the
Ulil]ic the sc.hnlnrs of
nic disciples — such as the
c commentators (mufassirin),
mﬂw (mubadithun),
't@}qri!prudenu (fiugaha), the theo-
logians (muaakallimun), the phi-
losophers, the men of literature,
i\pﬂ ¢ poets - the ‘urafa’ are a
group of scholars who have not

gﬁyﬂaﬁnpﬁd their own science,
: grcatahu‘lm and

.gf‘lhli du'lmc:lun the
{Pm referred 10 as

_umm academic
called ‘urafa’ and
{ﬂ asa social group
lly called sufis

R@BUCT]ON TO ‘IRFAN

be found within every Islamic
school and sect, yet, at the same
time, they coalesce to form a
distinct social group. The factors
that set them apart from the rest
of Islamic society are a distinctive
chain of ideas and opinions, a
special code governing their social
intercourse, dress and even, some-
times, the way they wear their hair
and beards, and their living com-
munally in their hospices. (Pers.
khanigah; Ar. ribat, zawiyah, Turk.
tekkiye)

Of course, there are and have
always been ‘urafa’ - particularly
amongst the Shi'ah - who bear
none of these external signs to
distinguish them socially from
others; yet, at the same time, they
have been profoundly involved in
the spiritual methodology of ‘irfan
(sayr wa suluk). It is these who are
the real Gnostics; not those who
have invented for themselves hun-
dreds of special mannerisms and
customs and have brought innova-
tions into being.

In this series of lectures, in
which we are taking a general look
at Islamic sciences and disciplines,
we will not be dealing with the
social and sectarian aspect of
gnosis, that is to say, tasawwu/
(sufism). We will limit ourselves to
an examinaton of ‘irffan as a
disciplines and branch amongst the
branches of Islam’s scientific cul-
ture. To look thoroughly at the
social aspects of sufism would

by Martyr Murtaza Mutahhari

require us 1o examine its causes and
onigins, the effects — positive and
negative, beneficial and detrimental

it has and has had upon Islamic
society, the nature of the relations
between the sufis and ather Islamic
groups, the hue it has given to the
whole of Islamic teachings, and the
role it has played in the diffusion
ol Islam throughout the world.
This s far bntmd the
these lectures, and
consider the tradition of ‘irfan only
as a science

range of
L'LI'L we will

and as one of the
academic disciplines of Islam.

‘Irfan, as a scientific and aca-
demic discipline,
branches: the pracucal and
theoretical. The practical aspect of
‘irfan describes and explains the
relationship and responsibilities the
human being bears towards itself,
towards the world and
God. ‘irfan s
ethics (akblag), both of them being
practical sciences. There do exist
differences, however, and later we
will explain them.

The practical teaching of ‘irfan
is also called the itinerary of the
spiritual path (soyr wa suluk; It
‘travelling and journeying’). Here,
the wayfarer (safik) who desires 10
reach the goal of the sublime peak
of humanness that is to say,
tawhid — is told where 10 set off,
the ordered stages and stations that
he must traverse, the states and
conditions he will undergo at these
stations, and the events that will

iself has rwo

LIc

Towards

Here, similar 1o
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s fol ﬁﬁfﬂ-i:-p!ﬂl and arriv-
at the stage: when he sees
ng but God. Mowever, this
view of rawhd is not accepted by
the opponents of the ‘urafa, and
some of them have declared such
“a view to be heretic. Yet the *urafa’
are convinced that this is the only
 true tawhid, and that the other
stages of it cannot be said to be free
of polytheism (shirk).

~ The 'urafa’ do not see the
attainment of the ideal suage of
tawhid to be the function of reason
and reflection. Rather they con-
sider it to be the work of the heart,
and attained through struggle,
through the journeying, and
through purifying and disciplining
the self.

This, however, is the practical
aspect of ‘irfan, which is not unlike
ethics in this respect, for hath
discuss a series of things thar ‘ought
to be done’. However, there are
differences, and the first of these is
that ‘irfan discusses the human
being’s relationship with itself,
with the world and with God, and
its primal concern is man's rela-
tionship with God. Systems of
ethics, on the other hand, do not
all consider it necessary for the
relationship between man and God
to be discussed; it is only the
religious ethical systems that give
importance and attention to this
matter.

The second difference is thar
the methodology of spiritual pro-
gression, sayr wa suluk, as the words
sayr (travelling) and suluk (journey-
ing) imply, is a dynamic one, while
‘ethics, is staric. That is, ‘irfan
speaks about a point of departure,
a destination, and the stages and

stations which, in

order, the wayfarer Tt

must 5 W
in order to arrive ;L“m':“:m ﬁi
destination. In the ‘arif's ::m th
there really is a path before [: L
human being — a path thay iijguz th
and not in the least 3 ml_'I.ﬂFh{:;r " g
and this path must he followss 4
stage by stage, station by s, |
1o arrive at any station 'J-':l!‘.-'-.u; ¥

having traversed the preceding one
is, in the ‘arif's view, impassib)s
Thus the ‘arif views the humg
soul to be a living organism, like
a seedling or like a child, whose
perfection growth and
maturation in a accordance with 3
particular system and order,

In ﬂh!if'—:, ]TH".’.'C'.-'{'F_ the subiects

lies in

are handled solely as a series o
virtues, such as rignteousness, hon
esty, sincerity, chastty, generasity,
justice, and preferring others over
oneself (tthar), to name but a lew,
which
',I-dﬂfnl:’d_ Iﬂ 1|__|E 'u'it_"'l".' (8] l'rll'.l. .9 'i-'.'

with the soul must be
human soul 15 rather like
to be furnished with a serics of
beautiful ebjects, pictures and deco
rations, and no
attached to a particular sequence. Ii

4 0L

imporance 1

is not important where one begins
or where one ends. It is ot no
consequence whether one starts al
the ceiling or at the walls, at the
top of a wall or at the bortom and
so on. On the contrary, 1o
the ethical elements are discussed n
a dynamic perspective.

The third difference between
these two disciplines is that the
spiritual elements of ethics are
limited 1o concepts and ideas that
are generally commonplace, while
the spiritual elements ol ‘irfan are
much more profound and expa®

“irtan
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gy I'I!n-l passage written  orig
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[ ments of ‘irfan, on the other

hand, are like studying something

that has been translated from some

other language in which it was

originally written. To be more

precise, the ‘arif wishes to explain

those things which he claims to

have witnessed with his heart and

his. entire being by using the

language of reason.

The omology of ‘irfan is in
several ways profoundly different
from the ontology of philosophers.
In the philosopher’s view, both
God and other things have reality,
with the difference that while God
is the Necessary Being (wajib al-
wijnd) and  Existing-By-Himself,
things other than God are only
possible existents (mumbkin  al
wiijid), exisungthrough-another,
and are effects of the Necessary
Being. However, the ‘arif’s ontol-
ogy has no place for things other
than God as existing alongside
Him, even if they are effects of
which He is the cause; rather, the
Divine Being embraces and encom-
passes all things. That is to say, all
things are names, qualities, and
manifestations of God, not exis-
tents alongside Him.

The aim of the philosopher
also differs from that of the ‘anif.
The philosopher wishes to under-
stand the world; he wishes to form
in his mind a correct and relatively
mmple:e picture of the realm of
existence. The philosopher consid:
ers the highest mark of human
=p!g|:l'ec.unn to lie in perceiving, by

of wqp:f}gf {uspn, the exact nawure of
- ll:m thc mAcrocosm

RAH-e-ISLAM

while he in turn becomes a rational
microcosm. Thus it is sad when
defining philosophy thas:
Al boatan Wie W 5l i) e
.Jﬁp_'l‘

[Philasophry 15 the (final) development
of a rational knower (alim) inte an
dctual world (ialam).

This means that philosophy s
a study whéreby a human beang
becomes a
similar to the

:'.l[]!”!]l. I"'.'.;,II rOcosm

ictual macrocosm
But the ‘arif, on the other hand
would have nothing to do winh
reason and understanding: he wishes

1o reach the very kernel and reality
existence, God,
connected and witnes

In

"lt'l"l-l.'i."ll::l""' "n._-ﬁ. not mean hav

'.}E bl i | e
oo

the ‘'ant’s

one's mmd, rather 1t 15
by means of treacding the sp:
Fr.‘l.l:h ol '|,Hu*__;frn:u: . 10 ihe o
from which one

overcome the separatie
:J::rsu‘.:! 1

and. in the reaim

between
Essence,
nearness, to obliterate
in [Dhvine

one § Hmte

Intinitude.

self 1o abide
Fhe 1ools of the pmio

are reason, logic and

while the tools of the ‘arst are the

il ik

heart, spiritual struggle, purifica-
tion and disciplining of the self,
and an inner dymamism.
Later, when we come Lo the
world-view of “irf
discuss how it~ differs trom

world-view of philosophy.

1..
150

an, we shall

tne

‘Irfan and Islam:
‘Irfan, both practical and theo

retical, is closely connected wih
the holy religion of Ilam. Like
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e &m' &ﬂm the observances pre-

- scribed by the Shari‘ah (1hahab)and

~ which can be interpreted as a

movement or uprising in the past

against Islam and its laws, like the

first group believe thar in practice

the ‘urafa had no faith or belief in

Islam and that ‘irfan and tasewwnf
was 2 movement of the non-Arab

peoples against Islam and the

Arabs, disguised under the robes of
spirituality.

This group and the first are
united in their view that the ‘urafa
are opposed to Islam. The differ-
ence between them is that the fira

group considers lslam 1o be sacred
and, by banking on the Islamic
sentiments of the Muslim masses,
wishes 1o condemn the “urafa’ and
Jin this way to hoot them off from
the stage of the Islamic sciences.
The second group however, by
leaning on the great personalities of
the ‘urafa’ — some of whom are of
world-renown - wishes 1o use
them as a means of propaganda
against Islam. They detract Islam
on the grounds that the subtle and
sublime ideas of ‘irfan found in
Islamic culture are in fact alien to
Islam. They consider that these
elements entered Islamic culture
from ouside, for they say, Islam
and its ideas thrive on a far lower
level. This group also claims that
the ‘urafa’s citations of the Quran
and hadith were solely due 10
dissimulation and fear of the
masses, This, they clim, was a
means for them to save their lives.
(0 Besides the above two,
there 2 third group which
: .r neutral view of ‘irfan.
of this group is thar ‘irfan
m contain many innovi-

tions and deviations that de R '
accord with the Quran and b
lradilinm: thir this s more frue & 8
the practical teaching of “irfan tha
its theoretical ideas, especially where
it takes a sectarian aspect. Yel

say, the ‘urafa, like the
scholars of

Islami
other ranks and the
miiﬂril}' of Tslamic sects, have had
the most sincere intentions towards
Islam, never wishing to make an

It is quite possible that they have
muade mistakes, 1n the same w1y
the

theologian, philosophers, Qurani

other types of scholas

commentators, and jurisprudents
have made mistakes, but this

never been due to an evil
towards Islam.
In the view of this gro

H r 0 " v
issue of the ‘urala’s suppow
opposition o [slam was raised b
those who harboured a Sspecal

prejudice either against
against Islam. If a person were 10
disinterestedly studs
the ‘urafa’, ]:lrm".dﬂ:i that he 18
acquainted with their terminology
and lanpuage,
come across many 3 mistake, e
will not doubt the sincerity of ther
complete devotion to Islam.

Of the three views, | prefer the
third. 1 do not believe that the
surafa’ have had ewil inrentions
rowards Tslam. At the same time |
believe that it is necessary for those
having specialised knowledge of
‘ifan and of the profound teach-
ings of Islam to undertzke an
abjective research and disinterested
study of the contormity
iesues of “irfan with Islamuc

ings.

the booss of

b

although he maght

of the

teach

(To be contd)
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