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INTRODUCTION

In his Tgh#fut al-Falgsifah (The Collapse of the Philosophers) ,l
written in A.D, 1095, al-Ghazali undertook to refute twenty of the cen=
tral theories of the two Islamic Aristotelians, al-Farabi (d. 4.D. 350)
and Tbn Sira (Avicenna) (d. 4.D. 1037).% He presented their arguments
in a clear and accurate manner and then proceeded to object to them,
raise every possible answer to his objections he thought the Philoso-
phers could have given, and answer these in turn. His book, in essence,
is a series of dialogues, often intricate in structure and argument.
The first theory discussed is the Philosophers! theory of the world's
pre-eternity. This is the longest and most detailed discussion in the
book. It consists of four parts. Each part examines one of four proofs
the Philosophers give to prove the world pre-eternal, (In the lahafut

these parts are simply naméd ®proofs.® In order not to confuse the in=-

ISome scholars translate ngghafut" "incoherence." For a dis-
cussion of the meaning of this tem see Léon Gauthier, Sorie 4t
: sur le ~ : Re de la Phi

Paris: Ernest Iueroux, 1909 s Po 99, and Louis Gardet, "Ra.ison et Foi
en Islam," Reyue Thomiste (April, 1938), p. 343. FWe shall refer to the
following edition of al-Ghazdli's Tahafut: Al-Ghazali, lahafut al-F.

, ed, Sulaymin Dunyd (2d. edition, rev.; Cairo: Dar al-Ha‘a.rif,
1955). This text will be abbreviated "IF."

2"!he Aristotelianism of these two philosophers was informed with
Neo~platonism, Al-Ghazdli tells us that he is refuting Aristotle as un-
derstood and accepted by these two: IF, pp. 63-64. He does not include
in his criticism the earliest of the Muslim philosophers, al-Kindi, who
rejected the theory of the world‘s eternity. "Philosophers® with a cap=-
ital "P® in this study will refer to al-Far@ébi and Ibn SIna and no one
else,



dividual proof with the discussion that follows it we shall name each
part, i.e., each proof and its discussion, a "debate.®) '

Al-~Ghazali's primary aim was simply to prove in his Tshifuf that,
contrary to what the Philosophers claimed, they had proved none of their
netaphysical theories., In his attack on their doctrine of the world's
pre-eternity, however, as we shall see when we discuss the first debate,
he goes beyond this point and tries to prove not only that the Philoso-
phers have not proved the world's eterﬁity, but that the worldts ére-
eternity is a self-contradictory theory, At the conclusicn of his
Ighafut, furthermore, al-Ghazali leveled a Iegal charge at the Philoso-
phers, He charged them with irreligion (kufr), punishable by death, for
three of the doctrines they upheld, The first of these doctrines was
the theory of the world's pre-eternity,’ Thus, for sl-Ghazali, this
theory was both logically impossible and doctrinally false.

Al-Ghazali's attack on philosophy was answered nearly a hundred
years later by Ibn Rushd (Averroes) on the legal as well as the philo-
sophical level. Ibn Rushd wrote his legal defense of philosophy, ngl:
al=lagil,* in A.D, 1178. In this small treatise Itn Rushd argues that
éhilosophy and religion do not conflict, that as a matter of fact reli-
glous law commends the clg.ss of people who have the capacity to do phil=-
osophy to pursue it, and that the charges of irreligion leveled at the
Philosophers by al-Ghazali have no legal justification.

B’LE, pp. 293-95, The other two doctrines were the Philosopherst
theory of the soul that denied bodily resurrection and their theory of
God's knowledge that according to al-Ghazali's understanding of the the-
ory, denied God!'s knowledge of particulars.

4For the full title and its meaning see chapt. vi, n. 1.



In his philosophical defense of philosophy, W,s
written between A.D. 1180 and 1185, Ibn Rushd quotes al-Ghszali‘ls Tahafut
paragraph by paragraph and criticizes it. lI‘bn Rushd writse irom the
strict Aristotelian position, He not only criticizes al-Ghazall but of-
ten subjects the Philosophers to severe criticism when they deviate from
the true Aristotelian position as Ibn Rushd sees it. But his attack is
mainly on al-Ghazsli, He defends the theory of the world!'s pre-eternity
with great vigor. Although in his defense he sometimes criticizes the
Philosophers for their non-stringent arguments, he is in the main in
agreement with them, shares their conclusions that the world is neces-
sarily eternal, and, as we shall attempt to show, their metaphysical
premises,

For al-Ghazali, the only alternative theory to the theory of a
pre-eternal world is the theory of creation gx aihilo at a finite moment
in the past from the present, 'fhis theory, for al-Ghazali, entails no
logical sbsurdity and is doctrinally true. Yet creation gx nihilo, as
Ibn Rushd correctly points out, is not literally found in the Qur’eanm,
¥oreover, there is no explicit statement in the four debates that gives

us al-Ghazali's reasons for regarding the alternative theory, the theory

S‘Ehe edition of the Arabic text we shall refer to is the follow-
ing: Averroes, 2%’9& at-Tahafot (L'Incohérence de 1! Incohérence), ed.
Maurice Bouyges (Bibliotheca Arabica Schélasticorum, Tome ITI; Beyrouths
Imprimerie Catholique, 1930), References to this text will be abbrevia-
ted "IT." References will often be made to the following English trans—
lation: Averroes, t ut (The Incoherence of the Ineoherence),
tr. Simon ¥an Den Bergh with an Introduction and notes (2 vols.; E.J.W.
Gibb Memorial New Series XIX; London: Luzac & Co., 1954). This work will
be abbreviated "YB." The first volume of this work consists of the in-

troduction and the translation; the second volume, of the notes., Page
numbers of TT are furnished in the margin of the first volume of UB.
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of a pre-eternal world, as irreligious. Why then does al-Ghazdli attack
the theory of the world's pre-eternity with such vehemence and at such
length as both logically absurd and doctrinally untrue?

The reasons, though not explicit, are implicit in the debates
themselves., For, and this is what we shall undertake to demonstrate in
this study, the conflict between al-Ghazali and his opponents is a con-
flict of irreconcilable metaphysical premises, ie are not encountering
any Kantian antinomies here, Each party in the dispute in reality ar-
gues from a set of assumptions different and contrary to the other, Al-
Ghazali's attack on the doctrine of a pre-eternal world is an attack on
a metaphysics alien to the Jur’ an., For his opponents argue from the
Aristotelian concept of God. This Ged acts by necessity. His acts are
further determined by the intrinsic nature of things outside Him. He
actualizes in ways prescribed by the nature of things, Nor does such a
God act directly on the .world of generation and corruption; He acts
through a series of intermediary essential causes. It is from such
premises that the Aristotelians deduce their theory of an eternal world.
It is these premises that are irreligious for al-Ghazali,

The God of the Zur’an is an omnipotent, personal God. To pre-
serve this concept of God, the Ash“arite theologians formulated their
occasionalist metaphysics. God is all-powerful and His acts are volun—
tary. He does not act by necessity and nothing outside Him determines
His acts. The world is utterly contingent and totelly dependent for
every moment of its existence on His direct voluntary acts. Everything
in the world is directly acted upon by God who causes all change and

movement. There is no necessary causal comnection in the world,

viii



Now, in theology, al-Ghazali was an AshCarite. Yet he expli-
citly denies in his Tah&fut that he writes from any specific metaphys-
fcal position. His purpose, he maintains, is simply to refute the Phil-
osophers and not to set forth any doctrine. These claims, however, do
not stand the test. A serutiny of al-Ghazali's Tahafut, as we shall
show in our first chapter, will reveal that al-Ghazali's work abounds
with metaphysical assumptions of his own which when extracted exhibit
an identifisble metaphysical view, that of AshCarite occasionalism, It
is this occasionalism, we shall vproceed to démonstrate in our analysis
of the debates, that underlies al-Ghazali's attack on the Philosophers,
and it is this occasionalism that is in conflict with the Aristotelian-
jsm of the Philosophers and Ibn Rushd. For here, in these metaphysical
and logical arguments, al-Ghazdli attempts to ward off from Islam that
which is alien. He does so by rejecting his opponents' premises and
supplanting them with premises taken from a metaphysics designed fto pre-
serve the Qur’@&nic view of God and the world,

Ibn Rushd attacked AshCarite occasionalism severely:6 Asharite
metaphysics, which denied the universe necessary order, denied the
author of such a universe wisdom. 3uch a metaphysies cannot embody the
scriptural view,

Sut Ibn Rushd was uncertain whether his arguments would persuade
the non-philosopher. AshCarism was gaining acceptance. Philosophy was
on the defensive. To defend philosophy by showing the inconsistencies
of ishCarism might not suffice and we find Ibn Rushd in his Pagl al-Magal

resorting to a second line of defense in defending the theory of the

6See Majid Fakhry, Islamic Occasionslism and Tts Critigue b
Averroés and- Aguinas (London: George Allen & Unwin Lid., 1958).



world's pre-eternity, resorting, that is, to the art practiced oy his
fellow philosophers, contemporaries like Laimonides, and predecessors
like al-Parabi,’ of concealing the resl discrepancies between his views -

and those of his opponents. Thus in Fasl al-lagal Ibn Rushd strove to

ninimize the differences between the Asharite view of the world's ori-
gin and the Aristotelian. The essential metaphysicael diﬁ.‘ei'ences per-
teining to the nature of God and the. world, implied in these different
theories, he glossed over. Instead, he articulated and stressed acci-
dental similarities. His words, taken wncritically, are persuasive,

Bﬁt taken at their race vaime, they blur our understanding of +the real
issues involved in the dispute over the problem of creation., Taken un-
eritically, they will not help us understand the crises in Islam caused
by the incursion of Greek metephysics in its midst. Hence we shall con-
clude our study by critically éxamining Ibn Ruoshd's legal defense of the

theory of the world's pre-eternity in Fagl al-iagal in the light of our

anelysis of the four debates in the Tahafuts.

The four debates divide evenly into two parts. The first two de-
bates revolve meinly around a conflict of premises pertaining to the nature
of God, the cause; the second two debates revolve around arguments that per-
tain in the main to the nziure of the world, the effect. The first de~
bate is the longest and structurally the most complex. We find it neces-
sary to devote two chapters to it, IT and III. Chapter II will deal

with the arguments of al-Ghazali and the Philosophers. Chapter III will

"See Leo Strauss, Persecution and the Art of Friting (Glencoe,
Illinois: The Free Press Publishers, 1952).



take up Tbn Rushd's answer to al-Ghazili's criticisms. In the discus~
sion of the rest of the debetes we will discuss the three parties in
the dispute in one and the same chapters. Chapter IV will deal with
the second debate. The third debate is very short and we shall discuss
it with the fourth debate in Chapter V.,



CHAPTER I -

——

THE METAPHYSICS UNDERLYING AL-GHAZALI'S ARGUMENTS

If the purpose of our study is to demonstrzte that the conflict
between al-Ghazeli and his Aristoteliasn opponents over the problem of
the world!'s creetion is essentizlly a conflict of irreconcilable meta-
pbysies, it is necessary, first of all, to establish that al-Ghazali in
his Tahafut does argue from a specific metaphysical position. For al-
Ghazali is emphatic and explicit in declaring that the purpose of his
Ighafut is to refute the Fhilosophers and not to set dovm theories of
his own. Thus in his third Introduction he maintains that he writes
only as one who dema.ndsl and denies, not as one who proclaims and
affirms,*? His purpose is even more explicitly stated at the end of
the four debates concerning the eternity of the world in the past where

al<Chazsli writes:

In this book we are only committed fo upset their doctrine
e « o« o We do not go out of our way to attack from any
specific point of view . . . .

As for the true doctrine we shall devete to it a book after

]'I.e., demands proof.

ZT_F;, pP. 68, Al-Ghazali wrote the traditional religious preface,
Q:k%bﬂ, and four short Introductions in which he explains the pur-
pose of his work. The preface and the four introductions are omitted
in the Tghafut of Ibn Rushd.

A1l translations are my own unless indicated otherwise,



the completion of this work>, . . wherein we will engage in
construction just as we have devoted ourselves in this book
to destruction.4

Yet, a scrutiny of al-Ghezali's Tghafut will show, that despite
these proclemations, and despite the fact that al-Ghazali continues to
be negative in tone, bent on destroying rather than constructing, the
book abounds with metaphysical essertions that are defended by al-Ghazgli;
and that these, when extracted, exhibit an fdentifiable metaphysicsl po-
sition. One can with justice insist thet al-Ghazali does not live up to
his proclamations. But one must also consider the context in which
these metaphysicel assertions occur, and the function they perform,

They are often a very part of his method of refuting, A scrutiny of
this methoé will reveal how they occur as an integral part of his methad.
Hence, a brief examination of al-Ghazali's method of refutation in the
Iahafut is necessary,

A, Al-Ghazali's Method
Al-Ghazagli indicetes in his fourth Introduction how he intends
to refute the Philosophers.5 He will turn against them their own weapon,

The book mentioned is QawaCid al-Ade id (The Principles of Be-
lief)., Such a work exists incorporated as the second book of his theole
ogical work Ihya ‘Uliim ad-DIn (The Revivification of the Sciences of Re-
ligion). Van Den Bergh in his translation changes the title to al-
Igtigad fi-1-i“tigad (The Golden Mean of Dogmatics) and argues in a foot-
note that the mention of the former work in the Arabic text is an error
probably on the part of the copyist. Whether Van Den Bergh is justified
in changing the titles is a debateble point. But it is true that the
Igtis'a'd. contains more metaphysical doctrine and that it belongs to the

same period of writing as the Tehafut. See VB, p. 68, n. 5.
4‘23 p. 109; I, p. 68.
TF, pp. T0-7L (Cmitted in TT).




logic. He will demonstrate that in their me’cap!vsics6 they have proved
none of their theories, that they have been able to fulfill nons of the
conditions of demcnstrative proof set dowm in their acknowledged works
on logic. Demonstrative proof demands the fulfillment of two conditions:
the truth of the "substance of the syllogism" (mEddat al-giyas) and the

correctness of the "form of the syllogism" (strat al-giyas) ./ These ex-

pressions are explained to us by al-Ghazali in his Magagid al-Falasifah:

The substance of the syllogism consists of the premises,
If these are true and certain, the conclusions are true

and ce . If they are false, the conclusion will not
be

true, they are conjectural, the conclusions are
not certain,

Al-Ghazali then goes on to give the analogy of the gold ring thet must
possess the ®substance® gold, and the circular "form" to be a genuine
gold ring, The "form" of the syllogism consists of its various figures,
(al-ashki}, Thus to maintain that the Philosophers have not fulfilled

the conditions for the correctness of the form of the syllogism simply
means that their syllogistic reasoning from premises accepted or con-

cecled.,:'-0 has not been correct. Ail-Ghazi@li does engage throughout his

6The term used is "°ilm al-ilshiyyit® (Divine Science) which wes
used synonymously with "metaphysics® or "first philosophy.®™ See al-
Ghazali, Maqagid al-Falasifah (Cairo: al-Matba‘ah at-Tijariyyah bi-l-
Azhar, 1936), Part II, p: 4-

MF, p. 70 (Onitted in IT).

841-Chazali is concerned with scientific dsmonstratior, not sim-
ply logical validity, Still, the above statement is erroneous.

941-Ghazali, Magasid el-Falasifah, Part I, p. 45.

100ften al-Ghazali concedes premises simply for the sake of argu-
ment and proceeds to show the invalidity of the conclusions drawn from
these premises which he does not necessarily accept. A good case in
point comes in his criticism of the Philosophers' emanative theory of
creation, There in a sarcastic tone, he grants the Philosophers their
1gilly,® literally "cold" premises, and then proceeds to show the in-
validity of the conclusions they draw from these premises.




Tghifut in attempts to show the faulty reascning of the Philosophers,

But al-Ghazali's fundamental atteck is not so much on the *form"
of the Philosophers! proofs, as cn their "substance.® It is the mete-
physical premises of the Philosophers that he rejects either as uncertain
or false, and it is in his rgjecﬁon of these premises that he often
suts forth opposing metaphysical views, 4 case in point is the method
he adopts in his refutation of the first proof of the world's eternity.u
41-Ghazdli rejects implicitly some of the premises of the proof by deny-
ing the conclusion, He posits the contradictory of the conclusion and
demends that the Philosophers disprove it with a syllogism. This, they
are unable to do. They can only claim that the falsity of this counter-
statement is self-evident. But, and this is a fundamental point in al-
Ghazali's method, what is self-evident must be universally recognized as
smch.]'2 The falsity of his counter assertion is not universally ack-
nowledged. The contradictory of the Philosophers! conclusion correctly
derived from their premises has not been disproved; it is possible.
Hdence, the premises cannot be certai.n; Uncertain premises yield only
opinion, gamn. The Philosophers! metaphysical premises, hence, are,

contrary to what they claim, opinion and not knowledge.l3 Knowledge, by
definition, is certain,4

u‘ﬂ_;, p. 80; 12, p. 7. Our second chapler will deal in detail
with this proof and its rejection by al-Chazali.

12213: p. & II, p. 13.
37, p. 62 (First Introduction; omitted in IT).

Usmnis distinction between opinion ard knowledge, emphasized by
Plato in the The ug,was recognized by the Muslim thinkers. Ibn Sina,
for example, defines knowledge as "the belief that a thing is of such a
nature that it is impossible for it to be otherwise." 4.H, Goichon,

de e Philosophique d!Tbn Sina (Paris: Desclée de Brouwer.
1938) s Pe 9.



It must be stressed that al-Ghazdli's expressed purpose in the
Ighafut is not to banish reason from religious endeavors. He condemns
the FPhilosophers for not fulfilling the requirementis of strict demonstra-
tion; he does not cozdemn logic, On the contrary, he states explicitly
that logic is relevant to knowledge related to God:

Yes, when the Philosophers say that logic must be mistered,
this is true, But logic is not used by them alone, >

The theologians alsc, he adds, use logic for proofs about God. Al-
Ghazali himself, in his other works, attempts proofs for God's e:::i.s'cence.]"5
The science par excellence that yields certitude is mathematics,

al=-Ghazali insists., But mathematics is as irrelevant to metaphysical
argument as it is irrelevant to philology and medicine,l7 Hence, con-
trary to what the Philosophers might claim, their metaphysical theories
are not mathematically demonstrable:

If their divine sc::i.ences,18 like their mathematical sciences,

were perfect in proof, pure of conjecture, they would not have

disagreed amongst themselves,l9

Al-Ghazali, however, does not only reject many of his opponentst

premises as yncertsin, he sometimes rejects some of their premises as

157, p. 7L (Fourth Introduction; omitted in IT).

16In bis Revivification of the Sciences of Religion, for example,
al-Ghazali gives in a general mamner the argument from design to prove
God's existence, and in a more rigorous fashion, a proof from the phen-
omena of change that the world was created out of nothing; and from this
conclusion he infers the existence of God - a creation out of nothing
causally implies a creator., Al-Ghnazali, Ihva> “Ulum ad-DIn (16 vols.;
Cairo: Matba®at Lajnat ath-Thaqafah al-Islamiyyah, (135 4H.), I, 124.

17F, p. 70 (Fourth Introduction; omitted ia TT).
18§m, n. 6.

19'2_2, p. 63 (First Introduction; omitted in IT).



false. The Philosophers identify the iristotelian term "cause," (gsbab)
with the Qur’anic term for God's activity, "act" (£i€l) and build their
arguments on this identification, As we shall shortly point out, al-
Ghazali rejects such a premise as false and bases his rejection on lin-
guistic grounds.

Hence, as a resull of his method of attacking the premises of
his opoonents, he often affirms opposing premises of his own as will be
shown in specific examples as we proceed with this discussion., The con-—
flict becomes essentially a conflict of basic metaphysical premises. It
is in this conflict that al-Ghazdli's metephysical position emerges: it
is not presented systematically., His metaphysics can be extracted and
its close affinity to the metaphysics attributed to Kalam as reported,
for exampie, by Maimonides, can be shown, 20 ¥oreover, we shall attempt
to show in our analysis of the debates concerning the world's creation,
how this metaphysics underlies al-Ghazali's arguments., #Tithout cogni-
zance of’*:b.:‘.s metaphysics, in its opposition to the metaphysical premises
that underlie the arguments of the Fhilosophers, the arguments lose not
only much of their theological and philosophical significance, but often
their logical intelligibility: for the arguments of all the disputing
parties abound with hidden metaphysical premises.,

B.__The Metaphysicsl Categories at Igsue
The key ccocepts around which the conflict of metaphysical prem-

ises revolves are the concepts of "possibility" (imkdn), "necessity®

(darirah), end "causality® (sabsbiyyah orCilliyyah).

20y, inonides, The Guide for the Perplexed, tr., ¥. Friedlinder
(2d. ed. revised; New York: Dover Publicatic:s, 1956), pp. 120-133,



The "possible" (gl-mumkin) is used throughout the Tahafut in
various senses., For example, in the first proof of the Philosophers, it
is used in the sense of the “probable."zr In the third debate it is used
as a name for the world.zz In the fourth debate, the Philosophers insist
that the primary meaning of the ®possible" is the "potential. n23 Against
this al-Ghaz&li argues that "possibility® is only a judgment of the mind, 4
These meanings of "possibility" will be treated fully in our amalyses of
the last two debates. BHere, we will discuss & further use of the term
tpossible,? crucial in articulating the metaphysical conflict; and this
is the sense of the "possible® as the "contingent" as elaborated in Ibn
Sina's metaphysical system.

Tbn Sini's theory of the "possible® in the sense of the "contin-
gent" is central to his metaphysical system. Al-Ghazgli subjects this

theory to a severe criticism in the Ighsfut. He does not reject all as-

pects of Ibn STn@'s theory of the possible. He accepts part of it, and
this part is central to al-Ghaz2li's own metaphysical outlook., 4 brief

outline of Ibn Sira's theory, is therefore necessary.
Ibn STni's definition of the "possible" has two parts.?d

21y, p, 76; TT, p. 4. This meening is explicitly brought out by
Thn Rushd who in his comments distinguishes between the possible that is
more likely to happen than rot, the possible that is less likely to happen
than not, and the possible that has equal chances of happening.

. 22‘22, p. 104; 1T, p. 97. This is a source of confusion in the
proof. ‘

23yg, pp. 105, 107; T, pp. 100, 108,
2"22: pp. 106, 108; IT, pp. 103, 110,

25Thn STnE is defining a characteristic of things and not propo-
sitions about things. The relation between the metaphysicel =nd the
logical we will discuss shortly. In the above exposition we will main-
4ain Ion SIna's manner of speaking.



The first part is "gl-momkin fI dhatih," "the possible in itself,? or,
more accurately, "the possible in its 'essence'" "Dhat" is the philo-
sophical Arabic term for ¥essence." .'-Ioreowlrer, Itn SIna in this thecry,
is concerned with the relation between esserce and existence, "The pos-
sible in its essence" ia.pplies to anything which when dissociated from
other things related to it, can exist or not exist., Neither its exis~
tence nor its non-existence is self-contradictory, There is nothing in
the "essence" of "the possible" that necessitates its existence. From a
knowledge of what the thing is, we cannot infer that it is,

The second part of the definition is "gl-wajib bi zhayrih," "the
necessary througﬁ another.® The "another®™ is the essence of another ex-
istent. Thus, though "the possible®™ is that whose existence is not
pecessitated by its essence, it is necessitated by the essence of another
existent, Heat, for example, is in its own essence, only possible, But
i+s existence is necessitated by the essence of an existing fire. 4n
existing fire produces heat necessarily and essentially.

~Ibn Siné classified gg?-é existents, excepting God, under the
category of things that are in their essence only possible, but necessary
through the essence of amother existent. God alone is tﬁe existent
necessary in His own essence, This, for Ibn Sina is pecessarily so, for,
and this is Ibn Sina's proof for God's existence, if every existent in

the world must be necessitated by the essence of another existent, then

26'ﬂ:tis includes the eternal heavenly bodies, their souls and in-
tellects. Moreover, these, though eternal, depend necessarily for their
nexistence" on God. In this Itn STna's Neo-Platonism is evident. These
are eternal emanations from the One. Ibn Rushd, as we shall see, insists

that the eternal existents, but necessarily dependent on God for their
eternal movement, '



an infinite number of existents each necessitating another and in turn
each necessitated by a different "other" will occur. 3ince this is a
chain of existents, the series would be hoth infinite and actual., But
the actual infinite, for Ibmn SIna who follows Aristotle in this, is im-
possible. Therefore, the series must terminate in an existent whose
essence and existence are identical, God.

4l-Ghazali accepts implicitly the first part of the definition
as applying to sverything in the world, But he rejects utterly the sec-
ond part of the definition and its application to the world. Fothing
is necessitated by anything else., God is not an existent necessery in
His essence; God transcends such concepts as "possible" and "necessary.:'27

It is the second part of the theory, then, that al-Ghazali attacks,
and it is in this attack that his counter metaphysics emerges. ilreover,
it is ic this part of the theory that the Philosophers' concept of essen-
tial necessary causality is involred. The existence of one thing is
"necessitated" by the "essence® of another existent. The "essence" here
is real, not nominal, and the "necessity" is ontclogicel, as well es
logical, In this the Philosophers followed their msster, Lr::'.si:o‘l:le.")'8
Al-Ghazgli who attacks the concept of necessity as a cheracter of objece
tive reality attacks the very foundation of Aristotelianism and is very
much in harmony with modern empirical schools.

211t is possible to affirm God!s existence and deny the necessity
of such an existence, al-Ghazali argues. TF, p. 132; IT, p. 196.

28“Scienti£ic knowledge and its object differ from opinion and
its object in that scientific kmowledge is commensurately universal and
proceeds by necessary connexions, and that which is necessary cannot be
otherwise," (Italics my own.) “Posterior Analytics," i 88b 30, tr.
&.R.G. Yure, The Basic Aristotle, ed., Richerd ¥ckeon (New York: Random
Jouse, 194.15, p. 110,
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In Ibn Sina's theory of essentisl necessary causation there are
two principles that must be distinguished, The first is that no exis~
tent with the exception of God is uncaused. The second is that whatever
is caused is necessarily caused. It is necessarily caused becesuse the
existent that is the cause must by its very nature produce the effect.
Fire by its very nature causes the cotton to burm. If there is no im-
peding cause, and the cotton is in contact with the fire, the cotton
must burn. To deny the burning would be to utter a contradiction., 4
further consequence of the theory of essential necessary causation is
that cause and effect are simultaneous. The priority of the essential
cause to the effect is logical and ontological, not temporal, The Phil-
osophers admit the existence of causes that precede their effects in
time, but these are the accidental causes, not the essential.

Now al-Ghaz&li accepts the principle that everything other than
God is caused, but with a very important qualification. There is no
chain of natural causes. Every change in the world is caused by God's
voluntary act directly, or sometimes through the mediation of His angels.
Natural existents have no causal efficacy. It is not fire that burns the
cotton when it is in contact with it., It is God who produces the burn-
ing on the occasion of the contact.

The principle that the existent that is a cause, causes by the
necessity of his nature, al-Chazdli denies. God, the sole cause, does
not act because by definition He must act. God's acts are voluntary and
beyond the scope of human rationalizations. Moreover the effect need
not be simultaneous with the cause, God can will at the present the
occurrence of something st a future date, and His will at the present
is sufficient cause for the future effect,



The theory of essential necessary causation is the fundamental
premise for the Philosophers' proofs based on the nature of God for the
world's eternity, Por, if God creates by the necessity of His nature,
and if His nature is eternal and changeless, then the effect must proceed
eternally from God., Just as the sun camnot but give light, God cannot

but cause the warld.29

For al-Ghazali this is blasphemy. For, not only is this a limi-
tation on God that deprives Him of freedom, but it also makes of God an
inanimate being. For only the inanimste are said to act by the necessiﬁes
in their nature and not through volition, Hence, if al-Ghazali can prove
that the world's eternity has not been proven, then he would have demon—
strated that the‘ theory that God acts through the necessity in His nature
is not a necessary principle, Al-Ghazali, as we shall see, goes beyond
this and attempts to prove the theory of an eternal world not only un-
proven, but false.

A1-Ghaz31i's eritique of causal necessity pervades his Tahafut.

But we will have to choose those arguments that are most directly rele-
vant to this problem and where the issues are explicit. Al-Ghazali's
eritique of the Philosophers! concept of cause can be divided into two
parts. The first is his crifzique of the Philosophers! concept of God
as canse, and thie is found in the first part of the book that generally
deals with problems that pertain'to the nature of God.’® The second is
his eritique of natural causality in the second part of the book which

generally treats those theories in the natural sciences, including psy-

29pF, pp. 186-87; 1T, p. 427.
BOE, PP- 76-219; ﬂ, ppo 3"5080
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chology, that have bearing on Muslim belief,l We will discuss al-
Ghazzgli's attacks on the Philosophers! concepts of God as canse, and

cause in nature with the purpose of extracting al-Ghezali's own opposing
zetaphysics,

c alils Meta ics

God As Cause

For his emsnation theory of creation Ibtn SIna adopted Qur’anic
terms such as ®origination" (ibd&°), "production® (gun’), "genesis®
(takwin) - terms interpreted by the Ash®arites as referring to creation
ex nihilo - assigning each term to a specific stage in the emanative
process.’® "Genesis® (falkwin), for example, referred to the last emana-
tion, the sublunary spheré, the world of generation and corruption.
Here, "takwin" meant nothing more than "transformation">3 ,the formal
changes substances undergo. The process as a whole is eternal. The
terms borrowed from the Qur®Zn had little to do with their original mean-
ing.3 4 The term "agent® (al-£a‘il) in its most general meaning was iden—
tified by Ibn Sina with God, the first cause, the necessary and suffi-

cient condition of all being, whose existence is necessary in itself,

3113—, ppo 220-298; E, ppo 509‘588:

325‘01‘ a detailed discussion of Ibn Sina's use of these terms see
A.M, Goichon, Di. £ 2 L'Essence et De L!'Existence d'Apres Ib:
Sine (Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1937), pp. 244=59.

Praa., p. 2.

. ouss Gardes, La Pengée Religiouse d'Avicenne (Paris: Libraire
Philosophique J. Vrin, 1951), p. 67. This is obvious since Muhammad was
no Neo-platonic philosopher. From this it does not follow, however, that
the Ash®arites did not add their own interpretations of the meanings of
these terms,
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and who by nature necessitates all other existents.

Al-Chazali rejects this identification of "agent® with ®cause.”
In view of the fact that al-Ghazali maintained that in his Ishafut he
was not espousing any school of thought, it must be stressed that in his
rejection of Ibn Sina's metapﬁysics al-Chezali does voice opposing views
that are thoroughly Ash€arite. God for the Ash®arifes is an agent, not
a cause, "Agent" is a term applicable to a living, willing, knowing,
person. An agent does not create or act because of any necessity. BHe

‘does not create "by nature® (bijtab®) 2’

This concept of agent is the
basis of Ashfari's proof for God's existence.3® 41-Baqillani, his prom-
fnent successor, in his Tamhid argues that the world camnot be eternal,
thet it must have a creator, that this creator must be a living, willing,
knowing sgent; and in a lengthy argument, ardently insists that God
does not act througk any necessity in His pature.>! Al-Ghazali repro-
duces similar proofs for creation ex nihilo and for Godts existence in
his Qawa®id al-Aga’id.’®

In his Tehifut al-Chazali allots a lengthy discussion, the third,>?

3 s'rhe AshCarites are sensitive about this point not only because
the Philosophers upheld this theory, but also because it was a belief advo-
cated by many of their rival theological school, the Mu®tazillah, See Ibn
Hazm, » (5 vols.; Cairo: al-Matba“ah al-Adabiyyah fI Misr
al ? oite ’III, PPe 55’ 580

36&1451;‘ ari, Kitsb gl-Luma®, edited and translated by Richard
n.varthy (Beyrouth: Imprimerie Catholique, 1953), pp. 6-7 in Arabic text,
6-8 in English translation,

3731 paqillans, at-Tamnid, ed., M. Khudeyri and A.i. Abu Ridsh

(Cairo: Dar al Fikr al-SArebi, 1947), pp. 44y 4148, 52~56.

3841 GhasAli, Tpya Uifn ed-Din, I, 181-82.

39?_2, Ppc 120-'140; E_T_, PP. L"v7-2620
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for this issue, He strives to show the Philosophers! confusion in their
synonymous use of the terms "agent" and "cause," their misuse of the
term "creation™ when they apply it to an efernal world, and the incon-
sistencies in their emanative theory of creation. Zach of these topies

is treated individually,

a. The Meaning of "igent. ni0

A1-Ghazali argues that the meaning of "agent® (al-fail) entails
*!;he idea of will and the knowledge of the thing willed. Hence, it is
apolicable only to asnimate beings. The Philosophers' use of agent for
God is wrong, because to them God creates necessarily and has no will.
The Philosophers! sense of ™"agent®" zpplies only to insnimate things.

For whereas every agent is a cause, not every cause is an agent, '"Agent"
is "cause® in a special sense only.

To this the Philosophers respond by asserting the contrary view
that "agent®™ and "cause" are -synonymous. terms., 4 cause or agent is de-
fiped simply as that which is the necessery condition for the existence
of something else, regerdless of whether it is voluntery or natural. To
say "voluntary® agent is not to express a tautology, and %o spesk of a
non-voluntary agent does not involve a self-contradiction.

il-Chazali rejects their assertion. If their definition is true,
then such statements as “matter has no action; only animals are sgents,”

cannot be truwe, when these as a matter of fact belong to the class of

"yell lnown universal true statements" (al-kulliyyat el-mashhursh as-

4Oyp, pp. 121-1245 IT, pp. 15°-16L.
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sadigah) .',"1 when agency is sometimes attributed in discourse to the
inanimate, this is sheer metaphor. Such attribution, taken literslly,
is false,

The Philoscphers challenge al-Ghazali's argument by asppealing
to correct Arsbic u:-xage.‘ﬁ‘2 For, the Philosophers proceed, "the Arabs
say: 'fire burns; the sword cuts; snow cools . . .'" In these examples
of correct Arabic, agency is attributed to the inanimate.

To this al-Ghazali responds that the above examples are examples
61‘ the use of metaphor., Froof of that is that in the case when a man
kills another by throwing him into a fire, ome does not say that the
fire killed the man, The act of killing is attributed to the man who
did the Killing. Fire is merely the immediate cause; the man who killed

is the a.ger:l:.l"3

ilppis class of stetements , al=Ghazali explains, is accepted

conventionally and universally. The Philosophers, he goes on, trace its
source to intuitive necessary knowledge. Examples given: "lying is dis-
graceful- prophets ought not to be tortured.™ il-Ghazali, Magagid al-
Faldsifah, I, 50. Ibn SThe in his psychologicel works spesks of "the
nde-spread well-inown opinions® (gl-gra’ adh-dh&’'i®ah al-mashhiirah)
which are known by the rational soul in both its practical and theor-
etical functions, Ibn SIna, ibwal an-Fafs, ed., Fuad Ahwani (Cairo:
dar Ihya’al-Kutub al- A:rabiyy 952), p. 63.

42 Appeel to correct Arabic was common and necessary amongst theo-—
logians and lawyers for interpreting the Qur’an., A good example of such
appeal is in al-Ash®ari, al-Tbdngh ‘an Usil ad-Divingh, tr., Falter C. Klein
(New Haven, Conn,: American Oriental Society, 1940), p. 57.

b3ppe problem of whether to attribute agency fto "things™ arose
with the Mu‘tazilites in their ethical and legal investigations. If ome
shoots another man with an arrow, the initial release is the act of the
man, but then the arrow follows natural laws. Is the flight of the ar-
row still an act of the man? For an excellent treatment of the problem
see Majid Fakhry, "The MiStazilite View of Free #ill,"™ The Muslim World,
ILITI, 2 (4pril 1953), pp. 95-109.
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b. The Meaning of "Ack" and "Creation,*

If one accepts the Philosophers! account of the world and its
relation to God, argues al-Ghazdli, the world cannot be the act (£:i°1)
of God. The sct éf God is creation out of nothing (E}E.;'EE . This alone
is the meaning of "act."™ But the Philosophers hold the world to be
eternal., The eternally existent cannot be brought into being after pri-
va.tion.‘s In the Philosophers® scheme of things the world cannot be an
act of God, a creation after privation,

One would expect here an apveal to correct Aresbic as in the dis-
cussion of the term "agent® to examine what the terms under dispute
mean. Instead, the discussion takes a dialectical turn. The Philoso-
phers and al-Chazali proceed to debate whether creation after privation
is possible,

The Philosophers attempt to prove that creation "after privation"
(bad €adam) is impossible. That seems %o be one proof, is actually a
somewhat disorganized argument that has three parts, The first and the
third are closely related, while the second which appears as partv of the
first, stands alone in that it introduces into the picture a new element,
valuation.

The first part of the argument states that if "creation®™ means

tcoming to existence after privation" then the creator would have to be

ALE: pp. 125-128; IT, pp. 162-171.

4541-Ghazali sometimes uses the expression "out of nothing"
(¢an adam). As the above debate proceeds, the expression "after priva-
tion® (be€d Cadam) is consistently used. These two expressions relative
to a metaphysical language can be distinct, We have to remember that the
Philosophers, in their cosmology, are Neo-Platonists, to whom the world
is an emanation from the One. They could maintain that the world is not
created "out of nothing" even if its creation in time is conceded.
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related either to the p:r;ior privation, or to the existent or to ‘both
Since he cannot be related to privation, where he has no efficacy, he
cannot be related to both privation and existence. He can only be re-
lated to the existert. This part of the argument stops here, ®#hat is
implieit, and which becomes evident as the debate progresses, is that
God, if eternal and if related only to the existent, must be related %o
an eternal existent.

The second part which is given as a continuation of the first
introduces the element of value. The relation of God to the existent
is existence. If we suppose the existent permanent, then the relation,
existence, is permanent. If the relation between agent and creation is
permanent, then the agent is "so much more the egent" (af€al) and the
moTe effi.ca.cicms.l*6 In other words, a God who sustains an eternal world,
is "hetter® or is "more omnipotent® than one who creates a world after
privation.

The third pa.r‘é is a variation of the first. 4n opponent might
argue, meintain the Philosophers, that when we speak of a world created
after vrivation, we are dealing with a special kind of existent that has
a specific definition: "the existent preceded by privation.” One cannot
here talk about this existent without the pri\'ra.tion preceding it. If
God creates this existent, he must create the prior privation, since
these two are inseperable., But if this is the case, the Philosophers
argue, this would constitute an impossibility. For God does not create

privation. Hence, "the existent preceded by privation" is no act of Gad.L?

46"A£‘a1“ can also be rendered as "more active” and "more effective.®

Llpnis argument appears in ITbn Sina's Eitéb al-Isharat, See Ibn
5ina, Ziteb al-Ishdrat wa-t-Tanbihat, ed., J. Forget (Leyden: Brill, 1892),

De. .
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When God is spoken of as the creator, this simply means that He is the
necessary condition for the existence and the continusnce of the world,
The world is not like a structure that can 'continue to exist when ite
builder has ceased to exist.

Al-Ghazdli gives an interesting answer to this third part of the
argument., The agent is related to the created and not to the prior pri-
vation. Now, the pric- privation is a necessary condition for the crea-
ted to be what it is, an act of God., But it is not necessary that what
is a condition for something to be what it is, should also be an act of
the agent. For example, a condition necessary for God to be an agent,
is that He possess knowledge, will, power. But this condition is not
created by Him., Similarly, the prior privation is a condition for the
created to be an act of God. But it does not follow that God had to
create this cnmi:i.‘[’.:i.or:v..4’8

The Philosophers answer that al-Ghazali in the argument above
has conceded that God and the creation are simultaneous in 1:ime.L9 If
this is the case, then the creation is finite in duration if God is
finite, eternal if God is eternal., The relation of God to the world is
similar to the relation of & finger moving in water and the movement of
the water it causes. The finger moves the water but is not prior to its
movement in time. If, for the sake of illustration, one supposes the

movement of the £inger eternmal, then thé movement of the water would have

4’8'.Ln this discussion, "privation" seems to be spoken of as though
it is a "something" or a predicate by both al-Ghazali and the Philosophers.
Our purpose in this chapter is to articulate the metaphysical conflict and
hence we will refrain from elaborate criticisms of what is involved.

1"9Presnmab1y, if God does not create privation and is related only

to the existent.
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to be eternal., Otherwisze, if the finger's movement is finite in dura-
tion, the water's movement is finite.

A1-Ghazali does not deny the possibility of agent and crsated
being simultaneous in time, provided - and this is the fundamental con-
dition for the created to bte an act - the created is posterior to ori-
va:l:ion.so Ye then proceeds to give his analysis of the illustration
given by the Philosophers. The analysis is short but very Important
and revealing of the metaphysical view we are seeking. Indeed, here we
get al-Ghazdli's metaphysics in embryo.

43-Chazali comnsiders first the movement of the finger in the
Philosophers® illustration. It is an act, 2e argues, because the finger
does not move by itself. It is moved by the person whose finger it is,
and tke person is a willing agent. If, for the szke of argument, one
supvoses the person eternsl snd eternally soving his Zinger, the move-
nert of the finger is still 2 creation. For the eternal movement is in
reality a series of independent movements, eac™: created anew by a will-
ing agent, each a creation after privation.

The same applies to the movement of the water, ZIven if the
water's movement like the finger's movement is considered for the sake
of srgument eternal, it is still an eternal series of individual move-
ments after privetions, The analysis thus far illustretes al-Ghazgli's

5°In what sense "posterior! is not clear, Ail-Ghazali avoids the
problem of time here. In the first discussion (the second argument over
the world's eternity to be discussed in the fourth chapter), he had ar-
rived et a theory that the world and time were created together, God's
priority to the world is not a tempural priority, It is not a logical
oriority in the Philosophers'! semse, either.
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a.tomism.sl Each pert of the movement is individual and .'(.nc’.;i.visi‘ble.5‘2
But, al-Chazali goes on, it is erroneous to assume in the above
i1lustration that the finger causes the water to move, The movement of
the water is not caused by the movement of the finger. The movement of
the water is created by God. Here, a2l-Ghezeli denies causal efficacy
between finger and water and places it in God. Here we get a glimpse
of his occasionalism, argued for cogently in his critique of natural

causality which we will discuss later in thkis chapter.

c. The Process of Crestion. 53

This last part of the third discussion is a forceful attack on
al-Farabl's and Ibn STna's Neo-Platonic theory of emanation. It is a
critique of the relation befween agent and creation, the Neo-Flatonic
dictum that from the One only cne proceeds. God, according to the Phil-
osophers, is one., He is simple in the sense that there is no multipli-
city in His nature, Multiplicity does not proceed from gim directly.
From Zim only the first intellect proceeds, and multiplicity proceeds
from this intellect, not directly from the Une, God.

Al-Chazali tries %o show that multiplicity in the One is unavoid-
able and that there is far more mltiplicities in the emanative process
than what the Philosophers admit., The emanative theory as a whole, he

argues, is at the very best unproven, but in fact unreal and ridiculous.

ﬂﬂe shall indicate the connection between atomism and occasion-
alism in Yuslim theology. See below, pp. 28ff.

57+ nas to be indivisible and individual, otherwise it cannot be
motion after privation, The past motion must cease to exist. Only the
present motion exists., This is more easily illustrated i- the movement
of the finger. The water's movement follows more complex patterns,

> TF, pp. 125-240; II, po. 173-2€2,



He rejects it completely.

The discussion is intricate and we have to dwell on those as-
pects that are directly relevant to articulating the conflict of meta-
physical categories and extracting el-Chezdli's views., Here, indeed,
we are given more of what al-Ghaz@li rejects than what he accepts. Since
the discussion revolves around the Philosophers! theory of creatiom, it
is necessary to present it in summary.

The existence of everything except God is in itself possible,
but necessary through another, This forms a series of existents, each
necessitated by another. Tkis series cannot go on infinitely. Its be-
ginning is God, the existent necessary in Himself, He is the One from
whom every other existent necessarily proceeds., From the One, since He
is simple, only one existent proceeds, the first intellect. Tke first
intellect thinksﬁ his source, God, and thinks himself.55 When he thinks
God, enother intellect proceeds from kim "necesserily," the intellect of
the ninth sphere. Because he is an existent in himself only possible,
the body of the ninth sphere necessarily proceeds from him.56 Hence, .
there are three "ideas" (pacEni)?’ of miltiplicity in the first intel-

lect, but none in God. The second intellect thinks the first intellect

Shphe Arebic term is "ygSgil," the imperfect of ®€agala," which
can be translated "to think,® "to conceive," "to be comscious of."
551 personal pronoun could be used since the intellect was in=-

terpreted in religious terms as an angel, The problem of the pronoun
does not arise in the Arabiec.

56‘!1113 oint is difficult to understand and is wide open to al=-
p

Ghazali's attack and ridicule as we shall see, What the Philosophers
nust mean is that the first intellect is of such a nature that a body

must necessarily proceed from him, His "being possible in himself" is
this nature.

57§ follow the terminology of al-Ghazali's Tahafut here.



and himself and for the reasons similar in the first intellect, gives
rise to another triad. The process is repested and terminates iIn the
last triad, the last of the intellects, the agent intellects, the soul
of the sublunary sphere, and the sublurary sphere, the world of gener-
- ation and cz‘.u’:::upti.on.58
Al-Ghaz3li gives five objections to this scheme to prove that
in such a scheme one has to accept multiplicity in God, a greater mul-
tiplicity in the emenstive process than the triad,59 and that tke pro-
cess is not pecessary. It is the first and the fifth objections that
are directly relevant to our problem.éo
The first objectionGl deals with the "possi‘ble in itself™ and
the "pecessary in itself." "Possibility in itself® is one of the ideas
of multiplicity in the first intellect, the Philosophers paintain, 4il-

Ghazali questions whether this "possibility in ifself™ is identical with

581tn STng took this theory from al-Parabl and elsborated it.
It appeers, for example, in al-Farabi's The Opipions of the Citizens of
the Virtuous Cily. Al-Farabi, %kra bl al-Nadinah al-Fadilah,® Philoso-
w, ed., Friedrich Dieterici (16 vols.; Leyden: £.J. orill,
1892), IVI, pp. 15=34.

Fhe Philosophers enumerste nineteen "noble principles" \mgbedi’

) - ten intellects other than God and ten spheres. Aristotle
enumerates fifty-five spheres including those of the sun and the moon
and holds the umovable substances and principles to be probably as
many., Eetaphysics, xii, 8, 1074a.

6°The second objection argues that God's knowledge constitufes
an idea of multiplicity. The third objection argues that God!'s thought
constitutes another ideas of multiplicity. The fourth objection insists
that in the emsnative process multiplicity exceeds the triad. The hea-
venly body that emanates from the first intellect, for example, is com=-
posed of form and matter; and these, though inseparable, are still two
things, Furthermore, in the first intellect there must be a determin-
ant to specify the axis around which the body must revolve, These two
determinants constitute further ideas of multiplicity.

6lyp, pp. 132-133; I, pp. 195-196, 198, 200.



23

the existence of the ’first intellect or not. If identical, then there
is no multiplicity., If different, then the ™necessity in itself® of
God's existence must be other thon His existence, and hence God must
possess multiplicity. ioreover, and here al-Chezali rejects the corner-
stone of Ibn Sind's metaphysical edifice, God's existence is not neces-
sary in itself. One can affirm the existence of God and deny {he neces-
sity of such an existence without contradiction., God transcends such
zan-made concepts.,

In the £ifth objection®? al-Ghazali in a spirit of sarcasm and
ridicule attacks the theory that the emanative process is pecessery.
“That kind of reason, al-Chazali asks, induces the Philosophers to main-
tain that the first intellect, for example, because he thinks on God,
necessitates the creation of another intellect; because he thinks himself
necessitates the creation of another soul; and becsuse in himself he is a
being only possible, necessitates the creation of a hesvenly body? There
is nothing in the concept "being nossible in nimself" from which the con-
elusior "body proceeds™ can be logically derived. The same applies to
the propositions "he thinks on God" and "he thinks himself.®™ The pro-
cedure of other beings can by no stretch of {he imaginatiorn be deduced
from such ideas. This is foolishness, It is sheer arbitrary assertion.
The account of creation they zive in its entirety is arbitrery. The dic-
tum that from the One only one proceeds, is arbitrary. The impossibility
of two things proceeding from the One is not self-evident, as is, for ex-
ample, the impossibility of a person occupying two places at the same

time. There is no necessity in creation. God creates plurality end

€98, tp. 138-139; 1T, . 232.
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diversity as He wishes and wiils., God is a voluntary agent.

In the eleventh discussion concerning God's knowledge,63 al-
Ghazali sums up for us his objeetions to thé Philosophers® concept of
God zs cause. 4 God who crestes by necessity, argues al-Ghazali, can-

not know his acts. He is a mere natural cause. Inowledge is not attri-

buted to the inanimate:

Action is of two kinds, voluntary, iike the action of animels,
and natural, like the action of the sun when it gives light,
the fire when it heats, znd water when it cools. Znowledge of
the act is necessery only in voluntary acts, as in the humen
crefts, but not in natural ects. But, according Yo you Phil-
osophers, God, may He be praised and exalted, created the world
as a consequence on His essence, by nzture and necessity, not
through will and choice, Zverything is consequent upon His
essence, as iight is on the sun, and, just as the sun has no
power to stop its light, and fire no power to stop its heet, .
the First® has no power to stop His Acts, (Izy Je be greatly
exalted over what they say.) 4né this mode, even if metaphory
fcally we call it an zct, does not basically imply knowledge.°’

Causality In ll’a.t';ureé’6
The second part of al-~Ghazali's Lah__i_ﬁglgm is concerned with the
astural sciences. Zere al-Chazeli attacks some of the theories in the
patural sciences thet conflict with lluislim belief as understood by the
ish€arites. It is as though al~Ghazali, having rejected the Philoso-

- <
phers! concept of God as cause, proceeds here to give le ccup de grace

to this concept of God as cause, by denying necessity in causal rela-

63¢F, oo, 184-138; II, pp. 424-446.

6'4“.":1& Pirst (al-ewwzl) here is God and not the first intellect,
as is borme out by the exaltation that follows.,

651F, po. 168-169; IT, p. 537.

662, pp. 225-237; II, p. 437.

673, pD. 220-296; IT, pp. 509-588. This part comprises an
introduction and four discussions. .



25

tions all together. However, it would be a mistake to think that al-
Ghazali planned his critigue of natural causality as a completion of his
earlier critique of God as cause, %o regard it, as it were, as the cli-
mex of a dialogue with a specific theme. The metaphysical and logical
connection is there, 2ut al-Ghzzali's concern was not to fofmulate a
metaphysical doctrine., The metaphysics, as we said before, emerges,
despite al-Ghaz3lifs intentions. The important issue for al-Ghazali
here is to argue Sor the possibility of =irscles. The Philosophers who
assert necessary causal connection in nature do mot accept literally
certain miracles reported in the Jur’sn.

The belief in causal necessity in nature does not constitute

Islemic unbelief (kufr), acccrding to al-Ghaz&li. For the utazlites,

in their theory of generation (at-tawauud)és as al-Ghazali interprets
this theory,69 subscribe to czusal necessity in nature., 4is yet there
had been no universzl consensus amongst uslims that this belief consti-
tutes Islamic unbelief .70 doreover, the Philosophers who uphold causal

necessity, whether between natur-l ever*s or between God and the world

68
The Mu€tazilite Ibn al-iu‘tamir is accredited with formulating

this theory, In its original form the theory mainteined that in the
case when a natural objec¢ is initially moved by a person but which later
is subject to other natural laws, the initial act for which the person is
responsible is generated in the object. If I kill a man with an arrow,
ny initial act of releesing the arrow from the bow is generated in the
flight of the arrow, and hence I am still responsible for the man's death.
But this theory was discussed and given various interpretations by the
Hu‘tazlite doctors.

6922, p. 295; (Omitted in IT). 4l-Baqillani suggests that some
considered this theory opposed to causal determinism, Al-Bagillani,
at~Tamhid, p. 59. ‘

70The term "ijms°," consensus of legal opinion, does not appear,
though it is implied. IF, p. 295 (omitted in IT).
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only,* admit certain kinds of miracles, A prophet can through the
imaginative faculty of the soul attain sensibie forms of future events
and prophesy. There are also those who possess strong intuition (badas),
who can predict the future, A prophet also might have control over
neture.’?® Just as in the individual, mind hes some control cver the
physical body, in exceptional people, this power can extend to the out-
side natural phenomena. Thus a prophet can swmon rain or storm. But
he cannot change the intrinsic nature of things. To give en example,
‘suggested though not stated in the Tahafub, a prophet on a pyre about to
be burnt by the unrighteous, can summon rain to prevent the action of
fire. He can summon a preventive cause that counteracts the natural
efficacy of the fire. 3ut he cannot change the nature of the fire,

Thus if he is unable %o summon an impeding cause to stop the fire from
burning him, he cannot stop the fire by changing its nature. It burns
necessarily. To change its nature would mean a self-contradiction, For
the fire would be at the same moment a fire and not a fire. al-Ghazali
rejects this analysis. He wants fo allow for miracles unconditionally.
He, therefore denies agency in netural things altogether and attributes
it to God and his angels alone. It is in this context that one must

- consider al-Ghazali's critigque of natural causality, and not as the

nSome philosophers deny causal relations between natural things

and place causality in God. But they differ from the Ash®arite occasion-
alists in that they maintain that God causes everything by necessity, and
in their belief that natural objects must have determined unchangeable
patures that prepare them to receive God's acts. Al-Ghazali rejects both
the belief that God's agency is necessery, and that the receptive natures
of these objects are unchangeable. IE, pp. 228-237; IT, pp. 519-537.

72‘;2‘_, pp. 222-22/; IT, pp. 512~514. This comes in the introduc-
tion to the second part of the Tahffut and discusses to what extent the
Philosophers accept miracles.
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deliberate climax to his critique of the Philoscphers! concept of God
as cause,

Al-Ghazali's critique of natural causality conteins the essen-
tiel elements of the Humean critique of later centuries, Every dis-
tinet thing is contingent. 4iny two distinct things are logically inde=-
pendent. The denial of one does not mean the denial of the other. e
can, al-Ghazali mainteins, affirm the existence of the occurrence of
burning and deny the existence of a fire, and conversely, affirm the
existence of a fire and a burnable object in contact with it and deny
the burning, without contradiction. e have no reasorn {o believe in
the necessary connection betwe_en cause and effect. This is never ex-
perienced. when we apply fire o a piece of cotton and the cotton is
burned, all that we perceive is the fire, its coutect with the cotton,
and the burning. we see the burning at (Sind) the occasion of contact
between fire and cotton, but we never see the cotton burned by or through
(bi) the fire. 7e maintain that the fire burns the cotton as a matter of
hgbit, because in the past we heve seen the simultaneous occurrence of
fire and burning, e have =mistaken the habit for objective necessity in
nature, The fact :.s thaf the burning is not the result of the fire.

God alone, al-Ghazali adds, working directly or through the mediation of
His angels, is the sole agent. He creates the burning as He creates
every change in the world, including the wvery knowledge in us when on

the basis of Labit we predict occurrences, This is al-Ghazali's meta=-
physical position that emerges most clearly here. He had ziven expres-
sion fto it in passing in his discussion of the illustration of the finger

moving the water in his eritique of the concept of God as cause.
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This occasionalism was championed by the Ash®arites slthough it
had its origins in ll“bl!i.l!:k.‘!’.l’xougirl:.’73 Thus, again, contrary to his
own proclamatiun,u al-Chazali does endorse the doctrine of a specific
school. Indeed, al-Ghazali does mot merely endorse Ash®srite occasion-
alism, but gives his epistemological argument against necessary causation
not found in their writings. But Ash®arite metephysics has its rootis in
their atomic theory of matter, We must therefore investigate whether in
his Tahafut al-Ghazali endorses this theory and to what extent be agrees
with the AshCarites. The basic propositions of this theory are summarized
for us by Maimouides.75

The world consists of indivisible substances, the atoms, and the
accidents that inhere in them, God creates indivisible moments of time,
time atoms. No accident can exist for two time atoms. It is annihilated
and God creates a new accident. No atom can exist without accidents,
When alil the accidents are annihilated, the atom is annihilated, and God
creates a new atom out of nothing,

3efore we proceed to investigate to what extent al-Ghazali is in

agreement with the Ash®arites, we must consider whether al-Ghazali is an

73 0ccasionalism in Islam had its roots in atomism. Ibn Hazm, like
¥Maimonides, attributes the atomic theory to the majority of the 'l;._heolo-
gians, Ibn Yazm, al-Bisal, V, op. 92-105. The two prominent Mu tasilite

doctors, an-Nazzam and Abu~l-Hudhayl al-°A11Ef, discussed this theory: I‘Pid., '

Vv, 105; Shahbrastani, al-¥ilal wan-Nihal, ed. M.P, Badrﬁi B

(2 vols.; Cairo: Matba®at al-Azher, 1947) I, 8L, The early Mu“tazilite
Dirar Tbn Amr not only denied causal efficacy in things, placing it entirely
in God, he denied substance and ergued that bodies are conglomerates of
accidents: Ibn Hazm, ;8l-Figal IV, 195; Al-AshCari, Maqdldt al-IslamiyyIn,
ed., H.R, Ritter (2 vols.; Istanbul: Ma."tba‘ at ad-Dawlah, 1929) II, 305.

7LSEEra, Pe 1.

T5\minonides, The Guide for the Perplexed, p. 120.



atomist. There is no 2xplicit endorsement of atomisa in the Tahafut.
Jowever, we can conclude with certainty from 2l-Ghazaii's genergl posi-~
tion and Srom some sundrr statements, that “e is an ziomisi. Tc begin
with, his occ#sionalism comnits him to the individuality and ontological
independence of one finite temporal existent from another. Horeover,
in one place al-Ghazali mentions the fact that the theory of the poten-
tial infinite divisibility of things is a theory of the E’hilcvscphers,76
implying in his statement that he does not subscribe to it. Furthermore,
in the fourth debate, as we shall see in our fifth chapter, al-Ghazali
launches a severe criticism of the Aristotelian theory of matter and re-
jects it. Granted that his attack is negative, and granted that he does
not explicitly argue for atomism, yet, in view of his general position
and the statement concerning the divisibility of things mentioned above,
it seems certain that the atomic theory of matter underlay his attack on
the Aristotelian theory of substance. The question that remains is
shether al-Ghazali in his Tahifut!  subscribes to atomism in its Askfar-
ite form. .

The answer to this question appears in the second discussion

that deals with the problem of the eternity of the world in the future.78

Téye, p. 257 (omitted in 2T).

Tlge are dealing with the metaphysics of al-Ghazali as it emerges
in the Tghafut., Basically, it is in agreement with Ash®arism. The one
notable difference is in the theory of the annihilation of the atom dis-
cussed below. Two versions of this theory are reported in the Tahafut
and, by implication, rejected by al-Ghazdll who gives his omn theory.
Yet, in his theological book al-Iqtisdd (see above n. 4), he endorses the
second version of the Ash®arite theory of the snnihilation of the atom,
Al-Ghazali, al-Iqtisad fi-1-IStiqad (Cairo: Metba®at Hijaszi, no date),
Pe. 20. *

7&_E_F_, ppo 110-19; .T_.T’ PP- u8-46.
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There the Philosophers argue sgainst the possibility of the non-existence
of the world in the future. All the theological attempts to give a logi=-
cal explanation of how God can, by a creg.tive act, bring esbout non-exis-
tence reduce to contradiction, the Philosophers argue. They report the
Mu®tagilitetheory, the Karramite theory, and two versions of the Ash®ar-
ite theory of how substances can be annihilated, and attack these theories
as absurd., It is the two versions of the ishCarite theory that concern us
here.79 For these versions deal specifically with the problem of how the
atom is annihilated, The two versions of the theory tally with Maimonides'
account of the atomic theory. Both versions agree that the atom without -
the accidents cannot exist. The first version, however, considers "dura-
tion®™ an accident. The second version deals with certain relational pro-
perties whick they consider accidents. According to the first version,
the accidents created by God cannot exist for more than one moment. The
atoms are then annihilated when God refrains from creating for them the
accident "duration” (gal-baga’). The second version states again that the
accidents cannot endure for more than one moment. The atoms are then
annihilated when God refrains from creating those relational properties

necessary for their existence, rest and motion, combination and separa=-

tion. &

A1-Chazali reports the Philosophers! objections to these theories,
but does not refute them. He states that he could, if he wanted to, de- .
fend the above theories by showing that the Philosophers base their ob-

jections on untenable premises. Instead of pursuing this line of argu-

792?_, ppo 115-16; E, ppo ]-34‘39.

80rhis version of the theory attempts to avoid the problem of re-—
garding duration as an accident. The theory was endorsed and probably form-
ulated by al-Bagillini: at-Temhid, p. 42.
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ment, al-Chazali offers a solution of his own of how the world can be
brought into non-existence by God. His solution, by implication, is a
rejection, not of atomism, but of the ish“arite theory of how the atom
is annihilsted.

It is by a voluntary act that implies no change in His nature
that God brings about non-existence, al-Ghazali argues. Now this act
is not related to nothing., When annihilation takes place, there is a
new fact: the fact of renewal. Renewal occurs when God both creates
out of nothing and annihilates what exists.Sl

We are not concerned with the solution of al-Ghazali from an
analytic point of view, We are concerned witk it in its relation to
the theory of the AshCarites. Al-Chazali rejects the theory that anni-
hilation of matter is not due to the direct and positive act of God.
The atom is not annihilated for al-GhazZali because God "refrains" from
acting, from creating the conditions necessary for its existence and
continuance. For al-Ghazali such a view would leave the atom with an
essence, as it were, that is not directly dependent on God, a nature
that determines its non-existence when certain conditions do not obtain.
Al-Ghazali wants to insist on the total dependence of all events on
God's positive acts. In his theary of the contingency of things in his
Tghafut he goes even farther than the Ash‘arites, and certainly much
beyond Itn Sina's theory of the contingency of things in themselves.

We can sum up now briefly the essentials of al-Ghazali's meta-
physics that emerges in his Tah&fut,

God is the omnipotent, living, knowing, voluntary, agent. He

8]12, p. 117; IT, p. lil.
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does not act through any necessity in His nature, This would deprive
God of freedom, Moreover, it is only the insnimate that are said to
act through the necessities in their natures., In reslity, no existing
essence necessitates the existence of anything else. ts and things
in the world are not connected by any necessary causal connection. All
change is due to the direct and voluntary acts of God. Efficacy resides
in God alone. In themselves things are utterly contingent. Matter is
not eternal. Both atoms and substances are created out of nothing and
annihilated by the direct acts of God.

It is this metaphysics that underlies al-Ghazali's arguments
against the Aristotelian theory of an eternal world.
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CHAPTER Il
THE FIRST DEBATE: AL-GHAZALI'S CRITIQUE OF THE PHILOSQPHERS:

In the analysis of the first and the longest of the four debates
over the question of the world!s eternitiy, we ‘shall pursue our gemeral
~ purpose of demonstrating how the conflict is essentially a conflict of
metaphysical premises, A4l-Ghaz@li argues from his premise that God is
a voluntary agent who does not act because by His na.ture_ He must act.
The Philosophers argue from the opposite premise that the acts of God
are necessitated by His nature. God is a being who by His very nature
must canse the world. The world is the necessitated effect of His es-
sence. God is eternsl and His nature changeless. The effect that is
the essential consequence of an eternal changeless essence, must be
eternal. The world is eternal. An effect can be delayed after the
cause only if there is an obstacle to account for such a deiay. In the
case of God, the supreme condition of all existents, there can be no
such obstacle, Since creation in time for the Philosophers means pre-

cisely the delay of the effect after the cause when there is no obstacle,

IBecause of the length and the complexity of this debate, in this
chapter we shall discuss only the arguments of al~Ghazali and the Philos-
ophers. We will devote the chapter that follows to an analysis of Ibn
Rushd!s reply to al-GhazZli!s arguments in this debate. In this way we
can give full justice to I'm Rushd's views. For although he shares the
Philosophers® premises, and indeed, their conclusion that the world is
eternal, he is not always in full agreement with them and subjects their
arguments to criticisms of his own. The disagreements between the Philo-

sophers and Ibn Rushd could best be articulated in an independent treat-’
ment of Tbn Rushd.
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it is impossible,

The first debate is the longest of the four., The proof the
Philosophers give for the eternity of the world is considsred by al=-
Ghazali the strongest of the four proofs.? In its structure the first
debate is very complex., It divides logically, but with respect to the
length of the various divisions not evenly, into three major parts. The
first is the proof given by the Philosophers for the world's eternity.
The other two parts consist of two main objections of al-GhazZli to the
proof. Each of the objections is debated by al-Ghazali and the Philos-
ophers. The first objection and its discussion is the longer of the
two. Al-Ghazali asserts the contradictory of the proof's conclusion and
attempts to prove that the Philosophers cannot prove the contradictory
of their conclusion false. In the second objection, al-Ghazali attempts
to show how the theory of the world's eternity supposedly proved a priori
by the Philosophers fails to account for empirical fact, the experience
of change in the world.

In the following scheme we attempt to outline the structure of
the first debate. |

d, Part I

The Philosophers! Proof (IF, pp. 76-79; II, p. 4): creation in
time is impossible; it requires infinite determinants; it implies change

in God - (this latter point is omitted in IT).
B, Part IT

A1-Chazali's First Objection and its Discussion (IF, pp. 80-93;
E, PPe 7“56) .
2TF, p. 79. Al-Ghazdli's statement is not reproduced in II.
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Al-Ghazali's proposal of the contradictory of the proof's con-
clusion; his assertion that the world created in time by an eternal will
is possible (IF, p. 80; I, p. 7).

The Philosophers' first respomse tc the proposal: it implies the 4
impossible consequence that an effect is delayed after the cause with-

out there being anything to account for the delay (TF, pp. 8l-84; IT,
Ppo 10.12).

Al-Ghazali's defense of his proposal (TF, pp. 84-87; IT, pp.
13-34)s

1. The Philosophers have not disproved kis proposal syllogis-
tically (TE, p. 84; IT, p. 13).

2. The impossibility of the proposal is not self-evident, What
is self-evident must be self-evident to all, This is not (TE, p. 84;
II, p. 13).

3. The Philosophers! doctrine of the world's eternity itself
bhas consequences that are self-evident contradictions, It implies the
existence of revolutions of heavenly bodies that are both infinite and
unequal, It also implies a series of revolutions whose end term is nei-

ther odd nor even (IF, pp. 84-85; TT, p. 16).

The Philosophers! response to (3) (IF, p. 85; IT, p. 34):

1., Oddness and evenness are attributable only to finite series
(TP, p. 85; omitted in IT).

2. The revolutions of tne neavenly bodies can be infinite be=-
cause the past motion no longer exists; i.e., these revolutions do not

form gctual infinities (TF, pp. 86~87; IT, pp. 23-30).
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Al-Ghazali's response to the above (IF, pp. 86-87; TT, pp. 23=30):
l. The question of the non-existence of past events does not
alter the problem: sny number of things, whether existent or imagizezry,
must have the character odd or even (TF, p. 86; TT, p. 23).

2, An eternal world, and immortal yet individual souls, which
philosophers like Ibn Sina, affirm, forces such philosophers to accept
the gctual infinite (TF, p. 86; 1T, p. 26).

3. Those who deny individusl immortality and maintain a unitary

theory of the soul involve themselves in more contradictions (TF, p. 87;
IT, p. 28).

The Philosophers® reply (IF, pp. 86-87; 1T, p. 31):
If al-Ghazali insists that past events constitute part of an
actual not accidental series of events, he is forced into the contradic-

tory assertion that before the time the world existed there was infinite
time,

Al<Ghazali's reply (IF, p. 87; 1T, p. 31):
Time and the world are simultaneous creations., He postpones
defense of this assertion for the second debate. This issue is the con-

nective link between debates (I) and (II).

A second response of the Philosophers to al-Ghazali's proposal
affirming creation in time (IF, pp. 87-88; TT, p. 34):

An eternal will creating the world in time would have had to
differentiate one moment of time from amongst a series of similar ones,
This is not possible because:

1. To differentiate between similars requires a determining
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principle to specify one similar from another. This leads back to the
problem of infinite -determinants (IF, pp. 87-38; IT, p. 34).
2. Similars are indiscernible, The human will confronted with

choice between exact similars cannot do so (IF, pp. 88-99; TT, p. 34).

Al-Ghazali's reply (IF, pp. 88, 8‘5—93; II, pp. 34, 37-38, 41,
51, 53, 55)
1., The problem of the infinite determinants does not arise.
The will by definition is that quality capable of discerning and choos-
ing between similars (TF, p. 828; IT, p. 34).
2, The assertion that the will cannot discern between similars
is not self-evident (IF, p. 88: IT, p. 37).
3. The example of the human will, if true, still would not
apply to the divine will which is differént (TF, p. 88; IT, p. 38).
4. But the assertion that the human will cannot discern and
choose between similars is false (IF, pp. 88-39; IT, p. 37).
5, In their cosmology the Philosophers must admit choice between
similars in at least two instances:
a. God!s choi_ce of two specific poles for the world to re=-
volve around (TF, pp. 90-92; IT, p. 41);
b, His choice of the direction of the movement of the hea-
venly bodies from East to West when He could have reversed the process,

reversing all relations (IF, pp. 92-93; II, pp. 51-53).

C, Part III

Al-Ghazali's Second Objection (IF, vp. 93-95; IT, pp. 56, 61, 63):
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There are new occurrences in the world and these have causes,

The causal series must have a first term in time (IF, p. 93; II, p. 56) .

The Philosophers' reply:
They do not deny new occurrences in the world, They only deny

a first new occurrence., A new occurrence sets the conditions for another

occurrence to be actualized (IF, p. 93; II, p. 61).

Al-Ghazali's answer:

There must be a first actualization in time then (IE, p. 93;
1T, p. 61).

The Philosophers offer an explanation of how the eternal motion

of the heavenly bodies causes the process of generation and corruption,
pew occurrences, in the sublunary sphere (IF, pp. 93-94; omitted in IT).

Al-Ghazali's reply (IF, pp. 94-95; IT, ©. 63):
1. The motion of the heavenly bodies zust heve a beginning in

time (lF_, Pe 94; _TE’ Pe 63)0
2. There must be a f£irst occurrence in the sublunary sphere and

this is not explained by the eternal motion of the heavenly bodies (TF,

n. 94; II, p. 63).
3, The eternal movement of the heavenly bodies cannot explain

the occurrence of those events in the world that bappen sometimes but

not at other times, i.e., unique events in tae worlé (IF¥, pp. 94-95; II,

ve 63).
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'.-L, Part I

The Philosophers® Proof of the Jorlidfe Eteminz'u

The proof has ithree par‘(:s,A two separate but related arguments
and an enlargement on these two arguments thet introduées the question
of God's will,

In the first part tiie Philosophers argue as follows:

It is absolutely impossidle Jor a temporsl 'ceings to sroceecd
Zron the Zternei, For, If the worlifs creationm inm “ime is suprosec,
Stez e worlé before its creation ouic z2zTe leen pure wossibility .6

1ts son-existence I tie <ize crior o fts crezsior coulc oniy have Deen

3 :
iE, =p. 76=7%; IT, £. e

“Oniy the Sirss sart Is reproduced and discussed in IT.

5In the irabic, "temporal® (jadith) appears as an indefinite
noun and hence it is not clear in the proof whether it is held that the
proceeding of any femporal from the Eternal is impossible, This becomes
an issue later on in this first debate (IF, pp. 93-95; IT, pp. 56, 61,
63) and the Philosophers clarify their position on this point: it is
only the proceeding of a first existent in time from an eternal that is
impossible and not any temporal existent.

6“?ure possibility® that inheres in a subject, matter, the Phil-
osophers must mean, as the fourth debate will show, The term is left
undefined in this first proof and Ibn Rushd takes the Philosophers to
task for what he contends is their equivocal use of this term., The pos—
sible, Ibn Rushd holds, can be taken in the sense of that which is less
likely to occur than not, and in the sense of that which has equal
chances of oceurring, Moreover, Ibn Rushd continues, one must distin-
guish between the possibility in the agent to act and the possibility in
the patient to receive action, Not all of these kinds of possibilities
require an external determining principle for their actualization., In
the agent, for example, a possibility to act might requira an external
cause, but if the possibility is of the nature of a positive disposition
like the disposition of the geometer to do geometry, the determining
principle is not extermal (IT, pp. 5-6).
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due to the fact that no deterninani;7 then was in existence that would
have changed it from pure possibility into existence. Therefore, at the
monent of its supposed creation, a determinant that hitherto did rnct ex-
ist, must have come into existence anew (tejaddad). But then the coming
into existence anew of this determinant is in need of expl»smna.‘(:ic:m.8 An-
other determinant is required to bring the former determinant into exis-
tence and the latter determinant in turn requires another determinant,
and so forth ad infinitum, But the infinite is impossible,” The crea-
tion of the world in time is therefore impossible.
'In the second part the Philesophers argue as follows:
If the states of the Eternmal are similar, then there either
proceeds from Him nothing at all, or else, something proceeds
eternally, But that the state of refraining o create and the
déif;ieemta:: ;ﬁp!:sﬁgin%oto create, should both exist in
’ .
In other words, God is changeless and creation in time means
change in God., Hence, it is impossible.
In the third part, the Philosophers proceed tc enlarge on these
arguments., They ask the reason why, if created in time, the world was

not created at an earlier moment.u One cannot say that prior to the

7
Following Van Den Bergh's translation of "murajjih,® literally,
nthat which inclines" as "determinant; VB, p. l.

8'!he causal principle is implied,

IThe infinite determinants must co-exist if their infinity is
to be regarded as impossible: the Philosophers deny the actual infinite,

10y7, p. 76 (omitted in TT),

Bppss question goes back to Parmenides: "I shall not let thee
say nor think that it came from what is not and if it came from nothing,
what need could have made it arise later rather than sooner?"™ Quoted

from John Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy (3d. ed.; London: A.& C.Black,
Ltd., 1920), p. 175.
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moment of its creation, God lacked either purpose ,]2 power, instruzent,
or nature, Such a lack would contradiet the concept of God as the omni-
potent. It also implies change in God, If, for example, we maintain
that prior to its creation in time, it was not in the nature of God to
create the world and that it became in His nature to create it only at
the time that He created, then we must conclude that God's nature
cha.uges.13 At best we could say that the world was not created earlier
because God did not will its exi.steﬁce earlier.u’ God's will then must
have been created as the condition for the world's creation at a partic-
ular moment of time. But the concept of a created will is self-contra-
dictory, A creafed will is itself in need of another will to bring
about its existence, and this second will requires yet another will and
so forth ad infinitum. Once again we are caught in the infinite series,
The will then cannot be crested. It must be eternal.l’ Since only a

theory of a created will can explain the world®s creation in time, and

lzkctuany both Ashcarites and Philosophers deny that God creates
for a purpose. See for example al-Bdqillani, at-Tamhid, pp. 50~51, and
Ibn Sina, al-Ishirat, pp. 158-159.

L1n the proof above only passing mention is made of creating by
nature, However, this premise - that God creates by the necessity of His
nature ~ is implicit in the proof. It becomes very explicit in the dis=
cussion that follows where the Philosophers attempt to defend their proof
against al-Ghazali,

uTo say that the world!s existence was not willed at an earlier
moment, does not mean that the will could not have existed earlier, The
Philoscphers, and as we shall see in the next chapter, Ibn Rushd, realise
this, but insist that even if we assume an eternal will, yet at the moment
of creation a new disposition initiating the creation must arise, This
disposition will lead once again into the problem of the infinite,

L3the eternity of Godfs will together with the eternity of God's
word, the Qur @n, are AshCsrite dogmas supported by arguments similar to
the gbove, See al-Ash®ari, al-Ibansh, pp. 68, 100, The Bhilosophers,
however, identify the will with God's essence, Hence to uhem creation by
#ill and creation by nature with regards to God are identical. The Ash®ar-
ites hold the will to be eternal but an attribute %additional™ to God's
essence,



since such a theory is self-contradictory, the world cannot be crested

in time, The world is the eternal creation of an sternal will,

By Part IT

41=Ghazd1i's First Ohjection!®
Al-Ghazalits Counter Proposall7

Al-Ghaz31i responds to the proof above by proposing the contra-
di&tory of its conclusion as a proposition that is not necessarily false,
His method of refuting the proof can be better illustrated if the prooftls
oremises are listed together with the conclusion deduced from them, In
this way, we hope to demonstrate how the conflict between the Philoso-
phers and al-Ghazali is a conflict of metaphysical premises, We can
1ist the proofts premises in the following order:

| a. God is the cause of the world,

b. God is omnipotent, eternal, and changeless,

c. God!'s will is eternal.

d. The infinite series of causes is impossible,

e. Every event must have a cause.

f. A cause necessitates its effect (God creates by the neces-

sity of His nature),

g. The world's creation in time requires a determinant in time,

h. Creation in time implies change in God,
From these premises it is concluded that the world is the eternal crea-
tion of an eternal will.

6re, pp. 80-93; IT, pp. 7-56.

171_‘?.’ v. 805 IT, p. 7.
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Al-Ghazali proposes that the statement affirming the creation of
the world in time by an etermal will, is not necessarily false., 1t is
possible for the eternal will to decree the existence of the world st a
specific moment of {:ime.]'8 In effect, al-Ghazali denies the conclusion
of the proof, To deny the conclusion of the proof must mean that ale
Ghazali either finds fault in the deductive process of the proof, i.e.,
he finds that the conclusion does nof. follow necessarily from the prem—
ises, or else that he rejects all or some of the premises. Al-Ghazali
‘does not challenge thé correctness of the deductions in the Philosophers!
proof. Hence, he must either reject all or some of the premises, Now,
we know that al-Ghazali accepts premises (a), (b), (¢), (d), and (e). 19
He must therefore deny at least one of the remaining premises (f), (gJ,
and (h)., But, since logically, any one of these premises when added to
the premises accepted by al-Ghazdli is sufficient for inferring the
proofts conclusion,zo al-CGhazali must on logical grounds reject all three.
And indeed, these are the premises, particularly (f), which he rejects
on metaphysical grounds as we have tried to show in the first chapter.

The debatle that follows has two parts, In the first, the problem

lsn-Ghazili adds here that the world need not have existed in the
time prior to its creation. Thus far, he still adheres to the theory that
time precedes creation, a theory he abandons in the second debate where he
naintains that time and the world are created simultaneously.

19 or al-Ghazali's acceptance of (a), (b), and (e), see summary of
al-Ghazdli's metaphysical position, Ch, I, pp. 31-32, Al-Ghazdli never
denies (e): he only denies that there are other causes than God. (e) is
asserted by al-Ghazali in his proposal abeve and it is an Ash®arite dogma
(see above note 15). His acceptance of (d) will be apparent shortly in
his defense of his proposal.

20rhe proof's conclusion follows from (a), (b), and (£); (d), (e),
and (g); and (b) and (h).

)
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of whether al-Ghazdli's proposal can be proved false by an appeal to
self-evident intuition is discussed, BHere, (f) is rejected by al-Ghezali.,
Thus far his intention had been to show thé.t the world®s creation in

time is possible. But in this section, in his endeavor %o refute (f) he
attempts to prove the eternity of the world impossible and the world's
temporal creation necessary. In the second part, the nature of God's
will is debated. Here, (g) and (h) arve rejected by al-Ghazali, > We

will treat these two discussions separately.

First Discussion of al-Chazali's Pronosg;zz

This discussion is central in the controversy betweer al-Chazali
and the Philosophers since its main theme is wheiber ome can know a
priori by the appeal to the criterion of self-evidence that a cause nec—
essitetes its effect. It is here also that the problem of the infinife
is discussed., Both parties agree that the actual iInfinite is impossible
since it implies the existence of infinities that are unequal, sometbing
both parties consider self-evidently false. They disasgree, however, on
what state of affairs constitutes an actual infinite. Important as the
oroblem of the infinite in this sectien is, it mst be bornme in mind
that it emerges as part of the discussion over the problem o}‘.‘ whether or
not one can, through self-evident reasoning, know that there is necessary
causation in the world, The debate begins with the Philosophers! answer
to al-Chazali’s proposal that the world could have been created in time

by an etermal will,

2lyye denial is implicit in al-Chazali's proposal,
29w op. 81-87; T, pp. 10-3L.
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1. The Philosophers! reg&‘a

This is clearly impossible., For, every occurrence is necessi-
tated and camsed., Aud just as it is impossibie for an event

to axist without a cause and a necessitating factor, it is im-
possible for a necessitating cause to exist with all its neces-
sitating conditlons, its causes and principles, completely ful-
filled, and the effect delayed., On the contrsry, the existence
of the necessitated when the conditions of the necessitating
are fulfilled is necessary and its delay is just as impossible
as the existence of a necessitated effect without the necessi-
tating canse. Before the world's existence, a willer existed,
a will, and its relation to what wes willed. No new willer
appeared, no new will, and no new relation to the will-~for all
this is change, How then could what was willed have been crea-
ted anew, and what could have prevented its creation earlier?

The Philosophers then proceed to argue that sometimes even in
accidental and conventional matters, the effect cannot be delayed., EHow
then could it be delayed in the case of the necessary and essential?
The example of the conventional case where an effect cannot be delayed
is taken from Muslim law, According to a certain interpretation of the
law concerning divorce, a husband can divorce his wife simply by utter-
ing thrice the statement that he is divorcing her., A delay in the effec-
tiveness of the divorce may occur only if, in the formula for divorce
uttered, there was the stipulation that the divorce will be in effect at
a certair moment, or under specific conditions such as the moment when
the wife enters the honse.zs But when there is no such stipulation, the

effect must occur immediately. If then in such conventional cases the

delay of effeet to cause is impossible, certainly then, in matters per-

2rF, op. 81-84; TT, pp. 10-12.

*gr, op. 81-82; 11, p. 10,

251'!:1:1 Rushd insists that this example put into the mouth of the
Philosophers weskens their argument., It allows al-Ghazali to argue by
analogy from the special cases where the divorce is delayed contingent
on certain conditions, to a delayed creation of the world in time; TT,
PP. 1213,
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taining to the essential as the eternsl will of God, it is impossible.

2. Al-Ghazali's reg;roé

The Philosophers, al-Ghazdli meinteins, arbitrarily assert that
an eternal will creating the world in time is impossible. They must
prove this assertion., They must prove that it is impossible for the
eternal will to be related to any temporal even'{;.z'7 To prove it they
must prove it syllogistically, To prove by a syllogism that "creation
in time" contradicts "creation by an eternal will,™ the Philosophers
mast exhibit a middle term that relates these two concepts. This they
have not done,

They could resort to an appeal to the criterion of self-evident
intuition?® to prove the above impossibility, al-Ghasili maintains. But
the intuitively self-evident must be self-evident to all. Unless there
is universal agreement on what is thought tc be self-evident, it is not
actually so, The impossibility of an eternmal will creating the world in
time is not seen to be self-evident by the majority of the learned. The
criterion of self-evidence, then, al-Ghazdli concludes, does not apply
jn this case, The impossibility of the etermal will is not necessary,

3. The Philosophersf r:egl_y_29

The Philosophers reaffirm that creation in time by an eternal

will implies the view that a necessitating cause can exist without its

26r7, p. &; II, 0. 13

2"ISee above note 5, This problem of the relation of the eternal
to any temporal whatsoever becomes an issue in al-Ghaz&li's second major
objection to the proof,

28"Darﬁra.tu—l-°gl" literally, "mecessity of thought."

29'!-‘.2, p. 84; IT, p. li.
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necessitated effect ensuing immediately, This, the Philosophers main-
tain, is known to be impossible by the necessity of intuitive thought:
We know by the necessitj of intuitive .thought that it is im-
possible that a necessitating cause should exist with all its
conditions fulfilled, without a necessitated eifect. To admit
this is an affront to the necessity of intuitive thought,30
For the Philosophers, theﬁ, it is an intuitive necessary princi-
ple that a cause necessitates its effect. Furthermore, they had main-
tained that the necessitated effect of a necessitating cause cannot be
delayed.31 The creation of the world in time, for the Philosophers, is
precisely such an example of the delay of effect to camse., God is eter-
nel cause. The world as the necessitated effect of the eternal necessi-
tsting cause is etermal,
L. Al-Ghszali's rep
The appeal to intuitive necessary self-evidence, al-Ghazgli an-
swers, can be used to disprove cardinal theories of the Philosophers.
It can, for example, be used to show the absurdity of their theory of
God's knowledge.33 But, more than thet, it can be used to disprove the

theory of the eternity of the world itself, Al-Ghazali tnen proceeds to

show how the theory of an etermal werld is self-evidertly false.

30134,

3]1 delay can occur if there is an intervening obstacle, but
there can be no such obstacle to God's omnipotent acts, e will comment
on this problem when we give some observations on the arguments at the
end of this chapter.

320%  pp. 84-87; TT, pp. Li=3he

3300&'3 knowledge “of all universals does not constitute plurality
in its essence, the Philosophers hold, and this %o their opponents is
self-evidertly impossible. Again, some Philosophers hold that God knows
only Himself and hence in this case the Knower, the Known, and Knowledge,
are identical - another self-evident absurdity %o their opponents,
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The form and purpose of al-Chazalifs answer is not clearly and
explicitly stated, But it can be made more clear and explicit if the
Philosophers! line of reasoning, using the é:dom that the cause neces—
sitates its effect, is exhibited in the form of premises and conclusion:

a, God is the eternal cause of the world.

b, A cause necessitates its efféct and its effect cannot be

deleyed.
Therefore: the world is eternal,

The Philosophers hold that the premise (b) is self-evident, Al=~
Ghazali accepts premise (a) and the validity - not the truth -~ of the
conclusion derived from (a) and (b)., If, now, al-GhezAli, by an indepen—
dert proof ,3L can demonstrate the falsity of the conclusion, then he
would have demonstrated the falsity of (b). If (b) is proved false,
then it cannot be a self-evident truth, Since its self-evidence was not
recognized as such to begin with, then a proof demonstreting the fact
that it is not a self-evident itruth would support al-Chezgli®s theory
that the genuinely self-evidently true must have universal accepiance.

Hence al-Ghazali puts forward arguments to prove the impossibil-
ity of the thecry of the world's eternity. The arguments are all based
on the belief that the infinite is impossible, One can differentiate
three arguments, although the first two can be considered as one and the
same, However, since there is an important new element in what we con=-

sider the second argument, we will abide by this division:

3431 _Ghazali would not want to call his arguments for the impos-
sibility of the world's eternity, proofs., He wants to show that they are
self-evidently false, But in order to do that he has to draw the conse=~
quences of such a theory, But then, what is the exhibition of the conse-
quences to show their self-evident contradictoriness but proof?
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a. In the first argmment,35 al-Ghazali argues as follows:

A theory of asn eternal world implies the infinite number of the
revolutions of the heavenly bodies, But, then, the number of rotations
of the different planets or stars are not equal, The sun, for example,
mzkes one complete rotetion in a year, Saturn makes its rotation, on the
other hand, in thirty years, while Neptune makes its rotation in twelve
years, Saturn's rotations, then, are a thirtieth of the sun®s and Nep~-
tunels a twelfth, Yet all these rotations are infinite and hence skould
be equal, But they are not equal., They are therefore both equal and
not equal, This is a self-evident contradiction, The rotations of these
bodies cannot then be infinite,

Again, al-Ghazali continues, the number of these rotations must
be either odd or even. The number cannot be both odd and even and both
not odd and not even, If they are ev;n they can become odd by the addi-
tion of one, Hence, if even, they are short of "one"™ that makes them
odd, But, if they are infinite, how can the infinite be short by one?
The same contradiction obtains if we regard them as odd.

If the Philosophers insist that oddness and evenness are atiribu-
table only to finite not infinite aggregates, al-Chazali continues, then
how can we describe these rotations as being ratios of each other with-
out ascribing to them the characters odd and even? The very fact, that
is, that we can speak of the revolutions of Neptune as being a twelfth
of the sun's, means that we are speaking of an aggregate to which oddness

and evermess, but not both, must be applied. These revolutions then must

358, o. 855 IT, p. 16.



be finite.3®

b. The second argtment37 comes in the form of an answer tc an
objection of the Philosophers to the first argument, Oddness and even-
ness, the Philosophers had maintained, are inapplicable to the pumber of
the revolutions of the heavenly bodies because the past instances of
these revolutions do not exist any more, and the future revolutions are
pot yet in existence.

In effect, the Philosophers expressed the Aristotelian theory of
the potential infinite, In objecting to the Philosophers® answer, al-
Ghazali in essence objects to the Aristotelian theory of the potential
infinite, Aristotle differentiated between the actual and the potential

infinite, 38

The sctual infinite, for Aristotle, is impossible.’? It
results in contradictions similar to those pointed out by al-Ghazali.
By an actual infinite, Aristotle meant a magnitude given simultaneously,
and an infinite given as a simultaneous whole is impossible, Space is a

magnitude given simultaneously and hence cannot be infinite, The poten-

36&1—&!132311 is expressing the accepted understanding of infinite

aggregates that continued to be accepted until the theories of Cantor,

The paradoxes above rest on the identification of what Russell defines as
the "inductive number" and the infinite number; Bertrand Russell, Inftro-
duction to Mathematical Philosophy (London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd.,
1930), pp. 78-79, But since al-Ghazdli and the Aristotelians shared the
same confusion we will discuss this problem again in terms of the Aris-
totelian assumptions when we treat Ibn Rushd. Al-Ghazali suggests serious
eriticisms of the Aristotelian theories of the potential and actual infin-
ite.

7,
3 TF, pp. 85-86; _T_r.’ po 16.

38Aristotle also differentiates between the potential infinite by
division of a finite entity and the infinite by addition such as the suc-
cession of motion - Physies, iii, 6, 206a-206b.

3Physics, 1ii, 208a.



tiel infinite is the opposite., It is given successively and as the new
instance or part comes into existence, the prior instance or part no
longer exists. Motion is s case in point. Since the past instances of
motion no longer exist, they do not admit of comparisons with other in-
finite series, and hence no contradictions obtain in reslity. Hence,
such an infinite is possible.

Al-Ghazglits answer is short: the fact of existence or non-
existence is irrelevant to the question of the applicébility of the
characters oddness and evenness to an aggregate. ne can imagine a pum=
ber of horses, for example, These horses are purely imaginary. They
have no actual existence. Yet, we must attribute to such a number the
characters oddness or evenness and not both.

This pl;oblem will be discussed again when we treat Ibn Rushdt®s
answer to al-Ghazdli. But it is well to point out at this stage that
al-Ghazdli does not object to the Aristotelian distinction between the
potential and the actual infinite, Rather, he objects to what states of
affairs constitute the potential infinjte, For, in his debate over the
question of the eternity of the world in the future, al-Ghazali main-
tains that the eternity of the world in the future is possible, though
not necessary, precisely because the future events are not yet in exis-
tenoe."o Hence, for al-Ghaz&li, if we want to maintain the Aristotelian
terminology, future, not yet existing events, can be part of a poten=-
tialiy infinite series, but not past events that had already existed.
The Philosophers, on the other hand, insist that both the past no longer

existing events, and future not yet existing events, can belong to a

40yp  pp. 110-111; IT, p. 119,
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potential infinite series,

c. In the third a.rgwnentu al-Chazeli insists that, as a matter
of fact, some of tke Philosophers like Ibn Sin& are committed to admit-
ting in their theory of an eternal world a co-existing infinite., Ibn
Sind believes the world to be eternal in the past., He furthermore be-
lieves in the individual immortslity of the soul, even though he denles
bodily resurrection., This commits him to accept the actual infinity of
sonls.‘z Hence, since a theory of an eternal world must admit of an
actusl infinite - the actual infinity of souls - it is self-contradic-
{:m.'y'.&’3

The Philosophers might try to get out of this difficulty by re-
noumncing the theory of individual immortal souls, and adopting a Neo-
platonic unitary theory of the sonl, al-Ghazali continues. One immortal
soul participates in the plurality of bodies while these are livinmg., It
is momentarily individuated by the bodies, but after the corruption of
the bodies it continues to exist unindividuated. The problem of an ac-

tual infinite of individual souls will not arise,™

; IF, p. 8; TT, pp. 25-26, 28,

aissxming that man begets man eternally.

Lppis 1ssue is discussed again in the discussion over the Phile
osopherst proof of God!s existence (fourth discussion), There, the Phil-
osophers argue that the actual infinity of souls is possible because
such an infinite aggregate has no essential order, Al-Ghazali argues
that order can be assigned to these souls if we suppose that each day at
least opne man dies. TIF, pp. 142-143; IT, pp., 273275, Aquinas reports
the Philosopkorst argument from order sympathetically, Summe Contra Gen-—
tiles, II, 81, sec. 9.

M’.\'.'!m Rushd defends the theory of the one soul. He advocates
the view that only the active intellect is immortel and oze in all
rational beings., The other aspects of the soul are corruptible,



But such a theory is even more repugnant to the necessity of in-
tuitive thought, al-Ghazali maiuntains, Every person knows experientially
that he is distinct from others. Knowledge relates essentially tc each
person and is an individuating principle. The sonl is not a gquantita-
tive entity like water that can divide amongst a plurality of bodies and
then unite and maintain its oneness,

Hence, a theory of the world's eternity must bave one of these
two consequences, both absurd: the actual infinity of souls, or the uni-
" tary theory of the soul.

5. The Philosophers! repl 5

The crjterion ‘of self-evident intuitive necessary thought which
al-GhazEli usps to prove the theory of an eternal world false, the Phil-
osophers arghe, can be used to prove the theory of a created world false.
If al-Ghszali insists that he intuitively imows that the infinite past
revolutions of the heavenly bodies constitute an actual infinite then
this can be turned against his theory, For if the past revolutions are
actual, then past time is ac‘l:\:la.l.',‘6 Now, if the world is created in
time, then, prior to its creation, a time must have existed in which God
did not create. This ’ej.me is either finite or infinite, If finite then
the eternal God must —ﬁ-ave preceded the world by a finite duration of
time and this is impossible, If infinite, and if we are to admit al-
Ghazali's contention that a past infinite is an actual infinite, then it

is likewise impossible,

45yg, pp. 86-87; TT, p. 3L,

I’6Both parties accept the Aristotelian theory that time is the

measure of motion,
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6. Al-Ghazali's reply4’

Time and the world are both created. Before the world®s crea~
tion there was no time, Al-Ghazali postponés discussion of this issue,
however, until the second debate which deals exclusively with this prob-
lem, This short interchange of argument then forms a comnective link
between the first and second debate. It should be pointed out, however,
that al-Ghaz&li had been arguing on the assumption that creation in
time means the existence of time before the world, He continues to
argue with the Philosophers in ihe forthecoming discussion on the same

a.ssv.mq:rl::’.on.48

Second Discussion of Al-Chazalils Proposal?

In the first discussion the argument centered around the issue
whether al-Ghazdli's proposal that the world could have been created in
time by an eternal will that decreed its creetion at a specific moment
of time could be vroven false by the appesl of the criterion of self-
evident necessary thought., In this discussion, the argument centers
around the issue of whether the proposei could be disproved by arguments
pertaining to the nature of the eternal will. The Philosophers offer a
proof based on the nature of the will to prove al-Chazali's proposal
false, The proof is a derivative of the first major proof and assumes
its premises, so that here again the essential conflict continues to be

the conflict of metephysical premises. Moreover, in this discussion,

1%, p. 87; 1T, p. 3L

l‘sBy his tacit admission of the Philosopherst objection, al-
Ghazali forfeits what he has been arguing for and continues to argue for
-~ the decree of the world®'s creation at a moment of time by an eternal
will,

49rF, op. 87-93; TI, pp. 34, 38, 41, 52, 53, S55.
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al-Chazali and the Philosophers continue to argue on the assumption that
creation in time presupposes the existence of time before the world -
they argue as though the last point in ihe first discussion that the
world and time were created together has not beew made,

1. The Philosopherst 9;001‘50

Moments of time are similar in every respect, the Philosophers
argue. Creation in time, therefore, means that an eternal will must
differentiate between these totally similar moments to choose one moment
of time from amongst them for the world to be created in, But, it is an
intuitive self-evident necessary truth’l that entities similar in every
respect cannot be differentiated without a differentiating principle
(mnkh_a_.§§i§) thet carn specify one similar entity from amongst a series of
otherwise exactly similar ones,

If the theologians answer that the will specifies one moment of
time from amongst a series of similer moments, the Philosophers continue,
the old question must be raised again - "why did the will specify that

moment and not any other exactly similar one?" The will then would re-

quire a determinant to explain its choice, and the determinant in turn
would require yet another determinant %o explain its existence and so
forth ad infinitum, Hence, similars cannot be differentiasted without

the introduction of a determining principle, and the introduction of such

Scp, pp. 87-88; I, pe 3

51Aga:l.u, there still is the appeal to the criterion of self-
evidence. This, as we shall see, is a point of disagreement,
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a principle leads into the infinite regress, and this is impossible.52

2, Al-Chaz#@li's geggﬁ

The will, al-Ghazali replies, by definition is that qualiiy
whose nature is to choose between exact similars, This is what is meant
by will, Just as knowledge is defined as that quality which comprenends
the lmowable, will is defined as that quality that can specify and
choose from amongst exact similars, |

Al-Chaz8li's definition articulates for us the difference be-
tween his concept of God's will and that of the Fhilosophers. For the
Philosophers, God's will and His essence are identical; 3L ard hence Godfs
will is a necessary and necessitating principle analagous fto an inani-
mate natural force that must act in determinate ways. If it is confron-
ted with exactly equal possibilities of action, it is neutralized and
cannot act. But since it does act, then it could never have been ccn-
fronted with suck similar possibilities as exsctly similar moments of
time. The real consequence of the Philosophers! theory of the will, and
the proof derived from it to demonstrate the impossibility of creation

in time, is not merely that if confronted with the choice between sim-

521:1 this proof the Philosophers make it clear that if there is
to be a determinant to account for the creation of the world in time,
this determinant cannot come from without God., It cannot come, for ex—
ample, from some differences in the moments of time, For these moments
are exactly similer, Hence, a determinant must arise from God, and if
this leads into an infinite regress of determinants, as it must, then it
cannot arise from God., Hence, the determinapt is and is not from God and
this is contradictory. This is implied in their reasoning. Also im-
plied, is the contention that if the determining factcr arises in the
eternal will of God, then this will is not the eternal changeless will,

53TF, pp. 87-88; II, p. 34.

Shsupra, n. 15,
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ilars the will cannot choose, but that God®s will could never have been
confronted with such a choice. Godts nature is determinate and must act
in specific ways. God as cause necessifates the world in accordance
with His nature that does not change. Al-Chaz®li in his answers insists
on the ability of the divine will to choose between similars, he in~
sists on the belief that God is not bournd by any necessity in Fis na-
. ture. Thus the fundemental issue of "act by necessity" is revealed once
more in the discussion of the ®ill.

3. Thke Philosopherst reglzss

The Philosophers assert once again their contention that choice
between similars is impossible, for similars cannot be differentiated.
This is the definition of the similar, Hence, to spesk of a quality
that differentiates between similars is self-contradictory. Things we
ordinarily .consi&er similar are not in reality so. Two black patches in
different places, are not, strictly spesking, similars, BEven, a black
patck at two different instances of time does not constitute complete
similarity. To be similar in every respect there must be spatial and
temporal i.dezﬁ::i:(:y’.56

Again, the concept of "will" which we apply to God, the Philo-
sophers continue, is a concept taken from the experience of the buman

will and projected by us onto the Deity. We do not differentiate be-

55, pp. 89-88; T, p. 34e

56He::e, in effect, the Philosophers enunciate a theory of the
identity of indiscernibles. They no longer seem to be talking about sim—
ilarities but identities. The conclusion that should be drawn is that if
in our example we assumed moments of time similar in every respect, we
really could not assume individual moments of time, It should aiso be
noticed that their view that a color patch at differert moments of time
does not maintain its identity is close to the Ashfarite theory that
denies the existence of a quality like color for more than one moment of
tine,



tween things that are completely similar, If, for example, a thirsty
person is confronted with two glasses of water equel in every respect
and similar in every way, it is inconceiva’ble that he could differen-
tiate and hence choose one of them,

L. Al-Chazalits reply’’

To begin with, al-Chazdli answers, the idea that the will can-
not differentiate between similars is not self-evident, %8 rhe example
of the humap will's incapsbility to ckoose between similars, if true,
still would not hold for the Divine will which is different. Just as
the Philosophers hold that God!s kmowledge and humar knowledge are the
same, the theologians hold thet the humar will and the Divine will are
different. Indeed, the human will and the Divine will cannot be the
seme, For whereas the humsn will is alweys related to an object of de-
sire, the Divine will is nct., God in His perfectior does not desire,
He is complete in Himself,

But, al-Chazali continues, the belief that the human will can-
not differertiate between similars is false. If we assume that two sim-
jlsr fruit dates are in front of a person who desires them but can take
orly one of them at a time, he will necessarily choose and take one
through a quality in him that differertiates between similars., We can
assume perfect conditions of similarity that inclunde equality of dis-
tance between the dates and the person, gualitative similarity in the
dates, and the absence of suck psychologicel factors as the prcpensity
to use the right hand more often than the left, and ins'ist that the

hungry man will still differentiate and choose., The Philosophers will

STrF, pp. 89-93; TI, pp. 37-38, 41, 51, 53, 55.
58supr. s De 51,



maintain either ihat the similarity in every respect has not been attained,
and this would be a mere supposition on their part that has no claim to
certitude, or else they will reaffirm that the man will remain perplexed
and would never cboose, and this is self-evidently false,”?

Finally, al-Ghaz@li goes on, in creating the world God must have
made choices between exact similars, There are at least two instances
in the Philosophers' cosmology where Divine choice between similars must
be admitted by them, The first instance is the axis arcund which the
world revolves., The universe as a whole is spherical. There are poten—-
tially an infinite number of points on the surface of a sphere. Hence,
there is an infinite number of possitle diametrically opposed points
that could serve as the poles of the axis around which the uriverse re-
volves, And yet, out of this potential infinity of similar poles, one
perticular pair of poles was chosen to be the poles of the axis around
which the universe revolves.

Again, the direction of the rotation of the spheres could have
been reversed, reversing all relationships. The total result would have
been simflar but opposite, dere again, God must have chosen between
similars. The Philosophers, therefore, must not merely corncede that
choice between similars has not been proven impossible, but that in ac-

tuality, in the very creative scheme they subseribe to, there has been
actual choice betweer similars.éo

59A1—Ghaz§.li seems to equate common sense with self-evidence

here, Common sense tells us that a hungry person confronted with choices
of similars will choose,

6oIlm Rushd discusses this point and we will review it again
when we discuss ITbn Rushd.
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With this answer, the second discussion ovér al-Ghaz@li®s pro-
posal ends, In the first discussion we have listed the following prem-
ises as the point at issue: (f) the cause necessiiates its effect and,
what to the Philosophers is a consequence of this, the effect cannot be
delayed after the czmse;e'1 (g) creation in time requires a determinant
in time; (h) creation in time implies change in God, These premises

underlie the conflict over the nature of the will also. We have jindj-
62

cated above™ how the Philosophers conceive the eternal will &s an
eternal essence that necessitates the world and how al-Ghazali's defin-
ition of the will is a rejectisn of the Philosophers® theory. By his
insistence that the will is by definition That quality that differen-
tiates between similars, al-Ghazali rejects premise (g). If the will
by its very nature differentiates and chooses between similars, then
there is no need for a determinant to specify one similar from arother,
The issue of the determinant does not arise. A creation in time does
not need a determinant in time,

Premise (g), the Philosophers hold, leads to two consequences,
both impossibie, It results in the infinite regress of determinants
and it implies change in God. The latier consequence is premise (h).
Jence, al-Ghazdli's rejection of premise (g) is also a rejection of

oremise (h) .63

bl?le will return to this point at the end af the chapter.

62
m: p' 56.

6351 sewhere in his Tahfut al-Chazali gives an explicit rejec-
tion of (L) when he makes the statement that the acts of God do not im=
ply change in His nature, IF, p. 117; IT, p. 4l.



C. Part III
&1-GhazBli'o Second Cbfeoticy®

In this objection al-Ghagdli attacks the Philosophers! assertion
in their Proof that it ia impossible for a temporal bsing to prooeed
from the Etarnal.’® The problem of the relation of the temporal to the
sternal is centrel in this digoussion., Underlying the Philosophers!
respanses to al-Ghasdli's attack is their premise that a cause necessi-
tates its effect, This premise is implicitly rejeoted by al-Ghas#ld in
his attempt to show that the theory of an eternal world besed on such a
premise fails to asoount for empirical faot.

The presentation of this last part of the first debate in al-
Ghagali's Tahifut 4s brief and suffers at times from lack of clarity.
For example, the expression "a first event” is used in two senses which
are left undifferentiated, It is used to mean the first event in the
cntological hieraxrchy of necessary connected events., The moriw here
is logical, not temporsl, It is also used to mean the first event in a
temporal sequsnce of events,
| 1. Al-Ghasili's argument®é

The Philosophers must admit in their own system that a temporal
being prooseds from the Eternal, For, there are new occurrences in the
world, and each osowrrence must have causes, These causes form & hier-

archy of necessitating causes that terminate in the Eternal, Otherwise

6418, pp. 93-95; IT, pp. 56, 61, €3.
&3 gmra, p. 3.
ez, . 935 2, p. 5.



the infinite regress will result. In this hierarchy of causes, there
must be a first event, first in the logical order of priority, that pro-

oeeds directly from the Eteml.67

2. The Phllosophers' reply®

What is intended, when it is sald that a texporal being cannot
proceed from the Eternal, the Fhilosophers answer, is not the deniel
that any temporal being whatsoever cannot proceed from the Etemal.69
What is denied is the possibllity of e first temporal being in the tem-
poral pequence of events procesding from the Eternal. For then there
can be given no explanation to the faet that such en event ocourred at
the particular moment of time in which it did ocour, and not sarlier.

If then, they continue, no first temporal being in the temporal
sequence of events can procsed from the Eternal, a first event in the
logical sense of "first" can procesd from the Eternal when certain cone
ditions and dispositions in the receptacles of such events obtain for
the reception of the events.

In this last point the Philosophers anticipats the exposition
of their theory of change that follows shortly. By an event, they do
not mean something areated out of nothing, but rather, a transformation
that ocours in an already existing substratum,

67 )1-Ghasali stops at this point but his intention s olear: if
a temporal, i,e., a new event, finite in its temporal duration, can pro-
csed from the Eternal, then a series of such finite events can also pro=-
ceed, A world created in time would be such a series of temporal events,
In other words, if cme single event, finite in its temporal duration, can
proceed from the Eternal, then it is possible for a world finite in its
temporal duration to proceed from the Eternal,

6822. p. 93; II, p. 5.

69.529359 n. 5.
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3. Al=OhasRli's reply™®

Al-Chagili's reply is very brief. In this reply he shifts his
ground, By "first" here he means first in the temporal ssqusnce of
events and not first in the mtoiogzoal order of priority. The Philogo=
phers' cantention that a tempural proceeds from the Eternal only when
oertain conditions of preparedness or disposition in the receptacle obe
tains, argues al-GhasAli, does not solve the difficulty, For, even if
this contention that an event ocours only in an existent substratum is
admitted, there still needs to be g first disposition in time 4n the asub~
stratum, Otherwise an infinite number of dispositions will oceur,”t

4. Ihe Pudlosgphers! answer’?

ThePhiloaopherapromodtooxphmthoirthowyotohangemd
what they mean by *new ocourrences." 8trictly speaking, the Philosophers
uu.ntam,.nn ooourrences exist only in the sublunary sphere, In this
sphere the substances, the four elements, are eternal, They undergo
formal transformetions. A new ocourrence is a new tranaformation, But
the prooesg of trensformation is eternal, It has no beginning in time,

The process of transformation is caused by the eternal motion of
the heavenly bodies., Each heavenly body has a soul. The soul causes
necessarily the circular motion of the body. Since the soul is eternal,
the motion 4t causes is eternal, The motion of the heavenly body has an
eternal aspect to it and a temporal aspect, The motion 48 an eternal
process, But the oircular motion has parts, Each part of the motion

70
ﬂ: Pe 93’ m, P 610

7L51eGhasili in effect recapitulates his arguent for the mecese
8ity of a world finite in temporal durationy gupra, p.49.

7222. PP. 93943 (omitted in TT).
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comes into existence after the earlier part has stopped existing, Hence,
each pert of the motion is a creation after privation, It is a temporal
event, And, just as the motion of the heavenly body is necsssitated by
the soul of the body, the motion in turn necessitates the changes in the
sublunary sphere., Each change of form is related to the individual
movenent., In its temporal aspect, the heavenly hotion is respcnsible
for the temporal occwrrence in the sublunary sphere, But inssmuch as
the motion is eternal, the process of formal transformations as e whole
is continuous and eternsal,

5. Al=Ohasili's reply”

The oircular motion of the heavenly bodies is the cause and prin-
ciple of temporal events either because of its character as e seriss of
temporal changes, or because of its permanence, If it is a series of
temporal changes, then each change requires a cause. The series cannot
be eternal, end hence the moticn of the heavens camnot be eternal, If,
en the other hand, 1tisth§pr1nc1plaotchangebocmeofitapermn-
ency, then how can what is permanent produce change? Furthsrmore, the
heavenly motdcn, sinoe it is clroular in esch of fts phases, If it 1=
the cause of temporal changes in the world, then these ghanges in the
world must follow a ayoclic pattern. But as a matter of empirical fact
there are events in the world that ocour at irregular spans of time.
There are unique events in the world that cannot be explained by the
Philosophers' theory of the eternal eircular movement ef the heavenly
bodies. The circular movement camnot be the principle of change end new
happenings. All happenings, al«Chazali adds, are created directly by
God and out of nothing (ikhtira‘sn).

7322.. pPe 9%4-953 IT, p. 63.




65

The difference in meaning between the Fhilosophers' conoept of
e temporal event and that of al-Ghagali should be articulated here.

Both parties agres that a temporal sveat is an event that is precedsd
by privation, But for the Philosophers it is the privatien of something
that onoe existed, The cirouler motion, for example, though eternal;
oonsists of a series of existing motions after non-existing ones. It is
the soul of the heavenly body that by neceasity causes the motion - it
is not the prior no longer existing motion that is cause of the present
motion, The eternal soul is eanstantly acting by necessity and must be
eternally moving the body, There can be no motion that is not preceded
by the privation of a prior motion, There cannot be a first beginning
of motion,

Al~Ghasali's tamporal event is preceded by privation, but the
privation need not be the privation of something that once existed.
There nsed not have existed anything before the temporal event. Fer
the event is areated directly by a voluntary act of God. God does not
ect by any necessity in His nature, nor is He conditiomed by anything
extransous to Himself such as an already existing substratum, He need
gotbeomtantlyactingandwhenﬁoactaﬂiamumiaoutofnothing.

With this reply of aleGhagali the first debate between al«Ghagali
and the Philoaophers ends, Be!oro we proceed to discuss Ibn Rushd's
vimonthhdeb‘ato,afuobaemtlonsofowmmino:‘dem |

In this debate the controversy centered around the Philosophers!
concept of cause, the epistemological problem of whether such a notion
can be known a priori, the nature of the will, and the problem of the
infinite, We will offer acme observations on the first of these issues
here end postpone discussion of the rest to the next chapter where we
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will exazmine Ibn Rushd's views on this debate,

For the Philosophers, a cause necessitetes its effect, If there
18 a causs, the effect must follow necessarily. They aseume that en=
tailed in this cancept of cause ias the proposition that the effect can-
not be delayed after the casuse unless there is an obstacls., The Phile
osophers also differentiate between essential ceusality and ecoidental
causality. In the latter, the sequence of cause and effect is a teme
poral ssquence, The cause precedes the effect in time, But in essential
cmanty. cause and effect co~exist. The priority of cause to effect
45 logical not temporal,’® The relation of cause and effect in this
sense than 1s logloal. As such, it is outside the category of time, If
outside the category of time, then it &s true that the effect cannot be
delayed after the cause, because there can be no question of deley,
"Delay" belongs to the category of time, It would be as asbsurd to speak
of the delay of an essential effect to its cause, as it would be to
speak of the dslay of logical consequence to premise, If an obstasle to
the efficacy of the cause intervenses and then is removed so that an ef=
fect follows, tho effect is not an earlier effect delayed, but rather, a
new effect similar to the effect obstructed by the cbstacle.

However, the real ‘problem that al-Ghagéli's second objection sug-
gests, is the relation of motion and time to essential causality, If the
oause-effect relation is outside the category of time, then it too mist
be outside the category of time., For Ybtn SIna the world is tho necessi-
tated effect of God in two sensess in the sense that it is an emanation
from God; in the sense that its motion is caused by God. To be consis-
tent, it appears, Ibn Sina should affirm the first sense and deny the
second sense as meaningless since motion is outside the logical category

(7=
obler of the priority of cause to effect will be encoun~
tered again in the Seoond debhte thel treats of the problom of tima
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of cause and effect as he conceives it, The world would have to be
statioc. With Ibn Rushd, the difficulty is more severe. For, as we
shall see, hediffersfrmlbnsmamthathocmceivesood‘ascme
only in the sense of His causally moving the world,

In ¢ths secand objeotion, al«thezall rings a damaging oriticism
egainast the Philosophera! theory of ohange based on this premise that
the cause neocessitates its effect, If the transformations in the sube
lunary sphere are necessitated by the ciroular movement of the aspheres,
and if the circular movement is similar in all its phases, then the
transformations, tho‘ events in the sublunary sphere should follow a
strict repetitive pattern., But, it is a matter of empirical fact, that
there are events that do not conform to any strict repetitive pattern.
There are unique events and aporadic events, How can these be explained
by the eiroular harmonious movement of the spheres?

The Philosophera could regort to a theaxy of eternal recwrrence
whareby the regular pattern of the world can only be manifested threugh
long stretches of time inacoessibls to the sorutiny of mortal men, where
these sporadic and individual events ocan no longer be oonsidered sporadie
and individusl in that in infinite time they appear at regular though

wide intervals of time, Whether such an answer would be tenable or not,
neither the Philosophers nor Ibn Rushd attempt it,

In this debate al<Chaszali has produced effective arguments against
the Philosophers' theary of an eternsl warld, He has shown the difficule
ties entailed in the Philosophers' conoept of necessary causation, Their
theory leaves empirical faots unaccoumted for. His purpose has been to
show that the Philosophers have not proved their theory. In that, we be~-
lieve he has sucoeeded, However, we must examine Ibn Rushd's answers and

see how the conflict between Ibtn Rushd and al-Ghagzali rests also upon in-
compatible metaphysicael premises,



CHAPTER III
THE FIRST DEBATE CONTINUED: XBN RUSHD'S CRITICISM OF ALGHAZALI

In this chapter we shall discuss Ibtn Rushd's answer to al-Ghagali
and his comments on the arguments of both parties in the first debats.
We shall attempt to show that the conflict between Ibn Rushd and al-Chasall
ocontinues to be a conflict of incompatible premises. But in his Ighafut,
Itn Rushd does not only attack al-Ghargli, he often criticizes the Philose
~ophers es wll.l
Aristotle., The lslamiec Philosocphers that preceded him informed thelir
Aristotelianism with Keoeplatonic ideas and interpretations of their own,
Often they ‘dnviate from what Ibn Rushd considers striot Aristotelian

theory, and they support such deviations with arguments that are persus-

sive and dlalestical but which fail to fulfill the eonditions of demenstra=-
tive Maz

l‘rhomagiwthaoryofmatienondouedandohbwatedbyul-
r&aﬂmmaﬁaunmmwmmmmmwaagm_g,&, 175=
80, 18494, 245-46, 259«62, Ibtn Rushd does not accept Itn Sinals theory of
~ the immartality of the souls II, pp. 27, 107, 275, 295, 498, 57;. He dis~
agrees with Itn 8Ina on the question of whether existence is an accidents
I%, PPs 19758, He finds fault with Itm Sina‘s formulation of the theory
of God's knowledges II, pp. 450~52, He disagrees with Itn 8ina in other
details such as the nature of matter in the celestial bodiess IT, p. 239.

2por examples IT, pp. 5, 64, 164, 176 and pgpsaim. Sometimes the
dislectical nature of the Philosophers! arguments, Itn Rushd maintains, is
due to ths fact that al-Ghasali had reproduced and discussed them out of
cantexts II, p. 553. Indeed, Ibtm Rushd's ariticism of the Philosophers is
an essential part of his attack on al-Chazali, For the latter often attacks
spurious Aristotelian theories. To refute such theories is not to refute
philosophical truth. But even so, Ibn Rushd finds more inoccherence in al-
Ghegali's arguments against such theories than in the theorles themselves,
spurious as these might bes IT, p. 553.

For Itn Bushd adheres more oclosely to the teachings of

68
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It i3 best to indicate at this stege, before we prooeed to dis=-
cuss Ibn Rushd's oritieism of al-Chagali, the central area where the
Fhilosophers and Itn Rushd disagree, They both share the essantial preme
ise that sharply distinguishes their metaphysics from al-Ghagali's ecca-
sionalisns that the world ultimately is the necessitated effect of God,
But they differ in what they mean by gffect. For the Philosophers, every
existent, directly or through the medimtion of ancther existent, is tlti-
mately the nscessitated effect of God in three sensess (1) in the sense
that its substance, or matter, is an emanation from Gods (2) 4in the sense
that the forms inhering in matter and the intelligences are emanati-ms
‘from Godp (3) in the sense that its movement and order is necessitated
by God,

Ibn Rushd holds that the world is the nsosssitated effect of God
in the third sense.’ Itn Rushd's theory of the forms and the intelli-

342, p. 185 £2, God is like a commander of an army, He deter-
nines the order of the celestial intelligenses, Each intelligence deter-
mines the movement of the selestial body in its daily course from East to
West. If all ocelestial bodies sre to move in harmony, thaere must be &
g:ld.:ciple that coordinates such movement, God, Moreover, the ocslestial

o8, apart from their dally movement, possess movemsnts of their own,
These are directly ordered by God. The various motions of the celestinrl
bodies in turn determine the eternal process of change in ths sublunary
sphere, God acts as the final ceuse, He imparts order in being the ob-
Joeot of love, Ibtn Rushd is interpreting the twelfth book of the Jota-
phypiocg. Indeed, it is from there that Itm Rushd takes the example of
God as ths oommander: Mataphvsias,xii, 1075, l1-15, The relationship
Detroen God and the OltiaL i e 111 sen000 18 Bot $00 cloar in Aristotls,
and Ibn Rushd attempts to remedy this. Apert from the order of movement
imparted by God to the intelligences, thers is an order of priority de=
termined by the closeness of the intelligence to Gods IT, p. 435. The
celestial body is said to have matter only in an analegous sense to the
matter in the sublunary sphere, OCelestial matter does not act as an in-
dividuating principle., It is the order of priority that acts as such a
principles TI, p. 218,
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gences is amenable to an emnaticnia_t interpretation,l* but Tbn Rushdts
precise position is not oertain., Substance, however, for Ibm Rushd s
not an emanation, It is the necessitated effect of God in the aense
that its order and the change it incurs is ultimately caused by God,

God is cause, in the sense of being the principle that orders
and moves all existents, through self-inowledge. For He ocntemplates
eternally all forms and intelligences in their most perfect state, The
forms exist in degrees of perfection., Their least perfect stats is in
matter. Thelir gosle of perfection in the intelligences is determined
by the order of priority of thess intelligences in their relations to
Gods, In God they exist in their most perfect state, and God knows the
forms perfectly, The form in its higher degree of perfection acts as
cause to the form in the lower state. It acts as its final ceuse,’
The forms in their most perfect state, in Ged's mind, are the ultimate
deternining cause of all order and change.

8ince matter is no emanation from God, its existence is not
necessitated by God. It is eternal and its necessity is in itself, Its

movement, howsver, is in itself possible. Its movement is necessitated,
ultimately, by God.® Henos, Itn Rushd terns matter the "necessary~

%nl FPs m.!m.L’ 5’6’ 110. n. 50

SThis mioh s olear in Tin Rushd's Tghifut. Whether sbove and
beyond this Itn Rushd believes that the form in the lower state of per=
fection is an emanatim from the higher form is not so clear, although
this is a possible interpretation. See note 4 ebove,

The form in a higher state of perfection causes the form in the
lower state with cne important exception: the form in its lowest state,
in matter, is the cause of the conoept in the mind of man, The mind ab-
stracts the form from matter. The form abstracted as concept is higher
than the form in matter in the scale of perfection,

6The bestower of motion is the causst I, p. 172. "The celes~
tial body . « « 48 necessary in its bodily substance, possible in its
1°0m°t10n" n’ Pe 243,



possible®s the necessary in its existencs, the possible in its order end
navemnt."

Whatever difference there is in ths sense in which the world is
sonoeived to be the effect of God in the systems of the Philosophers and
Itn Rushd, both parties agree that it is the "necessitated offect" of
God's nature, Moreover, they both agree that God does not act directly
upan the world of generation and cerruption, He aots through a series
of intermediary causes that have detarmined ways of acting. It is these
osntrel promises that are in conflict with al-Chaszali's ocoasionslism,

In ITtn Rushd's comments and criticisms in this debate, there is
often repetition and the comments are not alwaye relevant to the problem
of artioulating the metaphysical premises. A case in point is Ibtn Rushd's
oriticism of the Philosophers for their careless formulation of their
proof, Ven Den Bergh observes, with justice, that Ttn Rushd here is
noved ty "a certain gaprit de gontrediotion against his Moslem fellow-
philosophers® and that he ought to have accepted the argument, and that
ultimately Tbn Rushd does 80,5 Again Ibtn Rushd's answer to al-Ghasali's
second abjeq‘him is & more detailed re-statement of the Philosophers'
answer, He adds nothing new, Thus we shall not discuse these two sec-
tions, We will concentrate on Ibtn Rushd's views concerning al-Ghasali's
first objection, Moreover, since the structure of the first debate has
been exhibited in the previous chapter, we need not follow the exact
order of the debate in the Jghefut., We will discuss, first of all, Ibn

722, p. 127 = elso IT, p. 197 where Ibn Rushd speaks of the
"real-possible,” For the problem of the "necessary-possible" of, VB,
pp. 118, n, 4, 164, n. 3.

s Po 1y N 4. See also chapt, 14, n, 6,



Rushd's views on the will, This has three mejor parts: a direct attack
on al-Gharali's proposalj a general criticism of the Philosophers! argu-
ment, from the impossibility of choice betwesn similara; Itn Rushd's own
analysis of the problem of cholce, Secondly we will discuss Itn Rushd's
theory concerning intuitive knowledge in its relation to the problem of
negessary cuusation, Finelly, we will discuss Itn Rushd's three enswers
to al-Ghazali's erguments for the impossibility of an eternal world
based on the impossibility of infinite past events.

A._The Divipe w1117

Oriticism of Al-Ghasali's Proposall?

This criticism can be divided into three perts, The first of
these is essentially a defenss of the FPhilosophers'! proof, The second
is a different formulation of the proof, while the third attempts to
point out what Itn Rushd deems a canfusion in al-(hasgali's use of the
torm “will® in his proposal, ¥e will discliss these parts separately.

a. In the first pertl Tin Rushd argues that al-Ghasali's pro-
posal that the world cuuld have been created in time by the decree of an
eternal will, intended to overcome the difficulties posed by the Phile
osophers in their proof, does not solve thess difficulties, A warld
created in time by the decree of an eternal will implies the delay of
the effect after the *"will" of the agent. Now, such a delay of the ef
fect after the "will," is not imposaible, Ibn Rushd concedes, For *"the

921. pp. 7=8, 35=56,
101p44., ppo 7-10,  llInid., pp. 7-8.
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will 1s the desire (ghamg)cf the sgent towards astion."2 To bring
about the desired action after a lapse of time, the desire as such does
not suffice. A new volitional ofroz;t (_‘m)n is necessary, The delay
of the effect after this new effort is impossibls, For thst would be
tha delay of the effect af'ter the causs, end this 1s impossidle,

Now, if, for the sake of argument, it is granted that the world
was oreated in time by an eternal will, ITtn Rushd proceeds, the world
oould not have ocome into existence without the occurrence of this prior
new effort. But the ocscurrence of this new effort is in itself in need
of explanation, Al«Chaggli 4s therefors forced to maintain either that
the aot of the agent does mot imply changs in the agent, or else, that
 ogourrences can happen without a causs. Both these contentions contra-
dict what the Philosophers hold, They maintain that a new act of the

agent implies change in the agent, that every ccourrence must have a
ome,undthatbddooanotch&ngo.u

1231, p. 9, In this partisular argment Tin Bushi distingulshes
between the terms *® " gnd "fpum.® ¥Ipadah," "will,® is used in the
sense of "ghawq,® o" the desire of thnagon tmrdaanant. .
'Iin'hthiamhmm to bring ebout an act at a future
date. Amwutiomlottmwh Iypri theactianooeuary
to initiate the act. This 45 "faum® which Van Den Bergh translates as
"decision,” This translation does not seem to us satisfactory and we
prefer "volitional effort® far "‘m"lnthoabmconhxt

Elsewhere in the Ighs Ibnltuahd uses a somewhat different
terninology. He speaks of naoeasity of "an increase in the desire®
Lmuuwprwtounmmmdaammam The terminolegy
changes but Itn Rushd!s point is clear: a desire for an act at a future
date does not suffice to bring about the ast, A new volitional effort
or a renewed increase of the desire immediately prior to the desired act
is necessary to bring the aat into existence,

u&emabm.

Lspora, chapt, 44, p. 42, Al-Ghazall rejects the first of
these three premises. Supra, chapt. 44, p. 60, Ibn Rushd is aware of

thiaaand probably words his second ergument accordingly. See below
n, 18,
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b, In the second pert,ls Itn Rushd gives a different formula-
tion of the proof egainat the Ash®arite theory of e world created in
times

The Ashfarites must posit & first egent or a first act of this
agent.18 They camnot msintatn that the disposition (al=hEL)'7 of God
before Ho acts and after He acts is the same. A now disposition or re-
lation must ocour either in the agent or in the efrect (al-maful) or
in both 18 But this disposition must be caused by something, If this
disposition s not caused by God, then God is not the first agent: the
disposition precedss the world and its author is the first sgent. If
ifhoroatedbyﬁod, then the world is not His first act. His first
act would be the creation of the dispositicm,

Tbn Rushd stops at this point, But in this argument two things
are implieds (1) 4f the world is not God's first act, then the world is

1507, pp. 89,

16!‘1110 first aot must be the world, otherwise the world will not
be the creation sfter utter privetion in the AshCarites'! sense. QSuurs,
chapt, 11, p. 65,

17!2’ Pe 3’ n, 7.

erpie point is not clear in the argument, Ibn Rushd had meine
tained that the new disposition must ocour in the agent. Now he seems
to be saying that the new disposition must ocoocur, 4f not in the agent

the agent and the effect, then in the effect. Probebly, Ibn
Rushd is attempting to meet the Ashtarite belief that the asts of the
imply change in the agent, Thus, even 4¢ this is cocnceded,
for the sake of argument, Itn Rushd seems to say, a new disposition must
oscur somewhere olss = in the effect - and this new disposition must be
causally accounted for, In the Arabic, as the argument prooseds, there
15 no specification as to whether the disposition is in the agent or In
the effect, although Van Den Bergh in his translation adds the phrase
nin the first agent® after "disposition"j cf. ¥B, p. 3, two lines from
bottom of the page, and II, p. 8, line 1l from top. That a new disposi-
tion should ocewr in the effect indicates a hidden premise that the ef=
fect is in a pre-existing substratum,

i
g
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not & creation after ebsclute privaticn as the Ashfarites think; (2) if
prior to & new creation a disposition to create must first be created,
the disposition itself must be preceded by yet another disposition to
create and so forth ad infinitum, end this is impossible, It is oclear
that Ttn Rushd bases his argument on the premises that God does not
change, thet s new act of God implies change in God, that every event
mst have a cause, Moreover, in the £irst part, he has given expression
tothepremisothatthecffaotcannotbedewodaﬁcthecmo. Now
thess are the basic premises of the Philosophers! proof, Thus Itn Rushd's
ergument age.inat the temparal creation of the world 4is in reality a re-
formlation of the Philosophers® proof.

c. In the third part,’? Itn Rushd points out what he deems a
confusicn in al-Ghasdlits use of the ternm "yill" in his proposal, This
tern, Itn Rushd argues, in its applmatimtothanivimammempir-
joal is equivocal. The eternal will end the empirical will are indeed
contraries. The empirisal will by definition is that faoulty that de-
uireaandohooseabsteoftvocantrarym. Onoe it performs
ane of these acts, it satisflies the desire. The desire ceases and the
will ceases. As such, the will in the empirical sense cannot be eter-
nal.20 Moreover, en empirical will cannct be eternal because it camnot
eternally desire ons ast. 1¢ 1t desires eternally one act, it does not
choose., But cholce is en essential element in the definition of the
will. The definition of the will is therefore ebandoned,

1921'.- pp. 9=10,

2°nx1s whole pessage 1s not vexy clear in JI. What seems %o be
the point of Itn Rushd's argument is that an eternal will cannot create
a world finite in its temporal duration. For once it performs the act,
14 fulfills its desire and csases to be a will,
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In his proposal al-Ghazali did not differentiate between this
meaning of "will" end the meaning of the term as applied to the Divine,
He should have shown that by "will* he did not mean the empirical will,
and, furthermere, ho should have presented s demonstrative proof to show
that there exists in the Divine & quality which &8 termed *will" in
accardance with religious terminology. This Divine will, Itn Kushd con-
times, is not identioal with the empirical will, In fact it is nei=

ther naturel ner voluntary. It 4s a quality gul generis that eternally
chooses between contraries and eternally matea.zl

The Philolopg;z;ergzg agog gihwasibiuty of
According to al-Ghasall, the Fhilosophers argus that sinos crea~
ticn in time fmplies choosing a moment of time from emongst a series of
sinmiler momonts, and sinoce choice between similars is impossibls, crea-
tlon in time s impossidle, But this presentation of the Philosophers’
position is not scourats, argues Ibn Rushd. It gives the impression
that it is the Bbilosophers who uphold the premise that the choice cone
fronting God is @ cholos betwesn similars. This is not the Philosophers!
position. It is e dogma of the theologlans, To the theologians, such
opposites as "befare® end "after” in the temporal sequencs, white and

21, 1though the nature of this will is beyond our comprehensicm,

Itn Rushd believes that its existence can be demonstrateds
Oreation prooceeds as a oonsequence of God's kmowledge. But

God lnows everything, His knowledge comprises contraries., He knows
what it is for a thing to exist and what it is for a thing not to exist.
If God does not choose, then He must create everything that He kmows.
He must then create comtraries simultaneously in the seme substratum,
This is impossible, Therefore He chooses. TT, p. 450.

22 Ppe 34=393 for the Philosephors' proof, see above, chapt.
11, pp. 5556,



black in the category of quality, and the extreme kind of opposition,
ths opposition between existence and non-sxistence, are, in relation to
the etsrnal will, similar. The Philosophers do not accept this premise,
T2 the Philosophers choloe is always between contraries not similers,
In the proof reported by al«Ghasali, they simply grant ths theologlans
this premise for the sake of argument, and proceed to show how sush a
premise is irreconcilable with the theory of a world created in tims,

The theologians, Itn Rushd continues, argue as follows concern~
ing the wills

The eternal will and the human will are not identical, For,
the human will desires an action because it seeks to fulfill an impere
foction in the agent of the will, (noe the astion is performed, the
desire ceasea, This is not the case with ths sternal will, The Divine
is perfest and does not desire, ’Fcn' desire is the desire of an agent
to act in arder to perfest himself, Moreover, it is the desire that
differentiates betwoen things. Since the eternal will does not desire
- things cutside itself so as to perfedt itself and since therefors there
is nothing to differentiats cne thing from another, things outside the
sternal will, in their relation to that will, are similar, But, since
as & matter of fact the eternal will chooses, then it necessarily chooses
between similars,

But such an argument is confused, Ibn Rushd argues, It is true
that the eternal will does not desire because there is an imperfection
in tho agent, But this does not mesn that it does not desire at all,
One must make the distinction between two kinds of desire, There is the
desire of an agent for an act that is aimed at fulfilling an imperfection
in the agent, This kind of desire 1s pesculiar to the empirical will,
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But there is also the desire in the agent to fulfill an imperfection,
not in the agent, tut in ths patient, and this kind of desire 1s pecullar
€0 the Divine will, The Divire will chooses what is best for the thing
outaide it, Its choloe is always a choice between contraries, betwean
what is best for the thing outside it and what is not beat.

In this criticism of al-Chasali's report of the Philosophers®
proof, Itm Rushd sets down his principle that oholce 1s always between
contraries and not similars, Noreover, he implicitly denies that moments
of tims are similar to the extent that they camnot be differentiated.
These two principlss guide his answer to al-Ghasgli's objections to the
proof he attributed to the Philosophers in his JTahafut, as we shall see,

Itn Rushi's Analysis of the Problem of Choloe?>

Al-Chagali produced three main points against the proof from the
impossibility of choice between similars, The first of these points was
that even if 4t ig granted that it is impossible for the empirical will
to choose between similars, this does not apply to the Divine will which
is different., The second point was that as a matter of fact the human
will when confronted between similars necessarily chooses. FPinally, al-
Chagall argued that the Philosophers must edmit of at least two instances
in their cosmology where Divine choice between similars must have occurreds:
the choice of the pair of poles around whieh the warld revolves; the dire
ection of the movement of the heavens from East to leat.u

a. The firast of these points was answered, es we have seen, by
Ibtn Rushd in his general criticism of the proof above, Granted that the

2377, pp. 38=56,
Z‘MD chapt' 1’-) Pe 590




Divine and the empirical will differ, they differ not in whether they
deaire or not, but rather in whether they desire for the perfection of
the agent or the patient. The argumsnt of al-Ghazali does not show that
the Divine will chooses between similers. Itn Rushd!s belief that choice
is alwsys a cholce between contrariss and not similars is articulated
and argusd for in his reply to the second and third points of al-lhazali's
objeoctiont in his reply on the problem of human cholos, a.nd' in his reply
on the problem of whether the world could have revolved and moved in
directions opposite to those it follows as a matter of fact, We will
disocuss these issues npurate!,v.'”‘

b, Choice an the human level is always a choice between oppo-
sites and not between aimilars. In the example of the man confronted
with two similar frult dates, reported in al-Chagali's Tghafut, the man
will ultimately take one of the two dates, but not for the reasons el=
Ghasall gives, The choice is not made because the will by definition
is that quality that differentiates and chooses between similers, The
man is not csonfronted with the choice between similars, Rather, he is
confranted by the faot of taking either one of the two similar dates or
not taking any at all, The cholce, hence, is between contraries, not
similers., On this point Professor Hourani commentss

But Ibtn Rushd has at any rate indicated a very relevant factor
in the situation, nemely the preponderance of a desire to eat.
From this it can be inferred that the man will take the largest
possible date as soon as possible, and 1f they are of equal sise

- he will teke the one that presents itself at the moment when that
fact 18 dlscovered,26

2&1' pp' 38'1010

26
George F, Hourani, "The Dialogue Betwsen al~Ghagall and the

Philosophers on the Qrigin of the World," The Muslim World, XLVIII (July,
1958), 186,
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This comment assumes that the man considers the dates consec-
utively. If the realization ocours through a simultaneous considerse
tion of the dates, the diffioulty remains.

Ibn Rushd then edds his second principle, and that 1s that there
is never oamplete similarity, The dates ere different by virtue of a
quality peculler to each of them.?” Thus, even 1£ 1t 1s adnttted.tnat
the man's choioointhisouoiabmmthefactornottakingmat
all or teking one of them, #till the choice is between two different
things, Itlhouldbeoburudatthhpointthatmmnhddoesnot
deny similerity altogether, Rather, he moans that however similer the
two dates are, they ere not identical, and that hence, if we are to sup=-
methatthechoioaisbatnentakingaithermofthemandnotbe-
huntheacbofhkingmormttakingmyutdl, 8t111 there 45 a
difforence in the dates that dstermines the cholos, As we shall point
out later, if Itm Rushd wants to follow this ldne of argument, it does
not suffice to show that the two dates are individuated, but that the
difference constitutes a normative determining prineiple, However, it
should be stressed that Ibn Rushd does not actually subscribe to this
view, Hisﬁniathatthocboiminbotnentheactoftakingvmeor
not taking at all, end thet this cholce is betmeen contraries, not
sinilsrs,?8

8s» God, argued al-Ghesall, must have chosen one peir of poles
for the world to revolve around from emongst a number of similar peirs,
and He must have made a choice between similars when He decreed that the

7Matter, for the Aristotelians, is the principle of individua-

tion,
zar'r’ PPe 42"560
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heavens should move from East to West instead of West to Esst - He could
have chosen the latter reversing all relationshipa, . In his anawar; Ibn
Rushd 1s dogmatie and relies upon the physics of Aristotls, Through
arguments largely a priori, Aristotle sought to prove that the world and
the things i{n 1t mst have special sisge, place, and characteristics
appropriate to it, and that it could not possibly be other than it is,

B e e el TP I UL Ty

Aristotelian science is at its weakest here in its reliance upan the
a priori method in astronomy and physics., Ibn Rushd's answer shares
these wealmesses and evades the real point in al-Ghasali's criticism,

To begin with, Ibn Rushd asserts, the proper answers for al-
Ghaséldi's objecticns should be sought in the demonstrative works of
science, Gpace does not permit us to give thess demonstrative proofs
in the Zahafut. At best, he would give the kind of angwer that the
works of sclence give - he cannot give it in all of its demomstrative
rigor.

Sclence demomstrates that the heavenly bodies, since they are
bodies that meve, are living beings.zg Now we observe that each of
the earthly ldving bodies that move, i.e,, animals, hes a spesific
shape end sise eppropriste to its species, Moreover, the earthly anie
mals have crgans for specific functions, placed in specific positions
in the body. The organs of locomotion in the earthly animal have spe=
6ific places in the body, Similarly, the heavenly living bodies have
specific shapes, sizes and movements, The shape of the heavenly body
is the sphere, and the sphere in its circular movement eround itself

2910 the Fourteenth Discussion (TF, pp. 204=207; T2, pp. 469~
48l) al-Ghazall argues that the Philosophers have not proved that the
heavens is a living animal,




moves around a pair of poles. But since the heavenly bodies are animals,
they do not revolve around any pair of poles. The poles are their ore
gensotlooomctionandtheorganeotloconotionofananimalhaveanpe-
oific place. Hence, esch heavenly body has a peir of poles that has a
specifio place in that body, Ibn Rushd does not mention ths world aa a
whole, but presumably, the seme argument applies to ths world as e whole
which 18 & living moving sphere,

Similarly, there is a specific direction of moveasnt determined
bythemmofthehemnlybodyandtorthebeat. In moving in the
specific dirvection that it takes, it actualiszes its potentiality for
Rovement determined by its nature and by the best parpose that attrasts
it, God, Itmldbeasabmu'dtothinkofitemwemtinthamm
direction,uitwmddhatcthinkthatamnahouldminthoam
way as the crab,

The weakness of Ibn Rushd's answer is exemplified in the last
analogy he drew, u-ﬂ'xuilihadltatedthutthemingofmaircc-
timdthemvmntoftheheavensmtmothemuldaum
isting relationships, The relation of the mctual movement of the heavens
touhatwuldbeitermrsedmwmantianotmlagmtothemt
of‘a.naninitarelationtothenomntofambbtnmthu-ithm-
ahgonstothenommtotthemauinitsmhtimtothomrmdimge
of such a movement, Indeed,'ehavehmaveraimofthamblmofin-

eangruent ¢:oun*!:oerparta.30 The cholce canfronting God in creating the

3oIn his argument against the Newtonian theory of absolute space,
Leibniz uses s similar argument:
If space is absolute and infinite, God could have created the
world in e different place and He could have reversed the direction of
the movement of the earth, But, since these would be similar alternatives,
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world is between the possibility of a world moving as it is, and & world
that is the incongruent counterpert of the former. This is the real im-
port of al-Chasali's argument, _

Itn Rushd could answer this diffisulty by edopting the ergument
oonoerning the choios confronting a man and ¢wo similar dates. He eould
argue that the cholcs confronting Jod is not between two sinilar direce
tions of movement, but rather between the act of creating the world to
move in one of thess two directions, or not to move at all., The cholce
would be between contraries end not similars, But such an answer implies
that God must consider the alternative possibilities consecutively,
This is difficult to reconcile with the eomocept of an eternal and omni~-
~ potent will,

Im Rushd might edopt the argument that just as in the case of
the similar dates, these dates are not similar in all respects, but 4if-
feor bty virtue of a quality peculiar to sach, the alternative directions
of movement, are not identiocal, and 4iffer Ly virtus of characteristios
peculiar to sach, But it is a distum of Ibtn RBushd that God chooses what
is best, Thus, he would have to show not anly that the alternative pos-
sibilities are not identical, but that one poasibility &s better than
the other. His argument about the necessity of a special position of the
poles and sbout the specific direstion of the movement of the heevens
determined by its nature and for the best, will not help. For the tele-

no sufficlent reason could be given for the world being es it is., Henoce,
God could have not been confronted with such alternatives. These alter-
natives are poasidle only if a Rewtonian space is assumed, But, since no
nuch altematives could have ocourred, space is not Newtonian. Leihniz,

: 0O od, H.0, Alexander (Mancheatér: The
lancgu;zr Tniversity Prees, 1956). The Third Letter of Leibnis, 4 & 5,
Pr. 5«36,
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ology appropriate to cne of the possible worlde will have a counter tele-

ology appropriate for the other,

Whatever the diffioculties in Itn Rushd's position, the essential
point in our endeaver to articulate ths metaphysical conflict is that
Itn Rushd denies the existence of similer alternatives. Cholce is al=-
ways between contraries., Thsre ocan be no choice between similars wn-
less there is a determinant to determine the choice. This is essentially
the position of the Philosophers, He rejects al=Ghagali's definition of
the will as that quality that erbitrarily differentiates end chooses
between sinilars,

Tbn Rushd insists that God asts for the best. He creates the
worldbaoausoanexhtingmldubattarthannnm-mdatmgmld.

The dsterminant is noxrmative, but it is a detsrminant nonetheless, If
thomld'suuunoeubetterthaniunonme,mduuodm
mllmmmdgoodnenwteformobnt,ﬂmnmmamﬂymt
mahﬁomﬂ,dﬂumhcmlmdﬂhmhmdmmme.
His ect is likewise eternal,

Al-Ghagali had argued that it is not impossible for the eternal
will to create the world in time, end hence, that the delay of the ef=-
feot after the cause is not impossible, To show that it is impossible,
argued al-Ghasdli, the Philosophers pust either prove it by a sylloglem
or else maintain that its impossibility is self-evident, But what is
galf~evident must be self-evident to all. The impossibility of the de-
lay of the effect after the cause is not self-evident to ell, Hence, it

3191, pp. 13-34.
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cannot be & necessary truth, Moreover, such a belief is an essential
premise for the Philosophera! proof for the world's eternity. But the
theory of an eternal world can be proved to be li.npossible. Hence, the
ebove premise is not true, and if it is not true it is not a sslf-evident
principle,3?

Against this Itn Rushd insists that the impossibility of the de-
lay of the effect after the cause is a first principle =]-ma‘prd
al-ii]5) whose truth 1s selfevident (ga‘rif binafsih).>> What is self-
evident need not be evident to all, .Universal acinowledgment of a be-
14ef merely means that such & bellef is a oommon notion.’* But not every
common notion is necessarily a self-evident firat principle of knowledge.

Al=Ghaga)d thinks that just as the Philosophers set out to prove
that God is identical with His knowledge even though the identity of the
knower and the imown is 2 self-svident impossibility, he too could set
out to prove that the sternity of the world is impossible and hence that
the delay of the effect after the cause is possibls even though the im~
poseibility of the delay of the effect after the cause is self-svident.
But, Itn Rushd goes on, if it is a self-svident principle that the iden~

tity of the knower and the known is impessibls in both the human and the
divine,3% then we know that the Philomophers' proof is fallscious. Sim-

32auora, ohapt. i1, pp. 48,

33L1terally, "known in 1tsslf," We retain the term "self-evident®
for convenience! sake in the expository part of this section,

Shyoral dicte for Itn Sina are both common notions and self=evi-
dent principles. Supra, chapt., i, n. 43,

357he whole point of the proof is to show that divine knowledge
differs from empirical knowledge precisely in the fact that in the case

of the former the kmower and the known are identical while in the latter
case they are not,

A Sh A e ek ki e
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ilarly, if the delasy of the effect after the cause is a self-evident im-
possibility, then we are certain that any proof of al-Chazall that de-
nies such a principle 1is fallaoiona.36

Whenever there is s dispate of this nature the final court of
appesl is the sound understanding, not universal agreement, If, for
example, two persons dispute over whether & plece of writing is prose
or verse, the ultimate criterion here would be the sound imowledge of
the soience of prosody and the ability to detect what has rhythm, If
the plece of writing in question is verse, the fact that one of the dis~
putants camnot detect rhythm does not make the plece of writing prose,
Universal agresmant is not the eriterion here.

This brief interchange of argument on method reveals to us the
empirical tendencies of al-(haszali and the rationalism of Ibn Rushd and
ultimately leads us to the central metaphysical eonflict over the con-
cept of cause, Itn Rushd!'s insistence thet the sound understanding
rather than wniversal agreement is the criterion for the truth of "first
prineiples® is oorrect. We do, for example, acoept the principles of
1og1e>7 although we cannot prove them - to prove them we mist assume
them, The sound understending of these principles is the pricr condi-
tion for their acceptance, If these are universally accepted, they are
universally accepted by thoss who imderstand them, As the experience of
the teacher introducing the uninitiated to philosophy well attests, these
principles are not aonsciously held bty all. Whatever reasons the logli-

361113 Rushd doea not stop at this point but proceeds to prove
that al-Ghagali's arguments for the impossibility of an eternal world are
fallacious and rest on & misunderstanding of the nature of the potential
infinite, This discussion follows this section immediately.

371.9., the laws of identity, contradiction, and excluded middle,




olan advanoces to justify his acceptance of such principles, the results
of a universal questionnaire are never one of these reasoms.

It should be noted, however, that in hie proposal, al=Ghagali
indicates that the impossibility of the delay of the effect efter the
ceuse is rejected by people who wnderstand the prirnciple - 1t is not re-
jeoted out of sheer stubbornness.>® It Rushd therefore in his reply to
al-Ghagall implies that his opponents merely claim that they understand
this principle and in reality do not, and hence the impasse. It should
also ba noted that al-Ghasali does not deny the existence of first prin-
ciples that are necessary. But these for al=Ghagald do not go beyond
the principles of logie.

Tbn Rushd olaims that the delay of th§ effect after the cause
is {mpossible and that its impossibility is self-ovident, A litersal
rendering of the Arsbic expression "al-ma'ruf bi-pafaih" is "the known
in 1ta¢1f.“3? As such, the expression is ambiguous end can have ons of
two meanings, It couldvnean, in the first place, the direct aprrehens
sion of that which is simple and which is not further analysable into
ecngtituent parts. It could also mean that which is kmown as the direct
consequence of soms other principle or principles, that which does not
require eny evidence for its truth. It is not clear whether Ibn Rushd
13 aware of this distinction, MHe seems to regard the principle that the
effect cannot be delayed after the cause as "known in itself" in the
firat sense. But as we have attempted to show in the previous ohapter,‘o

this principle is a consequence of the concept of essential cause, the

3%’ Pe. 8‘, np Pe 13. 39339 above, n, 33,
40gypra, chapt, 11, p. 66.
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cause that necessitates its effect and whose priority to the effect is
not a temporal priority. Given this definitlon of effect, it is taut-
olegous to state that the effect cannot be deleyed after the cause., The
real lssue here is therefore the csusal principle that the Philosopha&s
aud Tbn Rushd subseribe to. Ia this for Itn Rushd lknown in itself, and
1f 8o, in which of the above two denses? In his reply to al~Ghazali's
aritique of ceuselity,*’ Itn Rushd maintains that it is a necessary first
principle that things have specific natures, and argues implicitly that
the principle of neceasary csusal connection is a consequence of this
necessary exion,? Thus, the causal principle is also "known in 1tself®
in the seocond sense noted above,

That this principle is neither a necessary first principle nor a
conssquence of & necessary first principle is affirmed by al-Ghazall
when he denies necessary oausal conneation, not merely on the basis that
such & comnegticn is not observable in nmature, but also because cns can
a.fﬂrmthecamanddexwtheeffeetmdatﬁmthocffactanddcwthe
cause without contradiction,

Thisunottheplaestogomtothemandmoftheomal
controversy. Our purpose was to reveal how this motaphysical conflict
wunderlies this brief exchangs of argument on method.

G, Tho Infinite®
According to al-Ghazall, the theory of an eternal world ip self-
contradictory because it implies the following self-contradictory conse-
quencest44 (1) the existence of unequal infinite motions in the pest}

Mlgypre, chapt. &, p. 27.  42IT, pp. 520-22.
4317, pp. 17-31.  “hgupra, chapt. i1, pp. 49-53.
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(2) the existence of series that terminate in a number that is neither

" 0dd nor even; (3) the existence of an mctual infinity of souls, Against

this, Ibn Rushd argues that the contradictions in (1) and (2) are appér-
ent, not real, and are due to al-Ghasali's confusion between the aotusl
and the potential infinite, while (3) is the consequance of Ibn Sina's
theory of the soul which is a false theory. It 1s not Aristotle’s doo-
trine. |

We will first present an expodition of Itn Rushd!s answers to
(1) and (2) and then offer some critical comments on Itm Rushd's analy~
sis of the problem of the infinite., Ibn Rushd's answer to (3) is a dis-
cussion that is in a class by itself, It deals essentially with the
problen of the soul's immortality. As such its interest is historical
and relates to the problem of the place of philosophy in the Medieval
Islamic state, We will therefore comment on it separately.

But before we proceed to discuss Ibn Rushd!s answera, a brief
comnent on Aristotle’s distinction betwesn the potential and ths sctual
infinite and Ibn Rushd's use of these terms is necessary.

The actual infinite, for Aristotle, is the infinite whose parts
cowexist, Such en infinite is impossible.45 The infinite whose exis~

45the sctual infinite must be divisible into many infinities

and this for Aristotle is impossible, Phygics, i1i, 5, 204a, 2025,
An actual infinite sush as body, substence, or spece, is im-

possible because it contradicts the principles of physics: for example,
body by definition is bounded and the bounded cammot be infinite; if
any of the elements such as fire is infinite, it will destroy the
equilibrium that exists between the elementsj the infinity of space
upsets all spacial relationships, Physics, 114, 5, 204b, 43 206a, 5.

TR —
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tence ~ in some sense of the term "«:d.asi'.ence"l'6 - 18 possible is the
potentiel infinite. This is the infinite whose parts come into existence
successively in time, the prior parts ultimately ceasing to exist4’ « the
coming to existence is not an acocumulative process. Hence, succesaive
non~eccunulative existence is the defining char=cteristic of potential-
ity hers, just as éo-exiatonce is the defining charecteristic of astuale
ity with reference to infinities. In his answer to al-Ghagali, however,
we note that Itn Rushd defines the potential infinite simply as that
which hes neither & beginning nor an end. Moreover, he seems to iden-
tify the finite with the actual. If by “actual® the ®co-existing" is
intended, then Ibtn Rushd's identification of the finite with the actual
is mistaken since successive events can be finite also.

Itn Rushd's discussion of this problem has two parts. In the
first part he gives hies answer to al-Ghasali's argument that since the
revolutions of the various heavenly bodies are unequal in mumber, they
cannot be infinite in number beo#uae then there will ocour the contra-
dictory consequence of having infinities that are not equal. In the
second part, Ibn Rushd gives another formulation of this problem, not

4gne infinite doss not exist as a "this." When we say that it
exists we are speaking in the sams manner as when we say "the day exists®
or "the Olympic games exist.® "Potentliality™ is en ambiguous word,
Usually it is applied to what ultimetely actualizes, This meaning does
not apply to the potential infinite., The potentisl infinite is never
actualiged. Neither can it exist as an independent entity. It is like
prime matter which is pure potency and which is always combined with
form., Phyelos, 144, 6, 206a,

ATppveica, 114, 6, 206a, 18; 206b, 2.

I.a:xo pr. 18~23,
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reported by al-Ghazall, and answers it,

In the first part Ibn Rushd argues that if the number of rota-
tions that a planet like 8S8aturn, for example, makes, is a thirtieth of
the rotations that the sun makes in the same time, this ratio holds
only if the rotaticns are considered in the same finite time, This
ratic also holds for part of this finite time as it does for the whole
time, provided the whole is a finite whole. But this ratio no longer
obtains when the time is potentially infinite, For the potentially
infinite is that which has neither a beginning nor an end. There can
be no proportion betwean series that have neither a beginning nor an
end, S8uch series are not amenable to eomparisons. As such the aonocepts
of "equality® and "non-equality" do not apply to them. The relation of
the part to the whole exists only between the finite parts of potentially
infinite series. For these alone are msi'.nal..l’9 The contradiction of
having one infinite greater than another obtains when the infinite is
taken to be aetual not potentisl.®®

In the second part Itm Rushd gives what to him is a more serious
formulation to this problem and answers it., The opponent, Itm Rushd
eantinﬁes, sometimes argues that the theory of an eternal world implies
that the present is preceded by an infinite past. This, for the oppenent
is impossible because (a) it implies that the present is preceded by an
infinity of causes end hence implies the denial of a first cause, and
(b) it implies that the present is the completion of an infinite past -
but the infinite by definition is never completed.

1*9Here Ibn Rushd seems to identify the actual with the finite,

%01¢ the finite is identical with the actual then the actual in-
finite would be a contradictory concspt.
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The firat of these objections is based on the comfusion between
the accidental and the essentisl cause, Ibn Rushd answers. The cause
that precedes the effeot in time is accidental. It ias not the condition
for the continuous sustenance of the effect. Thc prior motion of a
moving body is not the essentisl cause for the posteriur movement. 51
Agein, 8 man is the cause of another man accidentslly, not essentially.
At every moment of man's existence there must co-exist with him a series
of oauses necessary for his existence, These are the essential causes,
They terminate in & first cause, God.:-'2 These causes cannot be infinite
since thelr infinity would be an actual infinity, The infinite series
of accldental causes are possible because their existence is succesaive
and non-ascwmlatives their infinity is a potential infinity, But since
the existence of these causes is in turn depsndent on a finite series of
essential causes terminating in an eternal cause, the sequence of acci-
dental causes must necessarily be infinite., If they had a beginning in
time, then God must have & beginning in time, But God is eternal, and
his act is eternal. The series of aoccidental causes that precede each
other in time cannct have a beginning in time since they are the act of
an eternal non~changing agent.53

S1Ite Rushd 4s speaking about the heavenly bodies. These are
moved by the intellact of the body acting as a final cause., The bodies

are “pulled® as it were, or, rather, attracted as bty a magnet. As such
it &s not the prior movement's impulse that keeps the body in motion,

”God, the first cause, does not co-exist in the same marmer the
other osuses co-exist, For God is outside time, We will treat this
problem in the seaond debate,

53303'9 we have implied again the two fundamental premises that
Ibn Rushd shares with the Philosophers and which are the central bone of
contention between the Aristotelians and al-Ghagali, and these are that
the acts of God are necessitated by his unchanging nature and that a new
act in time not preseded by similar acts implies change in God,
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The second of these cbjections 48 met by the theory of the po-
tential infinite, Itn Rushd continues. The potential infinite has nei-
ther a beginning nor an end, It is never complsted, That an infinite
past precedes the present does not mean that the infinits past has been
completed, The present, the 'now' is a moment in the infinite proocsss
of pessing away end coming to be., The ‘now' is the limit between the

54

past and the future, By its very definition it implies a future, and

if there is always a future, then there is never a completion.ss

The number of the past rotations of the heavenly bodies terminate
in the present, and hence must terminate in a number that must be either
.odd o even, MNoreover, unless they do have such a character, we cannot
say that the rotations of Saturn for example are a thirtieth of the sun's,
But 1f they are characterised as being odd or even, they cannot be ine
fintte. The Phlilosophers! answer to this problem to the effect that odd-
ness end evenness are not applioable to the infinite number of past reve
olutions becauss the past revolutions no longer exist and the future are
not yet in existence, does not solve the difficulty., The fact of exis-
tence or non-existence is irrelevant, One can imagine a number of horses.
These in reality do not exist. 8till, such an imagined number must be
either odd or even. Thus argued al-Ghaszali,

Sphysics, iv, 218a, 21~28; viii, 251b, 21,

55This 1s implied rather than stated by Ibtn Rushd, We will en-
counter in the second debate Itn Rushd's argument from the definition of
the 'now! as the limit that there must always be a past and that hence
the past time is infinite.

5692, pp. 23-25.
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Oidness end evenness, Ibn Rushd anewers, are attributsble only
to what has a beginning and an end, The potential infinite has neither
& beginning nor ean end and hence cennot be characterized as eithsr odd
or even, When the Fhilesophers hold that the past instances of such en
infinite no longer exist and the future ere not yet in exiastenss, they
mean thet the potentisl infinite comes under the law of non-existance,>’
What comes under the law of non-existence cannot be characterized as
either odd or even,

Al-Ghasali's imagined horses must have a number that is either
odd or even, because these are finite to begin with, Indeed, if they
are imagined, they must be finite, The soul cannot imagine the infinite,
Thus vhether what exiats in the soul s merely imasginary or has a core
responding reality cutside the scul it is always finite. If what exists
outside the soul is infinite, the soul ean only imngine a finite part
of it, and this finite part will have a number that is efither odd or

even.
Before we proosed to discuss Itm Rushd's answer to the last ob-

jeotion of el-Ghasall that deals mainly with the problem of the immortal
soul, a btrief coﬁnnnt on Itn Rushd's arguments in (1) and (2) is in order,
It should be observed that all the arguments for the impossibil-
ity of the infinite based on the impossibility of unequal infinities are,
from the point of view of modern mathematical discovery, not valid, The
transfinite number does not share all the mathematical properties of the

57'l‘he infinite is a potentiality that is never actualiged. See
above, n, 46, Motion 18 also another instance of that which is never
actualiged, But it is not potentiality, but rather lies in an inter~
mediate stage between potentiality and actuality -~ it 4s the preccess of
actualigation, not actuality es such, :
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finite. Thus whereas in finite collections the part necessarily cannct
equal the whole, this is not the case with the transfinite number., There
the part of an infinite series can be infinite and equal to the whols,
Thus neither the arguments of al-Chazali for the impossibility of an
infinite number of revolutions in the past, nor the grgunents of Ibn
Rushd for the imposeibility of the sotual infinite, are necessary., The
infinite is not & logical impossibility.

However; the arguments of Itn Rushd should be discussed in their
omn termsi

In his answers, Ibn Rushd maintains that ths potential infinite,
i,e., that infinite whose parts coms into existence successively and
then pass eway, is possible, while the actual infinite, i.e., the ine
finite whose parts co-exist, is impossible, But "succeasive existence
and pessing awsy® does not enteil the idea of infinity, nor does "oo=-
existence" entall the idea of limitation. "Co-existence" here is a
tenporal term., It says nothing about the numerisal character of the co-
existing, From the definition of the astual infinite as that infinite
whose parts cowexist, the inference that there must be a first and a
last pert is unwarrented, end Ibtn Rushd seems to have made this infer-
ence when he identified the finite with the asctual.

The potential infinite for Ibm Bushd is possible because it
hes neither a begimning nor an end. In other words it is possible be-
cause it is infinite, Fer what has neither a begimning nor an end is
not ameneble to comparisons. The question of "equality® and "non-equale
ity" does not arise, But if it is the fact that the potential infinite
has neither a beginning nor an end, rather than the fact that it comes
into existence successively, that makes it immme to al-Gharzali's argu-
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ment from wnequal infinities, then by the same reascning the actual
infinite, defined as the co~existing aggregate that has neither a be-
ginning nor an end, should be possible, Oonsistently in his arguments
Ibn Rushd defends the possibility of the potential infinite on the
basis that such an infinite has neither a beginning nor an end, rather
than on its charagter as coming into existence successively and pass=
1ng exay. |

In Rushd later on, however, does give a more explicit state-
ment of the reasans why the agtual infinite is Mpoasible.sg If an
actual infinite exists, argues Itm Rushd, then this infinite can be
divided, The part will also be an infinite, The part then will equal
the whole and this is impossidle, But why is this division not possible
in the potential infinite? The only answer Itn Rushd oould give is the
fact that the past instances of the potentisl infinite heve ceased to
exist, and that thus in reality, no division can take place. But here
al-Chasalli's argument, that the fact of existence cr non-existence is
irrelevant when we make such loglosl judgments, undermines Ttm Rushd's
ansver, Indeed, past motion osases to exist, and yet Itn Rushd must
ooﬁpare the rate of the movements of the various planets in the finite
past time if he is to have any astronomical kmowledge, and for that
matter any knowledge of the world at sll,

¥hat might be implied in Ibn Rushd's argument against the astual
infinite is that when we divide an actual infinite - supposing it does
oxist = we would have an infinite that is limited from one direction,
and it is this feoct which makes such an aggregate amenable to comparisons

8rhis argument comes in passing in the third answer to al-Ghagali's
proof from the actual infinity of souls., TT, pp. 27-28,
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with other aggregates, For then there would be one finits limit that
can be placed in a relation of one to ome correspondence with another
aggregate and then the eontradiction of having one infinite grsater

than another might ensus, This situation will never oscur in the po-

tential infinite because this infinite is never completed, never has a
finite term limiting it from one direction. But the ergumwnt of Itn

~ Rushd that the infinite past is nevar limited by the present is not per-
suasive, For by definition the pow &{s the limit between the past and
the future,

It seems clear from the analysis of the infinite that Itn Rushd
gives,”? that 1f he is to allow the possibility of a potential infinite,
he must allow the possibility of an actual infinite, This problenm, es
we shall see, becomes central in the sesond debate which will be dis~
cussed in the following chapter,

3. Zhe Zufindty of Souls®

Those who uphold the theory of an eternal world, al-Ghaszall
argued, must either admit the existence of an actual infinity of souls,
and this is impossible, or else subsaribe to a unitary theory of the
soul, which likewise has contradictory consequences and is therefore ime
possible, Henos, the theary of an eternal world is impossible, |

The first of these alternatives, arguss Itn Rushd, is the ccnse-
quence of Ibn Sina's theory of an immortal yet individual soul., This

591‘heae might be termed the "a priori" arguments for the impose

8ibility of the actual infinite as against the Aristotelian arguments from
the principles of physics, although these too have a very dominent a priori
character. See above, n. 45.

6%’ PP 25-=30,
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48 a false theory and is not Aristotle's, If Ibn Sina's theory is accep~
ted then the actual in:‘inite would result as al<Ghagall maintains, and
the actual infinite, whether consisting of sensible things or non-sen-
sible thtnga,"l 18 self-contraiictory. But the soul, or rsther, "the
paré of it that lurrivaa,"& adds Ibtn Rushd, cannot be individuatod
after the corruption of the body. For the principle of individuation
is matter, When separated from matter, the form - in this case the soul
which is the form of the living body = is no longer individuated,
Al«Gharali's criticism of the theory that one soul cen partici-

pate in a plurality otm&h eonfused, Ibtn Rushd goes on., The divie
sion of the soul in matter is asoidental, not essential. Essentially,
the soul is ome, accidentally, many. The soul is the form of a living
body. It is the common elsment betwsen two different men, If two men,
Zeyd and ‘Amr, die and their souls survive their bodiss individuated,
then these individuated mouls must have ancther form that represents the
common element between them inasmch as these ave souls, This lsads to
imnecessary multiplioatien of entities. Al-Chasali's sssertion that

* 61pquinas holds that Aristotle only refuted the astual infinity
of sensible things, See above, chapt., 14, n. 44)
11, 81’ sec, 9,
' But Ibn Rushd's interpretation can be supported. For even
wmwummnuwomummmmwd
magnitudes. as body and place, he does report that Plato upheld the
theary of the infinity of forms. Phvaics, 111, 4, 203s, 9. It is not
unlikely that the impossibility of an actual infinite did underlis Aris-
totle's third man argumant against the Platonio ideas. lMoreover, even
though most of the arguments against the actual infinite in the
are based on the prinoiples of physics, the argument that if the infinite
18 actual then it can be divided into many infinities, which for Aristotle

15 impossidle, is a mathematical ergument that need not apply only to
gsensible things. Ses above, n., 45.

620110 15 o reference to the active intellect which for Ibn Rushd
18 eternal and common to all rational beings,

€3gupra, chapt. 11, pp. S2-53.
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only quantitative substances 14ke water can divide and remain the sams
end that sinoe the scul is not a quantitative entity it cannot do 8o,
ig not true, continues Itn Rushd, Accidents such as colors divide with
the dividlon of the colored body. But their divisicn ie not essentisl,
gince the color continues to be ons end the s@, though the body is
divided, The divisicn of the soul in many bodles while in ezsence ree
mamingthesamomamluanalagmtoughtand1tadiviaionbythe
various objects it znmmu.&

For Thn Rushd, matter is finite in quantity and form is finite.
Gmtimandomﬁonhthewmlmmsionoffmmfmmr
fintto matter.5 Tbn Rushd subsaribes, as it were, to a theary of “the
conservation of matter and fcmi."

mtulignlﬁmtmthumruthatlmmmhdgiwsan
explicit though btrief statement of his heretical doctrine of the soul,
and that he gives 1t in this pert of the Jglafuf where the problem of
the soul's immortality is incidental. The place where Itn Rushd's state-
mtofhisdoctﬁne'auldhonmnycxpactedtoappeartainthe last
diseussion wvhere Ibtm 8ina's theory of the soul is attacked as irreligious
by al-Ghazall because of its denisl of bodily reswrection., There, in
his comments, Itn Rushd mekes no gtatement of his theory, but uses the
occasion to voice some of his views on the different levels of inter-
preting 1'.2'\31513.66 We shall have oocasion to return to this point in our

%Mo ﬂi, 5, 4308, 15.

65’1‘1115 is the consequence of the affirmation that the ectual in-

finite is impossible for both sensible and non-sensible things. The
theory assumes the Aristotelian blological theory of the fixity of species.

6621: pp. 580-86,
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concluding chapter where we will examine Ibn Rushd's ciaims concerning
the differences between the Philosophers and the theologians on the
problem of the world's eternity in his legal defense of philosophy,
Eagl-al-lagal.

Thereismabrmfmhangeofarmtbsmenthe%ilomphars
| and el-Ghagdli based on thz infinite concerning the problem of creation
which Ibn Rushd comments on, This is the argument where the Philoso-
phers attack the theary of ecreation in time on the besis that if such a
theory is assumed, either finite time must precede the warld, or infine
ite time, and both these alternatives are impossible., Al-Ghasall an-
swers that time and the v&rldwm areated together and that before the
world there was no tine.67 But this is precisely the problem that is
discussed in detail in the socpnd debate, and for this reasan we need
not go into Ibn Rushd's observations en the problem in the first debate
here,

Toupra, shapt. 11, pp. 53-54.



CHAPTER IV
THE SECGHD DEBATE:s THE ARGUMERT F2oM TIME

The second debate is a oontinuation of the first, and hence,
pevolves aromnd the same eonflicting premises. It takes up the question
of the infinity of time left pending in the first debate,’ The problem
of time arises with the problem of the nature of God's pricrity to the
world. All the parties in the dispute agree that God is not temporally
prior to the world, AlGhazall holds that the world and time had a
finite sterting point in the past. Ood is eternal and existed before
this starting point in a non-temporal sense of "before." The Philoso-
phers and Ibn Rushd, on the other hand, insist that if God is eternal
and His pricrity to the world is not temporal, then the world is eter-
nal, They hold this because of the hidden assumption that the world 1s
the necessitated effect of an unchanging eternal cause, This metaphys-
fcal assumption, as we pointed out in the preceding chapters, is in con-

" £liot with al-Gharali's ocncept of God as a voluntary agent.

But Ibn Rushd eand the Philosophers are not in complete agreement.
In their proof, Itm Rushd charges, the Philosophers fail to make the
distinction between natural cause and dlvine cause. The natural cause
that 4s prior to the effect in essence is asimultaneous with the effect.
Both cause and effect are contemporaneous in time, But the divine csuse
is altogether outside the category of time. For God 1s the unmoved mover.

lm’ ch&pt‘ ﬁ) Pe 53“'54—0
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Pime is the measure of motion, God, being unmoved, is outside time,
Thus, even though His priority to the world ie essentiel, it still dif-
fers from the essential priority of the natural cause tc the effect.
For the latter though simultansous, exist in time, God does not, His
priority to the world is a special kind of priority. Thus, in this de~
bate wrises the issue of the relation of the timeless to tne temporsl.

The structure of the debate is simpler than that of the first
debate and allows us to discuss the arguments of the three parties ocon-
cernsd in one and the same chapter, The debate divides into two parts.
The first part® discusses the Philosophers' proof for the warld's eter—
nity, from the nature of God's priority. If God 1s eternsl, time must
be etsrnal and if time is eternal the world is eternal, Against this,
el=Ghazali produces his theory that time and the world were created and
before time there was mo time, The sesond part’ oomsists of a dlscus-
slon of the Philosophers' secamd proof, designed to meet al-Ghasali's
theory by attempting to demomstrate that if creation in time is sup~
posed, time mst have preceded the world,

Bart A.
The Philoscohera! Pirst Progt*

This proof is a disjunctive syllogiam: Godt's priority to the
world {s either a temporel priority or an essentisl priority, and cannot
be anything elss. If it can be proved that God's priority to the world
cannot be temporel, then it must be essential, And if the priority is

2‘&. pp. 96-1003 IT, pp. 64=83.
37, pp 101-103; T, pp. 83-97.

lﬂv p. 93 II, p. 64
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essential, not temporal, then God end the world are simultaneous in
time, If God is eternal - as He is - then the world mst be eternal,

The Philosophers give exemples of what they mean by Ressential |
priority," The first example they give is that of the natural pricrity o
of the number cne to two. This priority is not temporal, although both ’
one and two can exist in time nimltaneoualy.s The second example of
this priority is the essential priority of cause to effect where both
are simultaneous in time, Thus it 4s the man's motion that causes the
motion of his shadow; and it is the finger's movement that causes the
Rovement of the ring on the fingerj and it 4s the movement of the hand
in the water that csuses the movement of the water.® In all thess cases,
cause is simultansous to effect though essentially prior to 1t,

If God!s priority to the world is proven essential by proving
that it cannot be temporal, then it would follow that God and the world
are simltensocus; so that it would be contradictory to affirm the etere
ni‘lwotthamegndthetompomlfmitndeofthoother. If God 48 eter-
nal, the world is eternal; and 1f God 4s not eternal, the world is not
eternal and sisultanecus with Him, The Philosophers stop at this point,

Mthoummt'ahiddanpremempudwanparuesiathatdod

*Ihis kind of pricrity is given by Itm Sina, Ap-flalah (Cairor mo
publishers given, 1938), p., 256, Aristotle also speaks of the natural
priarity of one to two and explains that this relaticnship is not revere
sibley Qatepories, 12, l4a, One and two according to the Philogophers can
exist in time similtaneously, There is no plece in their schems, however,
for any Kantian theory of arithmetie.

6'1'he example of the hand's movement is used in the controversy cone
cerning the volunmtary nature of God's sots, Supra, chapt, i, p, 18, In
his

-

datisad, al-Ghasali attecks the Mu“tesilite theory of generation be-
cause it affirms the existence of necessary causel connection, The exam<
ples of the hand moving the ring and moving the water ere given to 1llus-
trate what the Mu‘tazilites deem instances of necessary ceusation, Ale
Ghazall denies any necessity in the movement of the ring and the water

that follow the movement of the hand, Al-Ghazall, gl-Iqtiesd fi-1-I°tigad,
(Cairo: Matba®at Hijazi, no date), p. 45.
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is eternal, and hencs, in mccordance with the preceding line of argument,
the world must be eternal.

The Philosophers then procesd to prove that Ged's priority to
the world is necesserily essential by proving thet it camnot be tsmparal,
They use the argument from the natuve of time, around which much of the
debate that follows revolves, to prove that God eannot be temporally
prior to the world, The premises of this argument are two: God's etare
nity end the definition of time as the measure of motion,

Hﬁodhoternal,andifﬂod'sprlwitytothemmumpoaed
tobetoupoml,thmﬂodmthmpreoedodthemmmuuewm-
finite tims terminating with a final term but having no initial one,
Therefore before the existence of the world and time, infinite time ex-
isted. But to say that time existed befare it existed, is contradictory.
Timo hes no beginning, But time &s the measure of motion, If time is
eternal, motion is eternaly and if motion is eternal, that through which
motion subsists, 4.e., the world, is eternal,

| The above proof abounds with eircularity, In the first place
the warld's eternity is deduced from the oonelusion that God'as priority
to the world is an essential priority, But the essential priority of
Godtotheworldiaon]ydodncadfmthewrld'aetemity. If God is
eternal and the world {s eternal then God's priority is essential, not
‘temporal, and if God's priority is essential, the world is eternal,
~ Secondly, the argument from the nature of time is circular, However,
we shall postpome the discussion of this problem until we discuss Ibn
Rushd who endorses this argument from time, But more pertinent to our
aim of artioculating the conflict of metaphysical premises, is the fact
that the sbove proof betrays the hidden premise pertaining to the nature
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of God's causality, We shall proceed now to extract this premise and
show that it i1s identical with the premise of the first proof of the
Philosophers in the first debate and that hence, tha sscand debate iz
in reality a continuation of the firat in that it {s based on the same
premises pertaining to the nature of God as osuse, |

It should be obsarved that the disproof of the disjunct that
God's priority to the world camnot be temporsl is based on the premise
that God is eternal, It is cnly because God is eternal that He would
precede the world by infinite time, if a world finite in the temporal
puf is supposed. In other words, it is only on the supposition that
God is eternal that ons must deny QOd‘a temporal priaority to the world,
oanclude ths world's eternity, and consequently, affirm that His prior-
ity is essential, (Here we notice the circularity indicated ebove.)

If 4t is supposed, far the sske of argument, that God 18 not eternal,
then He would not precede the world by infinite time if His priority to
the world is supposed to be temporal, end as such, His temporal priority
to the world is poasible,

But the Philosophers, in their examples they gave to illustrate
what they meant by “essential priority," in effect deny this possibile
ity. For the world, according to them, must co~exist with God. If God
1aetemlthemmuomnalandiroodiﬁnotetemlthemld:I.a
not eternal because the world co~exists with God. Why must the world
co=exist with God even if God is supposed to be not eternal? The undere
lying assumption here is not hard to extract. The world co-exists with
God because it is the necessitated effect of His unchanging nature, God
by His very nature ﬁust cause the world, And this is the fundamentel

premise of the Philosophers! arguments in the first debate as we have
seen,
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1. Al-Ghazili's reply’

In his reply, al-Ghasall affirms the eternity of God and denies
the eternity of the world in the past, and still maintains that God's
pwioritytoths'orldisnotaumporalpriwity. In so doing, He im=-
plicitly denies the premise that God must always act since His aot is
necossitated by His eternal unchanging nature. God is etermal, and &
new ect does not imply e changs in God's nature, His act is voluntery.
God 18 outside the categary of time, and as such His priority to the
world is not temporal, Henoe, He does not preceds the world, if the
world is finite, by time, Time is created with the world, and "before"
the world there was no times

Pime i created and before it there wes no time, The meaning
efmsayingthatoodispriortothenﬂdmdun,isthat
He existed without the world and that then He existed together
with time and the world, To say that He was without the world
means only that Qod's essende existed and that the world's

essenoe 4id not exist, and to say that He wss with the warld is
perely to affirm the existence of two essences. The meaning of

one essence and the non-existence of sunother, and then the ex-
1gtence of two essences. It is not necessary to assume here a
third thing, time, although the imagination cannot but suppose
it. Butnmtnotmathnﬂmtothemmctﬁwimgm-
ation,

The example of Jesus, that al«GChazali gives, is revealing of what
al=Chasali's intentions are., If a temporal event, such as the 1life of an
individual, finite in duration, is caused by an eternal God whose priority
to such an event cammot be temporal, then this should be possible in a
series of finite temporal events that constitutes a world finite in its

temporal past duration. Al=Chagali's theory that God creates time with

72!' PPe. 96‘97’ n’ PPe 65—66.
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the warld 1s an outcome of the Ash‘arite metaphysics of atoms.® For the
Asherites assert that God creates both substances and time atoms, Time
is ocreoated with the world, if the world is a conglomerate of such atoms,

2. Ibn fushd's coments’

In his Jahafyt, Ibn Rushd criticizes not only alsGhazali, but
also the Philosophers. Although he ascepis the conclusion of the Phil-
osophers! proof, he does not regard the proof as strictly demonstrative.
For the preaises of a demonatrative .proof must be clesr, wunambiguous and
certain. The Philosophers, however, ergue from the premise of God's
eternity, and they seem to regard God as eternal in the sense that He
eternally exists in time, This $g s false premise., For God is eternal.
But He i{s eternal in the sense that He is altogether outside the cate~
gory of time, Time s the measure of motion and the unmoved mover cane
not therefore be in time. The natural cause that is edsentially prior
to the effect, is fn time. Henos, both cause and affect are simultansous,
Fow, God is essentially prior to the world. But He is not a natural
cause in that He 4s not simultensous with the world in time, His prior-
ity and causelity are a special kind of causality and priority.

Al-Chsgald therefore, is not wrong when He states that God's
priority to the world is not & temporal priority. If, however, the.
priority of Ged to the warld is not temporal, 1t follows that the pos-
teriority of the world to God is not temporal. A world non~temporally
posterior to an eternal essence, God, is eternal, Otherwise, Ibn Rushd
continues, the problem of how the effect can be delayed after the cause

reappears.

sm’ chapt. i’ Pe 28 ff, 91’!’ PPe 64"65’ 66"690
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Itn Rushd's introduction of the problem of the delay of the
effect after the cause in this context, indicastes very clearly that in
this argument he shares with the Philoscphers their premise that God is
an eternal cause, in the sense that by nature He must cause; and that
since His nature is eternal and non-changing, God muet "always" cause,
and the effect therefore must always exist, And this is the centrai
metaphysical conflict between him and al-Ghagali's concept of God as a
voluntary agent, For, al-(hasall also maintained that Ged's priority
to the world is not temporal., This therefore implies that according to
al-Ghasall God is not always causing, that He causes when He wishes,
and that the effect then is posterior essentially to the cause when 1;he
canse ocours,

The problem is difficult because of the fact that for both al-
Ghasall and Itn Rushd, God is not in time, How can the timeless cause
the temporal and be prior to it, not in time, but in essence’ Itn Rushd
thought he had solved the difficulty by insisting that the effect is
etarnsl, though in time, But the difficulty is not really solved, For,
in the eternal process of generation end corruption, there are finite
parts, The life span of an individual would be one., God, in the system
of ITn Eushd, is the contemporaneous cause, in scme sense of "contsmpore
sneous,® of this finite event through a series of co-axisting simulten=-
eous natural causes, But the life of the individual is finite, As such,
.God, following Ibn Rushd's logic, is eternal and yet non~temporally
prior to a finite event in time, If this 1s possible in the case of an
individusl, it should be possible in the case of a world finite in its
‘temporal duration. It is only impossible if the premise is trus that
God's act 1s necessitated by His unchanging essence and hence must exist
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so long as God exists, And Ibn Rushd assumes that this is true,

Our statement "God was without the world" expresses a third mean-
ing besides the existence of ons essence and the non-existence of
the world, For if we suppose the non-existence of the world in
the future, there would also ocour the existence of an essence
and the non-existence of an essence, and it would be false to

say "Ood was without the world® and trus to say "God will bs with-
out the world,” For it is only of the past that it is said "God
was without the world,® Thus there is a difference hetween our
saying "was® and "will be," for neither can replace the other,
Let us then examine wherein lies this difference, Oertainly, the
difference does not lie in the faoct of the existence of the one
essence end the non-existence of the other, but in a third thing,
For if we say of the future nonwexistence of the world "God wes
without the world® this would be incorrect. *"Has" is only used
for the past., This proves that the term "was® comprises a third
element which is the past} and the past in itself is time, and
the past through enother is motion which passes only with the
passing of time, Hence, it follows necessarily that before the
world a time existed that terminated with the world's existence,

4 Al=GhasBli'e reply't

Al«Chasali's defense of his theory has two perts. In the first
he gives his definition of time, and in the second he defends his theory
that time end motion are finite, by drawing a ccmparison between the
£initude of space Aristotelians uphold and the finitude of time,

When the Philesophers meintein that between the statement "God
was without the world" and "God will be without the world" there is a
third meaning, this third meaning exists only in relation to us and has
nothing to do with the relations of priority and posteriority with re-~
gerds to God and the world, al-~Chagali holds, If the priority of God
to the world does not consist merely in the existence of one essence with-
out the existence of another, but means that a temporal relation euch as
"past" must exist, then this relation must be constant. But the past

1012: p. 65; II, p. 70. uﬁn pp. 97-98; TI, pp. TR=73.




and the future are relative. If we suppose that the world will cease
to exist in the future, we will say "God will exist without the world."
If God creates the world again, from the standpoint of somebody living
in the world oreated a second time the statement "God existed without
the world® is true. The future can become the past end is not a sone-
stant characterietic of reality, Time exists only in relation to us,

However, al«Ghazali's theory of time is not entirely subjec~
tive, For he upholds the Aristotelian definition of time as the measure
of motion, This measure, however, exists only in the hunaxi soul, (ne
might press the issue here and ask whether or not motion has relations
of priority end posteriority that are characteristics of motion as such,
and if so, whether ar not the argument from the relativity of time is
applicable to the relativity of prior and posterlor motioas.lz Ale~
Ghasdld does not seem to be aware of this possible line of approach to
the problem, It should also be noted that al-Ghazall does not develop
his theory of time beyond stating that it is relative to usj he does not
attempt to give an account of the past and the future in the manner St,
Augustine d:m..l'3

Motion, however, for al-Gharzall is necesserily finite, Motion
and time are co~extensive and have a finite beginning, The finitude of
time 18 like the‘ finitude of space, ergues al-Chagill, Space is finite
and bounds the finite universe., There is no space, empty or filled,

uror Aristotls, the relations of "before" and "after" exist in
spece, tims, and motion, relative to a frame of reference, but he does
zlxot conclude that these relations are subjective. Physicg, iv, 11, 219s,
2«20, '
or Augustine only the preaent e:d.ats. The past is memory and
the future anticipation., Jhe Confessions St. Augugtipe, tr., Edwerd B.
Pusey (Rew Yorks Random House, 1949 ’ Bk. xi, PPe 256-58
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"gbove" space. This is demonstrable, and yet the human fancy, used to
attributing a beyond and an above to the spatial megnitudes it exper-
iences in ordinary life, cannot but imagine thet there is an "asbove®
bsyond the boundary of the universe. 8imilarly, time and motien are
finite, tut the human imagination erronecusly attributes a temporal
priority to the world's beginning, Just s there is no "above® beyond
the finite space that boumds the world, thers is no "before® beyond the
world's temporal but finite existence in the past. This analogy between
time and space is used by al~Chagdli again in the second part of this
debate. The controversy over the nature of the infinite discussed in

the previous chapter is central here.
5. hn Rughd's gomme .-

Ttm Rushd egain eritioises the Philosophers as well as al-Chagall,
He acospts the conclusion of the Philosophers! argument, but not its
forsulation, He objects to the formuletion because the FPhilosophers
again argus as though God is in time. When we say that God "was" with
the world, argues Itn Rushd, this is not en indication of a state of
God in the past. The copula merely ccmnects the subject with the pred-
10&1';0.15 It is a8 though we are ‘saod.nz, %0od was compassionate end for-
giving,* This does not necessarily indicate a past state, The Philoso-
phera! argument could have been formulated without reference to God and
only with reference to supposed possible states of the world, its sup-
posed non-existenoe, its existence, and a second non-existence.

Ligr, pp. 70-72, T3-80.

15'1‘ha auxiliary verb "kgna," "was," is in the perfect, and the
perfact denotes a completed action, and thus usually denotes an action
in the past. However, with reference to God it can simply indicate a
quality or an ettribute without reference to time,
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His critique of al-Ghazall has two parts corresponding to the
two parts of al-Chagali's ergument, In the first part Ibn Rushd offers
an ergument to show that if a world finite in its temporal past is
supposed, then it is necessary that time should have preceded such a
world, that time could not have had a finite beginning., Al-Ghazall is
sorrect, srgues Itn Rushd, when he says that time and motion are nec~
essarily oonnected and that time is what the imagination construsts in
motion, But time and motion do not oease. This statement of Ibm Rushd
oould be interpreted as affirming that thare is objeotive time corres-
ponding to subjective time, However, Itn Rushd's mein interest is to
prove that the kind of existent that is always in time must preceds a
world supposed to have been created in time, and that hence time must
likewise have preceded such a world, Indeed, in this discussion we
have another of the metaphysical premises of Itn Rushd to be debated at
length in the fourth debate, to the effest that matter is eternal, and
that “ereation" is not crigination out of nothing, but succeasion of
forn over matter, _

There are two classes of existents, ergues Ibn Rushd, a class
of existents that are either in motion or are capable of being in motion,
and a class of existents that are neither in motion nor are capabls of
moticn, The attribute of being in motion or of being capable of being
in motion is a defining characteristic of the first class, and con~-
versely, not to be in motion or capable of motion is the defining char-
acteristic of the second class, Hence, since these are characteristics
of the essence of each class, neither class can be converted into the
other, The first class is neceasarily always in time, the second can-
not be in time, If a world finite in its temporal past is supposed,
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the possibility of motien must have preceded the world, For the world
is .of the class of existents that is in motion, The possibility must
pave existed in something - here is the implicit identification of

~ #possibility® with "potentiality" which emerges in the fourth debate =
" and this something must beleng to the kind of existents that ers cap-
able of receiving motion, If it belonged to the other cless, motien
would never ocour, since these two classes are inconvertible, If what
precedes the world is capable of moticn, it is in time, and hence time

must precede the world,
In the second part, Ibn Rushd attacks althasgali's argument

based on the comparison between space and time as sophistical and mali- ,~
clous. Al-Ghasali oommits the fallacy of equating that quantity,space, ’;
vhioh by definition has position and totality'® with thet quantity,time,
which by definition has neither position nor totality. Al<Ghagali come
nits tids error because he treats the "now® as though it is a point.’
The point can exist at the end or beginning of & line, because the line
1s st vest. Bub this cannct be the case with the "now," By its def=
{nition it is the boundary between the pest and the futurs, The exls-
tence of the ™mow® implies therefore a past. Hence, a beginning of
time 18 impossible, since by definition it must have a past,

mj_.on mst be preceded by time, Every part of movement comes
into e:d.sténoo after privation, the privation of the pricr movement,
But prival.tion and existence cannot be in the same "now." Therefom,
privation must be in a different "now." In other words, the prior mo-

165006 by definition is a bowndery, and the boundary must be
finite. Physics, 114, 5, 204a, 5.

Ypnysios, v, 11, 2208, 5-20.
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¢tion must be in a prior time,

To deny a temporal "before" to a world supposedly finite in its
past duration is quite the opposite of denying a "higher" to the abso-
lutely high. For to deny temporal priority is to deny temporal events,
since by definition a temporal event must be preceded by time., To
deny the absolutely high, on the other hand is tc deny the absolutely
low; &nd to deny thess is to deny the absolutely heavy and the abso-
lutely 1ight end tims deny all physicsl order.l®

Moreover, Ibn Rushd continues, the relation of time to motion
18 not similar to the relation of the limit to spatial magnitude. The
1imit exists $n the spatial megnitude in a manner simlilar to that in
which the acoident inheres in the particular subatance, Time does not
inhere in motion, The relation of time to motien is similar to the re-
lation of mumber to the thing mumbered. Just as number, as such, is
neither individualized by the individuslity of the substratum nor plur-
alized by its plurality, time is neither individualiszed nor plurelized
by the different motions,

This second pert of Ibn Rushd's answer to al-Ghazall requires
some further comments on our peartt

What seems clear in Itn Rushd's discussion is that the physicael
point differs from the ™mow® in that it is fixed, while the "now" is
not, Becauss the "now" is not fixed, it must always have a "before" and
an "after." The physical point', on the other hand, need not have both
a spatial "before" and an "after,"’ It is this fact which makes spatial

18gpre, chapt. 111, n. 45.

198oth the physicsl point and the "now" are boundaries for Aris-
totlae, They differ in that one is fixed, the other is not. [Fhysics, v,
11, 220a, 5-25.
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ginitude possible,0 and temparal finitude impossible, It should be
observed that in the Aristotelian scheme of things it is only the class
of physical points that ere sbsolute limits, This is the olass of
points on the outermost boundary of the finite spherical universe. What
14es within this boundary must have both a spatial "before" end “after.”

Now, Aristotle defines time as the number of motion with res-
pect to "before" and "after."21 The "before" and "after® in this case
must be a "before" and an “after® of motion, not of time. Otherwise
the definition of time would be circular. It 1s necessary, therefore,
that the "now® should always have a "before® and "after," only if motion
alvays has a "before" and an "after.® In other wards, tizme is eternal
only if motion is eternal, To eay that time mist slways have a "before"
and an “after" assumes the eternity of motion., But the eternity of
motion is the very point at issue, Both the ;hiloeopheru and Ibn Rushd
argue for the sternity of motion from the eternity of time, while the
eternity of tims in their terms can be inferred only from the eternity
of motion, Henos, their ergument is sireulsr.”? |

Ttn Bushd's argmment that the relation of the limit o spatial
magnitude is dissimilar to the relaticn of dependence between time and
motion only proves that time is not confined to a particular motion.
It does not prove the eternity of time nor warrant the inference of the
eternity of motion from the eternity of time., The analogy between time

2°‘rhe arguments for the impossibility of the actual infinite

makes spatial finitude for Ibn Rushd a necessity.

2o vaics, v, 11, 219bj 220m, 25.

2504 .. Houreni, "The Dialogue Between al-Ghasall and the
Philesophers on the Origin of the World," p. 190.
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end number must be understood in its Aristotelian context. Granted
that number is distinot from the things mumbered in thet it is not
affected by the nature of the things mumbered (the mumber ten is not
affected by whether the things numbered are men or horses), it atill ¢s
abstracted from particulars and cannot exist without them, Otherwise,
Aristotelienism must give way to Platonisnm, 8imilarly, time need not
be confined to a particuler movement. 8till, it cannot exist without
movement,

It should also be observed that the relation of time to motion
is not very olear in Aristotle, Tims and motion are not 1dentioal,
argues Ariatotlo.23 In one place, howsver, he maintains that time is
that which i3 counted in motion,zz* in another, that time is that which
sounts motion.zs Ibn Rushd, epparently uses the second of these def=
initions in his ergument,

6. The Cenolusien of Part 5% |

The first part concludes with an interchange of argument between
the Philosophers and al«Ghazall that rests on a disegreement of naming,
The FPhilosophers criticims al-Ghazdld for his use of the terms "above"
and "below" with reference to the world, Sinoe the world is a sphere,
they argue, these are relative terms, Al-Ghazali replies that this is
sheer squabbling ebout words and that he could reformulate his arguments
by using the terms “inside" and "outside" 1nutoa.d of "gbove" and "below,"

23 Since motion can be faster or slower, and since the rate of
motion is measured by time, time and motion ere not identieal, Fhysics,
iv, 10, 218b, 14, _

2hphyelcs, v, 219b, 5, 25phystes, v, 2208, 15

2bry, PP. 99-1003 II, pp. 80-83,
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Itn Rushd egrees that the argument of the Philosophers is defective and
takes them further to task for not recognising the absolutely high and
the absolutely low, the proper places in Aristoteliar physics where cer-
tain elements reside, the heavy like earth &t the center, the 14ght as
fire at the absolutely high,

Fart B

In this second part of the sesond debats the Philosophers pre-
sent a second proof to demonstrate the eternity of time, and by impli-
cation the eternity of motian, Hence, the Philosophers, end Itm Rushd
who supports them, still insist on the inference of the eternity of mo-
tion from the oternity of time., The proof that the Philosophers Present,
and which i3 debated in this second part, reminds us of the proof ale
Ghazall presented in the first debate for the impossibility of infinite
uumwmmmmummtmmmwoftm implies the ex-
istence of {nfinite but wequal revolutions of the heavenly bodies,?7
The Philosophers seem to use an ergument from the oonsideration of the
Rovement of heavenly bodies, to demonstrate that an infinite time {n the
past is possidle,

The Philosophers' Proof2®
One must edmit that God could have created the world - if we
suppose for the sake of argument that it wes, as al-Ohazall maintains,
greated in time - earlier by one year, a hmdred years, a thousand years,

or an infinite number of years, argue the Philosophers. If the opponent

275@3:5. chapt, 41, p, 49 rf.

287F, Pp. 201-102; I7, pp. 83-85,
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objects to the use of the term "years" since this is a temporal term
that implies the existence of motlon, ome cen formulate the problem in
a diffcrant mamer,

Let us for the sske of argument suppose that the world has had
a finite beginning in the nast, and let us suppese that up to the pres-
ent time, the world has made one thousand revolutions. Now, God, in
His ocmmipotence, could have areated anothsr world which i1s the exact
duplicate of the present world, but which up to the present has made a
thousand and ons revolutions., To deny such a possibility would be to
deny God power. Moreover, to deny such a possibility would be to deny
that the world was possible before it existed. An impossible world
could never have oome into existence, Henoe, the opponent must allow
the possibility of God's creating this other world, If he admits that
sush a world is possible, he must admit that God could have created yet
another world exastly similar to our world and moving at the same rate
but which up ¢o the present has made twelve hundred revolutions, In-
deed, he must admit that God could have created an infinite mmber of
such warlds, each making up to the present more revolutions than the
other, lLet us oonsider, however, the three worlds mentioned above,
These are similar in every respect except that ome has made up to the
present a thousand revolutions, the other eleven hundred, and the last
_ twelve hundred, There is therefore a difference in extension as far as
their movement is concernsd, since they move et the seme rate. This

difference cannot be merely the existence of God without one of the worlds,
or another world without one of the other worlds.?? This difference must

2%9rn4s point is aimed et al-Ghazali's theory that God's priority to

a world finite in the past is not a temporal priority but rather the exis-
tence of God without the world,
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be something else and cannot be other than tims, which is the measure
of motion,

The Philosophers stop at this point. At best they have shown
that it is possible for time to have been created eariier than al-
Ghasali's world, Hidden here is the assumpiion that is fully argued in
the third debate, as we shall see that the eternal possibility of the
world implies the eternal existence of such a world,

1. It Bushd's gomment™

Ttn Rushd's comment on the proof is very brief. After expound=
ing the ebove proof, he points cut a difficulty its euthar, Ita Sinz,
was not aware of, There is the hidden asmumptien in the proof, Ibn
Rushd argues, that with every possible extension of motion there is time,
and that with every time extended, there is motion. But this is the ‘
very point at issus, IThn Rushd m!.ntqu“, ;d’for a moment it appears
uthoughmmshdiamreofthoproblenefthenlegitimofin-
forring the eternity of motion from the eternity of time, Howevar, he
proeeedstoarguothatmsfniuhmﬂdhavomdeitoloarintheproor
that the possibility of motion and of time with regard to the other sup-
posed possible worlds, {s of the seme nature as that of the possibll-
{ties of time and motion of this world, Only then does it follow that

with every extension of motion there is time and with every extension

of time there is motion, If the motion of the possible though non=
existing world constitutes the possibility of motion prior to al-Chagali's
temparally finite warld, then this possibility mist be in time, and since

the possibility is pricr, time is prior to al-Ghazali's world 3l Thus

30n pp, 84-86,  Si3ee sbove, Fp. 112-113.
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Itn Rushd again argues for the infinity of time rather than motion,

2. Al=Ghazald's answer

The proof the Philosophers give 1s the work of the imeginaticn
and has nothing to suppart 4t in faot. Gne ocould equally ergus in an
enalagous manner to prove space infinite, al-Ghezall maintains, One
could, for example, argue that God could have areated the heavens te be
a oubit higher than what it actually is, If the opponent objects that
this is impossible, then he would be denying God power, and hence the
opponent must admit such a possibdlity, But, then, if God could create
the heavens higher by a cubit, ithaatobegrantédtlmtﬂeoauldoreate
it to be higher by two, three, or an infinite number of cubits. We
should then infer that beyond space there is space. Conversely one
could similarly argue that the warld could have been created to be smal-
luthanitia,mdthatlmwouldthenhawmtedbeywdtha_ml-
ler world in the place the actual world ocoupies. A1l this is the wark
of the imagination, however, and it applies to the supposed temporal
extension of the world beyond the time it astuslly came into existence,

I Rushd's reply’’

Al-Ghezali's argument would be correct, Itn Rushd answers, if
the infinity of body is possible. But the infinity of body is impos=
sible, To imagine the world to be greater than it is would be to imag-
ine what is false since allowing the possibility of a world greater than
it 1s would ultimately lead to the conclusion that an infinite body is
possible, and this is impossible, On the other hand, the possibility
of & world created before al-Ghagali's temporelly finite world is not

3212. p. 1025 IT, p. 87, 331, pp. 87-90.
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impossible, It would be impossible only if the neture of the possible
is created, 1,8., if the coming into existence of the possibility of
the world coincided with the world's temporal coming into mm«.y’
But this 45 false since it renders the judgments of the mind concern-
ing the logical statuz of existents only two in number, the impossible
and the necessary,>> whereas in reality they are thres, the impossible,
the necessary, and the possible, These juigments are eternal,® end
thus the possibility of the world's existence is eternal, If eternal,
then the possibility could not have come into existence with the coming
into existence of al-thazali's created world, If the possibility is
etarnal, then it is necessarily prior to al-Ghasali's world, and if the
possibility is prior it is not impossible for such a world to have come
into existence earlier. The situation is totally different with regard
to space, It is impossible for space to be larger or smaller than it ls,
¥ow, God cannot do the contradictory. This is sgreed upon by everyoue.
Hence, the ammipotence of God is not at issue when it 4s said that He
cannot oreste the world larger or smaller than it is, since this would
be doing the contradictory.

Moreover, if the supposed extension of time beyond the created

34gan Den Bergh's translation indicates a somewhat different in-
terpretation of the Arabic texty of. ¥B, p. 51 and n. 2,

351¢ possibility is not prior to the existence of e thing, Itn
Rushd seems. to argue, then before the ecoming into existence of the thing,
the thing would be impossible, and its existence when it does exist,
necessary.,

36These judgments have ccrresponding realities for Itn Rushd as
we shall ses. The eternity of these logical concepts 1s not simply the
etarnity of universals that are outside the category of time like the
Platonic ideas, but they are eternally in time. We will encounter this
issue in the third and fourth debates.




world of al-Ghesali 1s, as al~Ghagall holds, impossible, then there can
be no time whatsoever. For time is nothing but what the mind attributes
to the possibility of the extension of motion.”! If it is a truth,
imown in itself, that time must exist before the reated world of ale

Ghagali, then the supposition of such a prior time is certainly not the
work of the imagination as ale-Ghazall thinka.ss

4o Al-Ghesl's rely’’

Al~Ghazali anticipates the kind of objection which Itn Rushd
has given ebove and answers it, The Philesophers might argue, ale
Ghagali states, that the analogy between time and space is not apt,
For, the supposition of time before the existence of a world supposedly
£inite in its past temperal existence 48 not impossible, end hence God
could create a world earlier, The supposition, on the other hand, of a
world larger or smaller, is impossible, 8ince God cannot perform the
contradictery, His pover is not effected, Against such a defense ale
Ghagali produces thres arguments,

e. Tomthatthowrldcamathogreaterormllerthanit .
is, is not the same as saying that black and white exist together in
the same place at the same time. The latter statement would be a self-
evident contradiction, The former is certainly not,

b. I1f, as the Philoscphers state, it is impossible for the
world to be greater or smaller than it is, then such a world i= neces~

33ee gbove, p. 113.

38115 1s & new thought, It meed not be interpreted that we
know direotly and intuitively that time 1s eternal, but rather that we
deduce this from the definition of time as that which must always have
a "before® and an "after."

928, p. 1035 T, pp. 90, 91, 92-93.
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gary and not possible. The necessary does not require a csuse for its
existence., A world that is necessary does not therefore require God.
*hs Philoscphers ought to asccept the positicn of the etermalists who
dery the world a first causs,

¢, The same ufgment the Philosophers use for the impossibility
of a world greater or emaller than 1t is, ocould be used to prove that
the world could not have come to being earlier/than 4t did. One could
argus that before the world's beginning 4in the finite past it was im-
possible, that it wes possible only when it came into existence, Surely,
there are things that are possible at some times, impossible at others.

In reality, al-Chasdll concludes, what the Philosophers in their
second proof maintsin ebout the posaibilities of the temporal extensions
of the world beyond its finite beginnings, is meeningless, One should
amp)yaffmwatuédu.mlmtipwertulandthatactionumr
impossible for Him whenever Ho desires 1t.40 With this last effirmation
of his volmntaristic comocept of God, al-Ohagali closes the second debats.

5. Itn Fushd's sogwers®

Ttn Rushd takes up these three arguments of al-Chagall and answers
them in oxrder.

As for (a), it is trus, argues Itn Rushd, that the impossibility
of the world being larger than it is, is not {zmediately self-evident as
is the case with the proposition affirming the existence of bleck and

40ge aetect here the view that things are possible because God
wills them rather than the view that God wills the possible, This is an-
alagous to the Ash‘arite concept of moral goodness, God does not comnand
a thing because it is good: rather, it 48 good beceuse God commands it.

“n. pp. 90-97,
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white in the same place at the same time., But proof can be produced to
show that the consequences of a theory of a world thet can be ia.rger
M it is, reduce to contradictions as obvious as al=Ghazalits example
of a oontradiction, Indeed, this is what proof aoonsists of - reducing
the conssquences of premises to first principles. Thus 1t could b
shom by the principles of physics that the supposition that the werld

could be greater or smsller than it 1s would lead to self-contradictory

cmoquzncea.l'z

As for (b), this is & confused argument. It could be answered
by & resort to Itm Sina's distinotion between what is necessary in it-
self and what is necessary through another. Tbhn Rushd does not expli-
ocate Thn Sina's theory, but his intention is clear. The warld is not
in itself necessary but necessitated by gomething else, The necessi~
tating cause of the world neceasitates the specific characteristics it
has, so that 44 cannoct have smy other characteristios, Thus the fact
that it cannot be greater than it is, is dus to the fact that it is
necessitated by an extraneous cause that determines its siss, However,
Ttn Rushd maintains, he has e still better answer. If wo take a tool
1ike & wood saw, this saw, to be what it is, mst have specific charac-

unm Rushd here elaborates on Aristotle's argument in De Caelo,
1, 9, 276b, 23-279b, 5. The void for Ibm Rushd and Aristotle is impos-
sible. To suppoee the world larger or snaller than it is, argues Ibn
Rushd, means that it is possible for space to exist outside this world,
This spece would have to be either empty space or filled space. It can~
not be empty spacs, The void is not poseible, It camnot be filled
space., For, if filled space is possible outside this world, then it
must be part of another world, and if we allow the possibility of filled
space outside this world, then we must allow the possibility of f£illed
space outside this other world., This other world then can be part of
gnother world and this latter world of yet another world, and so forth :
ad infinitun, But an infinite number of worlds is impossible. [
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teristics. For example, it must be made out of iron, it must have a
specific shape and size, without which it would not be the saw. But ne
one in his right mind would contend that because it must have these
specific cheracteristics necessary for its being what it is, namely &
saw, it does not require a cause to producs it, If this kind of neces-
sity, however, did not exist in things, as the Ash‘arites believe, then
all wisdom is denied the Creator and creation. In other words, things
must have real essences necessary for the things to be what they are,
but these essences do not imply existance,

It is Ytn Rushdts answer to (¢) which is the most significant
of the three answers., This answer anticipates much of the argument that
comes in the third debats, I discusses the problem of the priority of
possibility to existencs., Ibn Rushd, however, uses the term "possible"”
ambiguously to meen both the logisally possible and the potential in the

- Aristotelian sense, The priority of potentiality to sctuality is a ten=
poral priority. But the priority of the world!s possibility to a world
that is eternal cannot be a temporal priority. It must be a logical
priority. Itn Rushd does not distinguish between these two kinds of
priority.

It is impossible, argues Ibn Rushd, that possibility and exis~
tence should coincide as al-Ghazali's theory implies. Possibility must
precede existence, Otherwise, prior to a thing's existence, the thing

would have been impossible. If impossible it can never exist. To sey
that the impossible exists is to utter e contradiction. This is dif-
ferent from asserting the existence of a possible when as & matter of
fact 1t does not exist., The firat is a self-contradictory falsehood.
The second is a possible falsehood, Ibn Rushd here seems to make the




F: st potentiality in the Aristotelian sense. What exists is the actual,
B I soxnot be possible in the sense of the potential, What is eotually X

i e ty» Al-Ghazdlits theory, esccording to Ibtn Rushd, prescisely come
Bttt arror of affiraing that what is sstuslly X is potemtislly I.

this error is to do away with all nscessary truths,

r - AleGhasall, however, Itn Rushd sontinues, qualifies his state-

;Y eaintaining that a thing can be possible at cne time, impossible

her. This is trus, tut this is not to deny that possibtdility must

3 the existent, For the very nature of the possible = and here

BiLSiTn Rushd uses 1t in the sense of the “potential" - is that it

00 actuslise et certain tizes and not at sthars, Thus, al-Ghasili's

Rtbnart doos not deny the prierity of possiblity to existence, In-
By there are times when the existence of something is impossible,

xazple, it is impossible for scmething to actuslise in the sube

i when its contrary is actualised, But, it camnot actualise at
‘&t & further time if its potentislity di4 not precede such an actu=-

R However, the creation of the world at a finite moment in the
Pt implies that the possibility of the world's existence must have
Feceded the world by infinite time, But for the possibility to have
Receded the world by infinite time would be contredictory, es will be

<#¥plained below, and the world must be eternal.
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Even though this argument is dealt with again in the third
debate, we might anticipate and explain here Ibn Rushd's line of reason-
ing. Ibn Rushd argues as though he has established that time muat pre-
oede a world supposed to have bean finite in the past., Moreover, the
possibility for such a world must be prior in time, and nct merely logio-
ally prior. How the priority of possibility of the world as a whole can
be temporally prior to an eternal world is not olear. However, Itn
Rushd bases his argument on the ooncept of the impossidle. The impos-
sible never exists, He seems, however, to hold the converse, that what
has never existed in the etermel past is impossible, Thus if the world
was created in time, an eternal past had elapsed before it came into
existence, and hence the world was impossiblej end since the impossible
cannot exist, it oould not have come into existence. Sinde, as a matter
of fact the world does exist, it could not have been created at a finite
momant in the pait. The error in this argument is to suppose that what
has eternally not existed in the past is necessarily impossible, Where-
as 1t 1s true thet the impossible never exists, it is not trus that what
was never existent in the infinite pest is impossible,

Ttn Rushd then proceeds to ocomment on al-(hazali's last remerk
4o the effect that the possibllities the Fhilosophers speak of in thelr
proof sre meaningless, Ibn Rushd agrees with al~CGhagall thet the Phil-
osophers in their segond proof did n@t prove the eternity of the world:
they only proved that such an eternity is possible. Then he adds another
argument from the nature of God the omnipotent in order to show, first
of all, that en omnipotent God is more likely to create an eternal world
than notj and then to show that as a matter of fact He does and must

since God performs the best act,
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God 18 eternally capable of creating the world, argues Itm Rushd,
and there is nothing to prevent Him from doing so., Indeed, one is more
likely to attribute imperfection to Ged when He creates the world in
time, For then one might infer that God is only ocapsble cf acting at
some moments, But God the eternal smnipotent being is more likely to
act eternally and not anly at specific moments,

Ood must perform the best act and cannot perform the inferior
acts for this is imperfection, What greater imperfection can there be
than for an infinite being to produce only a finite sct? The ast of an
eternal being is eternal, A world finite in its past temporal duration
would be a finite effect of an eternal cause and would imply the delay
of the effeot after the cause, The delay of the effect after the cause
is only possible when the cause is not perfect, or when the agent ia
voluntary and the delay is caused by the cholce of the agont."’B For

% PPe 96978 o\ 098 5 o5& Uas S w J)_»j&c):@-'g
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Ven Den Bergh translates ths gbove as follows:

*For there is no being whose aot is delayed after its existence, except
when there is en impedinent which provents its existence from attaining
i1ts perfection, or, in voluntary beings, when there is an cbatruction in
the exeoution of their shoice.® YB, p. 56. We translate the passage as
followss "That is because thare is no being whose act is deleyed after
1ts existence, wnless there is something lacking in its existence, i.e.,
if its existenoe is not perfect, or, if the being is e voluntary agent -
then the effect is delayed by the cholce of the agent."

If our interpretation is correct then Ibn Rushd by implication
denies that God is a voluntary agent since he denies that in this case
the effect can be delayed after the cause., The argument that follows
need not be interpreted to be an affirmation on the part of Ibn Rushd
that God 48 a voluntary agents the argument only shows that al-Chagali
who is so insistent on the freedom of God's acts, would have to concede
that in some respects God 1e not free if al-Ghagdli insists that the
world must be finite in its temporal duration and that hence God cannot
eroate an eternal world,
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God to be able to create only e world finits in its past duration,
means that in some respects God is not a voluntary agent since He can
enly oreate & finite, not an eternal, world.

The oentral issus in the whole of this ssoond debate 1s the
question of the legitimaay of the inference of the eternity of motion
from the eternity of time. In both perts of the debate the Philosophers
and Tin Rushd sttempt to prove the eternity of time for the purpose of
proving the eternity of motion and thus of the world that is in motion,
This inference, as we attempted to point out, is illegitimate. For the
stearnity of time assumes the eternity of potion, Thus it is the eter-
nity of moticn that is central here, and the eternity of motion is not
the comsequenss of the eternity of time, but it is the consequence of
the Aristotelians' concept of God, It is from this ooncept of God that
the eternity of motion is deduced, and it is from the eternity of motion
that the eternity of time is deduced, For it is from ths conoept of
the unmoved changeless and eternal - eternal in the sense of being out-
side time « that the eternity of motion is deduced, God the eternal
aotuality is eternally estualising. To refrain from that is both change
and imperfection. Thus even though much of the debate revolves around
the nature of time and space, the central hidden premise is the Aris-
totelian coneept of Godj and it is for this very reason that al-Chagell
concludes his arguments by en affirmation of the Ashfarite conoept of
God as the voluntary sgent to whom all acts ere poesible whenever He
desires them, Here we detect a theary that states that things are pos-
sible when God desires them and wills them, not that God wills and de-
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sires what is possible., This has 1ts parallel in Ash arite ethics
where it 18 maintained that what God coumands is good and not that
God ccmmands what 1s good.u'
Thus in this seoond debate the underlying conflict is still
ammwdmuuomanmdm'chemtmdm. In
the forthooming two debates, we will mgain encounter & oonflict of
srreconcilable metaphysicel premises, but this time pertaining to the

nature of the world and matter,

""*s» above, n., 40,
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CRAPTER V
THE THIRD AND FOURTH DEBATES: THE ARGUMENTS FRQM *POSSIBILITY

If the first and segond debates exhibited a conflict of wmsta-
physical premises that in the main pertained to the nature of God, the
‘third and fourth debates exhibit a oonflict of metaphysiocal premises
that pertain in the main ¢to the nature of the world, In these two last
debates we £ind Ilm Rushd 4n full agreement with the Philosophers. For
their position is thoroughly Aristotelian, and this is menifest in pare
mmmmmmimmmmmmmmm
tial eategorial way of looking at things to argue for the eternity of
matter. 7The third debate is the shortest of the four, and much of its
content has appeared in passing in the previous debate. The Philosow
phars use the tern *the possible as a name for the world s a whole
and seen to confuse this sense with the logloal meaning of "possibility."
The fourth debate discusses the problem of whethear "possibility® is
merely & judgment of the mind, or whethar it has a correspanding reality
in things outside the mind, Itn Rushd and the Philosophers insist that
1¢ sust have such & corresponding reality, that this reality is poten-
tiality that inheres in matter, and argus, as we shall see in their
proof, that matter, sinoe it cannot inhere in anything, is eternal,

lﬂm. chapt. iv, pp. 126-127,
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4._The Thixd Debgte

This debate consistes of four short parta: the Philosophers!
procf for the world's eternity; Ibn Rushd's supporting argument to the
proofj al-Ghasalils rejection of the proof; Itm Rushd's veply to ale-

1. Iha Philesoohars’ proot®

The possibility of the world's existence must precede the world,
the Fhilosophers argue. (The sense in which posaibility *"precedes” ex-
istence is left anbiguous in the proof,) Otherwise, if the possibility
444 not preceds the world, the world would heve been impossible, snd if
impossible it sould never have sxisted, Noreover, such a prior possi-
bility oould not heve had 2 beginning, If 1t did, then before such a
beginning, it would have been imposaible, and the impossible would not
change into the possible, The possidility prior to the world's exis-
tenoe is therefors etermal. 'Ifthcpudmnwmohml.thmths
poesible, in eonforaity with possibility, must have been eternal,®

The expression "the possible® in the procf ebove cannot stend
for “whataver is possible.® For, as Ven Den Bergh has shown, if we sube
stitute *Socrates® for “the possible,® the conolusion would be absurd.®
*The possibls® in the above proof is used as & name for the world as a
whols, But the expression *in conformity with® (‘pla wifg) suggests
that it might be the case that the expression "the possible® is used
squivocally by the Philosophers not only as a name for the world, but
also a8 a synonyn with "possidility® in very much the same way that

T, p. 1045 IX, ppe 97-100. X, p. 1045 II, p. 97.
%. Pe 57, n, 1,
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*goodnoss" somatimes is used synonymously with *the good,” Taken in the
seoond sense then it is obvious that "the posaible® is in conformity
with "posaibility,® for these two expressions ave identical in moaning,

If, however, there was no equivcoation in the argument, and *the
pcasitle® was simply used as a name for the world, then if *possibdlity*
is taken strictly as a iogioal soncept, the argument would not prove
the sternity of the world, “"Poasibility® standa for that whose exise
tence is neither oontradictory nor necessary. If the world gust be eter-
nal, then it {s in enforaity with "necessity,® not with "possibility,.®
The Philosophers! argument should then simply be amended to read, "if the
possibllity was eternsl, then the possidle in conformity with possibility,
must have been eternally possible,* and this is a redundant teutology.

. But we must probe further into the assumptions of the proof,
Again, as Van Den Bergh points out, the assumption in the above proof is
that whatevar 4s possible must be realised at scwe time,” If the world's
possibility fs eternal, then the realisaticn sust be eternal, for, if
the world as a whole was realised at & finite moment in the past, then
mcﬁnﬂmﬂﬁl&ﬁ.tp«d&ﬂ@h‘hﬁh%mldmomm
not realised, would preceds the world, That the possibls must be resl-
ised, i3 a carollary to the Phllosophara' thecry that what eternally did
not exist is the {mpossible, As se pointed cut in the previcus chapter,b
the Philosophers make the wwarrented inference that since the imposeible
' 4s that which never exists, that which has never existed in the eternal
past is impossible, If something is eternally non-existent and hence,

SIid.  Sswra, ohept. tv, p. 127,
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according to the Philosophers' loglc, is impossible, we should at least
deny its possibility not only in the etermel past, but also in the eter-
nal future, But we can deny the existence of something in the eternal
future only if we know that it is impossibie, Thu;thshponibhm
exists, But the conclusion that what haa not existed in the eternal
past is impossible, is not correct,

Van Den Bargh also points out that in the proof the Philosophers
mmthattbawrlduaﬂmlohww.? For the argument would
not apply to any indivifual in the prooess of generation and corruption,
The eternal possibility of Sooratss would not imply the eternity of Soc~
rates., Socrates differs from the world, in that Socrates is generated
and corrupted, while the world as & whole is not. This point becomes
vary explicit in Itn Rushd's answer to al-Ghasali, as we shell see, But
to0 assume that the world is ungenerated is to assums the very point at
tssus, Thus the argument of the Philosophers is a circulsr argument.

2. Kin Eushd's Supportine srument®

Itn Rushd supparts the proof sbove with another argment: Not
only is the possibility of the warld's existence ~sternal, but the eter-
nity of the werld is possible. For it is not contradiotary to assert
both the world'a sternity and the eternity of the world's possibility,
But if the world's eternity is possible, then the world is necessarily
eternal, Fer what oan receive eternity canmnot be corruptible,

Ttn Rushd's premise, that the eternity of the world is possible,
if taken in the camtext of the Fhilosophers' proof is qusstionabls, The
Philosophers seem to spesk of the priority of possibility to the world

7&' Pe 570 n. 10 %’ PPe 97‘98.
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as though this is & temporal pricrity. If both the world and the pose
sibility ave eternal, then the prierity cannot be temporal. If the pri-
ority is temporel, then the posasibility of the world's eternity and the
eternity of this possibility would oontradict each other. However, the
premise is valid,” 4 the priarity is not temporal.

However, Tbn Rushd is guilty of treating existence as a predi-
oate, something he himself rejects elseshers in the Tghafut.l® The
world has a capesity ¢0 receive etarnal sxistence, As such, the world
is the subject in which the predicate eternal existence inheres, But,
what is significent in this ergument is that it clearly shows thet the
possibility of the world's eternity is not merely logleal possibility,
but potentiality capeble of receiving eternity. This links the third
debate with the fourth where "peesibility® is explicitly identified with

wmwwmmmmmmm.
o Al=Gesall's relection of the progfll
mthcmny possible, aleGhasili answers, is the world's
temporal eveation, and that simply means that there is no point in fine
ite time in which sush a creation eonld not have taken place.l? The

ot for al-Ghasili who rejects the eternity of the world not
only as an unproven theory but as ssifwcontredictory.

Wsyhen we say that scoething exists, this does not indicate an
1dea added to the substance outsids the soul as when we say of the thing
that it is white;* II, p. 197,

Lgr, p. 1045 II, p. 98. ]

anmecrghlimltbomunoth'.mltho
translates e gy Qs 3 g o A Lale o9 B ey 38 0,
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ass “But although it could bLe at eny time, it 4id not become at any time
whatever, for reality does not conforez to posaibility, but differs from
it.* YB, p. 57. Ve translate the saentence as followss "If it is sup~
posed to exist eternally, it would not have besn a creation, and thus
e

than
in fact it would not have been in conformity with possibility, but con-
trary to 1it,.*
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poasibility, therefore, is a possibility of the worldts temporsl orea~
tion, But if the world is supposed to be eternal then it is not a area-
tion., 4s such, the possible, i,es., the world, is not in oonforwity with
poasibility, tut contrary to it.

Just as the Philosophers maintain that the world could be larger
ar smaller than it 1s,)> oontinues al-hasali, and yet deny an infirdte
spatisl extansion of the world, so we maintain that the world could have
been created at an esrlier or & later pericd, but deny that it is eter-
nal in the past, What &s specified is not the extent of the worldts
temporal duretion in the past, but that the duration is not eternal,
that 1t had @ beginning, Far an sternal world is impossibls,}

The oentral issue in this answer is the meaning of “creation.®
rh.mmnooa'-m.mmuuaummmowm
efter utter privationl® end is something that is finite in its past dure
ation, Thus ale(haszsli, in his enswer, also assumes the point at Lssue,

17 the previous arguwents, the Philosophers and Ytn Rushd dda
volee such o view, Indesd, u8 we have seen in the previcus chapter,
Rushd argued against the notiem that the world could have been gres-

YUsne second part of al-Ghasili's reply is sixply an sxpansicn
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istent, Al-Ghaszall neither challenges the Philosophers' argument that
possibility must procede the existent, nor that peasibility oust be
eternal,

Sgupra, chapt. 14, p. 65,
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If "the possibla® for the Philosophers is & name for the ungenerated
world as a whols, "the possible® for al-Chazali is the name of the
world finite in duretion and precsded by nothing., Al-Ghazali, however,
cannot dentify ®possibility® with "potentiality.” As sush, however,
he adheres to the logical meaning af "possibility,® and as we have
tried to point out, the logical meaning of "posaibility® will not help
the Philosophers prove thair point in the argwment, Al-Ghazali's an-
swer thersfore is mure plausible, on this ssccomnt, |

4 I Rushdts zeple'

If the possibility priocr to the worldts existence is one in num-
'w,mmm.muroummxytmmﬁuwmu
eternal, If, on the other hand, one posits, as al-Ghagall did in his
reply, an infinits mmber of possibllitises, then it follews that there
sust be an infinite mmber of worlds eash proceding the other, For the
world would then be like an Individual that 4s gensrated and carrupted.
The matter of the world thet is oorrupted would be necessary for the
mammmm,uummummmmm
corruptible things. This, contimes Ibn Rushd, might seen at firat
sight & plausible view, but on closer sorutiny it is not. For this
makes the world exactly like an individual in the process of genera=
tion and corruption, But the individual in the process of generation
and corruption proceeds from the eternal first causs, not directly, tut
wwmmwmmnmmmnmmmdmemu
motion. The world then would have to be part of another warld, and
this other world in turn of yet another and so on, These worlds must

1607, pp. 92-100,
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beoitherhﬂnihmm,ornlmulyhmmmmcwlllnot
centained in another world, The first alternative is impossible, since
it oonstitutes an astual infinite, The second alternative constitutes
necessssy miltdplicatien of entities, Theve is no ressom for ths
sarles of such warlds not to stop with a seoond, a ¢hird or & fourth,
umh,mmwmmmmmmmmmmmu.
plaining reality, there is no need for them,
nmm,mmummt.mawmm
orﬂamuuummmmmmmummtmum
time at which it oculd mot have come into sxistence, he implies the
mmeMhmufpﬁmwmc,mmtﬂmthpo-
castiel mist be roalised sometive, This is olsarly not al-Ghasili's
m.mwu.mumw»em. Thus
fren & logical point of view, the enswer of Itn Bushd is wfair end doss
not refute sleGhaxali. But the answer is important &n that here 1t
mnmmwmmm'ummwmmmum
mdmﬁm.mdmﬁm,mmmmunm. It
mm@mtmmmw'mmtmmMu.mu
is tngenereted. The statement to the effect that in the proosss of
mmwmumwuewamwmmmumm
mummu.mrwmmmmmmm,umu-
pressicn of the theory of eternal matter which is dsbated in detall in

the following debate.

B, The F :IM!U

Inthudnhatethemmmeuendmmshdarmfwthe

17::: pp. 105-1093 I, pp. 100117,
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oternity of matter. In the previcus debate they had argued that the
possibility of existence must bs prior to existence, The existent they
considered was the world as a whols, If the world as a whols is eter-
nal, end its prior posaitility is likewise oternal, the priority of
possibility to existence, as we tried to point cut,l® could not be a
temporal priority, In the fourth debate, the Philosophers argue for
the eternity of mdtter, mot through a consideration of the world as a
whole, but through a consideratien of the temporel existent in the
process of gensration and corruption, The prierity of possibility to
the existent bere is not a logical tut g texporal priority, and this
necessarily so in their scheme of things, For it is mot logicsl pose
sibtility that they are conosrned with, but antological potentiality,
The potentisl precedes the sstual in tims, MNorsover, possibility, in
the sense of potentislity, must inhere in a subjeot that precedes the
existent, matter, HNatter, on the other hand, does not inhere in any-
thing, It does mot beoome, It is eternal,

Ageinst this theory al«Ghazali inaists that possibility is
nothing but & judgment of the mind, His oppanents do not deny that
possibility is a juignent end a cancept. But a aoncept must be a con-
cept of something in things outside the mind, Possibility mmst first
exist in the thing outsids the mind 4f it is to be abstrasted as a oon-
cept by the mind, This issue raises the problem of universals and this
problen is debated.

The Philosophers argue for the eternity of matter, But the
eternity of the world is implied in their argument. For matter with-

18300 above, p. 135.
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out form oannot exist. If matter is oternal, then it is matter ster-
nally formed, and matter eternally formed is the eternsal world in the
Aristotelian world view, .

The arguments in this debate sre intricats. There is always
the danger of reading into them theories thet are not thera, For this
reasan we will attespt, first of all, to expound the thought of the
debating parties adhering slesely to their mode of saying things. We
nnmwmmmmam@ommmw-
ticuler srguments and the gensral place of the fourth debate in the
oonflict of metaphysical premises to the end of the chapter,

The strusture of the srgmment without the comments of Itn Rushd
is simple, But Itm Rushd inserts his eriticisms wherever he deems it
necessary and in so doing mekes the strusture of the debate more com-
plex. The fast that with the exveption of a brisf reference to Itm -
a’iﬁ'swamm.mmumm&mtumm
Philoscphers, makes it pussidle to ocsbine Itn Rushd's gouments with
the argaments of the Philosophers, inficating the special distinctions
snd elucidations he sdds to their thought,

The Proof has two parts, The first part assumes that possibility
must inhers in a subject, matter, This assumption is used as a premise
to prove that matter is eternal, The second part attempts to preve the
preaiss true, |

In the first part the Philosophers argus as follows:

191!: pp. 105-1063 IT, pp. 100-102,
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Metter exists in every temporal being*C and without it the teme
pmlbeingcmtmintom. Matter precedes the existent
od henos matter doss not beocme; 1t is eternal, This 1s proved by the
fast that every temporal being in itself?® is either possibls, impos-
pible, or necessary. The necessery is etermal and does not becosms,
he impossible never exista, Therefors, the temporal being is pessibls
in itself, KNow, puauuwum;tm.m additional %o essencs. As
m,nmtmhmmnm:m. This subject is matter. Matter does
pot becoms, If it did, then the possibility of its existenos must pre-
oede 4t and must inhere in somsthing., But the possibility of mutter
sannot inhere in matter,”> The possibility would then bs an attribute
uw.-ubjm.mwuwmmummwwmu

204,1.hadith,* any being in the process of generation end cor-
not the process ss & whole, This is the Aristotelian senms of

Cobooval betng, not al-Giasali's, It is mot a crestion out of nothing

does not derive from the agent tut from the tisant., The thing is n
mmmmmmmm it into existence,
but rather, the agent has power bring it into existence if it is in

%o
to it
itself possible. This point is meds in the
end is even more articulately expressed Wy Itn

of the above argument: gn=Nalah, p. 219. There the expression “gl-
mmkin £I pafalh,

22, thing cammot be both potentially X and actuelly X, latter
caxnot be both potentially matter and actually matter.
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inheres in a subject. This last point Itn Rushd defends with a new are
gunents

If matter beconss, then its possibility must preceds its bee
ooming, The possibility would have to inhare in a diffsrent metter.
If this different mattér 1s not etermal, it must in turn be preseded
by its possibility which must inhere in yet another matter and the pro-
cess would receds infinitely, and thds is impossible. Metter never bee
oomes, It is the eternal substrstum of sll ehange.

In the seoand part, the Philosophers defend their premise that
mmuwmmmnm. The only other meaning *possibility"
could have is %God's powsr to 80t." The possible 1s what the agenmt, God,
ean do, But this definition 4s civeular, A thing is not possible be-
oeuse God has the power to bring 18 into existence, Rather, God has the
power to tring 1t {nte exisbence beowuse 1t 15 posatbls.™ Posstnility
camot be dsfined in terms of God's pover.

Too Bushd refermlates 18 last poimt in striotly Aristotelien
torms, The possibdlity for the agent £o 6o the act differs from the
possitdlity in the patfent to receive the act. But the possibility to
mmmmuwmya-mmmmmntymmpmm.
For the agent cennot do the fmpossfble, Olearly, ty “possitility® in
the patient, the Philosophers and Ttn Rushd mean "potentiality.” Thus
1 the agent cannot do what, 1s not potentially in the substratumm, he is
1izited by the nature of the mubstratm,’¥ It 1s also olear that the

2his 4s {n sharp contrast to al-Ghasali's final sssertion in
the second debate to the effest that what God wills is posaible, Suprs,

ch@t 1'. Pe 123‘

nin 15 at the root of of Aristotelien dsterninisn that sakes it
unacceptable to many theologilens. The consequence of the above theory
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Philosophers mean by the *possible in itself literally "the possibility
that 1s in the thing,**’ tts potentiality.

mammmum«:mmommm.
rhhh-hstumnthyw,'mﬁm. The matter of what is

uuww.ummuummumwywmom

agent, .
1. Al=Ghasility chiegtion®®
mmmuwmmmmmmumuuwma

the mind and nothing else, We oall "possidble,” al-Ghasald asserts, anye
mummmtbmummmmmmm

W,”wawmmmmw

Mmuhwmmmumuzm. It 1s a Uixitation on
M'cpm,mmmmthmaibadmmmm.
258n¢bon.n.21.

2or, Po. 1061073 5T, pp. 102, 104, 107,

. which R
The phrase should simply be trana hdolther'ititianotmtod'
or even "if it is not impossible,* "Intina * is a ternm somotimos used
for “impoesibility,* Al-Ghasill 1s definitely not talidng about ®kata-
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mind &5 prevented from supposing, and "neocessary® anything whose none

existence the mind is prevented from supposing., All thess ere juigments
of the mind and do not nesd an existent to be attributed to. This ocen

be proved by three arguments: |

&, If possibility requires an existent to subsist in; then ime
possibility would likewise require sn existent to subsist in, But ine
possibllity does not exist efther in itself or in a substratmm,

b. The mind juiges?® that black and white are possible before
they exist. This judgment pertains to black end white as such, and not
to the substanoe in which they inhere, ¥When we judge that black or
white ars possible, we e not judging that the substancs can become
black or white, If the juigment pertains to blsack ard white as sush,
then possibility is purely a judgnent of the mind, Por bleck and white
are agoidents, Aocldents sre predicates, not subjects, Possibility
cumot inhere in them,

6. Ascording to Im Sina the human soul is a substance that is
neither body or matter nor inhering in matter, and yet it is oreated.
If oreated, its possibility must precede its coming inte existence,
But this possibility cannot inhere in a prior matter. Noreover, the
Philosophers deny that possibility is definable in terms of the agent's
power to create, Thus the status of the possibility of the soul socord-
ing to the Philosophers' dootrine is left unexplained,

28 »* which Van Den Bergh trenslates ss "decides," He
proceseds to oriticize al«Chazali for treating oomoepts as possibls,
nsocessary or impossible, instead of judgments, and once egain relates
aleGhagall to the 8toics, It is trus, that later on in the argument,
Judgment, and conoept are treatod as one and the same thing Ly all the
disputantas, But in the above argument the word *yaqdi™ indicates clearly
that al<(hagzall is m&nﬂg of Judgments, ce. m' P 61. n, 1.
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The Philosophers firat of all give a general answer against the
theory that possibility is merely a judgment of the mind, and then pro-
mummammman—m‘-&u.

The FPhilosophers deny that possidbility 1s =srely a judgment of
the mind using an argument to supprort this denial that is similar ¢o
the argument thoy used to deny that possibility can be defined in terms
of the sgent's power to aot. It is absurd to reduce posaibility to a
Judgment of the mind, they srgus. For, a judgment is nothing more than
inowledge of possibility., Possibility is, therefore, the object of
knowledge, not knm. Inowledge oomprises possibility and dspends
an it, but the oonverss, that possibility dspsnds on its daing known,
is not trus, If the possibdlity osases to exist, knowledge ceases, but
if Imowledge geases, the possibility in things doss not ossse. The
faot that the mind is not aware of possibility does not mean that there
is no poasibility, If xinds and retional individusls oease to exist,
poasitility in things does not oeass, |

mmnwumsmium,ummomm
moqdm&.n dust as all trus concepts require a correspending

XL, Pp. 106-107; 1%, pp. 108-109,
”m PPe 103-1043 TF, 104107, 107-108,

a corresponding reality in the object outside th
dwm,mmwusm,mmemmpu. See In
Rushd, Talkhis Xitab an-Nafs, ed,, Ahmed Fouad El Ahwani (Cairop maktebat
an=liahdsh al-Misriyyah, 19505 pp. 881,
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objeot outside the soul, so does possibility. When we sgy that & thing
upmibu.mmmtummupmmnwmumm
thing. |

The Philosophers and Tho Rushd then prooeed to snswer the three
argumzents of al«Chasalit

As for (a), the Philosophsrs reply, impossibility like possibil-
zvumommwmmmtm.mmmwm
in, r«mma*wmwummww:
4n the same place st the same time, Thus 4f @ subject receives black as
a predioats, it is impossibls for St to receive white at the same time.
The impossibility therefore charectarises the subject.

. Thn Rushd supports the Philosophers® position, Ixpoasibility,
he argues, $n the negation of possiddlity. If poesibility requires &
m,m1h~mmmlm In other words,
Mummmaw,umwmmm
ultimets sonss. ¥o are slmays dsuying the existence of a quality or a
predicate in scusthing, Privation is the privation cof a quality in e
substraton,

um(b),mmtwmm.wnmm.um
does, that black, for example, is in itself possible, is false. Black,
asperatet’® from the body 4t inheres in, cannot exist, The existence of
black &s possibls only in some body. It 4s body that undergoes change
of quelities. When we spesk of possibility, we speak of the possibility
of the body to undergo change of qualities. Black in itself is & quality,

Ruggarrad," “sbetrasted,” but since this tern usually is used
for conoceptual sbetraction, and this is not what the Philosophers here
have in mind, we use ths term "separated,”
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notamhutanoe,mdumhitunotambjcct. It does not have the
mdbiutydotbrquanﬁnmmu. Thus in this ergument
the Philosephers maintain that blsck in iteelf is not poseibls in two
senses of the term which they do not distinguishs (1) in the sense that
its existence by itself without & substance in which it must inhere is
ixpossible; (2) in the sense that it 4oes not possess the possibility
of having another quality inhere in 1t.

In & scmevhat cbsoure end dfficult passage’> Ibn Rushd, enswer-
ing aleGhesil on this issus, first of all distinguishes between two
Kinds of possibility, Possinility s predicable both of the inhering
quality end the recipient of the quality, These are two different kinds
otpmuuvuammunguwwmtmmnmmd
‘tho!mtundwm.mutyhihomm,vhnetheomtruvof
the sesond kind of possidllity the ispossible. Tn Rushd stops at this
point without further sxplanetion, ¥e have therefors to attempt what
ve doen 15 the serrect interpretation of this view, Now, for Iba Rushd,
mwmutmmmmmummmaam-
eration and corruption, sre transient. Ths contrary of the transient
1y the otermal,  As we have seen in the third debete,? Itn Rushd iden-
tifiss the eternal with the nedessary. Consequently, the possible and
the transient would be i4entical, Hence, the inhering quality is pos-
libhinthemdhdnamnmmduuuthhmthatnu
a possibility whoss contrary is the neocessary. The poasibility of the
reciplent to reosive the qualities, on the other hend, is potentiality
whoss contrary is impossibility., In his answer to (a), as we have seen,

3311. pp. 104-107. 3"890 above, p. 133.
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Ttn Rushd had insisted that impossibility must inhere in a subject just
as posaibllity must likewise inhere in & subject. Thus the possibility
of the imhering quality is not potentiality and indeed, as the second
part of this discussion of Itn Rushd will show, cennot be. For the in-
hering quality, inasmuch as it exists, is en sofwality, What is ac-
tually black earnot be potentially black, Thus Tbm Rushd supports the
contention of the Philosophers that black in itself is not possible in
the sense that it esnnot be potential, while allewing a different sense
4n which black oould be spoken of as being poasible. What Ibn Rushd
mmw,mm.m.ummmuwaa
thing's couing to be, It is this which they {dentify with the poten-
t1adity of2 thing's existsncs in a preceling substratum, and it is this
potentiality that they insist must exist in the substratum outside the
soul and gannot be regarded as mersly a judgmsnt of the mind,

In an argument designed to prove that possibility with reference
mm‘mmmma-@jm.mmwmum
mmm»mmmmeuu-muuw%
exist or not %0 exist.®® If wo ccnstder the oomstituents of this def-
inition, Itm Rushd continues, *poasibllity,® "the existent® snd "the
nen-existont” end attempt to see whorein "possibility® lies, we find
mtzemmu-mwemt-um-rwmmz
.ucmhhunopouibiuty. It cannot lie in “the existent,” for the

”ﬂﬂ.a 4s diffioult to understand, The dootrine is related to
Tbn Rushd's contention that fmpossibility inheres in a subject, More-
over, the potential, it seems, has the potentiality of not existing
when its contrary exists,
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mtumm;lmammmmbempomm. It must
therefore 1ie in & third thing, the potential subject.

As for (o), the Philosophers argue, not all philosophers believe
that the soul is orested. Some belleve that it is sternsl in the past
and the future and these are not toushed by al-Ghezili's pmbm.' or
those who believe that ths soul has a begimning in tims, some follow
the dootrine of Galen and maintain that the scul is impressed in one of
the four humors. As such it is impressed in matter and its possibtil-
ity grecedss its coming into existence in that matter. For those who
maintain (as Itm Sina does) that the soul is both ereated and is not
Wmum,thoumlhuapuduutymnwuntm.
This is the posaibility in the body to be sdministersd end directed by
the soul, .

Thn Rushd answers that the theory aleOhasali reports and ori-
tioimes is the theory of Itn 8ina, which is not the eorrect theory of
the scul, When it is said by those who uphold the correct theory that
tbamlhmhd,aﬂtbathmthym&mmhm
the sternal soul’? is wmified with the bodies that are prepared to re-
uinitmmmmmm&mmdhmdtamiw
the light from the reys of the sun. Thus the soul does have & poten-
4ality in a subject which it sctuslises when it unites with the body.
But this subject is not the same as the subject in which the forms in

36)gatn, it is not cleer in the pessage whether potentlality is

4n the subject or ig the subject.

371im Rushd means here the active intellect, not the whole
soul, For it is only this aspect of the soul that is separable and
eternal,
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the process of gensretion and oarruption inhere,3® The soul, therefore,
does have a potentiality in this "soul-matter*’ that precedes its wmicn
with the body, |

3. Al-Ghasild's replies™

Al-Ghasali first of all attacks the Philosophers' thecry that
posaibility cannct be merely & judgment of the mind becsuse fulgment is
knowledge of possitdlity in things outside the mind, He reaffirus his

M“Wmo IE, rp. 258‘*259’n, PP 572~573, This is a our-
iocus theory of imsgism and conceptualism that bears some resemblance to
British empiricist theories of universals euch as those of Berkeley,

Hume, and H.H, Price, First of all, in sensation, we possess the image
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W'Motmimm. It is e nominalistic interprete-
timvhichmmmmmuoiuauboinxnummuﬁudm
m-muandmmm«hwtmmmm'smnmd~
1stic version of this theory.

Just as animality, color, and other universals, constitute
bavhdgo,alhhwghthonmmlymbhtbodnﬂnﬂhnnm
m«mum«maw,mmmumw
*possibllity.” mmmmmmummwmm,
4n the individul of ssnse. In the individusl only the particulars

thu,itnuhtbompteow,&ummuurumm
wvumu.m”ammm.wmnw. o sense
thcwtmmmm«'ﬂh,m'doutmsm
that {s oolor as such., Thus eolor s such exists in the mind, In the
gane manner possitility exists in the wind es & oonoept, Just as we do
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not gense color as such, we do not sense possibility as en ct.mm.“
Thus, our assertion that possibility is a judgment of the mind, is core
rect.

As fer their statemert, alefhanalli oontinues, that if the
retional beings, or their awareness, ooases, then the possibility oceases,
this should then epply to all universals, es they hold it does. If 1Y
epplies to all undversals then 4t applies %o possibility. If they an~
mmtthemimuhmhwtmthoundduod,mmn-
sw.m-mmummwmam. But then it
15 still & fudguent and not en attribute of things.

As for thelr cbjection to (a) and their essertion that imposei-
unwmm.umnmmm.wu'mummm,u--
Ghesili answers. It is impoosible, for exauple, that God should have &
rival. mmm.wwmdmmWth
matter, and in this case there is nane.

ghould the Fhilosophers argue that what is meant by the impos—
.mnwourzuluwummwdnuwum»u-
m,muwummtmmumummm
sinoe God exists with the world, |

nmm-.wwmn,mmmwswmt
mmmamhdmwm»nﬂﬂsdaodmemtha
uniquaness and solitude of God with respect of & rival, that this soli~
emmmmumm,mtmmmnwarmrml

reduces to the necessity of God's cneness, ene could answer as foums“

“Tmuhpu.odmﬂm'thmautodbyal-mxu&li.

“rhisugmtunotglmMItamuoty in II and its com-
g%:ta sense ig missing there, This does not seem very important since
= is con only with the first part of al~Chazali's defense
O Cle
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(ne can use such a mode of argument to show that the possibility
of the world lies in God, Thus we could argus that God's solitude with
respect to a rival is necessary, As such, the necessity is in God.
But the solitude of God with respect to the world is possible, not
nesessary. As such this possibility lies in God.

As for the Philosophars' objsction to (b) to the effect that
blesk and white mre not in themsslves possible, the answer is that this
umu&mmummmummummmmm
soul,45 tut 4t is not trus of black and white when they are oonsidered
as ooncspts in the mind, It 1is aa oonoepts that we judge black and
white to bs possible, As oomoepts, they exist abstracted from matter,
Posaibility therefors does not pertain to the matter in which they in-
here, but to black and white in themselves as ocnospts,

As for the Philesophers® reply to (o) to the effect that possi-
bAli4y with regards to the created soul consists in the fact that the
MmhMW&onmﬂ.%iuafw—tomdrshﬂmMp.
One oould argue similurly for created things other than the soul and
maintain that the possibility in them oonsists in the faot that God oan
creats and adwinister them, Then there would bs no need for a matber
in which this possibility must inhere.

"u-amm. and the Ash‘arite atomists in general, do not
 deny the pubstance-acoident metaphysios. Thelr atomisn does not consist
in denying substances, btut it does consist of denying the Aristotelian
oonocept of eternal substance, The atom is a substance that must exist
with its socidents, But its temporal duration and its creation out of
nothing ere totally dependent on Ged's voluntary acta. It 48 trus that
the early Mu‘tasilite theclogian Dirar Itn‘Anr denied the existence of
the atom and held that bodies are conglomerates of accidents, S3ee above,
chapt. &, n, 73,
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4. Dn Bushd's onswers’®

AleGhazill, Itn Rushd charges, miswderstands and misinterprets
the Aristotelian theory of oconceptusl thought. Knowledge is not know-
ledge of universals as such, Rather, knowledge is the knowledge of in-
dividuals outside the soul in a universal way. It is the individuals
that ere the cbjects of knowledgs, not the universal, The universal is
that by which the individual is understood. The universsl "is found in
the nature of things in potenay.® The universal is potentially in
things cutside the mind, motually as a wniversal conoept in the mind,A7
Unless what s actually a concept in the mind 1s potentially outalde

“m PP 110-11. n2. 113, 14-115,

47¢he tmiversal which is potentially outside the mind is the
orm in matter, Here thers is no oontrsdiction, The form i{s actually

mind of God, This concept is the same that exists potentially as a oon-
capt and actually as a material form.
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thenlnd,dmtisinthsnindchmotboatmcmoept."g

Al-Ohaszali's defense of (a) where he arguss that the impossi-
bility for the existence of a rival to God does not inhere in a subject,
is sophisticsl, Tbn Rushd gontinues. Julgments ave juignents of what
Ues outside the soul, If there is neither possibility nor impossibility
outaide the soul, then there oan be mo judgment. Ood's rival is impose
lﬂhumm.JMuM‘umuwmmimk.
That which is impossible in its existence cannot be julged.

Ibn Rushd does mot repart or cosment on al-Ghasslits defense of
(b). The implication of al«Ghasili's defense of (o) conoerning the soul,
Itn Rushd continues, is that the possibility attributed to the recipient
and the agent is one and the sams, This iz an abmnd view sinos it would
do away with the definitien of the soul as the entelechy of the body.4?
The soul is an entelachy of the body, but it is not impossibls that there

should be ammngst the entelechies of the body an aspect that is separebls

and independent of the body.’> The seul cen be like the sailer who dire
ects the ship and ths body can be as en instrument of the socul, The
possibility in the instrument %o be used by the persca is not identical
with the possibility of the agent to use the instrument, although this

“m,ummwmmumzymtmmm
theary of truth (above, n. 31). You can never oompere the actual concept
with the potential aonocept, the form in matter., Comparison is a judgment
of the mind gnd the mind will either compare conocept with concept, or
Juige in a wmniversal way an individual with an individual, But according
to the thesory the comparison mmat be mads between ooncept and individual,

“91.0.. if the possibility of existence does not inhere in matter
a8 al-Chazali's argument suggests.

50Ttn Rushd is speaking of the active intellect which alone is
separable and survives the body though dnindividuated.




156
is what el-Chasali's theory suggests,

We shall now atlempt to sun up and oriticise the essentials of
' the debete and procesd to artioulate the couflist of metaphysicel prene
ises,

In their proof, the Philosophers argued for the priarity of pos-
sibility to Ocd's ability to sct, Possibility eannoct be defined in
terms of God's powsr to sct sines God can do only the possible, FPessi-
bility, therefure, is logloally prior to ability, Dut frou this prenise,
the Philosophers encluds (1) that possibility must inhere in matter, (2)
that this possibility is the same as potentiality in the Aristotelian
sonse, (3) that this is the primary meaning of "possibility,® The possie
bility in the agent to mot is logleally dependent on potentiality, end
the omospt of possibility in the soul likewise depends on potentiality
in things, If there is mo potentislity in things, the agent emmot sot
and there osn be 0o eonuept of possibility in the soul,

Itn Bushd eupports thess oonolusions with scme modifications
aoncerning (3). He allows other meanings of possibtility.

AlaGhasili doos mot challenge the srgument that possibility is
logionlly prior to the agent's ability to aot, but rejests (1), (2), snd
(3). He uses individual srguments for this rejsction, but, by implica-
tion, he denies that these conclusions follow from the premise that pos-
sitility &8 logically prior to the sgent's ability, Indeed, the Fhilns-
ophers assume the Aristotelian theory of matter. They argue that possi-
bility 4is either primarily definable as God's power to ect, or as poten-
timwmminsuhsm:. It cannot be defined primarily in teras
of God's abilitys therefore, it is potentiality. This of course assunes
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that thess are the cnly ways in which possibility 1s defineble,

Muitiucmdadthatpocduuwummmu
mm.w«mm&m-muwummnvmpm-
wwmnm'ammmmm. The Aristotelian theory
ammuvmm-«mmwmmnwumm,
mtmtummmmyucmmofmmemu
mnldttlmtmudmnudhoot'uhm. When we say that
mmumm;m.uaonwmtm.nuww
wm.muwucmouw, bat potentially an cal, It is impossible
mmmwmutawwmmm.

mmwwdmuvmummumwcw
mwmmmmnum;mm It is a predi-
uuum,mmmwmm,mmumvm However,
mwmumwnmdmmmmamum-
totelimns, mmsmwumtmm
mwa-wmmmmmmummmun
soul. mmmwmwmmmm. The
rmmmmmummmm Put the form is
an actuality that inherss in matter. Potentiality is not. The poten~
mwmzmmmummumumnmdumhumt
what 4s abstraocted. uuthudongatmmptdpoumnm

The Philesophers had dogoatically insisted that possibility ine
heres in the subject. m-m“mthntamhqm&wupmn
awunmnunmmmnbmwwmquuwamumum
subjeot. Inthokarmmnttompwtanehavmw,theyoon-
fused the sense of attribnting possitility to the subject and the argu-
‘ment that it is impossible for a quality not to inhere in a subject.
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When we say it is possible for X to be black, the possibility inheres
in X not black, This, however, is not identicsl with the statement that
black cannot exist without X or sme other subject. But then, what is
the status of this second imposaibility? For impossibility acoording
to them must also inhere in a subject.,

At this point Itn Bushd maintains that the inhering quelity esn
be spoken of as bsing posaidle, This possibility, however, differs from
the possibility in the subject in that the omntrery of the first is
necessity, of the seound, impossibility. We have argued that Itn Rushd
nust sean by the possibility of the inhering quality its transient na=
ture. But this transience sust inhsre in the quality. For possibility
must inhere in the thing, But nothing inheres in qualities. Inherence
is in substanoss, The status of the possibility of the quality is un-
explainable in teras of It Rushd's theory of possibility,

The Sssve of what 45 impossible is even mare pussling, The Phile
osophars and Ibn Rushd argwe egainst sl-Ghesili that impossitility must
also inhare in a subjoot, In ons plese, Itn Rushd argues that impossi-
u.nvuth-mmgmuummummnwmuu.
substratum, 1%s nogation must likewise exist in the substratum, But
what is the negation of this possibility? The possibility inhering in
matter is potentiality. Its negstion is the aboanos of this potentiale
iy, mm#mmhntuﬁvotmapplominthemmdd
" be considered ty Itn Rushd as scmsthing inherent in the acarn, This is
difficult and pussling enough, However, this is confused with another
sense of impossibility. It is impossible for a substratum that has con-
trary potentialities to have these potentialities actuslize at one and
the samo time,
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Again, Ibn Rushd, mmmtodw'sv-nrgmt that
the impossibility of God's rival would mot inhere in any matter, spoke
of a thing being impossibls in his existence. This is different from
the impossibility that is attributable to @ eubject. Eo seema here to
oonceds & different sense of imposaidbility.

In general the Philssophers and Itn Rushi are caught in their
own verbal usages. They do not differentiate between logical possi-
bility and ontologioal possibility. Even possibility es e conoopt is
not a purely logical concept. It is both a psychological fast and a
motaphysioal extity.

What we are primarily omoerned with in this debate, however,
La the oonflict of metaplysical premises. Here, sleGhesall attacks the
Aristotelisn theary of matter, Unlike the previcus debates there does
mmuummwaumm. His attack is negative
end his argaments eve a4 houtnes. My&,-wammmuthmn
vohonanos and persistence? The cbvious answer is that the Fhilosophers
argus for the eternity of matter and that the eternity of matter implies
t;amvar"ua-mudmnmumrmmm Ir
umu.w,mnumurm:am;mm
rmmmumm-wmamummmmgm
the eternity of gensration and eorruption in twrn implies the eternity
of the world as & whele, If the world as a whols is eternal then it is
etarnal besause God by His wunchanging nature must actuslize eternally
uuchtpﬁ;u. Qod, thu,isnot‘thevolmtuyagental-m\uinand
the Ash‘arites ineist He is,

But there is even & more important reason that is manifest in
this debate, snd this has to do with the Aristotelian theory of potenw
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tiality. God cannot do the impossible, If the impossible is identiocal
with the nonepotential, then God can only do what is potentially in-
herent in matter. Potentialities actuslise according to natures of
thelr om, 4An soorn must sstoalise as an ocak, 0Ood cannot vislate the
inherent matwre of things. 4 mirasle whish cannot be explained exoept
as & violation of natural law is impossible., Thus this debate adds to
tho other thres & new factor, It is not thly the case that God ly lils
mohanging natanre must oreats, but He must ereate in prescribed ways.
Indesd, He simply is the eternal aatuality that actualizes potentiale
ities alrealy thers and which must be astualised in specific ways. This
for alethasall is a further limitation on God, the camipotent persomnal
God of Islaa,

What theory of matter then could remedy these two limitations
on God, the limitation that He must ocreate eternally, and that He must
create in presaribed ways, prescribed not by His own decree but by the
nature of the woarld as such? The answer is the theory of mattar that
traditionally has opposed the Aristotelien theory, atomiss, But any
atomio thecry does not necessarily remedy these difficulties, For ale
though atomism has sometimes been assoociated with indeterminism, it
need not be, MNoreover any atomic theory need not argus for creation
sxnihile. The stomio theory of matter that howsver doss remedy these
diffioulties is the Ash‘arite theory, Por according to this thecry
the atoms are oreated out of nothing and annihilated by God's volumtary
decres, Efficeqy does mot lie in the atoms, but in God, Thus the atoms
do not have presoribed inherent natures, Even time consists of time
atomp created by God, Hencs, this theory allows for arestion in time,
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or rather, with time, and denles necessary natures in things in eccord=
anos with which God must cot. All power and efficacy is restored to
God,

¥o have tried to show thet al-Ghasili subscribed o such a
theory in the first chapter, Even though he makes no mention of this
theory in the fourth dobate, we can therefore ocnolude that his posi-
tive attack on the Aristotelien theory of matter is a negative defense
of the Ash‘arite stonistic theory.



CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION: IBN RUSHD'S STATEMENT IN FASL AL—HAQ&.

Now, in the light of the preceding analysis, we shall proceed
30 rebut some of the claims of Ibn Rushd concerning the problem of the
world's eternity, in his ingenious legal defemse of philosophy, Fagl
al-Mag3l L such e rebuttal, it is hoped, will shed more light on the
problem of the position of Ibn Rushd and Islamic philosophy in general
in relation to Islam, the institution and the religion. We cannot go
here into the details of Fagl. But we must, if we are to consider Ibn
Rushd!s statement concerning the problem of the world®s eternity in con=-

text, give in brief the essentials of the legal argument of Fasl.

IThe full title of the treatise is "ELtD Fagl al-iiagil wa
Sl TN T N ari ah we : al-Tttisal," literally, "The

Book of the Decisive Diacourse and the Determination of what Connection
there iIs between Religion and Philosophy." This book will be abbrevia-
ted "Fagl" and references made to #iller's edition of the Arabic text:
Averrods, Philosophie und Theologie, ed., Marcus Jozeph Miller (lﬁmich.
1859). Miller!s text includes Ibn Rushd's treatise "Kit&b al-Kashf €an

al-Adillah" (to be abbreviated "Manghij") that elaborates further
Tbn Rushd's theory of allegorical interpretation, and Damimsh, Ibn Rushd's
appendix to Fagl, where his theory of God's knowledge is further elabor-
ated.

Fagl and DamImgh has been edited and trans-
lated into French witn an introduction and notes by Léon Gauthier (Al-
ger: 1942). -

A new critical Arabic text of Fagl,Damimah, and part of Manahii,
edited by G.F. Hourani, is currently at Leiden in the press. An English
transletion of these texts with an introduction and notes is also cur-
rently in the press. Professor Hourani has kindly loaned me both the
manuscript for the Introduction to the English translation with its notes,
and the manuscript to the English translation with its notes. These will
be abbreviated respectively, "Hourani, Introduction™ and "Jourani, Iran-
slation.”
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In his Tahafut, al-Ghazali did not only undertake a logical
refutation of the Philosophers, but he also c!;arged at the book's con=
clusion that in three of their doectrines - the doctrine of the world's
eternity, God's lmowledge, and the soul's immortality - the Philosophers
did not merely introduce innovations to the faith (bida), but actually
committed Islamic irveligion (kufr), punishsble by desth.’ Thus was

stirred the legal question: should "shar‘" allow the study of philosophy?
#Shar¥® in its broadest meaning stends fer ®religion," but more partic-
ularly for "law" or the scriptural sources of the lmr.3 The Islamic
state was theoretically a community of believers governed by divine law,
Ibn Rushd wrote his Fagl as an answer to this question and as a
defense of the Philosophers against the charges of al-Ghazali., He for-
mulates the question at the outset in its Islamic legal terms: "Is the
study of philosophy and the sciences of logic allowed, prohibited, or
commanded - either by way of recommendation or obligated - by }.at?"l*
Ibn Rushd then proceeds to argue that philosophy is not merely recom=—
mended by law, but obligated. But it is obligatory only on those who
possess the capacity and the training to pursue it, prohibited for all
others. Ibn Rushd bases this ruling on certain Qur’enic passages. Thus
the use of logical reasoning (g_i_.zé_s,),s both in law and in philosophy is

comanded,- according to Itm Ruskd, by the Qur anic sentence: "Therefore

2:2, pp. 293-95; the passage is omitted though commenfed on in
E’ p. 58'7 [

3Hourani, Introduction, p. 30. l’?gl, p. L.
5In philosophy "givas" is "syllogism"; in law and theology

"an;;logy." The philosophical tera for analegy is "mithal.® Al<Ghazali,
Magigid al-Falasifeh, I, 29.



164

consider ye who have sight," (f£a°tabiru ya uli-l-abgar) 6 He also
cites other passages in the Qur’an where nature is pointed to as e mani-
festation of God's power.7 From such passages, Ibn Rushd concludes that
the study of nature is an obligation, binding on 211 uslims.

liow, Ibn RFwnshd continues, philosophy is the most perfect method
of executing this divine injunction. It comsists in demonstrative in-
-ference of the uninown irom the known, which leads to the imowledge of
God. 3Sut not 2ll uslims are capeble of demonstrative reasoning. The
reasoning capacities of men ci'.".f.‘.f.‘e:r:.S Zack “uslir must study the mani-
festations of God's vower in nature according v?.o 2is capacity for under-

stending., The mejority of men do not transcend, in their reasonine

sur?sn, lix:s2. The passage in which the sbove expression occurs
is polemical. It cites the examgple of "the people of the 2ook," probably
here the Jews of Nedinah, who have not accepted Islam, and who %ill be
ounished by God in the afterlife. Already, He has brought terror into
their 2carts and they themselves have desftroyed their own homes - with
the heip of the believers. Their case shouid be "considered,®™ as a les=-
son. The tone is polemical and zoralistic., Ibn Jushd's derivation of
the injunction to study logic from this passage is farfetched indeed and
is a good illustrztion of how he interprets the Sur’ @n according to his
whims. Por a study of the derivatives of the root of the verb "I“tabara"
and the meanings they acquired in Juslim thought see Xuhsin inhdi, Ibn
Xhaldun's Philosoohy of Eistory (London: George 4llen and Unwin, 19-57T,
oo. 63-73; for the moralistic meaning, see p. 6.

7In pre~-isiamic poetry nafure was never described as a manifes-
tation of supernatursl nowers and never had any mystical elements. In
the JQur'sn the case is different. In the apocalyptical passage nature
inspires terror and the sense of doom. There is also mystical descrip-
tions of nature. 3ut, the dominant theme in the passages that describe
neture, is that nature is an "gyah," a sign of God's power to create and
destroy, to reward and punish, It is teleological in this sense, not in
the Aristotelian sense,

3I’bn Rushd divides people into classes that correspond to the
division of the Aristotelian syllogism into the rhetorical, dialectical
and demonstrative. Philosophy should be confined to the demonstrative
class., This terminology though Aristotelian expresses the Platonic
view that wisdom should be confined to the select few,
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powers, the rhetorical level, and should pursue the divine injunction
on this level., Similarly, those whose pcwers of reasoning do not go
beyond the dialectical level should pursue their study of nature on this

lavel. Philosophy should be pursued only by the few who ere capable of
demonstrative reasoning.

That if the conclusions of demonstrative knowledge should con-
tradict the scriptures? This cen never be, answers Ibn Rushd, For, and
this is the central thought of Fagl, "truth does not contradict truth
but accords with it and bears witness to it, ") There are only apperent
contradictions that can be resolved through the sllegorical interpreta-
tion of the seriptural passage. But this allegoricel interpretation
shouid be confined t» "those well grounded in knowledge," mentioned in

the Qur’ 'én,m and these for Ibmn Ruskd are the philosophers.
Scriptursl texts, Ibn Rushd proceeds,u fall into three classes,

9&5..1: p. 7.

lo'g"_g;, pp. S. 10; 2y’ an, iii:5, It is possible to punctuate tke
passage in two different ways that give two different meanings., The most
likely rendering from the point of view of sense, style and grammer, is
as follows:

"It is He who has sent down to you the Book wherein are clear
verses, wkich are the essence (literally, the mothers) of the Book, and
others ambiguous, Now those in whose hearts is mischief follow the ambi-
guous passages desiring dissension and seeking their allegoriceal inferpre-
tation, No one knows their interpretation except God. And those well
grounded in inowledge say: We believe in it, all is from our Lord . . ."

The last two sentences in the above could be punctuated differ-
ently to read:

"No one knows their interpretation except God and those well
grounded in knowledge. They say: We believe in it, all is from our Lord
. « " TIbn Rushd reads it the second way. For a discussion of Ibn Rushd's
treatment of this passage, see Léon Gauthier, Théorie de Ihn Rochd (Aver-
roeg) sur les Rapports de la Religion et de la Philosophie, pp. 59-68;
Houreni, Translation, n. 87.

ui‘agL, pp. 14-16, We are not following the exact order of pre-
sentation of Fegl. We are striving after the essentials of Ibn Rushd's

theory of scriptural interpretation pertinent to his defense of the doc=
trine of the world!s eternity.
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In the first class of texts the meaning can be understood in the same
manner by the three methods, the rhetorical, dialectical, and demonstra-
tive. Such texts should be taken literslly by ali and their allegorical
interpretation is not permissible., The second class of texts are by
nature abstruse and should be understood by the method of demonstration.
Only the quelified scholar should undertske to follow the demonstrative
method in understanding them. The non-qualified should not be permitted
to do so. Then there is e third class of texts whose classificetion in
terms of the other two is not certain. They are interpreted by some
scholars allegoricelly, while taken in their litersl sense by others.

In eny case it is only the qualified scholar who should decide whether
to take them allegorically or not.

How should the qualified scholar in deeling with the second class
of texts err in his demonstrative understanding of the text, and should
the qualified scholer in dealing with the third class of texts err in
interpreting allegorically that which he should be taking literally -
although there is no way to be certain about the error - in either case
of error, the error is permissible. It does not constitute Islamic ir-
religion (kufr). Tkis is supported by the words of the prophet who said:
"If the judge in the exercise of his individual judgmentl?’ arrives at a
correct conclusion, he hes twice the reward; if he errs, he has. one

reward, al3

In theory, the only valid decision ruling that irreligion (kufx)

Lohe reference is to "ijtihad," the technical legal term for the
exercise of individusl judgment allowed the lawyer when no other resort
is open to him,

Bpgs1, p. 14, Bukheri, xevi:2l,
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hes been committed can be arrived at through "ijmg®," the consensus of
the opinion of Muslim scholars. But in practice, argues Ibn Rushd, such
a decision in matters of doctrine can never be arrived at. For the con~
sensus in such matters must be definitive, To be definitive all the
qualified scholars in the ¥islim realm at any one time mst be in agree-
nent.l4 It must be known thet all the qualified scholars had given their
opinion and it must be imown thet they all expressed what they actually
believed., But this is impossible. The number of queslified scholars in
the wide realm of Islam cennot be ascerﬁained, and it can never be knom
whether or not the scholars who give their opinion give what they ac—
tuelly believe. In matters perteining to doctrinel’ "ijmé" in the defin-
itive sense can never obtain, The charges of irreligion leveled by al-
Ghazali ageinst the Philosophers have no legal validity.

It is within this legal fremework that Ibn Rushd defends al-Farabi
anc Thn Sine against the charge of irreligion leveled against them by al-
Ghazali for their endorsement of the theories of the world!'s eternity,
God's knowledge, and the soul's immortality that denies bodily resurrec—
tion. Should the Philosophers have committed any errors in these theories

M‘Ln theory, orthodoxy was defined in terms of the acceptance of
the Islamic commumity, whose consensus (ijmd®) cannot err. Ia practice
%5 jmi°" came to mean the consensus of the ¥uslim scholars and in the early
period, the Muslim scholars of Madine. Hourani, Introduction, pp. 49-51;

Joseph Schacht, The Origins of Muhammadan Jurisprudence (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1950), pp. 82-97.

L5Ytn Rushd thinks i jma°" possible in practical matters only,
i.e., law, He does not dwell on this point and it is not clear whether
we meens that in such matters "ijmi‘" need not be definitive, Further-
more it is not clear whether legal theory as well as individual prescrip-
tiors of conduct are included in the category "practical matters.”
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their error is permissible, However, in the case of the Philosophers!'
theory of God's knowledge, al=Ghazali beses his attack on a misurderstand-
ing of the theory.16 For the Philosophers do not deny, as al-Ghazali
supposes, that God knows particulars. They only deny that God's know-—
ledge of the particular is identical with human knowledge. In this they
are recessarily correct. For in the case of human knowledge, it is the
particular which is the cause of the knowledge. In the case of God, how=
ever, it is God's imowledge which is the cause of th;a particular, and
hence God knows the particular as a cause that knows its own effect. 4s
for the theory of the soul's immortality, again, Ibm Rushd argues, the
passages in the scriptures that speak of immortality belong to that class
of texts that it is uncertain whether it should be taken literzlly or
allegorically. Thus, if the Philosophers did err in not taking those
vassages literelly, their error is permissible.rl

ibn Rushd's defense of the theory of the world's eternity has
three separate arguments, the first of which is the general legel argu-
ment to the effect that any error the Philosophers could have possibly
committed in such a theory is a permissible error. It is best, however,
to list the three arguments in order, and comment on thems

1. Any error the Philosophers could have committed in their en-
dorsement of a theory of an eternsl world is a permissible error, For
there can be no "iimd‘" or this issue., The Philosophers must exercise
their individual judgment and follow wherever their reasoning leads them.
If their reasoning is faulty, the error is excusable.

2. The differences between the Philosophers and the Ash®arites

6pgs1, pp. 10-11.  LIbid., pp. 16-17.
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in their respective doctrines of the world's creatior and continuanc;e
are not diasmetrically opposed., On the contrery there is more besie
agreement than disagreement. The differences are miror and do rot jus—
tify the charge of irreligion.

3. Yeither the Ash®arites nor the Philosophers accept the
scriptures literally on the question of creation. There is, for example,

no theory of creation ex nihilo literally stated in the Gur'an. Indeed,

in this matter the Philoscpbers seem to be more in harmony with the lit-
ersl sense of the Qur’an than the Ash®arites., The isharites, therefore,
cannot charge the Philosophers with irreligion for not taking the Qur an
literaliy. '

It is (2) end (3) that concern us =ost in this analysis., However,
a brief comment on (1) is pertinent here. Ibn Rushd as a lawyer has to
admit "ijmsi" In matiters of doctrine he accepts it ornly in theory. But
even this theoretical acceptance is lip service, For, not only has ne,
by formulating the requirements of "ijmi°" in such a way, rendered it
inaccessible as an instrument o determine doctrine, but in reality he
has no use for “_g_mi_'“ at all as a criterion for truth in demonstrative
matters. We have only to recall here the dispute betweer Ibn Rushd and
al-Chazali in the first debat- over the vrovlem of intuitive knowledge.ls
Al-Ghazali had insisted that what is intuitively true mst be universally
acknowledged as such., Universality was a necessary criterion for al=-
Ghezali. Ibn Rushd, on the other hend, insisted that the finel ccurt of

appeal in such matters is the sound understending. In matters of first

principles - and these, it must be emphasized, are the fundamental issues

185 ore, chapt. iif, pp. 3%-88.
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where agreement is necessary since the whole of the controversial doe-
trines are structured or these principles, "iij.‘“ by implication is
ruled out by Ibn Rushd.

It is (2), however, which is the crucial argument where Ihn
Rushd attempts to conceal the real differences between the Aristotelians
and the ishfarites. Ibm Jushd's own Jords must be reproduced sere in
full., e use Professor Zourani's translation:

Concerning the question whether the world is pre-eternal or
czne into existence, the disagreement between the ish€arite
theologians anc the ancient philosophers is in ay view almost
resolvable into a disagreement about naming, especially in the
case of certain of the ancients. For they agree thai there are
three classes of being: two exitremes and one internediste be~
tween the extremes. They agree also about naming the extremes;
but they disagree about the intermediate class,

lne extreme is 2 bteins which is brought into existence from
something other than itself and by something, i.e., by an effi-
cient cause and from matier: and it, i.e., its existence is pre-
ceded by time., This is the status of bodies whose gemeration is
sprrehended by sense, e.g., the generation of water, air, earth,
animals, plants, and so on. A1l alike, ancisnts and ish€arites,
agree in naming this class of being 'originated.®l9 The oppo-
site extrene to thais is a being which is not made from or by any-
thing and not preceded by time; and here too all members of both
schools agree in naming it ‘pre-eternal.' This being is appre-
hended by demonstration; it is God, 2lessed and Exalted, who is
the Haker,zo Giver of being and Sustainer of the universe: may
He be praised and Zis power exalted.

™e cless of being which is between these two extremes is
that which is not made from anything and not preceded by time,
but which is brought into existence by something, i.e., by an
agent. This is the world as a whole. ow they all agree on the
presence of these three characters in the world. For the theo-
logians adzit that time does not precede it, or rather this is a
necessary consequence for them since time according to them is
something which accompanies motion and bodies. They also agree
with the ancients in the view that future time is infinite and
likewise future being. They only disagree about past time and
past being: the theologians hold that it is finite (this is the
doctrine of Plato and his followers) while Aristotle and his

19“5._ug-' dathah," which could also be rendered "created" and "temporal
being."

20uFg€31n which could also be rendered "agent.™
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school hold that it is infinite, as is the case with future time.

Thus it is eclear that this last being bears a resemblsnce to
the being that is really generated and to pre-eternal being. So
those who are more impressed with its resemblance to the pre-
eternal than its resembtlance to the originated, name it pre-
eternal, while those who are more impressed with its resemblance
to the originated name it '‘originated.t But in truth it is nei-
ther originated nor really pre-eternal, since the really origin-
ated is necessarily perishable and the really pre-eternal has no
caunse, Some - Plato and his followers - name it ‘originated and
coeval with time,* because time according to them is finite in
the past.,

Thus the doctrines about the world are not so very far apart
from each other that some of chem should be called unbelievers
and others not. For this to happen, opinions must be divergent
in the extreme, i.e., contraries such as the theologians suppose
to exist on this question; i.e., they hold that the names 'pre-
eternity' and 'coming into existence! as applied to the world as
a whole are contraries. Bub it is clear from what we have said
thet this is not the case.2l

This is glib talk, It is true that there are similarities as
well as differences in naming in the controversy between Ask“arism and
Aristotelianism, but these similarities and differences imply differences
in irreconcilable metaphysical positions., e can take the three classes
of being Ibn Rushd mentions in the zbove passage and by recapitulating
some of the conclusions we arrived at in our analysis of the four de-

bates in the TehZfuts show how deep the differences are.

Ibn Rushd argues that both the Ash®arites and the Philosophers
agree in naming the class of being apprehended by sense "originated"
(mupdathsh). But the metaphysical analysis of the "mubdath" that the
AshCarites give is irreconcilsble with the analysis the Aristotelians
give. For the Ash®arites the "guhdath" consists of atoms and accidents.
These are created out of nothing and directly by God. There is no cau=-
sal efficacy between things in the sensible world. Things do not act

by the necessities of their essence. The members of the class of sen=

2loas1, pp. 12-13; Soureni, Jranslation, pp. 19-21.
fog: =3 3
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sible being are utterly contingent. It is true that in some sense time
precedes these sensible beings. But time does not precede all of them,
There is a first sensible thing in the texﬁporal series of events, a
£irst being before which there was no time. Time came into existence
with the coming into existence of this being.

For the iristotelians the sensible being is part of the eternal
process of generation and corruption, the process of change from poten=
tiality to actuality. This process demands a series of essential causes
terminating in God. But God does not act on this process directly. The
underlying substratum of this process is eternal matter, not the indi-
visible atom. The actualized potentiality actuzlizes in a specific de-
terminate way, determined by its inherent nature. Things interact accord-
ing to necessary determinate ways, determined by their very nature and
the nature of the cause that actualizes them. The cause by definition
acts as it does, and the recipient of the act by itls very nature is
affected in a specific way. The sensible things are related to each
other by necessary causal relationms.

These two interpretations of the class of seasible beings are
not reconcilsble, Though btoth parties call the class of sensible beings
“muhdathah," they do not mean the same thing by such a term.

Again, Ibn Rushd maintains that the Ash®arites and the Aristo-
telians agree with regards to the second class of being, Gods God for
both perties is the uncaused eternal agent of all existents. It is true
that both parties agree that God is uncaused, that He is eternal, and
that Be is the supreme “agent.“ Sut their metaphysical analysis of
tggent," "al-fa<il" differ in the extreme. 4s we have tried to show in

the analysis of the first two debates, the Aristotelians' theory of the
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world's eternity is the direct consequence of their concept of God as
cause.22 Their proofs rest on the premises that God, the unchanging
eternal agent, acts by the necessity of His nature and for the best, and
that the world is the consequence of a God who by natvre must cause.
Yoreover, He does not act directly on all existents. He acts through
a series of necessary essential causes. And, furthermore, de acts in
specified determined waysA, deternined not only by what is best, but also
by the necessities inherent in things. This became clear in the fourth
 debate where the possible was identified by the Aristotelians with the
votential. God camnot do the impossible: He cannot actualize what is
votentizlly not there, God, who is the ultimate, though not direct,
cause of the acorn's actualizing into an oak, cannot actualize the acorn
into an apple tree.

But more fundamental than ell that is the fect that for Ibn
Rushd,>> God is the agent only in the sense thet He is the ultimate
cause of all movement and the bestower of order to the universe. Ie

does not produce the material world out of nothing.u

227 the third discussion the meaning of "fE‘il" was debated:
for al-Ghazdli it referred only to a voluntary agent who creates out of
nothing, to the Aristotelians it meant "cause.® 3ee chapt. i, pp. Li~16.

23333 chapt. ﬁi’ ppo 69-700

24ge, Michel Allard, "Le Retionalisme d'Averroes d'Apres une Etude
sur la Creation," Bulletin d!Etudes Orientales, IIV (1952-54), pp. 7=59.
41lard agrees that Ibn Rushd does not advocate creation ex nihilo, yet
argues that Ibn Rushd seeks a conciliation between the Aristotelian con-
cept of God as cause and the Islamic concept of God as creator, that Ibn
Rushd departs, perticularly in his concept of God as cause of sensible
things, from Aristotle, and that Ibn Rushd reaffirms the concept of "crea-
tion," though this is not creation ex nihilo. We cannot go into a de-
tailed discussion of this study, but we will make the following observa=-
tions:

1. Allard hardly touches on the four debates and bases his con-
clusions on statements elsewhere in the Tahafut. This is strange for a
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Against this, the Ash®arites vehemently argue thet God does not
act through any necessity in His nature. God is the omipotent volun-
tary agent that acts directly. A4ll change is direct creation out cf
nothing by God.

study of the problem of creation. It is in the metaphysical premises un-
derlying these debates that the answer to the question of tne relation of
Tbn Rushd's view of God to the Qur’an must be sought. To point out that
for Tbn Rushd God is a creator in that He is the cause of existence by be-
ing the cause of the composition of form and matter is not emough, even if
3t is conceded that this is a ®departure®™ from Aristotle. The same applies
to Allard's emanationist interpretation of Itn Rushd's theory of forms.
The real issues that separate him from the Ash®arites, and as we shall ar-
gue, from the Qur’anic view, is that God, in whatever other sense He is
cause, causes the world by necessity, that He canses through a series of
intermediary essential causes, that the world has inherent potentialities
that God merely actualizes but cannot change. These are the issues al-—
Ghazali attacks as foreign to the Ju’&n and which indeed are.

2. Most of the statements that illard discusses are amenable to
a strict Aristotelian interpretation. It is true that in the third dis-
cussion (2T, p. 151) Ibn Rushd voiced the puzzling statement that Aris-
totle held the theory that God brings the entire universe from noneexis-
tence to existence. This is a theory of eternmal creetion which Van Den
Sergh criticizes es self-contradictory - self-contradictory thet is, and
this is not pointed out by Van Den Bergh, if the world is an Aristotelian
world and God ar Aristotelian God. See ¥B, 90:2. The statement of Ibn
Jushd as it stands contradicts his gemeral position., Later on, however,
Thn Rushd maintains that God is the cause of the composition of form and
matter, and the cause of this composition is the cause of being (IT, p.
172), so that ITbn Rushd®s previous statement can be interpreted tc mean
that God is the ultimate cesuse of the order and the succession of form
over matter in the process of change from potentiality to actuelify.
Tbn Rushd prefers the words "continuows creation® to teternity®; (Ibid.)
But this need not be teken to mean anything beyond "continuous change from
potency to act."” Ibn Rushd often uses "none-existence® and "potency" in-
terchangeably .For other observations on the problem of continuous crea=-
tion, see ¥ajid Fakhry, "Ihe tintinomy' of the Zternity of the world in
iverroes, iaimonides, and Aquinas," Le BusSon, LXVI (1953), pp. 1395-i55.

3, Allard does bring to light ideas in Ibtrn Rushd not spelled out
in Aristotle's concept of God as cause. But these are developments and
interpretations rather than tdepartures" from Aristotle. For Tbn Rushd
was primerily an interpreter of Aristotle and sought, as a whole line of
Aristotelian scholars unto the present day have sought, to interpret
Aristotle when the latter was not clear in g manner consistent with the
general Aristotelian position. The problem of God as cause still engages
Aristotelian scholars, Cf. W.D. Ross, Review of Aristoteles Lehre vom
wm_ﬁsmﬁ, by Franz Brentano, ¥ind, XL, (April,
1914), pp. 239-291. lbn Rushd was well acquainted with the writings of
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Now, the Ash®arite theory of & created world was precisely en~
dorsed to debunk the Aristotelisn theory of God. For the theory of an
eternal world, as we have remarked, is the direct consequence of the
Aristotelian theory of God. To refute it, is tc refute that the chare
acter of the Godhead is Aristotelian. Al-Chazelidid not merely attempt
to show that the Philosophers had not proved that the world is eternal,
but attempted to prove that the world cannot be eternal and must be
created in time, His motive is clear: God zust be a voluntary agent,
all powerful and {ranscendent, who creates out of ncthing and not merely
moves the world. For Ibn Fushd to maintair that the Aristotelians and
the Ash®arites are in agreement here s‘i!ice they both acknowledge the
eternity and prime agency of God, is sophistry. 4ilthough Ibn Fushd was
cendid and courageous relative to the religio=-political circumstances
of his time, he was still precticing the art of ccncealment.zs

de come finally to Ibn Rushd's treatment of the intermedfate
class of being, the world as a whole. A recapituiation of his position
"nere is in order so that we do not lose the thread of thought: There is

agreement here between the ishCarites and the Aristotelisns, according

such important Aristotelian commentators as Themistius and Alexander of
Aphrodisiss. In matters of interpretation, which is strictly a scholarly
arnd philosophical activity, he would consult such people, Hence, even if
it is conceded that Ibn Rushd ®departs®" from Aristotle in his concept of
God as cause, we cannot conclude that Ibn Rushd in this departure was in-
fluenced by religious Islamic concepts without first studying what these
commentators hed to say. This Allard, by implication, dismisses as un=-
necessery.

25'!:lrx:i.s art as practiced by al-Parabi has been discussed by Leo
Strauss. See Leo Strauss, Pergecution and the Art of Writing, pp. 7-21l.
Indeed, philosophy, according to Ibn Roshd, should be confined
to philosophers. ILts contents should not be revealed and discussed by
the non-philosophers. He is angry at al-Ghazdli for, as it were, "let-
ting the cat out of the bag,” by bringing philosophical issues to the
attention of everyone. See Fagl, pp. 17-18.
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to Ibn Rushd, in that both parties agree that time does not precede the
world as a whole, The only difference is that for the Ash®arites past
time is finite, while for the Aristotelians it is infinite. Inasmuch
as the world as a whole for both parties is not preceded by time, it
resembles the eternal God, who is likewise not preceded by time., Inas-
much, however, as the world as a whole requires ar agent, it resembles
the class of being that is apprehended by sense; the world of generation
and corruption. Furthermore, both parties agree that future time is
eternal, The world as e whole is not corruptible and hence in this res-
pect also resembles the eternal God. Those who are more struck by its
resezblance to the world of sersible objects call it origineted, while
those who are more impressed by its resemblance to the eternsl God czll
it eternal. Ibn Rushd also draws a parallel between the Ash®arites and
the Plé.tonists who also uphoid that past time is finite,

Here again, Ibn Rushd glosses over the fundamental differences.
It is true that for the Ash®arites time does not precede the world, 3Sut
that is so because tim2> was created with the world at a finite temporal
extension in the past from the present., loreover, such a theory for the
AshCarites includes crestion ex nihilo. Yhat this theory implies consti-
tutes all the fundemental differences we enumerated in our discussion of
the other two classes of being. The Ash®arites cannot therefore call
the world pre-eternal., The similarity between God and the world in that
both are not preceded by time will not enable them to name it pre-eternal.
As for ITbn Rushd's statement that both the AshCarites and the Aristo-
tellans believe in the future eternity of the world, the statement is

inaccurate. The iristotelians believe in the future eternity of the
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world as a proven necessity: the Ash®arites merely maintain that this

is a possibility, not a neoessity.26 Bence, the ish®arites do not main-
tain that the world is eternzl in the future, Their positior is agnos-
tic., Indeed, they were troubled and argued about the logical problem

of how the world cen be brought into non-eﬁ.stence.27 For they believed
that it can be brought into non-existence. Thus, Ibn Rushd cannot main-
tain,. as he seems to imply, that the ish®arites believe that the world
as a whole is incorruptible.

The motives of Ibn Rushd in drawing the parallel between Ash®arism
ancd Platonism are not difficult to extract from the general temor of his |
argument. He wants to show that ever the ish®arites subscribe to views
zeld by the ancient pagan philosophers., SHowever, though there is an ad-
mitted similarity here, the similarity is deceptive. The similarity lies
in the fact that the God of Platc is an artificer and hence closer to
the Islamic (as well as the Christien) concept of God. But the ish®arite
God and the Platonic God are not one and the seme., Indeed, here again
we find fundamental metaphysicel differerces between the two comcepts of
God., First and foremost, the God of Plato's Timeaus does not create ex
ninilo, He forms the pre-existing space-matter, and Ze forms such =a
world according to patterns outside him and eternal. Inasmuck as the
Platonic God creztes according to eternal patterns outside him, he is
in this sense limited. Secondly, the God of Plato is not omnipotent in
that His creative act is limited by the nature of the msterisl with which

he works. The sensible things he forms in accordance with the ideas can

265!_121‘8., chepts., i, p. 30; ii, p. 51.

27_3_&_0;3, chept. i, p. 30 If.
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never be perfect duplications of these ideas. He forms things as best
He could from "what is not so fair and good,"™® It should also be added
that Plato's God acts because He is good and has no jealousy.29 The em=-
phesis is on the goodness of God. The Ash®arites, emphasize God's power.
Thn Rushd's third argument3© in his defense of the thecry of the
world's eternity against the charge of irreligion, seems to be the stron-
gest. Ue points out, correctly, that the theory of creation ex nihile
is not fomnd in the Jur’sn. Neither the iristotelians nor the Ash‘arites
take the words of the Qur’ &n describing creation li’cerally.Bl The Ash®ar—
ites take the Jur’anic words that refer to water and smoke preceding
creation as metaphorical r’-'?.sc.‘.om:se,32 while the Aristotelians do not
teke literally the assertions to the effect that the world was created
in six days; they deny temporal crestion. Thus, the Ash®arites inasmuch
as they themselves depart from the literal semse of the scriptures, can-
not accuse the Aristotelians with irreligion for doing the same thing.
3ut the question here is: do the Ash®arites level the charge of irreli-
gion beceuse the Aristotelians depart Irom the literal meening of the
Sur’3n in the passages that describe creation? MYoreover, one mmust ask:
why did the Ash%arites endorse and eleborate a theory of creation gx

pihilo not spelled out in the Jur’gn?

25gmaeu'.’., Pe 3. 291_133'-_4., p. 29.

30?5;1, p. 13; Zenahij, po. 89-90.
3 lé.s Léon Geuthier remarked concerning the problem of creation in
general, neither the eternity of the world nor creation ex nihilo are
primitive corcepts. Léor Gauthier, Ibn Rochd (4verroes), (Paris: Presses
Oniversitaires de France, 1948), p. 189,

320 5n, xi:9, x1i:10,
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is for the first guestion, it is clear from oo~ analysis of the
four debates that al-Ghasali objected to the theory of an eternal world,
not becsuse the theory did not confora tc the literal words »f tae
Jur’an in those pessages that describe creation, but because of what
such a theory implied regarding the nature of God. &e did not oppose
it becsuse it was an interpretation, but because it was the wrong in-
tervretatisn., The God of a world, demonsirably eternal, is iristotle's
308, not the God of the Jur’an, 4s to the second quesiion, the answer
ts that the ish®erites endorsed and elaborated a theory of creatfon ex
nihilo precisely in order to preserve the concepi 2f an zll-powerful
Jod emprasized in the Jur’zn., luhamnad preached stark monotheism against
Arabian paganism and against Christianity as he nnderstood it. This one
God wes all-powerful and transcendent, yet in complete conirol directly
of everything existent. The concept of an all-powerful God must also
be understood in terms of the political and religious circumstances of
Arabian Islam, Islem, taad is; jn its irabian purity. The struggies of
“uuhammad became political and military. Those who opposed afm will not
succeed because the &ll powerful God will jucge and ounish them both in
this life and the next.

™wus the concept of the all powerful transcendent one Jod is

very dominant in the Qur?an. Je find that luslim theology concerned
itself primarily with this problem.3> The ishCarites carried the con-

33The problem of free will which occupied the attention of Muslim
theology arises from the problem of God as all poverful. See Majid Fakhry,
nThe iuStazilite Tiew of Free #ill."

Islamic theology concentrated on thais problem and neglected to
elsborate a doctrine of man. Islam in its profoundest sense is the anti-
thesis of "jghl," the state of self-centeredness, arrogance, violence,
particularism, tribel chauvinism, hedonism, and pessimism, expressed in
the pre-Islemic poetry. All this is cast away when man surrenders himself
to God. This aspect of Islam wes not elaborated as a theology.
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cept of en ommipotent God, found in the Jur’an, to its logical extreme.
God was everything; the world nothing.%‘ Their occasionslist metaphysics
was constructed to uphold this notion of God. Their metaphysics of the
fleeting atoms, ingenious as it was, was not philosophically or scien-
tifically motivated, Hence, Iaimonides® indictment:
The earlier theologians . . .37 when they laid down their
propositions did not investigate the reel properties of things;
first of ell they considered what must ve the property of
things which should yield proof for or against a certain creed.36
. Yorveover, their natural theology is philosophically indefensible, Ibn
Rushd with good reason argues that the Ash®arites could not infer the
existence of God if they deny the natural world necessary order and

necessary causation.37

Indeed, the AshCarites can only argue for a
first agent as a fact given by revelation. The world is constructed by
thexm to accommodate that fact.

If the Ash®arites are to be criticized as theologians, the cri-
ticism cannot be that in their theory of creation ex aihilo they ex-
pounded a God fox;eign to the Jur’an. For the God of the Jur’zn is a
powWerful, transcendent personal God. They can be criticized in that
they stressed only this aspect of the Godhead., For the God of tue Jur’an
is a compassionate and a wise God., They, moreover, did not articulate

and formulate the central opposition between Islam and "jahl" and thus
did not give a theory of man in Islamic ter'.'ls.33

34L0uis Gardet, Le Pensee Religieuse d'Avicenne (Tbn Sina) » D. 68,

35ainonides speaks about the early theologians both Christians
and thislims. His criticism is pertinent to Ash®arism also.

36uginonides, The Guide for the Perplexed, p. 68.
3717, p. 519; M¥andhij, pp. 35-%6.
385ee above, n. 32.
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Tbn Rushd justifies his interpretation inm that God is wisdom.
The world is & menifestation of God's wisdom and imowledge. Indeed,
the scriptures urge us; according to Ibn Rushd, to consider the handi-~
work of God in nature. XNow it is irue that the Jur'sn sbounds with
teleology. But the teleology of the Sur'an is not Aristotelian tele-
ology as Ibn Aushd wouid want us tc interpret it, andé carnot be so.
For an Aristotelian teleology centers around the prime mover, who is a
finsl cause, thought thinking thought, end moving the universe by being

the object of desire., The universe has inherent charscteristics of its

own with which God does not tamper. IZe simply actualizes. Indeed, for
Itn Iushd the wisdom of creation consists in the necessity with which

things are related.3? 3uch & world cannot be other than it is. God
who is the ground of the order of the universe cannot temper #ith this
order. 3uch 2 God is not the God of the zur’an. |

The teleology in the Jur’an has to be understood in terms of
the religious temperament of the founder of Islam. First of all, the
concept of neture in the jur’an, relative to what preceded it in Arabie
literature, is revolutionary. In pre-Islamic poetry there is neither
mysticism nor teleology.

In the Qur'an we find a totally different attitude. In the

apocalyptical esrly ¥eccan siires, the descriptioms of nature inspire

terror anc the sense of doom. Kzture also becomes the vehiclg of mys—
tical symbols es in the sura of light. 3ut the dominent theme with

respect to nature in the Jur’sn is thet it is an "aysh," a sign, & man-
ifestation of the glory and power of God, and particulsrly the power of

2cd the judge who rewards and punishes:

37, oo, 519 ££.
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Verily in the creation of the heavens and the earth, and in

the alternation of night and day are signs for those of in-

sight; who remember Allsh, standing and sitting (1ying) on

their sides, and meditate on the creation of the heavens and

the earth: "0 our Lord, thou hast not creeted this in vaing

glory be to thee! protect us from the punishment of the Fire."*0
In the @, the heavens, to be sure, declare the glory of God, but
they often declare it as a reminder of the power of God the judge who
punishes end rewards. The descriptions of nature are associated with
the figure of God the judge so deminant and pronounced in the Surlan,
Promises of reward and punishment in the afterlife are basic to Zihammad®s
message. The world with its wonders is a manifestation of a powersul
God wko car and will raise the dead, judge them, reward or punish them
in accordance with their performance in this world,

But in Ibn Rushd's scheme of things, there is no place for this
concept of God the powerful judge. To begin with, as the analysis of
the debates reveals, God for Ibn Rushd is removed from the direct con-
cerns of men, 3econdly, there is no plece for the day of judgment in
Ibn Rushd's theory of immortality. Not only does he deny bodily resur-
rection, but he denies individual immortality. it ieast, in the phil=-
osophy of Ibn Sina, even though heaven and hell derive more from the
pages of Aristotle's Zthics and De inims than the pages of the Qur’an,
individual immortality of souls is mainteined., For Ibtn Rushd, only the
active intellect, common to all rational men, is eternal and separable,
The rational soul, according to Ibn Rushd, consists of two parts or as-
pects, the practical and the theoretical, It is the practical faculty

that is responsible for all moral action. 3ut this practical faculty,

_ “ouan, mI, 187-%9, Bell's transletion: Richard Bell, The
Jur’an (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1937), p. &4.
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together with all the lower parts of the soul that include memory, do
not survive dea.th.l‘l The message of Muhammad is a moralistic message.
The seriptural passeges that describe reward and purnishment in the after-
life are of the very essence of that message. Individual immortality is

a fundamental doctrine. Yet we find that Ibn Rushd regards thi pumer-

ous descriptions of reward and punishment as mere prescriptions to keep
2

the masses orderly. They have no theological significance and are not

to be taken at their face value. In effect, Ibn Rushd repudiates the
concept of God the judge, so dominant and insistent in the Qur’an.

If the study of the four debates brings out anything at all, it
brings out the fact that Ibn Rushd's God is not the God of the Jur’ an.
The question of the relation of Tbn Rushd to Islam which has occupied
many a scholar should not play down this fact. It would be a mistake to
interpret Ibtn Rushd's words in Fagl concerning the world's eternity as
some sort of attempt at synthesis between the scriptural view as inter-
preted by the AshCarites ard the iristotelian view. Unlike 3t. Thomas
Aquines, ITbn Rushd did not undertake a reconciliation between the scrip-
tursl view of God and the world and the Aristotelian v:i.ew.43 4 recon=-
ciliation would recognize the discrepancy between the two views and
would obtain through a modification of one of the two views or of both.
Tbn Rushd did not recognize the discrepency., There was one irue view,
the iristotelian. The Jur’anic view was merely a popular expression of

the Aristotelian view in language comprehensible to the masses. Only

411tn Rushd, TalkhTs Kitsh an-Nafs, p. 70.
4277, pp. 580-86.

433ee Majid Fakhry, Islamic Occasionalism and its Critique by
Averroes and Aguinas. Professor Fakhry's thesis is that Aquinas brought
about the synthesis that preserved the concept of a unique personal God

the occasionslists argued for and the Aristotelian concept of a rational
order in nature.
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the select few had proper understencéing of the correct view.

The Ash®arites, on the otker hand, felt this discrepancy very
keenly and articvlated it in their zetephysics of contingency, an
>ccasionalism irreconcileble (as it stands) with Aristotle's metephysics.

Their arguments for a world created in time and out of nothing embodied
their metaphysics. In his Tghefut and Zignshij, Ibn Rushd attacked Ash€ar-
ite occasionslism as irrational and impossitle, and nence, oy implication,
not representative of the scriptural vigw. 3ut the Ash®arite view was
gaining acceptance and Ibn Iushd was on the defense. In Fasl he strove
in his defense of the doctrine of an eternal world t{o conceal the real
discrepancy between his views and those of the Ash®arites. Ibn Rushd's
words in the passsge we discussed where he glossed over the regl dif-
ferences between the Aristotelians and the ishCarites, belong to the

1iterary art of concealment.
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