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1

In the 17th Discussion of his Twhatut «l-Falasifa {The
Incoherence of the Philosophers), ! the Islamic theologian
al-Ghazali (d. 1111 a.p) focuses attention on the relation
hetween those observable things habitually regarded as
causes and effects, Is this relation or connection a neees-
sary onc? Al-Ghazali begins by denying any such necessity.
offering a strictly epistemological argument to support his
denial. In so doing, he explicitly affirms (a} that inanimate
things have no causal action and (b) the Ashvarite doctrine
that causal action resides exelusively with God, whose acts
are always voluntary. All happenings, according to this
doctrine, are the ereation of God, cither directly or through
the mediation of His angels.?

Farly in the Discussion, al-Ghazall makes it quite clear
that he is reporting and rejecting two different versions of
the philosophers’ necessitarian causal theory. His argumoent
denying necessary causal conneetion is directly concerned
with the first of these, the versien that attributes neces-
sary causal action Lo observable things. The second version,
however, confines such action to the celestial principles.
These principles act by necessity, their action heing further
conditioned by the receptive potentialities of the things
they act on. Accordingly, a miracle whereby a prophet
placed in a fiery furnace survives unseathed is impossible.

Al-Ghazdll, rejecting this second version also, argues for
the possibility of such a miracle in two ways. He first of all
reaffirms the Ash¢arite position that all events are the

85



H6 ISLAMIC PHILOSOPHY AND MYSTICISM

voluntary creation of God, poses an objection to this doc-
trine, then vigorously answers the objection. Secondly, he
suggests and develops an alternative causal theory, This
second theory, however, introduces in part and with certain
modifications a view of natural causation which al-Ghazali
had carlier rejected. Al-Ghazali's style of arguing is such
that it is not readily apparent whether in introducing this
second theory he is abandoning the Ashearite doctrine — as
his critie Averroes (Ihn Rushd) (d. 1198 4.1 suggests' —or
not. Again, in the 20th Discussion, referring back to both
theories, al-Ghazali states thut hoth are possible, giving an
impression that his position as to which of the two is true is
an agnostie one. What then is al-Ghazali’s position regarding
the second causal theory?

It is this exegetical problem which is our concern in this
paper. As has been remarked in a recent artiele. this second
causal theory has not been given the attention it deserves,
To give perspective to the place of this theory in the Tahdjut,
we will begin by saying something about the relation of 1he
I7th Discussion to the rest of this work. We will then give
more detail of the context in which the theory occurs in the
17th Discussion.

2

i}

The 17th Discussion is the first of the final four Discus-
sions that with a short preface constitute the second part
of the Tuhafut. This second part, unlike the first, which is
metaphysical, is devoted to the natural sciences.,

In approaching the 17th Discussion, two things in partice-
ular must be kept in mind. The first is that in the first part
of the Tahafut there is persistent criticism of the concept
of causal necessilation, mainly as applied to God, that
complements the epistemological approach of the 17th
Discussion. Again and again, particularly in the first three
Discussions, al-Ghazali attacks and rejects the doctrine
that God's acts proceed by neeessity from His very essence
or nature. The divine act, he insists, is voluntary. For the
divine act to be voluntary, he argues in effect, the eternal
attributes of life, will, power and knowledge must be addi-
tional to the divine cssence, not identical with it. Otherwise
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the divine acl becomes essential, proceeding as the neces-
sary consequence of the divine nature. Al-Ghazalr's posi-
tion in all this is characteristically Ashtarite. Only a living,
knowing, willing being can be an agent, he argues in the
Srd Disceussion. declaring quite emphatically that what is
Inanimate huas no aetion In the same Discussion he also
gives his example of the finger's movement in wuter to
ilustrate the Ashearite oceasionalist doctrine that explains
all change as a series of creations after non-existence
cnacted vohmtarily and direetly by God.s The second thing
to remember is that despite al-Ghazali's epistemological
argument in the 17th Discussion, his motive throughout
remains theological: to show that eertain miracles deemed
impossible by the Islamic philosophers are in fact possible,
His position on miracles requires some further comment.

In the Preface to the sccond part of the Tuhdfunt,” al-
Ghazali discusses two types of miracles, one type rejected
as impossihle by the philosophers, the seeond aecepted and
accounted for by them. The type they reject consists of
mirucles that contradict their theory of a world order ol
causally necessitated events. They thus deny, al-Ghazali
tells us, the literal truth of Quriinie accounts of such mira-
¢les as the changing of Moses' staff into a serpent and the
raising of the dead, interpreting these aceounts meta-
phorically. The miracles they aceept, he then goes on to
oxplain, include the two kinds of prophetic revelation that
involve the prophet’s imaginative faculty and theoretical
intelleet, respeetively® They also include Lhe prophet's
ability — through the excreise of the power of his practical
soul—to summon storm. rain, and the like. For, as al-
Ghazali explains, the philosophers maintain that just as the
ordinary human soul affects one's own body, its power in
the prophet can become so strong that its influence tran-
seends the body to cause atmospherie changes in temper-
ature und movement of air that in turn cause storms,
earthquakes, and the like.

Al-Ghazali does not deny the possibility of accounting
for this type of miracle in this way, stating that “this is
among the things that may belong to prophets.” Since the
philosophers’ explanation of miracles based on a theory of
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influence involves in part their casual theory, al-Ghazali's
statement seems inconsistent. Moreover the Ash¢arite posi-
tion which he defends elsewhere attributes the miracle to
divine action, not to the power of the prophet.!® It should be
pointed out, however, that when al-Ghazali holds that some-
thing is possible, this does not commit him to maintaining
that it is true. This will become clear when we discuss his
position regarding the two causal theories. But it is also
suggested by the 17th Discussion, where the question of
whether the miracle is brought ahout by the power of the
prophet or by God is raised. Without denying the possibility
that the miracle could be produced by the prophet’s power,
he declares that it is more proper to attribute it to God,
a statement that seems to reflect his own beljef 1!

3

Al-Ghazali begins the 17th Discussion with the declara.
tion that the connection beween what is habitually believed
to be a cause and its effect is not gz necessary one. If any
two things are distinct, he argues in effect, and provided
that neither the affirmation or negation of the one entails
the affirmation or negation of the other,2 then the exis-
Lence or non-existence of the one does not make it necessary
for the other to exist or not to exist. After giving examples
of observable things normally regarded as efficient causes
and effects, he argues that their connection “is due to the
prior decree of God who creates them sjde by side, not due
to its being necessary in itself.”™ It is hence within God’s
power, he continues, to ereate any one of these concomitant
things without the other. In declaring all this, it should be
noted, there is nothing tentative or hesitant. Al-Ghazali
asserts the Ashtarite view explicitly and positively.

Al-Ghazill then illustrates his denial of necessary causal
connection between observable things with the example of
the eontact between fire and cotton, Again, al-Ghazali
asserts quite explicitly that it is possible for such a contact
to take place without the cotton being burnt and that it is
possible for the cotton to turn into burnt ashes without
contact with fire. He then introduces two positions opposed
to this view.
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The first claims that the burning is caused by the fire
alone, which is an agent by its very nature, not hy choice.
Thus if it meets a receptive substratum, it is impossible for
it not to act according to its nature. This elaim al-Ghazali
dentes:

The one who enaets the burning by ereating blackness in
the cotton, disintegration in ils parts, and by making it
tinder and ashes i+ God iexalted he Hel, cither directly or
throngh the mediation of His angels. As for fire. which is
inanimate. # has no action, !
One notes that al-Ghazall reaffirms what he had argued for
in the 3d Discussion that what is inanimuate has no eausal
action. _

Al-Ghazili then gives his argument thut observation does
not prove that it is the fire which causes the burning of the
picce of cotton in contact with it. Ohservation only shows
that the burning oceurs at the juneture of contact; it does
not show that the burning occurs through or by the fire. He
points out that the philosophers themselves in certzin
instances, for example, when explaining the birth of the
fetus, hold similar views. They thus maintain that the new
life oceurs when the sperm is placed in the womb, but is not
caused by it, the agent being God acting direetly or through
angelie mediation. To show how ecasy it is to mistake 1
concomitant event for the real cause, he then gives the
hypothetical example of the blind man whose sight is sud-
denly restored and who at first thinks that the cause ol his
seeing is the opening of his eves. to realize later on when
darkness falls that the cause was light. Al-Ghazali also
attributes to certain philosophers the view that the real
cause of sight in the eye is “the giver of forms." a celestial
principle, the appearance of the sun, the healthy pupil, und \
the colored object being only preparatory causes. “With
this,” he concludes, “the claim of those maintaining that
fire is the agent of burning, bread the agent of satiation,
medicine the agent of health and so on, hecomes false, ™

In refuting the first position, al-Ghazali has prepared the
way for explaining the second. Those upholding this posi-
tion admit that temporal events emanate from celestjal prin-
ciples, but maintain that the preparation for the reception
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of the emanated forms comes about through the observed
mundane causes. These principles, however, cause the
events necessarily, that is, the events “proceed from them
necessarily and by nature, not by way of deliberation and
choice.”® The actions of these principles are further con-
ditioned by the different receptive dispositions of the sub-
strata they act on,
Al-Ghazali writes:
If Lhis, then. is the case, [they arguel, how is it conceiv-

able if we assume a fire with its Lproper] quality and suppose

twu similar pieces of cotton that come into contact with it in

the sume way that one of them should burn but not the alher,

when Lhere is no voluntary choiee [in the agent]??

It is because of this, al-Ghazali goes on, that the philose-
phers reject the miracle of a prophet placed in a fire
remaining unburnt. Al-Ghazali then answers this rejection
in two ways. The first is to deny that the celestial princi-
ples act by necessity, stating that he had already refuted
this in the 1st Discussion of the Tahafut {where, it should
he remembered, he argues at length to show that the will
by definition is that quality that chooses one exact similar
from anather).'* “If then,” he writes, “it is established that
the Agent creates the burning when the piece of cotton
contacts the fire through His will, it becomes rationally
possible for Him not to ereate the burning when the contact
takes place.”1#

AlGhazali, however, makes the opponent give a counter
argument to this:

This leads to the commission of repugnant impossibilities
fmuh&lfdt shania). For if one denies that the effects follow
necessarily from their causes and relates them to the will of
their Creator, the will also having no specific eourse —but
[a course] that can vary and become multifarious—then let
each of us allow the possibility of his being in the presence
of ferocious beasts, raging fires, high mountains, or cnemies
ready with their weapons to kill him, but that he does not

se¢ them hecause God does not create for him vision [of
them].20

Al-Ghazali makes the opponent go on in this vein, giving
further vivid examples of such “repugnant impossibilities”
imuhdlat shanitaj.
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In answering this objection, al-Ghazali defends the Ashea
rite causal theory, giving an oceasionalist interpretation of
human knowledge. His commitment to the AshCarite causal
theory in this defense is quite evident 2!

[{it were established that that whose existence is possible
ts such that there cannot be ereated for man knowledge of
its non-existence, then these impossibilities would neees
sartly ensue. We ure not, however, rendered skeptical by the
illstrations vou have given becuuse God ereated for ws
knowtedwe that He did not enact these possibilities, We il
not claim that these things are neecssary, On the conlrary,
they are possibles that may or may not oceur. But the eon-
tinuntes haehit of their securrence repeatedly, one time after
another, fixes unshakably in our minds the belief in their
verurrence according to past halv. ...

I, then, Gead disrupts the habitual [course of nature] by
making sueh fa thing oceur] at o time in which disruptions of
habitual {events] take place, these cognitions [of the non-
oeeurrence of snch unusual possible events|® <lip {from
[moen's| hearts and God does not ereate them. Thoere is Chere-
fore nothing Lo provent a thing from being possible. within
the capahilitivs of God rexalted be Her, that by His prior
knowledge He knows that He would not do it at certain
times —despite its possibility —and that He ereates for us
knowlodge that He will not vreate it at that time.

Elemer in lalll this talk Jof theirs| there is nothing Ind
sheor vilification e fegsa §7 hddha ol-liad@m HG teshui
werfed

With this defense of the Asharite causal theory and the
reference to the philosophers” argument against it as being
sheer vilification ffashni mahd), we will now turn to al-
Ghazall's second way of showing how the miraculous sur-
vival of a prophet cast into a deadly fire is possible. [t is in
arguing for this that he suggests a second causal theory.

4

Al-Ghazall's opening sentence introducing the second
causal theory contains two key expressions that demand
special attention, Al-Ghazall writes:

The second way —in which there is deliveranee from Chese
vilifications fef-tashnf ot} —is for us Lo conceotle faw wusaflin
thal fire is created in such a way that if two similar preces of
cotton came into eontaet with it, it would boen hoth, making
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no distinction between them, if they are similar in all
respects.™

The first of these expressions is al-tashnitat “vilifica-
tions,” the plural of tashnit. Van Den Bergh in his English
version seems to have misread this expression for shanatat,
the plural of shanaa, translating it as “reprehensible con-
sequences.™ This translation makes al-Ghazali tacitly
admit preeisely what in fact he denies. Averroes also
fortifies this misunderstanding when, intentionally or not,
he uses the term shanata in commenting on this passage:

When Ghazali saw that the doetrine that things have
neither special qualities nor special forms from which the
acts proper Lo each existent necessarily proceed is exceed-
ingly repugnant /i ghiya? al-shan@as and contrary to what
man rationally thinks. he conceded [its falsity] in this dis
CONTEE.H

The second expression is an nusallim, “for us to con-
cede,” or “for us to admit.”™2* Now this is a logical term.
It relates to the class of statements, el-musallamat, the
admitted statements, discussed in such detail by Avicenna,
for example.?® These are the statements admitted in argu-
ment for a variety of reasons, not always because they are
helieved to be true. Al-Ghazali, who also discusses these
statements in his logical writings, early in the T&hafut,
referring to certain of the philosophers’ seientific theories,
says: “Let us concede all this to them, dialectically or out of
conviction™ (fa-l-nusallim lahwm jamia dhatika jadalan aw
ittigidans.® In other words, when al-Ghazali says that the
second way of answering the philosophers is to concede to
them a certain view, this does not necessarily mean that he
is conceding it out of conviction. He may be doeing it simply
for the sake of argument.

Now whether or not al-Ghazali makes this concession out
of conviction, he certainly presses his second argument to
show the possibility of miracles, which the philosphers re-
ject. His discussion can be divided into four parts:* {i) the
argument for the possibility of a miracle that involves im-
peding the natural act —now allowed—of an inanimate thing:
i2) an explanation of the type of miracle involving the sud-
den change from an inanimate state to an animate one; (3} a
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disenssion of the role of the prophet that introduces the con-
cept of preponderance to explain the occurrence of a miracle;
(4} a discussion of nature’s uniformity in terms of the con-
cept of preponderance and the theory that receptacles have
specifie dispositions for the reception of specilic acts. This
last part develops the theory of dispositions, discussing the
talismanic art and indicating the diversity and wondrous
propensities — beyond human ken —to receive varied forms.
Turning to the first part, we have already quoted al-
Ghazili's concession that if fire touches two similar pieces
of cotton it will burn hoth indiseriminately. In se doing, he
now allows one of the two philosophical views he had
discussed carlier and rejected, namely, that (al inanimate
things have causal action and that (b} this action proceeds
as the necessary consequence of their very nature He
allows il, however, with the important qualification that
the divine act remains voluntary. God now is omnipotent in
the sense that He can intervene directly in the natural
course of events, not. however, to change the nature of
things. but to interpose impediments that causally thwart
their action. Thus a prophet thrown in the fire cun be
miraculously saved if God either creates something which
limits the influence of fire to its own body or something like
tale which shields the prophet from its influence.
In the sceond type of miracle, God intervenes to aceel-
erate the process of change in the world.
Similarly, the raising of the dead and (he changing of the
staff into a snake are possible in this way. bamely, thut
malter is receptive of all things. Thus eurth and the rest of
the elements change into plants, plants —when caten by
animals —into blood, blood inte sperm. Sperm is then placed
in the womb and is ereated into an animal, [AI] this, in
aecordance with habit, takes place ina lengthy period of
time, Why then should the opponent deem it impossibile that
it lies within God's powers to retate matter through these
slagres in & time shorter than has been known? And if this is
possible in a shorter time. there is ne limit restricling
shorter periods. Thus God aecelerates these powers in their
actions and by this that which ix a miracle for the prophet
ipeace be with himl is realized -

Having introduced the prophet into the picture, al-Ghazali
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discusses his role. The section is almost a parody of Avi-
cenna’s argument to prove prophethood in the Metaphysics
of the Shifa'# We note, however, that al-Ghuazali carefully
avoids the necessitarianism of Avicenna's account, intro-
ducing and using Avicenna’s concept of preponderance™ in
a probahilistic rather than a determinist way. We also notice
that when it comes to the question of whether the miracle
is produced by the prophet's soul or by a celestial principle,
al-Ghazall, after an initial dialectical retort, states that it
is more proper for both theologians and philosophers to
attribute the miracle to God. While this agrees with the
Ashtarite doctrine of miracles, it is not clear why al-Ghazali
thinks that it is also proper for the philosophers to make
this attribution. One suspects that al-Ghazall has in mind
those philosophers who maintain that all real actions pro-
ceed from the celestial powers, the terrestrial activities
concomitant with them heing merely preparatory causes.
The discussion of prophethood is as follows:
1 it is said, "does this proceed from the prophet's soul or
from seme other principle at the suggestion of the prophet
{peaee be with him)?”, we answer: What you have admitted
as regards the possibility of the coming down of rain. or
hurricanes and the occurrence of earthquakes through the
power of the prophet’s soul, does |such an event ] come abont
from the prophet or from some other principle? What we
say linanswer Lo your question§is the same as what you say
[in answer te ours|.
IL i, however, more fitting for both you and us 1o relate
this to God texalted be Hel, cither directly or throngh the
maediation of His angels, The lime meriting its appearance,
however, would be when the prophet’s attention is wholly
directed to it and when the order of the good, so that the
order of the revealed law may endure, hecomes spevifically
dependent on its appearance. All this gives prepunderance
ta the side of [the] existenee [of the miraclel, the thing in
itself being possible, the prineiple endowing it benevolent
and generous. It would only emanate from [the principle],
however, if the need for it becomes preponderant and the
order of the good becomes specifically dependent onil. And
the order of the good becomes specifically dependent on it
only if the prophet is in peed of it to prove his prophethood
in order to spread the good.
All this is consistent with what they say and a necessary
consernuence for them as Jong as they bring up the topie [of
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the doctrine they subseribe o, namelyl. of the prophet™s

special endowment with a speeifie characteristic differing

from the enstomary [characteristic] of men. For the measure

of sueh speeial endowments cannet boe aseertained by the

mind. Why, then. with all this, must one dishbelieve whaet has

been widely transmitted and whieh the religious Lew has

stated [must be| hoelieved?®

Al-Gihazali uses next the concept of preponderance in

explaining naturc's uniformities —for example, the reason
why "wheat has never sprouted from barley and apples
never grew from the sced of pears.™ Introducing a con-
cepl of suitability fmunasabal, he explains that from the
sperm of a horse only a horse is ereated “inasmuceh as its
creation from the horse is more necessitating of prepon-
derance fuiwjub ferjthain) because of the suitability ol the
equine form."™" e discusses further the theory of disposi-
tions making certain references 1o the philosophers that
remind us that he is developing his explanation in terms of
whul the philosophers hold. He states that the disposition
of things to receive forms “differ due to things unknown
to us—il being beyond human power to know them — sinece,
aecording to [the philosophers| lorms de not emanate from
the angels by whim of appetite or haphazardly.”™ Again, he
writes: “Dispositions are varied, their principles according
to |the philosophers] being the confivuration of the stars
and the differing relations of the heavenly bodies that
move them™ On the basis of this theory of dispositions, he
refers us to the talismanic art which a philosopher like
Avicenna included in 4 subdivision of the natural sciences. ™
He then coneludes his exposition of the sceond cansal theory
as Tollows:

I, then, the principles of dispositions are beyond emaoner-
ation, the depth of their neture beyond o ken, there being
no way for ns to ascertain them, how then can woe know that
it is impussible for @ disposition to ocenr in some thal allows
their transformaution in phase of development in the shortest
[ posszible] time so that they become prepared Lo roceive
form that they were never prepared for previously, and thal
thix should not come about as @ miraele? The dental of this is
only due to cur ek of eapacity to understand, bck of
tamiliarity wilh the exalted boings. and unawuareness of the
seerels of God ipraised be et in ereadion and nature, Who-
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ever studies inductively the wonders of the sciences will not
deem what is told of the miracles of the prophets {peace he
on them} in any way remote [rom the power of God lexalted
be Flept!

5

In his exposition of the second causal theory, al-Ghazali
writes with earnestness and ardor. One is also impressed
by his striving towards completeness in the sketching of it.
As we have seen, after arguing for the possibility of two
different kinds of miracles, he discusses in metaphysical
terms — carefully avoiding, however, Avicenna’s necessitar-
ianism —the vole of the prophet in all this and offers an
explanation of nature’s uniformity. He then argues that the
philosophers’ own theory that the receptive dispesitions in
terrestrial things are caused by the motions of the stars
makes the range of possible divine action (in terms of these
dispositions) beyond human comprehension. Looking at the
wonders of the natural sciences alone will show that the
miracles reported by the seriptures are nol “in any way
remote from the power of God,” he concludes.

Al-Ghazali’s exposition of the second causal theory leaves
one with a strong first impression that this is a theory in
which he genuinely helieves, Whether or not such an
impression can withstand the test of eloser examination,
this much is certain: al-Ghazall is exploring the bounds of a
theary which he deems possible. This is fully confirmed in
the 20th Discussion, in his reply to one of the philosophers’
arguments against the doctrine of bodily resurrection,
where he explicitly refers to both causal theories —the
Ash“arite and the second —as possible. Let us then turn
to this argument:

The philosophers maintain that the doctrine of bodily
resurrection entails that the decomposed body would have
to undergo an evolutionary ascending process before it
could be revivified. (The implication is that this does not
take place.) In his answer, al-Ghazali does not deny that
such developmental change in the body would have to
antecede its revivification. He insists on this. It can occur, he
goes on to argue, either in a moment or in a lengthy period
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of time. The real issue, he then adds, is whether such a
transformation is achieved directly by divine power. or
through the mediation of some cause. He writes:

Both these are possible for us indards, ag we have stated
in Lhe first discussion of the [scetion on the] natural selenees
in the diseussiun of [Ged's| decrecing the flow of the habitual
leourse of events|, where we stated, [fivst of all], that the
thines conjoined in existenee are nol connected by way of
necossity, but that the habitual Juniformities| cun be dis-
rrpted so that these {miraculous) events ecome aboud through
the puwer of God fexalted be Hel without the existence ol
their eauses. As for the second (possibilityl, wo say: this
comes about (hrough causes but net on the condition that
the cause is a familiur one. Rather, within the arsenal of
|divine] capabilities there are wondrous and strunge things,
unknown to s, that would be denied by one who supposes
that nothine but what he experiences exists

Al-Ghazall then goes on to repeat and enlarge on some of
the things he had said in the 17th Discussion regarding the
aceult arts and the extent of divine capabilities,

What concerns us here is the assertion that both theortes
are possible. But “both possible™ in what sense?” Does al-
Ghazali mean that they are compossible? There is not com-
pelling reason or textual indication for believing that he is
committing the error of thinking that they are. The two
theories are mutually exclusive —one denying causal effi-
cacy in inanimate things, the other affirming it Now,
al-Chazafl, as we shall see, defines the possible in purely
logical terms, as that which is not self-contradictory. lence,
since he holds that both theories are possible, he must
mean that each viewed independently of the other is inter-
nally eonsistent. Whether or not al-Ghazali errs in this is a
different matter.® Qur concern is with what he believes.
Rightly or wrongly he bhelieves that each individually is
possible. 1%

There is also another sense in which both these theories
are possible for him, namely, that each individually repre-
sents a possible alternative answer to the philesophers’
causal theory that rejects the possibility of certain kinds of
miracles. For, as he tries Lo show, each in its different way
denies the philosophers’ premise militating against the pos-
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sibility of these miracles. This is the premise that God acts
by necessity and that He cannot directly intervene in the
terrestrial realm to disrupt an order of necessary, con-
nected events.

It should be noted that from the point of view of the
primary purpose of the Tuh@fuf —about which we will be
saving something shortly — al-Ghazall does not have Lo show
that either theory is true. All that he needs to show is that
each individually (a} is logically possible and (b constitutes
a possible alternative to the philosophers’ denial of the
possibility of certain miracles. In other words, to show that
each one is possible in hoth senses of the term is sufficient
to refute the philosophers. But while this is perfectly true
and al-Ghazali, by implication, says as much, one must
guard against the error of concluding that al-Ghazall’s posi-
tion regarding the question of which of the two theories is
true is thercfore an agnostic one. Such a conclusion does
not follow. Moreover the indications in the Tuhafuf that
al-Ghazali subscibes to one of the two theories and not the
other are quite positive and are confirmed by a comple-
mentary theological work. Before we can properly show
this, however, we must first turn briefly to al-Ghazali's
declared intention for writing the Tahafut and to the com-
plementary theologieal work just mentioned. This in turn
will allow us to illustrate one of the ways al-Ghazall argues
in the Tehafut. Although taken from a different Discussion.
the illustration. as will become apparent, is relevant to the
exegetical problem at hand in the 17th.

6

{n introducing his Twhdfut, v al-Ghazali declares that his
intention is simply to refute the philosophers, not to atfirm
or defend any particular doctrine. After repeating the same
idea ut the eonclusion of the 1st Discussion, he announces
that after completing the Tehafuf he hopes to write a book
“in which we will devote ourselves to affirmation, just as
we have devoted ourselves in this book to destruction.™
The work that fulfils this purpose, written shortly after the
Tahafut, is his Iqtisad fi al-Itigad {The Golden Mean of
Belief), al-Ghazali’s most comprehensive work in dogmatic
theology fkalam).#
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As intended, the Tuh@fuf remains primarily a work of
refutation, of destruction. Nonetheless, in the very process
of refuting the opponent, al-Ghazali also affirms and defends
opposing views." Some of these affirmations are made
categorically, quite clearly expressing doctrines al-(zhazali
himself upholds.® Others are not so explicit and it is not
immediately clear whether or not al-Ghazali is simply
stating them for the sake of argument. Still. many of thesc
cohere with the Jormer to form an identifiable dominant
counterposition to the philosophers, which, not surprisingly,
is Ashturite. 1Averroes’ repeated references in his own
Tahifut to al-Ghazali’s arguments as AshCarile are not
without foundation in the t.xt.) On the other hand, as
with the second causal theory, there are instances where
{a) al-Chazall defends u non-Ashearite posilion, and where
th it is not immediately obvious whether he does this out
of convietion or simply to confute his opponents. A very
instructive example of this occurs in the 20th Discussion, in
the first of two debates over the question of bodily resur-
rection, to which we must now turn.™

The philosophers maintain that any supposition of bodily
resurrection must entail one of three doctrines. The first,
held, as we are told. by some Islamic theologians®! denies
the concept of the soul as an immaterial substance, iden-
tifies a human being with his physical body, and regards life
as an accident that inheres in it. Death occurs when God
ceases to create the accident, life. According to one version
of this doctrine, this results in the total annihilation of both
life and body. Resurrection hence means the recreation
anew of both life and body. According to another version,
however, the body at death is not annihilated, but simply
disintegrates into earth. Resurrection thus means the re-
creation anew of life and the reforming of the body Trom
the earth into which it has decomposed. The second and
third doctrines are similar to one another, both aflirming
the existence of the soul as an individual, immaterial, and
immortal substance that at death separates from the body.
The former doctrine, however, insists that bodily resurrec-
tion means that the soul rejoins the hody reformed [rom
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the very earth into which it had decomposed. The latter
theory does not insist on this, allowing the possibility that
the soul may join a body reformed from any earth what-
S0evVer.

After describing these three doctrines. the philosophers
then attempt to show that each leads to contradictory
consequences. They then eonclude that bodily resurrection
is impossible. In answering the philosophers, al-Ghazali
chooses Lo defend only one of these doctrines, this being
sufficient for his purpose of refuting them. Quite unex-
pectedly, however, the doetrine he chooses to defend is not
the first, the theological, hut the third:

The objection is tosay: “With what |argument ] would you
deny someone who chooses the last aiternative, maintaining
the view that the soul endures after death, it being a self
subsisting substance?” For this does not contradiet Lhe
revealed law. On the contrary, the revealed law points to
this in the utterence of God 1exalted be Hei: “Do not reckon
thal those killed in the way of God are dewd: they are living
with their Lord, provided for, rejoicing. . .7 and in the
saying of the prophet ipeace be on himb: *The spirits of the
righteous are in Lhe erops of green birds that hange beneath
the Throne.™™

We notice that the opening sentence of al-Ghazali's de-
fense of the third doctrine does not commit him to it. In
fact, all that he strives to show is that, contrary to what the
philosophers maintain, this doetrine does not lead to con-
tradictory consequences and is hence possible. Nonetheless
he goes on te give a cogent peint-by-point answer that
carries with it a note of conviction, particularly as his
logical defense is introduced—as we see in the ahove
passage — by seriptural gquotations supporting the doetrine.
One is left with the tmpression that this is a doctrine in
whieh he believes. The Iytigad, however, shows that such
an impression is utter illusion. For al-Ghazali gives a
spirited defense of the theolegical doctrine, the first of the
three described in the Tahdfut, not the third. Then, refer-
ring to the third, he writes:

We have treated this problem of [bodily resurrection] in

detuil in the Kitab al-Thhaful, adopting in refuting [the phi-
{losophers'] doctrine [the view] that affirms the immortality
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of the soul —which aceording to them has no position in space
—and that allows the resumption of its management of Lhe
hady, regurdless of whether such a body is the same as the
luriginal ] human body or not.
This, however, is a consequence [we made logically ineam-
bent on them (o accept] that does not agree with what we
beliove it fwea dhidilea ixmmnn 1 gundfign ma wat tagidnhi.
For that book was written for the purpose of refuting their
docirine, not for the purpose of establishing true doetrine.
Ilere we have a clear instance in the Tuhafui where
al-Ghazall fervently defends a doctrine which—as we learn
from the Jytisad--he does not believe to be true, defending
it simply for the sake of refuting the opponent. Hence, in
the absence of an explicit commitment to & theory in the
Tuhafut, al-Ghazili's ardor and cogeney in its defense are
no guarantee that he holds it to be true. This must be borne
in mind in the attempt to determine which of the two causal
theories defended by al-Ghazali in the 17th Discussion he
upholds.
T
Which then of the two causal theories does al-Ghazali
actually uphold? The weight of the evidence, as we shall
now iry to show, points ¢learly to the Ashvarite, not the
second. The Iqéisad, as we shall indicate, corroborates this.
Some of the evidence has already been presented in parts 3
and 4. To recapitulate then, there is first of all the way in
which cach of the two theories is introduced. As we have in-
dicated, the second causal theory is not introduced because
of any admission on al-Ghazali's part that the philosophers’
ohjections to the Ashtearite theory have heen effective.
On the contrary, in answering them he dismisses them as
no arguments at all, as being tantamount to sheer vilifica-
tion/fashni®mahd). It is in order to avoid being subjected to
such vilification that he would answer them in another way.
When, in introducing this second way, he concedes Lo the
philosophers their premise regarding the causal action of a
natural element like fire, this does not necessarily mean
that he concedes it out of conviction. The most natural way
to read the text here is that al-Ghazall concedes it dia-
lectically, for the sake of argument. This is supported by
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sections ig the exposition of the second causal theory where
al-Ghazall argues in terms of what the philosophers hold,
not necessarily in terms of what he maintains.

This is very different from the way al-Ghazali introduces
the Ash®arite causal theory. He dees not introduce it
dialectically, as an answer to an objection, for example. He
begins the 17th Discussion by announeing it. It is a declara-
tion of his belief:

The connection between what 1s habitually believeda to be
a cause and what is habitually believed to be an effect is not
necessary for us £ efndandy. But, {with] any two things where
one is not the other and where neither the affirmation nor
negation of the one entails the affirmation or negation of the
other, the existence or non-existence of the one does not
render either the existence or non-existence of the other
necessary; for example, the quenching of thirst and drink-
ing, satiety and cating. burning and contact with fire. . . .
For the conneetion of [all these things] is due 1o God's prior
decvee, who ereates them side by side, not due to its being
Neees=Sary in itselt o

A key expression in the first sentence is the Arabic
“udand, “for us,” "with us,” "according to us.” Nowhere in
the exposition of the second causal theory do we encounter
this expression or an equivalent explicit utteranee indi-
cating that this is a theory he holds. Nor do we find in it
unequivocal eategorical statements to the effect that God
actually acts in this or that way. What statements we do
find are to the effect that it is conceivable that God ean act
in this or that way. This, again, is in sharp contrast to the
exposition of the first causal theory. For in addition to the
initial declaration quoted above, we meet other categorical
assertions in the discussion that follows. We are thus told in
no uncertain terms—not as a concession in argument —that
when fire touches a piece of cotton, it is God, not the fire,
who “enacts the burning by creating blackness in the cot-
ton, disintegration in its parts, and by making it tinder or
ashes.”s! For the inanimate, al-Ghazali declares once more
as he had done in the 3rd Discussion, has no eausal action.
Aguin, in answering certain objections to the Ash¢arite
causal theory, he gives in categorical terms his occasionalist
account of human knowledge. 2
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It could be argued, however, that the evidence is not
conclusive since it is coneeivable for al-Ghazali to have
changed his mind, embracing the second eausal theory.
abrogating thereby what he had affirmed carlier. This, one
could go on to argue, may not he evident from the way the
second theory is introduced: hut it is conveyed by the
exposition itself, by its earnestness, by al-Ghazali's careful
avoidance of necessitarianism in his discussion of propheey
and by his striving for completeness in outlining the theory.
All this cannot be simply “for the sake of argument.”

The persuasiveness of this argument, however, is ex-
tremely weakened by the example from the 20th Discus-
sion we pointed out in part 6 where al-Ghazali fervently
and eogently defends & doetrine in which he does not actu-
ally helieve. As we have concluded {rom this example, in
the absence of an explicit commitment to a theory in the
Tuhafui. earnestness and cogency in its defense are no
guarantee that al-Ghazali holds it to be true. As we read
the text, there is no explicit commitment by al-Ghazali to
the second causal theory. To our mind, however, what makes
this argument totally implausible is the coneluding section
of the 17th Discussion that immediately follows the exposi-
tion of the second causal theory. For here, within the con-
text of a discussion of the meaning of the term “impossible,”
the question of al-Ghazali's denial of necessary causal con-
nection is raised again, criticized by the philosophers, and
defended by al-Ghuzali. If he had in fact just abandoned the
denial of necessary causal connection by embracing the
second causal theory, why would he raise the matter at all?
But let us for the moment consider the text, Immediately
after al-Ghazall's exposition of the second causal theory, the
philosophers argue us follows:

W help you by maintaining that every possible thing is
within the power of God texalted be Her while you help ux
by maintaining that whatever is impossible is not within
fdivine! power. There are (F'ngs whose impossibility is
known, while there are thines which the mind confronts un-
decided, judging them neither to be impossible nor possibile,

Now, then, what. according to you, is the definition of the
impaossible? 1 in the final analysis it comes down only Lo the
combining of newgation and affirmation in the same Lhing,
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then [go ahead} and say, “in the case of two things, where
one is not the other, the existence of the one does not
require the existence of the other,” and say that God fexalted
be He) ean ereate a will without the knowledge of the object
willed and create knowledge wilthout life; that He can move
a dead man’s hand, seating hint, and with the hand write
volumes and engage in crafis, the man being all the while
open-eyed, staring ahead of him, but not seeing and having
ne life and no power over [whatl is being done]. All the
ordered acts would thus be ereated by God (the exalted)
Logrether with the moving of his hand, the motion coming
from God ithe exalted). Ry ailowing the possibility of this,
the distinction between the voluntary and spasmodic move-
ment ceases. The well-designed would no longer prove either
the knowledge or the power of the agent.

God, moreover, ought then to be able to change genera.
He would thus change substance into accident, knowledge
into power, blackness into whiteness, sound into smell, just
as he had been able to change the inanimate into animal,
stone inlo gold, and there will follow as necessary conse-
quences inoumerable impossibilities.

The thrust of this argument is that if al-Ghazali confines
his definition of impossibility to “the combining of negation
and affirmation in the one thing,” maintaining on the basis
of this his denial of necessary eausal connection, then he
must admit a number of things that are manifestly impos-
sible. In his reply, al-Ghazali shows that this does not fol-
low. Some of the things mentioned by the philosophers as
absurd are absurd precisely because they conform with his
strictly logical definition of impossibility® —the very defi-
nition that allows him to deny necessary eausal connection.
Thus, for example, he argues, the combining of blackness
and whiteness is impossible because “by the affirming of
the form of blackness in a substratum we understand the
negation of whiteness and the existence of Mackness. Once
the negation of whiteness is understood from the affirma-
tion of blackness, then |elearly] the affirmation of white-
ness [simultaneously] with its negation becomes impossi-
ble.% Again, “we understand by the wilf the seeking after
something known [to the willer]. If then a quest is sup-
posed without knowledge, there would be no will; and this
entails the denial of what we understood [by will].”s
Change is transformation, the rotation of form over matter,
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of aceident over substance. Changing the inanimate into
animal, al-Ghazali continues, is an instance of this trans-
formation. Contrary to what the philosophers intimate, it is
not similar to the change of one genus into another. The
change of genera is impossible because —as in the cuse of
accident and substance —there is no common matter under-
lying the different genera. Without an underlving common
matter, there can be ne transformation.s
On the other hand, al-Ghazili goes on to argue. some of
the things held to be impossible by (he philosophers are in
themselves possible. Moreover they do not lead to the
consequences ¢laimed for them by the philosophers:
As for God's moving the hand of the dead man, sctting
him up in the form of a living person who is scated and
writes su that through the movement of his hand orderod
wriling ensues, [this] in ilself is not impossible as lony as we
attribute [all] events to the will of a choosing being, One only
disavows it becanse of the continuous custom of its UBTHO-
siLe oceurring. Your statement that the proof from the well-
designed aet for the knowledwe of the awent ceases is not
true. For the agent in this instanee i3 God (the exalted), who
15 the perfurmer of the well-desizned aet and the knower of it
As for the stutement that the difference between the spas-
madic movement and the volunlary movement ceuses, wo
say: We apprehend [this difforonce] in ourselves. For we
huve pereeived in ourselves a necessary distinetion betwoeen
the two states and have given expression 1o this distinetion
by [the term], "power.” We thus know thal each of what
oceurs of the two possible alternatives is tn a difforent state,
namely, the bringing into existence of 4 motion with the
power over it in the ane circumstance, and the bringing into
existence of a motion without the power in the other. I,
however, we Jook at anather person and perceive mainy
ordered motions, there oceurs Lo us knowledge of his powoer.
For these are cognitions which Guod ereates according ta the
customary course [of everts) by which we know (he exist-
ence of one of the Lwo possible allernatives and by which we
do not prove the impossibility of the other alternative. as we
have previously said.

It is on this note that the 17th Discussion ends. The
language of the passage is Ashtarite through and through,
Among other things it reilerates the standard Ashearite
answer to the eriticism that the doctrine that all human
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acts are created by God erases the distinction between
the voluntary and spasmodic movement, an answer we
encounter m Ash¢art’s Lumat® The entire last section
gives us no reason to suppose that the introduction of the
second causal theory marks 4 change of mind on the part of
al-Ghazali, representing an abrogation of his earlier affir-
mation of the AshCarite causal doctrine. If anything, this
seetion is a reaffirmation of it.

Finally, the fytigid confirms that al-Ghazali upholds the
Ashrite causal doctrine, This is the one work, other than
the Twhafut, in which al-Ghazali discusses causation at some
length. As we have also stated, it is a work closely related
to the Tukafut. Significantly, we do not find in the Igtisad
any mention of the second causal theory. Al-Ghazali concen-
trates on rejecting the Muttazilite doetrine of generated
uets fel-tawalind), ™ which he identifies with the necessi-
Larian causal theory of the philosophers.! We also find in the
Iqtisad another theological motive for his denial of natural
causes and his attribution of ail happenings to divine causal
action. This has to do with the doctrine of al-ajal, the
predestined term of life of an individual human being.7 The
[slamic theologians debated the question of whether, for
example, a man when decapitated dies by the action of the
sword or because of his ajaf. Al-Ghazali argues that death is
caused by God at the predestined time. The action of the
hand lowering the sword, he explains, represents a series
of events, of accidents fa’rdd), accompanied by another
series of accidents, the separation of parts in the victim's
neck. Death, another concomitant event occurring at a
certain junclure, however, is created by God. In his diseus-
sion of this problem al-Ghazali’s declares the Ashtarite
explanation Lo be the true one.

8

If then, as we have tried to show, the causal theory in the
Tahafut to which al-Ghazali subscribes is the Ashtarite,
why did he introduce the second? The answer, as we see it,
is that it is introduced as an additional refutation of the
philosophers’ denial of the possibility of certain miracles.
Al-Ghazall in effect is saying that even if, for the sake of
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argument, we grant the philosophers their premise that a
natural inanimate element like fire has eausal efficacy —
provided we maintain thut God's acts are voluntary —we
can still show that the miracles deemed impossible by them
are possible. Al-Ghazali may also have in mind those
Muslims whe do not rejeet natural causation, 1o provide
them with an alternative theary that does not commit them
to the philosophers' denial of certain miracles. This would
explain in part the care he takes in outlining the theory,
partienlarly his avoidance of necessitarianism. This, how-
ever, Is surmisce.

Although introduced, as we have argued. [or the sake of
refuting the philosophers, not as an expression of what
al-Ghazali himself holds, the second causal theory remains
ol philosophical interest in its own right and reflects the
kind of thinking on causal matters in medieval Islam. One
can profitably discuss the philosophical issues raised by it
in terms of the way Averroes or others have interpreted it.
even if, as we see it, al-Ghazall's intention in introducing it
has been misunderstood.
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treatise in Ashvarite dogmatics that forms the second hook of his
valuminous My’ 10 s, however, the fofivad, written <hortly after the
Tubafnt and before the By that is thematieally elosest to the Tahdtns
and the work that complements it Van Den Bergh in his translation has
gone so far as to substitute the title fytisad for Quwaid. See Van Den
Hergh L p 63 and 11, p. 3. note 65. 5. For a comment on this, see G.F,
Hourani, "The Chronology of (thazali’s Writings," Jurrnal of the Amier-
vk Oricntal Suelety 79, 4 (0ctober-December 195911 995 note 15. See
itlso M. Bouyyes, Pesui de Cliroyadogic dos Ociores de b ihoesoli. odite)
aned ugnluted by Micel Allaed (Befrac, 19591, pp.i-gdl L

S For adiseussion of some aspeets of al-Ghazilfi's method of reduting
the philosophers, see ME. Marmura. “The Confliet over the Worlid's
Pre-eternity in the Tabaluts of al-Ghazali wund hn Rushid™ (PR dis<or
tation, Department of Near Fust Studies, University ol Michivan.
14549y, po 21,

5l Conspicuous instanees of these ocenr in the 171h Diseussion, s
we will indicate in part 6, The following are some other exitmples:

"According to us iadend duration and time are ereated.” (TF I 6,
line 1h.

"We say: The world exists. in the way it exists, with the qualities it
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has.and in the place where it is through the will. The will i an atirilote
whose churacteristic is to differentiate botween one similar thing and
another.” (ihid., p. 537, lines U111,

“We shall show |later on] that the circular motion [ the heavens] s
not suitable to be the principle of temporal ovents. For ol temponril
events are eroated e wilifa iy God, iniGally e e juned o ab-boeadit o
meek hiBgett no 8 al-BalE ibtidin )" 1, 1. 50, line T-pe ol line 12,

“We say: "Agent’ denoles sumeone from whom wetion provecds with
the will to act by wuy of choive amd with the knowledee of e obvjoet
willed.™ ik, p. W6, Jines 11-120. This Jast gquelation s the openine
stutement of the first part of the 3d Disceussjon,

32, Look under eshiaringa in Index A of 77 p. 6,

53 TE pp 35064,

3 The doetrine seems to have been held by al-Ghazalis tencher, the
Ashearite al-Tuwaynl and. us we shall see. by al-Ghozill himsell, Sev
al-Juwayni, al-Frshiid, pp. 371-74 and Igtisad, pp. 214-15.

BT poAgs, Tines Kot

O, Grarin, 10T, 153,

DV Bypdisaed, o200, lines 1.4

A% See note 5,

T Ree noles 37, 08,

0. TH pp. 277X,

Bl Jhidd, p. 278, line 12-p. 279, line 1.

62 Thid., pp. 2RO-RG.

Bl fhid pp. 29293,

6d. Al-Ghazalt gives u fuller definition of loggival impossibility: “The
impossible s not within any power. The impassible consists in {simul-
taneously] affirming and denying a thine. alficming the more spoeitiv
while denying Lhe more general, and abfirming two things while newating
one fof themb What does not reduce 1o this is not tmpossthle and what
i5 not impossible fs within [divine] power” STE o 2430 lines 527, In
Dhscussion 1, part 4, al-Ghazall uragues that possibility s judement fn
the mind that does not reduire an existent that it must deseritae, 75 It
T

B, Fhied, o293, lines 7-11,

6O, Thid., p. 203, line 13-p. 249, line 1.

67 Althowgh in this section 1p. 293, Hne 5op. 295, Tine # al-Ghazali
uses Aristoteliun linguage to explain change, this does not necessarily
commit him to Aristotolian entalogy, The Ashurite al Diawgillang ul.
13 apa in his prool of God's existence uses paratlel Janeuave o
explain change: see his wf Tiendhid P par A1 see ulso pl 17 par, 2%
for a definition of substanee, One also notes Uthat apart from e terma
“matter and form.” wl-Ghazall wses the terms “substanes” wnd “geci-
dent,” userd by the Ashoarites but in an atomistic aml omssionalist
non-Avistolelian sense,

68, Thid., p. 293, dine S-p. 296, Line iy,

68 AL Asheari, Kitah ab-Limar. o, and trans., KoL MeCarthy et
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HG3L, pp. 41-42 and 5964 in text and translation, respectively.

T Agtisad. pp. 5999 sec also M. Fakhry, Isfamic Occasionalism
tLondan, 19585, p. 61

7L TE p. 27T,

V20 Bee W Monlgomery Watt, The Furmetivre Period b fsfumee
Fhowght (Edinbureh, 1973, p. Y2

T Igtisad, po 244, line 8,





