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Abstract: The Neoplatonic notion of “emanation” implies a required progression through hierarchical
stages, originating from the highest principle (the One or God) and cascading down through a series
of principles. While this process is deemed necessary, it is also inherently good, even “choiceworthy”,
aligning with the identification of the first principle with the Good. Plotinus, a prominent Neopla-
tonist, emphasizes the beauty and goodness of the sensible world, governed by divine providence.
This perspective, transmitted through Arabic adaptations of Plotinus, influences Islamic philoso-
phers too. This paper delves into the thought of the Isma‘ili philosopher Abd Ya‘qtib al-Sijistani (d.
after. 349/971), exploring the interplay of necessity and goodness in his cosmology, with a focus
on non-human animals. Sijistani’s Persian Uncovering the Veiled provides a unique perspective on
animals, presenting them as both necessary unfoldings of the universal intellect and inherently good
beings with intrinsic value. The paper concludes with an appendix featuring an improved edition
and English translation of relevant passages.

Keywords: Ismailism; Shiism; soul; animals; Neoplatonism; emanation; cosmology; Islam;
Islamic philosophy

1. Introduction

Mention of the Neoplatonic concept of “emanation” brings to mind most readily the
idea of a necessary progression through stages. Emanation begins from a highest principle
(the One, or God), which gives rise to a chain of further principles. The metaphorical
language of emanation is meant to stress the inevitability of this process. Just as a fountain
cannot help but bubble over and a light must shed its rays, so each principle in the series
must generate the next one until all possible entities have been produced. While all of this
is perfectly correct, it leaves something out, namely that it is not only necessary but also
good, and even “choiceworthy”, that the hierarchical procession unfolds. It could hardly
be otherwise, given that the first principle is also identified with the Good. Thus, as is
well known, while Plotinus does indulge in quite a few disparaging remarks about the
sensible world—the final stage of the emanation—he is also at pains to defend the beauty
and goodness of that world, which is governed by divine providence.

A formidable illustration is provided by Plotinus’ longest work, the so-called Grofischrift,
which was split up by his student and editor Porphyry into four treatises (III. 8, V. 8, V. 5, II.
9, which are 30-33 in the chronological order). Another example would be the treatise enti-
tled by Porphyry On Providence and split up by him into two (III. 2-3, 47-48) (see on these
works, e.g., [1-7]). Some of this material may have been unknown in the Islamic world,
since we are not sure whether the first three of the six Enneads were available in Arabic. But
the message would have gotten through nonetheless, and the Arabic Plotinus duly identi-
fies the descent of soul into matter as being both necessary and chosen voluntarily. This is
based on a passage at Enneads IV. 8 (6) 5, which says there is no conflict between necessity
(anangke) and the voluntary (hekousion) (for the passage and further discussion, see [8], and
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for freedom in Plotinus, see further, e.g., [9,10]). This made it easier for subsequent authors
to reconcile a Neoplatonist metaphysics with the Islamic commitment to a voluntary God.
In thinkers powerfully influenced by Neoplatonism, like al-Farabi and Ibn Sina (Avicenna),
the procession of things from God is seen as both “necessary (wajib)” and, because it is not
compelled and is an expression of perfect goodness, a matter of “volition (irada)”.

In the following paper, we will consider a specific example of this pattern of thought,
as it is found in the Isma‘ili philosopher Aba Ya‘qub al-Sijistani (d. after. 349 AH/971
CE). Previous research has emphasized the broadly Plotinian hierarchy of principles in
Sijistani and his elaboration of Neoplatonic negative theology (see especially [11]). Our own
contribution will be an exploration the interplay of necessity and goodness in Sijistani’s
cosmology, specifically with reference to the case of non-human animals. We choose this
focus because animals are discussed numerous times, and in rather unusual ways, in his
Persian language Kashf al-Mahjiib, Uncovering the Veiled, hereafter Kashf (We have used the
Persian edition in [12], which is cited by chapter and section number; and compared the
following manuscripts: MS Minovi 2857, MS Adabiyat 194jim, MS Daneshgah-e Tehran
8798, and MS Majles-e Showra 11692 (fuller description of the manuscripts will be provided
before the edited excerpts). We have also consulted the French translation in [13]. There is a
translation of some sections into English by H. Landolt in [14] (pp. 83-129). It has received
somewhat less attention than another work by Sijistani, the Arabic Kitab al-Yanabi (Book of
Wellsprings, hereafter Yanabi‘), especially thanks to the translation and commentary of The
Book of the Wellsprings (Kitab al-Yanabi) in [15]. Our contention will be that Sijistani explains
the existence of animals from two perspectives. On the one hand, they are necessary as
automatic unfoldings of the content of the universal intellect. On the other hand they are
good, both in the sense that they are beneficial from a human perspective and in the sense
that they have an intrinsic good of their own. In an appendix to the paper, we offer an
improved edition and English translation of the relevant passages (see Appendix A).

2. The Kashf and Its Author

Kashf al-mahjiib (Discovering/Unveiling the Veiled) is the only Persian work attributed
to Abu Ya'qub Sijzi/Segzi, or Sijistani (d. after 971), nickname “Cottonseed” (in Per-
sian: panbe’-dane’, in Arabic: khays(sh)afiij or habb al-quin) (for more on him, see [16-21]
(pp. 415-416)). The authenticity of the Persian text has been challenged in modern scholar-
ship. Instead, it has been suggested that the extant Persian text may have been translated
from a lost, unwitnessed Arabic original (see MinovT’s note to his manuscript of the Kashf
al-mahjiib, which he personally transcribed from the Taqavi unicum: MS Minovi 139/1,
fol. 2, 21. June 1927. Cf. [22] (p. 22); [23] (p. 28); [18] (p. 190); [11] (pp. 2022, pp. 164—
5); [24] (p. 12)). It seems, however, that deniers of a Persian original have all followed
S. M. Stern ([22]). Nafist and Walker offer no independent argument. They both, like
Corbin, suggest Naser-e Khosrow as the possible adaptor. Landolt has suggested that the
anonymous commentator of the Philosophical Poem (Qasida) of Abti 1-Haytham Jorjani is a
more likely candidate. See [17] (pp. 74-82, at 75, 107, fn. 1).

Yet several early, mostly hostile authors confirm that Sijistani wrote a treatise titled
Kashf al-mahjiib. Among these witnesses are the anti-Isma‘ili Zaydi polemicist Aba 1-Qasim
Busti (d. 420/1030), the polymath Abw Rayhan Birani (d. ca. 440/1048), and the Isma'ili
philosopher, theologian, and missionary Naser-e Khosrow (d. between 465/1072 and
471/1078). Birtnj, in his Inquiries on India (Tnhqiq ma li-I-Hind) completed in 421/1030, and
Naser-e Khosrow, in The Traveler’s Provision (Zad al-musafir), mentioned Sijistani’s scan-
dalous endorsement of metempsychosis (tandsokh) in the Kashf al-mahjiib ([25] (p. 441); [26]
(pp- 48-49); Kashf al-mahjiib, V. 3, 59-61). Notoriously, Abi I-Qasim Busti criticized two
theological statements of Sijistani in Kashf al-mahjiib that do not exist in our text. This
has led scholars to the conclusion not only that Sijistani did not pen the Persian text, but
also that it does not reproduce the Arabic original in full ([22] (p. 22)). Herman Landolt,
however, has proven the contrary. It was Busti who reproduced Sijistani’s original text,
perhaps in an intentionally distorted way so that he could condemn and refute him. More-
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over, he might never had seen the original Kashf and might have confused it with another
work of Sijistani’s such as The Book of the Wellsprings (Kitab al-Yanabi), especially given
that he did not mention and criticize Sijistani for endorsing metempsychosis, which is
a heretical doctrine according to the majority of Muslim theologians ([17] (Introduction,
pp- 81-82); [27]). So far, no manuscript or fragment of the purported original has been
identified, and early references do not specify the language in which it would have been
written. ‘Abbas Zaryab Khoyi deems the arguments against the originality of the Persian
extant text weak, tentatively suggesting that in the absence of any evidence or fragments
of an Arabic original, there is insufficient reason to doubt that the Kashf was written in
Persian ([28]). Besides the reasoning Stern offered in favor of the supposition of an original
Arabic version based on Busti’s dubious reconstruction, the strongest argument is derived
from a passage of the Kashf (VIL 1, §1). In this passage, the author refers to a certain Ba
Ya‘qiib, who could be identified with the author of the Kashf, Abu Ya‘qub. He relates a
sentence from Ba Ya‘qub in Arabic that is supposed to make a simple point regarding the
Arabic morphology of the root b--th (arousing, resurrection, or resuscitation) and three
cognates derived from it: inbi‘ath (arising), munba‘ith (the one arising), and mab‘iith (the one
made to arise, resuscitated, resurrected). It is noteworthy that the use of proper names (ism
zahir) instead of first-person pronouns, while striking, is one of the rhetorical and stylistic
devices commonly found in medieval Persian and Arabic texts. The sentence reads chonank
Ba Ya‘qiib giyad al-inbi‘ath infi‘al min al-ba‘th wa-l-munba‘ith al-munfa‘il wa-lI-mab‘iith al-maf il
(Kashf VII. 1, §1.9-10). One finds, however, a similarly pedantic approach regarding the
term qiyama (resurrection) in al-Risala al-bahira. Cf. [29] (Vol. 1, pp. 633-634); [30] (§7).

Whether Sijistani originally wrote the Kashf in Persian or it was translated from an
original Arabic into Persian, there is no doubt that our Persian text dates back to the
5th/11th century (on this, see [31] vol 2, p. 52)). Furthermore, all topics associated with
the work by later authors find a corresponding passage in our extant text. Thus, we can
conclude that our Persian text is a faithful rendering of the original Arabic text, if the
postulation of such an original is accepted ([28]; [17] (Introduction, p. 82); [27]).

The Kashf is deliberately structured, adhering to a coherent philosophical strategy
that commences with the principle of unity, the First, and delves into Sijistani’s renowned
radical apophatic theology (see Table A3). The exploration then progresses according to the
Neoplatonist emanative order through intellect, soul, nature, and sublunary creation (see
Tables A4—A7). The work then deals with Prophethood and the Imamate (see Table A8), and
culminates in the topic of resurrection, elucidating the cyclical return of creation to the First
(see Table A9). Between a prologue and an epilogue, the book comprises seven treatises or
Discourses (magqalat), each consisting of seven issues (jastar) (see Tables A2—-A9). Both of
these elements are of symbolic significance. Isma‘ilis believe in seven Imams descending
from the first Imam, Imam “Ali ibn Abi Talib (d. 40/661), who was Prophet Muhammad'’s
son in law and cousin, the youngest person to embrace Islam, and the second Muslim after
the Prophet’s wife, Khadija bint Khuwaylid (d. 619CE, three years before the advent of the
Islamic calendar). The number seven thus symbolizes Isma‘ili theology and holds major
prominence in its cosmology and ontology. It is associated with divine creation, cosmic
order, and philosophy of history. Besides the seven pillars of Isma‘1li Islam, seven is the
number of the heavenly spheres, which also represent different stages of spiritual ascent.
Each heaven is associated with a specific Imam, known as the “speaker” or natiq. They are
the bearers of divine knowledge and serve as guides for the seeker on the path of spiritual
realization. The numerical symbolism extends to seven prophetic cycles, each of which
includes seven prophets.

The jastar (Issue), which constitutes a magalat (Discourse) (compare with Tables A3-A9),
symbolizes the emanative process or flow (derived from jastan: to issue, to spring forward)
and is taken to be the equivalent of the Arabic term yanbii (wellspring), which Sijistani has
used in his Kitab al-Yanabi (The Book of the Wellsprings) (On this, we follow Ebrahimi Dinani,
who relies an unnamed professor of Persian literature, and Landolt, in contrast to other
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scholars who read the word as jostar (inquiry). [17] (Introduction, p. 77); [27]; [32] (p. 336)).
The seven discourses of the Kashf are as follows (see also Table A2):

L Discourse One: On Unity (tawhid)

IL Discourse Two: On Recalling the First Creation [the Intellect]

III. Discourse Three: On the Second Creation [the Soul]

Iv. Discourse Four: On the Third Creation, namely Nature

V. Discourse Five: On the Fourth Creation [sublunary creation]

VL Discourse Six: On the Fifth Creation [Prophethood—Imamate]

VIL Discourse Seven: On Mentioning the Sixth Creation [the Resurrection and return]

The focus of this article is mainly on the fourth creation (Discourse Five), but we refer to
others Discourses too.

3. Animals in the Cosmic Order

As promised, we will be seeing that Sijistani has some surprising things to say about
animals. His way of classifying them among existents is, however, not one of them. At Kashf
I. 1.3, he adopts a traditional, broadly Aristotelian division of substances into corporeal
and incorporeal (or “spiritual”: riih), with the former being subdivided into living and
inanimate: literally “growing” and “unliving” (nami vs. mavat). The animate substances,
finally, are either plants or animals (hayavan). One notable feature of this division, however,
is the initial suggestion that there is an umbrella term, “thing (chiz)”, which includes both
substances and accidents, and which could have included literally all existents if we were
willing to describe God as a “thing”. Sijistani backs away from this, however: he already
argued at the very start of the work (Kashf 1. 1) that God is not a thing, and the first phrase
(agar. .. bidi) in our passage is to be taken counterfactually, as he says at Kashf II. 2.2 that
God is also not a “substance”. (On “thing” as an all-embracing term equivalent to “existent”
in kalam, and as appropriated by Ibn Sina (Avicenna), see [33-35].)

In Sijistan’s Neoplatonic way of thinking, classes or genera are not only mental
categories but principles found at the level of the intellect. At that level, a class like
“substance” is a unity, which still embraces all possible substances within it. At Kashf 1I. 7.1,
he refers to this as “absolute substance (jawhar-e motlagq)” and says that it is the job of soul
to “unfold (goshddan)” this unity into a plurality. In this passage, we also get the further
information that “animal” is subdivided into rational and non-rational, with the former
division once again subdivided into mortal and immortal, that is, human and angel (see
Figure 1).

This looks, at first glance, unproblematic and even quite standard, but in fact it is
disconcerting. As we saw in Kashf 1. 1.3 and has just been confirmed here in Kashf 1I. 7.1,
“animal” is a subdivision of bodily substance as opposed to spiritual substance. One would
have expected angels to appear on the spiritual side of this divide, not for them to be
classified under corporeal substances, as rational animals alongside humans. One may
suspect that Sijistant has lost track of this in his zeal to affirm the traditional definition of
human as “mortal, rational animal” which would list the last three steps in his division: he
introduces angels at the last step solely to have a contrast class for the mortality of humans.
However, his further remarks in the following section Kashf II. 7.2 seem to involve another
inconsistency (see Figure 1). We were just told that animate substances are divided into
plants and animals, with rationality and the lack thereof being a division within animals.
But now, he says that the non-rational is subdivided into plants and animals. This is not
quite as problematic as the point about angels, though. Non-rationality could, after all,
belong to two different classes that appear at two different levels in the tree of divisions (Cf.
Kitab Ithbat al-nubuwwat [36] (IL. 1, pp. 133-134)).
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Figure 1. Unfolding, analysis, division (Kashf II. 7.1).

We should also attend to the different context of Kashf 1. 7.2 (see Figure 2). In the first
paragraph of Kashf 1. 7, Sijistani was describing the procession of substance from the level
of intellect into the lower world through the ministrations of soul. Now, he seems to be
talking about an epistemic process, whereby the soul “gathers together” what has been
scattered through its own activity into different genera and species. So it may be that the
soul does not just move through the same stages in backwards order (so that, in Neoplatonic
terms, the “reversion” would perfectly track the steps of “procession”), but simply observes
commonalities between classes and unites them together (see Figures 1 and 2). In any
case, whether it is engaging in analysis (“bringing many from one substance”) or synthesis
(“bringing to one substance from many”), it can undertake the task only through conjoining
(joft gashtan) itself to the intellect.

Humans have a special place in this scheme, because even as soul takes responsibility
for dividing and disseminating absolute substance into its various types, it also “descends”
and attaches especially to the human. This is explained at Kashf III. 1.1, where Sijistant
says that only humans have the needed “balance” or “harmony (i‘tidal)” to accept the soul.
Unfortunately, he does not expand upon this. The first thing we should address is the
discrepancy between this passage and the evidence elsewhere in the text that for Sijistani,
plants and animals also are alive and have soul. (At Kashf 11. 7.1 for example, he has already
said that plants have a “growing soul”: nafs-e nami.) One way to resolve this difficulty
would be to say that only humans receive the rational soul or, what comes to the same
thing, that only humans receive soul fully, with the whole range of its capacities—that is,
including reason. In doing so, as we have already seen, humans come to have something in
common with angels.

Next, we should ask what he means by the i‘tidal that allows humans to receive
soul. He may be referring to the “balance” of bodily humors, since it was a fundamental
assumption of Galenic medicine that, among all animals, the human has the most perfectly
balanced or “well-mixed” body. For instance, Galen wrote that the human is “in the middle,
in its mixture, within the genus of animals as a whole” (see [37] (p. 107) citing Galen, On
Temperaments, [38] (I. 541); [39] (20-21)). As Sijistani goes on, though, he praises humankind
as being “in the middle” in a second sense, namely that the human partakes of both
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intellectual and sensible reality (here called “nature”). Humanity thus has a “border” on
either side, which may recall Plotinus” metaphor that the soul is on the “horizon” between
the two worlds (Enneads 4.4.3). In this same passage, Sijistani also recalls the division
of worldly substances into inanimate, plant, and animal. Previously, we were told that
humans are a subdivision of animals, and that is borne out here when Sijistani says that
the human is distinguished by “sensible life (zendagani-ye hess?)” as well as by intellective
capacity. Life is even the “kernel (lobb)” or “center (maghz)” of nature. Thus, we may infer
that the animate in general is the most central part of the sensible realm, while the human
is the most outstanding representative of animate substance. We are, in short, the best of
the best (Kashf VI. 1.1.)—though only on the level of species. On the level of individuals,
beasts are superior to some human beings (Kashf V. 3.3.).

77\

non-substance

like first substance
~~
substance
]
non-body body
\T/ \I__/
~~ A~

growing lifeless

T

plant animal

T

irrational rational

=

mortal immortal

e

rational

Figure 2. Reversion, synthesis, bringing together (Kashf II. 7.2).

So far, we have not seen Sijistani say anything about the diversity of animal species,
apart of course from humans. If humans are distinguished by the special descent of soul
into our species, how are other animals distinguished from one another? This is a topic of
some interest to Sijistani, who devotes a chapter (Kashf V. 3) to the proposition that “species
do not mix with one another, neither when they are composed nor after they have been
composed (na"-dar tarkib wa na"-pas az tarkib)”. His rationale for this in Kashf V. 3.1 gives
us a first example of his pervasive attempt to explain cosmology by appealing to both
necessity and goodness. He argues that if species could mix, then we would get individuals
that partake of more than one species at a time, like a “half bird, half donkey”. Note here
his implicit appeal to something like the principle of plenitude: if mixing of species were
even possible, ja’iz, then it would in fact happen in particular individuals. But in fact, “such
a thing does not exist and is impossible (i na"-mawjiid ast wa momtane‘ ast)”.

The reason given for the first claim, that mixing does not exist, is that the “benefits
(manafe?)” of each species would be undermined (batel mi-shavad). Again, a principle is
being implicitly invoked here, in this case that the nature of each species is linked to certain
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beneficial attributes or capacities. For example, it is beneficial for birds that they can
fly and eat berries, neither of which is compatible with being a donkey. The supporting
consideration for the second claim is harder to understand: “the mixing of species with one
another is impossible because the species are connected to the individuals”. We suggest
understanding this as follows: as we have seen, what is unified at the level of intellect
becomes variegated through soul’s activity in the world of nature. In this process, more
general classes are instantiated or manifested as sub-classes; for example, animals as a genus
subordinated to the higher genus of animate substances. In the final step, an infima species
will likewise manifest as individuals that fall under that species. For a single individual
to fall under more than one animal species would violate this metaphysical law, so it is
“impossible”. An additional consideration, which SijistanT immediately adds (Kashf V. 3.2),
fits with this. Namely, that the individuals within a species have only the potentiality
to generate something of the same species, so that a horse cannot generate a donkey or
vice versa. One might think of this as the natural philosophical complement, or indeed
consequence, of the metaphysical rationale just provided. A further consideration could
be adduced, at the level of the intellect: if individuals of two species were to reproduce,
the offspring would belong to a third species which is not represented at the level of the
intelligible, and it is this that is impossible. Nevertheless, it should be noted that this is
an awkward example for Sijistani to have chosen, because the most famous and obvious
example of the fact that animals of different species can indeed “mix” is the mule, which
is the offspring of a horse and a donkey. Possibly, he would point to the infertility of
mules as evidence that they are the exception that proves the rule. Alternatively, one could
argue that the way he talks about the mixtures or half-man and half-donkey and half-bird
half-donkey (Kashf V. 3.1) shows that he does not consider horse and donkey as separate
species, since they share similar appearance and similar benefits. (On the relation between
humans and horses in the Arabic zoological tradition, see [40]. On mules in Aristotle, and
why mules, like all other mixed animals, are no species and have no forms, see [41]. On the
classification of animals based on their appearance, see [42-45] (p. 12); [46,47].)

Sijistant is still not done with this topic, though, because he wants to rule out another
kind of “mixing”, namely cross-species reincarnation, as when a human is born into
the body of a dog or donkey or vice versa (for an account of various understandings of
transmigration or metempsychosis, especially among Platonist philosophers, see [48]). He
mounts an especially vigorous refutation against this proposal, perhaps because (as he says)
he is aware of some ignorant people who actually accept the possibility of transmigration.
They held that a human soul could enter the body of dog or donkey and vice versa. This
is indeed a theory sometimes associated with Isma‘ilism, and even with Sijistani himself,
on the authority of Birtni and Naser-e Khosrow (See further [11,49] (p. 99); [50,51]). The
absence of that theory in our text is one factor that has made scholars suspect that the
presumed translator of Sijistani’s Kashf has altered the original text.

Here, Sijistani distances himself from transmigration (tanasokh), calling it delirium
(hadhayan), by building on the point just made, that individual members of species are
generated from other members of the same species (Kashf V. 3.3). To refute the concept of
cross-species transmigration, Sijistani puts forth a theory of preformation concerning the
embryo (notfe). According to this theory, the form of doghood is invested and predestined
(magqdiir ast) in the dog embryo or sperm. This embryo originates within the body of a male
dog, passes into the body of a female dog, and is endowed with all the necessary attributes
for sensation and movement, ultimately developing into a fully formed dog (Kashf V. 3.3)
(cf. Aristotle. Generation of Animals, [52] (IL. 3)). The celestial form of dog governs this whole
process (Kashf V. 3.4), and there is no stage at which a human soul could attach to the dog’s
body. The possibility of cross-species transmigration would undermine the benefits and
measures that are predestined in the species by God through the celestial forms that are
the principles of the species. Moreover, cross-species transmigration would be pointless.
The proponent of metamorphosis can find no theological and eschatological reasons for it
because “human bodies are sufficient for the punishment of the sinners”. Indeed, “there
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are many in human bodies that are more corrupt and filthy than dogs, wolves, and swine!”
(Kashf V. 3.3). So it would be unjust for God to use animal bodies for punishing the sinners.
Hence, while Sijistani denies the traditional notion of transmigration of souls, he makes
room for a restricted concept of transmigration, which is transmigration on the level of
the same species, such that the soul of a dog, after its death, could enter into the body of a
newborn dog, and the same for human souls (See [17] (Introduction, p. 80)).

Why would Sijistani be so concerned with the preservation of species and with reject-
ing the possibility of their intermingling, while allowing inter-species reincarnation? We
can posit three theological and philosophical reasons. First, Sijistant may be seeking to
establish that there is no infinity of souls, often raised as an absurd consequence against
the thesis of the eternity of the universe. Second and relatedly, by advocating for species
preservation, he ensures that there is a limit to individuals to be resurrected on the Final
Day (Kashf VIL. 2. the relationship between the Final Day and reincarnation or rebirth is
stated in Sijistani’s al-Risala al-Bahira too; see [30] (§§14-15); [53] (pp. 198-218), and for
an English translation, [53] (pp. 60-75)). Third, Sijistani considers the prophets to be a
distinct species, subordinate species to the human species, and may be inclined to confine
prophetic souls to a select group of bodies. This arrangement ensures that these sacred souls
reincarnate in various, perfectly balanced bodies. This aligns with the Isma‘ili philosophy
of history already presented above, which centers around cyclical recurrence.

Sijistani wraps up his discussion of this “issue (jastir)” about the impossibility of
mixing species, by appealing to the celestial causes of animal species (Kashf V. 3.4). The
heavens provide the “principles (asl-hi)” from which the species “come forth (padid ayand)”.
Explaining this mechanism a bit more fully, he says, “there is for each species in creation a
celestial form, which preserves that species”. (Sijistani has a strikingly literal understanding
of the assignment of forms to the celestial spheres. In Kashf V. 7, one of his arguments
supporting the assertion that the number of species is fixed and determinate (shemorde”,
ma‘diid) is rooted in a distinctly corporeal interpretation of Platonic forms or species. He
writes, “the species are moulds (qaleb-hi) that are preserved in the round body (jerm-e
modavvar), namely in the sphere of the stars, such that they do not undergo any change
whatsoever (ke" az hale- kh®ish benagardand). [. ..] Were the species unrestricted in number,
it would be permissible for them to become increased and diminished (ziyadat-o nogsan).
Consequently, it would be necessary that increase and diminution appear in the spherical
body [the sphere of the stars]. The diminution of the spherical body would result in the
diminution of the species, and the diminution of the species result in the diminution of
the round body. It is, however, far from evident that a new form (siirat? naw) arises in
the round body a form residing in it (siirat7 az siirat-haye it) would be nullified” (Kashf V.
7.2,3-11; Cf. Kashf IV. 3.3).) Yet again, the reader may be puzzled. Weren’t we told that
the various classes of things in the natural world are produced by the soul unfolding the
unified content of intellect? How does this “celestial form”, and heavenly causation more
generally, fit into that story? There are two chapters in the Kashf that bear on this question;
we will start with the more straightforward of the two, which is Kashf V. 6.

4. Animal Motion

Here, Sijistani contends that the circular motion of the heavens is the cause for animal
motion. His argument to this effect in Kashf V. 6.1 runs as follows: whatever causes
animal motion must itself be a motion, since the cause should be in the same category as
the effect. Here, we mean “category” in the Aristotelian sense, since Sijistani states that
motions cannot be caused by quantities, relations, or substances. Rather, the cause must
be “homogeneous (moshakel)”, that is, of the same type as the effect. Of course, the idea
that every motion needs to be caused by another, prior motion is also solidly Aristotelian
(Physics VIII. 1). The next step once again displays Sijistani’s penchant for dichotomous
division: motion is either rectilinear or circular. But if the causing motion were rectilinear
then so would be the effect, and of course, animals do not always move in straight lines.
Thus, it is circular motion, which is found only in the heavens, that causes animal motion.
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To make this argument go through, a number of ancillary assumptions or arguments
are needed. For one thing, Sijistani is clearly assuming that complex animal motions must
have simple motions as their cause, since the contrast between rectilinear and circular is one
made between simple motions. Even granting this, though, we would not have ruled out
that there are multiple simple motions that collectively cause animal motion. A further
problem is this: why wouldn’t the same objection used against rectilinear motion also hold
for circular motion? In other words, why doesn’t the fact that animals don’t move in circles
show that they not (only) caused to move by circular motion? Sijistani does give a response
to this, in Kashf V. 6.2: animal motions have in common with celestial motions that there is
not just one start- and end-point for them, whereas rectilinear motion (of an element, say)
always goes from the same beginning to the same end (e.g., fire from “down” to “up”). Still,
it has to be said that the whole line of argument is less than convincing. It looks very much
like an attempt to justify on purely rational grounds something that is observed empirically,
namely that animal behaviors like reproduction, sleeping and waking, and so on are keyed
to celestial phenomena like the seasons and the difference between night and day.

The main contribution of Kashf V. 6 to our worry about the relation between celestial
causation and the causation exercised by soul and intellect comes early in the chapter,
before the whole line of argument just surveyed. It is something of a passing comment, to
the effect that animal motions are a “branch” or “corollary” (far‘) of nature, which “cannot
fail to be (chare” nist az an)”. This suggests that animal motion is indeed integrated into
the necessary, hierarchical production of all things from intellect through soul, since as we
have seen the realm of nature is precisely the product of that procession. This suspicion is
confirmed by the other passage we wanted to look at, which is Kashf V. 1, devoted to the
“preservation of species”. His discussion here applies patterns of argument we have already
seen: in Kashf V. 1.1, he reasons from the need for genera and species to be manifested; in
Kashf V. 1.2-3, he appeals to the influence of the celestial spheres.

In both cases, he emphasizes the necessity that animal species constantly persist. With-
out the species, the relevant individuals and genera would not survive. Here, one might
suspect that he tacitly is thinking of these logical notions in mereological terms, that is, a
genus is a whole made of species, while individuals are parts of a species. (He does not say
this in so many words, but it could be inferred from his remark that the higher “gathers”
what is below it: gerd dvarad; Kashf V. 1.1.) Since wholes can survive only if their parts
survive, and vice versa, the vanishing of a species would eliminate both its individuals and
its genus (for the Peripatetic background on metaphysics underlying the eternity of species,
see [54]). Of course, this line of thought presupposes that, as Sijistant himself says, “The
persistence (bemandan) of both the genera and the individuals is a necessity” (Kashf V. 1.1.).
Unfortunately, it is not clear why this would be more obvious than the need for the species
to persist. An opponent who thinks that a species could disappear would surely be happy
for its individuals to disappear too, and might argue that the genus could survive so long
as other of its species persist (when the dodo went extinct, the genus of birds continued to
persist). Or, they might just allow for the possible disappearance of genera, since after all
they are happy to allow the disappearance of species.

Since this was rather unsatisfying, let us turn to the second line of argument, about
heavenly influence (Kashf V. 1.2). Sijistani says that the species are “radiations (sho‘a‘at)” of
the spheres, which stand at the “outmost ascending limit of nature (nahayat-e barshodan-e
tabi‘at)” (cf. Kitab al-Yanabr, [15] (XIX, §§ 92-95)). Furthermore, there is no obstacle that
could prevent the species from being radiated or received. This little passage solves a
number of our worries about Sijistani’s view. First, it gives us a non-question-begging
reason why species and their individuals are necessary: there is a cause that continually
brings them about. Second, the “outermost” position of the heavenly realm may suggest
that it is the transitional point, and causal intermediary, between the intelligible principles
of intellect and soul on the one hand and the rest of the sublunary world on the other hand.
Nature was often treated in the Neoplatonic tradition as a kind of fourth hypostasis (for
instance by Plotinus in Ennead III. 8), and this conception is reflected in the layout of the
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Kashf, whose first four major sections (magqalat) deal in order with God, intellect, soul, and
nature. Thus, we may understand the forms in the heavens as being the first reception,
within the realm of nature, of forms that exist in a more unified way in intellect. Celestial
causation then passes the forms on to things in the sublunary world, as we have seen with
the specific case of astral motions causing animal motions (on the causal efficacy of the
celestial spheres, see also Kitab al-Yanabi, [15] (§§ 63, 171, 186); al-Risala al-Bahira, [30] (§4)).

The whole line of argument might also put us in mind of the way the Active Intellect,
the last celestial intellect, is the “giver of forms” in the cosmology of al-Farabi and Ibn Sina.
So it would be plausible to suppose that forms of the various species are disseminated
into matter from the heavens. But the next paragraph (Kashf V. 1.3) contains a startling
claim that at first glance looks incompatible with this idea. Sijistani says that mineral, plant,
and animal are not genera containing a multitude of species, but are instead each a single
species. For example, “the multitude of the animals, like ants, gnats, horses, and camels,
although they are all different in form (be'-siirat mokhtalef), are all one species (yek naw‘ ast)”.
This looks like an overturning of Aristotelian biological class divisions, to say nothing of
plain common sense. However, most likely, Sijistant does not intend to deny that there are
species below the level of the animal genus. He just wants to say that animality as a whole
is passed on as a unity to, and by, the heavens. The difference between individuals and
their types, within the large classes of mineral, plant, and animal, are due to “the difference
in the mixture (mezaj) of the places” where the forms are received “by way of generation
(tavallod)”, as he says here speaking of minerals. Thus, he is able to go on immediately
to distinguish between beneficial and non-beneficial “species” of animals, plants, and
minerals (Kashf V. 1.4). The beneficial animal species include domesticated creatures like
horses, cows, and sheep. On the non-beneficial side are beasts of prey (for the problem
of harmful animals, see [55]; Sijistani would fit nicely into Virgi’s portrait of a tradition of
texts that insist on placing such “unwanted” creatures within the providential order). Their
species are also preserved because they too are consequences of the causal chain that comes
down to the world of nature from intellect and soul through the heavens. As this passage
shows, Sijistani recognizes that necessity and benefit can come apart: harmful animals (as
well as harmful plants and minerals) exist because they must, not because they do other
creatures any good.

5. Animal Benefits

For the most part, though, plants and animals do plenty of good. In particular, they
do good for humans. At Kashf I11. 4, he takes up the question of what share (bahr) animals
have in soul. He answers the question by using the terms “love (mahabbat)” and “dominion
(alabe”)” to designate, respectively, providential care and the dependency of that which
receives such care (Kashf I11. 4.1; for mahabbat and galabat in relation to animal soul, see
[Pseudo-]Aristotle, Theology of Aristotle: [56] (VIII, §166); [57] (pp. 98-99); [58] (p. 473); [59]
(Enn. VI. 7.14)). Thus, intellect loves soul and sheds benefit upon it; soul is conversely
dependent on intellect for the benefits it receives. The same dynamic is observable in nature:
plants benefit animals by giving them nourishment; animals benefit humans by providing
milk, meat, butter, wool, and fur. Sijistani is, obviously enough, considering the goodness
of animals from an anthropocentric perspective. The reason it is both good and necessary
for many animal species to exist is that these animals benefit humans and facilitate human
persistence.

Anthropocentrism also seems to be upheld at the start of the next paragraph (Kashf
III. 4.2), where he seemingly ranks those animal species higher that can accept training
and perform useful or human-like behaviors like hunting and talking (this is reminiscent
of Miskawayh'’s hierarchy of animal species, which ranks them in terms of their ability
to imitate or be trained by humans. See [60] (p. 13); Miskawayh’s recommendation to
avoid “injustice” towards animals is similar to the following remark of Sijistani, in that
both seem to be motivated by a belief in animal teleology). These animals are distinguished
by their ability to “learn human adab (hami amiizand adab-e mardom)”; here, it is not animal
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benefit for humans that is in focus, but Sijistanti is still evaluating them in terms of their
similarity to humans. Yet in the immediate sequel, he shows himself able to appreciate that
animals have a value in their own right: “There is still another share of the soul, nobler
than these [aforementioned] shares, in the animals, which is their longing for persistence
(baga’) and their fleeing from destruction (fand’), because there is no animal that does not by
its own nature fear death and strive to stay alive. It is for this reason that one does not kill
an animal unless there is a benefit [in it]”. This may be the most noteworthy passage on
animals in the whole Kashf, showing as it does that for Sijistani, animals themselves benefit
from their own existence. Certainly, he thinks that this value is not absolute: even as he tells
us that we shouldn’t kill animals for no good reason, he allows us to do it when we do have
good reason, like preservation of another species. Presumably the “benefit” to be had from,
say, eating meat would for him count as a good enough reason: SijistanI was no animal
liberationist. Still, his acknowledgement of a non-anthropocentric teleology in animal life
leads him to give at least some moral weight to the interests of animals, which in this
historical context is noteworthy. Ironically, it puts him in agreement with an earlier near
contemporary who was a bitter enemy of the Isma‘1lis, namely Abt Bakr al-Razi (See [61]).

Respect for animals is also indicated by another section, which takes up the curious
question of whether plants are prior (p7sh biidr) to animals, followed by humans (Kashf V.
2.1). Apparently, the idea of Sijistani’s unidentified opponents, who most probably are the
Brethren of Purity (Ikhwan al-Safa’) in the Epistles XXI-XXII on the genera of plants and
the generation of animals (cf. [62], vol. 2), is that more rudimentary forms of life are prior
in being (darbiidan) or creation (Kashf V. 2.2). Against this, Sijistani argues that all three
genera exist together, in part for the now-familiar reason that all are equally consequences
of heavenly influence (Kashf V. 2.3). He also seems to suggest in the course of this argument
that plants are created for the sake of animal nutrition. (Despite these arguments, Sijistani
ultimately suspends judgement on the priority question, as the topic belongs to the occult
keys (mafatih-e $ayb) that are kept with God only, knowledge of which He has kept from
(bT-niyaz kard) human beings (Kashf V. 2.5).) This sheds new light on the previous chapter in
the same section (Kashf V. 1), where we saw Sijistani insisting that animal species are never
eliminated. For him it is important that plant and animal species are always present, not
just because humans benefit from this (though not always: remember the harmful plants
and animals) but because it is simply good that the universe contains all possible species.
As he says twice in Kashf V. 3.1-2, God wanted the animal species to be manifested, so they
can neither vanish nor get mixed together, lest “God’s wisdom be undermined”. From this
perspective, there is really no difference between the goodness of animals and the necessity
of animals: it is precisely because God wanted them to exist that he set up the universe in
such a way that it could not fail to contain them.

6. Conclusions

Sijistani was, as we said at the outset of this paper, an Isma‘1li Neoplatonist. We
have said a good deal about his Neoplatonism but not much that would be relevant to
his Isma‘ilism. To conclude by rectifying this omission, we would point to a parallel
between the place of animals in his philosophy and the place of prophecy in his religious
teaching. We have seen that for him, animals are both necessary and beneficial, so that
one can understand their emergence from the intelligible realm from two perspectives: by
seeing how they are inevitably caused and by seeing why it is good that they be caused.
He provides the same sort of naturalistic account for prophecy. There must be prophets,
because they are a consequence of the emanative scheme, but of course it is also beneficial
that there should be prophets. Sijistani draws the parallel himself at Kashf VI. 1.3, writing
that the functions of elements, celestial, bodies, “the purpose (gasd) of soul in the plants
and the animals”, and the workings of soul in humankind all reveal the “dominion and
greatness” of intellect (Cf. Kitab al-Yanabi', [15] §164). The flowing of light from intellect
onto individual humans who have the perfect “disposition” to receive that light, so as to
make prophets, is just another example of the same phenomenon: that the “blessings of
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intellect reach soul and nature, giving rise to plentiful things” (compare with Kiftab Ithbat
al-nubuwwat [36] (IL 2, pp. 135-137; V. 9, pp. 263-267)).
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Appendix A. Passages on Animals from the Kashf
Appendix A.1. Manuscript Description

These excerpts have been edited based on four manuscripts and a printed version
provided by Henry Corbin. Corbin based his edition on a unique manuscript identified
and owned by the scholar and politician Sayyed Nasr-Allah Taqavi/Akhavi (d. 1947).
Although the Taqavi codex lacks a specific date, ownership notes suggest at least a sale
in Rabi® al-thani 804 AH (Nov.—Dec. 1401). The codex itself is much older; based on the
archaic form of the naskhi handwriting, the quality of the paper, the state of absorption of
the ink, and the orthographic peculiarities, Tagavi and Corbin proposed the end of the sixth
century AH (early twelfth century CE) as its likely date (Corbin, “Introduction”. In [24]
(p- 10)). Corbin faithfully reproduced the orthographical features of the original manuscript
in his edition. Despite Taqavi's generous donation of his library and manuscript collection
to the Iranian parliament’s library (Majles Library), this particular codex was not part of
that collection. It appears to have remained in the possession of the Tagav1 family, and
unfortunately, we have been unable to determine its current location.

In the absence of the Taqavi codex, we used Corbin’s text (referred to as “ §” in the

apparatus) and the following manuscripts, which were transcribed from the Taqavi codex'.
MS. Minovi 139/1, held in the Ketabkhaneh-ye Mojtaba Minovi (d. 1977) in Tehran.
Referred to as “ _¢”. Minovi transcribed this manuscript himself from the Tagavi codex in

May-June 1927, noting the corresponding folio numbers of the Taqavi manuscript. The only
difference between the Tagavi manuscript and MinovT's transcription is that Minovi puts
the titles of the Discourses (magalat) and Issues (jastar) at the beginning of the lines. This
resulted in one extra line in the corresponding pages compared to the Tagavi manuscript
(MS. Minovi 139/1, page 80, 14-22). It is written in naskhi script and comprises 180 pages of
21-22 lines per page. The text of the Kashf al-Mahjib is found on pages 3-80.

Both Corbin and Minov7, in their glosses, have referred to the Taqavi manuscript as
“asl”. In this edition, we reproduced such indications correspondingly as “ J.o!( 5)” and

“ Jel(_s)". They both replicate the orthographical features of the Tagavi manuscript. Most

notably they reproduce the distinction between dal and dhal at the end of words (dhal-e
mu‘jam) and the omission of silent “h” at the end of a word when its plural form is built
with ha (e.g., they write Livinstead of g i)

MS. Adabiyat 194-jim, housed in the library of the Faculty of Literature and Human
Sciences at the University of Tehran. Referred to as “»1”. Transcribed by Mohammad ‘All
‘Ebrat Na'ini from the Taqavi manuscript in February 1940, it is written in naskhi script
and consists of 113 pages of 17 lines. In April 1940, ‘Ebrat Na'ini presented it as a gift to the
scholar Sayyed Karim AmirT Firtizkahi (d. 1984).

MS. Majles-e Shaura 11692-aksi, housed in the library of the Iranian Parliament in
Tehran. Referred to as “ #”. It was transcribed by Ebrahim Zanjani from the Taqavi

manuscript in 1931. Our copy has a break in the middle of Kashf VI. 6.1 (page 60 according
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to the manuscript numbering, which was potentially done by another individual; this
corresponds to page 80, line 1 in Corbin’s edition). The part before the break consists of 60
pages of 20 lines per page. Subsequently, there is a kind of insertion of 28 pages, offering
an incomplete transcription of Naser-e Khosrow’s Goshayesh-o Rahayesh. Then, another
hand resumes the copy of the Kashf (10 pages of 19-20 lines). The pages of this supplement
are neither numbered nor in order. The fact that Naser-e Khosrow’s Goshayesh-o Rahayesh
follows Kashf in the Taqavi manuscript suggests that Zanjani transcribed the entire codex.
The first part is in ta‘lig script, while the supplement is in nasta‘lig. A duplicate of the
deficient MS. Majles-e Shaura 11692 can be found in Dar al-Kutub, Cairo (MS. Dar al-Kutub,
tasavouf farsi 81) ([63] (Vol. 1, pp. 829-830)).

MS. Daneshgah-e Tehran 8798, held at the Central Library of the University of Tehran.
Referred to as “»»”. This manuscript was, like MS. Majles, completed by a second hand.

The first part is written in naskhi script and comprises 48 pages of 19 lines per page. In
this case, the break comes in the middle of Kashf V. 6.1 (page 66, line 6 in Corbin’s edition),
but it is immediately completed by the second hand in 29 pages of 17-18 lines. Both parts
are undated, and the identity of the scribes remains unknown. The codex once belonged
to Minovi.

MS. Malek 4055-2, preserved in the Malek National Library in Tehran. Referred to as
“ J«”. This manuscript was transcribed by Ahmad Sohayli Kh*ansari (d. 1994-5) in 1936.

In contrast to preceding copies, it appears to be derived from MS. Majles-e Shaura 11692,
as it is also severed in the middle of Kashf V. 6.1. (p. 128, 1. 5) and continues with Naser-e
Khosrow’s Goshayesh-o Rahayesh. However, unlike the MS. Maijles, it remains incomplete.
MS. Malek 4055-2 is penned in naskhi script and consists of 73 pages with 14 lines per page.
The text of Kashf occupies pages 56—128 of codex 4055, while pages 128-64 include the
Goshayesh-o Rahayesh, mistakenly thought to be the continuation of the Kashf. Unfortunately,
the first treatise in this codex was not accessible to us. This manuscript rarely replicates
the orthographical features of MS. Majles and, especially after Kashf IV. 6, transcribes the
conjunctive and pronoun kay (and -ak) as ki /ke2. In the colophon, Sohayli Khwansari
outlines his intention to collate the manuscript, but it seems he did not manage to do so.

In addition to the above, Sa‘ld Nafisi (d. 1966) personally transcribed a copy of the
Tagavi manuscript in 1942-3 for his own use; its current location is unknown ([64]).

In this edition, we utilized MS. Minovi 139/1 as our primary text, with discrepancies
described in the footnotes. Regarding orthography, we did not retain the archaic features
present in the original, a departure from Corbin’s edition. Specifically, we did not replicate
the distinction between dal and dhal at the end of words (dhal-e mu‘jam), except in the critical
apparatus. The copula is consistently written as a separate word. In the apparatus, text
between “[]” indicate the exact phrases in the main body of the text that are subject to
variation, while text between “<>" indicate our additions to the text. Our manuscripts
rarely indicate vowels (including the kasra of ezifa); if they do so and the vocalization affects
the meaning (as in giit as opposed to q°v"t), we have indicated them in the apparatus. The
vocalization here is added in order to facilitate the reading.

Here is a list of the signs and abbreviations used in the apparatus and their connotation
(Table A1):

Table Al. The Legend of Symbols and Abbreviations Used in the Edition.

In the Margin of the Given MS. Subscribed ha _MS [word]
-

On the top of the indicated word

(“Iword]”) in the given MS. Subscribed fawg JijS [word]

Corrected by the scribe in the margin Subscribed sh MS [word]

&

AlternatlYe word for “[word]” offered Subscribed ki . MS [word]
by the scribe C
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Table Al. Cont.

In the Margin of the Given MS. Subscribed ha CMS [word]

The “[word]” in the given MS. is not

. e =
legible Subscribed nakh“ana t;\?'uMS [word]

The “[word]” is absent from the given

MS. M-dash —: MS [word]

In the given MS. the “Phrase” comes
after the “[word]”

1/| III

Phrase+: MS [word]

separates multiple occurrences of
the same word in a paragraph

Crossed out by the scribe werd MS [word]

Word; is crossed out by the scribe and
replaced with word,

Word | | Word

word, <+ werdr MS [word]

Appendix A.2. Edition and Translation of Kashf al-mahjtb

Index of Contents of

Table A2. The Seven Discourses (Magalat) of the Kashf al-mahjiib, Each Divided into Seven Issues
(jastar).

Discourse I: On the Unity Aa gy rJ3) callia

Discourse 1I: On Bringing to Mind the First ” fL =1 19 slE - . .
Creation [Intellect] [Jae /255 =] d3 GBI (08 S 0 fpss illda

Discourse I1I: On the Second Creation [Soul] [oats =] AU A il a5 cllae

Discourse IV: On the Third Creation, namely Nature — Cau) Caagla (f 5 G5 (314 50 1a jlea cillin

Discourse V: On the Fourth Creation [the types of G Dl se =] &l BlA 3 taah llae

Existents; Metempsychosis] [sli—ce)
Discourse VI: On the Fifth Creation [Prophethood, — (s ey =] A BIA 3 ekl llda
Imamate] [l

Discourse VII: On Mentioning the Sixth Creation -l S mn elr € x . mia el
[the resurrection] [Coelf—alee =] alid 3la S )0 i Cllae

B g 3 1d) Cllia
Discourse One: On the Unity

Table A3. The Seven Issues of the First Discourse dedicated to Sijistani’s Apophatic Theology.

I. 1: On removing thingness from the Creator BRI IPETN GRS s 0 idd) s
I. 2: On removing limit from the Creator ORa80 33s (0 S 550 ) tase e

I. 3: On removing attributes from the Creator DRyl 3l clia COS sd )3 lade s
I. 4: On removing place from the Creator IR CON GRS )sd 0 ekl
L. 5: On removing time from the Creator DRy Al ) gl 0aS 3 3 pay Jliea
I. 6: On removing being from the Creator DRl ) e 0S50 0 ekl Hliea

1. 7: On removing the opposites of these terms from ) il el () 2ol S Hen ) s jliea
the Creator [against ta“til and tashbih] SRy
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JEL AT ) 50 0aUS U9 oY 13 e taagi 43 J3) cllia
G s ) 8l (5 e 38 (i (508 a5 1R )3 e i 2 g3 e R e K (V)
s elsalhag Witk aus sz sy bamana b sas scomie Lag s bl Gl 5 ex
[..] Ol bagaluly b
Discourse I, Issue 1: On removing thingness from the Creator
I. 1.3. Further, if attributing “thingness” (¢7z7) to God were permissible, one would
have to say that “one thing is the Creator” and “another thing is the creature”. And these
[later] “things” would be either substance or accident. But substance is either body or spirit,
and body is either animate or inanimate (mavit), while animate is either plant or animal.
J3) Gla 028 Ak 2 fp e il

Discourse Two: On Bringing to Mind the First Creation

Table A4. The Seven Issues of the Second Discourse on the Emanation of the Intellect.

I’I. 1: On.the meaning of the [statement that] Cal hea 33 S0 3 KT e 3 131 i
intellect is the center of both worlds
IL. 2: That intellect bgcorrzes one with the 3 Cibe (S 5 el 433 A8 WSu 0 tas e
command of God which is expressed ascommand NS o
g4 pal

to oneness
IL. 3: That intellect bgcomes one with the 3 bie (S 33 el LA 508 LSy 0 tade s
Command of God which is expressed asCommand ..

2S4S 4l
to the Word
IL. 4: Th;t zngzlgzct}lzg(z)mes one wz;h the 3 Ce oS 3 el Lo gl Sy ot e b
command of God which is expressed as a 5 e 4yl

command to knowledge

IL. 5: On the meaning of Intellect’s becoming one )

with the command of God which is expressed as S 232 ol L a)A 05 (Ko (Fre 0 laady Ll
command to the command in itself (amr be" WS pal i Ay el J) @il

nafs-e amr)

IL. 6: How the seed of both worlds is in intellect KISt TE PP PR PRSP SRS S LN

IL. 7: How the conjoining of intellect with soul EELTNGY JEFIE T SNSRIt
[takes place]

o b 338 (dE cid (K o raiih Ui (a30 callia
5 o3& 1) W s 88 o80T 5 a8 3K 1 L s 7S oK1 20 cd 63 A Ly Ll Sl (V)

B LBy 1) Gy (S alsa (S48 a Gudi (S anl 95U ol 5 S s s GRER (S e o e
em 255 1 Jem i€ 53 (1048 a5 K il Lo A (S K ol g 0 € ey Cian
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Discourse II, Issue 7: On the quality of the conjoining of intellect with soul

II. 7.1. You should know that the soul conjoins with the intellect at the moments when

it gathers things, and when it unfolds them, and likewise when it divides things. And this

occurs in such a way that, each time that soul wants to unfold the unity so that the unity

becomes many, it can unfold [the unity] only if the intellect conjoins with it. And whenever

it begins to unfold things, it brings about what is right (savab) due to the conjoining of the

intellect with the soul. This [unfolding] is such that the absolute substance (jawhar-e motlaq)
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is one; but at the moment of unfolding, when it becomes many, it becomes body and spirit
(rith). Thus, the soul’s unfolding of substance—which is one at first but then becomes body
and spirit—and unfolding [in general] (dargoshadan), is because of the conjoining of the
intellect with the soul.

So we say that body is at first one, then because of the unfolding it divides into two:
one is the inanimate (mavat) and the other is the animate (nabit)?’, which receives the
growing soul (nafs-e nami). Thus, the soul’s unfolding of body—which was one at first but
then then divided into two as inanimate and plant—is because of the conjoining of the
intellect with the soul. Then, in a similar manner, it is said that what receives the growing
soul divides into two: one division is plant, the other is animal. This distinction occurs
because of the conjoining of the intellect with the soul. Further, it is said that the animal
divides into two: one division is rational (ndtiq) and the other is non-rational ($ayr-e natiq).
The rational, [in turn,] divides into two: one mortal (mirande”), like human being (mardom),
the other immortal, like the angels. And all this is because of the conjoining of the intellect
with the soul.
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II. 7.2. Further, whenever the soul wants to bring together things that are scattered
and join them into a single thing, it can do so only by conjoining with the intellect. Take the
following example: it is said that the rational is divided into two, mortal and immortal. The
mortal is again divided into two, rational and non-rational. The non-rational is divided
into animal and plant, and plant into growing and inanimate. The inanimate is divided
into body and non-body. The body divides into substance and non-substance, such as the
first substance. You should know that the soul’s bringing together scattered things into
one substance from many, just as it brings many from one substance, occurs because of the
conjoining of the intellect with the soul. Understand this!
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Discourse Three: On the Third Creation

Table A5. The Seven Issues of the Third Discourse on the Emanation of the Universal Soul.

III. 1: That the Soul has descended in the form of
man

II1. 2: That the motion of soul collects/gathers all
motions
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II1. 3: Knowing the division of plant within the
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Discourse III, Issue One: That the Soul has descended in the form of human
III. 1.1. You should be aware that, among all things of the world, the soul has descended
in human form because the soul joins life and dwells in harmony; and in the natural world,
nothing inferior to the human receives complete harmony. And things in the world are
divided into three: inanimate, plant, and animal. So there is for the soul no descending to
and joining to those [other] two divisions, because the soul joins the sensible life and the
intellectual harmony, and both are in the human. For life is the kernel (lobb) of nature, that
is, its nucleus (maghz)*!, while harmony is the kernel of intellect. This is because the soul
has one border with the intellect and another border with nature, and dwells only between
these two, and it consists in the life of nature and the harmony of intellect. This is why we
said that the soul has descended in the form of man. Understand this!
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Discourse III, Issue One: Knowing the division of plant within the Soul
IIL. 3.1. As the work of both the corporeal and the spiritual universe is twofold—it
consists in both bestowing and receiving benefits—the natural bestowal and reception of
benefits became necessary in all generated things. Among these, the greatest reception is
found in plants, the greatest [bestowal of] benefit for the elements. The maximum benefit
that plants give is to the animals, because animal survival depends on the vegetables and
fruits taken from plants. Having found both natural bestowal and reception of benefit in
plants, we judged that plants participate in the Noble Soul (nafs-e sharif). As a corollary of
this demonstration, as the participation of plants in soul became necessary, it was [also]
necessary that plants bestow benefit to the human with its more subtle aspect and nucleus,
while its denser aspect is for the animal: for each in proportion to its degree of subtlety
and density. You should know that in what is inferior to the plant, like minerals, one can
also observe the reception of benefits, but they do not bestow benefits. So one can draw
no relation (nesbat) in their case in terms of participation in soul, unless [one compares
them to] plants with respect to giving and receiving benefits. The reason why the growing
soul (nafs-e nami) is related to plants is that the plants grow constantly due to the benefit
they receive; in turn, by bestowing benefit, they cause growth in those who receive them.
Understand this!
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III. 3.2. Further, there is yet another noble participation in soul for plants, namely the
resemblance (moshakelat) that exists between the nucleus of plants and natural life (zendegani-
ye tabi'7). Plants acquire natural life so as to display the effects of the soul and manifest the
innate character (gharizat) of the intellect. If plants lacked this noble participation in soul,
and had no resemblance to natural life, nature would not fittingly draw nourishment from
[plants]. This indication reveals the participation of plants in soul. Understand this!
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Discourse III, Issue Four: On Knowing the share of the animal(s) in the soul

III. 4.1. You should realize that between the intellect and the soul, there are two
other powers, namely love (mahabbat) and dominion (§alaba). Through love, intellect gives
benefits to the soul; through dominion, the soul receives benefits from the intellect. These
two powers poured down from the soul to the animal in addition to those two [other]
powers that had [already] poured down to them, namely the bestowal and receiving [of
benefit]. You will see no animal that fails to show natural love for its mate and child; and
[animals also] love to dominate each other. The animal’s reception of benefits from the
plant is obvious, while the animal’s bestowal of benefits appears through such beneficial
things as milk, meat, butter, wool, and fur. This is a manifest, because the ultimate level
(¢ayat) of animal power is these five senses, and the grasp (daryiftan) of love and dominion
is in [all] five. The love [corresponding to the sense of] sight is, for example, being fond
of nice colors and lovely appearances (riiy-hd), while the dominion of sight amounts to
perceiving the forms (siirat-ha) that the soul wants to illustrate them. The love of hearing
is, for example, being fond of pleasant sounds and pleasant tales, while the dominion of
hearing consists in the production of melodies from the pan flute (miisigar). The love of
smelling is, for example, being fond of pleasant fragrances, while dominion of smelling is,
for example, inhaling the breeze. The love of taste is like being fond of sweet, delightful
savors, while the dominion of taste is like preparing and seasoning the food. The love of
touch is, for example, being fond of soft things and fine clothes, and the dominion of touch
is like taking [love] companions (sohbat kardan) and emitting semen. This is the share of the
animal in the soul. Understand this!
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III. 4.2. There is for the animal another way of participating in the soul, namely that
some animals can be educated by humans (adab-e mardom), for example, training beasts
of burden for fighting and games, training cows for farming, and elephants for fighting.
Likewise, in the case of the hawk, the falcon, and the cheetah, which learn hunting, while
parrots learn to talk. If animals had did not participate in soul, which consists in love and
dominion, one would not find these kinds of human education in them.
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III. 4.3. There is still another way of partcipating in the soul in the animal, nobler
than these, which is their longing for survival (baga’) and fleeing out of fear of destruction
(fand’), because there is no animal that does not by its own nature fear death and seek

survival. It is for this reason that one does not kill an animal unless there is a benefit [in it].

Understand this!
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Discourse I'V: On the Third Creation, which is Nature

Table A6. The Seven Issues of the Fourth Discourse on the Emanation of the Nature.

IV. 1: That the beings can be perceived through
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IV. 2: That Nature does not change its state
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IV. 3: That natural forms are not posterior to the
natural principle
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IV. 4: That the center of nature is closer to
neighboring upon the spiritual realm
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IV. 5: How nature receives assistance from the Soul
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IV. 6: That the beauty of nature, namely the
adornment of nature, is spiritual
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IV. 7: That composite, generated things emerge from
the “mothers” (i.e., elements) and “fathers” (i.e.,
celestial spheres) through God'’s providence
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Discourse IV, Issue Six: That the beauty of nature, namely the adornment of nature,
is spiritual
IV. 6.3. Further, when a soul becomes skilled in the art of painting, it can imitate
(hekayat kardan) the beauty of that [natural thing] and its colors, so that if it wishes, it can
bring into appearance the form of those things that it intends. For instance [it can represent]
the form of animals, or the form of a bed and a house, or the form of human. This imitation
it fashions is due to the fact that [the form] is spiritual (rithani), but you do not see its
resemblance (moshakelat) to the spiritual substance. [And it imitates] because nobody can
create a natural thing, neither animal, nor plant nor mineral; however, one can render
visible (payda kardan) that which one intends of the adornment of nature, and one can do so
because that [adornment] is spiritual. Understand this!
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Discourse V: On the Fourth Creation
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Table A7. The Seven Issues of the Fifth Discourse dedicated to the Sublunary, Terrestrial Generated
Things and Metempsychosis.

V. 1: That the species are preserved IR PLREIALE gl S Haidy Jlea
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Discourse V, Issue One: That the species are preserved
V. 1.1. If any one species could be excluded from preservation (negah-dasht) and so
vanish (baz-pas oftadi), then all species could be excluded from preservation, and so would
all vanish. In that case corruption would destroy all of them. And if this happened, then
what falls under the species—namely the individuals—would also be destroyed, so that
which is above the species—namely the genera—would be destroyed too, because the
genera gather the species [under themselves] and the species gather the individuals [under
themselves]. And the destruction (be/-batel gashtan) of individuals is equivalent to the
destruction of the lower world, while the destruction of the genera is equivalent to the
destruction of the higher world. In fact though, neither of them is destroyed, so neither
individuals nor genera are destroyed. Thus, since the persistence (bemandan) of both the
genera and the individuals has been shown to be necessary, the persistence of the species,
which preserve both, is necessary too. It has then been established that the species are
preserved, and not even one of them is destroyed. Understand this!
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V. 1.2. Further, the species are the radiations of those forms, whose center is the
celestial spheres that are the outermost, ascending limit of nature. There is nothing among
these things that would be destroyed; rather they are preserved in the celestial bodies, and
there is between them and the center [of the universe] no obstacle at which the species
would come to settle. So in this way, it is shown to be necessary that the forms of the sphere
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persist, and that there is no obstacle between the stars and the species. Thus in this way, it
is shown necessary that the species are preserved.
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V. 1.3. If somebody believes that the species are greater in number than the celestial
forms, this is not correct. This is a false belief, in which there is a false assumption (hokm),
because the person would be supposing that the many things belong to many species,
when in fact there is just one species. For instance [different things like] sulphur, vitriol,
gold, silver and so on are one species. The differences between these things is due to
the difference in the mixture (mezdj) of those places where they arise through generation
(tavallod). The plants too are all of one species, despite the great many differences that
exist among them. The same for the many animals, like ants, gnats, horses, and camels:
while different in form, they are all one species. If God thus opens the way (begoshayad)
for the forms residing in the sphere to [administrate] the creation, he can also appoint [the
sphere’s] forms [to oversee reproduction], so that the forms constantly give birth (ham?
zayad) [to the individuals] one after another, by way of generation (tawlid). Understand this!
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V. 1.4. Further, species are of two kinds: one kind belongs to the primary division
(fasl), on which the benefit (maslahat) of the world depends (darii . . . baste’ shod). The other
is connected (darbaste’) to the things that belong to the second division, which cannot be
otherwise than they are. In the creation of animals, what belongs to the first division is
the dividing of man, horse, cow, sheep, bird, [etc.]. Among plants they are wheat, barley,
rice, sugar cane, and whatever resembles these. Among minerals they are gold, silver, ruby,
emerald, iron, lead, and whatever resembles these. As for what is connected to animals
and belongs to the second division, this is [for example] beasts of prey, and among plants,
those that are fetid and stink. Among minerals they are, for example, sulfurous waters and
vitriols. There is nothing among them that is not preserved, and their preservation is no
less in nature than that of their counterparts that are connected to the first division. For
these things too receive effects from the same principle as bestows effects on those things
that in their creation are connected to the first division. For they receive these effects from
those [aforementioned] radiations of celestial forms, which are the preservers of the species.
It follows necessarily then that [all] species are preserved. Understand this!
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Discourse V, Issue two: That animals did not appear after plants
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V. 2.1. If there could be a sub-division (bahre) for the generated thing (mavalid) that
is prior [to the rest], then it would be more appropriate (sazavartar) for animal to be
prior. You should be aware, however, that one group of people judged that animals have
appeared after plants; and they argued that humans appeared after animals. The reasoning
that occurred to them was that, since animals cannot exist without food and nutrition
(git), plants had to exist first, and only then the animals. In this chapter, we intend to
discover whether this doctrine (sokhan) is right or wrong, and to find out the truth regarding
this topic.
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V. 2.2. We say then that all things’ being found to exist (yaftan), including plants,
animals and humans, is evidently a fact (mawyjiid) without any doubt, whereas the priority
of one over another is not. Therefore, he who wants to make this claim must offer a
demonstration (borhan) for it. Just as nutrition (giit) is prior to animals and is what maintains
(darande’") animal [life], so among animals, it is specifically the human who is the caretaker
(modabber) of plants, especially those plants from which one can get food. So those who
make this claim must show that plants came before animals; moreover, they must explain
which of the plants is prior, because animals are very diverse. In light of this, if they would
judge some of the plants to be prior to some of the animals, then, then the other plants
might [also] precede the other animals, or alternatively the other animals might precede
the other plants. If they say that the other plants are prior to the other animals, then the
existence (darbiidan) of the former portion of plants already suffices for [the maintenance of]
the animals; so [it would follow that] the appearance of plants is not for the sake of (na" az
bahr-e) animals. If on the other hand the other animals were prior to other plants, then the
opponents would have admitted that animals are prior to plants in existence. So why not
say of the whole what is being said of only some? Hence, it follows that this [initial claim]
is absurd and impossible, and there is no place for it in a demonstration. Understand this!
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V. 2.3. Further, animal nutrition (giit) is more strengthening than the nutrition (giit)
of the plant, but there is no difference [between them] insofar as the nutrition of both
(giit-ha) is drawn (keshideh) to them from the celestial sphere. Now, why should the weaker
attract the celestial nourishment (giit) to a greater degree (bishtar) to itself, and be prior [in
existence] (pishtar), while the stronger would attract lesser [celestial nourishment] and be
posterior? And why would the nutrition (giit) of the stronger be prevented from drawing
its material to itself? And what has pushed forward the nutrition (giit) of the weaker, even
though the sphere constantly moves over them all in the same way? Thus, it has been
established that it is false to say that animals come after plants. Understand this!
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V. 2.4. Further, if one could say, “Some generated things are prior to some animals”,
then it would be more appropriate (sazavartar) for the human [to be prior]. For we see that
humans (mardom) constantly devise contrivances (hilat . .. hami konad) for the utility and
upkeep (salah) of their own bodies, collecting both for his own sake and for the sake of
animals things that will produce benefit, such as food, among other things. [Furthermore]
the animals’ need for the crafts, meaning arts (pl'sheh—hﬁ), is less than the human need for
food; so by the opponents” argument the crafts should be eternal (gadim), [which is absurd].
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V.2V. 2.5. You should be aware that this is a knowledge which God has discharged
the wise and knowing from the obligation of knowing it. For it belongs to the keys of the
hidden (mafatih-e gayb), which God alone knows. It is more appropriate that [the wise]
devote themselves to things that are [essential] for them to know, than for them to strive
after knowledge that is not required. It has then has been established that animals are not
posterior to plants. Understand this!
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Discourse V, Issue Three: That the species do not mix with each other, neither in
composition, nor after composition
V. 3.1. This is because the species are connected to the individuals. Now, if the species
could mix with each other, then individuals [of different species] could mix with each other,
such that one would find a human who is half donkey and half human, or a donkey that
is half bird and half donkey. But no [such creature] exists: rather, this is impossible. The
reason it does not exist is that all its benefits would be destroyed, and God does not destroy
anything [beneficial]. Moreover, the mixing of species with one another is impossible
because the species are connected to the individuals. Thus, it has been established that the
species do not mix with each other. Understand this!
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V. 3.2. Further: that which is in potentiality and comes to exist in actuality will by itself
bring into actuality that which was laid in it in potentiality. If it were permissible that the
sperm of the donkey, which is in potentiality a donkey, would become a horse, or that the
sperm of the horse, which is in potentiality a horse, would become a donkey, then God’s
wisdom would be destroyed. But this never happens. Understand this!
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V. 3.3. Regarding the situation [of the soul] after [its] separation from body, a group of
ignorant people assumed that one species [could] become another. These are the group to
whom is ascribed the [doctrine of] metempsychosis (tandsokh), which would have it that
the soul (riih) of a human can go into the body of a dog or a donkey, and the soul of a dog
or a donkey into the body of a human. Of all the nonsense (hadhayan) they utter, this is
the worst. It is a monstrous calumny! For we observe that the form of dog is preordained
(magdiir) in the sperm of a dog: it came out one dog and entered [the body of] another, and
whatever is needed for the sperm to receive sense-perception, motion, and so forth, existed
in that sperm. And we saw what constantly waxed and waned until it became complete in
the womb. At which moment, then, could we imagine (tavahhom) or claim that the soul
of a human being has joined that dog? You should know that this is a vain and empty
judgment. Besides, what would be the benefit of mixing one species with another after [the
soul’s] separation from body? If they now say, “God punishes the sinners in the bodies of
beasts”, we reply to them, “if this claim is true, then being in human bodies is sufficient
for the punishment of the sinners. Because among human bodies, there are many that are
more corrupt and filthy than dogs, wolves, and swine”.
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V. 3.4. Furthermore, for each species, there is a share and measure (andize') determined
by its principles, from which it manifests, and [by] those celestial spheres that have a
constant effect upon them. None [of the species] may be separated in its form. Rather, there
is for each species in creation a celestial form that preserves that species. Thus, it has been
established that the species do not mix with each other, neither at composition, nor after
composition. Understand this!
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Discourse V, Issue Six: That the circular motion, namely spherical motion, is the
cause of animal motion

V. 6.1. You should know that for everything among the offshoots (fori‘), there is a
cause, such that this [offshoot] cannot appear prior to those natural principles (osiil-e tabi‘7);
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a natural thing cannot appear without a cause. And you should know that animal motion
is an offshoot of nature, and is inevitable. For the animals that appear are themselves
offshoots; therefore, animal motions cannot be principles. So it is inevitable that they
are the work of certain principles, because the causes bear a relation (nesbat . .. barad) to
their effects. Moreover, it becomes necessary by intellectual reasoning (dar ‘aql) that the
cause of motion should itself be motion. For if were now to say that the cause of motion
is quantity, relation, or substance, that would be contradictory, since we stated that the
cause resembles (moshikel) its effect. Since, due to the resemblance (moshakelat), the cause
of motion must itself be motion, we have to inquire into the principles of motion. We
considered the different kinds of motion to [find out] which motion resembles that of the
animals. When we considered the motions, we observed that they are of various types: one
type is circular motion, another is rectilinear motion. Therefore, it cannot but be that the
cause of the motion of animals is either rectilinear or circular motion. Now, if rectilinear
motion were the cause of the motion of animals, it would follow that animal motion would
[always] be in a single direction, but in fact this does not exist in the motion of animals. To
the contrary, animals move in all directions. Since the motion of animals may be in any
direction, it follows that circular motion is the cause of the motion of animals. Understand
this!
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V. 6.2. Further, the motion of animals is analogous (manande’) to circular motion,
because the circular motion in a spherical body in general obviously begins and ends at
the same point. Moreover, whenever an animal moves, it may manifest motion in any
direction, and is no distinguishing between an initial point and an endpoint in the middle
of motion (az miyan-e harakat). Understand this!
O il s SOa e 300 S a (S S 25005 Jil 5 214l alla (S K 5 ()
B QaE 4 Wk A (o s dsh el b A (S a8 NS S pa bl g 2168 oty en (S
5 ke sps s JUES 5 CSHA e 219000 (gm a4 218001 5 asd oBla )l (g m il s jiaS
cle 300 oS a i 200en (3) L 83L Cad 83100 el 3l 53 (S s oy 5 el 33K
A eld Cad O sa S a
V. 6.3. Furthermore it is both evident, and something for which one can argue, that
circular motion is the cause of animal motion: for we regularly observe that animals move
around when the sun is up, and once the sun sets, animals seldom venture out of their lairs.
The [nocturnal animals] that come out of their lairs during the night include the boar, the
hyena, the owl], the snake, and the scorpion. Most creatures that appear during the night
continue their motion [only] as long as night lasts. On this basis too, we say that circular
motion is the cause of animal motion. Understand this!
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Discourse VI, Issue One: How the prophethood of the Prophets is facilitated
VI. 1.1. There is for everything in creation a nucleus (maghz), from which things must
appear, and which must manifest its benefit, [that is,] those benefits that are predestined in
it. We have said that the nucleus of “animal” is the rational living human (mardom-e natig-e
zendeh). The benefits of the human have been explained: they are the marvelous crafts
(pishe!-ha) that human produced with his intellect, which are due to the subtlety of his
innate instinct (fetnat) excellence of his virtue (honar). The entire work (kar) of creation has
culminated in the human, and after the human no form appeared in creation that surpasses
the human in nobility. Now, it has been shown necessary that the nucleus of human lies
in speech (sokhan). However, all the human speech articulated during a given age (dawr)
is like milk that, after milking, is beaten in a vessel of skin, [and thus churned] such that
butter is built up as a result. Furthermore, the human speeches that are built up during one
age may, due their subtlety, be difficult to receive for just one human being; these would be
facilitated for his tongue, so that he could thereby accept the [charge] of prophethood. As a
result, that speech will settle in the hearts of his people. For this speech is the nucleus of
those speeches that they articulate in their own gatherings, such that they appear delightful
to the ear, on account of the fact that they are the tones that are appealing to [their ears].
This is how the prophethood of the prophets is facilitated. Understand this!
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VI. 1.3. There is yet another way that prophethood is facilitated for prophets, namely
the manifestation (payda shodan) of the workings (kar kardan) of intellect. This is because, for
everything from the beginning of creation to the end of its work, there is a purpose (nahayat)
[proper to it]. [We saw this when] explaining the functions of the elements (ummahat) and
celestial bodies in the [production of] composite generated things, or the intention (gasd) of
soul in plants and animals, or the manifestation of the proper characteristic (khassiyat) of
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soul in the human, with respect to speech (sokhan). Hence, nothing in creation has a desire
to function, if not for the sake of intellect, due to its mastery and greatness (khodavandi-yo
bozorguari). Not even the tiniest grain would be appropriate to any function, were it not to
make manifest the dominion and greatness [of the intellect]. And superiority, greatness, and
dominion consists in [exercising] its dominion over the noblest of all things, this being the
human. Thus lights flowed out from the intellect; then, an individual (shakhs) was fashioned
from nature and soul, with the most complete harmony and subtlest natural constitution
(tab) and the most perfect disposition (hay at). As a result, [this individual] became receptive
to the support of intellect (ta yid-e ‘agl), such that the blessings [of intellect] reached out to
the soul and nature, and their goodness (n7k7-hd) and blessings were facilitated, giving rise to
plentiful things. This is how the prophethood of the Prophets is facilitated. Understand this!

(63 4 Caald Wghad Sl (gra o 1aTA s (add e

e S8 Jima w258 Gl 27a S ap i £ 5 S 8wl (53¢ (53 (S 246088 (a5 (V)

3% S 2w S O 20 e ik K Jima 5 3ilad 24905 ) 553 5 () sali 1 (123 sLl3) 2488 Cad B

2528 3 51 s 5 Bm Olae 2L i g S 355 i 2520351 Gy 25513 Bl s) ol (S5 ) 5 2580 e

259 3l RIS 5 Casa g ole 5 LB olae 2L i g (2 )53 il i 5 Caald

Discourse VI, Issue Seven: On the meaning of the attribution of Lord of Resurrection
to the Mahdit

VL. 7.2. It is said that when the Mahdi comes, the wolves and the sheep will drink
water from one and the same place. Here “wolf” means opponent (didd): those who give
trouble and difficulty to the friends of God (awliya -e khoday). “Sheep” means the one in
whom [the friends of God] find security, and in whose goodness they place their hope. It
is in this sense, then, that there will be agreement between the opponent and the friend
[of God] thanks to the power of the Lord of the Resurrection. “Drinking water” means
agreement between them in knowledge, wisdom, and the unveiling of true realities.
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For the sake of brevity, we omitted the differences in the footnotes to save space; however, we retained the divergences in
words and expressions that include kay/ki"/ke", such as an-kay/an-ke" or azirak/azirake".
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If we read joz’ (particle or part) instead of joz (but, different from)—assuming that the Hamza is dropped from the end of
joz’ — then we get the same sense without amending bovad to nabovad: “its initial point is its last part” (ke-avval-e an joz’-e
akhar-e an bovad).

330 :da 53]

If read as “ A1 &S s gl ) 5 J3) &S s gl 317 (az miyan-e harakat-e avval va az miyan-e harakat-e ahar), namely with two
ezafas in each nominative chain, then we get, “one cannot distinguish [think of] the middle of the initial motion from the mid-
dle of the final motion”. However, if we do not read harakat as a further second term of two ezafas with avval and ahar as
their third terms, namely if we read both occurrences of harakat with sukiin (az miyan-e harakat avval va az miyan-e harakat
ahar), then: “one cannot distinguish between [think of] an initial point in the middle motion and a final point in the middle
motion” (which stands in translation).
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