Towards tha Musica Perennis — Sér ol Fvenay

rat the sacred has to be limitless, and could appear
2y tirne. As a composer of the Sacred, I'will continue
sound of God’, but this must necessartily lead to
rysical zero. But, as Guénon reminds us, metaphysicat
Inity unaffirmed, is also something more than that,
*. 50 with music and Schuon as my guide, I move to
at’ closing pages of The Hymn of Dawn,
of Schuon, as a kind of 'prolongation’ of him. The
Je singers who represent the ‘mystical lovers’ are

‘buried in the Godhead’, as they sing almost
~ords of the Upanishad; ‘Where you no longer see
u no longer hear anything, where you no longer
g...!
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Ibn ‘Arabf and ROmMI

by William C. Cbittick

T he thirteenth century was a period of many great Sufis, so much so
that it might be called the golden age of Sufi teaching and writing.
In terms of subsequent radiance, however, Ibn ‘Arabi (d. 1240) and Riimt
{d. 1273) tower above their contemporaries. The refation between the
two figures has been the topic of much speculation, not only in the
West, but also in countries like Iran and Turkey. Tam not abour to set
the record straight, but it might be worthwhile to suggest some of the
problems that arise as soon a5 we mention the two names in the
same sentence.

Early modern scholarship was much enamored of “borrowings” and
“influence” as explanatory categories. One difficulty with this approach
is that it typically tells us little about what was actually at issue for the
authors supposed to have been lending and borrowing, and the meth-
odology has now largely lost its luster. Nonctheless, its carly popular-
ity led many people, both among Orientalists and Orientals, to suggest
or declare that Ibn ‘Arabi influenced Riimi, and this still widely reflected
in the secondary literature.

For example, R. A. Nicholson, the greatest Western authority on Rimi,
claimed in bis commentary on RGmi's Mathnawi that Ibn Arabi was
the source for certain of Riymi’s specific teachings. In fact, the textual
evidence is simply not there. No doubt, there is a certain amount of
circumstantial evidence — Ritmi was a younger contemporary of Ibn
‘Arabi, he may have met him in his youth, he was on close terms with
his most prolific disciple, Sadr al-Din Qénawi (d. 1274), and many lines
of his poeiry seem to be obvious assertions of wabdat al-wufid, the
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Oneness of Being, which — “as everyone knows” — is the belief system
of Ton Arabi.

On an earlier occasion I addressed in some detail the weakness of
both the textual and the circumstantial evidence for Arabi's influence
of: Rimi, and I will not repeat myseif here.'

Briefly, 1 pointed out that influence can be a meaningful category
only if we can cite specific, concrete instances in which one author
employs the concepts and terminology of another author in a manner
that allows us to say with some degree of certainty that the second has
taken them from the first, whether directly or indirectly But as soon as
we define influence in these terms, it becomes impossible to find — so
far as I have been able to detect — any idea or concept in Rimi’s writ-
ings characteristic of Ibn Arabi's writings (ail of which are in Arabic)
and not found in Persian works with which Riimi was much more likely
to have been acquainted.

Some might object by claiming that the relationship between Ibn Arabi
acd Riimi was much more profound than a simple borrowing of con-
cepts and terminology, because it was a spiritual link. But the “spir-
itual” is by definition Invisible and, in any case, totally inaccessible to
scholarship. To speak of it is to appeal 10 what the Sufis call dbawqg —
"tasting” — but that can only be convincing to people who have it or to
their disciples. Unless talk of spiritual links is backed up with concrete,
textual evidence, it is simply speculation.

A point of special importance has to do with the concept of wabdat
ai-wufitd or Oneness of Being, which, as I just said, “everyone knows”
is the belief system of Ibn Arabi, In fact, most of those who know this
arz wrong, unless they can provide a definition that coincides with what
Ibn Arabi was actually saying. This expression is difficult to deal with,
because people who have a passing acquaintance with Islamic inteflec-
tual history usually talk as if they know what it means, whereas few
specialists can provide an explanation that would do justice to the way

U Chittick, “Rimi and Wabdat al-wujid,* in Poetry and Mysticism in [siam: The Herit-
age of Rami, ed. by A Banani, R. Hovannisian, and G. Sabagh (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1994), pp. 70-111. Foran overview, see Chictick, “Wahdat zl-
Shuhtid and Wahdat al-Wudjid,” Fngyclopaedia of fslam, vol. 10, 2000, pp. 37-39.
For wabdat alwujid as thn ‘Arabl's teaching, sce idem, Imaginal Worlds: Ion al-
Arabi and the Problem of Religlous Diversity (Albany: SUNY Press, 1994), Chapter 1.
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in which the term was used in the texts where it was in fact employed.
The expression became controversial within a century of Ibn ‘Arabi’s
death, and heated debates about it have continued ever since. Modern
assertions about it typically reflect eighteenth and nineteenth century
opinions uncritically. Most scholars have simply assumed that the term
was used by Ibn ‘Arabi and that it represents his perspective, and they
have also assumed that the expression was used in the same sense over
the centuries.

However, as soon as we look at the texts, we can easily find at least
seven different meanings that were given to the expression.? None of
these is what we might immediately expect from the literal meaning of
the two words. When we look simply at thar, there is nothing steange
or surprising about wabdat alwwujidd. It simply means “the oneness of
being” or "the unity of existence.” It sometimes ocours in discussions
of wuffid without any suggestion that it has a technical significance.
The reason is obvious: As soon as we say that wufdd In the strict sense
designatcs the Being and Reality of God — a notion that is found in
Islamic theology, philosophy, and Sufism — then wabdat al-wufidis a
truism, because it simply means that God is one, But this is clearly not
how the term is understood when 1t is criticized or when it is used to
designate the basic position of the Sufis. If that were all there was to it,
then every Muslim would accept wabdat al-wujfid as self-evident.

By the fourteenth century, the term had come to have a special sig-
nificance, and different authors understood it in different ways. There-
fore, to say that Tbn ‘Arabi believed in wabdat al-wufid without a clear
definition is not helpful, and it is even less helpful to say that Riimé
believed in wabdat al-wufdd, not least because we are implying that
he followed Ibn ‘Arabi in this belicf

I do not deny that Rimi and Ibn ‘Arabi may indeed have believed in
wabdat al-wujid. Neither employs the expression in his writings, so
one can support such a contention by providing a deflnition and citing
relevant texts. But why would anyone want to say that they believed in
it? People who do so typically have no textually based idea of what the
expression means, but they do think that wabdart al-wufiid somehow
summarizes much of later Sufism and that it is either a good thing or a

* See Chittick, “Rimf and Wisbdat abwuffid.”
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bad thing. What they really want to say is that those who believed in it
were great Sufis and pious Muslims, or that they were not really Mus-
lims at all, but some sort of infidel. This loaded usage of this term goes
back 1o some of its earliest instances.

S0 apain 1ask, what exactly does wabdat al-wufiid mean? Canitbe
defined in a way that would allow us to say that both Ibn Arabi and
Rémi believed in wabdat al-wujad? And if so, would we not be forced
tc conclude that most great Sufis of Islamic history — and indeed, most
philosophers and theologians as well — also believed in wabdat al-
wujid? 1fwe define the term broadly enough to include both Ibn ‘Arabi
and Rimi but parrowly enough to exclude non-Sufi Muslirs, then are
w2 not really saying that both of them asseried the unity of God while
stressing the lived vision of God's presence in all things? In other words,
would not wabdat al-wujfiid then simply be another word for twbhid,
the assertion of God's unity that lies at the foundation of Islamic thought
and practice, but with an emphasis on the Sufi side of things?

Lest | be accused of not defining my own terms, let me say that Iuse
the word 547 in a broad sense, in keeping with the usage of many
authorities over Islamic history. The basic reality of Sufism as they un-
derstood it — over and above the fact that it includes practice of the
Sharizh and adherence to the teachings of the Qur’an and the Sunnah
— is the recognition of the presence of God in all things. Sufism is an
intensity of faith and practice that highlights and inserts into the midst
of daily life the Prophet’s definition of ibsdn (doing the beautiful, vir-
tue, perfection): “It is that you worship God as if you see Him, for, if
ycu do not see Him, He sees you.” Among the advanced adepts of
Sufism, the “as if” disappears, and the vision of God promised to the
faithful in the afterworld is given already in this world. The greatest of
the Suis worship God while seeing Him, and this includes both Ibn
‘Arabi and ROmi, by thelr own repeated testimony. The prototypical
expression of this fully realized ibsdn is found in the well-known say-
irg of the Prophet’s cousin and son-in-law Ali: “I would not worship a
Lurd whom 1do not see.”

The vast majority of authors who have mentioned the term wabdat
aiwuifid have not in fact used it to mean tawhid with a stress on ibsdn.
Most have employed it as an emblem to specify Ibn ‘Arabi specifically or
the Sufi approach to Islamic theology generally. Throughout the
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Islamic world for a couple of centuries now, to mention wabdat al-
wufiid is practically the same as meationing Ibn ‘Arabi. Although there
is certainly 2 connection to be made, identifying the two causes 100
much confusion to be of any real value, especially if one would like 1o
know what Ibn ‘Arabi was talking about. The only way to have an intel-
tigent and critical discussion of his idcas is first to disassociate him from
wabdat alwujid, or at least from most of the meanings thiat have been
understood from it over the centuries. Once we have defined our terms,
then we may want to say that wabdat al-wujd does indeed express
his position.
+=DE=

In short, there is no special reason to say that Iba ‘Arabi’s point of
view can best be summarized by wabdat al-wufiid. it is especially wrong
to say that he believed in wabdat al-wujid and to leave it at that, as if
this could mean anything without a thorough explanation of what the
expression signifies, or as if the expression is a sufficient designation
for a vastly prolific author of non-repetitive books. If we do say that Ibn
Arabl’s writings express the idea, then we need to show how they do 50
and make clear that they express many other ideas as well.

The earliest author to suggest how Ibn ‘Arabi’s works support the
potlon of wabdat al-wujid per se scems to have been Sa'id al-Din
Farghéini (d. ca. 1295), a disciple of Sadr al-Din Qnawi. Farghéni uses
the expression many times, though he never ascribes it explicitly to Thn
‘Arabi. He does not suggest that in itself it is a technical term (unlike its
two components). Its significance appears when it is contrasted with
katbrai al-im, “the manyness of knowledge.” His basic point is that
wujttd — the very Being of God — is not only one, it is also many
through God's knowledge of Himself and alt things.

As Farghini explains, God's wifiid — the only true wuffid — is the
root of all oneness, and God's knowledge — the only true knowledge
— is the root of alt multiplicity. Knowing Himself God knows His one
wuifd along with the infinite possibilities of manifestation that His one
wujtid demands. God is, a5 Ibn ‘Arabi likes 10 say, “the One/the Many”
(al-wibid al-katbir). He i5 onc through His own Essence, which is
wuffid, and He is many through His knowledge, or through His names
and aitributes.
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No one has yet been able to find the actual expression wabdas
al-wujtd in Ibn ‘Arab¥’s writings. Nor apparently did znyone say
cxplicitly that he believed in it before Ibn Taymiyys, who died ninety
years after him. None of Ibn Arabi’s early foltowers thought that the
expression was especially important. it was only after Ihn Tiymiyya
astacked Thn ‘Arabi and acensed him of believing in wabdat al-wujiid
that various Sufis began to assert that Ibn ‘Arabi did indeed believe in it
They seem to have concluded that if Ibn Taymiyya — a notoricusly
aarrow-minded theologian — had attacked it, it must be a good thing,
Naturally they found appropriate definitions for it, and they rejected
Tbn Tayraiyya's opinion that it was synonymous with kufr, zindiga, and
ilhéid — unbelief, heresy, and atheism.

Ibn Teymiyya's explanation of wabdat al-wufitd, let it be said, has a
strong basis in Ibr Arabi’s writings, He, for one, explained the signifi-
cance of the term as he understood it and supplied supporting texts to
prove his contentions. According to him, it means somerthing like what
is nowadays called “pantheism.” He saw it as denying any distinction
between God and ereation. His understanding is similar to that of those
supporters and detractors of wabdat al-wufitd who felt that it was ex-
pressed in Persian by the famous exclamation of the poets, bama dist
("All Is He") — which can be traced back at least to the Mundjdt of
Khwija Abd Allih Ansiri of Herat (d. 1089). In the Indian debates
about wabdat al-wufiid exemplified by Shaykh Ahmad Sirhindt in the
seventeenth century, this Persian expression was often used to give it a
nutshel! definition.

It is worth remembering that a number of the early Orientalists
clzimed that Ibn ‘Arabi was a pantheist. Pantheism is a philosophical
positior: that maintains that “everything is God.” It is a relatively mod-
ern idea, and when it is ascribed to various philosophers and mystics, it
is typically done so as a critique. In the hands of an historian, the word
may sound like objective scholarship, but it is simply a roundabout way
of saying that the person to whom it is being asctibed was not very
astute. Moreover, once “pantheism” is correctly wranslated back into
Arabic or some other Islamic language (inro Persian, for example, as
bama-kbudd't), it is obvious that it fles in the face of the most basic of
Islamic tenets.
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Nowadays, many of those who support or criticize wabdat al-wujid
do in fact have something like “All is He” in mind as the meaning of the
expression. But if we are to say, on the basis of Ibn ‘Arabi’s writings,
that he believed that all is God, we must also say in the same breath
that he believed that nothing is God. 1bn ‘Arabi expresses his position
on the reality of the creatures most succinctly with the Arabic phrase
buwa id buwa, “He/not He.” He understands this to mean that every-
thing discloses God, because all things gain their existence and attributes
from God’s Being and attributes, and that everything also veils God,
because nothing is truly He but He, and each thing is truly itself,
created by God precisely to be itself and nothing else.

==

Any meaningful comparison of Ibn ‘Arabi and Riimi will need to dis-
cuss specific ideas, images, symbols, expressions, themes, and perspec-
tives that are found in their writings, and then show how these are
related, historically or conceptually. To do so with any finality, how-
ever, we Erst need detziled and thorough studies of the writings of
both authors. Riimi has been studied relatively well, but no one has
come close to 2 careful study of all of Ibn ‘Arabi’s specific teachings,
much less the teachings of those of his discipies, like Qdnawi, whom
Riimi knew or could have known. And we will not have such a study of
Ibn ‘Arabi any time soon, since he was enormously more prolific than
Riimi, incomparably more difficult, and no less original.

The difficulty and significance ofIbn ‘Arzbi’s writings may be gauged
partly by the fact that over one hundred commentaries have been writ-
ten on the Fusiis al-bikam, one of his relatvely short books. From
early on, teaching the Fusfs became a major means for the wransmis-
sion and discossion of 1bn ‘Arabi’s ideas, and scholars of every genera-
tion. wanted to join the conversation by writing their own commentar-
fes. But no one should imagine that it is enough to read the Fusiis to
understand Ibn ‘Arabi on his own terms. First of all, nnderstanding the
Fusdis is not easy; it was never read without a good teacher, or at least a
commentary. Second, the Fusits clarifies only a tiny portion of Ibn ‘Arabi’s
themes and concepts. Although certain major notions can be gleaned
fromm it, this is not to say that the reader has now become familiar with
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Tbn ‘Arabi and can judge with finality how his teachings might be re-
Iated *o those of Riuni.
o

Despite the various difficulties.connected with discussing the rela-
tionskip between Ihn Arabi and Riimi, it is not necessary to keep silent,
A great deal can be said, at least tentatively and in general terms, so [
turn ta positive suggestions. | have said that it is historically inaccurate
and certainly misleading to characterize Ibn ‘Arabi’s perspective by the
term wabdat al-wujfid. Let me offer an alternative characterization,
one that is firmly grounded in Ibn Arabi’s own writings. I will do this
by trying to answer the question, “What did Ibn Arabi think he was
doing!™ If we can gain a clear answer, we can then ask the same thing
about Riimi, and finally suggest how the goals and methodologies of
the two authors were similar or different.

In trying to answer this question, we can look for 2 word or an ex-
pression that Ibn Arabi himself employs to summarize his point of view.
At this stage in my research, I can say with some confidence that there
is one word by which he would be especiaily happy to be characterized
— even though there may be other words that would also satisfy him.
The word is tabgfg, and the person who accomplishes it is called by
the active participle of the same word, mubagqgiq. These terms are
well-kaown to Arabic and Persian speakers. Nowadays in Persian the
word tabgig means “research” in the modern sense — which is quite a
decline from what it meant for Thn ‘Arabi and his followers. At least in
Persian the word has preserved some of its honorable aura; in Egyptian
Arabic it is likely to mean “interrogation.” In the context of Ibn ‘Arabi’s
writings, | translate it as “realization™ and “verification.”

The word tabgiq derives from the same root as bagg, which is a
noun 2nd an adjective that means truth and true, reality and reat, pro-
priety and proper, rightness aod right. As a Qur'anic divine name, it is
usually translared as “the Truth,” though I prefer “the Real.” From very
early times, the word was used as a synonym for the name God (Allah
in Arabic and kbudéd in Persian). Its specific connotation as a divine
name is that there is nothing real, trye, right, proper, and appropriate
in the full senses of these words save God Himself. God alone is truly
bagg in every sense of the word.
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The word bagq is commonly juxtaposed with kbelg, “creation” or
sereatures.” The jixtaposition suggests an opposition, but the opposi-
tion is ambiguous. In fact the status of kbaly in relation to baqy needs
to be investigated. We cannot say that creatures are real, true, right,
proper, and appropriate in the full senses, nor can we say that they do
not have a certain truth and appropriateness. Xhalg is not the same as
bagqy, but it is not totally dilferent either.

In discussing bagg and kbalg, Ibn ‘Arabi likes to cite the Qur’anic
verse, “He has given each thing its creation” (20:50). It is God, the
absolute Hagq, who has given everything its kbalg, its created nanire.
Hence each created thing, even the worst of evils, has a relative bagg
— a certain rightness, appropriateness, truth, and reality. This has im-
portant practical consequences. To bring these home, Ihn ‘Arabi quotes
the Prophet’s saying, “Your soul has a hagyg against you, your Lord has
a bagq against you, your guest has a begg against you, and your wife
has a bagyg against you; so give to each that has a bagg its bagg.”

Tbn ‘Arabi reads the last clause of this saying — “give to each that has
a baqq its bagq” — as a general commandment and the mentioned
cases simply as among the most important instances of its application.
He understands the saying to mean that everything has a rightness and
an appropriateness, and everything with which we come into contact
bas a bagy against us. It is our duty and responsibility to what is de-
manded by the fact that God has put it there.

Ibn ‘Arabi sees this badith as providing the proper context in which
to understand tabgig. By giving all things their creation, God Himself
has placed on us the obligation of recognizing the haggs of things and
responds to these bagygs in the right and proper manner. Once it is
recognized that people were created in the image of God, tanght all the
names by God, and appointed God’s vicegerents (kbalifa) over all crea-
tion, then it becomes clear that accomplishing the task of tabygig in its
fullest sense would demand knowing the whole vniverse and respond-
ing appropriately to its every ereature.

The fundamental problem that people face in their lives is to under-
siand the bhagqg of things: How do we go about recognizing things’
bageg and then acting in the appropriate manner? This is what Tbn
‘Arabi’s books are about. In other words, his books investigate the fedl-
ness of the human state, or Perfect Man (alinsdn al-kdmil), and, at the
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Ibn Avabi and Romi — Bl €. Chittick

same time, they attempt to clerify the baggs that perrain o human
beings inasmuch as they are the divinely chosen intermediaries between
God, who is the Absolute Hagg, and creation, which is the relative bagg.
Naturally, Ibn ‘Arabi cannot deal with all the bagys, since they have no
end, so most of his books present various ways of conceptualizing and
organizing the relative baggs in terms of the Absolute Hagg. 'To a cer-
tain degree he adopts the methodologies of earlier Sufis, theclogians,
and philosophers, but in each case he puts these to his own use in the
project of tabgig.

For example, Ibn ‘Arabi often discusses the “stations” (magdmat) on
the Sufi path, but he does not organize them as other authors do. His
basic point is to show that peopie who have reached full human perfec-
tion have realized all the stations, that is, all the possibilities of human
existence, all the perspectives of knowledge, all the baggs in the uni-
verse. To stand in one statlon rather than another station, to have one
set of virtues rather than anather set, to have one perspective rather
than another perspective, to know in one way rather than in another
way, is to be less than fully human. On the path toward perfection, the
travelers to God adopt each station and each perspective as their own.
Then they pass on, never, however, rejecting the legitimacy, the right-
fulness, and the bagyg of each station and perspective. The ultimate
goal is to pass beyond every station and every standpoint and to attain
to what Ibn Arabf calls “the Station of No Station” (meagém 12 magdm).
Once the traveler has achieved this station, he has achieved the true
and perfect understanding and realization of “He/mot He.” He sees God
present in and absent from every individual thing, and he knows the
exact manner of both presence and absence. He responds 1o God's
baqq in each thing as it rightfully demands.

> EOE=

To come back to Rfimi, he may indeed have stood in the Station of
No Station and given each thing that has a bagq its bagg. However, his
goal in his writings and teachings was not to elucidate al! and cvery-
thing, as fabgiq demands, but rather to focus on what is absolutely
essential in the path to God — what he calls “the roots of the roots of
the roots of religion” (us@ld usfl-i ustil-i din). These roots can be
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summarized in one word — “love” — and Rdim] gives love its bagg ina
manner that is unparalieled In Islamic if not human history, Ina sense,
Rimi takes what Ibn ‘Arabi would consider one specific, though
extremely exalted, station on the path to God, and tuens it into the
Station of No Station, or at least into the highest and most desirable of
all stations. Riimi invites every human beart to realize perfect fove,
which in his writing is the bagg of all baggs. But no matter how
exalted Rimi’s project may be, Ibn ‘Arabi must still be allowed to stand
back and, with dispassionate passion, explain what Perfect Man
experiences not only in the station of love, but also in every other
station of perfection.

ibn ‘Arabiand Rimi had very different goals in their writings, but this
does not mean that each of them set out with a specific project and
plan of action in mind. Concerning Ibn ‘Arabi in patticular, it is easy to
jump to the conclusion that he was busy with tebgig in a sort of
protomodern sense (reading the term to mean “spivitual reseacch”),
and therefore that he was a mubagqiq more or less in the contempo-
rary Iranian sense of the word — 3 researcher, a scholar. We could
conclude that, like any researcher, he decided on a scholadly goal and
set out 10 accomplish it. We could then contrast him with Riimi, who
was not a scholar, but a lover; not a sober thinker, but an ecstatic; nota
philosopher, but an intoxicated celebrant of divine love. Bu, if one
were to reach this conclusion (as some respected Orientalists have),
one would have done so without proper consideration of the testimony
of the texts,

Rimi tells us repeatedly that he is not speaking for himself. He was
simply the flute, and his intoxicating music came from the divine breath,
The first line of the Mathnaw? makes precisely this point: “Listen to
this reed as it complains / telling the tale of separation.” But we need
to understand that Ibn ‘Arabi was also not a scholar who set his own
goals. He tells us that he never speaks for himself, that he never writes
of his own volition. Always, he says, it is the divine Hagg who is speak-
ing through him and forcing him to put down on paper what is being
disclosed within his heart. It is the divine Hagg that is carrying out the
process of tabgig through him. The very baqq of knowledge is for
knowledge to be given by God, since no human knowledge can be ad-
equate to any situation whatsoever in the created world — not to men-
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tion the divine world — because the created world is also God's world,

God's bagq, the self-disclosure of the Absolute Hagg. The only possi-
ble way to know things as they truly are — that is, to recognize the
baggs of things — is to be given knowledge of them by God.

The title of Tbn ‘Arabi’s greatest work, al-Futibdt al-makkiyya, indi-
cates the nature of the knowiedge that he was given. Furiibdt is the
plurz! of futtib, which means “opening.” Ihn ‘Arabi often explains that
seekers can reach the door 1o divinely inspired knowledge by their own
effors, but then they have to stand at the door and knock., Knocking
consists in giving everything its bagqg to the extent that is humanly pos-
sibie, and this begins with giving God His bagg. God's first baggupon
human beings is for them to remember Him constantly — this is the
practice of dhikr. One knocks at God's door by remembering Him in
all ore’s words, thoughts, and deeds; if He chooses, He opens the door.
There is no possible way to get past the door unless God opens it.

Of zourse it is rather clear that Ibn ‘Arabf and Rimi display a certain
complementarity of function and thereby answer to the vast diversity
of humaa types. They mark out, as it were, the two major modalides jn,
terms of which the inner meanings of Iskam may be expressed, modalities
that might be designated as “sobriety” (sukr) and “intoxication” (sabuw),
This Is a complementarity, however, not a contradiction, and like yin
and ygng, each modality is found in the other. 1bn ‘Arabi’s sobsiety is
intoxicated, and RGmi's intoxication is sober. For his part, Ibn ‘Arabi —
as Michel Chodkiewicx has written — has an answer for every question,
and there are people whom God has created with the drive to know all
the arswers. There are others who see this drive as dispersion and wish
only to be immersed in the One Beloved, and Riimi speaks much more
directly to them.

Finally, in their voluminous output, both Riimi and Ibn ‘Arabi give
voice to the paradox of the inexpressible --- the Station of No Station,
the vision of He/not He — the fact that, although the Ultirmate cannot
be explained, there is nothing else to talk about. Riimi suggests some-
thing of his own role here — and its contrast with Ibn Arabi’s role —in
one cf his ghazals. In the penultimate line, he asks, “What is it to be
loveri” Then he answers his own question: “Perfect thirst.” “So,” he
says, announcing his divinely inspired project — “let me explain the
water of life.” In the final line, he changes his mind and rejects the
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explained — that is what I will do.™
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possibility of explanation, seemingly in response to Ihn ‘Arabi’s grand
project of tabgig: “T will not explain, I will stay silent. What cannot be
explained — that is what I will do.™

3 Rimi, Kulltyydt-f Shams, edited by B, Furzinfar (Tehran: Dinishgih, 133646/
1957-67), verses 17361-62.
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