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Foreword

The Islamic Translation Series: Philosophy, Theology, and Mysticism
(hereafter ITS) is designed not only to further scholarship in Islamic
studies but, by encouraging the translation of Islamic texts into the tech-
nical language of contemporary Western scholarship, to assist in the
integration of Islamic studies into Western academia and to promote
global perspectives in the disciplines to which it 1s devoted. If this goal is
achieved, it will not be for the first time: Historians well know that, dur-
ing the so-called Middle Ages, a portion of the philosophical, scientific,
and mathematical wealth of the Islamic tradition entered into and greatly
enriched the West. Even Christian theology was affected, as is brilliantly
evidenced in the works of St. Thomas Aquinas and other scholastics.

Manuscripts submitted to ITS for consideration are, of course, evalu-
ated without regard to the religious, methodological, or political prefer-
ences of the translators or to their gender or national origins. The translator
of each text, not the editors of the series nor the members of the advisory
board, is solely responsible for the volume in question.

On behalf of Daniel C. Peterson, the managing editor, and members
of the advisory board, I wish to express deep appreciation to the cospon-
soring institutions for their gracious support of this project. Special thanks
are due to the Institute for the Study and Preservation of Ancient Reli-
gious Texts of Brigham Young University and to the Institute of Global
Cultural Studies of Binghamton University and its director, Ali A. Mazrui.

—PaRrRvVIZ MOREWEDGE
Editor-in-Chief
Binghamton, New York
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x Foreword

* * *

Brigham Young University and its Institute for the Study and Preserva-
tion of Ancient Religious Texts are pleased to sponsor and publish the
Islamic Translation Series: Philosophy, Theology, and Mysticism (ITS).
We wish to express our appreciation to the editor-in-chief of I'TS, Parviz
Morewedge, for joining us in this important project. We are especially
grateful to James L. and Beverley Sorenson of Salt Lake City for their
generous support, which made I'TS possible, and to the Ashton Family
Foundation of Orem, Utah, which kindly provided additional funding so
that we might continue.

Islamic civilization represents nearly fourteen centuries of intense
intellectual activity, and believers in Islam number roughly one billion.
The texts that will appear in the ITS are among the treasures of this
great culture. But they are more than that. They are properly the inher-
itance of all the peoples of the world. As an institution of The Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, Brigham Young University is honored
to assist in making these texts available to many for the first time.
In doing so, we hope to serve our fellow human beings, of all creeds and
cultures. We also follow the admonition of our own tradition, to “seek . ..
out of the best books words of wisdom,” believing, indeed, that “the glory
of God is intelligence.”

—DanNIEL C. PETERSON
FExecutive Editor
Brigham Young University

* * *
A NOTE ON SPELLING

In this work, terms of Arabic derivation found in Webster’s Third New Inter-
national Dictionary generally follow the first spelling given therein and are
treated as regular English words. Otherwise, Arabic or Persian words and
proper names have been transliterated following, with few exceptions, the
standard recommended by the International Journal of Middle East Studies.

Preface

The goal of the translation set forth here is to present Averroés’ Arabic
text in as faithful a manner as is consonant with readable English. To this
end, key terms have always been translated in the same way, unless other-
wise noted, and great effort has been expended to preserve the legal style
of the treatise. Sometimes it has been necessary to make precise ante-
cedents that Averroés leaves imprecise, just as upon occasion it was
appropriate to ease the reader over difficult passages by introducing
explanatory links in square brackets. All such interpolations are my own.
Though aware that any translation is necessarily an interpretation of sorts,
I'have made every effort to let the voice of authority here be that of Averroés
and thus to avoid the temptation of letting my understanding of the text
speak more loudly than the text itself. A more readable translation can
always be achieved by recasting the text to reflect the translator’s sense of
what goes best in English. That procedure tends, however, to purchase
readability at the price of fidelity to nuances within the original text.

The translation is based on Muhsin Mahdi’s revised version of the
Arabic text, Kitab fasl al-magal, edited by George F. Hourani (Leiden:
E. J. Brill, 1959). The revisions were made on the basis of a re-examina-
tion of the manuscripts used by Hourani and the readings originally cho-
sen by him. Section numbers have been added by me, as have all other
textual divisions and punctuation. In the Arabic text, the page refer-
ences in square brackets refer to the pages of Marcus Joseph Miiller’s
original Arabic edition, Philosophie und Theologie von Averroes (Munich: n.p.,
1859). An earlier version of the introduction appeared in Arabic Sciences
and Philosophy 5, no. 1 (March, 1995): 93—119, under the title “The Source
That Nourishes: Averroes’s Decisive Determination.”

To scores of students who have struggled over various versions of this
translation for the last decade and longer, it is a pleasure to offer an
expression of deep gratitude. Special thanks are due also to Thomas



xit Preface

Pangle for a careful, critical reading of the translation—above all, for his
persistent querying about antecedents. But here, as in so many other
matters, supreme acknowledgment for help and encouragement is due
Muhsin S. Mahdi. It was he who first suggested I undertake such a task

and who made important suggestions for improvement at many stages

of the endeavor. I only hope the finished product somehow reflects the
gracious assistance of so many thoughtful readers.

—CHARLES E. BUTTERWORTH
Washington, D.C.
December, 1998

Biographical Sketch
of Averroés (1126-1198)

Thanks to Saint Thomas Aquinas and Dante, Aba al-Walid Muhammad
ibn Ahmad ibn Muhammad ibn Rushd—or Averroés, as he is more com-
monly called in the West—is well known as ¢he commentator on Aristotle.
Much as he deserves that appellation, he must also be recognized as an
accomplished commentator on Plato, a physician, a practicing judge, a
jurist, and a spokesman for political and religious problems of his day—
the latter addressed in independent treatises and commentaries of sorts
on Abu Hamid al-Ghazali (1058-1111), whose attacks on the philosophers
are examined in the work by Averroés presented here.

We learn of Averroés’ life from a few personal references scattered
throughout his writings, from traditional Arabic biographies, and from
two famous histories of the Maghreb: one written by Ahmad ibn
Muhammad al-Makkari and the other by ‘Abd al-Wahid al-Marrakushi.
In the biographies and in these two histories, Averroés’ intellectual
acumen and profound accomplishments in jurisprudence, medicine,
poetry, philosophy, natural science, and theology are praised extrava-
gantly. The autobiographical references we do encounter in Averrogs’
writings serve mainly to explain the imperfect character of the work
being offered to the public, but show thereby how busily engaged he was
in other activities.

He was born in Cérdoba, the son and grandson of noted judges, or
qadis, his grandfather having served as the chief qadi of Cérdoba and
of Andalusia. During the first two decades of Averroés’ life, the ruling
Almoravid dynasty was so wracked by internal dissension that it fell to
the emergent Almohad forces, under the famous warrior “‘Abd al Mu’min.
The sources describe this as a period of study for Averroés—one in
which he devoted himself to jurisprudence, medicine, theology, and the
natural sciences. Indeed, his desire for learning is said to have been so
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intense that he relaxed from his philosophical studies by passing to the
reading of poetry or history. Two biographers even go so far as to claim
that this attachment to learning was so intense and played so dominant
a role in the way he organized his time that he studied all but two nights
of his life—his wedding night and the night his father died.

Though he was known as much for his practical activity as a qadi and
advisor to rulers as for his theoretical accomplishments, we hear nothing
of Averroés’ political activity until he was nearly thirty years of age. Called
to Marrakesh in 1153 by “Abd al-Mu’min, by then ruler of the Almohad
dynasty, Averroés was named advisor to “Abd al-Mu’min’s grandiose project
of building schools and literary institutions throughout the realm. Some
sixteen years later, he was appointed gadi of Seville and held the post until
called to Marrakesh in 1182 as personal physician to “Abd al-Mu’min’s suc-
cessor, Abu Ya‘quib.! The treatise On the Substance of the Celestial Sphere,
dated in 1178 from Marrakesh, and references in the Meteorologica to
earthquakes occurring in Cérdoba show that Averroés traveled exten-
sively during these years. The historians praise Abu Ya‘®qub highly as an
exceedingly handsome, courteous, intelligent, and well-educated man.
He is said to have loved science and to have studied medicine as well as
philosophy. Indeed, one account of the first meeting between this excep-
tionally gifted ruler and his extraordinarily promising subject emphasizes
the ruler’s philosophic learning: when Ibn Tufayl presented Averroés to
Abu Ya‘qib, the sovereign asked Averroés his opinion about whether the
world was created or had existed eternally, a question with far-reaching
theological implications; and noting Averroés’ confusion about a suitable
reply, Abu Ya®qaib turned to Ibn Tufayl to pursue the question and displayed
such a mastery of the teachings of the philosophers about the problem as
to reassure Averroés that the question was entirely sincere.

Averroés was named personal physician to Abi Ya“qub but served in
that capacity only a matter of months before being appointed qadi of
Cérdoba. Abil Ya®qiib, killed two years later (that is, in 1184) during the
siege of Santarem, was succeeded by his son Ya®qiib ibn Yasuf (later to
be known as Abu Yasuf Ya®qiib)—a ruler praised as a great warrior and
builder. Averroés had a very close relationship with the new ruler—
almost one of intimate friendship—but was nonetheless punished in 1195,
along with other notable scholars, for being overly occupied with philos-
ophy and “the sciences of the Ancients.” It is not clear what prompted
the philosophically minded Aba Yasuf to visit a punishment of this sort
upon his friend and close advisor. Some claim that he wished to rebuke
Averroés for an act of insolence, others that he was seeking to placate
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zealous partisans of religion within the court. Averroés’ punishment con-
sisted in his being banished to Lucena, a small town near CGérdoba. The
banishment lasted only two years; shortly after having returned to the
court in Marrakesh, Averroés died.

By the age of thirty—that is, not long after he was first called to the
court in Marrakesh—Averroés had already composed some treatises
on logic. Then, subsequent to having been presented to Abu Ya®qab in
1168 as the one most qualified to undertake the task of commenting on
Aristotle’s works, he began the work for which he is so noted. For the
next dozen or so years—that is, from about 1169 to 1182—Averroés com-
posed middle commentaries on all of Aristotle’s logical works, including
the Rhetoric and the Poetics; on most of the major works having to do with
physical science (namely, the Physics, On the Heavens, On Generation and
Corruption, Meteorologica, and On the Soul); on the Metaphysics; and on
the Nicomachean Ethics. Moreover, he wrote short commentaries or sum-
maries on some of Aristotle’s other works in natural science (that is, on
the Parts of Animals, Generation of Animals, and Parva Naturalia) as well as
two treatises (On the Application of the Intellect and Intelligibles and On the
Substance of the Celestial Sphere). And Averroés also composed a large com-
mentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics. In addition to these writings
related to Aristotle and Aristotelian investigations, Averroés composed
treatises on topics of more immediate concern to fellow Muslims. Among
these are the two works presented here—the Decisive Treatise, with its
Epistle Dedicatory—and the sequel to them, Kashf ‘an manahij al-adilla fi
‘aga’id al-milla (Uncovering the methods of proofs with respect to the
beliefs of the religious community), plus the famous refutation of al-
Ghazali, the Tahafut al-Tahafut (Incoherence of the Incoherence).

In the next dozen or so years—that is, from the beginning of the
reign of Abu Yusuf Ya®qub until about the time he was banished in
1195—Averroés composed large commentaries on Aristotle’s Physics, On
the Heavens, On the Soul, and Metaphysics; a middle commentary on Galen’s
On Fevers; a short or middle commentary on Plato’s Republic; a middle
commentary on al-Ghazali’s famous work about the foundations of
Jjurisprudence known as Al-Mustasfa (The Sufficiency), which he entitled
Al-Daruri fi usul al-figh aw mukhtasar al-Mustasfa (The Necessary with
respect to the fundamentals of jurisprudence, or the summary of the
Sufficiency); and a small book entitled On the Happiness of the Soul. More-
over, he composed a substantial work on jurisprudence, the Bidayat al-
mujtahid wa nikayat al-mugtasid (The legal interpreter’s beginning and the
mediator’s ending).



xvi Biographical Sketch of Averroés

In all of his writings, Averrogs shows his distinctive style—one that is
direct and forceful and quite unlike that of either of the philosophers
whose defense he undertakes in the work before us. Like both of them,
he pursues questions tenaciously. Unlike Avicenna, however, he is little
given to whimsical comparisons between religion and philosophy.
Though as concerned as Avicenna about the relationship between reve-
lation and reason or prophecy and prudence, he is deeply apprehensive
about facile similarities that might lead to confusion. He is nowhere as
imaginative or even as speculative as the great second teacher, al-Farabi
(second, that is, after Aristotle), but seems to share more with him in
understanding and in approach. Like al-Farabi, for example, he was
persuaded that science, and with it philosophy, had been completed by
Aristotle but that it still needed to be recovered and, above all, protected
in each age. These are the goals to which Averroés addresses himself in
all of his works: the commentaries on Aristotle and Plato are intended
to recover or rediscover the ancient teaching and explain it to those who
can profit from it; the public writings—that is, those written to address
issues of the day—seek to preserve the possibility of philosophical pursuits
in an increasingly hostile religious environment. For Averroés, philosophy
is ever the friend of religion; it seeks to discover the same truth as reli-
gion and to bring the learned to respect divine revelation. He explains
this best, perhaps, in his Middle Commentary on the Parva naturalia (Second
Treatise, chapter 3) when, talking about prophecy and divinely inspired
perceptions, he notes that

the discussion of these matters, though exceedingly difficult for human
perception, must nevertheless reach the utmost limit the nature of
human perception permits; for this, and nothing else, is the substance
of happiness.

Translator’s Introduction
to the Decistve Treatise

1. Preliminary considerations

A quarter of a century ago, a scholar embarking on a study of Machi-
avelli lamented, not entirely in jest, the absence of any terrain not
already marked out, as though in neon lights, by an illustrious predeces-
sor who had written the definitive study on Machiavelli nearly a score of
years prior." Two ground-breaking studies by Muhsin Mahdi, dating back
seventeen and thirty-seven years respectively? place the erstwhile student
of Averroés’ Kitab fasl al-maqal (Book of the decisive treatise) and the so-
called Damima (now properly known as the Epistle Dedicatory, or Epistle
on Divine Knowledge) in a not entirely dissimilar dilemma. Indeed, Mahdi
has clearly proven that the Damima and the Fasl al-magal are, respec-
tively, the first and second works of a trilogy and has masterfully identi-
fied the major question in both. Nor are Mahdi’s contributions the only
ones that chart out the contours of these works, especially the Decisive
Tieatise. To his two studies must be added more than a dozen others com-
posed by almost as many scholars since the beginning of the twentieth
century, most written in conjunction with a translation of the Decisive
Treatise or of it as well as of the Epistle Dedicatory.®

Only two considerations justify yet another attempt to explain the
Decisive Treatise and encourage anyone foolhardy enough to undertake it.
First, Mahdi’s study focuses solely on what he considers to be the begin-
ning half of the work. Second, many of the reflections prompting my new
E?nglish translation of the Decisive Treatise, as elaborated in this interpreta-
tive essay, promise to benefit those who seek to understand its mysteries.

OF this extensive list of studies, Mahdi’s essay on the Decisive Treatise
and Hourani’s introduction to his English translation of that work demand
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immediate attention, not least because of the different way they under-
stand the structure of the text. Whereas Hourani divides it into an intro-
duction (§1 [1.1-9])* plus three chapters (§§2—-11 [1.10-7.6], §§12-37
[7.7-18.19], and §§38-60 [18.19-26.14]), Mahdi thinks it consists of an
introduction (§1 [1.1-9]) and two major parts (§82-37 [1.10-18.19] and
§§38-60 [18.19-26.14]). Hourani, in agreement with Mahdi as concerns
the introduction and final chapter or part, differs both insofar as he
divides the first part into two chapters and by where he suggests placing
the break between his chapter one and chapter two. Although my under-
standing of the way this text is structured calls for more than Mahdi’s two
parts or Hourani’s three chapters, I can discern no reason for the break
urged by the latter. It ignores not only the sense of the argument but also
Averroés’ peculiar style in this treatise.

After having shown why philosophy is obligatory according to the
divine Law (§2 [1.10-2.8]), Averroés enters upon a long series of argu-
ments to show why one can follow that stricture only if the study of syl-
logistic reasoning is also embraced (§83~10 [2.9-6.14]). Having made
that point, he embarks upon another task—one that seems to occupy his
attention in one way or another throughout the rest of the treatise but
certainly through that portion of it running from this point on to the for-
mal summary and apology that Hourani and Mahdi take as ending the
next section of the text—that is, chapter two and part one respectively
(8§37 [18.14-19]). Averroés signals that he is about to engage upon this
new task by formally declaring, “Since all of this has been determined”
(wa idha tagarrara hadhd kulluhu), and speaking for the first time of the
beliefs of the Muslim community as well as of the various natures of
human beings. The discussion of consensus (ijma’) that comes up in the
immediate sequel is intimately linked with the idea of Muslim commu-
nal life. In other words, none of this is in keeping with a summary state-
ment intended to close an argument.

Still, Hourani’s introduction is thoroughly helpful, not least because
it so skillfully defines the intellectual context surrounding the subject of
the treatise and provides such a fine overview of the broader themes
treated here. In the course of focusing primarily on what he terms part
one of the treatise, Mahdi shows why it is to be identified as concerned
with what can be inferred from the divine Law. Paying special attention
to Averroés’ use of such stylistic devices as tagrir—that is, the “deter-
mining” or “determination” of the treatise’s title—and its derivatives, as
well as to the terms idha and in used to begin syllogisms, he divides this
first part into five sections and seventeen subsections. As the title of his
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essay intimates, Mahdi proposes no grand explanation; instead, he limits
himself to comments and reflections on these stylistic devices as a means
of pointing to some of the questions Averroés raises in the first part of

the Decisive Trealise. 5

1. The Decisive Treatise: Its title and dramatic setting

A. The title

This work, identified in the Escorial manuscript as Kitab fasl al-magal wa
lagrir md bayn al-shari“a wa al-hikma min al-ittisal (The book of the decisive
(reatise, determining the connection between the Law and wisdom), has
been referred to in various other ways by the biographers.® Most important,
though, is that none of them calls it a “book” (kitab). Nor does Averroés
himself ever refer to it by this name. In its sequel, the Kitab al-kashf ‘an
mandhij al-adilla, he calls it a “speech” (gaw!) while designating as a “book”
only the Kashf itself (see 27.10, 16). Yet, because he also uses the term
“speech” in the Decisive Treatise to identify the Epistle Dedicatory, or Damima
(817 [11.6]), doubt remains as to the precise character of this work.

Important as they are, the terms “Law” and “wisdom” may be passed
over now with the single aside that shaeri“a and shar® are both referred to
here as Law (the uppercase letter serving to denote their special status
as revealed law), for these terms receive ample attention in the sequel.
The term fus/ literally means “separating” but also has a legal
significance and can thus suggest something like “decisive [rendering of ]
Judgment.” Tagrir is also a legal term, one denoting a decision set down
by a judge, or an assignment or stipulation. As Muhsin Mahdi has
cogently observed, it and its derivatives seem to constitute organizing
principles by means of which Averroés indicates the steps of his argu-
ment. The most literal, and perhaps most accurate, rendering of the title
would thus be “Book of decisively judging the statement and determin-
ing the connection between the Law and wisdom.” Too unwieldy for
normal purposes, it nonetheless draws attention to the fundamental
guestion of what is to be decisively judged, as well as to the way that
Judgment is juxtaposed to the connection Averroés is intent upon deter-
mining as concerns the Law and wisdom.

B. The dramatic setting

1 Book or speech, the Decisive Treatise is characterized above all by the
egal context in which Averroés couches his whole exposition as well as
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by his repeated references to, and even attacks upon, the jurists and
dialectical theologians. His abundant recourse to Qur’anic verses and
to language highly evocative of the Muslim revelation amply indicates
that he seeks to present this argument as something like a plea before
tribunal in which the divine Law of Islam is the sole authority. He speaks,
for example, of the faithful person (mu’min) and of faith (iman), rather
than of someone who merely holds a belief or of belief. And to show more
clearly how closely linked are philosophy and the Law, he both distin-
guishes between and subtly confuses the verbs ‘arafa (to be cognizant
of) and ‘alima (to know) so that the person who is cognizant of God—a
perfectly respectable idea to any member of the faith—sometimes
seems to be the same as someone who knows Him. Similarly, Averroés
reminds the reader again and again of the way Islam has developed over
time, of the beliefs shared by the members of the Muslim community,
of the allegiance all feel to “this divine Law of ours,” of its truth, of the
responsibility placed upon a Muslim as Muslim, and of the intention
of the Law as well as of the Lawgiver. Averroés provides, moreover,
immediate evidence that he intends here to respect the strictures of the
Muslim community. In the opening sentence he trumpets clearly that
the investigative goal he will pursue is limited to “the perspective of
Law-based reflection.”

Still, his goal is to determine the connection between this Law and wis-
dom, or philosophy. Even though he defends or explains the latter in terms
set by the former, he does not thereby concede its subservience. If any-
thing, he tries to avoid juxtaposing the two in such a hierarchical fashion.
Neither priority nor ascendance is at issue; the connection to be deter-
mined eventually is close to one of parity—that is, agreement on all levels.

1. The structure of the argument

Generally speaking, Mahdi’s suggestion that the treatise consists of
two parts is sound. I would add, however, that each is further divided into
two additional subparts and that each of the larger parts is perfectly bal-
anced with the other. The first proceeds explicitly according to what the
perspective of Law-based reflection requires (a stipulation that remains
in effect, but is interpreted more broadly in the second part). It is pre-
ceded by an introduction (§1 [1.1-9]) and followed by a summary (§37
[18.14-19]), much the same way as the second major part is preceded by
the summary in question and followed by a conclusion (§§59-60 [25.20~
26.14]). In my division of the text, then, the introduction, summary, and
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conclusion are also counted as subparts. The first and large.r part con-
sists of two basic subparts: the first of these urges the obligation, accord-
ing to the divine Law, to study philosophy and logic (§§.2—10 (L 10—6.1‘_}]);
cond seeks to confirm that argument by showing that anything

the se : . be
demonstration necessarily accords with the divine Law

proved b)’ i
(§§11-36 [6.14-18.14]). This is 'followed by a summary statement that
brings this first series of reflections to an end and offers an apology for
discussing such matters in an otherwise public writing.

But the treatise does not end on that note. After the summary state-
ment, there is a second part. It, too, consists of two basic subparts. The
first examines, albeit not for the first time, the intention of the Law and
the methods used in it for speaking to all the people,” thus permitting
Averroés to emphasize what was discovered in the preceding two series of
arguments (§§38-51 [18.19-23.18]). The second then goes on to explain
how ignorance of these methods has caused factions to arise within Islam,
the idea being that they need not have arisen. Indeed, if Averroés’ expla-
nation were followed, there would be no factions (§§52-58 [23.19-25.19)).

Following the introduction, then, in the next two subparts of the trea-
tise, Averroés draws a series of inferences from the Law to show why the
study of philosophy and logic is needful and pursues different attempts
to defend the teachings of the philosophers from misguided attacks by
al-Ghazali and other confused dialectical theologians. After a formal
summary to explain what he has done and apologize for breaking his
own strictures about the proper setting for this kind of discussion, Aver-
roes turns to a consideration of the intention of the Law and the Law-
giver, as well as of the way the philosophers—but not the dialectical
theologians or the jurists—respect that intention and strive to protect it.
These reflections, set forth in the fifth subpart, are followed in the next
by an inquiry into how the harm he has been combating arose in the first
place and then by a formal concluding subpart.?

So stated, this understanding of the work’s structure differs mainly in
emphasis from the one sketched out by Mahdi and varies only slightly
from that proposed by Hourani. As has already been noted, there is a
break in the argument that corresponds with what Hourani identifies as
Cha;.)ter one. But, as has also been explained, that break actually occurs
€arlier than he indicates. Hourani does not speak at greater length about
the structure of the work, preferring instead to concentrate on the argu-
ments and their antecedents. And Mahdi’s desire to show how Averroés’
m.f@rer‘lces from the Law allow him to advance his argument, coupled
with his conviction that they are signaled in the stylistic devices he takes
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to constitute sections and subsections, keeps him from dwelling much on
the formal structure of the treatise.

A. Introduction
(§1[1.1-9))

At no point in this treatise is the primacy of the Law at question. The
extent to which it provides the {ramework for all that follows is best
exemplified, as has been noted, by Averrogs’ opening statement that his
goal is “to investigate, from the perspective of Law-based reflection.”
What he proposes to investigate is a single thing, albeit one that has two
subjects: “Whether reflection upon philosophy and the sciences of logic
Is permitted, prohibited, or commanded—and this as a recommendation
or as an obligation—by the Law.” In other words, the ensuing investiga-
tion is designed to put philosophical and logical reflection into a particu-
lar legal category.

That task is accomplished almost immediately. Averroés then goes
beyond this stated goal, both to defend what he has done and to expand
upon it. In keeping with these new endeavors, he is prompted to speak of
the “connection” (ittisal) referred to in the title of the Decisive Treatise, and
thus of the Law’s intention. There is no need at this juncture for him to
speak of philosophy’s intent, that having been done in the opening para-
graphs. Yet, in speaking of the connection and of the Law’s intention,
Averroés does manage to exculpate philosophers generally—but espe-
cially his two famous predecessors within the Islamic tradition, al-Farabi
and Avicenna (Ibn Sind)—from charges of unbelief leveled against them.

B. Philosophy and logic are obligatory
(§§2-10 [1.10-6.14])

l. Averroés seeks first to prove that it is obligatory to reflect upon
philosophy, then turns to the question of logic. His argument for the first
1s quite straightforward but somewhat truncated. Identifying philosophy
as inquiry into the existent things (a/-mawjidat) rather than into being
(mawjud) simply, he further claims that its goal is “consideration of them
insofar as they are an indication of the Artisan.” Still, the first part of
this definition is consonant with the traditional understanding of philos-
ophy as an art that seeks to know what being is and how it comes about,
in the sense that the general entity can be known only through its par-
ticular instances. The second part of the definition is more problematic;
but by recourse to Qur’anic citations for its verification, Averroés places
it beyond question.
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The syllogism used to prove that the Law commands philosophy is
not sound, even when rephrased:

(1) Philosophy is investigation of divine order.
(2) Investigation of divine order is commanded by the Law.
Ergo, philosophy is commanded by the Law.

As has been noted, the first premise is not evident; and the second
stretches the Qur’anic verses cited as evidence. Yet, no friend of philoso-
phy would contest the syllogism’s conclusion, namely, that philosophy
falls within the category of what is “commanded” (ma’miir) by the Law.
Nor would friends of religion query Averroés’ use of Qur’anic verses to
show that it is “obligatory.”

2. Undeterred by the weakness of the syllogism and the proofs cited
in its defense, Averroés moves to the next phase of the argument and
affirms, “since it has been determined that the Law makes it obligatory to
reflect upon existing things by means of the intellect, and to consider them”
(§3 [2.9]), such reflection must be carried out by syllogistic reasoning.
The syllogistic reasoning at issue is the best kind: demonstration. To
reach this conclusion, Averroés determines the obligation to reflect and
consider, affirms that consideration means inferring, concludes provision-
ally that this is syllogistic reasoning, restates that conclusion but qualifies
the syllogistic reasoning as intellectual and notes that it is obligatory,
and then extends it to embrace demonstration. Differently stated, for
Averroés, consideration can refer to nothing but syllogistic reasoning—
and demonstrative syllogistic reasoning at that.

Important as are the advances made thus far, Averroés must still
assuage the doubts of his fellow Muslims, especially those concerned
with the science of jurisprudence and the syllogistic reasoning used in it.
This he undertakes in the immediate sequel (§4 [2.13-3.12]) and then,
in the rest of this subpart (§85—10 [3.13-6.14]), sets about proving the
need to have recourse to the books of distinguished predecessors, even if
they are not Muslims. He uses three different kinds of arguments to
reassure his fellow Muslims: a summary of the preceding arguments to
emphasize that it is obligatory to study logic [2.13-3.1], an inference
from the similarity of purpose between the jurist and the philosopher
[3.2-7], and a reply to the putative objection that syllogistic reasoning of
this sort is heretical innovation [3.8-12].9

The fundamental premise of the first argument—a summary of the
conclusions reached in the preceding two sections, “since the Law has
urged cognizance of God (may He be exalted) and of all of the things
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existing through Him by means of demonstration”—depends so much
upon them, and upon a series of additional premises never more than
dialectical in character, that Averroés indirectly attenuates the conclusion.
Instead of declaring, “Therefore, it becomes obligatory” ( fa-yajib), he inserts
the qualifier gad and merely suggests, “Therefore, it perhaps becomes
obligatory” (§4 [2.20]).' Troublesome as it appears here, this softening
also prepares for that aspect of the subsequent argument which empha-
sizes the need for most people to take the Law in its apparent sense—
that is, not to use sophisticated tools of reasoning to understand it. Now,
however, Averroés dwells on this ancillary characteristic of logic and
presents it as merely a tool for aiding reflection.

On the one hand, intellectual syllogistic reasoning is as permissible
to the one who discerns that “the Law has urged cognizance of God” as
it is to the jurist who obeys “the command to obtain juridical under-
standing of the statutes” and infers from it “the obligation to become
cognizant of the kinds of juridical syllogistic reasoning, and which of
them is syllogistic reasoning and which not” [3.2-3]. And, on the other
hand, intellectual syllogistic reasoning is even more permissible or
praiseworthy than juridical reasoning. After all, no one would deny that
the task of gaining cognizance of God is more laudable than that of
obtaining “juridical understanding of the statutes.”!!

This parallel between juridical syllogistic reasoning and intellectual
syllogistic reasoning can be used to blunt any charge that the latter con-
stitutes some kind of heretical innovation. The same considerations that
permitted Muslims to develop the former hold for the latter—especially
given the greater worth of the latter. Here, though, almost like a lawyer
eager to use every last scrap of evidence, Averroés adduces yet another
argument. He begins by presupposing that what is accepted by most
Muslims is sound, for he notes simply that only “a small group of strict
literalists” reject intellectual syllogistic reasoning. Then he turns to
unimpeachable authority to conclude that “they are refuted by the texts”
of the Qur’an.!?

Now, then, the question arises as to how one might learn about intel-
lectual syllogistic reasoning. Noting the immensity of the endeavor,
Averroés proposes making use of anyone who has already gained some
knowledge of this tool and doing so “whether that other person shares
our religion or not” (§6 [3.20-21]). There is nothing objectionable about
such a procedure. Indeed, had he wished, Averroés might have enlisted
the testimony of so illustrious a predecessor as al-Kindi to buttress this
argument.'? Eschewing the rhetorical ploy so readily available, he asserts
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instead—and this without any attempt at defense—that “all that is
needed with respect to reflection about the matter of intellectual syllo-
gistic reasonings has been investigated by the Ancients in the most com-
plete manner” (§7 [4.3-4]).

Averroés makes this proposal, it seems, in order to facilitate the next
step of the argument—namely, moving from the acquisition of the tools
for reasoning to the content of such reasoning. Precisely those consider-
ations that warranted turning to the books of the Ancients for the tools,
regardless of their religious beliefs and practices, hold when it is a ques-
tion of putting those tools to their proper use—that is, to “consider
existing things and the indication of artfulness in them.” Once again,
the importance of the endeavor makes it seem all the more justifiable:
“For one who is not cognizant of the artfulness is not cognizant of what
has been artfully made, and one who is not cognizant of what has been
artfully made is not cognizant of the Artisan” (§8 [4.7-9]). Only the ten-
tativeness of the conclusion he draws (“therefore, it is perhaps obliga-
tory”) bears witness to the enormity of this logical jump. And he repeats
it in the section immediately following (§9 [5.7-8]).*

Such tentativeness is necessary insofar as the arguments set forth
thus far are by no means without flaw, but also—and surely more
significantly—because they address only the most learned, whereas the
Law calls to all. This disparity comes to light with Averroés’ attempt, in
the immediate sequel, to equate the “aim and intention” in the books of
the Ancients with “the very intention to which the Law urges us” (§10
[5.13]). Both the disparity and the question of the Law’s intention—or
the relationship between the disparity and the Law’s intention—will
occupy Averroés in the rest of the treatise. He understands the Law to
be addressed to all people, but in different ways; there is reason to won-
der whether the jurists and dialectical theologians whose writings he will
examine hereafter have such an understanding.

Before turning to those questions, however, Averroés responds to yet
another possible criticism of the philosophy and logic set forth in the
books of the Ancients. He seeks, as though reinforcing his earlier claim
that they are sound instruments, to show that they are not somehow
harmful in and of themselves. Given the obnoxious conclusions reached
by some predecessors who used these instruments, not to mention fellow
Muslims who have gone astray after recourse to them, one might won-
der how innocuous such instruments really are. Averroés insists that
such errancy is merely an accidental effect but nonetheless posits
two conditions that anyone who would use them must fulfill. The first,
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possessing innate intelligence, seems obvious enough—if only because
these instruments could not be used by anyone lacking it. The second,
having “Law-based justice and moral virtue,” reemphasizes the perspec-
tive of the Law adopted from the outset. Fundamental to the inquiry the
Law deems obligatory is the idea that such inquiry is intended to gain
cognizance of God. Sufficient intelligence to gain cognizance of anything
must be accompanied by dedication to the principal task and directed
as much to self-improvement as to dealings with others. The demand
for moral virtue, consonant with what is prescribed by the Law, assures
such dedication.

C. Demonstration accords with the Law

($§11-36 [6.14-18.14))

As noted above, the third subpart consists of three smaller segments.
In them, Averroés attempts first to prove that the Law calls to human
beings by three methods (§11 [6.14-7.6]), then to establish that demon-
stration does not differ from what is set down in the Law (§§12—15
[7.17-9.17]), and finally to show that the philosophers are not guilty of
unbelief (§§16-36 [9.18-18.14]). By far the largest of the subparts—to
the point of being half as long as the entire treatise—the force of this
one permits Averroés to summarize it in the next with language sug-
gesting that the major goal of the treatise has now been accomplished.

I. Restating what has preceded as firmly settled (“determined”) and
positing the belief of the Muslim community in the truth of its divine
Law, Averroés infers that the Law speaks to each Muslim in a manner
suited to his or her temperament and nature. That belief, too, is quali-
fied as “determined.” What is more, cognizance of God and His creation
is for the first time claimed to be happiness. No proof is offered for either
statement. None is needed for the first, because the belief jtself can be
held by all only if each has some means of acceding to it. Precisely
because the Law calls to all and people differ in nature, it must be able
to reach all.'> The second statement is part of a quiet, almost implicit,
attempt to undermine one of al-Ghazali’s charges against the philoso-
phers by showing that, far from denying the verses about the afterlife,
they actually support and defend them.

2. In addition to exonerating the philosophers from charges of un-
belicf, Averroés endeavors to present their tools of reasoning as blameless
(812 [7.7-9]). The reasoning he employs to this end lacks lucidity and
force, in part because it calls for too many steps. Four premises are posited—
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(1) the Law is true, (2) the Law calls to demonstration {“reflection lead-
ing to cognizance of the truth” being replaced with “demonstration”),
(3) demonstration is true, and (4) truth does not contradict truth—from
which it is deduced that demonstration does not contradict the Law. The
syllogism is, nonetheless, a necessary preliminary to the idea of interpre-
tation and thus to the reconciliation, sought shortly hereafter, between
what is intellected and what is transmitted (see §14 [7.21-8.4]).

At issue are potential conflicts between reasoning—demonstrative or
dialectical, although Averroés insists only upon the former—and the
apparent sense of the Law, especially because figurative expressions are
soprevalent in the latter. Averroés’ solution, as contrasted with that of the
theologians and their followers, promises to resolve the conflict while pre-
serving the force of both the Law and reasoning. The tactic allows him to
maintain his original goal of working within “the perspective of Law-
based reflection” while questioning whether those who pose as defenders
of the faith do not cause it harm. Specifically, he moves from affirming the
oneness of truth—whether intellected or revealed and then handed
down—to showing how interpretation safeguards the Law, and from that
to the issue of consensus. First introduced to buttress the call for inter-
pretation, the consideration of consensus subsequently permits Averroés
to urge that the intentions of the philosophers are praiseworthy.

Acknowledgment of consensus among Muslims about the need to
interpret some Qur’anic verses opens the way for questioning which verses
are to be interpreted and which are not (§15 [8.15-9.17]). To answer that
question, Averroés restricts the domain of consensus by pointing to the
eventual need within the community of Muslims to form something like a
consensus about consensus, as well as by distinguishing practical from
theoretical matters and explaining that the latter can never be a subject for
consensus. In addition, he shifts the major theme from the interpretation
of Qur’anic verses to the discussion of the different positions pursued in
the theoretical investigations of the philosophers.

3. The explicit defense of the philosophers is carried out by four
different series of arguments. Averroés first faces the attack directly and
attempts to show its inadequacy. For this he relies on the preceding dis-
cussion, the inconsistency of al-Ghazali’s charges, the acceptance within
the community of interpreting some Qur’anic verses without detracting
from respect for their apparent sense, and the need for precise speech
about these kinds of questions (§§16-22 [9.18-13.16]). These are deemed
sufficient for rescuing al-Farabi and Avicenna from the accusations that
their teachings about God’s knowledge of particulars and the eternity of
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the world constitute unbelief. Here, though, Averroés maintains silence
about the charge concerning what they say with respect to the hereafter.

He begins this series of arguments by questioning the solidity of al-
Ghazali’s charges (§16 [9.18-10.16]), then seeks to clarify what precisely
the philosophers mean when they speak of divine knowledge (§17
[10.17—11.14}). The final part of the defense leads Averroés to concentrate
mainly on the need for greater clarity about the use of language and to
urge that some Qur’anic verses must be interpreted if they are to be
fully understood (§§18-22 [11.15-13.16]). Such a defense requires a more
careful examination of interpretation, and it constitutes the next series
of arguments in this segment (§§23-31 [13.17~16.19]). The examination
itself consists of three, or possibly four, steps. First is the issue of the
qualification needed for interpreting abstruse or recondite matters, there
being no question that such matters are to be interpreted (§§23-24
[13.17~14.12]). Those qualified to interpret recondite matters have an
obligation or responsibility to do so.

Not everything in the Law, however, is recondite; so the next step is
to draw new limits concerning interpretation. For such verses, qualifica-

_tion to interpret means nothing (§825-27 [14.13—-15.16]). Unless every-

one assents to some matters, there can be no community. The corollary
is that ways to know and to accept or assent are present for all, except
those who refuse through obstinacy or negligence. Yet nothing proves the
truth of such matters—not even calling them roots. Clearly, though, one
can deny them only by rejecting the primacy of the divine Law—that is,
by rejecting the basic framework of the treatise.

At least some of what is to be accepted in this manner remains
obscure; at most, such things can be talked about by means of examples
or comparisons. But since it is assumed that such things are true with
respect to the Law and that demonstration does not contradict the Law,
there must also be a way to know whether they are true or not via
demonstration. Because those skilled in demonstration have an obliga-
tion to interpret these matters, the argument returns to permissible
interpretation and even to what must be interpreted by the qualified
{§§28-30 {15.17-16.15]; also §31 [16.16—-19]). A major part of this expla-
nation thus focuses on delimiting the kinds of verses to be interpreted
and identifying those suited to do so.

The starting point was: some verses are so difficult, abstruse, or
recondite that they must be interpreted, but only by those qualified
to do so. Then he noted that some verses, despite their difficulties, are to
be taken in their apparent sense by all; others are to be taken in their
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apparent sense by some people and interpreted by others.!® Averroés now
seems ill at ease with this rule and seeks to refine it. Beginning again, he
sets out the first two of three sorts (asndf) of verses: the apparent admit-
ting no interpretation, and the apparent to be interpreted by those adept
at demonstration (§29 [15.21-16.4]). The reverse order permits him to
illustrate the second sort more fully (wa min hadha al-sanf) in the next sec-
tion. Then, in the one following, he introduces a third sort: verses about
which there is disagreement as to whether they can be interpreted or not.
The difference between the two enumerations is muted, even obfuscated,
despite its importance. It turns on Averroés’ unwillingness to acknowl-
edge here that not all who concern themselves with the Law are adept at
demonstration or even admit its value, much less that of interpretation.
His quarrel here is more with those who admit interpretation but pay
insufficient heed to how it must be limited, that is, who ignore “that the
stop is at His saying (may He be exalted), ‘None knows their interpretation
but God’” (§30 [16.14]). Equally important, the tactic allows Averroés
to return to the question passed over in silence here and in the previous
segment—namely, what al-Farabi and Avicenna say about the hereafter.
This topic is addressed in the next, or third, series of arguments
(§832-34 [16.20-17.14]) and has been prepared by the immediately pre-
ceding discussion—especially that of the last section. There is disagree-
ment, claims Averroés, as to whether verses concerning the hereafter are
to be taken literally or figuratively. In his eyes, however, nothing justifies
dismissing them or categorizing them as politically expedient devices.!”
As though replying to an objection about what has been set forth thus
far, Averroés explains the difficulty of achieving a clear classification.
The issue has become problematic because the authorities disagree
among themselves, and al-Ghazali appears unable to make up his own
mind about the issue. An oblique reference to the preceding argument
reminds the reader that rules for how learned people are to handle these
verses have already been given (see §33 [17.6-7] with §23 [13.17-14.1]
and §25 [14.13—-14]). Another reference, equally oblique, points to what
has been said about the need for those not learned to take such verses
according to their apparent sense (§33 [17.9-10] and §34 [17.11-14] with
§26 [14.18-15.8], §29 [16.4], and §30 [16.5-15]). The major emphasis
throughout is on limiting such interpretations to those adept in demon-
stration and thus to preparing the final step in this series of arguments:
blaming al-Ghazali for having failed to do so.
In deed alone has he erred, however. After explaining that al-Ghazali’s
penchant for discussing recondite matters in books directed to readers
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lacking the knowledge to interpret them has caused the community
greater harm than that imputed to the philosophers, Averroés insists
upon his famous predecessor being innocent of malice. Confused, to be
sure, even overly eager to please all parties, al-Ghazili was not ever
intent upon harming his fellow Muslims. Nothing in his demeanor sug-
gests he wished to do anything but help them (§35 [17.15-18.14]). At the
very least, the exculpation is ambivalent. On the one hand, it makes
al-Ghazali appear impractical, if not simply foolish; on the other, it por-
trays him as far too desirous of approval or acclaim from others.!8

The emphasis here on the way al-Ghazali’s actions vitiate his intentions
prepares for a theme of central importance in the rest of the treatise.
Though Averroés has spoken little thus far of intention, and only twice of
intention with respect to the Law, that will become a major concern in
the two major subparts of part two.'? Although he meant to be helpful,
al-Ghazali caused harm—to the Law as well as to fellow Muslims, simple
believers and learned philosophers alike. He erred because he did not pay
attention to the differences among human beings or to the need to adjust
his discourse accordingly. That is, he erred because he did not think about
the intention of the Law and the methods set forth in it for addressing
different kinds of people. His personal good intentions notwithstanding,
al-Ghazali contravened the intention of the Law.

The harm cannot be undone, but its effects can be limited. There is
no need to ban all inquiry, nor will anything be gained by forbidding
qualified individuals to study books in which philosophy, logic, and natu-
ral science are pursued. What is called for is greater attention to the
intention of the Law and the methods by which it calls to human beings.
An external restriction on al-Ghazili’s books, similar in kind to the
internal one Averroés calls for in this whole subpart, would permit those
capable of understanding al-Ghazali’s Inquiries to read them yet bar
from them others who are not so qualified. Those responsible for the
well-being of the faithful—“the imams of the Muslims”—must couch
their prohibitions in terms that respect the idea of the Law calling to all,
albeit in different ways (§36 [18.5-14]).

D. Summary
(8§37 [18.14-19))

According to Averroés, the presentation to this point has “estab-
lished” two things: “the discussion between the Law and wisdom” and
also “the statutes for interpreting the Law.” What he means by the
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latter is clear, and he terms the former a “type of reflection.” The
reflection or discussion thus far has been methodological or procedural
rather than substantive. Arguing always “from the perspective of Law-
based reflection” (§1 [1.7]), Averroés has affirmed a consonance between
what philosophy does and aims at and what the Law urges be done. To
this end, he has cited passages of the Law and spoken generally a'\bou.t
the subjects philosophy inquires into as well as the means by Wl’l‘lCh it
does so. By means of analogies drawn between practices accepted in the
juridical pursuit of the Law and what is needed with respect to 'thf: study
of philosophy and its logical methods, he has pleaded fo.r permlttmg”the
latter. Finally, in turning to “the statutes for interpreting the Law, h'e
has insisted upon the absence of contradiction between whatever is
reached when the best method of philosophical investigation is pursued
and what is set forth in the Law. .

Yet, believers in the Law can and do point to differences between it
and the results reached by philosophical inquiry. Averroés, however, has
argued tenaciously that such criticisms are based on misunderstanding
what the philosophers have said. Differently stated, he has shown that
there is no “discussion between the Law and wisdom” (my emphasis);
when they speak, they say the same thing. Why, then, does Averroés con-
tinue the Decisive Treatise?

He does so because the inferences from the Law drawn to this point
are not fully persuasive. Plausible arguments have been madf.:, but noth-
ing has been determined or established—Averroés’ aSSCI‘tIOI:IS to t‘he
contrary notwithstanding. In what follows, he will speak of the intention
of the Law and the Lawgiver. By showing that their intention can be
achieved only when the methods set forth in the Law for addressing Fhe
various kinds of human beings are followed, and that this understanding
of discourse or discussion is precisely that set forth among the philoso-
phers, he completes the argument of the first part.

E. The intent of the Law and its methods
(§$38-51 [18.19-253.18])

This subpart is divided into three smaller parts or segments. In the
first, Averroés expounds upon the intention of the Law ([§§?{8—3.9
[18.19-19.17]), while in the second he explains how that intentlon. is
achieved (§§40-43 [19.18-21.3]). This leads him to explore in the third
how the Law seeks to address all people, regardless of their natural
capacities (§§44-51 [21.4-23.18]). Thus, the latter two segments bring
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Averro€s back to themes of earlier discussions—in particular, that
focused on the inclusiveness of the divine Law and the one undermining
al-Ghazali’s procedure, along with that of other theologians.

L. At the beginning of this subpart, Averroés alerts his addressee to
the importance he attaches to the subject at hand by declaring, for the
first and only time in the Decisive Treatise, that here is something “you
ought to know”?’—namely, that “what is intended by the Law is only to
teach true science and true practice.” Defining true science as “cog-
nizance of God,” of “all the existing things as they are,” and of “happi-
ness . .. and of misery in the hereafter,” he presents the Law as providing
the all-important cognizance of the hereafter that philosophy has not
been shown to provide. Moreover, insofar as the Law makes us
acquainted with true practice, it brings about (or at least intends to
bring about) unity between knowledge and action.

While explaining the domain of true practice, Averroés pauses
momentarily to speak of al-Ghazali and what he sought to do in his
famous book, Jhya’ ‘ulum al-din (The revival of the sciences of religion).
However, calling this a digression, Averroés returns to the theme of the
Law teaching true science and practice. The digression concerns “actions
of the soul”—that is, “moral habits that the Law calls to or bans”—
rather than “bodily actions.” Concerned that people had become too
engrossed in the latter, al-Ghazali had intended his book to redirect their
attention to the former. Of the two, notes Averroés, this is the type
“more involved with piety, which is the cause of happiness.”

Only toward the end of this subpart?! is the reader able to discern
the significance of the digression. There, too, Averroés makes what at
first appears to be an awkward argument. It has to do with his identifica-
tion of piety as health of the soul and as what the Lawgiver intends by
his Law. Consonant with his provoking parallel between the physician
and the Lawgiver, and even with the opening sentence of the next section
(“from this it has become evident to you that sound interpretations—
not to mention corrupt ones—must not be established in books for the
multitude”), the whole presentation nonetheless remains vague and
unfocused. When both references to piety are put together, however, the
discerning reader understands just how al-Ghazali’s penchant for dis-
cussing the wrong subjects in popular writings caused more harm than
benefit to his fellow Muslims.

2. Addressed to all and intended to teach true science and practice
to all, the Law contains different methods for achieving these ends. Too
often, the primary intention of the Law—namely, “taking care of the
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greater number without neglecting to alert the select [few]” (§40
[19.20-21])—is neglected. Given such disparity among the natural
capacities of people and thus the impossibility of all having th.e same
degree of understanding or being open to the same method§ o.f m?truc-
tion, the Law must have different ways to speak to these dissimilar inter-
locutors. That is, the Law must admit of interpretation.

Averroés’ somewhat technical account of the various instructional
methods used in the Law is aimed at showing how it communicates a
single message to these differing capacities (§41 [20.2-14]). Presented
as four different kinds of syllogisms, these methods are brought back to
the three instances of the first enumeration noted above: arguments
admitting of no interpretation whatever, arguments admitting of inter-
pretation generally, and arguments admitting of interpretation onlly by
those qualified. Now, for the first time, Averroés admits the possibility of
popular interpretations—but this with the caveat that they be made .for
the multitude, not by them, and with a clear indication of how tentative
is the admission (§43 [20.19-21.3]).22

3. Why Averroés places such empbhasis on the intention of the Law
and the way it speaks to all the people comes to light once he begins to
point out how those who fail to discern this intention and use the wrong
kind of speech in speaking to the multitude actually lead them astray—
that is, to unbelief—and that leading others to unbelief is itself a form of
unbelief. Singling out al-Ghazali by name, Averroés explains that those
who take no notice of the different methods in the Law or ignore that
“people are of three sorts with respect to the Law” are to be deemed
guilty of such a wrong. Indeed, they are the ones who declare demonstra-
tive or otherwise recondite interpretations to the many not able to receive
them. The charge emphatically does not apply to the philosophers, for
Averroés has shown them to be ever circumspect about what they say to
the many. Unbelief comes about because the one to whom a difficult
interpretation is declared must reject the apparent sense of what is inter-
preted and then go on to establish the interpretation. By definition, such
individuals are unable to grasp the eventual interpretation. Thus, they
find themselves in the position of having rejected the apparent sense
without having gained anything with which to replace it (§45 [21.10-15]).

The point is that some matters in the Law are of such difficulty they
should be presented to the rhetorical sort of people as though they do not
admit of interpretation; the same holds for other matters that cannot be
explained by rhetorical means (§46 [21.16-21] with §§39-40
[19.10-20.11). To emphasize this point, Averroés returns to the famous
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question of where the stop is to be placed with respect to Qur’an 3:7 and
urges, as he did earlier (§30 [16.12—15]), that it be after “none knows their
interpretation but God.”?® Here, as there, Averroés is intent upon show-
ing that some verses should not be interpreted by the many, that to do so
merely leads them to unbelief. To strengthen his case, he evokes the image
of the Lawgiver once again and claims that to present the many with
interpretation is, in effect, to call them to unbelief and thus to contravene
the Lawgiver’s call to the Law (§47 [21.21-22.7]). In sum, this discourse
on the Lawgiver’s call and that in the next section on the Lawgiver’s
intention in that call, like his earlier account of the Law’s intention (838
[18.19-19.1]), allow Averroés to set the record straight on unbelief. Now,
however, he moves beyond attempts to exculpate the philosophers by incul-
pating their accusers—in particular, al-Ghazali and the theologians,?
Lest his goal here be misunderstood, Averroés resorts to a rhetorical
image or parable of his own: He who declares interpretations to those not
apt to receive them is like one who dissuades people from following a
physician, whereas the physician urges them to adopt actions for preserv-
ing health and avoiding sickness, this other person causes them to become
sick (§48 [22.8-18]). Like the physician, the Lawgiver seeks the health of
the people—the health of their souls. Hence, to claim that what he says Is
not true on the surface and can be interpreted amounts to dissuading the
people from pursuing the health of their souls. Because those who make
this claim neglect to add that only certain people under certain conditions
may seck to interpret the Law, they lead the many into sickness. Part of
their error is their failure to consider the intention of the Lawgiver.
Putting their own intention first and failing to ask about that of the Law-
giver, they lead astray even when their interpretation and intention are
sound. When these are unsound, they risk leading the people to doubt
whether there is health or sickness, or even whether there are things con-
ducive to health and such as to avert sickness (§49 [22.19-23.3]).
Averrogs insists that his image or parable is very accurate, even certain
(850 [23.4-14]). What gives it this status is the link between the physi-
cian and the Lawgiver; for the health of souls to which the Lawgiver
aspires Is piety—namely, the piety that was linked with true practice, the
teaching of which was said to be intended by the Law, and whose mention
prompted Averroés to admit that he had digressed from his exposition
(838 [19.4-6, 9]). How philosophy provides the best understanding of
the intention of the Law and the Lawgiver and ensures that it will be
followed by the people has now been shown. In addition, the critics of
philosophy have been revealed to be incapable both of discerning that
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intention and of furthering it. Averroés now brings the argument full circl'e
by affirming that knowledge of the health intended by the ]’T‘awglver 1s
precisely what is needed for happiness in the hereafter. As is now per-
fectly evident, only the philosopher proves himself able to §peak t(? such
happiness and to urge the many to seek it in accordance with the inten-
tion of the Lawgiver and the Law. And, according to Averroés, only the
philosopher is capable of sound interpretation—that is, of “the deposit
mankind was charged with holding and held” (§51 [23.15-18]).

F. On factions within Islam
(§§52-58 [23.19-25.19])

Confident that his account of philosophy—its aspirations and accom-
plishments—adequately shows it to be an important ally of the Law an.d
that none of the charges against those known to have engaged in it is
warranted, Averroés can now turn to a consideration of how it has come
to be so little esteemed. He begins the consideration with an explana-
tion of what has prompted contending groups or factions to arise within
the Islamic community and why they trouble the life of otherwise tran-
quil Muslims (§852-54 [23.19-24.13]). Then, in keeping with the gen-
eral attempt throughout the treatise to provide a remedy for such ills,
Averroés turns to an examination of what can be done to avoid the ones
to which these groups give rise (§§55—58 [24.14-25.19]). Nothing here is
based on the introduction of new evidence; to the contrary, like any com-
petent legal counselor, Averroés does no more than draw the conse-
quences from the principles presented thus far.

1. Contending groups or factions emerged for two reasons. First at
issue between one group and another was the difference over the way
verses in the Law were to be interpreted. Then they began to disagree
over whether the interpretations were to be promulgated and, if so, to
whom. That the factions arose at all is bad enough; what compounded
the problem was that the different groups carried their quarreling to the
people and thus threw the community into turmoil. Even then, their
ignorance of the way people of differing capacities are to be addressed
led to disruption and strife. It is an ignorance that concerns the methods
and, more important, the intention of the Law: such people—and here
Averroés names only two schools of theologians—are woefully mis-
informed about the way to present arguments to the many and even
about the conditions for sound argument. They rely upon patently false
methods of reasoning, he claims, and seem not to be aware of their error.
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The dissension caused by the ignorance of these troublemakers is
compounded by their belligerence. Ever ready to label those who deviate
from their methods as unbelievers, they prove only how little they under-
stand that the Lawgiver’s mission is to address and attract rather than
to rebuke and drive away. Through him and his endorsement of methods
suited to the varying capacities of the different kinds of believers, the
Law calls to all. Nothing in the Law or in the conduct of the Lawgiver
buttresses their insisting solely on their way or their method.

2. Simply stated, those responsible for the breaking out of factions
fail to understand that there is no need to improve upon the Law. It indi-
cates clearly and repeatedly that there are three methods to be followed
for persuading the people: two for the majority and one for the select
few. The methods to be used with the majority are the shared ones—that
is, rhetoric and dialectic. Demonstration is to be used only with the
select. Consequently, there is no room for the sophistical methods
adopted by the Ash‘arites (see §55 [24.14-20] with §53 [24.5]).

Restricting the argument more here—even putting his own position
at peril—Averroés goes on to claim that there is really very little need
for interpretation. Not practiced in the early days of Islam, its advent was
accolmpanied by a decrease in piety and an increase in intercommunal
strife. Still, this cannot be his last word. He has placed far too much
empbhasis heretofore on the need for interpretation, both to understand
the Law and to discern why the philosophers are not guilty of the charges
brought against them by al-Ghazali.

The overstatement serves to preserve respect for the apparent sense
of the Law. Averroés is proposing an antidote to the rush to interpreta-
tion—especially to sophistical interpretation—that first brought about
the strife deplored so here. In restricting interpretation now to those
skilled at demonstration, he merely emphasizes more stringently what
he has said heretofore. The urgency of the crisis that prompted him to
write this treatise finds expression in his admonition about what “we are
responsible for believing.” 25
reflection in this work (rom the outset requires him to restrict his speech
and even his inquiry. Insofar as he or any other philosopher speaks as a
member of the Muslim community, it is necessary to acquiesce in, or
assent to, certain beliefs. To restrict interpretation in this fashion is part
of that obligation or responsibility.

Having shown thus far in this subpart how much the theologians are

That is, the perspective guiding Averroés’

to be blamed for the factions that trouble the community, Averroés
brings it and the larger argument of the Decisive Treatise to a close by

Translator’s Introduction XxXxV11

showing how a more thoughtful theology might better defend the Qur’an
and thereby the Law. It need only pay more attention to the unique char-
acter of the way the Qur’an speaks to all. The theologians have sought
to improve upon the Qur’an with their own examples, but in doing so
they have by no means come close to the richness of the methods and
examples to be found in the Qur®an itself. They seem unaware that chief
among the features placing it beyond imitability is that the statements
found in it are “completely persuasive and able to bring about assent for
everyone,” “admit of defense, ending up at a point where no one grasps
an interpretation of them . . . except those adept in demonstration,” and
alert “those adept in the truth to the true interpretation” (§58 [25.14-171).

G. Conclusion

(8859—60 [25.20-26.14))

Though Averroés is now ready to bring this exposition to a close, he
recognizes that he has by no means exhausted the subject. It is his desire
to write more about “this intention”—that is, in this context, the inten-
tion of the Law. More needs to be said about how it teaches true science
and true practice—that is, “true interpretation”—and also about the
way it provides persuasion for all the people. Now, however, he acknowl-
edges for the first time that part of the harm befalling the Law has come
from those associated with its milk sister, philosophy. The acknowledg-
ment is belated and cursory—as well it must be, lest he be forced to
begin again the earlier defense of philosophy and the philosophers. Nor
is anything more than this passing acknowledgment requisite, for Aver-
roés has clearly indicated throughout the Decisive Treatise how philosophy
must and can work together with the Law. The considerations informing
such cooperation are ultimately linked to an understanding of the way
human beings are to live, to their governance, as Averroés intimates
with his final words of gratitude to his ruler and of admonition to both
the theologians and the philosophers.

1v. Conclusion

The preceding explanatory interpretation of the Decisive Treatise urges
that philosophy or wisdom—at least as expressed by Averroés and those
with whom he associates himself within the medieval Islamic tradition—
has the same intention with respect to governance as the Law, that both
seek to provide for the well-being of all to the extent possible. So stated,
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the agreement between the two depends in no way upon determining to
what extent individual philosophers privately assent to the Law, nor in
probing the sincerity of their various efforts to buttress its claims. The
reasoning leading to this interpretation looks, rather, to what is required
for sound political life—and this in terms both of lasting conditions and of
those that arise with the ascendancy of rule proclaiming itself to be
guided by revelation. In this respect, it self-consciously introduces a new
stage in the perennial reflection on the relationship between religion and
philosophy, or between the divine Law and wisdom.?® No privileged pre-
suppositions support this approach. It is grounded simply in a desire to
explain the writing as it has come down to us, and to do so by relying solely
on arguments presented by Averroés himself.

To recognize similarity, perhaps identity, of intention between the
Law and wisdom leaves open the larger question of what each intends.
For now, it must remain so. Though Averroés has identified in outline
what the Law intends and has shown the ways in which wisdom agrees
with that intention, he has done nothing to plumb the content of that
intention. Nor was that, finally, part of the task he took upon himself
here. A complete investigation of true science and true practice belongs,
as he has clearly noted, to other discussions and to other kinds of writ-
ings. Averroés has made the reasons for confining such kinds of inquiry
to these other writings amply clear, while noting here that science, or
knowledge, and practice are inseparable.

Translator’s Introduction
to the Epistle Dedicatory

1. The Epistle’s title and its place

In Marcus Joseph Miller’s Philosophie und Theologie von Averroes, the
Decisive Treatise is presented as the first part of a trilogy, the other two
parts being the Kashf ‘an manahij al-adilla fi ‘aqa’id al-milla (Uncovering
the methods of proofs with respect to the beliefs of the religious com-
munity) and the epistle presented here. Although it was placed in the
Arabic manuscript between the Decisive Treatise and the Uncovering,
Miiller moved the epistle to the end of both works and titled it Damima,
or Appendix, while keeping as a subtitle the title assigned by the scribe
of the manuscript: The Question the Shaykh Abu al-Walid Mentioned in the
Decisive Treatise. And so it remained, albeit with momentary hesitation by
at least one translator, until Muhsin Mahdi showed convincingly why this
little writing should properly be considered an “Epistle Dedicatory” to
the other two treatises. Mahdi’s argument is so straightforward and per-
suasive that one can only wonder why no earlier scholar had noticed the
anomaly of calling this epistle an appendix and treating it as such.

Averroés mentions this writing and its general subject matter in the
text of the Decisive Treatise as something he has already completed—that
is, as a question to which he has already responded. He does precisely
the same with respect to the Decisive Treatise and its subject matter in the
Uncovering. What is more, Miiller and other scholars understood the ref-
erences to the Decisive Treatise in the Uncovering to indicate that it must
therefore be a sequel to that writing. Precisely the same reasoning leads
to the conclusion that this little work is an epistle intended as a preface
to the Decisive Treatise, not as an appendix to it and the Uncovering.'

It has no title, for the simple reason that epistles dedicatory are usually
not accorded any. We know the work, instead, for what it is—for its

— XXXIX —
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subject matter. It is a letter, addressed to a particular person, in which the
question of God’s knowledge of particulars is examined, this in order to
prepare the discussion of the relationship between the divine Law and wisdom
or philosophy carried out in the Decisive Treatise, as well as the larger inquiry
Averroés adumbrates at its end. There, he expresses his hope to investi-
gate at greater length the intention of the divine Law, especially how it
teaches true science and true practice—that is, true interpretation—and
how it provides persuasion for all the people. Indeed, in addition to the
precision of the title—Kashf ‘an manakij al-adilla fi ‘aga’id al-milla
(Uncovering the methods of proofs with respect to the beliefs of the reli-
gious community)—Averroés adds a subtitle to make his goals in this
work even more explicit: Wa ta ‘rif ma waqa “a fiha bi-hasab al-ta’wil min al-
shubah al-muzayyifa wa al-bida® al-mudalla (Making cognizable the obscuri-
ties that foster deviation and the innovations that lead astray occurring in
them [the beliefs] from interpretation). Clearly, this last work is as much
a popular work as the Decisive Treatise. What, then, of the Epistle Dedicatory?

11. The argument of the Epistle Dedicatory

This missive is dedicated to a particular individual, one whom Aver-
ro€s never names and to whom he always refers by the polite and formal
second-person plural form of address. That is not the form Averroés uses
when responding to putative objections in the Decisive Treatise, nor when
explaining what ought to be clear to his particular interlocutor there.
Noj; there, as well as in the Uncovering, the form of address used is the
more familiar second-person singular. The addressee of this small writ-
Ing is, moreover, someone for whom Averroés may appropriately beseech
God to prolong his might or power, someone who is gifted with “excel-
lent discernment” as well as a “noble nature” (§§1-2 [128.4-5]). It is
also someone with whom Averroés has already conversed about the ques-
tion investigated here (§5 [129.15]), someone with a sufficient grasp of
the question and of the position of the philosophers with respect to it
that Averroés can dispense with preliminaries and move directly to the
core of the question. The addressee is also a person interested in the res-
olution of the doubt, an individual who wants to understand how the
conflict between the dialectical theologians and the philosophers with
respect to God’s knowledge of particulars can be resolved. The one per-
son who comes to mind once all of these attributes are listed is none
other than the Almohade sovereign to whom Averroés seems to refer at
the end of the Decisive Treatise—namely, Aba Yaqub Yasuf.
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But why, given all we know about the close relationship Averroés
enjoyed with his sovereign, would he raise this question as one with which
to open this trilogy? The answer, as becomes evident in the Decisive Treatise,
is that the charges brought by al-Ghazali against the philosophers have
attracted so much attention that a public response is now appropriate.
Averroés opens the trilogy with a defense of the philosophers and their
approach to the question of God’s knowledge of particulars—a defense
grounded in a demonstration that the approach followed by the dialectical
theologians leads to confusion—in order to indicate that the work to fol-
low seeks to protect the divine Law and its teaching, not to undermine it.

The epistle seems to consist of five major parts. After an introduction
that takes account of the doubt this question of eternal knowledge has
engendered in the addressee, Averroés explains that he will first provide
a clear explanation of the problem, then provide a solution to it (§2
[128.5-8]). The problem—the same one that is alluded to in the Decisive
Treatise (§17 [10.17-11.14])—concerns God’s knowledge, to be sure, but
also the difference between human knowledge and divine knowledge as
well as the question of whether things change when they come into exis-
tence after having not existed. If they do change, how can eternal knowl-
edge be one and the same? If they do not, how can we speak of a
difference between what is and what is not (§3 [128.9-17])? In the next
two sections (§4-5 [129.4-15]), Averroés passes in review additional con-
siderations with respect to the question, then turns to the promised solu-
tion. It, too, is set forth in two sections (§6-7 [129.16-130.17]).

Though a proper solution to the question would require a long dis-
cussion, Averroés acknowledges that this is not the place for it. He
focuses, instead, on the rhetorical weakness in the solution that al-Ghazali
set forth in his Incoherence of the Philosophers and then points to the proper
solution, one that distinguishes between eternal knowledge—which is
proper to God—and the generated knowledge that is proper to human
beings. It depends upon knowing how to draw a correct analogy between
these two kinds of knowledge; it depends, that is, upon knowing how to
reason correctly about them. The philosophers, who do understand logic
and its limits, are able to draw the correct analogy.

Having solved the problem, Averroés turns to a consideration of what
this means for our understanding of the way God knows things, as con-
trasted to the way we know things (§8-9 [130.18-131.6]), and then concludes
by affirming that the philosophers would never have explained matters as
al-Ghazali and the dialectical theologians claim (§10 [131.7-13]). They
would not have done so—indeed, they could not have done so—because
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that would oblige them to deny that eternal knowledge includes particulars.
Yet anyone even remotely aware of the teaching of the philosophers
knows that they attribute the insight gained by means of dreams and
other kinds of inspiration to precisely such knowledge of particulars.

The introduction and the conclusion are roughly equal in length, as
are the statement of the problem and its solution plus the statement of
what that solution entails. Differently stated, there is to be found in this
short Epistle Dedicatory a symmetry in the formal structure of the argu-
ment that meshes with the symmetry found in its simple, almost rhetor-
ical, character. An alert reader sees readily that the doubt has not been
sufficiently laid to rest, but discerns as well that the path of the philoso-
phers as presented here by Averroés is more salutary for those who
would live by the precepts of divine Law than the path of the dialectical
theologians, at least as it appears from al-Ghazali’s attempts to criticize
the philosophers. A sovereign intent upon ruling intelligently a commu-
nity that looks to revealed law for guidance would do well to pay close
attention to the teachings of the philosophers rather than to those of the
dialectical theologians. And, as we know, the treatise that follows imme-
diately thereafter will show yet other reasons for heeding such a lesson.

THE BOOK OF THE

DECISIVE TREATISE,

DETERMINING THE CONNECTION

BETWEEN THE LAW AND WISDOM






[l In the name of God, the Merciful and the Compassionate.
I | May God be prayed to for Muhammad and his family,
and may they be accorded peace.
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[1. Introduction]

o Ol B

(1) The jurist, imam, judge, and uniquely learned Abu al-Walid '("t“") ol £5L;} e ‘-SL; 4 ‘-51'&)
Muhammad ibn Ahmad ibn Rushd (may God be pleased with him) said:
Praise be to God with all praises, and a prayer for Muhammad, His chosen
servant and messenger. Now, the goal of this statement is for us to investi-

5 gate, from the perspective of Law-based! reflection, whether reflection
upon philosophy and the sciences of logic is permitted, prohibited, or
commanded—and this as a recommendation or as an obligation—by
the Law.
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[11. That philosophy and logic are obligatory]

[A. That philosophy is obligatory]

(2) So we say: If the activity of philosophy is nothing more than
| 10 reflection upon existing things and consideration of them insofar as they
| are an indication of the Artisan—I mean insofar as they are artifacts,
for existing things indicate the Artisan only through cognizance? of the
art in them, and the more complete cognizance of the art in them
is, the more complete is cognizance of the Artisan—and if the Law has
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2 Decisive Treatise

recommended and urged consideration of existing things, then it is evi-
dent that what this name indicates is either obligatory or recommended
by the Law.

That the Law calls for consideration of existing things by means of
the intellect and for pursuing cognizance of them by means of it is evi-
dent from various | verses in the Book of God (may He be blessed and
exalted).® There is His statement (may He be exalted), “Consider, you
who have sight” [59:2]; this is a text for the obligation of using both
intellectual and Law-based syllogistic reasoning.* And there is His state-
ment (may He be exalted), “Have they not reflected upon the kingdoms
of the heavens and the earth and what things God has created?” [7:185];
this is a text urging reflection upon all existing things. And God (may
He be exalted) has made it known that one of those whom He selected
and venerated by means of this knowledge was Abraham (peace upon
him); thus, He (may He be exalted) said, “And in this way we made
Abraham see the kingdoms of the heavens and the earth, that he might
be ...” [and so on to the end of] the verse {6:75].° And He (may He be
exalted) said, “Do they not reflect upon the camels, how they have been
created, and upon the heaven, how it has been raised up?” [88:17]. And
He said, “And they ponder the creation of the heavens and the earth”
[3:191]—and so on, in innumerable other verses.

[B. The case for syllogistic reasoning]

(3) Since it has been determined that the Law makes it obligatory to
reflect upon existing things by means of the intellect, and to consider them;
and consideration is nothing more than inferring and drawing out the
unknown from the known; and this is syllogistic reasoning or by means of
syllogistic reasoning, therefore, it is obligatory that we go about reflecting
upon the existing things by means of intellectual syllogistic reasoning.
And it is evident that this manner of reflection the Law calls for and
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urges is the most complete kind of reflection by means of the most com-
plete kind of syllogistic reasoning and is the one called “demonstration.”

(4) Since the Law has urged cognizance of God (may He be exalted)
and of all of the things existing through Him by means of demonstration;
and it is preferable—or even necessary—that anyone who wants to know
God (may He be blessed and exalted) and all of the existing things by
means of demonstration set out first to know the kinds of demonstrations,
their conditions, and in what [way] demonstrative syllogistic reasoning
differs from dialectical, rhetorical, and sophistical syllogistic reasoning;
and that is not possible unless, prior to that, he sets out to become cog-
nizant of what unqualified syllogistic reasoning is, how many kinds of
it there are, and which of them is syllogistic reasoning and which not;
and that is not possible either unless, prior to that, he sets out to become
cognizant of the parts of which syllogistic reasoning is composed—
I mean, the premises and their kinds—therefore, the one who has faith®
in the Law and follows its command to reflect upon existing things per-
haps comes under the obligation to set out, before reflecting, to become
cognizant of these things whose status | with respect to reflection is that
of tools to work.

For just as the jurist infers from the command to obtain juridical
understanding of the statutes the obligation to become cognizant of the
kinds of juridical syllogistic reasoning and which of them is syllogistic
reasoning and which not, so, too, is it obligatory for the one cognizant [of
God] to infer from the command to reflect upon the beings the obliga-
tion to become cognizant of intellectual syllogistic reasoning and its
kinds. Nay, it is even more fitting that he do so; for if the jurist infers
from His statement (may He be exalted), “Consider, you who have
sight” [59:2], the obligation to become cognizant of juridical syllogistic
reasoning, then how much more fitting is it that the one cognizant of
God infer from that the obligation to become cognizant of intellectual
syllogistic reasoning.
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It is not for someone to say, “Now, this kind of reflection about intel.
lectual syllogistic reasoning is a heretical innovation, since it did not exist
in the earliest days [of Islam].” For reflection upon juridical syllogistic
reasoning and its kinds is also something inferred after the earliest days,
yet it is not opined to be a heretical innovation. So it is obligatory g
believe the same about reflection upon intellectual syllogistic reasomng\
and for this there is a reason, but this is not the place to mention {
Moreover, most of the adherents to this religion support mtcllectual
syllogistic reasoning, except for a small group of strict literalists, ang
they are refuted by the texts [of the Qur’an].

(5) Since it has been determined that the Law makes reflection upon
intellectual syllogistic reasoning and its kinds obligatory, just as it makes
reflection upon juridical syllogistic reasoning obligatory, therefore, it is
evident that, if someone prior to us has not set out to investigate intel-
lectual syllogistic reasoning and its kinds, it is obligatory for us to begin
to investigate it and for the one who comes after to rely upon the one who
preceded,” so that cognizance of it might be perfected. For it is difficult
or impossible for one person to grasp all that he needs of this by himself
and from the beginning, just as it is difficult for one person to infer all
he needs to be cognizant of concerning the kinds of juridical syllogistic
reasoning. Nay, this is even more the case with being cognizant of intel-
lectual syllogistic reasoning.

(6) If someone other than us has already investigated that, it is evi-
dently obligatory for us to rely on what the one who has preceded us says
about what we are pursuing, regardless of whether that other person
shares our religion or not. For when a valid sacrifice is performed by
means of a tool, | no consideration is given, with respect to the validity
of the sacrifice, as to whether the tool belongs to someone who shares in
our religion or not, so long as it fulfills the conditions for validity. And by
“not sharing [in our religion],” I mean those Ancients who reflected upon
these things before the religion of Islam.
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(7) Since this is the case—and all that is needed with respect to
reflection about the matter of intellectual syllogistic reasonings has been
investigated by the Ancients in the most complete manner—therefore,
we ought perhaps to seize their books in our hands and reflect upon
what they have said about that. And if it is all correct, we will accept it
from them; whereas, if there is anything not correct in it, we will alert
[people] to it.

(8) Since we have finished with this type of reflection and have
acquired the tools by which we are able to consider existing things and
the indication of artfulness in them—for one who is not cognizant of the
artfulness is not cognizant of what has been artfully made, and one who
is not cognizant of what has been artfully made is not cognizant of the
Artisan—therefore, it is perhaps obligatory that we start investigating
existing things according to the order and manner we have gained from
the art of becoming cognizant about demonstrative syllogisms. It is evi-
dent, moreover, that this goal is completed for us with respect to existing
things only when they are investigated successively by one person after
another and when, in doing so, the one coming after makes use of
the one having preceded—along the lines of what occurs in the mathe-
matical sciences.

For if we were to assume the art of geometry and, likewise, the art of
astronomy to be nonexistent in this time of ours, and if a single man
wished to discern on his own the sizes of the heavenly bodies, their shapes,
and their distances from one another, that would not be possible for
him—for example, to become cognizant of the size of the sun with
respect to the earth and of other things about the sizes of the planets—
not even if he were by nature the most intelligent person, unless it were by
means of revelation or something resembling revelation. Indeed, if it
were said to him that the sun is about 150 or 160 times greater than the
earth, he would count this statement as madness on the part of the one
who makes it.® And this is something for which a demonstration has been
brought forth in astronomy and which no one adept in that science doubts.
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There is hardly any need to use an example from the art of mathe-
matics, for reflection upon this art | of the roots of jurisprudence, and
jurisprudence itself, has been perfected only over a long period of time.
If someone today wished to grasp on his own all of the proofs inferred by
those in the legal schools who reflect upon the controversial questions
debated® in most Islamic countries, even excepting the Maghrib,'* he
would deserve to be laughed at, because that would be impossible for
him—in addition to having already been done. This is a self-evident
matter, not only with respect to the scientific arts, but also with respect
to the practical ones. For there is not an art among them that a single
person can bring about on his own. So how can this be done with the art
of arts—namely, wisdom?!!

(9) Since this is so, if we find that our predecessors in former nations
have reflected upon existing things and considered them according to
what is required by the conditions of demonstration, it is perhaps obliga-
tory for us to reflect upon what they say about that and upon what they
establish in their books. Thus, we will accept, rejoice in, and thank them
for whatever agrees with the truth; and we will alert to, warn against,
and excuse them for whatever does not agree with the truth.

(10) From this it has become evident that reflection upon the books
of the Ancients is obligatory according to the Law, for their aim and
intention in their books is the very intention to which the Law urges us.
And (it has become evident] that whoever forbids reflection upon them
by anyone suited to reflect upon them—namely, anyone who unites two
qualities, the first being innate intelligence and the second Law-based
justice and moral virtue—surely bars people from the door through which
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the Law calls them to cognizance of God-—namely, the door of reflection
leading to true cognizance of Him. That is extreme ignorance and
estrangement from God (may He be exalted).

If someone goes astray in reflection and stumbles—due either to a
deficiency in his innate disposition, poor ordering of his reflection, being
overwhelmed by his passions, not finding a teacher to guide him to an
understanding of what is in them, or because of a combination of all or
more than one of these reasons—it does not follow that they'? are to be
forbidden to the one | who is suited to reflect upon them. For this man-
ner of harm coming about due to them is something that attaches to
them by accident, not by essence. It is not obligatory to renounce some-
thing useful in its nature and essence because of something harmful
existing in it by accident. That is why he [that is, the Prophet] (peace
upon him) said to the one who complained about having been ordered to
give his brother honey to drink for his diarrhea—because the diarrhea
increased when he was given the honey to drink—“God spoke the truth,
whereas your brother’s stomach lied.”"?

Indeed, we say that anyone who prevents someone suited to reflect
upon the books of wisdom from doing so on the grounds that it is
supposed some vicious people became perplexed due to reflecting upon
them is like one who prevents thirsty people from drinking cool, fresh
water until they die of thirst because some people choked on it and died.
For dying by choking on water is an accidental matter, whereas [dying]
by thirst is an essential, necessary matter. And what occurred through
this art is something accidental, [occurring] through the rest of the arts.
To how many jurists has jurisprudence been a cause of diminished
devoutness and immersion in this world! Indeed, we find most jurists
to be like this, yet what their art requires in essence is practical virtue.
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Therefore, it is not strange that there occurs, with respect to the art
requiring scientific virtue, what occurs with respect to the art requiring
practical virtue.

[1m1. That demonstration accords with the Law]

[A. The Law calls to humans by thiee methods]

(I11) Since all of this has been determined and we, the Muslim com-
munity, believe that this divine Law of ours is true and is the one alert-
ing to and calling for this happiness—which is cognizance of God
(Mighty and Magnificent) and of His creation—therefore, that is deter-
mined for every Muslim in accordance with the method of assent his
temperament and nature require.

That is because people’s natures vary in excellence with respect to
assent. Thus, some assent by means of demonstration; some assent by
means of dialectical statements in the same way the one adhering to
demonstration assents by means of demonstration, there being nothing
greater in their natures; and some assent by means of rhetorical state-
ments, just as the one adhering to demonstration assents by means of
demonstrative statements.

That is because, when this divine Law of ours | called to people by
means of these three methods, assent to it was extended to every human
being—except to the one who denies it obstinately in speech or for
whom no methods have been determined in it for summoning to God
(may He be exalted) due to his own neglect of that. Therefore, he [that
is, the Prophet] (peace upon him) was selected to be sent to “the red and
the black”!*—I mean, because of his Law containing [different] methods
of calling to God (may He be exalted). And that is manifest in His state-
ment, “Call to the path of your Lord by wisdom, fine preaching, and
arguing with them by means of what is finest” {16:125].

[B. Demonstration does not differ from the Law]

(12) Since this Law is true and calls to the reflection leading to
cognizance of the truth, we, the Muslim community, know firmly that
demonstrative reflection does not lead to differing with what is set down
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9 Decisive Treatise

in the Law. For truth does not oppose truth; rather, it agrees with and
bears witness to it.

(13) Since this is so, if demonstrative reflection leads to any manner
of cognizance about any existing thing, that existing thing cannot escape
either being passed over in silence in the Law or being made cognizable
in it. If it is passed over in silence, there is no contradiction here; it has
the status of the statutes passed over in silence that the jurist infers by
means of Law-based syllogistic reasoning. If the Law does pronounce
about it, the apparent sense of the pronouncement cannot escape either
being in agreement with what demonstration leads to, or being different
from it. If it is in agreement, there is no argument here. And, if it is
different, that is where an interpretation is pursued. The meaning of
interpretation is: drawing out the figurative significance of an utterance
from its true significance'® without violating the custom of the Arabic
language with respect to figurative speech in doing so—such as calling a
thing by what resembles it, its cause, its consequence, what compares to
it, or another of the things enumerated in making the sorts of figurative
discourse cognizable.

(14) Since the jurist does this with respect to many of the Law-based
statutes, how much more fitting is it for the one adhering to demonstra-
tive science to do so. The jurist has only a syllogism based on supposition,
whereas the one who is cognizant has a syllogism based on certainty.
And we firmly affirm that, whenever demonstration leads to something
differing from the apparent sense of the Law, | that apparent sense
admits of interpretation according to the rule of interpretation in Arabic.

No Muslim doubts this proposition, nor is any faithful person suspi-
cious of it. Its certainty has been greatly increased for anyone who has
pursued this idea, tested it, and has as an intention this reconciling of
what is intellected with what is transmitted. Indeed, we say that when-
ever the apparent sense of a pronouncement about something in the
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10 Decisive Treatise

Law differs from what demonstration leads to, if the Law is considered
and all of its parts scrutinized, there will invariably be found in the utter-
ances of the Law something whose apparent sense bears witness, or
comes close to bearing witness, to that interpretation.

Because of this idea, Muslims have formed a consensus'® that it is
not obligatory for all the utterances of the Law to be taken in their
apparent sense, nor for all of them to be drawn out from their apparent
sense by means of interpretation, though they disagree about which ones
are to be interpreted and which not interpreted. The Ash®arites,!” for
example, interpret the verse about God’s directing Himself [2:29] and
the Tradition about His descent,'® whereas the Hanbalites'? take them
in their apparent sense.

The reason an apparent and an inner sense are set down in the Law
is the difference in people’s innate dispositions and the variance in their
innate capacities for assent. The reason contradictory apparent senses
are set down in it is to alert “those well grounded in science” to the inter-
pretation that reconciles them. This idea is pointed to in His statement
(may He be exalted), “He it is who has sent down to you the Book; in it,
there are fixed verses .. .” on to His statement, “and those well grounded
in science” [3:7].20

(15) If someone were to say: “Muslims have formed a consensus that
in the Law are things to be taken in their apparent sense and things to
be interpreted, and there are things about which they disagree. So, is it
permissible for demonstration to lead to interpreting what they have
formed a consensus to take in its apparent sense, or to taking in its
apparent sense what they have formed a consensus to interpret?” we
would say: “If the consensus were established by a method of certainty,
it would not be valid [to do so]; but if the consensus about them were
suppositional, then it would be valid [to do so].” That is why Abu Hamid
[al-Ghazali], Aba al-Ma‘ali,?! and others from among the leading
thinkers?? said that unbelief is to be affirmed of no one for going against
consensus by interpreting things like these.
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What may indicate to you that consensus is not to be determined
with certainty about theoretical matters,?® as it is possible for it to be
determined about practical matters, is that it is not possible | for consen-
sus to be determined about a particular question at a particular epoch
unless: that epoch is delimited by us; all the learned men existing in that
epoch are known to us, I mean, known as individuals and in their total
number; the doctrine of each one of them on the question is transmitted
to us by means of an uninterrupted transmission;?* and, in addition to all
this, it has been certified to us that the learned men existing at that time
agreed that there is not an apparent and an inner sense to the Law, that it
is obligatory that knowledge of every question be concealed from no one,
and that there is only one method for people to know the Law.

It has been transmitted that many in the earliest days [of Islam] used
to be of the opinion that the Law has both an apparent and an inner
sense and that it is not obligatory for someone to know about the inner
sense if he is not an adept in knowledge of it nor capable of understand-
ing it. There is, for example, what al-Bukhari relates about °Ali ibn Abi
Talib (may God be pleased with him), saying, “Speak to the people con-
cerning what they are cognizant of. Do you want God and His messenger
to be accused of lying?”?® And there is, for example, what is related of
that about a group of the early followers [of Islam]. So how is it possible
to conceive of consensus about a single theoretical question being trans-
mitted to us when we firmly know that no single epoch has escaped hav-
ing learned men who are of the opinion that there are things in the Law
not all of the people ought to know in their true sense? That differs from
what occurs with practical matters, for everybody is of the opinion that
they are to be disclosed to all people alike; and, for consensus about
them to be reached, we deem it sufficient that the question be widely
diffused and that no difference [of opinion] about it be transmitted to us.
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Now, this is sufficient for reaching consensus about practical matters;
but the case with scientific matters is different.

[C. Whether the philosophers are guilty of unbelief]

{16} If you were tosay: “If it is not obligatory to charge with unbelief
one who goes against consensus with respect to interpretation, since con-
sensus with respect to that is not conceivable, what do you say about the
philosophers among the adherents of Islam like Aba Nasr [al-Farabi]
and Ibn Sina [Avicenna]? For in his book known as The Incoherence [of the
Philosophers], Abi Hamid [al-Ghazali] has firmly charged both of them as
unbelievers with respect to three questions: the argument about the
eternity of the world, that the Exalted does not know particulars—rmay
He be exalted above that—and | the interpretation of what is set forth
about the resurrection of bodies and the way things are in the next
life,”2® we would say: “The apparent sense of what he says about that is
that he does not firmly charge them with unbelief about that, for he has
declared in the book The Distinction that charging someone with unbelief
for going against consensus is tentative.?” And it has become evident
from our argument that it is not possible for consensus to be determined
with respect to questions like these because of what is related about
many of the first followers {of Islam], as well as others, holding that
there are interpretations that it is not obligatory to expound except to
those adept in interpretation.”

These are “those well grounded in science”—for we choose to place
the stop after His statement (may He be exalted), “and those well grounded
in science” [3:7].28 Now, if those adept in science did not know the inter-
pretation, there would be nothing superior in their assent obliging them
to a faith in Him not found among those not adept in science. Yet God has
already described them as those who have faith in Him, and this refers
only to faith coming about from demonstration. And it comes about only
along with the science of interpretation.
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Those faithful not adept in science are people whose faith in them?2
is not based on demonstration. So, if this faith by which God hig
described the learned is particular to them, then it is obligatory thay il
come about by means of demonstration. And if it is by means of demon.
stration, then it comes about only along with the science of interpretatigp
For God (may He be exalted) has already announced that there is an
interpretation of them that is the truth, and demonstration is only of the
truth. Since that is the case, it is not possible for an exhaustive consen-
sus to be determined with respect to the interpretations by which God
particularly characterized the learned. This is self-evident to anyone whe
is fair-minded.

(17) In addition to all of this, we are of the opinion that Abi Hamig
[al-Ghazali] was mistaken about the Peripatetic sages when he accused
them of saying that He (Holy and Exalted) does not know particulars
at all. Rather, they are of the opinion that He knows them (may He be
exalted) by means of a knowledge that is not of the same kind as our
knowledge of them. That is because our knowledge of them is an effect
of what is known, so that it is generated when the known thing is gener-
ated and changes when it changes. And the knowledge God (glorious is
He) has of existence is the opposite of this: it is the cause of the thing
known, which is the existing thing.

So, whoever likens | the two kinds of knowledge to one another sets
down two opposite essences and their particular characteristics as being
one, and that is the extreme of ignorance. If the name “knowledge” is
said of knowledge that is generated and of knowledge that is eternal, it
is said purely as a name that is shared, just as many names are said of
opposite things—for example, al-jalal, said of great and small, and al-
sarim, said of light and darkness.*® Thus, there is no definition embracing
both kinds of knowledge, as the dialectical theologians of our time fancy.

Prompted by one of our friends, we have devoted a statement to this
question.®! How is it to be fancied that the Peripatetics would say that
He (glorious is He) does not know particulars with eternal knowledge

'Y

Y L ol e b ) e el Jol 8 ok
'I Lo oLl 4 A s 5 (5301 OLEN! 1a OIS 05 Ol )
e 1 0550 Y Ol L O 0y Ol Rl 05 OF b
ikl oo s L of pt s Jls &1 oY ¢ ol
,.:_1Q§;,>*¢e GBS 5 018 15) s Laaad Lo VIO SO Y
(s ¢ o) L sloladl W e A T IPICI
A Je Ll 25 sl L 0T e S e 1y (V)
N L g o5 5] 0 53 5 ol o pged) s Led L)
J il pd ol J Leedn 61 09 b Lol 0l 54
Ao B0 b 4 pslaald Jles L Lede O G5y g
i e 35m 1 3 Gl Bl ey o paey
3 3 g s kel ke
Jr ai SYL Leadsl peedadl (VY] 2 ed
13) ol o5 . Lt aple G5 5 5l gl 55 g Dl

';-"* = J el ((Jl;\» e — oMtall e claNY e S
S o ey aallally syl e Jpall (e adn g il
Lles Jal a0 5edSall aos 57 oS Lo Cradadl oy a
ol o ) LS - Vs Al ads B Us BT

e Y Sl w00 e oelall e 1Bt S



10

15

20

14 Decisive Treatise

when they are of the opinion that true dream-visions contain premoni-
tions of particular things that are to be generated in the future and that
this premonitional knowledge reaches human beings in sleep due to the
everlasting knowledge governing the whole and having mastery over it?
Moreover, it is not only particulars that they are of the opinion He does
not know in the way we know them, but universals as well. For, the uni-
versals known to us are also effects of the nature of the existing thing,
whereas, with that knowledge [of His], it is the reverse. Therefore, that
knowledge [of His] has been demonstrated to transcend description as
“universal” or “particular.” So there is no reason for disagreement about
this question—I mean, about charging them with unbelief or not charg-
ing them with unbelief,

(18) As for the question whether the world is eternal or has been gen-
erated, the disagreement between the Asharite dialectical theologians
and the ancient sages almost comes back, in my view, to a disagreement
about naming, especially with respect to some of the Ancients. That is
because they agree that there are three sorts of existing things: two
extremes and one intermediate between the extremes. And they agree
about naming the two extremes but disagree about the intermediate.

One extreme is an existent thing that exists from something other

32 and from

than itself and by something—I mean, by an agent cause
matter. And time precedes it—I mean, its existence. This is the case of
bodies whose coming into being is apprehended | by sense perception—
for example, the coming into being of water, air, earth, animals, plants,
and so forth. The Ancients and the Ash®arites both agree in naming this

sort of existing things “generated.”
g gs g
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The extreme opposed to this is an existent thing that has not come
into existence from something or by something and that time does not
precede. About this, too, both factions agree in naming it “eternal.” This
existent thing is apprehended by demonstration: it is God (may He be
blessed and exalted) who is the Agent® of the whole, its Giver of Exis-
tence, and its Sustainer (glorious is He, and may His might be exalted).

The sort of being between these two extremes is an existent thing
that has not come into existence from something and that time does not
precede, but that does come into existence by something—I mean, by an
agent. This is the world as a whole.

Now, all of them agree on the existence of these three attributes with
respect to the world. For, the dialectical theologians admit that time does
not precede it—or, rather, that is a consequence of their holding that
time is something joined to motions and bodies. They also agree with the
Ancients about future time being infinite and, likewise, future existence.
And they disagree only about past time and past existence. For the
dialectical theologians are of the opinion that it is limited, which is the

doctrine of Plato and his sect, while Aristotle and his faction are ol

the opinion that it is infinite, as is the case with the future.

(19) So it is evident that this latter existent thing has been taken as
resembling the existing thing that truly comes into being and the eter-
nally existing thing. Those overwhelmed by its resemblance to the eternal
rather than to what is generated name it “eternal,” and those overwhelmed
by its resemblance to what is generated name it “generated.” But, in
truth, it is not truly generated, nor is it truly eternal. For what is truly
generated is necessarily corruptible, and what is truly eternal has no
cause. Among them are those who name it “everlastingly generated”—
namely, Plato and his sect, because time according to them is finite with
respect to the past.
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16 Decisive Treatise

(20) Thus, the doctrines about the world are not all so far apart
from one another that some of them should be charged as unbelief and
others not. Indeed, for opinions | to be such that this should happen, it
is obligatory that they be excessively far apart—I mean, that they be
opposites of each other, as the dialectical theologians suppose they are
with respect to this question—that is, that the name “eternity” and that
of “generated” with respect to the world as a whole are opposites of each
other. And it has already become evident from our statement that the
matter is not like that.

(21) In addition to all this, these opinions about the world do not con-
form to the apparent sense of the Law. For if the apparent sense of the
Law is scrutinized, it will become apparent from the verses comprising
a communication about the coming into existence of the world that,
in truth, its form is generated, whereas being itself and time extend
continuously at both extremes—I mean, without interruption. That is
because His statement (may He be exalted), “And He is the one Who
created the heavens and the earth in six days, and His throne was on the
water” [11:7], requires, in its apparent sense, an existence before this
existence—namely, the throne and water—and a time before this time,
I mean, the one joined to the form of this existence, which is the number
of the movement of the heavenly sphere. And His statement (may He be
exalted), “On the day the earth shall be changed into other than earth,
and the heavens also” [14:48], in its apparent sense also requires a second
existence after this existence. And His statement (may He be exalted),
“Then He directed Himself toward the heaven, and it was smoke”
[41:11], requires in its apparent sense that the heavens were created
from something.

(22) Nor do the dialectical theologians conform to the apparent
sense of the Law in what they say about the world, but interpret it.
For it is not [said] in the Law that God was existing along with sheer
nothingness; no text whatever to this effect is to be found. So how is it to
be conceived that the dialectical theologians’ interpretation of these
verses would meet with consensus when the apparent sense of the Law
with respect to the existence of the world, which we have stated, has
already been stated by a faction among the sages?
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17 Decisive Treatise

(23) It seems that those who disagree about the interpretation of
these recondite questions have either hit the mark and are to be rewarded
or have erred and are to be excused. For assent to something due to an
indication arising in the soul is compulsory, not voluntary—I mean that
it is not up to us not to assent or to assent as it is up to us to stand up or
not to stand up. Since a condition of responsibility is having choice, the
one who assents to error because of vagueness occurring in it is excused
if he is an adept of science. | Therefore, he [that is, the Prophet] said
(peace upon him), “If the judge hits the mark after exerting himself, he
will be rewarded twofold; and if he errs, he will have a single reward.”

Now what judge is greater than the one who makes judgments about
existence, as to whether it is thus or not thus? These judges are the
learned ones whom God has selected for interpretation, and this error
that is forgiven according to the Law is only the error occasioned by
learned men when they reflect upon the recondite things that the Law
makes them responsible for reflecting upon.

(24) The error occasioned by any other sort of people is sheer sin,
whether it is an error about theoretical or practical matters. Just as the
judge who is ignorant of Tradition®* is not excused when he errs about a
judgment, neither is the judge about existing things in whom the condi-
tions for judgment do not exist excused; indeed, he is either a sinner or
an unbeliever. And if it is stipulated, with respect to the judge about
what is allowed and what is proscribed, that he combine within himself
the reasons for exercising personal judgment?®
the roots and cognizance of what is inferred from these roots by means
of syllogistic reasoning—then how much more fitting is it for this to
be stipulated with respect to the one who is to judge about existing
things, I mean, that he be cognizant of the primary intellectual notions
and how to infer from them.

—namely, cognizance of
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(25) In general, error with respect to the Law is of two types:

There is error that is excused for one who is adept in reflection about
that thing concerning which error occurs, just as the skillful physician
is excused if he errs with respect to the art of medicine and the skillfu]
Jjudge if he errs with respect to a judgment. But one who is not adept in
that concern is not excused.

And there is error that is not excused for anyone whosoever. Rather,
it is unbelief if it occurs with respect to the principles of the Law and
heretical innovation if it occurs with respect to what is subordinate to
the principles.

(26) This error is the very one that comes about concerning the
things that all the sorts of methods of indications steer to cognizance of.
Thus, cognizance of that thing is, in this manner, possible for everyone.
Such, for example, is affirmation of [the existence of ] God (may He be
blessed and exalted); of the prophetic missions; and of happiness in the
hereafter and misery in the hereafter. That is because the three sorts of
indications | due to which no one is exempted from assenting to what he
is responsible for being cognizant of—1I mean, the rhetorical, dialectical,
and demonstrative indications—Ilead to these three roots.

So the one who denies things like these, when they are one of the
roots of the Law, is an unbeliever who resists obstinately with his tongue
but not his heart, or [who resists obstinately] due to his neglecting to
expose himself to cognizance of what indicates them. For if he is an
adept of demonstration, a path to assenting to them has been placed
before him by demonstration; and if he is an adept of dialectic, then by
dialectic; and if he is an adept of preaching, then by preaching. There-
fore, he [the Prophet] (peace upon him) said, “I was ordered to combat
people until they say, “There is no god but God,” and have faith in me”—
he means by whatever one of the three methods of bringing about faith
that suits them.
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(27) Concerning the things that are known only by demonstration
due to their being hidden, God has been gracious to His servants for whom
there is no path by means of demonstration—either due to their innate
dispositions, their habits, or their lack of facilities®® for education—by
coining for them likenesses and similarities of these [hidden things] and
calling them to assent by means of those likenesses, since it is possible
for assent to those likenesses to come about by means of the indications
shared by all—1 mean, the dialectical and the rhetorical. This is the rea-
son for the Law being divided into an apparent sense and an inner sense.
For the apparent sense is those likenesses coined for those meanings,
and the inner sense is those meanings that reveal themselves only to
those adept in demonstration. These {likenesses and meanings] are the
four or five sorts of existing things that Abt Hamid [al-Ghazali] men-
tioned in the book The Distinction.®

(28) If it happens, as we have said, that we know something in itself
by means of the three methods, there is no need for us to coin a likeness
for it; and, as long as it is in its apparent sense, it does not admit of inter-
pretation. If this manner of apparent sense refers to the roots [of the
Law], the one who interprets it would be an unbeliever—Ilike someone
believing that there is no happiness or misery in the hereafter and that
such a statement is intended only to safeguard people from one another in
what pertains to their bodies and physical senses, that it is a stratagem,
and that a human being has no end other than sensual existence.

(29) If this has been determined for you, | then it is apparent to you
from our statement that there is an apparent sense of the Law that it is
not permissible to interpret. To interpret it is unbelief when it has to do
with principles and heretical innovation when it has to do with what
is subordinate to principles. There is also an apparent sense that it is
obligatory for those adept in demonstration to interpret, it being unbe-
lief for them to take it in its apparent sense. Yet for those not adept in
demonstration to interpret it and draw it away f{rom its apparent sense 1s
unbelief or heretical innovation on their part.

N

JUb) 2t V4

alals 5 Ol AL V) S Y st (1 eLaNI LT (YY)
rAJh;J._;wu;‘ouJJ\ggr@wy@muu@m
o o Ol el Ol pgeds 3 a Ll pale B o Ll
5 cJee Sl Cudeadl 4] ealesy Lealsly Ldlzal ogd
3 el YL L ket i OF S Jlll el SIS
il O 3l pa Hia s 2ala2 Jud) ol caanl)
g el JURVT BB ga el OB (obly 2B ) 2l
BV V) s ¥ gl el e b glall el
fed) 5 2 V) Ol se sl B Ll s 0day L0 Al
(35 ,adl) DS el i e S5

Gl aciny s 2 e OF — LB LS — 581 15)5 (YA)
Wl G s Yo all e O s Ylie d ooy OF s b D)
A & J 56 oY) 5 O O] allal) e gl 1a s . 50
b Ul wly clis Yy Ugs gl A aoben Y &l Al e o
W\j}jr@\m&;u@wﬁwwwwoufw@
L o e 03y VI OLIN 1le ¥ il y o Lol

Lgr O L3 o U b s (V1] 1o 251305 (Y9)
549 csalll 3 ab )T Ol 0B iyl o Vg 2 e 1 2B
oyl Ll Lign g ey g8 ssolll dmy Lo OIS 05 45
sy S ol e ob] rehem y eyl 0L Jal e
oy 5l g 3 S ol e a5y Ol Jal 2f



10

15

20

30

20 Decisive Treatise

(30) Of this sort is the verse about God’s directing Himself [2:29]
and the Tradition about His descent.®® Therefore, he [the Prophet] said
(peace upon him) with respect to the black woman, when she announced
that God was in heaven: “Set her free, for she is one of the faithful.”
For she was not one of those adept in demonstration. The reason for
that is that for the sort of people who come to assent only due to the
imagination—I mean, those who assent to something only insofar as
they can imagine it—it is difficult to come to assent to an existing thing
that is not linked with something imaginable.

This also applies to those who understand the link only as [God hav-
ing] a place—they are the ones who in their reflection have moved some-
what beyond the rank of the first sort’s belief in corporeality. Therefore,
the answer to these people about verses and Traditions like these is that
they pertain to the verses that resemble one another and that the stop
is at His saying (may He be exalted), “None knows their interpretation
but God” [3:7].%° Even though there is consensus among the people of

demonstration that this sort admits of interpretation, they disagree -

about its interpretation. And that is according to each one’s rank with
respect to cognizance of demonstration.

(31) There is a third sort [of verses and Traditions] with respect to
the Law, one wavering between these [other] two sorts and about which
there is doubt. One group of those who occupy themselves with reflection
attach this sort to the apparent sense that it is not permissible to inter-
pret, and others attach it to the inner sense that it is not permissible for
the learned to take according to its apparent sense. That is because this
sort [of verses and Traditions] is recondite and abstruse. One who commits
an error with respect to this is to be excused—I mean, one of the learned.

(32) Ifit were said, “Since it has become evident that, in this respect,
there are three ranks in the Law, then in which of these three ranks,
according to you, belongs what is set forth with respect to descriptions
of the next life and its conditions?” we would say, “With respect to this
question, it is an evident matter that they belong to the sort about which
there is disagreement.” That is because we see | a group who pretend to
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demonstration, saying that it is obligatory to take these descriptions in
their apparent sense since there is no demonstration rendering that
apparent sense preposterous; and this is the method of the Asharites.
Yet another group, who also occupy themselves with demonstration,
interpret these descriptions; and they disagree greatly among them-
selves in their interpretation. Among this sort are to be counted Abg
Hamid [al-Ghazali] and many of the Sufis. And some combine both
interpretations, as Abu Hamid [al-Ghazali] does in some of his books.

(33) It seems that the learned person who commits an error with
respect to this question is to be excused and the one who hits the mark
is to be thanked or rewarded—that is, if he acknowledges the existence
fof the next life] and gives a manner of interpretation of it not leading
to the disavowal of its existence. With respect to this [question], denying
its existence is what is unbelief,'because it is one of the roots of the Law
and something to which assent comes about by the three methods shared
by “the red and the black.”

(34) For anyone not adept in science, it is obligatory to take them
{the descriptions of the next life] in their apparent sense; for him, it is
unbelief to interpret them because it leads to unbelief. That is why we
are of the opinion that, for anyone among the people whose duty it is to
have faith in the apparent sense, interpretation is unbelief because it leads
to unbelief. Anyone adept in interpretation who divulges that to him
calls him to unbelief; and the one who calls to unbelief is an unbeliever.

(35) This is why it is obligatory that interpretations be established
only in books using demonstrations. For if they are in books using
demonstrations, no one but those adept in demonstration will get at
them. Whereas, if they are established in other than demonstrative
books with poetical and rhetorical or dialectical methods used in them,
as AblG Hamid [al-Ghazali] does, that is an error against the Law and
against wisdom.
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Yet the man intended only good. That is, he wished thereby to make
those adept in science more numerous. But he actually made those adept
in wickedness more numerous, yet not without some increase among
those adept in science. In that way, one group came to slander wisdom,
another group to slander the Law, and another group to reconcile the
two. It seems that this was one of the intentions of | his books.

An indication that he wished thereby to alert people’s minds*® is that
he adhered to no single doctrine in his books. Rather, with the Ash‘arites
he was an Ash®arite, with the Sufis a Sufi, and with the philosophers a
philosopher—so that he was, as it is said:

One day a Yamani, if I meet a man from Yaman,
And if I meet a Ma®addi, then I'm of Adnan.*!

(36) What is obligatory for the imams of the Muslims is that they
ban those of his books that contain science from all but those adept in
science, just as it is obligatory upon them to ban demonstrative books
from those not adept in them. Yet the harm befalling people from
demonstrative books is lighter, because for the most part only those with
superior innate dispositions take up demonstrative books. And this sort
[of people] is misled only through a lack of practical virtue, reading in a
disorderly manner, and turning to them without a teacher.

Still, totally forbidding demonstrative books bars from what the Law
calls to, because it 1s a wrong to the best sort of people and to the best
sort of existing things. For justice with respect to the best sort of existing
things is for them to be cognized to their utmost degree by those pre-
pared to be cognizant of them to their utmost degree, and these are the
best sort of people. Indeed, the greater the worth of the existing thing,
the greater is the injustice with respect to it—namely, ignorance of it.
Therefore, He said (may He be exalted), “Associating [other gods with
God] is surely a major wrong” [31:13].42
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[1v. Summary]

(37) So this is what we were of the opinion we should establish with
respect to this type of reflection—I mean, the discussion between the
Law and wisdom and the statutes for interpreting the Law. If it were not
for this being so widespread among people and these questions we have
mentioned being so widespread, we would not have deemed it permissi-
ble to write a single letter about it; nor would we have to excuse our-
selves to those adept in interpretation for doing so, because these
questions are such as to be mentioned in demonstrative books. God is
the Guide to and the Successful Giver of what is correct!

[v. On what is intended by the Law and its methods]

[A. What is intended by the Law]

(38) You ought to know that what is intended by the Law is only to
teach true science and true practice. True science is cognizance of God
(may He be blessed and exalted) and of all the existing things as they
are, especially the venerable ones among them; and cognizance of happi-
ness in the hereafter and of misery in the hereafter. True practice is
to follow the actions that promote happiness | and to avoid the actions
that promote misery; and cognizance of these actions is what is called
“practical science.”

These [actions] are divided into two divisions. One is the apparent,
bodily actions. The science of these is what is called “jurisprudence.” The
second division is actions of the soul—like gratitude, patience, and other
moral habits that the Law calls to or bans. And the science of these is
what is called “asceticism” and “the sciences of the hereafter.”

Abt Hamid [al-Ghazali] directed himself to this in his book. Since
people had turned away from this type and become immersed in the other
type—even though this type is more involved with piety, which is the
cause of happiness—he called his book The Revival of the Sciences of Religion.

But we have digressed from the path we were on, so let us come back.

’
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(39) We say: Since what is intended by the Law is teaching trye Sci-
ence and true practice; and teaching is of two sorts—forming a concepy
and bringing about assent—as those adept in dialectical theology have
explained; and there are three methods of bringing about assent fy,
people—demonstrative, dialectical, and rhetorical—and two methoclg
of forming concepts, either by means of the thing itself or by means of 5
likeness of it; and not all people have natures such as to accept demgp.
strations or dialectical arguments, let alone demonstrative arguments,
given the difficulty in teaching demonstrative arguments and the lengthy
time needed by someone adept at learning them; and since what js
intended by the Law is, indeed, to teach everyone, therefore, it is obliga-
tory that the Law comprise all the manners of the methods of bringing
about assent and all the manners of the methods of forming a concept,

[B. The methods in the Law for assent and concept]

(40) Since some of the methods for bringing about assent—1I mean,
assent taking place because of them—are common to most people,
namely, the rhetorical and the dialectical, the rhetorical being more
common than the dialectical; and some of them are particular to fewer
people, namely, the demonstrative; and what is primarily intended by
the Law is taking care of the greater number without neglecting to alert
the select [few], therefore, most of the methods declared in the Law are
the methods shared | by the greater number with respect to concept or
assent taking place.

(41) There are four sorts of these methods in the Law.

One, even though it is shared, is particular*® in both respects—I
mean that, with respect to forming a concept and bringing about assent,
it is certain, even though it is rhetorical or dialectical. These syllogisms
are the ones whose premises happen to be certain, even though they aré
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generally accepted or suppositional, and whose conclusions happen (g be
matters taken in themselves rather than as likenesses. For this sop of
Law-based statements there is no interpretation, and the one who denieg
or interprets it is an unbeliever. .

The premises in the second sort are certain, even though they ar
generally accepted or suppositional, and the conclusions are likcn’esSCS
of the matters intended to be brought forth. This [sort of Law-based
statements]—I mean, its conclusions—admits of interpretation.

The third is the reverse of this, namely, that the conclusions are the
very matters intended to be brought forth, while the premises are gen-
erally accepted or suppositional without happening to be certain. For thig
[sort of Law-based statements]—I mean, its conclusions—interpreta-
tion is not admitted either, but its premises may admit of it.

The premises in the fourth are generally accepted or suppositional
without happening to be certain, and its conclusions are likenesses of the
matter intended to be brought forth. With respect to these [Law-based
statements), the duty of the select is to interpret them, and the duty of
the multitude is to let them stand in their apparent sense.

(42) In general, with respect to everything in these [Law-based
statements] admitting of an interpretation apprehended only by demon-
stration, the duty of the select is that interpretation, whereas the duty of
the multitude is to take them in their apparent sense in both respects—
I mean, with respect to concept and assent—rfor there is nothing more
than that in their natures.

(43) Interpretations may occur to those who reflect upon the Law
due to the superiority some of these shared methods have over others
with respect to bringing about assent—I mean, when the indication of
the interpretation is more completely persuasive than the indication of the
apparent sense. Interpretations such as these are for the multitude, and
it is possible that they become a duty for those whose reflective powers
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reach that of dialectic. Into this type enter | some of the interpretations
of the Ash®arites and the Mu‘tazilites,** although for the most part the
statements of the Mu‘tazilites are more reliable. The duty of those
within the multitude who are not capable of more than rhetorical state-
ments is to let them stand in their apparent sense, and it is not permis-
sible for them to know that interpretation at all.

[C. The three sorts of people and the Law’s provision for them]

(44) For people are of three sorts with respect to the Law.

One sort is in no way adept at interpretation. These are the rhetorical
people, who are the overwhelming multitude. That is because no person
of unimpaired intellect is exempted from this kind of assent.

Another sort is those adept in dialectical interpretation. These are
those who are dialectical by nature alone, or by nature and by habit.

Another sort is those adept in certain interpretation. These are those
who are demonstrative by nature and art—I mean, the art of wisdom.
This interpretation ought not to be declared to those adept in dialectic,
not to mention the multitude.

(45) When something pertaining to these interpretations is declared
to someone not adept in them—especially demonstrative interpreta-
tions, due to their remoteness from things about which there is shared
cognizance—both he who declares it and the one to whom it is declared
are steered to unbelief. The reason is that interpretation includes two
things: the rejection of the apparent sense and the establishing of the
interpretation. Thus, if the apparent sense is rejected by someone who
is an adept of the apparent sense without the interpretation being
established for him, that leads him to unbelief if it is about the roots of
the Law. So interpretations ought not to be declared to the multitude,
nor established in rhetorical or dialectical books—I mean, books in
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which the statements posited are of these two sorts—as Abu Hamid
[al-Ghazali] did.*®

(46) For this kind [of people], it is obligatory to declare and to say,
with respect to the apparent sense—when it is such that the doubt as to
whether it is an apparent sense is in itself apparent to everyone, without
cognizance of its interpretation being possible for them—that it is one of
those [verses] that resemble one another [whose interpretation is] not
known, except to God, and that it is obligatory for the stop in His saying
(may He be exalted) to be placed here: “None knows their interpretation
but God” [3:7].45 In the same way is the answer to come forth with respect
to a question about obscure matters for whose understanding no path
exists for the multitude—as with His saying (may He be exalted), “And
they will ask you about the spirit; say: “The spirit is by the command of my
Lord; and of knowledge you have been given only a little’” [17:85].

(47) Now, | anyone who declares these interpretations to those not
adept in them is an unbeliever because of his calling people to unbelief.
This is contrary to the call of the Lawgiver, especially when they are
corrupt interpretations having to do with the roots of the Law—as has
occurred with a group of people in our time. For we have witnessed some
groups who suppose they are philosophizing and have, by means of their
astounding wisdom, apprehended things that disagree with the Law
in every manner—I mean, [things] not admitting of interpretation.
And [they suppose] that it is obligatory to declare these things to the
multitude. By declaring those corrupt beliefs to the multitude, they have
become the reason for the multitude’s and their own perdition in this
world and in the hereafter.

(48) Here is a likeness of these people’s intention as contrasted to
the intention of the Lawgiver: Someone is intent upon [going to] a skilled
physician who is intent upon preserving the health of all of the people
and removing sicknesses from them by setting down for them statements
to which there is common assent*’ about the obligation of practicing
the things that preserve their health and remove their sicknesses, as
well as of avoiding the contrary things. He is not able to make them
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all become physicians, because the physician is the one who knows
by demonstrative methods the things that preserve health and remove
sickness. Then this one goes out to the people and says to them, “These
methods this physician has set down for you are not true.” And he sets
about rejecting them until they have rejected them. Or he says, “They
have interpretations.” Yet they do not understand them and thus come
to no assent as to what to do because of them.

Now are you of the opinion that people who are in this condition will
do any of the things useful for preserving health and removing sickness?
Or will this one who has declared that they should reject what they used
to believe about those [things] be able to practice that with them—
I mean, preserving health? No! Rather, he will not be able to practice
these with them, nor will they be able to practice them; and perdition
will encompass them all.

(49) This is if he declares sound interpretations about those things
to them, because of their not understanding that interpretation—not to
mention his declaring corrupt interpretations to them. Because he will
so interpret the matter to them that they will not be of the opinion that
there is a health that must be preserved or a sickness that must be
removed, not to mention | their being of the opinion that there are
things such as to preserve health and remove sickness. And this is what
happens with respect to the Law when anyone declares an interpretation
to the multitude or to someone not adept for it. He corrupts it and bars
them from it; and the one who bars others from the Law is an unbeliever.

(50) Now this illustration is certain and not poetical, as someone
might say. It is a sound linking between the one and the other. That is
because the link between the physician and the health of bodies is [the
same as| the link between the Lawgiver and the health of souls—I mean,
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the physician is the one who seeks to preserve the health of bodies when it
exists and to bring it back when it has disappeared, while the Lawgiver is
the one who aspires to this with respect to the health of souls.

This health is what is called “piety.” And the precious Book has
declared in various verses that it is to be sought by means of Law-based
actions. Thus, He (may He be exalted) said, “Fasting was prescribed for
you, just as it was prescribed for those before you, so that you might come
to be pious” [2:183]. And He (may He be exalted) said, “Neither their
flesh nor their blood will reach God, but piety on your part will reach
Him” [22:37].*8 And He said, “Indeed, prayer puts an end to iniquity and
to transgression” [29:45]; and so on in innumerable other verses to this
effect contained in the precious Book.

Now the Lawgiver seeks this health only through Law-based knowledge
and Law-based practice. And this health is the one from which happiness
in the hereafter derives and misery in the hereafter from its contrary.

(51) From this, it has become evident to you that sound interpreta-
tions—not to mention corrupt ones—must not be established in books
for the multitude. Sound interpretation is the deposit mankind was
charged with holding, and held, whereas all existing things shirked it—
I mean the one mentioned in His statement (may He be exalted),
“Indeed, we offered the deposit to the heavens, to the earth, and to the
mountains,” [and so on to the end of ] the verse [33:72].4

[vi. On the emergence of factions within Islam]

[A. Different opinions regarding interpretation]

(52) Because of the interpretations with respect to the Law—
especially the corrupt ones—and the supposition that it is obligatory to
declare them to everyone, factions emerged within Islam so that one
charged the others with unbelief or with heretical innovation. Thus, the
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Mu‘tazilites interpreted many verses and many Traditions and declared
their interpretations to the multitude, as did the Ash®arites, although
they resorted less to | interpretation. Because of that, they threw people
into loathing, mutual hatred, and wars; they tore the Law to shreds; and
they split the people up into every sort of faction.

(53) In addition to all this, in the methods they followed to establish
their interpretations they were neither with the multitude nor with the
select. They were not with the multitude because their methods were
more obscure than the methods shared by the majority. And they were
not with the select because, if their methods are examined, they are
found to fall short of the conditions for demonstration—and that will
be grasped after the slightest examination by anyone who is cognizant
of the conditions for demonstration. Rather, many of the roots upon

/ which the Ash®arites base their cognizance are sophistical. For they deny

many necessary things, such as the stability of accidents, the influence
of some things upon others, the existence of necessary reasons for what
is made to occur,®® substantial forms, and intermediates.

(54) Those among them who reflect have wronged the Muslims in
the sense that a group of Ash‘arites has charged with unbelief anyone
who is not cognizant of the existence of the Creator (glorious is He) by
the methods they have set down for cognizance of Him in their books.
But, in truth, they are the ones who are the unbelievers and those who
are misguided. From here on they disagreed, with one group saying,
“The first obligation is reflection,
is”—I mean, because they were not cognizant of which methods are

»

and another group saying, “Faith

the ones shared by everyone through whose doors the Law calls all the -

people and supposed that there is [only] one method. So they erred
about the intention of the Lawgiver and were misguided and made
others become misguided.
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[B. How to avoid the evils brought about by factions]

(55) Ifit were said, “If these methods-followed by the Ash®arites and
others adept in reflection are not the shared methods by which the Law-
giver intended to teach the multitude and by which alone it is possible to
teach them, then which ones are these methods in this Law of ours?” we
would say: “They are the methods that are established in the precious
Book alone. For if the precious Book is examined, the three methods
existing for all the people will be found in it; and these are the shared
methods for teaching the majority of the people and [the method for
teaching] the select.’! And if the matter is examined with respect to them,
it will become apparent that no better shared methods for teaching the
multitude are to be encountered than the methods mentioned in it.”

(56) So anyone who distorts these methods by making an interpreta-
tion that is not apparent in itself or that is more apparent to everyone
than they are—and that is something nonexistent—rejects | their wis-
dom and rejects their intended action for procuring human happiness.
That is very apparent from the condition of those in the earliest days [of
Islam] and the condition of those who came after them. For those in the
earliest days came to have perfect virtue and piety only by practicing
these statements, without making interpretations of them; and any one
of them who grasped an interpretation did not think fit to declare it.
When those who came after them practiced interpretation, their piety
decreased, their disagreements became more numerous, their love for
one another was removed, and they split up into factions.

(57) Itis obligatory for whoever wants to remove this heretical inno-
vation from the Law to apply himself to the precious Book and pick
from it the indications existing for every single thing we are responsible
for believing. In his reflection he is to strive for their apparent sense as
much as he can without interpreting anything, except insofar as the
interpretation is apparent in itself—I mean, of an apparentness shared
by everyone. For if the statements set down in the Law for teaching the
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people are examined, it seems that one reaches a point in defending
them such that only someone who is an adept at demonstration pulls out
of their apparent sense something that is not apparent in them. And this
particular characteristic is not found in any other statements.

(58) The statements of the Law declared to everyone in the precious
Book have three particular characteristics that indicate their inimitabil-
ity. The first is that nothing more completely persuasive and able to
bring about assent for everyone is to be found than they. The second is
that by their nature they admit of defense, ending up at a point where
no one grasps an interpretation of them—if they are such as to have an
interpretation—except those adept in demonstration. The third is that
they contain a means of alerting those adept in the truth to the true
interpretation. And this is not found in the doctrines of the Ash®arites,
nor in the doctrines of the Mu‘tazilites—I mean, their interpretation
neither admits of defense, nor contains a means of alerting to the truth,
nor is true. Therefore, innovative heresies have increased.

[vii. Conclusion]

[A. The need to pursue the task set forth here]

(59) We would love to devote ourselves to this intention and carry it
out thoroughly; and if God prolongs our life, we shall establish as much
of 1t as we can. That could possibly be a starting point for someone who
comes afterwards. Now our soul is in | utmost sorrow and pain due to the
corrupt dissensions and distorted beliefs that have permeated this Law,
especially those that have occurred to it from among people linking
themselves to wisdom. For injuries from a friend are graver than injuries
from an enemy—1I mean that wisdom is the companion of the Law and its
milk sister. So injuries from those linked to it are the gravest injuries—
apart from the enmity, hatred, and quarreling they bring about between
both of them. These two are companions by nature and lovers by essence
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and instinct. It {the Law] has also been injured by many ignorant friends
from among those who link themselves to it, namely, the factions existing
within it. But God shows all people the right way, brings everyone to love
Him, unites their hearts in pious fear of Him, and removes hatred and
loathing from them through His grace and mercy.

[B. The positive role of the present rulership]

(60) God has removed many of these evils, ignorant occurrences,
and misguided paths by means of this triumphant rule.5? By means of it,
He has brought many good things closer, especially for that sort who fol-
low the path of reflection and yearn for cognizance of the truth. That is,
this rule calls the multitude to a middle method for being cognizant of
God (glorious is He), raised above the low level of the traditionalists yet
below the turbulence of the dialectical theologians, and alerts the select
to the obligation for complete reflection on the root of the Law. By His
grace, God is the Giver of success and the Guide.
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The question mentioned by the
Shaykh Abu al-Walid in the Decisive Treatise.

[1. Introduction]

(1) | May God prolong your might, continue to bless you, and hide
you from the sources of calamities!

(2) Since, through your excellent discernment and noble nature, you
have greatly surpassed those who engage in these sciences, and your per-
tinent reflection has culminated in your having grasped the doubt occur-
ring with respect to the knowledge of the Eternal' (may He be glorified),
due to its being connected to things generated from it, it is obligatory
upon us, for the sake of truth and for the sake of putting an end to your
perplexity, to resolve this doubt—after speaking about its determination.
For one who is not cognizant of how to tie will not be able to loosen.

[11. Statement of the doubt]

(3) The doubt is inevitably like this: If all of these [things] are in
God’s knowledge (may He be glorified) before they come about, are they
in His knowledge the same before their coming about, or are they in His
knowledge at the moment of their existence other than the way they are
in His knowledge before they exist? If we say that they are in God’s
knowledge at the moment of their existence other than the way they are
in His knowledge before they exist, it results that eternal knowledge
changes and that when they emerge from nonexistence? to existence
additional knowledge is generated. That is preposterous for eternal
knowledge. And, if we say that knowledge of them is one in both cases,
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it will be said, “Are they in themselves—that is, the generated beings—
before they exist as they are when they exist?” So it will be obligatory to
say, “They are not in themselves before they exist as they are when they
exist.” Otherwise, existence and nonexistence would be one.

If the adversary admits this, it is to be said to him, “Is not true knowl-
edge cognizance of existence as it is?” If he says, “Yes,” it is to be said, |
“From this it is obligatory that, when something differs in itself, knowl-
edge of it differs; otherwise, it would be known in a way other than as it
is.” Therefore, one of two matters is obligatory: either eternal knowledge
differs in itself, or generated things are not known to it. Both matters
are preposterous for it (may He be glorified).

(4) What appears from the case of man confirms this doubt, I mean,
from his knowledge of nonexistent things being connected with the
assumption of existence and his knowledge of them being connected
[with it] when they exist. For it is self-evident that the two kinds of
knowledge differ from one another. Otherwise, he would be ignorant
of their existence at the moment in which they exist.

(5) There is no escape from this through what the dialectical theolo-
gians have been accustomed to answer—namely, that He (may He be
exalted) knows things before they come to be as they will come to be at
the instant of their coming to be with respect to time, place, and the
other attributes particularly characteristic of each being. For it is said to
them, “When they exist, is a change then generated or not generated,
namely, in the emergence of the thing from nonexistence to existence?”
Now if they say, “It is not generated,” they are being contentious. And,
if they say, “A change is then generated,” it is to be said to them, “Is the
generation of this change known to eternal knowledge or not?” And the
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previous doubt results. In sum, it is difficult to conceive that knowledge
of something before it exists and knowledge of it after it exists is the very
same knowledge.

So this is the determination of this doubt in the most profound way it
can be determined, as we have [previously] conversed with you about it.

[11. The solution]

(6) The solution of this doubt requires a long discussion. Here, how-
ever, we are intent upon [stating] the point by which it is to be resolved.
Abu Hamid [al-Ghazali] wanted to resolve this doubt in his book enti-
tled The Incoherence [of the Philosophers] by means of something not per-
suasive. That is because he made a statement whose meaning is this: He
claimed that knowledge and what is known are related; and just as one
of two related things may change and the other related thing not change
in itself] so is it likely to occur with things in God’s knowledge (may He
be glorified). That is, they change in themselves, but His knowledge of
them (may He be glorified) does not change.?

An example | of that with respect to what is related is for there to be
a single column on Zayd’s right, then for it to come to be on his left while
Zayd would not have changed in himself. And that is not sound, for the
relation has changed in itself. That is, the relation that was right(-
handed] has come to be left[-handed]. What alone has not changed is
the subject of the relation, that is, the one bearing it—namely, Zayd. If
that is so and if knowledge is itself the relation, then it must have
changed when what is known changed, just as the relation of the column
to Zayd changes when it [the column] changes—that is, when it comes
to be left[-handed] after having been right[-handed].

(7) What resolves this doubt for us is to become cognizant that the
case for eternal knowledge with respect to existence is different from
the case for generated knowledge with respect to existence. That is
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because existence is the cause and reason of our knowledge, while eternal
knowledge is the cause and reason of existence. If additional knowledge
comes to be generated in eternal knowledge when existence exists after
having not existed, as that 1s generated in generated knowledge, it results
that eternal knowledge would be caused by existence—not be a cause
for it. Thus, in that instance there must be no change generated such as
is generated with respect to generated knowledge.

This error came forth only due to an analogy between eternal knowl-
edge and generated knowledge—namely, an analogy between what is
not seen?* and what is witnessed. And the wrongness of this analogy is
recognized.® Just as no change is generated in the agent when what it
brings about comes to exist—I mean, a change that was not there
before—so no change is generated in eternal knowledge (may He be
glorified) when what is known through it is generated.

[1rv. Consequences]

(8) The doubt has therefore been resolved, nor is it inevitable for us
that when no change is generated there—that is, in eternal knowledge—
He does not know an existing being at the instant of its being generated
as it really is. It results only that He knows it, not by means of generated
knowledge, but by means of eternal knowledge, because change generated
in knowledge when there is change in existence is a stipulation only with
respect to knowledge caused by existence—namely, generated knowledge.

(9) Therefore, eternal knowledge is connected with existence as | an
attribute other than the one by which generated knowledge is connected
with it. It 1s not that it is not at all connected, as it was related that the
philosophers said concerning this doubt, namely, that He (may He be
glorified) does not know particulars. The matter is not as was fancied
with respect to them. Rather, they are of the opinion that He does not
know particulars by means of generated knowledge—a stipulation of
which is that it is generated as they are generated—since He is a cause
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of them and not caused by them, as is the case with generated knowl-
edge. This is the ultimate in removing imperfections [from God] that it
is obligatory to acknowledge.

[v. Conclusion]

(10) Now demonstration necessitates that He know things because
their originating from Him is only due to His knowing, not due to His
simply exlisting or existing with a particular attribute, but due to His
knowing—as He said (may He be exalted), “Does He not know, He who
created, the perspicacious, the experienced?” [67:14]. And demonstra-
tion requires that He not know them by means of knowledge that has
the attribute of generated knowledge. So for existing beings there must
be another knowledge, one that is not qualified. It is eternal knowledge
(may He be glorified). How can it be conceived that the Peripatetics
among the sages are of the opinion that eternal knowledge does not
include particulars, when they are of the opinion that it is the reason for
premonition with respect to dreams, revelation, and inspiration?®

(11) This is what appeared to us as a way of resolving this doubt. It is
a matter to be neither disputed nor doubted. God is the one who con-
duces to what is correct and guides to the truth. Peace be upon you, along
with God’s mercy and His blessings!
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Appendix

Averroés’ defense of the philosophers as believing
in happiness and misery in the hereafier!

[1. Introduction]

(1) When he [al-Ghazili] finished with these questions, he began to claim
that the philosophers deny the resurrection of bodies. This is something for
which no statement is found among any one of those who have gone before,
although a statement about the resurrection of bodies has been widespread in
Laws for at least a thousand years. Yet those from whom philosophy has come
to us do not go back that many years. That is because the first to speak about
the resurrection of bodies were the prophets of the children of Israel who came
after Moses (peace upon him), and that is evident from the Psalms and from
many of the writings attributed to the children of Israel. It is also established
in the New Testament, and the statement has a tradition going back to Jesus
(peace upon him). It is [also] a statement of the Sabaeans, and Aba Muham-
mad ibn Hazm [581] says that theirs is the oldest of the Laws.

[11. The philosophers’ opinions about Laws]

(2) But it appears that the group [of philosophers] is the people who make
the most of them and have the most faith in them.? The reason for that is their
being of the opinion that they [the Laws] direct to the governance of people by
means of which a human being exists insofar as he is human and obtains the
happiness particularly characteristic of one [a human being]. That is because
they [the Laws] are necessary for the existence of the human moral virtues,
theoretical virtues, and practical arts. And that is because they [the philoso-
phers] are of the opinion that a human being has no life in this abode but by
means of the practical arts, and no life in this abode or in the final abode
but by means of the theoretical virtues; that neither one of these two is com-
pleted or obtained for him but by means of the moral virtues; and that the
moral virtues are not firmly established but through cognizance of God (may
He be exalted) and magnifying Him by means of the devotions set down in the
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Law for them 1n each and every religion—such as offerings, prayers, invoca-
tions, and similar speeches spoken in praise of God (may He be exalted), the
angels, and the prophets. In sum, they [the philosophers] are of the opinion
that the Laws are the necessary civic arts whose principles are taken from
the intellect and Legislation, especially those that are common to all the
Laws—even if they [the Laws] do differ about the lesser and the greater with
respect to that.

(3) They [the philosophers] are of the opinion, moreover, that one ought
not to object to their common principles by means of a statement that estab-
lishes or rejects—such as whether it is obligatory to worship God [582] or not
and, more than that, whether He exists or not. And they are of the same opin-
ion with respect to the rest of the principles, such as the statement about the
existence of final happiness and what it is like, because all Laws agree about
another existence after death, even if they?® differ about the description of that
existence—just as they agree about His existence, attributes, and actions
being cognizable, even if they differ in the lesser and the greater with respect
to what they say about the essence of the Principle and His actions. Similarly,
they agree about the actions that lead to the happiness of the final abode, even
if they differ in the evaluation of these actions.

(4) In sum, since they [the Laws] had directed to wisdom by means of a
path shared by all, they [the philosophers] held them [the Laws] to be obliga-
tory. For philosophy directs to making only a few intelligent people cognizant
of happiness, and it is up to them to learn wisdom, whereas the Laws are
intent upon teaching the multitude in general. In spite of that, we do not find
any one of the Laws that has not been attentive to what particularly charac-
terizes the wise, even though it is concerned with what the multitude share in.

(5) Since the select sort of people completes its existence and attains its
happiness only through association with the common sort, common education
is necessary for the existence of the select sort and for its life both in the
moment of its youth and its growing up—and no one doubts that—and as it
passes on [583] to what particularly characterizes it. A necessity of the virtue
of such a one* is not to make light of what he has grown up with; to interpret
it in the fairest way; and to know that the intent of that education is what is

~-common, not what is particular. And if he explicitly declares a doubt about the
Law-based principles in which he has grown up or an interpretation contra-
dicting the prophets (God’s prayers upon them) and turning away from their
path, then he is the person who most deserves to have the name of unbelief
applied to him and to be judged with the penalty of unbelief in the religion in
which he has grown up.

(6) In addition, it is obligatory upon him to choose the most virtuous one
in his time—even when all of them are true, according to him. He is to believe
that the most virtuous will be abrogated by one more virtuous. Therefore, the
wise men who were teaching the people of Alexandria became Muslim when
the Law of Islam reached them. And the wise men who were in the cities
of Byzantium became Christian when the Law of Jesus (peace upon him)
reached them. And no one doubts that among the children of Isracl there were
many wise men. This is apparent from the books that are found among the
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children of Israel attributed to Solomon (peace upon him). Nor has wisdom
ever ceased to exist among those with revelation—namely, the prophets
(peace upon them). Therefore, the truest of all propositions is that every
prophet is a wise man, but not every wise man a prophet. Rather, they are the
learned [584] of whom it is said that they are the heirs of the prophets.

(7) 1If the principles of the demonstrative arts are postulates and funda-
mentals that are posited, how much more appropriate must that be with
respect to the Laws taken from revelation and intellect. Every Law comes
about from revelation and has intellect mixed with it. For anyone who holds
that it is possible for a Law to come about from intellect alone, it necessarily
follows that it is more deficient than the Laws inferred from intellect and rev-
elation. And everyone agrees that the principles of practice must be taken on
authority, for there is no way to demonstrate what practice demands® except
through the existence of virtues acquired through practical moral actions.

[11r. The superiority of the religion of Islam]

(8) Now it has become evident from this statement that wise men in their
entirety are of this opinion with respect to the Laws—I mean, that the princi-
ples of action and the Traditions posited in each religion are to be taken on
authority from the prophets. According to them, what is praiseworthy among
these necessary principles is what most incites the multitude to virtuous
actions, so that those brought up on these are more completely virtuous than
those brought up on others—like it is with prayers among us. For there is no
doubt that “prayer puts an end to iniquity and transgression,” as God (may He’
be exalted) has said [29:45],7 and that in the prayer posited in this Law this
action is to be found more completely than in the rest of the prayers posited in
the rest of the Laws, that is, with respect to what is stipulated as to their num-
ber, their times, their calling to mind, and the rest of what is stipulated with
respect to them concerning purification and renouncing—I mean, renouncing
actions and statements that corrupt them.

(9) The matter is the same with respect to the hereafter, for what is said in
1t urges more to virtuous actions that what is said in the others. Therefore,
making an image of the hereafter for them [the people of the religion] by cor-
poreal things is better than making an image of it by spiritual things, as He
(may He be glorified) said, “The likeness of Paradise promised to the pious,
from beneath which rivers flow” [13:35].% And the Prophet (peace upon him)
said: “What is in it, no eye has seen, nor has ear heard, nor has it occurred to
the mind of man.” And Ibn °Abbas said, “There is nothing of this world in the
world to come but names.” He signified that that existence is another growth
higher than this existence and another phase better than this phase. That is
not to be denied by anyone who believes that we perceive a single existing
thing being transformed from one phase to another, like inorganic forms being
transformed until they come to perceive their [own] essences—namely, the
intelligible forms. Those who doubt these things, object to that, and give
expression to it are surely those intent upon rejecting the Laws and rejecting
the virtues. They are the atheists who are of the opinion that a human being
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has no end other than the enjoyment of pleasures—this no one doubts. Any of
these who is capable of this will undoubtedly be killed by the companions of
the Laws and by the wise in their entirety. For the one who is not capable of it,
the most complete statements needed are the significations contained in the
precious Book.

(10) What this man [al-Ghazali] said in contending against them is good.
And in contending against them, the soul should by all means be posited as
immortal—as is signified by the intellectual and the Law-based indications.
And it should be posited that what comes back [to life] are bodies like these
which were in this abode—not these very ones, because what has perished
does not come back as an individual entity. Existence comes back only to a like-
ness of what has perished, not to what has itself perished, as Abu Hamid [al-
Ghazali] has explained. Therefore, the statement about coming back in the
doctrine of the dialectical theologians, who believe that the soul 1s an accident
and that the bodies that come back are those that have perished, is not cor-
rect. That is because what perishes, then exists, is one in kind—not one in
number. Rather, it is two in number. And [it is not correct] in particular for
those of them who say that accidents do not last during two periods of time.

[1v. Conclusion]

(11) This man [al-Ghazali] accuses the philosophers of unbelief with
respect to three questions. One of them is this one, and we have said enough
about the opinion of the philosophers with respect to this question and that,
according to them, it is one of the theoretical questions. The second question
is their saying that He does not know particulars, and we have also said that
this is not a statement of theirs. The third is their statement about the eter-
nity of the world, and we have also said that what they mean by this name is
not the meaning for which they are accused of unbeliel by the dialectical the-
ologians. In this book / The Incoherence of the Philosophers], he said that not a sin-
gle Muslim speaks about spiritual return. Yet in others, he says that the Sufis
do speak about it and that, accordingly, there is no consensus for accusing of
unbelief those who speak about spiritual but not about sense-perceptible
return and that speaking about spiritual return is permitted. In yet another
book, moreover, he repeats this accusation of unbelief based on consensus. So,
as you see, all of this ts confused. God is the one who conduces to what is cor-
rect and selects whom He wills for the truth.

(12) I came to the opinion I would stop speaking about these things here
and would ask to be pardoned for discussing them. Were it not for the neces-
sity of seeking the truth with the one capable of it—and he, as Galen says, is
one in a thousand—and resisting discussing it with those not capable of it, 1
would not have discussed that. God knows every letter, and perhaps God will
accept my asking for pardon about that and excuse my stumbling through His
grace, nobility, goodness, and superiority. There is no Lord but He!

Notes

Note to the Biographical Sketch of Averroés

l. “Abd al-Mu’min ruled from 1128 until his death in 1163. His eldest son,
Muhammad, who had been named his successor, was such a profligate that he
was able to rule only forty-five days before being deposed. The brother next in
line, “Umar, willingly stepped aside and allowed the next brother, Abil Ya‘qiib
Yisuf, to succeed because he discerned so clearly Abua Ya“qiib’s merits.
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I. See Harvey C. Mansfield, Jr., “Strauss’s Machiavelli,” Political Theory 3,
no. 4 (November 1975): 372-84; see 372.
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Marmura (Albany, N.Y.: SUNY Press, 1984): 188-202, 305-8; and “Averroés
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mane et scolastique chrétienne: A propos d’un livre récent,” Revue d’histoire de
la philosophie 2, no. 3 (1928): 221-53; no. 4 (1928), 333-65; Averroes, Traité décisif
(Fagl al-maqal) sur Vaccord de la religion et de la philosophie, suivi de Uappendice
(Dhamima) (Algiers: Editions Carbonel, 1942); and Ibn Rochd (Averroés) (Paris:
Presses Universitaires de France, 1948). See also The Philosophy and Theology of
Averroes, trans. Muhammad Jamil al-Rahman (Baroda: A.G. Widgery, 1921);
Averroes on the Harmony of Religion and Philosophy: A Translation, with Introduction
and Notes, of Ibn Rushd’s Kitab fasl al-maqal, with Its Appendix (Damima) and an
Lxtract from Kitab al-kashf “an manahij al-adilla, trans. George F. Hourani
(London: Luzac, 1976); Fasl al-magal, fi ma bayn al-hikma wa al-shari ‘a min al-
itisal, dirasa wa tahgig, ed. Muhammad ‘Amara (Cairo: Diar al-Ma“arif, 1969;
2d ed., 1983); Averroe: Il tratiato decisivo, sull’accordo della religione con laﬁlosoﬁa,’
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trans. Massimo Campanini (Milan: Biblioteca Universale Rizzoli, 1994); Laccord,
della legge divina con la filosofia: Averroé, trans. Francesca Lucchetta (Genoa:
Marietti, 1994); Averroés: Le livre du discours décisif, trans. Marc Geoffroy, intro.
Alain de Libera (Paris: Flammarion, 1996); Fasl al-maqdl, fi tagrir ma bayn qf-
sharia wa al-hikma min al-ittisal aw wyjub al-nazar al-“aqli wa hudad al-ta’wil (al-din
wa al-mujtama*), ed. Muhammad °Abid al-Jabiri, text established by Muhammad
°Abd al-‘Wahid al-‘Asarl (Beirut: Markaz Dirasat al-Wahdat al-*Arabiyya,
1997); Tivo Andalusian Philosophers: The Siory of Hayy Ibn Yagzan and the Definitie
Statement, trans. Jim Colville (London: Kegan Paul International, 1999).

In Averroes on the Harmony, 18 n. 6, Hourani gives bibliographical details
concerning related studies by Miguel Asin Palacios, Manuel Alonso, and
Michel Allard, as well as of Max Horten’s translation of the Decisive Treatise
and A. Bonucci’s review of it. To these should be added the article by Jacques
Langhade and Dominique Mallet, “Droit et philosophie au XIle siécle dans al-
Andalus: Averroes (Ibn Rushd),” Revue de {’Occident musulman et de la Méditérranée
{numéro spécial, al-Andalus), no. 40 (1985): 103-21.

4. The section references are to the English translation of the text
presented herein. The numbers in brackets are page and line references to
Marcus Joseph Miiller’s original Arabic edition, Philosophie und Theologie von
Averroes (Munich: n.p., 1859).

5. Mahdi speaks of these sections and subsections obliquely, for he is intent
upon pointing to particular features of the work’s teaching. From what he does
say, he seems to have the following schema in mind (letters denote the five sec-
tions and lowercase roman numerals the seventeen subsections):

A. Introduction (§1 [[.1-9]) plus philosophy and the Law
(§2 [1.10-2.8])
i.  Philosophy and the Law (§2 [1.10-2.8])
B. The Law and syllogistic reasoning (§§3—4 [2.9-3.12])
ii. Obligation to reflect upon existing things (§3 [2.9-12])
iii. Obligation to learn about logic and its parts (§4 [2.13-3.12])
c. How to acquire knowledge of syllogistic reasoning
(§85-10 [3.13-6.14])
iv. Obligation to study syllogistic reasoning or invent it
(§5 [3.13-19])
v.  Obligation to use predecessors, if they exist (§6 [3.20-4.2])
vi. Obligation to use the books of the Ancients (§7 [4.3-6])
vii. Obligation to use demonstration to study existing things
(§8 [4.7-5.7])
viii. Obligation to use the books of foreign predecessors
(§89-10 [5.8-6.14])
p. How the community of Muslims assents to the teachings
of the Law (§§11-28 [6.14-15.21])
ix. Three ways to communicate the Law (§11 [6.14-7.6])
<. Demonstration does not conflict with the Law (§12 [7.7-9])
xi. If conflict, then interpretation (§13 [7.10-18])
xii. Parallel with jurist (§§14-15 [7.19-9.17])
xiii. Limnits of consensus (§16 [9.18-10.16])
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xiv. Human and divine knowledge (§§17-25 [10.17-14.17])
xv. All must assent to the roots of the Law (§§26-28 [14.18-15.21])
E. Interpretation and the Law (§§29-37 [15.21-18.19])
xvi. Apparent sense of the Law admits no interpretation (§§29-31
[15.21-16.19])
xvil. On the next life (§§32-37 [16.20~18.19])

6. The Madrid Biblioteca Nacional manuscript has no title; see Hourani,
Arabic text, n. A.

7. Averroés insists at §10 [5.13] that the “aim and intention” of the Ancients
“in their books is the very intention to which the Law urges us.”

8. Thus, I understand the text to be divided as follows:

A. Introduction (§1 [1.1-9])
Philosophy and logic are obligatory (§§2-10 [1.10-6.14])
Demonstration and the Law accord (§§11-36 [6.14-18.14])
Summary (§37 [18.14-19])
The Law’s intent and methods (§838-51 [18.19-23.18])
On factions within Islam (§§52-58 [23.19-25.191)

G. Conclusion (§§59-60 [25.20-26.14])
Subparts B-D correspond to Mahdi’s “part one” and subparts E-G to his “part
two.” As will become apparent from the ensuing discussion, subparts B and
F seem to admit of further division into two smaller segments each and sub-
parts ¢ and E into three each. Some of those smaller segments also admit of
division—but more on that in its proper place.

9. This is the first objection. Like that at §15 [8.15~17] (concerning whether
demonstration can contravene consensus with respect to the interpretation of
verses), it is indirect. The other three are all phrased as though meant to chal-
lenge Averroés directly: §16 [9.18-20], asking for a response to the charges
brought by al-Ghazali against al-Farabi and Avicenna; §32 {16.20-21], inquir-
ing into which of the three ranks of the Law he would place the verses con-
cerning the hereafter; and §55 [24.14-17], seeking for “the shared methods by
which the Lawgiver intended to teach the multitude.”

10. See also Mahdi, “Remarks,” 199—-200 and n. 16. As Mahdi notes, this same
softening of the conclusion occurs three other times in the immediate sequel: §7
[4.5], §8 [4.9-10], and §9 [5.7-8]. Note that in the translation (§4 [2:20]), the phrase
Istendered: “therefore, ... one. .. perhaps comes under the obligation .. .”

Il. See §4 [3.5-7]; similar comparisons occur at §14 [7.19-20], §23 [14.2],
and §24 [14.10-12].

12. But while adducing an additional argument here, Averroés also sup-
Presses one. Insisting that “reflection upon intellectual syllogistic reasoning”
must be believed to be as obligatory as “reflection upon juridical syllogistic rea-
Soning and its kinds,” he notes elliptically, “for this there is a reason, but this
1s not the place to mention it” (§4 [3.10]).

13. The argument occurs in al-Kindi’s Al-falsafa al-ald (First philosophy);
See Rasa’il al-Kindi al-falsafiypa (Al-Kindi’s philosophical epistles), ed. M. A.
Abi Rida, 2d ed. (Cairo: Matba®at Hassan, 1978), vol. I, 33.11-13: “We ought
Not to be ashamed of appreciating the truth and acquiring it from wherever it
€omes, even if it comes from races remote from us and nations distinct [from

Gl
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us]; for there is nothing more worthy than the truth for anyone who seeks the
truth” (my translation). See also vol. 1, 32.13-33.9.

14. See above, n. 10.

15. There are only two exceptions to the power of the Law to reach all people:
individual recalcitrance and inattentiveness. Nothing set forth here by Averroés
secks to deny freedom of choice. All that can be done is to acknowledge that
some people refuse to believe and, thus, that the tools brought—perhaps even
used—Dby the Prophet have limits. See §26 [15.3-8].

16. See §§23-24 [13.17-14.12], §§25-26 [14.13-15.8], and §27 [15.9-16],
respectively.

17. Consider the example offered in §28 [15.19-21], and see also Averroés,
Tahdfut al-tahafut (Incoherence of the Incoherence), ed. Maurice Bouyges
(Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique, 1930), 580.1-588.6. For a translation of this
passage, see the appendix.

18. Al-Ghazali’s disarming candor in the last chapter of Mizan al-‘amal
(The scale of labor) about how little importance he attaches to particular doc-
trines may have prompted part of the criticism Averroés levels against him
here. See Mizan al-‘amal (Cairo: Maktaba wa Matba®a Muhammad “Ali Subih
wa Awladihi, 1963), 124-26.

19. See §10 [5.13] and §28 {15.19-21] for earlier instances of intention dis-
cussed with respect to the Law. When intention is mentioned at §14 [8.2—4], it
has nothing to do with the Law. Though “intention” and words derived from it
occur only six times in this part of the Decisive Treatise, they occur fifteen times
in the next. Fully ten refer to the Law or Lawgiver. See §38 [18.20], §39 [19.10
and 15], §40 [19.20-21], §48 [22.8 (twice)], §54 [24.13], §55 [24.15), §56 [25.1],
and §59 [25.20]. The other five do not: §41 [20.5, 10, and 14] and §48 [22.8 and 9].

20. For other instances of Averroés speaking to the addressee in such a
direct manner, see §15 {8.20-21] (on consensus with respect to theoretical
matters), §16 [9.18] (an objection raised by the addressee about the teachings
of al-Farabi and Avicenna), §29 [15.21] (summarizing the preceding discussion
of what verses can be interpreted), §48 [22.16-17] (drawing a conclusion from
the comparison of the physician and the Lawgiver), and §51 [23.15] (a sum-
mary statement about the limits on interpretation).

21. See §50 [23.7-14].

22. The emphasis in this whole subpart on the more numerous among the
believers—the multitude (al-jumhir)—and their needs, as distinct from the
select few (al-khawdss), 1s worth noting. Indeed, the term “multitude” occurs
fourteen times here and five times in the next subpart: §41 [20.14], §42
[20.17], §43 [20.20 and 21.2], §44 [21.5 and 9], §45 [21.14], §46 [21.20], §47
[22.6 (twice) and 7], §49 [23.2], §51 [23.16], §52 [23.21], §53 [24.2 and 3], §55
[24.15 and 20], and §60 [26.12]. On the other hand, the term “select” occurs
only about a third as frequently—three times each in this subpart and the
next, and once in the final subpart: §40 [19.21], §41 [20.14], §42 [20.16], §53
[24.2 and 3], §55 [24.19], and §60 [26.14].

23. The verse was first cited at §14 {8.13-14] and then again at §16
[10.6-10]. Its punctuation is not discussed in §14, and only in §16 does Aver-
roés urge placing the stop after “and those well grounded in science.” The goal
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there is not to identify the particular verses that may be interpreted, nor to
offer plausible interpretations, but merely to insist that some verses—agreed
by all to admit of interpretation—should be explained to, or interpreted by,
only “those well grounded in science.”

24. And also, perhaps, to inculpate an unidentified group of pseudophiloso-
phers; see Hourani, Averroes on the Harmony, nn. 172 and 195.

25. The full phrase warrants consideration: “It is obligatory for whoever
wants to remove this heretical innovation from the Law to apply himself to the
precious Book and pick from it the indications existing for every single thing
we are responsible for believing” (§57 [25.6-8]).

26. For a succinct account of the stages of the debate as they affect the
interpretation of Averroés’ Decisive Treatise, see Mabhdi, “Averroés on Divine
Law” 114-17.

Note to the Translator’s Introduction of the Epistle Dedicatory

I. See Muhsin Mahdi, “Averroés on Divine Law,” 118 and also 117-23. Accord-
ing to Mahdi, Léon Gauthier hesitated momentarily about the proper appella-
tion for this little treatise; see ibid., n. 17, and Gauthier, Traité décisif, vi and 49.

Notes to the Translation of the Decisive Treatise

1. Unless otherwise indicated, the term translated throughout this treatise
as “Law” is shari‘a or its equivalent, shar®. In this treatise, the terms are used
to refer only to the revealed law of Islam. Elsewhere, however, Averroés uses
the term shari‘a to refer to revealed law generally. Because the term “legal”
may be misleading for modern readers, even when capitalized and rendered
“Legal,” the adjectival form of shari‘a—that is, shar “i—is rendered here as
“Law-based.”

In his justly famous manual of law, Averroés explains that the jurists
acknowledge the judgments of the divine Law to fall into five categories: oblig-
atory (wdjib), recommended (mandib), prohibited (mahzir), reprehensible
(makrih), and permitted (mubah). Here, however, he groups the first two under
a more comprehensive category of “commanded” (ma’mir) and—perhaps
since it is not applicable to the present question—passes over “reprehensible”
in silence. See Bidayat al-mujtahid wa nihayat al-mugtasid, ed. *Abd al-Halim
Muhammad °Abd al-Halim and ‘Abd al-Rahman Hasan Mahmid (Cairo: Dar
al-Kutub al-Haditha, 1975), vol. 1, 17-18. The alliterative title, pointing to the
work’s character as a primer on Islamic Law, can be rendered in English as The
Legal Interpreter’s Beginning and the Mediator’s Ending.

2. Ma‘rifa: Similarly, ‘arafa is translated as “to be cognizant” and ‘arif
as “cognizant” or “one who is cognizant.” “Ilm, on the other hand, is trans-
lated as “knowledge” or “science,” ‘alima as “to know,” and “alim as “knower”
or “learned.” It is important to preserve the distinctions between the Arabic
terms in English—distinctions that seem to reflect those between gignoskein
and epistasthai in Greek—because Averroés goes on to speak of human
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cognizance of God as well as of God’s knowledge of particulars (see below,
§84, 17).

3. In this treatise, Averroés uses the terms “book of God” and “precious
Book” to indicate the Qur’an. The numbers within brackets refer to chapters
and verses of the Qur”an. All translations from the Qur’an are my own.

4. Normally the term giyds is translated as “syllogism,” this being an abridg-
ment of “syllogistic reasoning.” Here and in what follows, I translate it as “syllo-
gistic reasoning” in order to bring out the way Averroés seems to be using the term.

5. The rest of the verse reads, “. . . one of those who have certainty.”

6. Al-mu’min: Throughout this treatise, amana is translated as “to have
faith” and Zman as “faith,” while i tagada is translated as “to believe,” mu “tagid
as “believer,” and i “tigad as “belief.”

7. Al-mutagaddim: Comes from the same verb that has been translated
heretofore as “set out”—namely, tagaddama.

8. Actually, if the diameter of the earth is used as the unit of measure, it is
about 109 times greater.

9. Munazara: Has the same root as nazar, translated throughout this trea-
tise as “reflection.”

10. That is, the western part of the Islamic world—North Africa and Spain.

11. As is evident from the subtitle of the treatise, fikma (wisdom) is used
interchangeably with falsafa to mean “philosophy.” Nonetheless, the original
difference between the two is respected here in that fikma is always translated
as “wisdom” and falsafa as “philosophy.”

12. That is, the books of the Ancients referred to above.

13. The reference is to the Qur’an 16:69 where, speaking of bees, it is said,
“There comes forth from their innards a drink of variegated colors in which
there is healing for mankind.”

14. That is, to all human beings—the red (or white) and the black.

15. Ikhraj dalalat al-lafz min al-daldla al-haqiqiyya ila al-daldla al-mujdziyya:
The language here is somewhat ambiguous and reads, literally, “drawing the
significance of an utterance out from its true significance to its figurative
significance.” Heretofore, the term dalala has been translated as “indication.”

16. Ajma‘a: From it is derived the noun “consensus” (ijma‘). Consensus is
accepted in some schools of Islamic Law as a root or source of Law after the
Qur’an and Tradition (hadith). Its validity as a root of the Law comes from a
Tradition that reports the Prophet to have declared, “Indeed, God would not
let my nation form a consensus about an error.”

17. Those who follow the theological teachings of Abu al-Hasan “Ali al-
Ash®ari (260/873-324/935). He was a pupil of the Mu‘tazilites (see below, §43
and n. 44). When two sets of dates are given and are separated by a slash
mark, as here, the first set refers to the dates of the Anno Hejirae (that is, the
Islamic calendar that starts with the Prophet’s flight to Medina) and the sec-
ond set to the common era.

18. The verse reads, “He it is who created for you everything that is in
the earth; then He directed Himself up toward the heavens, and He made
them congruous as seven heavens; He is knowledgeable about everything.”
The Tradition in question is, “God descends to the lower world.”
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19. Those who follow the teachings of Ahmad ibn Hanbal (164/780-
241/855). A strict literalist, he was opposed to the Mutazilites.

20. The whole verse reads: “He it is who has sent down to you the Book; in
it, there are fixed verses—these being the mother of the Book—and others
that resemble one another. Those with deviousness in their hearts pursue the
ones that resemble one another, seeking discord and seeking to interpret
them. None knows their interpretation but God and those well grounded in
science. They say, ‘We believe in it; everything is from our Lord.’ And none
heeds but those who are mindful.”

The distinction between the “fixed verses” (@yat mukkamat) and those that
“resemble one another” (mutashabihat) is that the former admit of no interpre-
tation, whereas the latter are somewhat ambiguous or open-ended and do
admit of interpretation—the question being, interpretation to what end? As
will become evident in the sequel, there is some question as to where the
clause explaining who “knows their interpretation” ends. Some hold that it
ends after “God,” so that the remainder of the verse reads, “And those well
grounded in science say, ‘We believe in it. ... ” Others, like Averroés, hold that
it reads as presented here. See below, §16.

21. Abt Hamid al-Ghazali (450/1058-505/1111) was a famous theologian
who, as Averroés observes below, attacked the philosophers. In Faysal al-tafriga
(Arbitrator of the distinction), al-Ghazali explains the limits to be placed on
charging others with unbelief and notes in particular that going against con-
sensus is not to be considered unbelief. He gives two reasons for this: first,
consensus usually concerns the branches of faith rather than the roots;
second, it is very difficult to determine what there is consensus about. The
roots of faith are three, according to al-Ghazali: faith in God, in his messenger,
and in the hereafter. See Al-qusiar al-‘awali min rasa’il al-Imam al-Ghazali
(Cairo: al-Jundi, n.d.), 161-68, especially 165-66.

Abiu al-Ma‘ali al-Juwayni (419/1028-478/1085), who is also known as Imam
al-Haramayn, was an Ash‘arite theologian and also al-Ghazali’s teacher.

22. A’immat al-nazar: Literally, “leaders of reflection.”

23. Al-nagariyyat: Literally, “reflective matters.” Unless otherwise noted, all
future occurrences of the term “theoretical” are to translate this adjectival
sense of nazar.

24, A transmission is deemed to be uninterrupted when we know that one
person has related the particular doctrine to another through the ages so that
it comes down to us with no break in the chain of authorities attesting to its
authenticity. This is one of the criteria for judging the soundness of Traditions
about the Prophet; see the next note.

25. Muhammad ibn Isma‘il al-Bukhari (194/810-256/870) is the author of
one of the six canonical collections of Tradition—that is, accounts of things
the Prophet and his companions said and did. °Ali ibn Aba Talib (d. 41/661)
was the fourth orthodox caliph.

26. The charge is brought by al-Ghazali at the very end of his book, but he
deftly sidesteps the question associated with it of whether those who accept
such beliefs are to be put to death; see Tahafut al-faldsifa, ed. Maurice Bouyges
(Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique, 1927), 376.2-10; also 21-94, 223-38; and



54 Notes to the Translation of the Decisive Treatise

344-37. In addition to attempting to defend the philosophers here, Averroés
wrote a detailed refutation of al-Ghazali’s charges in the Tahdfut al-tahafut,
ed. Maurice Bouyges (Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique, 1930), 4117, 455-68,
and 580-86; see also 587. The English translation by Simon Van Den Bergh,
Averroes’ Tahafut al-Tahafut (The Incoherence of the Incoherence) (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1954), has Bouyges’s page numbers in the margins. Abt Nasr
al-Farabi was born in 257/870 and died in 339/950; Abu ‘Ali al-Husayn ibn Sina,
or Avicenna, was born in 370/980 and died in 428/1037.

27. See Faysal al-tafriga, 168-71. Averroés thus reads this subsequent pas-
sage as modifying the earlier assertion (pp. 163—64) that the philosophers are
to be charged with unbelief for what they say about God’s knowledge of par-
ticulars and their denial of the resurrection of bodies and punishments in
the next life.

28. See above, §14 and n. 20.

29. That is, the verses of the Qur®an; and this becomes clear in what follows.

30. In his Middle Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, Averroés explains
Aristotle’s account of homonymous names as follows:

He said: things having homonymous—that is, shared—names are things
which have not a single thing in common and shared, except for the name
alone. The definition of each one which makes its substance understood
according to the way it is denoted by that shared name is different from the
definition of the other one and is particular to what it defines. An example of
that is the name “animal” said of a depicted man and of a rational man.

See Averrogs’ Middle Commentaries on Aristotle’s Categories and De Interpreta-
tione, trans. Charles E. Butterworth (South Bend, Ind.: St. Augustine’s Press,
1998), section 3, from which the above translation comes. The term “shared”
can also be understood as “ambiguous”; see sections 57-58.

Though al-jalal is usually used to speak of something that is momentous or
magnificent, it can also be used to signify what is paltry or petty. The basic
sense of al-sarim is that of cutting; thus, it is used to speak both of daybreak or
dawn as though cut off from the night and of night as though cut off from the
day. See E. W. Lane, An Arabic-English Lexicon (1877; reprint, London: Islamic
Texts Society, 1984), 1684 col. 3.

31. Namely, the Epistle Dedicatory. For an explanation of the title of this
work and of its subtitle, The Question the Shaykh Abi al-Walid Mentioned in the
Decisive Treatise, as well as of its place with respect to the Decisive Treatise and
the third part of the trilogy—the Kashf ‘an mandhij al-adilla fi ‘aqa’id al-milla
(Uncovering the methods of proofs with respect to the beliefs of the religious
community)—see the introduction to the Epistle Dedicatory.

32. Sabab fail: Unless otherwise noted, sabab is always translated as “rea-
son” in this treatise. However, to render the term sabab fa ‘il as “reason agent”
here would make no sense.

33. The term is fz“i/ and, were it not for the declaration at the end of the
next paragraph, might better be rendered here as “Maker.”

34. That is, the Traditions concerning what the Prophet said and did (al-
sunna); see above, n. 25. This is one of the roots or sources of the divine Law,
along with the Qur’an and consensus.
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35. ljtihad: Refers to personal judgment about an interpretation of the Law.

36. Asbab, sing. sabab: See n. 32 above.

37 Existing things are identified by al-Ghazali as: dhati (essential), hissi
(sense-perceptible), khiyali (imaginary), ‘agli (intelligible), and shibhi (higura-
tive); see Faysal al-tafriga, 150-56. Though al-Ghazali definitely enumerates
these five sorts or ranks of existing things and explains them with respect
to interpretations, Averroés’ uncertainty here about how many sorts or kinds
al-Ghazali actually enumerated implies that the account is not obvious. He may
be referring to the way al-Ghazali excludes the first rank—essential—from
being interpreted or, alternatively, to the way al-Ghazali brings together the
sense-perceptible and imaginary ranks.

38. See above, §14 and n. 18.

39. See above, §§14 and 16 and nn. 20 and 28.

40. Tanbih al-fitar: Literally, “alert the innate dispositions.”

41. The verse is by “Imran ibn Hittan al-Sadisi, a poet who lived in the
seventh century. South Arabian tribes were considered to be Yamanites,
whereas north Arabian tribes—among them the Ma‘addi—were considered
to be Adnanites.

42. The verse is part of Lugman’s instruction to his son by way of preach-
ing and reads in full, “And thus Lugman said to his son, while preaching to
him, ‘Oh, son, do not associate [other gods] with God, for associating [other
gods with God] is surely a major wrong.’” Averroés uses it to illustrate how
great the injustice or wrong can become when the learned, prohibited from
reading demonstrative books, are led to ignorance of the greatest of all beings,
God, and thus to polytheism.

43. That s, in accordance with the preceding section, limited to fewer people.

44. The Mu‘tazilites constituted the first school of dialectical theology in
the Islamic tradition. They enjoyed the support of the Abbasid caliphs during
the middle part of the ninth century but were attacked by the AshCarites.

45. Kama sana‘a dhalike Aba Hamid: Or, in keeping with the way Averroés
has used this verb heretofore, “as Abii Hamid [al-Ghazali] artfully did.”

46. See above, § 14 and n. 20. The verses that “resemble one another” are
thus ambiguous and difficult to explain, at times so difficult that it seems
“none knows their interpretation but God.”

47. Literally, “statements of shared assent” (agawil mushtarikat al-tasdiq);
see below, §§53-55 and 57.

48. The context is animal sacrifice. Neither the flesh nor the blood of
camels will affect God, but human piety will.

49. The rest of the verse reads “. . . but they refused to bear it and shirked
it, whereas mankind bore it. Indeed, he was unjust and ignorant.”

50. Al-musabbabat: Plural past participle of sabab, “reason.”

51. The three methods consist of two that are shared by the majority of
people (namely, the rhetorical and the dialectical) and one limited to the select
few (the demonstrative); see above, §§40, 44, and 53—54.

52. The reference is to the rule of the Almohade sovereign, Aba Ya®qib
Yusuf (reigned 1163-1184),
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Notes to the Translation of the Epistle Dedicatory

I. That is, the knowledge possessed by the eternal being, or God; hence the
capitalization. Throughout the argument, divine or eternal knowledge is con-
trasted with human or generated knowledge.

2. The term is ‘adam, which is usually translated as “privation.” Given
the context, however, it seems more appropriate to translate it and its deriva-
tives (for example, ma ‘dizm), here and in what follows, as “nonexistence” or
“nonexisting.”

3. See al-Ghazali, Tahafut al-falisifa, Thirteenth Question, 223-34, esp.
229.4-234.4; and Averroés, Tahafut al-tahafut, 455-63, esp. 458.5-460.14 and
460.15-463.15.

4. Al-gha’ib: Literally, “what is absent.”

5. The term translated as “wrongness” is_fasdd and thus could be rendered
as “corruption.” The verb translated as “recognized” is “urifa; see above, Decisive
Treatise, n. 2.

6. The text has the plural (ilhkamat, sing. ilham).

Notes to the Appendix

I. From Averroés, Tahdfut al-Tahafut (Incoherence of the Incoherence), ed.
Maurice Bouyges (Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique, 1930), 580.1-580.6. The trans-
lation 1s my own, and I am also responsible for dividing the text into sections
and paragraphs.

2. The immediate antecedent of the feminine singular pronoun (4a), which
may be used to refer to inanimate plural things, must be “Laws” (shard’i¢). In
the context, it must be understood as the Laws establishing the resurrection
of bodies.

3. Here and in the rest of the passage until the end of this paragraph, the
pronoun “they” refers to the Laws.

4. That is, someone who is of the select sort. Averroés moves here from
speaking about the group and what its individual members do as members of
the group to speaking about the individual within the group.

5. The immediate and most likely antecedent of the feminine singular pro-
noun (ka) is “religion” (milla). As the preceding paragraph suggests, each reli-
gion is based on a particular Law.

6. Wujab al-‘amal: Literally, “what practice makes obligatory,” or even “the
obligation of practice.”

7. Reading al-salwa, with the Istanbul Yeni Jami® manuscript no. 734, to
accord with the verse from the Qur®an, rather than al-salawdt, with Bouyges,
on the basis of the other manuscripts. See Decisive Treatise, §30.

8. The rest of the verse reads, “. .. and partaking of it and of its shade is
perpetual. That is the outcome of those who are pious, and the outcome of the
unbelievers is the fire.”
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