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This monograph offers a reconstruction of al-Ghazali’s cosmic view. It is an interpretive recon-
struction that reveals the influence of Avicenna’s cosmological system. It argues for a close affinity
of the cosmic systems of these two thinkers. The monograph raises the whole issue of al-Ghazali’s
causal language in a manner that has not been raised before and interprets al-Ghazali as maintaining
that existents other than God are endowed with real causal efficacy. This interpretation, to be sure,
is open to serious criticisms, but it also demands serious attention. The monograph draws attention
(in a manner not drawn before) to al-Ghazali’s cosmological concerns and in doing so puts his
thought in a deservedly wider philosophical perspective.

IN THIS PROBING, ANALYTIC MONOGRAPH, Richard Frank
offers a reconstruction of al-Ghazali’s cosmic view. The
reconstruction is based on statements al-Ghazali makes
in various works. It is an interpretive reconstruction that
certainly reveals the influence of Avicenna’s cosmolog-
ical system on that of al-Ghazali and argues for a close
affinity of the two systems. Not that the author denies
that al-Ghazali rejected some major theses of Avicenna.
But his interpretive analysis of Ghazalian texts leads
him to conclude that “from a theological standpoint
most of the theses which [al-Ghazali] rejected are rela-
tively tame and inconsequential compared to some of
those in which he follows the philosophers” (p. 86).

Professor Frank takes as his starting point Ghazali’s
relatively late work, al-Magsad al-Asna, which he re-
gards as “essentially a work of theoretical or systematic
theology,” where al-Ghazali is not “formally bound to
the conventions of traditional manuals, as for example,
in Iqtisdd,” and as such tends “to express himself more
forthrightly and with greater clarity than he generally
does elsewhere in treating the same basic matters.”
What emerges from a study of key passages from this
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book and other works of al-Ghazali, Frank continues, is
that “while rejecting significant elements of Avicenna’s
cosmology, al-Ghazali adopted several basic principles
and theses that set his theology in opposition to that of
the classical AshCarite tradition” (pp. 10-11). But if
this is the case, how is one to explain those affirmations
of al-Ghazali that belong to “the classical Asharite tra-
dition?” The question is particularly pertinent since
Frank (p. 11) inclines to the view that there is continu-
ity in al-Ghazali’s thought from the writing of the
Tahafut onwards. He, however, suggests that there is no
inconsistency here, pointing out that al-Ghazali in-
tended his writings to be understood on different levels,
relative to the level of the reader’s understanding, citing
such Ghazalian statements to the effect that it is not licit
“to disclose the secret of God’s ordainment publicly”
(pp. 40-41).

The central issue discussed is that of causality, an is-
sue that comes foremost to mind for anyone investigat-
ing al-Ghazali’s theological stance. Now, as it can be
clearly shown, in the Tahafut, but more unambiguously
and decisively in its sequel, the Igtisad, al-Ghazali de-
nies any causal efficacy in created things.! Nonetheless,
he continues to use causal language, sometimes in the
way it is used in ordinary Arabic, sometimes in a more
specifically Avicennan/Aristotelian way. It is this causal

! See this reviewer's article, “Al-Ghazali on Bodily Resur-
rection and Causality in the Tahdafut and the Igtisad,” Aligarh
Journal of Islamic Thought 1.2 (1989): 4675, 59fF.
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language that underlies Frank’s interpretive analysis.
Thus, as he points out (p. 18), al-Ghazali speaks about
the chain of causes leading to the supreme cause, God.
He discusses such passages where al-Ghazili, for
example, speaks about “the universal, fundamental,
permanent and stable causes (al-asbdbu I-kulliyatu I-
asliyyatu l-thdbitatu l-mustaqirratu) which are constant
and unchanging, such as the earth and the seven heav-
ens, the stars and the spheres and their interrelated
movements and which are constant and shall neither
change nor fail ‘until the Document shall reach its term’
(Q 2.235)” (p. 42). He discusses passages where al-
Ghazali speaks of certain divine acts as the necessary
conditions for the performance of other divine acts
(p. 26ff.) and passages where a volition is said to com-
pel the occurrence of the object willed and where the
language of the enforcement and use of an existent as an
instrument (taskhir) is used (p. 24). He also discusses
the role of angelic mediation of divine acts in al-Ghazali
and the parallels between the Ghazalian and Avicennan
concepts of the angelic celestial souls and intelligences
(p. 38ft.). Frank maintains that al-Ghazali’s attitude to-
ward causality is ambivalent, suggesting that in reality
he does not deny causal efficacy in existents other than
God. In fact, Frank goes as far as to argue that although
al-Ghazali, in his exposition of the doctrine of kasb,
couches his statements in Ash‘arite language, he actu-
ally holds the non-Ash“arite view that created power ex-
ists before the act and that it is endowed with causal
efficacy (pp. 34-37).

In the final chapter (ch. IV), the author argues that al-
Ghazali does not merely hold that the existence of the
universe is necessary because God has willed such an
existence, but that God “wills necessarily to create
what He creates” (p. 75). In other words, God could not
but create this universe. Frank’s arguments are richly
informed with a review of Ash‘arite discussions of the
question of creation. Probing and thought-provoking,
his arguments are certainly of intrinsic philosophical
interest. But whether the interpretation they support
represents what al-Ghazali intended to maintain is an-
other matter.

II

Professor Frank gives good reasons for having al-
Magsad as his starting point, and then working at the
problem forward and backward, so to speak. This is
hardly illegitimate. Sometimes, however, a more chro-
nological approach would have helped clarify issues.
This is very much the case in any endeavor to deter-
mine what al-Ghazali means by God’s ijra’ al-‘ada,

that is, God’s ordaining things to flow according to a
habitual course—a concept basic to al-Ghazali’s causal
doctrine. It seems that here one should really begin
with al-Ghazali’s works written during the Nizamiyya
period at Baghdad, where he is quite explicit as to what
he means by ijra’ al-ada. These are the Tahafut, the
Miyar and the Igtisad, the works in which he offers his
major discussions of causality. In the Tahafut, after
stating that what we habitually regard as causes and
effects are not necessarily connected, he asserts that the
connection of these things “is due to the prior decree of
God who creates them side by side (“ala al-tasawugq),
not to any inherent necessity of these things that would
render their separation from each other impossible.”?
Then, in response to the philosophers’ objection that
the denial of necessary causal connection would mean
that God can make a dead man move and write vol-
umes, open his eyes but see nothing, al-Ghazali an-
swers that “this in itself is not impossible as long as we
turn over [the enactment] of temporal events to the will
of a choosing being.” “It is only disavowed,” he goes
on, “because of the continuous habit (/i ittirad al-“ada)
of its opposite occurring.”? Again, in the Miyar, in dis-
cussing the empirical premises used in demonstration,
these he argues are orderly and yield certain knowl-
edge, so that if the theologian informs someone that his
son has been decapitated, the theologian does not doubt
this. The inquiry here would be about “the manner of
connection between decapitation and death.” “As for
the inquiry” he continues, “as to whether this is the
necessary consequence of the thing itself, impossible to
change or whether this is in accordance with the pas-
sage of the custom (sunna) of God, ...this is an
inquiry into the mode of the connection, not the con-
nection itself.”* In the Igtisad, he uses the same ex-
ample of decapitation to affirm that when decapitation
takes place the decapitated person dies, not by the ac-
tion of the sword, but by his ajal, “ajal meaning the
time in which God creates in him his death, regardless
of whether this occurs with the cutting of the neck, the
occurrence of a lunar eclipse, or the falling of rain.”
“All these,” he continues, “are for us associated things,
not generated acts (laysat mutawallidat), except that
with some their connection is repeated according to
habit (wa lakin iqtiran ba“diha yatakarrar bi al-“ada),

2 Al-Ghazali, Tahafut al-Falasifa, ed. M. Bouyges (Beirut:
Imprimerie Catholique, 1927), 279 (hereafter, Tahafut).

3 Ibid., 278.

4 Al-Ghazali, Mi‘yar al-“Ilm, ed. S. Dunya (Cairo, 1961),
191.



MARMURA: Ghazalian Causes and Intermediaries 91

but with some they are not repeated.” There is nothing
in al-Ghazali’s discussion of ijra’ al-°ada in these
works that remotely suggests that he means by it the
rendering of events to occur in a habitual sequence
where one event actually causes another.

Continuing with the use of this concept in the works
cited above, it is perhaps best to refer to these events
that occur due to a habitual order pre-ordained by God
and which we ordinarily regard as causes and effects
(but which, for al-Ghazali, are in fact mere concomi-
tants that are not necessarily connected with each other)
as the “habitual causes” and their “habitual effects.”
These habitual causes and effects follow a strict regu-
larity pre-ordained by God, but subject to interruptions,
interruptions also divinely pre-ordained. These inter-
ruptions are the miracles and they are possible precisely
because the connection between the habitual cause and
its habitual effect is not necessary.® When the miracle
occurs, God creates for us knowledge of this interrup-
tion.” But while the connection between the habitual
cause and its effect is not necessary, the pre-ordained
course of events, which includes the interruptions, is
unchangeable.

Now, when Professor Frank argues for a similarity
between Avicenna and al-Ghazali on this question of
the occurrence of the unusual events, the miracles, he
has a point in suggesting that for both these thinkers
these events are “programmed,” so to speak (p. 59). But
there is a vital difference here. The miracles of Avi-
cenna are confined to the prophet’s ability to influence
nature and to receive direct knowledge, either purely

5 Al-Ghazili, al-lgtisad fi al-I'tigad, ed. Cubukgu and
H. Atay (Ankara, 1962), 224-25 (hereafter, Igtisad).

6 Al-Ghazali suggests an alternative theory that would allow
the literal acceptance of those miracles the philosophers deem
impossible (Tahafut, 288ff.). This allows causal efficacy in
things, provided the divine act is voluntary and is capable of
intervening to create new causal conditions that allow the oc-
currence of the miracles the philosophers deem impossible.
That this theory is introduced only for the sake of argument
can be seen from the dialectical way in which it is introduced,
but also because it is negated in the Igtisad, where all causal
action is lodged exclusively with the attribute of divine power.
See this reviewer’s “Al-Ghazali’s Second Causal Argument in
the 17th Discussion of the Tahafut,” in Islamic Philosophy and
Mysticism, ed. P. Morewedge (Delmar, N. Y., 1981), 85-112,
and the article cited in n. 1, above.

7 Tahafut, 286. See also this reviewer’s “Al-Ghazali and
Demonstative Science,” Journal of the History of Philosophy
3 (1965): 183-204.

intellectual knowledge from the Active Intellect or
particular knowledge about future events from the celes-
tial souls (as distinct from the celestial intelligences).
But all these miracles, whether based on a theory of
influence or of the receptivity of knowledge do not
violate the Avicennan theory of causal necessity. As al-
Ghazali points out, scriptural accounts of miracles that,
taken literally, violate the Islamic philosophers’ theory
of causal necessity are interpreted by them metaphori-
cally. Thus, he tells us, the philosophers do not accept
literally such scriptural affirmations as the miraculous
survival of a prophet cast into a fiery furnace or the
prophet’s changing a staff into a serpent.® And it is here
that al-Ghazali’s doctrine of the habitual causes comes
in. It is meant, among other things, to allow the occur-
rence of such miracles and hence the literal acceptance
of their scriptural accounts. This is at the basis of his
doctrine of metaphorical interpretation of scriptural
language. Unless one can demonstrate that a statement
taken literally is impossible, one has to accept it as it is.
The philosophers can demonstrate the impossibility of
the class of miracles mentioned above on the basis of
their theory of necessary causal connection if and only
if they are able to demonstrate such a theory. But they
are unable to do this—either logically or empirically.
This is a main thrust of the seventeenth discussion of
al-Ghazali’s Tahafut.

As already indicated, the habitual causes and their
effects follow a predetermined regular course. They be-
have as though they are real causes and effects. Thus the
habitual cause is prior to the habitual effect. In the case
of the habitual essential cause, its priority to the habit-
ual effect is not temporal, but ontological—in the case
of the accidental habitual cause, its priority is temporal.
The criterion of irreversibility also applies, so that with
the exception of the interruptions of the uniformity,
when the pre-ordained miracles occur, one can follow
the strictest requirements of the Aristotelian demonstra-
tive method and attain scientific knowledge that is cer-
tain. This, in effect, is what al-Ghazali tells us in the
Mi‘yar.

The question is whether in al-Ghazali’s writing sub-
sequent to the Igtisad there is a transformation of the
concept of ijra’ al-“ada, whereby it begins to refer to an
order of created existents and sequences of events that
constitute real, not habitual causes. As we see it, the
causal language in these subsequent writings is cer-
tainly amenable to being interpreted in terms of the
concept of the habitual cause and the habitual effect as

8 Tahafut, 271-72; 282-83.
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encountered in his earlier works discussed above. For
this concept does not preclude chains of such habitual
causes and effects that are hierarchically ordered, hav-
ing as their source the one real cause, “the cause of
causes,” God. It is true that when one ordinarily speaks
of chains of causes, one is speaking of intermediaries
and mediation. B t does mediation in al-Ghazali’s lan-
guage have to mean that the intermediary is endowed
with causal efficacy? We think not, but this is a ques-
tion to which we will shortly return. Again, it is true
that the creation of habitual causes and their effects has
to satisfy certain logical conditions. God is all-power-
ful, but this does not mean that he can enact what is
self-contradictory. If knowledge by definition is an at-
tribute of a living being, then God cannot create knowl-
edge without creating life. Life is a necessary condition
for the existence of knowledge. Thus when God creates
knowledge He also creates life, the necessary condition
for its existence. (This conditional aspect of the se-
quence of created events is explained very well by the
author.) The model here is the Asharite doctrine of the
eternal divine attributes that are additional to the divine
essence. The divine attribute of life is the necessary
condition of the divine attribute of knowledge—only a
living God has knowledge. But the attribute of life is
not the cause of the attribute of knowledge. Both are
co-eternal uncaused attributes. Again, the conditions
may be arbitrarily set by God. For example, the mind’s
“management” of the body is habitually, but not neces-
sarily, “mediated” through the brain.® To turn to refer-
ences to more constant causes, Professor Frank rightly
points to such Ghazalian passages as the one already
quoted above about “the universal, fundamental, per-
manent and stable causes that are constant and un-
changing.” This passage normally conveys the idea that
al-Ghazali is speaking about real causes. But there is no
good reason why these should not be interpreted as ha-
bitual causes, whose permanence is part of the habitual
order of things.

Interpreted in terms of habitual causality, from both
the works terminating with the Iqtisad and onwards, the
cosmos for al-Ghazali is a system of predetermined
complex concomitant ordered events, the direct creation
of divine power. It is a perfectly designed cosmos, and
behaves like a perfectly designed unified organism. This
concept of a perfectly designed cosmos is the very basis
for al-Ghazali’s argument in the Igtisad for the existence
of the divine attribute of power. This, he argues, is an
attribute additional to the divine essence that is one and

9 See Frank’s translation (p. 75) of the relevant passage of
al-Ghazali’s /ljam.

pervasive, the unitary direct cause of each and every
created existent and every event.!?

To say that the causal language in Ghazali’s works
subsequent to the Igtisad is amenable to being inter-
preted in terms of the concept of habitual causality as
found in the Tahafut, Miyar, and Igtisad does not nec-
essarily settle the question. Al-Ghazali may well have
changed the meaning of habitual causality to include
chains of real causes and effects. The question, in fact,
is not easy to settle. This is partly because of al-
Ghazali’s use of causal language (a topic to which we
will return), but perhaps more so because, with the ex-
ception of statements about kasb, we do not encounter
in these later works discussions devoted to causality as
such, to the anatomy of causality, so to speak, as we do
in the Tahafut, the Mi‘yar, and the Igtisad. For in his
later writings he has other concerns. This is not to say
that there is no continuity in al-Ghazali’s thought. On
the contrary, as we see it, the Tahdafut and the Igtisad
remain a basis for much of what is discussed in his later
writings. But with the changes of purpose and empha-
sis, there is also change in style. This is particularly
true of his magnum opus, his voluminous /hya’, a com-
plex work that embodies, among many other things, a
series of homilies and instructions for the pursuit of
piety. The language is often pictorial and abounds with
example, metaphor and the illustrative anecdote. None-
theless, one must certainly turn to this major work for
clues as to whether or not the concept of ijra’ al-‘ada in
it has undergone change.

11

The concept appears early in the /hya”, in “The Book
of Knowledge,” in the discussion of knowledge that is
blameworthy.!! For, although knowledge in itself is
good, al-Ghazali maintains, some forms of knowledge
are harmful to others. The types of knowledge that are
harmful include magic and astrology. The magician has
knowledge of the properties of substances, of such
matters as astral omens, astrological calculations and
timing, and makes evil incantations by means of which
he attains the aid of demons. From all this, by virtue of
God’s making things flow in a customary course, bi
hukmi ijra® al-Lahi ta“ala al-“ada, “there occur strange
states in the bewitched person.” “The knowledge of
these ‘causes’ (al-asbab) inasmuch as it is knowledge is

10 1qtisad, 82-83, 99.
11 Al-Ghazali, Thya® “Ulam al-Din, 4 vols. (Cairo, 1377/
1957), 1:29-30 (hereafter, Thya’).
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not blameworthy,” al-Ghazali states, adding, however,
that it cannot but be harmful to people. Then, after
differentiating between two kinds of astral science,
mathematical astronomy and astrology, the latter, in
effect, he tells us, consists of inferring temporal events
from astral causes which is similar to the physician’s in-
ferring from the pulse what malady will occur. “This is
knowledge of the currents [of events according] to the
custom and habit of God, exalted be He, in His creation
(wa huwa ma“rifatun li majari sunnati al-Lahi ta“ala wa
“adatihi fi khalgihi), but the religious law has blamed it
[i.e., astrology].”

Al-Ghazali gives three reasons why the religious law
blames astrology, the first being the most pertinent to
our purpose, namely that it is harmful to most people.'2
“For when they are told that these effects occur subse-
quent to the movement of the stars, they come to be-
lieve that the stars are the efficacious [things] (anna al-
kawakiba hiya al-mw’aththira) and that they are the
governing gods because they are noble celestial sub-
stances.” For, as al-Ghazali explains, the perception of
the weak is confined to the intermediaries (al-wasa’it),
whereas the one well grounded in knowledge (al-“alim
al-rasikh) is the individual who knows that “the sun,
the moon and the stars are compelled entities (musakh-
kharat) by the command of Him, praised be He.” This
is immediately followed by a statement that bears quo-
tation in full. It translates somewhat as follows:

The example of the weak person’s seeing the occurrence
of light subsequent to the sun’s appearance is the ex-
ample of an ant, if an intellect were to be created for it,
it being on the surface of a paper looking at the black-
ness of [a line of] writing as it continues to be renewed;
it would thus believe that this is the act of the pen, but
does not ascend in its perception to witness the fingers,
then from them [respectively] the hand, then the will
that moves the hand, then the writer endowed with
power and will, then the creator of the hand, power and
will. For most of people’s perception is confined to the
proximate,'? low causes (al-asbab al-qariba al-safila),

12 The second is that astrological predictions for non-proph-
ets is sheer supposition, since the complex causes cannot be
known to them. This seems to be an expansion on Avicenna’s
critique of astrology in the Metaphysics of the Shifa’; Ibn Sina
(Avicenna), Al-Shifa’: al-Ilahiyyat, ed. G. C. Anawati, S. Du-
nya, M. Y. Musa, and S. Zayed, 2 vols. (Cairo, 1960), 440. The
third is that “plunging into this ‘science.”” has no benefit.

13 As will be shortly indicated, for al-Ghazali in the Tahafut,
one can speak of a proximate cause in a metaphorical, not real,
sense.

severed from ascending to the cause of causes (musab-
bib al-asbab)."*

In this example, the rising of the sun is thought by the
weak person to be the cause of light in the way that an
ant would think that the writing being inscribed on a pa-
per is the act of the pen. In this the ant is ignorant of the
fingers, the hand, the will, the writer endowed with will
and power, and of the creator of the hand, the power and
the will. Are then the causes, intermediaries, the entities
compelled to serve God’s command, in the discussion of
magic and astrology (which includes the very pertinent
example above) real causes or only habitual concomi-
tants? And if real causes, why would al-Ghazali bother
at all to refer to ijra’ al-“ada? One could argue as an an-
swer to this latter question that it is at this juncture that
al-Ghazali has transformed this concept to include se-
quences of real causes, or else that he uses the phrase,
ijra’ al-ada or its variants, merely to mollify his
AshCarite readers. But is this really the case?

To turn to the example of the ant above, one notes that
al-Ghazali speaks of “the creator of the hand, power and
will.” Is this power created in the individual who writes
efficacious? The question brings us right to al-Ghazali’s
doctrine of kasb, which he discusses in the second book
of the Ihya’, “Qawa‘id al-Aqa’id” but more exten-
sively in the Igtisad. Interpreting al-Ghazali’s doctrine
of kasb hinges on the question of whether or not he
holds that created power has any causal efficacy. If it
turns out that al-Ghazali maintains that created power
has no efficacy whatsoever, then the causal sequences
mentioned in the example above would have to be in-
terpreted as habitual concomitants, nothing more.

v

This brings us to Professor Frank’s interpretation of
al-Ghazali on kasb (mainly, pp. 34-37) as this doctrine
is expounded in both the Igtisad and the Qawa‘id. It is
here, perhaps more than any other place in the mono-
graph, that we find the author’s interpretation and argu-
ments used to support it the least convincing. The
arguments strike us as forced and attempt to find in the
texts things that are not there. One also senses an impe-
tus to read “between the lines,” to throw doubt as to
whether what al-Ghazali is declaring is really what he
holds. What the author has to say about kasb in the Ig-
tisad is conspicuous for its omissions. And the first se-
rious omission is the logical context in which kasb is

4 Ihya®, 1:30, 11. 11-14.
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defined and defended. Nothing is said about a basic
premise, to which we have already alluded, and without
which what al-Ghazali says about kasb in the Iqtisad
would be totally out of context, namely the doctrine of
the pervasiveness of divine power (‘umiam al-qudra).
Now, al-Ghazali gives an argument from design to es-
tablish the existence of the attribute of divine power, an
attribute additional to the divine essence. This attribute,
he argues, is unitary: It does not consist of a multiplicity
of powers. It is one and it is pervasive, that is, it is the
direct cause of each and every created existent and
event.!> This means, among other things, as al-Ghazali
argues at length, that divine power creates the power in
humans and creates also what is ordinarily, but wrongly,
regarded as the effect of human power, but which, in
fact, is the creation of divine power. This in essence is
the doctrine of kasb in the Iqtisad—the object of power
(al-magqdir) is what human power acquires; it is that
which is created for it as its concomitant by divine
power. Human power has no causal efficacy.

If one is to argue that this is not the theory that al-
Ghazali actually upholds, that for him created power is
endowed with causal efficacy, one must begin with his
doctrine of the pervasiveness of divine power and give
concrete, solid evidence to demonstrate that this is a
doctrine he only “ostensibly” upholds and is not the
doctrine he actually believes. For this doctrine is the
underlying premise for al-Ghazali’s statements on kasb
that deny any causal efficacy in created power.

This denial is also clear in his spirited answer to the
main MuC‘tazilite criticism of kasb which he reports.
Before turning to the criticism, one should take note of
his objection to the Mu“tazilite doctrine that created be-
ings create their own acts. They deny, he proclaims, the
connection of divine power “with the acts of [His] ser-
vants, of animals, of angels,'¢ of the jinn, and of devils,
claiming that all that proceeds from them is the creation
and ‘invention’ (ikhtira®) of [His] servants, God having
no power over [these acts] either by way of denial or
the bringing into existence.”’” In other words, the
Mu‘“tazilite doctrine leaves a domain of existence inac-
cessible to direct divine power. For, and this is what
seems to be entailed here, the acts of humans, angels,
jinn, and so on, would by definition be creaturely acts.
God can perform acts similar to them, but not acts that
are identical with them, since the divine act is by defi-
nition not a creaturely act. This leads to attributing im-

15 See note 10 above.

16 The mention of angels is significant as it relates to the ques-
tion of angelic efficacy, a topic to which we will shortly turn.

\7 Iqtisad, 87.

potence (al-“ajz) to God, a point al-Ghazali stresses in
the Igtisad and repeats in a related, but different con-
text, in his post-Thya® work, Kitab al-Arba“in.' But the
Mu‘tazilite criticism of the doctrine of kasb is a serious
one and al-Ghazali gives it his answer. The criticism, as
reported by al-Ghazali is as follows:

If the created power in the servant has no connection with
the object of power, [this] is incomprehensible, since a
power that has no object is impossible just as knowledge
that has no object.of knowledge [is impossible]. If it is
connected with it, then the connection between power
and the object of power is only intelligible in terms of
influence (al-ta’thir), bringing into existence (al-ijad),
the coming to be of the object of power (husilihi) by
[power]. For the relation between the object of power and
power is the relation of effect to cause, namely the com-
ing to be by it. Thus if it did not come to be by it, then
there would be no connection between them.!”

In his answer, al-Ghazali maintains that not all con-
nections between entities are causal. The divine attri-
butes of will and knowledge are always connected, but
never causally. Moreover, the MuCtazilites themselves
would have to admit the possibility of the existence of
a non-causal relation between created power and the ob-
ject of power. For they maintain that power exists be-
fore and after the object of power. To take the existence
of power prior to its object, there would be an interval
of time in which created power is related to the object
of power to be, but not causally. Hence in terms of the
doctrine they themselves hold, they must admit that the
relation of created power and the object of power can be
non-causal. Again, they hold that God’s endowment
with power, al-gadiriyya, which is pre-eternally con-
nected with divine knowledge, exists before its object,
the world, is created. Hence, divine power can exist
without its object. In the Ihya”, he uses this same second
example, substituting for the Mu“tazilite gadiriyya, the
state of being endowed with power, the Asharite posi-
tive attribute of power. But the logic is the same. Divine
power, whether a state or a positive attribute, exists be-
fore the creation of the world, and thus has a non-causal

18 Al-Ghazali, Kitab al-Arba‘in fi usil al-Din (Cairo: 1383
A.H.), 9. The reference is to the gadariyya (usually identified
with the Mu°‘tazila), who “perceived good and evil to be of
their own [doing], intending by this to put God above injustice
and the enactment of evil. But they went astray since in the
course of this they unknowingly attributed impotence (al-“ajz)
to God, exalted be He.”

19 qtisad, 92.
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relation to the world in the period before the world is
created.

This is the theological and logical context of the dis-
cussion of kasb in the Igtisad. Any terminological ques-
tions would have to be seen in this context. Frank is
correct when he points out (p. 35) the peculiarity of the
sentence where al-Ghazali speaks of the object of power
as not being “by the servant’s power even though it is
with it/him (lam yakun al-magqdiiru bi qudrati al-“abdi
wa in kana ma“ahu).”?0 In the context of the discussion,
particularly as this comes after the statement that both
the power and its object come about through the power
of God, one would expect the ma“ahu to be ma“aha, re-
ferring to power. Two of the manuscripts, as Frank
points out, give ma“aha. But the sense, even with the
reading adopted by the editors of the Ankara edition, is
clear, the reference being either to the qudra, or to the
servant in the sense that the magdir would be with the
servant, now that divine power has created it for him.
Any suggestion that by using ma“ahu, “with him,” al-
Ghazali here is hinting that power exists with the ser-
vant before the act and is thus subscribing to Mu‘tazilite
doctrine is stretching matters far too much. Al-Ghazali
could have been clearer here. To be sure, he is a master
of the Arabic language, but even masters of the lan-
guage sometimes have their lapses and al-Ghazali has
his share of them. In this instance, however, if he is
indicted as failing to be crystal clear, the indictment is
based on the assumption that the reading adopted by the
editors represents the original. The author, however,
sees this (relating it to statements in other works) as an
indication that al-Ghazali is deliberately vague as he
strives to give the impression that he is affirming tradi-
tional beliefs, when in reality he is not doing this.

Frank believes that he has found—for al-Ghazali’s
attempt “to give the impression of asserting traditional
teaching without actually doing so” (p. 36)—a better ex-
ample in the Ihya’ (in the al-Risala al-Qudsiyya that
forms part of Qawa“id al-‘Aqa’id). But alas, the finding
rests entirely on mishaps in the author’s translation. The
terrain here is slippery where, as the old Arabic adage
had it, “[even] the thoroughbred will stumble,” wa gad
yakbu al-jawad. As we will shortly note, another scholar
had had one stumble here, identical with one of the
stumbles of our author.

Before commenting on his translation, one should
note that al-Ghazali’s statement on kasb constitutes a
second thesis and has to be read in the light of a first the-
sis that comes immediately before it, namely that God
alone is the creator of all things, that “all the acts of His

20 1bid., 1. 3.

servants are His creation, connected with His power.”
Again, as we will indicate, portions of the second thesis,
which are not translated, also shed light on what al-
Ghazali is actually saying. Another point to note, which
is quite basic, is that the author translates kasb/iktisab
as “performance,” instead of the traditional “acquisi-
tion.” Translating this term as “performance,” not with-
standing note 58 that attempts to justify it, is simply too
far-fetched, far removed from what the term in this con-
text connotes; but much more to the point, it carries with
it the assumption of the point at issue. If kasb is the “per-
formance” of the created qudra, then we have already
built in the nuance that this power has causal action.
Similarly, the author’s translation of power, when speak-
ing of the created power, as “power to act” is also an
instance of begging the question. It is best to translate
the created qudra, literally and simply as “power,” not
“power to act,” since whether it itself has the power to
act and hence can enact an object of power (al-maqgdar)
or whether it is divine power that acts on its behalf, be-
queathing to it the object of power which it thereby ac-
quires, is the very point at issue.

In considering Frank’s translation, it is convenient to
break the paragraph into numbered sentences or sections
and then comment on them individually. The translation
(p- 36) with numbers added would be as follows:

(1) The Second Thesis: That God alone creates
(ikhtara“a) the movement of men does not mean
that they are not subject to men’s power of ac-
tion as being performances (iktisab).

(2)  On the contrary, God creates (khalaga) both the
power and its object and He creates both the
choice and the thing chosen.

(3)  The power to act is an attribute of the individual
and a creation of the Lord’s, but is not a perfor-
mance (kasb) of His.

(4) The movement is a creation of the Lord’s and is
an attribute of the servant and is a performance
of his (kasbun lahu), since it was created as the
realized object of a power to act which is his at-
tribute (magdiratun bi-qudratin hiya wasfuhu)

(5) and so the motion has a relationship to another
attribute which is called a “power to act”
(qudrah) and with respect to this relationship is
called “a performance” (kasb) . . .,

(6) itis the realized object of God’s power in its be-
ing a creation and the servant’s power in respect
to another kind of relationship which is referred
to by performance.?!

2! Ihya 1:110, 1. 13ff.



96 Journal of the American Oriental Society 115.1 (1995)

In the case of (1), we have “subject to men’s power
of action” as the translation of maqgdiara li al-ibad. A
more neutral translation would be “objects of men’s
power.” The meaning of this is then explained by what
immediately follows, “ala sabil al-iktisab “by way of
acquisition,” translated by the author, “as being perfor-
mances,” which, as suggested earlier, assumes the
point at issue. Sentence (2) poses no problems.

It is with (3) that we begin the slippery road, partic-
ularly that the referents to the pronouns are easily mis-
taken. The Arabic of (3) is as follows: fa amma al-qudra
fa wasfun li al-“abdi wa khalqun li al-rabbi subhanahu
wa laysat bikasbin lahu (here again, the author trans-
lated qudra as “the power to act” and kasb as “perfor-
mance”). The question is to what does the lahu refer? In
their translations, both professors Frank and Tibawi
make the referent, al-rabb, “the Lord,” by using the cap-
ital “H” in “His.”??

Now this interpretation is understandable since wa
laysat lahu comes immediately after al-rabbi subhanhu.
To take the lahu as referring to God would be a natural
thing to do. But, on reflection, this cannot be the case;
the lahu has to refer back to the servant. Who would
ever say that qudra, and this is created power, is a kasb
of God, so that al-Ghazali finds it necessary to deny it?
Does kasb ever apply to God? Now, the created qudra
itself is not a kasb. Kasb normally refers to creaturely
movements, al-harakat, deeds or works, al-amal, to
creaturely acts, al-af€al, to knowledge attained con-
comitantly with nazar, al-“ilm al-nazariyy. These are
the things bequeathed by God’s power that the created
qudra or the individual in whom this qudra is created
acquire. And this is precisely the point al-Ghazali is
making, namely, that the qudra is a creation of the Lord,
but that, unlike the movement, it is not an acquisition of
the servant.

Indeed, by contrast,?® and this brings us to (4), it is the
movement that is (i) a creation of God, (ii) a description
or attribute of the servant, and an acquisition of his, that
is, of the servant. The Arabic of (4) is as follows: wa
amma al-haraka fa khalqun li al-rabbi wa wasfun li al-
“abdbi wa kasbun lahu, immediately followed by fa in-
naha khuliqat maqdira bi qudratin hiya wasfuhu. Here
again the translation of wa kasbun lahu as “a perfor-

22 A. L. Tibawi, “Al-Ghazali’s Sojourn in Damascus and
Jerusalem,” Islamic Quarterly 9 (1965): 65—122. This includes
the text of the al-Risala al-Qudsiyya and a translation. Pages
79-94 constitute the Arabic text, the rest the translation. For
the translation of the above passage, see p. 110.

23 Here the wa amma, introducing the sentence, left untrans-
lated, has some significance.

mance of his,” is misleading—it assumes the point at
issue. And here again, we encounter the difficulty of de-
termining the referent to the pronoun in wasfuhu. That
the referent here in the author’s translation is made to be
the servant is understandable, since (3) speaks of the
qudra as being a wasf of the servant. But again on re-
flection, this cannot be the case. The referent is God.
Here we are speaking, first of all, of the movement
which is a creation of God, which is an attribute of the
servant and an acquisition for him. For this movement
is created as the object of power (magdiira) by a power
that creates it. The power that creates it is not the power
of the servant. Creation (al-kahlq), for al-Ghazali, be-
longs to God alone. In the sentence beginning with fa
innaha . . . wasfuhu, the hu in wasfuhu, refers to the cre-
ator, to God. Tibawi in this instance saw this and in his
translation capitalizes “His,” which is the correct thing
to do. Moreover, in (5) we have “and the motion has a
relationship to another attribute,” that is, an attribute
other than God’s, as the author recognizes in his analysis
(last line, p. 36). Hence in (4) the qudra in the maqdira-
tun bi qudratin hiya wasfuhu is not an attribute of the
servant, but of God. Any suggestion here that al-Ghazali
is saying that the magdar is “the realized power to act
that is his [i.e., the servant’s] attribute” is not what the
text says.

(5) makes sense if wasfuhu in (4) refers to God.
(Here again we have kasb translated as “performance”.)
It would have been helpful to include the section left
out, since it (as well as the concluding section left out)
shows the close relationship of what is said here to the
much more detailed discussion in the Igtisad. This is
the argument that the movement could not be a compul-
sion (as the Mujbira hold) since we experience the
difference between the movement that is the object of
power and the compulsory tremor. Nor could it be a
creation of the servant (as the Mu‘“tazila hold) “when he
has no knowledge of the details and parts of the ac-
quired movement and their nature.”?* “If the two ex-
tremes are false,” the statement continues, “there only
remains moderation in belief,” namely (to use a some-
what literal translation) “that it is the object of power
through the power of God, exalted be He, as a creation,
and by the servant’s power in a different mode of con-
nection expressed [by the term] ‘acquisition.””

The last sentence above as translated by the author in
(6) has once again kasb as “performance.”

The concluding part of the second thesis, which is
not translated, is a summary of the argument in the /g-
tisad to the effect that the relation between power and

24 This is a basic argument in the Igtisad, 87-90.
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the object of power can be non-causal,?® the proof of
this being that God’s eternal power prior to the creation
of the world was connected with the world, but not
through creation (lkhtira®).

As we have tried to indicate, there is something seri-
ously amiss with the translation. It neither conveys the
real meaning, nor the spirit of the passage, so that the
analyses and interpretation that follow (pp. 36-37),
based on the translation, are really quite off the mark.
This does not mean, however, that al-Ghazali’s use of
causal language elsewhere poses no problems in inter-
preting him. This is particularly true in the attempt to
understand what he means by angelic mediation.

Vi

Al-Ghazali’s use of causal language as ordinarily
used in Arabic and in the way it is used by the Islamic
philosophers is not a phenomenon that one meets only
in the Thya” and subsequent works. As Professor Frank
recognizes and shows, it is used in the Tahafut, the
Mi‘yar and the Iqtisad. Al-Ghazili does, however, give
us indications of how he is using this language. Thus in
the Tahafut’s third discussion, he gives the argument
that agency cannot be attributed to the inanimate, but
only to creatures endowed with will. The argument
comes in the form of an answer to the objection that in
ordinary Arabic usage one says that “fire kills,” “the
sword cuts,” and so on. Al-Ghazali declares that this is
metaphorical usage. “For if the term ‘agent,’” he writes,
“is [applicable to both willer] and non-willer in the
same way, not by way of one of them being the basis,
the other derived from it as a metaphor, why is it then
that on the basis of language, custom and reason, kill-
ing is related to the willer, even though fire is the prox-
imate cause (al-“illa al-qariba) of the killing?’26 We
note here that he uses the term “proximate cause,” but
this is only a cause in a metaphorical sense. Again,
as Frank points out (pp. 28-29), in the Igtisad, in an
adaptation of an Avicennan argument, by al-murajjih,
namely, that which gives preponderance for something
to exist rather than not to exist, al-Ghazali states that
he means nothing else but “cause,” sabab. But in what
sense of cause? In a later chapter of the same work,
he states that the preponderance of one course of action
over another is explicable in terms of God’s creation of
a habitual course of events (bi hukmi jaryi al-“ada).?’

25 Ibid., 93.
26 Tahafut, 100-102.
27 Iqtisad, 174.

Terms like “cause” (sabab, Cilla), “generation” (ta-
wallud), are common Arabic terms and it would be quite
cumbersome to have to keep on saying that this is meta-
phorical usage, or that the reference is to habitual causes,
and so on. The problem is that when used ordinarily,
they also convey our ordinary common-sense way of un-
derstanding them. Thus in the example, in al-Magsad, of
the mechanical waterclock, part of which is translated by
Frank (p. 42), al-Ghazali, in another part, uses the ex-
pression ma yatawalladu minha “what is generated from
it,”?® where the immediate sense is that it is motion that
generates something else.

Al-Ghazali’s argument that the proximate cause is
said to be a cause only in a metaphorical sense clearly
betrays his full awareness of how the language of habit-
ual, not real, causes and effects does not tally with our
Aristotelian, common-sense way of looking at things.
The concept of habitual causality is more complex and
difficult to understand, and if there is an esoteric mes-
sage in al-Ghazali’s causal language, it is here that one
should expect it. Is kasb, which is at the heart of the
causal question, the doctrine that the common folk, the
‘awamm, are likely to understand or appreciate? Al-
Ghazali explicitly answers in the negative, as the text
that will be next quoted shows.

We do find indications also in the Ihya’ showing
clearly that he does not intend these causal terms to be
understood in their ordinary sense, although the proper
sense of understanding them is restricted to the very
few. After a discussion of the problem of the human will
and human power, he raises a question against his posi-
tion and then answers it. This short passage, partly
translated by the author (p. 25), deserves a fuller trans-
lation since it is quite important:

You may say: “Do you state that knowledge generated
will (al-ilm wallada al-irada) and will generated power
(wa al-irada walladat al-qudra) and power generated
motion (wa al-qudra walladat al-haraka), and that every
posterior [event] comes to be by the [immediately]
prior? If you say this, then you have made the judgment
that the creation of a thing is not from the power of God,
exalted be He. And if you refuse [to affirm] this, then
what is the meaning of the [conditioned] arrangement
(tarattub) of some of these in terms of others?”

[T answer]:

Know that the statement that some of these things
came to be from others is pure ignorance, regardless of

28 Al-Ghazali, Al-Magsad al-Asna fi Asma’ al-Lah al-Husna,
ed. F. A. Shehadi (Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique, 1982), 101,
1. 5.



98 Journal of the American Oriental Society 115.1 (1995)

whether this is expressed by [the term] generation (al-
tawallud) or some other [term]. But all this reverts?® to
the meaning expressed by “eternal power.” This is the
principle which most people are unable to know, except-
ing those well grounded in knowledge. For they came to
know the essence of its meaning, whereas the majority
have come to know the mere utterance together with
some kind of analogy with our [own] power.3

In other words, the ordinary usage of causal language
has to be understood by those “grounded in knowledge”
(al-rasikhiin fi al-ilm) as the expression of the action of
the eternal power (al-qudra al-azaliyya), not of any cre-
ated being. Here what is operative is the concept of the
pervasiveness of the divine attribute of power, argued
for, as noted earlier, in the Igtisad. That al-Ghazali is
speaking of direct causal action of the divine power is
shown by a brief statement in the very lengthy chapter
entitled, “The Manner of Contemplating the Creation of
God, Exalted Be He.” The context of the statement is a
rebuttal of those who think there is any sharing by the
creatures in God’s creative acts. It is the ignorant, for
example, who maintain that water moves downwards
because it is by its nature heavy.?! But, al-Ghazali ar-
gues, if water moves downward because of its nature,
how does it move upwards in the plant? If this is due to
attraction by one who attracts it (bi jadhbi jadhibin), al-
Ghazali then asks, “who then compelled (sakhkhara)
that which attracts it?” If this, in the final analysis, he
continues, ends up with the Creator, “why is this not
reverted to Him from the beginning? (fa lima la yuhalu
ilayhi min awwali-l-amr).”3? In other words, why posit
a chain of causes, that is, of real, not habitual, causes,
when the attraction is directly attributable to God?

This brings us to the question of angelic mediation
in al-Ghazali, to whose significance Frank draws atten-
tion. The author also draws attention to al-Ghazali’s ad-
aptation of Avicenna’s angelic scheme to his cosmology.
Now, in Avicenna’s scheme, the angels, whether celes-
tial intelligences or celestial souls, have causal efficacy.
These celestial beings causally necessitate the existence
of their effects. Does this mean then that the angelic me-
diator in al-Ghazali also has causal efficacy? This is a
question that is not easy to answer, partly because al-
Ghazali often uses example and anecdote in his state-
ments on angelic mediation, partly because his language

29 More literally, “the reversion (hiwala) of all thisis to . ..”
30 Inya, 249, 11. 23-28.

31 Ibid., 429.

32 1bid., 429, 11. 17-18.

at points is very suggestive that he holds that the angelic
mediators do have causal efficacy.

This is seen in his use of the example of the puppets
and the puppeteer. In a lengthy chapter on the topic of
what God loves and what God abhors,?? he tells us that
most people think that what they experience of activities
in themselves have no causes in the world of the unseen.
They are like children at a puppet show who think that
these puppets move by themselves, being unaware that
they are moved by unseen strings, manipulated by an
unseen puppeteer. Those well grounded in knowledge,
however, know there are unseen causes of our acts, that
every individual is attached to fine unseen strings ter-
minating in “the hands of the angels that move the
spheres.” (These movers of the sphere correspond to
Avicenna’s celestial souls as distinct from the celestial
intelligence). These angels in turn are directed to the
“bearers of the Throne” (presumably corresponding to
the celestial intelligences in Avicenna’s system) who re-
ceive their commands from God.?* The example is also
used in a discussion of God’s bounties that include the
food we eat. The causes that make plants live, grow,
yield their harvest and hence provide food, are akin to
the puppeteer’s strings, reaching to the “celestial angels
that move them, this extending to remote causes.” Im-
plicit here is that the remote causes terminate in the
cause of all causes, God.

The model is Avicennan and the language is cer-
tainly suggestive of causal action on the part of these
angels. But there are differences between the Ghazalian
and Avicennan causal chains. For one thing, unlike
Avicenna, God, for al-Ghazali, is not bound to act
“through” angelic mediation, but also acts directly. For
another, al-Ghazali holds that in addition to the celestial
angelic causes, there are multitudes of terrestrial angels,
each entrusted with a specific task. Al-Ghazali discusses
the class of terrestrial angels in a chapter on God’s grace
in creating angels.? For each part of our bodies, in its
replenishment and growth through food, food, fiesh, and
blood have no causal efficacy to effect organic change.
This change comes about through the action of the ter-
restrial angels. Each bodily organ is acted on by a num-
ber of such terrestrial angels, each angel entrusted with
one and only one specific task. Angelic activity covers
each and every part of our bodies. But what does al-
Ghazali mean by the bodily part? Here his atomism sur-

33 Ibid., 87-96.
34 Ibid., 95.

35 Ibid., 115.

36 Ibid., 117-20.
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faces. Addressing his reader, he states that this angelic
activity covers each “part of your parts that are indivis-
ible (wa dhalika fi kulli juz’in min ajza’ika al-lati la
tatajazza®).”¥’

Al-Ghazali’s language is strongly suggestive, perhaps
here more than any other place, that angelic action is
real causal action. Nonetheless, there are also strong
indications, compelling in our view, for believing that
when he speaks of angelic action he is still speaking of
concomitant habitual causes, not real causes. This is
evident in the first part of his lengthy chapter on divine
unity, the basis of trust,3® where he speaks of those rare
individuals who have knowledge through immediate in-
tellectual apprehension (al-mukashafa). This is when it
is revealed to the gnostic that “there is no agent except
God, exalted be He . . . and that He has no partner shar-
ing His act.”*

Later on in this chapter, in what amounts to a restate-
ment of the doctrine of kasb, al-Ghazali also explains
how the same act is attributable to God and the servant,
but in two different senses.”® The sense in which the
servant is the agent is that he is the place (mahall) in
which God creates power (after creating will, after cre-
ating knowledge). By contrast, the act is related to di-
vine power in terms of causal efficacy, that is, in terms
of “the connection of the effect to the cause and the cre-
ated thing to its creator (irtibat al-ma‘lial bi al-Silla wa
irtibat al-mukhtara“ bi al-mukhtari©).” It is in terms of
this distinction, where the act is causally related only to
God—al-Ghazali in effect continues—that “God, ex-
alted be He, related acts in the Qur’an one time to the
angels, one time to the servants and another time to
Himself.”#! It is clear from this that action relates to the
angels only in the sense that they are the locus of divine
action. They are intermediaries, to be sure, but only in
this sense.

vII

In the last chapter, Professor Frank discusses in detail
the determinism of al-Ghazali’s system. He points out
very correctly that once the system is set going, so to
speak, God cannot interfere with it. And al-Ghazali, as
Frank recognizes full well, agrees. For al-Ghazali, any
change within the preordained system is impossible be-
cause it violates the concept of God’s omniscience, that

37 Ibid., 118, 1. 17.

38 Ibid., 240f.

39 Ibid., 242 11. 4-5.

40 Ibid., 250, 1. 21ff.

4! Ibid., 250, 11. 31-32.

is, His knowledge of all future events; and since power
is confined to doing the possible, this does contradict
the concept of divine power. In this final chapter, how-
ever, Frank focuses attention on the related question of
whether al-Ghazali holds that the world is necessary,
not only in the sense that, God having willed it, it has
to be as He willed it, but necessary in the sense that God
could not but have willed it. The author argues that al-
Ghazali’s real view is that the world is necessary also in
this second sense.

Before turning to Frank’s main argument, one should
note that it is preceded by a valuable discussion of the
question of other possible worlds. The author gives a
succinct review of Ash€arite thought on the subject and
then indicates that al-Ghazali does not touch on the
question (discussed by his predecessors) of whether
those possible worlds would differ from ours in having
classes of beings that are different. Al-Ghazali does not
say much about this subject, the author points out. At
best, he convincingly maintains that for al-Ghazali such
possible worlds would differ in their structures, but not
in the kind of beings they would include. One finds sup-
port for this in a notable example of possible worlds al-
Ghazali introduces in the Tahafut,** an example which
becomes quite pertinent to the question of whether God
had to will our world and could not have done other-
wise. In defining the will as an attribute whose function
is to differentiate between similars (for the author’s dis-
cussion of this definition with the appropriate reference,
see p. 53), al-Ghazali argues that the philosophers
themselves have to admit that God must have differen-
tiated between similars. For He could have created the
movement of the heavens in the opposite direction.
Moreover, of the numerous number of points on the
outermost heavenly sphere—infinite in number accord-
ing to the philosophers’ Aristotelian concept of poten-
tially infinite division of a spatial continuum—God
chose two specific points. The world could have been
created to revolve around any one of an innumerable
number of possible axes. Here we have the concept of
other similar possible worlds, by implication all equally
good, where the differences between them have nothing
to do with differences in classes of being.’

To turn then to Frank’s main argument that God
must will the world’s creation. This is based on his
exegesis of two passages, one in the Igtisad and one in
the Iljam (p. 73 and p. 75) where the divine will is re-
ferred to as having a necessary existence. What does
this mean? Al-Ghazali certainly does not make his
meaning crystal-clear and the phrase is amenable to

42 Tahafut, 42-46.
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different interpretations. Frank interprets it as asserting
that “God necessarily wills what He wills and, by im-
plication, could not have willed other than what He in
fact wills” (p. 73). This is a possible interpretation, but,
as we see it, not the most likely one—that is, if one
follows the pattern of Ghazalian explanations of the re-
lation of knowledge to will and power (admittedly, as
the author points out, not always consistently clear,
and certainly fraught with logical and philosophical
difficulties). But the pattern is there.

A statement in the /hya’ may be helpful here. “The
act of God, exalted be He, is termed choice (ikhtiyaran)
on condition that one does not understand by choice a
will after perplexity and hesitation.”*? He then cautions
that all such language when applied to God is metaphor-
ical. Still, there is a pattern that is operative here: God
has knowledge of possible alternatives, makes a choice
and wills it. The will, the irada, here, is the act of will-
ing a choice, but not “after perplexity and hesitation.” It
is an eternal act, to be sure, but nonetheless an act of
choice. “Once” so to speak, the choice is made, the act
of willing becomes realized. With the realization of
such an act of willing (tahaqquq al-irada),* the exist-
ence of the will as a realized act of willing becomes “a
necessary existence” and the existence of its object be-
comes necessary. This interpretation does not entail the
idea that God must will what he wills.

There are other grounds for maintaining that al-
Ghazali does not hold that God must will the creation of
the world. (Why would he want to hold this?) His main
objection to the belief in the world’s pre-eternity is that
it is based on the premise that God acts by necessity.
This brings us to his endorsement of the Asharite doc-
trine of the divine will as additional to the divine es-
sence. This doctrine is meant, among other things, to
safeguard the concept of the divine voluntary act—for
if identical with the divine essence, the will’s act be-
comes an essential act and hence compulsory.

This, in turn, brings us to an issue which is not dis-
cussed in this monograph, but which is central to the
question of the relation between the cosmologies of al-
Ghazali and Avicenna, namely the question of takfir—
al-Ghazali’s pronouncing those subscribing to three of

43 Inya, 249, 11. 21-22.
44 Iqtisad, 84, 1. 5.

Avicenna’s doctrines as infidels. The first of these is the
doctrine of the world’s pre-eternity, which is central to
Avicenna’s cosmology. As already suggested, it is con-
demned largely because it maintains that God’s eternal
act of causing the world’s existence is a necessitated, not
a voluntary act. The second is the doctrine that God
does not know the terrestrial particulars except in a uni-
versal way. This is also a doctrine that involves Avicen-
na’s cosmology. It involves his entire emanative scheme
that, among other things, entails that God knows the
effects of His self-knowledge through mediation. But
Avicenna’s cosmology involves as well the third doc-
trine, namely that it is only the individual human soul
that is immortal and that bodies cannot be resurrected.
Avicenna’s cosmological system cannot accommodate a
doctrine of bodily resurrection.*’

Al-Ghazali’s pronouncement that the Islamic phil-
osophers are infidels for upholding these three doc-
trines is not a rhetorical utterance, but a legal statement.
It is announced in the Tahafut and repeated in its se-
quel, the Igtisad. Al-Ghazali then repeats it in works
written after the Ihya’. He thus repeats it in Faysal al-
Tafriga—significantly, a work that shows a greater
tolerance toward Islamic sectarians, particularly the
Muc€tazila, but which does not spare the Islamic philos-
ophers the charge of kufr. He then again repeats it in his
autobiography, his al-Mungidh min al-Dalal.

VII

Although Professor Frank’s interpretations are not
immune to criticism, his monograph marks an impor-
tant development in the history of Ghazalian studies. It
raises the whole question of al-Ghazali’s causal lan-
guage in a manner that has not been raised before. One
may disagree with its interpretation of this language,
but the interpretation demands serious attention. The
monograph is rich in commentary, analyses, and adds
considerably to our knowledge of Avicenna’s influence
on al-Ghazali. But perhaps, above all else, by focussing
attention on al-Ghazali’s cosmology, it puts his thought
in a deservedly wider philosophical perspective.

45 See the reviewer’s “Avicenna and the Problem of the Infi-
nite Number of Souls,” Mediaeval Studies 22 (1960): 232-39.





