AL-GHAZALI’S THEORY
OF CAUSALITY

I. The question of causality has been much dealt with in
Islamic thought. There are two opposite views, one held by
the Mutakallimiin and the other by the philosophers. (1)  Most
of the Mutakallimim, both Ash‘arites and Mu‘tazilites, denied
natural efficient causality. (%) Their point of departure was
God’s omnipotence and unity. If God is omnipotent and one,
only He created the universe and only He continues Lo create
whatever happens or comes into being in it.  Hence they denied
causation by secondary agents, animate as well as inanimate. (3)
While the basis of their theory was Kur’ainic, the Mutakallimiin
resorted to rational argument to substantiate it. They deve-
loped-a theory of atomism, according to which the smallest part
in the universe is an indivisible parlicle called an atom (djuz’
alladht la yaladjazza’u).  Each body is composed of several
atoms and of the accidents (a‘rad) inhering in them. When
its atoms are dissolved, a body is destroyed. God creates and
annihilates atoms at His spontancous will not by necessity.
Most of the Mutakallimiin held that an atom and an accident
cannot endure for more than one instant of time.  Consequently,
the existence of bodies in the universe and the existence of the
universe itself depend upon God’s continuous creation of atoms

(1} W. J. Courlenay (“The Crilique on Natural Causality in the Mulakallimun
and Nominalism?”, The Ilarvard Theological Review, 66 (1973), p. 77) presenls kalam
a counler-movement lo Arabic philosophy in Lhe subjecel of causality. This
suggestion requires careful examinalion.

(2) See . A. Wollson, The Philosophy of the Kalam, Cambridge, Mass. 1976,
pp. H18-H78.

. (3) See ibid., pp. HI8-H19.
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and accidents. (4)

custom (“dda) of crealing things in the same way.
can cerlainly do otherwise.  To sum up, God acts directly in
the universe without any intermediate causes. (%)

On the other hand, the Muslim philosophers, following mostly 3
taught that 4

Aristotle as interpreted by the Neoplatonists,
creation derives from God through o series of natural, neces-
sary (%) emanalions.
Other beings in the universe are related to Him and to cach
other through a necessary natural causal nexus.(7) The ]

occurrence of an evenl and the coming into being of an objeet
are elucidated as Lhe result of the natures inhering in Lhings, both 3
This philosophical theory of
causality s based on the evidence of sense perception, which 4
Things

in agenls and in recipients. ()

shows that things always happen in the same way.
that happen in the same way happen by necessity. (?)

The two opposing Lheories, thal of the Mutakallim@n and that
of the philosophers are found, among other places, in lahdful al-
1111), the greal exponent of orthodox §
Islam, and its refutation entitled lahaful al-lahaful (°) written
1198), the Tast of the great Muslim Aristoteli- ‘

falasifa of al-Ghazal (d.

by Ihn Rushd (d.

(4) For a detailed descriplion of this theory and various Kaldm vicws, se¢
S. Pines, DBeilrdige zur islamischen Alomenlehre, Berlin 1936, pp. 1-26.
Kalam, ch. V1. M. Fakhry, Islamic Occasionalism, London 1958, pp. 22-43. The
best descriplion of this theory occurs in Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplezed,
ed. and tr. into French by S. Munk, Paris 1856, rep. Osnabriick 1964.  Tr. inte :
English by S. Pincs, Chicago 1963, 1, ch. 73. Cf. . B. MacDonald, “Continuous

Re-Creation and Atomic Time in Muslim Scholastic Theology”, Isis 9 (19‘27), E
& Aristotelian axioms expressed in Islamized Lcnmnology, holds

pp. 328-337.
(5) See Pines, ibid., pp. 26-27.

(6) CI. R. M. Frank, “Kalam and I’hilosophy, A Perspective from one Problem”, 3
in Islamic Philosophical Theology, ed. P. Morewedge, Albany 1979, pp. 76, 83-88, §
(7) See al-Ghazali, makasid al-faldsifa, cd. S. Dunya, Cairo n.d., pp. 288-298, 3

(8) Cf. M. E. Marmura, “Ghazali and Demonslrative Science”, Journal of the
IHislory of Philosophy, 3 (1965), p. 185.

(9) Sec Aristotle, Phys. 11, 5, 196b, 10-12. Ibn Rushd,
ed. M. Bouyges, Bibliotheca Arabica Scholaslicorum, Vel. 111,
pp. 519-521, tr. by
1954, Vol. 1, p. 318.

lahdful al-lahdfut,

10th prop.
(10 Al-Ghazalii treatise is quoted in fahdful al-lahdful.  Sec the preceding note, ;
The discussion on causalily occurs in ch. 17. '

Bodies generate their effects not throughd
Lheir essential natures but only through God’s creation.  Thej
repeated occurrences in the universe arc explained by God's

fconcerning  al-Ghazali differ.
But God3

EGhazdli rejects causality, (1) while others hold that al-Gha-
£ 2ili abandons the Ash‘arite theory of the denial of causality.
FIn his Lranslalion of {ehdaful al-lahdful, S. van den Bergh noles
 that in onc section
the denial of causation, and reverts to the rationalistic super-
paturalismy of the Muslim philosophers.” (2)
“note refers Lo the following section:

God is the First Cause of the universe, 3

E similar picces

in every
section and what follows, draws the contluqmn that although
: al-Ghazali denies the nuc%lby of a causal nexus, he admits the
E existence of causality which is the result of God’s ordination.

 directly through God. (1)
contextual and semantic
2 lahﬁful al-falasifa (referring mainly to the above quoted section

Wol rson, 1

K Wolfson, Kalam, pp. BAB-5H1.

Beyrouth 1930, &
S. van den Bergh, The Incoherence of the Incoherence, London 3
Maimonides, The Guide of he Perplexed, Vol. 1, ch. 73, the
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Bans.  But whercas no one doubts that Ibn Rush propounds

e philosophical theory of causality, the scholars’ views
Some of them agree that al-

“Ghazall abandons the Asharite theory of

Van den Bergh's
“The sccond answer... is to
agree thal in fire there is created a nalure which l)urns two
of colton which are brought into contact with it
and does nol. differentiate between them, when Lhey are alike
respecl.” (%) Courtenay, basing himself on  this

Morcover, God g ave every cause ils nabure and every cause may
E produce ils effect.  God can change the relalion beltween cause
and effect by glvuw a thing additional ]m)pulw% Hence
- change too takes place through nature implanted in a thing not
Alon (13) proves through astructural,
examination of chapter XVI1 of

: and._whal follows) thal al-Ghazall seeks Lo reconcile the Lwo
E opposing views on causality, the philosophical view and that of
‘the Kalam.  According to Alon, al-Ghazal’s admission that

L God acts th]ough physieal means and his aceeptance of impossi-

¢ bility not only in the logical domain but also in the ontologiral
F one aflirm ‘ausahLy Goodman proves Lhat al-Ghazali, using

(11) Fakhry, op. cil., pp. 56-82.  Al-Ghazali, according to Fakhry, disapproves
of ontological causal necessity bul admils logical caunsalily. See ibid., p. 60.
A. J. Wensinek, La Pensée de Ghazalt, I’aris 1950
pp- 6-9. K. Gyckye, “Al-Ghazali on Causalion™, Second Order 2 (1973}, pp. 31-39.
Marmura, op. cil., pp. 186fI.

(12) See vol. 11, p. 182, n. 7, to p. 326.

(13) See ibid., vol. 1, p. 326 and pp. 327-330.

(14) See Courlenay, op. cii., pp. 84-86.

(15) See 1. Alon, “Al-Ghazili on Causality”, Journal of the American Orienlal

L Sociely 100 (1980), pp. 397-405.
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causality but rejects the philosophers’ doctrine that causes are
necessary. (16)

As far as I know, there is no research on al-Ghazili’s views
on causality in his non-philosophical writings. Wolfson refers
to thy@ vol. IV, where al-Ghazali states that a cause is a condition
(see below p. 90) but fails to examine all the sections on causal-
ity in this volume or in al-Ghazili’s other works. Similarly,
Wensinck (sce n. 11 above) briefly treats a very few sections in
thya’ Vol. 1V, ignoring other of al-Ghazali’s books. Thus we
have only a partial picture of al-Ghazali’s views on causality,
namely that which is found in his tahdful. What follows is an
attempt to examine al-Ghazili’s views on causality in ihyd’, k.
al-arba‘tn and al-maksad al-asnd.

IL. The fifth root of k. al-arba‘in fi usil al-din, (¥) dealing
with God’s will (irdda), is relevant to our discussion. It begins
with the assertion that God has willed every existing thing and
that every thing in the perishable corporeal world (mulk) as
well as in the everlasting spiritual world (malakit) (*®) happens
in accordance with God’s decree (kad@’) and by His determin-
ation (kadar), (**) judgement (hukm) and will (mash’a). ()
This is the Ash‘arites’ unanimously accepted view concerning
God’s will. (%)  Then, al-Ghazali goes on to state that the fact
that the issue of kadar is a slippery one has caused many people
to make mistakes. In his view these people adhefed to
ambiguous verses in the Kur’in (ma lashabaha minhu) (%) for
purpose of bringing about dissension and in order to mis-

interpret them, whereas only God and those firmly rooted in

(16) See L. E. Goodman, “Did al-Ghazali deny Causality”, Studia Islamica 47
(1978), pp. 83-120. I was referred to this article by Prof. J. L. Kraemer.

(17) Cairo, n.d., pp. biI.

(18) For both terms seec H. Lazarus-Yafeh, Studies in al-Ghazali, Jerusalem
1975, pp. 503-505.

(19) The term kada@ usually denotes God’s eternal decree, i.e., predestination,
and the term kadar God’s decree within time. Al-kad@ wa’l-kadar when occurring
together in one expression have the general meaning of the decree of God. Sec
L. Gardet, “Al-Kadad® Wa’'l Kadar”, EI?, vol. IV, pp. 365-367; M. Schwarz, “The
Letter of al-Ilasan al-Basri”, Oriens 20 (1967), pp. 20-21.

(20) See k. al-arba‘in, p. 5f.

(21) See al-Baghdadi, usal al-din, Istanbul 1928, p. 102.

(22) On the term mulashdbihal, and its opposite, muhkamdt, (self-evident verses),
which are both derived from sira 3, v. 7, see my “The Tabaristanis’ Question”,
Jerusalem Sludies in Arabic and Islam, n. 7 (forthcoming).
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knowledge (al-rasikhin fr’l-‘ilm) (**) know their true meaning.
Al-Ghazali follows this statement with the traditional prohibit-
ion against dealing with the issuc of kadar, which he addresses to
those who study it by means of discussion and contest (bi’!-
baklh wa’l-djidal). (*) Kadar, according to al-Ghazali, is a
secrel, and any attempt to understand it is forbidden. Who-
ever wants to kmow God’s secrets must obey His precepts
sincerely and do what pleases Him. But if he cannot be
satisfied with only devotion, he must believe (‘alayhi an ya‘ia-
kida) what Abt Ilanifa and his adherents say about this matter,
namely, thal it is God’s action that creates power in man
(thdalh al-islil@'a fi‘'l allah) while man’s action consists of using
the power that was created (wa’isli‘mal al-istild‘a al-muhdatha
fi'l al-‘abd) recally and not just metaphorically using it. (2%)
‘Thesc are the two basic components of the doctrine of acquisition
(kasb), (*¢) which is repeated twice more in the book (¥) as a
middle doctrine held by ahl al-sunna wa’l djam@ a (%) between
the doctrine of the Kadarites and of the Djabrites.

Up to here, al-Ghazali has stated the following points:
a. Most people are forbidden to deal with kadar. b. Man can
know God’s secrets through devotion. ¢. Whoever wants to
hold a doctrine concerning kadar should hold the doctrine of
kasb. In view of these points, it is quite perplexing to see
al-Ghazali elaborating, as he does, a detailed discussion of the

(23) Sec sitra 3, v. 7, siira 4, v. 162.

(24) See k. al-arba'in, pp. 6-8.  Very probably by “lhose who study through
discussion and contesl” al-Ghazilt means the Mutakallimun. See S. Pines, “A
Note on an Early Meaning of the Term mulakallim”, Israel Oriental Sludies 1
(1971}, pp- 239-240.

(25) See k. al-arba‘in, p. 9.

(26) On the doctrine of kasb, sce M. Schwarz, “*Acquisilion’ (Kasb) in Early
Kalam?, in Islamic Philosophy and the Classical Tradition, ed. S. M. Stern, A. Hou-
rani, V. Brown, Oxford 1972, pp. 355-387. The kasb doctrine according to Abii
ITanifa and his followers is different from the doctrine propounded by al-Djuwayni
in k. al-irshad. Whereas the latter granted to human created power no impact
on action, the former affirmed such an impact.  Al-Ghazali might have learned
the llanafite version of kash from his Leacher al-Djuwayni who expounded it in
his ‘akida nizamiyya apparenlly following Iianafite-Maturidite thinkers. See
Schwarz, ibid., p. 380, p. 387, n. 112.  In k. al-illisdd, however, al-Ghazali follows
al-Djuwayni's way in irshad. See ibid., pp. 380-381.

(%7) Sce k. al-arba‘in, pp. 9-12.

(28) For this term, which generally conveys Lhe meaning of “orthodox Sunnism”,
see W. M. Watt, The Formative Period of Islamic Thoughi, Edinburgh 1973, pp. 267-
280.




80 BINYAMIN ABRAHAMOV

issue of kadar from the point of view of causality.  For in doing
so he explicitly opposes the doctrine of kash he had just recom-
mended, according to which God directly creates the power for
every action in man (**) and he opposes too his denial of causality
in k. al-iktisad fr'l *i‘likad (Cairo n. d. pp. 43-46, 100). (29)

As we have seen, according to al-Ghazali, whatever happens
in the world is due to God’s will. How God’s will operates
in the world, he explains as follows: First, God, by his wise rule
(hukm ) (3') established that causes (asbab) are to be directed
to effects (musabbabat). (®*) God’s wise rule denotes an ab-
solute primary design (al-ladbir al-awwal al-kulli) and eternal
order (amr azali) which emerged mstantly. (33)  This design
determines which instruments (alal), causes and motions
(harakal) are needed to bring about what should be brought
about. ()  Al-Ghazali speaks here, then, of God’s establishing
the essence of causality, namely of the fact that causes bring
about effects (%) and of God’s decision as to what devices He
will use to fulfil His plan. At the second stage God establishes
(nasaba) absolute, basic, fixed and stable causes (al-asbab
al-kulliyya al-asliyya al-thabila al-musiakirra ) which neither
disappear nor change till the end of days. These are the earth,
the seven heavens, the stars, the celestial spheres and their
proportional perpetual motions, the creation of which is God’s
decree (kada’), as is stated in sira 41, v. 12. (3¢} Al-Ghazali

(29) See al-Ghazali, ihyd® ‘ulim al-din, Cairo 1967-68, vol. 1 (k. kawd'id al-
‘akd’id), pp. 150-61. Cf. al-Bakillani, k. al-famhid, ed. R. J. McCarthy, Beirut,
1957, pp. 286fT.

(30} In affirming God’s dircet continuous creation of everylhing in the world,
inc;léding, naturally, man’s actions, the Ash‘arites deny causality. See above
p. 76.

(31) The word hulem has {wo meanings: a. wisdom, b. rule. Sce E. W. Lane,
An Arabic-English Lezicon, Book 1, Part I-VIII, London 1863-1865, p. 617. Al-
Ghazall, al-maksad al-asna sharh asmd@ allah al-husnd, ed. Muhammad Mustafi
Abii al-‘Al3’, Cairo, n.d., p. 82. This term is employed by al-Ghazali intenlioﬁally.
We shall sce later that, according to al-Ghazali, God has will as well as wisdom;
He acts at His will but not capriciously.

(32) Sce k. al-arba'in, p. 12, 1. 6.

(33) See ibid., 11. 11-12.

(34) See ibid., p. 13, 11. 14-15.

(35) Cf. R. Taylor’s definition of cause: “A cause has traditionally been thought
of as that which produces something and in term of which that which is producéd,
its effect, can be explained...” The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. P. Edwards,
New York, London 1967, p. 56.

(36) “Then He decreed them (kaddhunna) as seven heavens in two days and
inspired into each heaven its order...».
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calls this stage the absolute establishment of the absolute
perpetual causes (al-wad' al-kullt li’l-asbab al-kulliyya al-d@
ima). (%) The third stage, named kadar (determination),
involves God’s direction (lawjih) of the above-mentioned causes
through their proportioned, measured motions (bi-harakaiihd
al-mutandsiba al-mahdida) to the eflects, which arc brought
into being from these motions moment after moment (al-
haditha minha lahza ba‘da lahza) according to a known measure
(kadar ma'lam) which neither increase nor decrease. (%) It is
worth noting that when al-Ghazali uses the verb hadalha
(meaning: it was brought into being) he seems to attribute the
power of efficient cause to the absolute causes. (3*) Finally,
al-Ghazall concludes, all this explains why nothing exists
outside God’s decree and determination. ()

Now al-Ghazali uses a parable to illustrate the scheme
according to which everything happens in the world. The
parable is about a water clock by means of which one knows the
times of the prayers.(#) This instrument is composed of
several parls.  There is a cylinder (usluwdana) filled with a
known quantity of water.  On the surface of the water there is
a hollow vessel. To this vessel is tied the end of a thread,
while the other end of it is tied to the lower part of a little basin
placed above the hollow vessel. In the little basin is a ball
and bencath it a bowl. The botlom of the cylinder is perfor-
ated with a hole of a given size. When this is done the water
begins to descend, the hollow vessel on the surface of the water
descends as well, the thread connecting the hollow vessel with
the little basin is pulled and moves the little basin with its ball,
until the little basin turns over and the ball rolls into the bowl
and rings. The ringing in turn, calls men’s attention to and
brings about their prayers and other actions. The frequency
of the rings depends on the size of the hole perforated in the
hottom of the eylinder. (Al-Ghazilt does not explain how the
ball returns to the little basin so thal it may again roll down

(37) See k. al-arba‘in, p. 12, 1. 6-10. By “absolute” al-Ghazali may mean
“unchangeable”; God’s decision to establish these causes is unchangeable, and so
too these causes bring about changes, without themselves being changed.

38) See ibid., 1I. 10-14.

39) Sce below, p. 84.

40) Cf. ipy@’, vol. 1V, p. 120.
41)

(
(
{
( Sec k. al-arba‘in, pp. 12-13.
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into the bowl.) The first cause of all these various motions in
the water clock is the perforation of a hole. Each motion after
that can cause another motion, and so on. The verb al-
Ghazali employs here is fawallada, (#?) which means to be
generated, and denotes the coming into being of a new motion.
Thus he seems to be asserting that each motion is the eflicient
causce of the motion which follows it.

The water clock operates when three conditions are fulfilled:
a. the clock is planned, namely the tools, causes and motions
needed to make it ring are determined (hukm); b. these tools
are brought into existence (kad@’); c. a cause which necessitates
a regular motion is established, namely a hole is perforated in
the bottom of the cylinder, which makes the water descend and
the other events occur consecutively. (#3)  All these motions,
al-Ghazall states, “are according to a known measure (bi-kadar
ma‘lam ) and a measured amount (mikdar mulkaddar) by reason
of all of them being measured by the measure of the first motion
(bi-sabab lakaddur djami‘ihad bi-kadar al-haraka al-ila) and it is
the water motion.” (%)

Following this al-Ghazali elucidates the connection between
the parable and the events in the universe. Just as the parts
in the water clock move by necessity () and their motions are
necessarily regulated, with the result that everything they
generate is also regulated, so too the events in the universe
(hawddiih ), none of which comes early or late when their term
(adjal) arrives, i.e., when their cause is present (hadara saba-
buhd}, necessarily occur and in necessary amounts. (2¢) The
heavens, the celestial spheres, the stars, the earth, the sea and
the air in the world are like the parts of the water clock. The
cause which moves the heavenly bodies in accordance with a
known numerical plan (bi-hisab ma‘lam) is like the hole which
makes the ball descends in a known measure (bi-kadar ma‘lam).
The motions of the heavenly bodies bring about events on the
earth, just as the motion of the water in the clock brings about
other motions that lead in the end to the ringing of the ball.
An example of the influence of the heavenly motions on the earth

(4
(4
(4
(4
(4

2) See ibid., p. 13, 11. 9-12.

3) See ibid., 1l. 13-24.

4) See ibid., 11. 24-25.

5) See ibid., p. 14, 1. 1: hidhihi al-alal usil la budda minhd li’l-haraka.
6) See ibid., ll. 2-3.
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is the effect of different locations of the sun; these cause day
and night and the various seasons which in turn bring about
different kinds of human activities and behaviour. (*)  Every-
thing that happens in the world, be it good or bad, useful or
harmful, is according to God’s will, just as the clock moves
according to the will of its maker. (%8)

At this point, we may draw the following conclusions: a.
al-Ghazali puts forth here a theory of dual causality, divine as
well as natural, co-operating in the gencration of the same
effect. (**)  God is the First Cause of everything that happens
in the world. He created a chain of cause and effect and He
keeps it in continuous operation. He does not intervene in
the world directly. () Nothing is said about continuous
creation. (**)  Al-Ghazali combines two kinds of causes, which
consist of two kinds of actions.  God is the First Cause and His
actions derive from His spontancous will.  The other causes
act through God indirectly as well as through the necessity
inhering in their essence, (%2) an essence which God created and

(47) Aristotle had already shown Lhat all generation is effected by the motions
of the heavenly bodies.  See De caelo B3. 286b 1-9.  Gf. S. van den Bergh's
tr. of tahdaful al-tahdful, vol. 11, pp. 20-21 (n. 1 to p. 24), p. 22 {n. 5 to p. 27), p. 160
(n.5to p.291). Cf. Ibn Rushd, mandhidj al-adilla [i ‘ak@id al-milla (ed. Mahmud
Kasim, Cairo 1969), ch. V the first queslion, p. 195f.

(48) Sce k. al-arba‘in, p. 14, 11. 4-22.

(49) This reminds one of Si. Thomas Aquinas’ solulion of the problem of
causality.  See IFakhry, op. cil., pp. 148ff, .

(50) Some Christian thinkers held that God does not inlervene in the world
after having crealed it. See Courtenay, op. cil., p. 93. Al-Ghazili does not
speak here of miracles, i.c., the changing of the normal course of events in Lhe
world.  The parable, however, may imply that God can intervene in the world
by changing the duration of the first aclion, so that an cvent may take place in a
shorter period than usual, and this may make it a miracle. Cf. al-Ghazali, lahdfut,
p- 534. tr. S. van den Bergh, vol. 1, p. 327.

(51) The notion expressed by al-Ghazali is very closc to al-Nazzim’s theory
of causalily. The world is governed by causality rules imposed by God at the
time of creation. These rules are subject to God’s control and will. Historically,
this notion represenis Philon’s conceplion of causality and its relation to God.
Wolfson, Kalam, pp. 559-578.  Cf. Courtenay, op. cil., pp. 85-86.  Alon, op. cit.,
p. 403. The Karaites Kirkisani and Yefct asserted that God implanted nature
in the created things, which then acl according to that nature. Sce H. Ben
Shamay, The Docirines of Religious Thoughl of Abi Yasuf Ya'kab al-Kirkisant
and Yefel ibn “Ali, unpublished Ph. D). thesis [in Hebrew], Jerusalem 1978, pp. 133-
137.

(52) Contrary to Ockham who says Lhat the causes were decreed Lo operale in a
fixed way (see Courtenay, op. cil., p. 91), it is obvious from the context (see above
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continuously maintains. (33) Thus al-Ghazali puts forward a
theory of theistic determinism which seems to aim at reaching an
agreement between faith and philosophy. Using the term
kukm, which denotes wisdom (and rule as well, see above, p. 80),
on the one hand, and the terms kada’ and kadar, which connote
power, on the other hand, he reconciles the philosophical view
that God is wisdom with the religious view that God is power;
b. Al-Ghazili's use of the verb hadalha and lawallada (%) in
connection with the causes may prove that he atiributes the
power of efficiency to them; c. as if feeling that he has exceeded
the due bounds of orthodoxy, at the end of the passage al-
Ghazédli admonishes man to leave the parable and to pay
attention only to its purpose, (55) which is to prove that every-
thing happens according to God’s will. It is quite likely that
al-Ghazall realized that whoever reads the parable carefully
would draw the conclusion we did.  Given his acceptance, at
least on the surface, of the orthodox theory of kasb, his prudence
can be justified. (5¢)

ITI. Al-Ghazali first describes the plan of the universe‘ and
tells the parable of the water clock in al-maksad al-asna sharh

asmd@’ allah al-husnd. (%)  But in this book, ‘after drawing the

parable and its implications, al-Ghazali further elucidates man’s
position in this scheme of causality. Man must know thal,

p. 84) and from conclusion & that al-Ghazali belicves thal secondary causes have
immanen! natures.

(53) Cf. Fakhry, op. cil., p. 921, p. 130, n. 44 quoting 1bn Rushd’s tahdfut al-
tahaful, p. 524.

(64) Elsewhere (k. al-ikfisad fi’l-ilikdd, Cairo, n.d. p. 45) al-Ghazali opposes the
use of the term “generation” (tawallud) on the ground of its literal meaning,
which is the coming out of something contained from a container, as a child comes
out from its mother’s womb. Since an accident is not contained in another
accident, it cannot be regarded as having been generated by another accident.
Al-Ghazali supports his argument with the fact that lawallada has Llwo meanings:;
a. to be born, b. to be generated. See also ihy@’, vol. 1V, p. 8 and below p. 94.
(The Mu‘tazilites taught that whatever is generated from a man’s acts is his action.
When a person shoots an arrow, for example, he is responsible for whatever injury
someone else may receive, for that injury derives from his shooting.  See Fakhry,
op. cil., pp. 44f1.  Pines, Beilrdge, pp. 31-32.

(55) fa-da® al-mithal fa-lanabbah 1i’l-gharad. Sce k. al-arba‘in, p. 14, 11. 22-23.

(56) On al-Ghazall’s self-contradictions sce below, p. 90.

(57) Ed. by Muhammad Mustafi Aba al-‘Al%’, Cairo, n.d. pp. 82-86. (The
section dealing with God as hakam lit. judge). Cf. L. Gardet, “Al-Asma’ al-1{usna”,
EI? vol. I, pp. 714-717.
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everything exists necessarily by virtue of the irresistible elernal
decree (al-kad@ al-azali), and not by virtue of the thing itself
(li-dhatihi). Whatever is determined (makdiir) (*®) would be
(k@in) (%°) and man’s anxiety (hamm) about it is extrancous
(fadl). (®) Then al-Ghazali raises two questions: a. How can
anxicly be extraneous when it is determined?  For the anxiety
was caused and its cause makes the anxicety incvitable. b, If
something is completed (mafragh minhu), why should man act
(fa-fima al-‘amal)? i.c., if the occurrence of an event is pre-
determined by God, why should man strive to perform it, since
it would undoubtedly be carried out by God anyway. Al-
Ghazall answers the first question by explaining that fadl here
means an ineffectual act (laghw) which is of no avail (la f&’idala
ftht); for if a thing was in fact delermined, anxiety which is the
effect of complete ignorance, would not abolish it, and if on the
other hand that thing was not determined, anxicty concerning it
would be meaningless.  Al-Ghazali reiterates the idea that
the existence of a cause necessitales the existence of its effect.
The answer to the second question has its basis in the well
known tradition: i‘mala fa-kull muyassar li-ma khulika lahu,
Le., act, for every one’s path in life is paved in accordance with
what he was created for. (1) A person for whom happiness
(sa‘dda) was determined would be led to it by causes which have
the general name of obedience (1@'a). A person for whom
misery (shakdwa) was determined would be led to it by inactivity
caused by a motive (khalir) (%2) which tells him that if he is
destined to be happy, there is no need Lo act, and if he is destined
to be miserable, action is of no avail.  To illustrate his answer
al-Ghazali offers the example of a person who wants Lo be a

(58) 1 do not know why al-Ghazali prefers the word malkdiir to muladdar which
coincide with lakdir. But since kadara (the first stem) also means “he determined”,
al-Ghazali’s use of makdir creates no difficulties.  Cf. S. van den Bergh, op. cit.,
vol. 11, p. 38, 1. 1-3.  In ihyd’, vol. 1V, p. 318, he employs makdur and mukaddar
interchangeably.

(59) The participle of kina (ka@’in) also indicates the future. Cf. J. van Ess,
Anfdnge Muslimischer Theologie, Beirut, 1977, pp. 143-144, n. 6.

(60) Sce al-maksad, p. 86, 1. 18-21.

(61) See Watt, The FFormalive Period, p. 106, n. 99, p. 308.

(62) On motives and their role in al-Ghazali's Lheory of causalily see below
p- 88.  The exact wording here is: “The cause of his inactivity might be that [a
thought] would be established in his mind saying il... (wa-kad yakiinu sabab
batdlalihi an yastakirra fi khalirihi...).
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jurisprudent (fakih) and attain the position of imam. (3
That person is told to exert himself to that end and study, but
says: “If God decreed (kada) the imama for me from eternity
(fz"l—azal), there is no need to make an effort, and if He decreed
ignorance for me, exerting myself in attaining the imama is of
no avail.”  He is then told: If God made this motive overcome
you (sallala ‘alayka hadha al-khdlir), this proves that He
flecreed ignorance for you, for if God decrees a person to be
imam from cternity, He does so indirectly by decreeing causes
which motivate that person to reject inactivity. Al-Ghazal
sums up saying that whoever does not make an effort will in no
way attain the position of an imam. As for the person who
does make an effort and for whom the causes are made, his hope
of attaining the imama is real if he keeps on making efforts and
lets no obstacle bar his way. (%) Al-Ghazali’s example, how-
ever, does not answer the question of why man should act if
things are predetermined. It rather emphasizes the fact that
even man’s thoughts and motives are determined by God. As
to the question of how man’s actions are decreed, al-Ghazali
answers that by implication suggesting that God acts wisely,
through a cause-effect chain, and not capriciously, and generates
man’s actions according to a fixed system.  Another conclusion
that may be drawn is that in his view of causality al-Ghazali
leaves no room for man’s free choice. ()

IV. The notion Lhat man does not have free choice (ikhliyar)
and the notion of causality are further elaborated in the fourth
part of al-Ghazdl’s ikyd@ ‘uldm al-din. (*%) 1In k. al-lawakkul,
al-Ghazall divides man’s actions into three kinds: (%) a. natural
action (fi'l labi‘7) such as when a man stands on water, he breaks
t.hrough it; b. instinctive action (lit. volitional action: fil
iradi) (°°) as when man breathes; c. chosen action (fi'l ikhliyart)

(63) See al-maksad, p. 87,1. -1f.

(64) Cf. ihya’, 1V, pp. 111-112.

(65) Ibn Rushd holds that man’s actions are determined by external as well as
internal causes. See mandhidj al-adilla, pp. 227-228. The whole section (called
'l kad@ wa’l-kadar) in ch. 5 of the mandhidj needs to be examined and compared
with al-Ghazali's theory of causality.

(66) This fact emphasizes the importance al-Ghazali attaches Lo this problem.

(67) See ihyd’, vo. 1V, p. 315, 1. 24-p. 316, 1. 1.

(68) In the following (see ibid., p. 316, 1. 20), al-Ghazali considers this action
to be spontancous (‘ald al-badiha) and undeliberated.
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such as writing.  According to al-Ghazali, these three types of
action are the same in relation to the compulsion (djabr) and
necessity (idlirar) behind them. The compulsion in natural
action is evident, since whenever one stands on water or goes
beyond the edge of a roof into the air he undoubtedly breaks
through both water and air.  This breaking through is a neces-
sary cffect of both the standing on water and the going beyond
the edge of the roof. In this context, breathing is a natural
action, since the motion of the throat relates to man’s instinct
to breathe in the same way that breaking through water relates
to the weight of his body.  Weight necessarily causes breaking
through, (¢*) and one has control over neither weight nor over
instinct. 1t is worth noting that weight, i.c., an inhcrent
nature, serves as the cause and not God’s order or creation.
Morcover, al-Ghazali uses the word [abi‘a, making concession
to the philosophers also in the terminological domain.  Another
example, more instructive, of instinctive action given by
al-Ghazali is man’s shutting necessarily his eyelids when a
ncedle is directed towards his eyes.

Concerning the third kind of action, al-Ghazall says that if
man wants to he acts, and if he wants to he does not act (in
sh@a fa‘ala wa-in sh@’a lam yaf al).  lence it may be assumed
that one has dominion over his will.  But this, al-Ghazali says,
is ignorance of the meaning of choice (ikhliyar). In what
follows he analyzes the difference between Lhe process leading to
fi'l iradi and the process leading to fi'l ikhliyari. Both actions
derive from knowledge which tells man whether or not a
particular Lhing is suitable for him (muwdfil).  This knowledge
is the result of cither immediate, unhesitating rational judge-
ment, or rational judgement coming after hesitation. An
instance of a decision to act without hesitation is when one is
threatened by sword. He knows immediately that pushing
aside the sword is good and suitable. (**)  The process occurs as
follows: Man’s volition (irddd) is caused (lanba‘ithu) by his
knowledge (“ilm) and his power (kudra) by his volition, and

(69) Sec ibid., 1. 3-4.

(70) See ibid., 1. 11-13. Al-Ghazali gives the example of man’s shutting his
eyelids when a needle is directed towards his eyes as an immediate unhesitating
acl. Thus he seems Lo confuse what we call instlinctive acts (e.g., breathing,
shutting one’s eyelids ete.), which a person cannot avoid, and immediate acts
(e.g. pushing away the sword), which one can avoid.
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consequently the action takes place. On the other hand, there
are things which man does not know immediately whether or not,
they are suitable for him. In this case, he needs to deliberate
and reflect (yakiddju il rawiyya wa-fikr ) until he knows whether
acting or not is what is good for him (al-khayr fUI-fi‘l aw al-
lark). (") When he does attain the knowledge of whether
acting or not acting is good for him, that knowledge gives rise to
his volition in the same way as fi'l iradi does, that is by necess-
ity. (")  Al-Ghazali calls this kind of volition ikhlyar on account
of its being caused by an action which reason deems good
(khayr). () As an example al-Ghazali depicts man’s deliber-
ation when he is on a roof flecing from someone who wants to
kill him. It is possible that he will throw himself off the roof
to escape the sword, even if doing so means death for him.
But if he is threatened by an only light blow of the sword, his
reason will judge that such a blow is less dangerous than throw-
mg himself off the roof, and he will not throw himself off.
That is to say, the motive for doing so will not arise (la lan-
ba‘ithu lahu da‘igya). (") That is because motive (equals
volition) is subject to the judgment of reason and senses, and
power is subject to motive, and motion (haraka) is subject to
power.  This entire process is determined (mukaddar) in man
by necessity and without his knowledge (min haythu la yadri ), (%)
and man is a substrate (mahall) acted upon by all these things.
Man’s being compelled means Lhat all the things that happen

(71) The verb laraka (liL. lo omit) was already used by al-Ilasan al-Basri in the
sense of “not to do” or “abstain from doing”.  Sec H. Ritter, “Studien zur islamis-
chen Frommigkeit I, Ilasan al-Basri”, Der Islam 21 (1933), p. 77, Il. 5-6 tr. by
M. Schwartz, “The Letter of al-Hasan al-Basri”, p. 29, at the bottom. Cf.J. van
Ess, Anfdnge Muslimischer Theologie, p. 56.

(72) Cf. al-Ghazali, makdsid al-falasifa, p. 203, 1. 1-3. Describing the philo-
sophical theory of man’s aclion, al-Ghazili there states that whenever man’s
volition is complete and unhindered, action takes place because of it by natural
necessily, just as the power of fire to burn derives from nalural necessity.

(73) See ihya’, vol. IV, p. 316, 1. 15-20. On the basis of this derivation, the
first kind of volition can also be called ikhtiydr by veason of its also coming from
khayr.

(74) For the rendering of dd'in or dd‘iya sec IR. M. Frank, “The Autonomy of
the Human Agent in the Teaching of ‘Abd al-Gabbar”, Le Muséon 96 (1983),
p. 333.  Al-Ghazili here uses the term dd‘iya as equivalent to irdda. Sece ihya,
vol. 1V, p. 317, 11. 4-5.

{75) I do not know exactly what al-Ghazili means by “unknowingly”. He
might mean than man does not know that his reasoning is also compulsory.
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inside him come from someone else and not from himself. The
meaning of his choice is that he is a substrate for volition, which
comes into being (hadalh) in him through compulsion (djabran),
after reason judges that an action is good and suitable for him.
This judgement, too, arises through compulsion. Therefore
man 1s compelled to choose (madjbar ‘ald al-ikhliyar). (78
Borrowing a Mu‘tazilite term, al-Ghazali says that man’s
action is in an intermediate position (manzila bayna al-manzi-
latayn ); (") that is, the fire’s action in burning is pure compulsion,
God’s action is pure choice and man’s action is in an intermediate
position, since he is compelled to choose. The people of the
truth (ahl al-hakl ), al-Ghazali says, called it kasb.  Al-Ghazali
adds that God’s choice (ikhliyar) does not mean volition coming
after confusion and hesitation both of which are impossible
(muhal) for God.

Up to now, al-Ghazali’s theory about human action is in
keeping with the parable of the water clock and its implications.
Man is led to act by a cause-effect chain.  Also his action of
choice is compulsory, since it derives from necessary external and
mmternal causes.  Kvery sanc iman, according to al-Ghazali,
would perform the same action under the same circumstances.
[In contrast to ‘ Abd al-Djabbar, (®) al-Ghazali does relate
motives to power or to action as cause to effect] () It is
worth noting that here too al-Ghazali does not mention God’s
directly bringing man’s aclion inlo being.

All this might suggest that cause generates its effect without
God’s power.  Al-Ghazali is aware of the danger: “If you say...
that knowledge generates (wallada) volition and volition
generates power and power generates motion and that every
later thing (kull muia’akhkhir) comes into being (hadalha) from
a preceding one (min al-mulakaddim), if you say this, you

(76) Sce ihya’, vol. 1V, p. 317, 1. 1-8.

(77) A term employed by the Mu'tazilites to denote the position of someone
who commits a grave sin.  Such a person is neither a believer nor an unbeliever;
he is in an intermediate position. If he repents before his death, he will be consi-
dered a belicver, and if not he will be punished in the world to come as an unbe-
liever. Sce W. Madelung, Der Imam al-Qdsim ibn Ibrahim und die Glaubenslehre
der Zaidilen, Berlin 1965, pp. 10-11.

(78) See R. M. Frank, op. cil., pp. 352-354.

(79) Sec ihya’, vol. IV, p. 454, II. 16-16. Cf. H. A. Wolfson, “The Halirani
in the Kalam and Ghazili as Inner Motive Powers of Human Aclions”, Studies in
Myslicism and Religion, presented to G. G. Scholem, Jerusalem, 1967, pp. 375-379.
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decide that a thing does not come into being through God’s
power. [But] if you deny this (i.e. that a thing does not come
into being through God’s power), what is the meaning of the
derivation of any of these things from other things (laraflub
al-ba‘d min hadha ‘ald al-ba‘d). () Al-Ghazali answers saying
that: “Concerning coming into being (hudilh) some of the
determined things (ba‘d al-mukaddaral) derive from others in
the same way as a conditioned thing (mashrat) derives from a
condition (shart). Volition, then, comes out of the eternal
power (al-kudra al-azaliyya) only after knowledge [comes out]
and knowledge [comes out] only after life [comes out] and life
[comes out] only after [the existence of] the substrate of life
(i.e. the body). Just as it is inadmissible (ld-yadjizu) to say
that life derives from (laksulu min) a body, which is the condit-
ion for life, so it is inadmissible to say that about the rest of the
stages of derivation (darajal al-larlib).” (®!) Everything that
happens in the world, al-Ghazali asserts, is according to a
necessary derivation (farfib wadjib) and obligatory truth (halk
lazim). It is impossible (muhdl) that a conditioned thing
should precede a condition. (%)

Al-Ghazali contradicts himself. Above he says that some
determined things derive from others, whereas here he says that
all that happens in the world comes about through a necessary
derivation. This contradiction may be explained by a passage
in k. al-iklisad, in which al-Ghazali distinguishes between
necessary events (lazimal) which occur through a chain of
conditions giving rise to conditioned responses (c.g. life-know-
ledge-volition), and necessary events such as cotton burning
when it is near fire, which occur by virtue of the consecutiveness
of custom (bi-hukm lard al-‘dda). Events of the first kind
must be connected to each other, and as for those of the second
kind one can imagine their being disconnected with the violation
of customs (khark al-‘ddat).  Al-Ghazali considers the first type

(80) Sec ihya’, vol. 1V, p. 317, IL. 15-17.

(81) See ibid., 1. 20-23.

(82) See ibid., p. 317, 1. 27-p. 318,1. 2. According to al-Ghazali (k. al-ikiisdd,
pp. 99-100), conditional correlation is one of three kinds of necessary relationships
between two terms or entities. The other two are: 1. a reciprocal relalionship,
“according to which the negalion of the one implies necessarily the negation of the
other, e.g. right and left, above and below.” and 2. “the relations of cause and
effect, whereby the negation of the cause entails the negation of the effect only
when the effect has one cause”. See Fakhry, op. cit., pp. 62-63.
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of events to be subject to the law of contradiction. (#3) We may
assume that al-Ghazali’s first assertion, that some determined
things derive from others, represents his view as expressed in
k. al-iklisad, while his sccond assertion expresses his real view n
ihy@. Probably, al-Ghazali changed his mind in thyd’ (which
was written after k. al-iklisad), but preferred to conceal his true
opinion by contradicting himself. ~ This system of contradicting
oneself to conceal one’s true doctrines was adopted by some
thinkers in the Middle Ages. (3) The fact that in ihyd the
action of fire in burning is depicted as pure compulsion, as
action which occurs necessarily, without any mention of the
consecutiveness of custom, further proves that al-Ghazali
adheres to the second assertion, namely that everything that
happens in the world happens through a series of necessary
derivations on condition-conditioned chain, so this chain
becomes imperative not only logically but also ontologically.

At this point al-Ghazali relates a parable to prove that every-
thing that is determined, depends when power exists, on the
existence of a condition (lawakkuf al-makdir ma‘a wudjid al-
kudra ‘ald wudjiad al-shart). (%) The impurity of person sunk
up to his neck in the water will not be removed from his organs
even if the water surrounding him (mulakin lahu) removes
impurity, until he washes his face. God’s eternal power,
al-Ghazali explains in the parable, is present (hadira), (%)
surrounds the determined things and is attached (mula‘allika)
to them in the same way that the water surrounds man’s body.
But what is determined does not occur through the presence of
this power alone, just as impurity is not removed by water until
the right condition is fulfilled.  Al-Ghazali emphasizes that the
fact that impurity is removed after washing one’s face does not
mean that the washing is the cause of its being removed.  Simi-
larly molion does not occur directly on account of power.
When impurity is removed from a person’s face it is removed

(83) See k. al-iklisad, p. 46. Fakhry, op. cil,, p. 62.

(84) See L. Strauss, Perseculion and the Art of Wriling, Glencoe, Hlinois 1952,
especially ch. 3, pp. 69-78. IR. L. Neltler, “Ibn Khaldan’s Proof for God’s Unity:
A Problematic Passage in the Muqaddimah”, Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and
Islam 1 (1979), pp. 151-183.

(85) Sec ihya’, vol. 1V, p. 318, 1. 5.

(86) Probably he means “presenl in the delermined things”. The text has
fa-kadar al-kudra al-azaliyya hadira. 1 could nol find any meaning for the word
fkadar here.
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from other organs by the water which environs them, and not
through washing the face, which was only the condition. Once
that condition is fulfilled the water, or power (the “illa), becomes
effective.  “Illa (%) means here God’s eternal power. Accord-
ing Lo al-Ghazali, this parable shows the derivation of determined
things (sudir al-mukaddardl) from the eternal power; the power
is eternal (al-kudra kadima) and the determined things come
into being (wa’l-makdiral haditha) from it. (88)

To sum up, al-Ghazali asserts that God’s eternal power is
always present in things, (8%) but is actualized only through
conditions. The real cause of the occurrence of events is God’s
power, which: is revealed only in the presence of the right
conditions.  God has established an unchangeable scheme of
derivation (*°) according to which each thing is derived from
another by God’s power.  There is no mention in the context of
the parable of either the continuous creation of accidents or of the
theory of habit (“dda) (°!) which are cornerstones of the Ash‘arite
theory of the universe.

Al-Ghazali’s repeated assertion (e.g. thyd’, vol. IV, pp. 7-8,
p- 318, L. 27-p. 319, 1. 1), however that: “the meaning of man’s
acting is that he is the substrate in which God creates power
after He creates in it volition after He creates in it knowledge”
coincides with the Ash‘arite theory of God’s continuous creation
of man’s action. In short, al-Ghazali, contradicts the implic-
ations of both the parable of washing and the parable of the
water clock. Yet, al-Ghazali seems to conceal from the
ordinary reader his true opinion, which is found in these two
parables. by repeating of the Ash‘arite theory. This repetition
of the orthodox doctrine and the insertion there of only a very

(87) For the term ‘illa sec L. Gardet, “*THa”, EI2, vol. 111, pp. 1129-1132.

(88) See ihya’, ibid., ll. 6-16. One may offer a modern example to illusirate
al-Ghazali’s scheme. A car whose engine works does not move unless one gears
it. The cause of the car’s molion is the actlion of the engine but it will not move
without gearing which is the condilion for its molion. Gearing alone does nol
make the care move.

(89) Cf. Ibn Rushd’s quotation of Aristotle in tahdful al-lahdful: “Everything
that is in this world is only set together through the power which is in it from God;
if this power did not exist in the things they could not last the twinkling of an
eye”. See S. van den Bergh's tr. Vol. I, p. 90, vol. 11, p. 65 (n. 5 to page 90).

(90) See ihya’, vol. IV, p. & 1. 18-19.

(91) For ibn Rushd’s critique of the notion of “habil” (‘dda) see lahdful al-
lahdfut, pp. 523-524. tr. S. van den Bergh, vol. I, p. 320, vol. 1I, p. 179 (n. 1 fo
p. 320).
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few contradictory statements is reminiscent of Maimonides’
way of writing as elucidated by L. Strauss: “We may therefore
establish the rule that of two contradictory statements in the
Guide or in any other work of Maimonides that statement which
occurs least frequently, or even which occurs only once, was
considered by him to be true.” (®*) One who reads our text
carefully may draw the conclusion that even in his seeming
acceptance of the theory of consecutive creation, al-Ghazah
does not diverge from the view he expresses in his two parables.
In ikya’, vol. IV, p. 120, 1. 1, he says that God has a quality
called “power” (kudra) from which creation (al-khalk wa’l-
ikhtira®) derives (yasduru). Elsewhere, (°%) he explains how
creation comes about: “Whenever the condition for a quality
(wasf) exists, [and] the substrate is ready to receive that quality
(isla’adda al-mahall li-kabal al-wagf ) following (the fulfillment of)
that condition, (**) then, that quality derives from God’s
generosity (°3) and eternal power (hasala min al-djad al-ilahi
wa’l-kudra al-azaliyya “inda husial al-isti'dad). (°%) Thus,
according to al-Ghazali, creation derives from God’s eternal
power when circumstances are suitable, i.e., when the necessary
conditions are met. e says nothing about God who creates
the qualities. On the contrary, al-Ghazall uses intransitive
verbs (sadara, hasala min) in order, we suggest, to cxpress the
notion that God does not intervene directly in nature but
through a causc-effect chain derived from His eternal power.
Al-Ghazal’s use of the word sunna (*) instead of the common-
ly employed (‘d@da) in this context to denote the notion of
derivation (lariih) (*®) is very significant. This word has inter

(92) See L. Strauss, op. cit., p. 73.  This arlicle is not the place Lo discuss the
question of whether al-Ghazali holds esoteric douctrines.  [Cf. H. Lazarus-Yafeh,
op. cil., ch. V: The Esoleric Aspect of al-Ghazali’s Wrilings]. My intention is
only to try to prove that in this issue of causality al-Ghazall conceals his true
opinion. Tt is worlh noting that in ialf(i[ul al-faldsifa, Ltoo, he diverges only once
from the Ash‘arile doctrine.

(93) See ihya’, vol. 1V, p. 8, Il. 16-17.

(94) IL.c., life serves as a condition for knowledge.

(95) For God’s generosily as the source of creation see Ibn Rushd, lahaful
al-lahdaful, p. 151. tr. S. van den Bergh, p. 90, Plato, Tim. 29, d, e. Plotinus,
Enn, v. 4, 1.

(96) Isli"ddd ns a philosophical {erm means the abilily of an object to receive
only onc form and not two contradictory forms.  Sce al-Ghazili, maekasid, p. 293.

(97) See ihyd’, vol. IV, p. 8.

(98) See ihyd', vol. 111, p. 35, B. 6-7: hddha ma ‘urifa min sunnal Allah la‘dta
fi lartih al-musabbabat “ald al-ashdb. “This is the known law of God, may Ile be
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alia the meaning of: a. law, or rule; b. habit, custom. (*%)
Al-Ghazali seems to have chosen it to persuade the ordinary
reader that he does not deviate from Ash‘arite doctrine when
he speaks of sunna(custom), though he actually seems to consider
sunna to be a law.  Quoting siira 33, v. 62 “One will not find in
the law (sunna) of God any change”, he seems to want to show
that there is no change in the way things take place. The fact
that al-Ghazali uses here the word sunna to denote the chain of
condition-conditioned things, further supports our conclusion
(see p. 9) that he changed his mind in ihyd@® when he stated
that all events in the world come into being through necessity.

Consequently, when Wolfson (Kalam, pp. 550-b1) translates
the word sunna as “customary procedure” he fails to take its
context into consideration. This statement of Wolfson (ibid.,
p. 5H1) is also untenable: “It is similarly to be noted that, when
in his ihya@ he describes the cleavage of water by a man’s falling
into it as a ‘natural act’ he uses the term ‘natural’ in the sense
of ‘customary’.” Wolfson is wrong because al-Ghazali con-
siders cleaving water an action which occurs necessarily and
through compulsion (see above, p. 87), features which cannot
describe a “customary procedure”.  Elsewhere in thya (vol. IV,
p- 354, 1. 1f) al-Ghazali tells the following story: People complain-
ed to their prophet of the ugliness of their children.  Then God
told him: Order them to feed their pregnant women quince, since
it beautifies the child.  This is to be done in the third and fourth
month, during which God shapes the child. So the people used
to feed the pregnant women quince and the confined women
fresh dates. From this story and others of its kind al-Ghazali

exalted, in making effects derive from causes.” 1bn Rushd uses the same phrase,
See mandhidj al-adilla, ¢h. V, the 1st q., p. 200, ll. 15-20.  Tariib al-musabbabdil
is a term used by the Muslim philosophers to denote a cause-cffect relationship.
1t occurs also in al-Ghazali’s makdasid al-falisifa (p. 288), in which he objectively
and precisely explains the views of those philosophers, in the form of larlib (or
taratlub) al-sabab wa’l-musabbabal. For other philosophical terms, occuring in
al-Ghazili see 5. L. Ormsby, An Islamic Version of Theodicy: The Dispule over
al-Ghazili’s “Besl of all Possible Worlds”, unpublished Ph. 1. thesis, University
Micro Inter. Ann Arbor 1983, p. 240. Thus, H. Lazarus-Yafeh’s statement
{op. cil., pp. 249fT) that common medieval philosophical Lerms “are enlircly absent
from these books by al-Ghazidli which scholars have accepled as authenlic books
written by him” and the conclusion she derives from this statement about some
books ascribed to al-Ghazill must be re-examined.
(99) See Lane, op. cil., p. 1438.
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draws the conclusion that “the causer of causes (musabbib al-
asbab) (1°) made his law of the connection of eflects to causes
continue (adjrd sunnatahu bi-rabl al-musabbabal bi’l-asbab) in
order to manifest [His] wisdom (izhdran li’l-hikma).”  Al-
Ghazali regards the remedies of quince and dates as causes
subject to God’s judgment (musakhkhara bi-hukm allah) just
like the other causes are.  Al-Ghazali reasserts that the cause-
cffect chain is a law and that it expresses God’s wisdom.  This
use of the words judgment (hukm) and wisdom (hikma) which
connotes unchangeability indicates his intention which is that
sunna is a law not a custom. In fahdful (p. 512, 1. 11-12)
al-Ghazali himself says that “whoever considers the habitual
course of events in the world (madjart al-‘adat) (**) an indis-
pensable necessity (lazimalan luziman dartriyyan) regards all
this (i.e. the miracles) as impossible. He thus oppose.s.t'he
ascription of necessity to habit, because it excludes the possibility
of miracles. Thus if we accept Wolfson’s rendering of sunna
as “customary procedure,” how can we explain al-Ghazali’s
self contradictory statements, namely the coincidence of
custom with necessity in ikya@ on the one hand, and the opposit-
jon of such coincidence in fahdfut on the other hand? ~ We must
admit that sunna in ihy@ is not equivalent to ‘a@da or madjarit
al-‘adal in lahaful. Morcover, nowhere in lahdful does al-
Ghazali employs the word nature (labi‘a). Ibn Rushd, how-
ever, states following Aristolle, Lhat things that take place by
nature take place invariably or in most cases. (')

Another issuc on which al-Ghazali deviates from the theory
dominant in the Kalam is that of impossibility. For the
Kalam whatever is imaginable is intellectually possible. (1)

(100) For the term musabbib al-asbdb cf. H. A. Wolfson, Religious Philosophy :
A group of Essays, New York, 1965, p. 179, n. 5.

(101) S. van den Bergh's translation of madjdri al-‘adat as “the ordinary course
of nature” (vol. 11, p. 313, 1. 13) does nol seem suilable {o al-Ghazill’s theory in
fahdful because he uses the word “nature” itself.

(102) See lahdful, p. 523, 1. 10. tr. 8. van den Bergh, vol. I, p. 320, vol. 11, p. 180
(n. 4 Lo p. 320).

(103) Nevertheless, the Mulakallimun agree that there are impossibilities such
as the Law of Contreadiction, see al-Ghazdli, fahdful, p. 90.  Tr. S. van den Bergh,
vol. 11, p. 40 (n. 1 to p. 53). Maimonides, The Guide, 1, ch. 73, prop. 10. Cf.
H. A. Wollson, Repercussions of the Kalam in Jewish Philosophy, Cambridge, Mass.
1979, pp. 195-199. K. Gyckye, op. cil., pp. 31-32.  For the Law of Contradiction
sce D. Ross, Arislvlle, London 1966, pp. 15911



96 BINYAMIN ABRAHAMOV

It is possible by reason that, for instance, fire may cool and
water may heat, (1) and that a stone may stand still in the
air. (1)  This view is explained by al-Idji as follows: “All
possibilities (mumkingl) depend on God, Glory be to Him,
directly (iblidd’an), and there is no connection between the
[consecutive] things which come into being (hawddith) except
by [God’s] continuing the custom (‘dda) of creating some things
after others. Thus burning comes after fire touches and
quenching of one’s thirst follows drinking. But God may
bring about touching without burning and burning without
touching. The same applies to all other events.” (*°8)  In
thy@ al-Ghazali holds the opposite view. He explicitly states
that it is impossible for a conditioned thing to precede a condit-
ion, e.g., volition must come after knowledge. “Possibility
(imkan) means derivation (larlib), and derivation does not
admit change (la yakbalu al-taghyir).” (17)  Likewise it is
impossible that God would cause plants to sprout without man
sowing or that a woman should give birth without sexual inter-
course. Whoever expects God to perform such actions does
not know God’s law (sunna). (1°8)  These examples and others
support our conclusion (p. 9), namely that the rule of deriv-
ation or the condition-conditioned chain is valid in the logical
realm as well as in the ontological one. Thus al-Ghazali
expresses in ihyd@ the same view he expresses in some sections
in lahaful. (99)

V. Now we are coming to our final conclusions. In Thya
al-Ghazali reasserts the three principles illustrated by the
parable of the water clock, namely: 1. God’s wisdom and design
(hikma, tadbir). (1%) 2. God’s decrec (kad@). 3. God’s de-

(104) See Maimonides, loc. cil.

(105} See al-Baghdadi, usal al-din, Istanbul 1928, pp. 138-139.

(108) See al-Idji, mawakif, vol. I, Pp. %41-242.  J. van Ess, Die Erkenninislehre
des ‘Adudaddin al-1¢i, Wiesbaden 1966, pp. 289-290.  This notion is put forward
by al-Ghazali. See lahdfut al-faldsifa, pp. 517-518. Tr. S. van den Bergh,
Vol. I, p. 316.  Idem, k. al-iklisad, p. 46. Judah Halevi (d. 1140) gives a detailed
description of the action of burning which is quite contrary to al-Ghazali’s theory.
See Kuzari, v, 20. H. A. Wolfson, “Judah Halevi on Causality and Miracles”,
Meyer Wazman Jubilee Volume, Chicago 1966, pp. 138-139.

(107) See ihyd’, vol. 1V, p. 8, 1. 15.

(108) See ibid., p. 330.

(109) See Alon, op. cil., pp. 404-405.

(110) See ihya’, vol. 1V, p. 318, 1. 4, and p. 80 above.
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termination (kadar). (") (He does not make a clear distinction
between the first and the second principles here, as he does in
al-maksad and k. al-arba‘in.) Indeed, one might assume that
there is an essential difference between ihy@ on the one hand
and al-maksad and k. al-arba‘in on the other hand, because in
the latter al-Ghazali uses the verbs Radalha and lawallada in
connection with causes, showing that he regards them as eflicient
causes, whereas in the former he considers causes to be conditions.
Yet, the fact that al-Ghazali uses the term nature (labi‘a) about
man’s actions and attributes heaviness to man’s body proves
that in his mind causes have efficacy on effects, although it is
God who created these causes and maintains their influence.
That, God’s eternal power does not operate directly but nceds
conditions to bring actions into being is what the parable of the
water clock teaches us: The first cause makes all the instruments
in the clock move, but the form (or quality) of each action of
every Instrument is determined not by its first cause but by the
relation of each instrument to other instrument. These
relations among the instruments constitute conditions. Thus,
for instance, the falling ball will not ring if it does not touch iron.
The ringing occurs by recason of three causes: a. the first cause,
which makes the instruments move; b. the nature of the ball
and iron (e.g. solids); c. the arrangement of the ball and iron
(condilion), i.e., the ball falls on iron.

Al-Ghazili’s theory is that God created things and their
natures and that he established the plan by which things
influence cach other.  The condition-conditioned chain that
al-Ghazali depicts in thy@ is no other than the scheme he
elaborates in al-maksad and k. al-arba’in.  As we have stated,
he combines divine causality with secondary causality, but the
secondary causcs also have inherent natures created and main-
tained by God. To sum up, al-Ghazali’s view of causalily is
the same in all three works.  The only work in which he strictly
adheres to the Ash‘arite doctrine is k. al-iktisad [vl-i‘likad.

What was al-Ghazali’s aim in putting forth his theory of
causality? By establishing a cause-effect chain with God as
its First Cause and Maintainer, al-Ghazali affirms the following:
a. God is Omnipotent and One, since He alone, at His will has
i created and continues to maintain the cause-effect chain.

(111) See ibid., p. 8, 1i. 18-20, p. 120 and p. 80 above.
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b. God acts through His wisdom and not capriciously. c.
Consequently it is possible to acquire knowledge about the
world, since every event or thing has a cause, and things
happen or change according to a fixed scheme. (%) d. Man is
obliged to choose his actions but his choice is really compulsory
too. These four points constitute a compromise between
orthodox Islam and philosophy. Points a and d represent the
religious view, while points b and ¢ represent the philosophical
view.

Binyamin ABRAHAMOV
(Tel Aviv University)

(112) Cf. lahafut, pp. 529-530. Tr. S. van den Bergh, pp. 323-324.  Fakhry,
op. cil., p. 126, n. 2. Courtenay, op. cit., p. 87. Goodman, op. cil., p. 111f.
— 1 wish to thank Prof. S. Pines for his valuable remarks.





