soul, the body of the 
human being is a dimension of the soul. This matter – which was only 
later properly explained by Sadra – has been mentioned in the 
mystical texts as an example for manifestation.  

“So you are for Him like your physical form is for you, and He is for 

you what your spirit is for the form of your body.” (Ibn Arabi, 1370, 

p. 69) 

Here, “form” means manifestation and Qaysari explicitly states 
that, in the same way that your body is the manifestation of your soul 

                                                      
31. Jami relates these lines from Mowlana on page 65 of his Naqd an-Nuqud. In this regard, see 

Shawahid al-Rububiyyah, p. 58. 

32. For an in-depth explanation of the example of the shadow, see Sharh al-Fusus li Sa‟in ud-

Din ibn Turkah, p. 430, 432, 437, 440, and also the footnote of Nuri on page 441. See also 

Sharh Gulshan-i Raz, Lahiji, p. 98, Sharh Fusus al-Hikam lil Khwarazmi, p. 328.  
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(or in other words is one of the dimensions of your soul), you are also 
a manifestation of the Truth (Qaysari, 1375, p. 506). Based upon this 
interpretation of the relation of the soul to the body, the body is the 
soul itself but only at the station of the body. We must deny the fact 
that it has an independent persona that is connected to the spirit.  

This example has been explained in the commentary of The Rose 
Garden of Mystery in the following way: 

“The mystic is the one who sees within the external world, 

The Truth, in everything that it openly witnesses, 

The Truth is the Spirit and the entire world is like the body, 

It is manifest like the Sun in this Universe.” (Lahiji, 1374, p. 70)33 

The wave and the sea  

The wave is the sea itself that has manifested itself in this form.  

The multiplicity and disparity in the forms of the waves and the 
foam [of the sea] do not cause the sea to multiply.  

“So the sea is the sea as it was all along. 

Phenomena are waves and rivers. 

Let not its forms hide you 

From the One who is manifesting Himself therein, since they are veils, 

Every picture that is apparent upon the throne of existence, 

Is the form of the One who has drawn it, 

When the ancient sea forms a new wave, 

They call it a wave while it is in reality the sea.”34 

This example has also been presented in the form of the sun and its 
rays. In his commentary upon The Rose Garden of Mystery, Lahiji 
says the following regarding these two examples: 

“If you should happen to obtain two eyes that can see the Truth, 

You will see the Friend filling both of the worlds, 

We are drowned in the sea even though we are drops [from it], 

We are all the sun even though we are motes.” (Lahiji, 1374, p. 69)35 

Light and the stained glass window  

“You and I are accidental to the Essence of Existence 

We are frames of the window of existence.” 

                                                      
33. Page 45 of Kalimat al-Maknunah Faydh al-Kashani relates something regarding this 

example.  

34. In regards to this example, see Sharh al-Fusus al-Hikam, Qaysari, p. 630. Also, see Ayn al-

Yaqin, Faydh Kashani, p. 316, Sharh al-Fusus lil Jundi, p. 416, 201. Naqd an-Nuqud, p. 67, 

78, al-Muqaddamat min Nass an-Nusus, p. 389, Jame al-Asrar, p. 161, 207, an-Nuqud, p. 

669. 

35. See also p. 451 for the example of the sea and the wave.  
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When light hits a stained glass window, it breaks and multiplies. 
However, if there is a yellow light, this is the same light that shown 
upon the window and took the color yellow for itself and in this way 
became distinguished from the blue light. The original light possessed 
all of these colors within itself in a simple way and the reality of all of 
these differentiated colors is that original light that has appeared as 
these many colors: 

“The stable entities are all different colors, 

Upon which the light of the Sun of Existence has shown, 

Every glass that was red or blue or yellow or blue, 

The Sun has shown itself in that glass, in the very color of that glass.” 

(Faydh, 1342, p. 41) 

The  universal and its instances  

The Nature – meaning the reality that includes coldness, heat, dryness 
and wetness – is only one reality that also includes the four 
temperaments. Dryness is that very nature that has manifested itself in 
this specific place and the same goes for the other natures.  

“The thing that has appeared is not something other than it. Nor is it 

the same thing that has been manifested since the forms are different 

by means of the different rulings that we predicate for it. So, this is 

cold and dry while this other is hot and dry. So they share dryness in 

common and they differ by means of something else.” (Ibn Arabi, 

1370, p. 78)36 

Other examples such as “fire and sulfur,” “the intellectual 
inspiration,”

37
 “the bubble and water,”

38
 “sound and the person whose 

sound it is,”
39

 “number,”
40

 as well as other metaphors, have been 
presented for the discussion of manifestation under the Absolute 
Absoluteness that we will refrain from discussing for brevity. 

                                                      
36. On page 562 of his commentary on the Fusus al-Hikam, Qaysari explains this passage as 

follows: “Can anything manifest itself from the Nature except color? In other words, that is 

what has been manifested in the degrees of its forms, nothing else. Nor is the Nature exactly 

the same as that which has manifested itself since It is essentially and characteristically one. 

Nor is that which has appeared from the Nature different in form and attributes.” See also 

Sharh al-Arbain Hadith, p. 82, Qaysari also presents the example of the species and its 

instances on page 184 of the same text. 

37. Lessons from Theoretical Mysticism (A Collection of the Classes of Master Yazdanpanah), 

2nd part, p. 47. 

38. Fusus, p. 81, Sharh al-Fusus al-Hikam, p. 577. 

39. Sharh Gulshan-e Raz, Lahiji, pp. 383-384. 

40. Fusus al-Hikam, pp. 77-78, Sharh Fusus al-Hikam, Sa‟in ad-Din ibn al-Turkah, p. 298, 

Sharh Fusus al-Hikam Qaysari, p. 559, Sharh Fusus al-Hikam, Khwajah Parsa, pp. 140-144, 

Mumid al-Himam, p. 130, Muntahal Madarik, p. 7, Mashariq al-Darari, p. 123. 
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Neither the Ash„arites nor Kierkegaard‟s systems of theology are anti-

rational, for Kierkegaard regards the contradiction present in the object 

of faith as absolute rather than logical, suggesting thereby the 

existential dialectics for understanding this contradiction instead of 

resolving it. The Ash„arites also hold that one can understand the 

existence of God through absolute reason, or reason that is not 

commanded by shar‘ (religion), yet such understanding does not lead 

to any practical outcome. The anti-rationalism option is thus rejected. 

The other two options here are supra-rationalism and rationalism. 

Kierkegaard‟s theology is that of supra-rationalism while the theology 

of the Ash„arite is rationalist. Faith, Kierkegaard says, is not rational 
because it will be undecided by the abeyance and postponement of 

philosophical reasoning, by the approximation of historical evidence, 

and because of the lack of confidence in the Bible; however, it is not 

irrational because the contradiction is present in the understanding of 

faith rather than in existence. For the Ash„arite, however, faith can be 

made rational and justified through the command and guidance of 

shar’ in order to find sound reasoning. Reason has no contribution in 

Kierkegaard‟s theology neither as a necessary nor as a sufficient 

condition. For the Ash„arite, nonetheless, reason is a necessary but not 

a sufficient condition and is in need of shar‘. Reason, in Ash„arite 

theology, both fails to penetrate into all of the premises of the 

argument and falls short of binding man to accept its knowledge. It is 

shar‘ which comes into play in order to help reason both improve its 

objection and compensate the binding and obligation.3  
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Philosophical and historical arguments for producing faith in God – as 
well as the arguments from the Holy Book – are rejected by 
Kierkegaard. 

(1-1) The rejection of philosophical argument  

Kierkegaard disagrees with any philosophical argument for producing 
faith in God for the following reasons: 

a) The abeyance and postponement of argument 

In the course of philosophical and theoretical investigations, some 
breaches and faults appear which may or may not be resolved, which 
are to be reexamined in the course of the entire argumentation or in its 
conclusion alone; how many possible irreparable objections may be 
caused by philosophical argument! In view of the fact that a sound 
assessment of such arguments are postponed to the future, and which 
is thus open to questioning, the pledge of faith in God would be 
recurrently postponed in abeyance. Indeed, there would not come a 
time for religious obligation and faith. The possibility of questioning 
in the theoretical argument does not allow for our absolute confidence 
and total faith in its conclusion. Principally, there will be no formative 
and determining argument (Climacus, 1992, p. 150). 

b) The possibility of no arguments 

Were philosophical arguments to prove religious doctrines, they 
should be arranged in some kind of perfect intellectual system in order 
to justify the entire world in one comprehensive intellectual system. 
Such a system will remain permanently incomplete for theoretical 
investigations never come to a perfect end, and because for a system 
to be a system it is necessary to be all-inclusive. Thus an imperfect 
system cannot be accepted as a system as such. Generally speaking, it 
makes no sense to speak of, let alone trust in, an imperfect system. 
Were one, for example, to offer an argument from design, one is 
required to consider all aspects of the issue in one comprehensive 
theory. The answer to the problem of evil is thus to be embraced as a 
completion for such an argument, and this makes the argument from 
design open to would-be considerations and thus imperfect (Climacus, 
1992, p. 10).  

c) Either faith in reason or in God 

A philosopher, Kierkegaard says, may believe in Christianity either 
out of mere obedience or by means of intellectual research. When 
looked at from the former perspective, one is not worried about one‟s 
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intellectual research which proves to be a sort of misleading action 
and seduction in one‟s faith. When, however, looked at from the latter 
perspective, one is more worried about one‟s efforts and research than 
about one‟s faith (Pojman,1987,p.400).  

d) Contradiction between intellectual reasoning and choice  

An intellectual reasoning would not allow for a genuine decision to be 
made. He who has a decisive reason for something is not free to 
choose it, for such a choice is determined by reason. Therefore, those 
reasons offered for religious doctrines, if decisive, produce a mental 
state in man known as passive acceptance, which is a sort of 
compulsion. However, decision and choice are human activities that 
maintain freedom. If an individual believes in a particular faith in 
terms of decisive reason, then the honor of faith is with that reason 
rather than the individual himself; faith would then be the product of 
that reason rather than the choice of the man and we should praise the 
reason rather than the individual (Climacus, 1985, p. 83). 

e) That reason remains neutral as to both theism and atheism  

For a theist, Kierkegaard argues, no critical argument may have an 
influence on his faith positively or negatively. For an atheist, 
arguments in favor of religious doctrines are not useful either 
(Climacus, 1992, pp. 26-29). It is taken for granted, in Kierkegaard‟s 
view, that no theist has acquired belief in his faith through reason, nor 
has an atheist become faithless through reason (Climacus, 1992, 
p. 150).  

f) Reason is peculiar to science rather than faith 

Religion provides us with eternal happiness, the concern of which 
demands one‟s heartfelt interest and psychological attention. Scientific 
knowledge is peculiar to sciences which demand reason and 
objectivity. However, in regard to faith, one is expected to deal with it 
subjectively and spiritually, for it is a matter of subjectivity and 
spirituality (Climacus, 1992, pp. 14, 17, 32). 

g) Petitio principii  

Kierkegaard denies the arguments for God through His works arguing 
that such an argument is begging the question, i.e., the existence of 
God which is to be proven has already been presupposed for His 
works. Wisdom, good, and providence may not directly be observed 
in the things themselves, but it is rather the case that we project our 
ideals onto things. If there is wisdom, good and design in the things 
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themselves, they are no more than the projection of certain attributes 
that we have considered for the ideal God (Climacus, 1992, p. 42). 
Kierkegaard has thus concluded that proving God through His works 
is petitio principii. 

h) The importance of the ardor of faith  

Affection and sentiment are the most significant aspects of man‟s 
faith, that is to say, a man who is devoted to his faith is ready to risk 
everything for it. A truly faithful individual insists on his religious 
doctrines and is ready to sacrifice his life, money, and honor for the 
sake of them (Climacus, 1985, p. 54, 59, 61; Hannay, 1998, p. 224). 
This essential qualification of a faithful individual, Kierkegaard 
argues, is irreconcilable with theoretical or philosophical certainty. 
Wherever there is a decisive reason of certainty for believing, there is 
no room left for a faithful person to risk everything nor is there a 
motive for him to expend what is valuable to him for the sake of his 
faith. A man of intellectual scrutiny fails to see any amount of zeal for 
making decisions or any need in religious obligation. What he has in 
front of him is completely lucid and clear and what he does is a kind 
of bargaining which does not allow for any enthusiasm or ardor. The 
significance of the emotive side of religion requires there to be no 
intellectual or philosophical certainty (Pojman, 1987, p.410); Bretal, 
1946, p. 229). 

1-2) The rejection of historical reasoning  

Historical reports are one type of reasoning. History proves that the 
“God-man” used to exist, came into being, and lived for a period of 
time. Kierkegaard holds that history fails to prove the authenticity of 
Christianity given the following reasons: 

a) The estimation and approximation of history  

The foremost and firmest certitude that can be derived from historical 
evidences is no more than mere estimation and approximation; 
needless to say there is always the possibility of error or mistake in 
something which is suggested with estimation (Evans, 2006, p. 160; 
Pojman,1987, p.411). Thus Kierkegaard thinks that we cannot believe 
in God in terms of approximate reasoning (Climacus, 1985, pp. 26, 
106; Climacus, 1992, p. 502; Evans, 2006, p. 154).  

Kierkegaard, in this regard, gives the example of a researcher in 
the history of Christianity who is interested in history establishing his 
faith upon the Historical Christ and the Bible. He has conducted 
significant and documented investigations with which he is satisfied; 
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however, about fourteen days before his death, he comes across a very 
imperative historical document that may create a flaw in his previous 
investigations. What is this old historian, Kierkegaard asks, to do with 
his faith? He is either to discontinue his faith during the last days of 
his life or live his last days vainly hoping that he will somehow 
resolve the problem. In both cases, he is not certain about his faith 
(Pojman, 1987, p.403). 

b) That there is no symmetry between historical knowledge and eternal happiness  

By his belief in religion, a man tries to establish his eternal happiness, 
feeling an intense anxiety over his contentment. He would feel 
disappointed if he realized that such a thing which demands his 
limitless interest is dependent upon a historical matter; this is because 
historical matters are too weak to be a basis for his eternal happiness. 
Man, who has an unlimited interest in his eternal happiness, is entitled 
to have a categorical answer as to such happiness; evidently, history 
fails to provide him with such an answer (Evans, 1983, p. 251; Afham, 
1845, p. 439). Accordingly, Kierkegaard says, if we felt a limitless 
anxiety over something in terms of estimation and approximation, yet 
wish to maintain our ardor for it, that would be a ridiculous paradox 
and we would end in bigotry. 

c) That historical evidences do not work either positively or negatively in favor of 

theism or atheism  

Kierkegaard compares a man who lived all his life with Jesus to a man 
who was not able to meet Jesus even once. The former would not 
perforce convert to Christianity nor would the latter necessarily 
convert from it (Evans, 1983, pp. 252-253). There is no relation 
between historical knowledge and faith in God; i.e., such knowledge 
is neither necessary nor sufficient for producing faith. This is because 
man‟s faith in God depends on his ardor and decision rather than his 
level of historical knowledge. One may not convert into Christianity 
directly because of certain historical information. The cause that may 
produce faith certainly has nothing to do with historical evidence but 
rather with subjectivity that is will and ardor (Evans, 1983, p. 257; 
Evans, 2006, p. 159).  

d) The impact of faith on historical evidence 

It is not history, Kierkegaard argues, which leaves an impression that 
will produce faith. On the contrary, it is faith which effaces doubt in 
turn producing certainty and belief. Indeed, it requires man‟s 
commitment and faith in order for him to acknowledge any historical 
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event, for as explained earlier, the possibility of error makes it no 
more than a mere approximation. In its broad sense, therefore, 
believing in the historical event of Christianity necessitates man‟s 
faith. Furthermore, the historical event of Christianity has 
characteristics beyond human understanding and it is indeed a unique 
phenomenon. Thus, we may conclude that, not only in its broad sense, 
but also in its narrow sense, Christianity depends on man‟s faith 
(Evans, 2006, p. 266). 

e) Either faith in God or in historical evidence  

Were an individual‟s faith a product of historical evidences, religious 
faith would be replaced with them, because it is those evidences that 
had already changed his life. A man contemporary with Jesus, for 
example, believes in Jesus, but a Christian of the following generation 
who had only met the man can merely believe in the man who had 
allowed that Christian to know of Jesus rather than in Jesus himself. 
Kierkegaard has thus concluded that a student can only believe in his 
teacher, but not in another student (Evans, 1983, p. 215). 

1-3) The rejection of reason from the Bible 

In addition to the historical criticisms and inquiries about the life of 
Jesus, extensive scientific examinations of the New Testament of the 
Christians can be and indeed are being made. Is it possible to believe 
in God based on the authenticity of the Bible? There are a number of 
reasons why Kierkegaard holds a negative answer. 

a) The impossibility of certitude in the authenticity of the Bible  

Research on the authenticity of the Bible demands a decisive certainty 
in its perfection, in the confidence of its authors, and the guaranty of 
its divine revelation and inspiration. Due to its difficulties, it is quite a 
miraculous effort to base one‟s faith in God on the authenticity of the 
Bible; for were even a word of it open to doubt and suspicion, there 
would be no room for certainty and disputes would then begin.  

b) That trust or distrust in the Bible has no influence on theism or atheism  

Kierkegaard holds that the long and tiresome discussions among the 
historians and theologians on the Bible are futile. He mentions the so-
called “theory of Evangel,” namely, “attempts in order to find a 
reliable foundation from the Bible for man‟s faith in God” (Evans, 
1983, p. 245). He argues that nothing may arise out of academic study 
to deal with man‟s faith which is tied up with man‟s decision and 
ardor. On the other hand, man‟s distrust in the Bible does not destroy 
his faith.  
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c) The role of faith in the acknowledgement of the Bible  

Holy books, Kierkegaard argues, fail to provide us with some 
objective reason for Christianity to produce faith in God; on the 
contrary, it is faith in God that helps us with acceptance of the Bible. 
That is to say, if someone believed in God, one would consequently 
acknowledge the Bible; one would compensate for any amount of 
doubt left in it by his religious obligation. It is thus faith that sanctifies 
the Bible, not the Bible which brings about man‟s faith (Evans, 1983, 
p. 255). 

1-4) The incarnation paradox  

Jesus claims that he is both God and human, and this is an obvious 
paradox. Why? God has entered into existence and is thus 
personalized as a human being because having existence is peculiar to 
mankind. This matter is clearly an intellectual contradiction 
(Climacus, 1985, p. 37; Climacus, 1992, p. 504). The incarnation 
paradox is twofold. First, the Eternal has become temporal, appearing 
in the chronology of history, and second, a temporal being has become 
eternal, i.e., he became eternal through his relation with the temporal 
God. Therefore, the incarnation paradox has two aspects: 1) God in 
time and 2) Man in eternity (Evans, 1983, p. 226; Climacus, 1985, 
p. 46).  

Is the incarnation paradox a logical or an absolute contradiction? 

Due to this contradiction, in Kierkegaard‟s view, a man‟s faith cannot 
be rational. Is Kierkegaard‟s faith then anti-rational or supra-rational? 
The former suggests that faith is contrary to human reason, while the 
latter suggests that faith is beyond the capacity of reason. Both views 
have proponents from among the commentators of Kierkegaard. Some 
of them are of the view that Kierkegaard is anti-rational. They say that 
the contradiction Kierkegaard illustrates of his faith and his so-called 
“leap of faith” solution perfectly matches anti-rational fideism. Other 
commentators hold that Kierkegaard is not really an anti-rationalist 
and the apparent contradiction he mentions in regard to his faith is not 
a real and logical one, but rather an absolute contradiction. He 
considers this paradox beyond reason rather than contra-reason.  

 Evans is of the view that, despite the challenge of reason made by 
Kierkegaard‟s faith, we are permitted to draw the conclusion that this 
contradiction is not a logical one (Evans, 2006, p. 118). Whenever 
Kierkegaard applies the term “contradiction,” he principally means 
inconsistency rather than contradiction itself. For example, he says 
that it was possible for the contemporary people of Jesus to believe in 
him; however, if the following generations had wanted to believe in 
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him by relying on historical reports, it would have led to a 
contradiction (Climacus, 1985, p. 101). Obviously, there is no logical 
contradiction here; it is no more than a mere inconsistency between a 
subjective matter (faith) and an objective reason (history) (Evans, 
2006, p. 121). Somewhere else, Evans says that Kierkegaard‟s use of 
the term “contradiction” is similar to Hegel‟s. Hegel used to construe 
the opposition as a contradiction that could disappear in the synthesis 
state (Evans, 1983, p. 215). Hence by his “contradiction of faith,” 
Kierkegaard does not intend any logical contradiction lest it makes his 
faith contrary to reason. Furthermore, Kierkegaard had thoroughly 
embraced the principles of formal logic. When authoring Either/Or, 
for example, Kierkegaard obviously acknowledges the principle of 
logical contradiction. The dialectic seen in Either/Or is in perfect 
accordance with formal logic. Therefore, we cannot regard him as a 
believer in logical contradiction (Evans, 1983, p. 218).  

 Kierkegaard labors against rationalistic reason yet offers rational 
justifications for the rejection of such reason (Amesbury, 2005, p. 13). 
Pojman argues that in his disagreement with the objectivity of the 
epistemology of faith, Kierkegaard has operated according to logic, 
giving his syllogistic reasons: 

● In order to find the truth one must have an objective or subjective 
approach. 

● An objective approach is inappropriate for acquiring a religious 
truth. 

● Conclusion: In order to acquire a religious truth one must have a 
subjective approach. 
or 

● Historical research is merely approximation and estimation. 
● Approximation and estimation are not sufficient for religious 

faith. 
● Conclusion: Historical research is not sufficient for religious faith. 

The former argument is a modus ponendo tollens, but the latter 
argument is a conjunctive syllogism. Pojman goes on to ask if 
somebody can call Kierkegaard a mad poet, as Mackey did, despite 
Kierkegaard‟s use of intellectual reasoning here (Pojman, 1977, pp. 
75-93). Evans also holds that in his rejection of Hegel, who had 
confined truth solely to scientific and intellectual truth, Kierkegaard 
makes use of the same argument used by Hegel himself (Hannay, 
1998, p. 103).  

 Evans adds to Pojman‟s point that there are a set of reasons in 
Kierkegaard‟s Philosophical Fragments for proving religious 
doctrines through faith: 
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a) A divine source for belief in Christianity 

There are some issues one cannot expect human reason to invent. One 
such issue is the belief in Christianity. Human reason fails to invent or 
produce a belief in Christianity. A belief in Christianity thus requires 
its existence from faith.  

b) Incarnation, a super-natural doctrine 

It is clear that the doctrine of incarnation could not have arisen from 
the human mind; it could never occur to man that God has become 
human or that a human being has become God. Thus this doctrine has 
some kind of supernatural source; hence, the incarnation doctrine has 
its source from faith. 

c) An evidence from the atheism of the atheists 

Atheists and those without faith do not acknowledge the veracity of 
Christianity, particularly the theory of incarnation, arguing that the 
theory of the “God-man” is a self-contradictory doctrine. This atheism 
and denial is an evidence for the fact that Christianity is of a divine 
source rather than an intellectual invention. The belief in Christianity, 
then, and particularly incarnation, has its source in faith.  

In addition to these three reasons, in his review of Kierkegaard‟s 
Philosophical Fragments, Evans provides us with further reasons, all 
of which are in the course of establishing religious doctrines through 
the way of faith (Evans, 2006, p. 135-140). 

Evans agrees with those commentators who regard Kierkegaard‟s 
irrationalism as supra-rationalism. Kierkegaard considers the 
contradiction of faith as an absolute rather than a logical 
inconsistency. An absolute contradiction is not a relative one, it has no 
limit, and having no limit means that it is not a logical contradiction; 
no reason can fathom or efface it. Thus, an indecipherable mystery 
determines the limits of reason showing that there are many things 
that cannot be thought about or known. Kierkegaard considers the 
concept of the “God-man” to be such a contradiction – a contradiction 
that is the limit of our reason and our reason is not qualified to figure 
it out (Evans, 1983, pp. 217-224). The term “absolute contradiction” 
was used by Kierkegaard himself instead of logical, apparent, verbal, 
or relative contradiction (Climacus, 1985, p. 46). Kierkegaard does 
not say that the “God-man” is a contradiction; rather he says that the 
“God-man” is an absolute or unique contradiction (Evans, 2006, p. 
122; Climacus, 1992, p. 182). Jesus is both perfectly a man and 
perfectly a God. All attempts to remove such contradiction imply that 
one comes to consider it objective despite the impossibility of its 
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objectivity. Were it considered objective, the belief in it would 
deteriorate into a foolish effort. Due to its failure to understand the 
absolute contradiction of the “God-Man,” reason is tempted to 
announce it to be senseless and absurd, arrogantly debasing and 
abolishing it altogether (Evans, 1983, p. 238). Reason, however, is 
qualified to understand that it cannot understand things beyond its 
capacity; it is able to realize its limits. At this point, where reason 
realizes its limit, faith becomes accessible (Climacus, 1992, p. 568; 
Climacus, 1985, p. 104; Evans, 2006, pp. 125-129).  

By such an account of Kierkegaard, Evans considers his fideism 
supra-rational, rather than anti-rational. What is unintelligible, in 
Kierkegaard‟s point of view, is different from what is meaningless; 
faith is unintelligible but not meaningless. In addition, reason may 
embrace the unintelligible but not the meaningless (Climacus, 1992, p. 
504; Evans, 1998, p. 153). 

Is the incarnation paradox a contradiction in understanding or in being?  

Kierkegaard holds that, principally, one cannot say that there is a 
contradiction in the being of something; rather the contradiction may 
be in our understanding. The “God-man” paradox is two-fold – an 
eternal being becomes temporal (the being of Jesus), and a temporal 
being becomes eternal (that man in his relation with the Eternal God 
becomes an eternal being); this is a case of both eternity and 
temporality. Eternity and temporality are in the sphere of being rather 
than thought (Climacus, 1992, p. 568; Evans, 1983, pp. 209-211). As a 
result, although we may, as temporal beings, come to think of the 
eternal being as a contradiction, there is no contradiction in the 
position of being.  

2. The Ash‘arite on reason and theology  
Reason is able to understand the existence of God and His attributes. 
It can, for example, reach the conclusion that God exists, is the author 
of universe, and is eternal and One through the argument of Hudūth 
(temporal creation). Reasoning from the qualifications of temporality 
and eternity, thus inferring the existence of God, can be sound and 
valid. It is possible for the natural reason, before the entrance of His 
attributes such as might, justice, and wisdom, in terms of the temporal 
creation of universe, to establish the existence of God (Ibn Fūrak, 
1425, p. 30; Baghdadi, 1401, pp. 24-31; Shahristani, 1295, v. 1, p. 
115). This knowledge and understanding is not faith.  

2-1) The approach of non-commanded reason  

Firstly, reason often suffers from neglect, errors, and forgetfulness. 
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The kind of reason which is possessed by the majority of people does 
not seek to know God; preoccupied by worldly transient matters, 
many of them overlook issues such as God and using their reason to 
know Him. Therefore, reason is in acute need of the warnings of shar„ 
to guide us toward the issue of God (Juweini, 1422, p. 56; Juweini, 
1416, p. 8). 

 Secondly, reason remains merely in the boundary of theoretical 
knowledge failing to engage in the sphere of practical obligation. It 
cannot make anything incumbent upon us (Sābiq ẑiqilli, 2008, pp. 
142-144; Juweini, 1422, pp. 184-204). Therefore, intellectual 
reasoning does not issue any judgments about the existence of God 
thus leaving us in limbo and suspension. Theoretical knowledge 
seemingly has no practical outcome. Reason cannot withdraw  
the acknowledged truth either heartily, verbally or practically from 
men (Ibn Fūrak, 1425, p. 31; Juweini, 1422, p. 57; Bāqillāni, 1407,  
p. 35).  

 One part of the issue is that the understanding of reason is filled 
with error and forgetfulness and we are not obliged to accept it. The 
other is that the essence of faith includes the nature of command and 
law of shar„. Faith and atheism are the obedience and disobedience of 
God and imply that there is a command of God that can be obeyed or 
disobeyed. When there is no command, it makes no sense for there to 
be obedience or disobedience, i.e., faith or atheism. Before beginning 
to practice command, the faith of a wise man may not be embraced as 
faith and accordingly he does not deserve a reward from God for his 
faith. And from another aspect, before prophets were sent, if a man 
went astray by doing wrong despite the existence of the signs of God 
in the universe, he should not be called an infidel or wrong-doer and 
thus does not deserve Hellfire for his faithlessness. Before prophets 
are sent and the religious call is made, faith is not an obligation nor is 
it a prohibition (Baghdādi, 1401, pp. 14-25; Bāqillāni, 1407, pp. 32-
39), for where there is no command, it makes no sense to obey or 
disobey.  

The result of these two different aspects, the non-obligatory of 
what is understood by reason from one side and that the command of 
faith is a shar„i one on the other, implies the difference between the 
approach of faith from that of non-commanded reason or absolute 
reason. The outcome, however, of intellectual understanding is that it 
is not anti-rational, thus reason gives permission to practice shar„ and 
the obligation of people to believe in God. As a result, faith is not anti-
rational, for theism is not fully absurd nor is it an unintelligible 
illusion to be fathomed merely by faith.  
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2-2) The entrance of sharó and the prophetic call  

When prophets introduce shar„, the religious call begins. Prophets 
perform miracles to prove the authenticity of their call. Ash„ari says: 
“Miracles establish the authenticity of the prophetic call, and those 
who withdraw their belief from the faith deserve punishment. When a 
prophet performs a miracle the authenticity of his call is established 
and his people are obliged to acknowledge and obey him” (Ash„ari, 
n.d., p. 43; Baghdādi, 1401, p. 173). Does he mean that miracles 
logically and intellectually prove the authenticity of the prophetic call 
so that reason fails to deny it?  

 Ash„ari says: “Miracles are in no need of intellectual argument. It 
is our hearts that are addressed by miracles that acknowledge them. 
Miracles apply our hearts which are thus motivated by extraordinary 
practices to acknowledge the authenticity of prophets.” Ash„ari (n.d., 
p. 32-52), Juweini (1416, pp. 273-280; 1422, pp. 225-226; 1407, p. 
196), Nasafi (1990, v. 1, pp. 31-32), and Taftāzāni (n.d., p. 208) have 
all tried to explain the meaning of Ash„ari – the denotation of miracles 
that a prophet‟s call is authentic is not akin to the denotation of 
intellectual reasoning in relation to their meanings. Miracles, in our 
view, do not have perfect authority over reason thus leaving it to 
falter, due to the fact that some contemporaries of the prophets, who, 
despite their evident miracles, became faithless. This obviously shows 
that miracles indicate otherwise. They fulfill their denotations only for 
those who, by some internal sense, are certain that such an 
extraordinary action is beyond human will and is in fact the product of 
the absolute will and might of some supra-human being who can do 
what He wants. Miracles can only prepare the grounds for that internal 
certainty.  

 When shar„ comes into play and a man has already become certain 
psychologically, man is invited to reflect on God. The first thing that 
man is commanded to think about subsequent to miracles is to see the 
signs of God in order to deduce the existence of God and have faith in 
Him (Ash„ari, n.d., p. 46). The acquisition of the consciousness or 
awareness of God does not remain in the frame of the religious call, 
rather it commands us to have faith in it and withdraw from its denial. 
Shar„ admires those who pursue knowing God, considering them 
suitable for the bestowal of great rewards, but blames those who 
withdraw from it, considering them suitable for punishment. The 
second command given by shar„ is faith and our profession that God 
exists (Ibn Fūrak, 1425, pp. 271, 250, 285, 292-293; Baghdādi, 1401, 
pp. 25, 31; Juweini, 1360, p. 120; Bāqillāni, 1407, p. 22). For the 
Ash„arite, the necessary course of the theoretical gnosis of God comes 
from shar„, and in view of such, they resort to various verses and 
traditions including: 
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"ٍ ها کٌا هؼزبیي حتی ًبؼث سسَلا"  
“We do not punish until we send a prophet” (17: 15). 

"فاًظش الی آثاس سحؤ الله کیف یحی الأسض بؼذ هَتْا"    
“So observe the effects of Allah‟s mercy: how He revives the earth 

after its death” (30: 50). 
They believe that anybody addressed by the religious call and the 

command of shar„ needs to acquire the theoretical knowledge of God 
as soon as he comes of age (Juweini, 1416, p. 25, Bāqillāni, 1407, 
p. 29). 

Because all of us are subject to the command of acquiring 
knowledge of God, there is no room for following others in regard to 
faith (Ibn Fūrak, 1425, p. 5, 251-252; Ash„ari, 1400, p. 2; Baghdadi, 
1401, pp. 255). The shar„ law, in regard to those who have acquired 
their faith through mere imitation, says that because of their belief in 
the truth, they are not mushrik (polytheist) or kafir (infidel), because 
infidelity and truth are irreconcilable. However, they do not deserve to 
be called believers. We can only ask for their forgiveness from God 
because they are not mushriks or kafirs (Baghdadi, 1401, pp. 255, 
248-249). Accordingly, we have no term to describe “the faithful 
imitator,” for such a person has violated the first necessary 
commandment of knowing God.  

2-3) The approach of commanded reason  

Abdurrahmān Badawi has explained that the Ash„arite argument for 
the existence of God differs drastically from that of the Mu„tazalite. 
There is not a vestige of Hellenic thought, intellectual line of 
reasoning, or natural theology in Ash„arite belief. On the contrary, it is 
non-abstract and dependent on common sense. In addition to this, one 
may see many phrases of the Qur‟an and traditions from their 
premises to their conclusions (Badawi, 1374, pp. 571-581). Despite 
his elucidation, Badawi does not explain why this is so.  

The commanded confirmer and awakening reason is with shar„, 
borrowing its course of reasoning from shar„. Hence, verses of the 
Qur‟an from their premises to their conclusions, as well as their 
arguments, are non-philosophical and non-abstract (Ash„ari, n.d., pp. 
33-38; Bāqillāni, 1407, pp. 33-37). Ash„ari has explained that the 
course of this guidance and the awakening of reason is to find 
reasoning by shar„. Having performed a miracle, and thus the 
authenticity of his call established, a prophet invites people to ponder 
the temporal creation of man and the world in order to discover the 
created nature of themselves and the world, thus offering reasons for 
the existence of the author of things. A report from the Prophet 
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suggests that this world, including all its parts, had they not existed in 
the first place, would have come into being. Therefore, they have an 
author and maker who has existed from eternity and did not need to 
come into being. As a result, in Ash„ari‟s point of view, the argument 
of the temporal creation of man and the world, which proves that there 
is a creator, is regarded by shar„ as an effort of reason (Ash„ari, n.d., 
pp. 51-62, 87-88). It is at this point that Ash„ari raises a severe 
criticism of the way of the philosophers and Qadarites (freewillers and 
libertarians), supposedly considering them to be perverted and 
innovators. They prove the existence of God through substances and 
their accidents; they also necessitate the recognition of many things 
that are too difficult to be known thus invalidating the argument for 
the existence of God. Having been provided with substances and 
accidents, and given that accidents cannot stand on their own by 
themselves, substances are not free from accidents, and that infinite 
regress is impossible for accidents and the like, philosophers aren‟t in 
any need of prophets and can attain knowledge by their own natural 
reason. Such an approach will surely annul shar„. Ash„ari goes on to 
say that reports from prophets have clearer, simpler, and more evident 
suggestions that there is a God and so therefore none of those 
complicated unreachable premises are needed. This is why our pious 
preceding masters were strongly determined to collect the traditions of 
the Holy Prophet. They used to make enormous efforts to acquire even 
a few words from the Holy Prophet. We believe that the traditions of 
the Holy Prophet show us the way to knowing God, and this is why 
God Almighty told the Holy Prophet, “Now you have fulfilled your 
mission,” or the Prophet himself said: “I am leaving you while I am 
certain that you have already acquired knowledge as you can 
distinguish day from night.” If we were to know the existence of God 
through certain philosophical reasons that necessitate many issues to 
be known, neither God nor the Holy Prophet could be sure about the 
acquisition of such knowledge (Ash„ari, n.d., pp. 51-61).  

2-4) The argument from the temporal creation of the world (HudȊth) 

As mentioned earlier, the Ash„arite hold that shar„ teaches us the way 
of establishing the author of the world through the temporal creation 
of the world, thus commanded reason must pursue ways which prove 
the existence of the creator. 

a) The temporal creation of man and his states  

When considering the process of his creation, man realizes that he has 
passed through different phases, beginning from the state of embryo to 
adulthood, which constantly changes from one state to another. It is 
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evident that he could not create these things himself. As a result, he 
would discover that the Almighty Omniscient Creator created him 
(Ash„ari, 1408, pp. 18-19; Shahristāni, 1295, v. 1, pp. 120-122).  

b) The creation of substances and their accidents 

This world is composed of substances and accidents. Substances are 
not free from accidents. The latter are created, hence the former are 
also created, and, as a result, the whole world is created. Therefore, 
there must be a creator called God who is eternal. Bāqillāni and 
Juweini have both studied this argument in detail, from its premises to 
its conclusion (Ash„ari, n.d., p. 33; Ibn Fūrak, 1425, pp. 36-37; 
Bāqillāni, 1407, p. 29; Bāqillāni, n.d., p. 34; Juweini, 1416, pp. 39-51; 
Juweini, 1407, pp. 90-91; Juweini, 1360, pp. 32-150; Juweini, 1422, 
pp. 127-129).  

c) That each substance has its peculiar accidents is something created 

Each substance has its peculiar accidents and to assign some accidents 
to a substance is something created which is in need of a being to 
create it and to assign those accidents to it; such a being is God 
(Bāqillāni, pp. 45). 

d) That some things are created before some other things itself is temporally created  

Some things were created prior to the creation of other things which 
may come into being afterwards. Such priority and posteriority are 
themselves temporally created and in need of a being to create  
them, making some of them prior and others posterior. Such a being is 
God (Bāqillāni, 1407, p. 21; Bāqillāni, n.d., p. 45; Juweini, 1360, 
p. 363). 

 All these reasons are presented by the Ash„arites under the 
heading of the temporal creation of the world and the argument from 
creation (Ash„ari, n.d., p. 25; Baghdādi, 1401, pp. 14, 33-72). The 
approach of commanded reason is no more than one reason for the 
establishment of the existence of God from the creation of the world. 
Shar„ itself shows us how to accomplish this argument. It can be said 
that the approach and the method of the argument comes from shar„ 
but the achievements are provided by reason.  

3. Comparison and assessment 
3-1) The rejection of the anti-rationalism of Kierkegaard and the Ash‘arites  

Faith, in the analysis of Kierkegaard and the Ash„arites, is not anti-
rational. Kierkegaard holds that the contradiction within the object of 
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faith can at best be absolute, not logical, suggesting the existential 
dialectic for understanding faith rather than removing it. The Ash„arite 
also hold that the absolute or non-commanded reason is able to 
understand the existence of God, though such understanding does not 
have certain practical outcomes.  

3-2) Kierkegaard’s supra-rationalism and the Ash‘arites’ rationalism 

Due to the abeyance and postponement of philosophical reasons, and 
the estimation and approximation of historical evidences and the lack 
of authenticity of the Bible, Kierkegaard‟s faith is not rational, but 
because of its absolute contradiction, it is supra-rational. The 
Ash„arite faith, however, can be made logical and justified through the 
command and guidance of shar„, thus it can be made rational. It can 
therefore be concluded that rationality in Kierkegaard‟s faith is neither 
possible nor desirable, however, in the Ash„arites, it is both possible 
and commanded.  

3-3) Theology and reason in Kierkegaard and the Ash‘arites  

Reason plays no part in Kierkegaard‟s theology, neither as sine qua 
non nor as a sufficient condition. In Ash„arite theology, however, it is 
a sine qua non but is not sufficient for it necessitates shar„. 
Kierkegaard holds that reason does not stand against human 
existential issues that require existential relations, nor does it 
contradict spiritual issues such as Christology. He considers them 
beyond reason, leaving them with the existential understanding that 
can be practical through existential dialectic. In its encounter with the 
absolute contradiction of the “God-man,” Kierkegaard‟s reason 
recognizes its boundaries, cuts its coat according to its cloth, and does 
not stand against his faith as a logical paradox. However, reason for 
the Ash„arite has meaning in theology, though one is not obliged to 
acknowledge it. Reason is able to understand the existence of God, 
nonetheless it is not qualified to give us assent from one side, and the 
nature of theological issues, the Ash„arites say, is of the command 
category and verdict, from another side. Surely, that which is unable 
to provide assent cannot work for something whose essence is 
command and verdict. As a result, the Ash„arite would conclude that 
despite its meaning in theology, reason still requires shar„ which in its 
turn makes up for the deficiency of our reason. Shar„ plays the role of 
a guide for reason in regard to the premises and compensates the 
command and verdict.  

Therefore, Kierkegaard‟s view differs from the Ash„arites in its 
intellectual theology. Kierkegaard argues that had reason come into 
play in the scene of theology, it could eliminate the apparent 
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contradiction therein; it will change the subject matter of theology 
thus it will no longer be unintelligible. Hence reason denies its 
meaning in theology arguing for a supra-rational or revealed theology. 
The Ash„arites, nonetheless, do agree with the intellectual theology 
regarding the positive role of reason for theology, yet they say that the 
inadequacies of our reason both in creation and legislation are to be 
made up for by traditional theology.  
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AN INTRODUCTION TO THE THOUGHT OF 

TEILHARD DE CHARDIN AS A CATALYST FOR 

INTERRELIGIOUS DIALOGUE 
 

David John Ayotte, S. J.
1
 

 

Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, as he is more commonly known, was a 

Jesuit priest who died in 1955, having worked for some twenty years 

as a paleontologist in China. While being a renowned scientist, who 

assisted in the finding of the Peking Man fossil, Teilhard‟s main desire 

and scholastic efforts were to reshape modern Christian theology in 

the light of contemporary science, especially in his own creative and 

synthesizing interpretation of the various theories of evolution. My 

hope is to discuss the following: the implications of the findings of 

modern science for how we understand time, space and mind; the 

theological concepts that Teilhard developed to help us to deepen our 

faith traditions: namely the ideas of personalization, complexity-

consciousness, noosphere, omega point, and convergence; the ethical 

concepts for an evolving global ethic valuing the person, action and 

growth; a few concrete applications in the areas of research, the 

United Nations, an option for the poor and the need for global 

leadership. 

Time, space and mind  
The late Jesuit scholar, Thomas M. King, would begin his annual 
undergraduate class on Teilhard with a simple diagram encompassing 
the entire [span of the] wall-length chalkboard. The board would be 
divided into twelve equidistant sections on a single horizontal line. 
Commencing with the cosmic calendar now made famous by Carl 
Sagan,

2
 all of evolutionary time was fitted onto this line [spanning] 

twelve months. January began with the Big Bang. Our own Milky 
Way Galaxy formed sometime in March; our sun and the initial traces 
of our solar system [arrived] in the month of August. The earliest 
known single-celled life forms began soon after in [the month of] 
September. Not until November would we have multi-celled 
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organisms. In the middle of the last month, on December 15
th
, there 

would be the Cambrian Explosion
3
 of new life forms, a recent 545 

million years ago. Vertebrates would show up on the 17
th
, and early 

land plants only the next day. Insects flourished by the 21
st
. Hard to 

believe, dinosaurs showed up late on December 24
th
. By December 

25
th
, we have the early ancestors of today‟s mammals. The dinosaurs 

would continue to rule supreme until the Chixulub Comet hit the 
earth. The same comet that shaped the Yucatan peninsula of Mexico 
some 65 million years ago also brought the global winter that led to 
the extinction of these creatures and 75% of all species on the earth.

4
 

On the cosmic calendar, the giant dinosaurs had only six days of 
existence, ending on December 29

th
. If we go to the last day of 

December, apes appear at 10:15 in the morning. Our first human 
ancestors show up late, [at] around 9:24 pm. Homo erectus is 
recognizable some two million years ago, at 10:48 pm. The common 
female root for all Homo sapiens (Mitochondrial Eve) lives 150, 000 
years ago, or at 11:54 pm – six minutes before today. With each 
second being the equivalent of 500 years, writing emerges in the last 
fifteen seconds. The Pyramids [were created] ten seconds ago. Jesus 
of Nazareth was born four seconds ago. Mohammed [was born] three 
seconds ago. The new world was discovered by Columbus (1492) one 
second before midnight. Then, here we are.  

 The nearly unimaginable expanses of evolutionary time narrated 
above have also become the measuring rod for space. For example, in 
1987 scientists witnessed the explosion of the Supernova 1987 A. The 
actual explosion, given the speed of light, occurred 170,000 years 
ago.

5
 Such enormous distances can only be simulated in computer 

generated scenarios and popular planetariums that leave us pondering 
whether we are anything more than a speck in the universe. To view 
the earth from (outer) space situates the world, as well as ourselves, in 
a new way. Our unconscious foundation changes. Images from the 
moon looking back at the earth reveal [that] we swim in an ocean that 
has now become black with distant stars, with more and more 
exoplanets (earth-like planets) being found daily by exploratory 
missions such as the Kepler telescope.

6
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 Amidst the vastness of this dark ocean, this apparent speck called 
Earth questions its significance, uniqueness, and meaning through 
humanity. Even the very visible matter that makes up our own bodies, 
[as well as] the [rest of the] world, has required substantial revision 
due to contemporary physics. It is now generally accepted that our 
universe of “visible” atoms comprise only 4% of the actual 
“substance” of galaxies. Another 73% is made up of dark energy and 
the remaining 23% are [comprised of] unknown invisible particles 
known as dark matter. Both the classic Greek distinction of matter and 
spirit/mind and the later autonomous Enlightenment mind freed of 
matter are now exceptionally problematic. Materialism, when it 
understands mind as being nothing more than the epiphenomena of 
matter, trembles as well. Modern evolutionary physics has itself 
collapsed the [idea of the] substance – the ground upon which matter 
once stood secure.

7
  

 The theories of physics and evolution in transforming past notions 
of time, space and matter have undermined the notion that the 
observer exists separate from the object observed. There has been a 
partial betrayal of the autonomy of the individual from the process of 
observation. The mind itself is tied to the very relationships being 
observed. We are not observing the cosmic ocean but [instead] are a 
part of it, shaping it by the very process of mind. The resurgence of 
the term “spirit,” in reference to the classic[al] Greek sense of mind, is 
not simply due to a Whiteheadian process [of] thought; rather, in work 
such as that of Teilhard‟s, matter and spirit express a relationship 
whereby spirit organizes and governs matter into ever greater 
complexity. It is a movement towards consciousness and personhood 
– an evolution of mind.

8
  

 Teilhard grasped the import of the fundamental revisioning of all 
our understanding of time, space, and matter around mind. 
Accordingly, a new epistemology is required once evolution is 
accepted. As the late Pope John Paul II would affirm,

9
 the theory of 
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evolution is no longer one among many that can either be accepted or 
neglected. It is no longer a choice. We are evolutionists [simply] by 
the condition of how our world is now perceived, lived, and directed. 
As long as the responses to our questions maintain that thought is 
peripheral to the expanses of space, time and matter, perpetuating a 
classic split of matter and mind, a dichotomy of matter and spirit,

10
 

then the universe and the capacity to read the book of nature remains a 
puzzle of pieces that do not fit, [that] do not indicate meaning. But 
when the data and collection of all these findings from space, time and 
matter are reorganized according to an evolving principle or process 
of mind/consciousness, a pattern of intense direction and meaning 
arises that resonates with what has historically been termed the 
religious sense, a sense common both to our Islamic and Christian 
traditions. The world‟s genesis, this connection of [everything] into a 
history of direction and meaning is what Teilhard termed a 
cosmogenesis

11
 – the unfolding complexification and convergence of 

consciousness, the revelation of the meaning of mind. 

 Given these reflections from the sciences, Teilhard offers several 
theological concepts that flow from his specific interpretation of 
evolution. These serve as structures with which each faith tradition 
can explore and interpret the world given the findings of the 
contemporary sciences. It is a task that Teilhard specifically took up in 
shaping contemporary Christian theology. His vision, I believe, can 
also offer creative and fruitful theological tools for Islam, [as well as] 
some of the other great religious traditions, in not only deepening the 
life of the peoples of our respective faiths, but in that larger vision of 
what he termed the convergence of religions due to the biological and 
spiritual necessity of human and global evolution. 

Theological concepts  
At the root of Teilhard‟s interpretation of global history is the 
principle that evolution testifies to a process of ever greater 
personalization. Writ large, personalization is the “telos,” or goal of 
evolution, a process of “involution,” whereby persons are becoming 
persons while remaining persons. Humanity spreads over the earth and 
intensifies its presence through culture. The very process of 
socialization is an intensifying of the personality of individuals and an 
incubus for the formation of a global mind and personality. This ever-
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intensifying conscious pressure cooker convergence of individuals 
upon a growing center, what we have too narrowly defined in 
economics as globalization, has expanded the capacities of the mind in 
not only the collective wealth of culture but through technology, in its 
power. Before us the rapid rise of the internet, [the] power to break 
and even fuse atomic structures, genetic engineering, [and] artificial 
intelligence all testify to this cumulative and complexifying of the 
nature of our knowledge, and so with it of a growing power to shape 
and control the very process of evolution. The creations of our 
collective cultural mind seem to be on the edge of superseding us as 
their original creators. Discussion is now not how evolution has 
shaped us over the millennia, but what we can do within a few 
decades to change the very biology it took millions of years to form. 
We are exploring an exponential sense of evolution when the fusion of 
human and machine points to the transhuman.

12
 This is not [the] 

esoteric ruminations of computer gurus but [instead] reflects [the] 
concerns of philosophers, theologians, business entrepreneurs and 
military think tanks.

13
 It is an exciting opportunity [that is] before us, 

yet if there is not also a concomitant evolution of our moral capacity 
to live, work, and pray together across all our faith traditions, we will 
destroy the very sacred nature of the creation that is before us. 
Evolution, as Teilhard grasped, is today much less about where we 
have come from, but where we are heading and how our religious 
traditions can help us to evolve a deeper and more profound way of 
living together as a single human family. Or, as Teilhard would say – 
we are becoming a single organic reality. A global person is taking 
shape that does not destroy the individual but can deepen our sense of 
having a place in a very sacred personal presence that is emerging – a 
unified humanity.   
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In the past, material bodies were measured by the two “infinities” 
of the microscopic and macroscopic, from atoms to galaxies. But there 
is also the axis of complexity/consciousness, the internal that is one 
with the external/material. With complexity there is more involved 
than simply bringing experience before scientific consideration. 
Biology becomes connected to physics, the science of life to the 
science of matter. Similar to Whitehead, consciousness, freedom, and 
creativity are joined to the phenomena of matter.

14
 Consciousness is 

more than a quality of the human. It is the quality of organizing matter 
present in degrees in all that exists. While unable to be detected at the 
lower levels of inanimate matter, consciousness gradually emerges. 
Within the expanding universe is an involution

15
 of greater 

complexity – consciousness. Though complexity does not necessitate 
teleology, for Teilhard there is an inexorable nature to this greater 
centration. Just as entropy serves to describe the processes at the 
beginning of the evolutionary process (stars, planets, life), through 
involution there is a sublimation produced by the synthesis of spirit.

16
 

This directionality in evolution challenges the notions of many noted 
scientists with a materialist metaphysic.

17
 For Teilhard, any argument 

that [says that] life in the universe is only a chance process needs to be 
revised in favor of viewing consciousness as central to recognizing the 
direction of matter through life to mind, the apex to the cosmic vortex. 

 The essential phenomenon in the material world is life, and for the 
living world – humanity. But going further, the evolutionary process 
has not ceased. It continues in what is termed the totalization of 
humanity where individuals “super-reflect” upon themselves. 
Socialization, then, is part of the process of complexification and 
consciousness building. New forces are germinated within humanity 
that facilitate the process of collective reflection and unification while 

                                                      
14. “Teilhard shared with Whitehead, for example, the conviction that every mental event is an 

aspect of nature, and not something that occurs outside the cosmos.” John F. Haught, 

Christianity and Science (New York: Orbis Books, 2007), p. 307. 
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species, they reach a point of extension where they can no longer expand numerically but 

begin to intensify their internal relations and complexify. This turning in upon itself – 

involution – channels energy into an evolution of greater consciousness. 

16. Teilhard, TF, p. 168. 
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preserving the individual. Through such processes as collective 
heredity (memory through education, mechanization, and progressive 
cerebralization), the development of thought by technology frees up 
enormous reserves of energy for further centration. Growth as an 
organism occurs at the level of the noosphere….“the pan-terrestrial 
organism in which, by compression and arrangement of the thinking 
particles, a resurgence of evolution (itself now become reflective) is 
striving to carry the stuff of the universe towards the higher conditions 
of a planetary super-reflection.”

18
 

 Today humanity has seized control of the biological forces of 
evolution. We stand able, and are already acting, to shape the corporal 
dimension of our self-understanding. Even with respect to [both] the 
freedom and terror this entails, Teilhard believed strongly that the 
process has a certain “statistical infallibility” to continue towards 
greater unification and spiritualization – that increase of 
reflection/thought over instinct and automatic reactions.

19
 

[Everything] is progressing towards Omega.
20

 The Omega Point is an 
ultimate, self-subsistent pole of consciousness. It is postulated as a 
reality due to the principles of 1) an irreversibility, 2) an attractive 
force, the inverse of gravity, that is the centering source of evolution, 
and 3) a force of unanimity whereby individuals are not repelled by 
the process but drawn to a person. Evolution, then, is a movement 
towards a supremely personal, supremely personalizing, being.

21
  

In postulating the Omega Point, Teilhard is establishing a 
connection between the natural evolutionary process and the 
supernatural consummation of humanity. This both points towards an 
end in what is termed in Christian theology as the Parousia, or, end of 
history. The end shines light upon the direction of the entire 
evolutionary story. For Teilhard, this is an expansion of [the] Christian 
understanding of divine revelation into a process – a genesis. By 
genesis he means not simply that there is chance in the cosmos, but 
that the “universe has been pursuing an aim, that a single pattern has 
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21. Teilhard, TF, p. 188. 



72 / Religious Inquiries 2 

been running through the whole, and that the pattern has been oriented 
towards man.”

22
  

 The advent of the Omega Point introduces a psychic, mental 
reality that goes beyond humanity and serves as a milieu for growth. 
Over time there is a gradual elemental concentration of a worshipping 
force within humanity. Among the religious traditions, Teilhard views 
Christianity as having those special qualities that are supported by the 
evolutionary findings of science; namely, an 1) intense vitality, 2) 
adaptability, 3) affinity for development in the noosphere, and 4) a 
convergence in its dogmatic views with an organic model. Of all these 
qualities, I am aware of the first three existing strongly within the 
Islamic tradition. The last I believe might find resonances [with]in the 
cosmology of Avicenna and some of the interpretive work of Mulla 
Sadra. That requires the expertise of the scholars present to hopefully 
make comment.  

 For Teilhard, the image of God takes on the self-reflective activity 
of the noosphere. The natural human movement towards Omega is 
met by the revelation of Omega. For Teilhard, this meeting point is 
both in the Jesus of Nazareth and the Resurrected Christ that now lives 
through the community of the Church. He would speak of the same 
church as a “phylum of love,”

23
 a place where the incarnation takes on 

its global body. 

 “The Church” is gradually formed, its influence animating and 
assembling in their most sublime form all the spiritual energies of the 
noosphere: the Church, the reflexively Christified portion of the world 
– the Church, the principal focus-point at which inter-human affinities 
come together through super-charity – the Church, the central axis of 
universal convergence, and the exact meeting point that springs up 
between the universe and Omega Point.

24
 

It is important to see that the Church – as the praying community, 
with all its difficulties and stumblings, is for Teilhard a living “global” 
person that is also the encounter/place for convergence. Convergence 
is how Divinity shapes and concentrates the spiritual evolution of the 
cosmos. So too the Catholic Church is involved in this evolutionary 
process towards a deeper fullness that she herself cannot yet fully 
perceive. All faiths participate by their truthfulness in this 
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convergence. Or, using a different metaphor that Teilhard often 
expressed: “All that rises, converges.” Foundationally, it is the Divine 
Spirit as an attractive love that serves as the source for this 
evolutionary convergence of the cosmos and the formation of the 
community as living person.  

Global ethics  
Given the above findings of the sciences and the theological principles 
that Teilhard has offered, there are enormous implications for the 
shaping of not only an ethic reflective of one particular religious 
tradition, but for the foundation of a global ethic. While Teilhard was 
not a trained ethicist, his theology impacts what we have traditionally 
understood to be individual morality and the larger picture of 
communal social teaching common to most religious traditions. This 
dual foci within Christian ethics more specifically has led to often 
picturing distinct formational issues concerning the individual, and 
then the community,

25
 while maintaining their relationship. In regard 

[to] the individual, such themes would consider the person as made in 
the image of God, our vocation to happiness (beatitude), freedom, the 
importance of moral acts, and there being moral passions [and] 
conscience, and the development of a virtuous versus a sinful life.

26
 In 

the second area, concerning communal life, the social teaching would 
concentrate upon the themes of the dignity of the human person, the 
importance of the family, rights and responsibilities all persons have 
within society, an option for the poor, the value of work and the rights 
of workers, the solidarity of humanity, and our responsibility as 
stewards of God‟s creation.

27
 These themes rely heavily upon a natural 

law ethic undergirding principles of order and stability in shaping the 
harmony of humanity within creation. Teilhard would say that such an 
ethic describes the metaphysical principles with which one views the 
world. To change that worldview, however, impacts the very ethic in 
its concrete expression.  
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If indeed, as we have assumed, the world culminates in a thinking 
reality, the organization of personal human energies represents the 
supreme stage of cosmic evolution on earth; and morality is 
consequently nothing less than the higher development of mechanics 
and biology. The world is ultimately constructed by moral forces; and 
reciprocally, the function of morality is to construct the world: an 
entirely new valuation leading to an altered program of morality.

28
 

 For Teilhard, this shift from a classic morality of balance to a 
morality of movement has led to three fundamental principles for 
evaluating the morality of actions; namely [that] 1) the good is only 
that which fosters the growth of the spirit on earth; 2) good is 
everything that brings a spiritual growth in the world; 3) the best is 
what assures the highest development of the spiritual powers of the 
earth. To take up these principles in light of a Teilhardian worldview 
dramatically reshapes how we understand the notions of personhood, 
action, and growth in contrast to simply viewing life as a pursuit of 
virtue and an avoidance of sin.  

Personhood 
The world as a whole is being personalized. This could be said to be 
the central tenet of a Teilhardian ethic. Personhood, however, is not 
focused upon the individual for its understanding but upon the whole 
from which the individual emerges. The health of the community as 
person shapes and renews the individual. When essential life 
processes, such as thought, communication, and [the] security of the 
community, are hampered or even non-existent, then the identity and 
fullness of life of the individual is crippled. Through the model and 
actuality of the religious community, there is witness to an ontological 
reality of a collective person in formation in relationship to God. For 
Teilhard, then, an imago dei theology is more than simply an issue of 
likeness. The risen Christ is active as person physically, biologically 
through the body of Church as the world and cosmos are taken up in 
an evolving process of global divinization. Our ethical life as a result 
is rooted in this relational openness to God‟s primary activity in the 
universe. This energy of transformation is none other than the loving 
communication of God.  

 Love is the driving force that undergirds the process of evolution, 
critiques and heals it and forms the community that Christians call the 
“body of Christ.” Love is the unifying drive of Teilhard‟s metaphysics 
and the primary form of action of the universe. “If it is taken to its 
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limit in the direction of a cosmic pole of unification, everything we 
experience and even everything we see displays a singular „bias‟ for 
transforming itself into love.”

29
 While initially this evolutionary drive 

can have a sense of being pulled into a “whirlpool”
30

 leading to a 
sensed loss of the individual, this very action of cosmic centering 
eventuates in a centering and greater personalizing at a loving center. 
Matter becomes spirit at the same pace as love spreads universally. 
The spiritual process, which is also an organic biological process, is a 
letting go of the individual ego for the sake of finding its more 
authentic expression in a personhood centered in God. One must die to 
herself in order to have life. This decentering activity is a love that 
serves as the foundation for all later ethical action. We take up an 
ethical lifestyle as an expression of the loving relationship we have 
found with Christ and as a result express an identity that aids in the 
blooming of our own individuality. 

Action 
“In human action, soul and matter, and spiritual and material 

principles, are fused, and matter is subdued, formed and reformed. 

[The] soul gives form to matter and implicates matter in a telos.”31 

In its organizing activity, [the] soul is the active expression of 
humanity in formation heading in a direction that ascends, like John of 
Damascene‟s ladder of perfection, ever higher rungs of complexifying 
integration of the matter of the cosmos. Through the soul an active 
synthesizing principle of unity is present from the smallest atom to the 
greatest complexes of human self-reflection. The cosmos takes on an 
order, meaning and direction; it takes on an ever-deepening expression 
of [the] soul. In a Teilhardian metaphysic, the soul is not a moment of 
infused distinction from the rest of creation,

32  
rather it is expressive of 
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the degrees of unity within matter on the way to becoming spirit, both 
centering and pointing towards greater centration.  

The human soul…is inseparable, in its birth and in its growth, from 

the universe into which it is born. In each soul, God loves and partly 

saves the whole world which that soul sums up in an incommunicable 

and particular way. But this summing-up, this welding, is not given to 

us ready-made and complete with the first awakening of 

consciousness. It is we who, through our activity, must industriously 

assemble the widely scattered elements. By action our soul deepens in 

its unitive capacity and vocation.33  

Yet this action is not simply an experience of building up but is 
one of the more significant processes of decentering ourselves from 
any action that we tend to worship. Through those events in our life 
where we act in order to further our growth, we must foster at times a 
detachment from other actions so that the greater dynamism of 
communal formation is manifest.  

Teilhard‟s emphasis upon action also distinguishes him from 
Spinoza‟s pantheist fusion of humanity with nature and the divine. 
Teilhardian action testifies to a freedom within our action, an agency 
that allows us to recognize that there is greater diversity within divine 
union, and an ultimate divine transcendence. We are not lost in an 
ocean but actually, in the ocean of God‟s action, find our place, 
uniqueness and role through our own action, freely chosen. In this 
regard, Teilhard builds upon the metaphysics of action of Maurice 
Blondel. The free human act naturalizes or assists in the incarnation of 
the transcendent, analogous to a wedding but referring to the union of 
human and divine wills which express a “synthesis of man and 
God.”

34
 Freedom, for Teilhard, is thus an ever-growing condition 

correlative with growing consciousness. Humanity emerges through 
reflection with greater freedom. But equally so, with this 
consciousness comes responsibility for participating in the expanded 
vision. We act not indifferent to the end, but direct our actions to a 
purpose and goal. Ultimately all action has an absolute as a goal that 
gives the same action a ground from which to move forward.

35
 Our 

actions reflect that self which is grounded in the divine, and not one 
that we can know separate from this end. This end is part of a larger 
four-fold process of unifying our action with the salvific activity of 
the whole. Building on the thought of Paul, “Laboring with, suffering 
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with, dying with, and being raised with, form a theological series of 
moments in the life of the soul: action, passion, death and 
resurrection.”

36
 In a collaborative activity, humanity acts to complete 

the work begun in Christ, through us who are his body manifesting his 
identity reaching fullness. Or in Teilhard‟s own words, “With each 
one of our works, we labor – in individual separation, but no less 
really, to build the Pleroma; that is to say, we bring to Christ a little 
fulfillment.”

37
 

Growth 
The future fullness, or the pleroma, as the Apostle Paul narrates, is 
sought through a process of growth by which we compare our present 
to the future goal of life in God. To the extent that the world conforms 
to this “God ahead” is a reflection upon the condition of the global 
moral state. The moral formation of the individual is related to the 
condition of the world since they are not separate realities.

38
 The 

moral agent as individual must be a shaper of the world community. 
Virtue, therefore, is not simply a quality of the individual but is a 
condition that is continually drawing one into the communal being 
made present. Holiness, from this perspective, is more to be likened as 
an encouragement toward greater wholeness of the community. 
Sanctity, in a Teilhardian structure, locates the individual within a 
sanctifying growth activity in the larger community. The ethical 
question becomes then the quality of a person as leaven, not a 
perfection acquired, nor a purity preserved. “The principle of 
movement calls humanity to perceive new consequences of action, 
new duties to follow, and new virtues to nurture.”

39
  

 Given this, Teilhard will speak of the primacy of the three virtues 
of purity, faith and fidelity. They are each reflective of the conditions 
of the soul and not to the operations of the body. Purity represents a 
submission to the will of God and makes room for inner self-
illumination. “The purity of beings is measured by the degree of 
attraction that draws them towards the divine center, or, what comes 
to the same thing, by their proximity to the center.”

40
 Faith is an 

operative power that allows one to see the integrating quality of all 
events, most especially the diminishments as a sur-animation – as a 
unifying higher action of providence. Lastly, fidelity provides the 
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bond between the two previous virtues by which the centering self and 
the larger animated world are held together. “Through fidelity we 
situate ourselves and maintain ourselves in the hands of God so 
exactly as to become one with them in their action.”

41
 

 From the vantage point of having a vision of God‟s will for the 
world, we are empowered by God to be instruments of the divine 
will‟s creative reformation of the world. To see the end gives us a 
structure for making decisions today not alone but in rising 
consciousness – [for] there is also a growth in action converging with 
the action of others. Vision serves to concretize what Christian 
tradition termed the body of Christ as a single reality of the risen Jesus 
with the active embodying activity of the Church. Divine inspiration 
incarnates.  

Such a vision leads to social imperatives based upon the structures 
of personhood, action and growth described above. Past natural law 
ethics, with its establishment of minimums for individual and social 
rights such as in the case of those of the family, labor, survival, and 
the relation of nation-states,  does not go far enough to inspire the 
fullness of personalization. To be the most, rather than the minimum, 
is what Teilhard is expressing. An ethic that is not minimalist would 
see human decisions as unfinished, growing with expanding 
consciousness – it would be an ethic of continual formation, change 
and development. This ethic then would go beyond a simple defense 
of the person or the community in its formation [and] seek the 
maximizing of the energies of purity, faith and fidelity in such a way 
that we would expand our lived expression of personhood and 
community – showing the collective face of God. Such an ethic is 
expressive of not an arrival but of an expanding of the call to love. So 
a traditional ethic of balance is challenged by a question not of did I 
love, but how may I love more. Solidarity is not a point of simply 
walking with others, but is the call to [a] greater fullness of the whole 
body. The concrete expression of solidarity, the condition of an option 
for the poor, is by necessity a recognition that the entire body cannot 
advance spiritually when fifteen percent of the world lives on less than 
one dollar a day and nearly half eke out a survival at two and a half 
dollars a day. Sin, in this case, deals with not only contributing to the 
depersonalization but the perpetuation of indifference to the call for 
growing freedom and others participating in a fuller life. If we were to 
use an example of the refugee, refugees are not peripheral to a global 
conscience, but essential for its growth. Their fragility invites a 
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network of personalizing support in structures, resources, and 
presence to be formed embodying the genuine condition that those 
most fragile are at the heart of God‟s presence. Refusal to participate 
constructively in the issue, maintaining indifference whether as 
individuals or nation-states, is a choice against the maturation of the 
world‟s ethical constitution as an organic thinking whole. We are, if 
you will, “tying up Christ” from his full expression in the world, and 
such a condition obligates persons with vision to oppose the choices 
and structures that perpetuate such concrete evil.  

Applications 
These ethical ideas require concrete applications. A few I would 
suggest that stand out are: 

¶ A Teilhardian ethic [that] would encourage the expansion of joint 
efforts of research whereby peoples learn to work and think 
together on a common task of development. 

¶ A Teilhardian theology [that] would seek to support and reform 
those global institutions, such as the United Nations, that exist for 
the collaboration of the people of the world. The United Nations is 
not a final solution, but a necessary evolving institutional 
expression of this personalizing quality of globalization of which 
Teilhard speaks. No one denies the need for [the] reform of the 
U.N., as is well documented by such studies as the Commission 
on Global Governance led by Ingvar Carlsson and Shridath 
Ramphal.

42
 However, it is a body that needs to be supported 

adequately by national governments politically and financially in 
the fulfillment of its mandate.

43
 

¶ Because of [the Teilhardian] view that all are part of the one 
developing communal body, the voices and sufferings of the 
poorest in our world must serve as the starting place for hearing 
and healing this holy presence of God incarnate. As the theologian 
Ignacio Ellacuria stated before he was murdered in El Salvador, 
we can find the face of God in those people who are today being 
crucified – the very poorest and forgotten of our nations.  

¶ Leadership that inspires humanity to love, to be united in a 
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common task, is central to this task. While Teilhard does not 
develop a theory of leadership, one can recognize the importance 
of such a structure in the thought of the Lutheran theologian 
Dietrich Bonhoeffer, whose “sociality” theology and principle of 
stellvertretung

44
 clearly recognizes the relationship of the leader 

as symbolically personifying the vision of the dual nature of 
person as individual and community. Fostering leadership that 
respects the individual, unifies the community, and moves them 
forward in a personalizing fashion is true to the spirit of Teilhard. 
This integrates that force that Teilhard described of a need for 
biological organization – a hierarchical arrangement within the 
organism serving as the ego of the noosphere. The leader, by his 
or her “attractive” presence, serves as that organizing and 
authoritative living symbol of a world becoming person.  

 These four areas of application – research, the United Nations, an 
option for the poor, and leadership – are definitely not exhaustive of a 
Teilhardian theology. But they do serve to give substance to the larger 
task of an hermeneutic that places personalization at the heart of its 
ethic.  

 In conclusion, I offer a reflection on discernment, a spiritual skill 
at the heart of Jesuit formation and education. In all our efforts to 
dialogue, to deepen the faith of the peoples of our respective 
traditions, we begin, live and move within a continual atmosphere of 
discernment. The question must remain at the forefront of all we do: 
“What is the will of God for ourselves as individuals and as a 
community?” Discernment means a continual state of prayer. It is a 
continual attentiveness that the other who sits beside me, whomever 
they may be, is a divine gift from whom I can hear the voice and 
living word of God seeking to transform my life and the world around 
me. It is this same attitude of continual discernment that makes 
possible such a gathering as that of today –where we care for each 
other, and wish the best, and so give whatever treasures we have from 
our traditions, our sciences, and our hearts so the other may grow. It is 
a holy giving and receiving, ever conscious that the real Giver is 
present among our explorations.  

                                                      
44. “(Stellvertretung) literally means standing in the place of another, but it means more than 

words like „proxy,‟ „deputy‟ and „representative‟ convey. Bonhoeffer‟s meaning is best 

expressed by speaking of people who personify their communities, and act vicariously on 

their behalf.” Clifford Green, “Human Sociality and Christian Community,” ed. John W. de 

Gruchy, The Cambridge Companion to Dietrich Bonhoeffer (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1999), p. 118. 
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Teilhard was adamant that one of the greatest dangers we could 
have in the area of the dialogue of religions, especially within his very 
own tradition of the Catholic Church, was to believe that we had 
arrived, that we were no longer growing or evolving as persons or as a 
community; or even worse, that we did not need each other. With 
great gratitude, this gathering expresses just the opposite. For myself, 
I wish to say it is a blessing to be with all of you, to explore and 
discern, respective of our genuine differences, and to hear and see 
through each of you that Good God who is so much more than we can 
ever imagine. 

  

Bibliography 

Commission on Global Governance, Our Global Neighborhood (New York: Oxford 

University Press, 1995). 

Coyne, George, “Evolution and the Human Person: The Pope in Dialogue” in Science 

and Theology: The New Consonance, ed. Ted Peters (Boulder, Colorado: 

Westview Press, 1998). 

Cuenot, Claude, Nouveau Lexique Teilhard de Chardin (Paris: Editions Du Seuil, 

1968). 

de Gruchy, John W., The Cambridge Companion to Dietrich Bonhoeffer (Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 1999). 

Department of Planetary Sciences, Lunar and Planetary Laboratories, “Cosmic 

Collisions: Impacts (Power Point),” University of Arizona, Fall Course 2009. 

www.lpl.arizona.edu/undergrad/classes/fall2009/Yelle_102-13/.../L19.ppt 

(accessed April 26, 2010). 

Grumett, David, Teilhard de Chardin: Theology, Humanity and Cosmos (Leuven: 

Peeters, 2005). 

________ , “Transformism and the End of Enhancement” in Transhumanism and 

Transcendence: Christian Hope in an Age of Technological Enhancement, by 

Ronald Cole-Turner (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 2011). 

Haught, John F., Christianity and Science (New York: Orbis Books, 2007). 

Kurzweil, Ray, The Singularity is Near (New York: Penguin Books, 2005). 

Lane, Abby , Cambrian Explosion, April 26, 2010. 

http://palaeo.gly.bris.ac.uk/Palaeofiles/Cambrian/timing/timing.html (accessed 

April 26, 2010). 

Mooney, Christopher,  Teilhard de Chardin and the Mystery of Christ (Garden City, 

New York: Image Books, 1968). 

NASA Ames Research Center, Kepler: A Search for Habitable Planets, April 26, 

2010. http://kepler.nasa.gov/Mission/discoveries/ (accessed April 26, 2010). 

Peterson, Anna Lisa, Being Human: Ethics, Environment and Our Place in the World 

(London: University of California Press, 2001). 

Pope Benedict XVI, God is Love (Vatican City: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 2006). 

Pope John Paul II, “Message to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences” in Evolutionary 



82 / Religious Inquiries 2 

and Molecular Biology, ed. Robert John Russell et al. (Berkeley, California: 

Center for Theology and the Natural Sciences, 1998). 

 ________ , Universal Catechism of the Catholic Church (New York: Doubleday 

Publishers, 1994). 

Rahner, Karl,  Hominization: The Evolutionary Origin of Man as a Theological 

Problem  

(London: Burnes and Oates, 1965). 

Sagan, Carl, “Cosmic Calendar,” Cosmic Calendar, April 20, 2010 (accessed April 

20, 2010). 

Sanks, T. Howland, “Globalization and the Church's Social Mission,” Theological 

Studies, 60 (1999), 625-651. 

Teilhard de Chardin, Pierre, Human Energy (New York: William Collins and Sons, 

1969). 

________ , The Divine Milieu (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1960). 

________ , The Future of Man (New York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1964). 

________ , The Heart of Matter (New York: William Collins and Sons, Inc, 1978). 

________ , Toward the Future (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1975). 

United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, “Themes of Catholic Social 

Teaching,” Justice, Peace and Human Development, 2005. http://www.usccb.org/ 

sdwp/projects/socialteaching/excerpt.shtml (accessed April 30, 2010). 
 

 



 

 

 

 

THE MU‘TAZILITE QĀD  ‘ABD AL-JABBĀR  

ON THE DENOTATION OF MIRACLES 
 

Abbas Dihqannijad
1
 

Mohammad Saeedimehr
2
 

 

This article examines the Mu„tazilite QàdĂ „Abd al-Jabbàr‟s views on the 

denotation of miracles according to his own particular methodology. 

Despite his acceptance of the celebrated method of the theologians in 

the denotation of miracles with respect to the authenticity of prophets, 

i.e., resorting to divine wisdom, QàdĂ „Abd al-Jabbàr instead proposed 

the issue within the structure of conventional denotation; thus, his so-

called “convention theory” distinguishes his endeavors from that of 
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1) Introduction 
The most important question concerning the issue of miracles in 
Islamic tradition is whether miracles denote the authenticity of 
prophets. The greatest amount of doubt about miracles comes from 
this question. For if the logical relation between miracles and the 
authenticity of prophets were denied, miracles would lose their 
religious value and would become regarded as no more than strange 
events that needed some sort of explanation.  

Muslim theologians have primarily considered miracles to be signs 
of the authenticity of the prophetic claim (See Sobhani, 1417, p. 93). 
There is, nonetheless, a theoretical controversy among Muslim 
scholars whether miracles could be interpreted as rational arguments 
or persuasive evidences, which, at most, cause a kind of psychological 
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inclination towards believing in prophetic claims. Though some 
Muslim thinkers, such as Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (al-Razi, pp. 41-53) 
and Averroes (Ahmadi, 1378, pp. 378-379), have preferred the latter, 
the majority of Muslim scholars adhere to the former and believe that 
the occurrence of miracles logically entails the authenticity of the 
agent‟s prophetic claim. They typically have offered two main 
arguments to show such a relation.

3
 The first argument – which is 

more celebrated – can be formulated as follows (Sobhani, 1417, 
p. 95): 

1. A just and wise God does not commit injustice and does not do 

that which is contrary to His wisdom. 

2. God wants people to be guided to the right path; He does not want 

them to go astray. 

3. Miracles are the evidence for the authenticity of the prophetic 

claim. 

4. If those who claim that they have a prophetic mission perform a 

miracle, people will like and obey them. 

5. Bestowing the power to make miracles upon false prophets is not 

a wise act. 

6. Thus, according to 4 and 5, bestowing the power of miracles to 

false prophets is contrary to God‟s wisdom and would therefore 

mislead people. 

7. God does not do what that is contrary to His wisdom and will 

never mislead people. 

Therefore, the result is that: 

8. God will never bestow the power of miracles on false prophets; 

thus anybody who claims that he has a prophetic mission – if he 

performs a miracle – must genuinely be a prophet. 

By making use of justice and wisdom, this argument shows that 
giving the power of performing miracles to false prophets is a case of 
urging people towards ignorance, which is against God‟s aim for 
creation, i.e., the guidance of people to the right path. 

A second argument is offered by Allamah Tabatabai, which is 
based upon the philosophical rule that “similar things are the same in 
their possible and impossible attributes.” A brief account of the 
argument is as follows: Prophets claim that they have a relation with 
the Unseen, a relation which is rather odd and extraordinary. On the 
other hand, they perform miracles which are odd and extraordinary 
events. When we see that a person who claims that he has a Divine 

                                                      
3. Some have numbered these arguments as being limited to five, however they can still be 

reduced to two main arguments (See Ahmadi, 1378, pp. 370-400). 
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mission is able to perform something which is odd and extraordinary 
(i.e., a miracle), then we can generalize from this fact and conclude 
that he possesses an odd and extraordinary relation to God (i.e., he is 
God‟s messenger). Therefore, we should believe that he is correct in 
his claim that he is a prophet (Tabatabai 1417, pp. 85-89).  

  „Abd al-Jabbār‟s argument, which shows a logical relation 
between miracles and prophetic claims is, to a great extent, similar to 
the former argument. Its major difference comes from his different 
account of the issue and his so-called “convention (al-muwāda„a) 
theory.” This theory can be seen in the works of other theologians; 
however, it was  „Abd al-Jabbār who together coined the term 
and refined the theory. He has put this theory in the heart of his 
explanation about miracles and makes use of it in all related aspects of 
the issue, including the subject of the performer of miracles.  

2) The convention theory 
Before directly engaging in the “denotation of the miracles of 
prophethood,” he gives a detailed discussion on the methodology of 
the issue by showing how miracles imply prophethood.

4
 According to 

„Abd al-Jabbār, a thing may denote another thing in three ways or 
methods: a) accuracy and necessity; b) motives and free will; or c) 
convention and purposes („Abd al-Jabbār, vol. 15, p. 152). 

(1-2) The accuracy and necessity method  

„Abd al-Jabbār calls the first approach “the accuracy and necessity 
method” (Tarigh al-Sihhah wa al-Wojub). The major feature of this 
method is that if there were not a thing signified then no significant 
would come to signify anything. As it were, the significant depends 
entirely on what is signified; there would be no justification for the 
significant had we failed to find what was signified or failed to realize 
the manner of signification or if there was no signification at all. For 
example, an action denotes that the doer is capable of the act, for were 
the doer unable to perform the act, then no action might come from 
him (ibid.). Hence, a masterpiece denotes the knowledge of its creator. 
However, the manner of denotation is of much concern since this 
relation can only be established in such a manner. A masterpiece 
signifies that the knowledge of the creator comes from the mastery 
observed in the work rather than the work itself. The rejection of the 
knowledge of the creator merely implies the negation of the mastery 

                                                      
4. In his al-Mughni,  „Abd al-Jabbār has written a separate chapter “on 

how miracles imply prophecy.” Before that, however, on pp. 152-167 in the same book, he 

has dealt with the methodology of the issue. 
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of the work rather than the work itself (ibid., p. 152). 

 An objection which can be raised to this approach is that it 
involves a circular method. “How does an action denote the ability of 
the doer, so that, were he not able [to perform it], no action would 
happen? This implies [that we must consider] the action to be an 
offshoot of the ability of the doer, i.e., we should first realize the 
ability of the doer and then the action itself” (ibid., p. 153). In other 
words, one is first expected to know the doer, and then from his 
ability, to know the action, for an action may come into being because 
of the ability of the doer. In his response to this objection, „Abd al-
Jabbār distinguishes between two kinds of orders: an order in respect 
to the existence and an order in respect to knowledge and 
understanding and argues that it is not necessary for the former to 
comply with the latter. “It is possible for a thing to be prior in the 
order of existence and posterior in the order of understanding and vice 
versa” (ibid., p. 153). This distinction must be considered in a 
posteriori reasoning in which the mind moves from the effect to the 
cause,

5
 since the cause is prior to its effect in respect to existence, but 

could be posterior to it in respect to our knowledge, namely, we may 
come to know the effect first, and, according to this knowledge, 
establish the existence of the cause itself. Having proposed such a 
distinction, „Abd al-Jabbār obviates the circle. It is worth noting that, 
according to „Abd al-Jabbār, the “accuracy and necessity method” is 
normally used in all arguments for monotheism and theodicy.

6
  

2-2) The motives and free will method  

„Abd al-Jabbār has considered this approach to be the main method 
used in the issues of theodicy, saying: “According to this method, we 
may argue that God would not do evil despite His ability to do so. He 
will not do evil because He possesses certain attributes which prevent 
him from doing evil” (ibid., p. 157). In order to explain the 
designation of this method as “motives and free will,” „Abd al-Jabbār 
says: “We have chosen the word motive for this method because we 
argue that God‟s actions are good solely because of the fact that they 
are done by God. This is because God‟s motives require Him to do 
only that which is good” (See ibid.). In these cases, if there were no 
motive, the action could be evil, since in the case of lacking a motive 
for doing well, the powerful agent can do anything he wishes, 
including the evil action (See ibid.). 

                                                      
5. „Abd al-Jabbār, vol. 15, p. 153 " ِلذ یکَى فوا َّ أصل فی ًفسِ لذ یکَى الؼلن بِ فشػاٌ ٍ ها َّ فشع فی ًفس

"الؼلن بِ أصلاٌ .  
6. Ibid., p. 157 "ػلی ّزا الَجِ ًبٌی جویغ الأدلٔ الؼملیٔ فی التَحیذ ٍ الؼذل ٍ" . 
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Moreover, the word “free will” is proposed here to distinguish this 
method from the former one. In the former method, mere accuracy 
would suffice for the argument. The action, for example, would come 
from the doer, though he had nothing but power. This, however, is not 
necessarily the case with motives in which were there no motives no 
action would come into being; however, those motives necessitate free 
will or something of a similar function (See ibid., p. 158). This 
method is used by „Abd al-Jabbār in issues like the infallibility of 
prophets (See ibid., pp. 158-159).  

2-3) The convention and purposes method
7
 

The third method is considered to be the most fundamental among the 
argumentations in religious texts (scriptures) (See ibid., p. 160). Here, 
„Abd al-Jabbār engages in a number of linguistic discussions. He 
argues that speech, and the understanding of it, depends on a priori 
convention; he holds that, in order to understand the speech, one must 
know the related convention and what is meant by the denotation in 
question (See ibid., p. 160). What helps us to consider a part of speech 
as an argument, and to validate the arguments used in religious texts, 
is this very convention as well as our knowledge of it (See ibid.). In 
order to explain how the understanding of speech depends on 
convention, „Abd al-Jabbār compares the denotation of speech to that 
of sign language. “Silent gesture has no meaning if there is no 
convention that, for example, such gesture means such a meaning, and 
so does the speech; if there is no convention there is no meaning to be 
understood” (ibid., p. 161).

8
 

 Accordingly, „Abd al-Jabbār likens the convention in speech to a 
prior convention in actions.

9
 Thus, when one speaks to someone it 

means that they have coordinated in such a way it‟s as if they have 
said to each other: “Whenever I tell you „Zeyd sets out to go,‟ by the 
first word I mean this particular person, and by the second such an 
activity, and when I say this speech I mean to inform you about the 
issue. And if I added a word to the previous statement saying: „Did 
Zeyd set out to go?‟ I mean to hear from you about the issue” (ibid., 
p. 161). 

                                                      
7. The purpose is suggested in this method because there must be a purpose in compliance with 

the convention (See ibid., p. 162). 

8. „Abd al-Jabbār says that there must be a prior convention both in bodily movements and 

words, nonetheless, it needs to be remembered that the speech is distinguished and much 

preferred to those movements. " إًوا یفاسق الکلام الحشکات هي حیث تتسغ ٍجَِّ ٍ ٍجَُ ٍلَػِ لإتساع
شٍف الوتویزُ بؼعْا ػي بؼط ٍ کثشتْا ٍ صحٔ التمذین ٍ التأخیش فیْا فیختلف فیْا لزلک الٌظام ٍ لصحٔ الإختلاف الح

فی هَاظغ الکلوات هٌْا با التمذین ٍ التأخیش ٍ الإًفشاد ٍ الإجتواع ٍ حصَل ها یتخللْا ٍ لتؼالب الحشکات الوختلفٔ 
"ػلیْا.  („Abd al-Jabbār, vol. 15, p. 160). 

9. Ibid., p. 260. "لأى الوَاظؼٔ کالوَاطآ فی الأفؼال"   
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According to what was said so far, and with the three methods 
proposed above, „Abd al-Jabbār intends to show the rationality of the 
belief in miracles as reasonable evidence of the authenticity of the 
prophetic claim. As it were, he seeks to demonstrate that the above-
mentioned methods are accepted in the course of reasoning. However, 
the first method is used more prevalently in philosophy and rational 
sciences, the second in theology and jurisprudence, and the third in 
literature and conventional sciences. All three methods are authentic 
and any argument satisfying the related conditions of each method 
would be sound. This approach, at least, can be a brief answer to those 
scholars such as Fakhr al-Din al-Razi and Averroes who are of the 
view that the epistemic function of miracles is no more than a 
convincing argument. 

 Had  „Abd al-Jabbār succeeded in situating miracles within 
the structure of convention theory, we might have embraced the 
rational denotation of miracles with regard to the authenticity of the 
prophetic claim. The important point here is that since „Abd al-Jabbār 
has based the convention method on the motives and free will 
approach, which in turn is based on the accuracy and necessity method 
(ibid., p. 159), one may claim that, according to „Abd al-Jabbār, there 
is a perfectly logical concomitance between miracles and the 
authenticity of the prophetic claim.  

2-3-1) Denotation of miracles according to the convention and purposes method  

How do miracles denote the authenticity of a prophetic claim? For 
example, we may demand a proof or evidence from anyone who 
claims prophethood. He then performs a miracle that we can regard as 
an evidence for the authenticity of his claim. Now, how does this 
miracle prove the authenticity of his claim? According to „Abd al-
Jabbār, the occurrence of a miracle has the following constituents: 1) 
the miracle; 2) the prophetic claim; 3) one who claims prophethood; 
4) the performer of the miracle. Here, convention means that two 
people have agreed that something would be the sign for another 
thing. Consequently, in the course of miracles, it has been agreed by 
God, the performer of miracles, and a person who claims 
prophethood, that, whenever he proclaimed prophethood, God would 
perform a miracle by the hand of the prophet in order to let people 
recognize his authenticity. The occurrence of a miracle from someone 
who claims to be a Divine prophet means that God is confirming that 
he is a real messenger of God. As a matter of fact, this Divine act has 
replaced the substantiation of God by saying: “He is really my 
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messenger!”
10

 Of course, „Abd al-Jabbār is able to acknowledge that 
there has been no actual convention between God and His prophets, 
yet it can be supposed so.

11
 In this way, the denotation of miracles is 

stronger than words, because words are usually exposed to simile and 
metaphors which are impractical in the case of acts (ibid.).  

 In stating his view that there is no difference between verbal and 
practical acknowledgement, „Abd al-Jabbār gives the following 
example: “When Zeyd sends a messenger for „Amr, and „Amr asks the 
messenger for evidence of his mission, it makes no difference for the 
messenger to ask Zeyd to verbally acknowledge him [by saying, for 
example, that yes, you are right, you are my messenger], or to tell 
Zeyd, if I am right that I am speaking on your behalf, put your hand 
on your head and he does so. Here, putting the hand on the head has 
replaced the word of Zeyd” (ibid., p. 168). „Abd al-Jabbār‟s main 
efforts here are to show that the word and act are the same in the 
denotation in question because the verbal acknowledgement of a 
messenger is sound evidence for the authenticity of the messenger but 
the denotation of the act is not as clear as this, thus demanding more 
attention and notice. In the above-mentioned example, „Abd al-Jabbār 
tries to call attention to and remove such an improbability. He does 
not necessitate convention to have actually taken place, for the very 
course of practice indicates some sort of convention. “Even though 
there was no coordination, what has actually happened is similar to a 
previous convention. For example, if a master told his servant, 
„Whenever I put my hand on my head, you must bring water…,‟ this 
does not differ from the case of a servant telling his master, 
„Whenever you want water, just put your hand on your head.‟ In both 
cases, the convention is created. This is similar to a case preceded by 
some coordination…Now, if a prophet asked God to acknowledge his 
claim by performing a miracle… [performing the miracle by God], it 
would be equal to his acknowledgement” (ibid., p. 169). 

In order to establish the denotation of miracles which authenticates 
the prophet‟s claim, „Abd al-Jabbār necessitates four conditions. First, 
we should know that miracles are executed by God. Second, we 
should know that miracles are extraordinary (ibid., p. 171). Third, that 
the would-be prophet has claimed a prophetic mission. And fourth, 
that the prophet must have asked God to perform a miracle. The lack 
of each of these conditions being present means a lack of the related 
denotation. Were miracles not performed by God, there would be no 
convention and thus no acknowledgement. It is as if Zeyd calls 

                                                      
10. See „Abd al-Jabbār, vol. 15, p. 161. "تٌزل الوؼجزات هٌزلٔ التصذیك بالمَل"   

11. Ibid. "بوٌزلٔ الوَاظؼٔ الوتمذهٔ ػلی التصذیك"   
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himself the messenger of „Amr saying that the evidence for his claim 
is that he asks „Amr to put his hand on his head and he will do so. He 
then asks „Amr to put his hand on his head, but Zeyd himself puts his 
hand, or [a third person like] Ali puts his hand, on „Amr‟s head 
instead. There is no logical concomitance here between Zeyd‟s claim 
and „Amr, thus there is no acknowledgement.

12
  

Do all God‟s actions denote the authenticity of prophets? For 
example, does the fact that God provides for everyone‟s daily bread 
denote that a particular person is a prophet? The answer is negative. 
Other conditions must be met in order to establish a convention. The 
only action denoting prophethood is one which is done by God after a 
prophet‟s having claimed prophethood. “If, for example, a person puts 
his hand on his head after nobody having claimed that he is dispatched 
by him, there will be no denotation for putting the hand on the head. 
Such denotation merely comes providing the prophetic claim and its 
simultaneity with the putting of the hand on the head” (ibid., p. 168). 
A prophet must have asked God to do something in order to 
acknowledge his authenticity. It is not necessary for a would-be 
prophet to ask for a specific action from God; it suffices to ask for any 
type of action whatsoever, which, if done by God, creates a denotation 
(ibid., p. 171). 

 Finally, no action executed by God after a prophet has prayed for 
it denotes authenticity, unless it is extraordinary, for one would fail to 
detect the authenticity of the prophet otherwise (See ibid., p. 170). The 
issue can be illustrated thus: “If a prophet says: „O God, if I am right 
in my claim of prophethood, make the sun rise at its due time from its 
due sunrise, take it to its due orbit, and bring cold and heat in their due 
times…‟ we would not know that these ordinary events are done to 
acknowledge the prophet” (ibid., pp. 170-171). Hence, miracles 
should be extraordinary in order for people to realize that they had 
been executed due to the demand of the prophet to be acknowledged 
(ibid., p. 171), therefore establishing a logical denotation between an 
act of God and the claim of a prophet. 

What „Abd al-Jabbār has mentioned thus far, within the framework 
of convention theory, was an explanation for the process of the 
denotation of miracles that the prophetic claim can be authentic. One‟s 
explanation may appear far more coherent and perfect; however it 

                                                      
12. The only way to realize whether an action is done by God, rather than by any human being, 

is that it must be a miracle so that human beings fail to perform that sort of action or some 

feature of it. It is possible, however, for an action not to be a miracle and still be done by God, 

but the question is that we would not have a chance to realize that it was done by God, instead 

of other beings.  
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does not mean that one‟s view is correct. While it is possible to 
propose different coherent explanations for a single event, only one of 
them will be sound and correct, namely the one with a rational 
justification. „Abd al-Jabbār seems to manage the issue by resorting to 
Divine justice and wisdom in addition to the fact that God would 
never perform an act of evil. In fact, „Abd al-Jabbār comes to explain 
a point similar to the premise introduced by the theologians in their 
argument for miracles, namely, “It is evil to urge ignorance upon 
people.” He argues that God‟s wisdom guarantees the convention and 
expected denotation of miracles. God Almighty would never commit 
evil or anything with an evil aspect, He will merely do what is 
necessary, or something similar (ibid., p. 176). So, for precisely that 
reason, there remains no probability whatsoever for God‟s lack of 
intention in performing miracles and therefore a lack of denotation; 
for it “should have been done by a wise being who never deceives, so 
we must admit that, by miracles, God [intends] the acknowledgment 
of His prophet” (ibid., p. 180). The occurrence of miracles with no 
previous convention is some sort of deceit or misrepresentation 
whereas the Wise God is immaculate and exempt from such things.  

2-3-2) Objections and their refutations 

In order to shed more light on his theological views and theories, Qā ī 
„Abd al-Jabbār follows the method of dialogue. This method can be 
seen in his three major works – al-Mughni fi Abwab al-Tawhid wa al-
Adl, Sharh al-Usul al-Khamsa, and Tathbitu Dala‟il Nubuwwat 
Nabiyyeena Muhammad (pbuh) – where, after the explanation of his 
preferred theory, and the objections raised by his opponents, he 
proposes questions which he himself has devised. He also does this in 
his discussion of the convention theory. Since he has set forth many 
questions, we will deal here with the key ones.  

a) How may one realize that miracles are performed by God? In the 
related examples of “convention,” the two parties of convention and 
their actions are observable. Thus when a messenger claims that he 
was dispatched by S, and the evidence is that S will put his hand on 
his head, we can see him doing so, and there is no doubt that it is him 
who is doing so. In the case of miracles, however, God is not 
observable. How do we make sure that the miracle is not performed 
by someone else other than God? In his answer to this question, „Abd 
al-Jabbār says, “From the very fact that it is a miracle we find out that 
it has been performed by God, for we know that other beings fail to do 
so…that others are unable to do so proves there to be a potent being 
different from others. This realization compensates for the case in 
which the two parties are observable so that we obviously see him 



92 / Religious Inquiries 2 

who did so and so” (ibid., vol. 15, p. 170 with minor alterations). 

b) Granted that we have realized that a miracle was performed by 
God, we may come across another question – did God really mean to 
acknowledge His prophets by His miracles? How do we make sure 
that there was no meaning or intention other than that 
acknowledgement? Similar to literal and rhetorical meanings, it is 
possible for that to have a meaning other than what appears. In his 
response to this question, „Abd al-Jabbār says: “Wherever there is no 
indication contextual or otherwise, we should follow the literal 
meaning, leaving other possibilities. However, if there is an indication 
to show otherwise, we might say that it is applied to a rhetorical 
meaning. If we wanted to follow the rhetorical meaning where there is 
no indication for that, we might not understand anything from the 
word of God…now that it is the case with the speech, so is the case 
with events, or here, miracles. Even one may say that here the 
expected denotation of miracles is stronger than that of the speech, 
because the convention in it is similar to the literal meaning; thus there 
is no room for the rhetorical meaning in it. Therefore, as the speech of 
no indication applies to the literal meaning if it is said by a wise 
person, so do miracles” (ibid., pp. 172-173 with minor alterations). 

Indeed, „Abd al-Jabbār has mentioned two significant points. The 
first, which is linguistic, is that we human beings, in all our 
negotiations and literature, attach our speech to its literal meaning. If 
someone, for example, says: “I have seen a lion,” we will take it to 
mean the strong, wild animal of the forest. If we did not do so, and 
instead intended a rhetorical meaning, there would be no mutual 
understanding, and thus all negotiations would be abandoned. There 
are very few cases providing indications that we might intend a 
rhetorical meaning. For example, if someone said: “I have seen a lion 
shooting,” on examining the indication of “shooting,” we are justified 
to attach the word “lion” to a rhetorical meaning, i.e., “a brave man.” 
Such is the case with miracles, „Abd al-Jabbār argues, in which there 
is a practical convention. This means that, since there is no indication 
to show otherwise, miracles denote the main literal application, the 
authenticity of prophets. As a result, no doubt remains as to the main 
meaning of performing miracles.  

The second point made by „Abd al-Jabbār is a theological-
intellectual presupposition. He argues that we attach the speech of the 
wise to a literal meaning. As it were, in order to achieve the objectives 
of their speech and practices, the wise follow the literal meanings; 
they never intend their speech to have a rhetorical meaning where they 
would provide no indication. For he knows that he would have failed 
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to get his ideas across, and therefore it would lead to a self-defeating 
objective. Because God Almighty is Wise and His wisdom is above 
all, when He provides no indication He must mean the literal meaning 
rather than the purely rhetorical one. 

c) For the third question, the challenger tries to show a difference 
between linguistic confirmation, i.e., acknowledgement and 
convention, and practical confirmation in the form of miracle. These 
two cannot be judged identically. The difference is that 
acknowledgement entails a claim without which it has no meaning. In 
other words, there is no first-time linguistic acknowledgment, but a 
miracle can be so. Thus miracles cannot be judged like a linguistic 
acknowledgment can (See ibid., p. 173).  

To be more exact, a claim and an acknowledgement are 
correlatives. Zeyd can claim that „Amr was right, providing that „Amr 
has said something. However, if „Amr has not said anything, there 
would have been no claim that needed to be acknowledged. This is not 
the case with miracles; for example, the occurrence of a miracle does 
not entail that a previous claim has been made. A miracle may 
meaningfully occur without a claim being made therefore there is no 
correlation between a miracle and a claim. The least is that there are a 
few cases where a miracle may occur without a claim. This is enough 
to undermine the denotation of miracles.  

In his response to this objection,  „Abd al-Jabbār addresses the 
issue in two ways: First, granting the difference, he tries to establish 
the denotation of miracles. He says, “What you said about miracles is 
right; however, when a miracle is preceded by a prophetic claim and a 
prophet‟s asking God to perform a miracle, it would be similar to the 
convention thus equal to an acknowledgement. Zeyd‟s putting the 
hand on the head – when a messenger to Amr claims his mission 
asking Zeyd to acknowledge him by doing so – is similar to the 
acknowledgement, and Zeyd could have put his hand on his head with 
no prior claim or demand, so are miracles” (ibid., p. 173). 

Abd al-Jabbar, by this example, is arguing that Zeyd‟s putting the 
hand on the head and the claim of his messenger are not correlatives, 
yet it may denote his mission, and so may miracles. As mentioned 
earlier,  „Abd al-Jabbār is not satisfied with this, and assumes a 
second approach. That is to say, he totally denies that miracles are not 
preceded by a prophetic claim, thus proposing a correlation between a 
prophetic claim and miracles. He remarks that some people may 
believe that God would perform first-time miracles with no prior 
prophetic claim in order to add to the suffering of those under 
obligation. So does He as to the lust and the like (See ibid., p. 173).  
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Abd al-Jabbar forthrightly declares that such a claim is not to be 
accepted for it allows God‟s doing evil – and thus trust in Him is 
abandoned. Further, if we embrace that option for the case of miracles, 
how do we know that it is not the same case with acknowledgement? 
(ibid., p. 174). He also says that the comparison of miracles to lust is 
incorrect. “Because there is no evil in strengthening the lust, but it is 
there in a first-time miracle, namely that the confidence in all reasons 
would be abandoned” (ibid.). 

In fact,  „Abd al-Jabbār insists that the embracing of a first-
time miracle leads to an allowance for God‟s doing evil (ibid.), which 
cannot be true according to „adliyyah (Shi‟ite and the Mu‟tazilite) 
principles. What shows  „Abd al-Jabbār‟s precise scrutiny of the 
issue is his distinction between two meanings of “possibility.” He 
admits that first-time miracles are essentially possible (presumably in 
respect to God‟s omnipotence), yet their occurrence becomes 
impossible owing to such Divine attributes as His wisdom.

13
  

What is certain here is that  „Abd al-Jabbār cannot answer this 
objection by appealing solely to his convention theory, for, as was 
said earlier, this theory is more like an explanation than an established 
theory; its establishment fully depends upon certain theological 
principles such as Divine wisdom and God never urging people 
toward ignorance.  

d) The fourth question is, how do we find out if such a convention 
has been made between God and His prophet? To rephrase the 
question, the convention between God and one of His prophets is a 
claim that needs to be established. 

Some scholars, such as Mutahhari, have gone far to say that the 
convention claim is wrong, denying any convention in the course of 
miracles; there is no conventional denotation in this matter they say. 
Thus Mutahhari argues that the denotation of miracles is rational; it is 
neither dispositional nor conventional. In their works, the logicians 
have classified denotation into three categories in terms of their origin: 
1) conventional; 2) dispositional; and 3) rational. A conventional 
denotation is created by a convention following its function. Having 
known a convention and the created concomitance thereby, the mind 
may move to the idea of what is denoted from the denoting sign, like 
the denotation of the meaning of words and that of traffic signs and of 

                                                      
13. Ibid., p. 175. 

 أحذّوا ػلی ها لا یصح إلا بِ ٍ هؼِ. ٍ الآخش ػلی ها تمتعی الحکؤ الا یحصل إلا بِ ٍ هؼِ إى الفؼل لذ یذل هي ٍجْیي
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their related regulations. The inevitable constituents of such 
denotation are the practice of convention and becoming aware of it, 
and therefore this kind of denotation becomes fully conventional and 
mind-related. In their social practice, the wise have embraced such 
denotations for the ease of communication and to establish better 
social relations; such considerations have their own real products. 
Obviously, the denotation of miracles is not of this sort at all. Since 
there hasn‟t been a prior convention or contract as to the denotation of 
miracles, it comes into being automatically and without any prior 
agreement or mental acquaintance. In dispositional denotation, 
however, one may find out particular mental states and their related 
treatments from observing their apparent symptoms, as the human 
disposition demands. In such cases, from one dispositional symptom, 
for example, a change of color of the face to red, we can perceive 
shamefulness. This concomitance produced by the human disposition 
is achieved from repeated experience. In a dispositional concomitance, 
the simultaneity of the two correlatives is not necessarily permanent; 
they sometimes fail and different dispositions differ from person to 
person as well. Thus failure, difference, and exceptions are possible. 
Needless to say, miracles are not produced from the natural 
disposition of their performers. The third denotation is one created by 
the intellect; namely, a sign denoting something and the thing that is 
denoted carry the denotation by their essences. Perceiving the former 
would rationally take us to the latter. Such rational concomitance 
comes between a cause and its effect and the two effects of the one 
identical cause. Rational concomitance is an ontological relation, 
neither conventional nor dispositional. A celebrated example of this is 
to realize the producer from its production or the cause from its effect 
because it is impossible for a contingent being to come into being 
without a cause; here there is no need of experience or of convention 
(Mutahhari, 1372, p. 218). 

In a nutshell, he argues that the denotation of miracles is rational 
and similar to that of cause and effect. This theory would undermine 
„Abd al-Jabbār‟s point of view, putting it at risk. As mentioned earlier, 

 „Abd al-Jabbār regards the denotation of miracles as 
conventional, proposing the cause and effect denotation in the 
structure of an accuracy and necessity methodology. „Abd al-Jabbār‟s 
convention theory seems justified; particularly because of the fact that 
he has reiterated many times that there was no historical and real 
convention in the course of miracles (See „Abd al-Jabbār, ibid., p. 161 
and 162). Furthermore, it can be said that Mutahhari‟s point is correct 
as well. What was cited from him in regard to the rational denotation 
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of miracles in fact appears in our awareness of the convention. That 
we realize a conventional denotation depends on the accuracy and 
necessity methodology as well as a rational denotation. Since God is 
wise and would never urge people towards ignorance, we find that 
there must have been some convention at work. 

 In other words, the challenger asked how do we know if there has 
been a real convention between God and His prophet; we may have a 
claim of conventional denotation provided there was a convention 
although there was not.  

Firstly, we may respond on behalf of „Abd al-Jabbār that there is 
no historical convention between God and his prophet; however, it is 
similar to convention. Secondly, we may realize the convention 
according to our belief in God‟s wisdom. It seems that, in addition to 
his confusion of the very denotation and our knowledge of it, 
Mutahhari has confused the two parties of the convention, too. He 
said: “It was not our convention that the miracle denotes the 
authenticity of prophetic claim.” We may respond that this convention 
is not to be between us and God, rather between God and his prophet, 
yet in some non-historical way but we may become aware of the 
denotation just by appealing to our reason.  

We may conclude that, according to „Abd al-Jabbār‟s view, the 
denotation of miracles is not rational – rather than conventional – at 
all. Out of his three methods, he does not embrace the first and 
second. “The denotation of miracles cannot be like how an action 
denotes the power of its doer…or like how good or evil necessitate 
some act from („Abd al-Jabbār  ibid., p. 164). For this impossibility, 
„Abd al-Jabbār argues that these two methods merely apply to cases 
where no person other than God has a role.

14
 In the case of miracles, 

however, God wants to do something for his prophet, so “a third 
method must be applied which is the one of convention” (ibid.). 

3. What is denoted by miracles
15

  
There are three different views as to what is denoted by miracles. 
Some have said that a miracle is an argument for the existence of God. 
This approach has been introduced in the theological-philosophical 
tradition of Christianity, and is vindicated in modern times by 

                                                      
14. Ibid. ".لأى رلک لا یتأتی فی حال الغیش"   

15  „Abd al-Jabbār‟s definition of “miracle” the following terms are stipulated: a) a 

miracle must have come from God; b) it must be extraordinary; c) it must be impossible for 

other human beings; d) it must be particular to the prophet who claims prophethood, so that it 

leads to his authenticity; e) it must come after a prophetic claim („Abd al-Jabbār,vol.15, p.99).  
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philosophers such as John Hick (See 12, p. 70) and Richard 
Swinburne. Other philosophers, however, like Hume and Hospers 
(See 11, pp. 83-88) have leveled a few criticisms at it. This approach 
is of little record among Muslim scholars; it was the Naraqi who for 
the first time has dealt with it in his Anis-u al-Muwahhedin (see 
Khosropanah, 1385, p. 81).  

The second approach common among Muslim theologians is that 
miracles denote the authenticity of a prophetic claim. As mentioned 
earlier, issues such as the way of this denotation, whether it is logical 
or convincing, rational or conventional, were in dispute by the 
theologians. Another question in this regard, is whether a miracle 
denotes the authenticity of the same prophet who performed it or that 
of all prophets in general. 

The third approach suggests that miracles denote the authenticity 
of the teachings of a prophet. From among Western philosophers, 
Richard Swinburne and William Paly have tried to show that the 
authenticity of prophetic teachings depends on a miracle (Ahmadi, 
1378, pp. 346-347). This approach is hardly sound according to 
Muslim theologians. They hold that “there is no relation between a 
miracle and the religious teachings and doctrines which are a set of 
clear rational teachings” (Tabatabai, n.d, pp. 22-23). In contrast to 
Christian doctrines, this approach taken by Muslims is inspired by 
belief in the rationality of the major Islamic doctrines. In addition to 
the three above-mentioned approaches, some scholars argue that 
miracles denote the infallibility of prophets (Karimi, 1377, p. 60), 
monotheism (ibid., p. 58), and God‟s Omniscience and Omnipotence 
(ibid., p. 59). 

Like other Muslim theologians, „Abd al-Jabbār holds that the main 
denotation of miracles is the authenticity of prophets. As for the 
existence of God, „Abd al-Jabbār does not propose a miracle as an 
argument for the existence of God in his treatment of the issue. 
Nonetheless, in his response to one objection leveled at his theory in 
al-Mughni, „Abd al-Jabbār has said something which can be rephrased 
as an argument for the existence of God: 1) miracles are events which 
have occurred in the world of reality; 2) any event which has occurred 
has a creator; 3) no temporal created being has the power to perform a 
miracle; 4) therefore, there must be a (non-temporal) creator who has 
created miracles. Qādī „Abd al-Jabbār draws the conclusion that this 
non-temporal creator is God (See „Abd al-Jabbār, vol. 15, p. 170). 
„Abd al-Jabbār has frankly stipulated that it was an independent 
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argument for the existence of God
16

 (ibid.).
17

 This argument is quite 
similar to Swinburne‟s third argument through miracles for the 
existence of God. Swinburne holds that were there no god, we could 
hardly justify the occurrence of extraordinary events; it is more likely 
to justify such events providing the existence of God (Swinburne, 
1971, pp. 291-292).  

Obviously, miracles are not different from other occurrences which 
are impossible for mankind. The creation of the sun, the moon, and 
other phenomena which we cannot produce, such as a mosquito, are 
evidence for the existence of God, and so are miracles. It seems that 
the argument which is based on the origin and existence of miracles 
can be regarded as an instance of the argument from design or a soft 
version of the argument from causality and temporal creation. The 
objections raised against those arguments can naturally be leveled at 
this one as well (See Javadi Amoli, 1375, pp. 247-248).  

 As for the third approach, i.e., the denotation of miracles that 
signify that the teachings of prophets are authentic, „Abd al-Jabbār has 
said: “When God wants to show the authenticity of a prophet and his 
teachings… [He gives him a miracle]” („Abd al-Jabbār , ibid, p. 164). 
From his phrase "ِفی سایش ها یؤدی"  (in the other things He gives to him), 
it can be understood that „Abd al-Jabbār understands miracles as 
denoting the authenticity of the teachings and acts of prophets. In his 
discussion on how a non-messenger prophet (a prophet who is sent to 
work under the teachings of another prophet due to the fact that he 
himself is not given new teachings) is not provided with a miracle, 
„Abd al-Jabbār argues that the aim of providing prophets with 
miracles is to vindicate the authenticity of the teachings necessary for 
the moral improvement of human beings (ibid., p. 244).

18
 This, 

however, does not mean that the main denotation of miracles is the 
authenticity of the teachings. What he really means is that the direct 
denotation of miracles is the very authenticity of the prophetic claim; 
though the indirect denotation and the main aim of the authenticity of 
prophets are the authenticity of their teachings. „Abd al-Jabbār 
analyzes the issue thus: “We do not hold that miracles denote the 
authenticity of the points made by prophets…[but] rather the 
authenticity of his prophetic mission. Nonetheless, when this 
authenticity was established and we realized that his miracles came 
from God, we come to indirectly know that his teachings are correct 

                                                      
"فصاس رلک فی بابِ بوٌزلٔ الإستذلال ػلی إثبات المذین تؼالی" .16  

17. This argument is similar to the first account from Naraqi‟s argument (See Khosropanah, 

1385, p. 83).  

"لکی یؼشف بْا صذلِ بوا تحولِ هي هصالح الأهٔ " .18   
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too” (ibid., p. 221, with minor alterations and summary). 

As for the denotation of the infallibility of prophets,  „Abd al-
Jabbār has not taken a clear-cut position. However, at the same time 
he has not criticized those who have said that “miracles denote the 
infallibility of their performers” (ibid., p. 218). 

4. Conclusion  
Abd al-Jabbar‟s views on the establishment of the denotation of 
miracles are quite similar to other Muslim theologians, though his 
explanation contradicts theirs for he considers the denotation 
conventional rather than rational. After the passing of  „Abd  
al-Jabbār, this particular innovation has not been investigated by  
other theologians, thus leaving the convention theory to fall into 
oblivion.  

Furthermore, he differs considerably from other Muslim thinkers in 
regard to the denotation of miracles; in fact, he is more similar to 
Christian intellectuals such as Aquinas and Swinburne, particularly 
concerning the existence of God and the authenticity of the teachings 
of prophets. Thus he was the first Muslim intellectual who made use 
of miracles in order to prove the existence of God. 

Generally speaking, as for the denotation of miracles, „Abd  
al-Jabbār managed, at the very least, to show the rationality of 
miracles, and managed to demonstrate the rationality and logical 
concomitance between a miracle and a prophetic claim in terms of 
God‟s wisdom. 
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THE UNCHANGEABLE ESSENCE BUT 

CHANGEABLE AND UNCHANGEABLE ATTRIBUTES 
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 In what follows, the author has dealt with the relation between the 

necessary being as an unchangeable Essence and His changeable 

and unchangeable attributes. Neither is the ascription of any 

changeable attribute impossible for God nor is the ascription of any 

kind of unchangeable attribute possible. As the change of genitive 

attributes does not demand the change in the Essence, it is possible to 

ascribe changeable attributes to the Essence. And as the real attached 

attributes bring about some dilemmas mentioned here, it is necessary 

for real attributes to be identical with the Essence. The article ends in a 

brief account on the cognitive form theory proposed by Avicenna and 

strongly defended by Mulla Sadra. 

  

Keywords: Necessary Being, Unchangeable Attributes, Changeable 

Attributes, Cognitive Forms. 

 

We are expected to proceed in the course of philosophical thought 
particularly metaphysics (theology) in such a way to preserve the 
Divine Essence (the necessary being) far immaculate from any stain of 
plurality, composition, change, or alteration. The Necessary Being is 
the pure existence and pure perfection having all features counted as 
absolute perfection. Furthermore, He is the provider of all perfections 
such as knowledge, power, life and will for others; thus it is 
impossible for Him to lack those perfections.  

 The two above ways have been chased by the Islamic philosophy 
in the course of knowing the attributes of the Necessary Being. The 
former is known as the way of Sāddiqīn (the most truthful people) 
along with its many advantages.  

 Muslim theologians, however, have followed another way; they 
say that grand designs ruling over the world suggest that there is no 
accident or chance in creation instead there are knowledge, power, 
will, and management therein. 
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The Proposal  
Viewing the fact that the denial theory (that God has no attributes) is 
unfounded, and that the ascription of attributes to the Essence is 
vindicated through different theological and philosophical ways or 
rather it is one indisputable doctrine of religion, one is required to see 
how multiple attributes are reconcilable with one absolutely unique 
and simple Essence? And to see what kind of attributes makes Him 
fall short of perfection and comprehensiveness? 

 The main point here is that the ascription of some changeable and 
unchangeable attributes to the Essence is wrong, because such kind of 
attributes would alter the Essence from fixity to change, from actuality 
to potentiality, from oneness to plurality, from perfection to 
imperfection, making Him fall short of absolute perfection excellence 
and fullness.  

 Nonetheless, one should not think that the ascription of any fixed 
attribute to the Essence is possible, or that the ascription of any 
changeable attribute to Him is impossible. As a matter of fact, the 
proposition “It is incorrect to ascribe the changeable attributes to the 
Essence” is indefinite, namely the fixed Holy Essence can have both 
some changeable attributes and some fixed ones.  

Explanation  
 Divine attributes come in two categories: positive and negative. 

The latter stems from the negation of contingency. The former is 
either real or genitive. The real positive attributes derive from the 
necessity of being, but the genitive positive attributes come otherwise, 
as will be explained very soon.  

 The real positive attributes, according to some theological 
approaches, are assumed attached to the Essence, but according to 
philosophical approaches they are identical with the Essence.  

 Keeping an eye upon the above explanation, the author goes to 
propose three claims to be vindicated intellectually and 
philosophically. 

1. The fixed Essence and the genitive changeable attributes 

The ascription of genitive changeable attributes to the Essence is 
correct. In the genitive case, we have one noun, one genitive noun, 
and a genitive relation between them. Attributes in the genitive case 
“have no room in the essence of the noun, for they are no more than 
an attribute of relation produced from a reciprocal correlation between 
two things”, (Beheshti, 1389, 300). 
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Avicenna has clarified the issue by an example, saying: “Your 
position on the left or on the right is no more than a relation alone”, 
(Ibid. 299). According to this example, standing on the left or on the 
right are no more than attributes of relation. When changing position 
from left to right or vice versa, a person does not change his essence 
but his position and relation to other things. The Necessary Being is 
surely described as “Provider”, “Healer”, “Planner”, “Guide” and so 
on. When a creature benefits from His provisions, healing, planning, 
or guidance, it is exposed to change thus the attribute of relation 
changes, but the fixed Necessary Essence remains unchanged. The 
only point to be considered here is that all such attributes originate 
from “Self-subsistence”, so that there remain only one relation rather 
than many, (Sadr-u al-Muta‟allehin, 1381, Vol. 6, P. 109). 

God Almighty is Qayyūm, meaning He is self-subsisting and 
sustainer of all worlds and creatures, (Beheshti, 1387, 115). 
Accordingly, all genitive attributes of any relation between Him and 
all creatures originate from the attribute of self-subsistence.  

2. The fixed Essence and real attached attributes  

 These are attributes of perfection. According to the approaches of 
Ash‟arite and Karramyyah, these attributes are confined to 7 or 8 
attributes

2
 attached to the Essence, (Beheshti, 1390, 82).  

A) The Ash’arite 

The Ash‟arite would say God, for example, knows things and is 
powerful in terms of knowledge and power outside His Essence. His 
Essence is thus not identical with knowledge or power as a part or 
whole of it; rather, God Almighty is void of any perfection or beauty 
in His Essence.  

The attributes assumed by the Ash‟arite are those unchangeable 
eternal and everlasting; they say that attributes of perfection and 
beauty are the inseparable corollary properties of the Essence, thus 
their viewpoint is not open to objection. The only intelligible 
objection to them is that the Essence treated as the void of perfection 
is also expected to give it, and this is impossible. 

Poem: (A dry cloud which is void of water is impossible for it to be 
the giver of water) 

Such an approach demands Divine Essence as the Most perfect to 
be more perfect than the very Essence, in Sadrāean outlook, or to be 

                                                      
2. knowledge, power, will, life, hearing, sight, word, and survival.  
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brighter than the Essence in Illumination philosophy; and this is 
logically impossible.  

B) Karramyyah 

 A group of theologians who are called after the name of their 
leader celebrated as Karramyyah, not only did they consider the 
attributes of perfection and beauty as attached to the Essence, but also 
regarded them temporally created and not of corollary properties of 
the Essence thus they are not eternal or everlasting.  

 They allow of the ascription of changeable attribute to the Divine 
Essence; thus they allow of two dilemmas, i.e. real attached attributes 
and temporally created and changeable ones. They failed to realize 
that attached attributes, however they may be fixed, lead to the 
Ash‟ari dilemma, and that the change and creation of attributes ends 
up in the penetration of potentiality through the Divine Essence who is 
absolutely necessary and leaves no room for potentiality in His 
Unique Essence, (Avicenna, 1380 L. A. H., 355). 

 Having tuned up for the attached attribute theory, the followers of 
Ash‟ari school went to anti-rationalism. So did the followers of 
Karramyyah by their creation theory. However, the anti-rationalism of 
the latter goes far worse than that of the former.  

3. The Fixed Essence and Real Non-Attached attributes  

Although they went to deny attributes lest they fall in the abyss of 
attached attribute theory, the Mu‟tazilite, who engaged with divine 
attributes by their pure philosophical thoughts, neither suffer from 
Ta‟tīl theory (divesting God of attributes of perfection and glory), nor 
did they went to hold the attached attribute theory or creation theory, 
as did the Ash‟arite and Karramyyah.  

Why does Divine Essence not have attributes identical with His 
Holy Essence?!!  

If not,  

1. Divine Essence by itself cannot be a real referent of the concepts 
of attributes of perfection and glory; and this is not a trivial 
dilemma. 

2. We should hold the strange view that Divine Essence is not better 
than all, while Divine Essence is to be the best of all, because a 
perfect essence by itself is better than a perfect essence by 
another, (Sadr-u al-Muta‟allehin). 
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3. The attributes should emanate from a lower essence (for this so-
called essence lacks those attributes in itself), this is while they 
are expected to come from a better and higher essence.  

Avicenna and the cognitive form theory  
Not only Avicenna but also all the peripatetic philosophers hold that 
God‟s knowledge of all other than Him is through the cognitive forms 
attached to His Essence. God‟s knowledge of Himself, they say, is 
identical with His Essence; however, His knowledge of objective 
material things is not identical with His essence, rather it is through 
the cognitive forms outside His Holy Essence. His Knowledge of all 
other than Him is thus empirical and through impressions.  

 Does the sequel of this theory not comply with the real 
attachedattribute theory, at least as to His knowledge of all other than 
Him?!! 

 This is why such a peripatetic theory went to create a serious 
dispute among philosophers such as Abu al-Barakāt of Baghdād, 
Suhrawardī, Khwaja Tūsi, and Sadr-u al-Muta‟allehīn. In their special 
account and sometimes repetitiously, each of them has criticized it. 
Sadr-u al-Muta‟allehin has purportedly answered all of them, raising a 
very serious objection to it. Inspired by Avicenna, Sadr-u al-
Muta‟allehin has at last opened a new way which is very different 
from those of the Ash‟arite and Karramyyah.  

The foremost objections raised to the peripatetic theory as to divine 
knowledge are:  

1.  That the Essence should be both active and passive, i.e. the giver 
and receiver of those forms should be identical; 

2.  That Divine Essence may be a locality of and affected by the 
forms; 

3.  The ascription of real attached attribute to the Essence; 

4.  That His power should be limited; and 

5.  That the first cognitive form is not separable from His 
unique Essence. 

(Beheshti, 1389, 258 and 259). 

 The last two objections pertain to the foundations of theory. 
Although the answers to the rest seem rather easy, they do not suffice 
to organize the theory. 

 The first objection is only valid of the case of initiation of 



106 / Religious Inquiries 2 

passivity, but here passivity in used in a different sense. According to 
the peripatetic philosophy, Divine Essence is not a locality of 
cognitive forms and is not thus exposed to such qualifications 
accordingly. Thus he is immaculate from passivity qualification and 
development. In fact, the peripatetic so-called theory of cognitive 
forms is free from these three attachments. 

 The peripatetic philosophers opine that Divine Essence is neither 
passive nor developed nor exposed to qualification. It leads to 
passivity, if only those cognitive forms infiltrate to the Essence, the 
case of which is otherwise here. It leads to development, if only the 
Essence is void of perfection in itself to be developed by those 
cognitive forms; on the contrary, the Essence has all perfection in 
itself. It leads to the exposition of Essence to qualification, if only 
those forms affect Holy Essence, like the white color that affects a 
material body, or knowledge for human minds. Conversely, those 
cognitive forms are the corollary properties that come after the 
Essence in rank. Neither is the Essence exposed to the qualification by 
those attributes nor are those forms qualifications, (Sadr-u al-
Muta‟allehin, 1346, 54). 

 While he recognizes the Essence as the origin of many cognitive 
forms, Avicenna considers them as the correlates entailed by the 
Essence coming after it in rank. They are not located in the Essence 
nor do they sustain the Essence

3
. These forms come orderly; they have 

both hierarchical and horizontal orders, because the whole world has 
both vertical and horizontal orders. It is now clear that the cognitive 
forms have both hierarchical and horizontal orders, and it is absurd for 
the cognitive systems of Necessary Being -which according to 
Avicenna are the sufficient reasons for this objective system- to lack 
such orders. Avicenna‟s acknowledgement of this nice and precise 
point that the cognitive forms are entailed by and come after the 
Essence in rank compelled Sadr-u al-Muta‟allehin to defend his theory 
and to answer the objections of passivity, development and exposition 
to qualification.  

 In Sadrāean metaphysics, the correlates entailed by the quiddity 
are mentally-posited like the very quiddity itself; the correlates of 
mental existence are mental, and those of objective existence are 
objective; the Necessary Being is coincident to both the pure existence 
and objective external being; the correlates entailed by the Holy 
Essence are likewise of objective external existence. As a result, one 
may conclude that those cognitive forms are external and objective 

                                                      
3. “This plurality is entailed by and comes after the Essence, and is not located in the Essence to 

sustain it; it comes orderly, too”, (Avicenna, 1339, 137).  
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entailed by the Essence coming after it in rank. How may one say that 
the cognitive forms of the Holy Essence are mental?! (Sadr-u al-
Muta‟allehin, 1346, 53). 

 The above objections are the most significant ones leveled at the 
peripatetic view as to Divine knowledge. If they give out that those 
cognitive forms are not mental or accidental, but objective and 
entailed by the Essence, they may discard those objections.  

 After many close examinations of the cognitive forms, considering 
both the peripatetic philosophy -that holds cognitive forms- and Plato 
-who proposed the theory of Ideas- Sadr-u al-Muta‟allehin has 
declared that he has taken a bit and left out a bit from each, (Sadr-u al-
Muta‟allehin, 1381, Vol. 6, P. 223). 

 Platonic Ideas are the very cognitive forms which are objective 
and located in the world of contingency and are not the correlates 
entailed by the Holy Essence. Nonetheless, the peripatetic cognitive 
forms are the correlates entailed by the Essence and subjective; they 
are not located in the contingent world but have a higher locality, for 
they come from the status of necessary world, rather than that of the 
contingent world.  

 Having embraced the attached cognitive forms which have no 
influence on the perfection of the Essence, Sadr-u al-Muta‟allehin 
purified them from the peripatetic subjectivity and accidental 
property, considering them to be objective. As he had assumed the 
contingent world in constant trans-substantial motion, contrary to the 
Platonic philosophers, Sadr-u al-Muta‟allehin considered them as 
coming from the status Holy Lord Almighty, lest they be touched by 
the constant changes of contingent world or material substances. The 
beings of contingent world, Sadr-u al-Muta‟allehin argues, come into 
being in terms of the creation of the Creator; conversely, divine 
cognitive forms exist in terms of the existence of God Almighty, for 
they are the correlates entailed by the Essence, and an implicate exists 
in terms of the existence of the implicant, rather than its creation.  

 Taking into account the strong points and leaving out the weak 
ones of the two theories, Sadr-u al-Muta‟allehin went to suggest his 
own theory as one novel product of transcendental metaphysics. 
Avicenna was the precursor designer of transcendental metaphysics, 
because he had regarded the peripatetic philosophy as inadequate and 
used to seek for a metaphysics which includes both discursive method 
and that of mystical experience, to be called transcendental 
metaphysics, (Avicenna, 1338, 160). 
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Ending remarks  
As knowledge and power are two real attributes belonging to the noun 
rather than the genitive noun, Avicenna has differentiated between 
them. He argues that whenever the object of power and the relation of 
the agent to it change, the power itself does not change; thus it is 
possible to describe the fixed Essence as having power. This is not the 
case, however, with knowledge. When the object of knowledge 
changes, the knowledge itself changes accordingly, and as a result it is 
absurd to describe the fixed Essence as having such knowledge, 
(Beheshti, 1389, PP. 289-292).  

 This point gave rise to some scholars to consider him as denying 
God‟s knowledge of all other than the Essence; nonetheless, this 
accusation is wrong. “Not only did he not deny God‟s knowledge, but 
also he has vindicated it in such a way to be safe from change or 
alteration. As a matter of fact, his account of God‟s knowledge does 
not cover the particular details, lest He changes by their change. The 
object of power is universal as the object of knowledge is universal. 
Still Avicenna does not intend to deny that God knows the particular 
details. The object of knowledge, he argues, is universal of unique 
instance; thus He knows particular details, (Ibid., P. 293-294). Indeed, 
there is a difference between sense perception and intellectual 
perception. The former changes by the change of what is perceived; 
and this is not the case with intellectual perception. God‟s knowledge 
is of intellectual perception, rather than sense perception.  
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ĂÆĉwêù ¡wĊăđv øîĉ ÿ ¢ÆĊz û¾é ¡wĊăđv ćv¾z ĈÊõw¯ Ăzw¨ù Ăz ćv 
µĀ¤Év ûvÿ ÃÿĒí* 

 
  ¡wLĊăđv ËĀÎ· ½¹ ¹Ā· ¹¾îĉÿ½ Ăz Ü«v½ ćºùj½¹ āºþÆĉĀý vº¤zv IĂõwêù üĉv ½¹

ĂÆĉwêù Ĉù ¾í» ćv    ÿ ÷ĀLĄæù ĈLöí ÓĀÖ· IĈ£wùºêù ¡wîý Ĉ·¾z ûwĊz ¿v Ä~ )ºþí
ĂÆĉwêù ¡wĊăđv ā¹ĀõwÉ üúÑ ÿ āºÉ ±¾Õ ćv   ¾Lòĉ¹ Ĉ¤þÅ ćwă¹¾îĉÿ½ wz ĂÆĉwêù
Ĉù Àĉwú¤ù wĄýj ¿v Iûwĉ¹v Çÿ½ J¹ĀÉ    ¢ĉ¹ÿºL´ù ÀLĊý ÿ ãvºLăv Iwă    ¡wLĊăđv ćwLă

ĂÆĉwêù  ĈLù ½v¾é ¦´z ¹½Āù ćv    ĂLÆĉwêù ¡wLĊăđv J¹¾LĊñ    ÿ ĈLþĉ¹ ¡wLÞõwÖù ¿v ćv
Ĉù Àĉwú¤ù ûwĉ¹v ¡wĊăđv ĂÆĉwêù ¡wĊăđv ¿v ÀĊý wĄ¤ýv ½¹ J¹ĀÉ  ¿v Ĉ·¾z ¾zv¾z ½¹ ćv

øĄù ¾£    ĈLù ÛwLå¹ āºLÉ ¹½vÿ ûj ¾Lz Ăí Ĉĉwăºêý üĉ   üĉºLz )¹ĀLÉ    āºþLÆĉĀý yLĊ£¾£
  ĂLÆĉwêù ¡wLĊăđv ËĀÎ· ½¹ v½ ć¹¾îĉÿ½   ĈLù ÈĊL~ ćv      wLz yLÅwþ¤ù ĂLí ºLÊí

ãv¾¤Ýv ¡wĊăđv       ¡wLĊăđv wLz ôLùwÞ£ ā¹wLùj ówL³ üĊÝ ½¹ ÿ ¢Åv Ĉ´ĊÆù ĂýwÉĀĊý
  wLz ÷lĀ£ Ĉ¤ĊõwÞå ûvĀþÝ Ăz ¡wĊăđv Ăz v½ wù ¹¾îĉÿ½ üĉv J¢Åv ĈùĒÅv ¢Læñ   ĀLñÿ

Ĉù v¾å    ¾òĉºLîĉ ìLúí wz ûwĉ¹v ¾ĉwÅ ûvÿ¾Ċ~ ÿ ûwĊ´ĊÆù IûwýwúöÆù ºĉwz Ăí ºývĀ·
 )ºþþí èê´ù v½ ûj 

 
āÁvÿºĊöí 5wă ĂÆĉwêù ¡wĊăđv     I¡wLĊăđv ĈýwL{ù IûwLĉ¹v ¡wĊăđv IĈþĉ¹ ¡wÞõwÖù Ićv
¢æñ üĊz ćĀñÿ )Ĉýwĉ¹đv 

                                                      
* )û½Āz½¹w~ āwòÊýv¹ ¹w¤Åv 
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üzv ć¾îå y¤îù ½¹ ĈăĀõv Ĉö¬£ ÷wÚý Ĉz¾Ý 
öÑwå ºú³v ºĊÅĈ* 

 
      ÿ vºL· ûwLĊù ¡ÿwLæ£ ĂLýĀò¯ ĂLí ¢Åv üĉv ć¾Úý ûwå¾Ý ĈÅwÅv ôĉwÆù ¿v Ĉîĉ
 Ĉ·¾z ûwĊz ¿v Ä~ Ăõwêù üĉv )øĊþí üĊĊ{£ ¹Ā«ÿ ¡º³ÿ ĂÊĉºýv ÃwÅv ¾z v½ ûwĄ«

Ăĉ¾Úý ûvĀþÝ Ăz Iv½ ĈăĀõv Ĉö¬£ Ăĉ¾Úý Ić½ÿ¾Ñ ¡wùºêù Ĉù Ăí ćv  v½ ¡¾¨í ºývĀ£
Ĉù ÈĊ~ Iºþí ôĊö´£ ÿ üĊĊ{£ IĂõwêù üĉv ½¹ )ºÊí    ûwLĊù ÓwL{£½v øĉ¹ºÍ½¹ āÂĉÿ Ăz

ćÿwÝ¹ üĊþ¯  üLzv ć¾îå y¤îù ûvÿ¾Ċ~ wz ÿ Ĉöí ½ĀÕ Ăz ûwå¾Ý wz v½ ćv    ĂLz ĈLz¾Ý
   ½wL§j ¿v ĈL·¾z ½¹ v¾ĉ¿ I¹½v¹ āÂĉÿ ¢Ċúăv ¾ùv üĉv )øĊÊ¸{z ÷wî´¤Åv IËw· ½ĀÕ

Ĉù Ă¤É½ üĉv ûvÿv¾å ûwÎÎ¸¤ù    üLzv ĂLz ĈLÞévÿ¾Ċá ćÿwÝ¹ Ĉ·¾z Ăí øĊþĊz   ĈLz¾Ý
¢Åv āºÉ ā¹v¹ ¢{Æý        ¾Lă ½¹ I¢LÅ½¹wý ćÿwLÝ¹ üLĉv wLz ĂLözwêù ćv¾Lz āv½ wĄþ£ )

Ă¤É½ āwñºĉ¹ øĉĀÉ ÷À¤öù Ăí ¢Åv üĉv Ić¾Úý ûwå¾Ý Ăöú« ¿v Ićv   v½ ûv¾Lòĉ¹ ćwă
Ă¤æñ ć¾ăwÙ ĈýwÞù ºĉw{ý wù )øĊþí ĈÅ½¾z Ăýv½wĊÉĀă      ĂLþĊù¿ üLĉv ½¹ v½ wLå¾Ý ćwLă
Çÿ½ IÃwÅv üĉv ¾z )øĉ½ÿj xwÆ³ Ăz ûwă¾z êù āºþÆĉĀý ĈêĊê´£ ĈÅwþÉ   üLĉv ĂLõw

üzv óvĀév Ăí ¢Åv  ÀĊý ÿ ±¾É Ăz üúÑ üĊúă ½¹ ÿ ºþí ôêý v½ Èýv¾Ææù ÿ Ĉz¾Ý
)¹¿v¹¾ z wĄýj ôĊö´£ 

 
āÁvÿºĊöí 5wă )ć¾Úý ûwå¾Ý I¡¾¨í I¡º³ÿ IôS¨ú£ IĈö¬£ 

                                                      
* ĈõwÝ ¡wÞõwÖù ĈùĒÅv ªõwí)w£½wíw« I 



Farsi Abstracts / 113 

 
 
 
 

ā¾ÝwÉv ÿ ½Āòí¾Ċí ¹¾îĉÿ½ ĂÆĉwêù Ić¾Úý ¡wĊĄõv ÿ ôêÝ 
ćºú´ù½Ā~ ĂúĊÞý* 
ć¹vĀ« üÆ´ù** 

 
Ċí ć¾Úý ¡wĊĄõv ½¹ ôêÝK¹½v¹ ĈúĄÅ Ă¯ ā¾ÝwÉv ÿ ½Āòí¾    )¢LÅv ĂLõwêù üĉv óvoÅ üĉv

  ½¹ ¹ĀL«Āù Ðéwþ£ ½Āòí¾Ċí ûĀ¯ ¢ÆĊý ÀĊ¤Å ôêÝ ìĉ ®Ċă ā¾ÝwÉv ÿ ½Āòí¾Ċí ¡wĊĄõv
  v½ ć¹ĀL«ÿ ìĊ¤îõwĉ¹ āv½ ÿ ºýv¹ Ĉù IĈêÖþù Ðéwþ£ Ăý ÿI èöÖù Ðéwþ£ v½ ûwúĉv èöÞ¤ù

Ĉù ¹wĄþÊĊ~ Iûj Üå½ Ăý ÿ Iûj øĄå ćv¾z ÿ ÀĊý ā¾ÝwÉv )ºþí  ÔLÅĀ£ ë½¹ ôzwé v½ vº· ¹Ā«
Ĉù Û¾É R½Āùmù¾Ċá ôêÝ wĉ èöÖù ôêÝ     )¢LÅv ĈLöúÝ ¾Ċ§mL£ ûÿºz ë½¹ üĉv ºþ¯ ¾ă ºþýv¹

   ôLêÝ óvoLÅ üĉv Ăz ¶Åw~ ćv¾z ¾òĉ¹ ćwă ĂþĉÀñ )¹ĀÉ Ĉù ½wîýv ćÀĊ¤Å ôêÝ ĂþĉÀñ Ä~
     ¾ĉ¼L~ ôLêÝ ā¾ÝwLÉv ¡wLĊĄõv ÿ Àĉ¾ñ ôêÝ ½Āòí¾Ċí ¡wĊĄõv )¢Åv ćÀĊ¤Å ôêÝ ÿ ćÀĉ¾ñ

ûwúĉv )¢Åv        ôLĊõ¹ RüĊLú¸£ ÿ yLĉ¾ê£ IĈæLÆöå ôLĊõ¹ RèLĉĀÞ£ ÿ èĊöÞ£ ôĊõ¹ Ăz ½Āòí¾Ċí
ôêÝ Ãºêù xw¤í Ăz çĀ§ÿ ÷ºÝ ÿ Ĉ¸ĉ½w£   ûwLúĉv Ðéwþ£ ÛĀéÿ ôĊõ¹ Ăz Ăîöz ¢ÆĊý ¾ĉ¼~

ôêÝ I¹Ā«ÿ ½¹ Ăý øĄå ½¹   ûwLúĉv Ĉõÿ )¢Åv ôêÝ çĀå ÿ ôêÞ£ ¿v ¾£đvÿ ĈþÞĉ ¢Åv Àĉ¾ñ
 ü¤åwĉ ćv¾z Û¾É Ĉĉwúþăv½ ÿ ¾ùv wz ā¾ÝwÉv ĈLù½¹ Ă«Āù ÿ óĀêÞù ¡½ĀÍ Ăz ôĊõ¹   ÿ ºLĉj

Ĉù óº¤Æù  ôêÝ ĈþÞĉ )¹ĀÉ      ½ĀLòí¾Ċí ć¾LÚý ¡wLĊĄõv ½¹ ôêÝ)¢LÅv ôêÝ óĀ{êù ÿ ¾ĉ¼~
 ć¾Úý ¡wĊĄõv ½¹ ôêÝ wùv IĈåwí Ó¾É Ăý ÿ ¢Åv ¡wĊĄõv ć½ÿ¾Ñ Ó¾É Ăý I¹½vºý ĈúĄÅ
¹¾z āv½ ¿v øă ôêÝ )¢Åv ºþù¿wĊý Û¾É Ăz ÿ ¢Åv Ĉåwí ¾Ċá Ĉõÿ ć½ÿ¾Ñ Ó¾É ā¾ÝwÉv û
      )¢LÅv À«wLÝ ¹ĀL· RèĉºLÎ£ ĂLz ûwÆýv R÷vÀõv ¿v øă ÿ ¢Åv ûvĀ£wý ôĊõ¹ [¡wùºêù Ăúă Ăz
    ÿ øLî³ ĈõwL· ćwL« øă ÿ ºþí Ĉù ã¾Õ¾z ¢õđ¹ ½¹ v½ ôêÝ Ĉ¤Åwí ÿ Ìêý øă Û¾É

)ºĉwúý Ĉù ¾~ ôêÝ ćv¾z v½ ÷vÀõv 
 

āÁvÿºĊöí 5wă ôêÝI ć¾Úý ¡wĊĄõvI ½Āòí¾ĊíI ā¾ÝwÉvI ûwúĉv 

                                                      
 استادیاس داًشگاُ ادیاى ٍ هزاّب *

 استاد داًشگاُ لن **
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£ ĂÊĉºýv ¾z ćºùj½¹ĂÊĉºýv ûvĀþÝ Ăz Iû¹½wÉ ÿ¹ ½wĊ  ćv
ôĊĄÆ£ ¢æñ ½¹ āºþþí üĊz ćĀñÿ Ĉýwĉ¹đv 

¢Rĉ[v ûw« ºĉĀĉ¹* 
 

ûj Iû¹½wÉ ÿ¹ ½wĊ£ ¾Ċ~    ½¹ ĂLí ¹ĀLz ¢Ċtÿ¿Á ĈÊĊÊí IĂ¤åwĉ ¡¾ĄÉ MwùĀúÝ Ăí ĂýĀñ
,400 üĉ¾ĉ¹ ûvĀþÝ Ăz ówÅ ¢ÆĊz ¹ÿº³ ÿ ¢É¼ñ½¹    ¢LĊõwÞå ĂLz üĊ¯ ½¹ ÃwþÉ

ù ćºþúÊýv¹ ÿv Ă¯¾ñ )¢Åv Ă¤·v¹¾~  üLî~ RûwÆýv ā½vĀòþÅ ü¤åwĉ ½¹ Ăí ¹Āz ½ĀĄÊ
Ĉù ìúí ÇĒ£ ÿ ĈöÍv ĂéĒÝ I¹¾í ôîÉ Ăz ãĀÖÞù ÿv Ăýwêê´ù ćwă  ā½wzÿ¹ Ĉă¹

       ÃwLÅv ¾Lz āÂLĉÿ ĂLz I¹ĀLz ¾LÍwÞù Ĉz¾¬£ ÷ĀöÝ Ā£¾~ ½¹ Ĉ´ĊÆù ºĉº« ¡wĊăđv
 ĈLù ¢Å¹ Ăz ôùwî£ äö¤¸ù ¡wĉ¾Úý ¿v Ăí Ĉ{Ċí¾£ ÿ çĒ· ć¾ĊÆæ£   Ĉ¨³wL{ù )¹v¹

Ĉù āºþÆĉĀý Ăí Ă¤åwĉ ¡v¾Ċ§m£ 5¿v ¢Åv ¡½w{Ý ºþí ĈÅ½¾z Ăõwêù üĉv ½¹ ºÉĀí  ćwă
 Ĉ£wLĊăđv øĊăwæù Jüă» ÿ ûwîù Iûwù¿ ¿v wù øĄå āĀ´ý ¾z ºĉº« Ĉz¾¬£ øöÝ   ĂLí ćv

¢þÅ èĊúÞ£ ½¹ v½ wù w£ ¹v¹ ÔÆz ÿ ±¾É ½wĊ£ Ĉþĉ¹ ćwă    ĈúĊăwLæù JºLþí ć½wĉ ûwù
¢ĊÎ¸É ôĊ{é ¿v  üLă» ¾Ą Å Ić½wĊÊă *ĈñºĊ°Ċ~ ûĀýwé IĈÊ¸z   ÿ wLò[ùQv ĂLö³¾ù I

    ÿ ôLÞå IÌ¸LÉ ĂLí Ĉöùwî£ ĈýwĄ« çĒ·v Ăz ÓĀz¾ù ĈéĒ·v øĊăwæù JĈĉv¾òúă
Ç¿½v v½ ºÉ½ Ĉù ć½v¼ñ  ĂLÍ¾Ý ½¹ øĊăwæù üĉv ĈþĊÝ ćwă¹¾z½wí Ĉ·¾z Jºþí   ćwLă

)ĈýwĄ« ć¾{ă½ Ăz ¿wĊý ÿ ¾êå ôÒÞù ô³ Iôöù ûwù¿wÅ IĈÊăÿÂ~ 
 

āÁvÿºĊöí 5wă  ́ ĊLÆù ºĉº« ¡wĊăđv Iû¹½wÉ ÿ¹ ½wĊ£ ¾Ċ~    IôLùwî£ IĈLz¾¬£ øLöÝ IĈ
¢æñ IĈöùwî£ ĈýwĄ« çĒ·v üĊz ćĀñÿ )Ĉýwĉ¹đv 

                                                      
*  IwĊ«½Ā« āwòÊýv¹)Ĉþĉ¹ àĊö{£ ¡wÞõwÖù āºîÊýv¹ 
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¡vÀ¬Þù ¢õđ¹ ā½wz½¹ ĈõÀ¤Þù ½w{¬õvº{Ý ĈÑwé āwñºĉ¹ 
ûwêă¹ Ãw{Ý ¹vÂý* 
¾Ąù ćºĊÞÅ ºú´ù** 

 
   ĂLz ĂL«Ā£ wz ¡vÀ¬Þù ¢õđ¹ ā½wz½¹ v½ ĈõÀ¤Þù ½w{¬õvº{Ý ĈÑwé āwñºĉ¹ Ăõwêù üĉv

Çÿ½ Ĉù ĈÅ½¾z ÿv Ëw· ĈÅwþÉ  ºLþí ĈLöÝ ćÿ )     ãÿ¾LÞù Çÿ½ Ç¾ĉ¼L~ øLá½
   ûv¾{ùwLĊ~ ¢Léw§ÿ wz ĂÖzv½ ½¹ ¡vÀ¬Þù ¢õđ¹ ½¹ ûwývºĊăđv–     ĂLz ìLÆú£ ĈLþÞĉ

ĈăĀõv ¢úî³(     ±¾LÕ ć¹v¹½v¾Lé ¢Lõđ¹ xĀ¯½w¯ ½¹ v½ ĂöuÆù üĉv IÏĀÝ ½¹
Ĉù üĉºz Jºþí  Ăz ÷ĀÅĀù ÿv āwñºĉ¹ IyĊ£¾£< ¹v¹½v¾Lé Ăĉ¾Úý ; ÇĒL£   ¿v v½ ćÿ ćwLă

Ĉù Àĉwú¤ù ûv¾òĉ¹ ý )ºþí       )¢LÅv ¡vÀL¬Þù ¢LĊýĒêÝ ¾Lz óv¹ MwL´ĉĀö£ ÿv ½wLí Ć¬Ċ¤
Ĉù ûwÊý üĊþ°úă ćÿ IûwúöÆù ûwývºĊăđv ¾ĉwÅ ãĒ·¾z  wĄþ£ Ăý ¡vÀ¬Þù Ăí ºă¹

       ÿ vºL· ¹ĀL«ÿ ôùwLÉ ûj ¢Lõđ¹ ĂLîöz I¢LÅv Ăýv¾{ùwĊ~ ćÿwÝ¹ ¢éw§ÿ ¿v Ĉíw³
Ĉù ÀĊý ûv¾{ùwĊ~ øĊõwÞ£ ¢éw§ÿ   )¹ĀÉ 

 
āÁvÿºĊöí 5wă Ivº· ¹Ā«ÿ I¾{ùwĊ~ IāÀ¬Þù )ĈõÀ¤Þù ½w{¬õvº{Ý ĈÑwé 

                                                      
* Èýv¹ )ûv¾Ą£ ĈùĒÅv ¹v¿j āwòÊýv¹ ¡wêĊê´£ ÿ ÷ĀöÝ º³vÿ IĈùĒÅv ÷Ēí ÿ ĂæÆöå ć¾¤í¹ Ă¤·Āùj 

** ¹)ûv¾Ą£ Ã½ºù ¢Ċz¾£ āwòÊýv¹ ½wĊÊýv 
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¾ĉ¼~wý¾ĊĊâ£ ÿ ¾ĉ¼~¾ĊĊâ£ ¡wæÍ ÿ ¾ĉ¼~wý¾ĊĊâ£ ¡v» 
Ĉ¤ÊĄz ºú³v* 
 
  ÿ I¾ĉ¼L~wý¾ĊĊâ£ ¡v» ûvĀþÝ Ăz Iy«vÿ ¹Ā«ÿ ûwĊù Ów{£½v Ăz āºþÆĉĀý Ăõwêù üĉv ½¹

Ĉù ÿv ¾ĉ¼~wý¾ĊĊâ£ ÿ ¾ĉ¼~¾ĊĊâ£ ¡wæÍ     ĂLz ć¾ĉ¼L~¾ĊĊâ£ ¢æLÍ ¾ă ¹wþÅv Ăý )¹¿v¹¾~
 ÿ ¢Åv üîúù¾Ċá vº·   )üLîúù IºLýÿvº· Ăz ć¾ĉ¼~wý¾ĊĊâ£ ¢æÍ ÛĀý ¾ă ¹wþÅv Ăý

ûwúă     ĈLù I¢LÆĊý ¡v» ½¹ ¾LĊĊâ£ ÷Àö¤LÆù ĈÑ½wÝ ¡wæÍ ½¹ ¾ĊĊâ£ Ăí ĂýĀñ   ûvĀL£
      ¢LĊÞévÿ ĂLí ĈĉwL¬ýj ¿v ÿ J¹¾Lí ôLú³ ºýÿvº· ¡v» ¾z ÀĊý v½ ¾ĉ¼~¾ĊĊâ£ ¡wæÍ

Ĉù y«Āù v½ ĈĄ«ÿÿ¹ ĈþĊăv¾z I¡wæÍ ½¹ RøÒþù     IºLùj ºLăvĀ· ûj ¾Lí» Ăí ¹ĀÉ
v ÷¿đ     ĂLĉ¾Úý ¿v ĈăwL£Āí ±¾LÉ wLz Ăõwêù üĉv )ºþÉwz ¡v» üĊÝ ĈÞévÿ ¡wæÍ ¢Å

üzv Ăí Ĉ¤·wþÉ ¡½ĀÍ    ĂLtv½v ûj ¿v ćĀLé ĈÝwå¹ v½ºÍĒù ÿ ¹¾í ±¾Õ v½ ûj wþĊÅ
Ĉù ûwĉw~ ¹v¹ )ºzwĉ 

 
āÁvÿºĊöí 5wă )Ĉ¤·wþÉ ½ĀÍ I¾ĉ¼~¾ĊĊâ£ ¡wæÍ I¾ĉ¼~wý¾ĊĊâ£ ¡wæÍ Iy«vÿ ¹Ā«ÿ 

 
 

                                                      
* )ûv¾Ą£ āwòÊýv¹ IĈùĒÅv ĂæÆöå Ă¤ÆÊý¿wz ¹w¤Åv 
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