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C O M M E N T S O N T H E R E - E X A M I N A T I O N O F 

A L - R Â N Ï R Ï ' S HUJJATU-L-SIDDÏQ: A R E F U T A T I ON 

Professor G.W.J. Drewes, recently retired Professor of Arabic and 
Islamology at the University of Leiden has published an article, which 
came to my notice a few days ago, entitled: "Nûr al-Dïn Al-Rânïrî's 
Hujjat al-Siddïq li-daf' al-Zindïq, re-examined," in the Journal of the 
Malaysian Brandt of the Royal Asiatic Society.1 It seems to me of great im-
portance, for the sake of the pursuit of truth in scholarship, to make some 
critical comments on the contents of Professor Drewes' article so that un-
informed and unsuspecting readers may not find themselves deliberately 
misled by what appears to be a 'scholarly review' of my book, or a 
part thereof, entitled: Rânïrï and the Wujûdiyyah of17th century Acheh,2 

but which is in fact nothing but an exhibiting of deceptive pedantry. 
I think it necessary to expose undue bitterness, ignorance, arrogance 
disguised in false modesty, and malicious motives in any work claim-
ing to be a product of sincere scholarship, but which is in fact neither 
sincere nor truly scholarly. Indeed, then, it is my duty as well as my 
right to give a rejoinder to Professor Drewes' comments which took 
the space of almost twenty-two pages and which are largely un-
necessary. I regard it a duty to do so because his comments pertain 
not only to me personally, but far more important, to the real author 
of the Hujjatul-Siddiq, to eminent Sufis, to Islamic thinking and, 
indeed, to the Holy Qur'ân itself. It is my right to give a rejoinder 
because I do reject the validity of his criticism as well as his inter-

1. Vol. 47, pt. 2, December 1974, pp. 83-104. Hereafter cited as Drewes. I re-
ceived a copy of Drewes, anonymously placed under my door, apparently 
by an admiring straggler of colonialist 'scholarship', towards the end of 
January 1975, and began work on the present article on the first of Feb-
ruary. I completed the entire work, including the research and writing, 
at the beginning of March 1975. 

2. Monographs of the Malaysian Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society, HI, 1966. 
Hereafter cited as al-Attas. 
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pretation of the edition and English translation of al-Rânïrï's treatise 
in question. 

From pages 83 to 85 of the article Professor Drewes has given a 
brief outline of the various treatment by various scholars of some of 
the works of al-Räniri, and also their estimation of the validity of his 
assertions in his famous polemical writings against Hamzah al-Fansürï 
and Shamsu'1-Dïn al-Sumatrânï. In both the references, to the treat-
ment and to the estimation, he has mentioned me last. I think I should 
explain here that it is not strictly correct to confuse our works, for 
our interests and attitudes and intellectual approaches as well as up-
bringing with regard to the subjects of our various researches are not 
the same. My study of al-Rânïrï's position in his controversy against 
the Deviating Wujûdiyyah in connection with his condemnation of 
Hamzah ought not to be dragged into the kind of confused and barren 
(so far) wrangling over words of no real significance to the subject and 
to scholarship such as is highly emulated by people like Drewes. My 
interest in writing the book in question was to make a positive exposi-
tion of al-Rânïrï's position in the controversy referred to ; to bring 
together the salient points of the controversy centered around the con-
cept and reality of being and existence. This aim was achieved and the 
positive exposition successfully conveyed. Even so, I stated that the 
study was a "preliminary one ; a more comprehensive account of the 
mysticism of Hamzah Fansûrï and a more detailed and critical analysis 
of Nüru'1-Dïn al-Rânïrï's refutation of Hamzah's mysticism is the sub-
ject of another book to be published shortly."3 Now, research and 
writing on the book on al-Rânïrï and the Wujûdiyyah in question 
was begun in the winter of 1961 and completed in the summer of 1962. 
In the form in which it was completed, the book was sent to the 
publisher in 1964 with no further corrections to the texts. So the book 
was written fourteen years ago when I was an undergraduate; thus it 
is the work of a student who researched and wrote and completed it, 
amidst numerous other commitments, during the span of less than one 

3 Al-Attas, p. iv. The other book referred to here is The Mysticism of Hamzah 
Fansûrï, Kuala Lumpur, 1970. Writing and research on the book was begun 
in the autumn of 1963 in London. It was completed in the autumn of 1965, 
and was sent to the publishers in late 1966.1 am fully aware that in this book 
too, just as in other books written by human beings, there are bound to occur 
printing and other minor errors. But there are many more important matters 
to write about than to be pedantic about them, and only academic parasites 
wil l take delight in them, since they have nothing truly original to con-
tribute ! 
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year. The reader should at least know this, for Drewes is now referring 
to the writer as 'Professor' al-Attas. Now, the writer is of course the 
same person, yet still it is apparent that it is not chivalrous to pretend 
to take the Professor to task while in reality it is the 'student' who is 
being engaged. This type of mischievous and infantile attempt at a piti-
able presumption of superiority is reminiscent of a petty minor orien-
talist who attacked Mawdûdï based on the latter's writings when he was 
twenty years old ! There are some notorious types of professors in the 
academic world who never possess the intellectual capacity for serious 
contributions to knowledge, but who prey upon the work of students. 
They are the academic parasites who attach themselves to others' works 
for recognition. In the case in question it has been the practice of such 
professors never to translate texts themselves because the texts present 
difficulties to them; so they wait for others to do the work first, thereby 
making clear for them what was not understood before, and then pre-
tend to write as though from a position of knowledgeable authority. 
Nevertheless, with respect to Professor Drewes' comments, I am sure 
the student would indeed have been flattered by the thought that one 
who sat as Professor of Arabic and Islamology in the Chair once oc-
cupied by Snouck Hurgronje should have deigned to descend from 
the heights, as it were, to take to task the work of a mere student; and 
that, too, by taking more time in research and preparation than 
the one year the student took to complete the book ! Drewes also 
gives the impression in his article that my work referred to represents a 
full , serious critical edition of the text alone, since he even reports to 
us as if all the chapters in that book were nothing but introductory chap-
ters leading to and culminating in the final burst of philological erudi-
tion. Whereas in fact all the seven chapters in the book deal with al-
Rânïrï's controversy against Hamzah, and only the last chapters 
deal with the romanized Malay edition and English translation of the 
text, both of which were original first contributions. The facsimile of 
the text (Maxwell no. 93, Royal Asiatic Society) is included as one of 
the appendices. 

It has now become necessary to present the true implications as well 
as interpretations of facts and ideas pertaining to the subject at hand 
wherever they arc found to be falsely presented, implied and inter-
preted. I shall demonstrate the validity of my objections and rejection 
on behalf of the student in the following pages without failing to 
acknowledge errors where they are found, but I shall refuse to hide 
—to use al-Rânïrï's expression—behind the "perforated veil" of aca-
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demie hypocrisy set up by false modesty and pseudo-scholarship, and 
shall therefore say, instead, what I mean without unnecessary preamble 
and call 'a spade a spade'. The hypersensitive critic should have paused 
before setting pen to paper, and ponder Jâmï's lines : 

If here and there a slip or fault you see, 
May he not lay the blame of all on me. 
May he correct my errors, or befriend 
With generous silence faults he cannot mend. 

With reference to Professor Drewes' remark in his Introduction (p. 84) 
that: 

The late Dr. H. Kraemer, rightly praised by Professor Al -
Attas as a scholar whose comments on the ideas and teachings 
of Hamzah deserve mention as being above those of others, was 
the first to go into the merits of this dispute. 

I must point out that what I actually stated in my book, The Mysticism 
of Hamzah Fansûrï (p. xiii) , is: 

Although parts of this Malay Sufi's [i.e. Hamzah Fansûrï's] 
ideas and teachings have been commented upon by several Dutch 
and British scholars in various ways and different contexts, their 
comments have been selective, brief and extremely limited in 
scope. Of these comments, one deserving mention as being above 
the others is perhaps that of Hendrik Kraemer of Amsterdam. 
But even this account is very sketchy, and Kraemcr'sbook [i.e. 
Een Javaansche Primbon uit de zestiende eeuw] is not meant to deal 
exclusively with Hamzah's mystical ideas and teachings, but 
with a general account, as far as North Sumatra is concerned, 
of the mysticism that prevailed there in the first half of the 
seventeenth century. 

What I am saying, as perceptive readers wil l no doubt see, is that the 
scholars alluded to in the above quotation have never transcended 
mere comments in their sketchy treatment of Hamzah's ideas and teach-
ings. Kraemer could not therefore have been "the first to go into the 
merits" of the dispute in connection with al-Rânïrï's refutation of 
Hamzah. "Merits" in that sense means to evaluate and decide definit-
ively upon the right and the wrong, the truth and the falsehood of 
the matter in dispute which is no less than the concept of reality and 
being and existence—the Islamic concept oîtawhïd; and I do notthink 
that any of the scholars meant above, including Kraemer, could have 
gone into the "merits" of such a dispute. Similarly, when Drewes says 
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(pp. 84-85) that Zoetmulder has contributed "an outline of Sumatran 
mysticism and al-Rânïrï's action against the disciples of Hamzah and 
Shams al-Din" to "a comprehensive work on the religions of Indo-
nesia, I wonder how an "outline" can masquerade itself as a fitting 
content of a "comprehensive" work on religions. Drewes says further 
(p. 85) that Zoetmulder, "summarising his opinion of the two oppo-
nents in this doctrinal contest," says: "al-Rânïrï was the better Mus-
lim; Shams al-Din however, the better thinker." This is a most ridi-
culous opinion !—and we Muslims know for a certainty that neither 
al-Ranïrï nor Shamsu'1-Dïn, were they still alive, would accept such 
a judgement. It is not for Zoetmulder to decide who is the better 
Muslim and who the better thinker. In any case, the point at issue is 
not on the quality of being a Muslim, and the quality of being a 
thinker; it is on right and wrong and truth and falsehood pertaining to 
the understanding and practice of Islam from a Muslim point of view. By 
setting the concepts "better Muslim" and "better thinker"—i.e. the 
concepts Muslim and thinker—in juxtaposition in this way, even if it 
may be possible to argue that they are not mutually exclusive, that 
possibility is only apparent and not real, and what is being implied is 
in fact the assertion that being a better Muslim and a better thinker 
are mutually exclusive states. If by al-Rânïrï not being a better thinker 
than Shamsu'1-Dïn is meant al-Rânïrï's incapacity to fathom the sub-
ject of thought in Shamsu'l-Dïn's thinking; and if by the subject of 
thought in Shamsu'l-Dïn's thinking is meant the Islamic concept of 
tawhid; and if by Shamsu'l-Din's thinking is meant the correct con-
cept of it; then al-Rânïrï's incapacity to fathom the correct concept 
of tawhid in Shamsu'l-Dïn's thought does not make him a better Mus-
lim than Shamsu'1-Dïn—unless incapacity to think clearly is one of the 
requisites of being a better Muslim. Similarly, if by Shamsu'l-Dïn's 
not being a better Muslim than al-Rânïrï is meant Shamsu'l-Dïn's 
deficiency in the practice of Islam and of Muslim virtues compared 
with al-Rânïrï's practice of Islam and Muslim virtues; and if by the 
practice of Islam and Muslim virtues is meant the correct form based 
on correct interpretation, then Shamsu'l-Dïn's deficiency in the prac-
tice of Islam and Muslim virtues is not, from a Muslim point of view, 
the result of being a better thinker than al-Rânïrï—unless deficiency 
in the practice of Islam and of Muslim virtues is one of the requisites 
of being a better thinker. If, however, the subject of thought in Sham-
su'l-Din's thinking is incorrectly conceived by him and his tawhid is 
thereby in error, then al-Rânïrï's capacity to fathom that error indeed 
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makes him a better Muslim than Shamsu'1-Dïn, but it does not make 
Shamsu'1-Dïn a better thinker than al-Rânïrï, who is in fact then also 
the better thinker in this case. Similarly, again, if Shamsu'1-Dïn is not 
deficient in his practice of Islam and of Muslim virtues, and his con-
ception of tawhid is not erroneous, then al-Rânïrï is not a better Mus-
lim than Shamsu'1-Dïn. Thus, then, one can say that al-Rânïrï is a 
better Muslim than Shamsu'1-Dïn only if Shamsu'1-Dïn is in error re-
garding his conception of tawhid; but if he is thus in error, then he 
is not a better thinker than al-Rânïrï. Likewise, one can say that 
Shamsu'1-Dïn is a better thinker than al-Rânïrï only if his conception 
of tawhid is correct and al-Rânïrï has misunderstood his thought; but 
if al-Rânïrï has thus misunderstood him, then al-Rânïrï is not the 
better Muslim. Hence, no matter how one looks at it, Zoetmulder's 
opinion couched in the form quoted by Drewes cannot escape the 
implication here that a "better Muslim" is not a "better thinker"; 
and a "better thinker" is not a "better Muslim". Therefore, a good 
Muslim cannot aspire to become a good thinker, and if he wants to 
become a good thinker, he must do so to the detriment of his being 
a good Muslim. Hence being a Muslim is judged as bad since it effects 
detrimentally one's capacity to think. One can understand why a bi-
goted priest should make such judgements, but one cannot understand 
why such a puerile judgement should even be deemed worthy of being 
quoted! Finally, Drewes himself says (p. 85): 

It is not my intention to side with either of the parties nor 
shall I enter into an estimate of all that has been brought to the 
fore in the case of al-Rânïrï versus Hamzah and Shams al-Dïn. 

In actual fact, however, this statement is rather meaningless and even 
presumptuous, for the Professor cannot really "side" with either of 
the parties. Both parties are Muslim and the matter in dispute con-
cerns the very core of Islam. To "side" with either is to at least first 
agree to being a Muslim, which is something the Professor is not 
capable of doing. The above statement is therefore hypocritical. Nor 
can the Professor enter into an "estimate" of all that has been brought 
to the fore in the case of al-Rânïrï versus Hamzah and Shamsu'1-Dïn 
because of what I have just said, and also the fact that he has not the 
philosophical capacity nor training and specialization to be able to 
follow their discourses completely, let alone to set himself up as a 
judge and deal with such matters. He should have said: "I cannot side 
with ... etc." instead of "I t is not my intention to side with ... etc.'; 
and he should have said: "I cannot enter into an estimate ..." instead 
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of "I shall not enter into an estimate ..." What Professor Drewes is 
saying is that he could have sided with either of the parties and could 
have entered into an estimate of the various viewpoints, but he decided 
not to ; and this is not speaking the truth, for he could not have done 
either of these anyway. I dare him to demonstrate otherwise! In these 
matters the ultimate "judges" are the Muslim scholars themselves since 
they, apart from their scholarship, are also involved in and committed 
to Islam. Then he says (p. 85), making characteristic excuse for not 
being able to deal with the content as against the form, that: 

In view of the fact that many a document in the case is only 
available in ms. form or in an unsatisfactory edition, as, for 
instance, the poems of Hamzah, I feel that for the time being to 
provide for critical text-editions is the first consideration. 

What is wrong with the documents being in manuscript form? 
Manuscripts—at least for Muslims who understand the subject—are to 
be read as books whose contents are to be known and understood, for 
that is why they were written, and not to be regarded as enigmatic 
specimens for critical textual and philological exercises. To them what 
is in the manuscripts is more important than what is on them, and so 
they say: Al-ilmu fî'l-sudûr lâfï'l-sutûr. This aversion to manuscripts 
is precisely due to the fact that some of the 'scholars' who have been 
attempting to fathom their contents have not shown themselves capa-
ble of thoroughly understanding the subjects discussed therein, and 
instead of admitting this and leaving the work to others more qual-
ified, they have chosen to lie in wait, either for "critical text-editions" 
to be done first before they could ever get an inkling as to their 
contents and contemplate the idea of translating them, or for transla-
tions of straightforward texts—an example is this case of the English 
translation of al-Rânïrï's Hujjatul-Siddiq—to be made available to 
them before they could understand somewhat the gist of their main 
points of discourse and then clamour for "critical text-editions". Un-
like some of the great British, French, Spanish and genuine orienta-
lists of other nationalities who have made Islam their field of speciali-
zation, including the very few Dutch who dealt mainly with Islamic 
jurisprudence, who have all made positive contributions in the inter-
national sphere to the study of Islamic civilization, it is yet a striking 
fact that not one single Dutchman has achieved any such prominence 
in the field of Islamic philosophical mysticism. Even the Japanese— 
recent newcomers in this field—have made some impression in the 
Muslim mind. Almost none of the Dutch 'orientalists' of Malay-
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Indonesian Islam have made any real contribution to Islamic studies 
with reference to the Malay civilization in the international sphere. 
They are not even real specialists in this field. Yet it is such as they 
who with astonishing ineptitude have crippled the study of Islam and 
the method of handling Islamic materials with reference to the Malay 
civilization to paralytic proportions; among them are still some who 
wish to perpetuate a colonialist type of cultural imperialism and pre-
sumptuous paternalism, so that the "inlanders" would continue being 
well-nigh ignorant of their true Islamic cultural heritage, which has 
been and still is misrepresented and made shallow by lack ofintcllectual 
depth compounded with intolerance and uncharitable disposition to-
wards Islam and the Muslims. What have these 'orientalists' done 
during the last fift y to a hundred years of 'domination' in the field 
that they should now still talk of providing "critical text-editions" as 
being the first consideration? The jealously guarded manuscripts are 
there all the time ! And what has the Professor himself done?—he who 
has been enjoying the necessary facilities, power and time at his dis-
posal as a colonial servant and scholar before even I was born! The 
genuine orientalists alluded to earlier had to face much more difficult 
manuscripts, and of much greater number, and containing more recon-
dite matter, and yet they have been positively productive in even much 
less time. As to the reference to an edition of the poems of Hamzah 
being unsatisfactory, and this is made use of as an argument to sup-
port his contentions, I put it to Professor Drewes that this argument 
is a red herring and does not concern us here; moreover, he has appa-
rently not understood the relevant meanings in several books which 
I have written in connection with Hamzah. Suffice it to say for the 
present that we are here dealing with a particular text: the Hujjatul-
Siddïq U daf'i'l-Zindïq of al-Rânïrï, and this text is pretty clear and 
straightforward enough even for the student to make a quick trans-
lation, done at once and in a single draft, naturally, without being 
trammelled by doubts and vaccilation, nor viewing it with the eye of 
pedantic philology. It is futile now to attempt to envelop it in a cloud 
of doubt and controversy, for we are not here dealing with a Dead 
Sea Scroll. Finally, concluding his Introduction, he tells us the purpose 
for writing his article (p. 85): 

In this paper I have set myself the task of commenting on 
Professor al-Attas's edition and translation of the Hujjat al-
siddiq to the best of my ability, as a modest contribution to the 
interpretation of this important text. 
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The acknowledgement above that the text is an important one and also 
a controversial one (p. 84) needs further clarification here. It is the stu-
dent who first revealed the important and controversial nature of the 
text, and who, by his translation of it into English, made it possible 
for others—including Drewes—to realize its importance. In the preface 
to his monograph entitled: Rânïrï and the Wujûdiyyah of 17th century 
Acheh (p. iv), the student explains his purpose of writing the book, 
which is: "... a critical analysis of Nûru'1-Dïn al-Rânïrï's refutation of 
Hamzah Fansûrï's mystical philosophy." He then proposes to base his 
study, which is of a preliminary nature, on al-Rânïrï's Tibyân fï 
Ma'rifati'l-Adyän and Hujjatu'l-Siddïq U daf'i'l-Zindïq; and Hamzah 
Fansûrï's Asrärul-Ärifin and Sharâbu'l-'Ashiqïn. He has selected the 
Hujjatu'l-Siddïq for translation into English to be included in his study, 
and in doing so he has rendered al-Rânïrï into English for the first 
time. As to his reasons for selecting this particular work for translation 
and inclusion in his study, he says (p. v) : 

I have selected Rânïrï's Hujjatu'l-Siddïq H daf'i'l-Zindïq for 
translation as I think this work reveals the nature of Rânïrï's 
concepts of Being, Existence, Essence. These are key concepts in 
his polemics against the Heretical Wujûdiyyah mystics and 
against Hamzah. 

He also claims, with justification, that his study "is the first account 
on the subject dealing with a detailed study of the controversy over 
mysticism between Rânïrï and Hamzah" (p. iv) ; and that at the time 
of writing (1961), and in the manner in which he proposes to conduct 
his study, i.e. its scope and methodology, "there has yet beenno work 
done on Rânïrï insofar as his refutation of Hamzah's mystical philo-
sophy is concerned, nor work on Hamzah's teachings with a view to 
bringing together for close comparison the ideas of these two men 
who have played so significant a role in the life of the people of their 
time" (p. iv). Without this study and the translation done by the stu-
dent, which is probably the first translation of the Hujjatu'l-Siddiq 
into any language, the Professor would not have been able to awaken 
to the realization that the text is an important and controversial one, 
for it is only by means of the translation, and the analysis in the book 
that contains it, that he is made aware ofthat fact; and it would be 
most unlikely for him to be able to say many things he said in his 
paper had he not availed himself of and taken recourse to the student's 
work. And yet he makes not the slightest acknowledgement of this 
fact. He seems to think that the student ought to always obediently 
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and diligently emulate the works of Dutch 'orientalist masters' in 
Malay Islamic studies ; to quote them profusely as if he obtains the 
knowledge from them; to stand agape in awe of their unspeakable 
authority ! He even says in testy schoolmasterish fashion, wondering 
why "the refutation of al-Rânïrï's assertions precedes the chapter on 
Hamzah's teachings; one would expect the reverse" (p. 85, note 20). 
Why would one expect the reverse? Should not the charges be set 
forth first, then the refutation of the charges, and then the actual sub-
stance of the teachings, so that in this way the charges and the refuta-
tion make suitable introduction to the teachings and to their true 
worth? In the refutation itself is already adumbrated the substance of 
the teachings. To our way of thinking, when virulent charges directed 
against the worth of another's ideas have succeeded in implanting 
fecund seeds of fertile doubt in others' thoughts, it becomes necessary 
first to clear the doubts by refuting the charges, and then to present 
the ideas as they are meant by the author. To us this way of thinking 
emulates the procedure of justice. This 'expectation of the reverse' 
brings to my recollection the typical case of certain orientalists, whose 
arrogance is only matched by their ignorance, who even go to the 
extent of expecting the reverse in the arrangement of chapters in the 
Holy Qur'ân, saying that the short ones should come first and the 
long ones last, and that the Prophet, being unlettered and not being 
an 'expert', has got the present arrangement all wrong ! What is appa-
rent from the Professor's remark is that his way of thinking is the 
reverse of ours in such a case. He is entitled to think in any way he 
likes, but we are not obliged to pamper his expectations! The same 
kind of presumptuous pettiness is evident when he says, referring to 
the student's works on al-Rânïrï and Hamzah Fansûrï, that "in both 
publications Dr. Van Nieuwenhuijze's penetrating study (B.K.I, vol. 
104 (1948) ... is passed over in silence" (p. 85, note 20). What the 
Professor does not realize is that what may be 'penetrating' to him 
might not be so to others who already know as a matter of 'basic' 
knowledge; whose knowledge is not merely gathered from books, 
but more so from experience and reflection; whose insight into it is 
not merely a matter of academic preoccupation, but a matter of belief 
and faith and definite commitment to a particular attitude towards 
life. The student is not a Dutch student under the Professor's super-
vision, who might not penetrate what is penetrating to the Professor. 
The Professor must know that the student is not merely a nominal 
Muslim either. He is brought up and nurtured in a millieu alien to the 
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Professor; he is, after all, studying and reflecting upon lois own culture 
and tradition and religion, which are for him familiar and coherent. 
The Professor has not even smelled the breath of a Süfi; whereas the 
student not only comes from a family of Süfïs, but is directly descended 
from generations of ancestors who were Süfïs and saints, scholars and 
savants of Islam, stretching over a thousand years. One of these ances-
tors was Sayyid Muhammad al-'Aydarüs, the Shaykh of Sayyid Abü 
Hafs 'Umar Bä Shaybän of Hadramawt, who initiated al-Rânïrï into 
the Rifà'iyyah Order. Does the Professor know that the Third Book 
of the Bustân al-Salâtin of al-Rânïrï, which is considered his magnum 
opus, which as the Professor says (p. 83) has long been considered lost 
and which has now been recovered, belonged in fact to the student's 
uncle? The student himself possesses several very important Arabic 
and Malay manuscripts which are not even listed in Van Ronkel's 
Catalogue, or in other extant catalogues of Malay mss. I am saying all 
this for no other purpose than to state certain relevant facts about the 
student, and to show that the student knows the subject from within. 
The very significance of the concept of 'penetration' is the notion of 
penetrating into what is within; and thus here we see that the Professor 
does not realize his own position. It is in fact the Professor who has 
'passed over in silence' the student's study which covers 61 pages 
(pp. 18-79) and which ought to be for him just as penetrating, if not 
more, than Dr. Van Nieuwcnhuije's 16 pages (pp. 342-358). The stu-
dent's claim that it is a definitive study still stands, and if the Professor 
does not agree then he must prove that it is not, and not merely affect 
a preposterous pomposity. 'Proving' that it is not definitive does not 
mean trying to pick holes in the translation, for the study is not the 
translation; and even if he thinks that he is 'proving' the study to be 
not definitive by trying to pick holes in the translation, we shall see in 
what follows who has the last say! The proof of the definitiveness of 
the student's work lies in the work itself. As a fitting prelude to what 
follows, perhaps the Professor would care to reflect upon an anecdote 
of the Süfïs, which I quote below from memory, in the hope that he 
might derive some benefit from the moral lesson therein: 

Once a murid asked his Shaykh, saying: "Thirty years have I 
sat at your feet, and yet you have not enlightened me with know-
ledge and instructions that could raise my spiritual degree to 
higher stations. Why is this so?" The Shaykh got up and went 
to the wall and made two marks on it. Then he said: "M y son, 
tell me what you see here" (indicating the wall). "Why, I see 
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two dots"—came the reply. Whereupon the Shaykh said: "Do 
you now see why your spiritual journey is bound in shallows 
and miseries?—you see only the littl e black dots, not the wide 
expanse of white wall ! You concern yourself with trivialities 
and so miss the truth." 

In his Observations on the Exordium,4 Drewes says: 

"Concerning Professor al-Attas's English translation of the Ma-
lay version of the Arabic exordium I wish to make the following 
remarks. The translation of the second line of the exordium, 
saying, 'Al l souls are submerged in the ocean of His generosity', 
is based on the Arabic text, with substitution of arwâh for the 
crucial al-därät. The Malay version reads: Adalah segala arwah 
beroleh limpah daripadanya anugerahannya. 'Al l souls are abundantly 
bestowed His favour'." 

I say: There are two important facts here which have been falsely 
presented to give the wrong impression. The first one is that it is not 
true that the student's English translation is "of the Malay version of 
the Arabic exordium" as Drewes reports. Anyone who knows Arabic, 
reading the translation, wil l see and know for certain that it is the 
translation of the Arabic version. The presumption is unjustified and 
even mischievous. The text reads: fi bahri nawälihi kânati'l-dârâtugharî-
qatan: '... All souls are submerged in the ocean of His generosity.'5 

By saying that it is an English translation of the Malay version of the 
Arabic exordium, and by asserting that the Malay version reads, when 
translated into English: 'Al l souls are abundantly bestowed His favour', 
the unreliable commentator seems, or perhaps indeed intends to show 
that the translation, which reads: 'Al l souls are submerged in the ocean 
of His generosity', is at great variance with what the Malay text says; 
the presumptuous implication being either that the translator did not 
understand the Malay language or that he stretched the meaning be-
yond what the text says. True, the Professor concedes later that the 
student's translation is "based on the Arabic text", and yet even that 
concession is, again, not true. It is not based on the Arabic text—it is 
of the Arabic text, the only difference being that instead of the word 
al-därät in the Arabic text, the translation of it translates arwäh of the 
Malay text. So it is true only to say that the translation of the word 
al-därät in the Arabic text is based on the Malay text. I must also point 

4. Drewes, p. 85. 
5. Al-Attas, see pp. 80 and 98. 
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out that both the Arabic and the Malay texts together were thought 
out by one and the same man, namely, al-Rânïrï himself and, there-
fore, they belong to him; and it was al-Rânïrï himself who substituted 
the word arwäh in the Malay text for the word al-därät in the Arabic 
text. And since the student was translating the thoughts of al-Rânïrï 
couched in his words, and bearing in mind that he was writing for 
Malay readers—a fact which he himself stated6—it really made abso-
lutely no difference, then and now, what the "crucial" word actually 
meant since the author himself was the best person to decide that— 
and he had done so. It must be borne in mind that the student was 
translating al-Rânïrï, a rational being, and not a piece of paper on 
which ink is inscribed ! What is crucial in any translation is the mean-
ing of the word, and in this case the author had furnished it by an-
other word, so why should anyone bicker about the nature of the 
word he left as an 'enigma'? Surely the meaning is more important 
than the word, and no problem-raising is permissible unless the word 
is crucial to the meaning, which here it is not. In reality, then, it is 
not true to say that the word al-därät is "crucial" to the understanding 
and interpretation of what al-Rânïrï meant by it, or by the whole 
sentence; it is crucial only to the pedant who finds delight in the 
slightest opportunity to display the kind of 'erudition' that now goes 
by the name of scholarship ! The second point is what I have just said 
above with respect to al-Rânïrï being the author of both the Arabic 
and the Malay texts here, a fact which should have been sufficient 
ground for humble constraint not to launch oneself into unreasonable 
conjectures, heedless of the author's word as though he were an 
imbecile. 

Drewes says: 

Al-därät means 'the rings', 'the circles', which does not make 
sense in this context; it seems obvious that this puzzling word is 
due to a scribal error. The Jakarta Ms. quoted by Voorhoeve 
(p. 40) reads alif-1-dh (or d)-r-alif-t, so that Voorhoeve has sug-
gested that either al-dharrät, 'the atoms', or al-durrät, 'the pearls' 
was meant. 

On the face of it there seems to be a case for the latter word, 
since the sea is the habitat of pearls ; but this conjecture meets 
with the difficulty that al-durrät answers as littl e to arwäh as al-
därät and al-dharrät do, although occasionally the soul may have 

6. Ibid. p. 99. 
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been compared to a pearl. Furthermore, weighing up the pros 
and cons of any conjecture, one should take into consideration 
that in the next line the words an'ama 'alayhä'1-tawfiq, 'He has 
bestowed His succour upon them', refer back to the word in 
question. 

I venture to suggest that, given the great resemblance between 
Arabic r and w, the correct reading could well be al-dhawät, 'the 
essences, persons, or things,' which word at any rate has this in 
common with arwäh that both of them denote the animating or 
essential part of persons and things. As to the next line: persons 
seem to be more likely objects of divine favour than pearls.1 

I say: The conjecture, in spite of the authority stated,8 is to my 
mind vain, and I wil l demonstrate its futilit y in what now follows. 
The word shakhsun, 'person', and its plural and multiple forms as the 
case may be, such as ashkhusun, ashkhäsun, shukhüsun, shikhäsun, 
'persons', refers to a body or bodily or corporeal form, a figure, a 
material substance, in fact an object or a tiling of a spatio-temporal 
order. The conjecture is based on the fact that the word dhätun, whose 
plural form is dhawätun, can be applied to mean a man's self or person: 
shakhsun. On the same authority, so can another word, nafsun, be ap-
plied to mean the same thing, that is 'person'.'Bearing in mind 'person' 
means a man (shakhsun), altogether his soul and body, a living being 
altogether, nafsun is a better synonym for shakhsun than is dhätun in 
this case; because dhätun meaning shakhsun is only so in the meta-
phorical sense, whereas with nafsun it is not so : you can say, for example 
thaläthu ashkhusin, just as you can say, meaning the same thing, thaläthu 
nufüsin or thaläthatu anfusin in the real, not necessarily metaphorical 
sense; for you can speak of seeing one, two, or three or more persons 
using the words shakhsun or nafsun and their dual, plural and multiple 
forms, but not so the case with the word dhätun. Similarly, whether 
in the singular or plural forms, the words nafsun and dhätun applied 
to denote their masculine and feminine genders referring to persons 
(shakhsun) do not denote the same thing. Indeed, it is doubtful as to 
whether dhätun meaning shakhsun or nafsun is allowable, except per-
haps metaphorically, in the dual, plural and multiple sense, for you 
cannot see a dhätun in the same sense as you can see a nafsun and a 

7. Drewes, pp. 85-86. 
8. Ibid., p. 86, note 2. 
9. Cf. E.W. Lane, Arabic-English Lexicon, Beirut, 1968, 8 vols.; vol. 4: 1517, 

first column; vol. 8: 2828, first column. Cited hereafter as Lane. 
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shakhsun. Moreover, what I have just said about nafsun and shakhsun 
as meaning 'a man', altogether his soul and body, indicates also that 
it is the nafs, and not the dhät, that is the animating part of the person; 
and when we say we see a nafsun, we are in fact seeing an external or 
outward manifestation of a nafs, that is, the outward form of a man. 
Since, also, the word al-dhawät to mean 'the persons' conveys only a 
metaphorical meaning, it is highly unlikely that al-Rânïrï would have 
used that word when a better, more philosophically poetic metaphor: 
al-durrät, 'the pearls', would have sufficed. Drewes' argument that 
"persons seem to be more likely objects of divine succour than pearls" 
is in fact based on the idea that 'persons' refers to beings in the real 
sense, whereas 'pearls', if referring to 'persons', is merely so in the 
metaphorical sense—and yet, considering what I have said above, 
dhawät as 'persons' is also metaphorical, and so the learned Professor 
has substituted one metaphor for another, which negates the reason 
for arguing against 'pearls'. Since the nafs,—'soul', and not the dhät 
'essence'—is the animating principle of the human being, it is regarded 
as an aspect of the ruh, the 'spirit', whose plural form is arwäh, the 
word al-Rânïrï used as a substitute for al-därät. I said above that nafsun 
is a better synonym for shakhsun than is dhätun, and it is now clear 
that what I mean by this is that if al-Rânïrï were to have considered 
that the word now written in the text as al-därät should have meant 
the persons', then he would have used the word al-anfus, or even al-

nufüs, and never al-dhawät because al-nufüs refers to what is livingyast 
as arwäh refers to what is living, whether the 'living' be here, in the 
case of al-nufüs, or in the hereafter in the case of arwäh, but al-dhawät 
does not necessarily refer to what is living. Only what is living is the 
object of Divine succour; moreover, according to the context of the 
exordium and to general knowledge among the Muslims, the spirits 
or souls (arwäh) of the Prophets and the Truthful (and all generally) 
are communicative, and the organs of spiritual communication are the 
heart (al-qalb), which knows God ; the spirit (al-rüh), which loves Him ; 
and the inmost ground of the soul (al-sirr), which contemplates Him, 
and all these refer to the rational soul (al-nafs al-nätiqah). So then, apart 
from 'living' they are also 'rational', and these inherent qualities of the 
soul are not inherent as such in the dhawät. Thus this strange conjecture 
is not possible on that account. However, since the word in question 
is al-därät and more closely resembles al-dhawät than al-anfus or al-
nufüs, it seems therefore obvious—if al-därät is corrupt—that another 
word is meant, and that other word—if at all a conjecture is necessary 
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—is, to my mind, al-durrät 'the pearls'. If another word is meant, then 
Voorhoeve is on the right track, but his "conjecture" is a mere guess 
and nothing more, since he has not substantiated his guess by any 
knowledge supported by convincing scholarly argument. Those fa-
miliar with Süfï symbolism know that pearls (and their shells and 
oysters) symbolize the spirits and the souls: 

Behold how this drop of sea-water 
Has taken so many forms and names; 
It has existed as mist, cloud, rain, dew and mud, 
Then plant, animal, and perfect man; 
And yet it was a drop of water 
From which these things appeared. 
Even so this universe of reason, soul, heaven and bodies, 
Was a drop of water in its beginning and ending. 

... In Being's silver sea 
Lustrous pearls of knowledge are washed up 
On the shore of speech, 
And dainty shells bring poems in their curving forms 
To strew the beach with beauty. 

Each wave that breaks in foaming arcs 
Casts up a thousand royal pearls 
That hold strange murmuring voices, 
Gems of devotion, joy and love. 

Yet though a thousand waves, 
At every moment rise and fall, 
Scattering pearls and shells, 
Yet arc there ever more and more to come, 
Nor is that sea of Being less by one sheer drop. 

In the sea of 'Uman, the pearl oysters 
Rise to the surface from the lowest depths, 
And wait with opened mouths, 
Then arises from the sea a mist, 
Which falls again in raindrops 
Into the mouths of the shells 
(At the command of the Truth). 
Straightway is each closed as by a hundred bonds, 
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And the shells sink back again 
Into the ocean's depths, 
Bearing in their hearts the pearl drops 
Which the divers seek and find. 

The sea is Being, the shore the body; 
The mist grace, and the rain, knowledge of the Name; 
Human wisdom is the diver 
Who holds enwrapped in his garment 
A hundred pearls; 
The soul in a swift lightning's flash 
Bears to the listening ear voices and messages 
From the shells of knowledge; 
Then when the husks are opened, 
Behold the royal shimmering pearls !10 

Be that as it may, however, and yet I do not think it necessary to 
formulate any conjecture, for in reality the word al-därät is correct, 
and I wil l give its relevant meanings and interpretation in the follow-
ing pages. But before coming to that I wish still to continue my ex-
position in regard to the futilit y of al-dhawät, to pursue relentlessly to 
the very end the conjecture suggested by Professor Drewes. All the 
arguments above are sufficiently strong to reject the possibility of set-
ting forward al-dhawät in place of al-därät in the text. As a coup de 
grâce to any further indignant remonstrations that might be con-
templated, I wish to adduce yet another argument which wil l prove 
it impossible for al-Rânïrï even to contemplate the use of the word al-
dhawät in that context. And what wil l now be said wil l serve to show 
again how he who would venture such a conjecture seems profoundly 
unaware of the conceptual contents of the Hujjatu'1-Siddïq. It is impossi-
ble for al-dhawät to have been the word now represented by al-därät in the 
text for the simple reason that in Muslim mystico-philosophical and 
religious writings the concept dhät does not admit of duality, plurality, 
or multiplicity so that, indeed, a dual, plural, or multiple form of the 
word is not allowable. Let alone the Süfïs who—as everyone knows 
—asserted the doctrine of Wahdatu'1-Wujûd ('Unity of Existence', or 
'Unity of Being' or 'Oneness of Existence), with such uncompromising 
persistence insofar as the uniqueness of al-dhät is concerned, even the 
Mutakallimün and the Falâsifah, who held that there were two cate-

10. From The Secret Rose Garden (of Sa'du'1-Dïn Mahmud Shabistarî), trans-
lated from the Persian by F. Lederer, London, 1920, pp. 36-38. 
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gories of being, would never use a word such as al-dhawät, in the 
sense conceived by the one who conjectures, because it is a contradic-
tion in terms and, therefore, absurd. And even if they had been driven 
to express the concept of 'persons' as 'essences', or 'substances' they 
would still never have used al-dhawät, for 'persons' as 'essences' or 
'substances' are no longer persons. As a philosophical concept al-dha-
wät referring to 'persons' or to 'living and rational beings' is not nor-
mally used, and referring to 'essences' or 'substances' or 'inmost 
natures' they would rather have used terms expressive of such con-
cepts, such as al-a'yän or al-jawähir, or al-mähiyyät, or al-huwiyyät, 
which words were in fact used by them and the Süfïs.11 But the Süfïs 
would still assert that even so these concepts pertain only to the One 
Real Being: Wujüd: Dhät. Al-Rânïrï's own definition identifies the 
concept being with essence, dhät, and dhät with the Being of God, 
wujüd Allah.12 So in fact al-Rânïrï would have regarded the word al-
dhawät with great revulsion. His entire Hujjah is devoted to the refuta-
tion and condemnation of those who believed that what is other-than-
God possessed independent realities and essences. Indeed, it is doubt-
ful whether anyone can find the word al-dhawät such as here con-
ceived—except, that is, in Drewes' article. Since Drewes in his article 
has, on several instances which I wil l mention as we go along, attemp-
ted to Christianize Muslim concepts, he wil l perhaps understand better 
if I say that to al-Rânïrï the word al-dhawät, with all its possible impli-
cations in this context, would have been downright anathema. Al l this 
should have been investigated and made lucid to the mind before 
hastily formulating any conjecture. The formulation of conjectures.in 
such a case as this, is not based simply on quibbling or on a dogmatic 
kind of philology made worse by confused thinking. The above expla-
nation serves well to demonstrate clearly the confusion besetting the 
mind of the conjecturer and to expose his lack of understanding of the 
subject which he should not have ventured into in the first place. It is 
all too often the case with certain types of scholars of Malay-Indo-
nesian Islam, when dealing with Islamic texts such as the one in ques-
tion in which they are confronted with a word they do not quite 
understand, that instead of admitting their failure to explain the word 
in the text as due to their own lack of understanding, they would pro-

11. See al-Tahânawï's KashshäfTsfilähät al-Funûn, Cairo, [n.d]., vol. 2: 327-330; 
and 330-334. See also ai-Ta'rifät of al-Jurjânî, Cairo, 1938, p. 95, art. al-
dhâti. Al-Jurjânï's work wil l hereafter be cited as Ta'rïfât. 

12. See al-Attas, p. 99. 
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ceed to conjure up some excuse for branding the word as an enigma, 
and then, because it is an enigma to them, they would proceed further 
to reject it with such pronouncements as: "i t seems obvious that this 
puzzling word is due to a scribal error", so that they might suggest 
their own futile substitute. There is in fact nothing amiss in the word 
al-därät in the text. The Professor-critic thinks that the word as such 
means 'the rings', 'the circles', and dismisses it because it 'does not 
make sense in this context". He does not seem to realize, due to his 
superficial knowledge of Arabic, that there are other meanings to the 
word al-därät which do make sense in this context. There are at least 
three other meanings of which each is relevant to the context and I 
wil l explain them all, suggesting finally one of them to be the mean-
ing most likely intended in the text. In the first instance, reference 
should be made to the word damn (originally dawarun), which means 
a house' or 'a mansion'. As distinguished from baytun, with which 

it is synonymous, därun refers to a large house comprising several 
sets of apartments and a court. Now däratun (singular of därätun) also 
means 'a house', 'an abode', 'a habitation', the difference with därun 
being that the latter is a generic term whereas däratun refers to any 
particular house. The word därun is also applied to give many other 
coimotations of place, such as: dar al-fanä' meaning 'the abode of 
perishableness' (the present world) ; dar al-baqa meaning 'the abode 
of everlastingness' (the Hereafter); dar al-saläm meaning 'the abode 
of peace' (Paradise), which refers to God's 'Abode', for al-Saläm is one 
of His Beautiful Names. Hence the word därun in the many combina-
tions of its usage is also applied to mean the burial ground (al-qubür), 
the abode of the dead' (dar al-mawtä) in contradistinction with 'the 

abode of the living' (dar al-ahya). Thus, then, z particular grave can 
be referred to as däratun, and in the plural sense to mean 'the graves' 
the word al-därät can be applied. 'The graves' bring to mind the souls 
(al-ariväh) who inhabit them. We say the souls 'inhabit' them because 
the Prophet used to offer a salutation when visiting the graves of the 
Faithful, and he called them "inhabitants of the graves", and the 
burial ground an "Abode of the Community of the Faithful".13 So 
then, since al-därät means 'the graves', and since reference to 'the graves' 
is in fact reference to the souls who inhabit them, it is clear therefore 
why al-Rânïrï substituted the word al-därät with arwäh. In the second 

13. For damn, see Ibn Manzür's Lisân al-Arab, Beyrouth, 1968, 15 vols.; 4:298, 
col. 1. Baytun is also used to mean 'a grave' (ibid., 1 :i5, col. 1). Ibn Manzür's 
work wil l hereafter be cited as Lisân al-Arab. 
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instance, the word därun is also applied to refer to 'the heart' (al-qalb). 
This notion is based on a hadith qudsiyy which says: La y asa'uni ar di wa 
lä sama'i wa läkin y asa'uni qalbu ' abàiya'1-mu' mini: 'My earth and My 
heaven contain Me not, but the heart of My faithful (believing) servant 
contains Me.' It is with reference to the heart that—to quote an ex-
ample—Rümï says, alluding to the above hadith: 'In this house is a 
treasure which the universe is too small to hold.'14 Here 'house' 
(damn or baytun, Persian: khänah) means 'heart' (qalbun); and the heart 
is sometimes even compared to the 'House of Allah' (bayt Allah: the 
Ka'bah). Süfïs generally sometimes apply the term damn to mean the 
heart, meaning the reality of man, the self.15 According to al-Jurjânï 
al-qalb means 'the reality of man' (haqiqat al-insän) ; 'the rational soul' 
(al-nafs al-nätiqah), also 'the soul' or 'the spirit' (al-rûh).16 We have 
said earlier that damn is a generic term whereas däratun refers to parti-
culars. Likewise, then, därun meaning 'a soul' refers to a soul in the 
generic sense pertaining to human beings ; and däratun refers to a soul 
in the particular sense: the soul of a believing and faithful human being. 
Thus al-därät means, in this interpretation, 'the souls' of the believing 
and the faithful, in particular those referred to in the text as the Pro-
phets and the Truthful (al-nabiyyin and al-siddiqin) ; and hence al-
Rânïrï substituted it with arwäh. In the third instance, däratun means 
'a pool'; it refers to a round tract of sand with vacancy in the middle 
where water from a torrent has collected, and sometimes people sit 
and drink there. It is a place in which water collects, or a place where 
water stagnates, and as such däratun is synonymous with hawdun and 
bahratun. The close conceptual similarity with hawdun is significant 
here, for al-Hawd, according to the Islamic eschatological context, is 
'the Basin', 'the Pond', 'the Pool', 'the Tank' of the Prophet (haw d 
al-rasül), where his Community wil l gather to drink on the Day of 
Resurrection. In Süfï literature it is well known that 'raindrops' that 
merge with "the Ocean" symbolize "the souls" returning to their 
Fount of Origin, the Absolute Being.17 So too, by analogy, 'pools' 

14. Dïvâni Shamsi Tabriz (ed. and transi, by R.A. Nicholson, Cambridge, 1952.) 
XV :3. 

15. Al-Attas, The Mysticism of Hamzah Fansürï, Kuala Lumpur, 1970, pp. 8-9, 
note 18, the references to the Gulshan-i-Râz and Mathnawi of Shabistarl and 
Rümï respectively. Also Hamzah's rumah as dar. 

16. Ta'rifât, p. 156. See also below, pp. 71-73. 
17. Süfï poetry abounds in this symbolism. As an example, see Shabistarï's lines 

quoted above on pp. 16-17, another inRümï'sDïfaw' Shamsi Tabriz (ibid.), 
XII . 
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are like the "raindrops". Al-därät as 'the Pools' refers to the souls of 
the Prophets and the Truthful mentioned in the text. Their being 
"submerged" in the "Ocean" of God's generosity (Ji bahri nawälihi 
ghariqatan) means their being abundantly bestowed spiritual know-
ledge (water), since water generally—even in dreams—symbolizes 
spiritual knowledge. 'The Pools' are pools of clear drinking water, 
so that they offer the thirsty to drink from them, and the drinking 
is the imbibing of spiritual knowledge—the knowledge of certainty. 
Now the terms nawäl, ni'mah, and jüd occurring in the expressions fi 
bahri nawälihi; anama alayhä; bi-jüdihi in the text all have significant 
connections with water and thirst and drinking, as for example: 
tanäwala in the expression tanäwala maàl-hawdi means 'he reached, and 
drank of, the water of the drinking tank (or pond, or pool)'; na'ämatun 
in ibn al-na'ämati means, among others, 'the drawer of water who is 
at the head of the well', and well is birkatun, a term which is also 
synonymous with dâratun, bahratun and haw dun; al-na'a im, the name 
of the Nine Stars of Sagittarius conveys the idea of drinking; jâda, 
with many infinite nouns, among them jüdun, means among other 
meanings, 'it rained copiously'.18 Finally, the word bahrwi which occurs 
in the text means 'a great sea', 'an ocean'. In this brief exposition we 
have isolated three important elements in the various meanings signi-
ficant in our interpretation, and they are the notion of water, drinking, 
and thirst. And the souls of the Prophets and the Truthful are like pools 
whose waters are the repositories of spiritual knowledge which those 
who thirst after it seek and find through God's fine succour (tawfiq 
al-raqîq). It is not insignificant to the interpretation given above, which 
is borne out by the entire Arabic exordium, that al-Rânïrï should style 
himself as the 'cup-bearer of the Messenger of God' (säqi'1-rasül), for 
he is passing round the ring, as it were, draughts of spiritual know-
ledge. I have said earlier each of the three meanings of al-därät given 
and interpreted above are relevant to the context, and I promised to 
suggest one of them to be the meaning most likely intended in the 
text. Having briefly expounded them, however, we must conclude, 
as reason demands, that to suggest one of the meanings is now mani-
festly unnecessary, for all three meanings in fact refer to one and the 
same referent: the souls of the Prophet and the Truthful. I would have 
liked to suggest that the most relevant of the three, in point of the 

18. For all these terms which we have connected with dâratun here, see Lane, i : 
157, col. 1; 2: 481, col. 2; 482, col. 1; 670, col. 1; 8: 3035, col. 3. 
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imagery couched in the line of the text, is the meaning of al-därät as 
'the pools ', but all three are collectively one, for the term al-därät as 
here applied is pregnant with meaning at once rich and profound. 
And so al-Rânïrï, the author, also knowing this, interprets it simply 
—how else can we describe it?—by substituting it with arwäh. 

Drewes says: 
In Professor al-Attas's translation: 

'God has established their veracity by true confirmation, and they 
had, by the affirmation of their faith, separated truth from false-
hood.' Here again it was not the Malay version but the Arabic 
original that was translated, but although rightly rejecting the 
reading haqqaqa of the Ms (see p. 80, note 253) and having 
replaced it by haqqaqii (the reading of the Jakarta copy, which 
moreover, is borne out by the Malay version), the translator has 
based his English translation on the rejected reading.19 

I say: I do not wish here to repeat what I have already said about 
the futilit y of speaking of the Malay version and the Arabic original 
when the thoughts expressed by the texts belong to the same man 
who was himself the author of both the Malay and the Arabic in this 
case. As to the reading haqqaqii instead of haqqaqa, Drewes wil l have 
noticed, had he paused to ponder, that the very fact of the student 
translating it as: 'God has established ... etc.', is succinct proof that he 
found the reading haqqaqa to be the correct one, as that was what the 
author meant as derived from the context of the exordium as a whole. 
Now, he had at first amended the reading from haqqaqa to haqqaqii, 
being misled, as it were, by the Jakarta Ms. reading by which both 
Drewes and Voorhoeve have also been misled. But in spite of that, 
and by the logically uninterrupted and contextually relevant flow of 
thought during the process of translating the exordium, he translated 
the line the way it now reads. The fact that the long vowel in the 
romanized text and translation and the preposition bi which follows 
it, have not been deleted is simply a proof-reading oversight on his 
part. We are discussing the translation, not the transliteration. By 
assenting to reject the reading haqqaqa, Drewes now still thinks haqqaqü 
to be the correct reading in spite of the student's translation, and he 
is in error here. He says further that: 

the verb haqqaqa is construed with the accusative, not with a 
preposition, so that bi-haqqihim is not the object of haqqaqü 

19. Drewes, p. 86. 
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haqqa'l-tahqiq, 'they investigated thoroughly.' Bi haqqihim means 
'as for them', Malay : pada hak orang itu, so that the translation 
of these two lines in my view should be: 'And so (Ja-), on their 
part' (or 'as for them, the people belonging to the class of the 
prophets and the truthful, that is'), 'they made a thorough investi-
gation, and by establishing the truth separated the true from the 
false.'2» 

I say: He is—as I have said—in error here. The line in question, as I 
have pointed out above, should now read: Fa haqqaqa haqqahum 
haqqa' l-tahqiq. Now haqqaqahu signifies saddaqahu, meaning: 'he verified 
it', and haqqaqahu also means saddaqa qä'ilahu, 'he proved the sayer of 
it to be true'; and so also does haqqaqa, like saddaqa, mean 'he said, 
"this thing is the truth".'21 Bi haqqihim does not mean pada hak orang 
itu, or 'as for them'. In the first instance, the example of the Malay 
meaning in the footnote adduced to support Drewes' claim comes 
from a totally different text and context and is therefore irrelevant to 
our question; and even if it were relevant, or came from al-Rânîrï's 
text itself, the words cannot mean what Drewes says. Jangan engkau 
sangka bahwa sanya akan orang yang ahl al-sälik yang telah sampai ia akan 
martabat kepada Allah s.w.t. maka gugurlah pada hak orang itu sekalian 
amr Allah dan nahyNya, means: 'You must not imagine of the person 
who is travelling (on the Süfï Path: Ahl-al-Suhik), who has reached 
the degree (of closeness) to God, Glorious and Most Exalted be He!, 
that all injunctions of God's Command and Prohibition fall away from 
that in that person which has established itself as the confirmed truth and 
which is obligatory to his person' The word hak or haqq in this passage, 
wliich has been translated above as 'that which has established itself 
as the confirmed truth and which is obligatory' is the infinite noun 
of haqqahu and is synonymous with wajaba and hence means, briefly, 
'duty' or 'obligation'. So pada hak orang itu docs not mean 'as for 
them', but 'from the duty (or obligation) of that person'. The same 
kind of subject is mentioned by al-Ränirl in the Hujjatu'l-Siddiq.22 So 
then,/ö haqqaqa haqqahum haqqa'l-tahqiq, very literally translated, means: 
'And so he said, "this thing is the truth" to 'their truth' by true con-
firmation,' or simply and more plainly: 'And He actualized their truth 
completely'. God is the subject of haqqaqa, so that the 'he' there is He, 
Who effects through the spiritual faculty of truth (i.e. the haqq in the 

20. Loc. cit. 
2i. Cf. Lane, vol. 2: 606, column 2. 
22. Al-Attas, p. 96; see also below p. 29. 
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person that confirms for him the truth of duty, obligation, etc.) in 
them (i.e. in 'those from amongst the Prophets and the Truthful') that 
which is indubitably true with a confirmation that is also indubitable. 
Thus 'He said "this thing is the truth" to their truth', is translated by 
the student as: 'God has established (for them) their veracity', or 
simply: 'God has established their veracity', and the rest: 'by true 
confirmation'. It is God Who established their veracity, and not 'them' 
as meant if the critic's erroneous reading, haqqaqü, is substituted for 
haqqaqa. For the Muslim who has religious insight, it is always God 
Who confirms the truth for him, particularly when the truth in ques-
tion is spiritual truth; and the fact of emphasis on truth made clear in 
my very literal translation above only serves to emphasize the point 
that Prophets and the Truthful cannot make false action in thought or 
speech or deed, for God Himself established and confirmed for them 
the spiritual truths they convey to others. Prophets and the Truthful 
are not philosophers, or doubters like some university professors, who 
rely simply on their (sometimes faulty) rational faculties in making 
their own 'thorough' investigation on matters that are spiritual. So it 
is God Who has bestowed His succour upon them as the preceding 
line says. In fact what is said by the preceding line about succour 
(tawfiq) is another proof to the truth of what I say. The verb waffaqa 
has the same construction as saddaqa and haqqaqa23 and all of them do 
indeed belong to the same conceptual structure. We say 'Waffaqahu'l-
Llähu' meaning: 'God directed him to the right course' or God made 
him to take the right course'. Tawfiq refers to 'right' and 'wrong' 
and 'true' and 'false', (i.e. haqq and bätil) and hence signifies a kind of 
legal document in which the right and the wrong and the true and 
the false of the matter in dispute are set forth. In the ordinary sense of 
tawfiq as a legal document, it is meant to signify the proving of the 
righteousness and truthfulness of a righteous and truthful person who 
has been charged by others of wrongfulness and falsity. But in the 
sense here meant it signifies the aid of God, His succour, bestowed upon 
the Prophets and the Truthful, whose message has been rejected as 
false by the unbelievers, and confused and falsified and made wrong 
by those who have strayed from the Right Path, such as those against 
whom al-Rânïrï was disputing. The conceptual structure of tawfiq 
reveals that the recipients of tawfiq are people who are involved in 
dispute and engaged in argument and are in a state of need for succinct 

23. Cf. Lane, Suppl.: 3057, col. 1; and for tawfiq, vol. 2: 590, col. 3. 
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proofs, for verification of truths. So it follows that in the case here of 
the Prophets and the Truthful, God, having bestowed upon them His 
succour (tawfiq), established for them the truth (haqqaqa) so that their 
veracity became truly confirmed in them and their faith affirmed, and 
in this condition—the condition of affirmation of their faith—they 
were able to separate truth (haqq) from falsehood (bätil). Moreover, 
what the student has translated as 'affirmation of their faith' is the 
correct meaning, and not 'by establishing the truth' as the Professor 
has done, which is erroneous. 'By establishing the truth' does not 
mean bi'l-tasdiq in this context. We are discussing the thoughts of a 
Muslim doctor in the context of Islam, and not of a Christian pro-
fessor in a confused context. The 'truth' we are discussing here is the 
truth of Islam, and in that context tasdiq always means 'belief' and 
faith' together. Since Drewes refers to Lane (vol. 4: 1667, second 
column) in his footnote to his rendering, it is necessary for me to 
point out that he has not quoted Lane correctly. Lane did not say— 
and, considering his vast knowledge of Arabic and its usages by the 
Arabs and Muslims, would not have said—what Drewes says about 
rendering bi'l-tasdiq as 'by establishing the truth'. The manner of report-
ing is unreliable and misleading as it pretends the support of authority 
which is non-existent. The non-Muslim reader should have taken heed 
of what Lane says of tasdiq in the first column in the same place re-
ferred to above, not the second column, where Lane refers the reader 
to article ämana, 'he believed' (vol. 1: 100, third column). There he 
says correctly that ïmân, 'faith' and 'belief', has the same meaning as 
tasdiq, whose meaning as faith and belief together is established by 
common consent of the lexicologists and other men of science. Mus-
lims of course know by their own consciousness of their own religious 
experience that tasdiq means iman, that is, faith and belief or 'the be-
coming true to the trust with respect to which God has confided in 
one, by a firm believing in the heart; not by profession of belief with 
the tongue only, without the assent of the heart'. To all Muslims imän 
and tasdiq means 'having faith and belief in what the Prophet brought', 
and that imän and islam are inseparable. The authority for affirming 
this meaning of tasdiq is not merely based on Arabic grammar; and 
the authoritative interpretation of it should have been sought by the 
non-Muslim from relevant Muslim sources such as, to quote three of 
them, al-Ash'ari's Kitäb al-Luma' fi'l-Radd 'ala Ahl al-Zaygh wa'l-
Bida', Bäb al-Kaläm fi'l-Imän (Arabie text, chapter eight) ; al-Ghazzäli's 
Kitäb Qawä'id al-'Aqä'id (Ihyä, first part), Al-Fasl al-Räbifi'l-Imän wa'l 
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Islam ... etc.; and al-Taftäzäni's Shark al-'Aqaid al-Nasafiyyah, the 
chapter on Imän. This last reference has apparently been translated 
into Malay by al-Ranïrï. The student's translation of bi'l-tasdiq as 'by 
the affirmation of their faith' is true to the meaning intended. In the 
verse in the Holy Qur'ân: Wa'l-ladhi jä'a bi'l-sidqi wa saddaqa bihi 
(39:33): 'And he who brings the Truth and he who confirms (and 
supports) it ...', 'Al i ibn Abî Tälib is related to have said that by al-
ladhijä'a bi'l-sidqi the Prophet is meant; and by saddaqa bihi, AbüBakr, 
who is in fact then called al-Siddiq—one who speaks veraciously, 
spoken of one who has the quality of speaking the truth in a very 
eminent degree. The former reference can also mean the Angel Jibrâ'ïl, 
and the latter the Prophet; and it can also refer to the Prophet in the 
former case and all the Muslims in the latter. It is also important to 
note here the significance of al-Rânïrï's treatise being entitled Hujjatu'l-
Siddiq, for there is no doubt there that, by analogy, the Siddiq refers 
to the verse above. Having now understood, and being now confirmed 
in the truth of what I have said above on this matter, the reader wil l 
undoubtedly agree with me that he who says that the line in question 
should be translated as: 'And so, on their part, they made a thorough 
investigation, and by establishing the truth separated the true from the 
false', is wrong and his translation false. And because it is wrong and 
false it betrays also the confused thinking underlying its formulation: 
you do not in fact first establish the truth and then separate the true 
from the false; you must first know what is true and what is false and, 
because they are generally confused together, you must then separate 
them in order to make clear which is which, and after that only can 
you establish the truth. 

Drewes remarks, commenting on the student's translation: 'they 
investigated the objects of their sublime research scrupulously', that: 

'The objects of their sublime research', is the translation of Ma-
lay segala 'ilmu haqä'iq. This translation is acceptable but it may 
be pointed out that in the Arabic text haqä'iqahum can only 
mean: 'the haqä'iq of (all things) true and false'.24 

I say: This is preposterous ! It is the Arabic text that was translated, 
and even with reference to the Malay text, it was al-Ranïrï who wrote 
and thought out both texts. So the translator was translating the 
author, and the assertion that in the Arabic text haqä'iqahum "can only 
mean: 'the haqä'iq of (all things) true and false" is false, since if that 

24. Drewes, p. 86. 
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is what the text means then haqä'iqahum should have read: haqä'iqahä 
to denote the feminine gender, for the masculine gender is used to 
denote only persons and not things. This is an elementary fact of Ara-
bic grammar ! 

He says further: 
'Yang amat keperchayaan, Arabic ahl al-wathiq, does not mean 
'people of certainty (in their belief),' but 'very reliable, trust-
worthy people.'25 

I say: This is nonsense, for when you say ahl al-tariq, do you mean 
'very roadable, roadworthy people', or 'people of the road'?; and when 
you say ahl al-kitäb, do you mean 'very bookable, bookworthy people', 
or 'people of the book'? The word ahl (people of—)is synonymous 
with sähib and hence qualifies the subject in this case. Wathiq does not 
mean 'very reliable and trustworthy'—it means rather, here in par-
ticular, the 'being firm and solid and strong', that is, synonymous with 
muhkam.26 The subject of this 'firmness', 'solidity', 'strength' is faith 
and belief in the Truth which has been entrusted to them by God; 
and here, again, the faith and belief is confirmation and affirmation of 
the Truth. This means the same thing as being certain in their faith 
and belief, for certitude consists in the firmness by which the heart 
(al-qalb) adheres to that which it knows, and fully grasps it, and is of 
such a nature so as to exclude all possibility of the opposite. To say 
of the Companions of the Prophet that they are merely 'very reliable, 
trustworthy people' is to degrade their degree of spirituality to the 
common level, for the expression 'very reliable' and 'trustworthy' can 
be applied to any man by another who deems him so—even to a 
fishmonger. 

Referring to the English translation of al-Rânïrï's prefatory note, 
Drewes puts forth four objections.27 In his first objection he says: 

The translator has split the first sentence into three sentences, for 
no apparent reason. He has followed neither the Malay version 
nor the Arabic original ,...28 

I say: This is not true, for there are apparent reasons why the sen-
tence is split thus, and the first one is that it is so split in the text by the 
author himself. It is not only unimportant, but also indeed misleading 
to say that the translator "has followed neither the Malay version nor 

25. Loc. cit. 
26. Lisân ai-Arab, 10: 371, col. i . 
27. Drewes, pp. 87-88. 
28. Ibid., p. 87, 1. 
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the Arabic original," for with respect to the outward or visible form 
in which the sentence is construed the translator, who is mainly inte-
rested in the meaning intended, is at liberty to render it in a different 
form in a different language—provided that the meaning remains in-
tact, and in this case, the critic cannot prove that the meaning intended 
is not correctly rendered. 

The second apparent reason relates to the second objection in 
Drewes' comments where he says: 

Ba'du'l-ajillä'i min ashäbinä, Malay setengah daripada orang besar-
besar daripada sahabatku, has been rendered by: 'some of my 
friends who arc among the many of the high ranking personages 
in the land (of Achch).' Ba'd means 'some' or 'one', and since 
in the eulogy which follows ashäbinä the suffix of the verb 
hafiza (rendered by akan dia in the Malay version) is in the 
singular, it is obvious that only one friend was meant. This 
illustrious friend most probably was the Sultan of Acheh him-
self—the successor to Sultan Iskandar Muda—who was al-
Ranïrï's patron.29 

I say: It is true that bad means 'some' or 'one' as the case may be, 
but not so in this case. Why should the critic argue the case that since 
"the suffix of the verb hafiza (rendered by akan dia in Malay) is in the 
singular, it is obvious that only one friend was meant," when here 
we are confronted with the fact that al-Ranïrï himself renders ba'd by 
setengah daripada (q.v.)?\ It is therefore not "obvious" that "only one 
friend was meant," for setengah daripada can never mean 'one of', but 
only 'some of', so that the translator's rendering of it is perfectly 
correct. The only argument against this rendering is to say that al-
Rânïrï's Malay rendering of ba'd is incorrect and should have read 
seorang daripada instead of setengah daripada. But then, the translator 
could well have argued that if the critic wishes to correct al-Ranïrï 
on that word why should he not consider correcting instead that 
hafiz ahu'Llähu wa thabbatahufi dini'1-Isläm be read: hafizahumu' Llähu 
wa thabbatahum fi dini'l-Isläm, so that the suffixes of the verbs hafiza 
and thabbata would have been in the plural and would have conformed 
with ba'du'l-ajillä'i or setengah daripada orang yang besar-besar'? In-
deed, the form ajillä'  is multiple, and akan dia need not necessarily refer 
to singulars; it can refer to multiples or collective groups, as in the 
case of ajillä'  here who represents one group of al-Rânïrï's friends, since 

29. Loc. cit., 2. 
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obviously he had others not in that group, or class, or category. When 
you say: ba'du'l-ajillä'i min ashäbinä, the collective group referred to 
is ba'du'l-ajillä'i and not ashäbinä, so when you translate into Malay 
you do not refer to them as akan mereka but akan dia.30 In the same 
manner, daripadanya; the nya can refer to singulars as well as multiples, 
so that there is no necessity, when referring to multiples, to say: dari-
pada mereka. One example which I wil l show wil l suffice to make this 
point clear, for even the critic wil l agree with me in this, in that he 
has himself rendered akan dia by 'them', when referring to groups of 
those known as the maghlübu'l-hal and the marfuu'l-qalam: 

'Jikalau pada hal fananya dan maboknya sekalipun, tiada gugur dari-
padanya taklif, iaitu amr dan nahy, karena adalah Haqq ta'älä qä'im 
dengan memerintahkan 'aqalnya dan dipeliharakannya akan dia dari-
pada segala perbuatan yang ma'siat serta dianugerahainya tawfiq akan 
dia pada mengerjakan segala fard pada hal ghalabah maboknya serta 
fanäß'lläh': 'Even in the state of having passed away and of 
spiritual intoxication they are not exempt from formal duties, 
to wit God's commandments and interdictions, for God is stead-
fastly directing their minds and restrains them from misbehavi-
our, and grants them His succour in performing their religious 
duties, even when they are in the state of spiritual intoxication 
and have passed away in God.'31 

If, however, hafizahu and thabbatahu there refer to one person, then it 
is within the bounds of possibility to surmise that there is another 
missing sentence after the second fa-, and the 'third' fa- may not neces-
sarily be as here construed. So here we have another apparent reason 
why the sentence is split thus. The conjecture that one person is meant 
is subject to doubt and the conjecture as to who he was indeed fanciful. 
In the first instance, if Sultan Iskandar Thani is meant, al-Rânïrï would 
not have been so bold as to have included him in the same category 
of rank as the ajillä', for after all he was the Sultan and it would have 
been presumptuous on al-Rânïrï's part to refer to him as "one of our 
friends" (ashäbinä). People refer to each other of the same rank or 
station in life, or to those below their rank as their ashäb if they are 
friends, but not so to those who are above them in rank, even if they 
are friends. So, for example, we speak of the Companions of the Pro-

30. As an example of akan dia to refer to collective groups, see the reference to 
the maghlübu'l-hâl and the marfü'u'1-qalam in the Hujjatu'l-Siddiq, p. 25, 
and in what presently follows. 

31. Drewes, p. 101. 
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phet as his ashäb and the Prophet may refer to them as his ashäb, but 
they may not refer to the Prophet as one of their ashäb, for he is of a 
higher rank than they. In the case of sähib (singular of ashäb) there is 
that dominant element of 'possession' in its meaning so that when it 
is applied to refer to friends it implies mutual 'possession of their 
persons' in their friendship. There is another word, waliyy, which also 
means 'friend', as in the case ofwaliyy u'Lläh: 'friend of Allah'; but in 
this case the 'possession', which is also dominant in its conceptual struc-
ture, is not mutual, or not two-way; there is only a one-way relation 
from God to the person He befriends, the saint. God can refer to Him-
self as the saint's waliyy, but not the reverse in the case of the saint. 
In the same level of being, when a person regards his friend who is 
of a higher rank than he is and who in fact looks after him and others, 
then he would refer to that 'friend' as mawlänä, for that 'friend' 
'possesses' him and others, as it were.32 Thus, if al-Rânïrï is referring 
to the Sultan in this text, he would have couched references to himself 
in a manner calculated to match the tone of humility suitable to the 
rank of the person addressed, and would have referred to himself as 'a 
slave' ('abd: hamba) and not as 'a cup bearer of the Messenger of Allah' 
(säqi'1-rasül), and would have addressed the Sultan as 'our lord and mas-
ter' (mawlänä), and certainly not as 'one of our friends' (ashäbinä). In fact 
this is what he has done in the prefatory note to his TibyänfiMa'rifati'l-
Adyän.33 It is clear then that the conjecture is fanciful; that one person 
is not meant; that if so meant, there is another sentence now missing 
from the text; that, however, since the sentence as it now appears in 
the text is sound, some persons are meant; and that this being so, the 
suffixes of the verbs referred to above should read as construed in the 
plural to conform with ba'du'l-ajillä'i, 'setengah daripada orang besar-
besar.' In the second instance, bearing in mind what has been said 
above regarding proper forms of address customary among Muslims, 
if the Sultan is meant then al-Rânïrï would never have used the ex-
pression altamasa, 'to ask' (meminta) in altamasa minni ba'du'l-ajillä'i, as 
this expression is too common and implies much familiarity. Referring 
to the Sultan, he would have used the proper form of expression such 
as, for example, amara, 'he commanded', or ashära, 'he indicated', 
which terms would be rendered in Malay by menitah, or memberi ishä-

32. For waliyy and mawlänä see Lisän al-Arab, 15: 406-415; and for sähib, ashäb, 
i : 519-521. See also articles mawlä and wall in the Shorter Encyclopaedia of 
Islam (ed. H.A.R. Gibb and J.H. Kramers, Leiden, 1953), pp. 363; 629-30. 

33. Pp. 3 and 4. 
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rat. From the above remarks we must see that the making of conjec-
tures is not merely based on simple guesses. The Professor, it is clear, 
has no inkling of these matters. 

In his third objection the critic finds fault with the translator's ren-
dering of 'fa-lammä takhâlafa ba' dul-muta' asûbïna wal-mu'ânidïna min 
al-sufaha'i fi bahthi'l-wujüdi wa-nisbati'l-älami bi'l-Haqqi ta'älä,' Malay: 
'Maka tatkala ikhtilaflah setengah daripada ahl al-ta'assub dan mu'änid dari 
pada segala yang jahil pada memithlkan wujud Allah dan pada menisbatkan 
'alam dan Haqq ta'äla , by: 'When some of those from among the 
ignorant and wicked who set up false beliefs, who are prejudiced to-
wards religion (i.e. Islam), and those who are obstinate, disputed con-
cerning the question of (God's) Being; identifying God with the Uni-
verse or World ...' He says that: 

However, Arabic safih, plur. sufaha, means 'stupid' or 'insolent', 
not 'wicked'. 'Who set up false beliefs' has been taken from a 
gloss, not from the text itself (see footnote on p. 81). This gloss 
reads as follows: ya'ni menegu(h)kan agama yang salah, but was 
read by the translator as: ya'ni menegakkan agama yang salah. 
However, the letter read by him as q has no dots and is clearly 
a w. Moreover, meneguhkan corresponds far better to ta'assub, 
'zealotism'. Elsewhere (Tibyân, p. 4) al-Räniri uses the expression 
mendirikan dengan keteguhan. Praising Sultan Iskandar Thani as 
"Defender of the Faith" he says that this Sultan is a king yang 
mendirikan agama Allah dengan keteguhan. The ahl al-ta'assub, on 
the other hand, are zealous for the wrong cause, meneguhkan 
agama yang salah.34 

I say: The critic is being very superficial here. Safih does also mean 
'wicked'. Remember that we are discussing an Arabic Muslim term 
in the context of discussion on the truth pertaining to God; on the 
true interpretation pertaining to the Islamic conception of God and 
His relationship to Man and to the World. Safih refers to a person 
who has the quality termed safahun, and this is synonymous with 
jahlun and means 'a deficiency in intellect or understanding', 'ignor-
ance'. In this state a person may be induced to act unreasonably and 
unlawfully, and when he in this state and with reference to the truth 
acts unlawfully he docs so not merely through ignorance of the law, 
or what is lawful, or the truth, but to wilful disobedience of the law, 
or rebellion against it, or rejection of the truth. In the Holy Qur'än, 

34- Drewes, p. 87, 3. 
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those who reject the religion of the Prophet Ibrahim are referred to 
as those 'who debase their souls with folly', man safiha nafsahu.35 The 
phrase safiha nafsahu signifies also 'he lost his own soul', and according 
to the commentators it has the same signification as sajfaha nafsahu, 
'he made his soul to be lost'. It is comparable with jahila nafsahu, and 
synonymous with it; for example, in the phrase safiha l-haqqa or 
saffaha'l-haqqa meaning 'he made the truth, or what is right, to be 
foolishness'; and jahila'l-haqqa: 'he ignored the truth, or what is right', 
and 'he regarded the truth as foolishness or ignorance'. Safih also 
means jähil,36 as al-Rânïrï himself shows in his Malay rendering of 
sufaha by segala yang jähil. Now jahlun, or ignorance, is the contrary 
of 'ilmun, or knowledge; and it is of two kinds: the simple, which 
simply means voidness of knowledge of what should be known; and the 
compound, which means decisive belief not agreeable with the fact or 
reality; the believing a thing to be different from what it is; the doing of a 
thing in a manner different from that in which it ought to be done.31 In the 
context we are discussing it is too clear to need demonstration to assert 
rightly that the sufaha or segala yang jähil, among whom are included 
the muta'assibin and the mu'änidin, were people who were not simply 
guilty of the simple, 'innocent' kind of ignorance or deficiency in 
intellect or understanding, but were rather those guilty of wilful and 
deliberate rejection of what is the fact, the truth, the real, and the right. 
The muta'assibin are referred to by al-Rânïrï in the text as the ahl 
al-ta'sib, in which case it would refer to the second form of the verb 
'asaba, meaning to signify people who bound their bodies with pieces 
of a garment or cloth in a peculiar way by reason of hunger or, in 
other words, people who bound their bellies with a stone under the 
bandage, and who consequently made themselves hungry and lean. 
In this case he might have been referring to the type of false devotees 
whom Hamzah contemptuously referred to as being in the habit of ma-
king themselves hungry and thin—lapar dan kurus.3S But reference to the 
ahl-al-ta'assub, in spite of the text, could well be possible, and indeed 
probably so in view of the form muta'assib alluded to, in which case 
he means to refer not to 'zealots' as the critic says, but to 'fanatics', 
since the term 'fanatic', rather than 'zealot', with its inherent pejorative 
connotation is here meant. Their fanaticism is directed towards "the 

35- 2: 130. 
36. For safahun and its various relations see Lisait al-'Arab, vol. 13, pp. 497-98. 
37. Lisân al-Arab, vol. 11, pp. 129-30. 
38. See my The Mysticism of Hamzah Fansüri, Kuala Lumpur, 1970, pp. 17-18. 
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setting up of false beliefs" and against "the true belief" (i.e. Islam). 
Hence the muta'assibin had in common with the mu'änidin, the term 
mentioned next by al-Rânïrï, the fact of opposition, disobedience and 
rebellion, of deviation from the truth, of obstinate rejection of the 
truth. The mu'änidin, rendered by the translator as 'those who are 
obstinate' refers to people who obstinately reject the truth knowing 
it to be the truth. With reference to such people—such as those whom 
al-Rânïrï means when he calls them as being among the sufahä'—the 
Holy Qur'än says that they are the true sufahä': alä innahum humu'l-
sufahä'u (2: 13); who are hypocrites (2: 8; 14); who deceive only 
themselves—wa mä yakhda'üna illä anfusahum (2: 9) ; in whose hearts 
is a disease—-fi qulûbihim maradun (2: 10); who are false to themselves 
—känü yakdhibün (2: 10); who are the true mischief makers on the 
earth—alä innahum humu'1-mufsidûn (2: 11-12); who, when called to 
believe the truth as the others believe, would consider the truth to be 
falsehood and the true believers to be fools—qälü anu'minu kamä 
ämana'l-sufahä'i? (2: 13); who are insincere in conduct to the extent 
of actual duplicity (2: 14); who make a mockery of the truth (2: 15); 
and have bartered guidance for error—ula'ika'l-ladhina' shtarawul-
dalälata bi'1-hudä (2: 16); who have lost true direction (2: 16); who are 
deaf, dumb, and blind and who wil l not return to the right path— 
summun bukmun 'umyun fa hum lä yarji'ün (2: 18); who are the rejectors 
of truth (al-käfirün) (2: 19). All these blameable characteristics peculiar 
to the sufahä' in this context reveal their nature as morally corrupt; 
they are sinful, ungodly, mischievous, bad, harmful, evil in principle 
and practice; they are—to describe them in a single English word in 
which the above connotations inhere—wicked. 

In view of what has been said above, the student-translator's render-
ing of the text is much nearer the truth than the Professor-critic's re-
formulation of it. The critic also asserts that the phrase: 'who set up 
false beliefs', which forms part of the description of the muta'assibin 
among the sufahä', has been taken from "a gloss" and not from "the 
text itself." The words indeed do appear in the margin of the text, 
but the translator has taken them to be the author's own notation 
which the author himself inserted perhaps after he finished writing the 
treatise when he was re-reading its contents, precisely to make addi-
tions he thought necessary to clarify certain terms in the treatise. The 
translator has indicated this in his translation.39 But the critic is imply-

39- AI-Attas, p. vi. 
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ing, without even a shadow of proof, as though the 'gloss' is someone 
else's addition, and so does not form part of the text. Otherwise why 
should he object? What matters whether it be taken from a gloss or a 
clarificatory notation so long as it is the author himself who does so, 
and since it is regarded as the author's own note it is definitely part 
of the text, contrary to what the critic says. He says that the words 
read: ya'ni menegu(h)kan agama yang salah, instead of ya'ni menegakkan 
agama yang salah as the translator has done, on the grounds that the 
letter read by the translator as qdf has no dots and is clearly a wäw. 
The translator, however, might well have argued, on sounder premises, 
that the Arabic letters wäw and qäf can look exactly alike with the 
exception that the latter has two dots above it. In the text the word 
in question is spelt: mim-nün-gäf-(wäw or qäf)-käf-nün, and the trans-
lator conjectured two missing dots over the wäw to read qäf: menegak-
kan. This seemed more reasonable to him than to conjecture an addi-
tional missing letter, which the critic is now doing, for if it should 
read menegu(h)kan, then he would have to add the letter hä' after the 
conjectured wäw. Thus the translator has merely conjectured two dots 
whereas the critic has conjectured an extra letter. It is not true to say 
that meneguhkan corresponds far better to ta'assub than menegakkan. 
When you make something teguh (meneguhkan), something firm, and 
strong, and secure, the thing made such is already fixed or established. 
When you make something tegak (menegakkan), on the other hand, you 
are in the process of setting up, of erecting, of fixing, of establishing, the 
thing you want to establish. The muta'assibin among the sufahä' were 
in fact only in the process of trying to establish what they wanted to 
establish, since they were among themselves still disputing the matter 
(takhälafa), so that what they wanted to establish was not yet estab-
lished. Menegakkan, then, is prior to meneguhkan, and menegakkan was 
what they strove to do. Furthermore, what they were striving to make 
tegak was agama yang salah—'false religion' or' false beliefs' and, to the 
Muslim at least, it is not permissible to speak of meneguhkan agama 
yang salah for what is salah cannot be made teguh, just as what is bätil, 
by its very nature, cannot be made firm and strong and secure, so that 
to speak in this way would be a contradiction in terms. The critic, 
in further support of the validity of his claim, adduces as evidence 
al-Rânïrï's expression: mendirikan dengan keteguhan, 'establishes with 
firmness', saying that he praised Sultan Iskandar Thani as "Defender 
of the Faith" and referred to him as yang mendirikan agama Allah 
dengan keteguhan. However, the expression "Defender of the Faith" 
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sounds more like the title of Christian kings, and does not exist in 
the text, or in Islam. What al-Rânïrï says, praising the Sultan, is that 
he was a Sultan who was yang terlebih sälih pada masanya, Arabic : al-
aslih al-zamän,40 meaning 'the most pious of the age'. What he says 
further is: '... ialah yang mendirikan agama Allah dengan keteguhan yang 
amat 'ajab,' Arabic: '... al-qä'imu Hdini'Llähi ayya qiyämin , meaning: 
'... he it is who firmly established the Religion of Allah, and what a 
firmness!', or from the Malay: '... he it is who firmly established the 
Religion of Allah with a firmness that evokes wonder !'41 Now this 
brief quotation from al-Rânïrï in fact realizes the truth of what I say 
about the relational meanings of menegakkan and meneguhkan respec-
tively. Mendirikan means 'to make something stand', 'to establish'. 
Menegakkan is a final phase of mendirikan, for it is as I have said a pro-
cess of 'setting up', of 'fixing', of 'establishing'—and more precisely— 
of'erecting'. Mendirikan implies that its subject is already tegak; and 
conversely menegakkan implies that its subject is not quite terdiri as yet. 
After mendirikan something then the process of making it firm and 
solid and strong and secure, meneguhkan, can begin. It should now be 
clear that the muta'assibin and the mu'änidin among the sufahä' could 
not have meneguhkan agama yang salah, for apart from the reasons al-
ready stated, to say that they did so would be to compare and equally 
evaluate their role and endeavours with those of the Sultan; to com-
pare and equally evaluate their persons with the person of the Sultan ; 
and finally, to compare and equally evaluate the false with the true, 
which is all absurd. To my mind, then, meneguhkan does not "corres-
pond far better to ta'assub" than menegakkan, and the student's inter-
pretation and rendering of the text is much closer to the truth than 
the Professor's, as I wil l show yet further. Professor Drewes says that 
Who are prejudiced towards religion' is not based on anything to be 

found in either of the texts.42 It depends on what he wants to find, 
and it is clear from what the critic says that he expects visible words 
to be found in such wise that every word should be translated only by 
one other; that the translation must be only to the letter and not the 
spirit as well—reminiscent of the extreme Zähiri. And this is another 
instance, among many others in the critic's comments and observations, 
of what I meant by the critic's being superficial, for he sees only the 
surface and fails to penetrate the depths. Apparently the critic thinks 

40. Tibyân, p. 4. 
41. See al-Attas, pp. 15-16. 
42. Drewes, p. 87. 
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that it is sufficient for the term muta'assibin to be rendered solely by 
'zealots', for he grudgingly states that the translator's rendering of it 
by 'who set up false beliefs' is merely "from the gloss". This objection 
has already been dealt with to our satisfaction. Now he is saying that 
the translator's rendering of the term muta'assibin by 'those from among 
the ignorant and wicked (sufaha) who set up false beliefs,' clarified 
further by 'who are prejudiced towards religion (i.e. Islam)' is not 
based on anything found in either of the texts ! The term muta'assibin 
here cannot simply be rendered by one word—and certainly not by 
the word 'zealots'. In the first instance, the connotation conveyed by 
that word is ill fitted to muta'assibin: the zeal of a zealot as well as his 
cause could be construed as being praiseworthy, which is not possible 
in this case. The word al-ta'assub as such generally refers to the kind 
of party spirit that is not necessarily blameworthy, and the critic's 
rendering of muta'assibin by 'zealots' seems to have been influenced by 
Lane's reference to De Sacy's Chrestomathie Arabe where it is shown by 
the author of that work that al-ta'assub in religion means 'the being 
zealous', or a 'zealot'.43 Reference to al-Harïrî's celebrated Maqämät 
is also made by Lane, but it is most doubtful whether in that context— 
that is, what De Sacy meant by 'in religion'—the same connotation 
could be applied to the muta'assibin in question. Moreover, the word 
muta'assibin in al-Rânïrï's text and his explanation of it as the ahl al-
ta'sib, and not necessarily the alternative ahl al-ta'assub, with a kasrah 
(i.e. from the form muassib), could well have referred to the lean and 
hungry people who bound their bellies with pieces of a garment each 
with a stone placed under the bandage, as I have pointed out earlier. 
In any case, taking ta'assub to be the proper form meant, it is not the 
term muta'assibin per se that should be rendered, seeing that it is not 
definitive enough in its connotation, but due consideration must be 
given to the conceptual context, which includes the term sufahä' which 
qualifies it; and that was indeed the reason why al-Rânïrï found fit 
to insert a notation in the margin clarifying the muta'assibin, or the 
ahl al-ta'sib or muassibin as the case may be, as 'those who set up false 
beliefs'—yang menegakkan agama yang salah.' Now, when one sets 
up false beliefs, it also means that one is prejudiced against the true 
belief, and thus the translator's expression 'who were prejudiced to-
wards religion (i.e. Islam)' is part of the definition of the muta'assibin, 
which reads: '(those from among the ignorant and wicked who set up 

43. Lane, vol. 5: 2058, col. 2; see also 2059, col. 3. 
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false beliefs, who are prejudiced towards religion (i.e. Islam)'. Professor 
Drewes is being most superficial when he says that the expression 'who 
are prejudiced towards religion (i.e. Islam)'—it is a part of the definition 
of the muta'assibin in question—is not based on either of the texts. It 
is based on the term muta'assibin in the text; on the concept muta'assibin 
also evident in the text, including the concept of sufahä' in the text. 
With reference to the latter, which has a bearing on the formulation 
of the definition, al-Rânïrï not only considered it synonymous with 
jähil, but also to refer to the zindiq as well, as evidenced from his ren-
dering of al-Mahâ'mï's words later on in the treatise.44 Indeed, the 
muta'assibin, already identified as being among the sufahä', were in fact 
also the zindiq referred to in the title of the treatise (Hujjatu l-Siddiq li 
daf'i'l-Zindiq) ; and the entire treatise deals with them. In fact the zindiq 
here, in character and quality, are the exact opposite of the siddiq as 
briefly summarized in the exordium: instead of possessing true know-
ledge, they are ignorant; instead of confirming the Truth which God 
has established and affirming real Faith, they are obstinate in their 
rejection of truth and wickedly endeavour to set up what is false. 

The last two objections in the third objection of Professor Drewes 
fall under the same category of superficiality, as docs also his fourth 
objection. On the student's translation of ft"  bahthi'l-wiijûdi wa nisbati'l-
älami bi'l-Haqqi ta'älä: pada memithilkan wujüd Allah dan pada menisbat-
kan 'älam dan Haqq ta'älä as: '(disputed) concerning the question of 
(God's) Being: identifying God with the Universe or World'—the 
Professor objects to identifying God with the Universe or World for pada 
menisbatkan 'älam dan Haqq ta'älä on the ground that "there is no men-
tion of identification."45 In the first instance, the critic has incorrectly 
read dengan for dan. In the second instance, he fails to see that both 
key words memithilkan (for bahth) and menisbatkan (for nisbah) include 
within their respective connotations the meaning of identification. The 
word nisbah, in addition to meaning relationship, also means resemblance 
or similarity.46 Likewise, mithl, in addition to meaning an analogue, a 
like, also means a similarity, a likeness, a resemblance in like manner as 
nidd and badal, and also shabah.41 In the third instance, the critic's ren-
dering of it by 'in establishing a relationship between the world and 

44- Hujjah, p. 26:—khilâfa ma tawahhama ba'du'l-siifahâ'i: bersalahan dengan yang 
dii'tiqâdkan setengah jähil yang zindiq. 

45. Drewes, p. 87. 
46. See Lane, 8: 2787, col. 2. 
47. Ibid., 3017, col. 3. 
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the Supreme Reality' is not quite precise, and the rendering of (al-
Haqq ta'älä by 'the Supreme Reality' is incorrect. Al-Haqq should be 
translated as 'the Truth', and ta'älä is a subjunctive and should be trans-
lated as 'may He be Exalted!', thus al-Haqq ta'älä: the Truth—may He 
be Exaltedl 'The Supreme' translates al-A'lä, an adjective, and 'Reality' 
is Haqiqah, and since the latter is feminine, the former must be made 
to conform as al-'Ulyä, so that 'the Supreme Reality' really translates 
al-Haqiqatu'1-Ulyä, a term which does not even exist in the Islamic 
vocabulary! In the fourth instance, if the muta'assibin and the mu-
'änidin were merely "establishing a relationship" between the world 
and God, then where is the problem?—for there is already and always 
has been a relationship between the world and God, so that it is estab-
lished by the fact of reality, the ontic fact, and there is no need of it 
"to be established" by the fact of reason, or of anything else. Merely 
"establishing a relationship" is vague since the nature of the relation-
ship is left undisclosed. The problem they were disputing is the prob-
lem of difference or identity in the nature of the relationship between 
the world and God, as al-Rânïrï clearly reveals in the next but one 
sentence; they held that the Being of God and the World are identical. 
So there is absolutely nothing wrong in the translator's rendering of 
pada menisbatkan by identifying, the more so when that word refers 
back to memithilkan preceding it; and I contend against the critic on 
behalf of the student that 'mention' of identification is apparent in 
both the words and is well substantiated by contextual evidence in that 
section as well as in the whole of the treatise. With regard to the 
student's translation of wa thabbatahu(m) fi dini'1-Isläm: ditetapkannya 
akan dia pada agama Islam, as 'May they be guided to, and confirmed 
in the religion of Islam', the Professor's objection that "there is no 
justification for 'being guided to' in either of the texts" is itself un-
justified and false. The critic's alternative translation reading: 'May 
God confirm him in the Islamic faith' is not quite correct. There is no 
justification for translating dini'l-Islâm: agama Islam as 'Islamic faith'; 
the word din means 'religion' and dini'1-Isläm refers to the religion of 
Islam. Moreover the expression to 'confirm so-and-so in the faith' is 
reminiscent of the practice among Christians of the rite by which per-
sons are admitted to full communion. Orientalists more acquainted 
with Islam would generally render iman by 'faith', and islam by 'belief', 
so that faith and belief together are what constitute the making of a 
muslim and mu'min, signifying an adherent of Islam (the religion). The 
critic has also quoted the part in question slightly out of context in 
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the sentence. To understand the meaning of thabbatahu(m) there we 
must see the context in full, which is ... wa thabbatahu(m) fi dini'l-
Islämi bibarakati sayyidinä Muhammadin ... The invocation that 'they 
be confirmed in the Religion of Islam' is qualified as being 'through 
the blessings of our Master Muhammad', who is the Compassionate 
Prophet (al-nabiyyu l-shafiq) who gives spiritual counsel to those de-
serving it.48 Finally, in the Holy Qur'än, the close conceptual connec-
tion between yuthabbitu and yahdi is established, for example, in the 
following verses: 

Yuthabbitu'Llähu'l-ladhina ämanü ... 
wa yudillu'Llähu'l-zälimin. Wa yaf'alu Llähu 
mä yashä.'49 

God wil l establish in strength those who believe ... 
but God wil l leave, to stray, those who do wrong: 
God doeth what He willeth. 

and: ... Wa läkin yudillu man yashau wa yahdi man yashä'u...s0 

... He leaves straying whom He pleases, and He guides whom 
He pleases ... 

Muslims who have insight know that the spiritual condition of being 
established in strength', and constancy as regards belief and faith are 

preceded by divine guidance (hudä), but guidance alone need not 
necessarily mean firm establishment and constancy of faith in the heart 
(qalb), as the verse which al-Rânïrï quotes at the end of the treatise 
reveals: Rabbanä lä tuzigh qulübanä ba'da idh hadaytanä ...51 "Our 
Lord!" (they say), "Let not our hearts deviate now after Thou has 
guided us . . ." The fact that al-Rânïrï quotes this verse is itself relevant 
to the discourse in the treatise, and significant of the spiritual condition 
of the believers around him. Guidance is a precondition o(firm establish-
ment and constancy of faith in the heart, and once God establishes in 
strength the truth of faith in the heart of the believer, then it is estab-
lished forever.52 After all that has been said and shown, it is indeed 
right to see that the translator is justified in including the notion of 
'being guided' in the concept of thabbata, for it belongs to the con-
ceptual structure of haqqaqa and saddaqa and waffaqa, and his translation 

48. For the significance of barakah here, see further, below, p. 48. 
49- 14:27 
50. 16:93 
51. 3:8. See Hujjah, p. 27. 
52. For thabbata see also Lisân al-Arab, 2: 19, col. 1. 
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of the passage as: 'May they be guided to and confirmed in the religion 
of Islam' is correct. 

In the fourth and final objection to the translation of the second part 
of al-Rânïrï's prefatory note, Professor Drewes objects to the student's 
translation of maka kusebutkan ... i'tiqäd dan madhhab empat tä'ifah, as: 
'I shall mention and make comparisons between the beliefs of the four 
groups,' saying that "there is no mention of'making comparisons'." 
Alternatively he suggests that it be translated as: 'I shall deal with the 
tenets and doctrines of four groups',53 or 'I shall mention in this tract 
the tenets and doctrines of four groups'.54 To 'mention and make 
comparisons' is in fact to 'deal with', and the author of the treatise is 
in fact making comparisons between the beliefs of the various schools ! 
Furthermore, i'tiqäd and madhhab do not mean "tenets and doctrines"; 
they mean, together, 'beliefs', and they are not dogma; neither are the 
Mutakallimün "dogmatic theologians".55 Muslims do not admit of 
dogma in Islam. This objection on the critics' part is too frivolous to 
merit further consideration! 

In his representation of the full text of the preface of al-Rânïrï's 
treatise accompanied by a translation, Professor Drewes has blundered 
even further away from what is correct and true. He has arranged the 
first part of the Arabic exordium in a manner so dilettantishly futile 
that al-Rânïrï himself, seeing it, would have laughed with pity: 

Hamdan li-ilähin Huwa bi'l-hamdi haqiq 
fi bahri nawälihi känati''l-dhawätu gharïq 
wa-an 'ama 'alayhä bi-jüdihi'l-tawfiq 
ulä'ika min al-nabiyyina wa'l-siddiq 
fa-haqqaqü bi-haqqihim haqqa'l-tahqiq 
wa-mayyazu l-haqqa min al-bätili bi'l-tasdiq 
wa-haqqaqü haqâ'iqahum bi'l-tadqiq 
fa-harrarü 'ulümahum wa-bayyanul-tariq 
fa-man hasala lahu'l-tawfiqu'l-raqiq 
tabi'ahum wa-illä la-sara mulhidan wa-zindiq 
wa'l-salätu wa'l-salämu 'alä'l-nabiyyi'l-shafiq 
wa-'alä älihi wa-sahbihi min ahli'l-wathiq.56 

Al-Rânïrï would never have arranged it visibly as if it were some Eng-
lish poem—and hence it is not so in the text. It was and still is the 

53. Drewes, p. 80. 
54. Ibid., p. 89. 
55. Cf. ibid., p. 89; Resume of the content of the tract. 
56. Ibid., p. 88; la. 
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usual practice of Muslim scholars who write in Arabic to write the 
preface in rhymed prose—and even to construe the title of the work 
in rhyming fashion, such as, for example, the words siddiq and zindiq 
in Hujjatul-Siddiq li  daf'i'l-Zindiq; and the words 'ulüm and malum in 
Jawähirul-'Ulüm fi Kashfi'l-Ma'lüm. But this does not allow for the 
justification to rearrange them so that they appear as: 

Hujjatu' 1-Siddiq 
Li daf'i'l-Zindiq. 

and: 
Jawähirul- Ulüm 
Fi Kashfi'l-Ma'lüm. 

as if they were intended to be regarded as poetry ! The same applies to 
the exordium. Al-Rânïri does not arrange it in verse form, for he is 
not presumptuous enough to give the impression to the reader that 
he is writing verse, or that he is a poet. In fact, apart from writing the 
exordium in prose form, al-Rànîrï emphasizes this point by breaking 
it up by means of inserting the Malay translations between the Arabic 
in convenient places. Furthermore, both the 'end words' ghariqatan 
and siddiqina in lines two and four respectively of Professor Drewes' 
arrangement, and similarly the word zindiqan in line ten, cannot be 
made to appear to read as ghariq and fiddlq and zindiq to rhyme with 
the other 'end words' for the simple reason that grammatical construc-
tion does not allow for such a thing. No doubt the Professor wil l say 
that this would be "poetic license,"57 but he is apparently not aware 
of the fact that in Arabic prosody the rhymed prose or saf does not 
allow for poetic licence. If there is no metre how can there be poetic 
licence?58 Even in the case of poetry, there is no Arabic poetry without 
grammatical vocalization at the end. Indeed, the great poet sometimes 
allows himself the liberty to miss vocalization once, but not the whole 
verse ! So al-Rânîrî is not writing verse, but rhetorical prose or orna-
mental prose and nothing more; it is, rather, Professor Drewes who 
conjures up the verse and then pleads poetic licence when there is no 
poetry ! 

As regards the translation of the Arabic exordium into English, I 
maintain firmly that the student's translation is nearer the original than 
the Professor's, and the truth of this matter can be resolved by those 
who understand the language well and who know Islam and who are 

57- Loc. cit., notes 7 and 8. 
58. That saj' is without metre, see for example, R.A. Nicholson's A Literary 

History of the Arabs, Cambridge, 1956, p. 74. 
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familiar with Islamic thought and religious consciousness. The student's 
translation reads as follows: 

Every praise be to God—to Whom all praise is due ! 
Al l souls are submerged in the ocean of His generosity. 
And through His generosity He has bestowed upon them lois 
succour 
They are those from amongst the Prophets and the Truthful. 
God has established their veracity by true confirmation, 
And they had, by the affirmation of their faith, separated truth 
from falsehood. 
They investigated the objects of their sublime research 
scrupulously 
As even thus did they record their knowledge and make clear 
the way of religion. 
And so, whosoever has the fine succour of God 
Then he would assuredly follow them, but as for him who fails 
to follow them, verily he is from amongst the Deviators and 
the Zindiqs. 
And prayers and peace be upon the compassionate Prophet. 
And upon his Followers and his Companions who are people of 
certainty (in their belief).59 

The Professor's translation, which he in fact bases on the student's as 
is evident from the phraseology, is as follows: 

Praise be to a God to whom all praise is due 
In the sea of His bounty all beings are submerged, 
And out of munificence He has bestowed His succour upon them. 
Those (are men who) belong to the class of the prophets and 
the truthful, 
And so, on their part, they made a thorough investigation 
And by establishing the truth separated the true from the false 
And scrupulously got to the bottom of these. 
Thereupon they recorded their knowledge and showed the way, 
And whosoever is granted God's gentle succour, 
Follows them, but otherwise one certainly wil l become an 
unbeliever and an infidel. 
Blessings and peace be upon the compassionate Prophet, 
His relations and his companions, who are trustworthy people.60 

59. Al-Attas, p. 98. 
60. Drewes, p. 89. 
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It is astonishing to see that the first line: Hamdan li  ilâhin huwa bi'l-
hamdi haqiq has been translated as 'Praise be to a God to whom all 
praise is due' by the Professor. No doubt he would hastily say that 
the word ilâh there is formed in the indefinite singular, but no Arab 
or Muslim wil l ever translate the line as he did. True, the word there 
is in the indefinite singular form, but its meaning is qualified by what 
follows : 'to Whom all praise is due'. Thus if we say that all praise is 
due to 'a certain God' it means that no praise is due to any other God, 
so that He Who is referred to as 'a God' is in fact the God ; a God to 
Whom alone praise is due is the God, Who is then the True Subject 
of all praise. Al-Rânïrï's Malay rendering of the word is Allah and not 
ilâh, for ilâh here refers to Allah, the One and True God. Similarly, 
hamdan li  here is not 'praise be to', but 'every praise be to' [segala puji-
pujian bagi) for then it conforms with 'to Whom all praise is due'. So 
We see then that the phraseology is construed in that way by the author 
as a literary device to emphasize the Oneness of the True God Who 
is the Subject of all praise that truly means praise. In the second line 
the word al-dhawät is not the correct reading intended. We have already 
elaborated on al-därät, and what is meant is 'souls'. 'Al l beings' refers 
to everything, whereas here 'souls' refers only to living and rational 
beings. The fifth, sixth, seventh and eighth lines in the Professor's 
translation are erroneous, and his error began when he read the fifth 
line as: fa haqqaqü bi-haqqihim haqqa'l-tahqiq, instead of the correct read-
ing: fa haqqaqa haqqahum haqqa'l-tahqiq, which the student translates 
correctly. Now the fifth line is logically and indeed syntactically con-
nected with the sixth; and the seventh with the eighth, but the Pro-
fessor, by putting a comma at the end of the fourth line, and leaving 
the ends of the fifth and sixth lines blank, and putting the full stop 
at the end of the seventh line, is construing a confused sentence which 
does not exist in the text. In point of fact what al-Räniri has done in 
the text is that he separated, for the sake of the logic and unity of 
meaning, each of two lines from the first to the twelfth lines, and in-
serted their Malay equivalents in between. There is no justification 
whatsoever to translate and arrange them the way Professor Drewes 
nas done. In the Professor's rendering the second line, which should 
form part of the first, is connected to the third, which in turn is not con-
nected to the fourth, which it should be. The fourth line, which should 
be part of the third, is instead connected to the fifth, sixth, and seventh 
lines. The eighth line, which should be part of the seventh is made to 
connect itself with the ninth and tenth lines. The fifth line: 'And so, 
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on their part, they made a thorough investigation,' is wrong. It should 
read: fa haqqaqa haqqahum haqqa'l-tahqiq—'God has established their 
veracity by true confirmation'.61 The sixth line: 'And by establishing 
the truth separated the true from the false', is illogical and wrong. The 
translation is: And they had, by the affirmation of their faith (bi'l-
tasdiq), separated truth from falsehood'.62 The seventh line: 'And 
scrupulously got to the bottom of these', is senseless and wrong; 
haqqaqü haqaiqahum does not mean the strange 'got to the bottom of 
these', but 'they investigated the objects of their sublime research', or 
'they investigated their truths' or 'true quests'.63 In the ninth line the 
words 'gentle succour' for al-tawfiqu'1-raqiq is also strange, and raqiq 
does not mean 'gentle', for the word refers to a concept that signifies 
having the quality termed diqqatun (subtlety, subtleness), and is the 
contrary ofghaliz (grossness) and thakhin (dense). It is fine, or subtle, 
or delicate, but never 'gentle'.64 The student's translation of it as 'the 
fine succour of God' is nearer the truth. In the tenth line, la sârâ 
mulhidan wa zindiq(an), the terms mulhid and zindiq do not mean 'un-
believer' and 'infidel', and moreover the two terms do not mean the 
same thing as 'unbeliever' and 'infidel' do. The text, which the student 
correctly transliterated, reads: lasära'l-mulhida wa'1-zindïqa, has been 
"amended" by the Professor to read without the definite article, thus 
depriving the emphasis and intensiveness intended. There is nothing 
wrong with the reading in the text: the Deviator and the Zindiq are 
meant, not a Deviator and a Zindiq. The student has left the term 
zindiq as it is, untranslated throughout his translation, but he has 
furnished us with an appendix (Appendix II) , which the Professor 
chooses to ignore, on the significance of the term zindiq in which the 
term mulhid is also dealt with historically as are also relevant terms in 
Islamic religious history such as bid'ah, ghuluww, ghulât, kâfir, and kufr. 
In connection with the terms zindiq and mulhid he says: 

The term zindiq comes next. This term is generally translated 
by Western orientalists as 'heresy'. It would seem that the term, 
which is of Persian origin, was first applied to the Manichaeans 
in the Sassanid times. It was applied to the ascetic and unortho-
dox forms of the Iranian religion by those who upheld ortho-
doxy. In Islamic times zindiq was also applied to the Mani-

61. See above, pp. 22-24. 
62. Ibid., pp. 25-26. 
63. Ibid., p. 26. 
64. Cf. Lisait ah'Arab, vol. 10: 121, col. 2. 
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chaeans, but more specifically to those who while outwardly 
professing Islam were inwardly professing dualist doctrines. 
Gradually it came to be applied to the unorthodox in general. 
Unlike bid'ah or ghuluww the charge ofzindiq was not just simply 
a theoretical one as in the case of the former two when all that 
the 'Ulamä' could do was to condemn the guilty to damnation 
in the next word. The charge of zindiq brought about practical 
consequences and one so charged was tried in court by the 
'Ulamä' and if found guilty was sentenced to death in a peculiar 
manner. It has been known that such a dangerous charge had 
often been levelled against one not really guilty of it, but one 
whom the accusers wished to liquidate for political or personal 
reasons. At the same time when zindiq came to denote a Mani-
chaean or a dualist, it also denoted suspicious 'Süfï' doctrines 
and beliefs, and atheism as well. 

Properly speaking, however, the charge against atheists or those 
who do not believe in any religion at all is denoted by the term 
mulhid, which appeared in the historical context after zindiq. 
This means 'deviator' (from the right path). But again, it later 
came to be almost identified with zindiq and was used against 
one guilty of propagating and holding subversive doctrines. 

From the point of view of Islamic religious history, the terms 
käfir and kufr are perhaps nearest the equivalent if the term 
'heresy' in Christian religious history. The term käfir is the active 
participle of the verb kafara, which conveys the meaning 'to 
reject as false what is true'. Käfir denotes the unbeliever and kufr 
is unbelief. A person guilty of bid'ah, ghuluww, and other forms 
of sectarian tendencies may still be considered a believer—that is, 
a Muslim. But a Muslim who ceases to believe in what he is 
required to believe is a käfir and is placed outside the pale of 
Islam. The käfir is not a member of the Community and he is 
also considered as a person who does not possess faith (imän), 
that is, he is not a Mu'min.65 

And finally, ahl al-wathiq in the last line does not mean 'trustworthy 
people'. This point has already beeh explained.66 

As regards the second part of the Arabic exordium, in the second 
line from the bottom of the page in the Professor's reproduction of 

65. Al-Attas, pp. 145-146. 
66. See above, p. 27. 
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the Arabic text, the words hafizahu'llähu wa-thabbatahu, should be 
corrected to read: hafizahumu'llähu wa-thabbatahum. His translation of 
this part of the text is also not as near the truth as the original trans-
lator's rendering. I wil l demonstrate this fact by comparing them as 
set forth below. The student's translation of the main part: 

When some of those from among the ignorant and wicked who 
set up false beliefs, who are prejudiced towards religion [i.e. Is-
lam], and those who are obstinate, disputed concerning the 
question of [God's] Being; identifying God with the Universe 
or World—some of my friends who are among the many of the 
high ranking personages in the land [of Acheh] requested me 
[to write a treatise clarifying for them the issue involved]. May 
Allah preserve them, and through the blessings of our lord 
Muhammad (God bless him and give him peace !) may they be 
guided to, and confirmed in, the religion of Islam.'67 

The Professor's reformulation of it: 
As there was divergence of opinion among a number of stupid 
(insolent) zealots and obstinate people concerning the problem 
of being and the relationship between the Supreme Reality and 
the Universe, and consequently an illustrious friend of mine— 
whom God may preserve and confirm in the Islamic faith thanks 
to our Lord Muhammad, upon whom be blessings and peace 
—urged me (to write).68 

The Arabic text reads: 

Fa lammä takhälafa ba' dul-muta' assibina wa'1-mu'änidina mina'l-
sufahä'i fi bahthi'l-wujüdi wa nisbati'l-'älami bi'1-Haqqi ta'älä fa 
altamasa minni ba'du l-ajillä'i  min ashäbinä hafizahu(mu)' Llähu wa 
thabbatahu(m) fi dini'l-Islämi bi barakati sayyidinä Muhammadin 
'alayhi'l-salätu wa'l-salämu.69 

In the Professor's reformulation, ba'du'l-muta'assibina wa'l-mu'änidina 
mina'l-sufahä'i has been rendered by 'a number of stupid (insolent) 
zealots and obstinate people'. From what has been said and demons-
trated earlier,70 this rendering is too vague and colourlessly neutral as 
it does not qualify the nature of the people referred to as 'stupid' or 
'insolent zealots' and 'obstinate'. The people referred to thus could 

67. Al-Attas, p. 99-
68- Drewes, p. 89. 
69. Hujjah, p. 2. 
70. See above, pp. 31-37-
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well have been nothing more than ordinary, simple fools. But al-
Rânïrï pointed out in the text that by the muta'assibin he meant 
people 'who set up false beliefs' (menegakkan agama yang salah)71 and 
thus also people who were prejudiced against the true belief (Islam) ; 
and by the mu'änidin he meant people 'who obstinately refused (by 
wilfu l opposition) to correct false beliefs' [memantah kepada memenarkan 
agama yang salah);72 and he meant by these terms also those who be-
longed to the category of wicked people, such as the sufahä', the jähil 
and the zindiq.73 All these qualifying terms have already been ex-
plained,74 and based on that explanation it is clear that the student's 
rendering of the same phrase by 'some of those from among the ig-
norant and wicked who set up false beliefs, who are prejudiced to-
wards religion [i.e. Islam], and those who are obstinate' gives more 
and definite information and reflects the correct connotation meant by 
the author. The Professor has translated fi bahthi'l-wujüdi wa nisbati'l-
älami bi'l-Haqqi ta'älä as: 'concerning the problem of being and the 
relationship between the Supreme Reality and the Universe'. Now al-
Räniri did not state that by fi bahthi'l-wujüdi he meant 'concerning the 
problem of being'. For him there was no "problem of being", but 
that by it he meant 'in making a resemblance' (or in positing an 
identity) 'with respect to God's Being' [pada memithlkan wujüd Allah),75 

and in showing similarity (or identity) in the relationship between the 
World and the Truth, Most Exalted be He!' [wa nisbati'l-älami bi'l-
Haqqi ta'älä: dan pada menisbatkan 'älam dan Haqq ta'älä).76 Again the 
student's translation is nearer the meaning intended by the author. The 
Professor has rendered al-Haqq ta'älä by 'The Supreme Reality' which 
is incorrect, for 'the Supreme Reality' is a rendering of al-Haqiqatul-
Ulyä, a term and a concept which does not exist in al-Rânïrï's writings 

and even in the Islamic vocabulary.77 The Professor has incorrectly 
translated ba'du'l-ajillai min ashäbinä as: 'an illustrious friend of mine'; 
and instead of correcting the reading of the words hafizahu'Llähu wa 
thabbatahu, to hafizahumu'Llähu wa thabbatahum, he proceeded to launch 
himself into setting forth a fanciful conjecture.78 The meaning of the 

7i. Hujjah, p. 2. 
72. Loc. cit. 
73- Hujjah, p. 2, and also p. 26. 
74- See above, pp. 31-37. 
75. Hujjah, p. 2. see also above, pp. 37-38. 
76. Loc. cit. See also above, pp. 37-38. 
77- See above, p. 38. 
78. See above, pp. 28-31. 
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words tea thabbatahum fi dini'l-Islämi bi barakati sayyidinä Muhammadin 
is: 'through the blessing of our Master Muhammad' : and not ('whom 
God may) confirm in the Islamic faith thanks to our Lord Muhammad'. 
Din al-lsläm is 'the Religion of Islam' and not 'the Islamic faith', and 
the expression 'thanks be to ... etc.' for bi barakati is rather pedestrian 
and indeed non-existent in Islam; the correct way of the Muslim ex-
pression is 'by the blessing of' or 'through the blessings of ..." etc. 
Moreover, the expression bi barakati sayyidinä Muhammad refers to the 
effective spiritual realization of tawhld which in Islam depends upon 
the blessings or grace of the Prophet. In tasawwuf there can be no 
perfect spiritual realization of Unity merely through practice of a set 
of doctrines and spiritual techniques without the grace of the Prophet.79 

Finally, the Professor, presumably in order to improve upon the stu-
dent's rendering of the title of the treatise: Hujjatu'l-Siddiq li  daf'i'l-
Zindiq, by: The Proof of the Truthful in Refuting the Zindiqs, has re-
rendered it ponderously to: The Evidence adduced by the Truthful in 
Refutation of the Unbeliever.*0 Now dais, alas, is not an improvement. 

Al l that I have stated above refers to Professor Drewes' Observations 
on the Exordium, which he has based on the student's transliteration 
of the texts and on the student's translation of the Hujjatu'l-Siddiq li 
daf'i'l-Zindiq. The conclusion to be derived from his observations, as 
also from what follows—in his observations of the student's translation 
of the treatise as a whole—is that the Professor has attempted to refute 
the original translations and cast some doubt on its reliability. But any 
Muslim scholar or genuine orientalist and Arabist would see that he 
has failed miserably, and in spite of his criticism he has made use of 
the student's translation without admitting it, and they would see that 
the Professor's attempts are restricted to trivialities and pedantries of 
no real significance affecting the original meanings of the texts. They 
would also see, with increasing astonishment, that the Professor's 
Arabic is confined to the superficial level and in need of much im-
provement. 

In his Observations on the Translation of the Tract,*1 Professor Drewes 
has made numerous critical comments. Unfortunately most of these 
comments are not of the type that ought to issue from a Professor 

79. See for example, S.H. Nasr's An Introduction to Islamic Cosmohgical Doctrines, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1964, pp. 33, 182, 191 and 192. 

80. Drewes, p. 89, lb. The translation of Zindiq as Unbeliever is incorrect. See 
above, pp. 44-45. 

81. Drewes, p. 90-102. 
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of Arabic and Islamology, whether retired or not, as they are of the 
kind that could equally well be done by an ordinary proof-reader. It is 
not my intention to refer to trivialities not really worth commenting 
upon and, therefore, I shall not bother myself and the reader with those 
except when necessary. It is evident from what has been stated so far in 
this article, however, that the critic's attempts at discrediting the trans-
lator have only resulted in revealing the former's own shortcomings 
and weaknesses, which are unforgiveable in this case, for his claim to 
knowledge has to be substantiated against that of the student he has 
taken to task. Referring to a trivial matter of notation in the student's 
translation on page 99:82 

Being is essence [dhät), or the constituent determinant of a 
thing. This essence is at times perceptible to the eyes in the form 
of the external World or Universe, and at times not perceptible 
to the eyes, although it is established by the intellect ['aql) and 
by religion [shara'), or through mystical revelation or insight 
[kashf), and direct experience [dhawq).— 

and to al-Ranïrï's note after the word 'essence' [dhät) in the second line 
quoted above, which reads: 

The presence (hudür) of the creature is through constant remem-
brance of God as the mysteries of God are experienced by him.83 

the Professor says that "i t is clear that the gloss added to dhät is out 
of place and pertains to dhawq" in the last line quoted above.84 

I say: This assertion is based on superficial understanding of al-
Rânïrî's understanding of the matter. The 'essence' he refers to is the 
essence that "is at times perceptible to the eyes in the form of the ex-
ternal World or Universe, and at times not perceptible to the eyes, 

 etc.," so that he is referring to Ibn 'Arabi's conception of the Five 
Planes of Being, which is explained by al-Qäshäni in his commentary 
of the Fusüs al-Hikam.85 Each of these Planes is designated as hadrah 

82. Page 82, line 6; translation p. 99, line 6 from below (Drewes, p. 90, section 
1). The first number refers to the page number in al-Attas, where the Roman-
ized Malay text is found; the second number to the line (s) in that text; 
the third to the page number of the translation of the text ; the fourth to the 
number of the line (s) in the text of the translation; the fifth number refers 
to the page number in Drewes; and the sixth to the section dealing with the 
particular reference in that article. This method of reference wil l henceforth 
be adopted as it corresponds to the reference system in Drewes (Observations 
on the Translation of the Tract: pp. 90-102). 

83. Al-Attas, p. 99; see also p. 82. 
84- Drewes, p. 90. 
85- Cairo, 1321 A.H., p. n o. Hereafter cited as al-Qäshäni. 
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or 'presence', and each hadrah is a particular form in which the Abso-
lute Being (al-Wujüd al-Mutlaq) manifests Itself. This schema of onto-
logical manifestation corresponds with the one I explained in connec-
tion with Hamzah.86 Certainly the concept is very much connected 
with that of dhawq, but the same is the case with kashf and 'aql.S7 So 
it is not necessarily correct to assert that it is clearly "out of place" 
for al-Räniri, who also read the Fusüf, to insert the note after the word 
dhät. 

Referring to a passage in page ioo of the translation:88 

Haqq ta'älä qadim lagi menjadikan, dan 'älam itu muhdath lagi di-
jadikan—The Being of God endures from and to all eternity and 
is the principle of creation, whereas the being of the Universe 
is ever new and created— 

the critic says that: 
Al-Ranïrî, however, says no more than that "the Supreme 
Reality is eternal and creative, whereas the Universe is temporal 
and created," without further dogmatical or mystical specifi-
cation. 
I say: The critic is merely presuming what al-Räniri means as if 

he really knows al-Räniri. In point of fact, however, al-Räniri, him-
self agreeing with Sufis and Mutakallimin alike,89 is there explaining 
what the Mutakallimin meant, not what he means.90 The "dog-
matical" or "mystical" specification that the critic objects to in the 
translation—if it exists—is justified, for both Sufis and Mutakallims 
have definite ideas and beliefs about the subject at hand. The term 
qadim cannot simply exhaust its meaning in the translation 'eternal' 
without qualification. Aristotle distinguishes the eternal a parte ante, 
the ungenerated, or azaliyy, and the eternal a parte post, the indestruc-
tible, or abadiyy. Moreover, in scholastic philosophy there is also the 
term dahr, timeless eternity. God has certain Attributes not shared by 
anything else, and one of them is qidam. God's Eternity includes the 
negation of a temporal beginning (a parte ante), and the negation of 
a temporal end [a parte post). The student here seems to have more 
insight in translating qadim as 'endures from and to all eternity'. The 

86. The Mysticism of Hamzah Fansürt, Kuala Lumpur, 1970, p. 157. 
87. See for example, al-Ghazzâlî in his Ihyä' Ulüm al-D'm (Mustafa al-Bâbï al-

Halabi, Cairo, 1939, 4 vols.) vol. I, pp. 76-77-
88. Page 82, II.13, 14; tr. p. 100, U.5-7 (Drewes, p. 90, section 2). 
89. Cf. al-Attas, p. 42. 
90. This is clear from the text (ibid., p. 100). 
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'from' and the 'to' in the student's translation serve as allusions to 
azaliyy and abadiyy. As to the translation of the term muhdath as 'ever 
new' rather than 'temporal', if fits more precisely into the framework 
of the atomistic theory of the Mutakallimïn, whose beliefs we are here 
discussing.91 No doubt the important element in the concept of muh-
dath includes the idea of something 'temporally produced', but this 
idea is not necessarily inherent in the former. The term muhdath can 
also be translated as 'contigent', 'produced', 'originated', 'created'. 

There is nothing wrong in translating the term haqq as 'the Being 
of God' since in a technical sense the Süfïs as well as al-Rânîrï himself 
refer to the Absolute Being in all forms of self-manifestation as haqq. 
The critic cannot justify his assertion and demonstrate its validity. On 
the other hand, it is clear that al-Rànïrï has nowhere in his writings 
used the term that is translated by 'the Supreme Reality', for this term 
would be al-Haqiqatu'1-Ulyä, which term, as pointed out already, 
does not exist in the Islamic vocabulary. 

Referring to another passage in the same page92 the critic says: 
Curiously enough the editor has not seen that the words kata ahl 
al-sûf, which he regards as being out of place at the end of the 
exposition of the opinion of the mutakallimïn (see note 256), do 
not mark the end of this exposition, but the beginning of the 
next, to wit the answer of the Süfïs to the dogmatic theologians 
and a statement of their own view. It is the Süfïs who are speak-
ing, not the author ... 

I say: It is rather presumptuous for the critic to assert that the editor 
has not seen that the words kata ahl al-Süf... do not mark the end 

of this exposition, but the beginning of the next ...," for if this were 
true then he would not have regarded them as being "out of place" ! 
The critic has ignored, or has not understood, what the student-editor 
said and meant in note 256 to which he referred above, in which the 
editor pointed out that the words indeed do not mark the end of this 
exposition. He regarded the word sewujûd as marking the end of that 
exposition.93 Now he also considered that the words in question do not 
begin the next exposition either, for the consequence would then be that 
the whole meaning undergoes a complete change which Rânïrï 

would certainly reject as it would be quite meaningless—and if 
meaningful at all it would be contradictory to what he intends to 

91. Cf. ibid., pp. 39-40. 
92. Page 82, I.20; tr. p. 100, 1.12 (Drewes, p. 90, section 3). 
93- Cf. al-Attas, pp. 82 and 100. 
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say." (note 256). The fact that the critic has not understood what is 
meant by this remark is itself proof of his superficial understanding of 
the whole subject of discourse in the Hujjatu'l-Siddïq H daf'i'l-Zindiq; 
otherwise he would not have said what he said above.94 What follows 
in the text is not "the answer of the Süfïs" to the Mutakallimïn—there 
is no question of an "answer" as the previous exposition is not cons-
trued in the form of a question, whether grammatical or philosophical. 
In fact the words kata ahl al-Süfi are not, in the text, placed "at the 
end of the exposition of the opinion of the Mutakallimïn," for al-
Rânïrï began making his own comments several sentences earlier when 
he remarked, in connection with the view of the Mutakallimïn: Maka 
nyatalah pada istilah mereka itu ... etc.— from their [i.e. the Mutakalli-
mïn] definition it is clear that ... etc.95 The editor rightly considered 
what follows to be al-Räniri's own formulation of the exposition of 
the Süfïs' view on the matter—no doubt speaking on behalf of the 
Süfïs, but still what is said by him is really not what the Süfïs would 
say. What the Süfïs would say would be what is said in the next but 
one paragraph after the one in question, beginning with the words: 
'Adapun pendapat Ahlul-Süfï itu pun dengan dalïl 'aql dan naqljua,' ...96 

'The Süfïs too base their view on the rational faculties and Tradition,' 
...97 However, in spite ofthat, it would not have made any difference 
to the subject if the words kata ahl al-Süfi, in agreement with the 
critic, be placed at the beginning of the paragraph in question. Inci-
dentally, with reference to the word naql above, the critic has uttered 
the following objection: 

The rendering of naql by 'Tradition' (with capital T) is too 
narrow, since Tradition usually denotes the tradition of the 
Prophet {hadith) only. Naql is all knowledge not acquired by 
reasoning but derived from tradition, inclusive of the Qor'än, 
the Tradition of the Prophet and the consensus (ijma).98 

This objection is strange in that the critic as a rule has always appeared 
to advocate rather strictly that in the translation, one Arabic word 
should be translated by one English word99—and yet now he goes 
against it and admits, presumably, that Arabic is not such an easy 

94. Cf. ibid., pp. 32-42. 
95. Ibid., pp. 82 and ioo, lines 14 and 7 of the texts respectively. 
96. Ibid., p. 83, II.23-24. 
97. Ibid., p. ioo, II.6-7. 
98. Page 83, II.24 and 33; tr. p. 101, II.7 and 17 (Drewes, p. 91, section 3). 
99. This has been pointed out earlier (above, p. 35), and a good example is the 

discussion on the sufahâ' (above, pp. 31-37)-
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language to deal with. If, then, the rendering of naql by Tradition is 
"too narrow", what rendering does he suggest instead?—none! On 
the fact of this account alone his objection is not valid, for if one can-
not improve another's effort, then it is best to accept it and remain 
silent. The critic is confused when he says that naql rendered by 
'Tradition' is "too narrow" because Tradition denotes only the hadith 
of the Prophet. Now naql really means 'transmission' or 'transference' 
of words, since that is its dominant underlying concept; it is oral trans-
mission, later recorded, from generation to generation and this is 
synonymous with 'tradition'. So naql means 'tradition'. But simply to 
say that naql is 'tradition' without further qualification is too vague 
because in that sense its scope is too broad, for it would include all 
sorts of 'traditions' which are not necessarily connected with the Pro-
phet; such as pre-Islamic tradition, and the traditional usage of the 
community not connected with Islam. Pre-Islamic tradition is not in-
cluded as part of naql here explained, just as Islamic tradition which 
does not go back to the Prophet is also not part of it. Indeed, al-
Shâfi'ï, to whose madhhab al-Rânîrï belongs, upholds what is stated 
above, so that naql as 'tradition', and as understood as such by Muslims, 
must refer specifically to the Prophet; it must be connected with him 
because the 'tradition' began with him. So the critic is not only con-
fused, but is in error as well when he says that naql is all knowledge 
"derived from tradition, inclusive of" the Qur'än, the hadith and 
ijma, for this would mean, within the concept of naql here discussed, 
that pre-Islamic tradition and the traditional usage of the community 
which was not necessarily connected with the Prophet, are included 
as parts of it—which is false. Now since by naql is meant 'tradition' 
connected with the Prophet, and what is connected with the Prophet 
is his sunnah and his hadith, and those of his Companions, the rendering 
of it by 'Tradition' (with capital T) is to distinguish it from what is 
not connected with the Prophet, and to refer it to what is connected 
with him. The authenticity and correct interpretation of the Holy 
Qur'än is also connected with the Prophet; the faithful transmission 
of the sunnah of the Prophet is also connected with the Prophet; the 
concensus of the 'Ulamä', which guarantees both these, is also connec-
ted with the Prophet. There is absolutely nothing wrong in rendering 
naql by Tradition. Macdonald, one of the most reputed scholars 
among Western orientalists, and one of the founders of Islamology in 
modern Western oriental studies, invariably rendered naql by 'tradi-
tion' or 'Tradition' in his classic work on Muslim theology, juris-
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prudence and constitutional theory.100 It is not correct to say as the 
critic says that "Tradition usually denotes the tradition of the Prophet 
(hadith) only", which is in fact usually denoted by that word in the 
plural form, as Schacht, a reputed scholar of Muslim jurisprudence, 
has done in his well known writings.101 By saying that 'Tradition' 
usually denotes the tradition of the Prophet (hadith) only, the critic 
equates tradition with hadith per se. He does not realize that hadith refers 
only to the sayings of the Prophet, and the fact that orientalists do 
not translate hadith as 'sayings', but prefer to translate it as 'traditions' 
shows that it is not only the 'sayings' that is meant by 'traditions' but 
the traditions that go with the sayings as well. So we do not under-
stand what the confused critic means by "only" here with reference 
to hadith. Moreover, the hadith refer to recorded sayings of the Prophet; 
his model behaviour—the rest, as a whole, is referred to as the sunnah, 
'customs', and for its details, the plural form, sunan, 'customs'. These 
refer to the Prophet's words (qawl), model actions (fi'l), silent confir-
mation (taqrir) of usages known to him. It is also not correct to say 
that naql is "all knowledge not acquired by reasoning but derived 
from tradition, inclusive of the Qor'än, the Tradition of the Prophet 
and the consensus (ijma)." Presumably the critic got this idea from 
Lane, but the latter, speaking of al-manqül, calls it "discerned know-
ledge" under which term are comprised the sciences otusülu'1-dïn also 
al-kaläm; al-hadith, and al-fiqh. Speaking oîal-maqûl, he says it refers 
to all other sciences that are "intellectual" or "perceived by the intel-
lect" and "excogitated".102 Now all of them are sciences and as such 
they are also acquired by reasoning. Reasoning plays an important part 
in all such sciences as usillul-din, 'ilmu'l-kaläm, 'ilmul-hadith andfiqh. 
So it is manifestly absurd to say that naql is knowledge that "is not 
acquired by reasoning"; but what should be said of naql is that it is 
knowledge that is not the product solely of the 'aql; not originating in 
the human intellect, nor having its source in human reason. The Origin 
and Source is the Holy Qur'än, the Revelation; and the Holy Qur'än, 
as such, is not "a part of" tradition, nor "included" in it, as the critic 
says, since it is, rather, the origin and source of it, and the very tradition 
began with it. The critic has also obtained his information about naql 

ioo. Cf. Development of Muslim theology, jurisprudence, and constitutional theory, 
Lahore, 1964 (1903), PP- 120, 148, 157. 214, 269, 299 and 316. 

101. For example, Origins of Muhammadan furisprudence, Oxford, 1959 (195°). 
passim. 

102. Lane, 8:3037, cols. 2 and 3. 
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from al-Rânïri's notes on it which appeared twice in the text.103 There 
al-Rânïrï notes that naql, in conjunction and contradistinction with 
'aql as a source of knowledge, refers to the Holy Qur'än (i.e. the 
Decree: fi rmân, of Allah); the hadith, and ijma. As a tradition, all the 
above refer to and connect themselves with the Prophet. Now al-
Rânïrï's note on naql is itself a restriction of its understanding only 
to a specific kind of tradition, i.e. the tradition connected with the 
Prophet as mentioned above. Similarly, the rendering of it by 'Tradi-
tion' restricts it to the tradition connected with the Prophet; and this 
cannot be conceived as being "too narrow". The Tradition is second 
only to the Holy Qur'än in rank, though in power and authority it is 
almost equal to it; so therefore it can hardly be considered as " narrow" 
—let alone "too narrow." Furthermore, since in the text the term 
naql itself has been given an explanatory note, the translator does not 
find it necessary to elaborate any further with the translation of naql 
as 'Tradition', for he has also translated the note clarifying it. There-
fore, it is impossible to construe it as being "too narrow." It is too narrow 
only to those whose minds are narrow ! 

Referring again to page ioo, where the passage:104 

Adapun pada istiläh kami bahwa wujud itu esa jua; iaitulah dhät 
Allah Ta alä. Dan 'âlam itu tiada berwujud dan tiada layak dinamai 
akan dia dengan nama wujud kerana ia 'adam al-mahd. 

is translated by the student-translator as: 

According to our definition, being is one; and that is the Essnece 
of God Most Exalted. The Universe is non-existent and is not 
qualified to be considered as a category of Being as it is Absolute 
Nothingness or Pure Not-Being ('adamu l-mahd).— 

the Professor-critic says: 
However, in this answer the Süfïs are primarily concerned with 
terminological precision. Hence they remark, 'In our termino-
logy (the term) wujûd (Being) has one denotation only, viz the 
Essence of God Most High. The Universe has no Being, and it 
is not appropriate to denote it by the noun (nama =Arabic ism, 
noun) wujûd, as it is pure non-being ('adam mahd). 

I say : It is the critic, not the Süfïs, who is concerned with termino-
logical precision (to the point of obsession and to the extent that it 
becomes confusion). Al-Rânïrï, on behalf of the Süfïs, was not talking 

103. Cf. AI-Attas, pp. 82 and 83. 
Ï04. Page 82, II.21-24;tr- P- I00> 1-XS (Drewes, p. 90, section 4). 
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about grammar, he was talking about philosophy; and if he meant 
what the critic thinks then he would have worded the passage in ques-
tion 'Adapun pada kami bahwa istilâh wujûd itu esa jua mananya ...' 
Furthermore, if the argument is merely a matter of quibbling with 
terms and nouns, then it would be a very flimsy one since it wil l never 
transcend mere nouns. There would then be no ontological problem, 
since both God and the Universe would be reduced to nouns. In other 
words the critic has preoccupied himself only with the trivial and the 
literal here. The student-translator, at least, showed insight in trans-
lating the passage correctly as intended by the author. I shall here give 
a commentary on the passage as the original translator formulated it. 
By the words: being is one is meant: there is only one being and that one 
being is the Essence of God Most Exalted. This emphasis on one being 
implies that there are two senses in which the term wujûd or being may 
be understood, and they are of fundamental difference: first, as a con-
cept or idea of Being, that is Existence (wujûd bi'l-ma'nâ al-masdarï) ; 
second, as that which has being, that is, that which exists, or subsists 
(wujüd bi ma'nä mawjüd). The Süfïs of the school of Wahdat al- Wujûd 
to whom al-Rânïrï refers in the text as the Wujûdiyyah Muwahhidah 
invariably identify Being with Essence in their metaphysics, and thus 
when they refer to being they mean the two senses explained above, 
and when they refer to the Absolute Being (al-wujûd al-mutlaq or al-
wujüd al-mahd) they mean to refer to either or both of the senses to-
gether, depending upon the ontological context; and likewise, what 
they mean by absolute (mutlaq) is accordingly different in conformity 
with that context. In order to be brief, I shall not elaborate upon this 
here. Since Being is already identified with Essence in the sentence in 
that passage, there is no need to say again in the next sentence that 
"the Universe has no being", since the inference is obvious. What is 
said there, however, is that the Universe is non-existent, and this logically 
follows the ontological sense of what is meant in the preceding sen-
tence, for those of the school of Wahdat al-Wujtld draw an important 
distinction between being and existence, in that the latter is a "category" 
of the former. There are four degrees or stages or planes (sing, martabat) 
of being and a thing that has being in any one or other or in all of 
the four marâtib is also said to have existence; and the four refer to 
the being of a thing (wujüd al-shay'i) : in the external world (fi 'aynihi) ; 
in knowledge, i.e. being intelligible (fi'l-'ilm);  in spoken words (f?l-
alfäz); and in script (fi'1-ruqüm). When a thing exists in one plane but 
not in another then it is in general known as a not-being ('adam), and 
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in particular it is a not-being in that plane in which it does not exist. 
What does not exist in any of the planes is called the pure not-being 
(al-'adam al-mahd). So what is said, in the translated passage, of the 
Universe as being not qualified to be considered as a category of being means 
that the Universe, according to al-Rânïrï, speaking on behalf of the 
Süfïs, does not exist in any of the four planes mentioned, and hence 
it is, as the passage concludes, Pure Not-Being. From this brief exposi-
tion it is clear that the student has more insight into the matter of 
meaning and has not allowed himself to be trammelled by trivialities 
in bringing forth the meaning intended. Now the translator also knew 
that al-Rânïrï, in this very important passage, was not conveying the 
Süfïs' view correctly—in fact this error on al-Rânïrï's conception of 
the Süfï viewpoint has been productive of other serious errors on his 
part.105 But this is another matter that can be dealt with elsewhere. 

As to the critic's remark that: "the editor as a rule does not distin-
guish between al-'adam al-mahd, al-wujüd al-mahd, etc. and 'adam mahd, 
wujûd mahd, etc., but according to Malay usage he writes 'adam al-
mahd, wujûd al-mahd etc. in both cases,"106 I say on behalf of the editor 
that this is rather frivolous. Since both these terms refer to Pure Not-
Being and Pure Being as the case may be, it matters littl e whether 
the definite article (al-) should strictly be adhered to or not. Moreover, 
as an ontological concept, it is contradictory to speak of an 'adam mahd, 
that is, a pure not-being, in contradistinction with the pure not-being 
(al-'adam al-mahd), or the definite and indefinite, for to say so would 
be to imply that the pure not-being can be referred to in the singular 
and definitely and indefinitely, implying somehow that it is capable 
of qualification and distinction. If it can be referred to in the singular 
and distinguished from the definitively pure not-being, then it is no 
longer pure not-being, for somehow it must exist in some plane of 
being. 

Referring to the same page,107 the following passage: 

Hanya sanya adalah 'âlam itu mazhar dan zill... y a'ni tempat nyata 
Haqq Ta'alä, dan bayang-bayang seperti upama rupa yang kelihatan 
dalam chermin bidai tamthil. Haqq Ta'älä itu upama yang menilik 
chermin dan 'alam itu upama rupa yang kelihatan dalamnya. 

This is translated by the translator as: 
In truth the Universe is the Theatre of Manifestation, it is Ap-

105. Al-Attas, pp. 34-35. 
106. Drewes, pp. 90-91. 
107. Page 83, U.1-4; tr. p. ioo, I.20 (Drewes, p. 91, section 1). 
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pearance; depending for its existence upon the Being of God. 
It is the theatre of manifestation of the One Real Being—the 
image reflected in the allegorical mirror: God is likened to the 
looker into the glass, the world is like the form reflected therein. 

Professor Drewes thinks that the translator has misunderstood the 
words Romanized as bidal tamthil above, and says: 

The text, however, offers no difficulties if one reads ... dan 
bayang-bayang seperti upama rupa yang kelihatan dalam chermin. 
Badai tamthil Haqq ta'älä itu upama yang menilik chermin ... etc., 
meaning: '... and a reflection comparable to an image seen in a 
mirror. In this simile the Supreme Reality is represented by the 
person who looks at himself in a mirror (and the Universe by 
the image seen in the mirror). 

I say: This is another of the numerous instances of frivolit y found 
in the Professor's criticism. In the first instance the critic has presumed 
that the text offered "difficulties" to the translator, while the translator, 
who is in a position to know better, did not in fact find any difficulty 
with the words in question. He had not even paused to transliterate 
and translate them the way they now appear—that is, he did these as 
it came naturally. It offered difficulties to others, perhaps, who lacked 
understanding, including him who has pondered over them in doubt 
—because it appeared unfamiliar? There are many words in the Malay 
and Indonesian dictionaries which are of Arabic origin, but which 
have not been classified as such by the lexicologists because they lack 
the requisite knowledge; and among these is the word bidal, which is 
generally known to mean 'proverb' or 'maxim'. From its context and 
usage in Malay literature there is no doubt that the proverbs and 
parables and maxims and stories expressing moral lessons reflect, or 
portray as substitutes, (badal or bidl) for what is happening in real, life. 
Now as to the word bidal in Malay usage, it obviously is derived from 
bidl, which has the same measure as mithl; and just as in Malay the 
words of Arabic origin of this measure, mithl is generally pronounced 
mithal, so is bidl pronounced bidal. Now in Malay the word bidal is 
often used by itself with the suffix an: bidalan, and it is synonymous 
with perumpamaan meaning, again, a kind of substitute, an example, 
a like; and perumpamaan and upama are synonymously used with other 
Malay words of Arabic derivation such tamthil (tamthil) and mithal 
(mithl), ibarat ('ibarat), kias and kiasan (qiyâs). Moreover, they are often 
paired together in literary expression, such as kias ibarat and kiasan 
ibarat and kias kias, and here we have bidal tamthil, which is a perfectly 
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good Malay literary expression. So then, there is no question at all of 
the translator finding any "difficulty " with this expression as he knew 
it naturally. Those who do not know it naturally would of course 
find difficulty with it. There is, therefore, no question of the words 
Romanized as bidal tamthil having been "misunderstood" by the trans-
lator; it is, rather, the critic who has now misunderstood them and 
who did not see their real meaning and relevant place in the Malay langu-
age. That the word bidal is the same as badal and means the same thing 
is seen by the translator; and the critic has only shown the latter form, 
thinking that badal is meant, and this proves in fact that he did not 
know the real value of the former. In the second instance, having said 
what is said above, it is not correct to insert the full stop after the 
word chermin (mirror) as the critic has done, and thereby transfer the 
similitude', as it were, on to God (Haqq Ta'älä). The whole passage 
is about the nature of the Universe or World, and it is not meant to 
make or strike an allusion to the Nature of God. To make the sen-
tence read: Badal tamthil Haqq ta'älä ... etc., is to make God the direct 
subject of badal and tamthil which, In Islam, is ridiculous. No Muslim 
Would formulate a sentence in that way, for as the Qur'än says: Lay sa 
ka mithlihi shay un:108—'There is nothing like unto Him' and also 
There is nothing like anything like Him'. Even in the case of the 
word mithl it is not appropriate to make God its direct subject, and 
worse still the word badal or bidal, for this word means actual substi-
tute, as is evident from the critic's translation of the passage which now 
gives that connotation: 'In this simile the Supreme Reality is repre-
sented by the person who looks at himself in a mirror (and the Uni-
verse by the image in the mirror).' In the critic's translation, tamthil 
is 'simile' and badal is 'represented by the person'. As has been pointed 
out, God cannot be "represented" by anything, let alone by any per-
son, and in the latter case it is particularly blasphemous. Because the 
full stop has been put in the wrong place, the meaning of the sentence 
now becomes illogical : if God is represented by the person who looks at 
himself in a mirror, then the image seen therein would be that person's and 
not the Universe. It is therefore the mirror that is allegorical—the mirror 
is the subject of bidal tamthil, and since no such mirror exists in reality, 
so the expression denoting likeness used cannot be construed in any 
Way which would allow for a blasphemous connotation. The mirror 
in literature is almost universally used as an object for striking analogy, 

108. 42:11. Even more so with badal, we would say: laysa lahu badil. 
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or parable or allegory of human life and reality. This is certainly so 
among the Muslims. Expressions such as chermin hidup, mir'ätu l-safä, 
mir'ätu'l-haqä'iq, mir' ätu'l-mu' min, mir'ätul-tulläb and many more are 
found in Malay literature. Among the Süfïs, the symbolism of the 
mirror refers also to the Fixed Essences (al-a'yän al-thäbitah) in the 
Divine Knowledge. The mirror in this symbolism 'reflects' the Ideas, 
also the Forms (al-suwar, sing, sürah, Malay: rupa), and the Lofty 
Letters (al-hürufal-'äliyät). The mirror is used as a symbol for these 
various concepts in order to deemphasize or deny the notion of inde-
pendent reality possessed by the subjects in relation to the One Reality. 
The translator is correct in setting forth the sentence in Malay as: 
'Haqq Ta'älä itu upama yang menilik chermin dan 'älam itu upama yang 
kelihatan dalamnya' ...:' God is likened to the looker into the glass, 
the world is like the form reflected therein,' or 'God is like (upama) 
the looker into the glass...' etc.; "theform reflected therein", or "what 
is reflected therein," but the form clarifies the nature of the world better 
than what is, as al-Rânïrï himself says so earlier in the passage: .. älam 
itu ... upama rupa yang kelihatan dalam chermin bidai tamthil. The form 
in the last part of the sentence refers to the Form of the Divine Know-
ledge mentioned above. It is also most significant that al-Rânïrï in 
this part of the sentence avoids, or refrains from saying: upama bayang-
bayang or upama rupa yang kelihatan dalamnya, but says instead: upama 
yang kelihatan dalamnya; and this is to emphasize the allegorical nature 
of the mirror and the non-real nature of the form reflected therein in 
relation to the One Real Being. The expression conveying the idea that 
God is the "looker into the glass ..." cannot be taken as analogous to 
any corresponding human situation since the "glass" is an allegorical 
one, and hence the form, and not the exact image, is reflected in the 
mirror. 

Referring to another similar topic and the passage: 'That is why 
people say that the image in the mirror and the possessor of that image 
are one and the same—neither two nor any other'109—the last three 
words: 'nor any other' is the correct rendering for tiada lain as the 
word lain is synonymous with Arabic ghayr and siwan. It does not 
mean 'different' as the critic proposes, for 'different' is berlainan. 

With reference to the critic's remarks pertaining to a passage in 
page ioi , lines 21 to 28 of the translation,110 there is nothing wrong 

109. Cf. Drewes, p. 91; al-Attas, p. 101, lines 2 and 3. 
no. Drewes, pp. 91-92. 
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with the translation and the critic cannot prove it wrong. The point 
of difference with the original translation lies in the rendering of the 
word sekutu in that context. The critic says sekutu means sharik, which 
is in fact generally true, but in the context the translator, who also 
knew this, has translated it as 'identical with' instead of 'co-partner to' : 
'... the Universe is identical with God ...' The Malay word of Tamil 
derivation: sekutu, is generally used by al-Rânïrï and other Malay 
scholars as having the same meaning as Arabic sharik: 'co-partner', 
but this is not always necessarily the case since the context determines 
the meaning and since the word sekutu (kutu) also means 'equal to', 
or 'the same as', or 'identical with'. In this particular context what is 
discussed is the nature of the relationship between the Universe and God's 
Being. Now a sharik, properly speaking, pertains to an 'other' to 
which, or to whom, worship is performed. The 'other' mentioned 
above refers invariably to a living being having an individuality, a 
personality, and such attributes as are predicated of human beings, 
jinns, angels and also the Devil; and even in the case of idols, wliich 
are non-living, they are yet supposed to represent individuals and 
personalities. A sharik, then, pertains to a being who has a personality 
of its own who is worshipped as a god besides God.111 It is more appro-
priate, therefore, to apply the term in the context of theistic dualism, 
or polytheism, in which latter case another form of the same word, 
shirk, is used. In the context in question, however, the Universe or 
its being is not really an object of worship as the sharik is, and it is 
neither an individual nor a personality, being as it were an abstrac-
tion, a concept, not representable as sharik. Since sekutu also means 
identical with', and what is implied in the passage is not menyekutu-

kan Tuhan (i.e. to worship a duality, or plurality, or multiplicity of 
gods beside God), but menyekutukan wujûd Allah,112 it is indeed more 
appropriate to translate the word sekutulah there as 'identical with' as 
the translator has done. 

As to the critic's remarks with reference to pages ioi and 102,113 

they are too trivial to merit further consideration but for the fact that 

Hi . See Lisän al-Arab, 10:449, col. 2; 450, col. 1; also Lane, 4:1541, col. 3; 
1542, cols. 1 and 3. It must be noted, as stated in the Lisän al-Arab, that 
one of the key concepts in the concept of sharik or shirk is that the co-
partnership or association pertains to co-partnership of God's Lordship 
(rubûbiyyah). Hence the idea of personality and of worship is inherent in 
the concept sharik. 

112. See note i n above: rubûbiyyah. Al-Rabb in Malay is Tuhan. 
*I3- Drewes, p. 92. 
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they betray erroneous and pedantic thinking, which must be exposed. 
What is the difference between: "As for example, the reality [or 
essence] of the pot is the wheel ..." (translator), and: 'so for instance 
the essence of the pot is the wheel ...' (critic)—but that the former 
begins after a full stop and the latter after a semi-colon? Nobody can 
say that the translation is wrong, or that the two versions above do 
not mean the same thing, or that the entire meaning of the passage 
in its full context is changed if the translator's rendering is read. He 
who says so has merely created a mountain out of an imaginary mole-
hill , and he whose intellect does not testify to the frivolit y of such 
creations has cause to lament the desperate condition of his intellect. 

The full context is as follows: 
'Essence is what makes a thing what it is'—that is—'the thing 
from which a thing becomes'; and this 'thing' [or essence] is 
reality. As for example, the reality [or essence] of the pot is the 
wheel, and the reality [or essence] of the boat is its maker. 

The critic has formulated it as follows : 
('Essence is what makes a thing what it is') that is to say: of 
any tiling deriving from something (else), the latter is the essence; 
so for instance the essence of the pot is the wheel (and the essence 
of the boat is its maker). 

Now the sentence preceding the above passage reads : 
It is clear that according to the definition of the Sufis existence 
and real essence are, in point of meaning, one and the same; 
and that is the Essence of the Truth. The meaning of the Süfis' 
definition of the real essence [of a thing] is that: 'Essence is what 
makes a thing what it is' ... etc.114 

What we wish to demonstrate, in quoting again the above passages, 
is the critic's failure to fully comprehend the meaning of the Sûfi's 
definition of real essence. The crucial passage in which divergence is 
found between the translator's rendering and the critic's version is: 
'... barang suatu shay yang jadi ia daripada suatu shay, maka suatu shay 
itu haqïqat.' Barang suatu shay means a thing; suatu shay means the 
thing; and suatu shay' itu means that or this thing. Yang jadi means which 
comes into being. Malay jadi in Sufi writings has the same connotation 
as Arabic yakûnu, and it refers to kawn—the state of being, or rather 
becoming, from the verb käna, 'to be'; the 'coming-into-being' in 
compliance with the Creative Command: 'Be!' (kun). The concept 

114. Al-Attas, p. 101. 
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of becoming is so intricately woven into the conceptual fabric of the 
Sufi doctrine of perpetual creation. 'The thing from which a thing 
becomes' describes their doctrine of creation precisely, for the ex-
pression 'becomes' conveys the idea of 'becoming' without really 
achieving 'being'.115 The critic's alternative rendering not only does 
not convey the notion of this essential doctrine of the Sufis, but is 
even false. In the first instance, in the passage: 'of anything deriving 
from something (else), the latter is the essence; ...,' barang suatu shay' 
does not mean anything in that context. Anything would have been 
there described as barang sesuatu shay'. Barang suatu there refers to a 
particular. Suatu shay', which next follows, does not mean something 
(else), which would have been described as sesuatu shay' (lain). Suatu 
shay' there refers to a definite particular. Deriving from can never be the 
meaning of yang jadi ia daripada, whether it be from the Arabic, or 
the relevant doctrinal contexts separately; it means in all cases which 
comes into being from. Finally, the latter is the essence is certainly not the 
meaning of maka suatu shay' itu haqiaat. Suatu shay' itu refers to the 
suatu shay' which immediately precedes it, and that refers to reality 
(haqiqat) and not essence. Not only is the formulation erroneous, but 
the conclusion is false. If what the Sufis say, that 'of anything deriving 
from something (else)', it means that 'the latter is the essence'—that is, 
something (else) is the essence—then they do not understand what 
they themselves mean, for in the case of anything deriving from some-
thing (else), the latter is not necessarily the essence. Moreover, what 
they say would not be a definition as it is too vague. Now in scholastic 
philosophy and theology an accident (Latin: accidens), as Rudolf Allers 
put it, has no independent and self-sufficient existence, but exists only 
in another being, a substance or another accident. As opposed to sub-
stance the accident is called praedicamentale; as naming features of the 
essence or quiddity of a being accidens praedicabile. Accidents may 
change, disappear, or be added, while substance remains the same.'116 

In the critic's formulation of the definition: 'of anything deriving 
from something (else), the latter is the essence', both 'things' may be 
accidents and therefore the 'something (else)' cannot be the essence of 
the 'anything' deriving from it, but only another accident. To the Sufis, 
other than the One Real Being, all else comes under the category of 

115. See, for example, ibid., p. 40, the quotation from Jämi's Lawâ'ih. 
116. The dictionary of philosophy, ed. D.D. Runes, London, 1951, p. 4. Note that 

an accident can exist in another—that anything can be 'derived' from some-
thing else without the latter being the essence. 
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accidents: "The World together with all its parts is nothing but a series 
of accidents (a'räd) ; and that of which they are accidents (al-ma'rûd) 
is God."117 The translator's formulation of the definition: 'the thing 
from which a thing becomes; and this "thing" [or essence] is reality' 
is correct. The 'thing' definitely stressed can only mean the ontological 
source or causal ground for the existence of another thing. So Professor 
Drewes, by his contradictory translation, has made the Sufis out to 
be fools, but it is clear, however, that it is not the Sufis who do not 
understand what they themselves mean, and we only leave it to the 
reader to see who does not. 

The same applies to the reference to page 102, which next follows.118 

Pada menyabitkan wujûd Allah dengan wujûd 'âlam does not mean ' to 
establish (or, to demonstrate) the Being of God and the being of the 
world',119 since 'the Being of God and the being of the world' is not 
subject to being established or demonstrated, but it is, rather, subject to 
being affirmed; it is not for logical proofs to determine the ultimate 
truth of the matter, it is rather the determination of firm belief that 
ultimately decides upon the acceptance of the truth of the matter. 
Menyabitkan is derived from Arabic thäbit, and in that construction it 
means also Arabic ithbât. The translator is therefore correct in render-
ing the passage by: '... their affirmation of God's Being and that of 
the Universe ...'120 

We have already demonstrated how, even in venturing to set forth 
conjectures, one must first subject the proposed conjecture to rigor-
ous scientific scrutiny before suggesting it to the world.121 The con-
jecture must also indeed reflect the soundness of its author's ability 
in deliberating upon scientific judgements pertaining to its relevance 
to and elucidation of the discourse as a whole. If—as it wil l again 
become evident here—it becomes almost habitual for the critic to 
make erroneous conjectures, that fact itself becomes a serious and 
significant indictment against the value of his judgements on the stu-
dent's transliteration and translation of the texts as a whole, just as it 
becomes strengthening evidence for the validity of our judgements 
pertaining to the value of his critical comments, remarks, and judge-

117. Al-Attas, p. 109. 
118. Page 84, II.28, 29; tr. p. 102,11.6-8 {Drewes, p. 92, section 2). 
119. Drewes, p. 92. 
120. Al-Attas, p. 102. 
121. See above, pp. 12-22 in the case of al-därät; and pp. 28-31 in the case of 

ba'du'l-ajillä'i min ashâbinâ. 
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ments throughout the article, as well as his qualifications to make 
them. What presently follows is another telling instance of the Pro-
fessor's practice of wild conjecturing. Referring to a passage in the 
text which reads: 

Dan lagi pula katanya bahwa minta tulung kepada Allah itu me-
mushakai nafsän jua, kerana 'abd itu senantiasa dalam limpah tulung 
jua.122 

and which the student translated as: 
They also say that to ask for God's help is to esteem oneself 
(i.e. soul), for indeed the creature is always under His mercy.123 

the critic says: 
In this passage the words memushakai nafsân are difficult to ex-
plain. Dr. Voorhoeve has suggested—with much reserve—that 
nafsän= Arabic naf san, and translated 'to inherit from oneself', 
though adding that if this were meant one would expect nafsahu. 
I incline to the belief, however, that the text is corrupt: though 
perhaps not beyond recognition. I have attempted to solve the 
enigma of these two words in a way which, although purely 
conjectural, seem [sic] to offer a plausible solution fitting in the 
context. 

As to naf sän: The almost homonymous passage Tibyan p. 22 
runs as follows: Minta tulung kepada Allah itu mempusakai keku-
rangan martabat diri, dan adalah hamba itu senantiasa limpah dalam 
karunia Tuhannya. From this we may conclude that the word 
after the verb memushakai means kekurangan martabat diri, 'the 
imperfection of one's station', which words most probably are 
the Malay equivalent of Arabic nuqsän, 'deficiency', 'imperfec-
tion'.12-* 

The critic then takes a full page and more to elaborate, quoting irrele-
vantly al-Ghazzâlï's Ihya, the Holy Qur'än, Ibn 'Arabi's Fusüs al-
Hikam, and al-Hujwïrï's Kashf al-Mahjûb in order to substantiate his 
conjecture, which is that memushakai should be read menshakâi, and 
naf sän should be read nuqsän: menshakâi nuqsän, which he says means: 
to complain of the imperfection of (one's station in) the world.'125 

122. Al-Attas, p. 85. 
123. Ibid., pp. 102-103. 
124. Drewes, pp. 92-93. It was in fact the student, not the critic, who pointed 

out the almost homonymous passage in the Tibyän. See al-Attas, p. 85, 
note 263. The Professor made no acknowledgement of this fact. 

125. Drewes, p. 93. His translation of the passage in full reads: 'They also say 
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I say: There are many reasons which I wil l show and arguments 
which I wil) set forth to refute and demonstrate that the above conjec-
ture is futile, and that there is even no need of conjecture. In the first 
instance, if he had only paused to consider, the critic wil l find that 
he has launched himself into a discussion on the merits of his conjec-
ture which is out of context. We are here discussing the beliefs of the 
Philosophers, not those of the Sufis who are represented by al-Rânïrï 
as opposing them. Yet the critic formulates his conjecture based on 
Sufi writings in which they were referring to themselves. So here we point 
out that the general context is wrong. In the second instance, the term 
nuqsän, based on the quotations which the critic has adduced to subs-
tantiate his conjecture, does not refer to the individual self or to the 
soul, but rather to the world (i.e. in the general sense), whereas in the 
two "enigmatic" words it is the soul that is referred to (i.e. in the par-
ticular sense). So here we point out that the particular context is wrong. 
In the third instance, if we accept the conjecture, then there would 
have been no problem of heresy at all for al-Rânïrï to discern in the 
belief of the Philosophers that 'to ask for God's help is to complain of 
the imperfection of (one's station in) the world', for to believe in that 
would not have amounted to heresy. We adduce as proof of the truth 
of what we have just said the very fact that even among notable 
Süfïs, such as Junayd and al-Khawwäs—to mention two of the emi-
nent ones—their extreme sabr and tawakkul (patience and trust in God) 
were not regarded as heretical, on the contrary, they represent exem-
plary moral and spiritual achievements vouchsafed only to the few. 
How then, if the idea that 'to ask for God's help is to complain of 
the imperfection of (one's station in) the world' is not condemned if 
practised among Süfïs, the same idea is condemned if practised among 
Philosophers? In the fourth instance the meaning of the words men-
shakâi nuqsän does not necessarily include the notion of the individual 
self or soul (diri  = nafs), and that is why the conjecturer finds it neces-
sary to put in brackets additional reference to it: 'to complain of the 
imperfection of (one's station in) the world'. Presumably the words in 
brackets there refer to Malay martabat diri. Nuqsän may mean kekurangan, 

that to ask for God's help is to complain of the imperfection of (ones' 
station in) the world, while (though) man is abudantly granted the favour 
of the Lord'. He has replaced the word kerana by dan adalah, saying that 
the latter has the function of the wâw al-hâl. Words that have the function 
of wâw al-häl are, however, Malay walhâl and padahal and not, as a rule, 
dan adalah. 
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but not kekurangan martabat diri.126 Moreover, martabat does not mean 
'station', which word usually represents the word maqäm in Sufi termino-
logy. Martabat refers to a 'plane' or 'stage' of being (wujûd).127 Now ma-
qäm is a spiritual "station", a "standing" in the Way of God, and each 
station has its own perfection. Imperfection cannot apply to maqâm.12S 

Referring to Ibn 'Arabï's remark that a group of Süfïs is of the opinion 
that patience (sabr) means to refrain absolutely from complaints, the 
Professor quotes, as an instance, an episode involving Junayd and his 
pupil. Al-Khuldi , the pupil, relates that he went to Junayd and found 
him suffering from a fever. " O Master," he cried, "tell God in order 
that He may restore thee to health." Junayd said: "Last night I was 
about tell Him, but a voice whispered in my heart, 'Thy body belongs 
to Me: I keep it well or ill , as I please. Who art thou, that thou shouldst 
interfere with My property.'"129 The Professor implies here that Ibn 
'Arab! was referring to Süfïs like Junayd when he made the remark 
mentioned above in connection with sabr. But al-Hujwïrï, in relating 
al-Khuldi's story about Junayd, did not mean that al-Khuldi was illus-
trating an anecdote about sabr. It was about tawakkul (trust in God),130 

a different station from that of sabr. We state all this here merely to 
show the Professor's confusion in these matters and in the matter of 
the conjecture. In the fourth instance, the words memushakai naf sän (in 
the Hujjah) and mempusakai kekurangan martabat diri  (in the Tibyân) 
cannot read and mean menshakâi nuqsän, because the change required 
to effect this is too radical. It is not just merely an insertion of an extra 
dot or missing letter that is involved, but in the case of memushakai, 
the second letter mim has to be changed to nun, a letter of an entirely 
different form, and the dammah over that mim has to be disregarded. 
The Professor ventures that "the original reading was menshakâi (nuq-
sän) ... written m-n-sh-k-alif-i, but 'emended' to m-m-sh-k-alif-i by 
a copyist who did not understand the word and made things worse 
by adding vowel marks."131 The fact as to who did and who did not 

126. See Drewes, p. 93, and the reference to Tibyân, p. 22 cited therein. Men-
shakâi nuqsän only means menshakâi kekurangan without qualification. It 
means 'to complain of a deficiency'—that is all. 

127. See above, p. 56. 
128. See al-Hujwirl, Kashf al-Mahjüb (trans. R.A. Nicholson, Gibb, Mem. Ser. 

vol. 17, 1911), pp. 180-83 and 370-73- Hereafter cited as Kashf al-Mahjüb. 
129. Al-Hujwïrï, ibid., p. 157. Cp. Drewes, p. 93, and note 9. 
130. Cf. al-Hujwïrï, ibid., p. 157; also al-Kalâbâdhï: Kitäb al-Ta'arrufli Madhhab 

AM al-Tasawwuf (trans. A.J. Arberry, Cambridge, 1935), chapters 37 and 
44. 

131. Drewes, p. 93. 
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understand the word is, however, the other way round, and by putting 
the vowel marks the copyist wanted to make certain that the word is 
read memushakai. The second mint replaces the Malay letter pa follow-
ing the general rule in Malay spelling that where the prefix me is 
applied to a stem word beginning with the letter pa that letter is re-
placed by the letter mim. The original stem word there is pushaka. As 
to the letter shin (sh) in pushaka, this is another variant of the old Ma-
lay spelling (and pronunciation) of such words of Sanscrit origin. To-
day we generally invariably spell the word with a sin (s): pusaka, 
similar to the spelling of the same word found in the text of the Tibyân 
quoted above. The letters shin and sin were interchangeably used in 
early texts in the spelling of some words of Sanscrit origin, such as, 
for example: shiksa132 and siksa; manushia and manusia; pushaka and 
pusaka. Regarding the word nafsän, the letters fä' and sin have to be 
changed to qäf and säd respectively in order to read nuqsän. Finally 
the almost homonymous passage in the Tibyân (p. 22) shows clearly 
the word mempusakai, and not menshakâi, confirming the "enigmatic" 
word in the Hujjah (p. 8) to be in fact the same one. Having said all 
this, it now behoves me to clarify the meaning of the words memu-
shakai nafsän; to point out again that the student translator was right 
and knew what they mean; to demonstrate that there never was any 
need of conjecture respecting them and that those who thought there 
was were in fact unfamiliar with the subject at hand and did not 
understand the context. It must again be reminded to those who need 
reminding that the translation and interpretation of texts such as the 
one in question cannot be accomplished merely by a textbook know-
ledge of Arabic and pedantic comprehension of its grammar. The 
Professor-critic found the words memushakai nafsän "difficul t to ex-
plain" saying that Dr. Voorhoeve, though with much reserve, has 
suggested "that nafsän = Arabic nafsan, and translated it 'to inherit 
from oneself', though adding that if this were meant one would ex-
pect nafsahu."133 The reasoning underlying this peculiar way of doubt-
ful thinking is illogical and, moreover, what Dr. Voorhoeve says is 
really irrelevant and incorrect. Further, memushakai there does not 
mean 'to inherit from' ; it means 'to regard (something) as precious', 
just as one regards an heirloom (pusaka) as precious property. Here it 
has the same meaning as regarding something as nafis, a word which 

132. An example of this spelling occurs in Hujjah, p. 25. 
133. Drewes, p. 92. 
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is conceptually connected with nafsän and nafs. It was also the student-
translator who pointed out the almost homonymous passage in the 
Tibyân (p. 22) on which the Professor critic is able to base his con-

jecture.134 In that text, the words memushakai nafsän occur as mem-
pusakai kekurangan martabat diri, and it is the word kekurangan that 
prompted the Professor to make nafsän read nuqsän, and thence to 
formulate his astonishing conjecture. The student translated the passage 
in question as: 'They (i.e. the Philosophers) also say that to ask for 
God's help is to esteem oneself (i.e. soul) for indeed the creature is 
always under His mercy.' The translator pointed out in his footnotes 
that memushakai nafsän refers to Ibn Sïnâ's theory of the two natures 
of man which corresponds to his theory of the two types of prayers,135 

and he quoted one of the quatrains attributed to the Philosopher which 
summarizes his idea of the Divine Grace.136 The meaning of memu-
shakai nafsän was clear to the translator who interpreted it, though 
briefly, yet correctly; and it is clear to those familiar with the theories 
of the Philosophers on psychology. But since the Professor found it 
"difficul t to explain", in spite of the translation and the notes which 
he chose to ignore, it becomes necessary for me to explain it here. 
To do that we have to look once again at the text: Dan lagi pula kata-
nya bahwa minta tulung kepada Allah itu memushakai nafsän jua, kerana'abd 
itu senantiasa dalam limpah tulung jua. Minta tulung kepada Allah refers to 
prayer (salat). Salat conveys the basic meaning of inclination in general, 
and bending towards, and its relational meaning is prayer or worship 
as a special ceremony which includes standing (al-qiyäm), and bending 
the body from an upright position (al-ruku) Anà prostration (al-sujüd), and 
supplication (al-du'a), and glorification (al-tasbih). In regard to Allah, 
the 'inclination' and 'bending towards' is mercy (al-rahmah). In regard 
to angels and human beings and the jinn it is what has been explained 
above. In regard to birds and reptiles and insects it is glorification.137 

The relationship and attitudes of a creature as slave ('abd, Malay 
hamba) to Allah his Lord, Who formed him and therefore owns him, 
is 'ibädät; and salat is a specific ceremony of'ibädät. The du'ä' of suppli-
cation, or earnest asking for aid, for succour (minta tulung kepada 
Allah), also means salat, or rather salât means du'ä' since it includes it, 

134- Al-Attas, p. 85, note 263 ; 103, notes 297 and 298. 
135- Loc. cit. 
136. Ibid., p. 103, note 297. 
137- Ibn al-A'râbï in the Lisän al-Arab, 14:465, col. 2. 
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and the whole is being named for the part here by metonymy.138 

Kerana 'abd itu senantiasa dalam limpah tulung jua refers to the inclination 
(salât) in regard to God, which is His Mercy (limpah tulung: rahmah) 
towards the creature ('abd). The Malay word of Sanscrit derivation, 
pusaka, does mean also inheritance; but memushakai or mempusakai, in 
the context we are discussing, does not mean 'to inherit from'. The 
fundamental meaning in the concept pusaka is the notion that it is 
something precious to the inheritor because of its personal, historical or 
sentimental value. The heirloom is also a 'thing', such as a piece of 
furniture, an object, or personal property. But here in this passage 
what is being regarded as a precious object of inheritance is not a 
'thing', as it pertains to the soul (al-nafs), and therefore memushakai is 
used here in the metaphorical sense. Now in the metaphorical sense 
of the term, 'inheritance' is not meant, nor 'heirloom' ; neither is 'to 
inherit from' meant for there is really no 'thing' to inherit. In the 
metaphorical sense what is meant is the basic notion of something 
precious and priceless which is regarded as if it were an object of high 
estimation handed down for generations. To regard something as such 
is to esteem it—and so the translator rendered the words by: 'to esteem 
oneself (i.e. soul)'. The word nafsän is translated as soul and the reason 
for this wil l presently become clear. The word nafsän, construed in 
that form, is not a mistake as Voorhoeve and our critic thinks, but is 
a dual form of nafs; the letter nun suffixed to the word is not aug-
mentative, but the sign of the dual, usually with kasrah, though it may 
occur, as in one dialect, with dammah.139 According to the Arabs and 
Muslims in general every man has two souls (nafsän) : the soul of the 
intellect, or reason (nafs al-'aql), or the soul of discrimination (nafs al-
tamyiz) ; and the soul of the breath (nafs al-rüh), or the soul of life 
(nafs al-hayät). When philosophically transposed these refer to the 
rational and animal souls respectively. Some Philosophers designate 
them as the 'higher' (rational) and 'lower' (animal) souls. Some have 
held that before their connection with the bodies all souls are one 
from eternity, and that after their separation from the bodies their 
unity wil l be restored. First among them was Plato,140 whose theory 

138. Täj al-'Arüs, Cairo, 1306, x. p. 213. See also La«?, 3:885, col. 1. The first 
chapter of the Holy Qur'ân is called Sürat al-Du'ä' according to al-Baydâwî. 

139. See Lisän al-Arab, 6:235, col. 1, what al-Zajjäj said; Lane, 8:2827, c°l - 2; 
2751, col. 1. 

140. See al-Ghazzâlï's Tahäfut al-Faläsifah in Ibn Rushd's Tahäfut al-Tahäfut 
(trans. S. van den Bergh, E.J.W. Gibb Mem. Ser., vol. 19, London, 1954), 
vol. 1, p. 15. 
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of the soul is dualistic, divided into the 'higher soul' and the 'lower 
soul' as set forth in his Dialogues, particularly the Phaedo, Phaedrus, 
Timaeus, Philehus, Republic, Laws, Thaetetus, and Symposium; then, 
with varying degrees of differences, but still dualistic, the theory of 
Aristotle (De Anima) ; then those of the Stoics represented by Seneca 
(Epistles), Epictetus (Dissertation), and Marcus Aurelius (Meditations); 
the Neo-Platonists headed by Plotinus (Enneads) ; the Treatises (Rasa il) 
of the Ikhwân al-S af a (Brethren of Purity) of Basrah; al-Faräbi (Rasä-
'i7);and Ibn Sînâ (Avicenna) (Kitâh al-Shifa and Kitâb al-Najât).ul The 
division of human nature into two is generally agreed among them. 
What is relevant to the interpretation of our text is Ibn Sinä's dualism 
of soul and body, because he alone among the Muslim philosophers 
connected this theory with his theory of the two types of prayer 
(salât). In a short treatise on prayer,142 he gives a brief summary of the 
nature of man, saying that God, having first created Intelligence, the 
Active Intellect (al-aql or 'aql al-fa"äl), created from its substance the 
Intelligent being (man). He divided man's substantiality into soul and 
body, the former being subtle and the latter gross. The physical and 
animal elements constitute the gross substance. The body of man— 
which is also designated as the nafs (soul)—is formed of the animal 
soul (al-nafs al-hayawäniyyah) and the physical soul, which because of 
its links with the plants, is called, as in Aristotle's theory,143 the vege-
tative soul (al-nafs al-nabâtiyyah). Both these 'souls' live as long as the 
body lives, but at death they also perish and wil l not be raised up at 
the resurrection. The resurrection only pertains to the spiritual, subtle 
substance of man, the rational soul (al-nafs al-nätiqah). This rational 
soul, which prevails over that which is under it, comprehends its 
Creator, and of necessity from the First One comprehends itself, and 
comprehends itself to be possible in itself. The rational soul is then the 

141. Book of the Remedy and Book of the Salvation; the last mentioned being a 
resume of the former. The al-Shifâ', Tehran, 1885-87; the al-Najât, Cairo, 
1938. An English translation of Book II, chapter 6 of the al-Najât by F. 
Rahman, (Avicenna's Psychology), London, 1952. Consult also De Boer's 
The history of philosophy in Islam (trans, into English, E.R.Jones, London, 
1903), pp. 81-96, 106-218, 131-148. For all other philosophers cited above, 
see Windelband's A history of philosophy (English trans, by J.H. Tufts, New 
York, 1953), pp. 123, 154, H5. 149. iM"- . 245, 246, 685 (123); 213, 215, 
216, 230; 301-09. There are many other works of individual references to 
the psychology in the theories of the philosophers, but the above wil l 
suffice for our purpose. 

142. A.J. Arberry, Avicenna on theology, London, 1951, pp. 50-63. 
143. Windelband, op. cit., p. 154. 
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real man.144 The function of the physical soul is to eat and drink, to 
maintain the parts of the body and to cleanse it of impurities ; the 
function of the animal soul is to preserve the body; the function of 
the rational soul is to wait for the revelation of truths, to reflect upon 
the perception of subtle ideas. The function peculiar to the human 
rational soul is knowledge and perception, and through thought, rea-
son, and intellect man knows his Lord. Worship is knowledge of his 
Lord.145 If the faculties (sing, al-quwwah) of the animal and physical 
souls prevail over him, man wil l forget his heavenly and angelic na-
ture and wil l incline more and more towards his bestial nature; he 
wil l sink from the higher realms into the lower depths. The faculties 
of his animal and physical souls are inclined to be blameworthy and 
those of his rational soul are praiseworthy, so that it is man's real duty 
to divorce himself from the promptings of the blameworthy faculties. 
The body overwhelms the true substance of the soul and diverts it 
away from its proper yearning and quest for perfection. The yearning 
after perfection, which is a necessary inclination of the rational soul, 
is realized in prayer, and Ibn Sïnâ divides prayer into two kinds, each 
corresponding to the two natures (souls) of man, that is, the rational, 
and the animal plus physical. The two kinds of prayer are : the out-
ward/orm which refers to the body and which is disciplinary-physical; 
and the inward truth which refers to the soul and which is real-spirit-
ual.146 Ibn Sïnâ says, referring to which kind of prayer is incumbent 
upon whom, that the outward prayer is for those in whom the animal 
and physical elements prevail, while the inward prayer is for those in 
whom the spiritual, rational elements prevail; in other words, the 
former is for the generality of the people, while the other is for the 

144. Ibn Sïnâ, Risalah fi Ma'rifat al-Nafs al-Nâfiqah wa Ahwälihä in the Ahwâl 
al-Nafs (ed. A.F. al-Ahwani, Cairo, 1952), chapters 1, 2 and 3 and the Epi-
logue. In this treatise on psychology, Ibn Sïnâ has given proofs that the 
substantiality of the soul is distinct from that of the body (ch. 1) ; eternity 
of the soul after the decay of the body (ch. 2); grades of the soul according 
to happiness and unhappiness after the separateness of the soul (ch. 3). He 
has added an Epilogue on the three worlds of the Intellect, the Soul, and 
the Body. 

145. Ibn Sïnâ quotes here the Holy Qur'ân: Wa ma khataqtu'l-jinna wa'1-insa ilia 
li  ya'budüni (50:56). It is important to note here that 'to worship Me' 
(ya'btidüni) means, according to Ibn Sïnâ, 'to know Me'. 

146. There is a parallel between Ibn Sinä's two types of prayer here with Ploti-
nus' concept of contemplation as theoria and praxis, and the yearning of 
the spiritual, rational soul as eros or love. 
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few elect.14? He also says that there wil l be no resurrection of bodies 
in the Hereafter, but that resurrection means the union of the rational 
soul with the spiritual substances from which it originally issues forth, 
that is, with the Active Intellect (al-aql)M« What we have said so far 
is sufficient to enable us to return to the interpretation of memushakai 
nafsân. Nafsân in the Arabic language refers to the notion o£two souls: 
the one, what Ibn Sïnâ calls al-nafs al-nätiqah, the rational soul, vari-
ously called by the lexicologists nafs al-'aql and nafs al-tamyiz; and the 
other, what they call nafs al-rûh, or nafs al-hayât, which in Ibn Sinä's 
terminology is al-nafs al-hayawäniyyah and al-nafs al-nahätiyyah. These 
two names by which Ibn Sïnâ calls the animal and physical souls in 
fact refer to one soul with two different sets of functions and faculties; 
they refer to the nafs al-hayät, the 'soul of life', for both the animal 
and vegetative worlds are permeated, so to speak, with the same vital 
principle. In fact the term hayät (life) according to the Sihäh signifies 
the faculty of growth as in animal and plant; and what is termed 
hayyun according to al-Räghib signifies the same thing: possessing the 
faculty of growth as an animal and as a plant.14^ Nafsän—also generally 
referred to with the ya al-nisbi as nafsânî—iekis to the condition of 
the soul related to the body, which condition "degrades" the soul as 
such (al-nafs al-nätiqah). In his well-known al-Qasidat al-'Ayniyyah,ls0 

Ibn Sïnâ calls the body and its condition by many derogatory names, 
such as: "arid waste"; "depths"; "waymarks"; "mean mounds"; 
"necessary woe"; "degrading depth" and "tangled mesh" that im-
pedes the soul's wings to soar freely in heaven's high ranges. The 
sooner the soul is released from its "narrow cage", its "prison" (the 
body), the better. This release is prepared through contemplation or 
prayer, that is, the inward, real-spiritual prayer. To pray in the manner 
of outward, disciplinary-physical prayer is to ask for help in preserving 
and maintaining the body, and this means that to pray as such is to 
continue to degrade the soul (mempusakai kekurangan martabat diri)—this 
is at least what al-Rânïrï means to convey about the belief of the 
Philosophers in regard to the soul and prayer—to continue to seek the 
condition whereby man is in a state of nafsân (memushakai nafsân). 
Hence when al-Rânïrï says that the Philosophers believe prayer to be 

147- Al-Najât, section on the after-life (Arberry's translation, ibid.), pp. 64-76. 
See also the Ahwâl al-Nafs (ibid.), epilogue. 

148. Ibn Sïnâ, Ahwâl al-Nafs, ch. 3. 
149- Lane, 2:682, col. 1, and 681, col. 1; Lisân al-Arab, 14:212, col. 1. 
150. See, for example, A.J. Arberry, ibid., pp. 77-78. 
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mempusakai kekurangan martabat diri, he means by diri  there the true soul 
of man (al-nafs al-nätiqah), which is sometimes also referred to by 
Philosophers and Süfïs alike as the nafs al-mutma'innah, the soul at 
peace, the tranquil soul. This latter designation of the true soul des-
cribes the blissful condition of the true slave of God, the 'aba, who 
has attained to the highest spiritual grade.151 The validity of this inter-
pretation is further attested to by the fact of the occurrence of the 
term 'abd in the sentence after memushakai nafsân (rendered as hamba in 
the Tibyän); and in the next sentence where 'ibädät is referred to.152 

Mempusakai kekurangan martabat diri  means, therefore, 'to set in high esti-
mation' or 'to esteem', the degradation of the (higher) soul'—and this 
means the same thing as to esteem the (lower) soul', which is what me-
mushakai nafsân means. The words kekurangan martabat diri  (in the Tibyän) 
is not a translation of the word nafsân (in the Hujjah); it is rather a des-
cription of the meaning of, or an explanation of the connotation of the 
concept nafsân. It is this theory of the two types of prayer corresponding 
to the two aspects of human nature that Muslims generally find most 
objectionable, and particularly so the Ulamä' whom al-Rânïrï repre-
sents. Moreover, this theory, and its close connection with the concept 
of nafsân can lead to a denial of the belief in the resurrection of bodies, 
which is held by all Muslims because it is part of the foundation of faith 
in Islam; and such denial would in fact make a Muslim cease to be one. 
The denial of belief in the resurrection of bodies, then, is classified as 
one of the three major beliefs among the Philosphers which are regarded 
as coming into direct and violent opposition to Islam, and for which 
takflr against them is justified.153 

The critic says that: 'in segala ahlul-süf and segala zindïq 'segala' does 
not mean 'all', but is an indication of the plural, as in the preceding se-
gala sahabat rasulullah.154 I say: This is not true; segala there, as is the 
case generally in Malay usage, means 'all'. Segala in Malay scholastic 
writings is generally made synonymous with Arabic hull, as for example: 

151. Ibn Sïnâ says this on the authority of the Qur'ân (89:27-30) in his Ahwâl 
al-Nafs (ibid.) ch. 2. Cf. also above, note 145. 

152. See the Holy Qur'ân 89:27-30. 
153. Al-Ghazzâlï, Tahäfut al-Faläsifah (ibid.) vol. 1, p. 362. The other two being: 

i. the problem of the eternity of the world, where the Philosophers 
maintained that all the substances are eternal; 

ii . their assertion that Divine Knowledge does not encompass knowledge 
of individuals. 

154. Page 85, lines 23, 24; tr. p. 103, lines 14-17 (Drewes, p. 94, para. 2.) 
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'aql al-kulliyy—perhimpunan segala buddi,155 that is, the Universal Intellect. 
In such writings, which influenced Malay usage in subsequent writings, 
the authors have been influenced by Arabic and its usages and the world-
view presented by that language. A plural simply means more than one 
in number, or more than two if the dual is indicated. Segala does not 
convey the meaning of plural in the English sense of the term, and in 
Arabic distinctions are made between singular, dual, plural of paucity, 
plural of plural and multiple. Al-Rânïrï is saying that the Wujüdiyyah, 
generally speaking, are divided into two broad groups in the same manner 
as the Murjiah. In the case of the latter, one group is represented by the 
Companions of the Prophet and the other by the heretics. Obviously, 
by 'the Companions of the Prophet' all of them is meant, not some only, 
for then, if so, it would imply that some Companions did not believe 
that a Muslim who commits a grave sin is still a Muslim and that he 
still has faith (imän), and others among the Companions believe that such 
a one is a Muslim and has faith—and to find the Companions disagree-
ing among themselves in this important matter is absurd. In the same 
manner with respect to the Wujüdiyyah, al-Rânïrï says that the true 
Süfïs belong to those who affirm God's Unity (al-muwahhidün), whereas 
the Zindiqs belong to those who have deviated from the true belief as 
regards God's Unity (al-mulhidûn). It is ridiculous to think that not all of 
each of the two main groups are meant, for to do so would be to imply 
that some Süfïs do not belong to those who affirm God's Unity and 
some Zindiqs do not belong to those who have deviated from the true 
belief regarding God's Unity, both of which possibilities being absurd. 
So segala there means all, and to refute this simply by saying that it does 
not mean so is futile—it is like Dr. Johnson trying to refute Bishop 
Berkeley merely by saying: "I refute him thus !" at the same time stamp-
ing his foot. And the same futilit y applies to most of the critic's reformu-
lations of the student's translation as set forth in the former's article; 
they are based simply on opinion with no proof; and the opinion, as 
we have repeatedly demonstrated here, is not authoritative precisely be-
cause it shows lack of proof of knowledge and understanding of the sub-
ject at hand. Moreover, the critic is able to work out "his version" of 
the translation only because the student has done it first, so that it is 
doubtful whether the critic, without consulting the student's translation, 
is able to formulate and translate the whole text of the treatise success-
fully by himself. 

155- Cf. Hamzah's Asräu'l-'Ärifin, p. 41. 
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Quoting the passage: Maka wujüd Allah yang esa tiada ada mawjüd 
mustaqill sendirinya yang dapat dibezakan melainkan dalam kandungan sekalian 
makhlûqât jua, the critic rejects the translation: 'This Absolute Being of 
God does not exist by Itself by which it can be distinguished save in 
relation to the creatures'; suggesting instead: 'the Being of God the only 
one is not a separate self-subsisting entity but it is immanent in all 
creation'. Furthermore, quoting another passage: Bahwa sanya adalah me-
reka itu menyabitkan wujüd Allah yang Esa itu dalam wujüd segala makhlûqât, 
he says that it does not mean: 'In this way they affirm (as inseparable) 
God's Absolute Being with the being of the creatures', but that it means: 
'They establish the Being of God the only one as present in (or: 'as 
identical with') the being of creation'.156 Now in both these passages the 
critic has not given the correct reading in the text, and has confused the 
context. The full text reads: 

Kata Wujüdiyyah yang mulhid bahwa wujüd itu esa; iaitulah wujüd 
Allah. Maka wujüd Allah yang Esa itu tiada ada ia mawjüd mustaqill 
sendirinya yang dapat dibezakan melainkan dalam kandungan sekalian 
makhlûqât jua. Maka adalah makhlûqât itu wujüd Allah dan wujüd 
Allah itu wujüd makhlûqât. Maka 'alam itu Allah dan Allah itu 'alam. 
Bahwa sanya adalah mereka itu menyabitkan wujüd Allah yang Esa itu 
dalam wujüd segala makhlûqât; serta katanya tiada mawjüd hanya Allah. 

The translator correctly rendered this by: 
'According to the heretical Wujüdiyyah, being is one; and that 
is the Being of God. This Absolute Being of God does not exist 
by Itself by which it can be distinguished save in relation to the 
creatures. Hence the creatures are God's Being and the Being of 
God is the being of the creatures. The World is then God and 
God is the World. In this way they affirm (as inseparable) God's 
Absolute Being with the being of the creatures, and they say that 
nothing exists but God.' 

The first important point to note here is that there is a logical progression 
from the first premise to the conclusion, in the reported doctrine of the 
heretical Wujüdiyyah the way it is formulated. First they say that there 
is only one being, that is the Being of God and, as such, it is therefore 
Absolute. However, this Absolute Being does not exist by Itself as such 
without being related to the creatures. So the creatures are identified as 
God's Being and the World as God. The second important point to 
note is that, as al-Rânïrï himself correctly concludes, they affirm a dual-
ise. Page 85, lines 30-33; tr. p. 103, line 6 from below (Drewes, p. 94, para. 3). 
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ism of God's Being on the one hand and the being of the creatures on 
the other, while yet at the same time saying that nothing exists but God, 
so that their belief in ittihäd and hulül is also implied. This is why al-
Rânïrï connects this doctrine with their claim to having "the same being 
and substance as God" stated in the following passages in the same para-
graph (i.e. Kami dengan Allah sebangsa dan sewujud) and identified them 
with the incarnationists such as, among others, the 'Ali Ilähiyyah and the 
Christians. In the first case the doctrine of the Philosophers about the 
incorruptibility of matter and the eternity of the world is implied. In 
the second case, the doctrines of metempsychosis and incarnation are 
implied. In both these cases al-Rânïrï has found grounds to refute Ham-
zah whom he considers as representing the false or deviating Wujüdiy-
yah.157 The doctrine of immanence is of course also implied, but it is 
of secondary importance in comparison with those stated above. To say, 
therefore, with the critic, that the first passage in question means: "the 
Being of God the only one is not a separate self-subsisting entity but it 
is immanent in all creation," is not stating the problem; for die being 
'immanent in all creation' does not necessarily entail that the being that 
is immanent is not a separate self-subsisting entity; since in the case of 
the soul, it is immanent in the body, and yet it is also a separate self-
subsisting entity. Furthermore, the doctrine of the eternity of the world 
and the incorruptibility of matter is logically prior to the possibility of 
positing any pantheistic doctrine. These notions alone—which the critic 
does not seem to understand—are more than sufficient to reject his trans-
lation of the passage in question. Moreover, his so-called version of the 
translation of the passage: Maka wujüd Allah yang Esa itu tiada ada ia 
mawjüd mustaqill sendirinya yang dapat dibezakan melainkan dalam kandung-
an sekalian makhlûqât jua does not take into consideration the words yang 
dapat dibezakan. The student's translation of it: 'This Absolute Being 
of God does not exist by Itself by which it can be distinguished save in 
relation to the creatures' is the correct one. Finally, melainkan does not 
mean 'but' ; it means 'save' (in the sense of 'except') ; dalam kandungan 
here does not mean 'is immanent in' ; it means 'within the context of' 
or 'in relation to'. With reference to the second passage in question we 
have already pointed out earlier that menyabitkan with reference to God's 
Being cannot mean 'to establish', but invariably means 'to affirm',158 and 
we wil l not repeat tiffs here. To believe that the Being of God is ' pre-

!57- Cf. al-Attas, p. 18(a), (b) and (c). 
158. See above, p. 64. 
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sent in the being of creation" is not necessarily heretical, whereas here 
we are referring to heretical beliefs, so that the reference is then irrele-
vant; and to say that the heretics believe that God's Being is "identical 
with the being of creation" is equally wrong, for the text, reading: 
... menyabitkan wujüd Allah yang Esa itu dalam wujüd segala makhlûqât does 
not justify any part being translated as "identical with". Even if it be 
supposed that the text could be construed to refer to the belief that God's 
Being is identical with the being of creation, that belief is not necessarily 
tantamount to heresy, for the true Süfïs also say this.159 Thus if both the 
true and the false Wujüdiyyah say the same thing, it is then the inter-
pretation of it that differs radically; and this difference lies in the belief 
that the one negates the being of the creatures, and the other affirms it. 
Hence, as we have already pointed out above, it is the notion of dualism 
and that of ittihäd and hulül that are the important underlying meanings 
of the passage in question. The student's translation of the passage as: 
'In this way they affirm (as inseparable) God's Absolute Being with the 
being of the creatures', is correct. 

With regard to the next point mentioned by the critic,160 where he 
quotes the passage: 

Dan lagi dii'tiqâdkannya pada ma'nä kalimat lä iläha illä'1-Lähu 'tiada 
ada wujudku hanya wujüd Allah'. Maka dikehendakinya ma'nänya 
tiada ada wujudku melainkan wujüd Allah wujudku ini'. Dan lagi pula 
katanya: "Kami dengan Allah sebangsa dan sewujud." Dan lagi pula 
katanya bahwa Allah Ta'älä ketahuan dhätNya dan nyata kayßyyätNya 
dan kammiyyätNya daripada fihaq ada Ia mawjüd pada khärij pada za-
man dan makan— 

which the student translated as: 
'Furthermore they believe the formula lä iläha illä'1-Läh to mean: 
'There is no being save God's Being'. They desire its meaning to 
be: 'There is no being in me save God's Being which is my being'. 
They further say that: "We are of the same being and substance 
as God," and that God's Essence can be known, and His qualities 
and dimensions clearly visible by virtue of His external existence 
in space and time,' 

—he makes an unnecessary attempt to improve upon the translation by 
suggesting his own version thus: 

'Furthermore they hold the view that the formula Lä iläha illä'lläh 

159. AI-Attas, p. 108. 
160. Page 86, lines 207; tr. p. 104, lines 1-6 (Drewes, pp. 94, para. 4, fol., 95, 

para. 1-2). 
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means: 'I have no being save God', to which words they want to 
ascribe the following meaning: 'I have no being (of my own), but 
God's Being is my being'. They further say that we are equal to 
God and consubstantial with Him ; that God's Essence can be known 
and that His qualities and dimensions are manifest so far as He is 
a concrete entity existing in space and time'. 

The critic has also taken some space to quote unnecessarily from Johns, 
Bausani, and Nieuwenhuijze, but in spite of all that, what he has done 
is simply, in my opinion, what he has done on many other instances in 
his article which reminds me of what the Arabs would say to describe 
such attempts: 

Wa fassara'1-mä'a ba'da'l-juhdi bi'1-mä'i. 
He explained water, after much exertion, with water. 

With reference to the quotation from Ibn ' Arabï's Futühät, which next 
follows and which reads: 

Min hunä ay dan zallat aqdämu tä'ifatin 'an 
majrâ'l-tahqïqi fa qälü: mä thamma illä mä 
narä, fa ja'alü'l-'älama huwa 'Lläha wa'Lläha 
nafsa'l-'älami, wa lay sa hädhä bi mashhadin 
H kawnihi mä yatahaqqaqüna hihi tahaqquqa 
ahlihi,fa law tahaqqaqü hihi mä qälü dhälika.— 

the critic says, not entirely correctly, that the editor has left the Arabic 
text untranslated, and translated only al-Rânïrï's Malay translation of it; 
saying further that al-Rânïrï's translation is not an exact rendering of the 
original.161 However, in fact, the difference shown in al-Rânïrï's Malay 
translation of the Arabic quotation, when compared with the original, 
is very slight and does not change the meaning intended, nor the purport 
of the discussion, nor the point al-Rânïrï wishes to make, namely: that 
a certain group has slipped off the right path regarding their belief in 
the relationship between God and the World. The student-editor was 
quite aware of the fact that al-Rânïrï does not always translate every Arabic 
quotation exactly according to the original, and he took these instances 
tolerantly upon the author—as is generally die case with a Muslim study-

161. Page 86, lines 13-14; tr. p. 104, lines 11-17 (Drewes, p. 95, section 1). The 
Professor is being as usual frivolous in this case, moreover in Nicholson's 
English translations from the Persian of al-Hujwîrî's Kashf al-Mahjûb, 
occasional discrepancies between the Arabic quotations and the transla-
tions accompanying them are due to his having translated not the original 
Arabic, but the Persian paraphrase given by al-Hujwïrî. Thus, why should 
the Profsessor take the student to task for doing the same thing with 
respect to al-Rânïrï? —perhaps he should take Nicholson also to task ! 
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ing the work of another—assuming instead that the author is quoting, and 
not translating; and in quoting one does not have to translate exactly, 
but rather, what is necessary is that one conveys the exact purport— 
which al-Rânïrï has done in this case. The Professor-critic translates the 
above quotation thus: 

This is also the reason why a certain group (of Süfïs) have slipped 
off the right path and have said: "Nothing exists save that which 
we see," and so have made the world God and God the world 
itself, although this is not the aspect presented by the state of 
the latter. They do not have expert knowledge of it, for if this 
were the case they would not speak as they do. 

His translation of al-Rânïrï's Malay translation of the quotation reads: 
Because of those sayings the view of a group (of Süfïs) has 
slipped off the right path, for they say : "Nothing exists save 
that which we see." They have made the world God and God 
the world itself. This view is entirely erroneous, for it is God's 
Being to which they owe their existence, i.e. God's Being has 
called them into being. Therefore, if their knowledge were ade-
quate, they certainly would not speak as they do. 

The student's translation of the same passage reads : 

From these sayings the belief of a group has strayed from the 
path of truth for they say: "Nothing exists save that which we 
see." So they have made out the Universe to be God, and God 
the Universe itself. All such beliefs are erroneous, for the Being 
of God is that upon which (all other) beings depend for their 
existence. (That is, God's Being creates their existence). If in-
deed their gnosis were perfect they would not have said such a 
thing.162 

With regard to the critic's translation of the Malay text, which is 
based on the original translation of the student as clearly shown above, 
the rendering of i'tiqäd here by 'view' is not correct. The correct trans-
lation of it is 'belief', as rendered by the student. The group referred 
to by Ibn 'Arabï as reported by al-Rânïrï is not a group "of Süfïs". 
Al-Rânïrï says, before quoting the passage in question, that Ibn 'Arabï 
in a section of the Futûhât dealing with the beliefs of the Ahl al-
Khawäss, rejected as false the school of the heretical Wujüdiyyah. 
Moreover, al-Rânïrï is there discussing the beliefs of the heretical or 
deviating Wujüdiyyah, so that the 'group' in question does not refer 

162. Al-Attas, p. 104. 
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to the Ahl al-Khawäss proper, nor to the Sufis—the true Wujüdiyyah: 
the Muwahhidûn—but to the heretical and pseudo Wujüdiyyah. Hence 
the words: i'tiqäd sesuatu qawm are better rendered by 'the belief of a 
group', rather than by 'the view of a group (of Süfïs)'. The apparent 
difference between what Ibn 'Arabî says and al-Rânïrî's translation of 
it says is in the words: w a lay sa hädhä hi mashhadin li  kawnihi, which 
the critic has translated as: 'although this is not the aspect presented 
by the state of the latter.' Now this translation is vague and the reason 
for this is undoubtedly the fact that the critic is not sure of himself 
and he does not know what it really means. The Professor has trans-
lated mashhad as 'aspect', which is generally so applied when referring 
to the 'aspect' or 'outward appearance' of a person, not of the World,163 

which is what is demanded in the text. Furthermore the context here 
is philosophical and the term phenomenon better describes mashhad. 
Phenomenon in this sense means 'an appearance presented to an ob-
server', and hence also it is 'a spectacle'. The word mashhad here is not 
construed with the definite article, and is in the singular, so that 'the 
aspect' as a translation of it is again not quite right. The subject of 
hädhä is indeed the World, as is also the case with mashhad, so that 'wa 
laysa hädhä hi mashhadin ...' means 'and this (i.e. the visible World) 
is not a phenomenon ...'. However, the word kawnihi, which the Pro-
fessor apparently also makes out to refer to the World as its subject, 
and which he translates vaguely, as 'the state of the latter', can refer 
to God as its subject, and not the World, so that kawnihi means 'His 
Being'. In fact the passage can be interpreted in two ways such that 
either one is valid: it can be interpreted that kawnihi refers to God's 
Being, or to the coming-into-being of the World. The word kawn 
can refer to God's Being, as is apparent in the well-known Sufi ex-
pression: Käna'Llähu wa lä shay a ma'ahu—'God is and no thing is with 
Him', or Käna'Llähu wa lam yakun ma'ahu shay'an—'God is and there 
is not with Him any thing.' Also the expression al-Kawn al-Älä: 'The 
Supreme Being', refers to God. Kawn in respect of the World means 
the 'coming-into-being' of the World, for the World is not 'being' 
it is 'becoming' ; and takwin is the 'bringing-into-being', which is the 
'production' of the World by God. According to Ibn 'Arabî, the 
phenomenal World has no 'reality' of its own, it is but a dream, 
though not a sheer illusion; and it is not a sheer illusion because be-
hind the veil of phenomena there is hidden, as it were, the Absolute 

163. Lane, 4:1611, col. 3. 
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Reality. So Ibn 'Arabî says that the world of being and becoming 
(kawn) is an imagination (khayäl), but it is in truth the Reality itself.164 

In view of this the words wa lay sa hädhä hi mashhadin li  kawnihi, follow-
ing what Ibn 'Arabi states in the text, means : 'and this (i.e. the visible 
World) is not a manifestation of His Being'. I translate mashhad in 
this case as 'manifestation' because of the context in which tajalli  (God's 
Self-manifestation) is here implied, and also of shuhüd ('seeing' the 
Truth by means of the Truth)165 in the concept of mashhad. Thus, 
Ibn 'Arabi is saying, in the quoted passage above, and with reference 
to the particular line in question, that those who have made out the 
Universe to be God and God the Universe itself, denied, on account 
of what they say, that the Universe (or World) is nothing more than 
a manifestation of God's Being in the World of phenomena, for they 
are in fact saying that the Universe is God, which is false. My trans-
lation of the line in question here is borne out by al Rânîrï's inter-
pretation of it (the Malay translation) in which God's Being is asserted 
to be the hidden Creative Reality underlying the veil of phenomena 
that is the World. Now supposing the subject of that passage is the 
World, then wa laysa hädhä hi mashhadin li  kawnihi is to be translated 
as: 'and this (i.e. the visible World) is not a phenomenon (or a spec-
tacle) of its own coming-into-being (or existence)'. What Ibn 'Arabi 
is alluding to here is that since the group that has slipped off the right 
path are referring to what they "see", they are referring to the visible 
World, the phenomenon they observe, which is in fact nothing more 
than the spectacle of the World's coming-into-existence; and yet they 
do not realize this, erroneously believing instead that what they see 
is identical with, or is actually, God. I would like to comment further 
here on the concept inherent in kawnihi—which I have translated as 
'its own coming-into-existence'—according to the mystical philosophy 
of Ibn 'Arabi. The concept of Creation pertains to the Divine Activity 
in the ontological plane below the grade of the Absolute, correspon-
ing to what is called the First Determination (taayyun awwal), in which 
the Absolute with Knowledge ('Urn) necessarily manifests Knower 
('älim) and Known (ma'lüm) within Himself. In this plane God is re-
ferred to as Single (fard), since the concept 'single' implies that it con-
tains within itself the concept of 'other', and from It the World has 
come into existence. Ibn 'Arabi here refers to the Holy Qur'än (16:40) : 

164. Al-Qâshânï's Commentary of the Fusûs al-Hikam (ibid)., p. 200. 
165. Ta'rïfât, pp. 44-45; 114. 
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Innamä qawlunä li  shay in idhä aradnähu an naqüla lahu kun Ja yakünu: 
'For whenever We wil l (the existence of) something, We but say to 
it "Be !"—and it comes into existence'. What is necessarily operative 
in this Divine Act of Creation is the Essence (dhät), the Wil l (irädah) 
and the Word (qawl). Now the thing to be created refers to what is 
in the plane of the Permanent Archetypes (al-a'yän al-thäbitah). The 
state of potentiality and preparedness (pi. isti'däd) is inherent in it, and 
it necessarily contains three factors corresponding to dhät, irädah and 
qawl with respect to the Creator, and these are its 'thingness' (shay'iy-
yah) its hearing (samä') and its obeying (imtithäl) of the Creative Com-
mand. Without the Essence, Wil l and Word nothing would come 
into existence. When God utters the Word "Kunl" it is the power 
(quwwah) inherent in the thing's potentiality or preparedness that 
makes it capable of reacting to the Command, by hearing and obeying 
It, and of being actualized and qualified with existence. The coming-
into-being (takawwun) of the thing willed into existence pertains to 
the power inherent in the thing itself to come into being, otherwise 
it would not be able to do so. And this is why, according to Ibn 
Arabi, God refers to it as coming into existence (i.e. fa yakünu: and 

it comes into existence) ;166 and also why I have translated kawnihi in 
the passage in question as 'its own coming-into-existence'. The same 
World, however, cannot be experienced twice at two different mo-
ments. As the self-manifestation of the Absolute is a successive per-
petual process, the World, which is that Self-manifestation, is in a 
continuous state of annihilation and re-creation which is repeated for 
as long as God wills.167 Thus what is seen and experienced is the ever-
new creation (al-khalq al-jadid), and those who have slipped off the 
right path (the group referred to by Ibn 'Arabi in the passage in ques-
tion) do not see and experience this, erroneously believing instead that 
they see God himself. This error on their part proves that they do not 
possess perfect gnosis, otherwise they would not have said such a 
thing. So wa laysa hädhä hi mashhadin li  kawnihi means, according to 
the above interpretation: 'and this (i.e. the visible World) is not a 
spectacle of its own coming-into-existence'. The peculiar genius of 
Ibn 'Arabi makes it possible for us to interpret both possible translations 
as being valid in this case. The Professor's translation of the line in 
question is not only vague—it is erroneous; and his constant slipping 

166. Cf. al-Qâshânî, pp. 139-140. 
167. See further below, pp. 99; 104-106; 110-113. 
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off the right path of interpretation betrays his lack of expert know-
ledge of the subject, for if the case were otherwise he would not speak 
or write as he does. 

With reference to the next point in question,168 the Professor-critic 
has unfortunately clearly distorted the student's construction and origi-
nal rendering of the passage, and he has presented to the reader that 
distorted version, and has proceeded to criticize the distorted reading 
which is in reality of his own making. This shows that the critic either 
does this deliberately, or does not understand the subject discussed 
here. He says "quoting" the student: 

Al-tabi'atu l-kulliyyatu aw mä dünahä mina'l-kawäkibi wa'l- 'anä-
siri wal-mawälidi does not mean: 'Nature in its entirety—the 
universals—and what is below (the grade of) these, such as the 
stars and all the elements, the animal, vegetal and mineral king-
doms', but: 'the concept (universal) 'nature', or anything that 
comes under that head, such as the stars, the elements and the 
three kingdoms of nature'. 

But the original passage in Arabic, which the student has transliterated 
and translated, reads: 

Fa man qäla'l-'aqlu aw al-nafsu aw al-tabi' atu'l-kulliyätu aw mä 
dünahä mina'l-kawäkibi wa'l-'anäsiri wa'l-mawälidi ... 
Whosoever believes that the intellect and the soul (self) or nature 
in its entirety—the universals—and what is below (the grade of) 
these, such as the stars and all the elements, the animal, vegetal 
and mineral kingdoms ... 

Notice how the Professor, in criticising the student, has altered the 
original sentence in Arabic to make it begin with Al-tabi'atu... etc.', 
'Nature ... etc.' By making the sentence begin with Al-tabi'atu (Na-
ture), he makes dünahä refer to al-tabi'atu and, moreover, he has not 
understood the meaning of dünahä here, which docs not mean 'comes 
under that head', that is, 'comes under the head, "nature" as he says, 
but means, as the student rightly translates it: 'what is below (the grade 
of) these'; and 'these' refers to the Universals (al-kulliyät), namely: 
the Universal Intellect, the Universal Soul, Universal Nature. And 
what is below the grade of the Universals (mä dünahü) are the Stars, the 
Elements, etc. What is being referred to above in the quotation from 
al-Mahä'imi's Irä'atu'l Daqä'iq is the well-known gnostic schema: 
nous,-^psyche,-+physis,-+etc. According to the Ikhwänu'1-Safä', for 

168. Page 88, II.1-13; tr. p. 105, 11.19-26 (Drewes, p. 95, last section). 
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example, the grades in the Hierarchy of Being begins with God, the 
Creator; then the Intellect ('aql: nous); then the Soul (nafs: psyche); 
then Matter (hayülä: from Greek hyle); then Nature (tabi'ah: physis); 
then Body (jism); then the Sphere, with its seven Planets; then the 
Elements ('anäsir, also ustuqus: from Greek stoichos); and finally, the 
Beings of the World, which are the Animal, Vegetal and Mineral King-
doms.169 The above outline of the Hierarchy of Being as understood by 
the Ikhwânu'1-Safâ' follows somewhat that of Jäbir ibnHayyän, except 
that the latter, in his Kitäb al-Khamsin, mentions Nature (tabi'ah) after 
Soul (na/i)—that is, he places Nature below Soul in the Hierarchy.170 

The Universals refer only to the Universal Intellect, the Universal Soul, 
Universal Matter and Universal Nature—or Universal Nature first, 
then Universal Matter—as these are simple ; the rest of the Hierarchy 
below these are compound or composite.171 There is nothing amiss 
in the student's transliteration and translation, but the Professor has 
"corrected" al-kulliyät to read al-kulliyyat, and al-mawälid to read al-
mawälid, which readings are both contrary to the readings in the text 
of the manuscript and also to their respective meanings in the context 
of discussion. As I have pointed out briefly above, al-kulliyät, construed 
in the plural, refers to 'the Universals', and not only to Universal 
Nature; al-mawälid is the plural of al-mawlüd, and not of al-mawlid 
(i.e. al-mawälid as the Professor has read), and means 'creations'. The 
expression al-mawälid al-thaläthah refers to the Three Kingdoms in the 
last grade of the ontological hierarchy: the Animal, Vegetal, and 
Mineral. 

In the next three points in question in the same section,172 the first 
is for the critic to note that the student has in fact correctly romanized 
al-Rânîrï's Malay rendering of Arabic hi i'tibäri  mazhariyyatihä lahu 
by dengan i'tibär mazharNya.173 What I want the critic to note is that 
the suffix nya in mazharnya has been formed with capital N to signify 
reference to God. The student also knows full well, judging from his 
book on al-Rânîrï, that mazhar, when referring to God, refers to and 
is translated by him as His 'theatre of manifestation'.174 So if here it 

169. See Rasâ'il ('Arabiyyah Press, Cairo, 1928, 4V.), vol. 3, pp. 185; 203-208. 
170. See P. Kraus, Jäbir ibn Hayyân, l'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 

1942-43, 2v., vol. 2, p. 150. 
171. Cf. T.J. de Boer's The history of Philosophy in Islam, (tr. E.R. Jones, Lon-

don, 1961), pp. 90-91. 
172. Page 88, lines 1-13, tr. p. 105, lines 19-26 (Drewcs, pp. 95-96). 
173. Drewes, p. 95 (bottom)—96 (top). 
174. I.e. tempat nyata Haqq Ta'alâ (mazhar). AI-Attas, p. 83 and 100. 
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is found that the student translates hi i'tibäri  mazhariyyatihä lahu or 
dengan i'tibär mazharNya as: 'with regard to their manifestation' then 
this should be interpreted as a clear oversight on his part in the proof-
reading stage, and not as if he has translated it incorrectly, which is 
what the critic is implying. All that needs be done is to insert the 
missing words: 'being His theatres of' between the words 'their' and 
'manifestation' in order to get the correct reading: 'with regard to 
their being His theatres of manifestation'. Similarly in the passage: wa 
in känat yaduhu minjumlati mazähirihi, which the student has translated 
as : 'even though Zayd's hand is the totality of his manifestation' ; the 
missing words in this translation, which is otherwise correct, are the 
words 'part of' which should be inserted between the words 'is' and 
'the' so that the passage reads correctly: 'even though Zayd's hand is 
part of the totality of his manifestation'. But here the critic, instead 
of completing the student's translation as shown above, wants to give 
the impression that the student's translation is wrong, and gives 
his own version thus: 'much as Zayd's hand is part of his outside 
appearance'. Now it is the Professor's translation that is manifestly 
wrong. That Zayd's hand is "part of his outside appearance" is not 
meant by min jumlati mazähirihi. The words 'part of' translate min; 
and mazähirihi which is here construed in the plural, is translated by 
the Professor incorrectly, both grammatically and conceptually, as 
'his outside appearance'. The important word jumlati (totality of) is 
not translated by him. It is in fact the word jumlati that determines 
the word mazhar which follows it to be construed in the plural: 
mazähirihi, so that if mazhar is translated as 'outside appearance', then 
mazähir should be translated as 'outside appearances'. But even if min 
jumlati mazähirihi in this case should be translated as: 'part of his out-
side appearances', it is still wrong because the plural meant by jumlati 
is of the all-encompassing, totality. Now supposing the Professor, being 
now finally constrained to follow the student's construction, trans-
lates it as: 'part of the totality of his outside appearance', then it is 
grammatically correct, but conceptually wrong, because 'outside ap-
pearance' does not describe the totality of Zayd's manifestation, which 
is meant in the text. 'Outside appearance' merely describes outside 
appearance, and it does not describe or convey connotations referring 
to Zayd's speech and his writing—nor does it convey the idea of 
Zayd's breaking wind—which are all part of Zayd's manifestation; 
for what is zähir about Zayd includes actions mentioned above, which 
are not conveyed by the expression 'outside appearance', but which 
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are conveyed by the word 'manifestation'. So the correct translation 
of the passage must—unfortunately for the Professor—follow that of 
the student, which is : 'even though Zayd's hand is part of the totality 
of his manifestation'. From this it is increasingly clear that what the 
Professor has done here (and in almost all other instances in his cri-
ticisms) is aptly described by the Persian proverb: 

"He tried to pick out an eyelash but blinded his eye." 
Finally, fa qad kaf ara wa tazandaqa does not mean: 'he has fallen away 
from Islam and is an unbeliever' (according to the Professor). Kafir is 
a well-known and important Qur'ânic term meaning 'unbeliever' or 
'rejector of the Truth (of Islam)'. It is a generic term referring to non-
Muslims. To say of one who becomes a käfir that "he has fallen away 
from Islam" is to imply that one who is not originally a Muslim is not 
and cannot be a käfir, for since such a one is not a Muslim, he cannot 
therefore "fall away from Islam". The Professor's absurd interpreta-
tion of käfir hence can only be understood as subjective—in that he 
who interprets it as such is himself a non-Muslim who wishes to imply 
that he is not a käfir. But we as Muslims beg to differ, and was assert 
that the student's translation: '... then he becomes an unbeliever and 
a Zindiq, is the correct one. Moreover, zindiq is not correctly rendered 
by 'unbeliever' as the Professor has done here, and we have already 
explained this.175 

With regard to the next three observations put forward by the 
critic,176 I say, with reference to the first one, that all that is necessary 
to correct the student's reading of the lengthy Arabic quotation there 
is to correct the reading asmä'ihi to asmä'uhu; and the reading zähirun 
to zähiran—that is all. But the unreliable critic has mischievously 
quoted the whole passage, giving the reader the impression that the 
student has got it all wrong, which is false. As to the reading of the 
word ähädi there, the student is right and follows the Ms. reading 
except that due to proof-reading oversight on his part, he has not re-
inserted the long vowel signs for the alif and the hä'. On the other 
hand, it is the Professor who has got it wrong there, for while he has 
got the long vowels marked, he has altered the letter hä' (sixth letter 
of the Arabic alphabet) to hä' (twenty-sixth letter of the Arabic alpha-

175. See above pp. 44-45. 
176. Page 88, lines 14-19; tr. p. 105, lines 27-30; page 89, lines 14, 19, 29, 30; 

tr. p. 106, lines 10, 22, 23; and page 90, lines 17, 9-12 from below, tr. 
p. 107, lines 2, 3-6 (Drewes, 96-97). 
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bet).177 The word ähäd is the plural of Wahid , and originally awhäd, 
like ashhäd as plural of shähid.lls The student's translation of the 
quotation is in fact correct and there is no need for the Professor to 
suggest another one of his own. He is again merely "explaining water, 
after much exertion, with water." As regards the other quotation 
mentioned there, the Professor has altered, following that other alterer, 
Voorhoeve, the manuscript reading which is correct and which reads : 
"... wa li'l-qawli  hi wahdati'1-wujüdifi'l-kulli lä yajüzu'1-qawlu hi ilähiy-
yati kulli wähidin mina'l-ashyä'i ...' to read instead: Wa'l-qawlu hi 
wahdati' l-wujüdi fi'l-kulli lä yujawwizu'l-qawla ... etc. There is no justi-
fication for this alteration, and they have not explained why the 
passage should be altered, so that we cannot accept their mere opinion. 
The reading lä yajüzu is correctly construed, determined as such by 
the preposition li. The student, however, has correctly read and trans-
literated the text of the manuscript, and its translation is not: 'The 
statement that "Al l being is one" does not admit of the conclusion 
that every separate item of creation is God' (Drewes), but: '... because 
the (Süfï) saying: "Unity of Being in the Universe as a whole" does 
not make it permissible to posit Divinity in each and every one of the 
things (in creation)...' As regards the points mentioned by the critic,179 

they arc all of a trivial nature; I agree that da'ü should read da'aw 
and humqiyyüna should read hamqä, both in conformity with what is 
in the text. However, as regards the following point, due clarification 
has to be made on behalf of the student, for the Professor has mis-
represented him. 

He reports that the student has translated the words of the Prophet 
Däwüd: 

Subhäna man ja'ala i'tiräfa'l-'abd hi'l-'ajzi 'an shukrihi shukran 
kamä ja'ala i'tiräfahu hi'l-'ajzi 'an ma'rifatihi ma'rifatan.— 

as: 
"Glory be to Him who has made the admission of man to his 
incapacity to thank Him with adequate thankfulness, just as he 
has made his admission to know Him with perfect know-
ledge."180 

177. See Drewes, pp. 96 and 103. 
178. See Lane, 1:27, col. 1; also Lisân al-Arab, 3:70, col. 2. 
179. Page 89, I.14; tr. p. 106, 11.10 and 19; same page, II.29, 30, tr. p. 106, 

II.22, 23; page 90, I.17; tr. 107, 1.2. 
180. Page 90, lines 9-12 from below; tr. p. 107, lines 3-6 (Drewes, p. 97, top). 
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Now this is false, and the student's translation of the above passage 
actually reads: 

"Glory be to Him Who has made the admission of man to his 
incapacity to thank Him with adequate thankfulness, just as He 
has made his admission of failure to know Him with perfect 
knowledge."181 

The important words: 'of failure' after the word 'admission' in the 
second instance has been left out by the Professor, and by leaving 
them out of the translation, the impression is given that it is entirely 
wrong, and that the student has no grasp of what is being said. There 
is no doubt a slight mistake in the translation, but the Professor has 
made it out to appear big by presenting it in mutilated form. Further-
more, the mistake was not due to the student's not having a grasp of 
what is being said; rather it was due to haste and carelessness. All that 
is necessary to correct the student's carelessness here is to replace the 
word 'with', which occurs twice in the translation, with the word 'as' 
in each case, so that it reads correctly: 

"Glory be to Him Who has made the admission of man to 
Ins incapacity to thank Him as adequate thankfulness, just as He 
has made his admission of failure to know Him as perfect 
knowledge." 

But instead, the Professor finds it necessary to give his own version, 
which means the same thing. As I have said, the student surely knows 
what the passage means, as wil l be demonstrated presently, and his 
oversight is excusable; but the Professor, by misquoting him intends 
to demonstrate otherwise, for he even says, after presenting his own 
version of the correct translation of the passage: "Likewise the words 
of Abu Bakr mean: 'Glory be to Him Who has made the inability 
to know Him man's only way to attain knowledge of Him.'182 The 
passage referred to here, which follows the one quoted above, and 
which reads: 

Subhäna man lam yaj'al li  khalqihi sabilan ilä ma'rifatihi ilia hi'l-

'ajzi 'an ma'rifatihi.— 

has in fact been translated by the student as: 

"Glory be to Him Who has made naught but the only way 
for His creatures to know Him the inability to know Him."183 

181. Al-Attas, p. 107. 
182. Drewes, p. 97, top. 
183. Al-Attas, p. 107; see also p. 106. 
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Notice how the Professor has mischievously implied by his words 
beginning with: "Likewise ... etc." that the student's translation of 
Abü Bakr's word is incorrect; and how by not quoting the student's 
translation of tin's passage, and by misquoting his translation of the 
previous passage, he deliberately insinuates the reader, who has no 
means of verification at a glance whether his report is true, to believe 
in what he wishes to convey; for indeed, if he had also quoted the 
student's translation of it, then the knowledgeable reader wil l be able 
to see at once that there is actually nothing wrong with the student's 
translation. On the contrary, the student's translation reflects more 
truly the words of Abu Bakr than that of the Professor. This passage 
reveals the same concept as revealed in the one previously quoted, 
and is also construed almost identically with it, and this fact reveals 
that the student knows what the Prophet Däwüd's words mean, 
otherwise why should he translate the one (Däwüd's word) erroneously 
and the other (Abu Bakr's words) correctly when both are speaking 
about the same concept expressed in a form almost exactly alike?— 
unless it was mere oversight. 

The next point184 concerns a quotation from Shibli, regarding which 
the Professor says: 

As already observed by Voorhoeve, the Arabic quotation reads 
as follows: (A) tadri limä lam tasihh (Ms. correctly t-s-h) tawhi-
duka? ... etc. 

My comment on this is that both the Professor and Voorhoeve have 
read the Arabic in a rather textbookish manner since they apparently 
know only textbook Arabic. There is no need to insert a before tadri. 
Shibli is not speaking beginner's Arabic! The student has read the 
text: Tadri (lima) lam yasihh tawhidaka'? ... etc.1S5 The only fault here 
is that tawhidaka should have read tawhiduka, because it is the subject 
of yasihh, meaning: "Knowest thou why they striving for unity is 
invalid?" as translated by the student, conforming also with the Ma-
lay: "Tahukah engkau kerana apa (tiada) sah tawhidmuï' On the 
authority of al-Rânïrî's Malay interpretation of the Arabic, the word 
the student read as yasihh is construed as intransitive, which it is in 
that reading, and is therefore correctly read. Its original form is sahha 
(yasihhu), and its subject here is tawh id, which is masculine. In fact there 
is even no need to insert the word limä in that sentence, and Tadri 

184. Page 91, II.3-4; tt- P- 107. U.10-13 (Drewes, p. 97 section 1.) 
185. Al-Attas, p. 91. 
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lam yasihh tawhiduka? is perfectly sound. But the Professor, follow-
ing Voorhoeve, has read the word in question as tasihh saying that 
this is the reading in the Ms. The Ms., however, is not vocalized, and 
ta-säd-ha should not, and indeed grammatically cannot, read tasihh, 
as already pointed out by the student.186 Its original form would be 
asahha (yusihhu), and tusihh would be transitive and the man would 
be its subject. However, tadri lam tusihh tawhidaka or tadri lima lam 
tusihh tawhidaka does not mean: "Knowest thou why thy tawhid is not 
valid?", but: "Knowest thou why thou didst not correct (or validate) 
thy tawhid?"; the difference being that in the former tawhid is the 
subject, and in the latter the man is the subject (o£ yasihh or tusihh res-
pectively). But the Malay interpretation of the sentence calls for the 
former {yasihh) and not the latter meaning. In any case, both readings 
and meanings are acceptable, although the reading with tusihh is im-
probable, but what we want to show here is that the reading with 
tasihh is strange, and indeed wrong, and that the Professor, curiously 
enough, has not seen this, as the student has. The other points men-
tioned in this section are trivial and of no consequence. 

In the following paragraph I wish to comment on three further 
points in connection with the terms suggested by the critic namely: 
nafyul-mushtariki and lam yahqa; and the significance of the terms 
dhawq and wijdân as understood by the critic.18? Concerning the first 
point, the Professor-critic thinks that the word spelled in al-Rânîri's 
text : alif-läm-mim-sh in-ra-käf(al-mushrik), which appears after nafyu,n 8 

is corrupt and should be read with another letter, ta following shin: 
al-mushtarik. Thus the relevant passage would read: Mäfi'l-wujüdi illä 
Huwa nafyul-mushtariki 'an wujüdihi, which is translated by him as: 
'The purport of the words: "Nothing has Being but He" is to deny 
any partnership to His Being.' In my opinion it would be more ap-
propriate, and relevant to the conceptual framework of the Süfi notion 
of wujud, to translate the word wujûd which occurs twice in the 
passage as 'Existence' and not 'Being'. The words ... Ma fi'l-wujûd 
illä  Huwa should then be translated as: 'There is nothing in Existence 
except He.' This refers to the interpreted meaning of the formula La 
iläha illä'Llähu—'There is no God but Allah'—which according to the 
Muwahhid means: 'There is no real Existence to any thing but to Him 

186. Ibid., p. 9i, note 281. 
187. Page 91, line 9 from below; tr. pi. 107, line n from below; page 92, 

line 3 and line 12; tr. p. 108, line 6. (Drewes, p. 97, section 1 and 2). 
188. Hujjah, p. 18, last line. 
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alone' (Là wujûda li  shay'in haqiqatan illä lalui), which means 'There 
is nothing in Existence except He' as above stated.189 The problematic 
word which the Professor has read as mushtarik, but which the text 
shows to be mushrik, refers to what is regarded as iläh. Now mushrik 
of course refers to one who attributes to God a sharik, a 'copartner', 
but since the contexts of the passages quoted cannot really mean that 
mushrik is the reference intended; it is clear that sharik is meant, and 
this is further substantiated by al-Räniri's rendering of the problematic 
term by Malay sekutu.190 Moreover, the expressions lä iläha and lä 
sharika are analogous, and they are universally applied among Mus-
lims. The word in the text begins with a mim and reads mushrik, and 
the Professor's suggestion that it should be read mushtarik is to be 
rejected because it does not convey the same connotation as sharik. To 
read the word as sharik, however, the letter mim has to be deleted and 
the letter y a added to käf. If we accept that the problematic word really 
begins with a mim, I would prefer to read it as mushärik rather than 
mushtarik, which former word signifies the same as sharik and also 
shirk. Shirk in this sense means 'a sharer in Godhead', that is, a 'partner' 
to God.191 So to read the word in the text as mushärik the letter alif 
has to be added after the shin. In spite ofthat, however, my real pre-
ference is not to add any letter to the word at all, for as it appears in 
the Ms., the vaguely written mint should be disregarded, and the word 
is therefore shirk, and it signifies the same as mushärik and also sharik 
and is then synonymous with sekutu. Thus the passage in question 
should read: '... "Mäfi'l-wujudi illä Huwa" nafyul-shirki 'an wujüdihi', 
meaning: '... "There is nothing in Existence except He", and this is 
to negate any partner with respect to His Existence ...'; now the 
passage continues: ' . .. wa ithbätu wahdatihi f i wujüdihi bilä ghayrihi.' 
"... and to affirm His Oneness with respect to His Existence without 
attributing existence to other-than-He.' Now, the expressions nafiyy 
dan ithbät—negation and affirmation—refer to lä and illä  of the formula 
Lä iläha illä'  Llähu, so that the expressions nafyul-shirki and ithbätu l-
wahdati correspond to the same. Shirk, and not mushtarik, is the proper 
contrary of wahdah, and this further confirms my reading of what 
appears to be tnushrik, as shirk, to be the correct one. It is to be noted 
that the student's translation of the passage is nearer the truth than the 
Professor's. The negation that is meant is negation of any 'partner', 

189. Loc. cit. 
190. Ibid., p. 19. 
191. See Lane, 4: 1542, col. 3. 
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not any 'partnership', to God. Moreover the Professor's translation of 
his own reading, mushtarik, which we here reject, by 'partnership' is 
not quite correct; 'partnership' is a translation of ishtiräk, not mushtarik. 
Concerning the second point, the Professor, again following Voor-
hoeve, rejected the student's reading of lam yatabaqqa in the following 
passage quoting Junayd : "Al-muhdathu idhä qürina bi'l-qadimi lam yata-
baqqa lahu atharun." which the student translates as : "That (existence) 
which is new, when set against eternal existence, is left without a 
trace." No justification, nor any reason whatever, is given as to why 
the reading lam yatabaqqa, which follows the Ms., is rejected in favour 
of lam yabqa. There is nothing wrong with it; on the contrary, it is 
lam yabqa that is at least conceptually not appropriate in this context, 
although grammatically there is also nothing wrong with it. If both 
readings are grammatically correct, and yet one is preferred to the 
other, the reason for this must lie in the meaning more appropriate to 
the context. (Lam) yatabaqqa, construed in the fifth form of the verb 
baqiya is formed from the second form baqqä by prefixing the syllable 
ta'. The second form denotes, among other meanings, a causative and 
an intensive meaning. In the passage above we see that what is tempo-
rally produced or ever new (al-muhdath) is made to disappear without 
a trace by the Eternal (al-qadim), so that here we have the causative 
element. Its being left without a trace is emphasized by the notion of 
being 'set against' (idhä qürina) the cause of its disappearance, so that 
here we have the intensive element, giving rise to the notion of total 
annihilation. In another passage conveying an almost similar subject 
we find it said that: "Al-'aradu lä yabqä zamänayn"—"An accident 
does not endure two instants of time." With (lä) yabqä here the non-
endurance of the accident (which also refers to al-muhdath), can still be 
'measured', conceptually at least, in terms of 'two instants', a mere 
cipher compared with Eternity; the more so then, immeasurably 
more, when set against Eternity itself! The meaning conveyed by 
lam yatabaqqa is not the same as that conveyed by lam yabqa in this 
passage, and the above explanation is already sufficient for us to see 
that the student's rendering of it is more precisely to the philosophical 
point than that of the Professor. Concerning the third point, the Pro-
fessor says: "Dhawq dan wijdän do not mean 'love and insight,' but 
ecstatic experience', which is a source of knowledge beside 'aql and 
naql." I say on behalf of the student that the Professor is confused here 
and does not seem to grasp the meanings of the Süfi concepts referred 
to. He is referring to a passage in the student's translation: '... the 
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learned and the imbued with truth are in agreement in their statements 
their analogies, their love and insight; ,..'192 The Professor is un-
fortunately mistaken if he thinks—as he apparently does—that 'love 
and insight' in the above quoted passage refers to dhawq dan wijdän 
respectively in that order. It is quite obvious that in the translation 
the student has reversed the order of that phrase so that what is translated 
as 'love' refers to wijdän and 'insight' to dhawq. I say it is "obvious" 
because anyone who knows something about Süfism wil l see—nay, 
must see—that the term 'love' there is applied to wijdän, and the term 
'insight' to dhawq. To say that wijdän means 'love' and dhawq means 
'insight' does not in the least exclude other relevant terms from being 
applied to mean wijdän and dhawq; such as, for example, 'ecstasy', 
'passion', 'grief', 'feeling' to mean wajd (and wijdän); and 'immediate 
tasting', 'direct experience', 'mystical perception', 'intuitive know-
ledge' to mean dhawq. Al-Hujwir i explains that the term wajdis applied 
to mean'grief'for another "in the way of love",193 and the termwäjidün 
is applied to mean 'lovers'. And this is why 'love' is applied to mean 
wijdän. As regards dhawq, the basic meaning is 'taste' in the sense 
applicable to both pleasure and pain alike.194 The relational meaning, 
however, refers to a kind of intuitive knowledge; a "mystical percep-
tion".195 The organ of this transcendent 'vision' is the pure intellect 
which Ibn 'Arab! calls the 'aql mujarrad,196 and the spiritual degree 
corresponds to that of the Fixed Essences of Permanent Archetypes 
(al-a'yän al-thäbitah) in which the 'ärif's condition of the transcendental 
truth is called genuine dhawq. We can see here the close relationship 
between dhawq and kashf (unveiling), and indeed also between these 
and wajd. But these concepts pertaining to the spiritual degrees by no 
means refer to the same kind of spiritual knowledge; they are distinct 
degrees, and with respect to dhawq and wajd it is therefore an error 
manifest on the part of the Professor to combine the two together and 
confuse their meanings into an amalgam and translate it as: 'ecstatic 
experience'. Now the concept described by the expression "ecstatic 
experience" is merely a partial description of the experience and not 
of the ecstasy. Supposing we say "electric shock"—it is the "shock" 

192. Al-Attas, p. 108 
193. Kashf al-Mahjüb, p. 413. 
194. Ibid., p. 392. 
195. Nicholson uses this expression to translate dhawq with reference to al-

Suhrawardi in the Encyclopaedia of religion and ethics (ed. by J. Hastings, 
New York, 1955), 12, p. 21. 

196. Al-Qäshäm, pp. 235-36. 
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that we are describing as "electric", and we are not describing shock 
itself for we have qualified it as an "electric" kind of shock. And 
neither are we saying anything about electricity. But if we say "electri-
city" and "shock" then at least—even if the reality and the concept 
of electricity and of shock are not exhausted by the terms 'electricity' 
and 'shock'—we demonstrate thereby that we know and understand 
and say that electricity is one thing and shock another, and this way of 
expression is logically correct and nearer the truth. Although the stu-
dent's translation of dhawq as 'insight' and wijdän as 'love' is not in-
correct, there is no objection whatever to the use of other terms 
mentioned to replace them respectively. Be that as it may, however, 
in reality each one of the terms that we may use in this case wil l be 
found wanting, for it cannot exhaust itself into the meaning which 
pertains to no less than the very essence of love and insight. Al-A'râbï, 
who has written a book on wajd (Kitäb al-Wajd) says that wajd is the 
first of the spiritual degrees of the Elect and that it is inheritance of 
the assurance of the thing desired; and that for him who has dhawq 
of it, there reigns in his heart certainty absolute. The Elect comes to 
the degree of wajd by means of pure devotion to God and intimate 
converse with Him until He addresses the heart of him who is so 
engrossed to the exclusion of all else, so that it then 'sees' from what 
it was freed and there occurs wajd for it has 'found' what was lost. 
This finding is called wujüd. When he 'awakes' from the vision, he 
loses what he has found, but his knowledge remains with him. The 
essence of wajd and the very nature of dhawq cannot really be des-
cribed: it is certainty and faith and truth; it is love and longing and 
proximity and more. The dhawq of its flavour and experience are only 
known by dhawq.191 Dhaivq comes before wajd, and in view of this my 
only comment on the student's rendering of dhawq dan wijdän pertains 
not to the translation, which is correct, but to the sequence, in that 
'insight' should come before 'love'. As to the Professor's rendering of 
dhawq and wijdän as 'ecstatic experience', it does not refer to either or 
both of them; it is confused and belongs to him alone and not to the 
Sufis, and it betrays a tendency to over-simplify what is not fully 
grasped in a tampering, falsifying kind of way so that it deserves only 
rejection. 

197. See further the Kitäb al-Luma' of al-Sarrâj (the Arabic text, ed. by R.A. 
Nicholson, E.J.W. Gibb Memorial vol. 22, London, 1963), pp. 3°°-°3-
Margaret Smith has also given extracts from the Kitäb al-Wajd in her 
Readings from the mystics of Islam, London, 1950, pp. 20-22. 
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In the next point,198 with reference to the Arabic quotation from 
Ibn 'Atä'i'Lläh al-Iskandari : 

Mä siwä'Llähi Ta'älä 'indaAhli'l-Tawhidi w a'l-Ma'rifati lä yüsafu 
bi wujüdin wa läfaqdin idh lä wujüda ma'ahu li  qhayrihi li  thubüti 
ahadiyyatihi; wa lä faqda li  ghayrihi li  annahu lä yufqadu illä mä 
wujida.— 

the Professor says that this means: 
According to the Sflfis neither wujüd nor faqd can be attributed 
to any thing other than God, as beside Him nothing has wujüd 
on account of His uniqueness, while faqd cannot be attributed 
to it because (properly speaking) faqd (means 'the not being pre-
sent,' 'absence', so that it) can only be said of something that 
exists. 

There is a considerable amount of serious confusion in the Professor's 
understanding of the above passage as reflected in his translation of it. 
Before pointing this out, however, I would like to make some com-
ments on the Professor's explanation of the term faqd which follows 
his translation. The correct reading of the Arabic quotation from the 
Kitäb al-Luma' of al-Sarräj is:199 

Wa'l-mawjüdu wa'l-mafqüdu ismäni mutadäddäni. Fa'l-mawjüdu 
mä kharaja 'an hayizi'l-'adami ilä hayyizi'l-wujüdi; wa'l-mafqüdu 
mä kharaja min hayyizi'l-wujüdi ilä hayyizi'l-adami. Qäla Dhü'l-
Nün, rahimahu Llähu: "Lä tahzan 'alä mafqüdin wa yakünu dhikran 
li  'abdin mawjüdin." Wa'l-ma'dümu alladhi lä yüjadu wa lä yumkinu 
wujüduhu; f a idhä 'adimta shay'an wa yumkinu wujüduhu f a dhäka 
mafqüdun wa laysa bi ma'dümin.— 

and I would prefer to translate it literally thus: 

The 'existent' (al-mawjüd) and the 'lost-to-existence' (al-maf-
qüd) are two terms signifying opposites. The 'existent' is that 
which has issued forth from the domain of 'non-existence' (al-
'adam) to the domain of 'existence' (al-wujüd) ; whereas the 'lost-
to-existence' is that which has departed from the domain of 
'existence' to the domain of'non-existence'. Dhü'1-Nün—God's 
mercy be upon him!—said: "Grieve not for the 'lost-to-exis-
tence', for it then becomes recollection (of 'existence') to a yet 
existing slave." The 'non-existent' (al-ma'düm) is that which 'is 
not', and which 'its being found' is not possible; but if one 

198. Page 92, lines 20-30; tr. p. io8, lines 10-15 (Drewes, p. 97, last reference). 
199. P. 339. 
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'finds not' a thing while yet 'its being found' is possible, then 
that thing is called the 'lost-to-existence', and it is not called the 
'non-existent'. 

Now it is true that al-faqd signifies, according to al-Baydâwï, 'the 
thing's being absent from the range of perception by sense so that 
its place is not known.' Al-Baydâwï, as Lane has pointed out, is 
here referring to the passage in the Holy Qur'än: Qälü wa aqbalü 
'alayhim mä dhä tafqidüna (12:71), i.e.: 'They said, turning towards 
them: "What is it that ye miss?" What is being missed here is 'the 
great beaker of the king' (suwä'a'1-maliki) which the Prophet Yusuf 
has concealed in his brother's (Benjamin's) saddlebag (12.71). Because 
the drinking cup is concealed in the saddle-bag they (the Egyptians) 
miss (nafqidu) it—i.e. they do not see it anywhere and they do not know 
its hiding place. In this case 'absent from the range of perception by 
sense' means 'lost to sight'. But it also means, however, that the beaker 
is not lost to their memory—it still exists in the memory of the Egyptians, 
for otherwise they would not have been able to miss it. Dhü'1-Nün's 
saying quoted above, can be interpreted "mystically" in the same way. 
When referring to the individual self in the stage of spiritual experience 
which follows wajd, the word wujüd does not mean 'existence'. In 
wajd the spiritual state is the stage of fanä' or 'self-extinction', in which 
the wäjid loses individual consciousness of the self. Following this 
state, he gains 'subsistence' (baqä') in the Absolute, and he then 'finds' 
(wajada) God.200 In this explanation faqada may be the opposite of 
wajada, and fäqid the opposite oîwâjlâ, And faqd that of wajd. What 
I wish to convey here is that faqd, in spite of what the Professor says,201 

is not used by the Sufis as a synonym of fanä'. Lane says that nafäd is 
synonymous with fanä', and there are other terms that are synonymous 
with the verbfaniya such as dhahaba and inqata'a.202 No doubt Nichol-
son says that faqd, with reference to the Arabic text of the Luma' 
(p. 388) refers to fanä',203 but this does necessarily mean that faqd is a 
synonym of fana '. I would say that faqd is a description of the initial 
stage of fanä', just as other words arc also being used in that text to 
describe the stages of fanä'.204 Faqd docs not belong to what the Pro-

200. See Professor 'Affifï' s critical edition and commentary of the Fusüs al-
Hikam, Cairo, 1946, p. 310. 

201. Drewes, p. 98. 
202. Lane, 6:2451, col. 2; 8:2822, col. 1. 
203. Kashf al-Mahjilb, p. 146. 
204. Ibid., p. 388. 
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fessor calls "Süfï terminology", in the sense that it is not a technical 
term of the Süfis, whereas fanä' is, so that the Sufis would not apply 
faqd where fana is meant—except as a partial description of it. Now 
to return to the Professor's translation of the passage quoted from Ibn 
'Atä'i'Lläh, he says that the Sufis hold that "neither wujüd nor faqd 
can be attributed to any thing other than God ..." "Any thing other 
than God" means 'any thing but God' or 'any tiling except God'; and 
it therefore means that the Sufis, according to the Professor, are saying 
that neither wujüd nor faqd can be attributed to any thing but to God. 
But this is manifestly absurd, for faqd cannot be attributed to God. 
God is not subject to faqd. Moreover "anything other than God" also 
implies that God is a 'thing'. Mä siwä'Lläh does not mean "any thing 
other than God"; it means 'that which is other than God', and in this 
translation it can refer only to that which is other-than-God, and never 
to God. The same objection can be made against the Professor's con-
cluding statement that "what Ibn 'Ata'Allah [fie]  means to say is that 
the Sufis object to the use of the equivocal word faqd to indicate the 
nature of things other than God."205 Indeed, it is now the Professor 
who has made use of equivocal expressions to indicate the nature of 
mä siwä'Lläh ! The correct translation ofthat passage is, in my opinion, 
as follows: 

According to the People of Unity and Gnosis neither 'existence' 
nor 'loss of existence' may be predicated to that which is other 
than God Most Exalted, for that which is other than God cannot 
exist with God because God is Unique; nor may 'loss of exis-
tence' be predicated to that which is other than God because 
only that which has existed is capable of qualification by loss of 
existence. 

Illä  mä wujida at the end of the passage means: 'only that which has 
existed', and not: 'only ... something that exists'. This is a crucial 
difference in interpretation of the text. From what we have already 
said regarding the relevant passage in al-Sarräj's Kitäb al-Luma', al-
mafqüd means the 'lost-to-existence', and it is something that has de-
parted from the domain of 'existence' to that of 'non-existence'. Faqd 
is defined as loss of existence, not as existence that is lost—it is the loss 
that is the dominant connotation in faqd, not the existence. So it is in-
correct to say that "faqd can only be said of something that exists'— 
and it is truly correct to say that faqd can be said only of "that which 

205. Drewes, p. 98. 
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has existed". It is important to remember that in the passage in ques-
tion, what is discussed and referred to is neither the individual self nor 
the spiritual condition of the mystic, but the ontological state of things 
as a whole; so that a "mystical" interpretation of faqd cannot be 
applied indiscriminately. This is substantiated by the context where 
even a few lines further below the passage reference is made to the 
Universe or World. As regards what the Professor considers to be al-
Rânïrï's Malay translation of faqd as 'adam mutlaq, which he says is 
erroneous,206 I say that al-Rânïrï is not translating faqd as 'adam mut-
laq, but interpreting its desired meaning in the context ofthat passage. 
Now since that which is other than God is neither in the state of 
wujüd nor offaqd, this means that it is also not in the state of maujud, 
nor of mafqûd, nor of 'adam, nor of ma'düm. To say—as the logical 
conclusion to the statement demands with regard to wujüd and faqd 
in the text—that the World or Universe is Pure Not-Being or Abso-
lute Not-Being ('adam mutlaq) is equally erroneous, as the World, 
somehow does "exist". I wil l explain what is meant by "exist" here 
presently. Hence, in order not to allow the admission of the apparently 
logical conclusion to the denial of "existence" and "loss-of-existencc" 
to the World, in that it is therefore pure or absolute not-being, it is 
necessary for al-Rânïrï to say that neither existence (or being) nor 
absolute non-existence (or absolute non-being) can be predicated to the 
World together with all its parts (i.e. the mä siwä'Lläh). If the World is 
neither existence (being) nor pure non-existence (pure non-being), what 
is it then? "The World together with all its parts is nothing but a series of 
accidents, and that of which they are accidents is God." "The World, 
verily, is nothing but His Self-manifestation."207 If we say that the 
World "exists" we mean only in so far that it is "coming-into-being" 
between two units of time—and even then it is subject to anihilation. As 
accidents the World together with all its parts is in a constant state of 
annihilation (q.v. al-'aradu lä yabqä zamänayn),208 and others like them 
are constantly being created to replace them. At every "fraction of an 
instant", as it were, the World together with all its parts is coming-into-
being, and without achieving being it is annihilated and another similar 
to it takes its place and suffers extinction in the same way and so on for 
as long as God wills. So the World as such cannot be described as 
being or existing; and it cannot be described as having 'lost' its being 

206. Ibid., p. 99. 
207. See below, pp. 103-106. 
208. Ibid., p. 104. This is obviously based on The Holy Qur'än (28:88; 55:26). 
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or existence for it never in fact comes into 'being' to the extent that its 
annihilation can be described as a 'loss'. In spite of that, however, the 
Wor ld as such is not a mere illusion—it has metaphysical and ontolo-
gical value. Therefore, it must not be imagined that the Wor ld is pure 
not-being or pure non-existence or pure nothingness. And this is what 
is precisely meant by al-Rânïrï when he says—concluding his interpre-
tation of the quotation from Ibn ' Atä'i 'Lläh—... dari kerana bahwa sanya 
tiada jua dijadikan Haqq Ta'älä akan sesuatu shay' melainkan barang yang 
dijadikanNya: ... 'by virtue of the fact that God does not create a thing 
except that which He has caused to be created'.209 There is therefore 
no question of "mistranslation" and "modification", nor of "swerv-
ing" from the original as the Professor would have us believe. Nor is 
it true to say that the student has "substituted" 'absolute being' for 
'absolute non-being'. The student knows that 'adam mahd or 'adam 
mutlaq means 'pure not-being' or 'absolute non-being', and this is 
apparent from the book.210 It is very clear that in that passage the 
occurrence of the word 'absolute being' instead of'absolute non-being' 
is due to mere oversight which can be set right by a proofreader, not 
to deliberate substitution; and there is then also no swerving, except for 
h im who wants to insinuate such an interpretation. In fact, however 
it is the Professor who has swerved still further away from the right 
interpretation as outlined above, and he has—ras demonstrated through-
out this answer to his criticism—revealed himself to be habitually 
prone to swerving from the right interpretation. 

The next point in question211 again demonstrates the Professor's 
habitual blunders. He says in connection with a quotation from Ibn 
'Arabï's Fusils al-Hikam that Voorhoevc's reading of the passage is 
correct, and that it reads: 

Wa'1-wujüdu'l-haqqu innamä huwa'Uähu' 1-Haqqu, khässatan min 
haythu dhätuhu 'aynuhn; i.e., 'the only real Being is the true 
God, in particular since He and His Essence are identical'. 

209. This is the student's translation (al-Attas, p. 108) and it gives the correct 
meaning. The Professor's translation: '... because the Supreme Reality 
calls into being at His own discretion.' (Drewes, p. 99) is incorrect. 

210. Cf. al-Attas, pp. 31, 32, 34, 100. 
211. Page 93, lines i8, 19; tr. p. 108, line 4 from below (Drewes, p. 99, second 

section from last) Preceding this point, several other points are made by 
the Professor (pages 93 and 94; tr. pp. 108 and 109 (Drewes, pp. 99-100)), 
but they are trivial and of no value to the interpretation of the subject dis-
cussed in the text, so that we will not allow ourselves to be deterred by 
them. The point raised at present refers to: page 94, note*; tr. p. 109, 
notef (Drewes, p. 100). 
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Accordingly the Malay version runs as follows : Yang wujud itu 
iaitii  Haqq ta'älä; hanya sanya Ialah Allah sebenarnya, lagi ter-
tentu ia daripada fihaq dhâtnya itulah wujudnya; that is to say: 
'The (real) Being is the Supreme Reality; He only is truly God, 
and particularly so since His Essence is His Being'. 

I say: All this is purely guesswork! The student is quite aware of 
the fact that al-Rânïrî's quotation of the passage is not entirely correct. 
The student has also taken the trouble to consult the Fusüs and to 
trace the particular passage quoted. He avails himself of Professor 
'Affïfï' s critical edition and commentary of the Fusils (Cairo, 1946, 
2v. in 1), and found the passage in question in page 104 in the chapter 
called after the Prophet Yüsuf. All this the student has indicated in 
his footnote 321 on page 108. But the Professor has entirely ignored 
this and has not even bothered to check the references, preferring 
instead to repeat in assent Voorhoeve's guess. It is astonishing how 
imprudently bold the Professor can get it refusing to accept the 
authentic testimony of the text of the original, preferring instead a 
hazardous guess of his own! This proves yet again that he is not 
competent to correct the student, for he is himself in error; the stu-
dent at least knows the correct reading after consulting the original 
and this fact is proven by his footnote. The student's fault is that he 
has not reproduced Ibn 'Arabi's original passage in his footnote, but 
this is excusable since the references arc given. There can be no excuse 
for the Professor, for if he had acknowledged the student's reference 
instead of arrogantly ignoring it, he would have known that Voor-
hoeve's reading is incorrect.Now the Professor's translation of the 
Arabic and Malay in al-Ranïrï's text, and his reformulation of the 
Malay paraphrase of Ibn 'Arabi's words are all based on the student's 
translation and formulation. If the Professor thinks that the student's 
translation and formulation of this particular part of the text is not 
precisely correct, then I say now that the Professor's own 'correction' 
is far from being correct—and this is what I mean when I say that 
the Professor is not competent to correct the student. Indeed, the stu-
dent's translation and formulation of the quotation and the Malay 
paraphrase is not as far from the truth as the Professor's 'correction', 
whose translation of both the Arabic and the Malay is logically and 
philosophically erroneous. Following al-Räniri's quotation of Ibn 
'Arabi, the passage: wa'1-wujûdul-haqqu innamä huwa'Llâlui1-Haqqu ... 
does not mean: 'the only real Being is the true God'. The student has 
translated this as: 'And the true Being belongs only to God the Real 
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...', and this means the same thing as saying that 'the true Existence 
is in reality God', since God is the Only Real Being. The expression 
'true God' is logically erroneous in this context: Ibn 'Arabi is not dis-
cussing 'false gods', but rather, he is discussing the nature of the World 
as 'Dream', and elucidating the distinction between 'Dream' and 
'Reality'. The rest of the Professor's translation confuses not only the 
logical, but also the ontological sense of what is being conveyed by 
Ibn 'Arabi. Similarly, in al-Räniri's Malay paraphrase of the quoted 
passage: 'Yang wujud itu iaitu Haqq Ta'älä; hanya sanya Ialah Allah se-
benarnya, lagi tertentu Ia daripada fihaq dhätnya itulah wujudnya (sic)', 
does not mean: 'The (real) Being is the Supreme Reality; He only is 
truly God, and particularly so since His Essence is His Being'. Neither 
al-Rânîrï nor Ibn 'Arabi is discussing whether God is 'truly God', and 
they are certainly not saying that God is truly God because His Essence 
is His Being. Surely God is truly God only because He is God ! The 
words '... Ialah Allah sebenarnya ...' do not mean: 'He only is truly 
God', but 'It (i.e. Real or True Existence or Being) is in reality God 
(or Allah)'. The words Ialah and la there, like the word huwa in the 
Arabic quotation refer back to wujüdu'1-haqqu, not to Allah. The Pro-
fessor's translation of both the Arabic and the Malay reflects his lack 
of comprehension of what is being said, and as such he ought to realize 
that he has no right to 'correct' the student, whose translation reflects 
some appreciable degree of understanding of the subject of discourse; 
and even if the translation is not as precise as it should be, and can be 
improved as desired, this is only because he is translating al-Rânïrï, 
and al-Rânïrï, as already pointed out by the student, has misquoted 
the passage and paraphrased it in such a way as to render its full mean-
ing almost unintelligible. There is no point in discussing further what 
is quoted in al-Rânïrï's text and his Malay 'version' of it when we 
can refer to the original passage; and I am only saying what I have 
said here to expose the Professor's non-comprehension of the subject 
and his pitiful attempts at assuming a preposterously 'superior' attitude 
which only makes him appear the more ridiculous. The passage in 
question, which I wil l quote in its intelligible context, actually reads: 

Fä'1-wujüdu kulluhu khayalan fi khayälin, wa'l-unijûdu''l-haqqu 
innamä huwa'Llähu khässtan min haythu dhätuhu wa 'aynuhu, tä 
min haythu asmä'uhu, li  anna asmä'ahu lahä madhlläni: ... i.e.: 

Thus the existence of the World in its entirety is imagination 
within Imagination, and the true Existence is in reality only 
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God in particular considered as His Essence and His Very Being, 
not as His Names, by virtue of the fact that His Names each 
have two designations: ... 

What Ibn 'Arabi is saying here is that real and true existence is only 
God, the Unique and Absolute, insofar as such existence is predicated 
only to God Himself, that is, as Unique Essence and Very Being, and 
not to His Names because His Names convey two designations which 
cannot apply to real Existence. The 'two designations' meant here is 
that (i) while each Name designates and points to God in His Absolute-
ness, (ii) each Name also designates itself and points to a meaning of 
its own not shared by any other Name. In the first designation all the 
Divine Names are intrinsically identical since they designate and point 
to God the Absolute; in the second designation each Divine Name is 
'independent' of others in that it attaches its own meaning to itself, 
and even though it is a Divine Name and God is Named by the par-
ticular property inherent in its meaning, God as Named according to 
this second designation is 'God in the imagination' (al-Haqq al-Muta-
khayyal). It is the sum of the whole of this designation of the Divine 
Names that is actualized externally as the World, and hence this as-
pect of the Names is still of the nature of imagination (khayal). So the 
Names as such cannot be predicated to real Existence, which is not 
of the nature of imagination. Neither can the first designation of the 
Names be predicated to real Existence since, by virtue of the fact that, 
as such, the Names are identical in meaning and point to God alone, 
the real reference is God Himself in His Absoluteness. Thus real Exis-
tence can only be predicated to God in His Essential Absolute Being 
(Fusüs, pp. 104-105). What is called tajalli, or Divine self-manifesta-
tion pertains to the operation of the Divine Names, and is connected 
conceptually with what I have briefly sketched above in elucidation 
of the passage quoted. For this reason also al-Rânïrï quoted next 
another passage from the Fusüs (p. 81): '... wa anna'l-älama laysa ilia 
tajalliyahu ...'—'and that the World is nothing but His Self-mani-
festation'. With reference to Ibn 'Arabi's interpretation of the nature 
of the World as "imagination within Imagination" in the passage just 
quoted though not stated in full by al-Rânirï as shown above, he 
alludes to this in the passage quoted after the last one, also from the 
Fusüs (p. 103); '... fa'1-älamu mutawahhamun mä lahu wujüdun haqiqiy-
ym . . . '_ ' that the World is only what is imagined, it has no real 
existence', and this is the meaning of 'imagination' (khayâl). 
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In the next point in question, with reference to the student's trans-
lation of a note by al-Rânïrï which reads : 

Ya'ni sebab dinamai akan 'älam itu lä shay' kerana ia tiada shay' 

haqiqï pada tiap-tiap nafsu'1-amr dirinya, tetapi adalah shay' pada 

fihaq dijadikan Allah akan dia.212 

and translated as meaning: 

The reason why this world is called not-being (or no-thing) is 
because it never becomes a real thing at each breath of its ap-
pearance, but it is a thing insofar only as God creates it.213 

the Professor says that it "does not mean" what is translated above 
because the student-editor "has misunderstood the words pada tiap-
tiap nafsu 1-amr dirinya, which mean: in each thing itself that belongs 
to it (viz. the world)." He then proposes that the translation should be : 

The reason why the world is called 'no-thing' is that intrinsically 
none of its separate items is a real thing ; it is 'something' only 
because God has created it.214 

I say: It is the Professor who has misunderstood the student's trans-
lation, precisely because he has not understood what is being dis-
cussed and said in the text. His translation is to be rejected because 
the note does not mean what he says it means. In the first instance, 
the note refers to the Wor ld ('älam), meaning the nature of the Wor ld; 
and by the 'Wor ld' is meant its totality, meaning 'together with all its 
parts'—bijami'i ajzahi: dengan segala suku-sukunya.215 N ow the Wor ld 
as it appears to us reveals itself as if it were a concrete and permanent 
existence, whereas in actuality it is in its totality constantly subject 
to annihilation and rehabilitation in rcpitition in an infinite series, so 
that its "existence" is momentary, for it does not subsist even between 
" tw o units of t ime" as we have already explained.216 In pada tiap-tiap 
nafsu'l-amr dirinya, the words tiap-tiap and dirinya refer to each and 
every one of the continuously repeated instances of atomic time during 
which the World itself is being annihilated and rehabilitated, is being 
made to appear and disappear in a continuous series for as long as God 
wills . Tiap-tiap and dirinya does not refer to what the Professor calls, 
in a rather plebeian and improbable form of expression, "it s separate 
i tems"; the Wor ld is not a real thing not because each of its "separate 

212. Al-Attas, p. 94, note*. 
213. Ibid., p. 109, notef. 
214. Drewes, p. 100. 
215. Al-Attas, pp. 93, 109. 
216. Cf. above, pp. 83 ; 93 ; 99-100. 
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items" is not a real thing, but because the World itself as a totality is 
annihilated at each instance of its actuality, since as external phenomena 
it is nothing but a continuous series of accidents. As to the term 
nafsu'l-amr, the Professor has given its meaning as 'thing itself' or 
'intrinsically'; and in fact it also means 'in reality', 'in fact', 'actually', 
and yet also 'the essence of the matter', and 'the actual fact of the 
affair'. So whether we say that the World is no-thing because it 
never becomes a real thing at each actual fact of its affair, or because it 
never becomes a real thing at each breath of its appearance, it is the 
same thing, and it refers to one and the same meaning and reality; 
for 'each actual fact' is 'each instance of coming-into-bcing', and this 
is described correctly by the student following the Sufi way of ex-
pressing it as 'each breath'; and 'of its affair' is 'of its appearance', in 
that the "affair" of the World here referred to is its "appearing as 
external existence in a successive and continuous series of instances". 
But it is obvious here that the Professor has misunderstood the stu-
dent because of the word 'breath', thinking that the student has mis-
understood the meaning of the word nafs in the expression nafsu'l-
amr in that it is the same as nafas, which means 'breath'. This is 
a presumptuous assumption on the part of the Professor, because the 
word 'breath' there is not a mistaken translation of the word nafs in 
the expression nafsu'l-amr; that is, the student is not thinking that 
nafsu'l-amr is nafasu'l-amr, for there is no such expression. Rather, 
the student uses the word 'breath' there because it is an essential me-
taphor of the Sufis, and it refers back in a relevant way to the pre-
vious note on the definition of accidents as something that does not 
endure two instants of time : 

The accidents change, come in succession and disappear. Others 
like them come and replace at each breath and instant. 

Malay: 
Ya'ni adalah 'arad itu berubah-ubah lagi berganti-ganti dan hilang. 
Maka datang yang ganti sebagaiuya pada tiap-tiap nafas dan ketika.211 

The student also pointed out218 that what is being said by al-Rânïrï in 
these notes bears an identical meaning with what Jâmï says in the 
Lawä'ih: 

...the universe, together with all its parts, is nothing but a number 
of accidents, ever-changing and being renewed at every breath, 

217. Al-Attas, p. 94; 109, note*. 
218. Ibid., note 322. 
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and linked together in a single substance, and at each instant dis-
appearing and being replaced by a similar set. In consequence 
of this rapid succession, the spectator is deceived into the belief 
that the universe is a permanent existence.219 

As to the essential metaphor 'breath', to mean the bringing into exis-
tence of the World together with all its parts, it refers to the 'breath 
of the Merciful' (al-nafas al-Rahmäniyy) ; and this Divine phenomenon 
of'breathing' (tanajfus) denotes God's uttering the Creative Command 
"Be !" (kun) to the World continuously, so that it maintains the World 
in "subsistence." Another point that reveals the Professor's confusion 
here is his translation of nafsu'l-amr as the "thing itself", by which 
"itself" refers to nafs and "thing" to amr. However, amr is not a 'thing' 
in the sense of that queer word "item" (queer here because we are 
not describing things in a retail shop !). Amr is not an 'article' in such 
wise that it can be enumerated; it is not a 'thing' in the sense of'entity', 
which is what the Professor is saying, since otherwise why would he 
relate 'thing' with 'item', or "separate items"? Amr is an 'affair', a 
'matter', a 'state' or 'condition', a 'concern', a 'business', an 'act', an 
'event' or 'happening'; and if Lane says that nafsu'l-amr means the 
'thing itself', he means by 'thing' what we have stated above as 
examples. Thus if we say: "He did a stupid thing," 'thing' refers to 
an 'act', and not to an 'entity'. Similarly, if the Süfis say that "the 
totality of existence of all things is one" (majmu wujüdäti'l-ashya i 
amrun wähidun),220 they mean by one '(thing)'—amrun wähidun—one 
'(event)'. Moreover, as we have already said, the World is not real 
not because its "separate items" are not real, for since the whole is 
greater than the sum of the parts, it does not follow that if the sum 
of the parts is not real, the whole is necessarily not real; the whole 
can possibly be real while the sum of the parts is not because the latter 
does not include and encompass the former. Thus it is possible to 
mean, in the Professor's erroneous interpretation of the text, that while 
the "separate items" are not real the World is real, and this is contra-
dictory to what the text says. So we judge the unreality of the World 
as a whole, not as a sum of its parts. 

The next point221 reveals yet again the ever-increasing momentum 
of the Professor's confusion. It concerns a term of reference to a group 

219. Ibid., p. 40. But the whole of Flash XXVI of the Lawä'ih should be con-
sulted. 

220. Ibid., see pp. 88, 105. 
221. Page 95, line 8; tr. p. no, line 12 (Drewes, p. 100, section 2). 
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of people known as the Ahlu'l-Shuhüd al-Häliyy. Al-Rânirï, quoting 
Sadru'1-Dïn al-Qonawi, says towards the concluding part of the 
Hujjah that: 

Adalah segala yang kätnil yang Ahlu'-Tamkin tiada dinafikan 'älam 
seperti yang dinafikan Ahlu'1-Shuhüd al-Häli, dan tiada diithbätkan 
mereka itu akan 'älam seperti yang diithbätkan Ahlu'l-Hijäb; serta 
diqabûlkan mereka itu akan Haqq Ta'älä dan 'älam, dan dibezakan 
mereka itu antara Haqq Ta'älä dengan 'älam.222 

The student translated this as: 
Indeed the perfect and those who have attained maturity (in 
knowledge) did not deny (the existence of) the World as it was 
denied by the Subjectivists. They neither affirmed its existence 
as it was affirmed by the People of the Veil. But they accepted 
the existence of both the World and God and they made a dis-
tinction between the two.223 

It can be seen here that the student has rendered the term of reference 
to the group known as the Ahlu'l-Shuhüd al-Häliyy by 'Subjectivists'. 
In the Arabic text al-Rânïrï has annotated the term al-shuhüd, giving 
a rather obscure note which pertains, in fact, to shathiyyät (ecstatic, 
involuntary utterances). This note begins as follows: Itu tinggal dalam-
nya: iaitulah menteri manfa'at dan shathiyyät... (the rest of the note per-
tains to shathiyyät). The student has translated this line in the note: 
'That which resides in it (?) : that is, it gives benefit (?) and shathiyyät 

'224 The Professor says: 

I take it that the purport of the gloss added to al-shuhüd al-hâlî 
is to explain the word hält. Its first line runs as follows: Itu, 
tinggal dalamnya: iaitulah menteri manfa'at dan shathiyyät; i.e., (the 
shuhüd) they find themselves in; it gives them (spiritual) benefit 
and (inspires them to) shathiyyät..." It escapes me why the editor 
has rendered ahl al-shuhüd al-hält, 'people in the state of rapturous 
vision', by 'subjectivitists'.22S 

I say : A certain elementary point must again be clarified here. The 
note is meant to refer to al-shuhüd as it appears in the text as already 
explained above, so that the critic cannot simply "take it that the 
purport of the gloss added to al-shuhüd al-häli is to explain the word 

222. Al-Attas, p. 95. 
223. Ibid., pi. no. 
224. Ibid., pp. 95, note*; no, last note*. 
225. Drewes, p. 100. 
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hält." Indeed, the Professor's own rendering of the line in question 
does not explain the word hält, but rather, curiously enough, it refers 
to the shuhüd I Even if the note were inserted after the word hält, it 
would still pertain to the shuhüd, for what is being "described" or 
"explained" or "clarified" is the shuhüd, and not what qualifies it (i.e. 
hall) just as, if we say "confused dunking", we are referring to and 
describing the thinking, not the confusion, and what should be ex-
plained is the confused kind of thinking. Before explaining further 
what is meant by Ahlu'l-Shuhüd al-Häliyy, or what marnier of people 
the appellation refers to, I wish to comment on the Professor's render-
ing of it as: "people in the state of rapturous vision". This rendering, 
the way it is formulated, means that there are people who form a 
group who are in the state of rapturous vision—and this is absurd, for 
rapturous vision docs not happen to people in groups, nor do people 
in groups—altogether and at the same time—experience rapturous 
vision in such wise that they form a group that can be called "people 
in the state of rapturous vision." We are not here speaking about a 
hippie happening in Amsterdam! So then perhaps what the Professor 
means is 'people of rapturous vision', as a rendering of Ahlu l-Shuhüd 
al-Häliyy. In everything that he says here, the Professor is all the time 
thinking that häliyy means, or at least refers to, 'mystical state' (i.e. 
of hal). Halts the technical term for a mystical 'state' (pi. ahwäl) which, 
as Lings has pointed out,226 is used in a very wide sense by the Süfïs: 
from a spiritual state of concentration to that of illumination, and 
which signifies "the partial and transitory realization of a spiritual 
degree." However, construed with the yä' al-nisbt (häliyy), it does not 
in itself signify a mystical state as such, but a state related to it. How-
ever, häliyy also means 'present' in the sense of 'now', that is, 'actual 
state' referring to a normal, conscious state, not to a mystical state, 
but to the 'present subjective state'. No doubt the word häliyy can 
refer to both the mystical and the non-mystical states. As to shuhüd 
(lit . to see with one's own eyes) it means in the mystical sense an 
'inner witnessing', an 'inner perception' and hence, in a way, a 'vision'. 
The vision pertains to a vision of Reality in actual experience, so that 
it closely resembles dhawq which we have already mentioned,227 and 
is directly connected with the mystical experience called fana , or 
annihilation of the consciousness of the pseudo ego, or relative self. 

226. M. Lings, A Moslem saint of the twentieth century, London, 1961, p. 105, 
note 1; and p. 93. 

227. See above, pp. 94-95. 
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Fana is a human experience; it pertains to both subject and object, 
psychologically and ontologically—it applies to the realms of the 
mystical as well as the metaphysical. In the subjective, psychological 
and mystical fanä', the one who experiences it undergoes two stages: 
annihilation of his own self-consciousness; and annihilation of the 
consciousness of that annihilation (fanä' al-fanä'), so that he then fully 
realizes his true Self and 'sees' or 'witnesses' Reality by it. The Reality 
that is seen or witnessed by that self is objectively, ontologically and 
metaphysically the 'unification' or 'gathering' (jam') together of the 
phenomenal World of multiplicity into the absolute Unity of the One 
Real Being. If the mystic does not transcend this stage to that of 
'survival' (baqä'), or eternally remaining in and with absolute Reality, 
then when he immediately returns from this experience to his normal 
consciousness, and although the multiplicity of the phenomenal World 
reasserts itself to his sight and experience, he wil l deny them reality 
and wil l persist in discarding them as pure illusion. He wil l be like 
the man who sees himself in the mirror; he sees himself, but does not 
see, or is not aware, of the mirror. Now in a true and real vision the 
man who looks at himself in the mirror must also be able to see and 
be aware of the reality of the mirror, in that through it alone it becomes 
possible for his image to be reflected therein. So the mystic who dis-
cards the World as pure illusion does not possess perfect vision. In 
spite of his spiritual experience of fanä', fanä' al-fanä', and jam' his 
shuhüd is impaired by his human, subjective consciousness, for he has 
not transcended this spiritual stage and has returned to the World of 
multiplicity seeing only Unity and nothing else. It is the subjective 
element in human nature that compels him to this kind of imperfect 
mystical perception. Indeed, this is the reason why al-Rânïrï, in 
that note, uses the expression perangai bashariyyah to denote them. 
The Ahlu' l-Shuhüd al-Häliyy is a term of reference to this class 
of people, as we wil l elaborate yet further. According to the Sufis, 
there are three classes of people in respect of the problem of 
Vision. A brief allusion to this is mentioned by al-Sarräj quoting 
al-Makkï, al-Wâsitï and al-Kharräz in the Lunta'.22*  A more detailed 
and succinct account, however, is given by Haydar Amulï, a noted 
14th century Persian Sufi metaphysician, in his Jätui' al-Asrär wa 

228. Op. cit., Bäb Häl al-Mushähadah, pp. 68-69; see p. 69. Mushähadah is defined 
by al-Hujwïrï as: 'spiritual vision of God in public or private without 
asking how or in what manner'. (Kashf al-Mahjüb, op. cit., pp. 329-330). 
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Manba' al-Anwär229 where he says that the first class division refers to 
the common people ('awämm) or men of reason (dhawu'l-'aql); the 
second refers to the elect (khawâss) or men of intuition (dhawul-'ayn) ; 
the third refers to the super-elect, or the elect among the elect (kha-
wâss al-khawäss) who combine within them the best of the qualities 
of the preceding classes and hence are also called men of reason and 
intuition (dhawu'l-'aql wa'l-'ayn). Briefly stated the first class are men 
who perceive only the World of multiplicity and affirm it as real, and 
do not see any other reality beyond it. In the higher stages of their 
perception, however, some of them recognize another separate reality 
beyond what they see and recognize it as God, Whom they conceive 
as the Creator of the World. They see no further connection between 
God and the World except that of Creator and Creation, and no 
other relationship between them except that of Creator and Created. 
The second class are those whom we have already described, who due 
to their imperfect vision of Reality based on their incomplete mystical 
experience, perceive only the Unity of the One Reality, denying the 
World metaphysical and ontological reality and discarding it as pure 
and absolute illusion. The third class, the super-elect, are those who, 
having experienced/«« ä' zndfanä' al-fanä' and jam', transcend that stage 
to the ultimate and highest stage of baqa. At this stage the Reality 
that is 'seen' or 'witnessed' by the mystic belonging to this class is not 
simply the unification or 'gathering' (jam) together of the pheno-
menal World of multiplicity into the Absolute Unity of the One Real 
Being, but more profoundly he 'sees' and 'witnesses' the unification 
of that unification, the 'gathering of 'gathering' (jam al-jam): the 
multiplicity gathered into Unity and the Unity separating into mul-
tiplicit y which is again gathered into a new vision of Unity. Compared 
with the Unity seen by the second class at the stage of/ana' and jam', 
the stage of baqä' and jam' al-jam' presents a new vision of Unity in 
that it reveals its inner workings, as it were, wherein the multiplicity 
is seen as the many self-determinations of the Absolute Unity itself. 
Thus Multiplicit y is seen as Unity and Unity as Multiplicity . When 
the mystic regains his consciousness and the World appears to him as 
before, he does not discard the World as illusory; he is aware and 
sees both the mirror of the Absolute and the images of phenomena 
reflected therein, and the images themselves he sees to be so many 
mirrors reflecting the Absolute; he is a man with two eyes (dhul-

229. Ed. by H. Corbin and Osman Yahya, Teheran-Paris, 1969. 
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'aynayn) who with his right eye sees Unity and with his left eye 
Multiplicity. 230 Having briefly outlined the three classes of people 
referred to by Haydar Ämuli, it now becomes clear that when Sadru'l-
Din al-Qonawi says (student's translation) : 

Indeed the perfect and those who have attained maturity (in 
knowledge) did not deny (the existence of) the World as it was 
denied by the Subjectivists. They neither affirmed its existence as 
it was affirmed by the People of the Veil. But they accepted the 
existence of both the World and God and they made a distinc-
tion between the two.— 

he is in fact referring to the same division of classes of people. The 
People of the Veil (Ahlu'1-Hijâb) are identical with the class of the 
common people ('awämm) in Haydar Ämuli's division; the Subjecti-
vists (Ahlul-Shuhüd al-Häliyy) are those who belong to the second 
class in that division; and the Perfect (kämil) and Those who have 
attained Maturity in Knowledge (Ahlul-Tamkïn) are those who be-
long to the third class. The first class of people are known as People 
of the Veil because their vision or perception is of the ordinary kind, 
and in that they are veiled by the Veil of the multiplicity of Pheno-
mena which prevents them from 'seeing' the inner aspect of Reality, 
and so they affirm the reality of phenomena and miss the Truth. 
Sometimes the term Ahlu'1-Zähir (People of Externality) is applied to 
them. As to the student's rendering 'Subjectivists' for Ahlul-Shuhûd 
al-Häliyy, which "escapes" the Professor's understanding, the reason 
for the Professor's failure to see the point is simply because he has not 
understood the basic structure of metaphysical thinking in Islam, and 
this astonishing fact again demonstrates that he should not have 
dabbled in what is not understood by him. The note to al-shuhüd 
furnished by al-Rânïrï {Itu tinggal dalamnya:), which is translated by 
the student as : 'That which resides in it' : means The Vision or Per-
ception {Itu:  That) remains {tinggal: which resides) in their subjective 
consciousness {dalamnya: in it)'; i.e. the Vision of Absolute Unity 
which they experience at the stage of 'gathering' (jam) remains with 
them when they regain self-consciousness in such wise that, although 
the World of phenomena rises again before their sight, they discard 
the World as an illusion and 'see' only the One Reality of the Unity, 
and nothing more. It is their subjective consciousness that causes this 
imperfect vision of Reality. The Ahlul-Shuhûd al-Häliyy are the 

230. Jämi' al-Asrär, op. cit., pp. 113-15; 217, 221, 591. 
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People of Subjective Vision'. The term Subjectivists' applied by the 
student to refer to this class of people is used in the sense in which 
the concept subjective is related to the ^ma'-experience and its 
epistemological significance in relation to metaphysics and ontology. 
People of this class are still 'on the way', as they have not yet attained 
the perfect state ; and although their vision of Absolute Unity gives 
them spiritual benefit as al-Ranïrï says (memeri manfaat), they are prone 
to ecstatic utterances (shathiyyät). It is worthwhile to point out here 
that in al-Rânïrï's note to the term al-shuhüd, he has inscribed the 
same annotation mark for the term shathiyyät which occurs in the 
same page. All other notes which occur concurrently in the text of 
the Hujjah are marked with different annotation signs with the excep-
tion of two notes on page 10 of the Ms. which also been given identical 
markings. These notes in fact refer to closely related concepts (i.e. 
kayfiyyah and kammiyyah). The conclusion to be derived from this is 
that the author intends to point out the close relation between the 
Ahlul-Shuhüd al-Häliyy and the concept of shathiyyät. In fact al-Sarräj 
says that shathiyyät are not, or very seldom found among those who 
have attained the perfect vision—that is, among the khawäss al-kha-
wäss or the mutamakkinün: those who are stable, steadfast, firmly es-
tablished in their knowledge of the Truth—those who, as the student 
interprets, have attained maturity in knowledge, the Ahlul-Tamkin.2il 

It is from among the Ahlul-Shuhüd al-Häliyy, whom Ibn 'Arab! and 
Haydar Ämuli call the Ahlul-Khawäss, that a group slipped off" the 
right path (zallat aadämu taijatin 'an majral-tahqiq) in erroneously 
identifying God with the World. This is due, as Ibn 'Arabi says, to 
their imperfect knowledge of the truth.232 Between the two extremes 
of metaphysical and ontological cognition as represented by the Ahlu'l-
Hijäb and the Ahlul-Shuhüd al-Häliyy, the Ahlul-Tamkïn are those 
who, in their experiences oîfana' and baqä'( jam' al-jam), have trans-
cended their own determinations and achieved a Perfect Vision of 
Reality, so that they are able to recognize and affirm the reality both 
of God and the World and make a distinction between them. By the 
term 'reality' as applied here to the World is meant insofar only as it 

231. Kitâb al-Luma', op. cit., p. 380. Al-Hujwîrï also makes this point clear (Kashf 
al-Mahjûb, pp. 119, 152, 168, 369 and 372). 

232. See above pp. 79-83. Al-Rânïrï's quotation of Ibn 'Arabï's Futühät there 
and the subsequent discussion leading up to the quotation from al-Qonawï's 
Mitfâh here is of great relevance in clarifying the basic structure oitasawwuj 
which represents the philosophical core of Islam. 
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is not an illusion, but in that it is the <fl/a//f-aspect of God. Hence Ibn 
'Arabi's statement that the World is nothing but His Self-manifesta-
tion— wa inna'1-älama laysa ilia tajalliyahu.2™ What we have already 
said is sufficient proof against the Professor's assertion, and a clear 
demonstration of his lack of familiarity with the subject, and hence 
we have decided to break off" further elaboration of the subject at this 
juncture, and conclude ourjudgement on this point infavour of the stu-
dent. 

In the next point in question the critic refers to a passage which he 
has taken out of its context and says: 

The Ms. reads: serta terlanchar lisan yang laworah tatkala mabuk-
nya. Laworah, spelled 1-alif-w-r-h, is apparently a word that has 
fallen out of use, but it is no doubt the same as Sundanese lala-
wora, which means 'heedless', 'reckless', 'frivolous'. Therefore 
the translation should be: '... in their drunkenness their heedless 
tongues run away with them.'234 

I say: The above guess, though it pretends as usual to state a fact 
based on authority, is nothing more than a mere guess, and an errone-
ous one at that, as I wil l demonstrate in what follows. In the first 
instance, there is no means of proving the conjecture to be valid, as 
it is not possible to know whether in fact laworah is a Malay word of 
Sundanese derivation that has fallen out of use. On the other hand, 
we can adduce many sound arguments which wil l demonstrate the 
improbability that such a word existed and that al-Rânirî used it here. 
First, the fact that its existence cannot be proven, and this in itself 
makes it improbable. Mere resemblance with another word is not 
valid in itself—unless it is conceptually and contextually valid, which 
here it is not, as I wil l disclose at the appropriate moment. Second, if 
the word laworah existed in the 17th century and was popular enough 
to be used in an important context which was discussed in writing til l 
at least the 19th century, and is even still discussed in the 20th century, 
it is unlikely to have fallen out of use. Third, al-Räniri in his writings 
is not prone to use words of Sundanese or Javanese origin, particularly 
where Malay words exist for him to convey the meanings intended. 
Fourth, if the word is obscure, al-Rânirî would not have used it to 
explain a concept which should be explained as lucidly as possible. In 

233. See above, p. 103; also above, pp. 81-83: wa laysa hädhä bi mashhadin li 
kawnihi. 

234. Page 95, lines 5-3 from below; tr. p. no, line 3 from below (Drewes 
p. 100, section 2). 
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the second instance, the Sundanese word lalawora describes an attitude 
in human action which arises out of stupidity; whether its cause be 
ignorance or arrogance; and it is the act and attitude of a person as a 
whole that is described as lalawora, and the word is not used as a metaphor 
with reference to the tongue (lisän). The actions of individual human or-
gans or faculties are not describable by lalawora in the manner of Sundan-
ese usage ofthat word. In the third instance, and with reference to what 
we have just said, the word lalawora here is not only linguistically and 
semantically out of context; it is out of context with the reference 
intended. The passage in question reads, in full : 

Maka yang demikian itu (häshal-Llähu) sekali-kali tiada maqsüd 
dan tiada disengaja merekaku akan perkataan shathiyyät itu. Hanya 
sanya berlaku atas lisän mereka itu dengan tiada ingat akan dirinya 
serta terlanchar lisän yang lawas2* 5 tatakah maboknya, dan yang 
mengigau tatakala tidur dan idami dengan sesuatu pekerjaan, dan yang 
ter'adat akan sesuatu perkataan seperti orang yang latah. Maka ter-
lanchar lisannya dengan tiada ikhtiyärnya.2i6 

What is said about the ecstatic utterances of the Süfis (shathiyyät) here 
is that (a), they are unintentional (tiada maqsüd dan tiada disengaja); (b) 
they occur accidentally and unconsciously vis-a-vis the person who 
utters them (terlanchar, tiada ingat akan dirinya) ; (c) they are uttered in 
the state of spiritual rapture or intoxication (tatakala maboknya) ; (d) 
the person who utters them resembles one who talks in one's sleep 
(mengigau); (e) he is also like one who is habitually hysterical with 
words (terädat, latah); and (f) they are uttered involuntarily (tiada 
ikhtiyärnya). It should be clear from these terms descriptive of the state 
of the mystic when in the midst of ejaculating ecstatic utterances that 
the reading: 'terlanchar lisan yang laworah (i.e. lalawora) tatakala mabok-
nya', as suggested by the Professor, cannot be accepted, because lala-
wora, apart from the fact that it is not applicable to lisän and that it 
describes the act and attitude of a person as a whole, describes only 
conscious, intentional, voluntary acts. Lalawora cannot be applied to 
describe one who is mengigau or latah; nor one who is tiada ingat akan 
dirinya, nor who is terlanchar lisannya dengan tiada ikhtiyärnya. Our re-
jection of this fanciful conjecture on this ground alone is unassailable. 
There is no doubt that the word spelled läm-alif-wäw-ra-ha in the 
text is corrupt, and this is because the last two letters rä' and hä' make 

235. Lawas: student's reading (al-Attas, p. 95). 
236. Loc. cit. 
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it so. The râ' and the ha in the text are written joined together which 
indicates that what appears as such could have originally been the 
letter sin. The pattern of the ra there is like a miniature thuluth ins-
cribed as murtafi' or 'rising' and 'ascending'. Its end is curved into a 
hook upwards; and what appears as a hä' marbütah continues the hook 
of the ra into a loop. What is most likely the case is that in the origi-
nal form the sin written in a hasty cursive style has been mistaken by 
the scribe for a ra and the ha joined as described above, because of 
its similar appearance. Conversely, in another instance for example, 
a zäy and a hä' have been mistaken for a sin and a nun, precisely be-
cause they are written as described above in the case of rä' and hä', 
the nun being mistakenly read because of the dot of the zäy.231 Thus 
the student has with reason and experience read the word as spelled 
läm-alif-wäw-sin: lawas. Now this is not his only valid reason, for the 
actual meaning of lawas in the context establishes its true form. Lawas 
basically means 'open', 'wide open', 'clear', 'unobstructed', 'bare', 'un-
burdened'; and relationally it also means 'reckless' and 'rash'. In its 
basic sense, referring to what is 'open' and 'wide of space', such as a 
field or a compound or court of a house, it is synonymous with another 
word: luas. The notion of being 'clear' and 'unobstructed', with refer-
ence to the open space, has to do with there being no interruption, 
hindrance, obstruction in the field of vision. In the sense in which it 
means 'unburdened', lawas is often applied to the comfortable feeling 
of being unburdened when one's full stomach is relieved of its con-
tents; so too when a heavily laden coconut tree is rendered bare of 
fruit, or when the tree is bare of fruit. In the sense of being 'wide 
open' lawas can be applied to refer to the gaping mouth or jaws, in 
which case it is also synonymous with the word lawah. The 
meaning oîlawas goes well with lanchar, a word which occurs in the text 
describing it, for lanchar refers to the smooth, slipping out, or passage, 
of a thing due to there being no obstruction or friction or hindrance 
in the passage. What is important in the concept of lawas when applied 
to certain organs of the human body—as in our context here—is the 
notion of relief and unburdening which has to do with being un-
trammelled by lack of space and by obstruction or oppression or rest-
riction. When the word lawas is applied to the tongue as in this case, 
the mouth is also referred to, since the mouth is the essential organ of 

237. See my Concluding postscript to the origin of the Malay sha'ir, Kuala Lumpur, 
1971, p. 32. 
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speech and controls articulation of words and sounds. When the 
mouth loses control over the tongue, then the tongue may utter rash 
words—and here we derive the meaning 'rash' with reference to 
lawas. The mouth that loses control over the tongue may be said to 
be gaping, so that it exercises no restrictions on what comes out of it. 
Bearing in mind all that we have briefly stated above, and taking note 
of al-Rânïrï's note238 in explanation of the term mabok (mystical 
intoxication) in which he says that it pertains to the mystic who has 
lost individual consciousness of his self and of what is other than God 
by virtue of the overpowering effect of God's Self-manifestation to 
him, we must see that terlanchar lisän yang lawas tatakala maboknya 
refers to loss of self-consciousness and of restriction on the faculty of 
speech during mystical intoxication, causing the tongue to freely un-
burden itself, giving way to expressions relieving the tremendous 
pressure experienced by the mystic who witnesses tajalli. The precise 
translation of'Hanya sanya berlaku atas lisän mereka itu dengan tiada ingat 
akan dirinya serta terlanchar lisän yang lawas tatakala maboknya ...' would 
be: 'It is only that (such ecstatic utterances) occur on their tongues 
when they are unconscious of their individual selves and freely let 
slip their unburdened (or unrestricted) tongues during the state of 
mystical intoxication ...' The student's conjecture on the correct read-
ing of the word as lawas is by far more reasonable and relevant and 
hence more acceptable than the Professor's invention of it as laworah, 
which cannot sustain rational objection such as we have stated. Upami 
kitu-mah juragan Professor anu lalawora, da-eta sesebutanana kitu geuning 
taledor sareng gagabah heunteu ngendahkeun kaelingan jalmi sejen anu 
ngartos kana panyariosan basa Sunda ! 

As regards the next point,239 it is mere mischief and frivolit y on 
the Professor's part to suggest and even falsely imply that "... they 
become extinct in themselves of all that is other than God ..." is not 
a correct translation of... fanä' (akan) dirinya dan akan segala mäsiwä'L-
läh ..." "They become extinct in themselves of all that is other than 
God" means that their individual selves are also subject to extinction 
for they are part of "what is other than God (mä siwä'Lläh)"; and 
hence there is no need to suggest that fanä' akan dirinya means "they 
pass away from self" since it is the same as saying "they become ex-
tinct in themselves." It is not for the Professor to say what "the first 

238. Al-Attas, p. 95, note $; p. i n , top note. 
239. Page 96, line 1; tr. p. i l l , lines 3, 4 (Drewes, p. ioo, last section, continued 

to p. 101). 
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obligation of the mystic" is, for throughout his article he has consis-
tently revealed a superficial, immature knowledge and understanding of 
tasaivwufas we have repeatedly demonstrated in these pages. And now 
again we encounter another instance of what we havej ust said, for he goes 
on to say that the word mathqül, which follows the quotation above, 
"is a copyist's error for mashghül, 'engrossed in'." This is because: "As 
to its form, mathqül is the past participle of the Arabic verb thaqula, 
'to be', or 'to become, heavy', but I cannot see what this could mean." 
So, as in other instances where a word is not understood by him, he 
proceeds hastily to blame the copyist and ventures a guess. The con-
text relates how the mystics get to the state of ejaculating ecstatic 
utterances (shathiyyät) : they are mathqül and drowned every instant of 
the day and night in their contemplation (mushähadah) of God, all the 
while repeating His Name. Then, when they experience fanä', and 
dhawq and enter into the state of wajd, they begin to let slip ecstatic 
utterances. When they return to consciousness of their individual selves, 
they experience separation ( farq) and seek to repeat their mystical ex-
perience.240 It is at this point that they are mathqül, that is, a 'heaviness 
(of heart) sets in upon them due to their "separation" from the Beloved 
and their "yearning" and "longing" to be "reunited". Now it is true 
that the form mathqül does not seem to be found in the works of the 
lexicologists, but we must attribute its occurrence here to al-Rânïrï's 
peculiar usage of Arabic. We cannot say definitely that it is incorrect 
usage, but can only say, in my opinion, that it conveys an identical 
meaning with thäqil, just as qäsir is identical in meaning with the past 
participle of the verb qasura, i.e.: maqsür, meaning 'restricted', 'con-
fined'.241 Now thäqil means 'heavy in sickness' or 'suffering a violent 
disease', and it also has the same signification as thaqil.242 The imagery 
of being 'drowned', conveyed by the Malay word following mathqül 
in the text, i.e. karam, fits in well with something 'heavy', so that the 
idea conveyed by the expression serta mathqül dan karam is that of the 
mystics being "hopelessly sunk in sorrow or grief" at their "sepa-
ration" from the Beloved. Hence the reason for wajd being applied 

240. See above, pp. 94-95; 108-113. 
241. Qäsir is apparently a kind of relative or possessive noun (ism mansûb, nisbah, 

ism 'alä'l-nasab), not a verbal epithet. It has the same signification as qasir. 
Maqsür{ah) applied to mean that part which is the station of the imam in a 
mosque, so called because of its being restricted or confined by a railing or 
screen, is changed from its original form which is qasirah, an active parti-
cipial noun (ismß'il). See Lane, 7:2535, col. 1; 2536, col. I. 

242. Lisän al-Arab, 11:88, col. 1. Cp. note 241 above. 
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to mean also 'grief',243 because in this sense the mystic 'loses' what he 
has 'found', and in 'losing' it he plunges into grief. This brings to our 
minds the recollection of the concept faqd which we have discussed, 
and also the purport of what Dhü'1-Nün said.244 We must see here 
that al-Rânïrï is describing the wäjidün, or rather, the mutawäjidün.245 

The meaning of mashghûl, or 'engrossed in', is completely 'out of tune' 
with the situation we are describing, and moreover, it offers an over-
simplifying, superficial and puerile kind of description, so that the 
translation suggested by the Professor, which is based, with the excep-
tion of the word mashghûl, on that of the student: 'Every instant of 
the day and night they are engrossed in their contemplation of the 
Supreme Reality' is to be rejected on that account. My translation of 
that line, as another version of the student's translation, would be: 
'... they are heavy with grief and drowned every instant of the day 
and night in their contemplation of God.' Or '... they are sunk in 
sorrow (of separation) every instant ... etc.' 

We have now come to the end of our comments on Professor 
Drewes' Observations on the Translation of the Tract, and I have decided 
to break off further comments on three remaining points,246 as they 
are too trivial to deserve attention. I wil l now comment instead on 
his Remarks pertaining to the romanization, which ends his article.247 

He says, in his opening remarks: 

Most of the following remarks are concerned with faulty trans-
literations from the Arabic and errors in Arabic quotations which 
have not been emended by the editor. Apparent printer's errors 
and the numerous minor discrepancies between the Rumi text 
and the manuscript are excluded—most of them are of slight 
importance. 

I say: The Professor is not telling the truth here! He makes no less 
than 80 listings, of which only 15 can be truly said to be concerned 

243. See above, pp. 94-95. 
244. See above, pp. 96-97. 
245. For tawäjud see the Luma', pp. 301-309; and Kashf al-Mahjüb, pp. 413-416. 
246. Page 96, lines 7-18; tr. p. no, lines 8-22 (Drewes, p. 101-102), which is 

an unnecessary repetition of the student's translation and which is, more-
over, not free from all sorts of errors; page 97, line 1; tr. p. 112, line 3 
(Drewes, p. 102), the reference to baqä' bi'1-Lläh—the student's rendering 
of it is not incorrect and there is therefore no need of "correction"; same 
page, reference to a Rüssel Jones and the word enchi — a more lapse which 
only academic parasites would take advantage of! 

247. Drewes, pp. 102-104. 
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with faulty transliterations from the Arabic. The so-called errors in 
Arabic quotations which have not been emended by the editor are 
for the most part not really errors, as we have shown in the preceding 
pages, but are in fact the Professor's own errors. As regards the 15 
words faultily transliterated from the Arabic, which are in fact of 
slight importance, they are mustahiqq (mustahaqq) (p. 80 of the roman-
ized text); thabbatahu (thabbathu) (p. 81); Mir'äti  (Mir'ätu) (p. 87); 
asmä'uhu (asmä'ihi) and zähiran (zähirun) (p. 88); la wajadtahu (la wajad-
tuhu) (p. 91); faqdin (faqada), ghayrihi (ghayruhu), and yufqadu (yafqidu) 
(p. 92) ; dhätuhu (dhätihi) and idh lä (azalan) (p. 92) ; kamalatu (kummalu) 
and mutamakkinün (mumakkanûn) (p. 95) rutbatan (ratbatan) and khiläfa 
(khilafi) (p. 96). The word sekali-kali is faultily transliterated from the 
Malay (p. 86). The rest are in fact printer's errors and minor discre-
pancies between the Rümï text and the manuscript, which ought to 
be excluded as he himself stated. Moreover, a large number of these 
has already been dealt with by him in the preceding sections in his 
Observations on the Translation of the Tract, so that here he merely 
repeats them, falsely giving the impression that the significant mistakes 
are of a great number. This proves that the Professor is attempt-
ing to deceive the reader into believing that "apparent printer's errors 
and numerous minor discrepancies between the Rumi text and the 
manuscript are excluded" since "most of them are of slight im-
portance," whereas in fact it is these errors and discrepancies that are 
listed throughout. Had we so desired, we could have likewise listed 
numerous such errors in the Professor's article itself, which is far from 
free of them, but we do not wish to waste our comments on mere 
trifles. 

Coming back to the question of "errors" in Arabic quotations 
"which have not been emended by the editor," and which their 
"amendments" by the Professor are in fact the true errors (as we have 
demonstrated throughout our comments here), I wish to exhibit yet 
another one of these typical "amendments" which has not been dealt 
with before. With reference to the passage quoted from the Fusüs of 
Ibn 'Arabï, which the student read as: Wa inna'l-'älama laysa ilia 
tajalliyahu—the Professor says that the reading tajalliyahu there is in-
correct, and should be read tajallihi.24S As usual he has not substantiated 
his opinion with any clarificatory demonstration, but only says so, as if 
his saying so is sufficiently authoritative not to need any further proof 

248. Page 93, line 25; Ms. p. 21, line 11 (Drewes, p. 103). 
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of fact and truth. I wil l demonstrate here, however, that the Professor's 
mere opinion cannot be taken as authoritative, nor as proof of the 
fact or the truth of what is asserted, for he has repeatedly revealed to 
us his lack of mastery of the subject, and indeed of the Aabic lan-
guage. The student's transliteration of the Arabic passage: wa inna'l-
'älama laysa ilia tajalliyahu which he translated as: "... And that the 
World is nothing but His manifestation," is perfectly correct. Tajalli-
yahu there is correct, and the Professor has no justification for rejecting 
and reading it as tajallihi. In fact grammatically both are correct. 
Nevertheless, in my view, the student's choice of reading (tajalliyahu) 
is preferable in this case on account of laysa ilia. The rules governing 
general usage in connection with laysa agree in such a case as the 
above that what follows ilia  there is construed in the accusative. As 
an example, the passage: 'Laysa Zaydun bi shay'in ilia shay'an lä 
yu'bä'u bihi' illustrates perfectly the point we are making. The passage 
can also be read: Inna Zaydan laysa ilia shay'an ... etc. in the same 
construction as the passage in question here. Similarly, the passage 
Wa inna'l-'älama laysa ilia tajalliyahu can be read Wa laysa'l-'alamu 
bi shay'in ilia tajalliyahu. But what is even more conclusively in favour 
of the student's reading here is the relevant rule that, in accordance 
with the dialect of al-Hijäz, "i f the thing excepted is wholly different 
in kind from the general term, the preference is given to the accusa-
tive."249 Now in the passage ... Wa inna'l-'alama laysa ilia tajalliyahu, 
the thing excepted is tajallî and the general term is al-'älam; and tajallî 
is wholly different in kind from al-'älam, whether perceived concept-
ually or ontologically, so that in fact and according to the rule stated, 
tajallî should be read in the accusative: tajalliyahu as the student has 
formed it. 

Finally, Professor Drewes, having let his "heedless tougue run away 
with him," has at last surpassed all men and jinn by correcting the Ho-
ly Qur'än itself! He says that the well-known du'ä' (3:8) which reads: 
Rabbanä lä tuzigh qulübanä ba'da idh hadaytanä ... should be corrected 
to read: Rabbanä lä tuzigh qulübanä ba'da an hadaytanä ...250 

In conclusion, I wish to say that we have dealt with every comment, 
criticism and objection against the student's edition and English trans-
lation of the Hujjatu'l-Siddïq li  daf'i'l-Zindiq of al-Rânirî made by the 

249. W. Wright, A Grammar of the Arabic Language, Cambridge, 1971, 2 vols., 
vol. 2, p. 337, A and B. 

250. Page 97, 1.9; Ms. p. 27, 1.6 (Drewes, p. 104). 
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Professor to our satisfaction. It should have been already clear that 
the student's treatment of the text is mainly philosophical, but the 
Professor has dragged philosophy down to the level of petty philo-
logy. Neither the student nor I would mind in the least fair criticism 
and correction, but no one wil l permit himself to suffer criticism and 
correction from another whose knowledge and understanding of the 
subject is less than the one criticized and corrected; whose knowledge 
and understanding of the subject is susceptible to doubt as to its true 
worth and validity. Islamic tradition does not recognize such presump-
tuous and conceited preoccupation as "reviewing", which is now 
widely practised among scholars who regard highly this legacy of the 
Western tradition in modern scholarship. A Muslim scholar, with the 
work of another before him, would either—according to Islamic 
tradition—refute it (radd), or elaborate it further in commentary 
{shark) as the occasion demands. There is no such thing as "reviewing" 
it, whether the "review" is termed as such or as any other term which 
describes it. If there are petty mistakes they turn a blind eye to them; 
if there are obscurities they explain them in commentary—they polish 
a positive work and make it shine. In this case here we find that it is 
neither a refutation nor a commentary. Both refutation and commen- i 
tary require positive knowledge and confidence; there is no question 
of doubt and wavering on important issues. But here we find neither 
refutation nor commentary; we find instead what can only be called 
meddling, bungling and fumbling ! As to errors in transliteration, we 
know that even the works of genuine orientalists are not free of such 
"imperfections", for in that sense no one is "perfect". To allow free 
rein to practise meddling and bungling and fumbling by one scholar 
on the work of another dealing with a subject not quite understood 
by the former is not only not fair; it is—to say the least—ridiculous! 
We have here set forth nothing less than a refutation of Professor 
Drewes' contentions as a whole as set forth in his article, which he says 
is thought out to "the best of my ability" as his "modest" contribution 
to the interpretation of the text (p. 85), and wish to reiterate the point 
that the meaning and interpretation of the text as reflected in the stu-
dent's translation is true and valid, contrary to what he would have us 
suspect. No doubt the translation can be further enhanced, and elab-
orated with detailed commentary such as I have partially done here— 
a project which I shall myself undertake at some later date, God will -
ing. While the Professor attempts to cast doubts on the worth of the 
student's contribution, we have, on the other hand, and with reference 
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to his Introduction, pointed out the various anomalies that beset his 
thinking and rent asunder the mask of modesty that cloaks the char-
acteristic pretensions and arrogant posture in crafty disguise. We have 
pursued every single part and section of his Observations on the Exordium, 
and have routed in general disarray the futile academic sallies which he 
has marshalled against the student. We have revealed puerile pedantries 
and have exposed dubious comprehension and counterfeit reasoning and 
scholarship such as also abound in his Observations on the Translation 
of the Tract, which we have likewise scrutinized in its every section. We 
have separated the onions from the fruit, the chaff from the grain. We 
have refuted almost every comment, criticism and objection, and have 
laid bare more telling errors and confusion in the Professor's presenta-
tions than the Professor has succeded in doing in the case of the student. 
In both his Observations, we have demonstrated the futilit y of every 
single conjecture he made and reduced them to mere absurdities. In 
his Remarks pertaining to the romanization we have exposed more decep-
tions and frivolities. A genuine scholar and orientalist, reading "Nur 
al-Din al-Râniri's Hujjat al-Siddïq li  daf' al Zindiq reexamined" cannot 
fail to sense from the contents that the writer's aim is purely to stig-
matize a positive contribution which he himself has not produced. The 
writer, not equipped with the requisite knowledge and understanding, 
and thus driven not by sincere motives, becomes incapable of sober, 
rational and fair evaluation and judgement of the work, so that he sees 
only errors—indeed, he looks for errors only and nothing else; he sees 
only thorns in the bush and no flowers, so now the entire bush has 
become all thorns ! In order to enhance his own image in the eye of 
approbation, he has taken recourse to exaggeration: while in fact pick-
ing on a student, he has made him out as Professor; while avidly 
pouncing upon trivial human errors and inevitable slips and lapses, he 
has made out as if he has discovered and unravelled some of those 
incomprehensible Indian mysteries. Indeed, he even publicizes all this 
to an audience who for the most part are uninformed and unschooled 
in Islamic scholarship, so that they are not able to assess truly the 
value of truth in what he says, thereby making it possible for him to 
avoid the scrutiny of knowledge. And we now reply by saying that all 
that he has striven to do here, and the 'fruit' of his labours, is just as 
aptly described in the saying of the Arabs : 

"Tamakhkhada'l-jabalu fa-walada fa'ran." 
"The mountain suffered the pains of childbirth, only to give 
birth to a mousel" 
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Should Professor Drewes, after this, now feel the need to wage a 
polemic against me in this matter, I challenge him to come forward 
fairly, and gladly agree to meet his needs on condition that he not 
simply state something, or quote someone, without elaborating 
correctly on its meaning; that he must explain his statements in such 
wise that not only wil l they become clear to our understanding, but 
that it wil l become clear to us that he himself understands their mean-
ings completely; that every objection he may make be substantiated 
by scientific and rational proofs, or a posteriori reasoning, and not 
simply because he says so ; that he publish his polemic in a reputable, 
Islamic orientalist journal of interest to Muslim and orientalist scholars 
and scholarship, so that we might all benefit from his learning in 
Islamic studies pertaining to the Malay civilization. Otherwise, I shall 
not be inclined to make any further response as it wil l be a mere waste 
of time to indulge in frivolities and to entertain seriously the kind of 
writing such as we have already refuted here which, even as it is, we 
have constrained ourselves to carry out only to convey at least once 
what we are justified in conveying. 

Syed Muhammad al-Naquib al-Attas, 
Professor of Malay Language and Literature, 
The National University of Malaysia, 
Kuala Lumpur, 
20 Safar 1395—3 March 1975. 
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ERRATUM 

On page 84, lines 20 and 33; and page 85, lines 16 and 19, 
the word al-kulliyâtu, read: al-kulliyyätu. This error was 
discovered during the final stages of printing when it was 
too late for correction. It was therefore not possible to insert 
this note at the appropriate place. 
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