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what is not receptive of knc?wiedge f*‘“d ignoranc:e "" a "‘et:“Phuri
foundation. The same applies to using th.e. erm ft:nvoF({US‘ *0 des
(Great and Glorious is Hc)‘and c.al!mg His acts ‘frivolities’,

The second proof regarding this issue—a proofthatnoone can gg
that God (Exalted is He) obligated Aba Jahl to become a believer, thoy
He knew that he would not believe, and related that he would ne; beliey,
Itis as if He commanded him to believe that he would not belieye. Biss ae.
of what God’s Messenger (may God bless him and grant him Peace) re]fter{:
is that Aba Jahl would not believe, and he was commanded to believe the
Messenger. Thus it was said to him: “Believe that you will not belieye » And
this is impossible.

The explanation of this proof is that it is impossible for something thg,
is contrary to what is known to take place. It is not impossible by virrye of
itself, but by virtue of something other than itself. What is impossib|e to
take place by virtue of another is similar to what is impossible by virtye of
itself. He who says that the infidels, who did not believe, were not required
to believe has denied the revelation. And he who says that their belief iy
God is imaginable together with God’s knowledge that it will never take
place has disavowed reason. Thus every party is committed to saying thata
command is imaginable while its fulfillment is unimaginable.

It does not help to say that it is an object of power and the infidel had the
power to doit.** According to us, there is no power prior to the act; the infi-
dels had only the power to disbelieve, which is what proceeded from them.
As for the Mu'tazilites, they believe that the power is not prevented from
existing, but the power is not sufficient for the object of power to occur;
rather it requires other conditions such as will. However, one of these con-
ditions is that God’s knowledge would not change into ignorance. Power is
never sought for its own sake but for producing an act; yet how could anact
be produced that would result in transforming knowledge into ignorance’

Ithasbecome clear that there can actually exist an act of obligating whose
object is impossible by virtue of something other than itself. By analogy we

hat has no
(‘l'ihe Gﬁd
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6.4‘_ This is the desired conclusion, if one equates ‘imaginable’ with ‘possible”. It asserts
that ltlls‘possible for God to command something (i.e., to assign an obligation) whose fulfill-
ment is lmp-ossjb}e‘

65. The it’ here refers 1o God's command whose fulfillment is unimaginable. This staté-
f;e:‘ “Y;Ihat regardless of what is known by God, in principle the unbeliever hasthe ?0:’;:

¥ the command, even if he does not actually obey the command. In this sense

knowledge (h_a: Aba Jahl will never become a believer does not negate Abi Jals et
me a believer, I is only thar o

- Abi Jahl will ise this power to becom

liever, ; never exercise P i d

to em;;;:hh;nce nothing contrary to God’s kn owledge will ever take place. Thisis suPP“:s 5
€ Opponent’s view that God's comma nd to Abi Jahl to becomea believeris®

beyond the power of Abd Jahl,
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pat there can be an act of obligating whos
; .(,{itsclf;“ for there is no difference betwe

wrultI (o their being expressed, their being

r;s[i):;ein ¢ deemed good or bad.*’
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€ object is impoec:
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Third Proposition

We claim that God is able to bring suffering upon an animy that is
innocent of any crime, and that He is not required 1o reward it

The Mu'tazilites say that this is impossible because it is bad, Hence,
qecessarily led to assert that ifa bug or a flea is harmed by being smashed or
swatted, then God (Exalted is He) is obligated to resurrect it and compen-
sate it for it. Others affirm that their spirits would return through incarna-
tion into other bodies, and would attain pleasure then that is equivalent to
their previous pain. This is a doctrine whose corruption is clear. We, how-
ever, say that bringing suffering upon those who are innocent of crimes,
such as animals, children, and the insane, is feasible; indeed, it has been
witnessed and perceived.

There remains our opponent’s statement, which is that God is obli-
gated to resurrect the creature that is harmed and compensate it after
that harm.%® We return to the meaning of ‘obligatory’. It has been shown
that being obligated is impossible with respect to God (Exalted is He).
If they explain this by intending a fourth sense of ‘obligatory’, then it is
incomprehensible.

Ihe}r are

66. Literally, by analogy we infer what is impossible in itself.

67. The cases that al-Ghazali considers in this section all concern divine commands
whose fulfillment is impossible by virtue of conditions extraneous to the commands them-
selves. For instance, God requires an unbeliever to believe in Muhammad's message while
H'f" knows that he will never believe, or God requires one 10 perform an act, and li.'m 1:;
s‘.l'?ds His command before the act can be performed. Al-Ghazili says that there mﬂ;ﬂ
o“'me Commands that are impossible to fulfill by virtue of their own essence. Tl;; f‘:fe bo!h

commands are analogous in many ways. They both can be spoken by (;o&‘i, ‘ Recall that,
l‘e'illlll'ernents, and they both can be Jeemed good or bad, from our point .‘J[‘.lfw. g g
cording tg al-Ghazili, an obligation is a type of speech that is a requirement r

, er

?}:1: sbrr!ind and is addressed to someone who is lower in rank than the at:f;:ﬁ::l:us

d ﬁirilgmon cannot be fulfilled by virtue of tselfor by Vit oiﬁz:a:oﬂible by virtue of

2 congs " Thus if God can assign an obligation whos.e fulfi m"l‘ tion whose fulfillment 18

imp, 1on extraneoys to it, then He can equally assign an Ub— lgﬁmat the latter assertion i

denj::lble by virtue of something intrinsic to it. Itis worth "‘m:gh. grites.
b? almost 4] Islamic theologians, incl uding most oftw o

: hat.
Literally, this obligates Him to resurrect and reward after €
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m that refraining from [this compensatory act]s jg SO
we say that if by ‘wisdom’ it is intended, 4 o
¢ of the order of things and the power (o p
order, then there is nothing in [refraining from this act] that js
wisdom. If another sense is intended, ther‘1 the only form of wisg
due to God is what we mentioned; anything other than that g
less expression. S )

It might be said that this leads to His being unjust, whereas God sgys,
Your Lord is never unjust to His servants.”® We say that injustice is i“applica‘
ble to God due to pure negation, just as being oblivious is inapplicable ¢, ;
wall and being frivolous to the wind. For injustice is imaginable on the pary
of someone whose act might affect what belongs to another, yet thi un.
imaginable with respect to God (Exalted is He), or on the part of someqpe
who is under the command of another and acts in a way that is to Contrary
to this command. A man is not imagined to be unjust in whatever he does
regarding his own property, so long as he does not contradict the com.
mands of the revelation; [if he did], he would be unjust in this sense. Thyg
injustice is inapplicable to someone who cannot be imagined to infringe
upon the property of another or to be under the command of another, Thig
is because the necessary condition for injustice is absent; it is not because
such a one lacks something in himself.”

Let this subtle point be understood, because it is the cause of the mis-
understanding.™ If injustice is given a meaning other than this, then it is
incomprehensible; and hence no affirmation or negation applies to it.

Ifthey clai
His being wise, then

Previgyg)
stated, the knowledg

roduce thig
‘-‘Ontrary to
dom that jg
a meaning_

Fourth Proposition

We claim that it is not obligatory for God to care for the well-being of His
servants, but He may do whatever He wills and decree whatever He wanis.

Thus we contradict the Mu'tazilites, who placed restrictions on the acts of

God (Great and Glorious is He) and made it obligatory for Him to care for

69. The expression ‘this compensatory act’ refers to the act of resurrecting and compen-
sating the innocent creature for the harm that was inflicted on it during its life.

70. Qur'an, 41:46.

71. The point is that God cannot be unjust—not because he lacks powe
but because everything belongs to God (hence God's acts do not affect the property of
:::!;'::1) a;ld everything is subservient to God (hence God cannot be under the comman

er).

72. The original is an idiomatic expression: ‘it is the cause for the slippag® .
(mazallai al-qadam),

r or free Will-
O[ an-

foot’

‘
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h well-being [of His servants]. As Previously stateq, g,
thé :

ves that not.hing is ob:'g?tory for God (Exalted i He) 4]

?]sif)’ of this VIEW. In addition, observation and reality pr:o Proves the
2 e will show them acts of God (Glorious jg He) that wij| ;’e Its falsity,
fo ode that they do not serve the interests of yjg o orce them tq
oﬂcet us suppose that there are three children: ope tS'
. ;S youth, another reached.maturity, became a M
in i his maturity, and the third became an infide| ;
hr:jle in the state of infidelity. Justice, for them,”
;ature infidel reside forever in hellfire, and that th
higher rank in paradise than the Muslim youth,

The Muslim youth might say: “O Lord, why did You give me a rank low
chan his?” God might say: “Because he reached maturity and obeyed meer
and you did not obey me by performing acts of worship, since you did not'
reach maturity.””* He might say: “O Lord, You made me die béfore reach-
ing maturity; my best interest would have been for my life to have been
extended until T reached maturity, so that I might have obeyed you and
attained his rank; why did You deny me this rank forever, when You were
able to make me qualified for it?” God would have no answer but to say:
«] knew that if you had reached maturity, you would have sinned rather
than obeyed me, and then you would be subject to My punishment and
wrath; so I saw that this low rank in paradise was more proper and better
for you than punishment.” The infidel might then call from the abyss and
say: “O Lord, did You not know that if I reached maturity, [ would be an
infidel? Had you made me die in my youth and placed me at that low rank
in paradise, I would have loved that and it would have been better for me
than Your condemning me forever to hellfire; so why did You make me live
when death was better for me?” There would be no answer available for
God at all.”s

Same thing that

of Fhem died 5 Muslim
uslim, anq died a Mys.

n his Maturity and djeq
Wwould require that the
€ mature Muslim have 5

73. The pronoun ‘them’ refers to the Mu'tazilites.

74. Literally, after reaching maturity. i cord
_ 75 This example is based on the “problem of the three brothers,” with “:hu:h, accor f
Ing to the tradition, Aba al-Hasan ‘Ali al-Ash‘ari—the founder of the Ash'ariyya scl:nfo] [
Islamic thculngy—challongeﬁ the Mu'tazilite master Abt ‘Ali Muhamma_d nl=Jubba‘}|l(sr:‘;
7934 of the Second Treatise for further elaboration). As mentioned prL'VIUﬂIS]y‘ a,l'(' ::;e
s al:l Asharite, and for him this example serves, therefore, asa cunclusivr"‘?’ufa:o?h‘:: the
P:u tzilites’ doctrine that divine justice is based on desert. (Since al-Ghazali t_h|rz s;ow i
t. ree casey described in the example are not only p‘,s;ible but actual, h.e us.es:t e
God doeg not and that such caring s I'IU:::'!:H could
:f:::n |[;]1m') A Mu'tazilite, however, could deny that this example pr:: ;:::::: ;‘:”‘h inqired
abm:t \Lhappm’ A Mu‘tazilite might say, for example, that -.\I'hein [h;rzhn"[h’whm marure
Muslgt e ‘rt'asun for his having been assigned a rank in paradise o:a_-ndcd the yout's Jife and

to reach maturity, the youth would igee

care about the well-being of all people
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mmon knowledge that these three divisions exist
is CO : )
o conclusively that serving the best interest of al]
for God, nor does it happen.

> 3nd thig ex-

God
ample shows d’s Servamyg

is not obligatory

Fifth Proposition

We claim that if God (. Exalted is He) assigns obligations to His servans
and they obey Him, then it is not obligatory for Him to reward them;
rather if He wants to, He may rewa rd them, punish them, or eyep,
annihilate them and never resurrect them; that He does not care whether
He forgives all the infidels and punishes all the believers; and that 4 is
is not impossible in itself, nor does it contradict any of the divine attribytes.

This is so because for God to assign obligations is for Him to deal with His
slaves and possessions [as He wants].”® As for rewarding, this is another,
independent act. To say that it is obligatory in any of the three senses js
incomprehensible. Also, it is meaningless to speak of it as being good or

acts of worship, but even so, he would have been deserving of exactly the same rank that
he now occupies in paradise and not that of the mature Muslim, since the latter is still more
righteous than the youth would have been. The Mu'tazilite could conclude, in other words,
that in all three cases, the people received what they deserved. Nevertheless, the Mu'tazilite
would now have to grant that children who die in their youth might be given ranks in para-
dise higher than the ranks of observant and righteous Muslims who die in maturity, in the
event that God determines that, had they lived to maturity, they would have become more
observant and righteous than the Muslims who lived to maturity. ( This implication, we note,
constitutes a revision of certain strains of Mu‘tazilism, but it is not a revision of their common
doctrine of the intermediary position, for the intermediary position, the state of being nei-
ther believer nor infidel, is the position of a Muslim who commits a major sin and not that of
a child who dies in his youth.) The Mu‘tazilite would also have to deny that the Muslim youth
as described in al-Ghazili’s example, that is, one who, had he lived to maturity, would have
been a sinner or an infidel deserving of eternal damnation, could actually exist. Only thus
would a Mu'tazilite be able to maintain that reward and punishment are always dis]’”{’“‘
on the basis of desert. Since not all parts of the Islamic tradition support such a conclusion,
a Mu'azilite would have to offer nonliteral interpretations of texts that support the contrary
conclusion. An Asharite, however, faces the same problem and would have to resolve !
t!“ same way. In reality, all Islamic legal, theological, and philosophical schools (inc]ud]ﬁs
liveralist schools, such as the Zahiriyya) have relied on nonliteral interpretations to reconc! e

their doctrines with texts that appear on their face to contradict them.

76. The original is tasarruf, ngs: “conduct:

. i which is a noun meaning, among other thi .
bfhmfm" and “dealing” In this context, however, the word carries with it the cﬂnnﬂta.u:;

0.{ feang ifeel?' as one wishes.” Thus I believe that what al-Ghazali intends is that G‘?d s[—lis

signing obligations (taklif) to mankind is an exercise of His right to deal ( Ia"sarfﬂﬂ with

es and possessions ( abidih wa-mamalikik) in any way He pleases.

v
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other meaning is intended, then

(¢ is said that this would make His prq
uniesswe believe that it is necessary in this se
sible- ight be said: “It is bad to assign obl;

It mi . bl »
to reward.
. when one 1s able
wa[‘dlng

say- ’ ichi
;V:OU nean by ‘bad’ that which is contrary to the

jzatess then the Obligator is too exalted and san
ob f:vef: if you mean by it that it is contrary to the
Fl(;bligated, then this would be acceptable. But Gogd
is forming an act that is bad for the one who is ob};
and what is good for the one obligated are on a par
Moreover, if we press their corrupt

- If an is tog ic ;
d_ 18 ln(omprehe 5

mise falge, Yet this jg '
nse and we do not

gations and yey refrain fm::; :e

needs of the one who
ctified 1o have needs
needs of the one who

is not prevented from
gated; for whar ig bad
with respect to God_

- belief, we do not concede that he
who employs his slave is usually obligated to reward him, because a reward

is compensation for a service; this would annul the benefir of having slaves

77. Literally, and there is no meaning for good or bad.

78, The Arabic word I translated as ‘necessary’ is wdjib. As was indicated previously,
wijib means both “obligatory” and “necessary.” So al-Ghazili is saying here that since God
promised to reward those who fulfill their religious obligations, it would be necessary for
Him to reward them; otherwise, His promise would be false and that is impossible. It is
tempting to read wdjib here as ‘obligatory’, and argue that because of God's promise, He is
“obligated” to fulfill His promise and reward His obedient servants. Al-Ghazali, however,
argued repeatedly that no act of God is obligatory, for an obligatory act, by definition, is an
actsuch that if one refrains from performing it, 2 definite harm in this life or in the hereafter
would befall him. It is clear that this definition is inapplicable to any act of God. Al-Ghazali
seems to think that the fulfillment of a promise, or at least the intention to fulfill one's prom-
ise, is part of the definition of a promise. Hence it would be logically impossible for one to
make a promise with the intention to break it (in this case, one did not make a promise even
ifhe thought that he did). God’s promises, therefore, must be made with the intention of be-
ingfulfilled, and since God realizes all His intentions (for He is all-powerful and immutable),
itis logically necessary (but not obligatory) that God fulfill all his promises. In this sense,
God's rewarding His obedient servants is necessary, though not obligatory. Al-Ghazali will
Tetumn to this issue in the Seventh Proposition of this treatise and offer a different argument
forthe impossibility of God’s promise to be false. He will argue that it is impossible for God's
*Peech to contain lies; and since His promise is made through speech, it cannot Ll
Promise,

79- There are two points here; both have been addressed previously. ‘M'G‘hmh heh:ﬂ“
::?l:‘%;ﬂhe’ anactis good or bad has to do with w:het'her itis ?n atéﬁ:‘zz;:::;f?; %
nﬁtions];ee‘-is and fiesnres (purposes). The first .p?““ is that, smc:ew:r o i1 correct 10 8Y
that why '€ inapplicable to His acts. (Al-Ghazili does say, hf'“"e ? hing to do with needs;

Whatever God does is good, because this usage of ‘good” has nothing

rer God does
::i;m][; ment simply means that there are no repercussions or bl “']1: fg;:::’i:i[;; itisi
bad for o O™ The second point s that although, according '8 Loyiion eis not

I the one who is obligated not to be rewarded for fulfilling
Atupon God to serve the interest of His servants.

- s
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A slave is obligated to Serve his master sim.ply because he is hjg
;‘6;’\'(’5 in order to be compensated, th‘?“ th‘% 15 ROL & SEsHICHN

_ Among their startling statements is t.heu' saying that it jg incum

upon God’s servants, because they ﬂf_e ’Hls se‘rvants,‘to be gratefy] asa fult
Gliment for their obligation for receiving His blessings, and that it g k
cumbent upon Him to reward them for their gratefulness, This e in-
For the one whose right is fulfilled has no obligation to compensage.
were the case, then the reward would require a new gl'atEfulness,

slave; iy,

If thy
gratefulness would require a new reward, and there would be am-nﬁm.d t::
oress. Hence, the servant and the Lord would each be bound by theoﬂler’s
;iaht forever, which is absurd.

" More repugnant than this is their statement that God (Exalted is He) is
obligated to punish eternally and to condemn to hellfire forever whoevyer
disbelieves in Him, and that, indeed, whoever commits a major sin and dieg
before atoning would be condemned to hellfire forever.®® This Shmigm_.
rance of generosity and magnanimity, and of reason, habit, revelation,ﬁa
all matters. We say that habit dictates and reason indicates that to overlogk
and forgive is better than to punish and avenge. People’s praise fwm
giver is greater than their praise for the avenger, and to pardon is deemﬁ
good by them more assuredly. How is it, then, that to pardon and be gra-
cious are deemed bad and a prolonged retribution is deemed good?

Furthermore, this is true with respect to someone who is harn
ing sinned against and whose rank is lowered by being disobeyed.
belief and faith, and obedience and disobedience, are on a par:
to God (Exalted is He). Insofar as His divinity and loftiness are
they are equivalent.” Moreover, even if one follows the path |
tion and deems it good, how could he deem good an eternal
ing punishment as retribution for a single word uttered in o

iﬁ‘ second clause is a partial statement of one of the five |

bt
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ptal asylum is more suitable than gatherings of
e

rellect Jeads him to deem good such an €Xtreme fﬂﬂmwhm
inte if one follows the very opposite of this path, it WOH;:;& i
that i d more in accordance with the regularity ofdeem'mb: Mem
able nthe regularity according to which the “estimagin.» Ehmgmg,
bad;; their judgments, as previously explained, " Magition
mawe, in fact, say thatitis deemed bad for a man to pypick <.

t is difficult to deter, except® for two one for an

crime tha reasons, One of thern .
?::[ punishment should deter and serve an interest in the w‘ﬁk
ment is thus deemed good out of concern lest a future ure. Punish.

flled. Therefore if there is no future interest to be se; it
merely for the sake of retribution for what has passed is-
s no benefit in it for the one punished or for
perpetrator is harmed by it, so that not inflic
flicting harm is deemed good only if it e
no benefit, and what has passed cannot be co
the extreme of badness.® _ .
The second reason is that we say:
If the victim is harmed and feels re
rage is painful, and extinguishing it re
ting for the perpetrator to be the one &
punished, the pain of the sensation of
itis now felt by the perpetrator; and
isa reason, it is indicative of a de
being controlled by anger.
However, making punishmen
terest for anyone known to God
from befalling the victim, is the ex
than one’s statement that refrain
At any rate, the whole dis:
obligation posited by the estim:

_-——__——_ :
this, to deem good an eternal and

in one moment?’ ,
_ 8. Ifollowed the Ankara edition
itout,

84. It is interesting to note that
"¢0Ce rather than of retribution. This
E:e““ﬂﬁt treatment he gives of ‘ob

_Wlll consider a type of a retrib
1'E|?c( it as rev :

With consequences than with desert.
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, who is too sanctified to have needs, Byt we
pt with what is corrupt to show that what they; teq

is inapplimblc ro God

to refute what is corru
7 . S

ine is fallacious.

Sixth Proposition

We claim that if the revelation had not come, it would not be incumbeny
mankind to know God (Exalted is He) and to thank Him for His bies;m.' gs

Thus we contradict the Mu'tazilites, who say that the mere intellectmk&
this obligatory.

We prove the proposition by saying:

Does the intellect make it obligatory to reflect theoretically and to seek
knowledge for the sake of a benefit obtainable from doing so, or in spite of
its admitting that God’s existence and nonexistence are on a par
immediate or later benefits? If you say that the intellect judges that [know-
ing God] is obligatory in spite of its admitting that there is absolutel
immediate or later benefit in it, then this is the judgment of ignora
not of the intellect. For the intellect does not enjoin acting frivol
everything that is devoid of all benefits is a frivolity. If, on the o
there is benefit in it, then it inevitably relates either to the one
shiped or to the worshiper. It is impossible for the benefit to r
one who is worshiped, since He is too exalted and sanctified to r
efits. If it relates to the worshiper, then it must be either in tl
hereafter. As for this life, worship is pure toil in which ther

o T———
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e ished for bein
' ible to be punishe g grateful. Anq ¢
it 18 ?F,fjsti mated” by the intellect¥ is comparable mz EI ':td gainst hary,

at 15 £
.llh:ﬂuwn i Mm
’ w,e say: h h > 5
do not deny that the natu-re 0O (4] pm ]
1‘trzrd against harm, whether it is “estimated” gphms = & w Lt
:iogro call such an inclination “obligatory,” for there shoul, M
en >

r rerminolOgy- But our discussion concerns wh, &
ove erform an act rather than to refrain from it on
::uilj pe reward or punishment, ‘ivhen it is known that
being ungrateful are on a par with respect to God
unlike any one of us, fo'r we are comforted by gratef
noved by them, and enjoy them; and we are paine
b'l.l.ﬂbyit' LT s

Ifit becomes clear that both attitudes are c
(Exalted and Blessed is He), then preferrin
Indeed, the opposite might occur to
would] be punished for being grateful
his preoccupation with being grateful s
and steers them away from pleasure an
servant, endowed with appetites and
his purpose is to indulge in pleast
and not to toil in that in which tl

to a king; and thus he inv
the bedroom he shares v
ment for the king’s bo




