CURRENTS AND COUNTERCURRENTS

R.M. Frank

Philosophical and theological traditons, systems and subsystems, are
generated within particular cultural and social milieux and their his-
torics are necessarily bound to the histories of these broader con-
texts. Certain fundamental givens of the historically common world
are inevitably taken for granted and incorporated at some level. In
some cases this takes place on the explicit basis of tradition or of
religious belief while in others it occurs simply because of the way
the world presents itself “naturally” and so manifestly is. “Language
is Being’s house and in its dwelling man resides.”

For the ancient Grecks, the Gods (B¢oi, daipoveg) had always been
features or elements of the world, beings whose activity lies just below
the manifest surface of things, of natural events and some human
actions, and are the source of our amazement and fascination with
the natural world. The philosophers, rejecting the testimony of tra-
ditional report (u9@og) for that of rational discourse (Adyoc), found
“god” (or the gods), s.c., the divine (t0 O¢iov) in the most proper
sense, to be ungenerated and eternal, that which is “first and most
dominant”' in ordering the universe and on which therefore in some
sense “the heavens and nature depend”.? The stable and well or-
dered universe (xéouog) is simply there—taken for granted as being
eternal and the divine, whether conceived as a nature or principle
(pboig or apyn) that is “separate and immovable” (xopioth kot
axivntog) as with Aristotle or as permeating all things as with the
Stoa, is seen as an impersonal element or an aspect of the Whole
which may be discovered through speculative reasoning. There may
be a kind of “providence” (rpévoia), but it is altogether impersonal.
It is a principle of philosophy that one must follow the path of criti-
cal reasoning wherever it leads—tabtn itéov @g & Txvn 1@v Adyev
péper—but however firm one’s resolve to submit all judgements and
beliefs to critical and rigorously logical scrutiny, there is and can be

' Aristotle Metaphysics: 1064a.
2 Ibid. 1072b.
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no absolute intellectual space wholly uncontoured by the historically
present matter of his world into which he can withdraw in order to
take the measure of things exactly as they are without bias or pre-
| conception. The determinant criteria of plausibility and of “eleganfze”
are not freely chosen. The Gods of Greek religion were eleme_nts or
aspects of the natural order of the world and this understa.ndmg of
the divine was carried over into Greek philosophy. For this reason
the assimilation of Greek philosophical thought posed a serious prob-
lem for early Christian thinkers.?

Islam was founded in a prophetic message and its sense of the
world developed and was articulated largely along with and irT terms
of readings and interpretations of that message. The theqloglans of
the predominant sunni schools found the world to be .radlcally con-
tingent: from not-being (‘adam) it came into being (wyad) at a time
finitely removed from the present through an act of the creator. The
creator exists altogether apart from and independently of the world.
God acts freely by choosing; he makes himself known through par-
ticular individuals to particular peoples at particular times as he
chooses. ‘ .

Greek philosophy, the Neo-Platonized Aristotelia-msm of laFe antiq-
uity, was partially remoulded in the contexts of its transmission to
Muslim thinkers and modified again in the milieux which took it up.
It was embraced, however, as received tradition. Over a millennium
had elapsed since Plato and Aristotle had founded the trad‘ition_ and
the Muslims who found the tradition appealing were not historically
prepared to make a radically new beginning. Accordipg to al—F?‘xribi,
philosophy had attained a level of perfection in the time of‘ Ar?stoﬂ.e
such that, as there remained no subject for further investigation, it
could be transmitted and taught as “demonstrative science.” In its
own peculiar way, thus, philosophy had become a kind.of ‘uf)eog in
those intellectual circles for whom it furnished an authoritative para-
digm by which to interpret present reality, the natural world E‘I.Hd the
human world and the divine. The transmitted tradition, by virtue of
its comprehensiveness and its claim to be independeflt. of, and .tl.lere—
fore superior to, particular historical cultures and religious traditions,
gave its adherents a sense of high intellectual power and control.
Their boundless confidence in the certitude available through the

3 See Pannenberg 1967:296-346.
* Al-Farabi Kitab af-Hurif: 151f

CURRENTS AND COUNTERCURRENTS 115

Aristotelian logic is reminiscent of Xenophon’s naive enthusiasm for
the dialectic of Socrates; inherited premises and the world they pre-
supposed were not called seriously into question. Avicenna alone ex-
plicitly criticised the orthodox tradition of the “peripatetics” and
claimed personally to have improved upon it.> Most seem to have
assumed—and some assert—each that his own peculiar views are
nothing less than the consistent elaboration of the true sense and
intention of the original tradition.

In appropriating Greek philosophy to their own use the falisifa
introduced a number of significant and interesting modifications into
the basic tradition they had received, some specifically as adjustments
to the Islamic religious milieu. The most important of these, at least
for the context of our present considerations, is that the divine was
no longer seen simply as responsible for the consistently ordered
progression of phenomena, but rather the “First Cause” was con-
ceived as the transcendent cause of the very existence of the world.®
Thus, whereas according to the emanationism of Plotinus the One
underlies (grounds) the presence of form and intelligibility and thereby
too the principle of ordered movement and activity, and so ultimately
the coming to be and the passing away of things, in the emanationism
of al-Farabl and Avicenna “the First cause” is the originating, efficient
cause of the existence of the universe, of the form of what has form
and of the matter of what has matter, wherefore the existence of the
whole, of the world as such and in its entirety, is wholly contingent
with respect to the one being whose existence is necessary in itself.
The world is not itself the Whole (10 név) of what is and simply
there as it was for the Greeks; it has to be explained, to have a
cause beyond itself” The First Cause, however, produces the world
necessarily, “by its essence” (bi-dhatihi), and therefore eternally; the
perfection of God’s being entails the emanation of the world. God
thus needs the world insofar as his being would not be complete did
it not exist. Carrying through the theory of the determinant neces-

sity of the sequential emanation of the hierarchy of celestial beings

* See generally Gutas 1988.

¢ E.g. al-Kindi Rasa’il: 62 and 182f.

7 Cf, eg., al-Farabi al-Siyasa al-madaniyya: 31f., Mabad?: 88f, and Avicenna al-
llahyyar: 402fF. One inside the closed system of the universe can truly know the
nature of a cause which exists outside the system and is unconditioned by anything
within the system because such knowledge is given through the action of one of the
necessarily emanated intelligences (a/~agl al-fa"al) which has a mediated intuition of
the first emanated being and through it a knowledge of its cause.
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one from another together with their essential natures and order,.:

Avicenna teaches a radical determinism which embraces every event
in the sublunary world, human voluntary actions included. So too,
the consistently held doctrine of a separated “active intellect” fur-
nished not only an explanation for prophetic dreams and visions—
things the “fact” of which was universally taken for granted—but
also for the origin of religious prophecy. Significantly, however, as
al-Farabi and Avicenna take the agent intellect to be a celestial be-
ing, the mind is not conceived as the autonomous agent of its own
intuitions. Avicenna’s concentrated focus on necessary and contin-
gent being and on essences as possibles whose instantiatior.ls. are
necessary ab alio stands in conspicuous contrast with the traditional
Aristotelian focus on the substantial being of entities.®

What I wish to do, then, is to call attention to the fundamental
differences that underlie several views that were widely held in sunni
Islam concerning the relation of God to the world and to man, viz.,
those originally Muslim systems of the Basrian Mu‘tazila and of the
Ash¢arites on the one side, and on the other that of al-Ghazali, who
was heavily influenced by the philosophy of Avicenna. Though very
broad in that a number of diverse elements have necessarily to be
taken into account for each system considered, our present remarks
are nonetheless quite narrowly focused on the most basic theological
differences that characterise and distinguish the three schools of
thought. Textual citations have been restricted to a few bas‘ic texts
and there to but one or two passages as scemed appropriate for

illustration.’

1. The Mu‘tazila

God’s existence is necessary in itself;'® eternally he knows everything,
what shall come to exist and what shall not come to exist and has
the infinite power to create any thing whose existence is not impos-
sible."! The power to act is the power to act or not to act freely and

# Compared to obsia in the philosophy of Aristote, jawhar stands as a felatlvely
secondary concept in Avicenna’s. The sublunary vyorld with its ‘fsu_bstances is merely
contingent, having of and in itself no being (Avicenna al-Ilzhiyat: 356).

9 Additional references regarding several of the Ash‘arite theses here discussed
may be sought in Gimaret 1990. .

10 <Abd al-Jabbar al-Mughnt: 11, 432f.

1 <Abd al-Jabbar Usal 80 and al-Mughnt: 8, 68, and 11, 94.
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autonomously and, since God’s being is such that it is impossible
that its perfection be increased by the existence of any contingent
entity or diminished by its non-existence, it is possible both abstractly
and concretely that he have created nothing at all.'? The real possi-
bility of the existence of any contingent entity is grounded in the
power of the agent that can cause it to come to be and God’s power
is unlimited, embracing an infinity of classes of beings' and an infinite
number of individuals in each class.'* The primary classes of created
cntities, real and possible, are two: (1) the spatially extended atoms,
which are essentially identical one to another and are independent
entities in that each “subsists in itself” (ga’smun bi-nafsihi) and not in
another, and (2) the various classes, subclasses, and varieties of
entitative “accidents,” instances of which exist in individual atoms.
Corporeal beings are basically composites of atoms and accidents.
Living beings have a proper ontological unity as such since their
characteristic states and activities require the structured, organic
composite,'® and accordingly, predicates that are particular to living
bodies—of men and of animals—are properly said of the structured,
organic whole.'® Even under the restriction of the limited number of
kinds of essential entities (dkawdi), sc., atoms and accidents, that make
up the present world God could have created a world radically
different from that which presently exists; he could, for example, have
created other kinds of living creatures and need not have created
any or all of the kinds he did create;' the forms and constitutions of
corporeal beings, living and inanimate, that actually exist were cho-
sen freely by God. There are, however, absolute ethical principles of
what is good and bad to which all knowing agents are subject.'®
Because God’s being transcends benefit and harm it is concretely
impossible that he be moved to do wrong or injustice and for this
reason there are certain factual limitations on what God can cre-
ate:'? he could not create a universe in which there were no living
beings, for this would be a pointless act and to do what is pointless
(al-‘abath) is wrong; similarly it is factually impossible that he have

12 Ibid. 11, 98f. and 14, 205f.

13 ‘Abd al-Jabbar Mutaskabih al-Qur’an: 1, 50 and al-Mughni: 6/1, 162.
14 Ibid. 6/1, 63.

5 Ibid. 7, 33f

16 Ibid. 6/2, 22f. and 11, 352ff.

7 Ibid. 11, 154.

18 Cf. generally Hourani 1971 and 1960, and Frank 1983.

19 See Frank 1985a.
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created living beings without creating also the things they need forAy'
their sustenance.2 It is, however, ethically legitimate that God do or *
not do whatever he does gratuitously” and consequently the fact that

he does not create all the good that lies within his power to create
does not entail his being miserly, for miserliness (al-bukhl) is to with-

hold what is obligated.” .

In the school of Abai Hashim, man is conceived essentlally_ as 23;
living being that has the power of volunFarY.actlon (hayyun qadir),
though more completely, “the being that 1s alive and has the power
of voluntary action is this individual body (shakhs) that has a particu-
lar structure (binya) by which it is distinguished from .al.l.other ani-
mals and to which are directed command and pro}.ubmon., blarr}e
and praise”.?* God could have chosen to create man ‘1mm‘ed1ately in
the state of paradise? or to have created him with 11'1telhgence but
without the power of autonomous choice,™ but cho§e‘ instead to cre-
ate him “having autonomous power of action, cognition, percepton,
life and volition” and so mukallaf, 1.e., a free and autonomous subJ.ect
that as such merits reward and punishment for his actions.” Having

2 <Abd al-Jabbar al-Mughni: 11, 154

2 Th; -

z igig 127. According to al-Nazzam and some masters of the Mut‘azilite school
of Baghdad, God has to do what is best (al-aslak) for his creatures. This thesis 1? not,
however, intended to assert (and was not understood by its opponents as émg ymgz
that there is a unique best possible universe or order of the universe tha;] 50 mush
create, if he chooses to create man; it says, rather, that knowing what ¢ oll.ces e(;lct
free human agent will make under what circumstances, God is cthlically ob 1galt)e (}
make the world and the human condition to be such that a maximum nun} er o
individuals freely act so as to achieve each his ulnmate_well being Sal—;alalz‘)}b ?f " Ne.g;.,
al-Ash‘ari Magalat al-isldmiyyin: 576 and ‘Abd al—‘]abbar. al—Mu'g/mz. 14, 1 ° . Note
that the Mu‘tazila and the Ash‘arites alike tend to avoid saying that G(()i acts ko)r
creates “for a reason” (li-%lla) because the expression 1s afrll.)lvalent’ an dmaythti
taken to imply the necessity of creation, even though there is in God s'w.1§ (;xln o 2af
which makes creation (and the creation of man) good (hasan); of, e.g., ibid. 11, 92f.
(where note that the first line on p. 93 belongs at the bottom of the page).

2 Ibid. 11, 311f and 345.

# Ibid. 11 and 311.

5 Ibid. 11, 71f and 14, 137f

% Ibid. 11, 137. - o i e o

? Ibid. 11 and 309. God’s imposition of moral obligation (al-taklzf) consis s
strictly speaking, in his “either making known directly through intuiion or by ;;rc;
senting adequate evidence for inferring that those acts that are obligatory ar? mdac
obligatory” (Ibid. 11 and 150). That the freedom to act is necessarily t.}ée 1r28§ 0[3
to do wrong as well as right (to obey God and to disobey), cf,, e.g. lbégé 2 anl
168. That the voluntary acts of men are truly free, see ger}erally Frank 1982. n(;).wt -
edge of the basic rules of good and bad in action are given by God in immediate
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freely chosen to create man so, God is not altogether free with re-
spect to his living creatures, but bound by the rule of justice and
right action. Because human life inevitably involves some degree of
hardship and pain and to live according to the fundamental prin-
ciples of right action is often difficult, God owes his servants some
proportionate compensation for the difficulties and pains they endure
and has, moreover, willed to grant a reward that greatly exceeds any
thing that could strictly speaking be merited.

Because man’s acts are not causally determined by antecedent states
and events, but are performed freely for some intended good, the
being of the individual, as he consciously anticipates his own future
as or through action to be done, transcends the immediate state of
the atoms and accidents that constitute the individual whole or body
that 1s he. Beings that lack the power of autonomous action have no
intrinsic activity of their own. There is no “nature” (pvow) in the
classical sense; most “natural events”—all events that do not take
place directly or indirectly as actions of living creatures—are directly
or indirectly created by God.

There was no intrinsic need or necessity for God that he create
man mukallaf** He did so gratuitously? simply for the ultimate benefit
and good of his creature.®* Having created man thus as an autono-
mous agent responsible for his own actions, however, God is obli-
gated to give him some basic kind of assistance (uff) towards the
fulfillment of his duties,* i.e., that he furnish some incentives or
motivations (da%a) given which the individual will or is more likely
to choose to do what is good and to avoid what is bad.*? Prophetic

intuition; cf. Hourani, op. cit. Note that volition, according to the Basrian school is
itself an act. The formulations of the proposition that what is an object of human
agents’ power of voluntary action cannot be an object of God’s power may some-
times give the impression that what is meant is that there are possibles with respect
to the power of human action that are excluded from God’s power, but what is
intended is that no act of a human agent can occur through God’s power. Those
who hold that God must do “what is best” assert that the laklif is ethically neces-
sary; cf. “Abd al-Jabbar al-Mughn: 14, 100f. and 140ff. and also 13, 7.

% Ibid. 11, 71f. and 15, 1154

» Ibid. 11, 134f. and 154.

* Ibid. 11, 238.

3 Ibid. 11, 222 and 224f.

% Ibid. 11, 258 and 13, 39, and ‘Abd al-Jabbar Mutashabih al-Qurian: 1, 24f. It is
a central teaching of the Mu‘tazila that God cannot be the cause (agent) of man’s
actions, that no action can occur through the power of two agents. Because of the
disputes with the Ash‘arites, discussions of this are frequent and lengthy, involving
much tedious detail; similarly with the thesis that God cannot constrain (aha’a, wtarra)
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revelation is a special form of this obligatory assistance.”” Whereas,
however, the primary rules of ethics are rationally given and as such.

(as al-takltf al-‘aglf) are incumbent on all men of sound mind, those
peculiar to the prophetic laws (al-taklif al-shar‘7) are not,* but are rather
particular enactments whose aim is to foster adherence to the uni-
versal principles of moral action.” The action of God with respect to
man is essentially personal; whether in creating intuitive cognitions
directly or in causing spontancous thoughts and motivations (khawdatir)
that are conducive to right action.’® God acts individually towards
particular individuals whose natures he has determined in creat-
ing them and in prophetic revelation he makes knowledge of himself
and his will for men expressly available to selected communities
through chosen individuals. The human agent interacts with God as
he responds to or rejects the revelation or any of the other kinds of
assistance (altaf) that God offers him. The basic recognition that there
is a creator, since it is achieved through logical inference, is the result
of a voluntary action. God’s action in creation, both in the basic
ordering of the world¥ and in his various levels of gracious assis-
tance, calls for a response on man’s part—for obedience to the moral
law, for recognition of God’s goodness and for gratitude. The human
intellect is ordered to action, the doing of what is obligatory and
right, and thereby is oriented towards God, the ultimate judge and
giver of reward and punishment. Accordingly, the world has consis-
tency and meaning as the manifestation of God’s power, will, and

the individual to act, since this would vitiate the agent’s freedom and render the
resultant act valueless. That to know God is a universal obligation, cf, e.g. al-Mughnt
12, 352fF. and that it must be achieved as voluntary act through rational reflection
(ibid. 11, 150 and 15, 59).

» Ihid. 15, 9ff. and 23f.

3 Ibid. 13 and 187.

% On this see Gimaret 1974:16f., Hourani 1971:126f. and 132ff, and Frank
1978a:124f%.

% Abd al-Jabbar al-Mughni: 15, 509.

3 The question of the order of the world as conceived by the Mu‘tazila has
received no systematic study. The Basrians, generally speaking, hold that sequences

of events which, under known conditions, occur invariantly are due to the lawful

operation of secondary causes (asbab) related to the essential characteristics of par-
ticular accidents or structured composites (e.g. ‘Abd al-Jabbar al-Mughni: 4, 42 and
124; 8, 186; 9, 53, 96, and 109; 11 and 79; and Abi Rashid al-Masa’il: 56 and
122f), while those that vary consistently within a given range but for which the
exact causes or conditions are not known are created directly by God according to
his consistent custom or habit (Gda) (e.g. ‘Abd al-Jabbar al-Mughnt: 11, 79 and 115;
12, 52 and 86; 16, 307, 310, and 311 and AbG Rashid al-Masa’il: 37f).
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Justice and the structured locus and context of man’s interaction with
his fellows and with his creator under a single set of moral rules to
which all are obligated.

The theology of the Mu‘tazila was fundamentally at variance with
_the basic religious sense of more conservative religious scholars and
it was the teaching of that of the Ash‘arites that came to form the
school theology for the Shafi‘ites and the Malikites.

2. The Asharites

God with his essential attributes exists eternally and necessarily.®® To
be God (al-ilahiyya) is to possess unique and all-encompassing knowl-
edge, power, and will;*® what he wills comes to be, what he does not
does not.** Where for the Mu‘tazilites the non-existent possible is in
some sense a being as a known or posited instance of a given class,*
for the Ash‘arites, the possible as such is pure non-existence, a me;e
nqthing (‘adam mahd); it has being only as God creates it*? and cre-
ating it makes it to be what it is.** The primary classes of created
entities are atoms, and accidents.* The Ash‘arite view differs sig-
nificantly, however, from that of the Mu‘tazila. Life and the phe-
nomena associated with it de not require any specially structured
substrate,* wherefore no primary predicates are properly said of any
.corr‘xposite as such, whether animate or inanimate, but only of the
individual atoms as they are qualified each as a separate locus of

38 PPIT -

oL ngijBaqlllam al-Tamhid: §53, al-Juwayni al-Irshad: 84, and al-Ansari al-Ghunya:
% Al-Ansari al-Ghunya: fol. 3 - a’ni al-Aqida: =

Qe B s, 1y 3r, al-Isfara’ini al-‘Agida: §II, 10 [= 134], and al-
¥ Al-Juwayni al-Shamil [1969]:271.
“ See Frank 1979:54f. and 65f.
:z Al-Juwayni al-Shamil [1981]:22.

_* Tbn Farak Muyarrad: 253f. and al-Juwayni al-Skamil [1981]:22. God makes the
different kinds of things to be different (see the references in Frank 1992:52, nn. 95~
97). There are possible kinds of contingent beings of which God has not created
actual instances (Ibn Farak Muyjarrad: 246); whether, however, the subclasses of cer-
talﬂ classe_s are limited or not, was debated; v. Frank 1992: loc. cit.

Al-Baqillant al-Tamhid: §37 and al-JuwaynT a/-frshad: 17. Note that even though
they do not occupy space and so are not “independent beings” (qa’imun b7'l-nafs)
accidents, for the Ash‘arites, as also for the Mu‘tazila of the same period, are none:
theless conceived as being entities in the full and proper sense. ’

* Al-Juwayni al-Shamil [1969]:410 and 415fT.
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. 46 << 2 Y
particular instances of one or more accidents;* “knows” is properly

said and is true only of particles (zy'zd’). in Yvhich‘resides the accident,
cognition, and “acts” only of the partlclf: n Wthh‘thi event oc'fiurs;
While atoms, once created, may continue to ef;St’ no acciden
endures beyond the instant (wagf) of its creation.™ Bodies are flo'r:-
glomerates of two or more atoms, whose C(‘)njunctlon, each let t;l S
neighbour, is an accident. No created entity or event can dlet le
cause of any other; whatever is or occurs God creates immediate y,f
cither according to the known and generally foresceable patterr(li o
his consistent “custom” and “habit”* or in unusu.al events as won l;:rs
on behalf of saints and magic for sinners,”. or in 1'm1quely pecuhar
events as miracles for prophets.® Since God is concel'ved as z?ltoget le“
transcendent and altogether separate in the necessity of his et;z;n
being from all contingent beings, it would seem that th_e \lN(;r as
created and distinct ought to have some proper .ontologlca ens;ty
that belongs to it as such. Plainly, however, thlS‘ is not the case, oi
it has no intrinsic or natural order, no substantiality, form, contfln
or act of its own, but consists simply Of. the fe.at.ureless atoms that
are the passive recipients of God’s ongoing activity as they recex\t/e
the transient accidents that qualify their a.ctuahty from moment Z
moment, “signs” that are the manif.estatlon_s.—_the corre%ates anf
referents—of his “action attributes” (sifatu af‘aliht). The .ex13't651;c::r }(1)
any created entity in being what it 1s God’s act of creating it i
texts evidence some interest in the regular and sometlmes&nvanand
association between certain kinds of phenomena as ant(?cedti:nts an
consequents, but the discussion is mo§t c?ften fOCl:lSCd, dlI"CC y .orcllr;
directly, on the determination of the criteria by which genuine miracles

% Tbn Farak Mujarrad: 146, al-Juwayni al-Shamil [1969]:665ff., and al-Ansari al-
: foll. 155r ff. N L
Ghznyg fi‘?1lilonls asr to how this is so differ; some early authorities (e.‘g. a}l-[-‘;sh ary ar;g
al-Isfarz}Tl)’inT) hold that since “continues exist” is not (c?;)uva}lf):nt LQChe)as(;si C(;Zatfs n
” t exist an accident, “perdurance” (al-baga’), whi <
a;C‘J:I}": ;tci}rlrfrfntl:(s:h successive instant; most later authorities deny suchdan‘lacc;‘dtehr;z
an hold that perdurance is simply that the atom galo on exxstt;,ni.‘ ;Eeleat (frt::liz ?hat s
into here. Only intrinsic or essential proper! the atom
chc:;l eiee(i Zortrl;glfir:lr:lovoi:fne of }s]pace‘ Atoms, therefore, cannot exist vmho'l.{t one or
(r)norep of the set of accidents that determine and define location and position.
# Tbn Farak Mujarad: 13 and al-Ansari al-Ghunya: fol. 92r.
4 Ibn Farak Myjarrad: 131 and 283. o oL 185 A
0 Al- It al-Mughni: 52 and al-Ansarl al-Ghunya: foll. . )
8 ﬁ)lnl\glt:a‘fcaljl}zganadu:gl?ﬂt, al-Bagillani a/-Tamhid: §§12 and 639 and al-Juwayni
_Shamil [1969]:284, 501, 529, and 590. . o '
“ ;S;haﬁingillix]ﬁ al-Tamhid: §556 and al-Juwaynt al-Skamil [1981]:471.

.
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may be distinguished from other unusual events within the overall
framework of an occasionalistic universe. God’s action, moreover, is
bound by no principle or rule of right or of justice; his power and
authority are absolute and any action of his is good as such. What-
ever he might do and whatever its relation to or effect on any crea-
ture is good (hasan) and is just (‘adl), simply and exclusively by virtue
of its being his act.’
Man has no essential nature as such, but is simply a conglomerate
body having a particular configuration.* The individual is an acci-
dental whole that is one and centred only in the accidental continu-
ity of the sense or impression of unity and wholeness that God creates
In a part of it from one instant to the next. Volitions are accidents
that God creates in particular parts of the whole which at the mo-
ment are said to will and similarly the power of voluntary action (al-
qudrah) is an accident created simultaneously with the event which is
its correlate or object (mutaalliquha) in the particular substrates in
which the event takes place and by virtue of which the event is
described as the individual’s “performance” (kasb, iktisab) rather than
as something he merely undergoes. Whatever may follow a basic or
primary act as an apparent consequent is a distinct and separate act
of God’s—a whole set of acts, in fact, simultaneous and sequential.
The consequent may be related Juridically to the primary act or
performance (e.g. drinking to inebriation), but they are not causally
related. Nothing can be willed but what God wills. Within the con-
text of Ash‘arite theocentrism it is unthinkable that God not be the
efficient agent of every event that takes place in the created universe
and so therefore that he have created man as an autonomous agent
of his own voluntary acts, for the occurrence within God’s realm of
anything that he does not will and do would indicate that his knowl-
edge and power were not absolute.’® There can be but one autono-
mous cause of any existence or occurrence.
For the human agent, good is what God commands and bad is

. what he forbids; there is no moral obligation (taklif)—no ethical right

% See generally Frank 1983:207ff. “Good” is predicated of God’s acts and of
human acts that conform to God’s commands and prohibitions. That “good” is not
predicated of God is highly significant for the conceptual development of both the
Ash‘arite and the Mu‘tazilite theologies. In origin this has to do with the semantics

of Arabic “hasan”, which originally is employed of the aesthetically beautiful and
from this of the ethically good.

> Al-Bagillani al-Tamhid: 194, 2f,
% Al-Ashari al-Luma® §851fF. and Ibn Farak Muyjarrad: 69f. and 72f.




124 R.M. FRANK

or wrong—prior to or apart from the promulgation of the revealed
law.® God commands belief and creates belief in some individuals, -

in others unbelief his doing the former is termed “gracious assis-
tance” (lutf) and his doing the latter “abandonment” (khidhlan).>’ The
human individual is nothing more than the passive locus of some of
God’s acts, as he may choose to create or not to create knowledge
of himself and belief in some of the body’s elemental particles and
obedience or disobedicnce in others. Beatitude and damnation are
meted out in accord with belief and unbelief, obedience and dis-
obedience, but not because of them,”® for God can owe nothing to
a creature.”® God speaks to men through his emissaries, the prophets,
calling them to acknowledge his being and to obey his commands;
some respond, some do not, as God chooses and does. In those who
cannot recognise the truth of the revelation, their rejection (kufr), is
an event willed and created by God and is, accordingly, the mani-
festation of his concealing himself from them. Similarly, the knowl-
edge of God’s being on the part of those who recognise the truth of
the revelation is also willed and created by him so that, in effect,
their recognition of God’s signs (@ya) as such—the verses of the
revealed text as his self-revelation—is itself one of his signs. Here
God discloses himself, as it were, on two levels. The believer’s basic
knowledge of God and his attributes normally follows reflection on
evidence presented in the world and argued as such in the text of
revelation; God’s eternal being remains remote.” What the believer
hears and understands through the articulated words (al-%barat) of
the revealed text, on the other hand, is God’s own, eternal speaking
(kalamuhu 1-gadim),® one of his essential attributes. In creating this
understanding of the prophetic text, therefore, God communicates
something of his eternal being. The sacred text, thus, does not merely
impart information about God and his commands, but presents kalam
al-hagq: the true, eternal speaking of God himself. The believer,
however, remains always the passive recipient of God’s action; there
is, strictly speaking—and can be—mno interaction between them.®!

% See Frank 1983:210ff. and 1985b:42ff.

7 Al-Mutawalli al-Mughni: 43 and al-Ansari al-Ghunya: fol. 161v.

% Al.Mutawalli al-Mughni: 38 and al-Ansari al-Ghunya: fol. 155r.

% Tbn Farak Mujarrad: 163 and al-Ansari al-Ghunya: fol. 173r.

® Ibn Furak Muyarrad: 59f. and ai-Qushayri al-Fusil: §§35fF., pp- 63f.

61 The Ashtarite masters draw very precise logical distinctions regarding how an
event can be ascribed to God under one description and to the human agent or
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Whatever one may think of it, the Ash‘arite account of the world
afld human existence does preserve the appearances. Often, in the
dlscogrse of the jurists (al-fugah@’) and in that of the orthod’ox sufi
especially, one talks in terms of reasons or causes and, in the anal si:
of human acts, speaks with considerable insight of rr,lotivation }lllr-
pose and intention, of actions as produced or occasioned b ) I;
events and present circumstances, and of the formation of ch);’irz tOr
an(zl habit, but the final ontological analysis here finds onl Gc():dfir
action. Thus al-Kiya’ al-Harasi,®? a student of al-Juwayni. sZ s tha:
pec')ple.commonly talk of “reasons” or “causes”—for exa;n IZ that
cating is the cause of satiety—and that such popular usage isp ac,ce t-
a(l.)le énough in legal reasoning, though in fact “there is no callx)se
(dla) in the strict and formal sense”, but only the occasionalisti
occurrences of God’s customary action. Whatever consistency the wosrl;
h.as and whatever meaning that is not illusory, is that it is the mat
I’lé'ﬂ manifestation or expression—the AuSerung—of God’s power ane(;
will. What belongs to man as strictly his own is (whetherphe under-
star.ld it so or not) his experience of God’s immediate and personal
action. All experience is the experience of God’s activity aIr)ld c:
sciousness itself, together with its contents, is God’s act v

The teaching of the Ash‘arite school is the formal ar.ticulation of
a common sunni sense of the being of God, man and the world and
as S}lCh presents one aspect and level of the religious vision of a
parpcular segment or region of Muslim society at a given historical
pcnod.. It is, however, a narrowly focused vision, one in which th
world is almost excluded from view save as a kin(,:l of background .
stage for 'th.e believer’s contemplation of God’s all-powerfulgrresenc(zr
Though it is akin to and was long associated with the thfolo 0%
some of the' orthodox sufis, it was not conceived and elaboratcgc? on
the fqundann of that more intimate level and modality of religious
experience, but on the basis of a religious sense that was widel hgl d
amongst religious scholars. T

Zl;bjeictn :qucrha{lother (see Frank 1983:212), but it remains that any state of bein
or :ubj(é; tiscu'" te'rtmmglogy, any accident or performance) that qualifies the hug
» In 1ts existence and in its being essentiall it i f
: t is, : i y what it is, th t
God’s creating it, even though it may be predicated of the subject and noteo?cGo(::f

undcx one or anott 1€Y dC P .8 p '
scription (e.g. “movement or 1 | f()l mance l/ctuab or
ObEdl ence )' (

82 Usal: fol. 201r.
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3. Al-Ghazalt

As the transmitted heritage of Hellenistic science and philosophy came
to be more widely known and cultivated in Muslim intellectual circles,
a number of religious scholars came to have an increasing sense that
traditional kalam was fundamentally incapable of serving as the foun-
dation for an adequate and sufficiently comprehensive account of
the basic truths of religion. It is within this context that al-Ghazalt
undertook the construction of a new synthesis of Muslim theology
and the acclaim with which his Ihya® ulam al-din was received is
witness to the extent of the dissatisfaction with traditional kalam, at
least in some circles. '
As with the Ash‘arites, and the Mu‘tazila too, al-Ghazali holds
that God is the one being whose non-existence is impossible and
whose knowledge and power are infinite and that the existence of
the world is contingent on his will, whose act is neither entailed by
his essence nor moved by any need or expectation of return. In its
general conception as also in its detail, however, the theology of al-
Ghazali departs significantly from the common Ash‘arite doctrine of
the Shafiite colleges in which he was trained and in which subse-
quently he taught, in his adopting and adapting basic elements of
the teaching of the falasifa and, with regard to the principal matters
of our present considerations, of Avicenna in particular, which he
amalgamated with elements of various sufi currents.®® The actual beings
that make up the universe are conceived as instantiating essences or
essential natures (haga’ig). They are divided into a number of basic

68 There are significant elements of his thought which closely resemble and may
likely be derived from matters derived from the school of al-Kindr; this, however,
has yet to be studied. Some of the material al-Ghazali took from sufi sources,
morcover, may prove to be closely related to elements of the ethical teaching of al-
Kindi. Other elements may derive from Isma‘Tli sources (cf. Leibholt 1991). It should
be noted that while al-Ghazali in a number of places expresses himself plainly in
quite formal terms, especially in al-Magsad al-asnd and Mishkat al-amwdr, major ele-
ments of his theology often remain unstated or are implied only obliquely in other
works and are largely obscured, e.g., in al-Igtisad. Though he insists on the value
and importance of logic and talks earnestly about rational proof and justification, he
seldom offers seriously elaborated arguments for his own most important theological
positions and his presentations of logic are, for all his earnestness, conspicuously
superficial. There is, in fact, some reason to suspect that he never really thought
through the detail and the implications of a goodly number of the theses and propo-
sitions that he states or that seem to be implied by theses he does clearly assert.
Concerning the questions discussed here see generally Frank 1992; and concerning
al-GhazalT’s relation to the Ash‘arite school, see Frank 1994.
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classes3 the material and the immaterial on the one hand and on the
other into those, celestial and sublunary, which make up the “uni-
versal, fundamental, permanent, and stable causes”® and those
sublunary beings, which come to be and pass away.ﬁs’ Accordingl
al-Ghazali enthusiastically discards the propositional analytic of %13, ’
Ash‘arites in favour of the Aristotelian logic.% :
‘ The essences of contingent beings are unoriginated and are finite
n number, already there as possibles instances of which God has the
power to create.” God’s being, moreover, is “necessary in its eve
aspt‘:ct”68 whence, albeit the world has existed for only a finite eri(;zll
othlme, from eternity he wills necessarily what he wills.% Al-GI;Iazih‘
reJects the emanationism of al-Farabi and Avicenna;”® God creates
r%th('tr, tf.xe universal, permanent components of the universe, accordin :
to his w15‘dom, Justice, and liberality, ordering them in précisely thagt
order which is necessary and right (al-tartib al-wagb al-hagq) in order
that everything in the world should be “as it ought to be™ so as to
produce the one best possible universe.”? What is good, right, and
be§t here is not determined arbitrarily and gratuitously’ merei b
being v'vhat God wills as in traditional Ash‘arite teaching, for his ch}c;icey
?lccordlng to al-Ghazali, is effectively limited and deter;nined by wha;
Is go_od and best in terms of the essential natures of the finite set of
contingent possibles.”* God’s action is purely voluntary (ikhtiyar mahd)
but it is not totally free, since he could not have chosen othcrw;i.sej

:; 'iA‘]-GhazilI al-Magsad: 100.
hough his general conception of material being is “Ari i
y : eing is “Aristotelian” i
gll']eretl;:i)nimxtted fxﬁ)m ab celestial agent; some accidgnts are “conigmgf;iliguzjngorézs
ong as the subject they qualify continues to exist, while othe i
tory, of .shorter or'longer duration), he seems nonetheless t’o have heldr:nara.etc:rrxilintsil .
co?()cepnon of bodies as such; cf. Frank 1994:48ff, e
- g}f; al-ghaza.lf Mihokk generally and also Mustasfa: 1, 11ff, and al-Magsad: 171,
i whgﬁi ,ﬂc]:inmisly cnoug};, al-Ghazali does not discuss the origin of the ‘possiblcs:.
: r classes or “forms” are infinite in number, that they are fini
;ral‘yfué?nl;::rra alzlc} 9u9r120;12gxxé§tc<li is the only view that is consistent wn}z, wr}fat x;xltt:eda;::sl
; cf. Fran :32-63. It seems likely that h i
log:scal importance of the queson. y that he may have failed to see the theo-
Miyar: 195 and al-Magsad: 43.
8 Iham: 68f.
™ Tahafut: 110f.
! lly.za": 4, 252 and al-Magsad: 109.
? Ibid. 68 and 81.
™ On this see Frank 1992:63f. Al-Ghazalf® i
‘63ff. Al- I's conception of God’s will Id ap-
gc?r t(f) have been worked out.chleﬂy against Avicenna’s thesis that crcazgz er::];-
ates from God because of his very nature (bi-dhatih?) and therefore must exi
coeternally with God; v. ibid. 77ff, ot

-~
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The universe functions as a complexly integrated‘ machine in which
every event is determined by the nature of its major operating ;orr;
- ponents given the way in which they are orderc:ﬂ ‘t‘o one E,I,I’IOt f:rh
under the governance of the outermost sphere (Qod s ’:I’nrone ) w}nc ,
with its attendant “angel” (a “separated intelligence” in tn‘e lexicon
of the falasifa, to which al-Ghazall occasionally refers as “the Well
guarded Tablet”), contains, as it were, the program for thf‘l entire
history of the world.”> Albeit with the passage of time an 1ncrea:l-
ing, though ultimately finite, number of immortal souls are produced,
it remains that one can—at least from one perspective—hardly
speak of history in the proper sense, for if one couln know‘, as God
does, the precise state of the entire system in all its detail at any
given moment he could foresee every detail of all futnre states in
succession and, even though the operation of the rnachmf: _Enny not
be reversible (the water cannot, consistently with al-Ghazalr’s image
of the water-clock,”® run back up into the aperture from which it
escaped), one could in principle calculate from 'the present all past
states as well. In any case, it is God who 1s ultimately, through his
creation of the system, “the one who makes the causes to funct.lon as
causes” so as to bring to existence everything whose belng is in fact
possible. He “is the existent whose existence 1s necessary in :,t7sgelf an,d
from which exists everything whose existence is. in possibility.””® God’s
power is, in effect, limited to what must be, given the natures of tie
contingent possibles and the constraining necessity tha'lt there, be the
best possible world. Accordingly, “everything which lies in God’s pov:f;g
is'willed”” and “what lies in God’s power [eventunlly] comes to be -
God, moreover, cannot intervene in the operation of the system.

e Cf. Frank 1992:42ff. and refs

» 7. 3, 18. Cf. Fran 42T . . .

7 if‘G{)?:ili?);l—Maq;ad: 99. It might be well to note that, hnwbexctl al—thazsill
conceives the universe as a kind of automaton, what 1s required 1nf order :1(;1 ;:a[e
all future states and events within it is not simply the knowledge of an ini la) state
and of a limited set of universal laws, but rather the knowledge o han flml:x Is] ae
together with an exhaustive knowledge of all the .propcrtlesvof each o a;{ e e tre
panoply of essential natures, material and immaterial whose instances make up
universe.

7 Eg. Iha: 1, 74 and al-Magsad: 116.

® Al-Magsad: 47.

™ Al-Iqtisad: 107.

8 Al- - 103. o

8 [Iill-‘}gﬁf;;lf occasionally speaks of the secondary causes as the c_o}ndmﬁnsunci).f
the existence of their effects (see Frank 1992:25ff) anc,i’ insists that wit mtt ge -
verse God can create only those things the “conditions” of whose coming to
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There can, thus, be two accounts of the occurrence of any event in
the universe; the one as it is “created,” ie., as out of the mere pos-
sibility of its coming to be, its existence is ultimately determined and
caused by God’s original “determination” and subsequent creation
and ordering of the universe and the other as it is the necessary
result of more proximate secondary causes.

The being of the human individual—his essential reality—is, most
properly understood, the soul (most often referred to by “spirit” or
“heart”), an immaterial entity which, though not strictly speaking
“located in” the body, governs it through the mediation of the brain.®?
The individual is not created directly by God, but rather through
the intermediate agency of “angels”, as a product of ‘the operation
of the universal system. Though similar in their elemental human
constitution (al+fitra), individuals differ in accord with the differences
of the particular mixture (al-mazdj) of the humours and elemental
properties that make up their bodies and as they are endowed with
greater or lesser intellectual potential; whatever his native endow-
ments, however, each one through the course of his life develops his
state of being with its peculiar level of perfection or imperfection as
1s determined by various events, physical, sensory, or intellectual, that
occur in the successive stages of his ongoing interaction with the
material world, with others, and, directly and indirectly, with causal
agencies of the celestial world.

Every human action occurs as the inevitable product of the physical
and psychological state of the individual and the immediately effective
occurrence of particular, antecedent sensations and impressions or
cognitions which determine motivation and thereby volition and action
or forbearance. Man, in short, is endowed as such with the faculties
of cognition, deliberation, and will and with the power to act, but
the act of the will and the consequent action or forbearance are
caused deterministically (jabran, idtiraran) by antecedent states and
events which are not chosen and whose existence derives ultimately
from the operation of external causes, sublunary and celestial.®* In

fulfilled (e.g. Zhya”: 4, 249f. and al-Magsad: 125). The structure and operation of the
universe and all its parts is necessary (Ifiam: 68f.); if God were to alter the universe
in any way in order that some particular evil be avoided, the result would be that
even more evil occur (al-Ghazali al-Magsad: 68).

% That al-Ghazall holds the rational soul to be immaterial and immortal has
been disputed, but a more thorough examination of the texts shows clearly that he
did; cf. Frank 1994:55ff.

8 E.g. Ilya: 4, 248f%
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effect, thus, the human individual is in no way autonomous or free. in God, is received by its various faculties, sensory, imaginative, intel-

Volitions are simply moments in causally determined sequences (?f . lectual, or prophetic’’ from the highest angelic “light”® through the
events and the power of voluntary action is therefore not the .on'g1- intermediate activity of various angelic agencies® according to the
nating efficient cause of his acts. The being of the living .indiv1c'h‘1al, : particular conditions that obtain in each individual case. Attaining
in short, is never anything more than the essentially passive subJ?Ct its true perfection, the intellectual faculty sees the true natures of
of the complex of forces and simuli, physical and psychological, w_hlch things and their causes and so achieves the vision of God’s wisdom
converge upon him through the operation of cosmic forces ordalped . in creation® and at the highest level perceives only unity in God:?
and created by God. However much al-Ghazal{’s teaching may differ ' “they see in existence only the True One”.® The “light” of created
from that of his Ash‘arite predecessors with regard to how God acts intellects is, like their existence, given ultimately from God; it is
in creation, it remains that he can, no more than they, entertain the “borrowed” from God who “is light in and of himself”% and “apart
thought that God does not ultimately will everything that i§ wﬂ}ed from whom there is no light”.** In a sense, then, the fully enlight-
and do everything that is done; no more than they can he imagme ened soul may be taken to participate in the divine light, but the
the possibility that human volitions and actions are free. ‘ creature remains fully distinct from the creator. Moreover, this light
Prophetic revelations are given through the agency of the celestial : is not, as in traditional Ash‘arite teaching, held to be given directly
/ intelligences and operate as a stimulus and guide for souls to seek and, as it were, personally by God, for it is given by the highest
and attain their proper perfection. Against the Mu‘tazila al-Ghazalt “angel” as a function of its general governance of the universe. Only
insists® that it was not necessary for God either that he create man a few are destined to attain the highest levels of enlightenment.
or that, having created them, he send prophets; but “necessary” is ! Between al-Ghazali’s conception of the universe and man and of
used here as an ethical term describing what an agent must do for God’s relation to them and that of traditional Asharite doctrine the
his own interest and advantage, wherefore the thesis in no way conflicts “ contrast is thus considerable. Although he insists (following Avicenna) v~
with al-GhazalT’s assertion that from eternity God necessarily wills to s that for all created beings existence is an accidenT§5§3"Ehat"t}ie’y'a;e',‘
create this uniquely best universe.” The occurrence of prophetic in and of themselves, nullities or non-beings,® al-Ghazal?’s universe
revelation through particular individuals at particular times and to has nonetheless a proper ontological substantiality of its own. Essen-
i‘“ particular social groups has thus also to be one of the phenomena . tial natures (al-haga’ig), howbeit their particular instantiations may be
that are determined by the requirements of the universal system, an ! purely contingent, are unoriginated and as such are given—in them-
infrequent, but nonetheless “programmed” moment or 01.1tput of the selves already there—for God’s creating the only universe he can
operation of the system. The “prophetic light” is automatically trans- create. The universe, moreover, is conceived as a sort of machine
mitted by the angelic agent to a given individual when Fhe condi- | that once built and set in motion runs itself as inevitably it must (the
tions of its reception are fulfilled and its specific content, as it becomes image is twice set forth quite explicitly). One does not contemplate
(again according to a predetermined necessity) a functiomr.lg elemf:nt the beauty of nature as that of an organism suffused by the One as
within the cultural tradition (as an operative factor in the interaction in the doctrine of Plotinus, but rather the wisdom and liberality of
of various individuals and groups within the society), has diverse, '
though in each case, inevitable, causal effects on the lives of various ¥ AL Ghasals Midhkar: 76
individuals.® % Tbid. 52f.
The soul is brought to one or another degree of imperfe_c?ionpr ' : Ibid. 60.
perfection according to the amount of true “light” which, originating : o %E:g ggfr
9 Ibid. 57.
- f % Ibid. 54.
8 Al-Iqtisad: 174. ‘ ) o Ibid. 59f.
8 See Frank 1992:66ff. ZZ Miyar. 57.

% E.g. al-Ghazalt Ihya" 4, 861 Al-Magsad: 137 and Mishkat: 55§
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the creator in his ordering and construction of the whole. Like the
Ash¢arites, al-Ghazali says that “there are in existence only God and
his actions”,” but what he means and asserts is altogether diﬁ“ere.nt.
For al-Ghazali the being of every contingent entity and its. being
essentially what it is is not God’s immediate act of creating it. Nor
does one contemplate single entities and events of the sublunary world
as things—as signs—each of which is willed individlfally and created
by God immediately. On the contrary, God’s relatlc?n to the world
and men is essentially impersonal. He willed necessanly to create the
best possible universe—knew and therefore chose amongst possibles
the one that “ought to be”. By implication, thus, he Freated man,
not particularly and as such, but because the huma.n is one of the
given essential natures each of which must be instantiated in the best
possible world.® Though God knows particulars and therefore‘each
individual as such and the details of his life as a given focal point of
numerous determinate series of causes in the operation of the uni-
versal system, he does not, strictly speaking, choose the destiny of
each individually and for himself; rather, each one comes to be and
prospers or suffers and is brought to a predetermined.le\./el of perfec-
tion or imperfection (and ultimately, sinc¢ the soul is immortal, to
eternal bliss or perdition) as is demanded by the good of the whole
and of the species as one of its constituents.

It is within this overall framework—this conception of God, the
universe, and the rational soul—that the significance and nature pf
al-Ghazall’s sufism is to be understood, for this is the context In
which he explains it. That he appeals to the witness of non-rational
states of mind for the ultimate confirmation of his theories does not
diminish the rational assumptions and the structure that govern the
conception and elaboration of the whole. ‘

4. Concluding Remarks

Summarising the salient characteristics of the three systems, then, we
see that for the Mu‘taziLa God exists necessarily and is altogether
self-sufficient; he need not have created anything at all and creating
could have created an altogether different universe. The universal

¥ E.g. al-Magsad: 57.
% Cf. Frank 1992:63f.
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principles of right and wrong action, however, impose certain limita-
tions on the kinds of universe that he might have chosen to create.

God, a free moral agent, chose freely and gratuitously to create
man an autonomous moral agent and so with the opportunity of
gaining a reward for doing good and avoiding evil that is great beyond
any possible merit. The revelation was given as an aid and incentive
to this end. Nature is not simply given nor is the universal moral
code merely conventional.

Sentient creatures have a claim of justice and right on each other
and on God. The basic principles of good and bad in action are
absolute for all intelligent agents. God knows them and imparts them
to human intuition as a part of the taklif. God’s action in relation to
man and the world is essentially personal. In being naturally oriented
to his own highest good, man is oriented towards God as creator,
benefactor and judge. God’s being and actions, the world and the
revelation are rationally intelligible to human reason.

With the Asa‘arites, God is totally self-sufficient and totally free;
he might have created any kind of universe or nothing at all. Even
with creation, however, the primary sense of “being” (mawjad)—all
that can properly be said to be—is God, his attributes, and his
actions (Allah wa-sifatuhi wa-af*aluh@). Human beings, whatever they
are or do or undergo, whether in this life or in the next, are most
strictly speaking God’s acts, immediate and direct. His being and his
acts are essentially personal. ‘

God commands his creatures but is not himself subject to any
rule; his acts, like his commands and prohibitions, are altogether
autocratic and arbitrary. They can be described both as such (in
themselves and as God’s) and, occurring as human performances,
juridically, but can be rationalised under neither description; their
occurrence 1s occasionalistic and their juridical classification in the
case of human performances is arbitrary. The fate of individuals in
the next life is not intrinsically related to the juridical status of their
actions in this life.*"No contingent being or event can be rationally
accounted for.

AL-GHAZALI is bound to a neo-Platonic paradigm. God is not to-
tally free; creating, he must create the uniquely best possible uni-
verse. Moreover, if the assertions that God being is necessary in its
every aspect and that his will is both eternal and necessary (azaliyatun
wdjiba) mean what apparently they must mean, then God, as con-
ceived by al-Ghazali, is not absolutely self-sufficient either, since it is
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'impossible that he not have willed to create the world. The world,*" ’
then, will be a kind of complement to God’s being—not in so radi-
cal a way as it is in the philosophy of Avicenna, perhaps, but a
complement nevertheless—something without which his being would
be in some way incomplete. '

God creates all sublunary events, human choices and actions in-
cluded, through the determinate operation of unalterable sequences
of secondary causes according to a program eternally determined
(mugaddar) in his knowledge and wisdom and fixed in the outermost
sphere at the first moment of creation. The revelation itself 1s a
necessary output of the system. God’s relationship to the world and
to his creatures is fundamentally impersonal.

The good of man is determined by the nature of the rational soul
and the good of action accordingly is subordinate and ordered to
that of the intellect. God is just and generous, but nothing he does
is, strictly speaking, gratuitous; nothing is arbitrary. Every contingent
being and event, including the nature and order of the universe, the
principles of ethics, the entire content of the revelation, and the ult-
mate status of each individual in the next life, is as it must be in the
best possible universe and can therefore m principle be rationally
explained.





