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Ladies and Gentlemen: Tonight, as long as time permits, I would like to investigate the following 
questions: 

I.  Does Islam recognize man as a helpless creature whose ultimate goal and ideal is to stand 
powerless in front of God? 

 II.  Does Islam recognize humanness as a nobility? 

III.  Is helplessness in man a pre-requisite of belief in Islam, or on the contrary, is belief in Islam 
enough to bestow originality upon man and a respect for his virtues? 

The issue of man is an extremely important one.  Today’s civilization has based its religion upon 
humanism; that is, the originality and worship of man.  It is assumed that various religions in the past 
shattered man’s personality, and forced him to sacrifice himself for his gods, admit his powerlessness, and 
forced him to ask favors from them through prayer, supplication and begging.  Humanism is a post-
renaissance religion which set itself across the providential orders and those religions which were based 
upon the supernatural and the unseen, which aimed to bestow nobility upon man.  The roots of humanism 
go back to Athens, and as a universal religion it has become the foundation of today’s Western culture.  As 
a matter of fact humanism is a reaction against the scholastic creed and Christianity of the Middle Ages.  

In order to find out how man was interpreted in various religions of the past, or to understand the role of 
humanism in religions, one should study the philosophy of creation.  Since I do not have time to survey 
all the Eastern and Western religions relative to the philosophy of man’s creation, I will only emphasize 
the philosophy of man’s creation in Islam (and the religions of Abraham, Moses, and Jesus of which Islam 
is a sequel and culmination).  

How does Islam interpret and recognize the creation of man? Is it possible to realize man’s position from 
the quality of his creation narrated in the Qur’an or the sayings of prophet Muhammad (PBUH)? By 
investigating the quality of Adam’s creation, which stands as the symbol of man in the Qur’an, we can 
infer the kind of status he occupies in the sight of God in Islam, as well as in other religions.  

As a preface I should say that the language of religions, especially the semitic ones, whose prophets we 
believe in, are all symbolic.  This is the finest language accessible to man and it is superior to expository 
language which is lucid and straightforward.  An expository language may be more suited and simpler to 
utilize in instruction, but it is not lasting.  Why? Abd Alrahman Badawi, the contemporary Egyptian 
philosopher, states that 

A school or a religion which expresses all its facts and connotations in direct, clear-cut, and one-
dimensional sentences will not last long, since it is addressing diverse individuals from all walks of 
life.  Further, these people include various strata and classes who vary in thinking, viewpoint, and 
outlook.  And so, a language which is selected for a religion must be multi layered and multi-
dimensional so that each generation can decipher one layer and each group can understand one 
dimension at a time.  

This is why all the literary symbolic works are immortal.  Haflz’s poems ate everlasting due to the fact 
that the more we read them, depending upon our tastes, the more new areas we can infer and discover.  
But such is not true for the History of Bayhaghi or Golestan of Saadi, their meanings are relatively 



obvious.  We enjoy their dialects, but from a spiritual point of view most of their contents are obsolete.  
But Haflz’s words, being multi-dimensional and symbolic, allow each one of us, depending on our tastes 
and mentality, to infer a new meaning and a new outlook from them.  And since religions were brought 
for various types of peoples and generations, it was necessary that they contained symbolic languages.  
Most of the meanings existing in religions were not clear at the lime they emerged.  However, since such 
meanings had to be explained to people, they had to be in plain language so the masses could comprehend 
them.  On the other hand, if the concepts were plain enough, such religions would contain no new 
meanings.  This is why languages were symbolic so that future generations, relative to their mental and 
scientific maturity, could discover new meanings and concepts.  This is why in European literature 
symbol- ism is the finest style.  Thus, the story of Adam’s creation was told in symbolic language so that 
now, after fourteen centuries in the midst of scientific progress in all areas, it remains worthy of study.  

Man’s Creation from the Islamic Viewpoint 

In the beginning the Lord addresses all the angels: “I want to create a vicegerent on earth,” (Pay attention 
to the worth of man in Islam.  Even the Post-Renaissance European humanism has not been able to 
bestow such an exalting sanctity upon man.).  God, being the greatest and most exalting from a faithful 
Muslim point of view, addresses the angels to introduce His vicegerent.  Thus, with this providential 
address the mission of man on earth is clarified.  That is, man’s mission on earth is to fulfill God’s 
creative work in the universe.  Therefore, man’s first superiority is that he represents God on earth.  The 
angels objected, “Do you want to create a revengeful and vindictive creature to commit crime and 
bloodshed on earth again?” But God responds, “I know something you know not.” And so, God became 
engaged in creating man.  And this is the point which symbols, loaded with profound anthropological 
connotations, come into being.  Since God wants to create a vicegerent for Himself on earth, He must, as 
a rule, choose the most valuable and sacred material.  Yet He selects the basest matter.  In the Qur’an there 
are three references relative to the material that man was made of: from a sounding clay, like unto pottery, 
and from mud.  Finally, the Lord breathed His spirit into the dry mud and man came into being.  

In the human tongue God is the most sacred and exalted being, while mud stands as a symbol of the 
meanest and the basest thing.  

And the spirit of God is the most sacred, exalting, and the noblest “part” of His being.  Accordingly, in 
creating man, God did not use His “breath, “blood,” or “flesh”; rather He blew His own Soul into man.  
God is the most sublime being and His spirit is the finest entity for which man can possibly have an 
epithet in his language.  Thus, man who was formed from mud and God’s spirit is a two- dimensional 
being.  For unlike all other beings 

which are one dimensional, man is two-dimensional; one dimension tends towards mud, lowliness, 
sedimentation, and stagnation while the other aspires to the loftiest imaginable point possible.  So man is 
composed of two contradictions-mud and God’s spirit.  Thus man’s signifi- cance and grandeur lie in the 
fact that he possesses two poles (mud and the spirit of the Lord).  It is up to man to choose where to go, 
towards mud or providence.  And as long as he has not selected either of the poles as his fate, struggle will 
perpetually rage within him.  

Once man was created, God taught him the names.  It is not yet clear what these names were, but every 
commentator has said something that leaves no doubt that God was talking about education and 
instruction.  In any case, when the creation of man ended, God taught all the names.  Man became a 
possessor of names.  At this point the angels protested: “We are made from smokeless fire but man was 



made from mud.  Why should he have superiority over us?” Whereby the Lord responded: “I know 
something you know not.  Bow down to man.” The angels of all ranks prostrated themselves before man.  
This is what humanism is all about.  Do you see the extent of man’s grandeur? So lofty is his position that 
the angels, in spite of their natural and racial superiority (light vs. mud), adored Adam.  How- ever, since 
the angels protested, the Lord, in order to test them, asked them to recite the names but they could not 
answer.  In this test the angels were defeated and the superiority and virtue of Adam was established.  
Superiority depends upon knowledge of the names.  Man knows things which angels do not know.  This is 
indicative of the fact that nobility depends upon knowledge and intelligence rather than upon racial 
superiority.  

Part II 

Another issue is the woman who is believed to have been created from Adam’s rib.  This is the result of a 
wrong translation of the Arabic word ‘rib’ into Persian.  In Arabic and Hebrew ‘rib’ has an additional 
meaning which is ‘nature.’ Thus, instead of “Eve was created from Adam’s nature,” it came to mean “Eve 
was created from Adam’s rib.” 

A great man like Nietzsche believed that man and woman were two different creatures.  By and by they 
evolved and came to resemble each other.  So they are thought of as two different races.  Mind you that 
even those philosophers and scientists who believe that Adam and Eve are of the same race have always 
despised the female’s nature.  However, the position of the Qur’an is that man and woman are of the same 
nature.  

Another surprising point in man’s creation in the Qur’an is that God calls upon the whole creation-skies, 
seas, plants, mountains, animals and so forth-and informs them: “I have a trust to offer you.” But all of 
them refused to accept except man.  This is indicative of the fact that man possesses another virtue; that 
is, his acceptance of a trust that everyone else refused.  This means that man is a representative of God in 
the universe as well as 1-us trustee.  As to what the ‘trust’ is, everyone mentions something.  Mawlavi 
believes that it is will and choice.  So do I.  

The only superiority that man has over all other beings in the universe is his will.  He is the only being 
that can act contrary to his nature, while no animal or plant is capable of doing so.  It is impossible to find 
an animal which can fast for two days.  And no plant has ever committed suicide due to grief or has done 
a great service.  Man is the only one who rebels against his physical, spiritual, and material needs, and 
turns his back against goodness and virtue.  Further, he is free to behave irrationally, to be bad or good, to 
be mud-like or Divine.  The point is that possession of “will” is the greatest characteristic of man and it 
throws light upon the kinship between man and God.  

Is it not true that God breathed His spirit into man and appointed him as His trustee? Then man is a 
vicegerent and “relative” of God on earth and the spirit of both quench their thirst from the same fountain 
of virtue-possession of will.  God, the only being in the universe who possesses an absolute will and can 
do whatever He wishes, even to work contrary to the laws of nature, breathed His spirit in man.  And so, 
man is capable of working like God (not on par with Him, only resembling God), or acting against the 
physiological laws of his own nature.  Therefore, what can be inferred from man’s nature and the 
philosophy of creation are as follows: 

A.  Not only are all men equal, they are brothers.  The disparity between equality and brotherhood 
is quite obvious; equality is a legal term while brotherhood is an announcement of the identical 
nature of all men who have, despite their colors, emerged from a single source.  



B.  Contrary to all the past philosophies, male and female are of the same nature, and were created 
simultaneously by God.  They are of the same race, they are brothers and sisters.  

C.  The superiority of man over angels and the whole universe is scientific, due to the fact that 
man has learned the names.  And angels, despite their superiority in race and nature, bowed down 
to Adam.  

Above all, man is located between mud and providence, he is free to choose either as his will dictates.  
Possession of will and freedom creates responsibility.  And so, from the Islamic point of view, man is the 
only creature who is responsible not only for his own fate but also has a mission to fulfill the Divine 
Purpose in the world.  Thus, he is a trustee in the universe.  He (man) is the only one who knows the 
names whose meanings, I believe, stand for various scientific facts.  Names are symbols for things; that is, 
the specific aspects of various concepts.  Therefore, “having learned the names” is the potential and 
aptitude for understanding and comprehending the existing scientific facts in the universe.  Accordingly, 
through his primordial education from the Lord, man can grasp the totality of facts existing in the 
universe, this is the greatest responsibility.  Man’s fate must be fashioned by himself.” 

At this point I must refer to a great tragedy in history.  Man has not been recognized as a two-dimensional 
being.  Unlike other religions in which God and Satan are in a state of constant war in nature, in Islam 
there is only one power in nature-the Divine Power.  

However, with man being the battlefield, God and Satan are at war with each other.  Thus, unlike former 
religions, the duality in Islam consists of worshiping two deities which exist in the constitution of man 
rather than in nature.  Nature has a single deity and is under the dominance of only one God.  This is why 
in Islam Satan is not standing against God but against the divine-half of man.  And since man is a two-
dimensional creature who is kneaded of mud and God, he is in need of both.  His ideology, religion, life, 
and civilization must all 

be capable of satisfying both of these dimensions.  The tragedy is that history does not bear witness to this 
fact.  

History shows that all societies in the past chose either asceticism or worldliness.  Chinese civilization 
was worldly first.  The lifestyle of her aristocracy gave primacy to pleasures, beauties, and the main- mum 
use of natural resources.  In such an atmosphere Lao-Tzu emerged with an ascetic religion that called 
attention to the spiritual side of man and consequently society was driven towards monasticism, 
theosophy, and sufism.  Later, Confucius appeared and China swung back towards worldliness.  India, 
under the Vedic influence, was driven towards sufism and ascetism.  The present Indian mortification of 
the flesh-lying on nails and living on a single date or almond for extended periods-is a tendency towards 
the other half and ignores the worldly aspect.  

In Europe, Rome went towards committing crime, bloodshed, dominating the world, and accumulating 
the wealth of Asia and Europe.  Later Jesus (PBUH) emerged and oriented Rome towards the hereafter, to 
such an extent that it led to the Middle Ages.  In other words, Rome, the land of bloodshed, power, and 
militarism turned into the territory of monasticism and seclusion, until the Renaissance was born and the 
pendulum was then swung back to worldliness.  And again today, the European civilization has become so 
world-minded (by occupying humanity with sensual gratifications) that, as Professor Chandel states, 

Today’s world has dedicated itself to producing only life’s amenities.  This shows the asininity of man’s 
philosophy today.  It signifies the aimless direction of technology and the ideal-less civilization.  That is, 
humanity has deviated so drastically that it needs another Jesus.  



As far as Islam is concerned, man is a two-dimensional creature who must possess a two- dimensional 
religion which can continually exert a force upon him in the opposite direction - upon his society as well 
as his soul - so that he can retain his equilibrium.  This is what Islam is all about.  

In order to understand a religion one must see and familiarize himself with its book, prophet, and its best 
products.  Accordingly, the God of Islam is two-dimensional: 1) a profile of Jehovah, the Jewish God who 
is worldly, stem, political, a severe punisher, and despotic; and 2) the God of Jesus who is kind, forgiving, 
and merciful.  All such characteristics for Allah, the God of Islam, can be inferred from the Qur’an.  

As for the Qur’an, it is a book resembling the Torah (Old Testament) which contains social, political, and 
military precepts, including instructions for conducting a war and capturing as well as the freeing of 
captives.  It is also a book which emphasizes the purification of nature, the piety of the soul, and the 
exalting ethics of the individual.  

As to the prophet Muhammad (PBUH), he was also a man with two profiles (as we see in the history of 
celebrities) combined in one spirit.  He was a man continuously at war, politically and militarily, with the 
enemies and the subversive elements of society.  His aim was to build a modern society and civilization, 
while guiding humanity towards a distinct goal.  But above all he was devout and virtuous.  

Finally, the fruits of the prophet’s training are Ali, Abuzar, and Salman.  These are among the very few 
two-dimensional human beings of the world.  These were men of politics and war, who struggled for a 
better existence.  They spent a lifetime in the battlefields, military training, scientific inquiry and 
discussion.  They were also virtuous on par with the monks and theosophists of the East.  Today, with the 
information available on his meditations on God, Abuzar is the best guide to knowing the Qur’an.  A look 
at the prophet’s companions indicates that all were just, sensitive warriors, and constructive individuals 
who were concerned with building a better society and establishing justice.  

Conclusions 

In Islam man is not subjugated by God, since he is the Lord’s associate, friend, trustee, and kinsman on 
earth.  God taught man and all the angels prostrated themselves before him.  Thus, such a two-
dimensional being needs a religion which can protect him from swinging to either asceticism or 
worldliness, and continually keep him at an equilibrium.  Only a two- dimensional religion is able to give 
reality to man’s great responsibility.  



The Human Ego — His Freedom and Immortality

by Dr.  Muhammad Iqbal

The Qur’an in its simple, forceful manner emphasizes the individuality and uniqueness of man, and has, I 
think, a definite view of his destiny as a unity of life.1 It is in consequence of this view of man as a unique 
individuality which makes it impossible for one individual to bear the burden of another,2 and entitles him 
only to what is due to his own personal effort,3 that the Qur’an is led to reject the idea of redemption.  
Three things are perfectly clear from the Qur’an: 

(i) That man is the chosen of God: 

‘Afterwards his Lord chose him [Adam] for himself and turned towards, him, and guided him, 
(20:122).  

(ii) That man, with all his faults, is meant to be the representative of God on earth: 

‘When thy Lord said to the angels, “Verily I am about to place one in my stead on Earth”, they said, 
Wilt Thou place there one who will do ill therein and shed blood, when we celebrate Thy praise and 
extol Thy holiness?’ God said, “Verily I know what you know not”, (2:30).  

‘And it is He Who bath made you His representatives on the Earth, and bath raised some of you above 
others by various grades, that He may prove you by His gifts’ (6:165).  

(iii) That man is the trustee of a free personality which he accepted at his peril: 

‘Verily We proposed to the Heavens, and to the Earth, and to the mountains to receive the “trust”, but 
they refused the burden and they feared to receive it.  Man undertook to bear it, but hath proved 
unjust, senseless!’ (33:72).  

Yet it is surprising to see that the unity of human consciousness which constitutes the centre of human 
personality never really became a point of interest in the history of Muslim thought.  The Mutakallimfn 
regarded the soul as a finer kind of matter or a mere accident which dies with the body and is re-created 
on the Day of Judgment.  The philosophers of Islam received inspiration from Greek thought.  In the case 
of other schools, it must be remembered that the expansion of Islam brought within its fold peoples 
belonging to different creed-communities, such as Nestorians, Jews, Zoroastrians, whose intellectual 
outlook had been formed by the concepts of a culture which had long dominated the whole of middle and 
western Asia.  This culture, on the whole Magian in its origin and development, has a structurally dualistic 
soul-picture which we find more or less reflected in the theological thought of Islam.4 Devotional Sufism 
alone tried to understand the meaning of the unity of inner experience which the Qur’an declares to be 
one of the three sources of knowledge,5 the other two being History and Nature.  The development of this 
experience in the religious life of Islam reached its culmination in the well- known words of Hallaj - ‘I am 
the creative truth.’ The contemporaries of Hallaj, as well as his successors, interpreted these words 
pantheistically; but the fragments of Hallaj, collected and published by the French Orientalist, L.  
Massignon, leave no doubt that the martyr-saint could not have meant to deny the transcendence of God.6   
The true interpretation of his experience, therefore, is not the drop slipping into the sea, but the realization 
and bold affirmation in an undying phrase of the reality and permanence of the human ego in a profounder 
personality.  The phrase of Hallaj seems almost a challenge flung against the Mutakallimën.  The 
difficulty of modem students of religion, however, is that this type of experience, though perhaps perfectly 



normal in its beginnings, points, in its maturity, to unknown levels of consciousness.  Ibn Khaldën, long 
ago, felt the necessity of an effective scientific method to investigate these levels.7 Modem psychology 
has only recently realized the necessity of such a method, but has not yet been able to go beyond the 
discovery of the characteristic features of the mystic levels of consciousness.8 Not being yet in possession 
of a scientific method to deal with the type of experience on which such judgments as that of Hallaj are 
based, we cannot avail ourselves of its possible capacity as a knowledge-yielding experience.  Nor can the 
concepts of theological systems, draped in the terminology of a practically dead metaphysics, be of any 
help to those who happen to possess a different intellectual background.  The task before the modem 
Muslim is, therefore, immense.  He has to rethink the whole system of Islam without completely breaking 
with the past.  Perhaps the first Muslim who felt the urge of a new spirit in him was Shah Wal Allah of 
Delhi.  The man, however, who fully realized the importance and immensity of the task, and whose deep 
insight into the inner meaning of the history of Muslim thought and life, combined with a broad vision 
engendered by his wide experience of men and manners, would have made him a living link between the 
past and the future, was Jamaduddn Afghan.  If his indefatigable but divided energy could have devoted 
itself entirely to Islam as a system of human belief and conduct, the world of Islam, intellectually 
speaking, would have been on a much more solid ground today.  The only course open to us is to 
approach modem knowledge with a respectful but independent attitude and to appreciate the teachings of 
Islam in the light of that knowledge, even though we may be led to differ from those who have gone 
before us.  This I propose to do in regard to the subject of the present lecture.  

In the history of modem thought it is Bradley who furnishes the best evidence for the impossibility of 
denying reality to the ego.  In his Ethical Studies9 he assumes the reality of the self; in his Logic1° he 
takes it only as a working hypothesis.  It is in his Appearance and Reality that he subjects the ego to a 
searching examination.11 Indeed, his two chapters on the meaning and reality of the self may be regarded 
as a kind of modem Upanishad on the unreality of the Jáv4mr.  12  According to him, the test of reality is 
freedom from contradiction and since his criticism discovers the finite centre of experience to be infected 
with irreconcilable oppositions of change and permanence, unity and diversity, the ego is a mere illusion.  
Whatever may be our view of the self - feeling, self-identity, soul, will - it can be examined only by the 
canons of thought which in its nature is relational, and all ‘relations involve contradictions’.  Yet, in spite 
of the fact that his ruthless logic has shown the ego to be a mass of confusion, Bradley has to admit that 
the self must be ‘in some sense real’, ‘in some sense an indubitable fact’.13  We may easily grant that the 
ego, in its finitude, is imperfect as a unity of life.  Indeed, its nature is wholly aspiration after a unity more 
inclusive, more effective, more balanced, and unique.  Who knows how many different kinds of 
environment it needs for its organization as a perfect unity? At the present stage of its organization it is 
unable to maintain the continuity of its tension without constant relaxation of sleep.  An insignificant 
stimulus may sometimes disrupt its unity and nullify it as a controlling energy.  Yet, however thought may 
dissect and analyse, our feeling of egohood is ultimate and is powerful enough to extract from Professor 
Bradley the reluctant admission of its reality.  

The finite centre of experience, therefore, is real, even though its reality is too profound to be 
intellectualized.  What then is the characteristic feature of the ego? The ego reveals itself as a unity of 
what we call mental states.  Mental states do not exist in mutual isolation.  They mean and involve one 
another.  They exist as phases of a complex whole, called mind.  The organic unity, however, of these 
interrelated states or, let us say, events is a special kind of unity.  It fundamentally differs from the unity of 
a material thing; for the parts of a material thing can exist in mutual isolation.  Mental unity is absolutely 
unique.  We cannot say that one of my beliefs is situated on the right or left of my other belief.  Nor is it 
possible to say that my appreciation of the beauty of the Taj varies with my distance from Agra.  My 



thought of space is not spatially related to space.  Indeed, the ego can think of more than one space- order.  
The space of waking consciousness and dream-space have no mutual relation.  They do not interfere with 
or overlap each other.  For the body there can be but a single space.  The ego, therefore, is not space-
bound in the sense in which the body is space-bound.  Again, mental and physical events are both in time, 
but the time-span of the ego is fundamentally different to the time-span of the physical event.  The 
duration of the physical event is stretched out in space as a present fact; the ego’s duration is concentrated 
within it and linked with its present and future in a unique manner.  The formation of a physical event 
discloses certain present marks which show that it has passed through a time-duration; but these marks are 
merely emblematic of its time duration; not time-duration itself.  True time—duration belongs to the ego 
alone.  - 

Another important characteristic of the unity of the ego is its essential privacy which reveals the.  
uniqueness of every ego.  In order to reach a certain conclusion all the premises of a syllogism must be 
believed in by one and the same mind.  If I believe in the proposition ‘all men are mortal’, and another 
mind believes in the proposition ‘Socrates is a man’, no inference is possible.  It is possible only if both 
the propositions are believed in by me.  Again, my desire for a certain thing is essentially mine.  Its 
satisfaction means my private enjoyment.  If all mankind happen to desire the same thing, the satisfaction 
of their desire will not mean the satisfaction of my desire when I do not get the thing desired.  The dentist 
may sympathize with my toothache, but cannot experience the feeling of my toothache.  My pleasures, 
pains, and desires are exclusively mine, forming a part and parcel of my private ego alone.  My feelings, 
hates and loves, judgments and resolutions, are exclusively mine.  God Himself cannot feel, judge, and 
choose for me when more than one course of action -are open to me.  Similarly, in order to recognize you, 
I must have known you in the past.  My recognition of a place or person means reference to my past 
experience, and not the past experience of another ego.  It is this unique interrelation of our mental 
states’4 that we express by the word ‘I’, and it is here that the great problem of psychology begins to 
appear.  What is the nature of this ‘I’? 

To the Muslim school of theology of which Ghazzal is the chief exponent,15 the ego is a simple, 
indivisible, and immutable soul-substance, entirely different from the group of our mental states and 
unaffected by the passage of time.  Our conscious experience is a unity, because our mental states are 
related as so many qualities to this simple substance which persists unchanged during the flux of its 
qualities.  My recognition of you is possible only if I persist unchanged between the original perception 
and the present act of memory.  The interest of this school, however, was not so much psychological as 
metaphysical.  But whether we take the soul-entity as an explanation of the facts of our conscious 
experience, or as a basis for immortality, I am afraid it serves neither psychological nor metaphysical 
interest.  Kant’s fallacies of pure reason are well known to the student of modem philosophy.16  The ‘I 
think’, which accompanies every thought is, according to Kant, a purely formal condition of thought, and 
the transition from a purely formal condition of thought to ontological substance is logically illegitimate.
17 Even apart from Kant’s way of looking at the subject of experience, the indivisibility of a substance 
does not prove its indestructibility; for the indivisible substance, as Kant himself remarks, may gradually 
disappear into nothingness like an intensive quality or cease to exist all of a sudden.18 Nor can this static 
view of substance serve any psychological interest.  In the first place, it is difficult to regard the elements 
of our conscious experience as qualities of a soul-substance in the sense in which, for instance, the weight 
of a physical body is the quality of that body.  Observation reveals experience to be particular 

acts of reference, and as such they possess a specific being of their own.  They constitute, as Laird acutely 
remarks, ‘a new world and not merely new features in an old world’.  Secondly, even if we regard 
experiences as qualities, we cannot discover how they inhere in the soul-substance.  Thus we see that our 



conscious experience can give us no clue to the ego regarded as a soul-substance; for by hypothesis the 
soul-substance does not reveal itself in experience.  And it may further be pointed out that in view of the 
improbability of different soul-substances controlling the same body at different times, the theory can 
offer no adequate explanation of phenomena such as alternating personality, formerly explained by the 
temporary possession of the body by evil spirits.  

Yet the interpretation of our conscious experience is the only road by which we can reach the ego, if at all.  
Let us, therefore, turn to modern psychology and see what light it throws on the nature of the ego.  
William James conceives consciousness as ‘a stream of thought’ - a conscious flow of changes with a felt 
continuity.’9 He finds a kind of gregarious principle working in our experiences which have, as it were, 
‘hooks’ on them, and thereby catch up one another in the flow of mental life.2° The ego consists of the 
feelings of personal life, and is, as such, part of the system of thought.  Every pulse of thought, present or 
perishing, is an indivisible unity which knows and recollects.  The appropriation of the passing pulse by 
the present pulse of thought, and that of the present by its successor, is the ego.21 This description of our 
mental life is extremely ingenious; but not, I venture to think, true to consciousness as we find it in 
ourselves.  Consciousness is something single, presupposed in all mental life, and not bits of 
consciousness, mutually reporting to one another.  This view of consciousness, far from giving us any 
clue to the ego, entirely ignores the relatively permanent element in experience.  There is no continuity of 
being between the passing thoughts.  When one of these is present, the other has totally disappeared; and 
how can the passing thought, which is irrevocably lost, be known and appropriated by the present 
thought? I do not mean to say that the ego is over and above the mutually penetrating multiplicity we call 
experience.  Inner experience is the ego at work.  We appreciate the ego itself in the act of perceiving, 
judging, and willing.  The life of the ego is a kind of tension caused by the ego invading the environment 
and the environment invading the ego.  The ego does not stand outside this arena of mutual invasion.  It is 
present in it as a directive energy and is formed and disciplined by its own experience.  The Qur’en is 
clear on this directive function of the ego: 

‘And they ask thee of the soul.  Say: the soul proceedeth from my Lord’s Amr [Command]: but of 
knowledge, only a little to you is given’ (17:85).  

In order to understand the meaning of the word Amr, we must remember the distinction which the Qur’an 
draws between Amr and Kbalq.  Pringle-Pattison deplores that the English language possesses only one 
word - ‘creation’ - to express the relation of God and the universe of extension on the one hand, and the 
relation of God and the human ego on the other.  The Arabic language is, however, more fortunate in this 
respect.  It has two words: Kbalq and Amr to express the two ways in which the creative activity of God 
reveals itself to us.  Khalq is creation; /tmr is direction.  As the Qur’an says: ‘To Him belong creation and 
direction.’ The verse quoted above means that the essential nature of.  the soul is directive, as it proceeds 
from the directive energy of God, though we do not know how Divine Amr functions as ego- unities.  The 
personal pronoun used in the expression Rabba (‘my Lord’) throws further light on the nature and 
behavior of the ego.  It is meant to suggest that the soul must be taken as something individual and 
specific, with all the variations in the range, balance, and effectiveness of its unity.  ‘Every man acteth 
after his own manner: but your Lord well knoweth who is best guided in his path’ (17:84).  Thus my real 
personality is not a thing; it is an act.  My experience is only a series of acts, mutually referring to one 
another, and held together by the unity of a directive purpose.  My whole reality lies in my directive 
attitude.  You cannot perceive me like a thing in space, or a set of experiences in temporal order; you must 
interpret, understand, and appreciate me in my judgments, in my will-attitudes, aims, and aspirations.  



The next question is: how does the ego emerge within the spatio-temporal order?23 The teaching of the 
Qur’an is perfectly clear on this point: 

‘Now of fine clay We have created man: Then We placed him, a moist germ, in a safe abode; then made 
We the moist germ a clot of blood: then made the clotted blood into a piece of flesh; then made the piece 
of flesh into bones: and We clothed the bones with flesh; then brought forth man of yet another make.  
‘Blessed, therefore, be God - the most excellent of makers’ (23:12-14).  

The ‘yet another make’ of man develops on the basis of physical organism - that colony of sub-egos 
through which a profounder Ego constantly acts on me, and thus permits me to build up a systematic unity 
of experience.  Are then the soul and its organism two things in the sense of Descartes, independent of 
each other, though somehow mysteriously united? I am inclined to think that the hypothesis of matter as 
an independent existence is perfectly gratuitous.  It can be justified only on the ground of our sensation of 
which matter is supposed to be at least a part cause, other than myself.  This something other than myself 
is supposed to possess certain qualities, called primary which correspond to certain sensations in me; and 
I justify my belief in those qualities on the ground that the cause must have some resemblance with the 
effect.  But there need be no resemblance between cause and effect.  If my success in life causes misery to 
another man, my success and his misery have no resemblance with each other.  Yet everyday experience 
and physical science proceed on the assumption of an independent existence of matter.  Let us, therefore, 
provisionally assume that body and soul are two mutually independent, yet in some mysterious way 
united, things.  It was Descartes who first stated the problem, and I believe his statement and final view of 
the problem were largely influenced by the Manichaean inheritance of early Christianity.  However, if 
they are mutually independent and do not affect each other, then the changes of both run on exactly 
parallel lines, owing to some kind of pre-established harmony, as Leibniz thought.  This reduces the soul 
to a merely passive spectator of the happenings of the body.  If, on the other hand, we suppose them to 
affect each other, then we cannot find any observable facts to show how and where exactly their 
interaction takes place, and which of the two takes the initiative.  The soul is an organ of the body which 
exploits it for physiological purposes, or the body is an instrument of the soul, are equally true 
propositions on the theory of interaction.  Lange’s theory of emotion tends to show that the body takes the 
initiative in the act of interaction.24 There are, however, facts to contradict this theory, and it is not 
possible to detail these facts here.  Suffice it to indicate that even if the body takes the initiative, the mind 
does enter as a consenting factor at a definite stage in the development of emotion, and this is equally true 
of other external stimuli which are constantly working on the mind.  Whether an emotion will grow 
further, or that a stimulus will continue to work, depends on my attending to it.  It is the mind’s consent 
which eventually decides the fate of an emotion or a stimulus.  

Thus parallelism and interaction are both unsatisfactory.  Yet mind and body become one in action.  When 
I take up a book from my table, my act is single and indivisible.  It is impossible to draw a line of 
cleavage between the share of the body and that of the mind in this act.  Somehow they must belong to the 
same system, and according to the Qur’an they do belong to the same system.25 ‘To Him belong Khalq 
(creation) and A’nr (direction),26 how is such a thing conceivable? We have seen that the body is not a 
thing situated in an absolute void; it is a system of events or acts.27 The system of experiences we call 
soul or ego is also a system of acts.  This does not obliterate the distinction of soul and body; it only 
brings them closer to each other.  The characteristic of the ego is spontaneity; the acts composing the body  
repeat themselves.  The body is accumulated action or habit of the soul; and as such undetachable from it.  
It is a permanent element of consciousness which, in view of this permanent element, appears from the 
outside as something stable.  What then is matter? A colony of egos of a low order out of which emerges 
the ego of a higher order, when their association and interaction reach a certain degree of coordination.  It 



is the world reaching the point of self-guidance wherein the Ultimate Reality, perhaps, reveals its secret, 
and furnishes a clue to its ultimate nature.  The fact that the higher emerges out of the lower does not rob 
the higher of its worth and dignity.  It is not the origin of a thing that matters, it is the capacity, the 
significance, and the final reach of the emergent that matter.  Even if we regard the basis of soul-life as 
purely physical, it by no means follows that the emergent can be resolved into what has conditioned its 
birth and growth.  The emergent, as the advocates of the Emergent Evolution teach us, is an unforeseeable 
and novel fact on its own plane of being, and cannot be explained mechanistically.  Indeed the evolution 
of life shows that, though in the beginning the mental is dominated by the physical, the mental, as it 
grows in power, tends to dominate the physical and may eventually rise to a position of complete 
independence.  Nor is there such a thing as a purely physical level in the sense of possessing a materiality, 
elementally incapable of evolving the creative synthesis we call life and mind, and needing a 
transcendental Deity to impregnate it with the sentient and the mental.  The Ultimate Ego that makes the 
emergent emerge is immanent in Nature, and is described by the Qur’an, as ‘the First and the Last, the 
Visible and the Invisible.’ 

This view of the matter raises a very important question.  We have seen that the ego is not something 
rigid.  It organizes itself in time, and is formed and disciplined by its own experience.  It is further clear 
that streams of causality flow into it from Nature and from it to Nature.  Does the ego then determine its 
own activity? If so, how is the self-determination of the ego related to the determinism of the 
spatiotemporal order? Is personal causality a special kind of causality, or only a disguised form of the 
mechanism of Nature? It is claimed that the two kinds of determinism are not mutually exclusive and that 
the scientific method is equally applicable to human action.  The human act of deliberation is understood 
to be a conflict of motives which are conceived, not as the ego’s own present or inherited tendencies of 
action or inaction, but as so many external forces fighting one another, gladiator-like, on the arena of the 
mind.  Yet the final choice is regarded as a fact determined by the strongest force, and not by the resultant 
of contending motives, like a purely physical effect.29 I am, however, firmly of the opinion that the 
controversy between the advocates of Mechanism and Freedom arises from a wrong view of intelligent 
action which modem psychology, unmindful of its own independence as a science, possessing a special 
set of facts to observe, was bound to take on account of its slavish imitation of physical sciences.  The 
view that ego-activity is a succession of thoughts and ideas, ultimately resolvable to units of sensations, is 
only another form of atomic materialism which forms the basis of modem science.  Such a view could not  
but raise a strong presumption in favour of a mechanistic interpretation of consciousness.  There is, 
however, some relief in thinking that the new German psychology, known as Configuration Psychology,
30 may succeed in securing the independence of Psychology as a science, just as the theory of Emergent 
Evolution may eventually bring about the independence of Biology.  This newer German psychology 
teaches us that a careful study of intelligent behaviour discloses the fact of ‘insight’ over and above the 
mere succession of sensations.31 This ‘insight’ is the ego’s appreciation of temporal, spatial, and causal 
relation of things - the choice, that is to say of data, in a complex whole, in view of the goal or purpose 
which the ego has set before itself for the time being.  It is this sense of striving in the experience of 
purposive action and the success which I actually achieve in reaching my ‘ends’ that convince me of my 
efficiency as a personal cause.  The essential feature of a purposive act is its vision of a future situation 
which does not appear to admit any explanation in terms of Physiology.  The truth is that the causal chain 
wherein we try to find a place for the ego is itself an artificial construction of the ego for its own purposes.  
The ego is called upon to live in a complex environment, and he cannot maintain his life in it without 
reducing it to a system which would give him some kind of assurance as to the behaviour of things around 
him.  The view of his environment as a system of cause and effect is thus an indispensable instrument of 



the ego, and not a final expression of the nature of Reality.  Indeed in interpreting Nature in this way the 
ego understands and masters its environment, and thereby acquires and amplifies its freedom.32 

Thus the element of guidance and directive control in the ego’s activity clearly shows that the ego is a free 
personal causality.  He shares in the life and freedom of the Ultimate Ego who, by permitting the 
emergence of a finite ego, capable of private initiative, has limited this freedom of His own free will.  
This freedom of conscious behavior follows from the view of ego-activity which the Qur’en takes.  There 
are verses which are unmistakably clear on this point: 

‘And say: The truth is from your Lord: Let him, then, who will, believe: and let him who will, be an 
unbeliever’ (18:29).  

‘If ye do well to your own behoove will ye do well: and if ye do evil against yourselves will ye do 
it’ (17:7).  

Indeed Islam recognizes a very important fact of human psychology, i.e.  the rise and fall of the power to 
act freely, and is anxious to retain the power to act freely as a constant and undiminished factor in the life 
of the ego.  The timing of the daily prayer which, according to the Qur’an, restores ‘self-possession’ to the 
ego by bringing it into closer touch with the ultimate source of life and freedom, is intended to save the 
ego from the mechanizing effects of sleep and business.  Prayer in Islam is the ego’s escape from 
mechanism to freedom.  

It cannot, however, be denied that the idea of destiny runs throughout the Qur’an.  This point is worth 
considering, more especially because Spengler in his Decline of the West seems to think that Islam 
amounts to a complete negation of the ego.33 I have already explained to you my view of Taqddr 
(destiny) as we find it in the Qur’an.34 As Spengler himself points out, there are two ways of making the 
world our own.  The one is intellectual; the other, for want of a better expression, we may call vital.  The 
intellectual way consists in understanding the world as a rigid system of cause and effect.  The vital is the 
absolute acceptance of the inevitable necessity of life, regarded as a whole which in evolving its inner 
richness creates serial time.  This vital way of appropriating the universe is what the Qur’an describes as 
Iman.  Iman is not merely a passive belief in one or more propositions of a certain kind; it is living 
assurance begotten of a rare experience.  Strong personalities alone are capable of rising to this experience 
and the higher ‘Fatalism’ implied in it.  Napoleon is reported to have said: ‘I am a thing, not a person’.  
This is one way in which unitive experience expresses itself.  In the history of religious experience in 
Islam which, according to the Prophet, consists in the ‘creation of Divine attributes in man’, this 
experience has found expression in such phrases as ‘I am the creative truth’ (Aalla), ‘I am 
Time’ (Muhammad), ‘I am the speaking Qur’an’ (Alâ), ‘Glory to me’ (BaYazâd).  In the higher Sufism of 
Islam unitive experience is not the finite ego effacing its own identity by some sort of absorption into the 
infinite Ego; it is rather the Infinite passing into the loving embrace of the finite.35 As Rema says:  
‘Divine knowledge is lost in the knowledge of the saint! And how is it possible for people to believe in 
such a thing?’ 

The fatalism implied in this attitude is not negation of the ego as Spengler seems to think; it is life and 
boundless power which recognizes no obstruction, and can make a man calmly offer his prayers when 
bullets are showering around him.  

But is it not true, you will say, that a most degrading type of Fatalism has prevailed in the world of Islam 
for many centuries? This is true, and has a history behind it which requires separate treatment.  It is 
sufficient here to indicate that the kind of Fatalism which the European critics of Islam sum up in the 
word Qismat was due partly to philosophical thought, partly to political expediency, and partly to the 



gradually diminishing force of the life-impulse, which Islam originally imparted to its followers.  
Philosophy, searching for the meaning of cause as applied to God, and taking time as the essence of the 
relation between cause and effect, could not but reach the notion of a transcendent God, prior to the 
universe, and operating upon it from without.  God was thus conceived as the last link in the chain of 
causation, and, consequently, the real author of all that happens in the universe.  Now the practical 
materialism of the opportunist Umayyad rulers of Damascus needed a peg on which to hang their 
misdeeds at Karbalaa, and to secure the fruits of Amr Mu’awiyyah’s revolt against the possibilities of a 
popular rebellion.  Ma’bad is reported to have said to Aasan of BaAra that the Umayyads killed Muslims, 
and attributed their acts to the decrees of God.  ‘These enemies of God’, replied Aasan, ‘are liars.’36 Thus 
arose, in spite of open protests by Muslim divines, a morally degrading Fatalism, and the constitutional 
theory known as the ‘accomplished fact’37 in order to support vested interests.  This is not at all 
surprising.  In our own times philosophers have furnished a kind of intellectual justification for the 
finality of the present capitalistic structure of society.  Hegel’s view of Reality as an infinitude of reason 
from which follows the essential rationality of the real, and Auguste Comte’s society as an organism in 
which specific functions are eternally assigned to each organ, are instances in point.  The same thing 
appears to have happened in Islam.  But since Muslims have always sought the justification of their 
varying attitudes in the Qur’aan, even though at the expense of its plain meaning the fatalistic 
interpretation has had very far-reaching effects on Muslim peoples.  I could, in this connection, quote 
several instances of obvious misinterpretation; but the subject requires special treatment, and it is time 
now to turn to the question of immortality.  

No age has produced so much literature on the question of immortality as our own, and this literature is 
continually increasing in spite of the victories of modem Materialism.  Purely metaphysical arguments, 
however, cannot give us a positive belief in personal immortality.  In the history of Muslim thought Ibn 
Rushd approached the question of immortality from a purely metaphysical point of view, and, I venture to 
think, achieved no results.  He drew a distinction between sense and intelligence probably because of the 
expressions, Nafs and Rëh, used in the Qur’an.  These expressions, apparently suggesting a conflict 
between two opposing principles in man, have misled many a thinker in Islam.  However, if Ibn Rushd’s 
dualism was based on the Qur’an, then I am afraid he was mistaken; for the word Nafs does not seem to 
have been used in the Qur’an in any technical sense of the kind imagined by Muslim theologians.  
Intelligence, according to Ibn Rushd, is not a form of the body; it belongs to a different order of being, 
and transcends individuality.  It is, therefore, one, universal, and eternal.  This obviously means that, since 
unitary intellect transcends individuality, its appearance as so many unities in the multiplicity of human 
persons is a mere illusion.  The eternal unity of intellect may mean, as Renan thinks, the everlastingness 
of humanity and civilization; it does not surely mean personal immortality.38 In fact Ibn Rushd’s view 
looks like William James’s suggestion of a transcendental mechanism of consciousness which operates on 
a physical medium for a while, and then gives it up in pure sport.39 

In modern times the line of argument for personal immortality is on the whole ethical.  But ethical 
arguments, such as that of Kant, and the modem revisions of his arguments, depend on a kind of faith in 
the fulfillment of the claims of justice, or in the irreplaceable and unique work of man as an individual 
pursuer of infinite ideals.  With Kant immortality is beyond the scope of speculative reason; it is a 
postulate of practical reason, an axiom of man’s moral consciousness.  Man demands and pursues the 
supreme good which comprises both virtue and happiness.  But virtue and happiness, duty and inclination, 
are, according to Kant, heterogeneous notions.  Their unity cannot be achieved within the narrow span of 
the pursuer’s life in this sensible world.  We are, therefore, driven to postulate immortal life for the 
person’s progressive completion of the unity of the mutually exclusive notions of virtue and happiness, 



and the existence of God eventually to effectuate this confluence.  It is not clear, however, why the 
consummation of virtue and happiness should take infinite time, and how God can effectuate the 
confluence between mutually exclusive notions.  This inconclusiveness of metaphysical arguments has led 
many thinkers to confine themselves to meeting the objections of modern Materialism which rejects 
immortality, holding that consciousness is merely a function of the brain, and therefore ceases with the 
cessation of the brain-process.  William James thinks that this objection to immortality is valid only if the 
function in question is taken to be productive.40 The mere fact that certain mental changes vary 
concomitantly with certain bodily changes, does not warrant the inference that mental changes are 
produced by bodily changes.  The function is not necessarily productive; it may be permissive or 
transmissive like the function of the trigger of a crossbow or that of a reflecting lens.4’ This view which 
suggests that our inner life is due to the operation in us of a kind of transcendental mechanism of 
consciousness, somehow choosing a physical medium for a short period of sport, does not give us any 
assurance of the continuance of the content of our.  actual experience.  I have already indicated in these 
lectures the proper way to meet Materialism.42 Science must necessarily select for study certain specific 
aspects of Reality only and exclude others.  It is pure dogmatism on the part of science to claim that the 
aspects of Reality selected by it are the only aspects to be studied.  No doubt man has a spatial aspect; but 
this is not the only aspect of man.  There are other aspects of man, such as evaluation, the unitary 
character of purposive experience, and the pursuit of truth which science must necessarily exclude from 
its study, and the understanding of which requires categories other than those employed by science.43 

There is, however, in the history of modern thought one positive view of immortality - I mean Nietzsche’s 
doctrine of Eternal Recurrence.  This view deserves some consideration, not only because Nietzsche has 
maintained it with a prophetical fervour, but also because it reveals a real tendency in the modern mind.  
The idea occurred to several minds about the time when it came to Nietzsche like a poetic inspiration, and 
the germs of its are also found in Herbert Spencer.45 It was really the power of the idea rather than its 
logical demonstration that appealed to this modem prophet.  This, in itself is some evidence of the fact 
that positive views of ultimate things are the work rather of Inspiration than Metaphysics.  However, 
Nietzsche has given his doctrine the form of a reasoned out theory, and as such I think we are entitled to 
examine it.  The doctrine proceeds on the assumption that the quantity of energy in the universe is 
constant and consequently finite.  Space is only a subjective form; there is no meaning in saying that the 
world is in space in the sense that it is situated in an absolute empty void.  In his view of time, however, 
Nietzsche parts company with Kant and Schopenhauer.  Time is not a subjective form; it is a real and 
infinite process which can be conceived only as ‘Periodic’.40 Thus it is clear that there can be no 
dissipation of energy in an infinite empty space.  The centres of this energy are limited in number, and 
their combination perfectly calculable.  There is no beginning or end of this ever-active energy, no 
equilibrium, no first or last change.  Since time is infinite, therefore all possible combinations of energy-
centers have already been exhausted.  There is no new happening in the universe; whatever happens now 
has happened before an infinite number of times, and will continue to happen an infinite number of times 
in the future.  On Nietzsche’s view the order of happenings in the universe must be fixed and unalterable; 
for since an infinite time has passed, the energy-centers must have, by this time, formed certain definite 
modes of behavior.  The very word ‘Recurrence’ implies this fixity.  Further, we must conclude that a 
combination of energy-centers which has once taken place must always return; otherwise there would be 
no guarantee for the return even of the superman.  

‘Everything has returned: Sirius and the spider, and thy thoughts at this moment and this last thought of 
thine that all things will return.  .  .  .  Fellow-man! your whole life, like a sand-glass, will always be 
reversed, and will ever run out again.  This ring in which you are but a gain will glitter afresh for ever.’47 



Such is Nietzsche’s Eternal Recurrence.  It is only a more rigid kind of mechanism, based not on an 
ascertained fact but only on a working hypothesis of science.  Nor does Nietzsche seriously grapple with 
the question of time.  He takes it objectively and regards it merely as an infinite series of events returning 
to itself over and over again.  Now time, regarded as a perpetual circular movement, makes immortality 
absolutely intolerable.  Nietzsche himself feels this, and describes his doctrine, not as one of immortality, 
but rather as a view of life which would make immortality endurable.  And what makes immortality 
bearable, according to Nietzsche? It is the expectation that a recurrence of the combination of energy-
centers which constitutes my personal existence is a necessary factor in the birth of that ideal combination 
which he calls ‘superman’.  But the superman has been an infinite number of times before.  His birth is 
inevitable; how can the prospect give me any aspiration? We can aspire only for what is absolutely new, 
and the absolutely new is unthinkable on Nietzsche’s view which is nothing more than a Fatalism worse 
than the one summed up in the word , Qismat Such a doctrine, far from keying up the human organism for 
the fight of life, tends to destroy its action-tendencies and relaxes the tension of the ego. 49 

Passing now to the teaching of the Qur’an.  The Quranic view of the destiny of man is partly ethical, 
partly biological.  I say partly biological because the Qur’an makes in this connection certain statements 
of a biological nature which we cannot understand without a deeper insight into the nature of life.  It 
mentions, for instance, the fact of Baakh5° - a state, perhaps of some kind of suspense between Death and 
Resurrection.  Resurrection, too, appears to have been differently conceived.  The Qur’an does not base its 
possibility, like Christianity, on the evidence of the actual resurrection of an historic person.  It seems to 
take and argue resurrection as a universal phenomenon of life, in some sense, true even of birds and 
animals (6:38).  

Before, however, we take the details of the Quranic doctrine of personal immortality we must note three 
things which are perfectly clear from the Qur’an and regarding which there is, or ought to be, no 
difference of opinion: 

(i) That the ego has a beginning in time, and did not pre-exist its emergence in the spatio-temporal 
order.  This is clear from the verse which I cited a few minutes ago.51 

(ii) That according to the Quranic view, there is no possibility of return to this earth.  This is clear 
from the following verses: 

‘When death overtaketh one of them, he saith, “Lord! send mc back again, that I may do the good 
that I have left undone!” By no means These are the very words which he shall speak.  But behind 
them is a barrier (Barakh), until the day when they shall be raised again’ (23:99-100).  

‘And by the moon when at her full, that from state to state shall ye be surely carried 
onward’ (84:18-19).  

‘The germs of life - Is it ye who create them? Or are We their Creator? It is We Who have decreed 
that death should be among you; yet We are not thereby hindered from replacing you with others, 
your likes, or from creating you again in forms which ye know not!’ (56:58-61).  

(iii) That finitude is not a misfortune: 

‘Verily there is none in the heavens and in the earth but shall approach the God of Mercy as a 
servant.  He bath taken note of them and numbered them with exact numbering: and each of them 
shall come to Him on the Day of Resurrection as a single individual’ (19:9395).52 

This is a very important point and must be properly understood with a view to secure a clear insight into 
the Islamic theory of salvation.  It is with the irreplaceable singleness of his individuality that the finite 



ego will approach the infinite ego to see for himself the consequences of his past action and to judge the 
possibilities of his future.  

‘And every man’s fate have We fastened about his neck: and on the Day of Resurrection will We bring 
forthwith to him a book which shall be proffered to him wide open: “Read thy book: there needeth none 
but thyself to make out an account against thee this day” (1 7:13-14).  

Whatever may be the final fate of man it does not mean the loss of individuality.  The Qur’an does not 
contemplate complete liberation from flnitude as the highest state of human bliss.  The ‘unceasing 
reward’53 of man consists in his gradual growth in self-possession, in uniqueness, and intensity of his 
activity as an ego.  Even the scene of ‘Universal Destruction’ immediately preceding the Day of 
Judgement54 cannot affect the perfect calm of a full-grown ego: 

‘And there shall be a blast on the trumpet, and all who are in the heavens and all who are in the earth 
shall faint away, save those in whose case God wills otherwise’ (39:68).  

Who can be the subject of this exception but those in whom the ego has reached the very highest point of 
intensity? And the climax of this development is reached when the ego is able to retain full self- 
possession, even in the case of a direct contact with the all-embracing Ego.  As the Qur’an says of the 
Prophet’s vision of the Ultimate Ego: 

‘His eye turned not aside, nor did it wander’ (53:17).  

This is the ideal of perfect manhood in Islam.  Nowhere has it found a better literary expression than in a 
Persian verse which speaks of the Holy Prophet’s experience of Divine illumination: 

‘Moses fainted away by a mere surface illumination of Reality.  Thou seest the very substance of Reality 
with a smile!’56 

Pantheistic Sufism obviously cannot favour such a view, and suggests difficulties of a philosophical 
nature.  How can the Infinite and the finite egos mutually exclude each other? Can the finite ego, as such, 
retain its finitude besides the Infinite Ego? This difficulty is based on a misunderstanding of the true 
nature of the Infinite.  True infinity does not mean infinite extension which cannot be conceived without 
embracing all available finite extensions.  Its nature consists in intensity and not extensity; and the 
moment we fix our gaze on intensity, we begin to see that the finite ego must be distinct, though not 
isolated, from the Infinite.  Extensively regarded I am absorbed by the spatio-temporal order to which I 
belong.  Intensively regarded I consider the same spatio-temporal order as a confronting ‘other’ wholly 
alien to me.  I am distinct from and yet intimately related to that on which I depend for my life and 
sustenance.  

With these three points clearly grasped, the rest of the doctrine is easy to conceive.  It is open to man, 
according to the Qur’an, to belong to the meaning of the universe and become immortal.  

‘Thinketh man that he shall be left as a thing of no use? Was he not a mere embryo? 

‘Then he became thick blood of which God formed him and fashioned him; and made him twain, male and 
female.  Is not God powerful enough to quicken the dead?’ (75:36-40).  

It is highly improbable that a being whose evolution has taken millions of years should be thrown away as 
a thing of no use.  But it is only as an ever-growing ego that he can belong to the meaning of the universe: 

‘By the soul and He Who bath balanced it, and hath shown to it the ways of wickedness and piety, blessed 
is he who hath made it grow and undone is he who hath corrupted it’ (9 1:7-9).  



And how to make the soul grow and save it from corruption? By action: 

‘Blessed be He in Whose hand is the Kingdom! And over all things is He potent, who bath created death 
and life to test which of you is the best in point of deed; and He is the Mighty and Forgiving’ (67:1-2).  

Life offers a scope for ego-activity, and death is the first test of the synthetic activity of the ego.  There are 
no pleasure-giving and pain-giving acts; there are only ego-sustaining and ego-dissolving acts.  It is the 
deed that prepares the ego for dissolution, or disciplines him for a future career.  The principle of the ego-
sustaining deed is respect for the ego in myself as well as in others.  Personal immortality, then, is not 
ours as of right; it is to be achieved by personal effort.  Man is only a candidate for it.  The most 
depressing error of Materialism is the supposition that finite consciousness exhausts its object.  
Philosophy and science are only one way of approaching that object.  There are other ways of approach 
open to us; and death, if present action has sufficiently fortified the ego against the shock that physical 
dissolution brings, is only a kind of passage to what the Qur’an describes as Barakh.  The records of 
Sufistic experience indicate that Barakh is a state of consciousness characterized by a change in the ego’s 
attitude towards time and space.  There is nothing improbable in it.  It was Helntholtz who first discovered 
that nervous excitation takes time to reach consciousness.58 If this is so, our present physiological 
structure is at the bottom of our present view of time, and if the ego survives the dissolution of this 
structure, a change in our attitude towards time and space seems perfectly natural.  Nor is such a change 
wholly unknown to us.  The enormous condensation of impressions which occurs in our dream-life, and 
the exaltation of memory, which sometimes takes place at the moment of death, disclose the ego’s 
capacity for different standards of time.  The state of Baraakh, therefore, does not seem to be merely a 
passive state of expectation; it is a state in which the ego catches a glimpse of fresh aspects of Reality, and 
prepares himself for adjustment to these aspects.  It must be a state of great psychic unbingement, 
especially in the case of full-grown egos who have naturally developed fixed modes of operation on a 
specific spatio-temporal order, and may mean dissolution to less fortunate ones.  However, the ego must 
continue to struggle until he is able to gather himself up, and win his resurrection.  The resurrection, 
therefore, is not an external event.  It is the consummation of a life-process within the ego.  Whether 
individual or universal it is nothing more than a kind of stock-taking of the ego’s past achievements and 
his future possibilities.  The Qur’an argues the phenomenon of reemergence of the ego on the analogy of 
his first emergence: 

‘Man saith: “What! After I am dead, shall I in the end be brought forth alive?” Doth not man bear in 
mind that We made him at first when he was nought?’ (1 9:66-67).  

‘It is We Who have decreed that death should be among you.  

Yet We are not thereby hindered from replacing you with others your likes, or from producing you in a 
form which ye know not! Ye have known the first creation: will you not reflect?’ (56:60-62).  

How did man first emerge? This suggestive argument embodied in the last verses of the two passages 
quoted above did in fact open a new vista to Muslim philosophers.  It was Jaiz (d.  255 A.H.) who first 
hinted at the changes in animal life caused by migrations and environment generally.59 The association 
known as the ‘Brethren of Purity’ further amplified the views of Jaiz.6° Ibn Maskawath (d.  421 A.H.), 
however, was the first Muslim thinker to give a clear and in many respects thoroughly modem theory of 
the origin of man.6’ It was only natural and perfectly consistent with the spirit of the Qur’en, that Rëmâ 
regarded the question of immortality as one of biological evolution, and not a problem to be decided by 
arguments of purely metaphysical nature, as some philosophers of Islam had thought.  The theory of 
evolution, however, has brought despair and anxiety, instead of hope and enthusiasm for life, to the 



modem world.  The reason is to be found in the unwarranted modem assumption that man’s present 
structure, mental as well as physiological, is the last word in biological evolution, and that death, regarded 
as a biological event, has no constructive meaning.  The world of today needs a Rëmâ to create an attitude 
of hope, and to kindle the fire of enthusiasm for life.  His inimitable lines may be quoted here: 

First man appeared in the class of inorganic things, 
Next he passed therefrom into that of plants.  
For years he lived as one of the plants, 
Remembering naught of his inorganic state so different; 
And when he passed from the vegetive to the animal state 
He had no remembrance of his state as a plant, 
Except the inclination he felt to the world of plants, 
Especially at the time of spring and sweet flowers.  
Like the inclination of infants towards their mothers, 
‘Which know not the cause of their inclination to the breast.  
Again the great Creator, as you know, 
Drew man out of the animal into the human state.  
Thus man passed from one order of nature to another, 
Till he became wise and knowing and strong as he is now.  
Of his first souls he has now no remembrance.  
And he will be again changed from his present soul.62 

The point, however, which has caused much difference of opinion among Muslim philosophers and 
theologians is whether the re-emergence of man involves the re-emergence of his former physical 
medium.  Most of them, including Shah Walâ Allath, the last great theologian of Islam, are inclined to 
think that it does involve at least some kind of physical medium suitable to the ego’s new environment.  It 
seems to me that this view is mainly due to the fact that the ego, as an individual, is inconceivable without 
some kind of local reference or empirical background.  The following verses, however, throw some light 
on the point: 

‘What! when dead and turned to dust, shall we rise again? ‘Remote is such a return.  Now know We what 
the Earth consumeth of them and with Us is a book in which account is kept’ (50:34).63 

To my mind these verses clearly suggest that the nature of the universe is such that it is open to it to 
maintain in some other way the kind of individuality necessary for the final working out of human action, 
even after the disintegration of what appears to specify his individuality in his present environment.  What 
that other way is we do not know.  Nor do we gain any further insight into the nature of the ‘second 
creation’64 by associating it with some kind of body, however, subtle it may be.  The analogies of the 
Qur’an, only suggest it as a fact; they are not meant to reveal its nature and character.  Philosophically 
speaking, therefore, we cannot go farther than this - that in view of the past history of man it is highly 
improbable that his career should come to an end with the dissolution of his body.  

However, according to the teaching of the Qur’an the ego’s re-emergence brings him a ‘sharp 
sight’ (50:22) whereby he clearly sees his self-built ‘fate fastened round his neck.’65 Heaven and Hell are 
states, not localities.  Their descriptions in the Qur’an are visual representations66 of an inner fact, i.e.  
character.  Hell, in the words of the Qur’an, is ‘God’s kindled fire which mounts above the hearts’67 - the 



painful realization of one’s failure as a man.  Heaven is the joy of triumph over the forces of 
disintegration.  There is no such thing as eternal damnation in Islam.  The word ‘eternity’ used in certain 
verses, relating to Hell, is explained by the Qur’an itself to mean only a period of time (78:23).  Time 
cannot be wholly irrelevant to the development of personality.  Character tends to become permanent; its 
reshaping must require time.  Hell, therefore, as conceived by the Qur’an, is not a pit of everlasting 
torture68 inflicted by a revengeful God; it is a corrective experience69 which may make a hardened ego 
once more sensitive to the living breeze of Divine Grace.  Nor is heaven a holiday.  Life is one and 
continuous.  Man marches always onward to receive ever fresh illuminations from an Infinite Reality 
which ‘every moment appears in a new glory’.70 And the recipient of Divine illumination is not merely a 
passive recipient.  Every act of a free ego creates a new situation, and thus offers further opportunities of 
creative unfolding.  

Lecture IV Notes: THE HUMAN EGO - HIS FREEDOM AND IMMORTALITY 

1.  Cf.  Qur’an, 6:94, 19:80 and 19:93-95; see also p.  93 where Allama Iqbal, referring to these last 
verses, affirms that in the life hereafter the finite ego will approach the Infinite Ego ‘with the 
irreplaceable singleness of his individually’.  

2.  This is, in fact translation of the Quranic text: wa kdafru wirat-zaiw wira ukhr which appears in verses 
6:164; 17:15; 35:18; 39:7 and 53:38.  Chronologically the last verse 53:38 is the earliest on the 
subject.  The implication of this supreme ethical principle or law is three-fold: a categorical rejection 
of the Christian doctrine of the ‘original sin’, refutation of the idea of ‘vicarious atonement or 
redemption’, and denial of the possibility of mediation between the sinner and God (cf.  M.  Asad, 
The Message of the ur’w, p.  816, note 31).  

3.  Again, translation of the Quranic verse 53:39 which is in continuation of the verse last referred to 
above.  

4.  Cf.  0.  Spengler, The Decline of the West, I, 306-07.  Also Lecture V, p.  114 where Allama Iqbal 
makes the important statement: 

‘Indeed my main purpose in these lectures has been to secure a vision of the spirit of Islam as 
emancipated from its Magian overlayings’ (italics mine).  This may be read in conjunction with 
Allama’s reply to a Parsi gentleman’s letter published in Statesman.  This reply makes it clear that: 
‘Magian thought and religious experience very much permeate Muslim theology, philosophy and 
Sufism.  Indeed, there is evidence to show that certain schools of Suflsm known as Islamic have only  
repeated the Magian type of religious experience .  .  .  .  There is definite evidence in the Qur’aan 
itself to show that Islam aimed at opening up new channels not only of thought but the religious 
experience as well.  Our Magian inheritance, however, has stifled the life of Islam and never allowed 
the development of its real spirit and aspirations’ (Speeches, Writings and Statements of Iqbal, ed.  
A.L.  Sherwani, p.  170).  It is important to note that, according to Allama Iqbal, Bahaism and 
Qadianism are ‘the two forms which the modem revival of pre-Islaniic Magianism has assumed’, cf.  
his article ‘Qadianis and Orthodox Muslims’, ibid., p.  162.  This is reiterated in ‘Introduction to the 
Study of Islam’, a highly valuable synopsis of a book that Allama contemplated to write.  Under 
section ‘E’ Sub-section (iii) one of the topics of this proposed book is: ‘Babi, Ahmadiyya, etc.  
Prophecies.  All More or Less Magian’ (Letters and Writings of Iqbal, p.  93; italics mine).  Earlier 
on pp.  87-88 there is an enlightening passage which reads: ‘Empire brought men belonging to earlier 
ascetic cultures, which Spengler describes as Magian, within the fold of Islam.  The result was the 



conversion of Islam to a pre-Islaniic creed with all the philosophical controversies of these creeds: 
Rlh, Nafr, Qur’aan; Aaddth or Qaddm.  Real Islam had very little chances.’ This may be compared 
with Allama’s impassioned statement in his article: ‘Islam and Mysticism’ (Speeches, Writings and 
Statements of Iqbal, p.  122): ‘The Moslems of Spain, with their Aristotelian spirit, and away from 
the enervating influences of the thought of Western and Central Asia, were comparatively much 
closer to the spirit of Islam than the Moslem races of Asia, who let Arabian Islam pass through all the 
solvents of Ajam and finally divested it of its original character.  The conquest of Persia meant not 
the conversion of Persia to Islam, but the conversion of Islam to Persianism.  Read the intellectual 
history of the Moslems of Western and Central Asia from the 10th century downwards, and you will 
find therein verified every word that I have written above.’ And Allama Iqbal wrote this, be it noted, 
in July 1917, i.e.  before Spengler’s magnum opus: The Decline of/he West was published (Vol.  I, 
1918, revised 1923, Vol.  II, 1922; English translation, Vol.  I, 23 April 1926, Vol.  II, 9 November 
1928) and before the expressions such as ‘Magian Soul’, ‘Magian Culture’ and ‘Magian Religion’ 
came to be used by the philosophers of history and culture.  

5.  Cf.  the Quranic verses 41:53 and 51:20-21, which make it incumbent on men to study signs of God in 
themselves as much as those in the world around them.  

6.  Cf.  Husain b.  Mansër al-Aallnj, Kitrb al-iawt’sdn, English translation by Aisha Abd Ar-Rahman, also 
by Gilani Kamran, (Ana al-Haqq Reconsidered, pp.  55-108), iksdn VI, 23, containing al-AaThaj’s 
ecstatic utterance: ans al-Haqq, and L.  Massignon’s explanatory notes on it translated by R.A.  
Butler in his article ‘Kitaab al-Tawasân of al-Hallajej’ Journal of the Univers4y of Baluchistan, 1/2 
(Autumn 1981), 79-85; cf.  also A.  Schimmel, Mjstical Dimensions of Islam, pp.  66 ff.  

It may be noted that Allama Iqbal in his, in many ways very valuable, article ‘McTaggart’s 
Philosophy’ (Speeches, Writings and Statements of Iqbal, pp.  143-51), compares McTaggart to 
Aa]1aaj (pp.  148-49).  In the system of this ‘philosopher-saint’, ‘mystical intuition, as a source of 
knowledge, is much more marked than in the system of Bradley...  .  In the case of McTaggart the 
mystic Reality came to him as a confirmation of his thought.  .  .  .  When the mystic Sultan Abe 
Sa’id met the philosopher Abe ‘Ala ibn Smnaa, he is reported to have said, ‘I see what he knows.’ 
McTaggart both knew and saw’ (pp.  145-46).  The key to McTaggart’s system indeed, is his 
mysticism as is borne out from the concluding sentence of his first work Studies in the Hegelian 
Dialectic: ‘All true philosophy must be mystical, not indeed in its methods, but in its final 
conclusions.’ 

This in-depth article on ‘McTaggart’s Philosophy’ also contains Mama Iqbal’s own translation of two 
passages from his poem The New Garden of Mystery (Gulshan-i Rsu-iJadád) dealing with Questions 
VI and VIII; the latter Question probes into the mystery of Aallsj’s ecstatic utterance: ‘I am the 
Truth’.  Cf.  B.A.  Dar (tr.), Iqbal’s Gulshan-i Rs-iJadád and Banda,gd Nsmah, pp.  42-43, 51-54.  

7.  Cf.  The Muqaddimah, trans.  F.  Rosenthal, II, 76-103.  

8.  Note Iqbad significant observation that ‘modern psychology has not yet touched even the outer fringe 
of religious life and is still far from the richness and variety of what is called religious 
experience’ (Lecture WI, p.  152).  

9.  Cf.  Ethical Studies (1876), pp.  80 f.  

10.  Cf.  The Principles of L.ogic (1883), Vol.  II, chapter ii.  

11.  Cf.Appearance and Real4y (1893), pp.  90-103.  



12.  Jam1m is the individual mind or consciousness of man or his soul distinguished from the cosmic 
mind, cosmic consciousness or world-soul; cf.  ‘Atman’, Encyclopaedia of Re4gion and Ethics, 
11,195, also XII, 597.  

13.  Cf.  Appearance and Reality, p.  89; also ‘Appendix’, p.  497.  

14.  Misprinted as, mutual, states in the previous editions.  

15.  For Ghazadâ’s concept;ion of the soul, cf.  M.  Saeed Sheikh, ‘Al-Ghazxlâ: Mjsticism’, A History of 
Muslim Philosophj, ed.  M.M.  Sharif, 1,619-21.  

16.  Reference here is to what Kant named ‘Paralogisms of Pure Reason’, i.e.  fallacious arguments which 
allege to prove substantiality, simplicity, numerical identity and eternality of the human soul; cf.  
Critique of Pure Reason, pp.  328-83.  

17.  Ibid., pp.  329-30.  

18.  Ibid., pp.  3 72-73; this is, in fact, Kant’s argument in refutation of the German Jewish philosopher 
Moses Mendelssohn’s Proof of the Permanence of the Soul’; cf.  Kemp Smith, Commentary to 
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, pp.  470-71.  

19.  Cf.  Principles of Pychology, Vol.  I, chapter ix, especially pp.  23 7-48.  

20.  Ibid., p.  340.  

21.  Ibid., p.  339; cf.  Critique of Pure Reason, p.  342, note (a) where Kant gives an illustration of a 
series of elastic balls in connection with the third paralogism to establish the numerical identity of 
the ego.  Kemp Smith in his Commentary p.  461, has rightly observed that William James’s 
psychological description of self-consciousness is simply an extension of this illustration.  

22.  Qur’en, 7:54.  

23.  Cf.  pp.  84-85, where Allama Iqbal gives a philosophical answer to this question in terms of 
contemporary theory of emergent evolution as expounded by S.  Alexander (Space, Time and Deity, 2 
vols., 1920) and C.L.  Morgan (Emergent Evolution, 1923).  The theory distinguishes between two 
kinds of effects: ‘resultants’ which are the predictable outcome of previously existing conditions and 
‘emergents’ which are specifically new and not completely predictable.  According to Alexander, 
who in his original conception of emergence was indebted to Morgan (cf.  Space, Time and De4y, II, 
14), mind is ‘an ‘emergent’ from life, and life an emergent from a lower physico-chemical level of 
existence’ (ibid.).  When physico-chemical processes attain a certain degree of Gestalt-like structural 
complexity life emerges out of it.  Life is not an epiphenomenon, nor is it an entelechy as with Hans 
Driesch but an ‘emergent’ - there is no cleft between life and matter.  At the next stage of 
‘configurations’ when neural processes in living organisms attain a certain level of structural 
complexity, mind appears as a novel emergent.  By reasonable extrapolation it may be assumed that 
there are emergents (or ‘qualities’) higher than mind.  

This is very close to Maukanaa Rëmâ’s ‘biological future of man’, ‘Abd al-Karâm al-Jâl’s Perfect 
Man’ and Nietzsche’s ‘Superman’.  No wonder that Allama Iqbal in his letter dated 24 January 1921 
to R.A.  Nicholson (Letters of Iqbal, pp.  141-42), while taking a strict notice of E.M.  Forster’s 
review of The Secrets of the Se4(translation of his epoch-making Asr’r-i Khuda) and particularly of 
the Nietzschean allegation against him (cf.  Forster’s review in Dr Riffat Hassan, The Sword and the 
Sceptre, p.  284) writes: ‘Nor does he rightly understand my idea of the Perfect Man which he 
confounds with the German thinker’s Superman.  I wrote on the Sufi doctrine of the Perfect Man 



more than twenty years ago, long before I had read or heard anything of Nietzsche.  .  .  .  The 
English reader ought to approach this idea, not through the German thinker, but through an English 
thinker of great merit (italics mine) - I mean Alexander - whose Gifford Lectures (1916-18) delivered 
at Glasgow were published last year.’ This is followed by a quotation from Alexander’s chapter on 
‘Deity and God’ (op.  cit., II, 347, II, 1-8) ending in a significant admission: ‘Alexander’s thought is 
much bolder than mine (italics mine).  

24.  More generally known as James-Lange theory of emotions.  This theory was propounded by the 
Danish physician and psychologist, Carl George Lange in a pamphlet Om Sindsbevaegelser in 1885, 
while William James had already set forth similar views in an article published in Mind in 1884.  For 
a full statement of the theory, see William James, Principles of Psychology, II, 449 ff.  and for its 
refutation (as hinted at by Allama Iqbal), Encyclopaedia Britanica, s.v., XII, 885-86.  

25.  For Iqbal’s very clear and definitive verdict of body-mind dualism, cf.  Lecture VI, p.  122.  

26.  Reference is to the Quranic verse (7:54) quoted on p.  82.  

27.  Cf.  Lecture II, p.  28.  

28.  Qur’an, 57:3.  

29.  Cf.  William James, op.  cit., II, 549.  

30.  More generally known as Gestalt Psychology, this German school of psychology was the result of the 
combined work of M.  Wertheimer, K.  Koffka and W.  Köhler during 1912-14.  It came as a reaction 
against the psychic elements of analytic or associationistic psychology, insisting upon the concept of 
gestalt, configuration, or organized whole which, if analyzed, it was averred, would lose its 
distinctive quality.  Thus it is impossible to consider the phenomenon of perception as in any way 
made up of a number of isolable elements, sensory or of any other origin, for what we perceive are 
‘forms’, ‘shapes’ or ‘configurations’.  From ‘perception’ the gestalt-principle has been extended 
throughout psychology and into biology and physics.  Important for Iqbal scholars are the 
suggestions recently made to discern some ‘points of contact’ between the Gestalt and the 
philosophies of J.  C.  Smuts (holism) and A.N.  Whitehead (philosophy of organism); cf.  K.  
Koffka, ‘Gestalt’, Enfyclopaedia of the Social Sciences, VI, 642-46; also J.  C.  Smuts, ‘Holism’, 
EnycIopaedia Britannica, XI, 643.  

31.  The concept of ‘insight’ was first elaborately expounded by W.  Kö bier in his famous work: The 
Mentality of Apes (first English translation in 1924 of his Intellgeepnifa ngen an Menschencffen, 
1917); cf.  C.S.  Peyser, ‘Kohier, Wolfgang (1887-1967)’, Enfyclopedia of Pychology, II, 271.  

32.  In the history of Islamic thought, this is one of the finest arguments to resolve the age-long 
controversy between determinism and indeterminism and to establish the soundest basis for self-
determinism.  

33.  Cf.  The Decline of the West, II, 240, where Spengler says: ‘But it is precisely the impossibility of an 
Ego as a free power in the face of the divine that constitutes Islam.  (italics by Spengler); earlier on p.  
235 speaking of Magian religions (and for him Islam is one of them) Spengler observes: ‘the 
impossibility of a thinking, believing, and knowing Ego is the presupposition inherent in all the 
fundamentals of all these religions’.  

34.  Cf.  Lecture II, p.  40.  



35.  Cf.  Introduction to the Secrets of the Se(English translation of Allama Iqbal’s ‘philosophical poem’: 
Asrvr-i Khudd), pp.  xviii-xix.  

36.  See Ibn Qutaibah, Kitcrb al-Ma ‘rnj ed.  ‘Ukashah, p.  441; cf.  also Obermann, ‘Political Theology in 
Early Islam’: Aasan alBasrâ’s Treatise on qadar’, Journal of the American Oriental Sociepy, LV 
(1935), 138-62.  

37.  Cf.  D.  B.  Macdonald, Development of Muslim Theology, pp.  123-24, for a brief mention of ‘the 
origin of the theory of the accomplished fact’ with reference to the political attitude of the Murjâ’ites, 
and Khuda Bukhsh, Politics in Islam, p.  150, for Ibn J amaa’ah’s view on the subject as contained in 
his work on constitutional law of Islam: TaArár al-Ahk.c’mfd TadbdrAhl al-Iskm (ed.  Hans Kofler), 
p.  357.  It may be added that Allama Iqbal did take notice of Ibn Jama”ah’s view (of bai’ah through 
force) and observed: ‘This opportunist view has no support in the law of Islam’: cf.  his article 
‘Political Thought in Islam’ Sociological Review, I (1908), 256, II, 15-16; reproduced in Speeches, 
W”ritings and Statements of Iqbal, ed.  A.  L.  Sherwani, p.  115.  

38.  Cf.  Renan, Averrö es ci l’avcrroisme (pp.  136f.) as quoted in R.A.  Tsanoff, The Problem of 
Immortality, p.  76.  

39.  Cf.  William James, Human Immortality, p.  32.  

40.  Ibid., p.  28.  

41.  Ibid., p.  29.  

42.  Cf.  Lecture II, pp.  26-28; also p.  83.  

43.  This passage in its entire import seems to be quite close to the one quoted from Eddington’s widely 
read Nature of the Ph1sical World (p.  323) in Lecture VII, p.  147.  

44.  Cf.  R.  A.  Tsanoff, op.  dt., pp.  143-78, for a commendable account of Nietzsche’s doctrine of 
Eternal Recurrence.  

45.  Cf.  H.  Spencer, First Princzjbles, pp.  549 ff.  

46.  Cf.  Tsanoff, op.  at., pp.  162-63.  

47.  Cf.  Oscar Levy (ed.), Complete Works of Friedrich Nieische, XIV, 248 and 250, quoted in Tsanoff, 
op.  dt., p.  163.  

48.  Cf.  Levy, op.  ut., XVI, 274, and Tsanoff, op.  nt., p.  177.  

49.  Cf.  Lecture V, p.  113 where Iqbal says: ‘Whatever may be the criterion by which to judge the 
forward steps of creative movement, the movement itself, if conceived as cyclic, ceases to be 
creative.  Eternal recurrence is not eternal creation, it is eternal repetition’.  

50.  Barrakh, according to Lane’s Arabic-En,glish Lexicon, means ‘a thing that intervenes between any 
two things, or a bar, an obstruction, or a thing that makes a separation between two things’.  As 
signifving the state between death and resurrection the word barzakh occurs in the Qur’n, 23:99-100.  

51.  Reference is to the Quranic verses 23:12-14 quoted on p.  83.  

52.  See also verses 6:94 and 19:80.  

53.  Translation of the Quranic expression ajr-unghairu mamnun-in found in verses 41:8; 84:25 and 95:6.  

54.  Reference here is among others to the Quranic verses 69:13-18; 77:8-11.  



55.  Cf.  also the Quranic verses 20:112; 21:103; 101 :6-7.  

56.  This alludes to the difference of the Prophet’s encounter with God as stated in the Quranic verse 
53:17 from that of Prophet Moses’ as given in verses 7:143.  Referring to the Persian verse (ascribed 
by some to the Sufâ poet Jamadâ of Delhi who died in 942/1535), Iqbal in his letter to Dr Hadi 
Hasan of Aligarh Muslim University observes: ‘In the whole range of Muslim literature there is not 
one verse like it and these two lines enclose a whole infinitude of ideas’.  See B.A.  Dar (ed.), Letters 
and Writings of Iqbal, pp.  2-3.  

57.  So important is ‘action’ or ‘deed’ according to the Qur”xn that there are more than one hundred 
verses urgmg the believers to act righteously - hence, the opening line of Allama Iqbal’s Preface to 
the Lectures; see M.  Fu’aad ‘Abd al-Baaqâ’s al-Mu’jam al-Mufahras II Alfaaz al-Qur’on al Karâm, 
verses under the radicals: ml, slh and hsn.  

58.  This, according to Helmholtz, one of the greatest scientists of the nineteenth century, was about thirty 
metres per second.  Before Helmholtz the conduction of neural impulse was thought to be 
instantaneous, too fast to be measured.  After he had demonstrated its measurement through his 
experimental studies; his researches came to be used in experiments on reaction time (cf.  Gardner 
Murphy, Historical Introduction to Modnrn PychoIogy, p.  138 and N.  A.  Haynie’s article: 
‘Helmhohz, Hermanu von (1821-1894)’ in Engclopedia of Pychologp, II, 103.  Allama Iqbal’s 
Hypothetical statement with reference to Helmhohz’s discovery: ‘If this is so, our present 
physiological structure is at the bottom of our present view of time’ is highly suggestive of new 
physiological or biological studies of time.  It is to be noted that some useful research in this 
direction seems to have been undertaken already; cf.  articles: ‘Time’ and ‘Time Perception’ in The 
New Engc/opaedia Britannica (Macropaedia), X\TIII, 420-22.  

59.  See George Sarton, Introduction to the History of Science, I, 597, where it is said that the Kitaab al-
Hayawn of al_JaAii contains the germs of many later theories: evolution adaptation, animal 
psychology.  Cf.  also M.  Plessner, ‘Al-JoAii’ in Dictiona9 of Scientific Bio,grapif y, VII, 63-6 5.  

60.  For a statement of the views of ‘Brethren of Purity’ with regard to the hypothesis of evolution, cf.  
Seyyed Hossein Nasr, An Introduction to Islamic Cosmological Doctrines, pp.  72-74.  

61.  See Lecture V, p.  107, for Ibn Maskawaih’s very clear conception of biological evolution, which later 
found expression in the ‘inimitable lines’ of ‘the excellent Rëmâ’ quoted in the next passage as well 
as in Lecture VII, pp.  147-48.  

62.  Cf.  E.  H.  Whinfield (tr.), Masnavi, pp.  216-17; this is translation of verses 3637-41 and 3646-48 of 
Book iv of Rëml’ s Mathnawd- cf.  Allama Iqbal’s observation on these verses in his Development of 
Metaphjisics in Persia, p.  91.  

63.  For the keeping of a book or record of whatever man does in life here, there is repeated mention in 
the Qur’an; see, for example, verses 18:49; 21:94; 43:80 and 45:29.  

64.  Reference seems here to be to the Quranic verse 29:20 though ‘second creation’ is also alluded to in 
such verses as 10:4; 27:64; 30:11.  See also 56:61.  

65.  Qur’an, 17:13.  

66.  Reference here is to the Quranic description of life hereafter such as is to be found in verses 37:41 -49 
and 44:51-55 for the state of life promised to the righteous, and 37:62-68 and 44:43-49 for the kind 
of life to be suffered by the wicked.  See also 32:17.  



67.  Qur’an 104:6-7.  

68.  Reference is to the Quranic expression howyah (for hell) in 101:9.  

69.  See the Quranic verse 57:15 where the fire of hell is spoken of as man’s friend (maulv), i.e.  ‘the only 
thing by which he may hope to be purified and redeemed’ (cf.  M.  Asad, The Message of 
the ,Qur’s’n, p.  838, note 21).  

70.  Qur’an:29.  


