TURKIiISH CONTRIBUTIONS TO
PHILOSOPHICAL CULTURE

MEHMET AYDIN *

INTRODUGTION

In order to explain and elucidate the Turkish contribution
to the universal history of thought one ought to carry out an
intensive study extending to many volumes. Here we intend to select
only some of the views of a few majér Turkish thinkers who contri-
buted much to the development of human thought in general and
the philosophical culture in particular.

Now, as we ali know, the Muslim contribution to different
branches of philosophical knowledge formed a turning point in the
history of ideas. Strictly speaking, Islamic Philosophy started with
Ya‘qub ibn Ishaq al-Kindi (d. circa. 873) who wvas the only Arab
philosopher. Al-Kindi represents the first important attempt to
harmonize philosophy with religion. He wrote many vvorks on dif-
ferent aspects of philosophy and thus tried to strengthen the scien-
tific and philosophical spirit in Islamic culture.

Al-Kind1, “The Philosopher of the Arabs”, however, did not
leave a systematic body of thought behind him. Philosophy became
a serious discipline in the hands of two great philosophers, Al-Farabi
and Ibn STn&, both of whom are of Turkish descent. Of the former,
the well-known Miuslim historian Ibn Khallikdn makes the following
comment:l

Al-Farab? was a celebrated philosopher, the greatest indeed
that the Muslims ever had; he composed a numbcr of works on logic,
music, and other sciences. No Mislim ever reached in the philoso-
phical sciences the same rank as he; and it was through the imita-
tion of his style that Ibn Sin& attained proficiency and rendered
his owwn vvork so useful.

* Professor of Philosophy, Dokuz Eylil University, Theological Faculty,
izmir, Turkey.
1 Ibn Khallikan, vol. 3, p. 307, quoted by De Lacy O’Leary, Arabic Thought

and its Place in History, London 1968, p. 143.
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Of the greatness of Al-FarabT, the Turk, let us hear the words
of another witness. In a letter to Samuel ben Tibbon, Maimonides
(Ibn Mayman), the greatest Jewish philosopher in the Middle Ages,
says this: “1 recommend you to read no works on logic other than
those of the philosopher AbQO Nasr al-Farédbf; since ali he wrote,
especially the ‘Book of Principles’ is fine flour.” Later on we will
have something to say about the influences of Al-Farabl and lbn
Sind upon the medieval Jewish and Christian philosophers.

Al-FarabT, vwhose full name is Muhammad ibn Muhammad ibn
Tarkhan ibn Uzlugh AbQO Nasr al-Farabi (Alfarabius or Avennasar
of the medieval Latin world) was born in a village near Farab in
870. Having learnt Arabic, he studied mathematics, logic and other
disciplines under many famous teachers of his time. He was the first
Turkish philosopher to make name. Being a great interpreter of
Aristotle’s logic and metaphysics, and a very deep thinker himself,
he was called “The Second Master,” i. e, the Second Aristotle.
In his personel life and as a scholar, he was a philosopher par exel~
lence. Even if he had been a mere compiler of ancient wisdom and been
satisfied with such an activity, he would stili deserve the gratitude of
mankind. But he was an extremely original thinker and had a philoso-
phical system of his own — a system which was vigorously followed
by lbn Sin& and severely ciriticized by Al-Ghazali.

Al-Farabi excelled in practically ali branches of philosophy,
mainly in logic, metaphysics, rational psychology, ethics and poli-
tics. He thought that philosophy travelled many lands and, unfor-
tunately, came to an end in places where it flourished. Therefore,
it needed a new home and a new life; which, according to Al-Farabt,
could be found nowhere but in the heartlands of islam.

We have already made some allusions to the name of Ibn Siné
who follovved Al-Farabi very closely. AbG ‘Ali al-Husayn ibn ‘Ab-
dullah ibn Sina (980-1037), generally known as Avicenna in the
medieval Latin world, was also of Turkish origin. He modelled his
philosophical system more or less on that of Al-Farabi and exerted
a deep influence upon the subsequent development of philosophical
ideas. Nowv, let us have a look at the contributions of Al-Farabi
and lbn Sin& first to the field of logic and then to other branches
of philosophy.
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LOGIC:

Both Al-Farabi and lbn Sina are logicians in the fullest sense
of the term. They wrote many independent works in the field, and
also wrote important commentaries on the entire logical corpus of
Aristotle. The last remark is especially true in the case of Al-Farabi.

Al-Farab1’s Introduction to Logic and Abridgmerit of Logic are fairly
well known. In his commentaries, which are usually written in the
triplicate manner, i. e., short, middle, and long, Al-Farabi did not
only try to explain Aristotle’s logic, but advanced many original
views of his own. In some parts of his logical works, for instance,
he discusses some metaphysical and theological matters such as the
metaphysical implications of the term “necessity,” God’s knowledge
of future contingencies and determinism, the logical status of divine
predicates, and the like. Now, ali these matters were completely
foreign to the philosophies of Plato and Aristotle from whom Mis-
lim philosophers benefited much. So, unless one makes a careful
study of the metaphysical outputs of Al-Fardbi and lbn Sin& in
the light of their logic, one is bound to obtain an insufficient — even
incorrect — knowledge of their total philosophy. This is a fact which
seems to have escaped the attentions of many ancient and modern
students of Al-Farabi and lbn Sin&. For example, had Al-Ghazali,
the writer of the famous The Incorisistency of the Philosophers, paid enough
attention to the logical works of the falasifa in which, as we have just
mentioned, many theological problems are discussed, he would
have been more reluctant in his historically famous — or infamous
to some — accusation in which it was claimed that the philosophers
had gone astray and thus undermined the Qur’anic teachings con-
cerning some important matters of faith.

Although Al-Farab? and lbn Sinad took 6ver many views from
the Neo-Platonic tradition, their minds mainly remained Aristotelian.
The empirical character of Aristotle’s philosophy runs through the
works of both philosophers. A glance at their theory of intellect,
and their view concerning the nature of experience may be suffi-
cient to prove the correctness of our remark. According to them, the
use of deductive and inductive methods is indispensable for the
attainment of correct knowledge.
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Al-Farébi, like Ibn Sin& after him, considered logic not only a
tool, but an independent scientific discipline. It is unanimously
accepted by the historians of logic that Al-Farabi’s logic is acute,
original, and attests as a whole a profound knowledge of the subject.
As the well-known modern American philosopher N. Rescher states,
“Al-Farabi? was one of the few original thinkers in logic produced
in islam. Many of his significant logical contributions are only be-
ginning to come to light.” 2

Logic, according to Al-Farabft, leads us to the knowledge of the
unknown from the known, which is the way to distinguish the truth
from the false in any search of knowledge. It is divided into five
major subjects: Concepts, definitions, judgments, inferences, and
proofs. It is the doctrine of proof which is, according to our philo-
sopher, logic properly so called, since only this part of logic can
generate Science in the broadest sense of the term. Al-Farabi pays a
great deal of attention to the problem of “particulars” and “univer-
sals.” Particulars, says Al-Farabf, is found in things, in sense percep-
tion and in thought. Universals are abstracted from things. It seems
that Al-Farabi anticipated the famous distinction of the ariterem,
in re, and postrem.

Al-Farabi also touches some logical problems which occupied
a central place in philosophy, especially after Kant. One of them
may be mentioned as an example: Is “existence” a predicate? This
guestion gained an immence importance when Kant tried to refute
the classical Ontological Argument for the existence of God. The
discussion of this problem by Al-Fardbi precedes the Critique of Pure
Reason by well-nigh a millennium, and antedates St. Anselm, the
systematizer of the Argument, by fully a century. According to Al-Fa-
rabi “existence” can be a predicate, if we look at it from the point of
view oflogic and grammer; but this is not to say that it is an informa-
tive predicate. In other words, existence is not a category of actu-
ality which asserts something new about things. Thus, from the
point of view of the natural scientist, says Al-Fardbi, the existence
of a thing is nothing other than the thing itself.

As a result of Al-Farabi's effort, the study of logic became dis-
seminated throughout the major centres of learning of the Islamic

2 The Developmerit of Arabic Logic, University of Pittsburg Press, 1964, p. 128.
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lands. His commentaries and the works vvritten by him represent
the highest marks of mastery of the technical machinary of logic,
wvhich paved the vvay for Ibn Sinéa’s further, and stili greater, achieve-
ments. In his numerous and orderly vvorks, Ibn Sina follovved the lead
of Al-Farabi in most major issues. Although he is sometimes very
critical of wvvhat is usually called the “Baghdad School” of logic,
to vwhich Al-Farabi wvas also attached, he had a high opinion of the
Second Teacher. Evaluating the merits of the logical vvorks of the
ancients, Ibn Sina says that “Ab0 Nasr al-Farabi is a philosopher
of vwhom one must think most highly and not put him on the same
level as the others. He is the best among the philosophers of the
former times.”

Ibn Sina, the intellectual pole of medieval islam as vvell as the
Latin vvorld, had an independent mind; he never hesitated to cri-
ticize the vievwvs of his predecessors and made his ovvn original contri-
butions. It is usually claimed that his independent attitude tovvards
especially Aristotle represents an approach not found in the vvhole
vvorld until the Renaissance. lbn STnd seems to be fully avvare of his
fresh start. For example, he says that the uncritical follovver of Aris-
totle spends his life in occupation wvith the past, vvithout taking time
to resort to his ovvn intelligence; and even if he took the time, he vvould
believe that it is not permitted to regard the statements of the ancients
as in need of any addition, correction, and improvement.

In logic, lbn Sind wvas a great systematizer; in his hands this
discipline reached the peak of its development. A povverful mind as
he wvas, Ibn Sina corrected the mistakes of his predecessors and put
forvvard many original points such as his theory of categorical pro-
positions involving quantification of the predicate, his vievww of the
hypothetical and disjunctive propositions, the analysis of the concept
of existence, and the like. In fact, he offered a daring innovation
concerning the treatment of the wvvhole discipline. He opposed the
idea that logic is but the study of the Aristotelian texts. For him,
and for the tradition dominated by his influence, logic ought to
be considered not just a commentary upon Aristotle, but a self-suf-
ficient field of inquiry. According to the eminent French thinker
Garra de Vaux, “lbn STné’s logic is open, clear, and at many places
recalling the analysis of Leibniz.” 3

3 “Avicenna”, Hasting's Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics.
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METAPHYSICS:

Metaphysics, wvhich concerns itself with the problem of being
qua being, is the core of Al-Farab1’s theoretical philosophy. It was
in this part of philosophy that Al-Farabi and his foremost disciple
Ibn Sind made their contributions. Here Al-Fardbi starts with the
teachings of Plato and Aristotle as they vvere interpreted in the School
of Baghdad in his time. Although he preferred the Neoplatonic
interpretation of Aristotle, he was of the opinion that the basic vievvs
of Aristotle and Plato vvere essentially the same. He vvrote an inde-
pendent work entitled On the Agreement Betvueen the Vievos of Plato
and Those of Aristotle to prove this point. He, then, took a second
step and tried to showv that there is no conflict betvveen philosophy
and religion; in other vvords, betvveen reason and revelation.

Al-Farabi's metaphysics starts vvith the analysis of the concept of
“being” vvhich is accepted as the simplest concept of ali and precedes
them ali. It is also the most universal concept vvhich resists any
attempt to resolve it into simpler elements of thought. This is the
reason of its undefinability.

Al-Farabi’s key philosophical terms are fairly vvell-knovvn. To
begin wvith, he makes the follovving distinctions vvhich influenced
deeply the subseqent course of philosophy:

a) Contingent Being and Necessary Being :

“We see things that are.” This is the first step in the analysis of
the concept of being in the vvhole Islamic philosophy and theology.
The Muslim thinkers are realist in this recpect. The reality of the
external vvorld is asserted throughout, and thus no solipsizm is ever
involved. Nowv, things that exist in the vvorld are ali contingent, i. e.,
they might not have existed. In order to be they need another being
vvhich is itself not contingent. The last being is called the Necessary
Being— a Being that exists in Himself, and the non-existence of Him
is impossible. We will come back to this line of thought again vvhen
we evaluate Al-Farabi's idea of Godhood.

b) Potentiality and Actuality:

The term potentiality indicates the capacity of being, vvhereas
actuality indicates that vvhich exists in fact. Both potentiality and
actuality constitute the core of reality. Physical reality is becoming,
or rather being in the process of becoming
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c) Substance and Accident:

Substance is that which exists in itself and serves as a subject or
basis for the accidents and accidental changes. Accident is that vvhich
has not autonomous existence; it needs a substance in vvhich it exists.

d) Essence and Existence:

Essence is that vvhereby a thing is vvhat it is. Existence is that
vvhereby the essence is an actuality.

e) Matter and Form:

Things are composed of matter and form. Matter is a capacity
and becomes actuality as soon as it takes a form. There is an inter-
dependency betvveen form and matter.

Ibn Sin& follovved Al-Farabi very closely in his metaphysical
system vvhich he vvorked out in his own special vvay. He too believes
in the unity of philosophical sciences and adopts more or less the
same distinctions. The idea of being, says Ibn Sina in his Book of
Healing (Kitdb al-Shifd) and Kitdb al-Nejat (Book of Salvation),
imprints itself on the soul before anything else. For example, the soul
can grasp its existence even before grasping its spiritual nature, and
can do this vvithout the help of any sensual experience.

Al-Farabi's distinction betvveen essense and existence received
full support from Ibn Sind and became the Central point of his me-
taphysics. According to Ibn Sina, from the concrete beings in the
vwvorld human mind derives universal concepts applicable to ali the
individuals of a group. For example, the concept of man expresses
man’s nature, but man himself is possible, thus his essence does not
exist by itself. Existence is given to him from outside. This is true
for ali the individual beings. Essence is distinct from existence in ali
beings vvhich have a beginning in time. This is not a logical distinction
only but an ontological one as vvell.

Now, the distinction betvveen essense and existence has a consi-
derable bearing upon the philosophical theism of Al-Farabi and
Ibn Sin&. Although both owe much to the Greek and Neo-Platonic
sources, their theistic vvorld vievww remains, in its basic lines, vvithin
the framevvork of the Qur’anic weltanschauung. Here they forced
the Aristotelian metaphysics to take a step further and to be a means
for the explanation of basis Islamic concepts totally unknovvn to any
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Greek philosopher. The concepts that we touched upon a little
while ago cannot be understood, unless we take cognizance of the
concept of a Necessary Being vvhich they identify with the Qur’anic
conception of God.

One of the central problems of Al-Farabi's philosophy is the
knovvability of God. It has always been difficult to give a satisfactory
answer to this perennial question. According to Al-Farabi and Ibn
STna, God has the highest perfection, and if so, then it seems quite
plausible to think that our knowledge of Him should be perfect
too. “This is not the case,” says Al-Farabi. This lack of knowledge
has nothing to do wvith the certainty of the proposition “God is”;
it is rather due to the vveakness of our intellectual capacity, which
is the result of the union of our intellect vith matter. On the other
hand, God’'s ultimate perfection dazzles our vision and makes us
unable to have a complete conception of Him. It is a vvell-established
fact that the more perfect the light is, the more it bevvilders our povver
of sight. 4This does not mean, hovvever, that we can have no conception
of Him. When we attain the intellectual and moral perfections
through the elimination of material (bodily) impediments, and our
intellect becomes intellect-in-act, thus fully actual, our conception
of God grovwws comparatively clear, and vvhen our intellect becomes
totally free of matter, it will attain the most complete conception
available for man. To attain this stage of intellectual perfection leads
man to his ultimate felicity as vvell. 5

Despite the vveakness of our intellectual povver, vvhat kind of
things can we say vvhen we “talk of God” ? Al-Farabl ansvvers this
question in his two major vvorks: The Virtuous City and The Political
Regime. We are told that God is the First Being, the First Cause, the
most Perfect Being vvhose non-existence is unthinkable, the Pure
Actuality, the First Principle, the First Truth, the Pure Good and the
like. Al-Farabi does not seem to be very keen on advancing vvhat
is usually called the “formal” proofs for the existence of Diety. In
fact, in his two famous vvorks mentioned above we see no fully deve-
loped rational arguments. For Al-FardbT God’s existence is not so

4 Al-Madina al-Fadila, ed. A. N. Nader, p. 31. Cf., Fusdl al-Madanf, ed. D. M.
Dunlop, Cambridge 1961, section 98.
5 Al-Madina al-Fadila, p. 34.
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much inferred as seen clearly and distinctly necessary. Hovvever,
in some of his minér works — in the Sources of Chiestions, 6for instance —
we have some brief versions of the follovving arguments:

1. The Proof from Motion: The roots of this argument, as we
ali know, go back to Aristotle. We observe that there are things vvhich
move. Novv, every object that moves receives its movement from
another being, and so on. This cannot go ad infinitum, and thus a
Prime Mover is required, a Prime Mover wvhich Himself is not
moved by any other being.

2. The Proof from Efficient Cause: Everything that we see in
the vvorld is composite in nature. Anything that is composed of other
things requires an efficient cause for the composition that it has. The
series of efficient causes cannot go indefinitely. There must, then,
be an uncaused efficient cause, and this is God.

3. The Proof from Contingency: We have already touched on
the analysis of the concept of contingency. Since this concept is Central
to the philosophies of Al-Farabi and lbn Sind, it may not be out of
place to analyse it further and showv its bearing upon the argument
for the existence of God.

Novv, when we examine the things around us, vve see that they are
not in a position to account for their existence. They are ali possible;
they may or may not exist. There is no logical difficulty in thinking
of their non-existence, since there is nothing in their concept vvhich is
contrary to their non-realisability.

What are the indications of contingency? Change. Without
the idea of change we cannot understand, let alone explain, the vvorld
of “generation and corruption.” Each temporal thing has its ovwvn
time, its explanation requires another Being vvhich *“specifies,”
as lbn STnd vvould say, it vvith existence. VVithout such an act of
specification, the chain of causes and effects in the realm of contingent
beings vvould go endlessly, vvhich is contrary to reason.

Such an analysis leads Al-Fardbi and lbn Sin&d to the concept
of Necessary Being. Here, necessity means that Being in question
has no cause, and the actual existence is a sine qua non for Him. Con-
tingent beings must end in a Necessary Being; in such a Being essence

8 iUyOn al-Masail, ed. F. Dieterici, in Alfarabis Philosophiche Abhandlungen,
Leiden 1890.
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and existence are identical. The unconditioned and uncaused charac-
ter of God is precisely the condition of His Necessary Existence.

Al-Farabi’'s argument for the existence of God, though, as we have
said, was not his favorite theme, it had a great influence on the subse-
guent Muslim and medieval European philosophy. Arguments from
movement, efficient causation and contingency were directly taken
Over by St. Thomas Aquinas and through him different types of
cosmological arguments became the indispensable piece of philo-
sophical reasoning, especially in the field of rational theology.
We will have something to say later on about the influence of Al-
-Farabi and Ibn STnd on Western philosophy.

Before we finish our discussion about the theistic arguments of
Al-Farabi and Ibn STné, a few vvords about the historical roots of the
well-known Ontological Argument which was clearly formulated by
St. Anselm (i033-1109). It is noteworthy to see that Al-Farabi uses
practically ali the terms that are used by St. Anselm. According to
Al-Farabi, God is the most perfect Being Whose non-existence is
unthinkable. Nothing can be greater than, and similar to, Him. Now
these are the very expressions used in the Ontological Argument.
They indicate man’s immediate avvareness of an Infinite Being and
his dependence upon Him. But Al-Farabl does not, as far as we
can see, argue from the idea of perfection to the reality of God, which
is the core of the formal ontological argument. The basic difference
betvveen Al-Farabi and St. Anselm is, to my mind, that the latter
takes our immediate feeling — or knovvledge, if you prefer— of God'’s
existence as something constituting in itself a deductive proof, vvheras
the former does not think so. The history of the Argument and the volu-
minous discussions on it prove the correctness of Al-Farabi’'s position.

Ibn Sind took Al-Farabi's idea of the necessary existence of
God and gave it a somevvhat loose formal structure in a theological
wvork vvritten in Persian. But, again, Ibn Sin& too accepts the reality
of a Necessary Being as the object of our direct intuition. In other
wvords, he does not affirm the existence of the Necessary Being
merely as the terminus of the cosmological argument.

Since both AIl-Fardbi and Ibn Sind take God's existence for
granted, they pay more attention to the “names” and “attributes”
of God. In their vvorks we see that Qur’anic terminology and me-
taphysical terminology are used side by side. In Ibn Sina the em-
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ployment of the Qur’anic terms is more frequent. Basing themselves
on the well-known Qur’anic “light verse,” both philosophers say
that “God is the First, and the Last, the Obvious and the Hidden”.
He is Pure Actuality, and He is the Truth. He is unique in every
respect and, thus, One. He knows Himself and the whole universe.
He possesses the highest degree of Wisdom, Life, and Will. He is Ge-
nerous and Just. He is the Creator of everything. He Himself is the
Most Beautiful, and the principle of beauty in every thing. God is
the object of sublime love and devotion, and worthy of worship. He
is worshipped not only because of His Povver and Majesty, but
because of His being the Source of Goodness, Truth, and Beauty.

The religious philosophy of Al-Fardbi? and Ibn Siné is based
upon the Qur’anic idea of the Oneness of God (taivhid). In this re-
spect their influence is far-reaching. It is vworth noting that the Christ-
ian theologians who came under the influence of Al-Farébi and Ibn
STna could not speak of trinity, or the divine nature of Christ in their
philosophical wvorks. The contributions of these two great Muslim
philosophers to philosophical monotheism are beyond any doubt.

PSYCHOLOGY:

The psychological vievws of Al-FardbT and lbn STné are closely
tied up wvith their ethical and political philosophies. The analysis of
the nature of the soul and its relation to the body are essential for a
correct understanding of human nature as a vvhole. Again, the main
parts, or faculties of the soul are used as a basis for the classification
of human excellences as ethical and intellectual. Being Muslims, Al-Fa-
rabi? and lbn Siné reject the view that the soul’s entry into the body
is not natural and thus the source of ali evil. There is nothing vvrong
with the body as long as man is not dominated by bodily pleasures.

Al-Farabi divides the main parts of the soul into five:7 The nu-
tritive, the sensory, and the estimative, the appetitive, and the rational.
There is a master-servant relationship betvveen these different faculties
of the soul. The one belovv serves the one above. As a matter of
fact, Al-Farabi sees the same hierarchical order in a perfect socio-
political orginization, and in the universe.8 The rational part is

7 Fusdl al-Madant, section, 6.
8 Cf., As-Siyasa al-Madariiyya, ed. F. M. Najjar, Beirut 1964, pp. 83-4.
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divided into theoretical and practical; the former connected wvith the
intellectual, and the latter vvith the moral virtues.

The first initial capacity vvhich everybody shares is the potential
intellect. In itself this part of the soul, or vvhat Al-Farabi in one or
two places calls “simple substance,” 9is not immortal; it becomes so
vwwhen it becomes the intellect-in-act, vvhich means to attain to the
State of actuality. This is possible vwhen man receives the first in-
telligibles vvhich are the primary principles of knovvledge. There are
three first intelligibles: Primary principles of knovvledge, of geo-
metry, the principles of the knovvledge of good and evil (moral
knovvledge), and the principles of metaphysical knovvledge.l0

According to Al-Farabi, people do not have the same natural
aptitude for knovvledge. There are some vvho can cognize the realities
of things, and there are some who can only imagine them. Novv, these
two terms are extremely important in Al-Farabi’s philosophy. A
thing can be called cognitive so far as it is controlled and used by
the intellect. In this case the intellect must have an absolute authority
Over other faculties, i. e., sensitive, representative, and so forth, each
of vwhich has its ovwn perfection. A thing is called imaginative, if the
reality of that thing is represented as a symbol or imitation. What
is cognised is universal, and vvhat is imagined can vary; there can be
many different imitations of the same reality. Those who have the
povver of cognitions are called “the wise men,” and those who can
only imagine are called the simple “believers.” Philosophers and the
prophets constitute the first group; but there is a difference betvveen a
philosopher and a prophet. The prophet, say, the Prophet Muham-
mad, has the povver of cognition and the povver of imagination. So,
through revelation he could translate vvhat is cognizable to vvhat
is imaginable. Looking from this specific point of vievwv, the prophet’s
position is much higher than the position of a philosopher vwho does
not have the support of divine revelation. Thus, the common convic-
tion that Al-Farabi gives a higher status to the philosopher seems to
have no foundation. Of course, cognition is much higher than imagina-
tion; but as we have just said, the prophet has both povvers anyvvay. 11

9 Alfarabis Philosophiche Abhandlurigen, p. 64.
10 Al-Madina al-Fadila, p. 84; cf., As-Siyasa al-Madaniyya, p. 74.
11 As-Siyasa al-Madaniyya, pp. 85 f.
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As for Ibn Sind, in his psychology he tries to reach a harmony
between the views of Al-Farabi and those of AbO Bakr ar-Razi (d.
932). But the empirical character of Ibn Sin&’s psychology which
we see especially in his medical works, is more apparent. In addition
to this, one can also see the development of a religious psychology,
or psychology of mysticism in Ibn STn&’s works. This psychology,
wvhich is mainly explained in the last section of a book called Al-1sha-
rat waxt-tanbihat and some small mystical treatises, can be considered
the centre of Ibn STné’s philosophical system.

In the classification of the faculties of the soul and in the defini-
tion of their functions, Ibn Sina follovws Al-Farabi. He puts more
emphasis on the prophetic consciousness which is linked to the function
of the highest degree of the intellect, i. e., the “sacred intellect,” given
by God to specially selected people, that is to say, the prophets.
Ibn Sin& also makes it very clear that the rational part of the soul is
conscious of its ovvn existence, not externally, i. e., through the activities
of the senses, but internally, i. e., by the immediate and direct exercise
of its ovwwn reasoning povver, which proves that the soul is a substance
and has an independent existence. Al-Farabi accepts the immor-
tality of the soul vvhich has gone through the process of self-actuali-
zation; but he does not seem to believe the immortality of the poten-
tial intellect vwhich he considers a kind of disposition. According to
Ibn Sina, on the other hand, the soul’'s immortality is something
that belongs to its very nature, and does not depend on the degree of
its self-actualization or self-perfection.l2 But both philosophers agree
that the happiness of the soul depends entirely upon its degree of
self-actualization. If and vvhen man vvorks hard and gains theoretical
and moral perfections, he becomes happy here and in the hereafter.
If he is morally wvicked, though he knowvs vvhat is good and bad,
he will be miserable in this vvorld and in the vvorld-to-come.

For the attainment of the eternal happiness man needs the help
of revelation, according to Al-Fardbi and Ibn Sind. They both believe
that religion provides us with the same truth as philosophy, albeit
in a symbolic manner vvhich is required for the benefit of mankind
at large. Both believed that there are some divinely gifted persons,

12 Cf., Ati-Nafs al-Bashariyya Hnda Ibn Sind, ed. N. Nader, Beirut 1968, pp.
39 ff-
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i. e.,, prophets who can receive revelation from God, and guide men
in accordance with its teachings, without which a civil community
cannot be maintained. They have an unshakable faith in the truth
of islam and the superiority of Islamic culture; and they are extreme-
ly broad-minded toward other religious faiths, which they accept as
somevvhat less accurate represantations of the same truth. In some
matters of interpretation they deviated from the commonly accepted
currents, but this is no reason to raise any suspicion concerning
their religious commitments, loyalties, and so on.

ETHICAL AND POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY:

As it has been pointed out earlier, in the philosophical system
of Al-Faradbi and Ibn Sin&, vvhat is usually called Practical Philo-
sophy, i. e., ethics, politics, and to some extent economics, cannot
be separated from theoretical philosophy. For example, the study
of the soul is necessary for a correct estimation of the practical re-
quirements of man. As moral philosophers, both Al-Farabi and Ilbn
Sina are teleologist, i. e., they first determine vvhat the ultimate good
of man is and then evaluate his actions accordingly. They are also
eudaimonist in their ovwn vvay. They believe that happiness (as-
salada) is good vvithout qualification. Whatever leads man to hap-
piness is good, and vvhatever obstructs the vvay to it is evil. According
to them, man is potentially perfect: as a natural creature there
is nothing wvrong wvith him. Al-Fardbi and Ibn Sin& both oppose
to the idea of the original sin.

Good is divided into tvvo:13 Good as a means, good as an end.
Only the last one is desired for its ovwwn sake. So as to reach the ul-
timate good, man ought to vvork very hard to determine the right
means. Unfortunately, most men fail in the determination of the
right ends and means. This is the reason for the ruthless struggle
that is going on in the vvhole human history.

Though man is alvvays in need of divine help, he has the povver to
determine the right end, and the free-vvill to act accordingly. Without
the freedom of acting against the natural inclinations, we could not
talk of the moral character of man, vvhich is gained by natural dis-

13 Al-Madina al-Fadila, p. 86.
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position and by the wvilled actions.i4 Both Al-Farabi and lbn Sina
reject hard determinism and ali kinds of fatalism. Since man has
power and freedom to choose, he carries a great weight of responsi-
bility on his shoulders. It is within his povver, says Al-Farabf, to be a
divine man, or vvhat the ancients usually called the wild beast, the
most vvretched creature on the earth.

In order to have a solid moral character, man ought to stick
to the Golden Mean, vvhich consists in the performance of the virtuous
actions, vvhich are in their turn defined as the actions free of any
excesses and defects. A good action becomes virtuous action vvhen
man finds its performance easy and even pleasurable.i5

Novv, man is a social animal, and in order to achieve his per-
fection and happiness, he needs a social and political environment.
Without the help of political Science, or vvhat Al-Farabi calls “the
highest art in the Virtuous City,” 16 man wvill not be able to actualize
his potentialities. As far as political philosophy is concerned, the Ms-
lim Turkish thinkers, especially Al-Farabi vvere very different from
the Stoic and Neoplatonic philosophers. It was Al-Farabf, for instance,
who gave Plato’s Republic the place that it deserves. Unlike Proclus,
who disliked Plato’s Laws and the Republic, Al-Farabi was glad that
the divine Plato had vvritten them .17 He did not believe, as the Stoics
did, that the happiness of a wise man depends entirely on himself
alone. Nor did he stress, as Porphyry and many others did, the other-
vvorldly aspect of the life of a philosopher — a stress vvhich led them
to ignore the political vvritings of Plato and Aristotle. There is no doubt
that this deep interest in political philosophy has something to do
with Al-Farab1’s Islamic background, especially wvith his idealiza-
tion of the activities of the Prophet Muhammad as a statesman. Ac-
cording to him, understanding religion as a social phenomenon
means understanding it in terms of political Science. He seems to
see a great deal of similarities betvveen islam and vvhat is usually
called the classical political philosophy

14 As-Siyasa al-Madaniyya, p. 74.
15 At-Tanbith <ala Sabil as-Sa(ada, Hyderabad 1346/1927, p. 11.

16 Al-Madina al-Fadila, p. 102; cf. Kitdb Tahsil as-Sa*ada, Hyderabad 1345/1926,
p. 16.

17 See, R. YValzer, Greek into Arabic, Oxford 1962, p. 210.
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Al-Farabi's idea of political philosophy, and especially his clas-
sification of the states, i. e., cities, largely depends on his concept of
happiness to which we have already referred several times. He deals
with politics, psychology, ethics and metaphysics vvithin the same
single framevvork in his vvell-knovwwn two books, The Virtuous City
and the Political Regime. The Virtuous City is ruled by a just and
loving ruler vwhom Al-Fardbi calls “the First Head.” The ruler
must possess many qualities, such as vvisdom, courage, physical
strength and so on. In fact, he has to combine theoretical and practical
perfections in his personality. But it is not alvvays possible to find
a person wvith these traits of personality. One can say that according
to Al-Farabi, only the Prophet Muhammad had the highest limit
of the perfections vvhich our philosopher hopes to see in the “First
Head” of the state. But it is very difTicult to have a leader vvith such a
degree of perfection; in this case more than one persons may join
together to make up the leadership. In other vvords, the most import-
ant thing is to see the required virtues in the state machinary; so,
a person, for example, who has the povver of cognition can join
another person who has the povver of deliberation, vvhich is indis-
pensable for the defence of the state, and they can thus run the state
together. Quite a number of Muslim philosophers did not accept
this solution of Al-Faradbi and critized him severely. It was rejected
by Abd’l-Hasan Al-'"Amir? (d. 991-992) andAl-Ghazali, (d. m 1) and
by those who had a shi'ite leaning.

Broadly speaking, the people of the Virtuous City are divided
into two major classes:18 The wvisemen of the city who are able to
cognize God, incorporeal realities, the nature of human happiness
and the like; and those who are only able to knovv these things through
images. These two classes correspond to the epistemological distinction
betvveen cognition and imagination. It is the duty of the wise to
instruct the common people, and provide them wvith appropriate
images concerning the realities of things.

After a thorough examination of the opinions and actions in the
Virtuous City, Al-Farabi comes to those cities vvhich he calls “the
Ignorant Cities.” 19 He divides these cities into many groups such

18 Al-Madina al-Fadila, p. 122; As-Siyasa al-Madaniyya, p. 86.
19 Al-Madina al-Fadila, pp. 118 ff.; As-Siyasa al-Madaniyya, pp. 87 ff.
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as the Vile City, the Base City, the City of Honour, the City of Vic-
tory and Domination, the Despotic City, and so on. In each city
people have different aims and ideals. For example, the first city in
the list aims at money, vvealth, and other worldly pleasures; the
second aims at bodily pleasures; the third at the attainment of honour
and so on. Ali of them have wrong conceptions of man’s nature,
society, and politics. The people of the Virtuous City, especially its
ruling class, must keep an eye on the activities of these ignorant cities,
and try to perform civilizing policies in their attitudes towards them.
This is the meaning of the “Holy War,” according to Al-Farabf.

Ibn Sina, though he was actively engaged in political affairs
personally, did not write much on political theorising. By and large
he seems to agree with Al-FardbT on major points.

In order to appreciate the contributions of Al-Farabi and lbn
Sina, we have to touch, though beriefly, on the influences they exerted
on the later development of philosophical ideas. Their vievws had
their immediate influence, as it has been pointed out earlier on,
upon thelevvish philosophical thought. It seems to be quite reasonable
to say that the medieval Jevvish thought, in its purely philosophical
aspect, was almost a continuation of the Farabian tradition. That
is vwhy many great Jevvish philosophers vvrote their vvorks in Arabic
and dealt vvith more or less the same problems as Muslim philosophers
did. They also participated fully in the transmission of Islamic
culture to the VWestern VWorld. The influence of Al-Farabi and Ibn
Sind extends as far as Spinoza through the same Jevvish channel.
In fact in the speculative system of Al-Farabi and Ibn STna vwe come
accross the clear anticipation of many vievws of Descartes, Leibniz,
Spinoza, Kant, and Bergson.

We ali knowv that the Medieval Western vvorld came to knowv the
basic Greek vvorks through the wvorks of Muslim philosophers. The
translation of the Arabic versions of the Aristotelian corpus, the
commentaries, and the abridgments produced a cultural turning
point in the intellectual history of the VVestern vvorld. We also knowv
that the serious study of Aristotle in the time of Scholasticism begins
with Albertus Magnus (1206-1280) wvho used Ibn STn&’'s commenta-
ries. Both Albert and his brilliant student St. Thomas Aquinas, vwho
shaped the future of Christianity, adopted a version of modified
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Aristotelianism vvhich was, to a large extent, Al-Farabi’s and especial-
ly Ibn Sina’s version of the Aristotelian philosophy.

When we have a serious look at the historical studies carried
out up to now, we can easily see, despite the insufficiency of re-
searches, the deep influence of Al-Fardbi and Ibn Sina not only in the
fields of logic or natural philosophy, but in metaphysics, philosophy
of religion, ethics, and political philosophy as vvell. As we have pointed
out, Muslim philosophers’ analysis of being, their division of beings
into contingent and necessary, their definitions of universals and
other key metaphysical terms had a lasting impact on the Thomistic
and Scotist synthesis. Al-Farabi's theistic vievvs vvere quoted in many
instances en bloc. This is especially true in the case of Thomas Aquinas,
who wvas the head of the Latin Schoolmen. Before the Islamic influence,
to talk of the “attributes” of God wvas almost unknovvn in the Christ-
ian theology. Islamic vievws of the attributes vvaited five hundred
and fifty years and begat the attributes of the Schoolmen, and the
attributes of the Schoolmen lived four hundred years and begat
the attributes of Decartes and Spinoza. In fact, the early Church
fathers knevv little concerning the talk of God except in terms of tri-
nity.

As we mentioned above, Al-Fardbi and Ibn Sin& anticipated
some important vievvs that now we find in the vvorks of the major
contemporary philosophers. For example, long before Descartes
Ibn Sin& showved that “being” is the first intuition of the mind.
Again, Descartes’ idea of the primary intuition of the ego is very
close to Ibn STn&’s idea the self-avvarness of the soul exemplified in
his doctrine of the “flying man.” Some similarities also exist in their
views of the Necessary Being, though there are some differences as
well concerning this point.

So far we tried to explain, albeit very briefly, the main contri-
butions of Al-Farabi and Ibn Sin& to the universal philosophical
culture. Nowv we have to look at the contribution of another Turkish
thinker who is not, strictly speaking, a philosopher, though for many
a solution of his difficulties he vvas indebted to the methods used
by philosophers. This was AbO0 Rayhdn Muhammad bin Ahmad
Al-Beyrdni (973-1048). This great man stands as a model of the thinker
who wvas able to harmonize vvithin his ovvn intellectual vvorld various
forms of knovvledge, from the Science of nature to religion and phi-
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losophy. Al-Beyrlni has an extremely clear international outlook, in
his effort to remove the misunderstandings betvveen various com-
munities and bring humanity closer in their outlook upon the
vvorld. He was the major key for a real cultural contact betvveen
difierent races and nations. It is because of his great contributions
to many fields, especially to the scientific spirit in general, that G.
Sarton, the wvell-knovvn historian of Science, vvishes to name the

eleventh century “the Age of Al-Beyrdni.

He seems to be the first Muslim thinker who had a first-hand
knovvledge of Indian philosophical and religious culture, in addition
to sound knovvledge of Greek and Islamic philosophical and scien-
tific literatire — a knovvledge wvhich enabled him to make useful
comparisons betvveen different cultures. This effort was no doubt
a happy intellectual pursuit from vwwhich many historians of culture
benefit much even today. The scientific and philosophical erudition
exhibited in his Al-athar al-Bakiya and Kitab ma li'l-Hind is a dazzeling
achievement.

One of the important contributions of Al-Beyrdni can be seen in
his account of scientific method, or the ethics of scientific investi-
gation. In the introductory chapter of his Al-athar al-Békiya, Al-
-BeyrGni makes it very clear that in order to be an honest investi-
gator, one has to free himself from ali kinds of prejudices, selfish mo-
tivations, and every kind of harmful elements vvhich prevent many
from follovving the right course in the search of truth. Gommenting
upon Al-Beyrdni’s work on India, G. von Grunebaum, the famous
historian of Islamic culture, states that Al-Beyrdni vvas able to develop
and apply in his book that descriptive attitude tovvards another
civilization vvhich on the wvhole has been a distinctive trait of the
West.20

It should be borne in mind, hovvever, that this attitude of Al-
-Beyrdni though very striking indeed, is not at ali unique and seems
to be a fairly common trait of Islamic scientific and philosophical his-
tory. We see the same attitude in Al-Fardbil and lbn Sina as wvvell,
for example. In fact, one might say that such an attitude vvas one
of the characteristics of the Turkish philosophers and men of Science,

20 G. von Grunebaum, islam: Essays in the Nature and Growth of a Cultural
Tradition, Menasha 1955, p. 48.
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such as Zamakhshari in the fields of tafsir (the interpretation of
the Qur’an), Al-Bukhér? in the field of hadith (the collection and
interpretation of the sayings of the Prophet Muhammad), Al-Ma-
turid? in thelogy, Al-Faradb? and Ibn Sind in philosophy, and of
course Al-Beyrani especially in cultural history. It is notevvorthy
that most of these men were born and brought up in the Turkish
areas of Central Asia which were far away from the main centers
of theological and political controversies. To c¢ite only a few exam-
ples, Al-Farabft, in his commentary on a work of “Zinon the Great,”
critisizes and even condemns some Christian Scholars who added
many things and left out many statements vvhile commenting upon
the Greek philosophical vvritings. Al-BeyrGni speaks as follows:
“Betvveen an investigator of truth and a staunch follovver of tradition
there is, surely, a great difference.” 2 The same view is shared by
one of his great contemporaries, Ibn Sin&, wwho, commenting upon
the attitudes of those wvho follovved Aristotle blindly, says that they
spend their times in occupation wvith the past vvithout resorting to
their ovvn intelligence.

Al-Beyrdni condemns the use of scientific knovvledge to mislead
and harm people. He vvarns again and again against “ the sciences vvhich
prey on the ignorance of the people.” 2 He, like Al-Farabi, vvarns
us against “the crimes committed by translators.” 23 His simple prin-
ciple is this: Seek after truth even if it may be against you. One “should
not refuse to accept the truth from any source, vvhereever one can
find it.” 24 Despite the incessant vvars betvveen the Muslims and the
Hindus, Al-Beyrin? managed to remain impartial vvhile he wvas
vvriting his major vvork on India. It is incredible to see in him a man
trying sympathetically to have an access to the minds of those wvho
vvere regarded, politically, as foes by the dynasty under vvhich Al-
Beyrdni served.

In the introduction of his India Al-BeyrGni makes the characteristic
features of his approach very clear: To begin vvith, he says that he
will investigate the truth of everything he hears, since “vvhat we

21 Tahdid Nihayat al-Amakin .. ., ed. TancT, Ankara, 1962; Eng. tr. by J. Ali,
The Determiriation of the Coordinates of Cities, Beirut, 1967, p. 3.

2 Al-Biruni's India, Eng. tr., S. Eachau, 1914, p. 187.

23 The Determination, p. 7.

24 The Determination, p. 79.
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hear is not like what we see.” Concerning his book he says “1 shall
not produce the arguments of our antagonists in order to refute
such of them as | believe to be in the wrong. My book is nothing
but a simple historic record of facts.” His main purpuse for writing
a book on India is “to help those who want to discuss religious ques-
tions with them and associate vvith them.” 5

Novv, such an objective attitude developed and fully applied by
Al-Beyrani is also indicative of the freedom of thought that existed
during the reign of Sultan Mahmad, the great Turkish ruler
of the Ghaznavvids. The religious policy of this Sultan and his imme-
diate successors must have been very liberal indeed.%

It is not out of place to point out that Al-Beyrdni is one of the
keen minds to see the spirit of inquiry inculcated by the Qur’an.
He sees a real connection betvveen his objective approach and the
demands of the Qur’an in this respect. In the introduction of the
India he explains hovw he tried to save himself from untruth and
falsehood by analyzing some psychological motives such as hatred,
ignorance, love, ete., which often lead us to conceal the truth. Through
God’s merey, says Al-Beyrani, he is afflicted by none of these.
He says that “that man alone is praisevvorthy who shrinks from a
lie and alvvays adheres to the truth, enjoying credit even among liars,
not to mention others. It has been said in the Qur’an that one has
to speak the truth, even if it vvere against one’s self”. 27 According to Al-
-Beyrdni, islam created a living culture-consciousness, as it vvere,
which is free from ali sorts of narrovv-mindedness. He is fully avvare
of the rational and induetive spirit of the Qur’an on the one hand,
and of the great difficulties caused by the seriptures of some other
religions on the other. He says that some Indian scientists in his
time misinterpreted the scientific results so as to avoid the probable
conflicts betvveen Science and religion; and he reproaches them
for that.

He has great confidence in his religion and culture—a confidence
wvhich is sometimes indispensable for the attainment ofa broad frame of

2% Al-Birdnfs India, London 1910, vol. 1, p. 7 and p. 9.

26 Al-Birdnis India, vol. 2, pp. 31, 250, 269.

27 See, Sara, 1V, 134. See also, B. A. Dar, “Al-BirdnT On Hindu Religious
Thought,” in Al-BirGni"s Commemorative Volume, Karachi 1979, p. 337.
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mind. “ The sentences ofthe Qur’an,” he claims, “vvhich deal vvith these
(the shape of the heavan, earth, ete.) and other subjects necessary
for men to knovv are not such as to require a strained interpretation. . ..
They are in perfect harmony wvith the other religious codes; and at
the same time, they are perfectly clear and unambiguous. Besides,
the Qur’an does not contain questions vvhich have for ever been the

subjects of controversy, ... such as the question of ehronology and the
like.” Al-BeyrQnfi refers again and again to the verse vvhich states “Our
Lord, thou did not create ali these in vain. ...” He says that “this

noble verse contains the totality of vwhat | have explained in detail.”

Al-BeyrGni wvas a great lover of knovvledge; he emphasized the
importance of knovvledge for its utility as vvell as for the sake of per-
fection of men.2B For him, knovvledge is good as a means and as an end,
and there is a clear distinction betvveen the intrinsic vvorth of a thing
and the benefit that it brings in the end. According to Al-Beyrdni,
“it is knovvledge in general that is pursued solely by men, and vvhich
is pursued for the sake of knovvledge itself because its acquisition
is truly delightful and is unlike other pleasures derivable from other
pursuits.” 2 The number ofsciences are great, and it may be stili greater
if the public mind is direeted tovwvards them at such times as they
are in the ascendancy and general favour wvith ali, vwhen people
not only honour Science itself, but also its representatives. To do this
is, in the first instance, the duty of those wwho rule dver them.”

Al-BeyrGni wvas, as has been pointed out, primarily a man of
Science rather than a philosopher in the teehnieal sense of the term.
Nevertheless there is no harm to cali him a philosopher, if we take
philosophy to mean a rational and disciplined inquiry. It is said
that Al-Beyrini wvvrote three philosophical treatises vvhich seem to
have been lost. Thus, we can only obtain some clues of his philoso-
phical ideas. He seems to be somevvhat critical of Muslim Aristote-
lianism in many important points such as the idea of the eternity
of the vvorld and the like. He believed in creation ex nihilo and said
that to believe othervvise is tantamount to the denial of some basic
principles of islam.30

28 The Determination ..., p. 8.
29 lbid, p. 2.
0 Ibid, pp. 14 ff.
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In a series of questions and answers with Ibn Sina, Al-Beyrdni
touched upon problems of time, matter, motion, and compared his own
views wvith those of Aristotelian philosophers. As wve said, he vvas the
first Muslim thinker who had a first-hand knovvledge of Indian phi-
losophical and religious thought. He wvas also quite familiar wvith
Greek and Islamic philosophical literatiire. He gives some invalu-
able information about the Brahmanical religion of the people of
India, and relates the Indian culture to Islamic and Greek cultures.
His comparisons in this respect are very illuminating. In fact, due
to his success in this field, some modern scholars consider him as
the founder of the discipline of the comparative study of religion.
For example, vvhen he explains the Indian idea of immortality and
metempsychosis with the corresponding ideas in Greek thought, he
gives lengthy quotations from the dialogues of Plato such as Phaedo,
Timaeus, and the Laws.

It is interesting to note that Al-Beyrdni finds a kind of mono-
theism among the educated Indians. To begin wvith, he makes a clear
distinction betvveen the beliefs of the common men and those of the
vvell-educated. Of the former he says the follovving: The educated
people cali God i’'svara, i. e., self-sufficing, beneficient, wwho gives
vvithout receiving. They consider the unity of God as absolute. The
existence of God they consider as a real existence, because of everything
that exists through Him. Those who study philosophy or theology
and desire abstract truth vvhich they cali sara, are entirely free from
vvorshipping anything but God alone, and never dream of vvorship-
ping an image manufactured to represent Him.

In ethical and political thinking, Al-Beyrdni tends tovvards prac-
tical solutions rather than theoretical reasoning. In ethics he stres-
ses the importance of two basic virtues: Muruwwa and ukhuwwa.
The first term usually stands for the moral behaviour of the indivi-
dual, vvhereas the second stands for the social moral life; the one for
“manliness” and the other for communal “brotherhood.” It must be
remembered that the first term has nothing to do vvith the showv of the
brite force. In fact, gentleness (hilm), soft-heartedness (rifh), and
patience are the basic constituent elements of this virtue.

His idea of brotherhood seems to have made him very critical
of the old Indian east system. “Among the Hindus,” Al-Beyrdni
says, “Institutions of this kind abound. We Muslims, of couise,

F. 6
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stand entirely on the other side of the question, considering ali men
as equals. ... This is the great obstacle which prevents any approach
or understanding between Hindus and Muslims.”

Beyrdni, as we have said earlier, vwas a man of seience; so, he
tried to build a bridge of understanding betvveen different commun-
ities by vvay of scientific appreciation of human culture. Hovvever,
this was not the only approach. There vvere other men of insight
who tried to do the same thing in a slightly different vvay. This
was the vvay of the SOffs, i. e., of the Muslim mystics vwhose main aim
was the education of “hearts.” Here we wili touch upon the viewvs
of only two great Turkish Safis: Mavvland and YOnus Emre.

Mavvlana Jaladluddin ROmi (1207-1273), simply called “Mavv-
land” (i. e., Our Master) by the Turkish people, is considered as
the “Sultan Philosopher” of Islamic mysticism. He is, indeed, a
major peak and a spiritual tovver in the tradition of Islamic sufism.
His message is now sought not only by his Mduaslim fellovwmen but
by millions of people ali éver the vvorld. He has become the chief
spokesman of a philosophy of love both in the East as vvell as in the
West. Mavvlana showved the Muslims in general and the Mdislim
Turks in particular, the deepest meaning of the Holy Qur’an, and
gave them the values that spring from the purity of heart, and thus
made an everlasting impact upon the minds and hearts of millions.
His greatest vvork Mathnazvi is considered a kind of commentary upon
the Qur’an. Because of the immense depth and value of this vvork,
it has been said that Mavvlana “is not a prophet but has a Book.”

Mavvlana is neither a jurist nor a philosopher in the technical
sense of the term; nor in fact a mere poet. It is clear that he does
not aim at finding a philosophical or theological system, although
his moving verses are very important, theologically and philoso-
phically. In the opening lines of his Mathnaivi, we find the basic frame
of Mavvlana’s philosophy of life vvhich has a very long history in
Islamic religious thought and life. The reed (nay), vvhich represents
man’s soul, complains about its being far avvay from its original
and real home. Because of such separation the soul suffers and tries
to make itself understood. It mourns and cries because it vvants to
return to its true home. Only devotion, truthfulness and love can re-
move the dark curtains betvveen the soul and its source, i. e.,, God.
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Man’s happiness consists in this spiritual journey with many steps,
eaeh of vvhich is described in terms death and life.

Mavvland’'s description of man’s spiritual elevation reminds
us of a type of evolutionary idea vvhich has nothing to do wvith the
modern Darvvinian theory of evolution. He says:

Dying from the inorganic vwe developed into the vegetable
kingdom. Dying from vegetable we rose to the animal.
And leaving the animal, we became men. Then vvhat
fear that death wvill lovver us? The next transition will
make us angels. From angels we shall rise and become
vvhat no mind can conceive; we shall merge in Infinity
as in the beginning. Have we not been told “ali of us wvill
return unto Him?”

Nowv, in the act of every grovvth and development there is love
which, according to Mavvlana, is the secret of life. By virtue of love
everything strives incessantly to return to the Source of its being.
Through love man attains a very sublime state of consciousness vvhich
is far above the realms of senses and theoretical reasoning. Love is
the core of the universe, and the ideal person, or vwvhat Mavvlana calls
the “Man of Truth,” is an embodimentof love vvhich requires not
thepassive submission but an active participation, assimilation
and expansion. Mavvlana, like many of his great follovvers, seeks to
fortify human personality instead of denying it. Muhammad Igbal’s
philosophy of Self has developed around Mavvlané’s conception of
love.

Mavvland’'s philosophy of love is dynamic in nature. Without
ignoring the importance of speculation, it heavily relies on effort
and struggle vvithout vvhich man’s potentialities cannot be realized.
No doubt, to defend a dynamic vievv of love requires the acceptance
of the freedom of will. Mavvlana says this:

It is certain that we possess freedom of the wvill,
You cannot deny the manifest evidence of the inner sense.

This “inner sense of freedom” forces man to be active and Cre-
ative to such an extent that he becomes the participant of the divine
activity. Mavvlana’'s free man is not the slave of a fatalistic Iveltan-
schauung. Mavvlana brings about a great change in the concept of
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predestination (takdir), which has been very influential in the modern
Islamic thought. By takdir Mavvlana understands “the laws of life,”
and God’s eternal vvisdom in the universe. And the law of life is
endeavour, the lack of vvhich is but death. “Purposeless activity,”
says Mavvlana, “is better than slumber.”

It is the povver to contemplate and to act freely that makes
man the vicegerent of God. This is beautifully described in the fol-
lovving verses:

So, wvhile in form you are the microcosm,

In reality you are the macrocosm.

Eternally the branch is the origin of the fruit,
Intrinsically the branch came into existence for the sake
of the fruit.

Had there been no hope for the fruit,

Would the gardener have planted the tree?

Therefore, in reality the tree is born of the fruit,

Though it appears to be produced.

The greatness of man comes from a secret link that exists betvveen
his inner being and the Lord of creation. This link is a kind of ex-
perience vvhich is, in nature, both emotional and cognitive. When
man becomes conscious of it, he will be in a position to discover
the real meaning of life and death. Then he will be free of vvorldly
fear and anxiety. Mavvland combines the idea of death withjoy and
felicity. Death, for him, is only a transition into the vvorld of light.
Death is the arrival of lovers:

Avvake, the time has come, avvake, avvake,
YVithout reaching Him, detest yourself, detest yourself.

Mavvlané vvrote in Persian, but most ofhis ideas and his philosophy
of life vvere repeated by his great follovver Yunus Emre (d. 1321) in
Turkish. Yunus Emre wvas the greatest folk poet of the Turkish people.
He says:

Since Mavvlana east his glance upon us
His magnificent vision has become the mirror of our hearts.

For Yunus Emre, Mavvlanad was the chief saint of the vvorld,
so it was a great joy for him to sing Mavvlana’s songs in Turkish.
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Yunus Emre was amidst his people. He told their stories and
shared their happiness and grief. He roamed ali dver Anatolia step by
step and wrote in very simple scheme of rhymes, using the old Turkish
art of counting syllables instead of the difficult Arabic-Persian quan-
titative meters. He was able to express the most difficult religious
ideas so simply and in such a fresh and sweet language that even
today school-children can understand most of them. His influence
is increasing day by day, and his vvorks are being appreciated by
many people in so many different lands.






