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(2.22) God’s ascent (istawa) and déscent (nuziil) are real.

God’s ascent (istawa) on the Throne, and His descent (nuziil)
to the heavens are both real, just as any other attribute and act,
knowledge, speech, power, and so on of His. But this does not
mean that His ascent and descent are like the ascent and descent of
human beings, even though they are real in both cases. What real
means in this context, is explained by Ibn Taymiyyah.

Shaykh al-Islam (Ibn Taymiyyah) was asked about God’s
words, “The Merciful ascended (istawa ‘al@) the Throne,” and the
Prophet’é hadith, “Our Lord descends (yanzilu) to the lowest
»1862 if this ascent or descent is real or not, and

what is meant when it is said that it is real. Does reality here mean

heaven every night,

that the words are used in the sense they are denoted for, as the
scholars of jurisprudence define the term?” And finally what
follows from saying that God’s attributes are real? The shaykh first
praised God and then said:

What we say about God’s ascent and descent is not different
from what we say about all the attributes which God has predicated
of Himself in His Book or directed His Prophet to predicate of
Him. God has called Himself by certain names and predicated of
Himself certain attributes. He has called Himself Living, Knowing,
Wise, Powerful, Hearing, Seeing, Forgiving, Merciful, and so on,
for example. “If you pronounce the word aloud (or say it silently),
verily He knows what is secret and what is yet hidden” (20:7);
“They do not compass ought of His knowledge except what He
wills. His Throne does extend over the heavens and the earth” (2:
255); “God is He Who gives all sustenance, Lord of Power,
Steadfast” (51:58); “With power and skill did We construct the
firmament” (51:47); “My mercy extends to all things” (7:156);
“God is well pleased with them, and they with God” (5:122); “The
wrath of God is upon them, and He has cursed them” (48:6); “And
to Moses God spoke directly (4:164); “The word of your Lord does
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find its fulfillment in truth and in justice” (6:115); “1 am with you:
I hear and see (everything)” (20:46); “God is One Who hears and
sees” (4:134); “God said “Iblis! What prevents you from
prostrating yourself to one whom I have created with my hands?”
(38:75); “He will love them, and they will love Him” (5:57); “Will
they wait until God comes to them in canopies of clouds (with)
angels (in His train)?” (2:210); “Your Lord will come and the
angels rank upon rank” (89:22); and so on. What we say with
regard to any of these attributes we say with regard to others.

The Elders and the a’immah of this ummah believe that we
should predicate of God what He has predicated of Himself or
what His Prophet has predicated of Him, without changing it in
any way (tahrif), or draining it of content (za ‘?il) or saying
anything about its modality (fayif) or imagining it on the pattern of
anything else (tamthil). It is not correct to negate any attributes of
God which He has predicated of Himself, or to liken them to the
attributes of the creatures. As He has Himself said, “there is
nothing like Him, though He is Hearing and Seeing” (42:11).
There 1s absolutely nothing like Him either in His essence or in His
attributes or in His acts... '

All those who affirm God’s attributes say that He is really
Living, really Knowing, really Powerful, really Hearing, really
Seeing, really Willing and really Speaking. Even the Mu‘tazilah,
who negate God’s attributes, say that God is really speaking, that
He is really knowing, and really powerful, as Muslims in general
believe. In fact some, like Abii Al-‘Abbas An-Nashi'®*® have even
said that these attributes are real only in the case of God, whereas
in the case of created beings they are no more than metaphors.
Their majority is in full agreement on this point with all the
theologians who affirm God’s attributes: the Ash‘aris, the Kullabis,
the Karmathians, the Salimis, as well as the followers of the four
a’immah, the Hanafls, the Malikis, the Shafi‘is and the Hanbalis,
and the ahl al-hadith and the Sufis, since they say that these
attributes are used for God in the real sense, even though they are
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also used in the real sense for created beings. They affirm that God
does have knowledge, power, hearing, and seeing in the real sense.

Only the esoterics like the Karmathians and the Isma‘ilis, or
the philosophers who negate divine attributes deny that God has
these ... in reality. They say that He is neither living nor not-living,
neither knowing nor not-knowing, neither powerful nor
not-powerful, neither existing nor not-existing. They and others
like them deny that God can have these attributes in the real sense.
Some of them even say that these names are to be used only for
created beings, not for God, neither really nor metaphorically...

If God’s names and attributes were metaphors such that they
should be negated if they are applied to Him without qualification,
He cannot be said to be Living, Knowing, Powerful, Hearing or
Seeing, or that He loves people and is loved by them, or that He is
established on the Throne, and so on. But we definitely know that
Islam does not allow negating the names and attributes which God
has affirmed of Himself; that would amount to negating the
Creator Himself and to equating Him with non-being...

Those who deny that God really has these names and attributes
do so either because they do not know what is meant by the word
“really” or because they deny or negate what belongs to God, the
Lord of the Universe. They think that to predicate them of God is
to liken the Creator with the created. But this inference is not
correct, for God exists in reality and man exists in reality, but it
does not mean that one existence is like another existence. Again,
God does have an essence (dhat) in reality and man does have an
essence (dhat) in reality but it does not mean that the divine
Essence is like the human essence.

Similarly, God has knowledge, hearing and sight in reality, and
man has knowledge, hearing and sight, but God’s knowledge,
hearing, and sight are not like man’s knowledge, hearing and sight.
God speaks in reality, and men speak in reality, but God’s speech
is not like human speech. God ascends the Throne in reality, and
men ascend a boat in reality, but God’s ascension is not like men’s
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ascension, for God does not depend on any thing or need anything,
He is completely self-sufficient...

The question has been raised as to what is meant by saying that
someone has an attribute in reality. First of all, it means that one
uses the attribute in the sense it was first coined to convey.
However, it may also mean that it is used in the sense in which it is
now commonly used. In jurisprudence the terms “in reality” or
“metaphorically” are employed to qualify either the use of a word
or an idea; however they are much more common in the context of
the former. However, it is not the case that the attributes and the
names in question when used without qualification refer to created
beings alone, and to God only when they are ascribed to Him.
They may refer to God or to created beings when they are ascribed
to the one or the other. Knowledge, for example, is sometimes used
unqualifiedly, and sometimes in relation to man, as in this Qur’anic
verse: “There is no god but He: that is the witness of God, His
angels, and those endued with knowledge standing firm on justice”
(3:18), and sometimes in relation to God, as in this verse: “They do
not compass aught of His knowledge except as He wills” (2:255).
When knowledge is ascribed to created beings, it cannot be applied
in that sense to the Creator, for the knowledge of created beings is
not like the knowledge of the Creator. Similarly, when it is
ascribed to the Creator as in the verse, “He has sent it from His
(own) knowledge” (4:166), it cannot be predicated in that sense of
created beings, for His knowledge is not like their knowledge.

But when we say knowledge and do not qualify it, it may be
divided into the eternal knowledge and the contingent knowledge,
for the word knowledge is used in the real sense in both cases.
Similarly, existence, when unqualified, may be divided into eternal
existence and contingent existence, or necessary existence and
possible existence. Likewise, istawd when unqualified, may be
divided into the istawa of the Creator and the istawa of the created.

The same is true of will, mercy, and love; they may be divided into
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the will, mercy, and love of God, and the will, mercy and love of
man.

Hence, whoever thinks that we can characterize as real only the
human attributes which are created and contingent but not the
divine attributes is ignorant. Divine attributes are certainly perfect
and worthy of their names. Human attributes do not bear any
comparison with them, nor does human essence bear any
comparison with the divine essence. How then can one say that
human attributes are real or that men are really knowing, hearing
and seeing while God’s attributes are not real and that they are
predicated of Him only metaphorically?

Some people say that these words are equivocal since they are
more perfectly realized in one case than in the other. Existence, for
example, should be better predicated, they say, of the Necessary
Being than the possible, just as whiteness should be better
predicated of snow than ivory. The same is true of the other
attributes and names of God. He deserves them in a sense no
creature does, even though they have something in common with
Him. It is this common element which is denoted, they say, by
these terms when they are used without referring specifically to
anyone. When they are referred to anyone, they are qualified with
that reference. When we say existence, quiddity, or essence, they
refer to God as well as to created beings, though God deserves
them more than the others. However, in either case they are used in
the real sense. When we qualify them and say the existence of God
or His quiddity or His essence they are specific to God, and the
created objects do not share with them, and in that specific sense
they are real for God alone. On the other hand, when we say the
existence of created objects, their quiddity, or essence, they are
specific to them and are also real for them, for example when we
say the existence of man, or his quiddity, or his essence, God does
not share into them; they are true of man only.

Ignorant people think that the term real is used only in the
context of created beings. This is wrong from the points of view of
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reason and revelation as well as language. We know as certain that
between two existing beings there is something in common as well
as something not in common which distinguishes one form the
other. The word that denotes what is in common does not denote
what is distinctive. It is part of the religion of Islam that God has
good names, even though He has called His creatures by them. For
example, He has called men hearing, seeing, living, loving,
merciful, mighty, king, protector, knowing, wise, generous, etc.
But everyone knows that by sharing in these common names, God
does not become like His creatures; it only means that there is
something in common between Him and His creatures; to be sure,
what distinguishes Him from them is far more weighty and
important than what He has in common with them.

So far as languages are concerned, this is recognized in every
language whether spoken by the Arabs, Romans, Persians, or
Turks, Berbers, or any other people. They are all aware that God is
more worthy of the names Powerful and Actor than any other
being, that He deserves more than any human being the title
Mighty, and that He has that quality in reality. The same is true of
the other beautiful names....

It is only fools who are deceived by the statement of the
theologians that the Arabs coined the word istawa@ for man’s
mounting on a chair or a boat, or for the resting of the Ark on the
mount Judi, or for the settling down of any other created object on
something else. They have similarly claimed that people have
coined the words hearing, seeing, and speaking for those who have
eyeballs or brows, ears and lips. They have also said that people
have coined the words knowledge, will, and mercy for those who
have a certain piece of flesh, the heart. This is all nonsense. The
Arabs coined for humans only what they ascribed to them. When
they said men hear, see, speak, know, will, love, and have mercy,
what was specific to men was only applicable to them. But when
they said God hears, sees, speaks, knows, wills, loves, and has
mercy, they referred to what was specific to God and had nothing
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of what was specific to any created being. Hence those who think
that istawa is real only when it represents some characteristics of
created beings, even though God has used it in His own context,
they must be called ignorant, in the light of language, as well as the
distinction between reality and metaphor.

[Fatawa 5:194-208]

(2.23) The interpretation of istawa and nuziil on sym-
bolic lines is wrong.

The Mu‘tazilah, the Jahmiyyah and the Hariiriyyah'®’ interpret
the verse, “The Merciful ascended the Throne” (20:5) to mean that
He took control of things, managed the affairs and ruled over the
world, and that He is not at one place but everywhere. These
people deny that God is on His Throne as the people of the truth
believe, and understand istawa in the sense of rule. But if what
they say is true there would have been no reason to mention the
Throne outside the earth, as God could very well rule over the
world from the earth; He has power over everything...

The view which these people hold is wrong for various
reasons. First, none of the Elders from among the Companions or
their Successors ever interpreted istawad on these lines. There is
nothing to that effect in any of the works that have recorded their
sayings. Abu Al-Hasan Al-Ash‘ari in his book, Magalat, Magaltat
al-Islamiyyin well as Al-Ibanah observes that the first people to
interpret symbolically were the Jahmiyyah and the Mu‘tazilah.
Second, what istawa means was very well known to people. That
is why when Rabi‘ah Ibn Abi Abdur-Rahman'®"* and Malik Ibn
Anas were asked about the meaning of the verse, “the Merciful
ascended (istawa) the Throne” they said istawa is known, but its
mode is unknown. However, we have to believe in it, remembering
that questioning about it is bid‘ah unjustified innovation.
Obviously they did not mean to say that they only knew what
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istawa meant in language, and not what it meant in the verse, for
they were specifically asked about its meaning in the verse whether
it was in any way like the istawa of the people.

Third, since the meaning of istawa was known in the language
in which the Qur’an was revealed, what it meant in the Qur’an was
also known. Fourth, if the meaning of istawa in the verse were
unknown, Rabi‘ah and Malik would have had no reason to say that
its nature was unknown, for one denies knowing the nature of a
thing only when one is acquainted with the thing itself. We do say,
for example, we believe in God and recognize Him, but we do not
know His nature.

Fifth, if istawa is taken in the sense of authority, rule or the
like, it would extend to everything in the world as does God’s
Lordship. The Throne, to be sure, is the greatest object that God
has created, but by saying the Lord of the Throne we do not
thereby deny that He is the Lord of other things. In the Qur’an we
have, “Say: Who is the Lord of the seven heavens and the Lord of
the Great Throne?” (23:86). Something similar we have in the
supplication which the Prophet has taught us to say at the time of
affliction.'® If istawa is interpreted to mean ‘taking control of’
then one would be perfectly justified in saying that God istawa
‘ala ascended the heavens or the air or the waters or the earth or
anything else, and not only the Throne, for God’s control extends
to everything. The ummah 1s agreed that we should connect istawa
only with the Throne and not with anything else, which this
interpretation allows. We therefore conclude that istawa@ must
mean something which can only be related to the Throne, and not
to other objects.

Sixth, God has said that “He created the heavens and the earth
in six days, and then ascended the Throne” (7:54), and that “His
Throne was on the waters” (11:7) before their creation. Al-Bukhari
has recorded a hadith on the authority of ‘Imran Ibn Hasin that the

Prophet said, “God was there while there was nothing else, and His
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Throne was on the waters. He wrote everything in the Register
(adh-dhikr), and then created the heavens and the earth.”'® This
means that He created the Throne before the heavens and the earth,
and that He had been there on it since then. Hence istawa on the
Throne cannot be in the same sense as istawa on any other thing, it
must be in some sense specific to the Throne.

Seventh, there is no precedent in language to show that istawa
means (istawd ‘ald), to take control of. Those who take this

meaning cite in their support the famous couplet

Then Bishr took control of (istawa ‘ala) Iraq,
Without using the sword or shedding any blood.

First, the Arabic origin of this couplet is not established; more than
one scholar of language has denied it and said that it has been
simply fabricated, and is not at all a part of genuine Arabic
literature. Everyone knows that if you cite a hadith of the Prophet,
you must first ascertain its authenticity. How then can one cite a
couplet whose author is not known and whose genuineness is
disputed? Abni Al-Muzaffar'® has mentioned in his book, A/-Ifsah
that Al-Khalil"' was asked whether he knew any instance of
istawa meaning istawala, taking control of. His answer was that it
was unknown to the Arabs, and was not to be found in their
language. Khalil, as we know, is an authority (ima@m) on language.
His remark that it was unknown to the Arabs refutes the
interpretation of istawa in the sense of istawalad)

Eighth, a number of philologists are of the opinion that one
should not use istawa in the sense of istawa ‘ala except in the case
of one who did not have control over any thing in the beginning
and only got control over it afterwards. Obviously God is never
thwarted by anything, not even by the Throne. Hence istawa
cannot be used in the sense of istawa ‘ala for God. If this is
accepted then istawa in the phrase, “Bishr istawa over Iraq” should
be understood as a metaphor. And as a rule no sentence should be
interpreted metaphorically unless there is some clue there that
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indicates that the speaker means it. This is all the more true of
ambiguous words. As for the Qur’anic verse, there is no indication
in it that may suggest that istawa should be understood in the sense
of istawa ‘ala....

Ninth, if at all it is established that the said couplet is really a
part of Arabic literature, it would not mean that it has come down
from the ancient Arabs..Even if that is granted, it would not mean
that istawa in that sense was also a part of the prophetic language.
If the Prophet at all used istawaq, it should be taken in the sense in
which the Qur’an and the Sunnah commonly use it. It is in this
sense rather than any other that istawa in the verse must be taken.
[Fatawa 5:143-47]

(2.24) The meaning of the words “God is with us.”

God is with us in reality, and he is on the Throne in reality.
Discussion of the point, and reconciliation between His being with
us and being above the world.

God is really with (ma ‘a) us, and He is also really on the
Throne. He has Himself put the two together, “He it is who created
the heavens and the earth in six days, and then ascended the
Throne. He knows what enters within the earth and what comes
forth out of it, what comes down from heaven and what rises up to
it. He is with you wheresoever you may be. And God is aware with
all that you do” (57:4). Thus has He informed that He is above the
Throne, that He knows everything, and that He is with us wherever

we are. In the same vein the Prophet has said in a famous hadith,
“God is above everything, and He knows how you are doing.””'”
When the word ma ‘a “with,” is used without any qualification,
it conveys just the sense of co-existence without implying that one
thing touches the other, or that it is on the right or the left. But
when it is qualified in some sense say, it conveys co-existence in

that sense. We say, “We were walking and the moon or the star
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was with us. We sometimes say, “A is with us” when we have it
with us even though it is on our head. Hence God is with His
creatures in reality, and He is on His Throne in reality.

Ma‘iyyah (“being with”) may however, mean different things
in different contexts. When God says, “He knows what enters
within the earth and what comes forth out of it...He is with (ma ‘a)
you wheresoever you may be, what He means by ma‘iyyah here is
that He knows you, sees you, looks after you, and is aware of you.
This is what the Elders mean by saying, “He is with us with His
knowledge.” And this is what the words of the Qur’an apparently
as well as in reality mean.

The same is true of the words, “There is not a secret
consultation between three but He makes the fourth of them, nor
between five but He makes the sixth, nor between fewer nor more
but He is with them wheresoever they be” (58:7). And when the
Prophet said to his companion in the cave “Have no fear, for God
is with (ma ‘a) us” (9:40), it was also true at face value. The
context shows that ma ‘Tyyah here is ma Tyyah of knowledge, help
and support. Similarly in the words, “Verily God is with those who
restrain themselves and those who do good” (16:128) and in the
words “Fear not; for I am with you: I hear and see” (20:46)
ma‘iyyah is to be taken conveying the sense of support and
protection.

We often observe that when someone who scares a child
approaches him, the child gets frightened and begins to weep. His
father, looking at him from the top of the roof consoles him saying,
“Don’t fear; I am with you, 1 am here.” He reminds the child of his
being with (ma‘iyyah) him, which is sufficient to protect him from
anything unpleasant. The father, as you see, distinguishes between
“being with” the child and its consequence. Often the consequence
is included in the meaning of ma‘iyyah thus causing variation in its
meaning.

Ma‘iyyah has been mentioned in the Qur’an and the Sunnah at
various places, and at every place it conveys something different.
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However, whether you say that its meaning varies from place to
place, or that it has something common in all its uses, even though
it has something distinctive on every occasion, it does not mean
that God is there in touch with a created being, so that one might
charge us that we have diverged from the face meaning of the
word.

[Fatawa 5:103-104]

(2.25) God’s being with us and being above the world.

The Elders believe that God is above the heavens on His
Throne, and that He is different from the world and the world is
different from Him. On the other hand, they also believe that He is
with every human being with His knowledge, and with prophets
and friends with His help, support and all-sufficient might. He is
also there close to the latter people, responding to their call and
granting their prayers.

At various places in His book as well as through His prophets,
God has made it repeatedly clear that He is above the world and
that He is established on His Throne. On the former point, there are
a number of verses in the Qur’an, which, according to a great
scholar of the Shafi‘l school, are more than a thousand; they all
underline that God is above the world, as He is above the human
beings... On the other hand, He has also referred to His presence
(ma‘iyyah) and nearness (qurb). Presence is of two kinds, general
and particular. The first is referred in the verse “He is with you
wheresoever you are” (57:4), and the second is referred in the
verse, “Verily God is with those who avoid evil, and those who do
good” (16:128). As for nearness, it is referred to in the verses, “I
am close (to you)” (2:186); “We are nearer to you than your
jugular vein” (50:16); and, “We are nearer to him than you”
(56:85).
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People are divided into four groups on the question as to what
these verses mean. The Jahmiyyah, who negate God’s attributes,
say that He is neither in the world nor outside it, neither above it
nor beneath it. They neither affirm His transcendence ( ‘u/i) nor
His aboveness (fawgqgiyyah); they explain away every verse and
declare God to be unknowable. Every group that has come out with
unorthodox ideas cites one text or the other; this is true of the
Khawarij, the Shi‘is, the Qadariyyah, the Rafidah and the
Murji’ah. But the Jahmiyyah have no texts to cite, and no word in
support of their negation of God’s attributes...

The second group says that God Himself is present
everywhere. We have in this group the Najjaris and many from the
Jahmis, whether devotees, mystics or common people. They say
that God is one with the world. Like the people of the Unity of
Being, who say that Being is one, they believe in God’s indwelling
(hulal) and union (ittihad) with the world. They argue from the
verses which speak of God’s presence and His nearness, and
explain away those which speak of His transcendence and His
ascension on the Throne. But the verses which they cite in their
support go against them, for God’s presence (ma ‘iyyah) has mostly
been associated with the prophets or the saints, while according to
them He is everywhere.

There are many verses that refute their view, for example,
“Everyone in the heaven and the earth glorifies God, and He is
Dominant and Wise” (57:1). Since everything in the heavens and
the earth glorifies God, and the glorifier has to be other than the
Glorified, the world is other than God. The next verse says, “The
kingdom of the heavens is His” (57:2), which simply means that
God is the ruler of the world. The third verse says, “He is the First
and the Last, the Manifest and the Hidden, and He knows
everything” (57:3). Referring to this verse, the Prophet said in a
hadith which 1s authentic, “You are the First, there is nothing
before You; You are the Last, there is nothing after You; You are
the Manifest and Dominant (Az-Zahir), there is nothing above
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You; You are the Hidden, there is nothing below You.”'”® That is
to say, if He is the First, there be something there that comes after
Him; if He is the Last there must be something there that goes
before Him; if He is the Manifest and Dominant and nothing is
above Him, there must be something there He dominates; and if He
is Hidden and nothing is below Him, there must be something
there which is not below Him....

Ma iyyah (being with) does not imply intermingling or
intermixing, nor does the word qurb imply that. Only the
exponents of huliil say that God dwells in the jugular vein, as He
dwells in everything. This is sheer blasphemy and ignorance.

The third group says that God is on the Throne as well as
everywhere. They claim that they believe in both kinds of texts,
without interpreting any one on symbolic lines. Al-Ash‘ari has
mentioned this view and its exponents in his Magqalat al-
Islamiyyin. 1t is found in the writings of the Salimiyyah and the
Siifis, as it is found in the works of Abu Talib Al-Makki,"* Ibn
Barrajan'”’ and others.... In comparison to the others, this group is
closer to the texts of the Qur’an and less opposed to them. Whereas
the first group does not hold to any text and opposes all, and the
second ignores many clear and unequivocal texts and holds only to
a few ambiguous ones, the third group claims that they hold to all
the texts; however, they are not quite correct.

Whoever says that God Himself is present at every place
opposes the Qur’an and the Sunnah, the consensus of the Elders of
the ummah, and other a’immah... He also goes against the
knowledge God has endowed man with, against reason, and many
other bits of evidence. The third group, on the other hand, is also
guilty of contradictory statements. On the one hand, they affirm
that God is above the Throne; on the other, they assert that the
relation of the Throne with God is like that of the heart of a
Gnostic with God. This is the view of Abu Talib Al-Makki and
others. But it is obvious that the heart of the gnostic has nothing of
God except knowledge and faith in Him and what follows from
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them. So when they liken the Throne with the heart of the Gnostic
they contradict their own statement that God is above the Throne.
Moreover, their saying that God Himself enters the heart of the
Gnostic amounts to the belief in His indwelling (hulil).

A section of the Stifis believes in huliil. The author of the
Manazil as-Sa’irin'®® is one of them; what he has said in the
chapter of Tawhid at the end of his book is a kind of huliil. Great
Sufis have been very cautious on such points. For example, once
- when Junayd was asked about ztawhid, he replied, “It is the
separation of the contingent from the Eternal.” He thus made it
clear that a strict monotheist has to differentiate between the
Eternal Creator and the contingent world; he should never mix one
with the other. But what these people say about the gnostics is
similar to what the Christians say about Christ and the Shi‘ls about
their imams. Many Sifis who believe in hulil and follow Satan
object to what Junayd and other great gnostics who strictly adhere
to the Qur’an and the Sunnah have said in denying hu/il and
affirming God’s commands and prohibitions. They say that the
latter have not attained the knowledge of reality as they and other
huliilis and disciples of Iblis have attained.

The fourth group consists of the Salaf and the leaders of the
ummah - leaders in knowledge as well as religion, scholars and
devotees. They believe in whatever there is in the Qur’an and
Sunnah and affirm it, without altering, in the least, the meaning of
any word. They say that God is above the heavens, that He is on
His Throne, that He exists separately from the world He has
created, and that the world exists separately from Him. They also
affirm that He is present for all His creatures with His knowledge,
and to His prophets and friends with His help and support and is
sufficient for them, He is close to them and responds their call.

As evidence one can cite verse 58:7, which speaks of God’s
presence at all secret consultations, as well as the words of the
Prophet: “Lord! You are (our) Companion during the journey, and
(behind us) over our family.”'”” Hence God is with the traveler on
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his journey and with his family at his home. But this does not mean
that His being touches the beings of the others. “Being with” in
this context means the same as in the verse, “Muhammad, the
messenger of God and those who are with (ma ‘@) him” (48:29).
that is, they are with him in faith. It is certainly not the case that
their beings are in his being. They are only his companions. The
same meaning is intended in the verse, “They are with the
Believers” (4:146), that is to say they are one with the Believers in
faith and in supporting each other. God knows men and is with
them wherever they are. His knowledge of them is a consequence
of His presence with them. A woman has said of her husband, “My
husband has a long scabbard (tawil an-najad), a heap of ashes
(‘azim ar-ramad), and lives in a house close to anyone who visits.”
All she has said is true, for she refers to the ideas which are
associated with these things: He is tall in stature, generous in

offering meat cooked on fire, and quick to entertain any visitor.
[Fatawa 5: 226-232]

(2.26) Nearness (Qurb)

The meaning of man coming near to God and God coming near
to man explained.

Man draws near to God through knowledge and the works that
he performs. This comes out in the following verses and hadith;
“Bow down in adoration and bring yourself closer (to God)”
(96:19). “Fear God and find out means to reach Him” (5:35).
“They are those who call (God) and find out means to their Lord”
(17:57). “If he is among the nearest ones...(56:88). The same is
meant by the words the Prophet has quoted of God, “When one
comes a span closer to Me, I go an arms length closer to him,'”® or
the words, “the best that My servant can do to come close to Me is
to perform the duties I have obligated on him. And he comes closer

to Me through supererogatory acts, till I love him...”"” The same is
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implied in the word qurban in the verse, “When they two offered a
sacrifice (qurban), We accepted only from one of them,” (5:27),
and in the verse, “till he brings a sacrifice (qurban) which the fire
consumes” (3:183).

Qurb implies movement on the part of man from one state to
another, but this may or may not be accompanied by movement of
his soul or his self. If it moves at all, it may move towards either
the divine Self or any other thing. If it moves towards God, the
question remains as to what God’s coming close to man, drawing
near or coming, means. It may mean either a reward from Him
bestowed on man for his coming close to God, or that He takes the
initiative and comes down to the nearest heaven. The first line is
taken by the philosophers. They say that the soul is neither inside
the body nor outside it; nor can we say that it moves or does not
move. Some people in the ummah follow them on this point. They
say that one comes near to God in the sense that one purifies
oneself from evils and vices and adorns oneself with noble virtues,
so that one comes close to God in the sense of imitating Him in
some inner qualities. They say that philosophy is to imitate God as
much as is possible. As for the movement of the soul, they simply
rule it out. They explain the nearness (qurb) of the angels along the
same lines.

They are correct in what they say about the purification of the
soul from evils and its embellishment with virtues. But they are
wrong in d'enying that it may mean something more. The most that
they allow is that you visit objects which radiate a blessing from
God, such as mosques, heavens, and saints. To them the ascension
(mi ‘raj) of the Prophet means nothing more than the revelation of
truths about the universe. This is the view of Ibn Sina and those
who follow him, like ‘Ayn al-Qudat®™® and Ibn Al-Khatib,”' as the
latter has stated in his AI-Matalib al- ‘Aliyyah.

The second view on this issue is taken by the theologians. They
claim that God is not on the Throne, that the Throne and the
Footstool stand with Him in the same relation, that He is neither
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inside the world nor outside it. They allow for only the movement
of human beings and the angels; they say that the statement that a
person comes nearer to God means nothing more than that he
moves from one holy place to another which God has blessed: the
heavens, the bearers of the Throne, and Paradise. They interpret
the ascension of the Prophet on similar lines. Thus they are one
with the philosophers with regard to the movement of the body to
blessed places and offering prayers there. They only differ with
regard to the movement of the soul. The first group affirms the
movement of the soul in the sense of a transformation of state, not
of movement from one place to another. The second group agrees
that both body and the soul can move to places where one may
attain enlightenment on God, such as the heavens, mosques, saints
of God, and the places that manifest God’s names and signs.

The third view is held by the Ahl as-Sunnah wa al-Jama‘ah.
They say that God is on the Throne, that the bearers of the Throne
are closer to Him than anyone else, that the angels of the farthest
heaven are closer to Him than those of the second heaveh, that in
ascending to the heavens the Prophet went nearer to His Lord, that
his ascension was to God and not to any of His created beings, and
that the soul of a person praying to God draws near to Him while
he prostrates himself (on the ground) even though he has put his
head on the ground. This is the purport of various verses of the
Qur’an.

Does God come closer to man as a result of the latter going
near to Him, just as a fixed object such as a house, a wall or a hill
comes nearer to a pefson who goes towards it? Or does it involve
some action on the part of God? Does He also move towards a
person when the latter moves towards Him, one action in respohse
to the other? On this question there are two views among the Ahl
as-Sunnah corresponding to the two positions that they have
among themselves on the issue of the active attributes of God like
descent (nuziil)....
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Tradition says that God comes near to His chosen people and
appears to their hearts. For example, Ahmad has noted in his Kitab
Az-Zuhd™ that Moses invoked God and said, “Lord, where can I
reach you? The answer was, “Near weak souls who humble
themselves for Me. I come a span nearer to them every day;
otherwise, they would have burned.” Philosophers and the
Jahmiyyah have taken this “nearness” in the sense of God’s
manifestation or appearance to the heart of His servants. They
understand “coming close” as imagery.

The philosophers do not believe in the movement of the soul;
the Jahmiyyah admit that it does move towards a higher place, and
the Ahl as-Sunnah affirm God’s appearance and manifestation as
well as man’s coming near to God. However, on the issue of God
coming near to man they have two different views, which I have
discussed elsewhere. Theologians who negate God’s attributes
would interpret His coming and descent in the sense of
manifestation and appearance to His servant when the veils on the
latter’s eyes that prevent him from seeing God are removed. His
case is like that of a blind man who regains his sight, and on seeing
the sun and the moon says, “The sun and the moon have come to
me.” This is the view of the philosophers, the Mu‘tazilah, and the
Asha‘irah who negate divine attributes. However, the Asha‘irah, as
against the Mu‘tazilah, affirm the Beatific Vision, though there are
people among them who come very close to the Mu‘tazilah in what
they say.

According to the Ahl as-Sunnah wa al-Jama‘ah whether
belonging to the Salaf, the ahl al-hadith, or the people of different
disciplines, jurists, Stfis, theologians or common men, God’s
descent or coming may happen as a result of man’s moving,
approaching, or coming near to Him. But it is certainly more than
enlightenment on the part of man, for enlightenment is only a kind
of knowledge, whereas for them it is knowledge as well as action.
The Asha‘irah and other like-minded theologians do not deny
movement as such on the part of man; that is a reality. What they
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deny is man’s movement towards God, as we have said earlier.
Some of them have likened the coming of God to the coming of
what is certain in the verse, “Serve your Lord until there comes to
you that which is certain” (15:99), that is to say, death and things
which will follow it.

[Fatawa 6:5-91]

(2.27) Beatific Vision

The Salaf believe that the Faithful will see God in the next life,
though no one has ever seen or shall ever see Him in this life. Only
some Siufis claim that they have seen God with their own eyes in
this life. But this is not correct; what they see is something inside
themselves and not someone out there.

(a) The Salaf and the a’immah of the ummah are agreed that the
Believers will see God with their eyes in the next life, but no one
can see Him with his or her eyes in this life. They differ only with
regard to the Prophet, whether he ever saw Him or not. In a sahih
hadith he is reported to have said, “None of you will ever see God
before his death.”?” Those who say that saints (awliya ") and others
may see God with their eyes in this world are mistaken; they go
against the verdict of the Qur’an, the Sunnah, and the consensus of
the ummah. Some have even claimed superiority over Moses. Such
people shall be asked to repent. If they do, they will be left alone,
‘otherwise they will be killed. [Fatawa 6:512]

(b) This is a place where a number of Sufis have gone wrong.
They actually see something in their heart, but claim that it is out
there. Some of the earlier as well as later Stifis have claimed that
they see God with their eyes. What actually happens is that when
their heart is occupied with knowledge, dhikr, and love, they are
lost in the vision they have in their heart and forget everything
else. They attain self-annihilation, and begin to think that they
actually see God with their eyes, though what they see is nothing
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out there but what is only in their hearts. They are just led to think
that they see God with their eyes out there....

Some of them have said that Moses saw God with his eyes, that
the mountain veiled him at first, but later on when God sent it
crumbling into pieces he was able to see Him. This is found in the
writings of Abu Talib (Al-Makki) and the like. Others identify the
seer with the seen (God); they talk of union and say that Moses
forgot himself so completely that the seer became one with the
Seen. Hence, to them Moses did not see God, rather God saw
Himself in Himself. They claim the same for themselves.

The claim of union or indwelling (hulal) is wrong. To those
who believe in it, it is only a matter of inner experience of the heart
rather than something existing out there, and amounts to what the
Christians believe about Christ. They do not say that anyone has
seen the unseen Divinity appearing in a human body.

Such claims are quite common in the writings of the Sufis.
They experience many things in the heart and wrongly imagine
that they happen out there. A similar mistake is committed by the
philosophers and various other thinkers when they first from in
their minds ideas of things, like universals and immaterial realities,
and then imagine that they exist out there, whereas the fact is that
they exist only in their minds. That is why Abti Al-Qasim As-
Suhayli®™ and others have sought refuge in God from the
ratiocination of the philosophers and the imagination of the Sifis
as their writings are full of contradictory statements.

Sifis like Ibn ‘Arabi and others who combine erroneous
philosophical ideas with mystical fancies are farthest removed
from truth. That is why Junayd, the leader of the SGif1 community,
a true imam and one who was fully aware of the experiences Sufis
have, said that tawhid is to separate the Eternal from the
contingent.”” He clearly distinguished between the contingent and
the Eternal so that people should not fall into the error of hulil or
union (itihad). When heretics like Ibn ‘Arabi appeared, they
objected to the words of Junayd since they contradicted their
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doctrines. Junayd and Sufis like him are exponents of truth
(a’immah al-huda), and those who oppose them are grossly
mistaken. Many Siifis besides Junayd have also discussed things
which they experience in their suliik or the lights and other things

which they perceive, and have warned against identifying these
things with God. [Fatawa 5:489-921] |

(2.28) Did the Prophet see God in his lifetime?

The correct view on this issue is that Muhammad (peace and

blessings of God be upon him) did not see his Lord with his eyes;
he only saw Him with his heart.

The words which Ibn Abbas is reported in the Sahih collections
of hadith to have said are, “Muhammad saw his Lord with his
heart twice.””® ‘A’ishah, on the other hand, is reported to have
denied that he ever saw the Lord.?”” Some of the scholars who have
discussed these ahadith have tried to reconcile one with the other.
They say that ‘A’ishah only denied that the Prophet saw the Lord
with his eyes; Ibn ‘Abbas affirmed, on the other hand, that he saw
Him with his heart. The words that are reported of Ibn Abbas are
qualified as well as unqualified. He sometimes says, “Muhammad
saw his Lord,” and sometimes, “Muhammad saw Him.””® But he
has not been reported to have ever said in so many words that he
saw God with his eyes.

Likewise, Imam Ahmad sometimes only affirms that the
Prophet saw God without specifying its nature, and sometimes that
he saw God by his heart. No one has mentioned that he heard him
saying that the Prophet saw God with his eyes. A section of his
followers who heard him affirming the vision without specifying
its nature took it in the sense of visual perception, just as some
people who heard Ibn Abbas affirming the vision without
specifying its mode took it in the sense of seeing with the eyes.
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There is nothing to prove that the Prophet saw God with his
eyes. No companion had ever said that, nor is there anything in the
Qur’an or the Sunnah which may suggest it. In fact, authentic texts
negate rather than affirm it, for example, Muslim has reported that
Abu Dharr asked the Prophet, “Did you see the Lord?” and he
replied, “Light! How could I have seen Him.”?® In the Qur’an we
have, “Glory to (God) Who did take His servant for a journey by
night from the Sacred Mosque to the Farthest Mosque, whose
precincts We did bless in order that We might show him some of
Our signs” (17:1). Had the Prophet seen God with his eyes on that
occasion, God would have mentioned it at this place. In another
verse we have, “Would you then dispute with him regarding what
he saw... Indeed he did see the greatest signs of his Lord”
(53:12,18). Had he seen God with his eyes, this was the place to
mention it.

Both Al-Bukhari and Muslim record in their Sahihs that, in
commenting on the verse, “We granted the vision which We
showed you just as a trial for men” (17:60), Ibn Abbas said, “It
was a vision the Prophet saw with his eyes the night he was taken
on a journey.”?'® But it was a vision of the signs; for when he
informed people what he saw with his eyes the night of Ascension,
they wondered at it; some did testify to it but others belied it. The
Prophet did not say that he saw God with his eyes, nor is there
anything to that effect in the authentic reports of the Ascension
recorded in hadith collections. Had it really happened it would
surely have been mentioned in these reports.

The Qur’an and the Sunnah clearly say, and the consensus of
the Elders of the ummah definitely states, that no one can see the
Lord with his eyes in this life. Only a few people have made an
exception in the case of the Prophet. As for seeing God in the next
life, there is complete agreement that the Believers will see Him

with their eyes just as they see the sun and the moon.*"!

[Fatawa 6:509-10]
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(2.29) The hand of God

The Elders believe that  the zahiri, the apparent meanings of
the verses that refer to the hand, sight and hearing of God, is what
they really mean. However, this apparent meaning is one that
behooves God, the Almighty, and not what behooves created
beings. Commenting on this position, Ibn Taymiyyah has explained
the meaning of the words, az-zahir, al-haqiqah (the real meaning),
and al-majaz (the metaphorical meaning), and defended the belief
of the Elders regarding God’s hands.

The belief of the ahl al-hadith who are the Elders of the first
three centuries, as well as of those who follow their line from
among the people of later ages, is that these ahadith should be
taken at face value, should be believed and accepted, and should
not be interpreted in a way that leads either to their negation (za ‘til)
or literalization (zakyif) amounting to anthropomorphization
(tamthil). A number of writers including Al-Khattabi*''* have noted
that the Elders are agreed that these verses are to be taken on their
face (zahir) without saying anything about the nature (kayfiyyah)
of the things they assert or anthropomorphizing them. The position
one takes on God’s attributes is subject to the position one takes on
His essence; the former follows from the latter and is in agreement
with it. Since to affirm the essence of God is to affirm an existence
and not merely a quality, to affirm His attribute is to affirm some
thing existing and not merely a quality. This is why we say that
God has a hand and that He has hearing; we never say that hand
means power or that hearing means knowing.

Some people claim that the Elders did not believe that the zahir
of these verses was meant. This claim is wrong in words as well as
meaning, or at least in meaning if not in words. zahir is an
ambiguo{ls term, it may be taken in two different senses. It may be
said that in zahir the hand of God is an organ like a human organ,

F$ IBN TAYMIYYAH
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that His anger entails the boiling of His blood for taking revenge,
that His being in the heavens is like water being in a pot. In this
view of zahir, if any one says that these meanings are not intended,
that God’s attributes should not be understood in this way, that
verses and ahadith should not be taken on their zahir in this sense,
he is right. The Ahl as-Sunnah are one on the point that there is
nothing like God in His essence, attributes and acts. In fact, most
of the Ahl as-Sunnah whether they belong to our school or not, call
infidels those who authropomorphize God (al-mushabbiyyah) or
attribute to Him the qualities of a physical body (al-mujassimah)
Whoever takes zahir in this sense is wrong. He is even worse, for
he is saying that such is the zahir of the verses and the ahadith on
divine attributes. He is certainly not correct in attributing this to the
Elders.

The zahir of a passage is what comes to the mind of an
unbiased person knowing the language of the passage when he
reads it. Sometimes this zahir meaning comes to him simply from
the passage itself and sometimes from its context. The meanings
which have been noted above and which are inadmissible for God
never come to the mind of any believer. For him, the hand of God
is just like His knowledge, His power or His essence... No one
form the Ahl-as-Sunnah has said that when we say that God has
knowledge, power, sight and hearing their zahir is not meant, or
ever understood these attributes on the pattern of our attributes.
Likewise, it cannot be said that the zahir of the hand or face is not
meant for there is no reason to differentiate between our body and
any attribute of our body.

In the second sense of zdhir, the zahir of these attributes is
what behooves God. They stand to His sublime essence just as the
attributes of any other being stand to its essence. Knowledge is an
essential attribute of a being which is knowing and has its own
characteristics. The same is the case with the face. We cannot say
that God does not need these attributes, for they are necessary and
essential to His being. God, Who is the object of worship and
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obedience must have all these attributes. The same is true of His
actions. We know that to create is to produce the universe from
non-being, even though we do not say anything about the modality
of creation since it is unlike our actions. Our actions are governed
by our needs, and God is above all needs; He is Self-sufficient and
All-Perfect. His being is known to us in outline, even though His
essence is unlike the essence of created beings. What He is in His
essence is known to none except Him; no one can form any idea of
it. This is what comes to our mind when we speak of God’s
attributes, and it is in this sense that they should be understood.

The Believer knows what these attributes mean or imply, and
this is what is required of him. He knows that God has power over
everything, that He knows everything, that the whole earth will be
in His grip on the Day of Judgment, that the heavens will be in His
right hand all rolled up, that the Believers will be looking at the
face of their Creator in Paradise and will enjoy it more than any
other thing they could have, and so on. He also knows that he has a
Lord, a Creator and a God, even though he does not know the real
nature of any one. In fact, all knowledge that man has is like this,
he knows things of this world only in some of their respects, not in
their true nature, even his own self he knows in the same way....

When God mentions any one of His attributes, when His
Prophet mentions one, or when those from among the Believers
who have the correct faith mention one, before one turns away
from the apparent meaning of that attribute, which is its real
meaning, and interprets it in an esoteric sense opposite to its
apparent meaning or in a metaphorical sense contrary to its real
sense, one must ascertain the following four things.

First, if the word concerned has been used in a metaphorical
sense. Since the Qur’an and the Sunnah are in Arabic and the
Elders expressed themselves in that language, nothing that is found
in any of these sources can be taken in a sense that goes against the
usage of the Arabs or violates the rules common to all the
languages of mankind. It is necessary, therefore, that the word
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concerned has really been used in the metaphorical sense;
otherwise any pretender could interpret any word in any way he
likes, even if there is no justification for it in the language.

Second, there must be some justification for leaving the real
meaning of the word and taking it in a metaphorical sense. If a
word 1s used on one occasion in its real sense, and on another
occasion in a metaphorical sense, you are not justified in taking it
in the metaphorical sense without giving any reason for it. This is
commonly agreed. Hence, if anyone wants to depart from the real
meaning of a word and take it in a metaphorical sense he must cite
a reason for doing so.

Third, the reason which is offered must be incontrovertible.
Otherwise, if an argument is advanced on the basis of the Qur’an
or the Faith which shows that the real meaning is what is intended,
departure from it cannot be justified; and if this argument consists
in citing a clear and unequivocal text, departure from it cannot be
allowed. But if it is just the apparent meaning of the text, one must
offer a reason for preferring the metaphorical meaning.

Fourth, if the Prophet (pbuh) states something and means
something other than what his words apparently convey, he must
have made it clear that he did not intend the real meaning, but
rather he intended the metaphorical meaning, no matter whether he
defined it or not. This is particularly necessary in statements which
concern faith and knowledge rather than practice.... He must also
have put in some clues that bar his people from taking his words in
the apparent sense. However, the clue may be something rational,
as we have in the verse, “She was given something out of
everything” (27:23); everyone knows that what is meant is that she
(the Queen of Sheba) was given something from everything which
persons in her position usually have. Similarly, the verse, “He is
the Creator of everything” (13:16, 39:62), everyone who hears
these words knows that the Creator Himself is not included in
“everything”. The clue may also be contextual. There may be
something in the Qur’an and the Sunnah itself which leads one to
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take the text in a non-apparent sense. The Prophet cannot have left
the people to find out for themselves a secret clue which only a
few can discover, be it rational or textual, for if he stated
something meaningful, repeated it time and again, addressed it to
each and every person, intelligent and unintelligent, perceptive and
non-perceptive, asked them to understand it or reflect upon its
ideas and their implications, and then wanted them not to believe
in its apparent meaning (zahir) because of some secret reason
which only a few can discover, and then inform that he did not
mean the zahir - that would be misleading the people and
confusing them, and the Prophet would have failed in his mission
of guiding people and expounding the truth.... One cannot imagine
that, particularly when his words tell clearly that he means the
apparent rather than the non-apparent meaning, and when the
alleged hidden reason for taking the non-apparent meaning is
imaginary rather than real....

I will take one of the attributes, the hand (yad), as an example
and discuss it in detail; you can understand other attributes in the
same way. God has said, “The Jews say, ‘God’s hand is tied up.’
Be their hands tied up, and be they accursed for the (blasphemy)
they utter. No, both His hands are widely stretched. He gives and
spends as He pleases™ (5:677). Addressing Satan, He said, “Iblis!
What prevents you from prostrating yourself to one whom I have
created with My hands?” (38:175). At other places, He has said,
“No just estimate have they made of God such as is due to Him.
On the Day of Judgment the whole of the earth will be but His
handful, and the heavens will be rolled up in His right hand”
(39:67); “Blessed be He in Whose hands rests all the dominion”
(67:1); “In Your hand is all good; verily You have power over all
things” (3:26); “Do they not see that it is We Who have created for
them, among the things which Our hands have fashioned, cattle
which are in their possession?” (36:71). In ahadith of the Prophet,

too, there are many references to the hand of God.
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The burden of all these texts is that God has two hands unique
to Him and essential to Him, but behooving His greatness; He
created man with His hands but not the angels or Satan; He holds
the earth in His grip, and will hold the heavens rolled up in his
right hand; His two hands are outstretched; their outstretching
means that He is busy giving out from His blessings, for one does
such things by stretching one’s hands, and withdraws from them
by closing them or putting them in one’s pocket. When we say that
the hands of X are outstretched we mean real hands, and that they
are engaged in giving out things. God says, “Do not put your hands
tied with your neck, nor stretch them too much” (17:29). And
people often say, “X is tight-fisted (ja‘d al-banan),” and X is
open-handed (sabit al-banan).”...

If the objector says that God does not have hands of the kind
creatures have, and that His hands are not organs one strikes with,
it is true. But if he says that he does not have hands in any sense
not reducible to His seven attributes, he is mistaken. Such a person
usually attempts the following things. First, he says that people
often use yad in the sense of blessing or gift, just as they refer to a
thing by its cause, for example, they refer to rain by the word
“sama ”’ (sky), for similar reasons, people say X has given a hand
to Y; and Abu Talib said the following couplet when he once lost
his nephew Muhammad (pbuh)

My Lord! bring back my horse-rider, Muhammad,
Bring him back, and give me a hand.

And ‘Urwah Ibn Mas‘id*" said to Abii Bakr’"” at the time of
Hudaybiyyah, “Had you not given me a hand which I could not
return, I would have given you a fitting reply.

Hand is also used for power on the pattern of calling a thing by
the name of its agent, for power is generated by the hand. People
say “X has his hand in this matter” or that. Ziyad*" is reported to

have said to Mu‘awiyah,”” “I control Iraq with one hand and keep
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the other hand free.” What he meant is that he expends only half
his power in ruling Iraq. The same idea is involved in the verse,
“In whose hands is the marriage-tie” (2:237), meaning “who has
power to make the contract of marriage.”

An action is also sometimes referred to as the hand of a person
instead of the person himself. Since most acts are performed by the
hand, to refer to them as the hand is to refer them to the person
himself. The Qur’an says, “God has heard the taunt of those who..
say, ‘Truly God is indigent and we are rich!” We shall certainly
record their words and their act of slaying the prophets in defiance
of right, and We shall say, Taste you the penalty of the scorching
Fire. This is because of the (unrighteous deeds) which your hands
sent on before you” (3:181-2). That is to say, the deeds which you
sent on; for the words that one utters is action one does....

In reply, I will say that we do not deny these uses that we have
in the Arabic in which the Qur’an was revealed. Those who
interpret God’s attributes metaphorically change the meaning of
the texts, and commit blasphemy with regard to His names and
interpret wrongly His words, “His hands are outstretched” (5:64),
and “one whom I have created with My hands” (38:75). They say
that hand in these verses means either blessings in this life or the
next or it means power. Hand is a symbol for charity; it does not
require that there be a real hand there; in fact, it has replaced the
word charity in the common language. The phrase, “whom I have
created with My hands,” only means “one whom God has created”;
it does not at all imply that He has any hands in reality.... This is
the way they interpret these words.

The first thing that I would say in this regard is that hand is
used in this verse in the dual (yadayn), and yad in the dual is not
used in the sense of favor or power. Arabs do use the singular from
in place of the plural; in the Qur’an we have “Verily man (al-
insan) 1s in loss” (103:2). Similarly they use the plural form in
place of the singular; for example, “men (an-nas) said to them: a
great army is gathering” (3:173). They also use the plural in place
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of the dual, for example, “your hearts (qulubukuna) are indeed so
inclined” (66:4). But they never use the singular for the dual or the
dual for the singular. It is not permissible to say that you have a
man (rajul) with you when you actually want to say that you have
two men (rajulayn) with you, nor is it permissible to say that you
have two men (rajulayn) with you when you actually want to say
that you have one man (rajul) with you.... So the words, “whom I
have created with My two hands” cannot be taken to mean, “whom
I have created with My power”; power is a single attribute and
cannot be referred to with a dual word. Nor can the words be taken
to mean favor; God’s favors are innumerable, and as such they
cannot be referred toby a dual word.

These words also cannot be taken to mean “whom I have
created.” For if that had been the case, the act would have referred
to the hand as its subject, for only when something refers to the
hand as the subject may it mean referring to the agent himself, as
we have in the verse, “because of (the deeds) which your two
hands have sent forth™ (22:10), or “because of what your hands
have sent on” (3:182), or “among the things which Our hands have
fashioned” (36:71). But when the act refers to the agent as its
subject and hand is mentioned along with the preposition bi, as in
the verse, “whom I have created with My hands” (38:75), it only
means that the act has been done by means of the hands. That is
why it is not allowed for one who has spoken something or walked
‘somewhere to say that he has done (fa ‘ala) it with his hands. One
can, however, say that this is what his hands have done, for the
word fa ‘ala only means “he did”’; so when you do not want to say
that you did something with your hands, the addition of the words
“with the hands” is unnecessary and meaningless. You will not
find any Arab, or non-Arab who knows his language, saying, “I did
it with my hands” or “someone did it with his hands” except when
he or the other person really wants to say that he has done the act
with his hands. It would not be correct to say either that they do
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not have hands or that even though they have hands the act was not
done with their hands. ‘

I hope that after this clarification it will be easy to distinguish
between places where a word is used in its real sense and where it
is used in a metaphorical sense. It will also be clear that the verses
mentioned above cannot be interpreted in a metaphorical sense in
the light of the language itself....

The second thing that I would say is that sometimes the word
yad may mean a real hand and sometimes a blessing or power, and
sometimes it may also allude to an action. Having admitted that, I
would ask the question: What is the justification for taking yad in
the verse under discussion in a non-real sense? If your reason is
that yad refers to a part of the body, and therefore cannot be
attributed to God, I will say that surely hand and things like it
should not be attributed to God if His hand belonged to the genus
of the hands creatures have; this is absolutely right. But it does not
rule out that God should not have hands that behoove Him or
should not have those perfections which He deserves. There is
nothing which reason knows of or revelation tells us that may
declare it impossible. If this is the case, why should we not take the
word in its real sense, and why should we interpret it
metaphorically?

The third thing I would like to say to the person who interprets
yad in a non-real sense is this: Can you point out any word in the
Book of God, in the Sunnah of the Prophet, or in the sayings of any
imam of the Muslims, which says that yad should not be taken in
its apparent sense (zahir) or that its apparent sense is not intended?

Is there any verse in the Book of God that explicitly or implicitly
denies attributing hands to God? The most that interpreters of yad
on metaphorical lines cite is the verse, “Say: He Allah is one”
(112:1), or “There is nothing like Him at all”” (42:11), or “Do you
know anyone who is worthy of the same name as He” (19:65). But
these verses only deny reducing God to an organism (fajsim) or

anthropomorphizing Him (tashbih); they do not deny attributing
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hands to Him which behoove His majesty. There is nothing in the
Qur’an that negates it. I would also ask if there is anything that
reason knows of which categorically says that God cannot have
any hands whether they behoove Him or not. Is there anything
which reason may advance against God’s hands or negate it by
implication? Now, if there is nothing in revelation or in reason
which rules out attributing a hand to God, the assumption that there
i1s something that goes against it is purely subjective, a mere
fancy....

On the other hand, I would, fourth, cite arguments clear and
categorical that God has hands in reality. One is the verse which
says that God honored Adam in that He created Him with His
hands, a fact which made the angels prostrate themselves before
him and refrain from asserting their superiority over him. If the
verse only meant that God created Adam with His power, or that
creation was an act of favor from God, or that it simply meant He
created Adam, there was no honor in it, for that is also the case
with the angels, with Iblis, and with everything else.

One might say that things are ascribed to God to underline their
dignity, as when we say “the camel of God” or “the house of God.”
I will say that you cannot affirm this dignity unless there is
something in that object which is not found in others. If there were
nothing distinctive in “the camel of God” and “the house of God”
which distinguishes them from other camels or houses, they would
not have been ascribed to God. The fact is that they have been
really ascribed to God. It has been said that God created Adam
with His hands, which only means that He created Adam with His
hands whereas he has created others by saying, “Be,” and they
came into being, as has been stated in various traditions.

When you say “the government is in his hands” or “his hands
have done this or that” you say two things: one, he has hands, and,
two, the dominion is his or the action is his. In the case of the latter
sentence, often some liberty is taken, but regarding the former it is
never said except when the person concerned has hands in reality.
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Obviously no one says “the hands of desire” or “the hands of
water”. I do admit that the expression “the government is in his
hands” may mean that it is in his power. But one never uses that
expression except in the case of one who really has hands.

The difference between the verse, “whom I created with My
hands” (38:75) and the verse, “out of what Our hands have done”
is twofold: One, in the first case God has ascribed the action to
Himself and made it clear that He has created it with His hands,
whereas in the second He has ascribed the action to His hands. The
other difference is that in Arabic one uses the plural from for the
dual only when one is sure that it would not create any confusion,
for example, the Qur’an says “As to the thief, male or female, cut
off their hands (aydiyyahuma) (5:41), that is, their two hands
(yaday huma), or “the hearts (quliib) of you (two) are indeed so
inclined” (66:4), that is, the two hearts of you two. In the same way
God has said “From what Our hands (aydina) have done (36:71).

As for the hadith there are many examples in them, for
example, “Those who practice justice shall be with God on
platforms of light on the right hand of the Merciful, though both
hands of His are right. They are the ones observe justice in their
judgments, in the people they rule, and in the affairs they
manage.””'® And, “At the time God created the universe, He wrote
down with His own hands thus making obligatory on Himself: ‘My
mercy shall dominate over My wrath.” 27
[Fatawa 6:355-372]

(2.30) The meaning of the verse, “The Day when a shin
shall be laid bare” (68:42)

The Companions of the Prophet have not differed in their
interpretation of the verses that speak of God’s attributes. I have
read the comments they have made on these verses and I have
studied the ahadith’® they have narrated. I have also gone through

more than a hundred commentaries on these verses in various
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books, large and small, but I have not come across up to this time
any statement whatsoever by any Companion in which he
interprets any verse or hadith speaking of God’s attributes in a way
different from what is commonly understood from them. On the
contrary, we have innumerable statements in which they confirm
the common understanding and underscore the apparent meaning
in opposition to what later writers have said regarding them. There
are also many things of interest in traditions they have narrated or
the words which have come down from them.

I have not found them differing on anything except on a verse
like, “the Day when a shin shall be laid bare” (68:42). Ibn ‘Abbas
and some other Companions have been reported to have said that it
refers to the hardship to which God will expose people in ‘ala. On
the other hand, Abu Sa‘id and some others with him have taken the
shin to be one of the attributes of God in view of the hadith which
Abt Sa‘id has himself reported and which is recorded in the Sahih
collections.*'®

From the language of the Qur’an, however, it does not appear
that it is one of the attributes of God, for the verse, “the Day when
a shin (sa@q) will be laid bare) mentions shin as an indefinite noun,
and does not ascribe it to God. It does not say, “the shin of God.”
Since shin has not been ascribed to God, it cannot be counted as a
divine attribute without giving further reason. Hence Ibn Abbas’
interpretation of the shin cannot be taken as a misinterpretation
(ta’wil), for (ta’wil) is to understand a verse in a sense different
from what it means and what people commonly understand by it.
Many people take a word in a sense it does not mean, and claim
that it is the correct interpretation. This is wrong on two grounds

that we have discussed time and again.*"

[Fatawa 6:394-5]
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(2.31) The meaning of the saying of the Prophet, “I feel

the breath of the Merciful coming from Yemen,” and the
saying of a Companion, “The Black Stone is the right

hand of God on earth.”

Ibn Taymiyyah was asked about the words ascribed to the
Prophet (pbuh), “The Black Stone is the right hand of God on
earth,”” and “I feel the breath of the Merciful coming from
Yemen.”?'... He replied that the first hadith has been reported
from the Prophet through an unreliable chain of narrators. It is
commonly believed to be a statement of Ibn ‘Abbas. His words
are, “The Black Stone is the right hand of God on earth; whoever
touches it or kisses it it is as if he shakes hands with God and
kisses His right hand.” Anyone who reflects on these words a little
will have no difficulty in figuring out what they mean; only those
who do not think them over will not understand them. Ibn ‘Abbas
has said, “the right hand of God on earth.” This is a qualified
statement. He has not said that the Black stone is the right hand of
God without any qualification. He has added the qualifying words,
“on earth” and obviously that makes the thing different.

Ibn ‘Abbas has further said, “Whoever touches it or kisses it it
is as if he shakes hands with God or kisses His right hand.” And
we know that a thing is not same as the thing to which it is likened.
This proves beyond doubt that one who touches the Black stone
does not shake hands with God, rather he is /ike one who shakes
hands with Him. Thus both first part of the hadith and the last part
show that the Black Stone is not an attribute of God, as every
sensible person knows. The hadith only states that, just as God has
made a house for people to go round, He has also put there a thing
for them to touch, so that they may take it as kissing the hand of
great people. We know that kissing brings the visitor nearer to the
person whose hand he kisses, and is a form of respect he pays to
him. God and His Prophet never speak in language which is
misleading; they do not fail to indicate what people should not
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believe. The words of this hadith are clear enough to negate any
kind of anthropomorphism.

As for the second hadith, the words “coming from Yemen” are
sufficient to indicate what it actually means. Obviously Yemen has
no special relation to God’s attributes; this is clear to everyone.
What the hadith means is that from Yemen there will come people
whom God will love and who will love Him, people about whom
He has said, “If anyone from among you turns back from his Faith,
God will produce a people whom He will love as they will love
Him” (5:57).

It has been reported that when this verse was revealed, the
Prophet was asked about them. He said that the people (God has
said to produce) are those of the tribe of Abli Miisa Al-Ash‘ari.””
This has been indicated in some other authentic ahadith, such as,
“The people of Yemen coming to you have a noble and loving
heart. The Faith is Yemeni, as is wisdom Yemeni.””” They fought
the people who had apostatized after the Prophet to their former
faith, and conquered countries with their swords. God removed
through them the calamities which had befallen the faithful. Some
people think that these ahadith refer to ‘Uways (Al-Qarani;*** but
this is far from being correct.

[Fatawa 6:397-8]



Selected Writings of Ibn Taymiyyah 167

3. TAWHID: AFFIRMING GOD’S UNITY

(3.1) Affirming the unity of Lordship (tawhid ar-rubub-
iyyah) and the unity of Godhead (tawhid al-ilahiyyah)

Tawhid ar-rubtibiyyah is to believe and affirm that Allah is the
Lord, the Creator and Ruler of all there is. This is the tawhid
which the theologians try to establish, well as the one whose
perception (in experience) various groups of Siifis set as their
goal. But this tawhid will not qualify anyone as Muslim, not to say
a friend (wall) of God, unless he also affirms the unity of Godhead
(tawhid al-ilahiyyah), that is to say, unless he witnesses that no one
is worthy of ‘ibadah, worship and absolute obedience other than
Allah, and that Muhammad (pbuh) is His messenger. He must also
believe in whatever the Prophet says and submit to whatever he
commands. Tawhid is not perfect unless one refuses to anyone any
share into the rights that are due to Allah alone such as worship,
service, trust, fear and submission.

Most theologians who expound on fawhid in their theological
works divide tawhid into three kinds: tawhid of the essence, that
God is one in His essence without a second; tawhid of attributes,
that He is unique in His attributes and there is nothing like Him in
any respect; and tawhid of deeds, that He is singular in His deeds
and has absolutely no partners.

Of these, the most important tawhid in their eyes is the third
one, the tawhid of deeds, which they take to mean that the Creator
of the world is one. They advance a variety of arguments'for it,
such as the argument from exclusion; they think it is the ultimate
goal. They believe that this is what the words, “there is no ilah
except Allah” mean. They even interpret ilah as one who has
power to create. Everyone knows that the polytheists of Arabia to
whom Muhammad (pbuh) was first sent did not oppose him on this
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count. They rather testified that Allah is the Creator of all there is;
they even believed in the fore-ordainment of things. But in spite of
that they were polytheists. -

The same is true for the tawhid of attributes, that there is none
like Allah in His attributes. No one among the peoples of the world
has ever affirmed another being eternal like Allah, whether he has
considered him an active or an inactive partner. In fact, whenever
someone has likened anyone to Him, he has only affirmed likeness
in one respect or another. In fact, reason rules it out that any
created being can share in all the attributes of the Creator, whether
those that He necessarily has, or those He may have. That would
require a combination of contradicting principles.

The case of the third tawhid namely the tawhid of essence, is
no different. They affirm that God is one, that none shares in His
essence, and that He is indivisible. This is true. The Qur’an itself
has said, “Say: He is Allah, One and Only; God, the Eternal. He
neither begets nor is He begotten; and there is none like Him”
(112:1-4). It follows that He is above parts and divisions, and that
He is not a composite being made of elements. In this they are
correct. But with this truth they combine some ideas which are
wrong, such as that He is not above the Throne, or that He is so
unlike the created beings that He has no real attributes. This is their
tawhid.. ..

- Let it be known that ilah does not mean one who has power to
create, as various leading theologians believe. They equate
ilahiyyah with the power to create, and believe that one who
simply affirms that Allah alone has power to create witnesses truly
that there is no ilah except Allah. They are not correct; for the
polytheists (of Arabia) did affirm it; nevertheless they were called
polytheists, as we have said before. llah is one who deserves to be
worshiped and obeyed; the word is to be taken in the sense of
ma’lah rather than alih. Tawhid is to worship and serve Allah
alone without associating anyone else with Him, and shirk is to
associate another god with Allah.
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It is now clear that the most that these thinkers who believe in
fore-ordainment and count themselves among the Ahl as-Sunnah
affirm is only the tawhid ar-rubibiyyah, that Allah is the
Creator-Lord of all things. Their position is no different from that
of the polytheists (of pre-Islamic Arabia) who did affirm these
things yet were nevertheless called polytheists

Similarly, the tawhid which a number of Stfi sects who call
themselves “people of gnosis, truth and unity” expound is nothing
but a perception (shuhiid) in experience of this tawhid. It is a
vision of the truth that Allah alone is the Lord, the Master and the
Creator of all that there is. It is a vision in which the gnostic loses
his own being in the being of God, the perception of his own self
in the perception of God, and the knowledge of his own being in
the knowledge of God. It is the experience of self-annihilation
caused by the realization of the unity of Lordship (tawhid ar-
rububiyyah), an experience in which everything contingent
vanishes and the Eternal alone exists. This is the final goal for
these Sufis beyond which they can visualize no other goal. But this
is nothing but the realization in experience (tahgiq) of the tawhid
in which the polytheists of Arabia also believed. No one who
believes in this tawhid alone is qualified even to be a Muslim,
much less a friend (wali) of God, or most dear to Him...

This is a great truth; every Muslim must know it. What
distinguishes the Believer from the non-believer is faith in the
fundamental principle of Islam, faith in the unity of God and the
prophethood of Muhammad, that there is no god but Allah, and
that Muhammad is His Messenger. Many people have come up
short on bothse counts or one of them, even though they think they
have experienced tawhid and realized the truth. They must know
that a polytheist who affirms that Allah is the Lord of all there is,
its Master and Creator, will not be saved from God’s punishment if
he does not affirm that there is no god (ilah) other than He, that
none but He is to be worshiped and served, and that Muhammad is
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His Messenger, and if he does not also believe in whatever the
Prophet said and carry out whatever he commanded. I will explain
these two principles further.

The first principle is the affirmation of the unity of Godhead
(tawhid al-ilahiyyah). God has said of the polytheists that they
posit intermediaries between themselves and God and call upon
them in the belief that they will intercede on their behalf with God
even without His permission: “They serve, besides God, things that
hurt them not, nor profit them; and they say, ‘These are our
intercessors with God.” Say: Do you indeed inform God of
something He knows not, in the heavens or on earth! Glory to
Him! And far is He above the partners they ascribe (to Him)”
(10:18). This means that those who hold these beings to be
intercessors are polytheists in the eyes of God.... He has also said,
“Call on those, besides Him, whom you fancy. They have neither
the power to remove your troubles from you nor to change them.
Those whom they call upon do desire (for themselves) means of
access to their Lord, even those among them who are closest (to
Him). They hope for His mercy and fear His wrath, for the wrath
of your Lord is something to beware of” (17:56-7). Commenting
on this verse a number of Elders have said that as people
worshiped Ezra, Christ, and angels, God revealed these verses and
told them that even the angels and prophets sought to get closer to
Allah, prayed for His mercy, and feared His punishment.

True tawhid is to know that God has many rights over us in
which no created being has any share: He alone is to be worshiped,
trusted, feared, revered, and obeyed without any condition. This
has been stated in the Qur’an at many places, such as, “Take not
with God another object of worship, or you (O man!) will sit in
disgrace and destitution” (17:22); “Verily it is He Who has
revealed the Book to you setting forth the truth; so serve God
offering Him sincere devotion” (39:2); “Say: Verily, I am
commanded to serve God with sincere devotion” (39:11)...



Selected Writings of Ibn Taymiyyah 171

With regard to trust, God has said, “In God put your trust if
you have faith” (5:26); “And in God let all men of faith put their
trust” (14:11); “Say: Sufficient is God for me! In Him trust those
who put their trust” (39:38); “If only they had been content with
what God and His Messenger gave them, and had said, ‘Sufficient
for us is God; He will soon give us of His bounty and (will cause)
His Messenger (to give us, too);’ verily to God do we turn with
hope (that would have been the correct course)” (9:59)....

With regard to fear, reverence and piety, He has said, “And
those who obey God and His Messenger fear God, avoid His
displeasure and obey Him; they will triumph (in the end)” (24:52).
He has thus demanded obedience to Himself and His Prophet, but
reserved fear, reverence, and piety for Himself alone. Noah has
reiterated the same truth in these words, “My people! I am to you a
warner, clear and open, that you should worship God, fear Him,
and obey me” (71:3). He thus reserved worship and piety for God
alone. At another place God has said, “So fear not men; fear Me”
(5:47); “Do not be afraid of them, but fear Me, if you have faith”
(3:175)....

The Prophet said the same things in his own words, for
example once in a sermon he said, “Whoever obeys God and His
Messenger is on the right path, but whoever disobeys Him harms
himself only, and does not harm God.””* On another occasion, he
said, “Don’t say, ‘If God and the Prophet will this.” Say ‘If God
wills,” and then, ‘if Muhammad wills.”*® He has thus joined his
name with the name of God in obedience with the conjunction
“and” (waw), but in the case of will he has directed that his name
be mentioned after mentioning God’s name using the conjunction
“then” (thumma). This is because obedience to the Prophet is
obedience to God, and whoever obeys him obeys God; moreover,
to obey God there is only one way - to obey the Prophet. This is
not the case with will, for the will of any created being is not the
will of God, nor does God’s will imply the will of any of his
creatures. What God wills happens, even though none of His
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creatures may will it, and what His creatures will does not happen
unless He wills it.

The second principle of the Faith concerns things that are due
the Prophet. We are to believe in him, obey him, please him, love
him, submit to his rulings, and so on.... God has made these things
clear in various statements such as, “He who obeys the Messenger
obeys God” (4:80); “It is more fitting that they should please God
and His Messenger” (9:62); “say: If it be that your fathers, your
sons, your brothers, your spouses, or your kindred, (or) the wealth
that you have acquired, or the trade in which you fear decline, or
the dwellings in which you delight are dearer to you than God or
His Messenger, or striving in His cause, then wait until God brings
about His decision” (9:24); “But no, by your Lord, they can have
no (real) faith until they make you judge in all disputes between
them, and find in their souls no resistance against your decisions,
but submit to it absolutely” (4:65); “Say: If you do love God,
follow me; God will love you™ (3:31); and so on.

[Fatawa 3:98-110]

(3.2) Faith in God’s gadr and His shar.

We must believe in God’s creation and fore- ordainment, as
well as in His command and prescription. There is no
contradiction between the two. Those who believe in His
commands but deny His fore-ordainment, or those who believe in
His fore-ordainment and deny His commands, or think that one
contradicts the other, are wrong.

Everyone knows that we must believe in God’s creation as well
as command, in His fore-ordainment as well as prescription.
People who have gone wrong on the issue of fore-ordainment
(qadr) are divided into three groups: those who take the line of
take the line of the Magians (mujisiyyah), those who take the line
of the polytheists (mushrikiyyah), and those who follow the Devil
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(Iblisiyyah). The mujusiyyah are those who deny God’s
fore-ordainment and believe only in His commands. The
extremists among them even deny God’s fore-knowing and
fore-writing. However, the moderates among them only deny that
God wills everything or creates and ordains everything. They are
the Mu‘tazilah and those who agree with them.

The mushrikiyyah believe in fore-ordainment but they oppose it
to God’s command and prohibition. God has referred to them in
these words, “Those who give partners (to God) say: If God has
wished we should not have given partners to Him, nor would our
fathers, nor should we have had anything forbidden” (6:148).
Hence those who negate His commands on account of His fore-
ordainment belong to this group. A number of Sufis who claim to
have realized the truth (al-hagigah) fall into this group.

The third group, the Iblisiyyah, affirm both truths but hold that
one contradicts the other and find fault with God’s wisdom and
justice as did Satan their leader at first. Writers on the history of
doctrines (in Islam) have listed all these views. These views have
also been held by the People of the Book and many others who
have gone astray.

The people of right guidance and happiness (in the Hereafter),
on the opposite side, believe in both truths sincerely. They believe
that God is the Creator of everything and its Lord and Ruler, that
what He wills happens and what He does not will does not happen,
that everything is in His power, and that He knows everything and
has written them down in a clear Book. This is affirming God’s
knowledge, power, will, unity, and lordship, as well as His
creation, rule, and ownership - truths that are the essential parts of
faith. Along with this they also affirm causality (in nature), and
never deny that God has made one thing the cause of another thing.
They affirm what God has affirmed in various statements, such as,
“When they have carried the heavy-laden clouds, we drive them to
a land that is dead, make rain to descend thereon, and produce
every kind of harvest therewith” (7:57); “With it God guides all
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who seek His good pleasure to ways of peace and safety” (5:16);
and, “By it He causes many to stray, and many He leads to the
right path” (2:26). He thus made it absolutely clear that He acts
through causes.

Those who say that God does not act through (bi) causes, but
only in their presence ( ind), run in the face of the Qur’an, and
deny that things have a power and a specific nature which God has
given them. They deny that God has given in animals and in men
some powers with which they work. Equally mistaken are those
who consider human power to be creative, attribute the work of
God to one who is not God, and commit shirk. They are mistaken
because there is no cause which does not need another cause in
order to produce an effect; moreover there are also factors which
prevent its happening unless God removes them. Hence there is
nothing in the world which can produce anything by itself except
God. He has said, “Of everything We have created pairs, that you
may receive instruction. (51:49); that is to say, that you may know
that the Creator of the pairs is one...

The point I want to make is that one must believe in the
fore-ordainment (taqdir) of things; for without that the affirmation
of God’s unity (fawhid) is not complete. Ibn ‘Abbas has rightly
said, “To affirm fore-ordainment (taqdir) is to perfect tawhid, and
one who affirms God’s unity and upholds His fore-ordainment
completes His tawhid. But if one affirms unity and denies
fore-ordainment one impairs one’s tawhid.”

One must also believe in the shar‘, in the commands and
prohibitions, rewards and punishments which God has conveyed
through His messengers, and expounded in His Books. To live our
lives properly we need the shar ‘. We have to secure what is useful
and avoid what is harmful, and it is the shar‘ which tells what is
useful and what is harmful. The shar‘ is God’s justice among His
creatures, and the light He has provided for His servants. There can
be no human society without a shar’, a code that tells them what to
do and what not to do....



Selected Writings of Ibn Taymiyyah 175

A part of the shar‘ some people know from their own nature,
just as they know that they will benefit from eating food or
drinking water, or just as they know some necessary truths from
their reason. Others know them from arguments which their reason
works out; still others know them only from the teachings of the
messengers and their statements and instructions. People have
debated the issue of how we know what acts are good and what
acts are bad. Do we know them through reason, or is it that they do
not possess anything like goodness or evil which we may discover
through our reason? We have discussed this issue at length
elsewhere and pointed out the causes that have led people to
different views. We will state the matter here only briefly.

Everyone agrees that we know by our reason things that please
or displease us. Actionss that lead to things which we like or which
give us pleasure or those that lead to things which we dislike or
which cause us pain, are known sometimes through reason,
sometimes through the shar, and sometimes through both of them.
But a detailed knowledge of these things, or of the consequences of
our acts in the life to come, whether happiness or misery, are
known only through the shar‘. Hence the details which the
messengers of God have given regarding matters on the Day of
Judgment or regarding the code of life cannot be known through
reason, just as the details about the names and attributes of God
which they have conveyed cannot be known through reason, even
though we can have some idea of them on the basis of reason.
[Fatawa 3:111-115]

(3.2) The error of the theologians and the Safis re-
garding tawhid.

To formulate the doctrine of God’s unity (tawhid) in a way

which negates His attributes and names, as many theologians do,
or to reduce it to the unity of the Creator-Lord (tawhid ar-
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rublibiyyah) which Siifis do and which they call tawhid al-af*al,
are both wrong.

Various groups who indulge in speculative theology or engage
in devotions and spiritual practices have developed wrong notions
of tawhid and altered its meaning. One group that loves to call
itself “the people of tawhid thinks that to affirm God’s unity, they
have to negate His attributes and even His names. In fact, they only
affirm a bare essence stripped of all attributes, a being without any
qualities. But both reason and revelation clearly pronounce that
such a being exists nowhere except in mind. They think that if you
affirm God’s attributes you make Him a composite being, which in
their view reason can never allow. I have discussed this point
elsewhere, and shown that these people simply ignorant and have
been mislead by the notion of universals.

The other group thinks that tawhid is to affirm the unity of
rubuibiyyah, that God creates everything and performs every act.
They give it the name tawhid al-af*al, affirming the unity of acts.
Some theologians have advanced arguments in its support. They
have said that we cannot say that acts are performed jointly (by
God and men), for that would be impairing God’s omnipotence
and perfection; nor can we say that both can perform the act, each
one independently of the other, for that (in the case of man) is
unthinkable. By arguments like this they think they have
established fawhid and affirmed that there is no god (i/@h) other
than Allah, and that divinity (il@hiyyah) means nothing but the
power to originate and so on. Hence, once it is established that no
one other than God has the power to originate and that none
participates with Him in creation, they feel satisfied that they have
borne witness to the truth that there is no god except Allah. But
they do not know that the pagans of Arabia did also believe in this
tawhid. God has emphasized it in these words, “If you ask them

who is that created the heavens and the earth, they will certainly
say, ‘Allah’” (31:25); “Ask them: To whom belong the earth and
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all beings therein? (Say) if you know! They will say, ‘To God!’
Say: Yet will you not receive admonition? Ask: Who is the Lord of
the seven heavens, and the Lord of the Throne Supreme? They will
say, ‘They belong to Allah.” Say, Will you not then be filled with
awe? Ask (them): Who is it in whose hands is the governance of
all things, who protects (all) but is not protected (by any)? (Tell
me) if you know. They will say, ‘(It belongs) to Allah.” Say, Then
how are you deluded? (23:105). Commenting on the previous verse
Ibn ‘Abbas said, “If you ask them who has created the heavens and
the earth they will say, ‘Allah.” But even then they worship other
deities.”

This tawhid is only a part of the tawhid which is required of us,
not the whole of it. By affirming this part on, no one can rise above
shirk, the most heinous sin that God will not condone. One must
also devote all worship and obedience to Allah, must serve none
except Him, and must serve Him the way He has ordained. Only
then shall one be sincerely dedicating one’s religion to Allah.

llah means ma’luh, the object of love and devotion, whom one
worships and serves. That Allah is ilah means that He is qualified
with all the attributes of perfection. Hence none can be God, the
object of worship and love in himself, except He. This means that
any act that is not done to please him Him is null and void. In fact,
the root of all evil and disorder is worship and love of beings other
than God. This has been stated by God Himself: “If there were in
the heavens and the earth other gods besides Allah there would
have been confusion and disorder in both” (21:22)....

Those who expound tawhid in mystical terms hold the
realization of the oneness of the Creator-Lord (tawhid ar-
rubiibiyyah) as their goal, and absorption into it as the ultimate
end. They think that when you attain it you are no longer required
to differentiate between the good and the evil. This leads them to
the negation of the commands and prohibitions of the shar‘ as well
as the rewards and punishments thereon. They fail to distinguish
between the creative will of God, which encompasses everything,
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and His love and pleasure, which only obedience to His Command
merits; they fail to distinguish between God’s creative words,
which encompass everything and which no one, pious or wicked,
can frustrate, and His prescriptive words, which only the prophets
and the friends of God carry out in full.

It is necessary, therefore, that one not only perceive the
rububiyyah of God, which encompasses the Believer and the
non-believer, the obedient and the disobedient alike, but also
observe His ilahiyyah, which only the Believers who worship and
serve Him and follow the messengers He sends observe.... Let
everyone realize that whoever does not distinguish between God’s
friends and God’s enemies, or between things He has commanded
and things He has forbidden, or between faith and unfaith,
obedience and disobedience, good and evil, the approved and the
disapproved, even though each one is brought into being by His
power, will and creation, he follows a religion in no sense different
from the religion of the pagans of Arabia who said, “If God had
wished, we would not have given partners to Him, nor would our
fathers; nor would we have had any taboos.” (6:148).

[Iqtida as-Sirat al-Mustagim 459-61]

(3.3) Refutation of the monism of Ibn ‘Arabi, Al-
Qunawi and Al-Tilimsani.

The essence of their monism (at-tawhid al-wujidi) is that the
existence of God is one with the existence of the universe. From
this it follows that there is neither a creator nor anything created,
that none but God is the object of worship in whatever is
worshiped since He has a presence (Wajh) in everything, and that
the call of the prophets to worship and serve no one except Allah is
nothing but a trick which they play on their people. This is
absolutely wrong; no early Sifi had ever subscribed to it before.

These people have misconstrued the tawhid which God has
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expounded in His books and sent down at the hands of His
prophets. They have identified it with union (ittiha@d) and mislead
people by calling it tawhid. In fact, they have denied any Maker or
Creator. In the beginning, I was very much impressed by Ibn
‘Arabi””’ and held him in great esteem as I had found many of his
discussions in the Futihat, Al-Kunh, Al-Muhkam al-Marbiit, Ad-
Durrat al-Fakhirah, Matali‘ an-Nujiam and other such works very
illuminating and useful. I was not aware at that time of his esoteric
ideas as I had not read the Fusiis and other like works. I used to sit
with friends and discuss things so that we could find out the truth
and follow it. We tried hard to know the essence of the tarigah.
When things became clear, we knew what we had to do. Then
there came a number of leading Sufis from the East, and people
began to question us about the Way and the faith of Islam, on the
one hand, and about the lives and experiences of these people, on
the other. We had no choice except to tell the truth about them...’

Both union (ittihad) and incarnation (huliil) have been either
confined to a particular person or extended to the whole world.
Examples of particularized union and incarnation (ittihad and huliil
al-mu ‘ayyan) are the beliefs which Christians hold about Jesus, or
extremist Shi‘is hold about their imams, and ignorant Stfis about
their preceptors. It is conceived either as a union on the pattern of
water mixing with milk, as the Jacobites from among the
Sudanese, Ethiopians and Copts believe, or as a form of
incarnation, as the Nestorians believe, or as a kind of partial union
in some respect or the other as the Catholics believe. As for
universal incarnation (al-hulil al-mutlag), or the doctrine that the
divine Self dwells in everything, it is reported of the earliest
Jahmiyyah by the Ahl as-Sunnah and the Elders, who called them
infidels on that ground.

But the universal union (al-ittihdd al-‘dGdmm) which these
people (Ibn ‘Arabi, Al-Qunawi, Al-Tilimsani and the like) have
expounded was not set forth by anyone before them except
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Pharaoh (of Moses) and the Karamathians who denied the
existence of a Maker. The essence of their belief is that God is one
with the world, that the existence of God, the Creator of the heaven
and the earth, i1s identical with the existence of the created world.
Hence they cannot think that creates anything other than Him, nor
that He is the Lord of the Worlds, nor that he is sufficient in
Himself and everything else depends upon Him. This much is
agreed upon by all the monists; in detail, however, they have taken
three different lines, which most leading Sufis fail to distinguish as
these doctrines are quite abstruse.

The first view _

The line that Ibn ‘Arabi has taken is that the essence of all
things, living and non-living, even their movements and rests are
there in a state of existence, eternal and unending before they come
into existence. They emerge into existence when the divine
existence flows into them. Hence their existence is the existence of
God, even though their essences are different from the divine
essence. Subsistence is different from existence, but what emerges
in existence is what is there in existence. Ibn ‘Arabi and those who
follow him in this regard say that God does not give anything to
anyone. He neither makes anyone rich and happy, nor poor and
wretched. It is only His existence that flows to these essences
already shaped in one form or the other. Hence one should not
praise or condemn except oneself. This is the truth of fore-
ordainment. God knows things by perceiving their essences
existing in their pre-existential state, outside His own essence.
They say that God has no power to effect any change even in a
particle, that they themselves know things in the same way as God
knows them, both knowledges proceeding from the same source.
They claim that they can excel the Seal of the Prophets in some
respects, since they receive ideas from the same source from which
the Angel receives and delivers them to the prophets.

They say that they worship none other than God, that none
other than God is ever worshiped, that those who worship idols
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worship none but Him. His words, “qada rabbuka an la ta ‘budi
illa iyyahu,” which means ‘your Lord has ruled that you should not
worship any except Him’ (17:23), they take to mean that you
would not worship any except Him, taking the ruling not as a
imperative but as an existential decree. Hence, for them, whenever
anything is worshiped it is God Himself in that thing who is
worshiped, for when God decrees anything, they argue, it
necessarily happens.

They say that calling people to God (by the prophets) is only
playing a trick on them, for God is never absent from them that
they are to be reminded of Him. When the people of Noah said to
their brethren, “Abandon not your gods, abandon not Wadd nor
Suwa‘...” (71:23), they said so because they feared that if they
abandoned them they would abandon God to the extent they
abandoned them, for God has a presence (wajh) in everything
which is worshiped; this is admitted by those who know it, and
denied by those who are ignorant of it. Difference or multiplicity
which is there in the world is like the difference and multiplicity of
organs in an organic body, or of faculties in the soul. Gnostics
know who is worshiped and in what forms He appears and is
worshiped. The ignorant says, “This is a stone; that is a plant.” But
the Gnostic says, “This is a form wherein God is manifested, and
hence it commands our respect.” However, it is not the only form
wherein He is manifested; there are other forms, too. The error of
the Christians lies in that they limit God’s manifestation to one
particular being, and the error of the idol worshipers lies in that
they limit it to some forms and leave out the others. The Gnostic
worships and serves all forms.?*®

God also worships and serves all things, because they are food
for His names and attributes, just as He is food for their existence.
He needs them and they need Him; He is thus on intimate terms
with everything.” In the view of these people, divine names are
merely relations between existence and existence, yet they are not
sheer non-beings.”® They wonder about God’s name Al-‘Ali, the
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Transcendent, for they say that there is nothing in existence except
Him; He cannot therefore be said to transcend anything; there is
nothing there except Him;>' As bearing different names, things are
contingent in themselves, however they are transcendent, and in
that respect, they are one with God. Hence God marries none other
than Himself, and slaughters none other than Himself; He is the
One Who speaks as well as the One Who hears.*”

They say that Moses scolded Aaron because the latter was so
short-sighted and narrow-minded that he forbade the Israelites to
worship the calf.*
and a larger heart; he knew that the Israelites did not worship
anything other than God. The greatest thing one can possibly

Moses, on the contrary, had a broader vision

worship is one’s own desires; for one who takes his desires as his
god does not worship except God. Pharaoh, in the view of these
people, was one of the greatest gnostics of God,” for he claimed,
“I am your Lord, Most High” (79:24), and “I do not know any god
for you except myself” (28:38), a claim which was wholeheartedly
supported by the magicians.

To ascertain the truth about the doctrine of these people, 1
talked to some learned men among them, and said that the essence
of what they said was not different from what Pharaoh had said
earlier, namely that there was nothing like a creator or a maker of
the world. Hearing this, one of them said that a number of their
great men had admitted it explicitly and confessed that they did not
differ from Pharaoh on that point.

All what I have mentioned above has been expounded by the
author of the Fusis. God knows better on what faith he died; may
He forgive all the Muslims and all the faithful, men and women,
living and dead. “Our Lord, Forgive us and our brethren who came
before us into the Faith, and leave not, in our hearts, rancor against
those who have believed. Our Lord, You are indeed Full of
Kindness, Most Merciful” (59:107).

What I want to say is that every Muslim who reads the Fusis -
which its author claims was inspired by the Prophet - and
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understands it will surely pronounce that all the prophets and
messengers of God, all His pious friends, even all Jews, Christians
and Sabaeans, will certainly dissociate themselves from each and
every view | have mentioned above and attribute to them.

We know that even the polytheists who worship idols and the
People of the Book who deny Islam affirm that there is a Creator
Who conceives, makes and brings into being the heavens and the
earth, and creates light and darkness, that He is their Lord and the
Lord of their ancestors, Lord of the East and Lord of the West.
None of them has ever said that God is one with the world, or one
with the things that are created, as these people claim. They even
go a step further and say that if we imagine the heavens and the
earth to vanish, God will also vanish with them.

Their doctrine is based upon two propositions. One that the
not-yet-existent (a/-ma ‘diam) is something which exists in
pre-existence (al- ‘adam) as many Mu‘tazilah and Rafidah believe.
This is wrong rationally as well as in the light of the Qur’an,
Sunnah and the consensus of the scholars. Many theologians like
Qadi Abi Bakr have pronounced them infidels (kafir) on this
account. Their error is due to their failure to distinguish between
God’s idea of things before they come into existence as He has
written them down in the Mother of Books, the Preserved Tablet,
and between their existence outside the mind of God. The Ahl as-
Sunnah wa al-Jama‘ah believe that God writes down in the
Preserved Tablet the measure of all things before He brings them
into existence. Hence they distinguish between mental existence
and external existence. Look at these verses of the Qur’an which
were first revealed to the Prophet: “Read in the name of your Lord
and Cherisher who created, created man out of a mere clot of
congealed blood. Read! And your Lord is Most Bountiful. He
taught (the use of) the pen, taught man who what he knew not”
(96:1-5). They refer to all four levels of being real existence (al-
wujiid al- ‘ayni) created by God, the being in writing (al-wujid al-
lafzi), which leads to the being in mind (al-wujid al- ‘ilmi). God
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has clearly stated in these verses that He has taught man, and
taught him through the pen, which involves the three levels of
being.

The proposition that the not-yet-existent is something that
exists in itself outside the knowledge of God is false, and its falsity
can be easily demonstrated. In Islam it was first expounded some
four hundred years ago, and Ibn Arabi agreed with it and made it a
basic proposition of his philosophy.

The second basic proposition of Ibn Arabi’s philosophy is that
the existence of things, contingent and created, is one with the
existence of the Creator, neither different from nor other than the
latter. This was a new proposition which he propounded, none of
the earlier scholars or Sifi saints had ever suggested it. All the
monists (ittihadiyyah) who came after him reiterated this
proposition. However, of all of them he is closest to Islam, as he
has also many good things to say, for example, he distinguishes
between the Real and its manifestations, and this provides room for
God’s commands and prohibitions, affirms the Shari‘ah as it is,
and emphasizes in suliik the observance of morality and adherence
to prescribed forms of worship. That is why many people follow
his teachings in their suliitk and benefit from them, even though
they may not understand his real ideas. Only those who understand
them as he expounds them realize their truth.

The second view

Ibn Arabi’s disciple, As-Sadr Ar-Rimi?”* a so-called

philosopher, was comparatively more removed from the Shari‘ah

and Islam. That is why At-Tilimsani, >

the profligate (fajir)
strangely enough called “pious”, used to say, “My earlier master
was a fickle-minded philosopher, and the latter one was a
philosopher with unsettled ideas.” He was referring to As-Sadr Ar-
Riumi, since he had studied with him, and had not seen Ibn ‘Arabi.
In his Miftah Ghayb al-Jam ‘ wa al-Wujid and other works (Sadr

ad-Din) says that God is both being as such and a particular being.
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He distinguishes likewise between an animal as such and particular
animals, and between body as such and particular bodies. But
anything as such does not exist out there; it exists only as an
individual. Hence the consequence of his doctrine is that God has
no existence, no essence or existence of His own; His being is
identical with the being of created things. That is why he and his
master say that God cannot and will not be seen or that he does not
really have any name or attributes. They clearly say that the dog,
the pig, urine and stool are one with Him in existence. May He be
exalted from these blasphemies.

The third view

At-Tilimsani, the profligate, is the worst of all the monists; he
is deeper in misbelief (kufr) than others; he differentiates neither
between existence and existence, as Ibn ‘Arabi did, nor between
the universal and particular, as Ar-Rtmi did. For him, there is no
other or different being in any sense; one perceives the other long
as one has a veil on one’s eyes. The moment it is removed he sees
that there is no “other,” and realizes the truth.

This is why he legalizes all forbidden things. Many a
reliable person has reported him saying, “Daughters, mothers or
any other women are just the same for us. It is those who are veiled
who say that this one or that one is forbidden. We would say to
these people that they are forbidden only to you.” He used to say,
“The Qur’an is full of shirk; there is absolutely no tawhid there;
one can find tawhid only in our books.” He has also said that he
does not stick to one shari ‘ah. When he was more considerate, he
used to say, “The Qur’an takes you to Paradise; our books take you
to God.” He has explained God’s names in the light of the
philosophy he has worked out.

At-Tilimsani was a poet and had published a collection of
poems, which seen from the point of view of art are very fine. But
as the saying goes, they are like bacon in a silver pot. He wrote a
creed for the Nusayriyyah, who believed that God is like an ocean
and the things of the world are like its waves.

F9 IBN TAYMIYYAH
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Ibn Sab‘in and other monists

As for Ibn Sab‘in®’ he expounded in his Al-Budii and Al-Thatah
the doctrine of wahdat al-wujid, that there is no being other than
God. Ibn Al-Farid,”® too, sets forth the same doctrine in the last
part of his ode on sulik, though he is not so explicit as At-
Tilimsani, Ar-Rami or Ibn ‘Arabi. He is nearer to At-Tilimsani
than the others. Anyway, I have not seen any monist proclaiming
kufr as loudly as At-Tilimsani or the one called Al-Balyani,” from
among the Stfis of Shiraz. I will quote here some couplets of At-
Tilimsani:

There is a sign for Him in everything

Which tells that it is one with Him.

You are not other than the world, but one with it.

This profound truth he understands who experiences it.
My hand enjoys when it moves on my body,

For in reality I am not other than you.

Why does your camel not take rest!

How long will your shadow continue to move!

You will soon know that your journey was to none
Except to yourself when you reach the end.

All things are on the same level;

One is not for praise, nor the other for blame.

It is only the custom, or one’s nature

Or the Law-giver that make these distinctions.

My admonisher! You forbid me and command me!
But ecstasy is the best forbidder and commander.

If I obey you and defy ecstasy I shall turn blind

To realities I perceive and engage in superstitions revealed.
When you realize the truth, the thing you enjoin,

You will find one with what you forbid.

What is the ocean except its waves and nothing else,
Even though the multiplicity of things has made them different.

Ad infinitum. As for prose pieces expounding these ideas, they are
beyond count. Ignorant people think that these people are the
leaders of Islam, the torch-bearers of truth, for whom the ummah
has nothing but praise, who belong to the category of people like
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Sa‘id Ibn Al-Musayyib,” Al-Hasan Al-Basri, ‘Umar Ibn ‘Abdul-
‘Aziz,**' Malik Ibn Anas,** Al-Awza‘i,’* Ibrahim Ibn Adham,**
Sufyan Ath-Thawri,** al-Fudayl Ibn ‘Iyad,** Ma‘rif Al-Karkhi,*"’
Ash-Shafi‘i,”® Abn Sulayman,” Ahmad Ibn Hanbal,”® Bishr
Al-Hafi,”' ‘Abdullah Ibn Al-Mubarak,”* Shaqiq Al-Balkhi,* and
many others from the predecessors; and al-Junayd Ibn Muhammad
Al-Qawariri,” Sahl Ibn-‘Abdullah At-Tustar,” ‘Amr Ibn Uthman
Al-Makki,?® as well as Abu Talib Al-Makki,™ ‘Abdul-Qadir Al-
Jilani,”® Shaykh Adiy,” Shaykh Abii Al-Bayan,® Shaykh Abu
Madyan,”® Shaykh ‘Aqil,”” Shaykh Abu Al-Wafa’;*® Shaykh
Raslan,® Shaykh Abdur-Rahim®® Shaykh ‘Abdullah
Al-Yunini,”® Shaykh Al-Qurashi,®’ and others like them from
among the successors who came from various places - Hijaz, the
Levant, Iraq, Egypt, Morocco, and Khurasan. With one word they
all denounce these people as kafir as well as those who are a little
better than they. They are agreed that God is not one with the
world, nor a part or an attribute of it, that He exists in Himself
independently of the world, completely separate from and

transcending the creation, that this is what the four heavenly books
- — the Torah, the Gospel, the Psalms and the Qur’an — teach, that
this is the Faith on which God has created man, and that this is
what their reason upholds.

I always think that the emergence of people like these is one of
the major reasons why the Tartars wrought the devastation they
wrought or why the Shari‘ah has disappeared. I also think that
these people are the forerunners of the Anti-Christ, the blind of one
eye, the fraud who would claim that he is God, just as they identify
everything with God, big or small. For the author of the Fusiis,
some forms of God’s manifestation or appearance are higher than
others because their essences in pre-existence are higher than the
essences of the others. Ar-Riimi would put the thing in a different
way; he would say that some individuals are greater than others,
just as some members within a universal category are greater than
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others. The rest would say that everything is part of God, though
some parts are bigger than others.

The Anti-Christ in the eyes of these people is one of the
greatest gnostics of God, like Pharaoh (of Moses), and a greater
person than all the prophets except Muhammad, Abraham, Moses
and Jesus, peace be upon them. Moses fought against Pharaoh

since he claimed lordship (rubiibiyyah) for himself, and God
will give victory to the real Christ, who was deified even though he
never claimed divinity for himself, over the false Christ who will
claim that he is God. It is because of this claim he made that some
people have doubted whether the hadith in which the Prophet has
said that the Anti-Christ will be blind of one eye,”® or the hadith in
which he has told us that we would not see our Lord until we
die,”® are true. Ibn Al-Khatib,”” for example, has denied that the
Prophet ever said such things; he says that the signs associated
with the Anti-Christ demonstrating his mortality are too clear to
need any further sign, such as blindness in an eye.

Now that we have learned the ideas of these monists and seen
how the Christians and the incarnationists have fallen into this
error, we can appreciate why the Prophet pointed out to his people
that the Anti-Christ will be blind of one eye. The Prophet was a
blessing for all the peoples, those who were present in his time and
those who would come afterwards. Since many people believed
that God could appear as a human being, or that He was one with a
particular human being, the Prophet argued from the fact that the
Anti-Christ would be blind in one eye that he could not be God. A
very good friend of mine was inclined towards monism in the
beginning but recanted from it afterwards. He once mentioned this
hadith to me, and I explained to him at length what it really meant.

Another person came to me claiming that he was “the seal of
the saints,” and that when Al-Hallaj said, “I am God,” it was God
Who spoke through his mouth, just as a jinn speaks through the
mouth of the person who is under his influence. He also said that
when the Companions of the Prophet heard the words of God from
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the mouth of the Prophet the case was the same. I pointed out that
if the case had been as he said, the Companions would have been
in the position of Moses son of ‘Imran, and the person whom they
refer to would be greater than Moses, because Moses heard God’s
words coming from the bush while these people hear it from a
living jinn. This is what a section of the monists believe. Most of
them are ignorant people; they cannot differentiate between the
absolute universal identity (between God and the world) which At-
Tilimsani the profligate and his followers expound, and the limited
particular identity in which the Christians and the extremists
among the Shi‘is believe. The Elders of the ummah and its leading
a’immah consider the faithlessness of the Jahmiyyah more
perverse than that of the Jews; this is the opinion of ‘Abdullah Ibn
Al-Mubarak, Al-Bukhari and others. However, the Jahmiyyah have
only alluded to and never explicitly stated that God is in a
particular space. In comparison to them, these monists are much
worse infidels and certainly more wretched. The Elders of the
a’immah were, to be sure, better aware of Islam and its ideas, but
many people do not realize the significance of their condemnation
of the Jahmiyyah unless they contemplate it properly with
guidance from above. The Elders came to know of their secret
doctrines and denounced them. .

Some people have observed that the theologians among the
Jahmiyyah worship nothing, and the devotees among them worship
everything. This is because their theologians have no urge for
worship and devotion, since they describe their Lord in negative
terms and attribute to Him the characteristics of the dead. Their
devotees, on the other hand, have an urge for worship and devotion
which can only be satisfied when it is directed towards some
existing rather than non-existing being. They are therefore led to
worship created beings, whether it is the universal being or any
particular one, the sun, the moon, a person, an idol, etc. With their
philosophy the monists justify all forms of shirk and fail to affirm
God’s unity. They only affirm what is common between God and
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the world, and elevate created beings to the level of divinity. This
is the reason why, as a reliable person said to me, Ibn Sab‘in
wanted to migrate to India. The Islamic world, he complained,
could not accommodate him; India, on the other hand, was the land
of polytheists who worshiped everything including trees and
animals.

This is what monism is. I know some people who delve into
philosophy and kalam and engage in spiritual practices on the
tarigah of these monists. When they describe God they say that He
is not this, not that. They say that He is not the Lord of the World,
contrary to what Muslims believe, and negate the attributes which
the prophets predicate of Him. When any of them has a mystical
experience or ecstasy, he deifies himself on the lines of the
monists. He says, “God is all that exists. When he is asked, “How
does your description of God in negative terms stand with this
affirmation? he replies, “This is what my experience and ecstasy
say.” We would say to this misguided person: When any mystical
or ecstatic experience does not agree with the Faith, either one or
both of them are false. Experiences and ecstasies come out of ideas
and beliefs; since knowledge and feeling involve each other, your
love, ecstasy and experience will be commensurate to your
knowledge and insight.

Had these people followed the way of the prophets and
messengers (peace be upon them) who taught the worship of one
God without associating anyone with Him, and described Him in
terms He has described Himself, and had they followed the method
that the first Elders followed, they would have moved on the right
path and attained conviction and peace of heart. The truth, as some
have said, is that the messengers of God described Him in positive
terms in detail and in negative terms in brief. The Sabaeans, who
negate divine attributes, on the contrary, describe Him in negative
terms at length and in positive terms very briefly. Look at the
Qur’an; it abounds in positive statements such as, “God knows all
things” (2:231); “He has power over everything” (2:20); “He is
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Hearing and Seeing” (58:1); and, “He encompasses everything in
knowledge and mercy” (40:7). But when it describes Him in
negative terms, it only says, “There is nothing like Him” (41:11);
“There is none equal to Him” (112:4); “Do you know of any who
is worthy of the same names as He” (19:65); “Glory to your Lord!
the Lord of Honor and Power! (He is free) from what they ascribe
(to Him! And peace be upon the messengers! (37:180).

[Majmii ‘at ar-Rasa’il wa al-Masa'il 1:171-183]

(3.5) The doctrine of one actor is wrong, and no one can
excuse himself on the ground of fore-ordainment.

Fore-ordainment provides no justification or excuse for
anyone. A number of Siifis who are held in great esteem perceive
the fore-ordainment of things, and are occupied with it to the
negligence of God’s commands and prohibitions; they generally go
astray. Similarly, those who say that there is only one being, or
that there is only one actor, and human actions are in reality the
actions of God, are greatly mistaken. Ibn Taymiyyah refutes the
arguments which these people adduce from the Qur’dn and the

Sunnah in their support.

Fore-ordainment provides no justification or excuse for
anyone. it is to be believed and not to be offered as an excuse. He
who argues from it in support of his evil acts is wrong on the
ground of reason as well as revelation. If it were an excuse for an
evil deed no one would be blamed for any misdeed, punished for
any crime, or avenged for any wrong. It would also mean that if
the person who seeks justification for his acts in fore-ordainment is
to suffer any wrong in his body, honor, family or property at the
hands of any other, he should not blame him, be angry with him, or
take revenge on him. Obviously no one will like that or allow that.
It is wrong from the point of view of reason as well as the shar".
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If people were to be excused on the ground of fore-ordainment,
Iblis should not have been condemned nor should Pharaoh, the
people of Noah, ‘Ad, Thamiid, and others who denied faith and
have been punished. Nor should jihad against the infidels be
instituted, nor sentences carried out, nor thieves amputated, nor
adulterers stoned or lashed, nor murderers hanged, nor any
violation of law punished.

Since men know from their nature and reason that the argument
from fore-ordainment is wrong, no people in any age or country
has ever upheld it. No person worthy of mention has ever endorsed
it. The reason is obvious. Neither peace nor happiness in this world
or the next can be established on this ground. No two men can live
together for an hour if they do not follow any code. The Code of
Law that God has given is His light on the earth, and His justice
for His people...

People make fore-ordainment an excuse when they pursue evil
desires, or when under the influence of passions, feelings and past
associations they indulge in actions in which they see no good or
which they cannot justify. the pagans of Arabia said “If God had
wished, we would not have associated anyone with Him, nor
would our forefathers; nor  should we have proclaimed anything
forbidden.” Commenting on this God has said, “So did their
ancestors argue falsely, until they tasted our wrath. Say: Have you
any knowledge? If so, produce it before us. You follow nothing but
conjecture. You do nothing but lie. Say: With God is the argument
that reaches home. If it has been His will, He could indeed have
guided you all” (6:148-9)...

Had fore-ordainment provided any argument, the Prophet and
his companions would have made use of it. Since whatever was
happenihg in the world was preordained not only the wicked but
also the righteous could argue from it, had the argument been
really correct. What happened is that everyone was pursuing
whatever part of his religion he thought was true, although he was
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pursuing nothing but conjecture. He had no knowledge and was
only running after guesses.

As for the hadith that Moses complained to Adam that he led
himself and his people out of Paradise and that Adam pleaded that
he was not to be blamed, for God had decided on that destiny forty
years in advance, defeating Moses in argument,””’ the truth is that
Adam did not justify his violation of God’s command on the

-grounds that it was pre-ordained, nor did Moses ever refer to
Adam’s violation when he talked to him. How could Adam or
Moses refer to something which even an ordinary Muslim would
not refer to? Adam repented for what he had done and God
accepted his repentance, and put him on the right path. And Moses
knew his Lord too well to rebuke even an ordinary person who
does wrong and then repents, not to speak:- of one who was a
prophet. Adam, too, knew that if fore-ordainment had been an
excuse he would not have to repent or go out of Paradise. Had
fore-ordainment been an argument it would have been so also for
Iblis and others. Moses likewise knew that if fore-ordainment were
an argument, Pharaoh would not have been drowned, nor would
the Children of Israel have been chastised with thunder and other
things. How could Moses use that argument when he himself had
once said, ‘My Lord! I have indeed wronged myself. Do you then
forgive me!’ (and) He forgave him” (28:16). On another occasion
he said, “You are our Protector; so forgive us and give us Your
mercy; for You are the best of those who forgive” (7:55).

The reason Moses blamed Adam was that people had to suffer
since Adam had eaten from the forbidden tree. That is why he
asked, “Why did you take us and yourself out of Paradise?” The
blame for inviting the suffering that human beings must experience
is something different, and the blame for committing a sin by
violating God’s command is something different. If a man does
something which lands him in poverty and subjects his family to
suffering, prompting them to blame him for it, this cannot be taken
to mean that they blame him for committing a sin.
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Human beings are required to be patient in what is ordained, do
what is commanded, and seek forgiveness when they sin. God has
said, “Patiently then persevere, for the promise of God is true; and
ask forgiveness for your faults.” '(40:55);‘ and, “No kind of calamity
can occur except by the leave of God, and if anyone believes in
God He guides his heart aright” (64:11). These verses, the Elders
have pointed out, refer to those people who believe that whatever
befalls them is from God, and bear it with calm and patience.
Those who find an excuse in fore-ordainment and neglect their
duties or complain about what is ordained violate faith and religion
and join the ranks of the heretics and hypocrites. This is what those
people come to who argue from fore-ordainment.

Many of those who claim to be Sufis and command great
respect perceive the fore-ordainment of things, and occupy
themselves with it to the negligence of God’s commands and
prohibitions. When they fail in their duties or indulge in forbidden
things they justify themselves on the ground of fore-ordainment.
This is a most serious mistake. Those who take this course and
persist in it are worse than the Jews and Christians. However, most
of them contradict themselves and do not pursue the line very far.

One of the contradictory ideas is that Adam was secretly asked
to eat, and therefore he ate (from the tree). The other is that since
Iblis was not sincere in his commitment to tawhid he was asked to
bow down to Adam; but when he saw that Adam was an “other” he
did not prostrate, whereupon God punished him and said, “Get out
of Paradise” (7:18). These ideas are plainly devilish, sheer lies
against Adam and Iblis. Adam did confess that he had committed a
sin and that he had wronged himself, and he consequently repented
of it. He did not say that God was not fair to him, or that He had
commanded him in secret to eat. The Qur’an says, “Then Adam
received words (of guidance) from his Lord, Who accepted his
repentance, for, verily, He alone is the Acceptor of Repentance, the
Dispenser of Grace” (2:37). Or “They (Adam and Eve) said: ‘Our
Lord! We have wronged ourselves. If You forgive us not and
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bestow not upon us Your mercy, we shall certainly be lost™ (7:23).
Iblis, on the other hand, persisted in his folly and tried to justify
himself on grounds of fore-ordainment. He said, “My Lord!
Because You have put me in the wrong, I will make wrong appear
fair to them on earth, and I will guide them into error” (15: 39).

As for the idea that Iblis saw an “other”, and hence did not bow
down to him, it is far worse than the first. It is only a monistic
interpretation of the event, and a sheer lie against Iblis. He did not
refuse to bow down because Adam was an “other”; h is plea was,
“I am better than he. You did create me from fire, and him from
clay” (7:12). Again, the angels were not commanded to bow down
to Adam because Adam was not an “other”. No, the angels and
Adam were altogether different beings and their difference was
something quite apparent. The Qur’an says, “He taught Adam the
name of all things, then he placed them before the angels, and said:
Tell me the name of these if you are right! They said, ‘Glory to
You, of knowledge we have nothing save what You have taught
us. In truthit is You Who are Perfect in Knowledge and Wisdom’”
(2:32-2). The angels and Adam confessed that God was other than
they and that they were other than He; that is why they prayed to
Him as a servant prays to his Lord. Adam said, “Our Lord! We
have indeed wronged ourselves...,” and the angels said, “We have
no knowledge save what You have taught us;” or, “Our Lord! Your
reach is over all things, in Mercy and Knowledge. Forgive, then,
those who turn in repentance and follow Your path; and save them
from the penalty of the blazing fire” (40:7).... |

The 1dea that verses like, “Not for You is the decision” (3:128);
or “When You threw (a handful of dust) it was not You who threw
but God who threw” (8:17); or, “Verily those who plight their
fealty to you do no less than plight their fealty to God: The hand of
God is over their hands” (48:10; underline the Prophet’s identity
with God, is only a monistic interpretation of these verses. The
claim that the words “not for you is the decision” simply meant
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that the Prophet’s act was the act of God) since they negate any
difference between the two, is sheer folly.

First, these words are part of the verse which runs like this:
“No help can come except from God, the Almighty the Wise. He
might cut off a part of the unbelievers or put them to humiliation
so that they withdraw in frustration. Not for you is the decision
whether He turns in mercy to them or punishes them; for they are
indeed wrong-doers” (3:126-8). As reported in an authentic
hadith,”” the background of these verses is that the Prophet prayed
against a group of infidels and cursed them in the quniit prayer for
some time. But when these verses came down he stopped praying
against them. He realized that it as only for God to decide about
them, and that he had absolutely no say in the decision. If God
willed He would destroy a part of the infidels, or subject them to
defeat and cause them heavy losses. If He willed, He would
forgive them, or if He willed He would punish them. He had said
elsewhere, “Say: I have no power over any good or harm to myself
except as God wills. Had I knowledge of the Unseen, I would have
multiplied all good, and no evil would have touched us” (17:78; or,
“They say: ‘If we had had anything to do with this affair we should
not have been in the slaughter here.” Therefore the Prophet is
directed, Say you: ‘Indeed the decision is wholly God’s’” (3:154).

Second, the verse, “You did not throw when you threw, but
God threw it,” does not mean that the Prophet’s act was not his act
but God’s act, as these misguided people suggest, for were it so, it
would be true of every act. Whenever any person walks we should
say that he does not walk, rather it is God Who walks, or when
anyone rides a horse we should say that it is not he but God Who
rides, or when anyone speaks we should say that it is not he but
God Who speaks. We should say the same thing about anyone who
eats, drinks, fasts and prays. Not only that, we should also say in
the case of an unbeliever that it is not he but God Who disbelieves,
or of a liar that it is not he but God Who lies. Obviously, if anyone
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says so, he is definitely an infidel who has lost his reason as well
as faith.

What the verse actually means is that during the battle of Badr
when the Prophet threw a handful of dust at the enemy and said,
“May the faces of these people be disfigured,”’** it was not in his
power to hit the face of everyone with the dust. Only God could do
that with His power. His words simply mean that the Prophet did
not hit them when he threw the dust, rather it was God Who hit
them. The throw which is affirmed of the Prophet is different from
the throw which is denied of him; otherwise the verse would be
contradicting itself. What has been denied of him is hitting the
faces with the dust, and what has been affirmed of him is throwing
the dust. Similarly, when he shot an arrow at the enemy it was God
Who caused it to reach them by His power in a miraculous way.

Third, if the verse is taken to mean that God is the Creator of
- human acts, it is correct. Abraham earlier said, “Our Lord! Make
of us Muslims bowing to Your (Will)” (2:128). Hence it is God
Who makes someone submit to Him. But from this it does not
follow that God and the servant are one, or that the being of God is
the being of man, or that God enters into him. The saying that God
is the Creator of human acts is true, but the saying that the Creator
enters into the creation, or His existence is the existence of the
world is wrong. These people move on from the unity of Lordship
to incarnation and identity, which is sheer error and blasphemy.

Fourth, the verse, “those who plight their fealty to you only
plight their fealty to Allah” (48:10), does not at all imply that the
Prophet and God are one. It only means that since he is the
Messenger of God and the conveyor of His commands, whoever
plights his fealty to him plights his fealty to Allah, just as whoever
obeys him obeys God. It does not at all imply that he is God. The
Prophet commands only what God asked him to command. Hence,
when one obeys his commands one obeys God. He said, “Whoever
obeys me obeys God, and whoever obeys my governor obeys me;
and whoever disobeys me disobeys God, and whoever disobeys my
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governor disobeys me.””” It is plain that he and his governor are
not one.

If anyone infers from the verse that an act of the Prophet is an
act of God or that God has entered into him, or any other thing like
that, he is not only a fool but also guilty of faithlessness and
blasphemy. Besides, he robs the Prophet of his honor and position
and brings him down to (the level of) an ordinary person or thing,
for if the verse meant that God is the One Who does the Prophet’s
deed it is no honor for the Prophet, for God would be equally doing
a deed anyone else does. It would follow, then, that whoever
plighted his fealty to Abu Jahl plighted fealty to Allah, or whoever
plighted his fealty to Musaylimah (the liar) plighted fealty to
Allah, or whoever plighted his fealty to the leaders of the Quraysh
and other tribes which participated in the battle of the Ditch
plighted fealty to Allah. It would also follow that whoever plights
fealty is God, or that it is God Who plights fealty to God, for as He
has created one He has created the other. This is what follows from
the doctrine of incarnation, unity and identity, because if it is true
of one it is true of another. This is exactly what leading
incarnationists and monists have explicitly said. When they have
been asked to fight the enemies of God, they have said, “Should
we fight God?” or “Can we fight God?” We have heard words like
these from their leaders, and told them that they are absolutely
mistaken....

As for the verse, “Verily those who plight their fealty to you
plight their fealty to Allah, the hand of God is over their hands”
(48:10), we know that the hand of the Prophet was with the hands
of the people who plighted their fealty to him, that they were
giving their hand in his hand in plighting their fealty. But when the
verse says that God’s hand was over their hands, it means, first,
that it was not the hand of the Prophet (pbuh); however, since the
Prophet was God’s servant and messenger, he took the pledge on
behalf of God. Hence the people who plighted fealty to him
plighted fealty to Allah, who had sent him and asked him to take
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the pledge. Don’t you know that when a person whom you appoint
as your agent takes a pledge, it is in fact you who take the pledge?
Similarly, when a deputy concludes a pact with some people it is
regarded as a pact with the authority who appoints him as his
assistant.

[Fatawa 2:323-334]






Selected Writings of Ibn Taymiyyah 201

4. SHIRK: ASSOCIATING OTHERS WITH GOD
4.1 The root cause of shirk

Shirk appears mainly in peoples who do not have any heavenly
book to guide them.

The root cause of shirk in polytheistic nations is that they do
not possess any revealed book; on the other hand, the main reason
for people to believe in one God is that they have a revealed book.
This is because people need revelation in order to mold and perfect
themselves according to their primordial nature (fitrah). This is
also the reason why God launched mankind on the earth with a
prophet. The Qur’an says, “God taught Adam all the names”
. (2:31). Therefore, those who deviated from the prophetic path fell
into shirk. Non-believers who do not have any Book are generally
polytheists. Their shirk is primarily due to the fact that they have
no faith in prophets, about whom God says, “We did send among
every people a messenger (with the message): ‘Serve God, and
escape the evil.”” (16 36).

In the beginning human society was free from shirk. Adam and
his children, who followed his religion believed in one God, for
they adhered to the prophetic teachings. God has said, “Mankind
was but one nation, thereafter they differed” (10:19). Between
Adam and Noah ten generations passed; the religion of all of them
was Islam. When they moved away from the prophetic shari‘ah
they fell into shirk. The reverse was not the case; they did not
move away from the prophetic religion because they fell into shirk,
for Adam had taught them to believe and practice what God
commanded him to do. God said to him, “And if, as is sure, there
comes to you guidance from Me, whosoever follows My guidance,
on them shall be no fear, nor shall they grieve. But those who
reject faith and belie Our signs shall be companions of the Fire.
They shall abide therein” (2:38-9). On another occasion He said,
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“Whosoever follows My guidance will not lose his way, nor fall
into misery. But whosoever moves away from My message, verily
for him is a life narrowed down, and We shall raise him up blind
on the Day of Judgment. He will say: ‘My Lord! Why have You
raised me up blind while I had sight (before)?’ (God) will say:
Thus did you, when Our signs came unto you, disregard them so
will you this day be disregarded” (2:123-6).

These words which God addressed to Adam, when He brought
them down on earth, show that He wanted them to follow the
guidance which He would be sending to them and which
constitutes the message He would be revealing to His prophets.
They also mean that those who move away from it or reject it will
suffer a grievous penalty on the Day of Judgment, and their life in
the world, in the grave, and in the Hereafter will be miserable,
grievous and painful. On the other hand, those who will believe in
His message and do good deeds will enjoy a life of peace and joy.

Whoever follows the prophetic teaching does not fall into
shirk, for all the prophets taught tawhid just as they were taught.
God has said, “Not a messenger did we send before you without
this revelation sent by Us to him that there is no god but I;
therefore worship and serve Me (alone)” (21:25). He has thus
made it clear that He will send every messenger with tawhid. In
another verse He has said, “You question Our messengers whom
We sent before you: Did We appoint any deities other than (God)
Most Gracious to be worshiped?”” (43:45). This makes it absolutely
clear that God never commanded shirk. These two verses, as well
as many others, underline the truth that God has commanded His
messengers nothing but tawhid, that He has forbidden shirk
completely, and that when He sent Adam down to earth, He
commanded him and his children to follow what He would be
revealing to His prophets. It follows that humans indulged in shirk
because they deviated from the teachings of the prophets and
messengers regarding the belief in one God and devotion to Him
alone. The reverse is not the case, that they rejected the teaching of
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the prophets because they indulged in shirk. Shirk and rejection of
prophethood go together; when you have one you have the other.
[Fatawa 20:105-7]

(4.2) Forms of shirk

Shirk in Divinity (ilahiyyah), shirk in Lordship (rubﬁbiyyah),
and shirk hidden and subtle.

The shirk for which one is declared an unbeliever (kdafir) is of
two kinds: shirk in ilahiyyah and shirk rubiibiyyah. shirk in
ilahiyyah is to associate someone else with God in worship, love,
fear, hope and prayer for forgiveness. This is the shirk which God
will not forgive till one recants from it. He has said, “Say to the
unbelievers, if (now) they desist (from unbelief), what they have
done in the past will be forgiven them” (8:38). It is because of this
shirk of the pagans of Arabia that the Prophet declared war against
them. He fought them because they had made partners in divinity
(ilahiyyah). The Qur’an says, “Yet there are men who take (for
worship) others besides God, as equal (with God), loving them as
they should love God. But those of faith are overflowing in their
love for God” (2:165); “Those who take protectors other than God
(say): “We only serve them in order that they may bring us nearer
to God’” (39:3; “The associationists say: ‘Has (this Prophet) made
(all) the gods into one God?’ Truly this is something strange”
(38:9).

The prophet questioned Hasin, “How many (gods) do you
- worship?” He replied “Six on the earth, and one in the heavens.”
He then asked “Who is the one whom you worship because you
expect his favor or fear his wrath?”” He said, “The one who is in the
heavens. Thereupon the Prophet said, “Would you not then submit
(to one God only) so that I teach you some words. Hasin submitted
to Islam and the Prophet taught him to say, “My Lord, give me
guidance, and guard me against the evils of my soul.””™
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As for rububiyyah, the pagans of Arabia believed that Allah is
the Cherisher Lord (Ar-Rabb). The Qur’an says, “if you ask them
who it is who created the heavens and the earth, they will certainly
say: ‘Allah.” Say: To whom belong the earth and all the beings
therein? (Tell me) if you know. They will say: ‘To God!” Say: Will
you not then receive admonition? Say: Who is the Lord of the
seven heavens, and the Lord of the Throne Supreme? They will
say: ‘(They belong to) God.” Say: Will you not then be filled with
awe? Say: Who is it in whose hands is the governance of all things,
who protects (all), but is not protected (of any)? Tell (me) if you
know. They will say: ‘It belongs to God.” Say: Then how are you
deluded?” (23:84-9). None of them ever believed that it was the
idols who sent down rain, fed the people, or governed the world.
Their shirk, as 1 have said above, was that they had set up
personalities like God whom they loved just as they loved God.
This implies that whoever loves anything other than God just as he
loves God he is guilty of shirk. God has referred to this in these
words: “They will say then in their mutual bickering: ‘By God, we
were, to be sure, in manifest error when we held you as equals with
the Lord of the Worlds” (26:96-8). The same is true of one who
fears another as he should fear God, or pins his hopes on someone
as he should pin hopes on God, and so on.

The second kind of shirk is shirk in rububiyyah. God is the
Owner and the Ruler; it is He Who gives and takes, causes
suffering and gives happiness, elevates and degrades, honors and
humiliates. Hence, whoever associates anyone with Him in any of
these things commits shirk in His rubiibiyyah. He can save himself
from this shirk only if he first turns to God, his real benefactor, and
thanks Him for the good he receives, and then turns to the person
through whom he receives and thanks him. The Prophet has said,
“If someone does good to you, do him a similar good. When you
have nothing to give in return, then pray for him till you feel that
you have paid him back.””” All good comes from God, as He has
said, “You have no good thing but it is from God” (16:53); and,
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“Of the bounties of your Lord We bestow freely on all, these as
well as those” (17:20). God is in reality the bestower of every
good. It is He Who creates all provisions and allots them, and it is
He Who makes them available to whom He wills. He is also the
real benefactor, for He moves the heart of one who gives. He is the
First and He is the Last.

This was endorsed by the Prophet when he said to Ibn ‘Abbas,
“Know that if all the people gathered together to do any good to
you they would not be able to do except what God has written for
you; and if they all combined to cause you harm they would not be
able to cause except what God has written for you. The pens have
been withdrawn and the pages have dried up.”?’® At-Tirmidhi, who
recorded the hadith said that it is a sahih (authentic) hadith. This
means that the one who really causes good or evil is God. The
same is true of all the things that we have mentioned explaining
rubibiyyah.

Those who believe in this and live it are free from servility to
any created being like them; they stop looking towards anyone else
and showering on him praise or blame. Their witness to God’s
unity is sincere and their faith in His Lordship strong; they have
peace of mind and tranquility of heart. For him who trusts God,
God is sufficient for him. That is why Fudayl Ibn ‘Iyad”’’ has said,
“One who knows people is at peace.” In other words, he knows
that they can neither do him any good nor cause him any harm.

As for the subtle shirk, it is very difficult for people to free
themselves from it completely. It is difficult, for example, not to
love anyone along with God. Let me make it clear here that if you
love anyone for the sake of God as you love any prophet, any
righteous person or as you love good deeds, this love is not shirk,
for this love is part of your love for God. To love God is to love all
that He loves, and hate all that He hates. When you love God truly
you do not do anything against His will; you fail in this duty when
your love for God is not perfect. This is what God has Himself
said: “Say: If you do love God, follow me; God will love you and
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forgive your sins” (3:31). Obviously we are not discussing here the
love which is for the sake of God. The love that involves a subtle
shirk is the love which is for the sake of other beings or things.
This love is undoubtedly a defect in your love for God. When 'your
love for God becomes perfect, you love none other than Him. This,
however, does not bar you from loving the prophets and other
persons mentioned above; in fact, that is part of your love for God.
The touchstone of true love of God is this: the stronger your love
for God, the fewer and the less important are the things that you
love besides; conversely, the weaker your love for God, the greater
in number and importance become the objects you love.

Similar is the case with fear, hope and other virtues. When
your fear of God becomes perfect, you fear none other than Him.
God has Himself said, “Those who preach the messages of God
and fear Him, and fear none but God” (33:39). But when you fear
God less, you fear created beings more. Your fear of other beings
is inversely proportional to your fear of God. The same is true of
hope and other virtues. This is the subtle shirk from which none is
free except those whom God may save. A hadith says that shirk in
this ummah is more subtle than the movement of the ants.”®

The way out of these difficulties is to turn sincerely to Allah.
He has said, “Whoever expects to meet his Lord let him work
righteousness, and admit no one as partner in the worship and
service to his Lord” (18:110). And no one turns to God in all
sincerity without cultivating disinterestedness (zuhud) in things,
and no one attains disinterestedness without cultivating piety
(tagwa) which is to submit oneself to God’s commands and
prohibitions.

[Fatawa 1:91-4]

(4.3) Calling upon anyone other than God is shirk.
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To call upon any being other than God, be he a prophet or a
saint, living or dead, or to prostrate before him or before his
grave, even towards his grave, is shirk.

Sufi saints whom people follow are like imams in the salah
who lead the salah whereas others offer salah behind them. Or
they are like the guides in hajj who take people to the House of
God, perform hajj with them, and guide them in various rites. They
have absolutely no share in divinity (ilahiyyah). Those who give
them a share in divinity are guilty of shirk, like the Christians,
whom God has castigated in these words, “They take their priests
and their anchorites to be their lords in derogation of God, and
(they take as their lord) Christ the son of Mary; yet they were
commanded to worship but one God: There is no god but He.
Praise and glory to Him; (far is He) from having the partners they
associate (with Him)” (9:31). Peace and blessings be upon Noah
who so clearly said of himself, “I do not say that I have the
treasures of God, nor that I know what is hidden, nor that I am an
angel” (11:31). In almost the same words Muhammad (pbuh) has
explained his own position, at the command of God (6:50).

In the presence of these statements, no one should call uponany
saint, dead or absent, even upon a prophet in his absence or after
his death. He should never say to anyone, “Master, I am under
your care,” or “in your protection,” “I beseech you,” or “I take
shelter in you.” Nor should he say when he blunders, “0
Muhammad,” “0 ‘Ayl,” 0 Lady Nafisah,””” 0 Shaykh Ahmad,”® “0
Shaykh Adiy,”®' 0 Shaykh ‘Abdul-Qadir.®® He should not utter a
word that means calling someone, dead or absent, or begging
something of him, or seeking his protection or help. These are the
acts that the pagans and the polytheists used to indulge in.

We know that Muhammad (pbuh) is the best of the creation.
But even so ‘Umar did not seek his mediation (after his death). He
rather requested his uncle ‘Abbas to pray for rain. He said, “God,
when we did not have rain in the time of the Prophet we prayed to
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You through him, and You would give us rain. Now we pray to
You through the uncle of our Prophet, give us rain.” And they were
given rain.”® Al-Bukhari has recorded this hadith in his Sahih.
During the lifetime of the Prophet people prayed to God through
him and asked him to intercede for them, just as they will ask him
to intercede for them with God on the Day of Judgment, and he
will do that with God’s permission. Don’t you know that God has
said, “Who is there who can intercede with him except after His
permission” (2:255); or, “Say: Call upon other (gods) whom you
fancy besides God. They have no power, not even the weight of an
atom in the heavens or on the earth. No (sort of) share have they
therein; nor is any of them a helper to God. No intercession can
avail in His presence, except for those for whom He has granted
permission” (34:22). Thus God has made it perfectly clear that He
has no one to share in His rule and no partner or assistant. He has
also made it clear that He will not allow any intercession without
His permission. '

On the Day of Judgment people will approach Adam, Noah,
Abraham, Moses and Jesus, one after the other beseaching them to
intercede for them with God, but no one of these honorable
personalities will intercede. In the end they will come to
Muhammad (pbuh) who will approach God, offer praises and fall
before Him in prostration. Then God will give him permission to
intercede, and he will intercede® When this is the case with the
best of creation what do you think of others?

After the Prophet died, people neither called upon him nor
sought his help. They did not ask him for anything, either at his
grave or away from it. They did not even offer prayer near his
grave or near the grave of anyone else. They only prayed for him,
invoked God’s blessings on him, obeyed his instructions, followed
his Shari‘ah, and did what God had asked them to do to Him, to
His Prophet and to His faithful servants. The Prophet had
instructed them, “Do not exalt me as the Christians exalted Jesus
son of Mary. I am simply a servant of God, so call me the Servant
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of God and the Messenger of God.”*® Praying to God he once said,
“Lord! Let not my grave be taken as an idol and worshiped.”** To
his people, he instructed, “Do not make my grave a place for your
festivities. Send me your salam and invoke God’s blessings on me
from wherever you are; it will reach me.”” He warned them
against following the example of the Jews and Christians in these
words: “God has cursed the Jews and the Christians who offered
prayers at the graves of their prophets.””* When a person said to
him, “Just as God and you will,” he scolded him, saying, “You
have made me equal to God! Just say, ‘As God wills.””” On
another occasion he said, “Don’t say, ‘As God and Muhammed
will.’ Instead, say, ‘As God wills,” and then ‘as Muhammad
wills’.”?0 ‘

Ahmad has recorded a hadith that once when Mu‘adh Ibn Jabal
bowed down before him, the Prophet said, “What is this, Mu‘adh?”
Mu‘adh said, “Messenger of God, I saw people bowing down to
their bishops in Syria. They claimed that it was the teaching of
their prophets.” The prophet said, “Mu‘adh, had I commanded
prostration to anyone, I would have commanded women to bow
down to their husbands, since they owe them a great deal.””' On
another occasion, he asked Mu‘adh, “If you happen to pass by my
grave would you bow down?” He said, “No.” Thereupon the
Prophet said, “So, prostration is for none except God.”” These are
exactly the words that he said, or almost the same.

Now, if prostration is not to be offered to the Messenger of
God, alive or dead, or to his grave, how can it be offered to
anybody else? The Sahih collections contain the hadith that the
Prophet said, “Do not sit on graves, or offer salah towards
them.””” He definitely forbade salah towards a grave, just as he
forbade prayer at it. That is why when people put his grave inside
the Mosque the time they enlarged the Mosque, they put it on one
side so that no one would face it during the salah. If this is the case

with the grave of the Prophet, what to say of prostrating to any
other grave, whosesoever it may be.
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[Fatawa 11:499-502]

(4.4) Satan impersonates the person whom one calls
upon.

When one calls upon a being other than God, Satan appears in
the form of that being and immerses the supplicant deeper still into
shirk.

One is guilty of a kind of shirk when one calls upon anyone
other than God, dead or absent, and seeks his help in danger,
illness, or hunger, as for example when one addresses him by his
name when he is absent or dead and rotting, seeks his protection or
blessing or help as one seeks from God. This is a form of shirk
which God and His Prophet have clearly forbidden, as is known to
every Muslim.

SometimesSatan appears to a person when he invokes invokes
someone other than God in the form of the person he invokes. The
one who invokes believes him to be the saint he invoked, or an
angel in his form. But it is Satan who impersonates him and
immerses the supplicant deeper into error. When the pagans of
Arabia worshiped their idols, the evil ones spoke to them and
appeared to them and gave them information about various things
unknown. As that information contained a part that was false and
untrue it indicated that the informers were the evil ones. God has
said, “Shall I inform you (people,) on whom it is that the evil ones
descend? They descend on every lying and wicked person”
(26:221-2). This often happens with the pagans of India, Turkey
and Ethiopia. Some so-called Muslims who follow in their
footsteps claim that they have power to transform dust and various
other things by using blood, saffron and laudanum, and that they
can demonstrate it to anyone. Some enter into fire and eat snakes;
others blow upon people and make them sick or cause them to die.
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These things happen when they engage in acts that are
commanded by Satan, such as listening to evil music or clapping
hands. Those who perform these things as rites believe that they
are greatly stirring and moving. Often on these occasions they
quiver and tremble and give out shrieks. At this time the evil ones
descend upon them, just as Satan enters the body of a possessed
person. They foam at the mouth just as one does in an epileptic
seizure and shout and shriek aloud, which is nothing but the shriek
of Satan from their mouths. That is why one does not know what is
going on with him until he becomes normal. Satan also speaks
through the mouths of these people in a language unknown to
them. Sometimes, pursuaded by Satan, they enter into fire. You
can see this in the Christians of the West and other people whom
Satan has misled.

The people who indulge in unjustiﬁed;innovations and act
against the Qur’an and the Sunnah cannot be credited with
experiences with which God blesses the righteous. Miracles with
which pious men are graced are given to the friends of God who
fear Him and obey Him. God has said, “Behold! Verily on the
friends of God there is no fear, nor shall they grieve, those who
believe and keep themselves away from displeasing Him” (10:62).
They are the people who seek God’s nearness by doing obligatory
duties which God has placed on them, as well as supererogatory
works to which He has called them.

[Fatawd 11:663-5]

(4.5) To make offerings (nadhar) to the dead is shirk.

To make offerings (nadhar) to the dead, be he a prophet or a
saint or anybody else, or to their graves, or to those who look after
them or visit them, is shirk offering and a sin against God. It
matters little whether you offer any money or anything in kind.
This is like the offerings that people make to churches and temples
or to anchorites in cloisters. It has been authentically reported that
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the Prophet said, “If one vows to carry out the will of God one
should do it; but if one vows to violate His will one must not do
it.” Scholars are agreed that one must not fulfill a vow that
involves disobedience to God. But on whether one should atone for
default in such a case, opinions differ. Some scholars think that
one should atone for the default, but this is considered necessary
only in case one has vowed to God. But if one has vowed to
anyone else, he will be in a way swearing in the name of someone
other than God, which is shirk. He must repent of it and seek
God’s forgiveness; he should not fulfill the vow, nor should he
atone for it. However, if he has given something in charity to the
poor or to people in debt, he may be rewarded for it by God.

In principle, nadhar has been discouraged. It is reported in an
authentic hadith that the Prophet disapproved of making vows
(nadhar), saying, “It does not produce any good, except that it
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takes money from the pocket of a miser.””* However, when one
vows to do something which means obeying rather than defying
the will of God, such as offering salah, giving charity, fasting,
making hajj, etc, one should fulfill that vow.

[Fatawa 11:504-5]

(4.6) To swear by anyone other than God, whether an
angel, a prophet, a saint, or a king, is shirk.

As for swearing in the name of any being other than God,
whoever he may be - an angel, a prophet, a Stfi sheikh, or a king,
it is strictly prohibited and the oath is null and void. There is
consensus of opinion on this issue among eminent scholars. They
have only differed with regard to swearing in the name of Prophet
Muhammad (pbuh). However, the majority view is that all oaths
made in the name of anyone other than God, including the Prophet,
are null and void. The Prophet himself has said, “When you swear,
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swear by Allah or keep silent;””” and, “Whoever swears by anyone

other than God commits shirk.””’ Hence if you swear by your
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sheikh, by his grave, by his life, by his rights on God, or if you
swear by a king, by the favors bestowed by a king, or by your
sword, or by the Ka‘bah, or by your father, or his grave, all these
are wrong and forbidden, and your oath will not be valid. On this
there is complete agreement among the Muslims.

[Fatawa 11:506]

(4.7) Closing the doors to shirk.

Shirk originated with the worship of pious people or their
statues. The Prophet closed this door when he forbade offering
prayers at the graves of prophets and pious men.

Shirk in the world began with the worship of pious men and
their statues. Another cause of shirk was the worship of heavenly
bodies, the sun, the moon, and other stars; statues of these bodies
were carved out and worshiped. The shirk of the people of
Abraham was of this kind and partly of the other kind. The third
cause of shirk was the worship of angels and jinns; they, too, were
represented in statues. To be sure, statues are not worshiped for
their own sake; they are worshiped for other reasons. In the case of
the Arabs, the main reason for their shirk was the first, although
other factors also contributed to its growth.

The man who first changed the religion of Abraham (pbuh)
was ‘Amr Ibn Luhayy.””® He visited Syria and saw that people at
Balga prayed to idols to avert evil and secure good. Returning to
Makkah, he introduced the same practice. This was the time when
the tribe of Khuza’ah ruled Makkah, that is to say, before the
Quraysh supplanted them. ‘Amr was the head of the Khuza’ah. We
have a hadith in the Sahih collections that the Prophet said, “I saw
‘Amr Ibn Luhayy Ibn Jam‘ah Ibn Khundaf crawling on his belly in
the Fire.” Luhayy was the one who introduced changes in the
religion of Abraham. He let loose, for example, a she-camel for
free pasture, or set free one whose ears were slit. Among the
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people of Noah shirk spread in the same way; it began with the
worship of the holy men of the community. Satan incites people to
take sometimes one way and sometimes the other way. However,
the worship of holy men is the most common way, for people
know them very well, see that their prayers are answered, and
enjoy their blessings. When they die they visit their graves and
pray at them; sometimes they beg from them, and sometimes they
beg from God, and sometimes they offer salah near their graves
under the impression that it is better to offer salah and pray for

one’s needs near their graves rather than in the mosques or at
home. |

Since this is the door from which shirk has entered various
communities the Prophet set out to close it, as he closed many
other doors, such as the worship of stars. Muslim has recorded the
hadith that five days before his death the Prophet addressed the
people and said, “People before you used to say prayers at graves.
Beware, do not turn graves into mosques; I forbid it absolutely.”?®
Both Muslim and Al-Bukhari have recorded that once when it was
mentioned to the Prophet that churches in Ethiopia were extremely -
beautiful and exquisitely adorned with pictures (on the walls), he
said, “People there used to build -mosques near the graves of their
holy men and draw figures (on the walls). To be sure, they will be
among the most wretched people on the Day of Judgment.”*”' They
have also reported that on his deathbed the Prophet said, “God has
cursed the Jews and the Christians who have turned the graves of
their prophets into mosques. You must keep away from what they
have done.””” Commenting on this hadith, ‘A’ishah said, “Had the
Prophet not warned people in this way, they would have opened
his grave to the people. But they did not do that because they
feared that people might turn it into a mosque.”” Ahmad in his
Musnad and Abti Hatim in his Sahih have also recorded these

words of the Prophet: “The worst people on earth are those who
will see the Hour (of Judgment) coming and will be offering
prayers at graves.””® Abii Dawiid has recorded in his Sunan that
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the Prophet warned, “Do not hold any festive function at my grave;
send your blessings to me from where you are, for your blessings
will be conveyed to me.”** Malik has recorded in his Muwatta this
prayer of the Prophet: “Lord! Let not my grave be turned into an
object of worship. Surely your wrath falls on the people who turn
the graves of their prophets into a place of worship.”*%

Muslim has recorded that Abu Al-Hayyaj Al-Asadi said that
‘Ali Ibn Abi Talib (raa) once asked him whether he could send him

on a mission like the one the Prophet had sent him earlier. And
then he commanded him to level all the graves which he would
come across, and knock down all statues that he would find. He
also commanded him to erase the pictures of dead people and
remove the images that were set up on their graves.”” Both are
causes of shirk. It is reported that once on a journey ‘Umar passed
by a place which people used to visit and offer salah. He inquired
about it, and was told that it was the place where the Prophet once
offered some prayers. Thereupon ‘Umar said, “People before you
were annihilated for acts like this; they offered prayers to things
associated with their prophets. When the time for salah comes
here, make that salah here; otherwise move on.’® He also came to
know that people were visiting the tree where the Companions of
the Prophet had pledged their fealty (at the time of Hudaybiyyah).
He commanded it to be cut down.’® Aba Miisa®'® wrote to him that
people had discovered the grave of the prophet Daniel at Tustar. It
had a book which told of future events and what would happen to
the Muslims; it foretold that they would have a draught and come
to the grave and open it up and get rain. ‘Umar commanded him to
dig thirteen graves at daytime and bury the remains of that grave in
one of them at night so that people might be saved from a great
evil.

To sum up: God and His Prophet prohibited praying towards
graves, even if no mosque is built on them. That act is certainly a
greater evil. That is why scholars have not allowed the
construction of mosques over graves, and have commanded them
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to be dismantled if they are constructed. They have also said that if
a body had been buried in a grave inside a mosque and a long
period had lapsed, the grave must be leveled so that it may not be
recognized. If any signs remain, shirk may raise its head any time.
The land where we have the Prophet’s Mosque now had a
graveyard earlier where pagans would bury their dead. There were
also some date trees and ruins there. When the Prophet wanted to
build the mosque, he had the graves removed, the trees cut down,
and the ruined structures leveled. Only then did he build the
mosque on that ground '

Neither the Companions nor their successors built a mosque on
the grave of any prophet or holy man, nor did they build any tomb
or shrine there. Nor did they put up anything on any place
associated with any prophet, where he might have spent some time,
or done any thing. They never thought of building any mosque on
the relics of the prophets or holy men. The majority of them never
made it a point to visit a place which the Prophet did not
deliberately choose to encamp or offer salah and had done so just
incidentally. In fact, leading personalities among them, such as
‘Umar Ibn Al-Khattab and others, would stop people from visiting
those places and offering salah there where the Prophet had prayed
incidentally and not deliberately. It is of course reported of Ibn
‘Umar’'’ that he would deliberately take the way the Prophet had
walked or ridden on his journeys, stop at the places where he had
stopped, offer salah where he had offered salah, even though he
knew that the Prophet did not do so deliberately but just
incidentally. Ibn ‘Umar would do that as he tried to imitate the
Prophet as closely as he could. However, his father, the other three
rightly-guided caliphs, the rest of the ten Companions promised
Paradise, and many others like Ibn Mas‘ad,*'* Mu‘adh Ibn Jabal,’"
and Ubayy Ibn Ka‘b*™ would not do what Ibn “Umar used to do.
And the practice of the majority of the Companions is right.

The reason is clear. To follow the Prophet means to do as he
did, in the way he did, and because he did it. If he planned to offer
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salah or perform any rite at a particular place, offering or
performing that rite at that place would be following him. But if he
did not plan to do any such thing at a particular place, for us to
plan on doing it there would be opposing rather than following
him.

[Fatawa 17:460-467]
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5. PROPHET AND PROPHECY
(5.1) The meaning of nabi and rasiil

A nabi - prophet - is one to whom God reveals a message to
communicate to his people. If he is sent to a people who are
non-believers and pagans he is a rasul - messenger. but if he is sent
to those who have faith already, he is a nabi. It is not necessary

that a rastl be given a new shari ‘ah - code.

A nabi, prophet, is one to whom God communicates a
message, and he communicates that message to the people. If he is
sent to those who are opposed to the religion of God that he may
give them His message, he is rasiil, a Messenger. But if the people
already follow a shari‘ah given earlier, and he is not sent with a
particular message to anyone, he is a nabi, not a rasil. God has
said, “We never sent a rasiil or a nabi before you, but when he

2

formed a desire, Satan threw some (vanity) into his desire...’
(22:52). Here both rasil and the nabi have been mentioned to have
been sent, but only one has been called rasil, for he is the envoy
(ar-rasul al-mutlag), who is commissioned to convey God’s
message to the people who are opposed to His religion. Noah was
rasil in this sense. It is said of him in an authentic hadith that he
was the first rasil to be sent to people on the earth.’'* Many nabis
had gone before him such as Shith and Idris, and of course Adam
whom God had addressed. Ibn ‘Abbas said that between Adam and
Noah ten generations had passed all of whom had faith in Islam.
Everyone of these prophets received revelations from God telling
him what he should do, and what he should command the faithfuls
of his time to do. To be sure, they had faith in them just as the
followers of a Shari‘ah believe in what its scholars tell of their
rasil. The same was the case with the prophets of Israel; they were
asked to expound the law of the Torah. They did sometimes
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receive revelations in particular cases; but with regard to the
shari ‘ah of the Torah they acted just as a scholar from among us
who has insight into the Qur’an acts. An example is the insight
which God gave to Solomon in the case that came up to him and
David. Hence a nabi is one to whom God communicates
something, whether an imperative to do or not to do something, or
information about some reality, and he in turn communicates that
information to those who would believe in what God has
communicated to him.

But when they are sent to non-believers, they are asked to call
people to believe in one God, to worship Him alone, without
associating anyone with Him. What usually happens in this case is
that a group of people denies them and belies them. God said,
“Similarly, no messenger (rasiil) came to the people before them,
but they said (of him), in like manner, ‘a sorcerer or one
possessed” (51:52); or, “Nothing is said to you that was not said
to the messengers before you” (41:43). The messengers (rasil),
therefore, are sent to the people of opposing beliefs, some of whom
usually reject them... The words, “We did not send before you a
rasiil or nabi but,” show that a nabi is also sent, but he does not
enjoy the title of rasial for he is not sent to people who are unaware
of God’s message. The nabi preaches to the believers what they
know to be true, just as their scholars do. That is why the Prophet
said, “The scholars (‘ulama) are the successors of the prophets.”'®

It is not necessary for a rasiil to give a new shari ‘ah. Joseph
was a rasil; but he followed the shari‘ah of Abraham; and David
and Solomon were rasiils, but they followed the shari‘ah of the
Torah. Proof of the former is the verse, “And to you there came
Joseph in times gone by, with clear signs, but you ceased not to
doubt of the (mission) for which He had come. At length when he
died, you said: ‘No messenger will God send after him’”(40:34).
And proof of the latter is the verse, “We have sent you revelation
as We sent to Noah and the prophets after him. We sent revelation
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to Abraham, Ishmael, Isaac, Jacob and the Tribes, to Jesus, Job,
Jonah, Aaron and Solomon, and to David we gave the Psalms. Of
some messengers (rasil) We have told you the story; of others We
have not; and to Moses God spoke direct’ (4:163- 4).
[An-Nubiwwah 172-4]

(5.2) Signs of Prophethood

The signs of prophethood are only associated with the prophets
and prove their veracity. They contravene natural phenomena, lie
beyond the powers of human beings and jinns, and are
incontestable. However, contravention of the natural law is not
part of their definition, but only a necessary implication.

The property of a sign is that it necessarily implies the object it
signifies. Whatever necessarily implies a thing is its sign; and it
cannot be a sign unless it necessarily implies the object it signifies.
Again a sign implies its object just as a proposition implies -its
consequence; and this implication is necessarily or almost
necessarily known.

Signs proving the veraciousness of the prophets, peace and
blessings of God be upon them, cannot belong to a category of
signs which also signify others. The Mu‘tazilah and other
theologians have defined miracle (mu jizah) as a contravention of
‘Gdah, common phenomena. Since they are not able to explain
what it actually means, and since they cannot distinguish them
from the wonders performed by the sorcerers, diviners, and saints,
some have recanted from that definition. Others have added the
qualification that the miracle must be incontestable. They make
this condition the differentia of prophetic miracles. They say that
prophetic miracles (mu jizah) contravene natural phenomena and
are accompanied with a challenge that no one else can reproduce
them. On this definition they feel free to allow nonprophets to
work miracles as the prophets, provided they can be reproduced.
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They put the wonders of the sorcerers and the diviners in the same
category with prophetic miracles with the difference that the latter
are not contestable.

This is obviously wrong, for we know that the miracles of
Musaylamah®’ and Al-Aswad Al-‘Anasi’® and other false
prophets were not contested. One would also like to know what is
meant by saying that they are incontestable? Do you mean to say
that they are not contested by anyone at the time and place they are
performed? On that meaning, the miracles of the sorcerers and the
diviners are (mu’jizah) since they are not contested, and the
miracles of Musaylamah and Al-Anasi were (mu jizah) since they
were not contested when they were performed. The other sense in
which the qualification may be understood is that the miracles
cannot be contested ever. But how can you know that? If it is asked
what are the signs that prove the veraciousness of the prophet, the
answer is that they are signs that are known to be associated with
the prophets alone proving their veraciousness, and can only
happen at the hands of true prophets. They have to contravene the
natural phenomena, lie beyond the power of men and jinns, and
have to be incontestable. But the condition that they contravene
natural phenomena or are incontestable is a necessary consequence
of miracle, not a part of its definition.

The knowledge that miracles prove the veracity of the prophets
may be necessary, as it is in the case of the splitting of the moon,
the turning of the club into a python, or the emergence of the
she-camel from the mountain. Simply by observing these signs one
can know with certainty that God has made them the proof for the
veracity of the person who offers them. It also means that these are
contraventions of natural phenomena, and that they cannot be
contested. These things are part of their characteristics, but not the
only characteristics. Suppose a person says that someone has sent
him to you, that he comes to you with something which is regarded
as a sign. And a sign (‘alamah), a proof (dalil) or evidence (ayah)
is what implies its object, and the dyat of prophethood prove the
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veracity of the prophets. Obviously this would not happen unless
they necessarily imply the veracity of the prophets. This means
that they cannot be associated with non-prophets and that they
cannot be reproduced by them. However, this does not rule out that
another prophet may perform them, or that one who witnesses the
veracity of the prophet produces something similar, for his
witnessing them is proof of their veracity, and will only follow it.
Sometimes signs prove the veracity of prophethood in general, and
since they prove the veracity of the prophets in general, they prove
the veracity of a particular prophet who claims that he is a prophet.

This proof, however, cannot be adduced for a false prophet.
[An-Nubawwat 189-190]

(5.4) How the signs of prophethood differ from sorcery
and divination.

First, what the prophets say is absolutely true; they neither lie
nor say something false. On the other hand, what the sorcerers and
diviners say contain things that are false, even pure lies. God has
said, “Shall I tell you (0 people!) on whom it is that the evil ones
descend? They descend on every lying, wicked person” (26:221-2).

Second, as to their life and mission, the prophets preach
nothing except the establishment of a just order (in this world), the
pursuit of happiness in the next life, and the worship of the one and
only God; and theirs is a life of virtue and piety. Others preach
injustice, worship of many gods, and the pursuit of worldly goods
alone; and theirs is a life of sin and crime.

Third, there is nothing unusual about sorcery, divination or
things of this kind; they are quite well known and common
practices. The miracles of the prophets, on the other hand, are for
them alone, or for their true followers.

Fourth, divination or sorcery is something which is learned and
acquired; this is known to all peoples. Prophethood, on the other
hand, is not something to be acquired or learned.
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Fifth, if prophethood is at all acquired, it is acquired through
good deeds, honesty, justice and faith in one God. One who lies,
even in matters human, not to say divine, cannot be a prophet.
Hence, the way to achieve prophethood, if at all one can achieve it
by one’s efforts, requires that one is true in whatever one says of
God.

Sixth, the wonders which the diviners and the sorcerers work
are within the power of men or jinns who are required to believe in
the prophets and follow them. On other hand, the miracles of the
prophets lie beyond the power of men and jinns; rather they
contravene the common practices their people are accustomed to.
The Qur’an says to the Prophet, “Say: If the whole of mankind and
jinns were to gather together to produce the like of this Qur’an,
they could not produce the like thereof, even if they backed each
other with help and support” (17:88).

Seventh, the wonders of diviners and the sorcerers can be
reproduced by others; but the miracles of the prophets cannot be
reproduced by anyone.

Eighth, the wonders of the non-prophets do not contravene the
ways known to human beings; in fact, all of them are performed by
some human being or the other. The miracles of the prophets, on
the other hand, are only performed by the prophets or those who
believe in them.

Ninth, some prophetic miracles are absolutely beyond the
power of any created beings, angels or otherwise, such as the
revelation of the Qur’an or the address to Moses. Non-prophetic
wonders, on the other hand, are within the power of human beings
and jinns.

Tenth, if some prophetic miracles be within the power of
angels, they never say anything of God which is not true. For
example, they never say to a human being that God has made him
a messenger whereas He has not. This is done only by the evil
ones. As for the wonders that pious men in our ummah or in the
ummahs before us have done or do, they do not go beyond the



Selected Writings of Ibn Taymiyyah 225

practice of pious men; but the miracles of the prophets do
transcend them. The former is attained through piety, through
supplication and devotion; but the latter is not attained through
these things. It does not happen even when it is demanded by the
people until God permits it: “Say: Certainly (all) signs are in the
power of God” (6:109; or, “Say: God alone has the power to send
down a sign” (6:37).

Eleventh, the Prophet does not institute anything except what is
good for the people in this life or the next. He commands only
what is good and right and forbids only what is evil and wrong. He
commands belief in one God and sincere service to Him, and
forbids assigning partners to Him, and prohibits what is false and
unjust. Human nature and reason uphold and support whatever the
Prophet has said, or what any prophet before him has said. What is
approved by reason and what is authentic in tradition support each
other, as they support the prophet.

[An-Nubiwwat 127-8]

(5.4) Revelation and its forms

Wahi means fast and secret communication. Sometimes one
sees a light or hears a voice which does not come from anywhere
outside the viewer, but only from within himself. This form of
wahi is given to prophets as well as non-prophets. Another form of
wahi is that the voice one hears comes from outside oneself, from
God through any of His angels or through something else. The
third form of wahi is that God Himself speaks to the recipient from
behind a veil. The last two forms of wahi are the privilege of the
prophets; no one else shares in them.

Speech (kalam) and conversation (taklim) may take place in
different ways and at different levels. Similarly, the
communication of somebody’s words to a third person or persons
may occur in different forms and at different levels, each with its
own characteristics. Some people comprehend only some of these
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forms, others comprehend only the lowest form and deny higher
ones. Hence they believe in some parts of the prophetic message
and deny others. Each group believes in the reality of what it itself
comprehends, and denies the reality of what the other
comprehends.

God has described the forms of wahi in His Book. He has said,
“It is not given to (mortal) man that God should speak to him
except by wahi, or from behind a veil, or by sending a messenger
to reveal, with His permission, whatever He wills (to reveal)”
(42:51). At another place He has said, “We sent you wahi, as We
sent it to Noah and the messengers after him. We sent wahi to
Abraham, Ishmael, Isaac, Jacob and the Tribes, to Jesus, Job,
Jonah, Aaron and Solbmon, and to David We gave the Psalms. Of
some messengers We have already told you the story; of others We
have not; and to Moses God spoke directly” (4:63-4). At a third
place He has said, “These messengers We endowed with gifts,
some above others: To one of them God spoke; others He raised to
degrees (of honor); to Jesus son of Mary We gave clear (signs) and
strengthened him with the Holy Spirit” (2:253).

In the last verse, God has stated that He chose someone to
speak to directly (zaklim); in the verse quoted before He has clearly
mentioned that it was Moses to whom He spoke directly. There are
also a lot of traditions to this effect. Obviously this address (zaklim)
with which God honored Moses, but not Noah, Jesus or any other
prophet, must be different from the general taklim available to
others which is referred to in the verse, “It is not given to (mortal)
man that God should speak to him except by wahi, or from behind
a veil, or by sending a messenger to reveal, with His permission,
whatever He wills (to reveal)” (42:51).

The Elders have correctly said that this verse comprehends all
the levels of taklim. Abiu Nasr As-Sijzi in his Al-Ibanah, Al-
Bayhaqi and many other writers have noted on the authority of
‘Ugbah that when Ibn Shihab*'"’ was asked about this verse, he said
that it refers to all human beings whom God has honored with His
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revelation (wahi). Hence the kalam which God addressed to Moses
directly was from behind a veil, and the wahi which God reveals to
any of His prophets (pbut), strengthening whatever He has put in
his heart and which he commits to writing, is the kalam of God and
His wahi. A third wahi is that which is between God and His
prophets. A fourth wahi is that which the prophets preach but
neither put in writing for the benefit of others nor ask anyone to
write down, although they communicate it to the people and
expound on it to them since they have been commanded by God to
communicate it and to expound on it to them. A fifth wahi is that
which God sends through any of His angels whom He wills, and
the angel delivers it to the prophet whom God has chosen from
among the people. There is still another wahi which God sends by
an angel He chooses, and that angel reveals it as wahi to the heart
of the prophet He has appointed.

I will explain. First, wahi means fast and secret communication
either in waking or in sleep; the dream of a prophet is also a wahi,
and the (good) dream which the Believers see is forty-sixth part of
prophethood. There is a hadith to this effect in the Sahih
collections.’”” ‘Ubadah Ibn As-Samit, too, has reported that the
Prophet said, “The dream of the Believers is a speech by which the
Lord speaks to His servants in sleep.””?' With regard to wahi while
awake, have another sahih hadith in which the Prophet said,
“Among the people gone before you there were men who had been
addressed (muhaddathiin). Were there any in my ummah it would
be ‘Umar.””? In another version of the hadith, also authentic, the

word is mukallamiin,’”

those who are spoken to. In the Qur’an
God says, “Behold! Is not wahi to the disciples (al-hawariyin) to
have faith in Me and My messenger” (5:114); “I sent wahi to the
mother of Moses to suckle him” (28:7); “(God) sent wahi to each
heaven (telling) its duty” (41:12); and “Your Lord sent wahi to the

bee” (16:68).
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From these texts it is clear that this form of wahi may be sent to
non-prophets, while awake as well as in sleep. Further, it may be
sent in the form of a voice from “above” but inside the self of the
person receiving it rather than from outside him, in a dream as well
while awake. Similarly, the light that he sees may also be within
him. This wahi which takes place within the self and in which the
voice of an angel is not heard is the lowest form of wahi. However,
it is the first form of wahi which is given to the salik, the traveler
(to God). This is the wahi which metaphysicians from among the
philosophers of Islam that have both Islam and non-Islam (as-
subir) in them have discerned. It has led them to acknowledge
some of those attributes of the prophets and messengers which are
common between them and others and deny the rest. That is why
some of them have said that prophethood is something acquired,
that one can dispense with prophets, or that non-prophets may
prove better than prophets. They also claim that this was the way
God spoke to Moses, that He spoke to him from the heaven of the
latter’s intellect, that the voice which Moses heard came from
within himself, or that he heard it as an idea coming from the
Active Intellect, and that it is quite possible for anyone else to
attain the status of Moses.

One of these people has also claimed that he has secured a
position which is above Moses, because whereas Moses heard the
speech through the medium of an oracle within himself, he and his
colleagues hear the words purely, without any sound. Some of
them have said that Gabriel, who used to come to Muhammad
(pbuh), was nothing more than a bright image appearing to him
from within himself just as one sees an image in a dream. They say
that Muhammad (pbuh) received the Qur’an from this image which
people call Gabriel. That is why Ibn ‘Arabi, the author of the Fusiis
and the Futihat Makkiyyah, has said that he receives ideas from

the same source from which the angel who reveals them to the
prophet receives, and that prophethood (nubawah) ranks lower
than sainthood(waldyah) though higher than messengerhood
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(risalah). This is because in their mistaken opinion Muhammad
(pbuh) received revelation from this internal image which they call
angel, whereas they receive ideas from Pure Intellect from whom
this internal image itself gets them.

These people do not believe in the reality of God’s speech, for
them, He does not have an attribute of speech, nor has He ever
willed to convey any word to anyone. They even say that He has
no knowledge of particular things, as His knowledge and will is
directed to universals not to particulars. Their basic doctrine is that
God knows only the universals, and does not know the particulars
except in a general way. Close or somewhat close to their view is
the one that extends God’s knowledge to accidents. This view,
which is denounced as faithlessness by Muslims in general, has
found its way into the thought of many people who have a place of
honor in kalam and tasawwif. Had 1 not abhorred the idea of
identifying them, I would have mentioned their names.

The second from of wahi is that in which the sound one hears
comes from outside; it comes from God either through the medium
of an angel or any non-angelic being. This is how the Jahmiyyah,
the Mu‘tazilah, and some others conceive wahi. They say that this
is the only way God speaks to people. But the truth is that it is just
one form of wahi, only one of many ways in which God speaks to
people or to His prophets. It is the second form of wahi which God
has mentioned in verse 42:51 in these words: “Or He sends a
messenger who reveals, with His permission, what He wills (to
reveal).” This is a revelation through a messenger, a revelation
which is different from the first revelation (wahi) which proceeds
directly from God, and which is a form of God’s address (taklim)
in general.

Revelation through a messenger is also of different kinds. We
have in the Sahih collections of Al-Bukhari and Muslim the hadith
reported by ‘A’ishah (may God be pleased with her) that Al-Harith
Ibn Hisham asked the Prophet how revelation comes to him. The
Prophet said, “Sometimes it comes to me like the ringing of a bell,
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and that is hardest on me; then it stops and I get what (the angel)
conveys. Sometimes, the angel appears to me in the form of a man
and speaks to me and I get what he says.””** ‘A’ishah (raa) adds
that she saw a revelation coming down to the Prophet on a chilly
day; when it stopped, his forehead burst out into sweat.””> The
Prophet has made it clear that the angel would sometimes appear to
him with the sound of a bell, and sometimes appear to him in the
form of a man and speak to him. It is reported that Gabriel would
come to him in the form of Dihyah Al-Kalbi.*** The Qur’an says
that Gabriel appeared to Mary in the form of a man in all respects
(19:17), and that angels came to Abraham (11:69, 29:31) and to
Lot (11:77, 29:33) in the forms of human beings. God has referred
to bothse forms of revelation, the delivery of a message by the
angel (liga’ al-malak) and his talk (khitab), as wahi, as they had an
element of mystery in them, for when the Prophvet saw the angel he
needed to be told that it was an angel, and when he came with the
sound of a bell he needed to comprehend what was conveyed along
with it.

The third kind is speech from behind a veil, just as God spoke
to Moses (pbuh) That is why God has used the terms nida’, calling
from a distance, and nija’, conversing for it. His words are, “But
when (Moses) came to the Fire, a voice called out (niidiya):
Moses! I am your Lord! Therefore put off your shoes; you are in
the sacred valley (of) Tuwa. I have chosen you. Listen, then, to
what is revealed (yaha)” (20:11-3). This kind of address is granted
to some messengers only. God has said, “These messengers we
endowed with gifts, some above others: with some of them God
conversed” (2:253); or, “When Moses came to the place appointed
by Us, and His Lord addressed him” (7:143). Again, after
mentioning that He has sent revelations (iyha’) to many prophets,
God says, “We conversed with Moses directly” (4:164). A group
of people include this conversation in the first form of wahi. We
have in this group some philosophers as well as some writers on
Sufism who take this line. You may find it in works like Mishkat
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al-Anwar’”’ and Khal‘ an-Na ‘layn).**”* The author of the Fusiis and
other monists take the same line. That this view goes against the
Qur’an, the Sunnah, and the consensus of the scholars, as well as
against reason is quite clear.

Mistaken, too, are those who say that God’s conversing with
Moses was a kind of inspiration (i/ham) and revelation (wahi), and
that they themselves hear God’s words just as Moses heard them.
They belong to the Jahmiyyah, the Kullabiyyah and to groups like
them. It is also quite clear that they are absolutely mistaken.

The terms wahi and kalam are used in the Qur’an in a wide
sense, as well as in a narrow sense. When wahi is used in a wider
sense, it includes kalam; and, just the reverse, when kalam is used
in its wider sense it includes wahi. An example where wahi is
included in taklim, in its wider sense is the verse 42:1 under
discussion; on the other hand, the verse where taklim is included in
wahi in the wider sense is this: “Listen to what is revealed (yiiha)”
(20:13). However, when taklim is used in its limited and perfect
sense, wahi in the wider sense of secret communication given to
prophets and non-prophets is not part of it. Similarly, when wahi is
used in its general sense common to prophets and others, faklim in
its limited and perfect sense is not a part of it. Look at the words
which God first said to Zacharias, “Your sign shall be that you
shall speak to no man for three nights, although you are not dumb,”
and what He said next, “He (Zacharias) came out to his people
from his chamber and told them by signs (awha) to celebrate
God’s praises” (19:10-11). It is clear from these two verses that
iyha’, to give wahi is not part of taklim, speaking. At another place
God has said, “Your sign shall be that you shall speak to no man
for three days, but with signals” (3:41). If the clause beginning
with “but” (i/la) is taken as a separate sentence, taklim in both
verses 19:10 and 34:41 will mean the same; but if it is taken as an
exceptional clause, taklim will mean what it means in verse 42:51,
that is, in its wider sense. The way God spoke to Moses was a
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special way of speaking, speaking in its perfect sense; that is why
He has referred to it in these words: “There is one to whom God
spoke directly” (2:253), though we know that God sent wahi to
every prophet and spoke to him in the wider sense of the term. We
also know that God has distinguished between His speech to His
prophets and His revelation (iyha’) to them. The same is the case
with taklim when used as infinitive. We further know that He has
not included taklim from behind a veil in iyha’, but has rather
mentioned it separately. This is supported by many ahddith of the
Prophet and various sayings of his Companions which limit God’s
speech (taklim) to Moses. They underline the fact that God spoke
to him with a voice which Moses heard. This is stated in a number
of sayings of the Elders and the a’immah of Islam which are in
perfect agreement with the Qur’an and the Sunnah.

[Fatawa 12:396-403]
(5.5) False prophets

False prophets and how their experiences differ from the
experiences of the friends (awliya’) of God.

Some experiences are devilish. ‘Abdullah Ibn Sayyad who
appeared at the time of the Prophet had some such experiences on
account of which some companions of the Prophet thought that he
was the anti-Christ (ad-Dajjal). The Prophet himself watched his
case for sometime, till he came to the conclusion that he was not
the anti-Christ, but only a diviner (kahin). He hid something in his
hand and asked him to tell him what it was. Ibn Sayyad said, “Ad-
Dukh, Ad-Dukh,” but could not say that it was the Strat Ad-
Dukhan of the Qur’an, which the Prophet had held in his hand.
Thereupon the Prophet said, “Down with you! You can never go
beyond your limits.”*® That is to say, he could not do more than
what a diviner does. Every diviner of that time had an agent from
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among the devils who used to tell him of things unknown since
they could steal some information (from the heavens) and mix
them with false ideas of their own. Al-Bukhari has recorded in his
Sahih that the Prophet said, “Angels come down to the clouds and

talk about things that are decided upon in the heavens. The evil
ones steal some of this information and pass them on to the
diviners, adding to them hundred things of their own fabrication.’”

Muslim has another hadith reported by Ibn ‘Abbas, “One day
the Prophet was sitting with the Ansar when all of a sudden a small
comet shot through the air and there was light all around. The
Prophet asked the people, “What did you use to say about such a
thing when it happened in the days of ignorance (jahiiyyah)? They
said, “We used to say that some great person might have died or
was going to be born.” Thereupon the Prophet said, “Comets do
not fall because someone dies or someone is born. When God
decides upon something, the bearers of His Throne praise Him,
then the angels of the nearest heaven praise Him, and then the
angels of the next heaven, and so on till the angels of the last
heaven praise Him. The angels at the seventh heaven ask the
bearers of the Throne what the Lord has decided, and they tell
them. Then the angels of the sixth heaven and then those of the
next heavens in turn ask about it and are told what the Lord has
decided, till the angels of the lowest heaven come to know it. At
this time the evil ones steal some part of the news, for which they
are struck (with a comet). It is this information that they pass on to
their human agents. What they convey as such is true, but often
they add to it many things.” In a variant of the hadith, one of the
narrators asked Az-Zuhri, who has reported the hadith, whether the
evil ones were struck (by comets) in the days before the Prophet
was sent. Az-Zuhri said, “Yes they were, but now since the
Prophet was there the vigilance has been tightened””'

Al-Aswad Al-Ansi,” who claimed that he was a prophet, had

some agents from among the evil ones who used to give him
information about unknown things. When Muslims started fighting
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him, they were afraid the evil ones might inform him of their
moves. It happened that his wife came to know the truth about him
and helped the Muslims against him, and they succeeded to kill
him. Musaylamah,’® the liar, also had some agents from the evil
ones who would tell him of unknown things and help him in
different ways. There were some other impostors, too. One by the
name Al-Harith Ad-Dimishqgi** appeared at the time of ‘Abdul-
Malik Ibn Marwan and laid claim to prophethood in Syria. The evil
one would set him free from chains, shield him against the sword
and other weapons, produce sounds glorifying God from marbles
when he touched them, and create the spectacle of men walking on
foot or riding on horses in the air, whom he called angels, even
though they were jinns. When Muslims caught him and intended to
kill him, a man thrust his lance into him but could not pierce into
his body. ‘Abdul-Malik said that it happened because the man did
not say the name of Allah in the beginning. Thereupon the lancer
said God’s name and thrust the lance into him and killed him.

This means that the evil ones leave their human agents when
things that counter their spell, such as the Verse of the Throne
(2:255) are read out to them.... It has been seen that when this
verse is read with conviction the spell is broken. It has also been
observed that when people are under the influence of the evil ones,
they may enter into a fire, or when they hear whistles and
clappings, the evil ones come down upon them, speak through their
mouths words that are strange
and unintelligible, or tell what is going on in the mind of someone
around, or speak different languages, just as a jinn speaks through
the man who is possessed. People who have these experiences are
not aware of what is going on within them. They are just like a
possessed person from whose mouth the jinn speaks, but when he
becomes normal he does not know what he was saying before. This
is why when a possessed person is beaten he does not feel it, nor
does he say when he becomes normal that he had the beating, for
it was the jinn who had it.
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Some of these people also receive from the evil ones foods,
sweets, fruits and many other things which are not produced in
their own area. With some the evil ones fly to Makkah or
Jerusalem or other places; some they take to Arafat at the time of
hajj, but bring them back in the same night with the result that they
do not complete the hgjj. Often they take away their ihram clothes
when they reach the migat or carry them away so that they are not
able to pray at Muzdalifah, or make circumbulation (tawdf) of the
Ka‘bah, or do the sa‘i between As-Safa and Al-Marwah, or throw
stones at Satan at Mina, and so on, so that they are not able to
perform the hajj properly.

[Fatawa 11:283-286]

(5.6) How philosophers interpret prophethood and
revelation.

The view of Ibn Sina and Al-Farabi regarding wahi and
prophethood, its refutation.

A number of people who say that they believe in the Prophet
and the prophets before him and in what has been revealed to them
have an element of hypocrisy in them. To be sure, they do not belie
the Prophet in everything he said; on the contrary, they hold him in
- honor, and believe that they should obey some of his commands,
though not others. Of these those who are farthest removed from
the prophetic religion are the so-called philosophers, esoterics and
heretics. They do not recognize prophethood except insofar as it is
common between the prophets and the non-prophets, namely
dreams. Aristotle and his students did not speak on prophethood.
Al-Farabi®® treated it as a form of dreams; that is the reason he
exalted the philosophers above the prophets.

Ibn Sina®* had a greater regard for prophethood. To him a
prophet must have three characteristics. First is that he gets
knowledge without learning. He calls this a holy faculty (al-
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qawwah al-qudsiyyah), and identifies it with intuition (al-gawwah
al-hadsiyyah). Second, the prophet conjures in his mind images of
various things he knows. He can see within himself bright forms
and hear voices just as one sees in sleep figures who speak to him
and whom he hears. They exist in his mind rather than out there. In
short, for these people what the prophet sees or hears without
anyone around perceiving it, he just sees only within himself and
hears only within himself. He is no different from a person under
hallucination.

Third, the prophet has the power to work wonders in the world.
This is what the miracles of the prophets mean to them, for in their
view all that happens is caused by a spiritual, angelic or physical
power, such as the souls of the heavens or of human beings, the
spheres, and the natural forces that reside in the four elements and
their compounds. They do not believe that beings above the
heavens can do or produce anything, or speak or move in any
sense, be they angels or non-angels. The Lord of the World is
obviously farthest removed from these things. The intelligences
which they posit have no movement from one state to another,
whether in terms of will, speech, action or anything else. The same
is true of the One, the First Cause. Hence, all that the prophets
receive comes from the Active Intellect.

This is in essence the doctrine of the philosophers. However,
when they learn the teachings of the prophets they try to reconcile
them with their doctrines. They take the words of the prophets and
use them in their discourses and writings, so that those who are not
aware of what the prophets meant by them think that they have
only used them in the prophetic sense and thus go astray. This may
be found in the writings of Ibn Sina and those who have taken their
ideas from him. Al-Ghazali has referred to this fact when he states

their doctrines and has often cautioned people against them.
However, some of their ideas have also found their way into his
writings, such as Al-Madniin bihi ‘ala Ghayr Ahlihi and others.
Even in the Ihya’ he uses concepts like al-mulk, al-malakiit, and
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al-jabarut by which he means the worlds of physical bodies, souls,
and intelligences respectively, as we have in the philosophers.
Similarly, he mentions the Preserved Tablet (al-lawh al-mahfiz)
and identifies it with the Universal Soul; and so on and so on. We
have discussed these things elsewhere in detail, which may be
consulted. It is strange that in the Tahafut and other works he taxes
the philosophers with faithlessness, but in Al-Madniin Bihi he
expounds on their own doctrines, even their view of prophethood
and God.

The three qualities which the philosophers mention as
distinctive qualities of prophethood are also found in the non-
prophets, even in infidels from among the pagans and the People of
the Book. We have among them people who are distinguished for
their knowledge and devotion, by virtue of which they have
extraordinary intuitions and insights not found in common people.
As for the imaginative faculty, all human beings have it; that is
why they have dreams. What distinguishes the prophet is the fact,
they say, that he “sees” while awake what others see in dreams.
But this quality is also found in many non-prophets who also see
many things an ordinary person sees in dreams. They themselves
admit it when they attribute it to sorcerers and men who are
possessed. The only difference, they point out, is that the motive of
the sorcerer is not good, and the man possessed by a jinn is not in
control of his reason. Thus, according to them, the prophets belong
to the same class as sorcerers and the insane. This is what the
infidels have always said about the prophets as God has
mentioned: “Similarly, no messenger came to the people before
them, but they said (of him) in like manner (that he is) a sorcerer or
one possessed” (51:2).

To these people the visions which the prophet sees and the
voices which he hears are similar to what the sorcerers and the
insane see and hear. The only thing in which they differ is that
whereas the prophet preaches good, the sorcerer preaches evil, and
the insane has lost his reason. But in this respect not only the
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prophets but also ordinary men and women differ from the
sorcerers and the insane. Hence the prophets would have no
distinction in their view; they would be on a par with all other
believers. .

Similarly, the power to influence the ordinary course of events
which the philosophers attribute to the prophets is also available to
sorcerers and others. Since they do not recognize the existence of
jinns and devils, they attribute the strange things that happen in the
world they know of to some power of the human soul. Hence the
miracles of the prophets and the wonders of the sorcerers and
diviners, and the information which a possessed person gives, are
the work of some power in the human soul. The soul gets
information from its contact with the Universal Soul which they
call al-lawh al-mahfiiz, the Guarded Tablet, and effects changes in
the course of events through its own psychic powers. When Ibn
Sina was told of wonders which he could not deny he tried to
explain them in the light of these principles. In the Isharat he
writes that at first he did not recognize these events, but when he
ascertained that such things did happen in the world he tried to find
out the cause.

Aristotle and his students were not aware of these wonders,
hence they did not discuss them or the miracles of the prophets.
But magic and sorcery were present in their society, and they knew
them, however, they were the least knowledgeable people on such
matters. Other peoples such as the Indians, the Turks, and many
others who believed in a variety of gods, worshiped idols, and
engaged in talismans and spells were more knowledgeable on these
matters; they knew that they were caused by jinns and demons at
the hands of the sorcerers and the diviners who were in contact
with them. These people, on the other hand, did not know that; that
is why they believed that prophethood was something within the
power of men. No wonder then, Suhrwardi Maqtul®®’ aspired to be
a prophet, as did Ibn Sab‘in and others.
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True nubiwwah, or prophethood, is a favor from God. It is a
revelation from God to a servant of His choice; the prophet is one
whom He chooses to receive the revelations, and the revelations
come to him from none but God. The revelations of the
non-prophets, on the other hand, come from the evil ones; and their
recipients are false prophets like Musaylamah the imposter, and
many others even worse than they, for Musaylamah and the like
were in contact with spirits who would speak to them and tell them
of unseen things, and who were out there, not inside them, a fact
which these people do not know. Jinns and devils exist out there,
and their words have been heard by countless numbers of people.
The same is true of those whom they have possessed and from
whose mouths they have spoken.

The difference between a prophet and a sorcerer is even greater
than the difference between day and night. The prophet gets his
revelation from an angel whom God appoints to communicate His
message; the sorcerer gets his messages from the evil one whom he
asks what to do or not to do. God has said, “Shall I inform you
(people) on whom it is that the evil ones descend? They descend
on every lying, wicked person (into whose ears) they pour hearsay
vanities, and most of them are liars” (26:221-3). One message is
not like the other message, nor is one command like the other
command; similarly, one communicator is not like the other
communicator, nor is one commander like the other commander;
again one recipient of messages is not like the other recipient. That
1s why speaking of the agent who brought the Qur’an to
Muhammad (pbuh), God has made it clear that he is an angel
existing in himself, separate from the Prophet and not an idea in
the latter’s mind as philosophers think. His, words are, “Verily this
is the word of a most honorable messenger, endued with power,
with rank before the Lord of the Throne, with authority there (and)
faithful to his trust. And (people,) your companion is not one
possessed; without doubt he saw him in the clear horizon. Neither
does he withhold grudgingly a knowledge of the Unseen, nor is it
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the word of a spirit evil and accursed. Then whither go you? Verily
this is no less than a message to (all) the worlds (with profit) to
whoever among you wills to go straight. But you shall not will
except as God wills, the Cherisher-Lord of the Worlds” (81:19-29).
Thus the Qur’an is the word of a messenger whom God and not the
Evil One has sent, who is an angel, honorable and powerful, with a
position of honor with the Lord of the Throne, who wields an
authority and is obeyed, and who is faithful and trustworthy. His
commands are obeyed by those who constitute the Grand
Assembly to which the evil ones have no access. ‘Iblis, too, did not
have entry into it after he was driven out from it.

These so-called philosophers could not form a correct view of
prophethood and went astray. A group of Sufis who boast to have
true knowledge, such as Ibn ‘Arabi, Ibn Sab‘in and many others
also went astray. They took up the philosophers’ ideas and put
them in their own mystical language. This is why Ibn ‘Arabi
claimed that saints were better than prophets, that the prophets and
saints took their theological doctrines from the Seal of the Saints,
and that he in turn received them from the same source from which
the angel would receive them and pass them on to the prophets.
The angel, in his view, is the imaginative faculty (khayal) of the
soul which is subject to the authority of the intellect. This is what
he thinks Gabriel is. To these people the Prophet receives from his
khayal whatever voice he hears within himself. That is why they
say that Moses was addressed from the heaven of his intellect, and
the voice that he heard came from within him and not from
outside. Some of them even claim superiority over Moses, just as
Ibn ‘Arabi claims superiority over Muhammad, since he receives,
he says, directly from the Intelligence from whom the prophet’s
khayal receives its ideas, for him the khayal is the Angel from
whom the Prophet receives his revelations. That is why he has said
that he receives from the same source from which the Angel

receives what he reveals to the prophets.
[An-Nubawwat 168-72]
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(5.7) The authority of the prophet.

The way to truly obeying God passes through the Prophet. He
is infallible in whatever he conveys from God; he must be believed
in whatever he says; and must be obeyed in whatever he
commands. All other authorities, religious and political, are to be
obeyed so long as they do not enjoin anything which goes against
the command of God, and no one other than the prophet is
infallible.

Our duty is only to obey God, but there is no way to know His
words and commands except through His messengers. Whoever
speaks on His behalf, conveys His words and His commands, is,
therefore, to be obeyed in whatever he says. Others are to be
obeyed sometimes and sometimes not. Political authorities, for
example, are to be obeyed within their jurisdictions so long as they
do not order anything contrary to God’s commands. Similarly,
religious scholars are to be obeyed by common men in the
injunctions they issue, since they either communicate from God or
find out His will in matters which come up, and tell them; their
verdicts are binding on people. The same position is enjoyed by
spiritual leaders (mashayikh) in religious matters, and worldly
authorities in secular affairs, such as the imams in prayers or in
hajj, or the commanders in battle, or officers in government, or
preceptors in spiritual matters: their orders are to be carried out and
their precepts are to be followed.

The point I am making is that whoever sets up an authority and
follows his words without any restriction in matters of belief or
practice is wrong. Imamite Shi‘is set up an infallible imam whose
orders they say must be carried out. They are certainly wrong, for
there is no infallible authority other than the Prophet, whose orders
have to be followed in every matter. The imams who they have set

up from among the family of the Prophet (ahl al-bayt) were of



242 Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam

different statures. One of them, ‘Ali, was a rightly guided caliph;
he was to be obeyed just like any other rightly guided caliph before
him. Some of them, such as ‘Al1 Ibn Al-Husayn, Abt Ja‘far
Al-Bagqir, Ja‘far Ibn Muhammad As-Sadiq were religious scholars
and leaders; to them we owe what we owe to any other religious
scholar and leader. others rank even lower than them.

Similarly wrong are those who preach absolute and unqualified
submission to a preceptor (shaykh) in a StUf1 tarigah exalting him
over other preceptors like him, such as Shaykh ‘Adiy,® Shaykh
Ahmad,*® Shaykh ‘Abdul-Qadir,** Shaykh Hayat,**' or who enjoin
the following of any particular religious scholar such as any one of
the four imams in all that he says, enjoins or forbids without
exception, or who preach obedience to kings, governors, judges,
and officials in whatever they command to do or not to do without
any reservation or qualification. Of course, they do not regard
these authorities to be infallible, except for some extremists among
the disciples of the Sufi masters like Shaykh ‘Adiy and Sa‘d
Al-Madini Ibn Hammawayh®* and the like who believe them to be
infallible, just as the extremists among the followers of the of Bani
Hashim believe their imams to be. Some even claim them to be
superior to the prophets, and ascribe to them a kind of divinity.

Most of the followers of a religious scholar or a preceptor do
not differ in their feelings and wishes from their friends who
believe that people must submit to their leader; they only do not
say it openly, or assert it as a matter of belief. Their practice does
not tally with their faith just as we have in the case of the sinners;
however, they are better than those who believe that submission to
their leaders is obligatory. The case with the followers of kings and
rulers is no different. God has depicted their condition in these
words: “We obeyed our chiefs and great men (blindly) and they
took us away from the right path” (33:67). They follow their
instructions, and obey their commands without taking it as an

article of faith; however, some of them consider it as a part of
faith.
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Submission to the prophet depends upon knowledge of his
teachings and the power to act upon them. When that knowledge
and power vanishes it is the time of fatrah - interregnum. Before
our Prophet (pbuh), whenever such a time came a new message
was revealed and a new prophet was sent. Think over this
statement; it is very important.

The philosophers, theologians and Stfis who elevate analogy,
reason or intuition (dhawq) into an absolute principle, and give
precedence to the leaders of kalam, logic, philosophy, or mysticism
over the Prophet are just like those who submit absolutely to a
personality. Let it be clear that absolute submission is due only to
the Prophet.

[Fatawa 19:69-71]

(5.8) The way to knowledge of the Unseen is through
prophethood.

No one can dispense with the revelations to the Prophet in
matters unseen. His word guarantees the truth. The experience of a
mystic, or his reason cannot sit in judgment over his word.

The view held by various esoteric groups, such as the authors
of the Rasa’il Ikhwan As-Safa’ from among the Shi‘is, Ibn Sab‘in,
Ibn ‘Arabi and others from among the Sufis, and expounded by
Abil Hamid*® and many others in their writings, that those who
engage in spiritual exercises and purify their hearts, and adorn their
souls with noble virtues know the truth about such realities as God,
angels, the Books, the prophets, the Last Day, jinns and devils
independently of what prophets say, and want us to believe is
based upon a wrong premise. The assumption is that when one
purifies one’s soul, it receives knowledge from the Active Intellect
or from another source.

Abu Hamid speaks of it a lot. It is one of the points on which

people have found fault with him. They have charged him with
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dispensing with the agency of prophethood in knowing unseen
realities, and of saying that the Qur’an and Sunnah do not tell the
real truth about them, that we cannot know from their words what
they really mean, or what is to be taken literally and what is to be
interpreted metaphorically as well as of claiming that when a
person engages in spiritual exercises things appear to him as such;
hence what agrees with his vision should be confirmed and what
does not should be interpreted. That is why his writings, they say,
undermine faith in prophethood. His ideas are derived from the
philosophers, In his Mishkat al-Anwar and Kimiya’ as-Sa ‘adah, for
example, he simply restates their doctrines. He says, for example,
that for one who engages in spiritual exercises it is possible to hear
the word of God just like Moses son of ‘Imran (pbuh). This and
other similar ideas that he has expounded on in his writings have
been condemned by various Muslim scholars better aware of the
Qur’an and the Sunnah from various schools of thought: Shafi‘is,
Malikis, Hanafis, Hanbalis, Stfis faithfully following the Prophet,
the ahl al-hadith, and theologians of the Ahl as-Sunnah.

Some theologians and rationalists have also found fault with
those ideas of Abti Hamid which are true. They have said, for
example, that purification of the heart and spiritual exercises have
nothing to do with knowledge. This is wrong. The truth is that
piety and purification of the soul is one of the most important ways
to acquire knowledge. This does not, however, dispense with
faithful adherence to the Qur’in and the Sunnah in belief and in
practice. No one can know independently by himself what the
Prophet has said of the Unseen; he is indispensable in these
matters. His word categorically tells the truth, and neither the
intuition of a mystic nor the logic of a philosopher can be set in
Judgment over it. It verifies the intuition and the reason it agrees
with and negates the ones it differs from. In faét, every so-called
“intuition” and “reasoning” which goes against the word of the
Prophet is a false reasoning and a false intuition. With regard to
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things like this we say, “We take shelter in God from the reasoning
of the philosopher and the intuition of the mystic.”

It often happens that a person purifies his soul, but Satan drops
in it different ideas. If he does not stick to the message of the
Prophet, Satan takes charge of him, as God has said, “If anyone
withdraws himself from remembrance of (God) the Most Glorious,
We appoint for him an evil one to be an intimate companion to
him” (43:36). On the other hand, He has made it clear, “Whoever
follows My guidance will not lose his way, or fall into misery”
(20:123).

[Ar-Radd ‘ald al-Mantigiyyin 509-11]

(5.9) Infallibility of the prophets

(a) Prophets neither default nor commit any error in
communicating God'’s revelations to the people. But they may err
in judgment (ijtihad), however, they are soon corrected. They are
completely innocent of major sins, but may commit some minor
mistakes, however, they never persist in them. This is the view of
Muslim scholars in general.

Scholars are agreed that prophets neither default nor commit
any error in communicating their message; however, in forming
opinions or making judgments in matters of law (ijtihad) they may
err sometimes, but they are not left uncorrected. Scholars similarly
agree that all the decrees which the prophets promulgate on behalf
of God are to be obeyed, and all the statements they make are to be
believed. They further agree that their own injunctions, commands
or prohibitions have to be complied with. This is what all the
schools of thought in the ummah believe. Only the Khawarij differ;
they say that the prophet is infallible in whatever he communicates
from God, but not in what he himself enjoins. They have been
denounced for this heresy by the entire body of the Ahl as-Sunnah
wa al-Jama‘ah....
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Most of the scholars, or at least many of them rule out the
commission of major sins on the part of the prophets. But they do
not rule out minor faults. However, the majority which allows
them and those who allow major sins say that the prophets do not
persist in them. They immediately repent, and their repentance
raises their status in the sight of God....

As for error in judgment, there are two views on the subject;
but all are agreed that the prophets are not left uncorrected, and
that they are to be obeyed in what they are confirmed, and not in
what is disapproved of them and rectified.

[Minhaj as-Sunnah 2:82]

Ibn Taymiyyah was asked about a person who was denounced by
another as infidel (kafir) on saying that the prophets never commit
major sins but they may commit minor ones, was he right or was
he wrong; has any scholar said that the prophets are innocent of
all sins, major and minor. What is the correct view on the subject?
Ibn Taymiyyah wrote this answer:

Praise be to Allah, the Lord of the Worlds. The person (whom
you have mentioned) is not a kafir this is agreed upon by all
religious scholars. Nor is this matter a question of abusing the
Prophet, on which opinions differ as to whether the abuser would
be allowed to recant or not; there is also no disagreement on this
issue. Qadi ‘Iyad®* and other scholars have clearly stated it.
Although they greatly stress the innocence of the prophets and call
for punishing the one who abuses them, they are agreed that one
who holds the view mentioned above is not guilty of abusing
prophets and is not liable for any punishment, what to say of being
condemned as infidel (kafir) or transgressor (fasiq), for the view
that the prophets are free from major rather than minor sins is held
by the majority of Islamic scholars and all the schools of thought.
This is also the view of most theologians. Abt Al-Hasan
Al-Amidi**** has written that this is what most Ash‘aris as well as
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most scholars of tafsir, hadith and figh believe. This has been
reported of the Salaf and the a’immah, the Companions, the
Successors, and their Successors

The view which the great majority of scholars hold is that the
prophets are not free from minor sins but they do not persist in
them. They do not say that they never commit any minor sin at all.

The first group of people to uphold absolute innocence and to
stress upon it greatly was the Rafidah. They even claim that the
prophets never forget anything, nor make any mistake nor interpret
anything wrongly. They also assert these things of the imams in
whom they believe, such as ‘Alt and the rest of the Twelve-Imam
Shi‘is. The same ‘ismah is asserted of their imams by the Isma‘ilis
who once ruled over Egypt, and claimed to have descended from
‘Ali through Fatimah, even though scholars hold that they are
descended from ‘Ubaydullah Al-Qaddah.>® The truth about them,
as Al-Ghazalt has written in the book he wrote in refutation of
them, is that openly their religion is rafd@’*** but in reality it is pure
faithlessness.

Qadi Abi Ya‘la and many other scholars have discussed the
view of these people in their writings. They and those who think
like them are very much extremists; they dub as infidels those who
differ from them. The truth is that these extremists themselves are
infidels as Muslims in general believe. Those who condemn as
infidel one who allows minor sins for the prophets are very much
like these Isma‘ilis, Nusayris, Rafidah, and Ithna-‘Ashariyyahs.
They have no support from anyone form among the followers of
Abu Hanifah or Malik or Ash-Shafi‘i, nor from anyone form
among the theologians of the Ahl as-Sunnah, whether a follower of
Abi Muhammad ‘Abdullah Ibn Sa‘id Ibn Kullab.** or Aba Al-
Hasan ‘Al Ibn Isma‘il Al-Ash‘ari, or Abti Abdullah Muhammad

Ibn Karram,*¥

or any other, nor even from any renowned
commentator of the Qura’n, muhaddith or Stufi. None of them has

charged any person with faithlessness on this account. Hence, if
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anyone does so he should be asked to recant; if he recants he
should be left alone; otherwise he should be punished severely so
that it may deter him as well as others from repeating the charge.
Certainly if anyone commits a thing which is faithlessness, or
zandaqah, he will be charged accordingly. Similarly, if anyone
calls fasiq, transgressor, the holder of the view in question he will
also be chastised after he is shown that he is mistaken for his stand

amounts to charging all the a 'immah of Islam with transgression.
[Fatawad 4:319-21]

(c) Opinions differ as to whether a prophet may say something

which is incorrect and which God would correct afterwards and
would not leave him to persist therein. It has been claimed that the
Prophet once said about the gods of the Makkans, “These are great
stars, and their intercession will be acceptable.” Thereupon God
repudiated these words which Satan had put in the mouth of the
Prophet, and made him reaffirm the words that He had revealed to
him.**® Some scholars do not allow for such things while others do,
since they think that it does not involve anything repugnant, and
since God has Himself says, “Never did We send a messenger or a
prophet before you, but when he framed a desire, Satan threw
some (vanity) into his desire. But God will cancel anything (vain)
that Satan throws in, and God will confirm His verses, for God is
full of knowledge and wisdom, that He may make the suggestions
thrown in by Satan simply a trial for those in whose hearts is a
disease and who are hardened of heart. Verily the wrongdoers are
in schism far (from the truth)” (22:53-54). However, all of them
agree that prophets are not left to continue in their error or fault.
They are not prepared to attribute anything to them which is not
consistent with their duties and their mission as the preachers of
God’s messages. Moreover, the majority of those scholars who
allow for the commission of minor sins on their part say that they
do not persist in those sins. They soon repent; hence their sins do
not reduce their status. A tradition says that David was better than
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before after he had repented. God certainly loves the penitent and
the pure in heart; sometimes one does an evil which paves the way
for entry into Paradise.

As for forgetting in salah or outside salah, it does happen with
the prophets, and may serve some good purpose, namely that their
followers may learn what to do in such cases. Malik has noted in
his Muwatta that the Prophet said “I forget or I am made to forget
so that I may show them what to do in such cases.””® He is also
reported to have said, “I am a human being; I forget as you do,
hence remind me when I forget.”** This has been recorded by both
Al-Bukhari and Muslim.

[Minhaj as-Sunnah 1:130]

(5.10) Approaching God through the Prophet

The wasilah, the means which God has asked us to take in
order to approach Him, only means that we should perform
obligatory and supererogatory works. It means nothing else.
Furthermore, what obligatory duties and what supererogatory
works we should engage in has been defined by the Prophet.
Hence, to take the wasilah means nothing but to follow what the
Prophet has taught. As for approaching God through the Prophet
(tawassul bi al-nabi), it is, first of all, through belief in him and
obedience to his commands. Next, it is through his prayers and his
intercessions, the former in this life and the latter on the Day of
Judgment. Both are perfectly right, and completely agreed upon
among the Muslims. But if it is taken to mean adjuring God in the
name of the Prophet or beseeching Him in his name, none of his
Companions ever did that in his life or after his death.

Wasilah and tawassul are ambiguous terms and have been used

in different senses. To do justice to them we have to define various
senses in which they have been used. We have to see how they
have been used in the Qur’an and the Sunnah and what they have

F11 IBN TAYMIYYAH



250 Ibn Taymiyyah Expounds on Islam

meant there, what the Companions have meant by them and how
they have practiced them, and finally what they have come to mean
in our times. Much of the confusion people have with regard to
these terms is due to their ambiguous nature as we have said. The
result is that they are not able to find out what the truth is.

Wasilah occurs in the Qur’an in the following verses: “You
who believe! Do your duty to God, seek the means of approach
unto Him” (5:35); and, “Call on those besides Him whom you
fancy. They have neither the power to remove your troubles from
you nor to change them. Those whom they call upon do desire (for
themselves) means of access (wasilah) to their Lord, even those
who are nearest. They hope for His mercy and fear His wrath, for
the wrath of your Lord is something to take heed of” (17:56-7).

This means that the wasilah which God has asked us to seek,
and which He has advised His angels and prophets to seek is the
performance of obligatory and supererogatory works. Everything
which is obligatory or desirable is included in the wasilah, and
what does not fall into these two categories is not part of wasilah,
that is, things that are forbidden, undesirable or permissible.
Moreover, the obligatory and the desirable are defined by the
Prophet and enjoined as duty or commended by him. All this
follows from faith in the Prophet. In short, the wasilah which God

has asked us to seek is to approach Him through submission to
what the Prophet has taught; there is no way to God other than that.

As for the hadith, the word wasilah occurs in some authentic
ahadith. In one hadith, the Prophet (pbuh) says, “Pray to God to
grant me wasilah, which is a particular position in Paradise
reserved for a servant of God, and I hope to be that servant.
Whoever of you asks it for me, shall intercede for him on the Day
of Judgment.”*" In another hadith, he said, “On hearing the call for
salah whoever says, ‘0 God, the Lord of this perfect call and this
ensuing salah, grant Muhammad wasilah and honor, and raise him
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to the laudable position that You have promised him; certainly You
do not violate your promise,” he shall have my intercession.””"

Wasilah in this sense is for the Prophet alone; our duty is to

pray to God to bless him with this honor. He has said that God will
grant it to one of His servants, and has expressed the hope that he
shall be that servant. He has asked us to pray to God to grant it to
him and said that we shall be rewarded for that prayer with his
intercession on the Day of Judgment. Since reward is usually in
terms of the things calling for the reward, when we are called to
pray for the Prophet we shall be rewarded with the Prophet’s
prayer for us, his intercession. He has said, “Whoever invokes
God’s blessing on me one time, God will bless him ten times.”*>

In the language of the Companions, tawassul bi al-nabi means
approaching God through the Prophet’s prayer and intercession.
But in the language of many later scholars it came to mean
adjuring God in the name of the Prophet or beseeching Him in his
name, as they adjure in the name of any other prophet or pious
man, or one whom they consider to be pious. In short, tawassul bi
al-nabi is used in three different senses; two of them are correct
and agreed upon among the ummah, but the third has no support
from the Sunnah. Of the two correct meanings, one is approaching
God through faith in the Prophet and obedience to his commands;
the other is approaching God through prayer and intercession, as
mentioned above. Tawassul in these two senses is approved by all
the Muslims. You may refer, for example, to the words of ‘Umar
Ibn Al-Khattab when he said “0 God! Earlier when we had drought
we would approach You through the Prophet (tawassalna ilayka bi
nabiyyina), and You would give us rain. Now we approach You
through the uncle of the Prophet, so give us rain.”** In other
words, through his prayer and intercession. God’s words, “seek the
means to approach Him,” mean that we should approach Him
through obeying His commands as well as the commands of His
Prophet, for obedience to the Prophet is obedience to God, as God
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has Himself has said, “He who obeys the Messenger obeys
God”’(4:80).

This tawassul is the heart of Islam, and no one has ever denied
it. As for tawassul through the prayer and intercession of the
Prophet, as is referred to by ‘Umar Ibn Al-Khattab, it is a tawassul
through his prayer, not through his person. That is why after the
death of the Prophet, ‘Umar moved away from tawassul through
the Prophet to fawassul through his uncle, ‘Abbas. Had tawassul
through the person of any being been allowed ‘Umar would have
referred to the person of ‘Abbas. So when he left the tawassul
through the Prophet and took to fawassul through ‘Abbas, it means
that what was possible in the Prophet’s life was no longer possible
after his death. This is why the second tawassul is different from
the first tawassul, through faith and obedience to the Prophet,
which is available all the time.

To sum up, tawassul may mean three different things. One is
tawassul through obedience to the Prophet; this is a duty and your
faith is not complete without it. The second is tawassul through his
prayers and intercession; it was possible in his life and will be
possible on the Day of Judgment. The third is tawassul through his
person, in the sense that you adjure God in his name and ask of
Him in his name. This was never done by the Companions,
whether praying for rain or anything else, neither in the life of the
Prophet nor after his death, neither near his grave nor away from it.
Nothing of this kind is referred to in their prayers that have come
down to us through authentic channels. However, in weak
traditions going back to the Prophet (marfii ‘) stopping at the
Companions (mawgiif), or emerging from persons whose words
carry no authority, we do have some things of this kind.

It is this third kind of tawassul which Abu Hanifah and his
students have pronounced unlawful and forbidden. They have said,
“God should not be prayed to in the name of any creature. Nobody
should say for example, ‘Lord! I pray to You in the name (bi

haqqi) of your prophets.” Abu-Hanifah’s words are; “Nobody
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should pray to God except in His name. I dislike that anyone
should say ‘in the name of this or that servant of Yours (bi haqqi
khalqika).” Abt Yusuf has said that he disliked the words “in the
name of Your prophets, or messengers, or the Sacred House (Bayt
al-Haram), or Mash‘ar al-Haram.”” Al-Quduri has written,
“Prayer in the name of any creature is not permissible, for no one
has any right over God.”**

The verdict of Abu Hanifah, his disciples and many other
scholars that God should not be prayed to in the name of any
creature, be he a prophet or a messenger or anyone else, means two

things: One adjuring God in anyone’s name (igsam ‘al@ Allah)
for doing something. This is forbidden according to the
overwhelming majority of scholars, as we have mentioned before;
the same is true about adjuring God in the name of the Ka‘bah, or
the masha ‘ir;’>’ scholars are also agreed on that. Second, it means
praying to God in the name of someone. This is permitted by some
scholars; it is also reported that some Elders have allowed it, and
many people have been heard praying to God in this way.
However, every report from the Prophet to this effect is without
exception weak or even fabricated; we have nothing authentic from
him which may be cited as an argument, except the hadith of the
blind man whom the Prophet taught to pray in this way: “Lord! I
pray to You, and turn to You through Your Prophet, Muhammad,
the prophet of mercy.” But this hadith does not support their view;
it simply means that the blind man approached God through the
Prophet’s prayer and intercession. He requested the Prophet to pray
for him, and the Prophet instructed him to say, “O Lord! Accept
his (i.e. the Prophet’s) intercession in my favor.” When the Prophet
prayed for him, God gave him back his sight.”®® This is counted as
one of the miracles of the Prophet.

[Fatawa 1:199-203. 222-3]
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6. THE QUR’AN
(6.1) The Qur’an is the word of God

Texts telling that the Qur’an is God’s speech, and not the

speech of any human being or angel.

From the words, “This is verily the word of an honorable
messenger” (69:20; 8:19), it is wrong to infer that the Qur’an was
composed by a messenger. This is because God has said these
words at two different places in the Qur’an. In one, the messenger
is Muhammad, and in the other, it is Gabriel. The first verse is,
“This is verily the word of a respectable messenger. It is not the
word of a poet; little it is you believe. Nor is it the word of a
soothsayer; little admonition it is you receive. (This is) a message
sent down from the Lord of the Worlds” (69:40-3). The messenger
referred to here is Muhammad, peace and blessings of God be
upon him. The second verse is, “This is verily the word of a most
honorable messenger endued with power, with rank before the
Lord of the Throne, with authority there, (and) faithful to his trust”
(81:19-21). The messenger here is Gabriel. Now if the words,
“This is verily the word of an honorable messenger” meant that the
messenger was the author of the Qur’an or any part of it, one verse
would contradict the other, for if either of the two messengers had
composed the Qur’an the other could not have done so.

Second, the verse says, “This is verily the word of an
honorable messenger”; it does not say, “It is the word of an angel
or a prophet.” The word “messenger” means that he has been sent
by someone, that he is conveying the message of his sender. If the
message 1s ascribed to him it is in the sense that it is delivered by
him, and not in the sense that it is composed or initiated by him.

Third, God has condemned as an infidel a person who says that
the Qur’an was the word of a human being: “He thought and
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plotted! And woe to him how he plotted! Yes, woe to him how he
plotted! Then he looked round; then he frowned and he scolded;
then he turned back and was haughty; then he said, ‘This is nothing
but the word of a mortal!” Soon will I cast him into Hell-Fire!”
(74:18-26). Since Muhammad was a human being, whoever says
that the Qur’an is the speech of Muhammad is an infidel. It makes
no difference whether he says that it is the speech of a man or a
jinn or an angel; on every count he commits infidelity. And since,
refuting his claim, God has affirmed that the Qur’an is the word of
an honorable messenger, it can only mean that the messenger is its
conveyor, that he delivers the words of the One Who has sent him,
and not that he himself has composed it. It is the word of God,
Who has appointed him as messenger, as He has said elsewhere,
“If anyone among the pagans asks you for asylum grant it to him,
so that he may hear the word of God” (9:6). This clearly shows that
what the messenger conveys is the word of God, not the word of
the messenger.

This is the reason why the Prophet would say to the people of
the various tribes who came to Makkah at hajj time, “Is there
anyone among you who can take me to his people that I may
preach to them the words of my Lord; the Quraysh do not allow
me to preach the words of my Lord.”** This hadith is recorded by
Abu Dawid and many other traditionists. Obviously, words are the
words of the person who says them first, not of the person who
conveys or delivers them. Moses heard the word of God directly
from Him, not through any medium. The Believers, on the other
hand, hear God’s words, one from the other. Moses’ hearing was
direct hearing, without any intervening medium; people’s hearing,
on the other hand, is indirect hearing through a medium. God has
made this difference clear when He has said, “It is not fitting for a
man that God should speak to him except by revelation (wahi) or
from behind a veil, or by the sending of a messenger to reveal,
with God’s permission, what God wills” (43:51). He has thus
differentiated between speaking from behind a veil, which he did
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in the case of Moses, and speaking through the medium of a
messenger, as He did in the case of all the prophets to whom He

sent a messenger.
[Fatawa 12:135-37]

(6.2) What we should believe regarding the Qur’an.

The Qur’an is the word of God, and it is uncreated. It has
originated from Him, and to Him it shall return. It is with God in a
Guarded Book, as it is remembered by men in their hearts, or
written in books, or recited by tongues. However, the ink with
which it is written, the voice in which it is read, as well as the acts
of writing and reading, all are created.

What one should believe with regard to the Qur’an or, for that
matter, with regard to any other thing, i1s what the Book of God and
the Sunnah of the Prophet (pbuh) say on the subject and what is
agreed upon by the Elders, who and whose followers have received
God’s applause, whereas those who have diverged from their path
have received His condemnation. One should believe
- that the Qur’an which God has revealed to His Servant and His
Messenger is His word; that even though it has been sent down, it
1s uncreated; |
- that it has originated from God and shall return to Him;

- that it is, as God has said, “an honorable reading, in a Book
well-guarded which none shall touch but those who are clean”
(56:77-9), or “a glorious reading (inscribed) in a Preserved Tablet”
(85:21-2) or, “(inscribed) in the Mother Book, in Our presence,
high (in dignity) full of wisdom™ (43:4);

- that it is preserved in the hearts as the Prophet has said, “Keep
on reciting the Qur’an for it slips out of one’s heart much more

easily than a camel from the cord that hobbles it;”** or, “The heart

which has nothing of the Qur’an is like a house in ruin.”**!
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- that what was written within the covers of the mushaf, the
sacred scripture which the Companions compiled, was the word of
God, as the Prophet has said. “Do not travel with the Qur’an to the
land of the enemy, lest they seize it.””**

This is, I think, what a Muslim should believe with regard to the
Qur’an....

To this I will add a few words by way of explanation. Whoever
believes that the ink used in the mushaf or the voice of the person
who recites the Qur’an is eternal and everlasting is wrong and
mistaken; he goes against the Qur’an and the Sunnah, as well as
the consensus of the Elders and all the scholars of Islam. No doctor
of Islam either from among the followers of Imam Ahmad or any
other imam has ever said that these things are eternal. Whoever
attributes it to any doctor from among the followers of Ahmad is
either misinformed or deliberately lying. What has come down
authentically from Imam Ahmad and from his followers in general
is that one who says that his reading of the Qur’an is uncreated is
guilty of bid ‘ah; on the other hand, one who says that his reading
of the Qur’an is created is a Jahmi.

Abii Bakr Al-Marwazi,*® a great disciple of Imam Ahmad,
wrote a book on this subject, and Abti Bakr Al-Khallal®®
reproduced it in his Kit@b as-Sunnah in which he quoted the words
of Imam Ahmad and other imams on creedal issues. Some scholars
of hadith at that time used to say that their reading of the Qur’an
was uncreated. They said so in reaction to those who had said that
their reading of the Qur’an was created. When Imam Ahmad was
informed of it he condemned it in strong terms, denounced the
people who had said it as heretics (mubtadi ‘) and declared that no
scholar had ever said that. If this is his verdict on those who say
that their reading of the Qur’an is uncreated, you can imagine what
he would say about those who say that their reading of the Qur’an
1s eternal (qadim)! Certainly far more mistaken are those who say

that the ink in the mushaf is eternal. The entire galaxy of imams
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belonging to the school of Ahmad as well as other schools has
unanimously condemned this statement. I am not aware of a single
scholar who upholds it, except some ignorant people from among
the Kurds. God Himself has differentiated between His words and
the ink used in writing His words. He says, “Say: If the ocean were
ink (wherewith to write out) the words of my Lord, sooner would
the ocean be exhausted than would the words of my Lord, even if
we added another ocean like it for its aid” (18:109). Hence, those
who say such things are mistaken.

Similarly mistaken are those who say that the Qur’an is learned
by the heart the same way as God is apprehended by it, or that it is
recited with the tongue just as “God” is spoken with it, or that it is
written in the mushaf just as God is written in the hearts, on the
- tongues, or in the books at the same level as God’s existence in
these places, for the existence of a being in the mushaf is clearly
different from the existence of a word in it. You know that things
exist on four different levels: (1) out there; (2) in mind; (3) in
speech; and (4) in writing. The idea in mind corresponds to the
thing outside; the spoken word corresponds to the idea in mind,
and the written word corresponds to the spoken word. Hence, when
it is said that a thing is in the Book of God, as we have in the verse,
“Everything that they have done is in the books (of their deeds)
(52:54),” it only means that the thing which is inscribed in the
books corresponds to the words that are used to express the ideas
in mind of the things done. Hence between the thing out there and
the mushaf there are two levels of being, the spoken word and the
written word. As for speech (kalam) itself there is no ontic stage
between it and the mushaf, for it is the speech (kalam) itself which
is there in the book, even though the spoken word differs from the
written word in some respects. However, if by the statement, “X is
in the mushaf” you mean that X is mentioned in it, then this is
something different. In the Qur’an we have, “Verily this is a
revelation from the Lord of the Worlds; the Trustworthy Spirit has
brought it to your heart so that you may be among those who
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preach and admonish in perspicuous Arabic. Without doubt, it is
(announced) in the books of former peoples. Is it not a sign to them
that the learned among the Children of Israel know it?” (26:192-6).
Obviously, what is in the books of the former people is not the
Qur’an itself, which was revealed to Muhammad (pbuh) and not to
anyone before him, but only an announcement about it. People’s
deeds provide another example. The Qur’an says, “All that they do
is noted in their books (of deeds)” (54:52). Hence we must
distinguish between saying that something is in the books and
saying that a word or speech (kalam) is in the books. God has said,
“This is indeed a Qur’an most honorable, in a Book well-guarded”
(56:72-8); and, “A messenger from God rehearses the Scripture
kept pure and holy wherein are decrees right and straight” (98:2-3).
Hence, whoever says that the ink is eternal is wrong, and whoever
says that the word of God is not in the mushaf, but only the ink
which is what one means by the word of God, is also wrong. The
correct view is that the Qur’an is in the mushaf, as any other word
or speech is in the pages of a book. This is agreed upon in the
ummah, and is part of the Muslim faith. Every ontic state has its
own specific characteristics.

The existence of speech in the Book is not like the existence of
a quality in an object such as knowledge or life in a being, so that
you may say that an attribute of God has entered into something
other than Him, or that it has left Him. Nor is it simply a sign
among other signs, as the existence of the world is a sign of its
Creator. You are not justified in saying that what is there in the
Book is only a sign for the speech of God; it is something
completely different. If you do not distinguish between one ontic
state and another referred to by different adverbs of place, or if you
do not differentiate, for example, between a body being in a space
or place, or an accident being in a body, or an image being in a
mirror, or if you do not distinguish between seeing a thing with the
eyes while awake and seeing it mentally or in sleep, and so on, you
will be confusing everything.
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The question whether what is in the mushaf is contingent or
eternal (al-qadim) is ambiguous. The Elders have not used the
word gadim; they have only said that the Qur’an is God’s speech
(kalam) and uncreated, and that it is His speech whether it is
recited or written. It is just one Qur’an and one speech irrespective
of the forms it takes in recitation or in writing, and irrespective of
the sounds and the ink that are involved, for speech is the speech of

the person who first makes it, and not of the one who rehearses
or transmits it. When a traditionist reports that the Prophet said,
innama al-a ‘mal bi al-niyyar’® (actions shall be judged according
to the intentions) we say that this is the speech of the Prophet, in
word and in meaning, even though we know that the voice of the
transmitter is not the voice of the Prophet (pbuh). The same is true
for every piece of prose or poetry which someone other than the
author relates.

When we hear God’s speech recited or see it in a mushaf and
say it is God’s speech we point to the speech itself without
referring to the voice of the reciter or the ink of the writer. Hence,
if someone says that the voice of the reciter or the ink of the writer
is God’s uncreated speech he is wrong. We should rather say that
the Qur’an is the uncreated speech of God, and that it is in the
mushafs as all other speech acts are in books. We should never say
that the ink or the paper is uncreated; we should rather say just the
opposite; the paper and the ink, like every other paper and ink, are
created. We may also say that the Qur’an which is in the mushaf is
God’s speech and uncreated or that the Qur’an which Muslims
recite is God’s speech and uncreated.

The Elders are united on the point that the whole of the Qur’an
is God’s word, its language and its ideas; that no part of it is
composed by anyone else; that He has simply sent it down to His
messenger; and that it is not ideas only or words only; it is both
ideas and words combined, as is all speech, which is neither ideas
only nor words only but both of them combined. It is just like a
human being living and speaking; you cannot say that he is merely
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a soul or that he is merely a body; he is the two combined in one.
God does speak with a voice as is mentioned in authentic ahadith,
though His voice is not like the voice of any created being, reciter
or otherwise, for God is unlike any being in His essence, attributes
and acts. Just as His knowledge, power, and life are unlike the
knowledge, power and life of a creature, similarly His speech is
unlike the speech of any creature in its ideas, words and voice.
Whoever likens God with His creatures misinterprets His names
and words; and whoever denies the attributes which He has
affirmed of Himself, also misconstrues His names and words.
[Fatawa 12:235-244]

(6.3) The Qur’an is the uncreated speech of God.

The most important thing with regard to this issue is to study
the statements of the Qur’an itself, for what the Elders and the
leading scholars among the Companions, their righteous
Successors, and the whole ummah, such as the four imams as well
‘as others, have said on the issue is nothing other than what is stated
in the Qur’an and the Sunnah. Rational arguments also support the
same view. The Qur’an is the word of God, sent down by Him and
uncreated; it originated from Him and will return to Him. It is God
Who has composed it and uttered it, just as He has composed and
uttered the Torah, the Gospel, and all other words which He has
spoken. It is not something created and existing separately from
Him. Moreover, He has spoken it of His free will and with His
power. No one among the Elders has ever said that God’s word is
created, or that it exists separate from Him; or that the Qur’an, the
Torah or the Gospel are necessary to His Essence, eternal and
everlasting; that He has not said them of His free will and with His
power; or that the words He addressed to Moses or any other
particular word of His is eternal or everlasting. They have only
said that God has been speaking from eternity as and when He has
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willed. His speech is eternal only in the sense that He has been
speaking from eternity as and when He has willed...

Ahmad Ibn Hanbal (raa) has said, “(The Qur’an) has originated
from Him; that is to say, He is its composer and utterer
(mutakallim).” When some people started saying that the Qur’an is
created and that God has created it in something other than
Himself whence it has come down, the Elders said that it
originated from God, that it is God Who is its author and
articulator. He did not create it in some other being so that one may
call it the speech of that being. When God creates an attribute in
any object, it is an attribute of that object, not an attribute of God.
When, for example, He creates a taste or a color in some body, it is
that body which is qualified with that taste or color. Similarly,
when He creates life, will, power, knowledge or speech in some
body, it is that body which is living, willing, powerful, knowing, or
speaking with that speech. God, on the other hand, is qualified with
those attributes only which inhere in Him, and not with those
which He creates in other beings. He is Living, Knowing,
Powerful, Hearing, Seeing, Merciful and Speaking the Qur’an or
any other speech in virtue of His own life, knowledge, power, or
speech existing in Him, and not in virtue of any such attributes as
He has created in other beings. Whoever says that God’s speech is
created has to admit that it was a created being who said to Moses,
“Verily, I am God; there is no god but 1. So serve Me alone and
establish regular prayer (salah) for celebrating My praise” (20:14).
Obviously, this cannot be the word of anyone except the Lord of
the Worlds.

Now, when it is established that God is the One Who has
composed the Qur’an, the Torah, and all other Books (of His) with
their ideas and words formed out of their letters, no part of them
can be called created; the whole of them must be believed to be the
speech of God....

[Fatawa 12:37-38, 40-41]
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(6.4) Our recitation of the Qur’an is something created,
even though the Qur’an itself is uncreated.

The Qur’an which people read and write is the word of God,
and, as the word of God, it is uncreated. However, their act of
reading or reciting, and the sound which they make in the process
are created. Similarly, the ink which they use in writing the Qur’an

is also created.

The Qur’an is God’s speech. He composed it, words as well as
ideas, and He spoke it out in His own voice. But when reciters or
readers recite or read it they do so in their own voice. When one
pronounces, for example, al-hamdu li Allahi, Rabbi al-‘alamin, Ar-
Rahmani Ar-Rahim (1:1-2), the speech which is heard from him is
the speech of God, not his own speech, though he recites it in his
own voice, not the voice of God. The speech is the speech of God,
and the voice is the voice of the reciter. That is why the Prophet
has said, “Embellish the Qur’an with your voice,”** or, “Is there
no one among you (pilgrims to the House of God) who takes me to
his tribe that I may preach to them the words of my Lord!”*® Both
ahadith are authentic; they prove that the word which the Prophet
wanted to preach was the word of his Lord, but when a reciter
recites it he recites it in his own voice. The Prophet has also said,
“Whoever does not chant (yataghanna) with the Qur’an is not of
us.”?* Ahmad, Ash-Shafi‘i as well as others have explained the
word yataghanna to mean rendering the voice sweet and beautiful
in reading the Qur’an. Ahmad’s words are “yuhassinuhu bi
sawtihi,” that is, one should make the Qur’an sound beautiful
through his voice. This means that to Ahmad the voice with which
the reciter recites the Qur’an is his own voice....

Man and everything that belongs to him, his voice, his
movements, etc. is created; it comes into existence after it was not
there. On the other hand, God and all that He is qualified with,
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attributes, words and deeds, is uncreated. When people read God’s
words, the words they read are His words, not those of any other
person, and the words that He utters cannot be something created;
but the movements they make and the sounds they produce in
reading His words are created.

Similarly, the speech of God which is written in the mushafs is
His speech written in them, and His speech is uncreated; but the
ink with which His speech is written is created. This distinction has
been drawn by God Himself when He has said, “Say: If the ocean
were ink (wherewith to write out) the words of my Lord, sooner
would the ocean be exhausted than would the words of my Lord,
even if we added another ocean like it for its aid” (18:109). The
word of God is uncreated, and the ink with which it is written is
created. The Qur’an written in the mushaf is uncreated, as is the
Qur’an written in the Preserved Tablet. God has said so in many
verses, such as, “No, this is a glorious Qur’an (inscribed) in a
Tablet Preserved” (85:21-2); “Let whosoever will keep it in
remembrance. (It is) in Books held (greatly) in honor, exalted (in
dignity), kept pure and holy” (80:12-14). A messenger from God
rehearses the Books (suhuf) kept pure and holy, wherein are
(decrees) right and straight” (90:2-3); and, “This is indeed a
Qur’an most honorable, in a Book well-guarded, which none shall
touch but those who are clean” (56:77-9). [Fatawa 12:53-6]

(6.5) The letters that are in the Qur’an are uncreated.

The letters that are in the Qur’an are different from the letters

that represent human speech; the former are uncreated while the
latter are created.

These and other things taken in the abstract as undifferentiated
and unindividuated universals have no existence outside the mind;
what exists out there is something particular. Out there we have
either the Creator or the objects created. Moreover, each created
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object has its own specific existence, even though the word
existence is applied to everything that exists. The same is true of
knowledge and power; they are universals which comprehend all
the individuals that belong to their class. They do not exist out
there; what exists out there is either the knowledge of the Creator,
or the knowledge of any created being. Moreover, the knowledge
of one created being is specific to it and exists only in it. Similarly,
the terms speech sound or letter comprehend every individual
speech sound or letter, but out there you have either the speech of
the Creator or the speech of created bein'gs, each created being
with its own specific speech. Out there you have either the sounds
that you get in the speech of the Creator or the sounds that you get
in the speeches of created beings. Now if it is said that God’s
knowledge, power and speech are uncreated, or that the sounds that
form His speech are uncreated, it does not follow that the
knowledge, power or speech of man are also uncreated, or that the
osunds that constitute human speech are uncreated.

Again, the term letter (harf) refers both to the speech sound and the
written letter. So when it is said that God has spoken with the
spoken sounds, as He did in the case of the Arabic Qur’an, and
uttered, for example, the words Alif-Lam-Mim, or Ha-Mim, or Ta-
Sin-Mim, or Qaf or Nun, and so on, they form His speech and His
speech is uncreated. Similarly, when they are written down in the
mushafs, whatever makes up the speech of God is uncreated, even
though the ink, or the shape (shak/) that it takes is created.

Also, when people read God’s speech, the speech itself is
uncreated since it is God’s speech. Its reading by a human preacher
does not rob it of its status as the speech of God; for speech is the
speech of the person who made it first, irrespective of whether it is
an injunction or a statement; it is certainly not the speech of the
person who preaches it. The task of the messenger is to deliver
God’s message. When he recites God’s words we may refer to it in
different ways. We may refer to the word itself as the word of
God and say, “This is the word of God,” without looking to the
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attributes of the messenger who recites it. We may refer, in the
second place, to the activity of the messenger involved, his action
and movement. We may also refer to both of them together.
Obviously, what we have referred to first is uncreated, and what
we have referred to next is created, and what we have referred to
last, part of it is created and part of it is uncreated. Things that go
to make up a human speech similar to those which make up the
divine speech are like all other human attributes, and are not like
divine attributes. One might think that the letter gaf in the verse
‘agimii as-salat li dhikri, “Establish salah for celebrating My
praise” (20:14) is like the letter gaf in the line of the poet, gifa

nabki min dhikra habib-in wa manzili*®

(‘let us stop here and
weep in remembrance of our love and her house’), but what God
has uttered and is heard from Him is not like what a human being
says and is heard from him. However, when we transmit God’s
word, we transmit it through our medium, our acts and attributes,
which are created. One created thing is like the other created
thing....

Imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and other imams of the Ahl as-
Sunnah used to say that he who says al-lafz bi al-Qur’an,
‘recitation of the Qur’an’, or lafzi bi al-Qur’an, (‘my recitation of
the Qur’an’) is created he is a Jahmi; whereas one who says that it
is uncreated is a heretic (mubtadi ). This is also reported in a
slightly different way. Whoever says that his recitation of the
Qur’an is created, while he means by it the Qur’an itself, is a
Jahmi, for lafz may be taken as an infinitive and refer to the action
of the person which is something created, but it may also be taken
to mean the words which he speaks, and which is the word of God,
not the word of the speaker. So when one says that it is created one
says in effect that the Qur’an is not the word of God, and what
Muslims recite is not His speech, which obviously goes against
what is definitely known of the religion of the Prophet.

As for the human voice which is involved in reading the
Qur’an, it is definitely created. Ahmad and others have clearly
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