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LBN RUSHD VERSUS AL-GHAZALL
RECONSIDERATION OF A POLEMIC

The history of philosophy is, to a large extent, a history of polemics. We
need only remember Aristotle and his criticism of Plato: criticism in this case
was used as a constructive force in the creation of new thinking. Neither did
Aristotelianism stand apart from the polemical process. When Aristotle’s works
were “discovered” in the first century of the common era, they immediately
-became the focus of much philosophical discussion. Galen of Pergamon (129-199
A.D.), better known as a physician, moved away from the usual path of in-
terpretation and “corrected” Aristotelian theories, Such an attitude provoked
the reaction of a contemporary scholar and fellow of the same school, Alexander
of Aphrodisia (160-230 A.D.), who tried to give “Aristotelian” answers to the
problems raised by Galen.!

This process reveals a “three-phase” structure which has often been present
in the history of philosophical polemics. It can be summarized as follows. One
authority establishes a thesis: another thinker makes objections or even refutes
the original proposition; in a third moment, someone claiming to be the true
follower of the first authority goes on to destroy the opinions of the second and
seeks to demonstrate the validity of the first thesis. The result is not merely a
return to the point of departure, Through the polemical process, a particular
question comes to be considered under new aspects, and the sum of knowledge
is increased. New explanations may mean a closer approach to reality.

Other paths of philosophical discourse should not, of course, be overlooked.
In contrast to the polemical process stands that of synthesis, which sometimes
leads to syncretism. We may remember, for example, how Plotinus (205-270
A.D.) or Porphyry (234-301 A.D.), his main disciple, “Platonized” Aristotle with
such success that philosophy in the later Roman Empire became generally
Neo-Platonic. Al-Farabi in his turn sought to harmonize Plato and Aristotle, in

! Galen's critical remarks on Aristotle are found throughout his works. Cf. Claudii Galeni
Cpere Omnsg, ed. C. G. Kihn. Leipzig. 1821-1833, 20 vols. In vol. XIX, Pp- 39-48, he gives a list of
his own works, but none is directed expressly against Aristotle.

Alexander of Aphrodisia answered him in different ways. There are, for instance, the 2 ysikar
sclholikar qporigr kar fysers, edited by L Bruns in Alexandyi Seripts Minore Religuall, 2. {Berlin, 1892).
P Moraux refers accurately to their content in his book Alexgndre d Aphrodise, exégéte de /g noctigue
d Arsstote (Paris: Ligge, 1942), pp. 19-24.

Other works are extant only in Arabic, as we know from N. Rescher & M. Marmura, the
editors and translators of 7%e Refutstrion by Alexandre of Aphrodisiz of Galen's “Treatise on the
Theory of Notion. ” (Islamabad, 1965).
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114 THE MUSLIM WORLD

which endeavor he was facilitated by the fact that his understanding of Aristotle
was already Platonic.

The present discussion, however, examines the polemical method. A sec-
ond example confirms its three-phase structure, Belief in the world's eternity
was commonly accepted in antiquity, and proofs sustaining it did not need to
be particularly stringent. As Zoroastrianism, Judaism, and Christianity brought
into special relevance the doctrine of a personal God as Creator of the world
and therefore of its temporal origin, the discussion became sharper. A renewed
defense of eternity was produced by the Neo-Platonic philosopher Proclos
(412-485), Biiruglis for the Arabs, who wrote eighteen theses in support of the
philosophical view.?

The second phase is represented by John the Grammarian (ca. 490-580),
known both as Philoponus and, among Arabs, as Yahya al-Nahwi. This Chris-
tian thinker was the author not only of a book Contra Aristote/er but also of
a De afernitate mundi contra FProclum?® John was an Aristotelian in dis-
agreement with Neo-platonic emanationism, and was perfectly ready to criticize
Aristotle when the latter's opinions came in collision with his own beliefs.
Thus, while remaining one of the most important of Aristotle’ s commentators,
he is exemplary of the polemic process we are considering as an advocate of
temporal creation.

For the third phase of this process, we look at Simplicius, who moved to
Ctesiphon in 529 after the closure of the Athenian school of philosophy and on
to Rome in 533. Simplicius was a still more detailed commentator of Aristotle
and the last great Neo-Platonist. He refuted Philoponus, or John the Gram-
marian, and returned to Aristotle following the arguments of Proclus,* With him,
the polemical process reached its end in the Hellenistic world.

2 Eoicheirimate pers aidiowdtos tou kasmou. The theses are preserved not in an independent
book, but in that of Philoponos’ D eteraitate mundi contrs Froclum, ed. H. Raabe (Leipzig, 1899).
T, Taylor selected the theses using Philoponus’ Penaissance edition {Venice, 1535} and translated
them into English: e fragments that Remamn of the Lost Wiitings of Froc/us (London, 1825),
pp. 35-92.

3 Only some fragments of the Contrs Aristorelerm are preserved. The D aternitsle IR COning
Proclum is mentioned in note Z, above. John alsc wrote a non-polemical work on the subject: e
gpifico mundy Libri Vi, Ed. W. Reichard (Leipzig, 1897).

A brief, but excellent, exposition of the polemic is preseated by 5. Pines in the article "A
lost work of John Philoponus,” free/ Orrents! Studies, 2 (1972}, pp. 337-346. See also M. Mahdi's
“Alfarabi against Philoponus,” jowrna/ of Nesr Eastern Studies, 26 (1967}, pp. 233-260.

4 His arguments against Philoponus on the present subject are mainly produced in his
commentaries on the Phyicsand on On the Heavens: fn Aristotelis Physicorunt IV Hbros priores
cammentarit\C.AG. IX), idem, /V fbros posteriores. Bd. H. Diels, (Berlin, 1882-1895), 47 Aristotels
De coelo commentariz (C.AG. X). Ed. ].L. Heiberg (Berlin, 1894},
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The polemical process was inherited and continued by the Arabs. Respect-
ing the above example, they adopted both positions. Al-Kindt (+866) and Abii
Zakariya al-Razi (+925) among the philosophers, and the whole Az/4r tradi-
tion, supported John Philoponus. On the other hand, al-Farabi (870-950} and
Ibn Sina (987-1037) repeated the efforts of Simplicius and Proclus to save
Aristotle’s opinions on the eternity of the world.

The three-phase development of the polemic is also evident in the Arab
tradition. The first stage is represented systematically by Ibn Sina. Through
his work, Islamic philosophy matured in systematic form. Thus, when al-Ghazali
wanted to expose and critique the whole system of Islamic philosophy in his
Alagasid #/-fatisia, he did nothing other than explain Ibn Sina’s thought.

Al-Ghazali's attempt to refute Ihn Sina marks the second step of the po-
lemic we are considering, as evidenced in his works 7x4#/ur alfaidsifa and
Aldgtisad £ frtigad ® The /Zgtisd which M. Asin Palacios translated into
Spanish under the expressive title &7 justo moedio en fa creenci, extends be-
yond mere refutation. It expounds the main theses of Ash’arite doctrine in
which al-Ghazali had been schooled by his teacher al-Juwaini, the Imam
al-Haramain (1028-1085), whose A74i5 aidrshad 8 is a leading example of
Ash’arite A/

This raises an interesting, yet difficult question. Was it al-Ghazali's role in
the polemic to defend the A/ tradition, and specifically Ash‘arism? The
answer is not easy. Al-Ghazali did not see in Az/#» an ultimately valid re-
sponse to Ibn Sina’s philosophy. In a well-known metaphor he compared true
science with pilgrims on their way to Mecca who are compelted by the dangers

on the road to take a bedouin escort. The escort represents Az/#m (Zpz7 1 1.
2, p. 22), an enterprise neither useful nor harmful, neither lawful nor unlawful
in itself. It may be rendered useful and lawful when employed for a right
purpose:

Theology sAzdzm/ is designed solely to safeguard the articles of faith
which the followers of the Prophet's tradition /$wzna/transmitted down
to us from the righteous Fathers, nothing else {Zw 1. 1.3, p. 40).

3 Sec abbreviated bibliography under 72bd/ize and /géisda The second has been also edited by
LA Cubcu and H. Atay {Ankara, 1962}. According to M. Bouyges, £xsa/ e chronolopre des oeuvres
& Afaze/ (Beirut. 1959), these works were written in the following order: Aegdei - 487/1094
(Bouyges, s, # 17, pp. 23-24), 7aAdsur aB8 H, Afutarram L 1thf 1095 (A5, # 16, p. 23). Lgtisad
488/1095 (/442, # 24, pp. 33-34). Bouyges' results coincide basically with those reached independently
by G. F. Hourani: “Chronology of Ghazli's Writings,” /.4.¢1.5, 79 (1959) pp. 225-233.

& £ frchad! par Imam el Haramein. Ed. & French tr. ].D. Luciani (Paris, 1938).
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Al-Ghazali's use of Az/z7in the /gtis77 contains neither logical demon-
strations nor dialectical arguments which are the main features of intellectual
debate. A chapter of the first book of the Aevrva/ of the Religious Stiences,
devoted to A2/ as a debating technique, carries the significant title: “On the
Evils of Debate //z2iz/7and on the Resulting Influences that destroy the Char-
acter” (Zy#71. 1. 4, pp. 45-48). A s the book unfolds we become more aware
of al-Ghazali's reluctance to embrace Az/77. What was partially accepted at
the beginning comes to be viewed as having dangerous consequences and is
eventually rejected for the following reasons:

1) Debate, which appears as the main method of Az, is a cause of
moral destruction. Al-Ghazali refers to ten major evils caused by debate: envy,
pride or haughtiness, rancor, back biting, self-justification, spying into the
private affairs of men and rejoicing at the injury of others, deceiving, detest-
ing the truth, and hypocrisy:

Hypocrisy is that virulent disease which, as will be discussed in the
Aitgh atriyd; leads to the gravest of major sins (Zy#, L. 1. 4, p. 47).

Some pages later, in the section entitled “The Book of Faith,” we find similar
judgments: the harm of Az lies in raising doubts about the faith and, spe-
cifically, in the fanaticism kindled by disputation which prevents people from
knowing the truth (see 7y, 1.2, P. 96),

2) The destruction of morality is linked to the destruction of faith. Although
everyone has access to faith, the way and the degree to which one has it vary.
In this respect al-Ghazali was particularly sensitive to the role of education.
Commeon people run a higher risk of losing their faith than the learned, espe-
cially if it comes to them in an inappropriate form such as A&/, This divi-
sion between the learned and the unlearned seems to be traditional in Islam,
and al-Ghazali applies it to the study of A%/ Towards the very end of his life

(505/1111), he wrote a book about the hazards of this kind of theology: the
Kitab Higm at-awamm an Sim af-Kalén in which he insisted:

Proofs [concerning God's existence and nature] are of two kinds: those
requiring such great keenness and reflection that the common people
cannot reach them, and those self-evident, clear, and known from the
first outset. There is no danger at all in the second class; on the contrary,
the first requires such efforts of thinking that it is above the capacity of
the common people { %/, p. 20).

7 "Book on restraining the cammon people from the science of Kalam.” See M. Bouyges, Zises aé
Chronolggre, # 63, pp. 80-82; the book was finished in the month of Jwwnsc#’ /7505/Dec. 1111,
“guelques jours avant la mort d'Algazel ”
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We already find the same contention in the /47 a book written at least
ten years earlier:® laymen should be left alone in the safety of their beliefs. To
teach them A4z is harmful because it will arouse doubts and weaken their
faith {cf. Zy=7; 1. 2., p. 96). Al-Ghazali nevertheless maintained a partial ac-
ceptance of A%/zn. It could serve as an argumentative defense of the Suuzz,
but he restricted its use to a small number of learned men who must be of
both high intelligence and high moral qualities, because the dangers of debate
are very grave,

3} The most decisive dimension of al-Ghazali's critique of A%/ addresses
its internal nature, and raises the issue of epistemology. Al-Ghazali accepts
that the use of logic in A%/#7 has produced undeniably good results in the
struggle against those who seek unwarranted innovation /44777 Yet he is alert
to certain inherent problems within Az/477 itself. The logical way of demon-
stration starts from necessary premises and proceeds to a generally recogniz-
able truth. He argues that the premises used by A%/ are taken from human
consensus or from the Qur'anic tradition, neither of which are logically nec-
essary (daarariyat of. Mungicdh 1 p. 16),

To state the same point in a different manner, in the 27, A%ab G775
a/ga/6® al Ghazali establishes firmly that knowledge of God's revelation
rtapallin/ takes place on three different levels: on that of the common people
by means of faith by authority; on that of the learned men /muizdaliinin)
by means of knowing through “indication” /#s##//; and on the superior
level, that of the gnostics /a/ Zrz#izn), though direct illumination (thya? 11, 1,
pp. 115 -119). Regarding the knowledge of the murizkailiman, he draws the
following analogy. Someone hears Zayd's footsteps inside his home, but does
not see him because there is a wall between them; he infers only that Zayd is
in his house; similarly, the musadatlinus infer God's existence. The import of

8 Bouyges, Fzsar do chronologse, # 28, pp. 41-44, places its composition between the years
489/1096 and 495/1101-2. There is an English translation of the whole Thy#” by Fazal-ul Karim,
{Lahore, 1983), 4 v. in 2. From among the partial translations are the following: Js/snsche Fehik:
Yol. It &ber fntention, reine Absiche vnd Wahraattghess (Book 37). Tr. H. Bauer (Halle, 1916).
Vol. Il: Vor der £he (Book 12). Tr. H. Bauer. Halle, 1917, Vol. lII: &riswdtes und verbotenes
Gut (Book 14). Tr. H. Bauer (Halle 1922). Vol. IV: Vo Gottvertraven (Book 35} Tr. H. Wehr
(Halle, 1340}. Repr. in 1979, (Hildesheim: G. Olms) in 1 vol. Dve Wunder des Herrens K. H.
Eckman (Mainz. 19601 (Ph.D. Diss.). £ odijpation o ordonner fe bien of & interdire fo mal L.
Bercher {Tunis, 1961). Book of Fear and Hope W. McKane {Leiden; Brill, 1962}, 7#e Sook of
Anowedge N. A. (Paris: Lahore. 1962). Lber die guten Sitten beim Essen und Trinden. H,
Kindermann, (Leiden: Brill, 1964}, Lo fere oy fivte ot ot £ iicrte R, Marelon, (Paris: Vrin, 181},
Lie Lekbre von den Stufen zur Gottesfiche (Bucher 31-36). R. Gramlich, (Wiesbaden, 1984),
Livre dle f'amour. M. L. Siauve (Paris: Vrin, 1986} (£ musvim. XXIX). Phe Book of fnvocstions
and Sypplicstrons, K. Nakamura, {Cambridge: Islamic Texts Soc., 1988).

? "Book of the Mysteries of the Heart,” y# (Book) IIL. (Ch.} 1. pp. 2-47.
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this analogy lies in its implied criticism of the internal weakness of the Az/Z7
system of knowledge. Al-Ghazili is equally concerned with its subjective con-
sequences. The mutakallimin are in great danger of losing themselves and
their faith in dry debates and logical constructions. The believers have to know
God, His attributes and works, and these truths do not result from A747772-“in
fact, theology is almost a veil and a barrier against it” (/#y/1. 1. 2, p. 22).

This criticism of A@/zz occurs throughout al-Ghazali's writing, and is
central to his thought. After his analysis of A%/e in the A7gd gawdsd
al-9g47%7 1°, he concludes:

Listen tc one who has familiarized himself with the A#/4% and after a
careful study and thorough investigation... has come to dislike it and has
ascertained that the road to what knowledge really is, is closed from this
direction (Za; 1. 2, p. 97).

It is on grounds of its inability to provide a true knowledge of God that
al-Ghazili passes an ultimately negative judgment upon Az4, even while
according it a qualified usefulness, in the hands of suitably learned scholars, in
defending the verities of revelation. The same criticism applies—even more so
in al-Ghazili's reckoning—to philosophy. Fearing that the defense of revelation
from the assault of philosophy was insecure in the hands of Az/» he pre-
ferred to entrust faith to religious authority and gnostic experience,

Basic faith, he argued, is surely open to everybody, but it does not seem to
result in great knowledge. Religious observance, while compulsory for all, needs
to be complemented for those who seek greater understanding of the meaning
of Qur’dnic tenets. For this, al-Ghazali turned to Sufism or gnostic knowledge.

Gnostic science is what al-Ghazali referred to as the “Mysteries of the
Heart,” to which he devoted an entire book in the /Zyé’(see note 9). In this he
argues that everything which God has created or will create is contained in the
“well preserved table,” doubtless a derivation of the “Table” keeping the original
Qur’an.!! Here are inscribed all eternal ideas, of which the bodies of the sensitive
world are merely copies.

The heart, in al-Ghazéli's analysis, can know these ideas or true es-
sences in two forms: through the senses, i.e., through their copies, or di-
rectly. Direct knowledge may be gained through the heart which acts like
a mirror, reflecting not only sensitive images but also ideas existing in the
“well preserved table.” Such knowledge he also compares to pure water
springing direct from the earth:

10 “Book on the foundations of the beliefs,” ¥~ 1. 2, pp. 89-125.
U Sure85:22.
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We say: we may imagine that the heart reaches the reality of the world
and its form sometimes through the senses and sometimes from the
“preserved table” as we may imagine that the eye gains the form of the
sun sometimes by leoking at it and sometimes by looking at the water
which reflects the sun and repeats its form. Whenever the veils between
the heart and the preserved table are raised, the heart sees the realities
and science flows into it, and it does not need to acquire the science
through the senses: it is like an outlet of water from the depth of the
earth (/4 111 1. 10, p. 21).

Al-Ghazali's own words suffice to introduce a way of knowing which is
different from both Az4irzand fa/safz, one in which the “well preserved table”
and the heart, considered as a “spiritual and divine fine-substance” (=1, 1. 2,
p. 3) are the central pillars. Man's heart is actually his true essence /‘Zazgigg/
and can hardly be distinguished from his spirit or his soul.

Although al-Ghazali's theory of the “preserved table” differs in important
respects from Sufi understandings of this Qur’anic symbol, just as his system
of thought is not that of Sufism, it is clear that both share a common attitude.
We agree with Duncan Black Macdonald!? that al-Ghazali helped Sufism attain
a recognized position in Islam. This convergence is clearest, with respect to
the concerns of this paper, in the way knowledge is obtained:

not by study, but rather by fruitional experience and the state of ecstasy
_and “the exchange of qualities”!?

However, we must not overlook the originality of al-Ghazali's system which
J. Obermann'* characterized as ‘Subjectivism’ —whatever other scholars may
argue about external influences upon him.! As far as knowledge is concerned,
he argued that it does not have to be rational:

‘& Develgpment of tustiin Theology: Jurisprudeace snd Constiutions! Theary (New York, 1903},
p. 239,

B almungidh min a/deié! p. 123; the quotation is taken from McCarthy's English translation:
p. 9. ‘Fruiticnal experience’ is the term he uses to translate @beny, literally ‘taste’. CE. E Jabre,
Lxsal sur fe besigue de Ghezslt (Beirut, 1985, 2. ed.): dhawvg, pp. 100-102; A2/ pp. 79-80 & fena? p- 226.

¥ Der phiosophische und relidse Subjektivismus Ghzrdlis (Vienna, 1921).

15 Asin Palacios' insistence on finding a Christian origin for al-Ghazali's belicfs is widely known:
sec L& eqpurrtualiiod de Ajgazel y su sentido cristisng, 4 v, (Madrid, 1934-41), prssiz. Wensinck (£
Ipem‘ée de Ghazi p. 199) adds Platonism te the Christian influence. Neo-Platonic philosophy is an
unportant source according to H. Lazarus-Yafeh (Stvabies iz 8/ Ghazza/ (Jerusalem: Magnes Press,
1975), pp. 277-324). On the contrary, M-L. Siauve restricts its role (£ amowr o Dieu cher Gardiis
{Paris: Vrin, 1986, pp. 119-123).



120 THE MUSLIM WORLD

For the mystics /zrhil al-quiitt/, God causes every atom in the heavens
and on the earth... to speak a language without letters and without sounds

(M7 TV. 5.1, p. 248}

To understand this language, man has to acquire a hearing organ, other
than the physiological one, one that “perceives a speech without letters and
sounds, neither Arabic nor foreign” /2. This is the knowledge of the heart
which leads to a supra-rational deepening of understanding within the obli_ga-
tions of religious observance which mark the sentinel authorities of faith.
Differentiating himself at this point from both the advocates of Az/z and
Falsafz, al-Ghazili was equally critical of many Sufis who, in his judgment,
failed to live up to the standards of the “masters of the hearts”. Only the very
truest believers are the 272777 or a4/ al-ma i/, whom we may call gnostics.!®

It is at this point that al-Ghazali's polemic against the philosophers and

mutakallimean is sharpened to a practical issue. In his “Book of the Mysteries
of the Heart” he criticizes the opinions of people * who speculate and reflect””
concerning Sufism. Asin Palacios reads this as a reference to the philosophers,
and translates accordingly, though my own judgment is to interpret the refer-
ence more broadly to include Muslim theologians in general representing the
traditions of Az as well as Fzlsa/z'® While these each followed systems of
thought which were very different from Sufism, they did not deny its legitimacy
cither as an ascetic discipline of purification, or as a means of knowledge
/ma 742/, They saw it, however, as the way of a very few, and even .those who
traversed the path of spiritual purification had no assurance of being able‘ to
retain the gift of s 7/ for a sustained period. It was scarcely an effectljn?
way of knowledge for the majority of believers. Against this view al-Ghazali
maintained the inherent quality of 727 7#% as the superior way of knowledge
of God, and persisted in calling everyone to undertake the spiritual path without
which it was inaccessible.

In this light it becomes clear how al-Ghazili represents the second-stag_e
position in the three-phase polemical process which developed in the Islamic
tradition. In the struggle against AZ/s2/% he made a qualified use of K’a/{im
while being alert to its epistemological and moral shortcomings. But he r_elled
ultimately upon the experiential knowledge of the heart which, as a r.mr.ror,
reflects the eternal truths of God’'s revelation. Thus, if al-Ghazali made limited
use of certain forms of A%/ in his polemic against philosophy, it was with

1€ For a wider analysis, see A.). Wensinck: L pevsde de Ghazza/i (Paris, 19401, pp. 153-168.

VI dn-nuzsdr wa-dhe &l it Hya; 11,19, p. 20, . ‘

18 L esprritusiided de Alpazel y su sentide cristiano, vol. Il p. 226. 1 base my interpretation on
the definition of the mtakasindn Ghazdli gives in Almungidh p. 76.
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the effect of infusing these with the epistemological richness of what he learned
from the Sufi tradition as he adapted it in his distinctive system of thought.
Turning now to the third stage in the philosophical polemic which devel-
oped in the Islamic tradition we call to evidence the work of the great Islamic
philosopher, Ibn Rushd, who took up the argument against al-Ghazali in defense
of the principles of Az/su/% which he—al-Ghazali—had attempted to refute,
Before addressing this polemic, however, it is important to acknowledge areas
of agreement between Ibn Rushd and al-Ghazali. For example, in chapter three
of the Azs/ a/rmag#] which is clearly a conciliatory work, Ibn Rushd pays
tribute to al-Ghazali for his contribution to the development of the “sciences of
asceticism and of the future life” {Axs/ p. 19; tr. p. 63). Moreover, we find Ibn
Rushd in agreement with al-Ghazli on the need to avoid Az4. If Ibn Rushd's
criticism lacks the moral condemnation which is characteristic of al-Ghazali's
position, Ibn Rushd's polemic disqualifies 42472 on methodological grounds.
In the fas/ a/maga/ his discussion of 47 %77/ 19 considers three kinds of inter-
pretative method regarding theological issues: “rhetorical, dialectical and de-
monstrative” (#s/ p. 14; tr. p. 58). The nrutadztlinmiin employ dialectical proofs
which Ibn Rushd rejects as illegitimate, even though he was prepared, like
al-Ghazali, to extend a qualified tolerance to other aspects of Az, 7% 'wil he
argues, can only be undertaken legitimately by philosophers on the basis of
natural understanding or demonstrative proofs:

The dialectical way in the discussion is forbidden when talking about
how the Creator knows Himself and the other beings, let alone putting it
down in a book ( Z244/ut p. 356, cf, tr. p- 215).

The only way to discuss these questions is by way of strictly philosophi-
cal reasoning, the iy a/-burkin (7bid, p. 357). Few people are capable of

'% Certainly, there is disagreement between al-Ghazali and Ibn Rushd upon the nature of /##’
which consisted originally in interpreting some passages of the Qur'an in an allegorical way.

Al-Ghazali buiids many of his doctrines upon the double meaning of terms [exoteric/esoteric)
and does not link it with dialectic, After having examined different kinds of interpretation in the
Book of Faieh, he states: “a group went to the middle point and they opened the door of the
allegorical interpretation for what is related to God's attributes and excluded it from what is related
to the future life. . they are the Ash‘arites” (Z#/1. 2. 2., p. 103). He could accept the £Z2/2m and jts
restricted application of 47 #+7in this case and could employ it also in others, but probably not to the
extent that F. Jabre ascribes to him: “Le #2477 de Ghazali prend ainsi des proportions cosmiques”
(L notion de certitude sefon Ghazdl; Paris, | 958, p. 179).

Ibn Rushd was not prone to making wide use of 47" it becomes necessary only if the revealed
text contradicts the results of demonstration. In such a case, he looked for the metaphorical
meaning of the words following the rules of the Arabic language.

Al-Ghazali had frequent recourse to 4##2/ but never accepted, as did Ibn Rushd, that it can

be used in order to cause reason to prevail over revealed texts whenever both are in apparent
contradiction { Fzs/ pp. 14-15.
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pursuing this path, for few possess the requisite moral and intellectual quali-
ties. Where these are lacking Ibn Rushd warns against any form of knowl-
edge other than common-sense understanding:

1t is appropriate for you to keep yourself to the apparent meaning /z#4s
of the Divine Law /s4zr/ and not to look for these new dogmas [e.g.,
Ashtarism] in Eslam; for if you adhere to them, you will be neither a man
of certainty [philesopher] nor a man of Divine Law [ 7244701, p. 361-362;
of. tr. p. 218).

On such grounds [bn Rushd excludes Az/7m from treating basic theo-
logical questions. His criticism is based not only on its n 'gative results, but
on the wrongfulness of its arguments. In the Zedair a/-7ubdrut he often
complains that the musadaliman employ false premises in their arguments;
on other accasions, he accuses them of falling back on acts of sophistry like
the use of “transference.” %

Thus far we can find no reasons for a polemic between Ibn Rushd ang
al-Ghazali. Both agree that A%4777 is not the way to truth. Though they do not
agree upon where the way to is to be found, Ibn Rushd does not reject the
intuitive knowledge of the Sufi @47n+y (See p. 15) nor al-Ghazili the rational
knowledge of the philosophers. Yet the polemic does take place because both
are moving on a rational leve] and because al-Ghazali, in spite of his critique,
makes use of Az/Zm. This brings us to their difference regarding philosophy.

Two well-knawn writings bear special witness to their philosophical po-
lemic: al-Ghazali's 7247/ a/l-FaiZsiia and Ton Rushd's 72Aasur af Tabarud.
Al-Ghazali's book was written in 488/1095 according to Bouyges.?! This makes
it earlier than the aforementioned /p#/s#and /4y, and it is important to notice
that the texts 1 have produced so far to express his opinions against Azi2z2 are
dated later. Ibn Rushd wrote his 7&#4s/¢ in 1180, and there is no reason to
believe or suspect that the relevant thoughts contained in the work were su-
perseded by later evolution.

Ibn Rushd's criticism of the twenty objections which al-Ghazali raised
against the philosophers follows the same non-systematic order as al-Ghazali
had elaborated. The issues that can be qualified as “substantive” mainly concern

20 Apgl eg. Tehsfut, p. 37t p. 20,
2l Ses Note 5. For Tbn Rushd's 724d/s s-72bs70t see M. Alonso, 7eoigers o Averrdes,
(Madrid-Granada, 1947}, p. 92.
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the nature of God and the world, but it is my intention to consider only the
concepts underlying them. Causality?? is such a concept, and a basic one, which
appears already in the “first discussion,” and it will now draw our attention.

All of Greek and Roman philosophy, with the possible exception of the
Epicurean schoaol, avowed both the existence of causes and an order among
them, Causes, i was argued, are linked to one another, and all eventually go
back to a First Principle identified with God, who acts not directly, but through
the chain of causes. The theory of knowledge in harmony with this view links
the chain of reasoning to the chain of causes and is a doctrine which the Muslim
philosophers in their turn would inherit,

Azidrn theologians, however, tried a different rational explanation, with
the primary intention of enhancing the omnipotence of a personal God. If we
follow Walfson's analysis,?® we find as many as eight ways of explaining the
phenomenal world without admitting any principle of causation in the phile-
sophical sense. The common denominator among these A2/ theories is the
principle that God acts directly, not indirectly through a chain of causes and
effects as the Graeco-Roman philosophers believed. According to @777, as God
created the world from nothingness by an act of divine will, so God creates
directly every single action which occurs in time and space. Al-Ghazali sets
forth the classical Ash'arite position in the following passage:

Accidents are destroyed by themselves and their endurance is not con-
ceivable. For if their endurance were conceivable, their annihilation
arg 7 would not be conceivable because of this intention /b}«fﬁa‘}f. Al-
though substances do not endure by themselves, they do so because of
an endurance added to their existence. If God does not create the endur-
ance, they become non-existent.?

22 The importanee of this subject has been acknowledged for many years and §. van den Bergh
already devoted a number of notes on causality in his translation of the 7eAd/t 2/ Fahdfus to causality.
J. Obermann was the first to approach the question with “Das Problem der Kausalitit bei den
Arabern,” Hiener Zettschr £ & Kunde o Morgeniandes, 29 (1916) pp. 323-350. See also among
recent studies: M. Marmwura, *Ghazali and Demonstrative Science,” furnal of History of Philosaohy;
3 (1965) pp. 183-204; A. L. Ivry. "Ibn Rushd on Causation,” in §. Stein & R. Locwe, eds.,
Studres.. presented to Alexander Aftmanan (London: Alabama U.P, 1979}, pp. 143-156; 1. Alon.
‘Al-Ghazali on Causality,” /4.0.5 100 (1980} 397-405; A. Hyman, "Aristotle, Algazali and Avicenna
on Necessity, Potentiality and Possibility” in Florilegium Columbianum: Sssepx /7 Homor of £O
Arssteder (New York: Italica Press, 1983), pp. 73-88; B.S. Kogan, /&7 Fushd #od the Metaphysics of
Crusstron (Albany: SUNY Press, 1985),

B The Philesophy of Kaidm (Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1976 pp. 522-544; Wolfson uses
al-Ghazali's 7r4g7i/8s a primary source.

2 Tahafut, 11 p. 88; of. Wolfson, Kalam, p. 526.
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Ashlarite Azl thus posits a continuous activity of the Divine, who cre-
ates not only all beings but also their changes and actions (4zs5 literally “ac-
quisition”). Substances can endure only if a /722%7 25 is added to them for this
purpose—something not given to accidents.?® Although differences within Az
concerning this subject should not be overlooked, there is, as al-Ghazli af-
firmed, a prevailing common ground. This denies causality between created
beings, and argues as follows:

The link between what we believe is a cause by custom and what we
believe is an effect is not necessary in our opinion... From the necessity
of the existence of the one, the existence of the other does not follow;
and from the necessity of the non-existence of the one, the
non-existence of the other does not follow, as between quenching
thirst and drinking, becoming sated and eating, burning and touching
fire ... (Zabatut, XVIL. 1, p. 277).

Such a theory not only contradicts our daity experience at first sight, but
implies very serious consequences. If we cannot know causes, we cannot know
the special functions of each thing, and we cannot act either, because we cannot
foresee the results of our action. Yet, in fact, we do all these things. We are
thus confronted with a contradictory situation: if there are no causes, we act
as though there were, and it works.

Aa/zm sanswer to this problem rests on the principle of habit or custom
/&y, the origins of which can be traced to al-Ashari.2” The starting point is
the very concept of “habitual.” Habit is what happens “often” but without
necessity, i.e., it need not always happen; sometimes it does not and sometimes
it does—but in the opposite direction. It is evident, however, that Tegularity
applies and that exceptions are few. In this manner the Ashtarite theologians
even sought to explain miracles.?8

This answer was not fully satisfactory for all mtakalimdn, however, be-
cause they were loath to allow “custom” to re-enter the realm of objectivity. In
their internal polemic, al-Ghazaki stood behind the Asharite school and strove
to complete their doctrine of *habit”:

5 The concept has its roots in the Stoic sémainomenon, but Mulammar in the X century A.D.
developed the Kalim doctrine in this direction.

6 Y ‘Abd al-Qahir Tbn Tahir al-Bagdada, £75 s/ sy, {Istanbul, 1928), p. 230; Abu l-Hasan
al-Ash'uri, A4 #/-/urma BQ & tr. R, ]. McCarthy, (Beirut, 1952), pp. 7778,

27 According to Ibn Hazm, 476 4/ Fsa/(Cairo, 1317/1899), Part V, A/ Atz /11365 7 pp. 14-16;
of. Wolfson, Azizm p. 546.

28 For Ibn Rushd treatment of the problem, see M. Fakhry, Suemic Occasionation and ris Crtrgue
by [ Rushe and Aguines {London, 1958), pp. 103-110.
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God has created in us knowledge that He will not do these possible [but
absurd] things and that He will not let these things become necessary,
but that they are possible: they may occur and not occur. The repetition
of the "habit” in them over and over again impresses upon us that their
course is in accordance with past custom and that these will not cease to
occur ( 7441wt XVII, p. 285).

Al-Ghazali's prevailing intention is clear: to place God above any limitation,
as in his opinion a chain of causes in nature or even regularity would imply.
The theory of knowledge he follows requires not only that science or general
knowledge are apriori, but even particular knowledge. The issue of the polemic
between Ibn Rushd and al-Ghazali is now plain. Al- Ghazali's position is directly
opposed to classical philosophy. For Aristotle, science is knowledge of causes:
“We know something whenever we know its causes and first principles insofar
as we have reached its elements” (Zys7cs, 1.1, 184 a 12). The same position is
faithfully maintained by Ibn Rushd:

Intelligence is nothing but the perception of things with their causes ...
and he who denies causes must deny intelligence. Logic implies the
existence of causes and effects, and knowledge of these effects can only
be rendered perfect through knowledge of their causes. Denial of causes
implies the denial of knowledge.??

For Ibn Rushd, there is no dichotomy between knowledge and reality, and
therefore no necessity for divine intervention, We know something whenever
we know its essence, and the essence is determined by causes and determines
the effects caused by the being whose essence it.

But while Aristotle did not have to fight against a philosophical school of
the Ash'arite kind and did not need to develop an “offensive” line of argument,
Ibn Rushd was constrained to do so by adding a refutation of the doctrines of
his adversaries. So, for example, the following argument: if we deny the necessity
inherent to any kind of knowledge, as A@/2r7 does, we must admit that even
this affirmation is not necessary knowledge (see note 27, /%). The path
taken here by Ibn Rushd consists of unveiling the contradictions into which he
saw his adversaries fall,

Ibn Rushd also argues that even though the Az/#» theologians used
different terms than the philosophers, they meant nearly the same thing. ¥
The philosophers talk about "matter,” the mutzede/linign about “condi-
tion” and “substratum”’ /ma4£//, the first, about "form,” the second, about

2 Tubufisr at-Tahdfus p. 522, English tr., p. 319, Wolfson. gp.cvt, p. 553.
3 7rbasit ot Tibafit pp. 521-522; English tr., p. 319
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“quality in the mind”; philosophers accept causality and therefore the
existence of effects: the theologians speak of signs® even though this also
implies a kind of causality.

The main thrust of Ibn Rushd’s argument comprises his criticism particu-
larly of the theory of “habit,” which—as we have just seen—was affirmed by
al-Ghazali. Ibn Rushd points to what he sees to be its inherent ambiguity:

I.do not know what they [the Ash‘arites] understand by the term “habit *
whether they mean that it is the habit of the agent, the habit of the
existing things, or our habit to form a judgment about such things?
( 7&44firt p. B23; tr. p. 320).

He then argues that God cannot acquire a “habit” that would constrain
Him. Un-souled beings cannot acquire "habit" either, because this would mean
that it belongs to their nature. Of course, the human intellect is familiar with
custom, but from it only a “hypothetical® knowledge is possible. If all knowledge
were hypothetical “everything would be the case only by supposition and there
would be no wisdom in the world from which it might be inferred that its
Agent was wise” (7244/uf pp. 523-524; tr. p. 320).

These last words open the way to another dimension: causality appears
not only as the foundation of our knowledge but also as the manifestation of
God's wisdom to men. The philosophical argument is definitely better built,
but also achieves—in its own way—the same aim intended by Axbim, ie., to
emphasize God's influence upon the world and its beings. As M. Fakhry* has
shown, Tbn Rushd and the tradition to which he belongs have rendered a great
service to philosophy.

Although causality was a very important component in the polemic, we
should not forget other issues of a non-substantive nature. If we consider, for
instance, how causality acts, we see that it is by means of the interaction of the
four classical causes (matter, form, agent, end). They are, however, not suffi-
cient to explain the very essence of change or the relation between being and

31 Dz corresponding to the Greek sémeson. This is defined by Aristotle as a “demonstrative
sentence” in Anajytics Praora1l. 27, 70 a 7-10. Tt refers to something /zzggma/which happens before
ot after what exists or has become, A classical instance is smoke as a sign of fire. Five centuries later,
Galen gave another definition; “Dialecticians define sémesiaz as a hypothetical sentence for a sound
mind, where the first period can be grasped from the second” { Gpera omass, Note 1, . XIX. 7, p.
235}. This second definition reflects Theophrastus' and the Stoic developments, and it is closer to
the one employed by the Kalim. As the concept fulfilled its function in Stoicism in relation to
causality, 50 it does in Kalam.

3 Orewsionalism, pp. 208-213.
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non-being, and last principles have to be found. The polemic against al-Ghazali
also involves these questions,

Let us go back again to the first stage of the philosophical polemic as
represented by Aristotelian philosophy. In A7esgpdysics (IV. 3, 1005 2 19-8, 1012
b 31), Aristotle formulates the principles of non-contradiction and of the ex-
cluded third: 'z’ is or is not. But in the same work and especially in the
Frysics (1, 200 b 12-201 b 15}, he introduces a new predicate: “possible.”
Although 'x’ does not actually exist, it may potentially exist. Aristotle was
here in argument against the Megarian school which denied any kind of potential
existence, but his answer did not remain unchaltenged. Diodoros Cronos,
famous for his Master Argument, derived his definition of the possible from
that of the Megarians, Hellenistic philosophy, in general, was concerned with
the nature of possibility.

The issue, as it appears in Aristotle, can be summarized for our purpose
as follows: existence and non-existence are not contradictory, because ex-
istence can be either actual or possible, i.e,, in potentiality. Thanks to this
distinction, Aristotle found a suitable explanation for the changes and for
the coming to be in nature, which consist always of an “actualization” of
an existing “potentiality.”

A consequence of this theory is that there is no absolute non-existence;
thus Greek thought is alien to the idea of nothingness as well as creation from
nothingness. The possibility of coming to be enjoys a kind of reality because it
also has a rea/ foundation. This foundation is associated with the “first mat-
ter” as it is the underlying cause of any process of actualization.

Ashlarite A%/#n did not agree with this conception of possibility, which is
linked to causality. It did not admit the universe as an autonomous entity with
actual and potential dimensions. Only God can endure, and things are or are
not according to God's will; there is no foundation for possible existence. The
notion of possibility/potentiality is thus reduced to a logical category: the pos-
sible is only what is not contradictory.

Isit, then, possible to admit the reality of “potentiality” in cases where the
possible becomes existent in fact? Al-Ghazali denied this in the following terms:

By potentiality of existence /g a/-wujig) we do not mean anything
else than possibility of existence /amddn afwysik?, and that leads to the
coincidence in the same thing of the possibility/potentiality of its exist-

33 1 find the first modern reference in E. Zeller: *Uber den kyrieuon des Megarikers Diodorus,”
SHtzungsberichic o Adng! Aksdemie & Wiss. (Berlin, 1882), pp. 151-158. Since then, the subject
has been continuously studied; see R. Sorabji, Meacesoity, Couse and Blame (London: Duckworth,
1980), pp. 104-109,
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ence and its attainment of existence in act. Its existence in act is identicat
with the potentiality of existence { Zz4d7uz XIX, p. 343).

The distinction between zn447 and geiwais taken from Az/sazf, where it
proceeded from post-Aristotelian philosophy. For al-Ghazali the distinction has
no importance, because possibility and potentiality are never “real.” There is
only actual existence and possibility appears together with it, being only an
“additional attribute” /mas/ i

The polemic over this point was not merely academic: it had direct con-
sequences for understanding the nature of the world—its necessity or
eternality—as well as of Divine omnipotence.® It is therefore not surprising
that many arguments of the 7Z4dfur a/ Zabafut 3 revolve around these op-
posite conceptions of the possible. Let us consider, for instance, the so called
“fourth proof” of the First Discussion involving the eternity of matter. Ibn
Rushd condensed the Aristotelian view into these words: “everything that
becomes is possible before it becomes, and that possibility needs something
for its subsistence /yegum bikf/namely the substratum /zzha/l/ which re-
ceives that which is possible” ( 7242/ p. 100; tr. p. 59). This substratum is
cbviously first matter.

In the same passage, Ibn Rushd relates al-Ghazali's reaction:

The possibility of which they [the philosophers) speak is a judgment of
the intellect /pacs” 2/ 2g/; and anything whose existence the intellect
supposes, provided no obstacle presents itse!f to the supposition, we call
possible.3%

Al-Ghazali's point was to argue that possibility belongs only to the realm
of human thought and its laws. Against this Tbn Rushd raised severe objec-
tions on the basis of his realistic theory of knowledge. As in the case of causal-
ity, he launched his attack from the fact of knowledge itself:

If there were outside the soul nothing possible or impossible, judgment
of the mind about this [that things are possible or impossible]) would be
of as much value as no judgment at all, and there would be no difference
between reason and illusion ( Z24afu, p. 113; tr., p. 67).

3 See van den Bergh's introduction to his translation of the ZzAsfs o/ TaAdfut PP. xxi-xxiii,

35 Bee e.g. pp. 86-117. tr. pp. 50-69.

3% FuAsfut p. 102; tr., P 60. A corollary of this proposition establishes that “there is not in
possibility anything whatever more excelleat ... than it is” {#pa! IV, p. 223}, and it has raised a
discussion about the perfect rightness of this world. See E L. Ormsby, Zheodicy i flamrc Fhoyghe
The L¥spute over 8/-Ghszdli's "Best of Al Possible WoriZs* / (Princeton: UP, 1984}, esp. pp. 32-91.
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If rational knowledge is knowledge of causes, it is also knowledge of
the principles sustaining them. The agent of a change, for instance, is the
cause that draws the object of this change from potentiality into actuality;
its acceptance is also the acceptance of its metaphysical foundations. Ibn Rushd's
answer to al-Ghazali reinforces the Aristotelian line, though he acknowledged
certain difficulties with it.37 In this as in other respects, Ibn Rushd stands as
the representative of the Aristotelian tradition in Islam more evidently than
his predecessor, Ibn Sina. For example, with respect to causal efficacy, B. Kogan3
has recently outlined Ibn Rushd’s contribution, showing how it moves away
from Ibn Sina’s model of emanation. For the general doctrine of causes and
principles Ibn Rushd returns to Aristotle, albeit in a Neo-platonic way which
affirms that the giving of unity to a sensible substance gives it existence,

Ibn Rushd's polemic against al-Ghazali certainly embraces other subjects
than those we have considered, as can be seen in the 724d7us a/-7atafut or in
the Azst/ an Manaty) The discussion about causality and possibility, how-
ever, takes us to the heart of their disagreement and serves to illustrate the
nature of their polemical relationship, notwithstanding the important issues
upon which Ibn Rushd agreed with al-Ghazali. The issue in dispute was not
al-Ghazali's adoption of Sufism but his retention of AZ#7. In his struggle against
Falsa/3, he subscribed to the Ash‘arite Az/277 because of its rational dimen-
sion. This no doubt involved him in a contradictory situation: on the one side
he rebuked A%/#m-on the other, he made use of it. His criticism of Az/Zm— as
we noticed—was mainly subjective in nature, although he also pointed to the
weakness of its reasoning. However, his criticism resulted not in a turn to
philosophy, but to non-rational forms of knowledge and to an emphasis of the
subjective world.

If we adhere to the chronology of al-Ghazali's works, it becomes clear
that he did not articulate these contradictory opinions about Az/#m si-
multaneously. His 7z44fut a/-Fa/isita, in which he defended the Asharite
Aa/dm without any critique, was written before his spiritual crisis of 488/
1095.%% Later, in the /47 (written between 489/1096 and 495/1102) he set
important limitations to Az/#7 and even advised its avoidance. Finally, in
the A7t25 a/ 47 (505/1111) he expressed his complete disapproval of Az/z2
and its proponents.

3 Faadfus p. 68: tr., pp. 68-69.

38 Averroes and the Metaphysics of Causstion, pp. 250 f & 256 ff.
38 Zahatire, pp. 180-181: tr. p. 108 & p. 231-232; tr. pp. 137-138.

% Sec Atmungidh, pp. 125-128; tr. McCarthy, pp. 91-93.
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While this chronology heips to distinguish an evolution in al-Ghazali's
thought, it does not resolve the contradictory nature of his evolution.
Scholars take different views of this problem. Asin Palacios,*! who did not
have a chronology of al-Ghazili's works, argued that he remained an
Ash‘arite throughout his life. Jabre*? also sees a continuously positive at-
titude towards Az/#rz, but with conditions. Lazarus-Yafeh*? considers that
his books dealing with philosophical doctrines are not authentic, because
the common medieval philosophical terms appear only in these books,
and in none other of his works..

In fact, Ibn Rushd himself was the first to be aware of the problem. In the
Fas/ almagz/{p. 18; tr. Hourani, p. 61), he complains that the £ 57 of al-Ghazali
used “poetical, rhetorical and dialectical methods” with the praiseworthy
purpose of “awakening spirits.” This resulted in internal contradictions of
methodology and effect, and inn inconsistency which undermined his good
intentions. In a famous passage, Ibn Rushd condenses his criticism of al-Ghazali
as follows:

In his writings he did not adhere to any doctrine, because he was an
Ashfarite among the Ash‘arites, a Sufi among the Sufis, and a philosopher
among the philosophers.

Ibn Rushd's criticism is impressive, but unfair. No doubt al-Ghazali wished
“the best” for his people in terms of strong faith and right moral behavior.
Philosophers may affirm that rational knowledge leads to these goals in the
best way, but one could object that the essence of the religious phenomenon
itself lies beyond philosophy or rational theology. This was clearly al-Ghazali's
conviction and in his search for this essence he moved between Az and
Sufism—reason and heart—until the second became his predominant concern.
But the subjective system which he set out in the /%47 as his most repre-
sentative work, never completely superseded the rational constructions of his
Ash‘arite works. He may have renounced 4247 in the course of his life, but
its philosophical dimensions remain objectively present in his work.

In conclusion, therefore, we may say that philosophy in the Islamic tradi-
Hon continued to advance through the work of al-Ghazali and Ibn Rushd in

! See Algazel. Dogmstics, morsf, ascétice (Zaragoza. 1901) p. 226.

42 1¢ notion de certitude, pp. 118-119.

Y Srudies in sl Cherdly pp. 249-258. She denies that the Asgdsis! Thbsrut Midagy at-nazar, and
MIzdn & Gmal were written by al-Ghazali.

44 Some al-Ghazhli scholars certainly insist on the contradiction being apparent and not real;
e.g.. F Jabre in Lo zotion o certituda p. 277,
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the recognized manner of polemic, even if the former did not seem to be aware
that he himself was engaged in philosophy. Al-Ghazali's ultimate personal
concern was always other than #a/sefa, A/ or even Sufism—for the true
nature of religious knowledge cannot be identified with any one of these disci-
plines of knowing.
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