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ABSTRACT. 

Greek logic was transmitted to the Islamic World 

within the Greek philosophical tradition. 

Although various Greek books on logic had been 

translated into Arabic several times, logic remained, up 

to the time of Al-Ghazali, suspected as dangerous for re

ligious belief and confined to the circles of the philos-

ophers. It was not able to enter overtly into religious 

education. 

Al-Ghazali found many schools of thought in his 

time, each one claiming that truth and certainty were con

fined to it. He was acquainted with all these different 

schools of thought. At first, h. was not able to deter

mine which was right or wrong. Thus he searched for a 

criterion by which he could distinguish between certain 

and non-certain knowledge. After a comprehensive quest, 

he found that logic was the only criterion of knowledge 

and its methods of inference are the only methods of re

search by which one can achieve new certain knowledge. Thus 

he adopted Aristotle's theory of certainty. Furthermore, 

he tried to build his concept of certainty and certain know-

ledge on epistemological bases. After becoming complete-

ly convinced of the great importance of logic, al-Ghazali, 

in an attempt to restore the system of religious education, 

worked out a plan aiming to introduce logic into the cur

ricula of religious education. In the first stage, he de

elared the neutrality of it while at the same time attack-

ing the philosophers. Then he claimed that logic was found 

in the Qur'an. After that he wrote books on logic, in which 
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he was interested mostly in the formal parts of logic, and 

he endeavoured to clothe logic with an Islamic clothing. 

All that was not sufficient to make his attempt successful. 

So he shoved the scholars and students in religious-educ

ation how logic could be used in the Islamic sciences - this 

was clear in his books on kalam and u~ul al-fiqh, where he 

applied definition and the methods of inference in Aristo-

telian logic. In doing this, he was the first Muslim schol-

ar to mix, overtly, logic with the Islamic sciences, and to 
-

Islamicise Greek logic (Aristotelian). 
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INTRODUCTION 

This work can be described as a study of the first 

successful attempt in the Islamic world to Islamicise Greek 

logic. It was performed by a prominent Islamic jurist, 

theologian and mystic, Abu Hamid Muhammad ibn Muhammad 
•• • 

al-TUs1 al-Ghazali (1) (b.450/1058, do505/llll). 

Al-Ghaza11 was a student of al-Juyayn1 (419-478AH) 

who earned the title of Imam al-~aramayn (the imam of the 

two sacred mosques in Mecca and Medina). After the lat-

ter's death, al-Ghaz~li was invited to go to the court of 

the Seljuq vizier, Ni~&m al-Mulk who was so impressed by 

his scholarship that (in 484/1091) he appointed him chief 

professor in the Ni~&miyyah college in Baghdad. 

While teaching he mastered philosophy and logic. 

After about three years of study, he was able to write his 

well-known work, Ta~ifut al-Falasifah, in which he critized 

the philosophers and defended Islam against Muslim philoso-

phers, who sought to demonstrate certain speculative vievs 

in contrast with accepted Islamic teaching.(2) 

(1) Many works in Western languages dealt with al-Ghazali's 
life, and it does not seem necessary to deal with this 
point here. One can refer, for example, to the fol
lowing wor!s! W.M.Vatt, Muslim Intellectual: a Study 
of al-GhazaI~, Edinburgh, 1953 (reprinted 1971); 
M. Smith, AI-Ghazi11, the Mystic, London, 1944. The 
main source in Arabie is: T~ &l-Din al-SUbki,Taba~at 
al-Shafi'iyyah al-Kubra (5 vols) Cairo, 1324 Aft. he 
can also refer in Arabic to: A. al-'Uthman, Sirat al
Ghazali, Damascus (no date). 

(2) Encyclopaedia Britannica, Ghazali, al.(byW.M.Yatt)p.146. 
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Then an important event in his life occurred, he 

passed through a period of scepticism. This vas a spirit-

ual crisis "that rendered hia physically incapable of lec

turing for a time".(l) 

When he recovered from this crisis(2) "he began 

a quest for truth".(3) He found two ways to achieve truth 

and certainty. One of them is the way of real sufis. He 

devoted his greatest work I~y&J 'ulnm al-din (the Revival of 

the Religious sciences) to expounding this way.(4) The 

other way is that which comes through logic and its ways of 

reasoning and he wrote five works to expound this method.(5) 

There is no significant contribution to the development of 

logic in these books but their importance lies in the faet 

that through them Greek logic was Islamicised. 

Logic was considered until the time of al-Ghazali 

as a part of philosophy (i.e.Greek philosophy). Islam "wres
(6) 

tIed with Greek philosophy", including logic, for a long time 

although it (philosophy) was introduced into the Islamic 

Yorld mainly in an official way (i.e. through orders and spon

sorship of officials). 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 
(6) 

Ibid., p. 145 
This crisis lasts about two months, and at its end he 
was healed - as he describes it - "by a light which God 
cast into his breast and not through proof or argument". 
W.M.Yatt, Muslim Intellectual, p.50. 

Ibid., p.56 

Over 400 works are ascribed to al-Ghaxali, some of them 
are falsely ascribed to him, but at least 50 genuine 
works are extant. See: W.M.Wa!t~ "The Authenticity of 
the Yorks Attributed to al-Gh&zal1~ Journal of the 
Ro~al Asiatic Society' pp. 24-45 (1952); A. Badawi, 
Mu allaf~t al-Ghazal , Cairo, 1961. 
See below, P.28. 
Y.M.Yatt, The Faith and Practice of Al-Ghazali,London, 
(Fourth impression) 1970, p.15. 



-3-

During this long period of intellectual struggle, 

some elements of philosophy infiltrated into the Islamic 

sciences espeeially kalam (theology), but at the same time 

a hostile and suspicious public attitude towards logic was 

formed. As a result logic remained for almost four cent-

uries in the Islamic world, as a foreign discipline isolat

ed to limited circles of shcolars. 

Then came al-Ghazali who, with intelligence,skill 

and great effort, was able to free logic from this isolation 

and make it a respectable subject for Muslims. Thus it was 

no longer regarded as foreign to Islamic society and it came 

to be used in disciplines in which previously it would have 

been denounced. 

"Islam is now wrestling with Western thought (and 

culture) as it once wrestled with Greek philosophy (and 

logic)".(l) W.M.Watt thinks that "deep study of al-Ghazali 

may suggest to Muslims steps to be taken if they are to deal 

successfully with the contemporary situation".(2) 

Although the researcher agrees with this view, it 

is not the aim of this study to suggest steps to be taken to 

deal with the contemporary situation, but to study as deeply 

as possible this important experience in the history of 

Islamic thought, namely: the Islamicisation of a foreign 

discipline and the first successful attempt to make use of 

it in the Islamic sciences (i.e. kalam and usul al-figh)so 

that it became beneficial to Islam. 

(1) Ibid., p. 15. 

(2) Ibid., p.1S 



This study - as far as I know - has not been done 

before, although several scholars have touched on it briefly 

in their works about al-Ghazali and put forward views and 

notices relevant to the subject matter of this study, which 

have been useful and of great help. 
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AN INTRODUCTORY SURVEY OP LOGI~ IN THE ISLAMIC WORLD 
- UP TO· THE TIME OF AL-GIUzALI .. 

1. The logic which is meant here is Greek logic which 

is mainly Aristotelian; it was transmitted to the Islamie 

World as part of the Greek philosophical tradition. 

Prom the beginning of its translation into Arabic, 

logic was objectionable to the scholars of religion. This 

attitude began to change after al-Ghazali's(l) attempt to 

give logic a place in the curricula of religious education 

and to adapt the methods of research in Islamic sciences to 

its ca~ons. 

The terms Arabic or Islamic logic(2) have not been 

used because it is felt that they do not designate the real

ity. What we are dealing with here is in fact Greek logic 

which was transmitted to the Islamic World and Arabicised 

without the occurrence of any essential changes in it. How

ever, this is not to deny the important contributions made 

by some logicians(3) in the Islamic world. 

In order to show the importance of the role which 

al-Ghazali played in the development of logic in the Islamic 

World, it is necessary to survey, albeit briefly, _the history 

of logic in the Islamic World fromihe beginning of its tran

smission and translation until the period of stagnation which 

followed the time of its great flourishing after al-Ghazali's 

introduction of it into the Islamic sciences. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Ibn Khaldun, The Mugaddimahztranslated by: F.Rosenthal, 
Vol. 3, London, 1958, p.143. 
The term "Arabic Logic" is used by several writers on 
the subject. Nicholas Rescher, for example, used this 
term in his works: The Development of Arabic Logic and 
Studies in the history of Arabic Logic, in which he was 
treating the_12g!c as de!cribed above. _ _ _ 
Such as al-Farab1, Ibn S1na, Abu aI-Barakat al-Baghdad1 
Ibn Rushd and others. 
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2. The Introduction of Greek Logic into the Islamic Yorld: 

The introduction of Greek philosophy and logic into 

the Islamic Yorld can be determined by the time the centres 

of Greek education in the East fell under Islamic rule; the 

famous centres were the schools of Alexandria, Antioch, 

Edessa, Na~rbin, Jundr Sabur and Harrin. (1) 

Greek logic and philosophy were taught in these 

schools in Greek or Syriac.(2) 

The Syriac-speaking Christians of Syria-Iraq 

had transplanted the Hellenistic learning of Alexandria.(3) 

The translation of Greek books - among which were the books 

of logic - into Syriac, started in the fourth century and 

continued, almost, until the eighth century.(4) 

Although the eight books of the Organon were known 

to the Syriac scholars, who were mainly clergymen, (5) they 

translated into Syriac only the first three books which are: 

the Categoriae, the De Interpretatione.and the Analytica Priora 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

For further information about these schools or centres 
see: DeLacy O'Leary, How Greek science passed to the Arabs, 
London, 1949; the article of Max Meyerhof,(Von Alexandrien 
nach Baghdad', Si tzungsberichte der Preussischen Akademie 
der Wissenschaften, philosophic - historische Klasse, 
vol.23 1930 and T.J.deBoer, History of Philosophy in 
Islam tr.by E.R.Jones) London 1903; reprinted 1933. 
T.J.deBoer, The Ristor of Philoso h in Islam, (the 
Arabic translation by: M.A.Abu Rida fourth edition 
Cairo, 1957, pp.2l, 25; (Hereafter HPI/ATr.) and Max 
Meyerhof, Von Alexandrien nach Baghdad, Stizungsberichte 
der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philo so
phisch - historische K1asse, 101.23(1930) the Arabic 
tra~slation by_A. Badawi

l 
a1-Turath al-Yunani fi a1-

Hadarah al-Islamiyyah,Ca1ro, 1946, pp.53-54.(Hereafter V~~B) 
Nicholas Rescher, The Development of Arabic Logic, 
Pittsburgh, 1963, p.15. (Hereafter DAL). 
T.J.deBoer. HPI/ATr., p.25; }lax ~feyerhof, VA.I.\B/ATr., 
pp. 53-56. 
M. Meyerhof, VANB/ATr.,p.54; T.J.deBoer,HPI/ATr. p.28. 
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they also translated Porphyry's Isagoge which was "put at the 

head of the logical Organon as an introduction~(l) 

These four books were known to them as "the four books of logic~(2) 

The Analytica Posteriora and the rest of the Organon 

were "viewed as suspect for theological reasons." (3) Ibn Abi 

tr~aibi'ah reported on the authority of al-Farabi that when 

Christianity cam"and Alexandria became "a centre of (philos

ophical) educationn (4) the bishops were summoned to a confer

ence by the King of the Christians to joint consultation about 

the parts of the Organon to be taught. They decided to allow 

only the section of the Organon up to the end of Modal Syllog

isms to be taught, as they were of the opinion that the rest 

of the Organon was dangerous to Christianity, while the part 

which they allowed to be taught could help in supporting it. 

So, while this particular section was allowed to be taught, the 

remainder called "the unreadable part,,(5~ remained hid-

den and was only studied secretly. The situation remained 

like this until Islam many years later.(6) 

(1) 

(2) 

N. Rescher, DAL, p.19; E.Brehier,Philosophie du Moyen 
Age, Paris, 1937, p.39 (hereafter ~a). 
N. Rescher, DAL, p.17. John Damascene (676-754) in his 
main work: The Source of Knowledge, wrote short chapters 
about Isagoge, Categoriae, De Interpretatione and Anal
ytics only. See: Anton Dumitriu, History of Logic,Vol.2,p.13. 
N. Res£her, DAL, p .19. _. _ 
Ibn Ab1 U~aybi'ahJ'UyUn al-Anb~ fi Iaba~at al-A~bba: 
Vol.2., p.135. 
Ibid., p.135. 
Ibid., p.135. 
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The following explanation can be(l)suggested: 

It is known that Analytica Posteriora deals mainly 

with the method of achieving certain knowledge and the kinds 

of certain premises. In this book as well as the rest of 

the Organon, there is now place for certainty according to 

the religious texts. The bishops were aware of the fact that 

certainty and its conditions according to Aristotle's theory 

differ from that of the Scriptures,sothey took their decision. 

3. The Period of Translation. 

The Greek tradition, part of which was logic, was 

mainly translated into Arabic during the early Abbasid period 

when this activity received official support. 

Although "foreign sciences", during the Umayyed 

period, received no official encouragement, in fact the first 

translation of Greek material on logic occurred during this 

period; it was that of 'Abd Allah ibn al-Muqaffa:' (724-757) 

who translated into Arabic, most probably from the Persian 

(Pahlawi), an abridgement(2) of "the four books" on logic 

which are: Porphyry's Isagoge and Aristotle's Categoriae, De 

Interpretatione and Analytica Priora. 

(1) M. Meyerhof in VANB/ATr·. p.62; N. Rescher in DAL and 
E. Brehier in PMA, p.39, all mentioned this phenomenon 
without giving a sufficient explanation. 

(2) Fortunately Ibn al-Muqaffa"s translation exists in four 
manuscripts. !t ~as been Eublished recently in Teheran 
by Mu~ammad Taq1 Daneshpazhuh who edited !t and another 
interesting treatise on logic by Ibn Bihr1z (ca.800-ca.860) 
the Bishop of Mausil, in one volume. Paul Kraus in his 
article: "Zu Ibn al-Mulfaffa'", Ri vista degli Studi Orientali 
Vol.14(1933) pp. 1-20 {ZIM), tried to prove that this work 
was done by Huhammad ibn 'Abd Allah.ibn al-Mu1affa' (i.e. the 
son) and he suggested that it was probable that the trans
lation was made from Greek. P. Kraus made very useful re
marks in this article, but because he did not see the manu
scripts and depended only on the description of one of them, 
his conclusions seem to be mistaken (according to the other 
man~scripts). See: Ibn al-Mu,affa', al-Man}ig;I2n Bihriz, 
Rudud al-Man~iq, edited by: Muhammad T. Danespazh~h,Teheran 
1978, pp. 74-76 (the introduction) and p.93. 
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The Arabic translations of the books of the Organon 

after Ibn al-Mu,affa"s translation, began to come to light; 

Timotheus (728-823), a Nestorian Katholicos, and Abu NUb . ' 
translated the Topica into Arabic from Syriac at the time ot 

al-Mahdi or al-Rashid.(l) Timotheus mentioned that some peop

le, before him, had translated this book into Arabic, but, ac

cording to him, their translations were bad and were not wmth 

reading. (2) 

The Arabic sources mentio~ among the earlier trans

lators Ya~ya ibn al-Bi~riq(ca.770-ca.830) who translated 

Analytica Priora into Arabic from Greek(3), AyyUb ibn al-Q&sim 
. 

al-Raqqi (ca.780-ca.840), who translated into Arabic from ~Uw 

the Isagog~~)'Abd al-Masih ibn 'Abd Allah ibn Na'imah al-~im,i 
(ca.780-ca.840) who "made Syriac and Arabic translatiomof 

De Sophisticis Elenchis"~5~nd Theodore (Tadhari) (ca.790-ca850) 

who translated - very likely from Greek - Analytica Priora.(6) 

The most famous translator was ~unain ibn Is~aq 

(809-877) who deserves the lion's share of the credit for the 

translation of Greek logic into Arabic.(7) Hunain not only 
• 

translated many books (about fifteen) of Greek logie, but he 

was a supervisor of the prodigious activity of translation in 

Bait al-Hikmah and he used to revise and correct others' tran-
~~~~.--~-

slations·(8) 

(1) 
.... 

Paul Kraus, the Arabic translation of ZI}1 in:A.Badaw1, 
AI-Turath al- Unani (hereafter ZIM/ATr.) pp.115-116. 
Ibid., p. 116 
N. Rescher, DAL, p.95. 
Ibid., p.96; Ibn al-Nad1m, The Fihrist, translated into 
English by Bayard Dodge, vol.2. New York and London1970 
p.588. 
N. Rescher. DAL, p.96. 
Ibid., p.96;Abd aI-Rahman Badawi,Man1i~ Aris~u,vol.l, 
Cairo, 1948, pp. 17-1~. 
N. Rescher, DAL, p.105. 
Ibid., p. 103. 



-11-

Some of his translations were made directly 

from Greek; others were made first into Syriac and he, or 

some of his associates, translated the Syriac into Arabic.(l) 

~unain's son, Is~aq (ca.845-9l0/911) succeeded his 

father and continued his labours "to make Greek learning acces-

sible in Arabic"(2). So, the father and the son, made avail-

able, in Arabic, not only the books of the Organon, but also 

the Greek commentaries on them and the logical works of Galen.(3) 

Some observations may be made about this period: 

(a) Although the translation of logic and philosophy re-

ceived official support, logic was not able to find a place 

alongside the Islamie sciences, in religious education and it 

was still suspected as dangerous for religious belief. It 

has been suggested that this was because the earlier scholars 

of religion - like al-Shafi'! and Ahmad ibn ~anbal - had Tiew

ed it as such and had asked people not to deal with it.(4) 

(b) All the translators - with the exception of Ibn al-

Muqaffa' who was an adherent of Mazdaism before he became a 

Muslim a few years before his death(5)- were Christians. This 

may be easily explained; the Greek books on logi~ were in their 

possession and taught in their schools, and they were the only 

people who knew Arabic, Syriac and Greek. 

(1) See the table of Hunain's logical translations in Rescher's 
• DAL, p.104. 

Ibid., p. 113. 
See the table of Is~aq's logical translations in Reacher's 
DAL p.112.:. 
Ibn Khaldun, The Nuqaddimah, translated by:Franz Rosenthal 
Vol.3, London, 1958, P.143. 

Ahmad Amin, Duha aI-Islam, Vol.l,5th edition,Cairo,l956, . -. p.205. 



-12-

(c) Despite the fact that the translators were Christians 

and while Christianity had been the dominant religion, only 

four books of the Organon had been translated into Syriac,(l) 

they translated into Arabic, not only all the books of the 

Organon, but, almost, all the Greek books on logic. This 

may have been due to several reasons among which was the fact 

that the translations were carried out at the request of of

ficial patrons who were sometimes caliphs(2)and so the tran-

slators could no longer be held responsible. Thus it was the 

Caliph and not the translators who would be blamed if any of 

the content was regarded as unsatisfactory by the religious 

scholars. This is what actually happened for it was the 

caliph al-Ma'mUn who was blamed by adversaries of logic.(3) 

It is likely that the Christian translators found 

it an opportunity to satisfy their_scientific curioasity by 

translating the books on logic which they had not previously 

been allowed to read.(4) 

(3) 

(4) 

See above, P1J. 7-8. 
Timotheus, the Nestorian Katholicos, ~ranslated t~e Topica 
at ~he request of the caliph (al-Nahdl. or al-Rashl.d), 
Habib ibn Bihrlz, Bishop of Mausil, wrote a treatise on 
logic "to show the limits of logic" at the request of the 
caliph al-Ma'mun. Bait al-~ikmah was an official ins
titution. 
Jalal aI-Din al-SiyUti-in: §awn al-Man~iq wa al-Kalam 
'an Fann al-Man1iq wa al-Kalam, edited by AIr S. al
Nashshar, Cairo, 1947, p.9. (hereafter on §~) - repor
ted that Ibn Ta!miyyansaid: "I do not think God is heed
less of AI-Ma'mun, it is inevitable that He (i.e.God) 
will punish him for what he had intentionally done with 
this nation (ummah) by introducing these philosophical 
sciences to its (i.e. ummah's) people." 
It is likely that the desire to have a good Syriac tran
slation of the Greek logical and philosophical books was 
one of the reasons that a lot of translations (during 
Islamic times) were made first into Syriac then into 
Arabic, as we see in the works of Hunain who, in spite of 
mastering Greek, Syriac and Arabic, made a lot of his 
translations in this way. 
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(d) These translations "received their initial impetus in 

the wake of medical studies"(l) beeause the books of medicine 

were the first to be translated into Arabie, and "logic was 

a central subject of the preparatory programme n (2)which phy

sicians had to learn according to the Syriac tradition of med

ical learning which was "continuous with that of 5th-6th cen

tury Alexandrian. (3) 

4. ~ The Period of Assimilation. 

It was a natural development, to see the first gen

eration of Arabic-speaking logicians emerging at the end of 

the period of translation, and to find that their main acti-

vity was to epitomize, comment or write explanatory remarks 

on the main books of logic, i.e. the books of the Organon; 

this was to make logic more easily understood by the students 

of logic and philosophy. 

Among the first to write in this manner was ~ablb 

ibn Bihrlz (ca.800-ca.860), the Bishop of Mau~il, who wrote 

at the request of the caliph al-Ma'mun, an epitome of Cate

goriae and De Interpretatione.(4) An outstanding represen

tative of these early scholars of logic is Abu Yusuf Ya'qub 

ibn Is~aq al-Kindi (ca.805-ca.873) who wrote commentaries or 

epitomes upon all parts of the Organon·(5) 

(5) 

N. Rescher, DAL, p.28. 
Ibid, p.17. 
Ibid., p .17 
Ibid., p.lOO. The work of Ibn Bihr1z has survived and 
has been published recently, in Teheran (see above p.5 
N.l). In this work, the Categoriae and De Interp~eta
tione were not systematically epitomised, but thelr gen-
eral ideas were given in ! simplified way. . . 
The whole list of al-Kind~'s workscan be seen In:R~chard 
J. McCarthy, al-Ta~inlf al-Mansubah ila ~ay~asUf al-'Arab, 
Baghdad, 1962 and Nicholas Reacher, al-Klnd~, an Annot
ated Biblography, Pittsburgh, 1964. 
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He also wrote commentaries on Alexander on Rheto

rica and Poetica and a brief outline of Apodictics/Analytica 

Priora entitled "Short treatise on logical proof."(l) 

The writing of introductions to logic began to ap

pear in this period. Qus~a ibn Luqa al-Ba'labaki (ca820-912) 

wrote a treatise entitled: Kitab al-madkhal ila al-Man1~ (2) 

(Introduction to logic). 

Thabit ibn Qurrah (834-901) is credited by the Arab

ic bibliographers with the writing of epitomes of most of the 

books of the Organon.(3) 

AI-Kindi's student, Ahmad ibn Muqammad ibn al-!ayyib 

a1-Sarkhasi (ca.840-899), "epitomised all 'the four books' of 

logic and De Sophisticis Elenchics"(4)and Analytica Posteriora. 

Abu Is~aq Ibrahim Quwair1 (ca.855-ca.915) "is report-

ed to have written extensive Arabic commentaries on much of the 

Organon." 
(5) 

The well known physician Abu Bakr M~ammad ibn Zakar

iyya al-Raz1 (865-ca.925), known to the medieval west as Rhazes, 

wrote epitomes of the Isagoge and the first four books of the 

Organon. It is reported that he also wrote Qas1dah fi al-
e 

(6) 
(Ode on logic). 

Abu Bishr Matta ibn Yunus (ca.870-ca.940), who was re
(7) 

nowned as "the best logician of his day", gave tta new and power-

ful impetus to logical studies in the Arabic-language setting"~8) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

(8) 

N Rescher,_DAL, p. 101. 
Ibn al-Nadim, al-Fihrist, edited by: FlHgel, p.295. 
N. Rescher. DAL, p. 108. 
Ibid., p. 109. _ 
Ibid., P.114.See:lbn al-Nadlm,al-Fihrist,ed.Flllgel,p.262. 
N. Rescher, DAL, pp.117=118. . . 
Ibid., p.121,Ibn al-Nad~c, al-Flhrlst,ed.Flfigel,pp.263-264. 
N. Rescher, DAL, p.121 
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Matta was a translator and a logician; in ad

dition to the translation of several books on logic into Arabic 

he wrote commentaries on the first five books of the Organon.(l) 

Two prominent personalities in the history of logic 

in the Islamic world can be added to the logicians of this per-

iod. They are, al-Farabi and Ya~ya ibn 'Adi. 

950) wrote commentaries on all the books of the Organon, an in

troduction to logic and several treatises discussing particular 

points of logic.(2) 

Al-Parabi was superior to all other logicians in sprea~ 

ing logic and making it available to the Arabic-speaking people. 

His works "drove the commentaries and treatises of earlier wri-

ters from the field and served as grist to the mill of later 

10gicians".(3) 

Ya~ya ibn 'Adi (893-974) who was a translator, a com-

mentator and a writer of several logical works, continued the 

efforts of his master al-Farabi in spreading logic in the Arabic 

speaking world. (4) 
Some points can be noticed in tbis period: 

(a) Almost all the logical activities of this period were 

centred in "one single school of logiciansn (5)at Baghdad. This 

school was not an educational institute with a special place and 

a fixed system, but it was only a school in the sense that we 

are able to trace in it the linkage master~student.(6) 

See the list of Matta' works on logic in DAL, p.120 
See the list of al-Farabi's works on logic !n_D~L,122-l26, 
and his works in general in: N.Rescher,AI-Farab1:An Anno-
tated Bibliograp'hy, Pittsburgh, 1962. 
N. Rescher, DAL, p.128. 
Ibid., pp.133-l34 
Ibid., P.33. 
See the table which illustrates the relation:maste~stud
ent in the "School of Baghdad" and those who were desig
nat;d aa "Heads of the School" in:N.Rescher,DAL,p.35. The 
title "Head of School" is purely honorific and does not 
connote an office.Cf. A.S.Tritton, Materials on Muslim 
Education in the Middle A~es, London, 1957,p.l16. Those 
masters ~s8d to teach at heir houses orst the booksellers' 
shops (al-warraqin). 
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(b) While the translators of logie were mostly Christians 

some of the logicians of this period were Muslims. 

(c) The opposition between Greek logic and Arabic grammar 

appeared in this period. Ahmad ibn Muhammad al-Sarkhasi wrote • 
a treatise on "the difference between Arabic grammar and 10gicH(1 

but this opposition was embodied in the celebrated debate which 

took place in Baghdad on the respective merits of Arabic gram

mar and logic, in the salon of the vizier Ibn al-Furat. The 

defender of logic was Abu Bishr Matta ibn YUnus and his oppon

ent was Abu Sa'id al-Sirifi (893-979). This debate was "a 

maJor literary event"(2)in Baghda~ in the year 320/932. 

Whenever al-Farabi spoke about logic and its usage, 

he did not torget to compare it with Arabic grammu-.(3) 

(d) Logic, in this period still did not have a formal place 

in religious education. Nevertheless, some of the theologians 

(mutakallimun), especially the Mu'tazilites, tried to study log

ic secretly for themselves because the orthodox Muslims tttended 

to regard logic as a black art and a tool of the devil".(4) A 

number of treatises and parts of books written by theologians 

were devoted to criticising logic and its method; _ among those 

we know of Abu Muhammad aI-Hasan al-Naubakhti (c:l.c.~oO-\O~'M~ in his • • 

book: AI-Ara' va al-Diyanat,(5) Abu al-cAbbas al-Nashi' (d.293/ 

906) and the two al-Jubba'is, father and son who were Mu(~azilite 

(6 ) 

N. Rescher DAL, p.109 
Muhsin Mahar "Language and Looic in Classical Islamft,Logic 
in Classical Islamic Culture,{First Giorgio Levi Della Vida 
Biennial Conference} edited by:G.E.von Grunebaum,Wiesbaden, 
197Q,E.24 (l~ter on: ~LCI). _ _ . 

Al-Farab1,Ihsa' al 'Ulum,edited by 'Uthman Am1n, second ed1-
tion,Cairo, -:t949, pp.54,59,60,6l,62. 

N. Rescher, DAL, p.4l. _ 
Ibn Taimiyyah in his work: Na~1hat ahl al-Iman £1 al-Radd 
'ala Mantiq al-Unan,which was epitomised by_Jal&1 al=D~n 
al-Siyu~i, quoted a passage from al-Naubakt1:s al-Ara'1n 
which he critised the first figure of syllog1sm,see: Jalal 
aI-Din al-Siynti. Sawn, pp. 325-326. 
Ibid., P.:207 and AIlS. al-Nashshar. Hanahi'; al-Bahth 'ind . 
Mufakkir1 al-Islam,4th edition,Cairo 1978,p.76.{Later:Hanah1 
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But, in spite of the different kinds of criticism 

and the hostile attitude towards",logic was, during this period, 

making its way, slowly, towards a place in the circles of theo

logy (kalam), through which it would make its way, at the hands 

of al-Ghazali, to the circles of fiqh and religious education. 

(e) By the end of this period (around the end of the 10th 

century), Greek logic was Arabicised and the works of the logic

ians of this period superseded the basic Aristo~elian texts for 

the study of logic. (1) 

5. The Period of genuine writing. 

It was a natural development to wait some time (i.e. 

the period of assimilation), after the translation of Greek 

logic, before the emergence of any genuine writings I in Ara.bic, 

on logic, which emanated from complete and deep understanding 

of the discipline. 

The beginnings of this period are found in the writ

ings of al-Far;bi, who was, in addition to being a n excellent 

commentator on Greek logie, an original thinker in logic, and 

"many of his significant logical contributions are only begin

ing to come to 1ight".(Z) 

The best representative of this period was, unquest-

ionably, Ibn Sina (Avicenna) (980-1032) who, with a genuine 

. .. t (3) (i.e.llth century) and 10g1ca1 talent, domlnated hlS cen ury 

the course of logic in the Islamic world after that, "in influ-

ence as well as skill".(4) 

(1) N. Rescher, DAL, p.47. 
(32) Ibid., p. 128. 
() N Rescher in DAL called the 11th century as the "century 

of Avicnna't. 
(4) Ibid., p.50. 
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Ibn S1na compiled extensive books on logie atter the 

pattern of Aristotle's Organon; these books are a part of his 

philosophical encyclopaedia: Kitab al-Shifa' (Book of healing) 

In addition, Ibn sina wrote some other books, in which he de

voted parts to logic, like: al-Isharat va al-Tanbihat,AI

Najat, 'UyUn al-~ikmah and Danish Nameh (the latter in Persian). 

He also wrote special treatises on logic.(l) 

To give a brief idea of Ibn sina's plaee in the de-

velopment of logic in the Islamic world it is sufficient to 

quote the following: (from N. Rescher) 

"In logic, Avicenna was above all a ~stematizer. 

Just this is the source of his originality. In the interests 

of a full and comprehensive treatment he did not hesitate to 

fill gaps left in the discussions of the predecessors or to make 

corrections in their work. Avicenna was no mere compiler or 

explicative commentator, but a powerfully original mind. Al

though faithful to his logical sources, Avicenna's interest 

was not in commentary but in systematization. He did not cav-

il at innovation when the adequate treatment of a problem seem

ed to call for a new approach"~2) 

N. Rescher mentioned some of Ibn sina's main contri

butions to 10gic(3)but one of his important achievements - to 

which it seems none of the scholars who have treated this mat-

ter, have given attention - is his attempt to make a place for 

the religious texts in Aristotle's theory of certainty and cer

tain knowledge, the theory which WaS viewed by pre-Islamic 

Chr ' t· d t R 1" (4) 1S 1ans as angerous 0 e 191on. 

(1) See tne list of Avicenna's works on logic in: N.Rescher 
DAL, pp. 149-151. 
Ibid., P. 154 
See them in: Ibid., p. 154. 
See above, p.S . 
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Ibn Sina did this by modifying Aristotle's classification of 

certain premises(l) from which, according to Aristotle's the

ory - we deduce, by using them in valid syllogisms, a new eer-

tain knowledge. This modification, which does not affect, 

the essence of Aristotle's theory, was the addition of a ney 

kind of premise~to the undemonstrable premises i.e. certain 

premises (from which we reach - through syllogistic demons

tration - new certain knowledge). The new premises were those 

known from innumerable narrators (al-mutawatirat).(2) The 
-

Qur'an, according to Muslims, comes under this kind. 

With this modification, Ibn sina made room for Islam-

ic religious texts in Aristotle's theory of certainty. This 

should be regarded as a skillful attempt by Ibn sina to recon

cile religion (i.e. Islam) and Greek logie. 

Muslim logicians, after Ibn sina are to be found 

mentioning the propositions known from innumerable narrators 

(al-mutawatirat) as a kind of certain premise. 

Another great philosopher and logician should be men

tioned in this period; Ibn Rushd (Averroes) (D26-11~)~e~ted 

great influence upon the Latin speaking West. (3) Ibn Rushd 

made extensive commentaries "upon the entire logical Organon 

(including Isagoge)"(4) in the usual triplicate manner of Arab-

ic commentators (i.e. short commentary, a more elaborate commen

tary and an extensive commentary); he also "wrote a number of 

other works dealing in part or whole with logical matters.(S) 

Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, translated into En~lish by 
John Warrington,London, 1964,pp~1§3-l84(76a3l-77a4). _ 
Ibn sina, al-Isharat wa al-Tanblhat, edited by_S~Dunya, 
second edition,Cairo,197l,p.349 (hereafter:Isharat). 
N. Rescher, DAL, p.176. 
Ibid., p. 177. 
Ibid., p. 177. 
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Ibn Rushd's main contribution to logic was in get

ting back "to the conceptions of the Master (i.e.Aristotle) 

himsel:f: (1 ) 

In his commentaries. Ibn Rushd made use of the efforts 

of previous Muslim logicians such as al-Farabi and Ibn sini and 

the commentaries of the Greeks and Arabs on the Organon, and so 

the quality of his work was outstanding in re-sysiematising the 

logical doctrine and resolving "points under dispute between 

the principal expositors of Aristotelian logic, both ancient 

and modern". 

A few points can be made about this period: 

(a) The logical works of Ibn sina were the first and, far 

and away the best, products produced along an independent line. 

Logicians, after Ibn sina, did not return to the Aristotelian 

treatises in order to master logic or "to find a proper subject 

for commentary"(3)but rather to Ibn sina's works. 

(b) With the exception of Ibn Rushd's works, we find that 

most of the works on logic l.n this period "were no longer com

mentaries on Aristotle, but handbooks, more or less indepen

dent treatises"(4) covering all the topics in logic. 

(c) During this period, logic remained unable to enter the 

circles of religious learning overtly, although some of the 

scholar-jurists and theologians continued to study logic sec- (5) 

retly for themselves, and so a new breeze was in the air. 

Ibid., p. 179 
Ibid., p. 58. 
Ibid., p. 52 
Ibid., p. 52 . 
Some of the Mu'tazilite and Ash'arit~ theologIans use~ to 
study logic; it is reported that Abu 'Ali ibn al~Va11d 
(ca.1010-ca.1070) a Mu'tazilite scholar ~as the fInest 
logi£ian_to be found i~ the Baghdad of hl.S day. See: Al-
Qif~i, Tarikh al-~ukama~ edited by:Lippert, pp.365-366 . 
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During this period of activity came a man who vas to begin a 

new period in the development of logic. He vas a great schol-

ar-jurist and theologian. He announced that logic should be 

taught to the students of religious studies and that its can

ons should be applied to and mixed with those of UsUI al-figh. 

This great scholar was al-Ghazali whose atti tude- to logic can 

be described as revolutionary - as will be shown.(l) 

6. The Period of introducing logic into the Islamie 
sciences: 

Although there was some official support to those 

who were dealing with tithe foreign sciences", philosophy a.nd 

logic was not able to enter, overtly, the circles of Islamic 

sciences, which were mostly taught in mosques. Even in the 

Ni,ami colleges, in the beginning (2), logic wa$ not in their 

curricula and so the study of these sciences remained con

fined to limited circles with a limited number of stUdents, in 

comparison with those studying Islamic sciences, but this limit-

ed number was able, with great efficiency, to continue teaching 

and publishing works on philosophy and logic on which there 

were, in general no restrictions. 

We have already mentioned that some of the theolog

ians and the scholar-jurists tried secretly to study logiC~3) 
This was because there was a strong feeling that logic and logi-

cians were dangerous for religion. Thus, before al-Ghaza11, 

no one took the risk of trying to introduce logic overtly into 

Islamic learning. (4). 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 
( 4) 

The sec2ng chapter is devote~ to the exposition of 
al-GhazaI1's attitude to 10~1c. 
G.Makdisi: "Mus~im fnstitut~ons of Learniugoi~ Eleventh Century Haghnaa Hu let1n or the Scnool or rlen~ and 
African Studie!dUniv. of London,vol.xx1v,1961,pp.I40. See above, p. . _ 
In fact, AI-Juwayn1, al-Ghazall's teacher tried to mix 
logic with theology b~t in an indirect manner as one can 
notice in his al-Irshad. 
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An attempt, far away in Spain, vas made by a notable 

theologian and scholar-jurist, Abu M~ammad 'Ali ibn Hazm (994-

1064), who "argued forthrightly in defense of logic"{l) in his 

work: Al-Taqrib li ~add al-Mantiq(2) (The Approach ~the limit 

of logic), in which he used juridical examples trying to show 

that logic is neither dangerous for religion nor con~dicta it. 

The fact that there were very few followers of his sect 

Dh&h~rism had the result that his attempt never acquired more 

than limited local influenc&.(3) 

The successful attempt - to introduce logic into Is-

lamic sciences - was that of al-Ghaz&ll. Although one can 

consider al-GhazalI as a logician without hesitation, because 

he wrote several yorks on logic, and because of his attitude to 

it, "his writings on logic involve no innovations,,(4), but his 

place, historically, in the development of logic in the Islamic 

world was of great importance. 

AI-Ghazali's attempt marks the beginning of a new 

epoch in which scholars in Islamic sciences began to mix overt-

ly their sciences with logic. Some important results are at-

tributed to al-Ghazali's attempt: 

(a) The hostile attitude of the scholar-jurists to logic 

began to change; "they decided that logic is not in contra

diction with articles of faith, even though it is in contra

diction with some of the arguments for them".(S) 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 
\5) 

N. Rescher, DAL, p. 159. 
Ibn ~azm, al-Taqrib Ii ~add al-Mantiq, edited by: I~san 

'Abbas, Beirut~ 1959. I . Th 1 " Josef vas Ess, The Logical Structure o~ sla~1c . eo o~y , 
Lo ic in Classical Islamic Culture, (F1rst G~org1o Lev1 
Della Vida Biennial Conference , edited by: G.E.von Grune
baum, Yiesbaden, 1970, p.47 (hereafter LSIT); N.Rescher, 
DAL, p.159. 
Ibid., p._167. 
Ibn Khaldun, The Muggadimah, translated by F. Rosenthal, 
vol. 3, p.146. 
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(b) "More interesting books on logic came to be written by 

theologians and not philosophersH(l) and it became a fashion to 

tind a great part of the introductions in the handbooks of log

ic, devoted to a discussion on whether dealing with logic is 

permissible or not; andHtheological treatises came to have 

introductory sections on logic. H(2) 

(c) Logic increasingly came to be accepted as an essential 

instrument for religious subjects, i.e. theology and usul a1-

figh, until it became one of the main subjects in the cur

ricula of t he religious schools. 

(d) The custody of logic fell gradually into the hands of 

the scholars of religion and resulted, at last, (i.e. in the 

13th century) in "the disengagement of logic from philosophy'3) 

a phenomenon which was of the profoundest importance for "the 

survival of logic in the orbit of Islam".(4) The philosophers' 

view, from the time of al-Farabi had insisted that logic was 

an instrument of intellectual inquiry(S) and a pedagogical pro-

padeutic to all reasoned disciplines, was of great importance 

in developing this phenomenon, as well as the Muslim accept

anc e 0 flo gi c. ( 6 ) 

(e) A flourishing period of logic, in the Islamic world, 

was on its way. 

(1) 

~~~ 
(4 ) 
(S) 

(6) 

W.M.Watt, Muslim Intellectual, Edinburgh, 1963, p.173 
Ibid., p. 173. 
N. Rescher, DAL, p.Sl. 
Ibid., p.61 . 
For more details abo~t the.atti~ude of the famous log1c
ian in Islam concernlng th1s pOlnt, see below pp.4l-43. 
I.G.E. Von Grfinebaum, Islam! Essays in the Xature and 
Growth of a Cultural Traditlon, London, 1961 (second ed.) 
pp. 115-116. 
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~other notable scholar-jurist and theologian, FAkbr 

aI-Din al-Razi (1149-1209) followed a1-Ghazali's line, concern

ing the introduction of logic into the Islamic sciences and 

strengthened it; "he affords an early instance of the increas

ing impact of logic upon Islamic theology."(l) 

Because al-Ghazali and al-Raz1 were prominent schol-

ars in the religious sciences, they were taken as competent 

authorit;Qsconcerning the legality of dealing with logie, and 

"scholars (of religion) have been :somewhat more lenient in this, 

respect".(2) 

7· 
After al-Ghazall's success in introducing logie into 

the Islamic sciences, there followed what can be regarded as 

the golden age of logic (?) ~~ ls\d..W\\c WCl'("\d., 

There was unparalleled actiTity in the field of logic 

and also it was introduced further into religious sciences es

pecially u~ul al-fiqh.(4) However, logic also found its most 

violent opponents in Ibn al-~ala:~ ~sha.hrazim (d.643/l245) and 

Ibn Taiymiyyah (1263-1328).(5) Nevertheless, logic succeeded 

1n becoming one of the subjects taught in the rnad;asa.(6) 

N. Rescher, DAL p. 184. 
Ibn Khaldun, The Mugaddimah, English trans.Vol.3, p.143. 
N. Rescher, DAL, p.64. _ _ 
This is clear in the well-known work of al-Amid1(1156- 1233) 
al-Ihkam fl Usul al-Ahkam, 3 vols., Cairo, 1913. 
See below, pp. 
N. Rescher, DAL, p.71; Tritton, Materials on Muslim Edu
cation in the Middle Ages, pp. 134-135. 
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However, the main concern of Islamic sciences after 

al-Ghazali was mainly the formal parts of the Organon. (1) 

This tendency was initiated by al-Ghaz&li. I~ re-

flects a similar though less severe attitude to that of the 

early Christians. 

Nevertheless, the study of logic surpassed the study 

of all branches of philosophy. (2) 

(1) 

(2) 

Ibn Khaldlin, The Muqaddimah, English translation, vol.3, 
PEe 134-132._ , 
'Adil Fakhur1, ~Iantiq al- Arab, p.33. This result can 
be extracted from N. Rescher's register of Arabic Logic
ians' in DAL (Part II), pp.93 - 255. 



CHAPTER TWO 

AL-GHAZILI'S ATTITUDE 

TOWARDS LOGIC. 



-27-

AI-Ghazali'B Attitude towards Logic. 

1. Introduction: 

One of the difficulties(l)of research into al-Ghaz

ali's views on any subject is that frequently he has expressed 

more than one. This is due to several reasons(2) among which 

are the growth and development of his outlook, and the fact 

that he was speaking several languages,i.e. as a scholar-jurist, 

theologian, philosopher, logician and sufi. In view of this, 

it is striking to find that al-Ghazali's attitude towards logic 

is invariable and the changes in his outlook, which occurred 

during the course of his life, only added greater clarity and 

firmness to this. 

In the following exposition, an attempt will be made 

to give an outline of the attitude towards logic as expressed 

in his works, and then to examine the sources of the main ideas 

of his attitude. After that his attitude will be looked at 

within the context of the time in which he lived. 

2. AI-Ghazali's attitude towards logic in his works: 

It is possible to classify AI-Ghazali's-works, in 

which there is a declaration of his attitude to logic, into 

three groups, each of which reflects an important period in 

the course of his intellectual life. These groups which 

reflect a chronological record of the development 

of his thought, are: 

(1) 

(2) 

See, for example: V.Montgomery Watt, tlusli~ Intellectu~l, 
Edinburgh, 1963,p.VII;F. Ra~an, Prophecy 1n Islam (Ph11-
osophy and Orthodo~),London, 1958, P.94, ang,_H.H.al
Alusi, 'AI-GhazalIifushkila wa ~all'(AI-Ghazal1:problem 
and solution),Journal of the Faculty of Arts, Baghdad, 
vol.l3,1970, p.70. 
See some of these reasons in the above mentioned wo~k~ of: 
W.}I.Watt, p.VII; F. Ra~an, pp.94-95 and H.X.al-Alusi, 
pp. 78-81. 
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(a) Maqa:;sid a1-Pa1asifah and Taltafut a1-Palasifah (The 

Aims of the Philosophers and The Inconsistency of the Philos

ophers); these books can be considered as representing the 

period of attacking the philosophers (which some writers, 

wrongly, consider as an attack on philosophy). (1) It is im

portan"t, for the purpose of this chapter, to know his atti tude 

towards logic in this period, for logic was considered as the 

main tool in philosophy which only philosophers were able to 

understand and use. 

(b) His books on logic: they can be considered as repres

enting the period in which h~ attitude towards logic became 

deep-rooted, because he does not refer to outside authorities 

in his treatment of the logical material and claims some de-

velopments as his own. Thus it is important to know his at

These books are: Mi'yar al-'ilm (The titude in this period. 

criterion of knowledge), written in (488/1099) ; Hihakk al-• 

Na~ar fi- -l-Han"!iig (The Touchstone of Thinking in Logic), 

written in (488/1099) ;A1-qis~as a1-Mustaqim (The Just Balance), 

., and the introduction of AI-Musta~fa f1 written in (497/1103) 

Usnl a1-Fiqh 'The Best in the Principles of Jurisprudence) writ-• 

ten in (503/1109).(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

It is not without subtle meaning that A1-Ghazali entitled 
his book 'the inconsistency of the philosophers' and not 
'the inconsistency of philosophy'; this indicates that he 
was not, mai~ll' aiming to_attack philosophy itself. In 
fact a1-Ghazall.'s work Haga~id helped in making philosophy 
more widely known than it was before. . 
See: W.M.Watt "The Authenticity of the.Wo:ks at~rl.buted 
to al-Ghazali" Journal of the Royal ASl.atl.c Socl.ety, 
pp.24-25 (1952~; A. Badawi, Mu'allafat al-Ghazalt, 
Cairo, 1961. 
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(c) Igya' 'Ulnm aI-Din (The revival of the Religious 

Sciences) and Al-Mungidh min al-~alal (Deliverance from Error): 

those are the most popular of his exoteric works, if not all 

his works. Thus, the attitude towards logic, which he gives 

to the public in these books, reflects the maturity of his 

thinking and is also of great importance. 

In What follows, quotations will be cited from each 

group, which express his attitude. From these, the main 

ideas of his attitude towards logic will be deduced. 

(a) Al-Ghazali's attitude towards logic in Maqa~id and 

Tahafut: 

(i) From the introduction(l)of Maqa~id al-Falasif~we take 

the following quotation: 

"I want to let you know, firstly, that their (i.e. the 

philosophers) sciences are four parts: mathematics, logic , 
natural sciences and theology .. · logic, for the most part, is 

a true method ('ala manhaj at-~awab) , incorrectness is rare 

in it. They (i.e. the philosophers) differ from the people 

of the truth (ahl al-~aqq), concerning it, in terms and the 

ways of expressing the ideas (al- tradat) but not in the 

meanings and aims. For its aim is the expurgation of the ways 

of reasoning, and this is common among speculative thinkers 

(al-nu~ar)."(2). 

(1) 

(2) 

It is well known that al-Ghazali's Maqaiid is a summary 
of the philosophers' sciences and i~ does no~ represent 
his own views· we can exclude the lntroductlon, from 
which this qu~tation, above, is taken, for it represents 
his own viewpoint. 
Maqa~id, p. 32. 
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(ii) Prom Tahafut al-Palasifa ve quote the following: 

"As regards their (the philosophers) contention that 

mastery of logic is necessary, it is true. However, logic 

is not their monopoly. Rather, it is the foundation which we 

name in theology (Kalam), the section of theoretical enquiry, 

(Fann al-Kalam). The philosophers have changed its name to 

Logic to make it look formidable, while we sometimes call it 

the section of disputation (Kitab al-Jadal) or the perceptions 

of intellects (Madarik al'uqul). When a gullible enthusiast 

hears the word 'Logic' he thinks that it is a new subject un

known to the theologians (Mutakal I imun) and cultivated by the 

philosophers alone •.• ".(l) 

"As regards Logic, it is just an investigation into 

the instruments of reflection over rational matters(2)ma'qulat). 

As such, it involves no contradictions which might deserve our 

consideration ••• "~3) 

From the above quotations of al-GhazalI, we find the 

following ideas: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Logic, in itself, is a science, (for it is one 
,U,/Lcn"et i cal 

of the philosopher's sciences)and aistudy (nafar ). 

Logic is an accurate science. 

Logic is a part of philosophy. 

is an instrument of thinking, (especially . Logic H1 

r~ S ci~V\c.~s 
(ma ' quIa t) ) • 

The aim of logic is knowing the exact ways of 

reasoning. 

AI-Ghaza11, Tahafut AI-Falasifa, trans. by: Sabih Ahmad" 
Kamali, Lahore, 1958, p.IO. (trans. r:v~sed) •. The Arab1C 
text is in S. Dunia's edition, 2nd ed1t10n, Ca1ro,p.71. 
In the English_translation it is 'intelligibles: fo~ the 
arabic (ma'qulatJ, for which I preferred to us rat10nal 
matters'. 
Tahafut, the English translation, p.12; the Arabic in 
Dunya's edition, p.73. 
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(6) Logic is not confined to philosophers, (theo-

logians, al-mutaka11inun, also know and use 

it but under other names). 

(b) A1-Ghaza1i's attitude towards logic 1n his books on 

logic: 

(i) From the introduction of Mi'yar a1'ilm, we cite the fo1-

lowing quotations. However, it should be borne in mind that 

a1-Ghaza1i, in writing Mi'yar was following the philosophers' 

way in their expositions of logic, especially the first book 

of Ibn Sina's Isharat.(l) " ••• we composed this book (i.e. 

Mi'yar a1'i1m) to be a standard of study and consideration and 

a balance of research and reflection ••• so, it will be to mental 
V-u.\~ s ct cu-e 10 'I n t \~c.-c 0 V\ 1 

evidence like metre is to poetry an4igrammar 

and there cannot be any distinction between unsound and sound, 

and between true and false evidences, except with this book 

(i.e. Mi'yar). Every thinking which is not balanced with this 

balance and not gaUged with this standard, you should know is 

badly measured and its conclusions and its bases are not trust

worthy ••• its (i.e.Mi'yar's) advantage includes all the theo

retical sciences: philosophical ('agliyyah) and juridical 

(fighiyy~); for we shall let you know that reasoning in juri

dical matters is not difference from that in rational matters, 

in its order, conditions and standards, but only in the ap

proaches of the premisese,,(2) "You should know that its (i.e. 

}!i'yar's) purport is teaching the condition of the transition 

from the images set 

to you ••• ".(3) 

in the mind to things which are unknown 

(I) 

(2) 
(3) 

Ibn S1na, Al-Isharat wa-t-Tanblhat, Vol.l, edited by: 
Su1~&n Dunya, Cairo, 1971. 
Mi'yar, pp. 59-60. 
Ibid., p.67. 
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"The purport of this book is to know the principles of the ex

planatory statements of what is wanted to be conceived ••• and 

the principles of demonstration which leads to assent 

• • • "(1) 

(ii) F MO rom 1~akk an-Nsfar we quote the following: 

" ••• in it (i.e. Mihakk) there is a record of the • 

touchstone of study and thinking, to keep you away from the hid

den sources of faults ••• ",(2) "you should know that if you k~~w 

the conditions of v~lid syllogism and perfect definition and 

the causes of error in them, you will succeed in holding toget-

her the two things, for they are the bond of all . "(3) SC1ences •••• 

(iii) From the introduction of al-Musta1fa 11 U~ul al-Fiqh, we 

quote the following: 

"We will talk in this introduction about the percep

tions of intellects (mudrakit al-'ugul) and that they are limit-

ed to definition and demonstration ••• in a briefer way than we 

did in the books: Mi~akk an-Na~ar and Mi'yar al-'ilm. This 

introduction does not belong to the science of the principles 

(of islamic jurisprudence) ('irm al-u~~l) nor to(the type of) 

introductions to it; but it is the introduction to all the 

sciences, and there will be by no means any confidence in the 

knowledge of one who does not master it, and the need of all 

the theoretical sciences for this introduction is as much as 

that (of the science) of the principles of Islamic jurisprud

ence. H (4) 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

Ibid., p.68.(for a discussion of the translation of tasdIq 
~a-s--"assent)), see footnote no. 1, p. 48. 
Mihakk, p. 2. 
Ibid., p.4. 
AI-Musta~fa, p. 10. 
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(iv) Before giving quotations from al-Qis~as al-Mustaqim, 

it should be noted that al-Ghaza11 has a special outlook to log

ic in this work, to which a whole chapter has been devoted.(l) 

Thus, here we will only cite short quotations which reflect his 

attitude in general: • • • I (i.e. al-Ghazali) did not claim " 
that I used this criterion to balance religious knowledge alone. 

I also balance with it arithmetic, geometry, medical science, 

jurisprudence, theology, Kalam and every science which is true. 

I can, with these criteria, distinguish in it the true from the 
. (2) 

false". 

"If the Qur'an did not contain the criteria (of know

ledge) it would not be right to call the Qur'an "light", for 

"light" is what can see by itself and by which other things can 

be seen; and this (light) is an epithet of the criterion (of 

knowledge) ••• ; all the sciences are not explicitly contained 

in the Qur'an, but are potentially present within it by virtue 

of the just balances (i.e.criteria of knowledge) which open the 

doors of wisdom, which is infinite". 

It is appropriate to confirm - before dealing with 

ma1n ideas in the above quotations - an important point, even 

though it is not unknown. 

the above group of books 

quotations are speaking, 

the Muslim philosophers. 

See below, pp. 
AI-Qi~tas, p. 82. 

is 

is 

It is that the logic, with which 

dealing and about which the above 

the traditional logic - as used by 

This is mainly Aristotelian. 

Ibid., 91; Brewster's translation, p.92. 
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Now, we can extract from the quotations of this group 

here, the following ideas: 

(1) Logic is an instrument for achieving knowledge 

in all the sciences, including jurisprudence. 

(2) Logic is a criterion by which we distinguish 

between true and false knowledge. 

(3) He who does not master Logic, among scholars, 

is n~reliable in knowledge. 

(4) Logic does not contradict Islamic doctrine; for 

logic is found in the Qur'an and can prove its 

(Islamic doctrine's)truth • 

(5) Logic is a key to the door of infinite wisdom. 

(c) AI-Ghazali's attitude towards logic in Ihya' and al

Mungidh: 

aI-din, we quote the following: 

"Philosophy is not a single independent science, but it con-

sists of four parts: the first is arithmetic and geometry •.• , 

the second is logic. It (i.e.logic) is a study of the mode of 
proof 

and its conditions, and the mode of definition and its 
_ ) (1) 

conditions; the two pertain to theology ('ilm al~kalam , ••• ". 

(ii) From al-Munqidh min al-~alal we cite the following: 

" ••• The philosophical sciences are six in numbe~- mathematics, 

logic, natural sciences ••• ,,(2) "Nothing in logic is relevant 

to religion by way of denial or affirmation. 

-, ° I~ya , vol. 1, p.2 • . w. Montgomery Watt 1 The Faith and Pract1ce of AI-Ghazali, 
London, 1970, pp. J2-33. This work 1ncludes an English 
translation of al-Mungidh, pp. 19-85. 
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Logic is the study of the methods of demonstration and of form

ing syllogisms, of the conditions for the premises of proofs,of 

the manner of combining the premises, of the conditions for 

sound definition and the manner of ordering it •••• There is not-

hing here which requires to be denied. Matters of this kind 

are actually mentioned by the theologians and speculative think-

ers in connection with the topic of demonstration. The phil-

osophers differ from these only in the expressions and techni

cal terms they employ and in their greater elaboration of the 

explanations and classifications •••• What connection has this 

(i.e. an example of syllogism which occurred before this sen

tence) with the essentials of religion, that it should be de

nied or rejected? •• "(l) 

ideas: 

From the above quotations here, we find the following 

(1) Logic is one of the philosophical sciences. 

(2) Logic is, mainly, a study of demonstration and 

definition and their modes and conditions. 

(3) Matters of logic are treated by the theologians; 

their treatment is less elaborate t4an that of 

the philosophers and different in expression. 

(4) Logic in itself, as far as religion and its es-

sentials are concerned, is neutral. 

(d) Al-Ghazali's general attitude towards logic: 

From the ideas, already mentioned, in the three groups 

of works, we can render al-Ghazal1's general attitude to logic 

in the following ideas: 

(1) Ibid., pp. 35-36. 
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(1) Logic was known to and practised by l-luslim theo

logians, mutakallimun, under other ~es. 

(2) Logic in itself is a science - it is a propae

dutic science for all other sciences (including 

jurisprudence and wisdom which is infinite)

and it is, at the same time, an instrument of 

reasoning in all sciences. 

(3) Logic is an accurate science; for the dis&gree

ments between those who deal with it are rare 

and they are only about subsidiary and second

ary matters-. 

(4) Logic is a neutral science and instrument "not 

committed to any philosophical view or doctrine~ ~ 
(5) Logic is a criterion of knowledge, by which we 

can distinguish between true and false knowledge. 

(6) Logic is, mainly, two parts: the study of defi-

nition by which one can achieve exact concep

tions, ta~awwurat, and the study of inference or 

demonstration (hujjah = burhan)by which one can 

achieve certain assents (ta~diqat)~(2) 

There are two remarks which can be made here: 

(a) There is no change(3)in al-Ghazalits attitude to logic 

during the course of his intellectual life, (this is clear from 

what had been declared in the three groups of al-Ghazali's woIks~ 

(1 ) 

(2 ) 
(3) 

M.E.Marmura,"Ghazall's attitude to the Secular Sciences 
and logic~ Essays on Islamic Philosophy and Science,edit. 
by: George F. Hourani, New York, 1975, p.I03. 
Mi 'yar, pp.!68-~9,265; Musta~fa,vol.l,p.ll and ~Ii~a~\.k,p.6. 
Al-Mustasfa was wri tten two years before al-Ghazalr' s death; 
this indicates that his attitude to logic was the same and 
it became even more strongly held at the end of his life. 
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This reflects the high degree of confidence he had in logic. 

(b) AI-Ghazali acknowledged that logic is one of the philo

sophers' sciences, yet at the same time he declared that logic 

is a neutral science and is not confined to philosophers, as 

already mentioned. In this al-Ghazali was trying to separate 

logic from philosophy and to deal with it as a separate disci-

pline. Such a treatment looked strange in al-Ghazali's time 

for both philosophers and scholar-jurists, and it was, in a 

sense revolutionary. 
\~p\"'e.ssioV\ 

However, in order to give a clearer of al-

Ghazall's attitude to logic, which has been described as "rev

olutionary without being entirely new",(2)we should be acqua1n

ted with the circumstances of his time. This will be done in 

a separate section of this chapter(3) after showing the sources 

of the ideas which make up his general attitude. 

3. The sources of the ideas of al-Ghazali's attitude 

to logic: 

The quest for the sources of al-Ghazali's attitude 

to logic - due to the fact that Aristotle was the inventor of 
-

logic - should start either from Aristotle or work back to-

wards him. We are going to follow the former way in which we 

can see better the development of the ideas. 

We would like to mention, here, that al-Ghazali's 

knowledge of Greek logic was indirect, it was through Arabic 

translations of Greek books on logic and the works of the 

Islamic logicians who preceded him. 

See below, pp.57-58. 
Josef Van Ess, LSIT, p.47. 
See below, PP.5l-59. 
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We are going to trace, in what follows, the origin 

of each idea in al-Ghazali's attitude separately, and then 

derive from that a general judgement. 

(a) The sources of the idea: logic was known and practis

ed by Muslim theologians under other names: 

That the theologians-in general - knew and practised 

logic does not reflect exactly the reality. One can mention 

here some facts which help to indicate the reality: 

some 

(ii) 

the theologians had developed a methodology which had 

similarities with logic~l) 

some theologians were acquainted with logic (they studied 

it by themselves, like al-Ghazali). 

~i) theological reasoning was affected by reasoning accord-

ing to Greek logic, but these types of reasoning were not the 

(2) - -same - as al-Ghazall tried to make us believe. In fact, 

the source of this idea is al-Ghazall himself, who wanted to 

convince the students (and the scholars) of religious studies 

that logic is not alien to the Muslim environment. He even 

claimed - as mentioned above - that logic is found in the Qur'an. 

(b) The sources of the idea: logic in itself_is a science, 
~ 

it is a propaedutic science for all other sciences and it is 

at the same time an instrument of reasoning in all sciences: 

There were many long discussions in the course of the 

history of logic on this problem. That was because of Aris-

totle's ~ot having placed logic, his great creation, among the 

philosophers' science~t3) "but treating of it, in his exposrlims, 

as propaedutics".(4) 

J.v.Ess, LSIT, pp.26-27. 
Ibid., p.32. 
A. Dumitriu, History of Logic, vol. 1, p.146. 
Ibid., p. 146. 
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It was the Peripatatic School who considered his 

logic as "the general instrument,Jp-rKV4V for all sciences"~l) 

So, neither Aristotle nor the peripatatics were the 

source of al-Ghaza11's idea (i.e.logic is a science). 

If we search in the works of other Greek logicians, 

we will find the origin of this idea (i.e.logic is a science) 

in Stoic philosophy. The Stoics are the first to consider 

logic(2) as a science and one of the philosophical sciences, 

for philosophy, according to them, is "divided into three bran

ches: logic, physics and ethics. H (3) 

This idea of the Stoics, here "became clear in their 

polemics with the new peripateticians who conceived logic as 

the instrument of all philosophy". (4) 

After that comes the period of the Greek commentators, 

which is an important period for tracing the origins of Arabic 

philosophy and its sources , ~n this period _ "we only come ac

ross commentators, particularly on Aristotle, who are either 

consistent Peripatetics or resort to a more or less organic 

syncretismtt.(S) The older commentators "kept closer to the 

Aristotelian conception,,(6) of logie, with the la~er commen-

tators "logical syncretism became more evident, a mixture of 

St . t·" (7) Peripatetics and o~c concep ~ons • 

(1) 

(2) 

Ibid., p.146. It was Alexander of Aphrodisias (200 A.D.) 
who applied the word 'Organon' to logical doctrine. See: 
W.D.Ross, Aristotle, p.20. 
It is, I think worth mentioning here that "the Stoics were 
the first to lise the term 'logic' and not Aristotle, as one 
at the first sight~ may thiru{. See:A.Dumitriu, History of 
Logic, vol. 1. p.2~1. 
Ibid., p.220. 
Ibid., p.220. 
Ibid., p.284. 
Ibid., p.285. 
Ibid., p.285. 
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From Proclus (412-485) onwards, we find - as shown 

by Prantal - that it was "generally acknowledged that logic is 

the first among philosophical disciplines and functions as the 

instrument for distinguishing between truth and falsehood and 

that this fundamental element (logic) helps all other sciences,,~l) 

If we move to the beginning of the Islamic period, 

we will see that logicians of this period were acquainted with 

the different views of the Greeks concerning this matter. Habib 

bin Bahriz (ca.785-ca.860) the archbishop of Haw,il, mentioned 
-

these views and the arguments of each view; he classified them 

into three: 

(a) that of the Stoics, which considers logic as science 

and part of philosophy. (2) 

(b) that of the Peripatetics which considers logic as an 

instrument. (3) 

(c) that of the"Academicians", which considers logic as a 

part of philosophy and an instrument at the same time.(4) 

After discussing the arguments of each group, Ibn 

Bahrlz adopted the Peripatetics' view which he considered as 

Aristotle's view.(5) 

If we come to the first Muslim philosopher, AI-Kindi, 

(ca.800-ca.870), a contemporary with Ibn Bahrlz, we will not 

find in his extant works an unequivocal answer,in his treatise: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 
(4 ) 
(5) 

A.Dumitrie, History of Logic,.vol.l.p.299:(T~e author,here, 
relies on Carl Brantl's Gesch1~te der LOg1C 1m Abendland, 
4 vols., Leipzig, 1855-1870). 
H. bin Bahr1z, Hudud al-Hantig, edited by:M.T.Daneshpazuh, 
Teheran, 1978, pp. 115-116. 
Ibid., p.116. 
Ibid., p.116. 
Ibid., p.116. 
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On the quantity of Aristotle's books and what is needed for 

studying philosoph~,(l) there is only brief information about 

Aristotle's books on logic and their purposes. AI-Kindi did 

not mention whether logic is a science or not; he told us that 

the one who wants to be a philosopher should start with math

ematics then logic, physics, metaphysics and ethics.(2) In 

a.l-Kindi·~ s classification of the "philosophers' sciences" he 

did not mention logic among them; they are, according to him 

mathematics, physics and philosophical theology (3)'ilrn al

rububiyyah, (i.e. first philosophy). 

What" can be said about al-Kindi' s view on this point, is that 

logic is not a part of philosophy but a propae~~tic. 

If we proceed to a well-known translator and logic

ian, Matta ibn Yun~s (ca.870-ca.940), we will find that he con-

sidered logic as "an instrument by which the sound speech from 

the unsound, and the wrong meaning from the right, are known". (4) 

Al-Farabi, in his classification of the philosophical 

sciences, (in his treatise: AI-Tanbih 'ala Subul al-Sa'adah) (5) 

follows Aristotle. Logic is not mentioned(6) , but it is con-

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

AI-Kindi, Rasa'il al-Kindl al Falsa· ah, vol.l, edi~ed by: 
M.A.Abu Rida, Cairo, 1950, pp.359-384 hereafter:Rasa'il 
al-Kindi) . 
Ibid., E. 378. _ , _ . _ _ 
Ibn Nubatah al-Misrl, Sarh al- Uyun, Sharh Rlsalat Ibn ~~, 
Bulaq's edition, p. 125. See also: Easa'll al-Rlndl,p.46. 
This piece of information is found in the debate_between 
Matta and al-Sirafi (see above ppJ5-36 ) in: Jalal aI-Din 
al-Siynti, ~aw.n, p.192. 
It is the fifth treatise among a set_of eleven~ coll~cted 
in one volume entitled: Rasa'll al-Farabl, Hayder Abad,1926; 

(each treatise has its own numbering),Chereafter:Ras'il al
Farabi) • 
In this treatise, al-Farabi divides philosophy into two 
main narts: theoretical and practical, the first is three 
scien~es: lthematics, natural sciences and metaphysics; 
the second part is two sciences:_ethics and politics; see: 
Ibid.,(the 5th treatise: al-Tanblh) pp.20-21. 
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considered - in this treatise - as a discipline, ~ina'&h(l) 

"by which we know what true conviction is, and what false con

viction is."(2) In his famous work: Ihsa f al-'ulUm(3) there 
• • 

is an interesting chapter on logic in which he considers logic 

as a science, '11m and a discipline, ~ina'ah which has differ

ent parts; he defines logic as follows: "the discipline 

(fina'ah) of logic gives the laws which correct the mind and 

guide man to the right and gives the laws which prevent him 

from error in rational matters (ma tg;lat) ••• "(4) It is not 

clear in the Ih~a'whether logic is a part of philosophy or not. 

AI-Farabi's attitude is stated clearly in his work: 

AI-Alfa~ al-Musta'malah fi al-Mantiq, (the utterances employed 

in logic): logic "is an independent discipline (~ina'ah]':(5) 
"it is an intrument (alah) by which we achieve the knowledge 

of existing things", (6) "this discipline (sina'ah)should not , 

be thought of as a part of the discipline (~inatah) of philo

sophy': (7) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

AI-Tahanawi(d. 115BA.H,) - (in his Kashshaf I~1ila1ta:t al
Fun;n, Calcutta edition,vol.ll1862,p$~') - explalns the 
meaning of this term; accordlng to the ommonalty,~ina'ah 
is a practical craft like sew!ng and weaving~but according 
to the educated people, al-kha~~ah,~inatah is a.discipl~ne 
which has practical aims llke: Jurisprudence, flgh, lOglC J 

gramm~and ethics. A person can be specialised in a 
sina'ah without the practical application of the knowledge 
~e has. _ 
Al-Farabi, Rasa'il al-Farabi, (al-Tanblh), p.2l. The » 

Arabic is as fo11~ws: ~~ ~~, ~ [dJ'·«.JI]~~' ,,~ 
. <'~L. c..?,\ (Jb \J' ..) lll.e-l}\ '~j , .>'> L. ~\" UPJ' j\.z.L~1 ~ 

Al-Farabl, Ihsa' al-'Ulum, edited by: 'Uthman AmIn, 2nd 
edition, Caif~, 1949. 
Ibid., p.53. _ 
AI-Farabl, A1-Alfaz. al-Musta'ma1ah f1 a1-Hantiq, edited 
by:Mu~sin Mahdr, Beirut, 1968, p.IOa. 
Ibid., p.107. 
Ibid., p.I08. 
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bei".9 

He also rejected it as1an instrument and a part of philosophy 

at the same time. 

AI-Parabi's disciple, Ya~ya ibn 'Adi (893-974) has 

the same attitude to logic as his master in considering logic 

as "an instrumental discipline (~ina'ah adawiyyah)H.(l) 

We come nearer to al-Ghazali when coming to Ibn Sina 

(Avicenna) • Ibn Sina considers logic as part of wisdom(~ikmah) 

i.e. philosophy, whichoomes before physics and metaphysics. ~ 

is clear in all his philosophical works which deal with wisdom 

(i:e.philosophy) in general like al-Shifa', al-Najat,(2) 801-

Isharat wa al-Tanblhat(3) and 'UyUn al-~ikmah~4) Logic also 

is a discipline (fina'ah) and an instrument (alah) at the same 

time. Here is his definition of logic in al-Najat: the "dis-

cipline (~ina'ah) of logic ••• is the instrument (alah)which pro

tects the mind from error in what it (i.e.mind) conceives and 

assents; and by which certain belief is obtained by giving its 

(i.e. certain belief's) causes and following its (i.e. certain 

belief's) methods".(5) 

It is clear, from what has been said, that the first 

to consider logic a part of philosophy are the St~ics, the first 

to consider logic as a propae~tic is Aristotle, the first to 

consider logic as a propaedutic and an instrument are the Peri

patetics and the first to consider it (logic) as a part of phil-

osophy and an instrument, at the same time are the Greek commen-

tators, especially those of the neo-Platonic school from Proclus 

( 412-48) on. (6 ) 

Yahya bin 'Adi~Maqalat Yahya bin 'Ad! ff al-Buhfith al-Arba
'ah 801-' Ilmiyyah 'an Sina' at al-Nantiq'; ed. and tr. into '!'urk. 
by:Mubahat THrker,Ankara Universitesi Dilve Tarih-Gre raf a 
Dergisi, vol.14,195 , PEe 7-102 ,p.9 • . _ 
It is known th!t_al-Najat is considered as 3 summary of al-3rifil' 
which is Ibn Sina'~ philosophical encyclopaedi mag~um opus._ 
Ibn Sina,al-Isharat wa al-Tanbibat, 3 vols.edited by S.Dunya, 
Cairo. 1971._ _ 
Ibn Sina,'Uyun al-~ikmah,edited by:A.Badaw1,Cairo,1954. 
Ibn Sina,al-Najat,Al-Kurdi's edit.,second edit.,Cairo,l938,p.: 
A.Dumitriu, History of Logic, vol.l, p.299. 
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Among Muslim logicians, Ibn sina was the first to con

sider logic as part of philosophy and an instrument at the same 

time; following the neo-Platonic commentators. 

Al-Ghazali, here followed the attitude of the school 

of Baghdad (i.e. Matta, al-Farabi and Ya~ya ibn 'Adi) which fol

lowed the Peripatetic tradition in considering logic a propae

dutic and an instrument.(l) The only new thing here is that 

al-Ghazali insisted on mentioning jurisprudence, although the 

phrase "all sciences" should include it. This reflects his a1m 

(i.e. convincing the students of jurisprudence to use logic) and 

the suspicious attitude of the scholar-jurists towards logic. 

(c) The sources of the idea: logic 1S an accurate science: 

The sources of this idea can be reduced to two facts: 

(i) the unanimous agreement among the logicians and philoso-

phers on the accuracy of logic; for none of them said anything 

contrary to this idea; (ii) the nature of logic, for Aristotle 

laid down the principles and rules of logic in a way similar to 

that of the mathematical systems, (2) which results in an accur-

ate logical system. This system has been criticised by modern 

logicians, even though none of them has denied it~ accuracy.(3) 

It is true that, while no philosopher denied the accuracy of 

logic, not all agreed that it was a science. In faet, nothing 

essential was added to the main theory in the Aristotel~an log

ic till the time of al-Ghazall, even though one cannot deny~ 

many additions occurred in subsidimy and secondary matters. 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 

So al-Ghazali here was following the preceding logici~. 

Ibn Khadun tells us in The }lugaddimah, (translated by F. 
Rosenth~l~ vol.3, p.143),. that the late:: logic~ans (al-mut
akhkhirun) made changes:ln the .order C£ Ar1stotle s Organon, 
and consider logic "as a discipline in its own right". 
W.D.Ross, Aristotle, p.32. 
B. Russell, History of Western Philosophy, 2nd edition, 
London, p.209. 
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(d) The sources of the idea: logic is a neutral discipline 

and an instrument: 

We have already mentioned that Aristotle does not 

state that logic is an instrument but he considers it as a ih~ 

"which everyone should undergo before he studies any science,(l) 

for it 1S, according to him, "not a deductive science but a 

science of deduction"(2) which is necessary to every science. 

The Peripat-eiies explained thi s as an instrument; 

they called the collection of Aristotle's works on logic "The 

Organon" (ClpOKVOV means instrument), (3 )which means the instru-

ment of all sciences. 

Even though the Stoics - as already mentioned - re

jected the Peripatetics' idea (i.e. logic is an instrument), 

they considered it "the science of what is true or false or ~at 

is neither true nor false"(4) as defined by the Stoic philoso-

pher Posidonius. So, it seems the neutrality of logic is lm-

plied in the attitudes of: Aristotle, the Penpatetics and the 

Stoics. It is e sy to describe what is used in all sciences 

and used as an instrument or distinguishes between true and 

false, as neutral. 

The same thing can be said about the attitudes of 

the Muslim logicians before al-Ghazali. 

But, as far as al-Ghazali is concerned, the neutral

ity of logic has a special meaning and significance; it means 

-according to him - that logic is neutral vis-a-vis religion 

(i.e. Islam), and has no connection "with the essentials of re

ligion that it (logic) should be denied or rejected".(5) 

W.D.Ross r Aristotle, p.20 
A.Dumitr1u, History of Logic, vol.l, p.147. 
Ibid., p. 145. 
Ibid., E. ~21. . . . 
AI-Ghazall, al-Mungidh, W.M.Watt'! ~ranslatlon III h1S work: 
The Faith and Practice of Al-Ghazal1,p.36.(Hereafter FPG). 
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Its significance is that it (the neutrality of logic) was the 

starting point and the basis of his attempt to spread logic and 

make it accepted by the students of jurisprudence. Logic in 

the Islamic world was, until al-Ghazali's time, viewed by re

ligious and linguistic scholars as representing Greek philos

ophyand language,(l) and therefore not neutral. So it was 

of great importance for al-Ghazali to assure the students of 

jurisprudence that logi~ in itself is neutral. He gave for

mal examples of syllogisms and eduction(2) to show that such 

thing has no connection with the essentials of religion; be

sides this he explains how some people come to believe, er

roneously, that logic contradicts religion, which is due to 

causes outside the neutral nature of logic.(3) 

(e) The sources of the idea: logic is a criterion of know

ledge by which we can distinguish between true and false know-

ledge: 

This idea is implied in Aristotle's logic, for logic 

makes us know the exact ways of reasoning which lead to certain 

knowledge; when the conditions of reasoning are not fulfilled 

the conclusions will be false. 

This is what the logicians of the Peripatetic school 

understand by logic. It was the Stoics who used the term 'cri

terion' as an essential quality of logic; they developed a 

"theory of criteria"(4)and considered it as'~ section of logicf S) 

(1) 

(2) 

This idea was used by AI-SIrifI in his debate with Matta 
bin Yunus;this celebrated debate "was a major literary 
event",M.Mahdi,LLCI,p.S4. The text of this debate !s pre
served in Abu Hayyin al-Tawhidi, al-Irnta' va al-}fu' anasah, 
ed.A.Amin and A.al-Za!n~vol.I,Cairo,pp.l?8-l28. II· lOt 
In al-Mungidh,al-Ghazall gave the followlng example: 1f 
is true that all A is B,then it follows that some B is A", 
W.M.Watt, FPG, p.3S. 
Ibid., p.36. 
A Dumitriu, History of Logic, vol.l, p. 222. 
Ibid., p.222. 
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The idea: Tlogic is criterion' is found with the Grook 

commentators whose attitude to logic was tta mixture of Peripa

tetic and Stoic conceptionsn.(l) 

This idea was transmitted to the Islamic world, 

Matta ibn YUnus compared logic with the balance (mizan), by 

which true knowledge from false can be distinguished. (2) 

AI-Farabi elaborated the explanations of this idea, 

in which he considered that logic is to rational matters as 
/o..h[liJ.-a.qQ. ( 3 ) 

grammar is to ~ and metre is to poetry. 

The same idea is repeated by Ibn sina who considered 

logic to be a canonical instrument which prevents the mind :ft: om 

committing error, and by which one can reach the truth.(4) 

AI-Ghazall followed al-Farabl and Ibn sina, and re-

peated the same comparisons they made; but he asserted more 

strongly than they did, the idea of 'criterion' in his books 

- - (5) on logic, especially al-Qi~tas al-Mustaqlm. 

From What has been said above, it is clear that the 
v.ttimIX-te. 

source of this idea is Stoic logic, while Aristotle's 

logic can only be considered as an indirect source. 

(f) The sources of the idea: logic is mainly two parts -

the study of definition and the study of demonstration: 

Reducing logic to two main divisions is connected with 

the generally accepted division of knowledge among Islamic 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 
(4 ) 
(5) 

Ibid., p. 2 • 
Jalal aI-Din al-Siyliti, ~awn,_p.192. A!-§i~tl, here, re
ports the debate between Matta and AI-Slraf1. See:above 
p. 46, n.1. 
See: AI-Farab!, al-Tanblh, p.23 and Ib~a' al-'Ulum,p.54. 
Ibn Sina, Isharat, vol.l, p.117. ,_ 
See the chapter: Logic and the Qur an. 
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philosophers, which ar~: conception (ta~awwur)&nd assent 

(ta~dlq)(l); each of them is sub-divided into tvo: primary 

(awwali) and acquired (muktasab). The primary conceptions and 

assents are self-evident knowledge and are not acquired, while 

acquired conceptions are acquired by definition and acquired 

assents are obtained by demonstration(2)(i.e.syllogism with 

true premises). 

The origin of these two Arabic terms (i.e.tasawwur 
• 

and ta~d1q) "has baffled modern scholarship for over a century'~) 
The division of knowledge into: ta~awwur and tasdig is not found 

in Aristotle's logic, in spite of the attempts to find their ori

gin there.(4) ) Ibn Rushd (Averroes') was the first to make such 

an attempt.(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 
(5) 

P Rosenthal, in his book, Knowled~e Triumphant, Leiden, 
1970, pp.62, 207, used the word 'perception'for ~he Arabic 
'tasawwur'and the word 'apperception' for :t!sdiq'i. but 
Mic'ae1 E. Marmura, in his article: 'GhazaI~fs att7tude. 
to the secular sciences and logic', Essays on Islam~c Ph~l
osonhy and Science, edited by: George F: Hourani, New York, 
1975, p. l03{hereafter GASSL1, used 'conception' for 'tafa
wwur' and_'assent· for 'tafdiq'; this is what we follow 
here~ H.A. Wol£son~ in his article 'The terms T&fwwur and 
Ta~diq in Arabic philosophy and their Greek, Lat~n and 
He rew ~quivalents', Muslim World, vol •. xxxi~i',1943, pp. 
114-128, suggested 'formation' and 'aff~rmat~on for 
tafawwur and ta.fdiq as equivalent to the original Ara.bic, 
p. 114. 

This division of knowledge is found_ig ~ll the Arabic man
uals of logic from the time of al-Farabi un~il this c~y. 
H • .A.Wo1fson:'The terms 'Ta~aW'WUr' and 'Ta~~'in Arabic J) 

philosophy and their Greek, Latin and Hebrew equivalents, 
M 0 s 1 em W 0 rId, vol. L,,{X iii, 19.4 3 , p • 114 • 
Ibid., p. 119 
Ibid., pp. 119-120. 
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These unsuccessful attempts made a scholar like Nallino de

clare that these terms are 'oriental,.(l) 

This bafflement came to an end after the recent at-

tention paid to the logic of the Stoics. (2) It seems that the 

source of these two Arabic terms, which begin with al-Farabl, 

was found in this logic. 

But, even though al-Farabi and the Islamic logicians 

after that, may have taken these terms from the logic of the 

Stoics, they did not follow this logic to its end. They said 
. 

that the 'acquired concept' (ta~awwur) 1S acquired by defini-

tion and adopted Aristotle's theory of definition; and said 

that 'acquired assent' (ta~dlq) is obtained by demonstration 

(bur~an) and adopted again - mainly - Aristotle's theory of de

monstration to which they added some Stoic elements(3) which do 

not change the form of Aristotle's theory; so they applied 

Aristotelian theories to concepts taken from the Stoics. 

The Islamic logicians, of course, do not deny the 

other subjects in logic apart from 'definition' and 'demons-

tration', but they consider them as subjects wanted for the 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

Ibid., p. 125. 
The Polish logician ~ukasiewicz in 1927, was the first to 
show ttthat Stoic logic had differed essentially from Aris
totelian logic, with which it was later confused. The~
ference lay primarily in two circumstances:(a) Stoic logic 
was a logic of propositions, while Aristotelian logic was 
a logic of classes. (b) Stoic logic was a theory of infer
ence schemas, while Aristotelian logic was a theory of log
ically true matrices". Benson Mates,Stoic Logic, pp.2-3. 
The Huslim logicians added the hypothetical and disjunctive 
syllogisms, which are Stoic, to the three categorical fig
ures of syllogism, which are Aristotelian, and used these 
types in Aristotle's theory of demonstration. In fact, 
they were following the steps of the Greek Peripatetic~ 
who were aware of the Stoics' interest in the hypothet1cal 
and disjunctive syllogisms. 
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~ake of these two: and that is why they consider them (defin-

ition &nd demonstration) as the main divisions of logic; a 

stance which is neither Aristotelian nor Stoic. 

In the light of this discussion, we can say that this 

idea, here, which al-GhazalI inheritated from the earlier Nus

lim logicians, has a. threefold source: it is an I.slamic(l) 

application of Aristotelian theories to Stoic conceptions. 

(f) General assessment of the sources of al-Ghazali's at-

titude towards logic: 

It is clear from what has been mentioned above, that 

Muslim logicians were familiar with Aristotelian logic~2) the 

logic of the Stoics(3) and the logic of the Greek commentators. 

What the researcher into the history of logic in Is-

lam, can easily see is that the Muslim logicians take elements 

from the logic of the Stoics and amalgamate them with the 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

The word 'Islamic' here doesnot mean, of course, the at
tribute to the religion but to the Islamic world. 
The word 'Aristotelian' here includes the logic of the 
peripatetic school. 
We came across an important short text in al-Farabi's 
treatise: Risalat Zinun (the treat!se of Zenol,_(It is 
the seventh in the collection: Rasa'il al-Farab1, Haydar 
Abad,1926), concerning the acquaintance of ~~s1i~s_with 
the Stoic philosophy; this is the text of al-Farabi: 

iJ ~~\ Z:;..';'JI J ,~u:'~..J" ~ ~ t!)~y ~ T.-J 
~~, ~ l.9.JUJ 19 ca~ ~ 6~~ GS.-J ~\ ~~ ~ y~~ 

. ~ uD c ..... ~\ c:J~~ qJL.,.;J ,,~ J..:9 lj . ~ ~ eL..1JI J.,&. ~~ ~ lJ 
"I saw treatises of Zeno the great, the disciple of 
Aristotle, and of the Greek master (sh~y~- which had 
been interpretated by the Christians. They left some 
parts of them (without interpretation) and added to oth
ers. So I interpretated as the interpreter should do in 
a text. The first of these is a treatise of Zeno the 
great." p.3. 
Al-Farabi, here, considers Zeno (336-264B.C.) a disciple 
of Aristotle (384-322B.C.). The sources of this wrong 
information and its surrounding circumstances needs ±ur
ther investigation. The nickname: al-Shaykh al~YunanI, 
here is given by the Nuslim philoso]2hersto Plotl.nus 
(205~270A.C.) See: A. Badawi1 Aflutl.n 'ind al-'Arab, 
Cairo, 1955, pp. 1-3. Ah~ov..~~ t.~,'~ ~Y'~ .. tl·H dot~ V\ct s~~'"" i.e \"4vt 

V'\O-th\V\~ to rl(l \,IJ\tv.. S~oic.i I)W\, s·b\\ w.t.~ir ;V\~ Z~V\C) ~~re has So W\t i~cLi c.Clti o v-.. • 
r 0 1.' \ c. A" ~ k \ v - ... 
.:.)~~: f·p.cstn.-,."o.., .. -~-j,1., CL - Il~V\Q.'A' e».n.ci +~eAY"Q.\'\' P!~ti"u.\ ~cu..,.c~' 

( 'tlf ~ , I 1 \ <l • 2.' (H S 2) . 
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the Aristotelian logic, considering the former as an extension 

of the latter and not as an independent logic. It is the same 

attitude of the later Greek commentators towards these two sys

tems of logic. 

Bearing this observation in mind, we can say, in gen

eral, that al-Ghazali takes his attitude to logic from the pre

ceding logicians: Ibn Sina firstly and, secondly, al-Farabi, 

and nearly all the main ideas of this attitude go back to Aris-

totelian logic and the logic of the Stoics. There is one main 

idea which can be described as 'Ghazalian', it is 'the neutral-

ity of logic regarding religion'. 

4. Discussion and comments: 

It is necessary, in order to have an accurate under

st nding of al-Ghazali's attitude to logic, to be acquainted 

with the existing circumstances of his time and the aims by which 

he was motivated to adopt this attitude. It is difficult to 

see to what extent it is true to describe al-Ghazali's attitude 

to logic as 'revolutionary' - as mentioned above(!) unless we 

consider it with reference to these circumstances. 

In what follows we are going to shed light on the cir

cumstances and al-Ghazall'S reactions to them. 

(a) The relevant circumstances of al-Ghazall's attitude: 

AI-Ghazali taught the religious sciences for a long 

tirne(2) during which he became widely known as a scholar-jurist 

and theologian, mutakallim, and,after that, for his attacks on 

the philosophers. 

See aboye~ p. ~. _ . 
Al-Ghaza11 was appointed as professor at the Nlt)mlyy-a 
college in Baghdad in the year (484A.H.-I09IA.D. ; he 
was then 33. 
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In his time, there were two kinds or systems of educ

ation: religious education, which al-Ghazali studied and had 

become widely known. This system used to concentrate on re-

ligious sciences i.e. the sciences of the Qur'an, tradition, 

theology and jurisprudence; secular education which used to 

concentrate on philosophy, logic, natural sciences, mathematics 

and medicine or, in other words, the Greek sciences. 

The system of religious education was much more(l) 

widespread than the system of secular education. Host of the 

students of religious education were seeking specialisation 

in jurisprudence and were aiming to get a post or a career in 

some branch of public service or the administration of the gov

ernment~2) which as al-Ghazali described, "gives them the op

portunity to take precedence over their peers and to overwhelm 

their enemies;,,(3) and so there were more jurists, fugaha', 

than society required. The study of jurisprudence was being 

pursued in an academie fashion that was out of touch with the 

needs of society, for most of it was, according to the descrip

tion of al-Ghazali, on "contentious and dialectic matters".(4) 

There had been remarkably little contact, between the 

two systems of education. The masters of religious education 

(i.e. scholar-jurists} looked on the masters of secular educatkn 

(i.e.philosophers) and their sciences with suspicion. This 

was reflectedin society. "Owing to the widespread popular and 

scholarly suspicion of the philosophers, it was difficult for 

any scholar-jurist to refer to any philosophical work in his 

writings". (5) 

See: Mi'yar, p.60. and the Ihya~ vol. 1, pp.4-5. 
W.M.Watt, Nuslim Intellectual, pp.lIO-lll. 
Al-GhazaI1, I~ya', vol. 1, p.19. 
Ibid., p.19. 
W.M.Watt, Huslim Intellectual, p.66. 
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Logic was confined to secular education and the phil

osophers; logic and philosophy were inseparable to the extent 

that the words 'philosopher' and 'logician' were used as synon-

yms. 

In the schools of religious education - where the MAJ

ority of the students were studying jurisprudence - logic vas 

not only not taught but was regarded with suspicion, uncertain-

ty and hostility. This attitude towards logic had become wide-

spread. The slogan, 'man tamant-aqa tazandaq', 'he who practises /' 

logic courts heresy', reveals the nature of this widespread hos

tility. This public view of logic became So strong that some 

of the schOlar-jurists(l)who were curious to study logic were 

obliged to do so secretly for fear of being accused of innova-

tion or corruption in their faith. 

Seljuqs. 

On the political side, power was in the hands of the 

There was the strong presence of the Ta'limites or 

al-Ba~iniyyah who were threatening the Seljuq government which 

tried to destroy them by every possible means. One of those 

means was using the writing of a famous and popular scholar

jurist and theologian al-Ghaza11, to refute their ideology. 

This effort made al-Ghazali sure of the support of the govern

ment for him. (2) 

(b) Al-Ghazali's aims: 

Al-Ghazall, in this environment, felt that the exist-

ing system of religious education was in need of reformation to 

(1) It was reported that Ibn al-Salah (+643A.H.) went to al
'Imad Ibn Yunus secretly to iearn logic from him, and that 
the latter advised him to give up when he found that Ibn 
al-Salah was not able to uDrlerstand logic. He reminded 
him·that people thought well of him and they accused every
one who dealt with logic with the corruption in faith. See: 
Ibn al-Subki,Tabaqat a l-Shafi~~a, vol.5, p.162. 
See: W.M.Watt; Musl1m Intellectual, pp. 174-175. 
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enable it to realise the main aim of religion which, in al

Ghazali's view, was the achievement of welfare for all people 

in this life and the hereafter. (I) So he considered it his 

duty to reform this system. 

For the reformation of the system to realise the best 

for all people in the hereafter, al-Ghazali wrote his great book 

Ihya' 'ulum ad-din, in which he expounded in detail what is re

quired from a person in this life so that he may always be near 

to God and prepared for the life of the world to come.(2) 

Por the reformation of the system to realise the best 

in this life, al-GhazalI thought that the introduction of logic 

in its curriculum (i.e. that of the religious education) would 

be of great assistance. 

This latter aim (i.e. realising the best in this life) 

was more difficult and involved a higher degree of risk. Its 

difficulty lay in the fact that al-Ghazali was attempting to 

change a view which had dominated the circles of religious edu

cation and society for more than three centuries (i.e. hostil-

ity to logic). The risk was implied in the fact that, in his 

time, any opposition to the scholar-jurists in any matter they 

unanimously agreed on, was not easy or simple. The reaction 

to such an attempt, at the lowest estimate, might be accusatim 

of heresy which would bring about imprisonment or exile. 

(c) AI-Ghazali's plan to realise his aims: 

AI-Ghazali was aware of this. So he was cautious in 

expressing his views. Taking advantage of the circumstances 

of his time, he set out his views in a circumspect way and ac-

cording to a plan which involved several stages. 

See: W.M.Watt, The Faith and Practice, p.27. 
See the introduction of the I~ya', vol. 1, pp. 2-3. 
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AI-Ghazali, in fact was striving in different ways 

to convince those who were dealing with jurisprudence - who 

were the majority of the educated people in his time(l) and 

were the masters of the institutions of religious education _ 

to accept the fact that logic is a neutral tool of knowledge 

and to study it and then to use it in their judicial studies. 

In the first stage, he attacked the pilosophers wtd~t 

at the same time he confirmed the neutrality of logic.(2) Then 

he assured the scholar-jurist that logic is not alien - as it 

was commonly thought - ~o the Islamic sciences nor to Islam it

self: for it was already known to, and practised by, the theo-

logians, who only differed from philosophers with regard to log

ic in so far as their use of it was not so sophisticated. (3) 

He had himself compiled some works in which he treated these 

matters in the same way as the theologians. (4) 
Moreover, ac-

cording to him, the syllogism, which is the maln part of logic 

is found and "already used and recommended in the Qur'in.N(S) 

Although he attacked the philosophers and defended Islam, he 

also demonstrated that he had arrived at a certain belief of 

Islamic doctrine by means of logic.(6) 

In the second stage he wrote for them (i.e. the scho

lar-jurists) books on logic(7)which were easier and less comp

licated than those of the philosophers and more elaborate than 

those of the theologians. He recommended them as good text 

books and manuals of the subject. 

Mi'yar, p.60. 
See above pp.29-JO. 
Mungidh, W.M.Watt's translation in:The Faith and Pract.p.35. 
Mi'yar, p. 60. 
Josef Van Ess, LSIT, p.47. 
Al-Qis~as, p.Bl~ 
See above, p.2S. 
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Thirdly, he explained to them how logic could be ap-

plied to jurisprudence. He did this in his books on logie, by 

giving juridical examples to explain some rules and conditions 

of logic, and in his books on the principles of Islamic Juris

prudence (Usul al-figh), especially al-Musta~fa and Shira' al

Ghalil, in which he actually applied many rules of logic to 

jU~-3~rude~~e. Thus he attempted to prove his statement in 

the introduction of al-Mustasfa: He who does not master logic • 

cannot be certain of his knowledge. 

(d) Factors which helped al-Ghazali in the successful pre-

sentation of his views on logic. 

In his attempt to revitalise the system of religious 

education, al-Ghazal1 was sure of the support of the Seljuq 

government if the scholar-jurists should try to attack him; 

that was because he had rendered a great service to the govern-

ment in refuting its enemy the Ta'limites. His widespread 

reputation as a scholar-jurist and a theologian, and also his 

attack on the philosophers, were among the factors which made 

his attempt successful. 

In addition to this, al-Ghazali was aware of the fact 

that in order to be able to convince the scholar-jurists of the 

utility of logic and to accept it in their curriculum, he should 

address them in language they could understand if it was not 

possible to use their own language. (1) So when al-Ghazali com

piled his works on logic, he did not use the logicians' style 

(1) AI-Ghazall, in Mi'yar, justified his unusual method, i.e. 
explaining the rules of logic by juridical examples, by 
saying that if the speech were with a c~rpen~er who ~ows 
well only woodwork, it is the duty of h1s gU1de to g1ve 

him examples from his professio~, in order to be nearer 
to his understanding. See: Mi'yar, p.61. 
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and terminology, he used a style with which the,cholar-jurists 

Yere familiar and for which they had no distaste. He exchang-

ed the logicians' terminology for a new one without changing 

their concepts or, as al-Ghazali himself described it "chan~rg 

its clothing". (l)Thus his books on logic, as rightly noticedby 

Ibn !umlus (ca.ll60-l223), were widespread in contrast to those 

of the philosophers, although their books came fairly close to 

Aristotle's logic and were technically more accurate. (2) 

Another factor which helped bring al-Ghazall some suc

cess, was the subtle order of presentation which he used to make 

logic available to the scholar-jurists. This has already been 

mentioned but, in fact, this presentation was a great help to 

him in winning his opponents over to the acceptance of logic. 

(e) Al-Ghaz;li's ~ttitude was revolutionary: 

It seems clear in the light of what has already been 

mentioned, how al-Ghazali's attitude to logic was 'revolution-

aryl. He wanted to change a strongly held public view formed 

on religious grounds (i.e.hostility to logic), and replace it 

with new views (i.e. accepting the neutrality of logic and 

using it in the juridical studies). In fact, al-Ghazall want-

ed to change the attitude of the scholar-jurists and the public 

towards logic from considering it as a useless discipline and 

dangerous to religion to considering it as a useful one and 

helpful to religion and religious sciences. He was trying to 

change an extreme attitude to the opposite extreme, something 

which made his task more difficult. 

It is easy to discern~at from the beginning al-Ghaz

ali tried to separate logic from philosophy and to deal with it 

(1) Al-Qis~as, p.67. 
(2) Abu al-Hajjaj Yasuf Ibn !umlus, AI-Nadkhal Ii ~ina'at al

Mantig, edited by: Asin Palacios, Hadrid, 1916, p.8. Ibn 
Turnlns was a Spanish Muslia physician. He wrote on medicine 
and on philosophical subjects, primarily logic. See: 
N. Rescher, DAL, p.188 
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as ~ separate discipline. This procedure was novel to a con-

siderable extent for both philosophers and scholar-jurists, ~_ 

cause the prevailing· idea was that logic and philosophy were 

inseparable, as already mentioned. This attitude, even though 

it did not meet the approval of the philosophers, was nonethe

less not criticised by them;(l) the criticism camefrom the scho

lars of religion.(2) 

Al-GhazalI's attitude was not entirely new, Ibn ~azm 

(994-1064) had tried it two generations before. He defended 

logic and expounded it using examples from tigh~3)but he did 

not try to introduce it into the curriculum of religious educ

ation and apply it to the Islamic sciences - as al-Ghazali did. 

Furthermore, this happened in the West, far away from the cent~) 

In fact, al-Ghazali's attitude to logic was the beginning of a 

new epoch in which scholars in religious sciences began to mix 

overtly their sciences with foreign sciences, i.e. philosophy 

and especially logic.(5) 

Al-Ghazali succeeded in propagating his revolutionary 

attitude to logic and unburdening some of the sch~lars of re

ligious sciences from what can be called 'the complex of Greek 

logic'. 

Al-Ghazali felt that there was no danger to Islam 

from logic; if, in the first two centuries of Islam during 

(I) It is probable that the philosophe~s in. the schoo~s o~ ~ec
ular education felt that al-Ghazall.' s Vlews were ln t;~elr 
interest, and would lead in the end to the spreading of 
their sciences. 
Like Ibn al-Sala~ and Ibn Taymiyya. _ 
Ibn Hazm did-ihis in_his work: al-Taqrib Ii gadd al-man~iq, 
edited by Ihsan 'Abbas, Beirut, 19'9_ 
J. van Ess, ·LSIT, p. 47. 
A.S. al-Nashshar, Manihij. p_ 132. 
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which the Islamic sciences were not finally established, some 

of the scholar-jurists feared for the Islamic sciences and Is

lam from the Greek enchantment (1) i.e. logic; such a fear 

should not exist in the fifth century when the Islamic sci~n

ces were already established and deeply rootedin the society. 

There wer~ at the time of al-Ghazali, many scholar

jurists who did not possess any original thought; they only 

repeated, without genuine understanding(2) what the preceding 

masters had said. 

AI-Ghazali thought that this blind adoption was dan-

gerous to religion and society, because it did not satisfy the 

need of society for solutions of new problems, and he found 

that the best way to liberate them from this ingrained defect 

and to make them more receptive was to learn logic which would 

give them the courage to discuss inherited ideas and eval-

uate them in the light of its criteria. 

(1) 

(2) 

It was reported by Ibn al--Nadim that the caliph, al-MamUn 
sent a mission to Constantinople to look for Greek books, 
and when the Byzantine King refused to give the books, a
mong which were books of philosophy and loglc, the Arch
bishop advised him to let them take the books saying that 
these books never came into a people of religion (milIa) 
without demolishing it and destroying its structure. 
See: AI-Fahrist, Cairo~e£ition, p.3~9~ 
In al-Mungidh min aI-Dalal, al-Ghazal~ mentioned this kind 
of scholar-jurists wh~ have "weaker intellects" and tttake 
the men as criterion of the truth and not the truth as a 
criterion of the men". (AI-Mungidh, E.Tr., p.39). He 
also criticised those who reject the true and "reasonable 
statements" which are ttsup~orted by proof and •.• do not 
contradict the Book and the Sunnah". (Ibid., p.4l). 
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Logic and Certain Knowledge 

according to al-Ghazali. 

1. Introduction: 

Among the things to which al-Ghazali attached great 

importance was the problem of certainty; he gave it much time 

and effort; he described, in his auto-biographical work: Al--
munqidh min al-~a~(Deliverance from Error), how much he suf

fered in seeking certain knowledge and truth in general. (1) 

In his quest for truth, al-Ghazali was trying to 

find a method by which certain knowledge can be achieved. He 

found this method in logic. It is an objective method and 

can be applied to every branch of knowledge. He also consid-

ered that there was another method or way to achieve certain 

knowledge, but that was subjective and only a few people could 

achieve certain knowledge by this way, (i.e. the way of true 

sufis)(2). In this chapter we are going to show the relations • 

according to al-Ghazali, between logic and certain knowledge. 

2. The concept of certain knowledge: 

Knowledge has two elements: 

(1) Conceptual knowledge: -al-'ilm al-tasawwur1: it . 
is knowledge of the concepts of the essences of things, such as 

our knowledge of: man, tree, sky ••• etc. None of this know

ledge can be described as true or false in itself.(3) 

- - lOt lS (2) Assentual knowledga: al-'ilm al-ta~dlql: 

the knowledge of the relations of affirmation and negation 

See: AI-Ghazall, I~ya~ vol. 
See: Al-~haz~lr, Al-M~nqidh 
AI-Ghaza11, ~akk al-}.az1!:!, 
edition, Cairo, n.d., p.~. 

1, pp.18-19 
(E.Tr.}~p~.54-63. __ 
an-Na'sanl and al-Qabbanl's 
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between the concepts of the essences of things; i.e. the pro

positions which can be described as true or false.(l) 

Knowledge both conceptual and assentual(2)- has 

real and metaphorical meanings. The first is "the knowledge 

that exists in the soul (i.e. mind), whose reality is due to 

the model (or image) of the known, is engraved in the mind and 

congruous with it".(3) The second is like: words, writing 

and speaking to oneself; these three, which denote knowledge 

in a metaphorical way, are three external appearances, gushur, 

of· the real knowledge. (4) 

What can be understood from the definition of know

ledge(5)here is: 

(a) real knowledge is not a thing which can be found out-

side mind, i.e. for instance, in books. To have real know-

ledge means that there must be a knower, which is the mind and 

a thing known, which is a replica within the mind of what is 

outside the mind; 

(b) real knowledge must be completely clear in one's mind, 

because it is an exact replica of the known (i.e. model) in the 

mind; and therefor~ the unclear or inexact models of things in 

one's mind are not real knowledge. 

(c) real knowledge of the known, (i.e. the model in mind) 

can be changed if the known is changed. 

AI-Ghazali, Mi'yar al-'ilm, edited by: SUlayman Dunya, 
second edition, Cairo, 1969, pp.67, 182. 
See above, p.48, n. 1. 
Hi'yar, p.lS3. 
Ibid., p.183. 
F. Rosenthal, in his work: Knowledge Triumph~nt,pp.46-69 
quoted 107 definitions of the Arabic term "111m" ~ow~edge) 
clajsified in 12 categories, this reflects the gr7at In
terest Muslim scholars have in knowledge and the Import
ance of determining its limits. 



(b) The concept of certainty: 

Certainty in general is "the submissiveness and calm-

ness of mind when it assentsto a certain propositio~;(l) it 

is a ccmmon noun used I~ two different meanings by two groups 

of people: 

(i) certainty as used by the philosophers, theolog

ians (mutakallimun) and their opponents in discussion in gene

ra.l. (2) 

(ii) certainty a.s used by the 'scholars of hereafter' 

such as the scholar-jurists, the sufis and others. (3) 

Certainty in the first meaning is the objectiv~ cer-

tainty which is required in rational discussions and the dif

ferent sciences; it is the certainty which al-Ghazali expoun

ded in his books on logic. 

Certainty, in the other meaning, can be called 'sub-

jective certainty'. In it we are concerned with the extent 

the mind is impressed by an idea and not whether we doubt it 

or not(4) For instance, no-one has doubts about death, but the 

impression of this idea on individuals' minds is different 1n 

strength and weakness. We are not going to say- more about 

this 'subjective certainty' because it has no relation to logic 

Our concern will be for 'objective certainty', i.e.certainty 

according to philosophers and theologians. 

There are three degrees of 'the submissiveness and 

calmness of mind when it assents to a certain proposition', in 

this meaning. One of them is complete certainty and the other 

(1) 1-9.ya', vol. 1, pp. 64-65. ThlS '~SiW'\\\(1r j:.c ~~Io..;.~ ,d-~~~s ,1- tkE Mv.'ta.zlla.~. 

(2) Ibid., vol. 1, p.64. 
(3) Ibid., vol. 1, p.64. 
(4) Ibid., vol. 1, p.65. 
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two are not completely certain but nearly certain. 

(1) Complete certainty: in this degree the mind 

is certain about the truth or falsi ty of a certain prop-

osition and it (the mind) is sure of this certainty. Then 

another assurance is added to the first, confirming that there 

are no mistakes or inattent iveness or confusion in it, so 

that the mind enters a phase of certainty, which can be des-

cribed as absolute certainty. Thus, if the contrary to & 

man's belief was told to him by a more excellent person or was 
. 

narrated to him from a prophet, he would not hesitate to deny 

it and laugh at what had been told to him.(l) 

Here are some examples of this degree of certainty: 

"three is less than six; one person cannot be in two plac~s 

(at the same time)"; "the thing cannot both be eternal and 

created 6r existing and non-existing at the same time, or 

motionless and moving at the same time".(2) 

Two things should be noticed in al-Ghazali's desc

ription of certainty here: (i) certainty, about a proposi-

tion, becomes complete in two stages. The first is that in 

which the mind feels certain about the trueness or falseness 

of a proposition spontaneously and effortlessly. The second 

can be considered as a checking and rectification of the cer

tainty achieved in the first stage, so that this checking and 

rectification bring forth an absolute certainty which no con

trary statement could shake or change, even if such statements 

were reported from a prophet. (ii) there are no degrees or 

differences in this certainty; it is one degree which can-

(I) 

(2) 

AI-Ghazali, al-Musta~fa, p.43 and Mi~akk al-Ka f ar,p.45. 

Al-Ghazali, al-~1ustasfa, vol. 1, P .43. , 
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cannot be more or less. (1) 

So, this certainty, here, is not only a rational in

tuition which happens suddenly and spontan ~(-"usly (first con

sciousn~ss of certainty) but is also a result of a conscious 

mental effort directed towards a subject, which was the first 

consciousness of certainty (i.e. the first stage), and has an 

aim which is examining this subject i.e. the first conscious~ 

ness of certainty. 

Al-Ghazali described this certainty as similar to a 

dinar of pure gold which is not mixed with other elements.(2) 

2. Decisive belief; (al-i'tigad al-jazmi) it is to assent to 

a proposition so that the mind does not feel any contradiction 

in it. If one was told that its contrary was true, it would 

be difficult to listen to such a statement. If one happened 

to listen, and then was told that this saying, which 15 oppos

ite to one's belief, was transmitted on the strength of the 

most knowing person or the prophet Mu~ammad, "this would cause 

a pause in one's belief,,(3) i.e. one would become unable to 

judge whether one's belief was true or false, y~t one would 

tend to continue to believe in one's first belief. 

The example of this is the belief of the commonalty 

of Muslims, Christians and Jews in their varying religious 

views and their doctrines (madhahib) and even the belief of 

most of the theologians (mutakallimun) in defending their 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 

Ihya', vol. 1, p.65. See also al-Ghazali's al-Igtijad 
fi al-I'tigad, (Cairo 1320 A.H.), p.10l, where he con= 
rlrmed the ldea that the demonstrated assents, al-ta~d1q 
al-burhanli cannot increase or decrease. 
Ml'yar, p. 84, I~y!', vol. 1, p.64. 
Mihakk, p. 46. 

• 

I 

fi 
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madhahib by evidence. That is because th~, (the mutakallimtin) 

accepted the doctrines and the evidence on the sound judgement 

and trustworthiness of the masters of their schools whom they 

trusted because they had heard them praised and defended since 

boyhood. (1) 

The 'decisive belief' is not real certainty, but it 

can be so if it is possible for these beliefs to be deduced 

from certain premises by using valid syllogisms, which al

Ghazali called 'criteria of knowledg~,~(2) If this possih-

ility were actualised, these beliefs would be certain know

ledge in the real meaning of the word, (as explained above). 

AI-Ghazali" s: "inherited tf belief in the Prophet Hu.gammad and 

the Qur'an, as he mentioned in his work al-Qis~~s al-MustaqIm, 

became certain knowledge in this way.(3) 

Al-Ghazali' told us that the people who base their 

beliefs upon independent thinking without being affected by 

any influencing factors outside their subject of thinking, so 

that, before examining all the ideologies of the different re

ligions and schools logically, (i.e. in the way mentioned a

bove), they consider them to be equal, are very_rare. Al

Ghazali expressed this idea in these words: "the independent 

in thinking, to whom atheism, Islam and other creeds are epal 

(as a subject of thinking) before being examined (logically) 

are very rare".(4) 

AI-Ghazali made this 'decisive belief' similar to 

a dlnar of gold which is nearly pure gold.(S) 

Ibid., :p.46. 
The 'crlteria of knowledge' are the five types of syl-
logism. See the explanation of them below, pp. 
AI-Qistas, p.8l. _ 

Mihakk, p.46. see the same idea also in al-Musta~fa,p.44 . • 
Mi 'yar, p. 184. 
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3. Probability (~ann): it is the assent to a certain prop

osition accompanied by calmness of mind concerning this assent, 

but this assent and this calmness may be associated with the 

feeling that it is possible for its (i.e. the proposition's) 

contrary to be true. Even if this feeling (of the possibil-

ity of the contrary being tru')was not in one's mind and one 

was told the contrary of the proposition to which one had as

sented, "one's temper would not have a distaste for accepting 

it"(l) (i.e. the contrary). So in "probability" one may ac-

cept the contrary of the propositions one had, but one's mind 

still tends to consider these propositions as true. This 

tendency is due to some reasons such as hearing a certain say

ing and listening to is frequently(2) or taking it from one's 

parents or teachers whom one trusts and respects.(3) 

"Probability", according to this description, ~s not 

one degree, "it has innumerable degrees of tendency to excess 

and deficiency il f4 ) For instance, the assent to a certain pro-

position can be "probability" because we received it from a 

single source i.e. one person, but this assent can increase 

and become stronger to the extent that it becomes 'certain 

knowledge'. This can happen if the reporters of the prop-

osition reach the degree of "wide transmission" (tawitur), or 

t d
(5), for instance, by perception.(6) 

it was asser e 

(1) 
(2) 

~~ l 
(5) 
(6 ) 

AI-Ghazali's probability (~ann) is similar to a 

Nihakk, 
« 

Hi'yar, 
Hi'yar, 
Mihakk, • 

p.46. 
p. 200. 
p. 200. 
p. 46 • 

Al-rtustaifa, p.44, and 1Iil:akk, p. 47. 
The perceptuals and those known from inuumerable narra
tors are certain according to al-Ghazal~; see below, 
pp. 72-73, 74-75. 



-68-

dinar of gold in which there is a lot of base metal, so it is 

neither real gold nor nearly real. (1) 

(c) The concept of certain knowledge: 

After the determination of the terms 'knowledge' and 

'certainty', al-Ghazali gave a definition of the term 'certain 

knowledge' as follows: "Certain knowledge is to know that a 

thing has such and such a quality accompanied by the affirm-

ation that it (the thing) cannot be otherwise. If you a.ttem-

pted to entertain in your mind the possibility of error, or 

confusion, about it, this (i.e. the possibility of error) will 

definitely not occur. For if the possibility of error is at-

tached to it, then it is not certain". 
(2) 

This definition is concerned with the determination 

of 'certainty' in knowledge, it did not touch on the concept 

of knowledge itself, because his concern was concentration on 

certainty and how it can be achieved. Al-Ghaza11's determin-

ation of the concept of certainty here, is in accordance with 

his determination of the 'complete certainty' mentioned above~3) 

One can say here, that certainty is a phychological 

state which comes as a result of mental effort. Thi s i 8 clee.r 

when a person attempts to entertain the possibility of error 

in his mind and see whether he is capable of doing so or not. 

After that, he draws the conclusion (i.e. whether the propos

ition he examined is certain or not). 

Propositions, only, can be described with 'certainty', 

because 'certainty' is either assent or denial of a prO?OSl

tion, and so 'concepts' cannot be described as 'certain.' 

(1) Mi'yar, p. 184. 
(2) Ibid., p. 246. 
(3) See above, pp. 64-65. 
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Concepts, also, are needed for propositions, because we can

not know what a proposition means if we do not know the con-

cepts of its parts (1) (i.e. the subject and the predicate). 

Certain assentual knowledge (i.e. certain proposi

tions) is of two kinds.(i) Primary propositions of whose cer

tainty we become sure, without any proof; (ii) non-primary 

propositions of whose certainty we become sure by demonstra

tion. (2) 

Most of the knowledge, which is taught in the dif-

ferent sciences, is non-primary propositions which are achiev-

ed by demonstration. 

3. The method of achieving new certain knowledge: 

Demonstration (al-burhan or al-~ujja), as mentioned 

above, is the only method to achieve non-primary certain know

ledge in the different sciences. AI-Ghazali maintained this 

idea by saying that non-primary knowledge "cannot be achieved 

except by demonstration which is syllogism" (3); it is what 

"produces the necessa.ry permanent certainty tt.(4) 

Demonstration is a valid syllogism whose premises 

belong to certain knowledge. (5) Sometimes, non-certain prem

ises are used in a valid mood of syllogism, but this is not a 

demonstration, because the conclusion follows the premises. (6) 

For instance, if the premises are probable knowledge,(~anniyyah) 

the conclusion, also, will be probable knowledge. 

So, there is a difference between syllogism and de-

monstration. We can say that every demonstration is a syllogisn, 

(1) 
(2) 

f l ~ 
(5 ) 
(6) 

Ni 'yar, p. 182. 
Mihakk, p. 6 and Hi'yar, p. 68. 
Ibid ... , p. 6. 
Hi t yar ., p. 257. 
Ib id ., p. 246. 
Mihakk, p. 47. 

• 
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but not every syllogism is a demonstration, because the prem-

ises in the latter should be certain knowledge. So demonst-

ration and syllogism are different in 'matter' and similar in 

'form'. 

Therefore, in order to achieve certain knowledge, 

we should be aware of two principal features: (a) the 'form' 

of demonstration which is the form of valid syllogisms, i.e. 

the conclusive moods of the three figures of the categorical 

syllogism, the hypothetical syllogism and the disjunctive syl-
-

logism, and their rules; (b) the 'matter' of demonstration 

(i.e. the kinds of premises that can be used in it), which 

should be certain propositions. 

The first of these two features is the important 

part of traditional logic which every student of logic should 

learn(l). 

The second feature (the matter of demonstration) concerns the 

different kinds of certain propositions. 

It is necessary to examine both the certain propos-

itions and the non-certain propositions in order to be able to 

distinguish between the two kinds, which al-Ghaza11 has desc

ribed as "the premises of syllogism"_ 

AI-Ghaza11, in using demonstration as the only m~od 

for achieving new certain knowledge, is following Aristotle in 

spite of his rejection of the Aristotelian explanation of how 

. th' t . t (2) some of the premises of syllogism derIve elr cer aln y . 

(1) 

(2) 

We are not going to expound it here bec~u~e it is ~vail
able in any text book dealing with trad1tlonal 10g1c. 

See: Michael E. Marmura, 'Ghazali and Demonstrative 
Science', Journal of the History of Philosophy,vol.3,1965. 
pp. 192-193. (nereafter~GDS). 
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4. The premises of syllogism: 

AI-Ghaza11 divided the premises used in syllogism 

into two parts using the attribute 'certain' as a 'difference'~) 

This (i.e.using'certain)as a difference) reflects al-Ghazali's 

interest in certainty. These two parts are: 

(i) Certain-true premises which must be accepted. (2) 

The premises of demonstration are of this kind.(3) 

(ii) Non-certain premises which cannot lead to cer

tain knowledge. 

(i) The certain-true premises are sub-divided into 

ti ve kinds:. 

(a) Purely primary-rational premises (awwaliyyat 'aqliyyah 

ma~~a~: they are propositions which man's mind accepts neees

sarily with the feeling that he has always known them and that 

he has acquired them from no other source outside his own mind~4) 

Examples of this kind are the propositions like: the 

same thing cannot be eternal and temporal at the same time; 

affirmation and negation cannot be true in one thing; or two 

is more than one.(5) 

The assent to these propositions must pe preceded by 

the knowledge of the concepts of their terms. For example, in 

the first proposition, the person should know firstly the con

cepts of 'eternal' and 'temporal'; when the faculty of think

ing "collects these words and relates one to the other(6)i.e. 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 

~i~ 

Difference (Differentia) is "the attribute or group of 
attributes which distinguish one species from all others 
under the same genus". J.Welton, A'manual of logic,vol.l, 
London, 1904, p. 83. 
Ni'yar, p. 186. 
rb i d.. P · 186. 
bid., p. 187. 

Ibid., p. 187. 
Hihakk, p. 48 • 

• 

, 

" 
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makes a proposition, "the mind, all by itself, judges (this 

relation) either by assent or denial"(l). This judgment 1S 

associated with the feeling that the person does not know when 

he, for the first time, had the knowledge of this proposition, 

and that it is as if he knew it at all times.(2). 

(b) Premises based on sense-perception, (al-mahsusat): 

they are propositions which we achieve either by means of the 

external five senses, such as: the moon is round, the sun is 

shining, coal is black ••• etc, or by the internal sensation, 

such as the knowledge of our psychological states, like know

ing that we are afraid or angry or thinking(~~.etc. 

The mind cannot attain such propositions if it (the 

mind) is not in association with the senses(4), and so, they 

differ from the rational-primary propositions. 

We must not doubt the certainty of this kind, but 

only after examining the things which cause error in sense pe~ 

ception which are: the weakness of the senses, the density of 

the medium and the distance between the senses and the sens

ible things. (5) 

(c) Empirical premises: al-Ghazall sub-divi~ed these into 

two kinds: 

(i) The empirically tested premises(6)(al-mujarrabat): 

they are propositions on which the mind passes judgment that 

they are true, "after the repeti tion of perception and by means 

(1) 
(2) 

~ ~ ~ 
(5) 
(6) 

Nihakk, p. 48. 
Mityar, p. 187; Hil}akk, p. 48. 

Mi'aar, p. 187. 
lEi ., p. 187 
Ibid., p. 188. 
Here again, I have followed M.E.M!rmura in 
to al-Ghaza11's term (a1-mujarrabat) which 
GDS, p. 194. 

his translation 
occurs in his 



-73-

of a hidden Syllogismn(l) of which the mind is not aware.(2) 

Such propositions are like our judgmenta that fire burns, a 

magnet attracts iron, bread satisfies hunger, water quenches 

one's thirst and decapitation produces death.(3) 

This kind of proposition here differs from those 

based on sense perception, al-ma~sUsat - even though percep-

tion is necessary for both kinds. In perception there is no 

repetition and no 'hidden syllogism' (based on this repeti-

tion). Perception, also, is a judgment on an individual 

thing or case, while the empirically-tested proposition is a 

general judgment.(4) 

We can say that this kind of proposition (i.e.the 

empirically-tested) 1S achieved after three stages: (a) the 

repeated perception of the same events regularly associated 

with each other; (b) the hidden syllogism which can be ex-

pressed as follows: if this regular course of associated 

events had been co-incidental or accidental, it would not ha~ 

continued always or for the most part without deviation. Thus 

if it happened that the associated event was absent, the mind 

would regard this as unuaua1.(5) (c) Having th~ general 

judgment which deseribes or expresses the phenomenon which al

Ghazali called 'regularity of habits' (i~~rad al-'adat).(6) 

The 'regularity of habits', according to al-Ghazall 

differs from the theory of 'theefficient cause,(7) which he 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

~~~ 

Hil;al~, p. 51. 
Hi'y~r, pp.188-l89 and Hii;akk, p.5l. 
Hi 'yar, p. 188. 
Hil;.akk, p. 50. 
Mi 'yar, p. 189. ( 
Hihakk, p. 50. The main discussion of this idea regul~ 
ariiy o! £abitsl and the PEinciple of causality occurs.!~ 
Al-Ghaza11, Ta~afut al-falasif~,the problem 17, S.Dun1a s 
edition, Cairo, 1955, pp. 225 - 237. 
A summary of this theory, as discussed by Ibn Slna, is to 
be found in M.E.Marmura, GDS, pp. 184-185. 

j: 
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criticised and denied in his work Ta~afut al-falasifa; (we 

shall return to this point in another section in this chapte~~~) 

(2) The intuited premises (al-qadsiyyat): they are 

subjective empirical propositions which one achieves as a re

sult of one's personal experience in a specific field and the 

clarity and strength of one's mind.(2) Such propositions are, 

mostly, achieved by scholars as a result of their long practice 

and experience in their sciences so that each of them had tI ••• 

many propositions to which he cannot establish a proof, but 

which he cannot doubt nor can he share them with others by 

teaching, except by showing the student the course which he 

(the scholar) has pursued and followed. tI (3) If the student 

has a sufficient degree of intelligence and clarity of mind 

and follows this course (which the scholar followed), then 

he will achieve such propositions and become sure of their cer-

tainty. 

We can call the 'empirically-tested propositions' 

'objective empiricals', because their certainty is common, and 

we can call the 'intuited propositions' as 'subjective empiri

cals' because they cannot be common, as we mentioned above. 

(d) Premises known from innumerable narrators (al-ma'fumat 

hi~-al-tawatur): they are proposi tions on which the mind judges 

that they are true according to the repetition of hearing thew 

innumerable times, from people who have experienced them, (4) 

like our knowledge that there is a city called Hecca, and a 

scholar-jurist called al-Shafi'i ••• etc. These propositions 

cannot be considered as certain unless the number of the nar-

(11 See 2e1ov,PP· 97-98, 120-121. 
(2
3 

Mi'yar, p. 191. 
( Ibid., p. 192. 
(4 Hil;aklt, p. 52. 



-75-

narrators is innumerable, and each of them must narrate his 

own direct experience and not what the others narrated to him. 

Por instance, there should be innumerable persons who saw a1-
(11 

Shafi\i and reported that there was a jurist called al-Shafi'l. 

AI-Ghazali considered each person's narration (for 

instance, seeing al-Shafi'i) as a sense experience (tajribah) 
(2) 

and the innumerable narrations as the repetition of percepuaa 

in similar terms as empirically-tested premises'. Thus 

the certainty of this kind of propositions (al-mutawatirat)(3) 

was due to this innumerable repetition of experiences. 

(e) Propositions known by an omitted middle(4): they are 

"inferences involving the presence of a middle te-rm correctly 

drawn from premises known to be certainfl,(S)an example of this 

kind is: two is a third of six; this proposition if inferred 

as follows: "everything can be divided into three equal parts 

each part 1S a third; 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

~4) 

(5) 

(6) 
(7) 

six is divided by two into three equal parts; 
therefore two is a third of six". (6) 

Propositions of this kind "do not need reflection,,(7) 

Al- usta~fa, p.46 and Mi~akk, p.52. 
Al- usta~fa, p.46 and HiJ:akk, p.S2. 
It is strange that al-Ghazali did not mention this kind 
of proposition (al-mutawatirat)_iB Mi\yar while it 15 

mentioned by Ibn SIna,in al-Isharat vol. 1, p. 349, whom 
al-Ghazali followed in the classification of the premises, 
while it is mentioned in al-Ghazali's other books on logic: 
Maga~id, pp.102-l03 (written before Hi\yar),Hil;akk~ !'.52 
and al-Husta~fa, p .46 (both are wri tten after 1-11 (yar) • I 
think the poss1ble explanation is that he forg2t to add 
this kind while writina the first copy of Mi'yar, which, 
al-Ghazali said at the b end of i·Iihakk "needs more correc
tion (tahdhib) and checking (tanqili)", (p .133) • It. may 
be that this copy is what we have in our hands and lt 
was copied and circulated withoutthe needed correctlons. 
This kind is not mentioned in }lil}.akk and a1-Musta~faJ it 
may be that because it is easily reduced to the 'pure 
rational premises'. 
M.E.Marm~ra, GDS1 p. 194. 
and Mi'yar p. 19~. 
Ibid., p. 192. 
Ibid., p. 193. 
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to know them, and so this kind is similar to the rational prl.-
maries, (1) 

although it can be considered rational but not as 

primary. 

AI-Ghazali maintained that there was another kind of 

proposition which could be added to this part (the certain-~ 

premises). It was the conclusioDSwhich are achieved by using 

the five previous kinds in a perfect syllogism.(2) 

These five kinds of propositions can be classified 

into two categories: rational and empirical. The 'pure rat-

ional primaries' and the 'propositions known by an omitted 

middle' belong to the rational premises. The 'perceptuals', 

the empirical premises (the 'empirically-tested' and the 'int

uited') and the 'premises known from innumerable narrators' be-

long to the empirical premises. 

(ii) 
The non-certain premises are divided into two kinds; 

al-Ghazali used 'suitability for jurisprudence' as a 'differ -

ence,(3) to determine these two kinds which are: 

(a) Propositions suitable to be premises in jurisprudence 

discussions but not in rational discussions (taqliyyat) i.e. 

philosophy and theology (kalam). This kind is sub-divided 

into three: 

(i) Well-known premises (mashhurat): they are "near

ly true but have the possibility of being false"(4~ and so 

this kind is not suitable for achieving certainty if used as 

premises in perfect syllogisms. One judges that the 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

Ibid., p. 193. 
Ib id ., p. 193. 
This I think, reflects the interest of al-Ghazall. in 
appI~ing logic to jurisprudence. 
Ni 'yar, p. 197. 
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possibility of their (the well-known premises1 trueness is 

more than their falsity for several reasons outside mind and 

sensation, (1) because if we let mind and sensation, uninflu

enced by any other factors, judge the trueness or falsity of 

the propositions of this kind, they will not be able to judge 

whether these propositions are true or false. (2) 

Examples of this kind are like: spreading the gree~ 

ing "peace be with you" is good, telling the truth is good, be

ing on friendly terms with relatives is good, licentiousness 

of women is wicked and ingratitude in return for a favour is 

bad.(3) 

The reasons which make a person judge that the pos-

sihility of their trueness is more than their falsity can be 

due to human nature or the individuals' culture and the domi

nant culture in the society. (4) 

Because this kind of propositions cannot be distin

guished easily from the 'rational primaries', al-Ghaza11 in

troduced a cri terion to distinguish between these two ki.1J.ds. 

He said: imagine that you came to this life as an adult with 

a complete mind, you did not acquire any experience from soc

iety and received no education, then examine the proposition 

you have. If you have any doubt in its truth, then it will 

not be a 'rational primary' one.(5) 

This criterion of al-Ghazali is, theoretically, good 

but it is difficult to apply. It is not easy for a person 

to judge a proposition in the condition described above, and, 

(1) Ibid. , p. 193 and ~<i~akk , p. 56. 
(2) MO, • 1 y$1', p. 193 and ~lihalti~ , p. 56. 

• -
~~l Hi'yar,_123 • 

judgement in five AI-Ghazall listed the reasons for such 
causes, Hi'~a:r, pp. 193-197. 

(5) Ibid. , p. 197. 
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therefor, the results we achieve from applying this criterion 

will differ from one person to another. 

(ii) Those which are acceptable (al-maqbulat): 

they are propositions in which we believe because we trusted 

the group that reported them. This group may be one person 

known to be just and scholarly or several persons, but less 

than the degree of 'tawatur'. Examples of this kind are: 

what we have accepted from our parents, our teachers and our 

imams and still believe in, or isolated reports (ahad) of & 

tradition of the Prophet Muhammad. (1) 
• 

"The degrees of probability (zann) in this a.re ~n-
• 

numerable". (2) 

(iii) Probables (a1-maznunat): 
• they are proposi-

tions which we assent to and 'consider as true - in spite of 

the feeling that their contrary may be true - not because they 

are true in themselves but because of our tendency to believe 

in them.(3) For example: if we say: a person leaves his 

home late at night and we do not know his purpose, we find the 

mind tends to judge that this person does so for bad purposes~4) 

The well-known premises and the accept_able premises 

can be considered as probable premises when we feel that their 

contraries may be true. (5) 

(b) The second kind of the 'non-certain premises' is that 

which does not produce either certain knowledge or probability 

but falsity. It is sub-divided into three: 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

(i) Purely imaginary (al-wahmiyyat al-~irfa~: they 

Mihakk, pp. 57-58; Hi' yar, pp. 1970198; al-~1ustaifa:, p .49. • 
Mi'yar, p. 198. 
Ibid., p. 198. 
Ibid., p. 198. 
Ibid., p. 198. 
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are propositions in which we judge those things which are not 

subject to perception in the same way which we used for those 

which were subject to perception; (1) and so they seem to the 

. f th . . t . ( 1· -4) (2) person as 1 ey are pr1mary propos1 10ns awwa 1yya~ • 

An example of this kind is the judgement of our imagination 

that it is impossible to find an existent whose place cannot 

be pointed to and which is not in contact with or separate ~om 

the world.(3) Another example is the distaste of person's 

nature for the saying: "there is no void or matter outside 
(4) 

the world", and his judgement that this 1S impossible.(S) 

These judgements are affected by imagination. Such 

jUdgements are true for things perceptible through the senses 

(al-mahsusat), but for rational matters (al-'aqliyyat), these • 

judgements are not true and are not trustworthy at all. The 

way to show their error is to use demonstration, in which the 

mind uses certain propositions which are true for things per-

ceptible through the senses and are achieved by the help of 

the imagination(6)and makes them premises in perfect syll~s 
and so draws certain conclusions. The person should. accept 

such conclusions even though his nature has a distaste for 

them. (7) 

This kind of propositions causes a lot of errors in 

rational discussions because some scholars consider them as 

certain premises. (8) 

Ibid., p. 199. 
M i h akk , p. S 3 • 
M i : yar, p • 199. 
M1hakk, p. 53 • 

• 
Hihakk, p. 53 • 

• 
Such_propositions ~ay be either perce~tuals or empiricals. 
Hi' yar, p. 1 99 ; H 1l:akk , p. 5 5 • 
Mihakk, pp. 54-55 • 

• 
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(ii) What is similar to the probable or well-known 

premises (ma yushbih al-maznnnat ~w al-mashhurat) : they are , . 

propositions to which the mind tends to assent, but if they~e 

examined their falsity will be clear and this tendency of the 

mind will abate. 

The examples of this kind are like the statements 

which people have heard repeatedly until these statements have 

become familiar to them, but if the person examines them, he 

will find that they are false. For instance, if a group of 

people hear repeatedly that the blonde with blue eyes is un

faithful, then ~hey see a person like this, and their psych

ological tendency is to judge that he is unfaithful more than 

he is trustworthy, but all this when examined is mere imagi-

nation. (1) 

Of this kind, also, is the tendency to like or dis-

like a thing ju~t because its name is in common with other 

liked or dis liked things . 
. ,../ 

With regard to this kind of prem-

ise, al-Ghazall commented that although this kind of premise 

was the meanest, it motivated people in most of their acti~ 

• • • so that if it was said that arithmetic and logic were a,-

mong the sciences of the atheistic philosophers, the people 

of religion ( ahl aI-din) would have an aversion to arithmet

ic and logic (2)7 despite the fact that the sciences of arith

metic and logic were not in themselves concerned with the ath-

eism of those philosophers. 

(iii) Fallacies (aghali~) : they are false prop

positions. Their falsity can be traceable to two kinds of 

mistakes: Verbal mistakes lil~e the mistakes of grammar which 

change the meaning of a sentence; and semantic mistakes like 

(1) Mi'yar, p. 200. 
(2) Ibid., p. 200. 
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the mistakes which happen when we miss the intended meaning 

of a word which has two or more meanings.(l) 

All the kinds of premises are summarised ~n the 

following table: 

(1) Ibid., p. 201. 



I 
N , 

Premises of syllogism. 

r 
Certain. 

Suitable for jurisprudence 

1. Pure rational primaries • ...:1 

2. Perceptuals. 

~I 1~ c=emPiricallY tested 
3. Empiricals. 1. Well-known 

"intuited 
~ 

4. Known from innumerable na.rrators •. .....1 '--' I 2. Acceptables. 

5. Known by an omitted middle. 
3. Probables. 

Non-certain. 

Non-suitable for jurisprudence 
(produce false knowledge). 

, J 

1. Pure~jmaginary 

2. Similar to opinion or 
well-known premises. 

3. Fallacies. 
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5. The epistemological bases of certainty: 

Al-Ghazali sets out the problem of the capability 

of achieving certain knowledge in the following way_ 

Suppose we agreed that there must be primary-cert

ain premises, then we have to ask whether these premises are 

acquired or innate and existing in our minds since the time 

of our creation. If they are acquired, they must be acquir-

ed by the help of previous knowledge, and this knowledge by 

previous knowledge. This is continuous ad infinitum. 

If they exist in our minds since the time of our 

creation, then how are they within us without our realising 

them? And if they were not within us from the beginning and 

after that come to us, then how did this knowledge occur with

out acquisition?(l) 

This is, in fact, a quest for the epistemological 

bases of certain knowledge. AI-Ghazali's solution introduc7 

ed a new epistemological theory, even though several elements 

of it are found among the ideas of the previous philosophers, 

and theologians (mutakallimin).(2) 

In what follows, al-Ghazali's theory wjll be briefly 

presented in order to see how it explains certainty as deter-

mined by him. 

(a) The means o! knowledge: 
AI-Ghazali set forth the means of achieving 

Mityar, pp.-210-231. . 
Al-Ghazall followed Aristotle in 'demonstratlon' and Ibn 
Sina in the 'certain premises', as already mentioned. 
AI-Ghaza11 was affected, in general, by the Ash'arite 
school. Here he used the idea that God is the only free 
agent when he considers Him the real source of knowledge. 
Also in his definition of knowledge, he was affected by 
al-B;qillani's definition, who was the teacher of his 
teacher, al-Juwaynl. See more details in: W.~lontgornery 
Watt,~The logical Basis of Early Kalim~ The Islamic Quar
terly, vol. VI, 1961, pp. 3-5. 
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knowledge using an analytical method. He analyzed knowledge 

into conceptions (ta1wwurat) and assents (ta~diqat). In ord-

er to know the concept of a thing, we should know its defini-

tion. In order to understand this definition, we should know 

the concepts of its parts. In order to know the concepts of 

these parts, we should know their definitions. This cannot 

continue ad infinitum, but we should stop at "primaries known 

by senses, either external or internal perceptionu.(l) 

Assents are achieved by demonstration in which we 

use other propositions. These propositions also are derived 

from others and so on until we reach primary propositions to 

which we assent without proof(2) i.e. without acquisition. 

How and when are these primary propositions within 

us? AI-Ghazali's answer is that this knowledge (primary pro-

positions) is not actually set in our minds in every case. 

However, when the nature of mind is complete, this knowledge 

is potential not actual, (3) i.e. the person has the potenti

ality of the knowledge but the actuality of this potential 

knowledge is only realised in our minds when we direct our 

mental activity towards it. 

The potential existence of this knowledge 1n mind 
~e 

does not mean that the knowledge is latent in1mind and that 

the mind contains this knowledge without any help from the 

senses. (4) Al-Ghazali implies that the mind of the newly

born is empty, contrary to what the rationalists, in general 

advocate. 

The means of achieving knowledge, according to 

Mi'yar, p. 230. 
Ibid., p. 230. 
Ibid., p. 231. 
See be~oypp. 85-86 , to see the role of senses In achiev
ing knowledge. 
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al-GhazalI, are: the senses, which are two parts, external 

and internal; and the mind which receives what the senses 

bring, and exercises on this sensory data different activi

ties according to its difference faculties which are: 

(a) the faculty of imagination and perception. 

(b) the faculty of abstraction. 

(c) the fa.culty of thinking. 

(d) the fa.culty of judgement. (1) 

(b) How does knowledge happen? 

Man is born provided with senses and mind • In the 
. 

beginning the senses are the stronger and their activities are 

more obvious. Then the activities of mind begin to appear 

gradually, first with the faculty of imagination and finally 

the faculty of jUdgement. 

The activity of the latter faculty does not elimi

nate the former's. 

The senses pass on images of perceptible things to 

the mind which preserves and perceives these images by the 

help of the faculty of imagination and perception.(2) When 

this faculty has a lot of different images of t~ings, the fac

ulty of abstraction begins its activity on these images. It 

distinguishes, in these images, between those which are Slml-

lar in some qualities and different in others. 

from the general qualities to the less general. 

It beains o 

For example 

this faculty examines the images of stone, tree and animaland 

finds that they all are the same 1n having a body and that t~ 

are different in animality_ Then it makes the term 'body' as 

a general name and understands the absolute body; it does the 

(1 ) 

(2) 

Hi 'yarl. p. 231. These names were extracted from al
Ghazali's description of these faculties. 
Ibid., p. 233. 
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same with term I . l' d (1) an1ma •.• an so on. 

This faculty, also, distinguishes between the essen

tial and the non-essential, and the general and the specifi~. 

In the qualities of the general names, it knows, for instance 

that 'having body' is an essential quality of 'animal', (be

cause if this quality is non-existent then animal will be non-

existent), but being white is not an essential one ••• In this 

way the concepts of genus and species., and concepts in genera.l 

are realised in the mind.(2) 

After that comes the role of the faculty of thinking 

which synthesizes and analyses propositions. It brings into 

relation some of the concepts (which the previous faculty &b-

stracted) with others to make propositions. For instance, 

it brings into relation the concept 'eternal' with the concept 

'created' and synthesizes the propositions: "the eternal is 

created" and "the eternal is not created". (3) This faculty can 

analyse propositions into their terms, and comprehend the re

lation between the terms.(4) 

Finally, comes the faculty of judgement which exam-

1nes the relations between the terms of the propositions, whkh 

were made by the previous faculty, and then gives jUdgements 00 

them: either affirmation or negation. For instanc e, it judges 

that the relation between 'the eternal' and 'the created' is a 

negative one, and, therefore, the proposition: 'the eternal 1S 

created' 1S false and the proposition: 'the eternal is not 

created' 1S true. (5) 
The judgements of this faculty are of different k~. 

Ibid., p. 234. 
Ibid., p. 234. 
Ibid., p. 231. 
Ibid., p. 231. 
Ibid., p. 231. 
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(c) The kinds of jUdgements: 

The faculty of judgement, in the mind, issues dif

ferent kinds of jUdgements according to two considerations: 

The first consideration is the need of a middle ~rm. 

From this standpoint, we have two kinds of judgements: 

(i) primary judgements: they are jUdgements which 

this faculty makes on two terms (concepts) without the needof 

a middle term to combine them. For instance, if the 'faeulw 

of thinking' brings into relation the term 'man' with the term 

'animal', then the 'faculty of judgement' can make the judge

ment: man is an animal, without the need of a third term, to 

combine the terms 'man' and 'animal'. The same can be said 

in the judgement: the whole thing is bigger than its part.(l) 

(ii) Non-primary judgements: they are judgements 

which the faculty of judgement makes on two terms using a mid-

dIe term to help it in realising the exact relation between 

them. For instance, the 'faculty of judgement' cannot make a 

judgement on the relation between the 'world' and 'originated' 

directly, and so it looks for a middle term to combine themo 

It fiDd3 that the world "is not separa~ed from orig-

inated-things and so does not precede them, and what does not 

precede originated-things is originated U .(2) Then it makes 

the judgement: the world is originated. 

It is clear that this is a syllogism in which ~orld' 

and 'originated' are, respectively, the minor and major terms, 

and 'preceding originated-things' is the middle term which the 

faculty of judgement looked for. 

Ibid., p. 230. 
Ibid., p. 231. 
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The second consideration is the predominant element 

in the judgement: from this standpoint we have two kinds of 

judgements: 

(i) Sensory jUdgements: they are judgements made 

by the faculty of judgement in which the predominant element 

is perception or empirical experience. This kind is sub-div-

ided into two: (a) perceptual jUdgements which are made as a 

direct result of perception. For example, if we see the sun 

and make the judgement: 'the sun is spherical', then it is 

clear that this judgement is a result of the contact between 

the sense of sight and the sensible thing (the sun). Thus, 

it is a perceptual judgement, even though it was made by one 

of the mind's faculties, (1) (i.e. the faculty of judgement). 

(b) imaginary judgements: they are issued by the faculty of 

judgement on a certain thing under the influence of the images 

of things perceptible through the senses, which are preserved 

in the faculty of imagination. For instance, by perception 

we see that the agent of every originated thing is a body. 

When some people wanted to investigate the agent of the world, 

they would say it is a body influenced by their ~erceptual ex

perience and the images preserved in the faculty of imagina

tion. Thus the predominant element in this kind of judgement 

is sensation.(2) 

(ii) Hental jUdgements: they are jUdgements made 

by the faculty of judgement on the relations between the dif

ferent concepts and are a direct result of the activities of 

this faculty and the faculty of thinking. 

(1) Ibid., p.62; 232-233. 
(2) Ibid., pp. 63-64. 
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JUdgements may be classified into two groups: sen-

sory and mental. Each of these groups has two elements. 

Thus there are primary-sensory jUdgements and non-primary 

sensory jUdgements. Similarly, there are primary-mental 

jUdgements and non-primary mental judgements. 

(d) Kinds of jUdgements involved in the certain prem1ses: 

JUdgements can be applied to the certain premises ~ 

follows: 

(i) perceptuals: they(l)involve primary-sensory 

judgements, because they come as result of direct contact be-

tween senses and things. 

(ii) empiricals: they(2)involve non-primary-senoory 
~ 

judgements, because they come as~result of the repetition of 

perception many times, which is followed by the judgements. 

So the causes of judgement here are two things: perception 

and repetition. Thus these jUdgements are sensory and non-

primary. 

This analysis also applies to the empirically-tes~d 

and the intuited premises. 

(iii) the propositions known from innumerable nar

rators: they(3) involve non-primary-sensory judgements, be

cause they come as a result of innumerable repetitions of nar

rations, each of which is a direct perception. So, the caus~ 

of judgement here - like the empiricals - are: perception 

and repetition. 

(iv) pure rational primaries: they(4)are primary-

See their exposition and the examples above, p. 72. 
See their exposition and the examples above, pp. 72-74. 

See their exposition and the examples above,pp. 74-75. 
See their exposition and the examples above, pp. 71-72. 
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primary-mental judgements, because the mind rtakes t.he~ direc-

tly when it considers their terms, without the need of 'a 

mioclle term'. 

{v} The propositions known by an omitted middle& 
(1) 

they afe non-primary-mental judgements because the faculty of 

judgement is not able to make any judgement of them without 

the help of the middle ter.m which combines the two parts of 

the proposition. 

All this is summarised 1n the following table: 

-'--~----- - .---'- --- ---------- --- -~---.-

(1) See their exposition and the examples a~oveJPp· 75-76. 

... 
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ce) The source of knowledge and certainty: 

Knowledge, as already mentione,(l)is the engraving 

in the mind of a model congruous with the known subject. Cer

tain knowledge is that which is completely congruous with the 

external objects and which is associated with a psychological 

state in which the person feels that this congruity is com-

pletely right. I has already been shown how knowledge hap-

pens in the mind by the two main meana of knowledge: the 

senses and the mind which has different faculties. So that 

i~ can be said that without these two means, no knowledge aw 

happen. Although this is true, it does not mean, according 

to al-Ghazali, that they (the means) act independently so tha~ 

knowledge may happen as a result of their activity. Al-Ghazali 

believes, in the matter of knowledge - as in the order of nat

ure - that mind and senses do not act independently without 

the effect of God(2)and His will. Therefore, knowledge hap-

pens in one's mind through God when these means perform their 

activities.(3) This is similar to what happens in the order 

of nature where fire, for instance, is not the cause of burn

ing, but God's will, "the sole agent in the universe"(4) , is 

the real agent of burning. 

This explanation applies to certain knowledge, i.e. 

God is He Who brings about certainty in our minds when they 

perform their activities concerning certain knowledge - as de

scribed above. (5) 

See above, p. 62. 
Mi'yar, p.235 and: Tahafut, (Bouyges edition), pp.285-286. 
Cf. above pp.85-86. 
See H.E.Harmura, GDS, pp. 186-187. 
Cf. above pp. 85-86. 
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If we try to see what are the mental activitieswbich 

if performed, can result, with the association of Godts will, 

-according to al-Ghazali - in certain knowledge, we find that: 

(a) in the perceptual premises(l) it is sensation, (b) in 

the empirical premises and those known from innumerable narra

tors, it is the regular repetition of the sensations(2) , (c) 

in the pure rational primaries, it is the clearness of the 

congruity of these propositions to the external world which the 

mind realises directly and easily(3), (d) and in the proposit

ions known by an omitted middle, it is the congruity of them 

to the external world which the mind realises easily as if it 

were a direct realisation while, in fact, it is indirect(4). 

All these activities are required for certain know

ledge to be established in the mind, but al-Ghazali could not 

consider them as the real source of certainty; because ~ 

was God Who created in us knowledge and the feeling and aware

ness of its certainty, but He only does this when all these 

activities (of the senses and the mind) are performed. 

(I! 
~~ 
(4 

Cf. above, p.72. 
ct. above, pp.72-75. 
Cf. above, pp.7l-72. 
Ct. above, pp.75-76. 
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6. Natural sciences and certainty: 

AI-Ghazali, as already mentioned, denies causality 

in the course of nature. Although the origin of this idea 

is found in the Ash'arite school, al-Ghazali was the first to 

"offer a critical analysis of causality"(l), and "his attack 

on the causal principle in al-Tahafut was the acutest and most 

devastating attack to which this principle was subjected in 

the course of Islamic history"(2). Thus he rejected the main 

basis of certainty in natural sciences. For these sciences, 

as understood by Aristotle and the Islamic philosophers, rest 

"on the theory of essential efficient causes (in nature) and 

functions in terms of it"(3). 

AI-Ghazali replaced the principle of causa~y with 

the principle of 'the regularity of habits' (i~~irad al-'adat) 

and 'the habitual practice of God t (sunnat Allah), but, in 

spite of that, he keeps the Aristotelian demonstration as the 

main method of achieving new certain knowledge in natural 

sciences(4). 

The questions raised here are,always bearing in mind 

his theological rejection of the principles of c~usality: Does 

al-Ghazali consider the propositions of natural sciences as 

completely certain? And if the answer is in the affirmative, 

then we have to ask: on what basis does this certainty rest? 

And, what is the relation between this basis and his theory of 

knowledge and certainty? 

Al-Ghazal1 mentioned these problems incidentally in 

his work: Mi'yar al-'ilm from which we can extract the follow-

ing exposition of this matter. 

its 
• 
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{a} Kinds of propositions in natural sciences: 

The propositions of natural sciences can be divided, 

according to al-Ghazali, into two kinds: 

(i) Propositions that describe natural existents 

in the world like the sun, the moon, mountains, rivers •• etc. 

Certainty in such propositions depend on the subject they de

scribe: if it is an unchangeable and external subject, then 

the propositions which describe it will be permanently certain. 

For instance, the proposition: the world "is created and has 

a-creator"(l) is of this kind, because "it is impossible to 

have a time in which we judge that the world is eternal (qad

Im)"{2). However if the subject is changeable - like the 

things in the sub-lunar world - then the propositions which 

iescribe it will not be certain. For instance: the height 

of a mountain or the depth of a sea(3). Such propositions, 

even though they are not certain, in the complete sense, are 

nearly or temporarily certain. 

Also the propositions, which are derived from this 

kind of proposition, by using the latter as premises in valid 

syllogisms, will be the same in certainty as the_premises. 

If we say, for instance; "this mountain is so and so high~ 

and "every mountain which has such and such a height is so and 

so,,(4), the conclusion which can be derived from such a syllo

gism will not be completely certain because the premise is not 

completely certain. The reason for this is that one can ima

gine a change in the mountain's height.(5) 

(1) M·· - 255. 1 I:ar, p. 

II! 
Ibid., p. 255. 
Ibid., p. 255. 
Ibid., p. 255. 
Ibid. , p. 255. 
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(ii) Propositions that describe repeated events. 

This can be divided into two parts: 

(a) Empirically-tested premises (al-mujarrabat): they 

are propositions which describe events that have been percei

ved innumerable times, (as already explained)(l), like the pro-

positions: a magnet attracts iron, the lunar eclipse occurs 

at the time of the earth's intervention between it and the 

sun(2). Such propositions and those which are derived from 

them, by using them as premises in valid syllogisms, are con

sidered completely certain. 

(b) Propositions that describe events which occur mostly 

or frequently, this kind is not completely certain but nearly 

certain in general, even though some of them express higher 

degrees of certainty than others. There is something cenam 

in such propositions, namely that we are certain that they are 

expressed about events which occur frequently and so we are 

certain that their occurrence in the future will be usual, 

for example: if a healthy man and a young woman are married, 

then it is certain that it is very probable - as a result of 

this marriage - that they will have a child, but the exist

ence of the child is subject to probability and not an estab-

lished truth. 

(b) The foundations of certainty in the natural sciences: 

It is clear now, from what has been said here, that 

al-Ghaza11 did not use the 'principle of causality' as a basis 

of certainty in the natural sciences, but he used other ideas, 

(1) See above, pp. 72-73. 
(2

3
) Mi'~ar, p. 344. 

() Ibi., p. 256. 

! ' 
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as the foundations of certainty in these sciences. 

ideas are: 
These 

i. The unchangeability of the subject. 

ii. The regularity of habits or the habitual practice 

(sunnah)of God. 

iii. Demonstration (i.e. the syllogism with certain 

premises). 

By using these ideas to justify certainty inihe nat

ural sciences, a1-Ghaza1i diverges from the ideas of Aristotle 

and the Muslim peripatetics in this respect, especially Ibn 

S1na(I), in spite of his acceptance of demonstration, as set 

down by Aristotle and taught by Ibn Sina(2). In fact, 801-

Ghazali gave a new explanation of how some of the premises of 

demonstration derive their certainty.(3) 

We are going to show, in what follows, this new ex-

- - (4l plantion and its relation with al-Ghazall's occasionalist 

theory. 

It is appropriate to begin with a brief summary of 

al-Ghaza11's occasionalist theory, of which the following 

quotation is enough for our purpose: 

(1) 

(2) 

"Nature proceeds in an orderly fashion and this 

fact enables us to obtain certain knowledge about 

it. But nature's uniformity is not due to any 

causal qualities inherent in natural things. 

Cf.N.E.Narmura, GDS, pp. 185-186. 

Ibn S1na devoted a whole volume to expound demonstrat
ion. See: Ibn Sina, AI-Shifa'; Logic V; Demonstration, 
ed • .A.E.'.Afifi,revised by I.Hadkur, Cairo, 1956. 
H.E.~1armura, GDS, p'. 193. . . 
"Occasionalism can be defined as the belle! ln the ex
clusive efficacy of God, of whose direct intervention 
the events of nature are alleged to be the overt mani
festation or 'occasion'." Majid Fakhry, Islamic Occas
ionalism, p.9. 
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The uniformity is decreed by the divine will 

'that can undergo neither substitution nor 

change·.n(l) 

This uniformity in the course of nature which a1-

ChazalI called: 'the regularity of habits' or 'the habitual 

practice of God' is the basis on which certainty in the 

empirical premises (al-mujarrabat) rests. This regularity 

is a reflection of what happens in reality, and since cer

tainty is the complete congruity between what is in mind and 

reality, therefore, the empirical premises, which express 

this uniformity or regularity in reality, should be regarded 

as certain premises. 

The second kind of the premises used in the natur

al sciences, (as illustrated in the previous paragraph) (2) 

~those that describe events which occur frequently. This 

kind - as already mentioned - is not certain knowledge but 

probable, and there are different degrees of probability in 

it. The certainty found in this kind, which is that its pro-

positions express events of frequent occurrence, can be reduc

ed easily to the principle of 'the regularity o~ habits"~) 

The third kind of propositions used in the natural 

sciences is that which describes unchangeable existents. The 
piy.ed hatv. ... e 

basis of certainty in this kind is the of its sub-

ject. Its description, which is congruous with reality, is 

unchangeable, i.e. certain knowledge. 

We should notice here that such propositions, accor-

ding to al-GhazaI1, describe only things which are not subject 

to change, and if such things are found, it will be only in 

H.E.Marmura, GDS, p. 196. 
See above, p.96. 
See the example of this kind above, p.96. 
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S~pr~ (1) 

the -lunar part of the world. 

It is clear, from what has been said, that the prin

ciple of 'the regularity of habits' is the common element in 

his occasionalist theory and the foundation of certainty in 

the natural sciences. 

(c) Induction and science: induction (istiqra~, as detin

ed by al-Ghazali, is "the examination of many particularswh~h 

come under a general concept, so that if we find a judgement 

in these particulars, then we apply the same judgement to the 

ge~eral."(2) Al-Ghazali introduced examples of induction from 

the fields of: philosophy ('aql~at)(3), jurisprudence(4) , 

and the natural sciences'. (5) 

Induction is divided into two kinds: complete and 

incomplete. In complete induction, we examine all the partic-

ulars under a general concept and if we find the same judgsoont 

in all the particulars then we make the general judgement. This 

general judgement is certain(6), because it is applicable to 

every particular which comes under the general concept. In 

incomplete induction, we make the general judgement a.fter ex-

amining many particulars but not all of them; this kind of 

judgement is not certain, it is probable (zann)(7). For ex-
• 

ample, if one makes the judgement: "every animal moves its lo~ 

t " to "(8) after examining many kinds of er jaw during mas 1ca 10n , 

animals, but not all kinds, then it is possible that there isan 

Mi 'yar, p. 257. 
Ibid., p. 160. 
Ibid., pp. 160-161. 
Ibid., p. 162. 
Ibid., pp. 163-164. 
Ibid., p. 163. 
Ibid., p. 163. 
Ibid., p. 163. 



animal, which is, in fact, the crocodile, that moves its upper 

jaw during mastication. So when there is a contrast between 

some of the particulars, then the general judgement, as the ~ 

mentioned above, viII not be certain, because it does not apply 

to all the particulars. 

In these probable general judgements, there are de

grees of plausibility, which are proportioned to the number of 

the particulars that have been examined. Al-Ghazali applied 

this principle, which is called nowadays "The principle of in

stance confirmation", (1), to jurisprudence. For instance, if 

we have two different jUdgements drawn by induction, in order 

to choose the more likely of them, we can see the particular 

cases from which each judgement was drawn, then the one with 

greater number of cases is the stronger and the more likely(2). 

From a probable general judgement, which we achieva 

by using incomplete induction, we can derive new knowledge by 

using it as a minor premise in a valid syllogism where we can 

transfer a judgement from its predicate (i.e. the predicate of 

the general judgement) to its subject, but this new knowledge 

will be probable too. For example: if we havEy from examin-

ing the kinds of movements, like walking, swimming, flying ••• 

etc, the judgement: 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

every movement 1S in time; and we add to it the 

proposition: everything in time is created (mu~dath); 

we can derive the conclusion: every movement is cre

ated.(3) 

R. Harre, The philosophies of science, Oxford,l976,p.42. 
Al-Ghazali gave a detailed example from jurisprudence; 
Mi'yar, p. 162. 
Ibid., pp. 163-164. 
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This is the way by which we can derive new knoYledg~l) 
from the general judgements achieved by induetion, either eom-

plete or incomplete. However, if we want to infer from the 

general judgement - achieved by induction - a judgement on one 

of the particulars, then the result of this inference is,ei~r 

useless or unreliable, because if the induction is complete, 

then this judgement we are going to infer is already known to 

us during the process o~ the examination of the particulars, 

and so there is no new knowledge in this kind of inference. A 

similar thing could be said when the induction is incomplete 

and the particular we are going to judge had already been ex-

amined. However, if this particular had not been examined, 

then how can we know that the general judgement (which we have 

from incomplete induction) will apply to this unexamined part-

icular? It is possible that this particular is an exception, 

as is the case in the example of crocodile, and so the result 

of this judgement is unreliable(2). 

From what has been said here, it can be said tha~ in

duction, according to al-Ghazali, is a method used in natural 
(3) 

sciences beside other kinds of knowledge, as mentioned above , 
and it is only complete induction that can provide us with cer

tain knowledge (4) , while incomplete induction provides us with 

probable knowledge. 

(1) 

(d) Certainty in mathematics: 

AI-Ghazali treated the question of certainty in math-

This new knowledge, as far as certainty is concerned, will 
be similar to the premises from which it is derived. 
Mi'yar, pp. 163-164. 
See above, p. . . 
This kind of knowledge can be reduced to the emplrlcally
tested premises because the examination of the particul
ars is similar, to some extent, to repetition of percep
tion. 
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mathematics very briefly. He tells us that mathematics:&rith

metic and geometry, are £o~the most part, certain(l). This 

certainty is due to their unchangeable subject which is intel

ligible but can be imagined as well(2). It is due, also, to 

its method of reasoning which can be reduced to a series of 

valid syllogisms.(3) 

It can be said, according to al-Ghazali, that the 

kinds of premises which are suitable to be used in mathematics 

are: the pure rational primaries, the perceptuals and those 

known by an omitted middle. 

7. Kalam and certainty: 

(a) The aim of Kalam: 

The aim of kalam, as al-Ghazali describes it, is 

"merely to preserve the creed of orthodoxy and to defend it a-

gainst the deviations of heretics"(4), Kalam "acts like & pro

tective troop at the pilgrim road,,(5) 

The Islamic theologians (al-rnutakallimun) used two 

ways to realise this aim: the first is the refutation of the 

opponents of the creed and their criticisms; the second is 

their attempt to prove the articlesof faith rationally. 

(b) The methods of Kalam before al-Ghazali: 

The Islamic theologians developed two methods, which 

suit the two ways, mentioned above: 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(6) 

* The first method is dialeetic (al-Jadal)(6): 

This method is used for the refmauon of those who 

Mi'yar, p. 247. 
Ibid., p. 247. 
This can be understood easily from what he say, see: 
Ibid., E._247. 
Al-Ghaza11, al-Mungidh, (E.Tr.)~ E. 27._, 
J.Van Ess, LSIT, p. 24; Al-Ghazall, I~ya , vol. l,p.86. 
See: Ibn Khaldunr the Mugaddimah, trans.F.Rosenthal, 
vol.III, p. 34, 55. 
J.Van Ess, LSIT, p. 25. 
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criticise religion. It can be described as a destructiTe or 

negative method, because, in jadal "one argues according to one's 

adTersary"(l). There is a thesis which the mutakallim Y&nts 

t.o falsify and to demonstrate its error. In this method "he 

does not develop a truth because of its internal evidence, but 

because of the untenability of the contrary"(2)thesis. 

Therefore, this method is not expected to achieve 

positive certainty - exeept that which comes incidentally.1hus 

it is not suitable for positive deduction.(3) 

The opponent, usually, is either a non-Muslim, i.e. 

Jew, Christian or Manichean, or a Muslim theologian belonging 

to another theological sect. 

The mutakallimun developed several ways of jadal to 

refute their opponents. Al-Farabi, in his work I~~a'al-'UlUm, 

mentions the importan~ones(4): 

(i) Proving that the creed is true and genuine and 

so the thesis of the opponent - which contradicts the creed or 

some of its articles - will be false. 

The truth and the genuineness of the creed is proved 

in this way - by proving that the person who bri~gs it is a 

messenger of God. One should believe that this person is 

really a messenger of God if it is proved that he performed 

d h o (5) tOf miracles or if veracious people who precede 1m cer 1 y 

that he is a true messenger of God or by both vays together~6) 

{I 

~~ 
(4 
(5 

(6) 

Ibid., p. 25. 
Ibid., p. 23. 
Ibid., p. 25. 
Al-Farabi, Ihfj&', pp. 108-113. 0 0 " 

It is probabte that "the veraC10US peopl: ••• h1ID he~e, 
refer to preceding prophets who - accord1ng to Musl1m 
beliefs - announced the coming of Mu~ammad as a Messen
ger of God. 
Ibid., p. 110. 
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The mutakallimnn, in this method, use certain kinds 

of inference. The important ones are: 

(i) The analogy of the hidden (or imperceptible) 

with the present (or apperceptible), (giyas al-gha'ib 'ala al

shahid): this is one of the important arguments used by the 

mutakallimun. In it we judge a hidden thing, (al-gha'~b), 

by the same judgement we judged the present thing (al-sh&hid) 

because they are common in a certain quality or qualities(l). 

The mutakallimun disagree about determining the qualities by 
-

which, if found in the shahid and the gha'ib, we can apply the 

judgement of the shahid to the gha'ib, but most of them agree 
yec1~on (2) 

on the ('illah) and the indication (dalalah) • The 

example of the common cause is that: ve see that all created 

and made things need a maker, ( ~ani ,), and so the created world 

needs a creator(3), (we have to prove here that the world is 

created). The example of the common indication is that: the 

creation of things we see in a destined and accurate manner~ 

an indication of the power, (gudrah), will, (iradah) and know

ledge ('!1m) of the crea.tor, and so we can infer from the des

tination, the accuracy and the creation of the ~orld that its 

creator (i.e.God) has power, will and knowledge. (4) 

(n) Investigation and disjunction (al-sabr va al

taqsIm): this is, in fact, the disjunctive syllogism. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 
(4) 

AI-Ghaza11, Mi'yar
i 

pp.165-166; Ali S.al-Nashshar, Man-
ahij a!-Ba~th, p. 01. _ _ 
AI-Qad~ 'Abd_al-Jabbar, A1-Muh~t bi al-Tak11! _edited ~. 
'Umar S.'Azm1, Cairo, 1965,p.16~; A.S.aI-Nasiiliar,Hanah1], 
pp. 107-108. 
AI-Ghaza1i, Mi'yar, p.165; 'Abd al-Jabbar, al-MuIti},p.166. 
Ibid •• pp. 166-167. 
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In this argument one has to investigate all the possibilities 

of a matteT then one can infer from the denial of any number 

of these possibilities, that truth is restricted to the oth~ 

provided that he enumerated all the possibilities.(l) 

The mutakallimnn distinguished between two types in 

this argument: 

(a) The exclusive (al-munhasir): in it all the existed 
4 • 

possibilities are dealt with~ This can be in the form: 

ilities. 

A is either b or e or d ••• or n, 

but A is not c or d ••• or n, 

therefore A is b. 

The well-known example of this type has two possib

It is the following: 

The world is either eternal or created; if it is not 

eternal (which has to be proven), then it must be created.(2) 

By this type of argument (i.e. the exclusive) we 

can obtain certain conclusions(3). 

(b) The inclusive (al-muntashir): in it one or more of the 

possibilities are not taken into account, and so the investi-

gation (al-sabr) is incomplete. 

By this type we cannot obtain certain conclusions, 

but only probable (zann)(4) , 

(iii) The deduction of conclusions from prem1ses, 

(intaj al-mugaddimat Ii al-nata'ij): in this type there is one 

premise from which the conclusion is derived, this kind can be 

easily reduced to the categorial syllogism, and so it can be 

J.van Ess~LSIT, E.41j A.S.al-Nashshar,Manahij, p.lli. 
AI-Ghaza11, Mi'yar, E. 156. 
A.S.al-Nashshar, Manahij, p.lli. 
Ibid., p.lll; J.van Ess, LSIT, p.41,note 106. 
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(I) 
considered as an enthymeme. AI-Ghazali considered the cap-

ability of reducing this kind of argument to a two premise

syllogism as the criterion for its validity(2}. The mutakal

limnn before al-Ghazali used this kind of argument without 

bothering or thinking of this reduction(3) depending only on 

common sense as a criterion for the validity of the arguments. 

(c) The methods of kalam, before al-Ghaza11, and certai~: 

The aim of the method of dialectic (jadal), as al

ready mentioned(4) is only the refutation of one's opponentB 
-

thesis. Achieving certainty here, is not the aim of the 

mutakallim. 

The method which aims to achieve certainty in kalim 

is research, al-bahth, or inference • • 

In the first kind of ba~th or inference (which is 

giyas al-gha'ib 'ala al-shahid), the mutakallimun consider the 

conclusions they reach as certain, provided that the conditi~ 

of the common quality are fulfilled, although there are disa

greements(5) among them (i.e. the mutakallimun) about the de-

termination of the common quality - as already mentioned. 

In the second kind of ba~th (i.e.al-sabr va al-tagsim) 

if the investigation is exclusive then the conclusions will be 

certain, but if the investigation is inclusive then the con

clusions will not be certain but probable, as already mentioned. 

The mutakallimun considered the conclusions they aeh-

1eve by using the third kind (i.e. intaj al-mugaddimat Ii al-

nata'ij) as certain. There is no general rule to be a crit-

erion to help us in examining the certainty of the conclusions 

(1) "An enthymeme is a syllogism abridged in expression by 
the omission of one of the constituent propositions". 
J.Welton, A manual of Logic, vol.l, London,1904,p.387o 

Ibid., p._178. 
Ibn Khaldun, Al-Nuqaddimah, Beirut,1900, p.465. 
See above, ~p. 102-103. -
See_~ome p01Dt S Of disagreement in A.S.al-Nashshar, 
Manah1], pp.10~-1 o. 
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but the mutakallimun used to justify their conclusions. 

What is said here about the certainty in these three 

kinds of ba~th applies to their forms only. They have been 

described here on the assumption that the matter (i.e. the 

propositions used in them as premises) is certain. In fact, 

the mutakallimun before al-Ghazali pay little attention to the 

question of 'form and matter' in their arguments. (1) Ibn Khal

dun informs us that al-Ghazali was the first mutakallim(2)to 

attach importanceto this question and to be interested inclas

sifying the kinds of premises(3). In these tvo points he 

was influenced by Aristotelian logic. 

Cd) The method of inference in kalam according to al

Ghazali: 

In ~he fourth preface of his work al-Igti~ad fi &1-

I'tiqad(4), al-Ghazaii expounded briefly the kinds of infer

ence which should be used in kalam, and referred the reader, 

who wanted more explanation and details, to his works: Mi'yar 

al-'ilm and Mihakk al-nazar (in which he expounded the same 
• • 

kinds of inference in more detail). 

These kinds of inference (which al-Ghazali wanted 

the mutakallimun to use) are the kinds of inference in Aris

totelian logic, as it was known in the Islamic world. They are: 

(i) Investigation and disjunction: (Al-sabr wa a1-

tagsim): this kind is the disjunctive syllogism (in logic). 

Al-Ghazali kept the name given to it by the preceding mutakal

limun and his description ~ it is not different from theirs. 

In Mi'yar al-'ilm, he explained its conditions as it is in 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

-This is clear from Ibn Khaldnn's short survey of kalam 
in the Mugaddimah, (Beirut,1900),pp.464-465. 
Ibid., p. 466. 
See below, pp.110-l!1. 
Al-Ghazali, AI-Iqti~ad fi al-I'tiqad, Cairo,1320A.H.pp.9-D. 
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traditionallogic(l). 

In his al-Qista~ al~ustaqUn, al-Ghazali called this 

kind of inference: the criterion of opposition (mizan al-ta

, anud) ( 2 ) • 

(ii) The predicative syllogism (al-qiyas al-~am1i): 

it is the categorfal syllogism which has three figures. The 

rules of each of these figures and their conclusive moods are 

expounded in Mi'yar al-'ilm(3). In al-Qis~as al~~ust&qim, 
al-Ghazali called this kind of inference: the criterion of 

equivalence, Mizan al-t~'adul.(4) 

(iii) The connective-conditional syllogism, (a1-

qiyas al-shar~i al-mutta~il): it is the hypothetical (conjun

ctive) syllogism. Its rules, also, are expounded in Mi'yar 

al-'ilm(5). AI-Ghazali-recommended this kind of inference 

to the mutakallimun to use in proving the falsity of oppon

ents' allegations(6). In al-Qisjas al-mustaqim he called it 

the criterion of concomitance (mizan al-talazum) (7). 

This is the form of the kindsof inference which &1-

Ghazali wanted the mutaka11imun to use in kalam. He, in fact, 

believes that these kinds should be used, in all sciences, be

cause only by using them can we achieve certainty(8). 

(2~ (3 
(4 
(5) 
(6 ) 
(7 ) 
(8) 

Achieving certainty, according to al-Ghaza1i, de~ds 

- -AI-Ghazali, Mi'yar, pp.156-158. See also, al-Ghazali, 
Mi~akk,_p~.42-44~ 
11-Ghaz~1!, Qis}!s, pp.65-67. See below,pp.159-16l. 
AI-Ghaz~l!, MI'yar, pp.131-151. 
AI-GhazaI1, Qistas, pp. 47-61. See below, pp.139-155 • 

• - -AI-Ghaza11, 
Al-Ghazali, 
AI-Ghazali, 
AI-Ghazali, 

Mi'yar, EP.151-155. 
al-Iqti~ad, pp.9-10. 
Qist:s, pp. 53-60. See below, pp. 155-159. 

! 

Qistas, p. 82. See above, Pp. 69-70. 
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as already mentioned(l)_ on tvo things: using valid forms of 

inference (i.e.syllogisms) and using certain propositions as 

premises in these syllogisms. This applies to kalam. After 

expounding briefly the forms of inference, (in his al-Iqtitid ) 

al-Ghazali began to expound the kinds of propositions (i.e. 

premises) which should be used in kalam. They are the kinds 

of premises we have presented in seetion (4 )(2)of this chap

ter. They are: 

(i) Those based on sense-perception (Sl-ma~sUsat~3): 
these propositions are considered as certain by all people ex

cept those who do not have s~enses or have lost some of them (4) • 

(ii) The primary-rationals (al-awwaliyyat al-'agli

~~) these are considered as certain by all people except 

those without intellect~6) 

(iii) The widely-transmitted. propositions (al-mut&

watirat) (7): these are considered as certain by those who re

ceived them in this manner i.e. taYatur, (fi ~aqq man tavat

arat ilayh) (8) 

(iv) Those proved by another syllogism in which the 

premises were from the three previous kinds(9). 

(v) The well-known propositions (al-mashhurat)(lO): 

He called them also al-sam'iyyat(ll) (literally:auditories): 

1 See above',p p. 69-70. 
2 See above, pp. 71-82. 
3 See aboye~ P. 72. _ 
4 AI-Ghazali, a1 Iqtisad, pp. 23-13. 
5 See above, pp. 71-{~. 

(6) AI-Ghazali,&l-Iqti~ad, p.12. 
(7
8

) See aboye~ PP.74-75._ 
() AI-Ghaza11, al-Iqti~ad, p.12. 
(9) Ibid., p __ 12; see above, p .76. 
(110

1
) See aboye J. p P -76-78. _ 

( ) AI-Ghaza11, al-Iqti~ad, p.12. 
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these do not produce certainty, but they are useful in argu

mentation with those who recognise them. (1) 

(vi) Those accepted by the opponent, musallamat al-

kha§m: those are useful in dispute with opponents. They are 

assumed to be accepted for the sake of argument in order to 

prove their falsity.(2) 

tisad • • 

These are the kinds of premises mentioned in al-Ig

There al-Ghazali did not mention the false premises(3) 

which he had mentioned in Mi'yar. This indicates that he did 

not consider that false propositions could be used in k&lam. 

If the aim is 2ahth, i.e. proving the articles of faith, then 

certain premises should be used. If the aim is dialectic, 

jadal, i.e. refuting an opponent's thesis, then well-known 

premises and those accepted by the opponent should be used be

side the certain premises(4). 

(e) The reduction of earlier kinds of inference in kalam 

to the three kinds of syllogism: 

AI-Ghazali recognised al-sabr va al-tagsim as it vas 

practised by the mutakallimun before him. This is because it 

is the same as the disjunctive syllogism in logic; but he did 

not mention their other two methods (i.e. giyas al-gha'ib 'ala 

al-shahid and intaj al-mugaddimat Ii al-nata'ij) when expound-

ing the kinds of inference in al-Iqti~ad. The reason for this 

is that he did not recognise these two kinds as valid, even 

though many mutakallimun had reached sound conclusions by using 

them. However, that was because their arguments were capable 

Ibid., E.!3. See ab2ve, pp. 76-78. 
Al-Ghazali, al-Iqtifad, pp. 12-13. 
See abo!e~ PP'78-8l.-
AI-Ghaza1i, a1-Iqt~~ad, pp. 9, 12-13. 
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of being reduced to syllogisms and therefore had the power of 

syllogism(l). AI-Ghazali considers giyas al-gha'ib 'ala al

shahid as "the transference of a judgement from a certain par

ticular which is similar to it (the certain particular) in~ 
(2) 

way". The transference from one particular to another par-

ticular, according to al-Ghazali, is not a valid inference 

unless it is possible for the two particulars to come under a 

universal judgement, and then this (qiyas) is reduced toKthe 

transferrence of judgement from a universal to a particular 

w~ich comes under it"(3)and in such a case "there is no etf~t 
of the present example (al-shahid) which was named,,(4). 

Al-Ghazali. says that the present example (a1-sh&hid) 

is mentioned only to call the attention of the listener to the 

universal proposition(5). For instance, the mutakallimun 

say: 

The sky is created because it 1S a body by analogy 

with plants and animals which are bodies and the creation of 

which is perceptible(6). 

According to the method of mutakal1imun "plants and 

animals" are the present or apperceptible example (al-sbahid); 

"sky't is the hidden or inapperceptible (al-gha'ib); the com

mon quality is that both are "bodies"; and the judgement is 

"created". 

Al-Ghazali told us that we cannot conclude from this 

f~ Al-Ghazall, Mi'yar, p. 178. 
Ibid., p. 165. 

~~ 
Ibid., p. 166. 
Ibid., p. 166. 
Ibid., p. 168. 

(6) Ibid., p. 165. 
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a.rgurneWt\.. 

that 'the sky is created'. However, this conclusion 

will be true if it becomes clear to us that plants and anim

als are created because they are bodies and 'body' is the "mid

dIe term of creation"(l), (i.e. the middle term in a categor

ical syllogism in which 'created' is the major term and 'p~ts' 

or 'animals' is the minor term. This syllogism will be ~n 

this form: every body is created (major premise), plants are 

bodies (minor premise), therefore plants are created (conclus

ion).]. If this becomes clear then we are aware that we have 
. 

a. universal judgement (i.e.proposition) with which a categ,ori-

cal syllogism from the first figure can be formed, which is: 

every body is created, 

sky is a body, 

therefo~ sky is created. 

(major premise) 

(minor premise) 

(conclusion) 

This is how the conclusive arguments in the form of 

giyas al- gha'ib 'ala al-shahid are reduced to categorical 

syllogisms. If it is not possible to have a universal judge-

ment (i.e. proposition) in an argument in this form (i.e.g"iyas: 

al-ga'ib 'ala al-shahid), then it is not reducible and there-

fore not conclusive. This - according to al-G~azali - is the 

criterion by which we can distinguish between true and false 

arguments presented in the form of giyas al-gha'ib 'al~ al

shahid(3). Thus, according to this criterion, mentioning the 

shahid is superfluous, and the only advantage of mentioning it 

is to remind us of the universal proposition. Yet since there 

are more disadvantages in mentioning al-shahid, (because many 

people think of it only and discuss its qualities and do not 

pay attention to the universal proposition), al-Ghazall does 

(21) Ibid., p. 165. 
() Ibl.d., p. 165 
(3) Ibid., p. 168. 
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not recommend using it in arguments(l). 

AI-Ghaz&li has the same attitude towards the other 

kind of interence used by the mutakallimun i.e. intaj al-mug&-

ddimat Ii al-nata'ij. He considers the arguments in this form 

as valid if it is possible to reduce them to anyone of the 

three kinds of syllogism (which are mentioned above)(2). In 

this case they have the strength of a syllogism(3). If the 

reduction is not possible then the arguments are false. AI

Ghazali, in fact, considers this kind as an enthymeme(4). 

8. Discussion and comments: 

(a) The relationship between logic and certain knowledge: 

Al-Ghazali discussed the question of eertain know-

ledge in a work devoted to logic, 'Mi'yar al'ilml He repeai-

ed similar discussions in the rest of his works on logic. This 

indicates his conviction that there was a relationship between 

logic and certain knowledge. In his view, this relationship 

ean be found in the concepts of both certain knowledge and log

ic. Achieving certain knowledge is the aim of the search for 

knowledge.(5) Logic is the instrument or method which helps us 

in achieving certain knowledge and distinguishing it from non-

certain knowledge in general. (6) Thus it can be said that the 

relationship between logic and certain knowledge is the relat-

ionship between the means and the end. Demonstration (i.e. 

the valid syllogism with certain premises) is the method by 

(1) Ibid., p. 166. 
2 See aboye~ pp. 103-110. 
3 AI-Ghazali, Mi'yar, p. 178. 
4 See ~bove, p. 107, n.l. 
5 Mi'yar, p. 68. 
6 Ibid., pp. 59-60. 
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which we achieve new eertain knowledge, and the rules of logic 

are means by which we can distinguish between certain and nan

certain knowledge and valid and non-valid evidences.(l) 

There is another aspect of the relationship between 

logic and certain knowledge: it is the relationship of a part 

to the whole. The facts and the rules of logic are permanent-

ly true propositions, and ~ch propositions are certain know

ledge(2), and so, logic is a part of 'certain knowledge'. 

A third feature of the relationship between them whUh 

can be derived from Al-Ghazali's definition of certain know

ledge and from the examination of the principles on which logic 

in general and the syllogism in particular are based. Cer~ain 

knowledge is the complete congruity between what is in mind 

and the external subjects. If we examine the principle which 

is called 'dictum de omni et nullo,(3) on which the validity 

of the syllogism is based, we will find that this principle is 

valid because it represents a relationship(4)between things in 

the actual external world(5) • That explains why demonstration 

can be conclusive'.· So this feature of the relationship be-

tween certain knowledge and logic can be expres~ed in the fol-

(4) 

(5) 

Ibid., p. 60. 
See more details above in the chapter devoted to his at
titude towards logic. 
This dictum may be stated as follows: "If every member 
of a class (M) has (or does not have) a certain property 
(p) and if certain individuals (S) are included in that 
class (M), then these individuals· (S) have (or do not . 
have) the property (p)". L.Susan Stebbing,McxlemIntroduction 
to Logic, p. 86. . . 
This relationship according to the modern 10g1c, 1S re
duced to the relationship of 'implication', which is one 
of the relationships that can be found among things. 
Ibid., p.221. cf. this with, note 1, p.I16, above. 
In spite of what c~n_be said about the formalit~ of t~e 
syllogism, al-GhazaI1, as Aristotle and the per1patet1cs, 
did not understand from the term: 'formality of the syl
logism' that it may express a relationship which is not 
found in the actual world. 
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following statement: Each of them reflects or expresses eit

her the actual external world or some of the relationships in 

it. In other Yords, we can say that each of them is a reflec

tion of the actual external world from different angles. 

(b) The concept of certain knowledge: 

AI-Ghazali determined knowledge as the congruity of 

what is in mind with what is in the actual world, and certain 

knowledge is this congruity when it is complete. He also Cal-

sidered the senses as the sole supplier of the mind with the 

material on which it practises its activities. Hind, with 

its different faculties, is able, according to him, to deduce 

by using demonstration, some of the qualities of the actual 

world which cannot be perceived by the senses ••• 

From this brief summary of al-Ghazali's theory of 

knowledge and certainty, some other ideas follow: 

(i) Human knowledge is confined to the actual aen

s:ible world a.nd it cannot exceed it, except in a limited range 

as we shall see below in (b). The reason for this is tha.t 

the mind can only practise its activities on sensory data. 

(ii)The only possible metaphysim whic~ can be ach-

ieved and will have certain propositions according to thia 

theory of knowledge, is that which is connected with the exter

nal sensible world thl"o Y.9h the subject-predicate relationshi~) 

That is because the mind is able to achieve propositions, ~ch 

are not perceivable through the senses, by using the syllogis

tic method in which the premises are certain (i.e. congruous 

with the sensible external world); and the syllogism is valid 

because it is based on the subject-predicate relationship. 

(1) This relationship is a part of t~e'relat!on of impl~c&
tion' i~ modern logic; See: Zakl. N.Nahmud, Al-man~l.q 
al-wa9'i, vol. 1,(5th edition),Cairo,l~73,p.I6I. 
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Therefore, all the non-perceivable propositions we can achieve 

are connected with the sensible world through this subject

predicate relation. 

There is a criterion, implied in al-Ghazali's theory 

for the criticism of metaphysics. It can be said that every 

metaphysics whose relation to the actual sensible world cannot 

be reduced to the subject-predicate relation is baseless and 

invalid. 

(iii) Al-Ghazali's theory reduces certainty to the 

s~bmissiveness and calmness of min~l.l.hic.h comes as a result of 

the congruity betwe~what is in mind and the subjects in the 

outside world, and considers the mind and its faculties as the 

instrument which actualises knowledge and certainty - either 

in primary or non-primary propositions. Thus, it appears that 

mind is an instrument designed only to comprehend the actual 

world. While al-Ghazali accepted this, a.t-the same time,he did 

not mean that mind is the efficient cause for knowledge. In 

fact, it is only the 'occasionalist cause,(2), and God is the 

true efficient cause who makes knowledge happen in us when the 

mind practises its activities, as already mentigned. (3). In 

this explanation, al-Ghazali sets forth a kind of guarantee 

for the certainty we feel in our minds. This explanation, 
(4) 

also, is in accordance with his 'occasionalist theory', where 

whatever happens in the world depends on God's active 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 
(4) 

See above, pp.63-65. 
The term 'occasionalist cause' is u~e~ by M.E.Marmura, 
in h!s_attempt to interpret al-Ghazali's idea of (1}~rad 
al-'adat); in this interpretation~ ~armura said that 
this term "is not employed by Ghaza11, but is suggested 
by his language". M.E.Narmura,GDS, p. 197. 

See above, pp.92-93 , and Mi'y;r, p. 235. 
See the exposition of it in: M. Fakhry, Islamic Occas
ionalism, pp. 57-71. 
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intervention. It is clear that the theological motive is 

found in both theories which are compatible with his theolo

gical views concerning God, the free agent, who has no restric

tions on his power. 

(c) The premises of the syllogism: 

Al-Ghaza11's classification of the premises of the 

syllogism is taken, forthe most part from Ibn sina's claasi

fication as shown in his work (Al- Isharat wa at-TanbIhat(l) 
• 

Both of them are affected, to some extent, by Aristotle's clas-

sification. The basis on which Aristotle, Ibn sina and a1-

Ghazali set us their classifications is the same; it is the 

distinction between certain and non-certain knowledge.(2) 

In spite of the similarity on this point, there is & 

difference, between Ibn sina and al-Ghazali in the one hand 

and Aristotle on the other, concerning the kinds of certain 

premises. According to Aristotle, certain premises are: axi~ 

hypotheses and definitions(J), while, according to Ibn Sina and 

al-Ghaza11, they are: pure rational primaries, perceptuals, 

empiricals, those known from innumerable narrators and those 

known by an omitted middle(4). 

In these classifications, the effect of the methods 

and foundations of mathematicsonAristotle is clear(S), while 

the natural sciences, mathematics and the Qur'an(6) vere in 

Ibn sina's mind. In this matter al-Ghaz~li follows the lat-

(1) 

(2) 

(6) 

Ibn sIna , Isharat, vol. 1, pp. 341-363. 

The aim of Aristotle's theory of demo~stration.was t9 es
tablish the basic structure ror certaln-deductlve SC1~es. 
See: A.Dumiriu, Historv of Logic,vol. ,p.186. 
Y.D.Ross, Aristotle, London, 1923. p.48. 
See above,the table,p.82and Isharat, vol.l, pp.343-3S0. 
Cf.W.D.Ross,Aristotle,pp.44-4S; and A.Dumitriu,History 
of Logic, vol.l, p.186. _ _ . 
This is clear from considering (al-mutwatirat) as certaln 
knowledge,and the statement that we have rec~ived the 
Qur'an from innumerable narrators (bi al-tawatur). 
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latter exactly. 

(d) AI-Ghazali's theory of knowledge: 

Another point, which should be noticed, is that al

Ghazali was fully aware of the necessity of establishing cer-

tainty on epistemological bases. So he presented to us a 

theory of knowledge even though its parts were few and were 

scattered in different places(l)and some of them only emerged 

in the form of answers to possible objections to his ideas. 

AI-Ghazali's theory of knowledge seems harmonious 

with his concept of certainty. For certainty depends mainly 

on the congruity of the actual world. His theory of knowledge 

tries to explain how the images of the actual world are passed 

on through the senses to the mind, which practices its acti

vities upon the sensory data. 

In his description of how knowledge happens, al

Ghazali tried to describe the main mental processes which ha 

reduced to four. Thus, he considered the mind to have four 

faculties, each one for each of these mental processes(2). 

What al-Ghazali offers us here is, in fact, merely a hypothe-

tical conjecture which he tried to harmonise with his concept 

of certainty. In this matter he fares in the same way as the 

majority of philosophers in their conjectures. 

It will be noticed, in al-Ghazali's theory of know

ledge, that mind held an important place - even though it ~ao

tises its activity on sensory data(3). All the kinds of 

jUdgements, mental and sensory, are made by it. So with r~ 

gard to the problem of knowledge, it is difficult to consider 

al-Ghazali as a pure rationalist or a pure empiricist. Rather 

Mi'yar, pp. 218-230; 230-235. 
See above, p. 85. 
Cf. above, pp. 85-86. 
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it is more pertinent to consider him as one of those who com-

promise between the two attitudes. 

(e) Certainty and the natural sciences: 

(i) It may be said that al-Ghazali's rejection of 

the principle of causality in nature should lead him, spon

taneously, to reject certainty in the natural sciences. Par 

the denial of causality implies the denial of the presence of 

a permanent order in nature, and so is the denial of having 

established laws, concerning natural phenomena, and also the 

denial of the possibility of predicting future events (in nat-

ure). However, this was not what al-Ghazali believed. In 

fact, he substitued for the principle of causality the prin

ciple, or the idea of the regularity of habits (Ittr&d al-'adat~l) 
• • 

with which he explained order in nature, (which he called also: 

the habitual practice of GOd,(sunnat Allah). Thus he accepted 

~t there were certain premises in the natural sciences, which 

are the empiricals (al-mujarrabat) (2), from which we can derive 

new certain propositions i.e. theorems. Thus, according to 

this principle, we can predict future events in nature(3). 

Yet, al-Ghazali did not consider 'the regularit~ of habits' as 

an absolute and independent principle, because this regularity 

can be interrupted by miracles, and because it is a manifeat-

ation of God's free will who is the real agent of whatever hap-

pens in the world. 

(l~ (2 
(3 

According to al-Ghazali, this new principle, (the 

See above, pp.94 - 95. 
See above, pp.72 - 74. 
Mi'yar, p. 191. To assert this idea, al-Ghazali said: 
"if the mutakallim was told that the neck of his son was 
severed, he would not doubt in his death, and no ration
al man would doubt this". 
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basis for which is found in the Ash'arite school){l), is cap

able of explaining both order and miracles in nature, because 

both are due to the same efficient cause (i.e.God and His free 

viII). It also opens up an opportunity for prediction and 

beside this it does not contradict God's absolute power 

and free will. While the principle of causality explains 

order and enables us to predict future events in nature, it 

cannot explain the occurrence of miracles(2), and moreover, 

for al-Ghazali it suggested a serious restriction on divine 
-power. 

(ii) AI-Gha.zali's theory of certainty (which is not sup

ported by the principle of causality) makes the total of eer-

tain propositions in the natural sciences, {i.e. the true 

theorems} less than wha.t a theory of certainty, based on the 

principle of causality, can allow us to establish, (as was the 

case with Aris~otle and the peripatetics and most of the phil-

osophers until recent times). This is due, according to 801-

Ghazali's theory, to the fact that some scientific facts are 

ba.sed on the description of natural existents, and because 

most of these existents are subject to change. So the know-

ledge that describes them and that which is derived from it, 

will not be certain, but probable (~ann). On the other hand, 

such knowledge, according to a theory based on the principle 

of causality, will be certain; because the natural existents, 

according to this principle, have permanent characters. 

(1) 
(2) 

AI-Ghazali, in this point, comes close to modern 

Majid Fakhry, Islamic Occasionalism, pp. 56-57. 
That is because miracles are disruptions of the natural 
order which is due, according to the principle of caus
ality, to the inherent nature of things and events. Cf. 
M.E.Marmura, GDS, p. 195. 
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ideas in the philosophy of science, but this proximity is in 

the result and not in the approach. For Scientists nowadays 

do not accept rules of the form 'A causes B' "in science ex-

cept as crude suggestions in early stages"(l). Also they 

recognise that the results they achieve mostly, are not ab

solutely true or certain and are capable of being modified or 

changed in the future(2). 

(iii) In spite of al-Ghazali's rejection of Aris

totle and the peripatetics' views in expla:ining order :in nature 
. 
by the principle of causality, he accepted totally Aristotle's 

theory of demonstration, in which demonstration is the only 

method for achieving new certain knowledge in the different 

sciences. It may appear that there is a discrepancy between 

his denial of causality - unlike Aristotle - and his advocacy 

of the claims of the demonstrative sciences, as set down by 

Aristotle, but, al-Ghazali did, in fact, distinguish between 

the two and found that the denial of the first did not lead 

necessarily to the rejection of the other. For demonstrat-

ion, in which the premises are certain, is, according to both 

Aristotle and al-Ghazali, a connection of ideas as they are 

connected in reality(). The difference between them is in 

principle on which each of them based certainty: AI-Ghazali, 

as mentioned above, substituted for the principle of causality 

the idea of the regularity of habits. 

(f) Induction and natural sciences: 

(1) 

AI-Ghaz~li's discussion of induction and his 

B. Russell, History of Western Philosophy, London, Unwin 
Paperbacks, 1979, pp.642-642. Russell maintained this 
during his discussion of Hurne's point of view about caus· 
!l!ty, in which there are many points similar to al-Ghaz
a11's. 
R. Harre, The philosophy of science, p.lO. 
Cf.A.Dimitriu, History of Logic, vol.l, p.188. 
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detinition ot it, reflect a clear understanding of its nature. 

He considered induction as a method which can be applied to 

natural sciences; but it is not the main method. 

tration is the main method, following Aristotle. 

Demons-

It seems likely that al-Ghazali's belief concerning 

demonstration stands as a stumbling block in the way of find-

ing new aspects in which induction can be applied. AI-GhazaI1, 

for instance, thought that it was useless or unreliable to in

fer from the general judgement, achieved by induction, a jud~ 

ment on one of the particulars(l) , but we can derive new know-

ledge from such a proposition by using it as a minor premise 

in a valid syllogism (as explained previously) (2). 

While we find the later idea true, we find the 

former - in spite of its theoretical justification - is, from 

the practical point of view, an obstacle in the way of making 

use of these general judgements in man's life. For the ap-

plications of the scientific theories are, in their essential 

nature, no more than the transfer of a general judfement to 

some particulars of its subject. AI-Ghazali was able to make 

use of the method of induction in the field of jurisprudence; 

this is clear from the several examples which he gave in his 

exposition of induction. This indicates clearly that his con-

cern was directed to the application of induction to juris

prudence more than to the natural sciences. 

(g) Kalam and logic: 

In several places ~n his books, al-Ghazall showed 

his displeasure at the great number of books on kalam which 

t among the muta.kall ;mu-(3). are full of dispute and disagreemen s • n 

See above, p p. -99-101. 
See above, p p_ 99-101. 
See: AI-Iqti~ad, p.10; Mi'yar, p. 166. 
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This was - according to al-Ghazali - a result of the lack of 

accuracy in determining the concepts of their terms, and in 

not using the valid methods of inference (i.e. the kinds of 
to 

syllogism) or in using them improperly(l), andlrestore the 

science of kalam in general, al-Ghazali adopted the methods 

of inference in logic and applied them to kalam. In doing 

this he was in conformity with his general attitude towards 

certainty (i.e. that certainty can be achieved only by demon

stration). 

It is as a result of this attempt that we find later 

mutakallimun interested in the distinction between matter and 

form in their arguments and in logic in general, which they 

considered as a criterion for arguments only.(2) 

(1) AI-Ghaza11, al-Iqti~ad, p.lO; Mi'yir, p.166. 
(2) See: Ibn Khald~n, al-}Iuqqadimah, pp. 465-466. 
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LOGIC and Qua'iN 

according to al-Ghazali. 

1. Introduction: 

The Qur'~n and its verses were the subject matter of 

comprehensive studies from different points of view among Mus-

lims. The sciences of the Qur'an, 'ulUm al-Qur'~n, were es-

tablished as a result of this particular attention. 

The Qur'an was a source of inspiration to many schol-

ars in the different sciences. They, also, used to quote ver-

ses from the Qur'an which were appropriate to the problems they 

discussed, because this made the reader tend to trust their re-

suIts. Even great philosophers like Al-Kindi (796-870) 

Al-Farabi (870-950), Ibn sina (980-1037) practised this. 

One of the distinctive qualities of the Qur'an to M~ 

lim scholars is that, in many places, it addresses peoples' 1n-

tellects and attempts to give rational answers to many problems, 

such as: the existence of God, his unity, the aim of order in 

the world ••• etc. 

Muslim scholars, in general, agreed that the Qur'an 

is compatible with reason and logical thinking. - Some of them 

(Al-Mu'tazila) used to interpret the verses of the Qur'an which 

seem to be in contradiction to reason, in a way that makes iheir 

meanings reasonable. 

A1-Ghazali held a similar view concerning the Qur'an 

but we find in one of his books(l) a new interpretation which 

none of his predecessors had mentioned. He claimed that logic 

is found in the Qur'an, and that the Qur'an contains the 

(1) This book is: A1-0istas a1~ustagIm, the Arabic text 1S 
edited by: Victor Che1hot, Beirut, 1959. 
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absolute criteria of knowledge, which are, as we shall see 

later, the types of syllogism. 

Al-Ghazali tried to prove this claim in an interest-

ing book, both "in its form and substance,,(l) , which is called 

Al-Qis~as al-Mustaqim, literally, The Just Balance. 

In this book, al-Ghazall maintained that he had stud

ied.the Qur'an carefully and had found that some verses indic-

ate that the Qur'an contained criteria of knowledge. He had 

investigated these criteria in the Qur'an and he had discovered 

that they consisted of five types. 

He discovered, in addition to the true five criteria 

the false criteria which are similar in some of their qualiti~ 

to the true ones. These similarities made some scholars tidnk 

that they were true and as a result they drew the wrong conclu-

sions. 

These criteria which al-Ghazali extracted from the 

Qur'an are the first three figures of the categorial ayllogism, 

the hypothetical syllogism and the disjunctive syllogism. Be

cause these types of syllogism are an important part of trad

itional logic, the relation between the Qur'an anft logic, ac

cording to Al-Ghazali, is a special one, and thus it needs ex-

position. 

2. The Qur'an classifies the kinds of arguments according to 

the different classes of people: 

The classification of arguments is one of the topics 

discussed in traditional logic. - -Al-Ghaza11 found that the 

Qur'an contains a brief account of the classification of argu-

ments used to achieve knowledge. This is shown, according to 

(1) I.Goldziher, Le dogma et la loi de l'Is1am,p.295,nQte 156, 
cited by: D.P.Brewster,his translation to: A1-Qistas a1-
mustaQ1m, Pakistan, 1978, P.xi. 



-128-

a1-Ghaza1I - in this Qur'anic verse: 

"summon thou to the way of thy Lord with wisdom and fair ex
hortation, and dispute with them in the better way"(l). 

A1-Ghaza1i understood from this verse three things: 

(i) There are three kinds of arguments by which we 

can achieve the knowledge of God and knowledge in general. 

(ii) There are three classes of people, classified 

according to their intelligence. 

(iii) There is only one suitable kind of argument 

for each class of people. 

Many scholars were influenced by this understanding 

of this verse, one of them was the famous philosopher Ibn Rushd 

(1126-1198 The exposition of these main ideas is 

as follows: 

(i) The people of wisdom (A~l al-~ikmah) : Al-Ghaz81i 

also described them as "men of insight and special perception,,(3). 

They are distinguished by: (a) the fact that they have~a pen

etrating innate disposition and a powerful intelligence; this 

is a natural gift and an innate capacity which cannot be acquir-

ed" (4). (b) the fact that they are free of all naive accep

tance and blind adherence to any school of thought, whether in-

herited or acquired(5). They can be described, in modern 

terms, as brilliant thinkers. They are also men which think 

freely, free from fanaticism and blind imitation. 

It is clear, therefore, that not every person has the 

qualifications to be a wise man (~akim). If it happened that 

(1) 
(2) 

Qur'an, XVI/125. _ _ 
See: Ibn Rushd, Kitab Fa,l Al-Maqal,edited by: George F. 
Houram _Leiden, 1959, pp. 12-13. 
Al-Qis~as, Chelhot, p. 85; Brewster, p.78. 
Ib~d., Chelhot, p. 85; Brewster, p.78. 
Ibia., Chelhot, p. 85; Brewster, p.78. 
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a person became actually wise after being potentially wise, 

this would mean that he had achieved various kinds of knowle~(l) 

among which is the knowledge of the truths of divinity, like 

the knowledge of God t s essence and attributes and the lmailedge of 

"his wisdom of the creation of this world and the hereafter, 
the meaning of the prophecy and the prophet, the meaning of 
revelation, angels, satans ••• , the meaning of the encounter 
with God, looking at his face and being nearer to him ••• etc"(2) 

If we ask how can "people of wisdom'· change from be-

ing potentially so to actuality, we will find that this needs 

several things, the most important one of which is: to learn 

the "just balances (of knowledge) and how to make use of themrr~3) 

These balances are the five criteria which are found in the 

Qur'an, and which are, in fact, the logical syllogism, as we 

shall see in detail. 

Therefore, the arguments which suit the people of 

wisdom are those which are compatible with these criteria, i.e. 

have the form of a logical syllogism. 

(ii) The people of admonition (Ahl al-maw'ifa): they 

are the common folk; he called them "dolts,,(4) They "do not 

have the intelligence necessary to understand the truths; even 

if they did have such natural intelligence, they v,'ould not have 

the tenacity to search for them. Their occupation is with the 

crafts and the professions. They do not have the tenacity of 

dialectic, nor do they have skill in artful debate with those 

of knowledge, being slight of understanding,,(5). 

Ibid., Qh~lhot'_f. 9l~ Brews!er, p. 91. _ 
AI-Ghazal~, I~ya 'Ulum al-Dln, edited by M.Al-~alabl. 
Vol. l,_(~ithout date), p.18. 
Al-Ghazall, al-Qis~as, Cnelhot, p. 85, Brewster, p.78. 
Ibid Chelhot p.8S. Brewster eliminated the word"dolts" 
tfbulh" from hi~ t,ranslation, p.79. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p.85,Brewster, p.79. 
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In modern terms, the intelligence of this classwou~ 

be regarded as average, so that it is not possible for them to 

achieve deep understanding of knowledge. 

This class admits and believes in God, his angels, 

his books, his messengers and the Hereafter, without rational 

arguments(l). They must learn this from the Qur'an without go

ing into controversial and polemical discussions, they have to 

know what they must do and what to avoid. This can be ac-

hieved "just by unquestioning adoption and hearing, without 

discussion or demonstration~2). 

Thus, the arguments which are used with the people 

of wisdom, i.e. the logical syllogisms, are not suitable for 

this class of people and they will be harmed(3) if they use 

these arguments. What suits them and corresponds with their 

mental faculties is good admonition, al-maw'i~ah al-~asan&h. 

Good admonition means: teaching the essentials of 

Islam, which every Muslim should know, in a simple and easy 

way, avoiding controversial Questions(4) 

(iii) The people of dialectic (ahl al-jadal): 

al-Ghaza11 called them people of contention ,(ahl al-Shaghbf 5 ). 

They have a certain intelligence which lifts them above the 

commonality, but their intelligence 1S deficient, or they ~e 

perfect in nature, but still retain within themselves malice, 

stubbornness, party spirit and unquestioning imitation. nns 

prevents them from attaining the truth(6~ 

(l~ (2 
(3 

AI-Ghaza11, Ihya', Vol. 1, p.13. 
Ibid., E.!3. 
Al-Ghazali compared this with the harm caused to the 1n
fant which is sucking when fed the flesh of birds. 
AI-Qis~as, Chelhot,pp.85-87, and Ihya', vol. l.p.13. 
AI-Qi~tas, Chelhot, p.8S, Brewster, p.79. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p.90, Brewster, p.90. 
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This class is above the average level of intelli~ce 

and their education is higher than that of the commonality. 

"They used to ask many questions and raise doubts"(l), and 

follow that which is ambiguous in Scripture(2) "seeking (to 

cause) dissension by seeking to explain itH (3). Some sects 

of the theologians (mutakallimun) come under this class(4). 

This class must be summoned to the truth, firstly, 

by disputing with them in the better way (bi allati hiya ahsan) . , 
if they are not persuaded and stick to their fa.lse ideas, then 

they will be treated with force and the sword(5). 

The meaning of tfdispute with them in the better way" 

is as follows: (a) taking the premises agreed by the dialec

ticians and from them deducing the truth by using the syllogism, 

but without explaining its rules; (b) if they are not sa.tis-

fied and convinced, because they wish to have clearer insight, 

they will be taught the criteria of knowledge and their rules 

i.e. the logicsl syllogisms, which make them able to distin -

guish between true and false. 

As mentioned above, if "this dispute" fails to make 

them change their wrong ideas, they will be prevented from ~rui

ing their evil by the power of the ruler, because, in this case 

their purpose will be dissention and not true knowledge(6). 

It is clear here that al-Ghazali understood this 

Qur'anic verse, and interpretated it in the light of his know-

ledge of logic. What can be understood from this verse ("dis-

Al-Ghaz~lr, Ihya', vol.l, p.29. 
Al-Qis~as,Chelhot,p.90,Brewster,p.90. 

Our'an~-III/7 and LVrr!25. h M 't '1 Al-GhazaI1 gave an example from t e u aZ1 a 
which was based on false opinion,ra'iy fasid. 
Chelhot,pp.94-95,Brewster, pp.97-100. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p.89; Brewster, p.90. 
lPid., Chelhot, p. 90; Brewster, p.91. 

dialect!c, 
AI-Qis"t-as, 
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("dispute with them in the better way"), is just a moral ins-

truction. However, AI-Ghazali chose to understand it as call 

to use strict logical rules. 

Ye will try to investigate as deeply as we can, for 

the moti es of his logical interpretation of this verse and 

the rest of the verses quoted in this chapter in a separate 

section after drawing the whole picture of the relation betwem 

logic and the Qur'an according to al-Ghazali(l)o 

3._ The Qur'ancontains criteria of knowledge: 

It has been mentioned that al-Ghazali, while study

ing the Qur'an, found that it contained criteria of knowledge. 

AI-Ghazali's disputant disapproved of this when he was told a

bout it; "Is this not but lies and calumny?tI(2) , he replied. 

Then al-Ghazali read him some verses of the Qur'an and inter-

pretated them in a way that supported his claim. 

He reminded him of the Qur'anic verse: "and weigh 

with the just balance,,(3). What can be understood, at the· 

first sight from this verse, is that the balance here is a mat-

erial one and not a balance of knowledge. So, al-Ghazali read 

to his disputant, other verses: firstly, from the Surah of ilie 

Beneficent: "The Beneficent * has made known the Qur'an * He 

has created man * He has taught him utterance,,(4), up to the 

verses: "And the sky He has uplifted, and He has set the bal

ance *that you exceed not the measure * but weigh justly and 

skimp not the balance,,(5); secondly, from the Surah of Iron: 

"Indeed, we sent out Messengers with the clear signs, and we 

See below section 10, pp. 176-181. 
Al-~is~as. Chelhot, p.43; Brewster, p.5. 
Qur an, XVII/35. 
Qur'a.n, LV/1-4. 
Qur'an, LV/7-9. 
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aent down with them the Book and the Balance so that man might 

uphold justice"(l). 

Trying to determine what is meant by "balance" here 

a.l-Ghazali asked his disputant: uDo you think that the balance 

which is associated with the book is that balance used for wheat 

barley, gold and silver? Do you imagine that the balance vh ich 

is associated with the uplifting of the sky in the verse: 'Iand 

the sky he has uplifted and has set the balance" is the assay-

balance for gold or the steelyard? This understanding is far 

away from the reality,,(2). 

In this way, he convinced his dis~utant that the bal-

ance mentioned here is not a material one. 

Then he began to give, according to his own understan

ding , positive determination of this 'tbalance ft to make its mean

ing clea.r, he said: This balance is the criterion, mizan, of 

the knowledge of God, of His angels, His Books, His Messengers 

and of the worlds, visible and invisible tf (3). 

This balance is not only the criterion of this know-

ledge, (which is knowledge of the principles of faith in Islam) 

but it is, also, the criterion suitable for all sciences, such 

as: mathematics, natural sciences, jurisprudence, kalam •• etc(4); 

so it is an absolute rule of measurement. 

The balance was used by the prophets in propagating 

their missions and arguing with their opponents. The prophets 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 
(4 ) 

Ibid., LVII/25. 
Al-Qisiias, Chelhot, p.43; Bre!ster, pp.5-~. (Cf. also, . 
Angelika Kleinknecht, "AI-Q istas al-N ustaiim: eine Ablat
ung der logik aus dem Koran", IsIamlc phl osophy and th~ 
classical tradition, Editors,A.M.Stern and othe~s,Columbl~ 
1972, PE.!62-166, where ~he classified the me~n~ngs of the 
word 'mlzan' in the Qur'an into three categorles. 
AI-Qistas, Chelhot, p.43; Brewster, p.6. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p.82; Brewster, p.75. 
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learned this balance and how to use it from the angels who 

learned it from God{l). Therefore, God is "the first teaeher(2) 

who laid down this criterion. The angels are the second teach-

er, and the prophets are the third. "All men learn from the 

Messengers that there 1S no method with regard to knowledge a

part from it{3)." 

This balance is not a material one like those used 

for weighing material things, but resembles them "in meaning 

but not in form" (4), i. e. in the property of showing where there 

is excess or deficiency. This is the thing that all balances 

share: the Roman balance, the assay-balance, the astrolabe,ihe 

metre, the balance of the Day of judgement •.• etc. Not all these 

balances are material ones. Some of them are spiritual. The 

balance of the Qur'an for knowledge is spiritual in its ess~e, 

even though we cannot define it or learn it without its ma~ruu 

cover, ghilaf, i.e. the written or spoken words.(5) 

The balance of knowledge in the Our'an, as mentioned 

above, has five types which are the types known in traditional 

logic. 

This is how al-Ghazali discovered that-the Qur'an con-

tains criteria of knowledge. 

Now, we have to ask: To what extent do these Qur'~ 

verses convince us that what is meant by "balance", is the 

(3) 

(4) 
(5) 

Ibid., Chelhot,p.43; Brewster, p.5. 
"The first teacher" was the name given to Aristotle 2Y_ 
Muslim scholars for his invention of logic; al-Ghazall, 
here, attributed this title to God to give the reader tEe 
impression that logic is not a strange art to the Qur'an 
and Muslims. 
Al-Qis~as, Chelhot, p.43; Brewster, p.6. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p.47; Brewster, p.12. 
Ibid., Chelhot, pp. 47-48; Brewster, pp.12-13. 
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balance of knowledge? The context of the verses doesnot g1ve 

this mea.ning. 

a.l-Ghazali. 

Thus, there was no such interpretation before 

In spite of this, al-Ghazali, as we shall see in 

the following sections, went on with his idea and explained 

nthe balance" and its types with examples from the Qur'an. 

In fact these verses, here, if we try to understand 

them objectively, do not convince us that they mean a balance 

of knowledge, even though they give the impression that the bal

ance is not the one used for material things(l). 

In fact, al-Ghazali was choosing to interpret them :in. such 

a way as to help him realise a specific aim. The full under-

standing of what he was trying to do here, (i.e. extracting 

logic from the Qur'an), is only possible if we know his true 

aim(2) and the circumstances of his time(3). 

We shall try to clarify these points in a separate 

section in this chapter(4). 

4. The trueness of the criteria of knowledge and the Qur'an: 

AI-Ghazali's disputant, as it appears, was not com

pletely convinced 1y the idea that the Qur' an contains cri

terion of knowledge. So he asked al-Ghazali this question: 

"How do you know whether this criterion is true or false?"(S) 

Al-Ghazali began his answer with this statement: The 

proof of the truth of the Qur'anic criteria is known from the 

(1) See the discussion of the meanings of the word mizan in 
Angelik Kleinknecht's article (mentioned in p~33,note2), 
pp. 162-166. 
See below, pp. 178-180. 
See below, pp. 177-178. 
See below, pp. 176-184. 
Al:Qis~as, Chelhot, p.43; Brews~er~ p.6. Th~s question 
is related to epistemology! for 1t 1S a quest10n about 
the means of the true know edge. 



-136-

Then he continued his answer with an anal-

ysis of the work of the material balance; and from this anal

ysis he derived the main principles on which 'certain knovl~r 

is ba.sed. He maintained that to know whether the weight is 

true or not, the two pans must be at the same level before 

weighing. If we see this, we will know necessarily that this 

balance is a true and good one. 

We had this necessary knowledge from two 'premises: 

one 1S experimental and the other is perceptual. The first 

is that we know by experience that a heavy body falls: "the 

more it falls the heavier it is,,(2). So one says to oneself: 

If one of the two pans were heavier it would be lower than the 

other. The second premise (the perceptual) 1S that we saw~e 

two pans at the same level. There followed in our minds, fran 

these two premises, a necessary conclusion that neither of the 

two pans was heavier than the other, and therefore the balance 

is good(3). 

If we weigh something with this good balance, and 

want to be sure that the weights are just, the only way is to 

verify them by reference to a standard known to ~s. If they 

are equal then the weights are just. "For that which is ~l 

to an equal is equal"(4). This last premise 1S derived from 

the "nature of intellect,,(5). 

The validity of this material balance, according to 

this analysis, is reduced to kinds of premises which produce 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

~~l 

Ibid., Chelhot, p. 44; Brewster, p. 7. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p. 44; Brewster, p. 8. 
Ibid., Chelhot, pp. 44-45; Brewster, pp. 8-9. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p. 45. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p. 45. 



certain knowledge(l)if used in valid forms of syllogism; they 

are: 

(a) What is introduced to us by senses; (b) What is 

achieved by experience; (c) What is derived from the nature 

of intellect. 

Al-Ghazaliasserts that this analysis applies to the 

criteria of knowledge, and the knowledge of their premises must 

be reduced to these kinds. 

If we bear in mind that the eriteria of knowledge, 

about which al-Ghazali was speaking, are the figures of the 

logical syllogism, and these criteria as shown in the Qur'an 

have a matter and form, as we shall see in a following sec~~ 

we will find that the question about the trueness of these cri-

teria can be divided into two questions: one about the true

ness of the matter (the premises of the syllogisms); the oth-

er about the form. 

Reducing the knowledge in the premises of the cri-

teria to these kinds, mentioned above, is an answer to thef~~ 

question. However, it has not been taken or derived from the 

Qur'an, but from his knowledge of logic. The answer to the 

other question is mentioned by al-Ghazali in these words, re-

ferred to earlier: "There followed in my mind from these two 

premises a necessary (item of) lnowledge,,(2). What can be 

understood from this sentence is that the intellect deduces, 

spontaneously or naturally, the conclusions from (suitable) 

prem1ses when it reflects on them. 

Al-Ghazali here, in fact, 1S referring to the syl

logism in which the conclusion follows from the premises when 

(1) See above, p. 82. 

(2) Al-g!~as, Chelhot, p. 45; Brewster, p. 8. 
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specific conditions are fulfilled, these conditions are based 

on a primary mental principle which later on was called dictum 

de omni(I). 

AI-Ghazali mentions this principle and the condi~as 

derived from it while expounding the criteria. Again, al-

Ghazali is not taking this from the Qur'an but rather relying 

on his own knowledge of logic. The only relation with the 

Qur'an is that the examples he analised, while expounding ~ese 

criteria of knowledge, were taken from it. The conclusion is 

that al-Ghazali did not, or was not able to, prove what he 

claimed (i.e. that the proof of the truth of the Qur'anic cri

teria is known from the Qur'an itself). 

Why did al-Ghazall claim a thing which he did not,or 

was not able to prove? The reason, I think, is implicit in 

the aim of his book (i.e. al-Qistas) in which he states clear-
• 

ly that logic is found in the Qur'an. It will be fully inves

tigated at the end of this chapter(2). 

5. The criteria of knowledge in the Qur'an: 

The exposition of these criteria takes the greatest 

part of al-Ghazali's book: AI-Qis~as al-Mustaqim; However, 

it is necessary to explain some points before presenting these 

criteria: 

(a) The words, criterion and criteria have heen used 1n

stead of the Arabic words: mlzan and mawazln(3). 

(b) To explain these criteria, al-Ghazali cited some 

See below, pp.144, n. 1. 
See below, PP.176 - 184. _ 
D.P.Brewster, in his translation to AI-Qis1;as, used '!rule" 
instead of the word Ifmlzan"; I follow here W.~I.\iatt's 
translation ~this word in his book: Muslim Intellect-
ual, Edinburgh, 1963, p.69. 
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Qur'anic verses, which can be put in the form of syllogism and 

using these,he tried to explain the criteria of knowledge. 

(c) What al-Ghazali means, here, by criterion, m1zan, is 

the 'form' of a syllogism abstracted from its 'matter'. 

(d) He tried to present these 'forms', mawazin, in an easy 

and simplified method ayoiding the technical methdd of lo~cians. 

(e) What al-Ghazali wanted to explain was trthe spirit" of 

these examples, i.e. the 'forms' of the syllogism, and not the 

knowledge which the verses show, i.e. the 'matter' of the syl-

logism. Thus, it is possible to use these criteria wherever 

we wish(2). 

(f) These criteria - which he claimed to have extracted 

from the Qur'an - are fundamentally three: the criterion of 

equivalence, the criterion of concomitance and the criterion 

of opposition. The first is divided into three: the great, 

the middle and the small. 

all(3) • 

This makes the criteria five in 

In what follows, these criteria are presented: 

I - The great criterion of equivalence, mlzan al-a'adul 

al-akbar: 

(a) Its place in the Qur'an: 

Al-Ghazali knew this criterion from the dispute be-

tween Abraham, the prophet, and Nimrud. "Bethink thee of him 

who had an argument with Abraham about his Lord, because Allih 

had given him the kingdom; how, when Abraham said: My Lord is 

He who giveth life and causeth death. He answered: I give 

life and cause death. Abraham said: Lo! Allah causeth the 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

Al-iis~as, Chelhot, p. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p. 56; 
Ibid., Chelhot, p. 46; 

50. 
Brewster, p. 27. 
Brewster, p. 11. 
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sun to rise in the East, so do you cause it to come up from 

the Vest. Thus the disbeliever was abashed"(l). 

What attracted al-Ghazali's attention, and made him 

know that there is a demonstration and criterion in the words 

of Abraham, is another Qur'anic verse: "This is our argument 

which We have given to Abraham against his people H (2). 

(b) The criterion in the simple logical form (i.e.premises 

and conclusion): 

Whoever is able to make the sun rise is God, (The maJor premise) 

My God is able to make the sun rise, 

therefore: 

(The m1nor premise) 

my God (and not Nimrud's god) is the God. (The conclusion). 

AI-Ghazali put this argument in another briefer yay, 

while he was explaining its "form": 

Hy God is the riser (of the sun) (The m1nor premise) 

(The maJor premise) the riser is the God, 

therefore, 

my God is the God. (The conclusion). 

These two similar forms of syllogism, from a logical 

point of view, are completely correct; the form_of this argu

ment is the mood ttBARBARA~J~rom the "first figure" of syllogism. 

(c) The examination of the matter of the argument: 

The matter of an argument is the knowledge which the 

premises give. Al-Ghazali is going to examine, here, the mat-

ter of this argument, i.e. to see whether it is true or false. 

Qur'an, II/258. 
Ibid., VI/B3. 
The names of the moods of syllogism's figures were given 
by the scholastics. The mood BARBARA can be st~ted like 
this: All B is A, all C is B, therefore, all C 15 A. 
(See: Anton Dumitriu, History of Logic, vol.l,Kent, 1977, 
p. 177). 
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The major premise is known "by convention and com-
( ) (J.bo IJ.~ 

man agreement" I; there is no doubt this premise, be-

cause "for them (Nimrod and his people) and for everyone, the 

term "God" denotes Him Who is All-Powerful, which includes &_ 

mong other things, the power to make the sun rise,,(2). 

The minor premise "is known by sight ~~ 3 ) : the in-

ability of Nimrod and of everyone to make the sun rise, apart 

from Him Who makes the sun rise and move, is known, by the 

senses. 

If a person accepts these two prem1ses, it is neces

sary that he will accept the conclusion (my God is the God, 

and not Nimrod), too. Nimrod was not able to rejeet this con-

elusion because it follows necessarily from the two premises 

which are true and accepted by him - as illustrated above. 

It is known in traditional logic that in order to 

have a necessary conclusion in a dialectical argument, the 

premises must be either certain or accepted by the disputants. 

This condition is fulfilled in the premises (matter) of this 

dialectical argument which Abraham used against Nimrod. 

(d) The form of this criterion: 

We have already mentioned that the form of this argu

ment is the mood(4) BARBARA (from the first figure of the syl-

logism) • It is known that the determination of the first f~ 

ure of syllogism depends on the middle term (which is the sub

ject of the major premise and predicate of the minor premise)(5). 

(5) 

Al-Qis1as, Chelhot, p. 49; Brewster, p. 16. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p. 49; Brewster, p. 16. 
151d., Chelhot, p. 49; Brewster, p. 16. 
The mood of a syllogism is determined by the quantity and 
the quality of its constituent premises. See: L. Susan 
Stebbing, A modern introduction to Logic, Kew York, 7th 
edition, 1961, p. 85. 
Ibid., p. 85. 



AI-Ghazali, here, wanted to make us know the first figure, 

without giving the details of its moods. He determined the 

form of this figure in a way which differs from the usual way 

which logicians use. These are his own words: "Whenever I 

know that a thing is described with an attribute, and know, 

also, that a judgement is confirmed about this attribute, there 

follows necoessarily that I will know a third item of knowledge 

which is the confirmation of the judgement (about the attrib

ute) on the thing described"(l). 

This determination, in which al-Ghazali used new 

terms and a new style, is completely true from the logical 

point of view. It can be demonstrated as follows: 

Suppose the described thin& be 

the attribute, be 

A 

B 

and the judgement confirmed on the attribute, be C 

then, the thing A which is described with the att-

ribute B can be expressed as: 

A is B, this will be the minor premise, 

and the judgement C on this attribute B can be ex-

pressed as: 

B is C, this will be the major premise, 

and the confirmation of this judgement C on the 

thing described A can be expressed as: 

A is C, this will be the conclusion. 

It is clear that the attribute B is the middlet~ 

which 1S subject of the major premise and predicate of minor. 

We have to bear in mind, in this illustration, fuat 

the sentence: fA is Bf means B is predicated of A; and that 

(1) AI-Qis1as, Chelhot, pp. 50-51; Brewster, p. 18. 
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the attribute B' of a thing A, and "the judgement (B) on a th:iIg 

(A)" mean, according to a1-Ghazali, that (B) is predicated of 

(A) • 

Ye have to ask, in spite of his accurate determin

ation of this criterion, whether the style, which al-Ghazali 

used here, is easier to understand than that used by the log-

icians in his time or not. It does not in fact, seem any 

easier. AI-Ghazali himself felt that it was difficult to 

u?derstand which he expressed through his opponent. As a re-

suIt, he gave several examples to explain his difficult deter-

mination. Why did al-Ghazali choose this difficult style on 

this occasion? This question is related to the rest of the 

questions we promised to discuss at the end of this chapter, 

and will be discussed there(l). 

(e) The validity of this criterion: 

After showing that the premises of this criterion 

are true and acce~table, and there are no doubts about them. 

In examining the form of this criterion, he came to an impor-

tant question: Why should the conclusion necessarily follow 

from the premises in this form? Or, why is this criterion 

valid? 

AI-GhazaI1's answer is this: This criterion is val-

id, because the judgement on the attribute of a thing is a 

judgement on the thing described by this attribute(2)on the 

condition that the attribute must be equal or more in extension 

than the thing to described(3). 

Regardless ot the new terms in this answer, we see 

(1) See below, pp. 180-182. 
(2) Al-Dis~as, Chelhot, p.50; Brewster, p.18. 
(3) Ibid., Chelhot, p. 52; Brewster, p.20. 
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here a statement based on the dictum de omni(l) 

which was first formulated by Aristotle(2), and 

principle 

on which the 

validity of the first figure of syllogism is based. Again 

this statement differs from all the statements given by the 

logicians before him. 

He applied this statement to four examples to shoy 

1.°ts v IOdOt f th f ° ° d (3) a 1. 1. y, one 0 em rom Jur1.spru ence • An exanple 

is: 

All worms are animals 

All animals are sensitive 

Therefore, 

(Minor premise) 

(Major premise) 

all worms are sensitive. (Conclusion) 

This syllogism isfIhe mood BARBARA(4), all the exam-

pIes he gave here are from this mood. 

It is easy to apply his statement to this example: 

worms.the described thing, (this will always be the minor term) 

animals=the attribute, 

sensitive:the judgement, 

(this will always be the middle t€!llIl) 

(this will always be the- major tenD) 

Whatever we judge on the attribute (animal) will be 

& judgement on the described thing (worms). 

At first sight, this illustration seems to be con-

vincing, i.e. that his statement is correct. However, after 

examining it, we find that in order to be correct, from the 

standpoint of logic, the statement "the judgement on the attri

bute", must give the meaning that it is a j udgemen t on the whole 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

ttlf A is asserted about any B, and B about any ,A is 
necessarily asserted about any". Anton Dumitriu, His-
tory of Logic l vol. 1, p.177. 
Aristotle, Pr1.or Analytics, 24b 26-30. See the trans
lation of Aristotle's words in John Warrington's trans
lation, London, 1964, p. 4. 
This example is: All intoxicants are forbidden, !ine 1.5 
intoxicat, therefore, wine is forbidden. AI-Qis~aa, 
Chelhot, p.52; Brewster, pp. 20-21. 
See above, p. 140, n. 3. 
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attribute, i.e on every member of the class which this attri

bute represents. For "the judgement on the attribute" will 

be the major premise which must be universal. (I). If the judge

ment i·s on part of the attribute, then the syllogism, composed 

in this way, will not be conclusive(2). 

Can this meaning be clearly understood from al-Ghaz-

ali's statement? It can be argued that this meaning is im -

plicit in this statement, but as far as logic is concerned, it 

is not satisfactory to give an implicit meaning, especially, 

if we are speaking about such an important logical rule. 

It is somewhat surprising to find al-Ghaza11 giving 

the completion of his incomplete explanation (about the valid

ity of this criterion), in another part of his book, AI-Qis~as, 

while he was expounding the second criterion. He says: "Just 

as the determination of the rules upon which the validity of 

the great criterion is: the judgement applied to that which 

is more in extension is a judgement applied to that which is 

less in extension, which is included in that which is more in 

extension_,,(3) 

This statement is an exact formulation of the dictum 

de omni principle, mentioned above. This should have been 

mentioned in its correct place. 

(~) The use of this criterion in obscure arguments: 

Some of the premises of the arguments are not self-

evident and not necessarily accepted at first sight. If such 

premises are used 1n an argument, and the opponent in a di~u~ 

doubts them, then to convince him, we should make the premise, 

(1) 

(3) 

The first figure has two rules: (a) the maJor ~remi~e must 
be universal; (b) the minor premise must be &fflrmat1ve. 
Sea:R.M.Eaton, General Logic, New York,l93l,pp.104-105. 
If we say: All worms are animals, some animals are sen
sitive, there will be no valid conclusion here,because 
the maj~r premise is particular. 
AI-Qis}&s, Chelhot, p.56; Brewster, p.28 
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a conclusion .~ a syllogism by using 

more evident premises. If the opponent is convinced, the dis-

pute will come to its end. If not, then we have to do the 

same with the premises, of the later syllogism, which are not 

accepted. We have to repeat the composition of new syllogisms 

using each time more evident premises until we reach primary 

premises(l). 

Al-Ghazali gave an example of this kind of analysis, 

so that in order to find a solution, if we wanted to know vhet-

her man has a cause and creator or appears of himself, or, if 
. 

we wanted to know the same thing about the world, we could use 

this criterion, ~he first figure} as follows: 

All that is possible is that which has a cause, 

the specific formation, ikhti:;;a:;;, of ,the world 

and of man in their proper proportions~possihle, 

therefore, 

the world and man is that which has a cause. 

If the opponent accepted the premises, he should ac-

cept the conclusions. However, if he denied the premise "all 

that is possible has a cause", then we had to prove it by using 

another syllogism in which we should use more evident premises, 

as follows: 

The possible is that which hovers between two 

equal alternatives, 

all that (before its actual existence) hovers 

between two equal alternatives is that which 

has a cause (to change it from possibility to 

actuality), 

therefore, 

the possible 1S that which has a cause. 

(1) Ibid., ,Chelhot, p. 54; Brewster, p.25. 
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In this way, we can prove all the premises which are 

obscure and establish their conclusions from the evident prem

ises(l). 

This analysis issues from his view of knowledge, al

ready discussed, i.e. that certain knowledge is established on 

primary propositions, from which we can achieve new, higher and 

more complicated knowledge, by using them in valid syllogisms. 

This view is a mathematical 

ian view(2) • 

• It is also an Aristotel-

II. The middle criterion of equivalence: 

(a) Its place in the Qur'an: 

AI-Ghazali showed us this criterion in three places 

in the Qur'an: 

The first is a description of Abraham's perplexity 

during his seareh for God: "'When the night grew dark upon him, 

he beheld a star. He said: This is my Lord, but when it set~ 

he said: I love not things that set,,(3). 

The second is an argument to Mu~ammad against Jews 

and Christians: "The Jews and Christians say: We are sons of 

Allah and his loved ones. Say: Why then does He_ chastise you 

for your sins? 
,,(4) 

created 

Nay, you are but a part of the human beings He 

The third is an argument to Mu~ammad against the Jews: 

"Oh you who are Jews! If you claim that you are friends of 

Allah apart from (all) mankind, then long for death if you are 

truthful. But they will never long for it,,(5). 

If I 
Ibid., Chelhot, pp.53-54; 
See above, pp.69-70. 
Qur'an, VI/77. 
Qur'an, V/18. 
Ibid., LXII/6-7. 

Brewster, pp.22-25. 
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(b) The criterion in the simple logical form: (premises 

and conclusion): 

The first argument: 

The moon sets, 

God does. not set, 

therefore, 

(Minor premise) 

(Major premise) 

The moon is not God. (Conclusion). 

This argument is a syllogism from the mood CESARE(l) 

of the second figure. 

The minor premise and the conclusion are seen in the 

verse, above, clearly. The major premise is not clear in it, 

but it is implicit in the context. Al-Ghaza11 explains this 

as due to the style of Qur'an which is concise and inclusive(2), 

but this omission does not render the argument conclusive. The 

logicians called syllogisms, in which one premise is omitted, 

enthymeme(3). Thus, this argument, in the verses, is an enth-

ymeme syllogism. 

The second argument: 

Children are not punished, (Major premise) 

You all (Jews and Christians) 

are punished, (Minor premise) 

therefore, 

You are not children (of God). (Conclusion). 

This argument (4) is a valid syllogism from the mood 

CESARE of the second figure. 

(1 ) The form of this mood is: No A is B, All C is B, there
fore No C is A. See: A.Dumitriu, History of Logic,vol.l, 
p.178. _ 
AI-Qis1as, Chelhot, p.55; Brewster, p. 26. 
L.S.Stebbing) A Modern Introduction to Logic, p. 83. 
AI-Qis1as, Cnelhot, p. 57; Brewster, pp. 29-30. 
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The third argument: 

Every friend of God desires to 

meet God, (!of&jor premise) 

The Jews do not desire to meet 

God, (Minor premise) 

therefore, 

The Jews are not friends of God. (Conclusion). 

This is, here, a syllogism from the mood CAMESTRES(l) 

of the second figure. The minor premise is clear in th& 

Qur'anic verse, the conclusion which is the aim of the argu

ment, is very clear in the verse even though it does not a~ 

in it as a sentence. The major premise is not clear in the 

verse, but it is implicit in the context. So this argument 

is an enthymeme syllogism(2). 

(c) The examination of the matter of the arguments: 

In the first argument, above, the minor premise 15 

known by the senses, so it is necessarily true. The ma,jn-pre_ 

mise is not primary knowledge, but for Abraham it was already 

known, because it was the conclusion he achieved by using two 

premises accepted (by him) in a valid syllogism(~). So the 

conclusion of this argument can be accepted as true. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

In the second argument, the maJor premise 1S known ~ 

the form of this mood is: All A is B, No C 1S B, there
fore, No C is A. 
"Syllogisms in which one premise is omitted are called 
enthymemes". L.S.Stebbing, A ~10dern Introduction to Logic, 
p. 83. __ 
AI-Ghazall did not give the minor premise in this syllo
gism and so it is enthymeme syllogism; here is the com
plete syllogism: All that changes is created (major prem
ise); God is not created (minor premise); therefore, God 
does not change (conclusion). This syllogism is the mood 
CAJffiSTRES of the second figure. See Al-Qistas, Chelhot, 
p.56; Brewster, p. 27. 
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experience, the minor is known by sight. 

1S necessarily true. 

So the conclusion 

In the third argument, the major is known by exper-

ience, the minor by the senses. So the conclusion is neces-

sarily true. 

(d) The form of this criterion: 

This criterion is the second figure of the syllogism 

in which the middle term is a predicate in the two premises. 

Also, in this figure, one of the two premises must be negativ~l). 
This determination was made by AI-Ghazali, but in a new style. 

In this criterion, we describe one of two things with a certain 

attribute and negate the same attribute for the other thing(2). 

This determination is true. It can be illustrated 

as follows: 

Suppose the first thing to be A, 

and the other to be B, 

and the attribute to be C. 

Then the description of the first thing can be expressed as: 

A is C 

and the negation of the same attribute to the other thing is: 

B is not C 

It is clear here that (C) is the predicate in the two 

premlses, and one of them must be negative. 

AI-Ghazal1 here, as in the first criterion, did not 

want to speak about the moods of this criterion. 

(e) The validity of this criterion: 

AI-Ghaza11 explained the validity of this criterion: 

(1) R.M.Eaton, General Logic, p. 106. 
(2) AI-Qisr;s, Chelhot, p. 56; Brewster, p. 28. 
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"If there are two things and we describe one of them with a ~r

tain attribute and negated the same attribute for the other, then 

these two things must be different i.e. one is negated by the 

other and (the other) is not described by it (the first)n(l). 

AI-Ghazali illustrated this statement with a simple 

example: 

Every stone is inanimate(jamad), 

man is not inanimate, 

therefore, 

(Major premise) 

(Minor premise) 

man is not a stone. (Conclusion) 

This syllogism is the mood CAMESTRES. There are two 

things: stone and man. Stone is described with the attribute 

'inanimate', and this attribute is negated for man. Therefore 

it is necessary to have the conclusion, that no man is a stone 

and no stone is a man. 

Again we have here a new explanation of this form. 

Aristotle, and the logicians after him, considered the second 

figure, and the third figure as imperfect syllogisms, and so 

the proof of their validity is made by reducing them to the 

first figure, which was considered as the "perfec_t syllogism,d 2) 

If we examine al-GhazaI1's explanation here, we will 

find: 

(i) It determines the form of this criterion, as illust

rated above(3). 

(ii) It asserts that one of the two premises must be negative. 

(iii) It does not specify the quantity of the premises, but 

what can be understood from the context is that the two 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

premises are universal, without determining which one 

is the major premlse. 

Ibid., Chelhot, p. 56; Brewster, p.28. 
L.S.Stebbing, A Modern Introduction to Logic, p.92. A. 
Dumitriu,History of Logic,vol.l, p.l1S. 
See above, p. 150. 
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It is known that the special rules of the second fig

ure are two: (i) one of the premises must be negative; (ii) 

the maJor premise must be universal(l). 

The first rule is clear in al-Ghazali's statement, 

but the second is not. This statement can apply only to two 

moods out of the four conclusive moods in this figure, which~: 

the mood CESARE (E and A then E) and the mood CAMESTRES (A and 

E then E), because the two premises in the moods are both uni

versal; but the statement cannot apply to the other two moods: 

the mood FESTINO (E and I then 0) and the mood BAROCO (A and 0 

then 0), because in the premises of each mood there is a pa~

ticular premise. 

So, since al-Ghazali's explanation here applies to 

some of the moods of this criterion (i.e. second figure), and 

not to all of them, we cannot say that it is completely wrong, 

but that it is an incomplete explanation. 

(f) The uses of this criterion: 

This criterion gives, only, negative conclusions'i.e. 

it only gives us negative knowledge; because a part of the 

knowledge about God is negative knowledge, by whi~h we know 

that God is not similar to any other things. For this reason, 

this criterion is used to achieve this kind of knowledge con~ 

cerning God, for example; we know by this criticism that God 

is not a substance, jawhar, nor an accident, 'arad, and many 

other negative facts about God. 

Because al-Ghazali did not mention other uses of this 

criterion, this seems to imply that this criterion would only 

be of a very limited use in the sciences where positive know-

ledge is really necessary. 

(1) R.M.Eaton, General Logic, p. 106. 
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III. The small criterion of equivalence: 

(a) Its place in the Qur'an. 

Al-Ghazali found this criterion in the following ver

ses, which are an argument aginst those who deny that God sent 

Books (Scriptures) to some men:"They do not attach the proper 

value to God when they say: God has never revealed anything to 

a human being. Say: Who revealed the Book with which Hoses 

brought a light and guidance unto men?"(l) 

(b) The criterion in the simple logical form: (premises and 

conclusions): 

Moses is a human being, 

Moses was given the Scripture, 

therefore, 

Some human beings were given the 

Scripture. 

(minor premise) 

(mjor premise) 

(Conclusion) 

It is clear that the premises are found in the ve~es 

but the conclusion is not. What is found is its contr&die-

tory: "God has never revealed anything to a human being", 

i.e. no human being was given the Scripture. Because the con

clusion is true, its contradictory must be false(?). 

This is what the argument in the verses wants to prove. 

(c) The examination of the matter of the argument: 

The minor premise is known by the senses; the maJor 

premise is known because the Jews recognise it, and this argu

ment is mainly directed against them. 

AI-Ghazal1 comments on this argument saying that it 

Qur'an, VI/91. . . 
The propositions A and B are said to be contrad1ctor1es; 
if A is true, B is false, and if A is false B is true. 
They cannot be true together or false together. See: 
L.S.Stebbing, A Modern Introduction to Logic, p. 58. 
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is an example of "disputing in the better way" in which, as al

ready mentioned(l), it is sufficient to use the premises admit

ted by an opponent, even though others may doubt them(2). 

(d) The form of this criterion: 

This criterion is the third figure of the syllogism 

in which the middle term is the subject in the two premises. 

Al-Ghazali determined this criterion as follows: There is one 

thing to which we apply two descriptions. This determination 

gives us the form of the third figure which can be illustrated 

as follows: 

Suppose the thing to be 

the first attribute to be 

and the second attribute to be 

A, 

B, 

C, then, 

the first description of the thing can be expressed as: 

A is B, and the second description of it as: 

A is C. 

Here, A is the middle term, Band C are the minor and 

the major terms(3), and these premises (A is B and A is C) are 

the major and the minor premises. That is enough to dete~ 

this criterion. 

(e) The validity of this criterion: 

Al-Ghazali explained the validity of this criterion 

as follows: If two descriptions are attributed to one thing, 

then one of the two descriptions must be - necessarily - a dis

cription of some (members in) the other, but not the whole of it. 

It may be so (i.e. one of the two descriptions may be a descrip

tion of the whole of the other) in some cases but not in others, 

. 1 . (2) and so we cannot accept it as a un1versal conc US10n • 

1 
2 
3 

See aboye, pp. 130-132. 
Al-Qistas, Chelhot, p. 60; 
We cannot say which one is 
first figure,unless we put 
other determination. 
Ibid., Chelhot, pp.60-61; 
Ibid., Chelhot, pp.60-6l; 

Brewster, p. 33. 
the major or minor,as in the 
the conclusion or suppose any 

Brewster, p.34. 
Brewster, p.34. 
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This is a new statement which, again, differs from 

the usual staiemerits of the logicians. 

from it is: 

What can be understocrl 

(i) It determines the form of the third figure, as 

already mentioned. 

(ii) It shows that the conclusion must be.particular. 

(iii)What can be understood from it, concerning the 

premises, is that both of them are universal affirmatives. 

It is known that the rules of this figure are: (a) 

the minor premise must be affirmative and (b) the conclusion 

must be particular(l). It is clear here that al-Ghazali's 

statement satisfies only the second rule. So, it applies on-

ly to one out of the six conclusive moods in this figure which 
A 

is the mood DA~T1 (A and A then I), the simple example which 
- -a.l-Ghaza.ll. gave to illustrate his explanation is from this moai: 

The sna.ke is an anima.l, 

The snake moves without legs, 

therefore, 

some animals move without legs. 

(Minor premise)(A) 

(Major premise) (A) 

(Conclusion) (I) 

So we come to the same conclusion that we did in the 

second criterion: Al-Ghazali's explanation of the validity of 

this criterion is incomplete. 

(f) The uses of this criterion: 

The conclusions of this criterion are, only, partic-

ulars. So it is used, mostly, wherever there are universal 

propositions which seem to be admitted or accepted without ex-

mination. This criterion shows whether such a proposition is 

true or false, because if we find that some cases, or at least 

(1) R.M.Eaton, General Logic, p. 108. 
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one, to which this proposition does not apply, then it will 

not be a universal proposition or jUdgement. 

An example of this is the following. Some people 

say: Every lie is repulsive in itself. To examine this uni

versal proposition we can say: if a person saw one of the 

friends of God (wali) hiding himself from a tyrant, and this 

tyrant asked the person about his place, and the person deni~ 

seeing him: would this be a lie? The answer will be: yes. 

Would it be repulsive? The answer will be: no. (1) 

We can use the propositions, asserted in this dis-

cussion, in this criterion, as follows: 

The answer of the person is a lie. 

The answer is not repulsive, 

therefore, 

some lies are not repulsive. 

(Minor premise) 

(Major premise) 

(Conclusion) 

So this conclusion is true, and the previous universal judge

ment is not true(2). 

IV The criterion of concomitance, al-talazum: • 

This criterion is called, in traditional logie, the 

mixed hypothetical SYllogism~3) AI-Ghazali, in Mi'yar al-'ilm, 

and the preceding Islamic logicians called it 'connective-con

ditional syllogism,(4). 

(a) Its place in the Qur'in: 

Al-Ghaza11 showed us this criterion in three places: 

The first is in the following verse: 

"If there were gods other than God, both (the sky aLd 

(21) Al Qistas, Chelhot, p. 60; Brewster, pp. 33-34. 
() Ibid.,~helhot, p. 60; Brewster, P.34 
(43 ) J.Velton:_ A Manual of Logic, vol:l, p: 3?2. 
() N. Shi~ab1, The Propositional Log1c of AV1cenna, p.l83. 
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earth) would surely go to ruin"(l). 

The second is in the verses: 

"Say: of there ha.d been other Gods with Him, a.s they 

say, 1n that case assuredly they would have sought a way unto 

the Lord of the Throne,,(2). 

The third is in the verse: 

"If those (false gods) had been gods, they would never 

have gone down (to Hell)(3). 

(b) The criterion in the simple logical form: 

The first argument: 

If the world had two gods, it would surely go to ruin, (P.I) 

it is known that the world has not gone to rU1n, 

therefore, the world had not two gods. 

(P.2) 

(C. ) 

The first premise (P.I) is the hypothetical premise 

which is composed of two categorical propositions; the second 

premise (P.2) is a categor~al proposition. 

We see here that the Qur'anic verse gave us only the 

hypothetical prem1se, and did not mention the second premise 

and the conclusion. This is because they are clear and imp-

licit in the hypothetical premise. 

The second argument: 

If there were with the possessor of Throne other gods, they 

would have to find a way to him, (The lw!x>tbetical premise) 

it is known that they have not 

found such a way, 

therefore, 

there were with the possessor of 

Throne, no other gods. 

(1) Qur'an, XXI/21. 
(2) Ibid., XVII/44. 
(3) Ibid., XXII!99. 

(The categorical premise) 

(Conclusion). 
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Again, we did not find, as in the first argument, 

the categorical premise and the conclusion, in the Qur'anic 

verse. 

Al-Ghazali did not show us the third argument which 

~s similar to the previous two. 

(c) the examination of the matter of the criterion. 

AI-Ghazali, here, did not examine the premises of 

the Qur'anic arguments; he gave other simple examples and 

sh~ed us that they had the same form which the Qur'anic argu

ments had. 

The same rule, which applied to the three criteria, 

we have already mentioned, applies also to this criterion, 

i.e. that the premises must present primary knowledge, orknow

ledge deduced from primary knowledge(l). In dialectic argu-

ments, it is sufficient for the premises to be accepted by an 

opponent. 

This is one of the examples he gave: 

if the sun is risen, the stars have disappeared from sight, (P.l) 

it is known that the sun is risen, 

therefore, the stars have disappeared from sight._ 

(P.2) 

(e.) 

The first premise (P.l) is known by experience, the 

second by the senses. 

(d) The form of this criterion: 

This syllogism is composed of two premises: a hypo

thetical (or conditional)(2) and a categorical. 

In the first, there are two parts, the antecedent, 

al-malzum, (the implicant) and the consequent as al-lazim, 

(the implicate). There is a conjunctive between the implicant 

(1) See abo!e~ pp. 136-137. 
(2) AI-Ghaza11 used the word, shar1iyyah,(conditional) follow

ing the preceding Islamic !oglclans. 
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and implicate. 

The second premise is a categorical proposition, and 

it must be either the antecedent itself or the negation of the 

consequent. 

The example which al-Ghazali gave from the Qur'an for 

this criterion, (shown in section (b) here) is from the mood 

TOLLENS, in which the consequent in the hypothetical (also cal

led the major) is denied by the categorical premise (also cal-

led the minor). The logical form of this mood is: 

if A is B, A is C, 

but, A is not C, 

therefore, A is not B.(l} 

{e} The validity of this criterion: 

Al-Ghazall presented the rules of this criterion in 

the same way which is used by the traditional logicians, in 

general. It is known that the rule of this mood of mixed hy-

pothetical syllogism is that " the antecedent must be affirmed 

or the consequent denied,,(2} for a conclusion to follow, while 

in "denying the antecedent or affirming the consequent n (3), no 

conclusion follows. (4) 

Here are the words of Al-Ghazali: 

"the negation of the implicate, al-lazim, brings about neces-

-sarily the negation of the implicant, al-malzum, and the affir-

mation of the implicant brings about necessarily the 

of the implicate, while the negation of the imnlicant ... 

mation of the implicate are not conclusive"(5). 

(1
2

) R.M.Eaton, General Logic, p. 159. 
() Ibid., p. 161. 
(3) Ibid., p. 161 

affirmatim 

or a.ffir-

(4) Ibid., E. 161. 
(5) ll-Qis~as, Chelhot,p.63; Brewster,pp.39-40.(Brewster's 

transla~10n of this_quotation, here, was ~o~ accurate). 
Ibn Slna (in al-Najat,pp.50-51), used a slml1ar state
ment usina the terms 'antecedent' and 'consequent', but o _ 

he used 'al-luzum' as an explanatory word. 
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It is clear,here, from the comparison between the two 

statements just mentioned, that al-Ghazali's determination of 

the validity of this criterion is accurate. 

(f) The uses of this criterion: 

This criterion is used in jurisprudence and in theo

retical discussion, natari ( as kalam and philosophy). He 

gave examples for both aspects. An example from theoretical 

discussions is the one in which he used this criterion to prove 

the existence of God and some of his attributes. He said: 

If the making of the world and of human beings is 1n 

a wonderful and well-planned manner, then its maker must be~w-

ing, but it is known that the world is wonderful and well-plan

ned, therefore, its maker is knowing(l). He went on: If the 

world's maker is knowing, He must also be living, but its known 

that He is knowing (from previ ons argument), therefore the mal{er 

of the world must be living, ~ayy. 

5. The criterion of opposition, al-ta'anud: 

This criterion is called, in traditional logic, the 

mixed disjunctive syllogism; AI-Ghazali, in Mi'yir al-'ilm, 

and the preceding Islamic logicians called it - tseparative-

conditional syllogism'. 

(a) Its place in the Qur'an: 

AI-Ghazall gave one argument from the Qur'an to ex-

plain this criterion. It is these verses: "Say! who g1ves 

you provision from the sky and the earth? Say! God. Surely, 

. ht·d ;n manl" fest error,,(2) either we or you are upon r1g. gUl ance or ~ 

(b) The argument in the simple logical form: 

either we or you are 1n manifest error, 

(1) Ibid., Chelhot, p. 63; Brewster, p. 40. 
(2) Qur'an, XXXIV/24. 

(Najor premise) 
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it is known that we are not in error, 

therefore, you are in (manifest) error. 

(Minor premise) 

(Conclusion). 

The major premise, here, is a disjunctive proposi-

tion. The minor is a categorical proposition. It, (the 

minor premise) is not clear in the Qur'anic verse, but it is 

implicit in it, as al-Ghazali illustrated(l). 

(c) The examination of the matter of the criterion: 

This argument is a dialectic one, so it is suffici

ent for the premises to be accepted by the two sides of the ~-

pute. This is the case in the major premise: the minor pre-

mise, which is implicit in the verses is, also, accepted by 

the both sides, according to al-Ghazali's interpretation.(2) 

(d) The form of this criterion: 

In this criterion, the major premise is a disjunc-

tive proposition, and the minor is a categorical proposition, 

which either affirms one of the separate parts or denies it. 

This is the form which al-Ghazall determined here. 

This determination applies to the four conclusive moods in this 

mixed disjunctive syllogism. 

The Qur'anic example, here, ~s from th~ mood TOLLENDO 

PONENS(3~ 

(e) The validity of this criterion: 

AI-Ghazall, here, used the style usedby logicians to 

show the validity of this criterion; he said: "If something 

is found under two divisions, it follows that the affirmation 

of one of them is the denial of the other, and the denial of 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

AI-Qis~as, Chelhot, p. 65; 
Al-Qistas, Chelhot, p. 65; 

• 
The form of this mood is: 
not C, therefore, B is C. 
Logic, vol.l, pp.366, 373. 

Brewster, p. 42. 
Brewster, p. 42. 

Either A or B is C, but A is 
See: J.Welton, A ~Ianual of 
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one is the affirmation of the other, but with the condition 

that the divisions are limited and not extended(l) 
• 

This statement is similar to this modern statement 

on the same point: "where a proposition P excludes (another) 

Q, we can infer the falsity of one of the propositions from 

the truth of the other, and the truth of one from the falsity 

of the other"(2). 

It is clear that the two divisions in al-Ghazali's 

statement are the propositions P and Q in this modern state-

mente This leads to the conclusion that the determination 

of al-Ghazali of the validity of this criterion is correct 

and accurate. 

(f) The uses of this criterion: 

This criterion is used, mostly, in theoretical dis-

cussions i.e. philosophy and theology, when the argument is 

moving between affirming a proposition or denying it. 

AI-Ghazall illustrates this with the following ex-

ample: if a person denies the existence of an eternal being, 

we can say to him: Existing thi~either are all created or 

some of them are eternal; but it is known that not all of 

them are created; therefore, some of them are eternal. If 

the opponent denied one of the premises we should prove it to 

him by using a new syllogism until he acce~ts the premise or 

reaches primary premises which nobody can deny(3) . 

6. The Satanic criteria: 

The Satanic criteria are not-true conclusive syllo-

gl.sms. Every true conclusive criterion has some not-true 

Al-Qist~s,Chelhot, p.66; 
R.M.EatQn, General Logic, 
Al-Qis~as, Chelhot, p.66; 

Brewster, p.43. 
p. IS5. 
Brewster, p. 44. 
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conclusive criteria which are similar, in some aspects, to the 

true. This similarity makes some people think that they are 

valid and true and so they draw false conclusions. 

AI-Ghazali attributed these not-true conclusive syl

ogisms to Satan, in spite of his assertion that it is a lack 

of knowledge of the rules and conditions of syllogism which 

leads to drawing the wrong conclusions.(l) 

(a) Its place in the Qur'an: 

AI-Ghazali gave two examples of the Satanic criteria 

from the Qur'an: 

The first example is in the verses; "And when he 

(Abraham) saw the sun rising he cried: This 1S my Lordl This 

is greater(2). 

The second example is the answer of Iblis to God in 

the verses: "He said: Oh Iblis: What hindered you from bow

ing before that which I have created with mine own hands? Are 

you too proud or are you of the high exalted? He said: I am 

better than him, You have created me of fire and him, You have 

created of clayrt(3)~ 

(b) The faults in these arguments: 

The faults in the Satanic criteria can be reduced to 

two. (i) Faults in the form of the criterion and (ii) faults 

in the matter of the criterion. The first argument is an ex-

ample of the first - the second is an example of the second. 

The analysis of the first argument is as follows: 

God is the greatest, (Major premise) 

The sun 1S the greatest(of the stars)(:·finor premise) 

therefore, 

The sun is God. 

Ibid., Chelhot, p. 72; Brewster, p. 55. 
£ur'an, VI/71. 
bid., XXXVIII/76-77. 

(Conclusion). 



The premises of this argument are true, the maJor is 

known by agreement and the minor by the senses. The fault in 

this argument is in its form; it is similar to the second fig

gure of categorical syllogism, (in which the middle term is the 

predicate in both premises), in which one of the premises must 

be negative and the conclusion as well. This condition is 

not fulfilled in this argument and so it is a false argument. 

AI-Ghaz;l~'a explanation of its fault is that the de-

scription of two things with one attribute does not make a nec-

essary connection between them. He gave the following simple 

example to illustrate this statement: if we say; 

white is colour, 

bla.ck is colour, 

we cannot conclude from these two premises that white is black, 

because, here, as in the (fals~ argument above, we describe 

two things with the same attribute(l). 

This explanation is true because it implies that in 

this mood of the syllogism both of the premises are affirmativ~ 

while one of them should be negative. 

The fault of the second argument 1S due to its matter, 

the analysis of this argument 1S as follows: 
. 

I (Ibl~s) am better than he (Adam) 15, (Minor premise) 

the better does not bow down, (Major premise) 

therefore, 

I will not bow down. (Conclusion). 

This syllogism 1S from the mood BARBARA of the first 

figure; it is valid in its form, but its premises are false: 

the major premise (the better does not bow down) is false, be

cause, as a creature, being better does not mean that he should 

(1) Al_Qi~,Chelhot, p. 76; Brewster, p. 63. 
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not prostrate, "for such obligation and worth derive from com

mand and not from superiorityH(l); and the minor premise (I am 

better than he is) is not accepted. Iblis tried to prove th.:is 

premise by using a syllogism as follows: 

Whoever belongs to a better origin is better, (Maj or pr1!mise) 

I (Iblis) belong to a better origin, (Minor premise) 

therefore, 

I (Iblis) am better. (Conclusion) • 

This is a valid syllogism from the mood BARBARA, but 

its matter, like the one before, is false and not accepted. 

The ma.jor premise is false because "superiority is derived from 

personal qualities and not from one's origin,,(2). Thus we say: 

Abraham is better than the sons of Noah even though Abraham's 

father was an unbeliever. The minor premise is false too, be-

cause it is not accepted that fire is better than clay. On 

the contrary clay is better in several aspects(3). 

The arguments which are valid in form and false in 

matter are like, according to al-Ghazali, the wooden sword(4). 

(c) An example for the Satanic criterion used by the 

Ta'lim~yyah: 

This 1S only indirectly connected with the subject

matter of this chapter(S). 

However, al-Ghazali uses the exposition of this crl

terion to refute one of al-Ta'limiyyahts main ideas by logic. 

They argue: "Truth lies with the one and falsehood 

lies with the many. The school of personal opinion, ra'y, 

~~~ Ibid. , Chelhot, p. 76; Brewster, p. 63. 
IEia. , Chelhot, p. 77; Brewster, p. 64. 

f3) Ibid. , Chelhot, p. 77; Brewster, p. 64. 
4) Ibid. , Chelhot, p.77; Brewster, p. 65. 

(S) See below: p. 179. 
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engenders many (views), while that of the Ta'lim leads to but 

one. Hence it follows that truth lies with the school of 

ta'lim"Cl). This statement can be put in the simple logical 

form as follows: 

Truth is one, 

The school of Ta'lim is one 

therefore, 

the school of Ta'lim is true. 
. 

(Hajor premise) 

(Minor premise) 

(Conclusion). 

This ~s an invalid argument because we conclude a re-
-

lation between two things described with one attribute, while 

in this case, no relation can be concluded - as already illus-

trated, in the example of Abraham and the sun - because this 

argument is one of the not-conclusive moods of the second fig-

ure of syllogism. 

7. Al-Ghazali's style in expounding these criteria: 

We mentioned, while expounding the Qur'anic criteria 

that al-Ghazali used a new style, in expounding some logical 

matters. This was unfamiliar to the people dealing with logic. 

In a very precise and important paragraph, in the con

clusion of his book, AI-Qistas AI-Hustaqim, al-Gh-azali mention-
• 

ed three things in which he uses a new style. Because the im-

portance of this paragraph, it will be quoted and analysed, 

and compared with what he actually did. 

"I beg those who are sincere to accept my excuses, as 

they read these discourses; for the syntheses and analysis to 

to which I gave preference in the teaching, al-madhhab, for the 

changes and substitutions of the terms which I have introduced 

(1) AI-Qis~as, Chelhot, p. 73; Brewster, pp. 57-58. 
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(for the first time), and for the illustrative examples which 

I invented to show the meanings. I have for each one (of 

these changes), a true aim and a secret which is clear to those 

who have insight'(l). 

In this paragraph, al-Ghazali told us clearly that 

he made three changes in the usual style of expounding logical 

matters: these are: 

Changes in analysing and synthesising some ideas. 

Changes in the names of some terms. 

Representing some meanings concretely. 

These changes are clear if a person compares al-Ghaz

;li's style here, with his style in his books - Maqa,id al

ralasif~and Mi'yar al-'ilm(2), in which he used, in general, 

the style of the logicians. 

Here are examples of these changes: 

(a) An example of the changes in analysing some ideas is 

his explanation and analysis of the validity of the figures of 

syllogism (the criteria), and applying this to the Qur'anic and 

non-Qur'anic examples he gave(3). 

His way of determining the form of the different fig

ures of syllogism and their rules, is an example of his style 

in synthesising some ideas(4). 

It can be understood, also, from al-Ghazali's words 

above "syntheses and analyses rt , that it is an indication of 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 
(4) 

AI-Qis1as, Chelhot,_p; 101; Bre~ster, p. Ill. . 
Even though al-Ghaza11 wrote Magasid to present the.polnts 
of view of philosophers and not li1S own views, we flnd 
that that part of it which is devoted to logic i§ very 
similar in form and matter to his own book, Mi'yar al-'ilm. 
See above, pp. 143-145, 150-152. 
See above, pp. 141-142, 151-152. 
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the dialogue, which he used to present his ideas, andln which 

the p~oblems and questions arose and appeared as complicated 

and without answer. Then he put forward logical answers Y~h 

solved these difficulties. 

(b) The changes in the names of some of the terms: 

AI-Ghazali changed the names of some main terms in 

logic by giving them new names without changing their concep

tion. The following table shows the names of the terms as 

used by logicians and the new names invented, here, by a1-

Ghazali, 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

The Term 

Syllogism. 

The types of syl
logism. 
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The Islamic 
logician's naming 

Al-qiyas al-man~iq1. 

anwa' al-qiyas. 

The categorical (pre Al-qiyas al-~am11. 
dicative)syllogism. 

The first figure of 
the syllogism. 

~The second figure •• 

The third figure •• 

The (mixed) hypo
thetical syllogism. 

Ash-shakl al-awwal 
min al-qiyas. 

Ash-shakl a I-than! •• 

Ash-shakl a I-thalith 

Al-g iy&s ~ l-shar"ti 
al-muttas11. . 

The (mixed) disjunc- Al-qiyis a I-shartI 
tive syllogism. al-munfa~il. • 

The premise. Muqaddimah. 

The subject (of a Mawdu' (al-qa4i yyah). 
proposition). • 

The predicate (of a Mahmul (al-q aC}.iyyah) • , 
proposition. 

False demonstration. Al-huj j ah al-fasida b . 
• 

.u-GhazalI's 
nam~ng. 

-Al-qislas al-musta~n 

Mavaz1n al-ma'rifa. 

Mi zan a1 -ta' &dul • 

Mizan al-ta'adul 
al-akbar. 

Mizanal-ta'adul 
al-awsat • • 

M1zan al-ta'adul 
al-&~ghar. 

M1zan al-talazum. 

Mizan al-ta'anud. 

Asl. • 

Al-maw,uf • 

Al-8ifa1,. • -
-

MIzan a l-shay~&n. 
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AI-Ghazali told us that he did not give these names 

haph~zardly, but he chose them because there 1S a kind of re

lation between these names and the concepts of the terms to 

which these names aregiven. For instance, he called the kinds 

of syllogism, mawaz1n, (criteria), because there is something 

common between them and the usual m1zan, i.e. the material bal

ance, which shows where there is excess or deficiency(l). He 

called the categorical syllogism miz&n al-ta'adul (the criter

ion of equivalence), because it has two premises like the two 

pans of the balance, and the middle term like the arm which is 

connected with the two pans(2). This m1zan has three types: 

great, middle and small; the first is called great, akbar, 

because we can conclude, by using it, all kinds of propositions 

(A, I,E,O); the small, al-a~ghar, is called so because we can 

conclude, by using it, the particular propositions (1,0); the 

middle, al-awsa1, is so called because it comes between the 

great and the small, i.e. it gives us, sometimes, universal 

conclusions, but also negatives (E,O)(3). 

In the same way, AI-Ghazali justified the names he 

gave to the other two kinds of syllogism (nose 7, 8 in thetable). 

If we look at these new names, in the table above, we 

will see that some of them are taken from the words of the 

,- (4) ( - - ) Qur an 1,12 and the word m1zan • Some others occurred in 

some of the books on logic, not as terms, but as explanatory 

words(5) (nos. 7, a). The rest of the names are ordinary 

(5) 

AI-Qis1;s, Chelhot, p. 47; Brewster, p. 12. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p. 67; Brewster, p. 50. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p. 51; Brewster, p.35. 
We already mentioned the verses where these words occur
red, see above~ pp.l32-133. 
The words: 1uzum and 'inad from which the words talazum 
and ta'anud can easily be derived, were used by Ibn SIna 
in al-Najat, (p.50) as explanatory words. 
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words familiar to all learned people in his time. In general 

we can say that these new names are chosen to give the impres

sion that they denote conceptions wh~ch are familiar and not 

strange to educated Muslims who were dealing mostly with the 

religious sciences, especially jurisprudence. 

The reason for the change in the names of these terms, 

about which there was no dispute among the authorities, is ex

plained by al-Ghazali in his book, al-Qis~as al-Mustaqimt 

"1 have been led to reclothe them (the criteria) with dif-

ferent names, because of what I had known about the weakness of 

your natural disposition and the obedience of your mind to ima-

gination. I saw that you are so mistaken by appearances that 

were someone to give you red honey to drink in a cupping-glass, 

you would not be able to bring yourself to take it, because of 

your revulsion towards the cupping-glass, and because your mind 

is too weak to make you know that honey ~s pure in whatever 

receptacle it may come •.• So I descended to your level, giving 

you the medicament in a water carafe, providing you thus with 

a cure. I was gracious towards you, as a doctor with a sick 

man. If I had'said to you that this was a medicament and had 
J 

given it to you in a medicine cup, your nature would have pre

vented you from accepting it; even if you had accepted it, 

you would have been grieved by it and would hardly have taken 

it. This is my excuse for changing these names and inventing 

others. He who is aware of it will agree with it, and he who 

is not aware of it will deny itft(l) 

This quotation is not difficult to unravel: 

(1) A1-Qis~as, Chelhot, pp. 67-68; Brewster, pp. 47-48. 
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the doctor is al-Ghazali himself, 

the sick person is his disputant and those who are like him, 

the sickness is that they judge things from appearances only, 

the medicament and the honey are the criteria (logic), 

the receptacle is the style by which one expounds the facts, 

or ideas, 

the cupping-glass is the style of the philosophers in expound

ing logic, and 

the water carafe is al-Ghazali l s style hera. 

These symbols will become clearer when they are com-

pared with the circumstances in al-Ghazali l s time(l) , especial-

ly the attitude of the educated people towards logic, and also 

when they are compared with the real aim of al-Ghazali and his 

attitude towards logic. 

chapter(2). 

This will be done at the end of this 

(c) Representing some meanings concretely: AI-Ghazall 

used a pedagogical style based on an epistemological theory(3). 

in expounding the criteria of knowledge'. By this style, he 

was able to give concrete examples to make the abstract ideas 

easy to understand for those who are not capable of understan-

ding such ideas abstractly. 

The theory on which this style is based is that the 

faculty of imagination in man is prior to and stronger than 

the faculty of reasoning, and it takes the ~erson a long time 

to be able to use the latter faculty, without the effect of the 

faculty of imagination. 

An example of this style here, is the comparison he 

See below, PP.178-179. 
See below, PP.179-181. 
See above, pp. 83-93. 
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made between the material balances and the kinds of syllogism 

(i.e. the criteria). The categorical syllogism is like the 

balance with two pans. The two premises are the pans and the 

middle terms is the balance arm (I) 
• The criterion of concomi-

tance (i. e. the hypothetical syllogism) is like the s.teelyard 

since one of the arms (the premises) is much longer than the 

other(2). 

In fact, al-Ghazali, here, is a teacher who wants to 

give his students a difficult lesson. 

amples to inculcate the subject. 

So he used concrete ex-

8. The general method of rational discussions: 

AI-Ghazali's style in expounding the syllogism here 

1S an example of a general method applied by him in expounding 

rational matters. This method differs from that which was used 

by th~hilosophers in general. 
----

The philosophers used to present their own rational 

diacussions firstly, and, after drawing their conclusions, quote 

the suitable texts from Scriptures (Qur'an and ~ad1th) (al

mangnl, literally: the transmitted) to give their results a 

kind of support. So reasoning was first and revelation fol-

lowed. 

Al-Ghazali's method was in contrast. He brought 

what is scriptural, al-mangnl, firs't, then what is rationa.l(~ 

cussion), al-ma'gul, after, so that this discussion looks as if 

it is based entirely on the verses. Al-Ghazall wanted to ex-

pound the syllogism and to make people take an interest 1n log-

1C, so he began with some verses of the Qur'an and made them 

(1) AI-Qis~as, Chelhot, p. 68; Brewster, p. 48. 
(2) Ibid., Chelhot, p. 69; Brewster, p. 49. 



-174-

the bases on which he expounded the syllogism. 

He intended to make people accept such rational ideas more 

easily, while the other style (that of the philosophers) made 

people dislike rational discussions and brought harm to phil

osophers and those who used their methods. 

All this is clear in a short paragraph from the con

clusion of his book: Al-Qis1as al-Mustaqim, where he says to 

those who are sincere:(l) 

"Beware lest you change this method, n~~am, and ex-

tract these meanings from their clothing. I have taught you 

how to embellish that which is rational, al-ma'gul,.on t~~ 

basis of that which is scriptural, al-manguI, so that it will 

be more quickly accepted. Beware of making that which is 

rational, al-ma'gul, the basis and that which is scriptural, 

al-mangul, subsequent and,later, that is odious and detestable. 

God has commanded you to put aside all that which is odious and 

to dispute in the best way. Beware of differing from this can-

mand, for you will~perish and cause others to perish, and you 

will go astray and lead others to go astray"(2) 

This quotation gives the impression th~t al-Ghaza11 

was sure that this method was not only appropriate but also 

would be successful. 

(1) Al-Ghaza11 did not say who "those who are sincere" were, 
but a careful look at the context can lead to the con
clusion that they are those who know logic an~ deal with 
rational discussions (i.e. philosophy and kalam). 
Ibid., Chelhot, p. 101; Brewster, 111-112. 
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9. The co-operation between logic and the Qur'an in the 

fields of knowledge and faith: 

AI-Ghazali in his book, Al-Qis}&s al-Mustaqim, men

tioned in several places, the great i~portance of the Qur'anic 

criteria in the fields of knowledge and faith. We have 811-

ready shown that these criteria are the types of syllogism. 

Therefore, what is said about these criteria is said, in fact, 

about the syllogism, which is the main part of traditional 

logic. 

According to al-Ghaza11, the Qur'an and these cri

teria should be used for the following reasons: 

(a) The syllogism is the only method by which we ~an ac-

hieve certain knowledge in all sciences. This is an Aristo

telian theory(l), which al-Ghazali express,ed as follows: 

Every knowledge which is not primary, must necessarily be de-

rived by ~een3 of these criteria (types of syllogism) 

by one who knows them, even though he may not perceive it(2). 

(b) The co-operation between logic and the Qur'an, if used 

in the correct way, leads to the progress of sciences and to 

the discovery of all possible sciences. 

(i) By using syllogism (the criteria) we can infer, 

from the primary knowledge, a new, high and more complicated 

knowledge. Al-Ghazali expressed this idea as follows: "The 

knowledge which is evident and primary is the bases for that 

which is obscure and hidden - it is its seed. However, only 

the one who possesses the skill of sowing ~nd ploughing may 

bring it to fruition and make it conclusive by the union of 

{I) 

(2) 
(3) 

Aristotle's theor~ of science is expounded in his book, 
"Posterior Analyt1cs"; see abovepp. 69-70. 
Al-Qis~as, Chelhot, p. 78; Brewster, p. 68. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p. 53; Brewster, p. 23. 
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the premises(l). 

(ii) The Qur'an contains what al-Ghazali called the 

keys of sCi,ences, mafatI~ al- 'ulUm, by which he means the ver-

ses of the Qur'an which indicate different sciences. For l.n-

stance, the verses which mention the sky and the stars indicate 

astronomy. Those which mention illness and remedy indicate 

d o ° (2) t 
me l.Cl.ne ••• e c. These kinds of verses, according to a.1-

Ghazali, are the starting points of every science. AI-Gha.zali 

claimed that if we think about these verses (the keys) and we 

use the criteria of the Qur'an, i.e. the syllogism, we will dis

cover every possible science and extend the knowledge we had. 

In this sense, al-Ghazali said that all sciences are potential-

ly found in the Qur'an but not actually. The Qur'an is des-

cribed as 'light' because it contains the criteria, which like 

light, see by themselves and other things are seen by means of 

them(3) • 

It can be accepted that some verses of the Qur'an l.n-

dicate some sciences. However, it is difficult to see how a 

person can discover new theories and establish new sciences 

from such ambiguous indications. Thi s has not happened in the 

history of science, and is not expected to happen, because the 

methods which led to the discovery of new branches in science 

and new theories differ from al-Ghazali's method. 

(c) The Qur'an reminds us of and calls our attention to the 

right path which leads to certain knowledge. This right pa.th 

is using logic and the syllogism (the criteria). 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

Ibid.,Chelhot, p. 53; Brewster, p. 23. 
AI-Ghazali gave several examples to these verse~ ~hich he 
called: the keys of sciences, in his book, J8ow~l.r 801-
Qur'an._ 
AI-Qisyas, Chelhot, p. 91: Brewster, p. 92. 



realised this fact (according to him) from the Qur'anic 

verse: "Those who fear God, when a visitation of Satan troub-

les them, remember, and then see clear1y n(l). In his exposi-

tion of this verse, al-Ghazali said: "Your path is to learn 

from me how to use these criteria (syllogism) and to fulfil 

their conditions. If some question is difficult for you, you 

should submit it to these criteria ••• Whoever knows how to use 

the criteria as I do, and remembers them, reflects upon them 

and returns to them time and again, will finally gain absolute 

certainty that he is not mistakenn (2) 

(d) Logic proves the truth of the Qur'an and the truth of 

Mu~ammad's prophethood, according to al-Ghazali. He descri

bes the way with which he achieved this belief. Firstly, he 

discovered and extracted the criteria of knowledge from the 

Qur'an and understood them well. Secondly, he applied them 

(criteria) to the knowledge found in the Qur'an. Then he had 

com~S 
the conclusion that the knowledge with these criteria. ~ 

he had a necessary knowledge of the truth of the Qur'an and 

Muhammad's prophethood(3) • 
• 

10. General discussion and comments: 

In this section we are trying to comprehend and eval-

uate al-Ghazali's attempt to extract logic from the Qur'an, 

which takes up the greatest part of his book, AI-Qis1as a1-

Mustaqim, and to connect this attempt with the circumstances 

in his time. 

(1) Qur'an,_VII/201. 
(2) Al-Qislas, Chelhot, p. 79; Brewster, pp. 69-70. 
(3) Ibid., Chelhot, p. 81; Brewster, pp. 73-74. 
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(a) The circumstances of writing al:9is~as:(l) 

It is without doubt that al-Ghazali would not have 

written such a book 'al-Qis~as) if logic had not been of con-

siderable importance to him. This attitude is that logic is 

the only method of researeh which is suitable for all sciences: 

natural sciences, philosophical science and religious sciences 

among which is jurisprudence. 

Al-Ghazali believed in this idea at an early period 

of his intellectual life, and then began planning to declare 

and advocate it among the educated people of his time. The 

seeds of this attitude and the attempt to propagate it are 

found in his book: Maqa~id al-falasifsh,(The Aims of the Phil

osophers), even though this book was written as a representa

tion of the ideas of philosophers. These seeds grew and be

came strong in the rest of his books on logie(2). The maj

ority of the educated people in al-Ghazali's time, and before, 

were concerned with jurisprudence, as mentioned by al-Ghazali 

ill his books, tf a l-IJ:y2tt (3) and ffal-Hi 'yar" (4) • 

The attitude of those people towards logic was: sus-

picion, uncertainty and hostility in general. The slogan 

they raised against the philosophers and logicians - who prac

tise~ logic courts heresy - reveals the true nature of their 

attitude. "There had been remarkably little contact between 

the two sects"(5), (scholar-jurists and philosophers), and 

(1) 

If! 

AI-Qistas is one of the stages through which al-Ghazali 
-p-r-o-p-a-g-a~tt~e~ ~is atti~ude to logi y , and so the circ~stan
ces or wr1t1ng al-Q1stas are malnly the relevant clrcum-
stances of his attltuAe to logic. See above, pp.5l-53. 
See_~bove, pp. 28, 54-56. 
A~+a_, vol.I, pp. 4-5. 
1 1 yar, p. 60. 
W.M.Watt, Nuslim Intellectual, p. 65. 



"owing to the widespread popular and scholarly suspicion ot 

the philosophers, it was difficult for any scholar-jurist to 

refer to any philosophical work in his writings"(l). 

On the other side, there was the Ta'llmites sect, 

the party of "authoritative instruction", which the Seljuq 

government considered as a dangerous movement to them and to 

Islam. This government sought the help of al-Ghazali to re

fute this pariy(2). 

The Qur'an was the main reference to which all the 

sects referred, to support their views and ideas. In this 

environment, al-Ghazali became famous as a scholar-jurist, a 

theologian, mutakallim, an opponent of the philosophers and 

a defender of Islam. 

(b) The purpose of this book (al-Qis~as): 

This book, (al-Qis~as), is a step in a work-plan 

laid down and put into practice by al-Ghazali to achieve a 

specific aim. This aim was to change the prevailing atti-

tude towards logic within the circles of educated people. Al

Ghazali did not want, only, to change this attitude, but to 

make those people accept logic as the only methodology approp

riate to all sciences, which also included jurisprudence. In 

the last step of his work-plan, al-Ghazali asserted, in the 

introduction of his book on usnl al-fiqh, al-~iustasfa, that 

there will be by no means, any confidence in the knowledge of 

one who does not master logic(3). 

(3) 

Ibid., y._66. , _ . 
11-Ghazali wrote several treatises against the Ta l~m~tes 
ideology, using the Aristotelian logic in his attack,Cf. 
J.van Ess, LSIT, p. 47. For more information about. the 
Ta'lirnites and the Batiniyyah, see: The Encyclopaed~a of 
Islam (new edition), vol. IV, pp.198-206. 
Al-Mustasta, vol. 1, p.lO. 

t 



-180-

In this book, al-Ghazall had another purpose which, 

is not separate from this main aim. It was to give an ex-

ample of the method which the "sincere intellectuals" should 

follow in introducing their ideas to people, (i.e. begin with 

the mangul). (1) 

The refutation of the ideas of the Ta'limites, while 

important, was a secondary purpose, as he said in the conelus-

ion of the book: "This is, my brothers, my conversation which 

I had with my companion. I have narrated it with all its ob-

vious and hidden shortcomings •• , so that you may profit, by 

these accounts, being aware of things which are more important 

than the correction of the school of Ta'lim, which was not my 

purpose, it is you to whom I show concern but listen my neigh

bours"(2). 

Farid Jabre mentioned the purpose of al-Ghazali's 

books on logic in general. Of al-Qis}as he said that a1-

Ghazali used only the form of the Aristotelian logic Itas an 

instrument to organise the religious creed,,(3) and to enable 

him to present that creed (Islam) in an organised manner com

patible with reason(4). This view is not altog~ther sound. 

Rather it seems that al-Ghazali's aim, as already noticed, was 

to change the prevailing attitude towards logic and convince 

scholars to use it as the only method, especially the scholar-

jurists. 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

See aboye, pp. 173-174. " . 
AI-Qis}as, Chelhot,_p. l?li Br7wst7; p~ ~ll. _It.1S you .. 
my nel u hbours" iyyaka a ni wa lsma 1 ya Jarat1, lS an 
Arab p~overb m;ntioned when aperson addres~es in.his.~eem 

another person while he is really address1ng ( ln h1S 
speech) a third person. _ _ _) 
FarId Jabre, 'Al-Mantiq 'ind Aris~u va al-Ghazal1, 
AI-Mashrig, Beirut, 1960, p. 91. 
Ibid., Chelhot, p. 91. 
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It was not easy to realise such a purpose in the 

time of al-Ghazali. It was, in fact, an attempt to change 

a strong public view which had dominated Islamic society tor 

about four centuries. That is why al-Ghazali laid down a 

plan making use of the circumstances. 

from this book. 

(c) The circumstances and the book: 

This is very clear 

It is necessary to take some account of the C1r~

stances existing when al-Ghazali wrote al-Qislas al-Mustaqim, 

and then see how he made use of them. They involve: 

(i) Al-Ghazali's own attitude towards logic. 

(ii) The attitude of the majority of the educated 

people towards logic. 

(iii) The wide fame of al-Ghazali as a scholar-jur

ist, theologian and a defender of religion. 

(iv) The strong presence of the Ta'limites, which 

the government in power was working to destroy, 

by every possible means. 

(v) The support given by the government to al-Ghaz

ali and its need for his writing in order to 

defend it against its opponents. 

(vi) The attitude of Muslims, both ordinary and edu

cated, towards the Qur'an,i.e.that it is absol-

utely true. 

Al-Ghazali made use of all these circumstances. He 

made the refutation of the Ta'limites his secondary purpose 

so he pleased the government and became certain of its pro

tection of him against public opinion. He chose a title for 

the book whose words were taken from the Qur'an, and showed, in 

the book, that logic is found in the Qur'an. In order to make 



the matter of the book look familiar to educated people, es-
cJ.1 ik.-Q. \\-. 

pecially the seholar-jurists, he used a style in which he 

expounded the rules of syllogism and changed the terms used by 

the logicians and clothe~ them with an Islamic clothing. Thus 

the readers, especially the scholar-jurists, would not have 

the same distaste for the logical material as they would have 

had if the terms of the philosophers had been in front of them. 

He attributed the laying down of logic to God Who taught it to 

the prophets from Whom men had learned. This does not contra-

di~t, according to al-Ghazali, the fact that other people knew 

it before al-Ghazali (the Greek and Muslim philosophers). He 

did so, in order to create in them an inclination for logic and 

to assert to them that logic was not something strange to re-

ligion (Islam). Then he proceeded towards his true purpo~ 

asserting that logic is the only methodology in all sciences: 

natural sciences, philosophical sciences and religious sciences, 

among which is jurisprudence(l). If one has any doubt abGUt 

this, one should remember that al-Ghazali himself - who was 

famous for his supremacy in jurisprudence, theology (kalim) 

SUfism, aseticism and his defense of religion - had achieved 

faith in the truth of the Qur'an and the prophethood of 

Muhammad (2) only by means of logic .•• So he seemed to demons-• 

trate that those who were hostile to logic should change this 

attitude. For they were not more eager for religion than him, 

and they should begin learning logic from the sources which 

were not suspicious where they would find the details. These 

books are al-Ghazali" s books: Ni'yar al'Ilm and Niltakk al

Na1ar, which he recommended in this book (al-Qis}as). 

(1) Al-Qis~;s, Chelhot, p. 82; 3rewster pp. 74-75. 
(2) Ibid., Chelhot, p. 81; Brewster, p. 74. 
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(d) How al-Ghazali's style fitted his aim: 

Al-Ghazali succeeded in bringing logie into the cir

cles of the religious sciences, espeeially jurisprudence, while 

the philosophers, who are the authorities in logic, failed to 

do such a thing. 

Spanish logician 

This is something which was noticed by a 

a century after al-Ghazali - called Ibn 

Tumlus (ca.1160-l223). He said that al-Ghazali did not pre-

sent his studies on logic under the name of logic, but under 

other names like the criterion (Mi'yar), the touchstone (Mi~akk) 

and balance (Qis~as). He did so to avoid the hostility of the 

scholar-jurists and their attack on him. So, his books be-

came widespread in contrast to al-Farabi, although the books 

of the later (al-Farabi) were closer to Aristotle's logic and 

more correct.(l) 

It is clear from the words of Ibn Tumlus that the 

style, with which al-Ghazali presented logic, is the important 

reason for his success in popularizing logic. 

(e) The inspirations of the Qur'anic verses and al-Ghaz

ali's interpretation in al-Qis1as: 
We have already shown how al-Ghazali expounded the 

facts of logic' through some Qur'anic verses such as the verse: 

"Summon thou to the way of the Lord ••• " (XVI/12S), and that he 

found that the word 'balance', m1zan, in the verses he quoted, 

means a balance of knowledge. 

In the discussion of al-Ghazall's interpretation of 

them, the extent that these verses convinces us of the claims 

made by al-Ghazal1 for them (i.e. that logic is found in the 

- ) t' d(2) Qur'an , has already been ques 10ne • 

(1) Ibn Tumlus, Al-Hadkhal Ii ~una'at al-Nan1iq, p. 8. 
(2) See above, p. 138. 
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Al-Ghazali, in fact, interpreted these verses by 

giving them wider application than the actual context of the 

words Can give. 

In this interpretation, al-Ghazall made use of & 

psychological fact. concerning the Qur' an. It is that the 

Qur'anic verses inspire some of those, who study the Qur'an, 

with meanings beyond what the context of the words can give. 

This psychological fact was and still is accepted among the 

Muslims as one of the aspects of the wondrous nature of the 
. 

Qur'an. 

If we accept that this happened to al-Ghazali, and 

consider that these verses inspired him with the interpreta-

tions he gave in al-Qis~as, we will find that accepting this 

does not contradict what has been asserted, here, about 

al-Ghazali's method and aim in his interpretations of the 

verses: This can be elucidated in the light of psychology, 

which tells us that such inspirations when they come to one's 

mind, are affected .by the dominant element 1.n one's think.-

ing. It is obvious that logic and changing the attitude to-

wards it was the dominant element in his thinking. Thus it 

is possible that the aim and the method were clear 1.n al-

Ghazali's mind before writing his book: al-Qis}as. When he 

came to the realisation of this aim and the application ~ 

this method, he found these verses, which inspired him through 

being capable of being interpreted in accordance with logic, 

and so they were suitable for his purpose. 

Therefore, if we examine, from a purely objective 

point of view, al-Ghazall's interpretation of the Qur'anic 

verses and his claim that logic is found in the Qur'an accord

ing to this interpretation, we will see that the verses and 
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the interpretation are not convincing. However,if we pay re

gard to them in terms of their psyehological effect and the 

inspirations they had upon the reader who believes in the 

Qur'an, then we will find that al-Ghazali's method and style 

were success£ul. 

****************** 



CHAPTER PlVE. 

LOGIC AND JURISPRUDENCE, 

ACCORDING TO AL-GHAZALI. 
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Logic and Jurisprudence 
according to al-Ghazali. 

1. Introduction: 

Al-Ghazali was known as the first to introduce logic 

systematically and publicly into the science of the principles 

of jurisprudence (u,ul al-fiqh)(l). 

He considered the types of arguments known in logic 

as the only valid forms of argumentation, because, according to 

him: nAIl that is said which provides evidence (dalil) and 91ve 

~eQSons(ta\lil), in all branches of the sciences are reduced 

to the types we have already mentioned, (i.e. the types of arg-

uments in logic). 

evidence n (2) • 

If it is not reducible to them, it is not 

So, he asked the students and the teachers of juris-

prudence to study logic. Moreover, he gave, in the introduc

tion(3) of his well-known book on u~~l al-fiqh, al-Mustasf~, a 

statement from which it can be understood that he considered 

mastering logic as one of the conditions of legal reasonlng, 

(ijtihad) (4) • 

In his books on logic, al-Ghazali gave examples to the 

different types of inference from jurisprudence. In his books 

on u~ul al-fiqh, he tried to apply some rules of logic to jur

isprudence. 

The main parts of logic - according to the :'Iuslim log-

icians - were: 

(4) 

See aboveJ. P.5S· 
Al-Ghazall, Al-Mustasfa, vol.l, p. 49. 
This introduction is'an abridgem~nt or Aristotelian +o~iC 
as known in the circles of IsIamlc phllosoph~r~ - wr~t en 
ina style which differs from that of the .lo~lclans, ln 
order to appear familiar to the scholar-Jurlsts. 
Ibid., p. 10. 
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- the study of definition (al-~add) which aims to achieve 

exae~ concepts (tafawwurat), and 

- the study of demonstration (al-burhan or al-hujjah) or 

inference (istidlal) which aims to achieve certain assents 

(ta~diqat). 

Because logic was treated in this way, we will pro

ceed in our approach - to show what parts of logic al-Ghazali 

introduced into ufnl al-fiqh - in accordance with this divis-

ion of logic. To do this requires to point out what was p~ 

tised by the scholars of usnl before al-Ghazali, which had con

nection with the above-mentioned parts of logic, and to give a 

short notice about the main discussions in them. 

We think that it is not without advantage to glve a 

brief idea about the emergence of u~ul al-fiqh. 

2. The emergence of usnl al-fiqh: 

A l-Shafi'i (150-204A.H.) was the first(2) to lay 

down the science of u~ul al-fiqh and to make it an autonomous 

discipline. His achievement in u~ul al-fiqh has been descrihrl 

as similar to that of Aristotle in 10gic(3). 

A l-Shifi'i found copious material on figh which was 

in dispute, and there was no criterion which could be depended 

on to evaluate the different points of view for a given prob-

lem. 

(1) 

(3) 

So, he studied carefully this juridical material and 

This division is declared in al-Ghazall's books on logic 
(Mi'yar, pp.68-69,265; Musta~fa,vol.l., p.ll, ~Iihhak,p.6) 
~nd nearly all the arabic treatises on)logic. (See: F. 
Hosenthal, Knowledge Triumphant, p.207. _-
Ibn al-Nadim in Al-Fihrist reported that Abu Yusuf com
piled a separate work in which he collected many rules of 
argumen!ation i~ Fiqh,but ~his work was lost.(See: .Abd 
al-Wahhab Khallaf, 'ilm U~ul al-Figh, 10th ed.Kuva1t,1972, 
p.17. 
Muhammad Abu Zahrah, A l-Shafi'l, 2nd edition, Cairo,l948. 
p.j48. 
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extracted "a comprehensive canon by which sound from unsound 

views could be distinguished"(l). This canon was u~ul al-figh. 

This science "is the examination of revealed evidence 

from which the laws and legal obligations of the ~Iuslims are 

derived n (2). Its aim "is to make known how to derive legal 

judgements from the eVidence"(3){sdillah). The main subjects 

in this science are: the legal categories (al-ahkam al-
I 

shar' iyya), the evidence (al-adillah), how to derive the legal 

categories from the evidence and the qualities of the person 

wh~ undertakes the responsibility of derivation. (4) 

The main sources for the revealed evidence, on which 

the majority of Muslim jurists agreed are: the Qur'an, the 

Sunn~ general consensus (ijma') and analogy (giyas)(S). 

There are other sources of evidence,on which there was no gen-

eral agreement among ~·ruslim jurists, which are well-known. A-
di~<..ret;o'f\ 

mong them are: (isii~in), unrestricted utility or in-

terest (al-ma~lal;.ah al-mursalah), retention (istiiJ:;.ab), custom 

(al-'urf) and the religious law in the previous religions (shar' 

man qablana).{6) 

-It would seem appropriate to examine whether the u~al 

al-figh of al-Shafi'i are ~ any way affeeted by logic. In 

this connection, the following points should be borne in mind. 

(6 ) 

Ibid., p._348. . 
Ibn Khaldun, The Muqaddimah,cf.p.23, th1s has been badly 
translated by: F.Rosenthal,vol. 3, London. 
AI-Ghazali, al-Musta;fa, vol.l, p.7. 
Ibid., p. 7. . °d t ° 
There were some scholar-jur1sts !ho d1 no ag~ee ~noglyas 
as a kind of evidence as_al-Na~~am, the old_M~ ta~7~1te, 
Ibn Hazm the Spaniard Zahirite and some Imam1 Shl 1tes. 
See' • Rob;rt Bruns'chvig kLogic and LEfw ~n Classical Islam: ) 
Logic in Classical IsI~mic Culture ~e2:1tor:G.E.~onGrunebaum , 
p .16; and M. T .AI-Hakim, al-U ~ul 8.1-' amah 11.. cl1- E1g h 81-
Muqaran, vol.l, Beirut,1963,pp.320-323. 
A. Khallaf, '11m u~ul al-righ, p. 44. 
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Some Arabic translations of the main books of the Organon were 

available during his lifetime(l). Th f °t ere ore, 1 is quite pos-

sible that he had read them. There is a report somewhat doubt-

ful - that al-Sbafi'i had studied Aristotle and the Greek phil

osophers in the original Greek(2). 

However, nobody has claimed that a l-Sbafi'i was in-

flueneed in his u§ul by, or used, Aristotelian logic. Further, 

it has been reported that a l-Sbafi'i considere~ the inclina-

tion "to Aristotle's language" as a reason for the ignorance of 

some people and the cause of differences between them.(3). It 

seems likely, that the phrase "Aristotle's language lf implicitly 

refers to his logic. In addition, the method and the field of 

discussions in u~ul al-fiqh and in logic are different.(4) 

The similarity between the two disciplines is found 
ta.V\'\th\'\ ~ logie:. 

between and qiyas in u~ul al-figh. However, this is 
. 

only in two points: (a) in the form, i.e. both of them are in-

ferences from a known particular to another unknown by virtue of 

a sort of resemblance(5); (b) in the degree of certainty, i.e. 

the conclusions in both of them are probable(6). Besides these 

two points the whole discussions of analogy andqiyas are differ-

ent. 

{I) 

(2) 

(3) 

(6) 

It is also true that the idea of qiyas had existed in 

A l-Shifi'i died in 820A.C •• 204A.H., he wrote the first copy 
of his work on u~ul, AI-Risalahin Baghdad in 812-823; at this 
time some Arabic translations were available in Baghdad(see 
more details above pp.9-11 ). S2e also! Abu Zahrah, !..l.
Shafi'i,pp.27-28, A.S.An-Nashshar, ~lanahij al-Ba~th,pp.20-22, 
and N.Rescher., The D~velopment of Arabic Logic,pp.29-30. 
A.S.An-Nashsh!r, flanaliiJ, p~69. Th1S story was_reported by 
F. Al-Raz1; Abu Zahrah in his work: A 1-Shafi'1,~p.49-51) 
rejected it. _ 
Jalal ad-Din a~-Suyiit1 S&wn al-Ha.ntiq va al-Kalam 'an Fann 
al-Man}ir wa al-Kala~,' eaited by: Iii S.In-Kashshar,Cairo, 
1947, p. 5. 
See below, pp. 204 - 212 . 0" . 
See: Aristotle, Prior Analytics,J.Warr1ngton s ed~t~on~~.154 
Ibn Sina, Isharat, vol. 1, pp.368-369 and al-Ghazall,H1 yar 
pp.165, 170. 
George Galloway~ The Philosophy of Religion, Xew York, 1914, 
p. 335; and Abu Zahrah, a l-Shafi'i, p. 283. 
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the circleS' of the scholar-jurists long before s .l-Shafi 'i. 

Some scholars even tried to prove that giyas was used by the 

Prophet and recommended in the Qur'an. (1) 

From these points, it is difficult to conclude that 

a 1 -Shafi 'i was influenced in u~ul al-figh by Aristotelian 

logic. The similarity between giyas and analogy is not suf-

ficient for such a judgement, because analogy has, in the Aris

totelian logic, very little importanee as an argument. It was 

treated as an imperfect induction and an argument from example(2~ 

Aristotle devoted to it less than two pages in his Organon, which 

is more than a thousand pages. The Muslim logicians treated 

analogy in the same way(3); while giyas 1n a l-Shafi'i's work 

on u~ul al-figh occupied a large part of it(4) and was consider

ed by him as one of the basic kinds of evidence in Islamic lave 

Moreoever, he declared that ijtihad can only be performed 

exactly by giyas (5). Furthermore, the rules and conditions 

of giyas as set out by a I-Shifi'! have no connection with Aris-

totelian logic. 

It seems probable that the emergence of the science 

of u~ul al-figh with a I-Shafi 'i was a natural response to 

the need for a systematic method to help in deriving legal 

judgements from the texts of the Shari'ah. 

3. Definition: 

(a) Definition in Aristotelian Logic: 

Definition, according to Aristotle, is "the making 

A. Khallaf, '11m Dstil al-Pigh, p~. 54-59. . 
Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, (68b38-69aI9).J.Warrlng-
ton's edition, p.154. 
See:lbn sina, Isharat~ vol.l, pp.36~-]69. 
A 1 -Shafi 'i, AI-Risa.la.h, by M.Khadduri ,Baltimore,1961,w.288- 332. 
Abu Zahrah, A l-Shafi'1, pp.284-285. 
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known of an essence"(l), or "an expression stating the essence 

of a thing"(2). This is the "definition of the essential" or 

the "real definition"(3). There is another kind of definition 

called "nominal definition" which "gives a verbal definition, 

it is just like the explanation of a word"(4). 

The real definition of a species "is to be defined by 

enumerating a collection of attributes essential to it(5). In 

other words, the real definition consists of genus and differ-

ences. This can be achieved by using Plato's method of divi-

si~n(6) but after ° °t ° b ° "b 'ld' revers1ng 1 1.e. y compoS1ng or U1 lng 

up attributes, one by one, till we have a collection co-exten-

sive with the thing to be defined(7)". 

In defining a thing, three things should be kept in 

mind: 

(i) to take from its attributes only what belong to 

its essence; 

(ii) to take them in the right order i.e. from deter-

minable to determinate; 

(iii) to take all the essential attributes which can 

distinguish the defined from everything else(8). 

If we can apply these three things, then we will have a defini-

tion which: (a) expresses the essence of the object to be de

fined; (b) fits solely and entirely to the object to be defin

ed; (c) will be mutually interchangeable with the object to 

(7) 

(8) 

Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, J.Warrington's ed., p.235. 
Aristotle, Topica ~ 1,5,101 b . 
A. Dumitriu, History of Logic,vol. l,p, 159. 
Ibid., p. 160. 
W.D.Ross, Aristotle, p.52. ..' " 
This way is called by Plato "the descend1~g ~lalect1~ 
which "aims at the analysis of the genus 1n 1ts specles! 
showing its natural components, without, ~owe:er, re~uclng 
it to an extensive collection but preserv1ng 1ts loglcal 
unity". A.Dumitriu,History of Logic,vol.l,p~ll~. , 
W.D.Ross, Aristotle, p. 52. See also:A.Dum1tr1u,Hlstorv 
of Logic, vol.l, p.159. 
W.D.Ross, Aristotle, p.52. 
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be defined, i.e. having the same extension(l) 
• 

Definition aecording to the Islamic logicians. 

If we come to Islamic logicians, we find the Aris

totelian theory of definition with a little more elaboration. 

Ibn sina gave the definition as: "words (~awl) stating the 

essence of a thing; they contain all its fundamental cons

tituents (muqawwimat); indeed, it should be composed of its 

genus and differences,,(2). The aim of definition, according 

to Ibn sina is not the ability to distinguish it in whatever 

way but the acquisition of the real concept of a thing, i.e. 

its essence(3) By saying this, Ibn sina was criticising the 

scholar-jurists and the mutakallimlin's method of definition, 

which will be discussed later. This is the complete or real 

definition. There is another kind of definition in which one 

uses the propers and accidents of the thing instead of the dif

ferences; this kind is not complete(4). 

(b) Definition in Stoic Logic(5): 

Definition "was one of the most highly debated prob-

Stoic Logic. In general, they rejected the 

Aristotelian theory of definition which emphasised that defin

ition should state the essence of the defined. 

Diogenes Laertius told us that definition, according 

to the Stoics, "is a sentence that denotes its object, analy

tically and completelY(7). According to Chrysippus it !tis 

the rendering of a particularity(8)n. 

Ibid p 52- and A.Dumitriu,History of Logic,vol.l,p.159. 
Ibn S~n:, fsharat,vol.l, pp.204-205. 
Ibid., p. 206. 
Ibid., p. 210. . 11 t 
We depend mainly, in this sectIon here, on the exce en 
work of Anton Dumitriu,History of Logic, vol. 1. 
Ihi.d., p. 231. 
~T'6I<I~1,,"!"., p. 231. 
Ibid., p. 231. 
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The Stoics did not seek to state in definition the 

essence, as Aristotelian logic; they considered the real 

definition, which states the reality of an existing things, 

simply, as "a sum-total of attributes that enable us to dif

ferentiate the respective thing from another(l~ This is clear 

in Chrysippus' words: "The definition is what is proper to 

the defined thin;(2). 

So, the aim of definition according to the Stoic 

logic is the distinction of the term to be defined by stating 

its particularity or what is p~c:u'll;r, unique to it; while in 

the Aristotelian logic, the aim is to state the essence of the 

thing defined. 

However, in spite of this main difference, there are 

some similar points: (a) Both Aristotle ar.d the Stoics enun

ciate the rule of the reciprocity (3) of definition. TheSt~ 

definition "is a sentence in which the subject and the attri

bute are interchangeable(4)". (b) Both of them used the 

method of division to help in stating the definition. The 

logicians of the Stoic School "developed widely the division 

of genera, the classification and sub-classification of the 

genus(5). They distinguished several types of divisions: 

(i) Counter-division: in which the thing is divided by op

posite qualities, for instance by means of negation: all things 

are good or not good(6). 

(4) 
(5 ) 
(6) 

Ibid., P. 231. 
Ibid., p. 231. 
S b 2. ':l Thl· s rule was known later on as "Pas-e e a eve, p .1' _.,. 
cal's condition of definition". See: A. Dumitriu,History 
of Logic, vol.l, p. 159. 
Ibid., p. 231. 
Ibid., p. 232. 
Ibid., p. 232. 
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(ii) Sub-division: in which we divide the previous divis-
ion. For example: 

the previous division 

to divide those which are not good - in 

into evil and others indifferent(l). 

(iii) Distribution: -+.. t:J(Y/) 

the disposition of generalJ~ccording to 

their place. For instance: from the good things some related 

to the soul, others to the body(2). 

(c) Definition in the science of usul al-figh before 

al-Ghazali: 

From the beginning, there was a need, 1n the science 

u~ul al-fiqh, to use deftnitions. 

The aim of definition, according to the scholar-jur

ists, was to distinguish the term to be defined ftvm all other 

terms, and the main condition they nade for exact definitions 15 

that definition should be co-extensive and co-exclusive (muttarid 
•• 

wa mun~akis) with the defined(3), i.e. if the defined is present 

the definition (the qualities used in it) will be present and if 

it is absent, the definition will be absent. 

Ibn Taymiyya h (1'2..63 -1328 ) criticised those whose a1m 

ill definition is to achieve "the essence of the thing to be de

fined (4) tt, say'ing that al-Ghazali was the first to introduce the 
(5) 

Aristotelian method into us~l ad-lin wa al-figh, (i.e. 'ilm al-
I 

kal~m and 'ilm usul al-figh). All the authorities in the dif

ferent schools of kalam and the followers of the four Imams(6) 

he added, agreed that definition aims to distinguish the definrl 

(1) Ibid., p. 232. 
(2) Ibid., P. 232. _ 
(3) See: A.S.An-~~ashshar, Hanahij, pp. 82-82. 
(4) Ibn Taymiyyah,Al-Radd 'ala al-Han}iqiYY1n, p.14. 

(65 ) Ibid ., p. 14. '1-1 . k Abu-Han:;' fa, a I -Shafi 'i and () The four Imams are: 1 a 1 , •• 
Ibn Hanbal • 

• 
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from all others(l)and "most of them did not accept to mention 

in the definition what is common between the defined term and 

other terms no matter whether it is called genus or accident, 

but they defined it, using what is inseparable (yulazim) from 

the defined co-extensively and co-exclusively (~ardan Wa(aksanr(~ 

This description of definition according to the scholars of u~nl 

al-figh is repeated by a.l-Tahanawi( d.1158 A.H.) in his well

known encyclopaedia(3). 

From what has been mentioned it can be said that the 

conditions of definition according to the science of usnl al-

figh are: 

(i) It should distinguish between the term defined 

and all the other terms. 

(ii) It should contain neither more nor less than 

the connotation of the term defined, or as it is said inArabic 

(jami' mani'). 
Ie.ctve .scc~e. e 

Th t . r f th OY\ d f' . t . ese condi 10ns or more an e 1n1 10n 

of a certain term, the thing which al-Ghazali criticised - as 

we shall see below.(4) 

(d) Definition according to al-Ghazali: 

Definition according to al-Ghazali is "what is said 

. answer to the question ••• in the form: What is it? 1n 
(5) 

to this ques-(ma huwa?)". There are three kinds of answers 

tion which are the three kinds of definition: 

(i) The nominal definition (al-~add al-laf~1): it 

explains the word to be defined by giving another Yord, clear-
SO~~ 

er and easier to understand. For example, if/one does not 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

Ibid., p. 15. 
Ibld~, p. 15. _ 
MulJ.ammad A. A I-TahanawI, Ma w sii' at I~r~lihat &1- 'Uliim 
al-IslamilYab,vo!.l, Leipz1g,(under: l)&dd}. 
Il-Ghazlli, Mi'{ar,-p. 269; see below, P,198. 
Al-Ghaza11, Mus asia, vol. 1, p.12 • • 
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know wh'at is (' agar), we can say to him it is the vine (khamr) 

if he knew wine(l). The yord or term can have several nom

inal definitions. (2) 

(ii) The descriptive definition (al-hadd al-rasmi), 
• 

it distinguishes the term to be defined from all other terms 

with the condition that it should contain neither more nor 

less th~n the connotation ot this term, no matter whether we 

mentioned - in this definition - the essential, the insepar

able or the accidental qualities(3). Por example, if weyant 

to define wine in this way, we can say: "It is a liquid which 

makes troth and then changes to sourness, and it is preserved 

in ~n earthen wine jug (al-dann).(4) The sum total of the~ 

qualities is equal to wine so that from it no vine is exclud

ed and nothing except wine is included(S). 

This kind of definition does not state the essence 

of the term defined, and it leaves room for other definitions 

of a term(6). 

(iii) The real definition (al-9add al-Qaq1qi): it is 

the definition which "states the essence of a thing(7). This 

can be achieved by "stating the nearest genus and all the es

sential differences H (8). For example: wine "is an intoxi

cant beverage squeezed out of grapes"(9). This definition 

reveals the essence of wine because it contains all its es

sential qualities(lO). 

AI-Ghazali, Mil;akk,_p. 92 and Husta~fa, vol.l, p.28. 
AI-Ghaz!lI, Mustasfa, vol. 1, p.I2. _ 
Al-Ghazali, MIhan, p.92, and Hustasfa, vol.l, p.12. 
AI-GhazalI, Fl1$&kk,pp.92-93 and Nusta~fa, vol.l, p.12. 
Ibid., p.12. _ 
Al-Ghazili. Mustasfa, p. 28. 
AI-GhazalI, Musiasfa, Tol.l,p.12 and }fil].akk, p. 93. 

- - « 
AI-Ghazal~, Mi(tar _p.268. 
AI-Ghazil1, Mus afta, vol.l, p.12. 
Ibid., p.13. 
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There is only one real definition of a certain term(l~ 

Al-Ghazali considered this kind of definition as the 

only one to be sought because it states, besides the essence 

of the thing defined, what the other two kinds of definition 

can state, i.e. the explanation of the term and distinguishing 

it from all other terms. (2) 

The nominal definition has very little importance _ 

according to al-Ghazali - because it is just replacing a word 

with another yord. 

te~m defined(3). 

It tells nothing about the essence of the 

The descriptive definition (al-ras.i) is the kind 

which was used by the scholars in uful al-ligh and kalam, 

whose aim was only to distinguish the defined term. Thiskmd 
(4) 

can be described as associated with the religious sciences('ilmi, 

even though it does not aim to state the essence. 

(5) 
The real definition is "the definition of the essen-

tial" according to Aristotelian logic. It is according to al-

Ghazali the complete definition because it realises, bestes its 

aim, the aims of the other kinds of definition. "Those who 

are sincere (in research) ·;eek, from definition, _the eonceptim 

. t th d . t· t . " ( 6 ) of the essence of the thing ••• and not JUs e 1S 1nc 1on. 

(e) What al-Ghazali introduced into the science of usul , 

al-ligh regarding the study of definition: 

Al-Ghazali asked the scholars of usul al-figh to fol-
e 

low in their definitions, the method of real definition which 

(21) Ibid., p._28. and Mi'yar j p. 269. 
() I1-Ghaz!1~, Mi'yar,_p. 2b7. 
(3) Al-Ghazali, Mustafta, vol. 1, p.12. 
(4) Ibid., p.l2. 
(5) See aboye,L P.192:. 
(6) AI-Ghaza11, Mi'yar, p. 267. 
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is that of Aristotelian logic, i.e. by mentioning the genus 

and the differences. This could put an end to the existing 

differences in definitions among the scholar-jurists because, 

as already mentioned(l) there is only one definition of & 

term, using this method. 

AI-Ghazali confessed that definition in this way (i~. 

the real definition) is difficult(2) , and this is the reason 

according to him, that the mutakallimnn and the scholars of 

u,ul al-tigh vere content in their definitions, with the dis7 

tinction of the defined term from all other terms, which is 

tar trom knowing its essence(3). 

To state a "real definition" it is necessary to know 

the five universals - genus, species, difference, proper and 

accident - and how to differentiate between the essential, in-

separable and accidental qualities of a thing. To know all 

this, it is necessary to know about yoids and their relations 

with meanings ••• etc. In other Yords, to state a real defin-

ition, one should know all the topics treated in the study of 

the concepts (al-ta{!awwrat) in Aristotelian logic. Al-Ghazali 

told the reader in al-Mustaffa that the study of_these topics 

is useful in both "definition and demonstrationn (4). 

Al-Ghazali was not content just to ask the students 

of usnl al-figh to study these topics in order to be able to 
• 

state their definitions by the method of "real definition". 

He adopted several techniques to ensure that his ideas would 

influence students of tigh and readers of his books in general. 

See aboye.1, 
Al-Ghazal1, 
Al-Ghaz!l!, 
Al-Ghaza11, 

p.19~· 
Mi'yar, pp. 281-283, and 
t-fi 'yar, _P, 283. 
Mustasta, vol. 1, p.l3. 

• 

-Musta~fa, p.l5. 
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~mong thetechniques were: (i) Writing these topics 
di ~'t~<"~v\"t 

in a style which made them look familiar to the students 

of figh(l); (ii) using juridical examples to elucidate these 

tOP1-c S ( 2) ., ( 1- 1- 1- ) Putt· 1ng forward examples of definitions 

stated by philosophers, to enable students to examine them so 

that they would acquire some experience in stating definition~3); 
(iT) Defining most of the terms, in his books of us;! al-figh 

according to the method of Aristotelian logic, and shoving, 

sometimes, how the real definition should be made. 

An example of the method he used to show how the ~eal 

definition" should be stated, was his definitions of the five 

~&m or legal categories, obligatory (wajib), recommended 

(mandub) permissible (mubah), reprehensible (makrUh) and for-
a 

bidden (l}aram). 

The steps, according to which al-Ghazali proceeded 

in stating the definitions of these terms are: 

(i) He specified the field according to which the 

terms are going to be defined, i.e. it is here figh and not 

kalam or philosOPhy.(4) 
(ii) He examined the words to be defined and found 

(a) that they designate accidents and not substances(5); 

(b) and that they designate a certain kind of accidents 

which are acts(6); 

(e) and that they designate the acts of those who are leg
.... e '.){>O't\c;,~h\~ 

ally (al-mukallafnn) and not mad people or animals; 

This is a common quality which appears in all his writings 
on logic. ..' 
This is found in all his works on log1c, w1thout except10n. 
AI-Ghazali, Mi'yar, p. 284. H! gave the definitions of 76 
philosoEhical terms. See:Mi'yar,pp.285-308. 
Al-Ghazali, Mustaffa, vol. 1, p.27. 
Ib i d., P • 27. 
1 b 1d ., p. 27. 
Ibid., p. 27. 
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(d) and that they designate the aets of those who are leg-
rQ,spo~s,b\~ 

ally with regard to the speech 

of Revelation (khi1ab &l-shar'), and not with regard to the 

acts being known or created or acquired or predestined etc •• (l) 

(iii) Then he examined the acts of those who are leg

ally capable, with regard to their relations with the speech of 

the Revelation and found that they are three divisionSI 

(a) What is related to the speech of the Revelation in re

gard to the choice and whether it is of equal weight to the act 

or to leave it. This is the permissible (mub&h)(2) • 
• 

(b) What is related to it with regard to whether doing the 

act is preponderant over leaving it. 

two: 

This is sub-divided into 

(i) An act which the shar' enjoins and makes its 

omission subject to punishment. This is obligatory (wajib). 

(ii) An act which the shar' recommends without mak

ing its omission subject to punishment. This is recommended. (mandub l 

(c) What is related to it with regard to whether leaving 

it is preponderant over doing it. This is sub-divided into 

tyo: 

(i) An act which the shar'has discouraged without 

making its commission a subject to punishment. This is re

prehensible (makruh). 

(ii) An act which the shar' forbids and makes its co

mmission subject to punishment. This is forbidden (haram)(3). . 
In his introduction of al-Mustasfa, he gave these • 

definitions as a means of indicating the technique to be em-

ployed to giTe~eal detinitions". 

(21) Ibid., p. 27. 
() Ibid., p. 27. 
(3) Ibid., pp. 27-28. 

Later in the book, he 
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repeats these definitions but this is in the context of the 

discussion of tive a¥k&mas elements in u,ul al-fiqh,\ste~.202a). 

In al-Ghazali's opinion, these are all the main &hk&. 
• 

and nothing else is possible, because the ana1ytieal division 

;~to genera and species cannot lead to any other conclusion, i.e. 

other kinds(l). On this basis, al-Ghazali criticised some 

scholar-jurists who used other names, for the ~am, without 

noticing that they denote the same meanings which he had stated: 

For example: they tried to differentiate betyeen yords like 

wajib and tar4 while they are synonymous(2). He agreed that 

wajib can be sub-divided into two: certain (maq~u? and probable 

(mafnun). But, according to him, it is wrong to calIon. targ 

(i.e. the first) and the other wajib (i.e. the second)(3). 

Yords like ma~dhur, ma'~iyah and qaram are, also synonymous 

and denote the same meaning(4). 

From What has been said, we can summarise the ideas, 

whieh al-Ghaza1i introduced into the science of u~ul a17fiqh -

coneerning the study of the concepts (mab9ath al-ta~awwurat) -

in the following points: 

(i) He wanted the aim of definition to be: stating 

the essence of the term defined. 

(ii) The definition should contain only the essential 

qualities of the term defined, i.e. its genus and differences. 

(iii) Using the method of division to help in stating 

the definition properly. 

(iv) He tried to make the topics of logic look at-

tra(tive and interesting to the students of figh and the scho

lar-jurists in general, and to demonstrate their need for these 

topies. 

(1) AI-Ghazali, al-Musta,fa, vol. 1, p.66. 

~423~ Ibid., P. 66. Ibid., p. 66. 
ID1d., p. 28. 



The following table summarises the st!ps taken by 

al-Ghaza11 to arrive at the 'real definition' of the five ahka •• 
• 

The words to be defined • • I I 
The Acci.dents Substances. 

, I 

- .lets. 1 Not acts. 

-. 
I I 

Of those who are Those who are not 
legally capable. legally capable • 

• • , I 
With regard to the Not with re.-rd to the 

speech of revela.tion. speech of revelation • 

• .... 
I 

Doing it is Lea.vin~ it is 
preponderant. prepon erant. 

I 

I / ~ 
I , 

There is 
choice and -

There is There is no equal weight There is no There is 

punishment punishment between do- punishment punishment 

for leav- for leaving ing and for doing for doing 

ing it. it. leaving. it. it. 

t t :t ~ :t 
Obligation Recommended Permissible Reprehensible Forbidden 

( 

. -. 

(makruh) (lJ.a.ram) 
(wajib) (mandub) , (mubah) 

• 
. 
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It is clear from what has been mentioned _ concerning 

the aim of definition - that the aim, according to the scholars 
~ - (1) b. - -o~ UfUl , e.ore al-Ghaza11, and the aim, according to the 

Stoics(2) are exactly the same, i.e. the distinction. !hen 

al-Ghazali came and substituted(3) it with the aim according 

to Aristotelian logic(4) i.e. stating the essence. 

It is clear, also, that scholars of Uful were content 

to state in their definitions the qualities which Yere enough 

to distinguish the term from all other terms(5). This is, al

so~ what is tound in the Stoics' theory of definition(6). 

Al-Ghaza11 refused to state in the detinition anything except 

the essential qualities(7); i.e. he applied the Aristotelian 

method(B) • 

However, the scholars of uful, before al-Ghazali did 

Dot use the method ot division, which had been employed byb~ 

Aristotle(9) and the Stoics(lO). It was al-Ghazal1 who in-

- (11) troduced it into ufUl al-fiqh • The method of division 

is not, oDginally, Aristotelian or Stoic, it is Platonic. Plato 

called it "the deseending dialectics" or "divisionn (12). It 

"aims at the analysis of the genus in its specie~, shoving its 

natural components(l3). This way wastransmitted to Muslims 

through Aristotle and perhaps directly from Plato's works. 

1 See above, P.195. 
2 See above, PP.193 - 194. 
3) See above, Pp.197 - 198. 

(4
5

) SSeeee above, PP.198 - 199. 
( ) above, pp.195 - 196. 
(6) See above, PP.193 - 195. 
(7) See above, PP.197 - 19B. 
(8) See above, pp.192 - 193. 
(9) See above, pp. 192, 194. 
(leI See above, p.194. 

~
ll See above, pp.199 - 200. . 

1
123 A. Dumitriu, History of LOg1C, vol.l, p.l14. 

Ibid., p. 114. 
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Al-Ghazali, like Aristotle, used this way to serve his purpose. 

However, a8 it appears trom the definitions of the five ahkim 
• - -al-Ghazali was acquainted with the developments of the method 

of division employed by the Stoiea, i.e. the counter-division, 

the sub-division and the distribution{l) • 
(4) Inference: 

(a) Inference in Aristotelian and Stoic Logic: 
The kinds of inference according to Aristotle are 

three, syllogism, induction and the argument from example. 

(i) The syllogism has been mentioned throughout 

this work. The general definition, of the syllogism, given 

by Aristotle is repeated in books of Logic by Musli:ms, such as 

Ibn siDa and al-Ghazali. Aristotle expounded the categorical 

syllogism while the Stoics were mainly interested in the hypo-

thetical and disjunctive syllogisms. The Muslim logicians 

followed the Greek commentators in regarding all these deve

lopment as purely Aristotelian. 

(ii) Aristotle treated induction, but briefly, as a 

method to reach a conclusion by enumeration of all particulars 

and using them as a middle term in a syllogism; these are hi~ 

words: "now induction, i.e. the syllogism arisi~g from induc

tion, consists of proving the major term of the middle term by 

means of the minor(2), in other Yords, induction is the "ascen

ding from the particular to the universal, in the sense of re

cognising the universal in the particular(3)n; this is Aris-

totle's example: 

(1) 

Man, horse and mule live long lives, 

All the animals without gall are man, horse and mule, 

therefore, 

All the animals without gall live long lives.(4) 

See above pp.U4-5.See also al-Ghazal;, a1-Musta;faJvo~.2, 
p~.320-32i where he used sub-divis10n and dis fiDutlon 
{)t' tne waJIb. , d' t· 153 Aristotle; Prior Ana1ytie~,J.Yarrington s e 1 10n,p. • 
J.Welton, A Manual of LoglC, vo1.2, p.32. 
Aristotle, Prior Analyties, p. 153. 
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So, induction, according to Aristotle, is not exact

ly a method independent from the syllogism, but it is - as he 

called it - "syllogism by induction"(l). 

- -Ibn S1na spoke about induction as a separate method 

from syllogism, but, according to him, it "does not bring a

bout correct knovledge(2)", it brings about probable knowledge 

only. He defined it as "to judge the universal with what is 

found in its particulars(3)". 

Al-Ghazali expounded induction in more detail and in 

& manner very close to the modern one(4); and he applied it 

to jurisprudenee(5), even though he was still faithful to 

Aristotle's doctrine - as we shall see below(6) 

(iii) Argument fro", example is called analogy. 

Aristotle paid very little attention to'it. He defined it as 
1 
follows: "example, then is inference from part to part (not 

from part to whole or vice versa), when both fall within the 

same class and one is well knownn (7). 

The conclusions we achieve by this method are not ex

act knowledge. They are probable or "nearer to knoWledge"(8), 

(i.e. exact). 

This kind of argument is justified by reducing it to 

the form of a syllogism. Aristotle gives an example which 

shows how he treats this kind of argument: 

(1) 

(2) 
(3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Ibid., p. 153. See also, A. Dumitriu,History of Logic, 
vol. 1, p. 191. 
Ibn sina, Isharat, vol. 1, p. 368. 
Ibid., p. 367. 
See above~ pp. 99-101, 122-123. 
Al-Ghaza11, Mi'yar, pp. 162-163. 
See beloy, pp.228-229. 
Aristotle, Prior Analytics, J.Yarrington's edition,p.154. 
Ibid., p. 155. 
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"let A be evil, B agressive war on neighbours, C that 

of Athens against Thebes, D that of Thebes against Phocis. If 

we want to show that the agression of Athens against Thebes was 

evil, we must first know that the agreesiTe war on neighbours 

is evil. Evidence of this is obtained from similar cases, e.g. 

the aggressive war of Thebes on Phocis. Assuming then that 

aggressive war on neighbours is evil, and that the attack of 

Athens ·on Thebes was aggressive war on beighbours, it follows 

that the attack of Athens on Thebes was evil. That C is B and 

that D is B are obvious (both being instances of aggressive war 

on neighbours), that D is A is obvious (the attack on Phocis 

being disastrous for Thebes); that B is A is proved by means 

of D. More than one term like C may be used to prove that B 

Muslim logicians knew this kind of inference, they 

called it tlal-tamthil"; Ibn Sina defined it as followsl "to 

try to judge a thing by a judgement known in a similar(thing). 

It is a judgement on a particular in the same manner as it is 

in another particular which cancides with it in a general 

meaning (ma'na jami')". "This is what the peop~e of our time 

know as giyas(;). 

This is a reference to the scholar-jurists (al-tuqaha J
) 

a -and their use of 91Yo.s. He also gave some ot their terminology 

concerning giyas, and their equivalents in the terminology of 

the logicians. They called the particular on which we pass 

the judgement (al-ma~Um 'o.layh) as a derivative branch 

(far'), the known particular as the origin (a~l) and what is 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 

Aristotle, Prior Analytics, Warrington's ed., p. 154; 
Badawl's ed. vol. 1. pp. 296-297. 
Ibn SIna, Isharat, vol. 1, p. 368. 
Ibid., p. 368. 
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common to them as ma'na W& 'illah (1). 

Ibn sina considered the eV1°dence b tho th d ( Y 1S me 0 &1-
tamthil or al=gixas) as "weak _ da'if"(2) 

• • 

(b) Inference in the Science ot UfUl al-Fiqh before &1-

Ghazal1 I 

The main sources of all the legal categories (~&m) 

in Islamic law are - as already mentioned(3)_: the Qur'an, 

the Sunna, the general consensus (ijma') and analogy (giyas). 

Inference in the science of u~uf al-tiqh is the dif

ferent methods by which we can derive or inter the legal cate

gories of the different cases or events. 

The main concern of this section, is with these sour

ces in Uful al-figh, which has a clear relation with logic, 

that is analogy (giyas). 

(i) -The definition of giyas: 

~Ibn Hazm (d.456A.H.-I064A.C.) defined giyas - aceord-• 

ing to all those who considered it as legal evidenc&(4)- as 

applying the qualification of that on which there is a text 

(n&,~) or - according to some scholar~ - a general consensus 

(ijma r
') to that on which there is no text or general consensus, 

t"e..ClSDY' 
because the two have a common ('illah) which produced the 

legal categories of the former.(5) 

(ii) -The elements of giyas. All the scholars of 

Uful agreed that qiyas has four main elements: 

the principle (al-a,l): it is the event or problem on which 

there is a fixed text (nass) concerning its legal category (~ukm), 
• • 

Ibid., p. 369. 
Ibid., p. 369. 
See above, p.1B9· ._ 
Ibn Hazm is not among those - he reJected giyas very stro-
n~IY; his attitude i~ c§lled: DUahiri~. _ 

° U 1 1 Ahk ed,ted by: A.M.Shakir, I n ~azm, al~I~am t1 au a - • am, ~ 

vol. 7, Cairo, 1347 A.H., p.53. 
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- the branch (aI-far'): it is the event or problem on which 

there is no fixed text concerning its legal category. Thus, it 

is that to which the legal category ot an ~ may be applied. 
re4S°t\ 

- The (al-'illa~: it is the attribute on which the 

legal category of the a,l is based, and because of its exis--
tence in the far' , that !!£' is made equivalent to the &fl 

with regard to the legal category of the asl, -
- the legal category (al-~ukm): it is that ot the asl vhich 

• 

is mentioned in the text and is required to be the legal cate

gory ot the far,(l). 

Por example, drinking nabidh (date vine) is qualified 

as forbidden (haram) because it shares with the drinking ofv~ 
• 

in the attribute of causing intoxication. The four basic 81e-

ments of 9iy&S, according to this example, are: 

the afl is drinking wine (its legal category ~s mentioned 

in a text), 

the far' is drinking nabidh (there is no text mentioning 

its legal category), 

- the 'illahis causing intoxication (it is tound in both of 

them) • 

- the ~ukm is being forbidden (it is the legal category of 

the as1). ---- The scholars of u,u1 a1-fiqh discussed every element 

in great detail and laid down conditions for each one of them. 

In short, they area 

* The asl and the far! 
~ - The important condition of 

the as1 is that its legal category (~ukm) should be mentioned 
-"'--

in a text (i.e. Qur'ao or Sunn~, and for the far' that there 

(1) A. Khal1af, '11m Usnl al-Piqh, p. 60. 
• 
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is no legal category for it in any text or in any general con

sensus. They will both haT~ a common attribute or link which 

is the 'illalt( I) • 

* The ~ukm: In order to apply the legal category of 

the!1! to the far', by analogy (giyas), this legal category 

must fulfil some conditions of which the important ones arel 

(a) The ~ukm of the !!! must be acknoYledged by a text and 

not by general consensus or by giyas. 

(b) The ~ukm of the!!! must be from the kind whose causes 

can be understood. 

The legal categories (&9kam) are of two kinds. (1) 

Those in which the causes are not understood by man, but only 

by God, like the number ot the rak'at in the prayers(2). 

(ii) 
~e.ClSC .,'> 

Those in which the can be understood by man like 

the prohibition of wine and usury (riba)(3). 

The legal categories of the first kind cannot be ap

plied to new cases (i.e. furU') by giyas(4). 

* The 'illah The reo.sc" (al-' illah) is the important 

element in giyas. The discussions of the problem of the CaUSel" 
.J 

Uful ~-fiqh are of a purely logical nature, and thus of greater 

concern to this study. 

(~- The definition of the 'iIIsh. -' 

This has already~been mentioned(S). 

(ii)- The conditions of the 'illsh. 

The scholars of u~u 1 al-figh deduced these conditions from the 

examination of the causes on which there is a fixed text. They 

disagreed on some of the conditions. However, there is general 

agreement on the most important of these conditions: 

(1) 

!~! 
Ibid., p. 61. 
Ibid., p. 62. 
Ib i d., p. 62. 
Ib i d., p. 63. 
See above, p.208. 
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(a) The 'illAAshould be a precise description (wasf mun-
• 

4abi~) which can be recognised in both the a,l and the !!£'. 

Por example, the traveller is allowed to break the fast, the 

aim of this is lessening the hardship, but this is not the 

'illahof this qualification (~ukm) because "hardship" is a 

relative thing which differs from one person to another. Thus, 

the 'illab is the travelling which can be determined objectiTely~l) 
(b) The 'illahshould be effective on the qukm, i.e. the 

~ukm should be made - according to the belief of the Mujt~id -

when the 'ill~happens and because of its presence only and 

not because of anything else(2). 

(c) The 'illahshould be an appropriate description (waff 

munasib) i.e. this description (i.e. 'illah) should realise or 

be in accordance - according to the belief of the muj t a4id -

with the aim of the Shari'ahi.e. bringing about advantage and 

avoidance ot disadvantage. For examplet the deliberately 

intended homicide (al-gatl al-'amd) is appropriate to the lia

bility of retaliation (qi~a~), because in basing retaliation 

on deliberately intended homicide, there is a preservation of 

peoples' lives~3) 
(d) The 'illa~should not be a description confined, only, 

to the asl. It should have the possibility of being realised 
-.a.-

in other eases, and so the a~am which are specifically assoc

iated with the Prophet cannot be used as principles (u~ul)in 

any qiyas(4). 

(e) The 'ill~should be co-extensive and co-exclusive 
. (5) 

(muttarid va mun'akis) i.e. if the 'illahis present, the ~ukm 
• • 

A. Khallaf, 'ilm Usul al-Fiqh, p._69. 
Ibid P 68·1 s. !l-Nasnsnar, Manahii, p. 94 . 
..-..~. , ~ ,. - . 69 1. Khalla!, 'ilm U,ul al-F1gh, p. • 
Ibid., p. 70. d th t ords by ~ 
The scholar-jurists later r~placetbeh~w¥u~n8 arobnd the 
s1ngle one: davarAn - rotat10n - • . t S e· 
'illah,is b~~d to ~t~ existence and non-eX1S ence. e. 
J.van Eas, LS~T, 1'. )\}. -
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should be present; and if it is absent the hukm should be ab-
• 

sent. Por example: when"there is a deliberately intended 

homicide, then there will be a retaliation (qi,a,) and when 

such a homicide is not there, this ~ukm (i.e. the retaliation) 

viII not be either. 

(iii) The methods of determining th& cause (masilik 

al-'illa~1 

These methods are divided into two kinds. Those 

which are based on the Qur'an and the sunn~and those which 

are based on rational thinking. 

methods are: 

The most important of these 

(a) The texts of the Qur'an and the Sunnah: 

If the 'ilIa of a hukm is mentioned in a text in a 
• 

specific description, then we should not look for any other 

description of the 'illah. The causes ('ilal) are rendered in 

the texts in different degrees of clarity. Sometimes, they - . 

are distinct - others are allusive. 

(b) General consensus: 

If there is a general agreement among the scholars 

of uful at a specific time that a description is_the 'illahof 

a ~ukm,then this description should be fixed as 'illMOf this 

hukm for ever. These tvo methods can be classified in the 
. (1) 
first kind of methods (i.e. which is based on the texts) 

(c) Investigation and disjunction (al-sabr wa al-taqsim)l 

There are two steps in this method. In the first, 

we have to enumerate all the descriptions which are possible 

to be a cause ('illah)of the ~ukm of a specific case (ail). 

. th l' ht In the second step, we examine each one of them, ~n e ~g 

(1) Ibid., p. 76. 
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ot the conditiona ot the 'i11ah then exclude the unsuitable 

onesand consider what fulfil these conditions as the 'illah~). 

(d) The coextensiveness and coexc1usiveness (al-tard yal-
e 

'aks): -
This term has been mentioned as one of the conditions 

of the 'illah It is also - as used here- a method of deter

mining the 'i1lah ,i.e. when ve find that a description is 

coextensive and coexclusive with the ~ukm, then it i! the 

'illah~). Por example, grape juice, before it becomes in-
. 
toxicating, is not forbidden. If it becomes intoxicating, it 

becomes forbidden. If again it becomes nnt intoxicating, then 

it is again not forbidden. The scholars of u,ul al-fiqh also 

called this method the rotation (al-dawaran) because the legal 

category, (prohibition for example) turns around and the 'illah 

(the intoxication) is bound to its existence and non-exist

ence(3) • 

(c) Inference in the Science of U,u-l a1-Pigh, according 

to AI-Ghazali: 

(i) the main topics of u,ul al-fiqh: 

The science of u~ul al-figh, according to al-Ghazali, 

f °tf 1(4). is like a tree which needs care to be rU1 u • 

The fruit is the legal categories (a~&m), 

- The tree is: the Qur'an, the sunn~,general consensus and 

the evidence of reason(5). These are the sources of all the 

legal categories. 

The exploiter is the mujtahid, by whose effort the legal 

Ibid., ~p~ 77-79~ S N h h-r I1-Ghaza11 Shifa' al-GhalIl, p.266; A •• an- as ! a , _. , 
Manahij al-Ba~th, ~. 101. See more de-
J • va.n E s s , LSI T .-P • 39. - o· 10 1 103 d hi 9 
tails in A.S.a.rl-NashShar, Ma~ah1J,opp· h-d an 1 to 
interesting idea in consider1ng th1s. met 0 a~ ~qu~ S 
the "joint method of agreement and d1fference 1D •• 

Mill's system of the discovery of causes. 
Al-Ghazali, al-Must8~fa, vol.l, p. 1. 
Ib i d., P • 100 • 
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categories are extracted and derived from the sources. 

- The yays ot exploitations are the methods by which we can 

achieve the legal categories(l). These methods - according 

to al-Ghazali are foura 
, , 

€.XGl..''I\i ~ \ V\.~ 

(a) The method oflthe explicit (fari~) textsa it ia to 

examine the different forms of speech (i.e. Arabic) and then 

draw up the legal category. This needs the mujtahid to have 

a profound knowledge of the different forms of speech like: 

the imperative, prohibition, the general and particular •• etc(2) 
• exGl.miV\~IA~ WhIU: c..o.V\ be 

(b) The method of [the understood (mafhiim)fyo'(YI the texts: 

it is to examine the meanings implied in the concept of the 

speech and then draw up the legal category. This also needs a 

profound knowledge of Arabic and an ability to clarify the 

meanings of the texts. 

(c) 
~QW\'V\il/\~ 

The method of/'what is required (muqtaq.a) by the texts: 

it is to examine the meaning of the text and see what are the 

other meanings which follow by necessity from this meaning(3). 

For example, if one sells one's house, this means that one was 

the owner ot it, and also that the door of the house is sold. 
e.xu.~,iv\ln~ 

(d) The method oflwhat is rationally intended (ma'gul) in 

the texts: it is to examine the text in order to deduce the 

cause of the qualification (4ukm) of a certain case in a fixed 

text and then draw up the same qualification for other cases -

where there is no qualification - which have the same cause. 

This i~ the method of giyas. For example, it is reportedfiom 

the Prophet that the judge should not pass judgement if he was 

-
angry. This ~ukm here, was applied, by the method of giyaa, 

to the cases in which the judge is hungry or ill(4). 

(1) Ibid., p. 7. 
(2) Ibid., p. 9. 
(3) Ibid., p. 9. 
(4) Ibid., p. 9. 
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(ii) Dalil al-'aql: 

The fourth basic source - the other three are Qur'an, 

sunnahand general consensus - is, for &l-Ghaz&li, the evidence 
( a.l.rt. 

of reason for the original negation (dalil al-'agltd-nafy al-

a81i) • . 
AI-Ghazali means, by this phrase, that we know by 

reason that there yere no obligations on people before messen

gers of God were sent. "The absence of the legal categories 

(iniifa' al-a~am)tt(l)iS the original state. The messengers 
-

of God came with different obligations, so we have to leave 

this original state concerning these obligations, and follow 

the legal categories which the mesaengers brought. However, 

we remain in the original state - where there is no obliga

tion - in all the matters on which there is no evidence from 

the shari'ah~). For example, people were told by the Prophet 

to pray five times a day and to fast the month of Ram&4an, so 

& sixth prayer and fasting in other months remain in the orig

inal state (i.e. the absence of a legal category)(3). 

Al-Ghaza1i justified this point of view by the fol-

lowing argument. The examination of the legal categories 

(ahkam) is reduced to two: the affirmation (of them) or the 
• 

confirmation of their absence (intifi'uha). Reason (\.'11 ) 

is not able to affirm them before the sending of the messen

gers of God(4), but it is able to show that there is no obli

gation and legal categories until w~h8ve a. law (shar') from 

God. So, when we know that there is no legal category - for 

a certain case - in the Qur'an or in the Sunn~or there is no 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

Al-Ghaza11, al-Musta,fa, vol. 1, p. 218. 
Ibid., p. 218. 
Ibid., p. 218. - - t h 
This idea of al-Ghaza11 is the contrary of wha t e 
Mu'tazilites believe. 



-215-

general consensus, and we cannot derive a valid legal category 

for it from the texts of the Qur'&n and the Sunnah then the legal 

categoryis~sti,~ab al-nafy al-a,li). This is not not-knowing 

the evidence but it is knowing that there is no evidence(l). 

This kind of evidence is known - before the time of 

al-Ghazali - as retention (ist~ab), but it was the last evi

dence from which the mujtahid had to seek a legal category(2); 

he eould use before it, unrestricted utility (al-mafl&l].a al

mursalah), equity (al-isti4san) and the custom ('urf). These 

al~Ghazali rejects as sources for legal category. However, he 

did accept the use of (ma,la~ah) in drawing up a legal category 

provided it was only taken into consideration in determining 

the cause ('illah)in qiyas(3). 

(iii) The qiyas: 

Even though al-Ghazali uses qiyas, he does not con

sider it as one of the basic kinds of evidence along with the 

Qur'an, the Sunn~and the general consensus. It is - as il-

lustrated above - a method of inference by which we derive, 

from the known eases - in the Qur'an and the Sunnah-legal cat-

egories for new eases. 

-AI-Ghazali paid much attention to qiyas, he compiled 

a separate volume on it(4). This method has a logical nature. 

It is the most significant area in which al-Ghazali applied 

logic to Uful al-fiqh. 

AI-Ghazal1 agreed with the scholars of u~l on the 

definition of giyas as "the affirmation of the legal category 

Ibid., PEe 219-220__ . 
A. Khallaf, 'ilm Usnl al-F1gh, p. 92. 
See: al-GhazaI1, a.~-Nusta.sfa,_vol:. 1. 12P l-Sh bah va 
This volume is: Sh1fa J a.l-Gha111 f1 bara.n a • ~ d 
al- MukhayYal wa Masilik at-Ta'lil; ed~ted by. ~ama 
Al-KubaysI, Baghdad, 1971; it consists ~f 700 pages and_ 
it is likelytobe~most detailed work wr1tten on the qiyas. 
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ot the principle (a9 l ) to the ae~iT.tiv.(far') by the reason 

that they are common in the cause of the legal category ('illat 

al-q.ultm),,(l) In another place he defined it as: "The trans

ference of the legal category of a particular to another par

ticular by reason of a quality that is common to both H (2) Each 

of these definitions contains the four elements of giyas into 

which the scholars of uful before al-Ghazali analysed qiyas. 

In his exposition of giyas, al-Ghazali treated each 

element, giving great details and many examples of their con
~ 

ditions. He tried to systematise the juridical material of 

previous scholars, in a logical manner. The absence of this 

in their works led him to criticise their views frequently(3). 

In general, there is little difference be~ween him and the 

preceding scholars as far as the conditions of each of the four 

elements is concerned. It is unnecessary to repeat 

these conditions as they have already been outlined(4). How-

ever, attention will be given later to how he understood and 

justified the validity of giyas as a method of inference. 

(iv) The forms of the theoretical arguments, that are used 

in juridical matters (mas.-il fiqhiyy~ which the scholars of 

usul consider as ana~gous (qiyasiyyah),are - according to al-
I 

Ghazali - three(5). 

(a) The argument which is based on causation (burhan a1-

i'tilal). 

the principle (a~l) by the copulative cause ('ill~. -
Ibid., 12._18. , _ 
Al-Ghazali, Mi yar, p. 170. _ . 
Shifa' al-Ghalil and al-Musta~fa are full of the~e ~e~a11s 
and are the example of h1S systematising of the Jur1d:cal 
material; they are also full of criticisms of preced1ng 
scholars. 
See aboye~ pp.201-212. _ 
Al-Ghaza11, Shifa' al-Gha11l, p. 435. 
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torm of this argument is reduced to tyO premises and a conelus-

1-on(1)H,. vou say t l"t w , or examp e: he thief receives the pen-

alty of his hand being cut oft (This is one premise), and the 

body snatcher is a thie~ (This is the second premise), so, he, 

&he body snatcher) receives the penalty of his hand being cut 

off~2~this is the conclusion)' you can say this example in 

another wayl 

Thett is the 'iliah of the hand being cut off, 

and theft is found in body snatching; so the hand being cut 

otf is obligatory (for body snatching). 

The scholar-jurists used to say: body snatching is 

thett and so there must be the cutting off of the hand(). 

All these forms have the same meaning and flare reduc-

ible to the case in which a certain thing comes under a general 

groupH(4), and they have the same form of rational argument 

where there are two premises and a conclusion, (i.e. categor-

ical syllogism). 

It one accepts the two premises, one must accept the 

conclusion. However, if one denies one of them, then the mUJ-

tahid has to prove its truth. If the denied pr~mise WaS the 

first (according to the example above) which contains the 

'illah of the legal category and the legal category of the a~l, 

then there is no way to prove it(S), eKcept from the legal evi

dences (i.e. the Qur'an, the Sunnahand general consensus). Al

Ghazali expounded in detail, the methodsor~termining the cause 

(1) 

~~l (4 
(5) 

Ibid., p. 435. 
Ibid., p. 435. 
Ibid., p. 435. 
Ibia., P. 435. 
Ibid., p. 436; 
ology of logic 

this premise is - according to t~e termin
_ the major premise of the syllogIsm. 



-218-
(1) 

of a legal category (~ukm) , which are similar, in general, 

to those which are used by the scholars ot uful betore his 

time(2). If the denied premise is the second (according to 

the example above) which contains the cause and the subject of 

the !!£,(3)tor which we are seeking a legal category, ~n 
other Yords, if the presence of the 'illahin the far' is denied, -
then this can be proved by one of several ways: by sense exper

ience, custom, language, essential definition or by the texts 

of the shari'ab .(4) 

After expounding all these ways, al-Ghazali said: 

"our aim is to make clear that all the arguments based on caus

ation (barahin al-i'tilal) are reducible to two premises and a 

conclusion whose contents are: the claim of a cause {'illah} 

tor a legal category (~~~the claim of its presence in the 

case under discussion and deriving the legal category on its 

('illah )basis(5). Then al-Ghazali gave examples of the argu

ments with two premises and a conclusion, from the field of 

philosophy ('aq~iyyat). After that he came to the conclusion 

that "juridical matters (fiqhiyyat) do not differ from the phil.

osophical matters ('aqliyyat) concerning that (.i.e. the form 

which is two premises and a conclusion), except that the ways 

which bring about probability (jann) in the two premises, are 

sufficient in jurisprudence and not sufficient in philosophy 

( , aq 1 ina t ) • ( 6 ) 

Al-GhazalI. Shifa' al-Ghalll, pp. 23 -303· 

See above, PP.211-212. . 
This pr~m!se is ~he minor ~rem1se. • -
Al-Ghaza11, Shifa' al-Gha11l, p. 4~6, al-Ghazali gave ex-
amples of each way of thse in Shifa', pp.436-440. 
Ibid., p. 440. . ., - l' . 1m Ibid., p. 441. This is asserted also 1n M1 yar a - 1 , 

p. 202. 
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So, A1-Ghaza1i considered giyas, which the scholars 

of uful preceding him used to practice, as composed of two pre

mises and a conclusion (i.e. a eategori~l syllogism) and the 

cause ('illah)which is common to both the derivative (far') and 

the principle (~), as the middle term(l). He also compared 

it with what the logicians called "the argument of why (burhan 

lima)(2}n. 

Al-Ghazali told us that the scholar-jurists, seldom 

state the qiyas in the complete form (i.e. two premises and a 
-

conclusion), they usually omit one of the premises, which is, 

mostly, the major, because of its clearness(3). So the con

clusion of the giyas appears as derived from one premise only, 

while it is in fact derived from two premises. This omitting 

of one of the premises is commonly used in books, talks and 

speech in general(4). So, if the scholar-jurists' evidences 

can be reduced to two premises and a conclusion (i.e. 

syllogism) then they will have the force of a syllogism~5) 
None of the scholars of usul before al-Ghazali, claim-

; 

ed that their giya8 has all these qualities, which are exactly 

the qualities of the categorical syllogism. 

In fact, al-Ghazali tried, in his attempt to reduce 

giyas to syllogism to justify the validity of this qiyas and 

to rest it on logical bases. He found that it was similar 

to "the argument from example n (6)in the Aristoteliam logic. 

It was Ibn SIna (7), before him, who pointed out that 

!
4) 
5) 

~~ 

Al-Ghazali, Mi'yar, p. 243. 
Ib id., p. 243. - - 58 59 d e Ibid., p. 178; and al-Ghazall., HilJ.ak.k,pp. - ,an se 
an examEl~ of th2 scholar-jurists style, above, P·2\7. 
AI-Ghaza11, Mi'yar, p. 177. 
Ibid., p. 178. 
See above, pp.205-207· 
See above, p. 206. 
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similarity. He seems to have studied carefully the Aristot-

elian exposition and justification of the argument from 8xam

pIe (1) and used it to justify the validity of the 9i yas and 

to rest it on logical bases. In fact, he gave the matter 

greater attention(2)than Aristotle, who, as already mentioned, 

paid very little attention to this kind of inference. He al-

so found similarity between the middle term in the categorical 

syllogism and the 'illahin the 9iyas and made use of Aristo~e3 
treatment of it in his justification of the giyas. But in 
all his treatment of the subject, al-Ghazali was faithful to 

the Aristotelian logic and remained within its bounds. 

(b) The argument from indication (burhan al-dalal~or 
al-istidlal)a It is to infer a legal category of a case or 

thing by means of an attribute which is not the cause of this 
legal category, but one of three: either a property, an effect 

or a similar (quality). 

(i) The inference by the property: the meaning of 

property of a thing is something which is inseparable from its 

essence in such a way that it is always found with that thing(J). 

In this kind we infer the existence of a thing from the exist

ence of its property and its absence from the absence of its 

property(4). For example; we draw up the legal category 

that the salat al-witr (evening prayer of an uneven number of 
• 

raka'at) is supererogatory (nafilah)because it can be perform

ed on the back of a camel(5) .. 
The property, in this example, is known from the ex

amination of what is known of obligation and supererogation 

(with regard to prayer) in the Shari'ah(6). 

(1) 
(2) 

Ii! 

This argument can be reduced to two valid forms of 

Above, pp. 205-206. 
See these details in Mihakk al-Nazar, pp.64-72 and the 
introduction of al-Must~sf:, vol.l.pp.5l-54 • 

• 
AI-Ghazal1, Shifi' al-Ghal!l, p. 442. 
Ib i d., P • 441. 
Ibid., p. 442. - - ., - 162 
Ibid., p. 444; and, al-Ghazall.,Hl. yar, p. • 



-221-

syllogism, the categorical and the hypothetical: 

The categorical 1st ' 

all prayers performed on the back of a camel 

are supererogatory, 

?Alit al-witr is performed on the back of a 

camel, therefore, 

!alat aI-wi tr is .supererogatory_ 

In-this categorical syllogism, the property is the 

middle term, but it is not the 'illahin terms of logic, as is 
-

the case in the argument which is based on causation. This 

is the only difference between these two kinds of argument. 

The hypothetical form of this argument is(l)1 

if ,alat al-witr is performed on the back of a 

camel, then it is supererogatory, 

but, it is known that the ~alat al-witr is per

formed on the back of a camel, therefore, 

,alat al-witr is supererogatory(2). 

The logical justification of the inference by the 

property is that we can, in the case of the inseparables, in

ter the presence or the absence of one of them from the pres

ence or absence of the other(3) • 

(ii) The inference from the effect: in this kind, 

we infer the existence or the absence of the cause from the 

existence or the absence of the effect(4). 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

Reducing the categorical syllogism to the hypothet~cal is 
easy, as is clear from the above exa~ple. The .StOICS con
sidered only the hypothetical syllogIsm and reJected the 
categorical and they had difficu~ty, when necessary, of 
putting a categorical syllogism 1D the for~ of a hypo
thetical. See;!. Dumitriu, History of LOgIC, vol.l, 
pp. 242~ ~44-245. _ 
AI-Ghazal1, al-Musta,fa, vol. 1,p.4l; Mi~akk, p. 39. 
AI-Ghazali, Shifi' al-Ghalil, p.441. 
Ibid., pp. 441; 444. 
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The justification ot this kind is based on the inseparability 

of the cause (1) trom the effect. 

This kind can be reduced to the two kinds of syllo

gism - the categorical and the hypothetical - exactly as in-

terence by the property. For example, the scholar-jurists 

used to say' the marriage contract which does not produce 

freedom to perform normal conjugal right~ (al-qill) is invalid 

and freedom (to perform conjugal righta) is the effect. This 

example can be reduced to a categorical syllogism as follows: 

every marriage which does not produce freedom (to 

perform conjugal rights) is invalid, 

this marriage is a marriage which does not produce 

the freedom (to perform conjugal rights), therefore, 

this marriage is invalid. 

In this example we inferred the absence of the cause 

(i.e. that there is no legal marriage) from the absence of the 

effect (i.e. that there is no freedom (to perform conjugal 

rights) (aI-hill) • • 

If we want to put this example in the form of & hypo-

thetical syllogism, we say: 

if the marriage does not produce freedom (to perform con-

jugal rights), then it is invalid, 

but, this marriage does not produce freedom (to perform 

conjugal rights), 

it is invalid.(2) 

therefore, 

(iii) The inference from the similar: 1n this kind 

we apply the legal category of a certain case to a similar one 

(1) 

(2) 

Al Gh -1- Sh'~-" 445 aI-hill ,m~ans here - aza~, ~~a ,p.. 1 lVt h1p 
that the cou~I~ can hav~ legal sexua re a 1~1:Gha~ali did 
In his expos1t10n to th1s k1nd of argument, . 
not mention the hypothetical form, but he said thatt~h1~ 

. h t h' h' based on causa 10n, argument is sim1lar to taw 1C 1S 
Shifa' al-Ghali1, p. 441. 
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Dot because they are common in the juridical cause ('illah) 

of the legal category, but because they are similar cases. In 

jurisprudence, it is sufficient to consider the two cases as 

similar if they are so, regarding the matter under considera-

tion. For example, man and woman are similar concerning the 

matter of manumission ('itg), but they are not similar in a 

matter like inheritance (mirath) (1). So, it is important 

in this kind to make sure that the two cases are similar in 

the matter under consideration. Thus, in order to clarify 

whether the child should pay alms (zakah)or not, al-Shafi'i 

argued that if the person paid zakat al-fi1r, he should pay 

all the alms, and.the child pays zak~al-titr - at least it 

is paid on his behalf by his legal guardian - so ordinary 

zakat had to be paid on behalf of the child by the legal 

guardian because both ordinary zakat and zakat al-fi1r are 

forms of financial worship, and so both should be similar 

with regard to the state of childhood(2). 

Al-Ghazal1 did not reduce the statement of this eV1-

dence here to one of the forms of inference he recognised(3). 

However, according to the main rule he laid down - which de

clares that all the arguments or evidences which are not re

ducible to one of the forms of inferenc~ are not valid(4)

this evidence can be reduced to a hypothetical syllogism: 

the one who pays zakat al-fi~r, should pay all torms 

of zakat, 

the ehild pays zakat - al-fi 1r , therefore, 

the child should pay the forms of zakat. 

Ibid., p. 446. 
Ibid., pp. 448-449. 

Al-Ghazali, al-Mustasfa, vol.l,p.49; 
• 

Mihakk, p.44. , 
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The justification of this kind is that the legal 

category of a thing is a legal category ot that which is sim

ilar and equal to it{l). 

(c) The reductio argument (burhan al-khulf): 

In this kind we affirm a legal category or an attri

bute ot a case or & thing by proving that its contradiction is 

invalid(2). There are two kinds of this argument: 

(i) The investigation and disjunction (al-sabr va 

al-taqs1m): this is exactly the same as the disjunctive syl

logism in logic, in which we invalidate some of the possibil

ities, concerning a case, and so infer the validity of the 

rest. Sometimes, we have only two possibilities and at oth

ers we have more than two(3). Por example, 

the sale of that which does not yet exist, (bat a1-

gha'ib) (4) is valid or invalid, 

but it is not valid, 

it is invalid(5). 

therefore-, 

In this evidence one had to prove the second prem

ise (the sale of that which does not yet exist is not valid). 

If we have more than two possibilities ~have, in order to 

prove the validity of one of them, to prove the invalidity of 

all the others. For example: 

the cause of prohibition of usury of wheat is either 

that it could be eaten, it could be a form of provision, 

it could be measured or, it could be a kind of property 

(mal) , 

but the cause is not one of the last three, therefore, 

the cause is that it could be eaten(6). 

AI-Ghazali, Shira' al-Ghalil, p. 441. 
Ibid., p. 450. 
Ibid., p. 451. 
E.g. fruit on a tree before it has grown. 
Ibid., p. 451. 
Ibid., p. 452. 
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(ii) In this kind we invalidate all the possibili

ties in a case and then inter the invalidity of this case. 

Por example, if the ila' (oath of abstinence from intercourse 

by the husband)(l)is a divorce, then it should be a direct 

declaration (tafrUh) or an indirect declaration (kinaya). But 

ila' is neither of thes~. Therefore, lla' is not a divorce. - -
This example, as al-Ghazall said, "is reduced to two premaes 

and a conclusion" (2) , i.e. syllogism. Ve es.n 

put it in this form: 

every divorce is declared either directly or indirectly, 

ila' is not a declaration (of divorce) either directly -
or indirectly, therefore, 

11&' is not a divoree. 

The following table summarises the main topics in 

usul al-fiqh and the kinds of inference used in it, according 
• 

to al-Ghazali: 

(1) 

(2) 

I 1 . Law, Oxford,1964, 
J. Schacht, An Introduction to s am1C 

li:G~~:;i~~·shifa' al-Ghalil, p. 454. 
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(d) What al-Ghazali introduced into the science of 

Uful al-fiq~ regarding the study of inference: 

From what has been said about the study of inference 

in Aristotelian logic, the science of u,ul al-fiqh before a1-

Ghazali and what he has said8bout it , it be-

comes easy to discern al-Ghazali's contribution in logic to 

the science of Utul al-fiqh. It is clear that al-Ghazali 

had introduced the Aristotelian theory of inference as it 

was known in the Islamic worl~(with some Stoic elementa(l» 

into the science of ufUl al-fiqh. 

AI-Ghaza11 was able, with his outstanding skill in 

both logic and the science of u~ul al-fiqh to classify the 

kinds of 9iya8 in u,;l al-fiqh and to reduce them to the 

kinds of syllogism. This was done without his appearing to 

speak a different language from, or use an alien style to, 

that to which the scholars of usul were used • 
• 

AI-Ghazali did not reject the giyas, which the schol-

ars of u~ul practised, and the way they stated it. However, 

he did make it a condition for the use of giy&s that the io-

ferences by giyas must be reducible to the forms of inference 

in logic(2). 

The implication of this condition is that al-Ghazali 

demanded that the scholars and the students of u~ul should 

study logical inference and master its technique. 

It was not sufficient for al-Ghazali to show the 

the scholars and students of u~ul, in his books on u,ul, the 

forms of logical inference and how to reduce giya5 to one or 

(1) See above, pp. 204-207, 212 -225. 
(2) See above, pp. 212-225. 
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more of these forms because he wanted them to be aware of the 

logical bases of this inference and the logical matters con

nected with it. So, he compiled for them his books on logic 

in the style and terminolo~l~ith which they were familiar. 

He asked them to refer to these for more details whenever he 

had to mention logical matters in his books on usul • 
• 

AI-Ghazali paid much attention to the middle term. 

In this he was influenced by Aristotelian logic. Thus, he 

classified the kinds of argument on its bases: when the mid

die term is a cause ('illah) then we have burhan al-'illah, 

when it is a property, an effect of a similar, then we have 

burhan ad-dalalah(2). He also considered the discovery of 

the middle term, which is the cause ('illah) or the indica-

tion (dalalah), as the important step in inference in u~ul. 

By this, he was introducing Aristotle's idea that all kinds of 

enquiry are seeking a middle term.(3) 

Al-Ghazali also used the method of induction in 
~ t-uful al-fiqh. He used it as!method by which we some lmes 

achieve the major premise (it contains the 'illah and the maj

or term) of the syllogism by which we derive the legal cate-

gory. 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 

Por example: 

the legal eategory salat al-witr is 
I 

supererogatory, 

is derived from two premises which are: 

All (prayers) performed on the back of a camel are 

supererogatory and 

salat al-witr is performed on the back of a camel. 
I 

This is clear in Mihakk and Qis}&s and the introduction 
of al-Mustasfa. • 

• 
See above, pp. 216 - 224. . . t 's edition 
Aristotle~ posteri~Analyt1csl ~~~t~~l~' t~e idea in ' 
pp.232-23J i and see more exp a 
W.D.Ross, Aristotle, pp. 53-54. 
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The first premise here is the major. It is known 

by the investigation ot the different obligatory and super

erogatory acts, trom which it was found that no obligatory 

prayer is performed on the back of a eamel and only super

erogatory prayers can be performed in this way (1) • 

AI-Ghazali told us that the more particular cas&s 

we investigate, the stronger or the nearer to certainty the 

general judgement (which will be used as a major premise)will 

be. (2) 

This rule which is known nowadays as "the principle 

of instance confirmation" (3) , was used by al-Ghazali as a 

criterion to choose the legal category which has a higher de-

gree of plausibility if we have more than one. For example, 

there were two legal categories concerning rubbing the head 

in lesser ablution (wudu'). One said that it should be done 

three times because in the lesser ablution (wudu') the hands, 

the face and the feet are each washed three times. The other 

said that it should be done only once, because in taya~mu. 

(the substitute rubbing in sand when there is no water) and in 

rubbing the shoes masg 'ala al-khuffayn, we rub_only once. 

Al-Ghazal1 chose the second legal category because he found 

by induction that rubbing meant in the shari'ahonly once. 

This was deduced from two different particulars or cases; 

while the first legal category is based on an induction from 

one case, which is the wudu', even though three different ~ 

of the body were mentioned(4). 

(1) A1-Ghazal1, Mi'yar, p. 162. 
(2) Ibid., p. 162. 976 42 
(3) R. Harre, The Philosophies of Science, Oxford,l .p. • 
(4) A1-Ghazali, Mi'yar, p. 162. 
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This and many other examples vere used by al-Ghazali 

to introduce logic and the theory of inference into u~ul al-fiqh. 

5. The Reactions to al-Ghazal1's Attempt: (1) 

It is natural that al-Ghazali's important attempt to 

mix the main Islamic science, i.e. -uful al-tiqh, with an alien 

one, i.e. logic, and his view that mastering this alien science 

vas one of the conditions of ijtihad(2), should arouse some 

kind of reaction trom the exponents ot u~ul al-fiqh • 

. (a) Negative reactions: 

Negative reactions began to appear only a short time 

atter al-Ghazali's death (505A.H.-lllLA.C.); 

tAqIl (d.5l3-lll9)~al-Turtush~ (d.S20 A l126) 
• • 

Abu al-Wafa' ibn 

strongly criticis

al-NaY&W1 (d.677 ed al-Ghazali(3). Al-Maziri (d.c. 6I,lOA.H.) , 

A.H.=1278), and Ibn al-Salah (d.643-1245) all from the Shafi'i 

school, attacked al-Ghazali's attempt and considered it &S a 

deviation from the doctrine of the school to which he belonged~4) 

It was reported that Iusuf al-Dimashqi( d. 601 or 611 A.\4.) 

one ot the teachers of the Nizamiyya of Baghdad, disapproved of • 

al-Ghazali's attempt, saying "Abu Bakr, 'Umar and many others, 

had reached the utmost point of certainty, and none of them had 

known logic"(S). 

In fact, al-Ghazali's attempt created a difficult 

problem for the scholar-jurists after his time, because they 

had to give their formal legal opinions not only regarding his 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 
(4 ) 

(5 ) 

We made use in this section, of the documented material 
available ~nd the sources_mentioned, in the work of: 
'Ali Sami'M-Nashshar, Mana~ij al-Ba~th. 
Al-Ghazali al-Mustasfa, vol.l,p.IO; vol.2,pp.351-352. , . 
tAli A. al-Nashshar, ManahijL p. 143. __ 
Ibid., p.144. See also: Jalal ad-Din al-Siu11, ~aYn 

tbn3~~ymiyyah, Shar~' al-'AqIdah al-Asfahiiniyyah, Cairo, 
pp. 114-115. 
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attempt, but also regarding the situation of logic in general. 

Por example, people began to ask questions about whether it 

was permissible to learn or to teach logic; whether it was 

permissible to use the terminology of logic in the books of 

u~ul and to study a book on u,ul in which there is some logic. 

They askedvhat th~ duty of the sultan 'of'the time vas if 

there vas a person who dealt with studying, teaching or comp

ilation of logic. 

These questions were askedco Ibn a1-Sa l&h(1)who 
• • 

was & great tag1h in his time. He issued his famous fatwa. 

"Logic is an introduction to philosophy, and that which is 

introduction to evil is evil. Dealing with logic - teach-

ing and learning - is not among those things which the law-
(i,e. proph~t) 

giverlh~ permitted to do, or those which the Companions of the 

Prophet, the followers (tabi'in), the Imams of ijtihad, the 

worthy ancestors (al-salaf al-~ali~) and all those who imi

tated them, deemed permissible n (2). 

Regarding the question of using the terminology of 

logic in the discussions of matters of u~ul al-fiqh, Ibn &1-

Salah said: "This is one of the ugly reprehensible acts and 
• 

the new stupidities. The legal categories are not in need of 

logic at all, and what is claimed by logicians regarding defi-
-

nition and demonstration are bubbles with which every person 

who 

who 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 

has a. healthy mind is able to dispense, especially those 

serve the sciences of the -, h(3) shar1 a • 

When he was asked about the books on usul 1n which . 

Ibn al-Salah, Fatawa Ibn a1 ~ala~ f1 at-Tafs1r wa al
Hadith ;a ai-Usal wa al-'Aqi'id, Cairo,_1348 A.H., p. 43. 
Ibid., p. 35; 'Ali_S. an-Nashshar, Hanahij, p. 145. 
Ibn aI-Salah, Fatawa, p. 35. 

• 
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there was some logie, he answered that they were permissible 

'if they were devoid of logic or philosophy(l). 

It vas the effect ot such fatwas that the later 

books on logic began to devote the first chapter to discu~s_ 

ing the question of the permissibility of dealing with 10gic(2) 

The negative reactionsfu al-Ghaza11's attempt con

tinued; after Ibn al-~ala~, the most prominent opponent vas 

Ibn Taymiyyah (d.1328). He rejected al-Ghazali's attempt(3) 

i~ particular and logic in general in a detailed work in which 

he mentioned that al-Ghazali was the first(4) to introduce 

logic into the science of u~ul al-fiqh. 

Ibn Taymiyy~ thinks that al-Ghazali- in the latter 

years of his life changed his attitude to logic and "censured 

them (i.e. the logicians) sharply and showed that their meth-

od involved ignorance and infidelity, which deserves to be 

sharply censuredn(S). It is "because of what he did during 

his lifetime and some other reasons that the theoreticians 

began to introduce Greek logic in their sciences(6). 

Ibn Taymiyyah tried to refute logic and logicians 

in the same way in which al-Ghazali attacked the philosophers 

i.e. by presenting their ideas and then invalidating them. So, 

in the~se of Ibn Taymiyyah, his reaction to al-Ghazali's 

(6) 

Ibid., p. 32. _ _ .. 
'Ali A.al.-Nashshar, Manah~J, p. 146. _ 
Ibn Taymiyyah, AI-Radd'ala al-MantiQiYY1n, pp.14-l5; 
19-30; 194-199. 
Ibid., p. 14. 
Ibid., ~. 198. It seems that Ibn Taymiyyah considered 
al-Ghazali's attack and criticism of the philo~oph7rs , 
as directed also to their disciplines among wh1ch 1S 1~g1c. 
In fact al-Ghazali never attacked logic. His main cr1t
icism of the philosophers was that th~y did ~o~ fulfil the 
conditions of logic in their metaphys1cal wr1t1ngs. Al~o 
in his later yorks (al-Mungidh (v. lIDS) and al-Musta~fa 
(w.l109) we find the same attitude to logic. 
Ib i d., P • 198. 

• 
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attempt, and to the problem ot logic in general, vas not to 

issue a tatwa, as Ibn al-~ala~ had done but to write a de

tailed work (i.e. AI-Radd 'ala al-Manjiqiyyin.) 

Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyyah(d.751 A.H.) followed his 

teacher, Ibn Taymiyyah,in his view that there was no need for 

logic, saying that logic is not an accurate science, and that 

"it does not enter a discipline without spoiling it and chan

ging its conventions and confusing its foundations(l)". He 

also rejected the fatwi of Some scholar-jurists who consider

ed learning logic as a collective duty (far~ kifayaW. 

Al-~an'ani (d.840 A.H.) wrote a book, in which he 

was influenced by Ibn Taymiyyah,criticising the methods of in

ference in Greek logic(2). Jalsl aI-Din al-SiyUti (d.9lIA.H.) 

also wrote a book in which he tried to support his fatwa, 

prohibiting dealing with logic and kalam. 

The reactions of some scholar-jurists against logic 

continued, but tended to have little effect in the circles of 

figh and Islamic sciences. That is because other well known 

scholars of the time had begun to show more tolerance towards 

logic, particularly from the time of al-Subki (d.771 A.H.) up 

to the present day. 

(b) Positive reactions: 

The positive reactions to al-Ghaza11's attempt be

gan to appear, as Ibn Tayymiyy~told us, in the way the meth

ods of logicians began to be used in u~ul aI-din, i.e. u~ul 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Ibn Qayyim al-JawziyyahJMifta~ dar as-Sa'adah,vol. l,p.167. 
'Ali S.$l-N~~hsha , ~anabi~~ ~p~2~1-22~t·-tSis book is: 
Tar ih Asa11b al- ur an a & A~al~b a1 unan. 

This book is: Sawn al-Mantiq wa al-kalam 'an Fann &1-
Mantig Ya al-k~l&m; edited by: 'AIr S. ai-Nashshar, 
Cairo, 1947. 
See below, pp.235 - 236. 



al-figh and kalam. Some scholars of ufOl, he added, began 

to define their terms by using genus and differences, and 

reducing their evidences to tYO premises and a conclusion, 

i.e. a syllogism, following al-Ghazali(l)to the extent that 

they had believed that "definition and demonstration (i.e. 

according to Aristotelian logic) were an incontestable mat

ter to reasonable people(2)n. 

Ibn Taymiyyahdid not mention any of those scholars 

by name, but Fakhr aI-Din al-KazI (d.606 A.H.) was mentioned 

s~veral times(3) regarding particular matters in which he 

followed the way of the logicians. It can be deduced, from 

Ibn al-~alaA's tatwa, that there were some scholar-jurists 

already dealing with logic or anxious to study it. There 

were even some scholar-jurists who issued the fatwa that 

learning logic was a collective duty (far1 kifayah)_- This 

fatwa emerged as a result of al-Ghazali's view that master

ing logic was one of the conditions of ijtihad, which is a 

collective duty. 

Ibn Kathir mentioned that it was due to the in-

fluence ot Nasir aI-Din al-Tusi (d.672=l274) that the study • 

of logic and philosophy became widespread(4) because he was 

in charge of the different institutes of education, and he 

used to pay the students of logic and philosophy more than 

Ibn Taymiyyab, AI-Radd 'ala al-Mantigiyyin, pp.193-194. 
Ibid., p. 198 
Ibid., pp. 397-399; 402-417. 

It can be said in general that the religio~s scho~ls in 
Persia and Baghdad introduced logi~ in t~elr ~u~rlc~~
ums earlier and easier than those In SyrIa aD gyp., 
I think this is due besides other reason~, to the IDM 
fluence of al-GhazaiI's attempt and his wldes~read 
fame in these areas. 
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the students of Islamic sciences (i.e. ~r'an- ,H -
lIS"" ad1 th, fiqh •• 

etc). 

It seems to be established that neither Ibn &1-

~ala~ts famous and vide circulating fatv& against logic, nor 

Ibn Taymiyyah~ detailed refutation of the logicians were able 

to stop the course of the positive reactions which al-Ghazali 

attempt generated. 

The reconciliation between logic and the Islamic 

sciences was achieved by 'Abd-al-Yahhab al-Subki (d.77l A.H.) 

This well-known scholar-jurist of his time issued a fatwa 
r 

which neither forbade dealing with logic inall cases, nor per-

mitted it in every case. Dealing with logic, according to 

a -Subki's fatwa, is forbidden to those in whose hearts the 

rules of the shari'ahare not deeply rooted, and who do not 

know the Qur'an and the Sunnahand the branches of figh. How-

ever, if a person has all these qualifications, then it is 

permissible for him to deal with logic subject to two condi

tions: the first, is to be sure that hl$belief is very strong 

so that no opposite argument, whatsoever, can change or shake 

his belief; the second, is that he should not ~ix the words 

of the scholars of the Islamic sciences with those of the log-

icians. He gave example of al-Ghazali and Fakhr al-Din&-

Razi who dealt with logic and philosophy but only after they 

had a complete knowledge of religion. This made each of them 

an Imam in the religious sciences. Everyone at their level 

is allowed to deal with logic and philosophy and he will be 

rewarded by God(l). 

(1) 'Abd aI-Wahab 8;-Subk1, Mu'id a.l-Ni'a.m wa. Hubid ai-Niga.m, 
(See: 'Ali S. Ai-Nashshar, Manahij, pp.225-226.) 
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This fatv& vas a judgement that released logic so 

that it became able to find an accepted place ins Islamic figh 

and, with some reservations, a place in the circles of Islamic 

sciences generally. This was because every student or scho-

lar could claim that the conditions of al-Subk1's fatwa were 

realised in his case. 

Some of the scholars of Islamic sciences began to repeat 

this tatwa: in their works with more comments and explanation 

like Ibn al-Akfani(l)( d.749 A.H·). The authors of treatises 

and manuals on logic repeated al-Subki's fatw& too; and the 

study of logic began to find its way into the curriculum of 

the religious education(2). 

But, in spite of the growing of the positive reac-

tions to logic, there were some scholar-jurists who still wan

ted to take logic out of the circles of religious sciences. 

Thus, in the sixteenth century, there was a scholar like Dash 

Kubra Zadah (d.963A.H.-1555) who still felt it necessary to 

defend logic and its application in the Islamic sciences(3). 

~aji Khalifah (d.1067 A.H.-1658 A.C.) repeated the ideas of(4) 

Dash Kubra Zadah. 

Eventually, logic became one of therubjects in the 

curriculum of religious schools (madrasah)and institutes like 

al-Azhar and it is still be studied in such places today. 

(4 ) 

AI-Nashshar, Manahij, p. 226. 
Ibid., p. 226. - - S' -d h 
Dish Kubra Zadah, Ni ftal; as-Sa' adah va ~1i ~ bal; as-, 1ya a , 
vol. 1, Haydar Abad, 1318 A.H., p.21. See also: N. Rescher 
Studies in the History of Arabic Logic,p.19. 
Haji KhalIfa, Kashf a"-~unw f vol. 1, pp. 111-112. 
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6. Discussion and CommentSI 

(a) The introduction ot logic into uful al-tiqh: 

Ve have already mentioned ~hat al-Ghazali introduced 

into the science of uful al-tiqh tvo of the main topics of 

logic - definition and inference. AI-Ghazali introduced al-

so some particular elements, which are necessary for thesem~ 

topics, like: the relation of words to the~meanings; the at

tributes of things and their division into essential, insep

arable and aCCidental, the conversion of the propositions and 

some other matters(l) 
• 

It is natural that we would expeet al-Ghazali's wri

tings to reflect the profound knowledge of logic which he had. 

Thus, his writings on u~ul al-fiqh were presented in a well 

ordered and systematic manner, together with an accurate 

number of terms. 

Al-Ghazali was aware that he was introducing, for 

the first time in the history of uful al-fiqh, elements from 

logic, but he was careful not to say this overtly. Yet, in 

spite of this carefulness, he did mention this once in his 

book, Shifa' al-Ghalil, on the occasion of disc~ssing the 

point that "some of the causes ('ilal) of the Shari'~are 

proved according to the pattern of rational causes(2)n. 

Although al-Ghazali introduced>elements from logic 

into the science of usul al-fiqh, he did not try to deviate • 
- before him had from the style which the scholars of usul prac-• 

tised and used, to that of the logicians. His argument for 

(1) All these problems and some others are dis£ussed with ex
amples from the introduction to al-Musta~fa. 

A1-Ghazali, Shifa' al-Ghali1, p. 518. .. 
Ibid., p. 532. The causes of the legal categorl~s, WhlCh 
are similar to rational causes, as treated by ph71osop~ers 
and logicians, are like the causes of the ~enalt7es. or 
example: theft is the cause of the ~add (l.e. flxed 
punishment). 
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not doing so, was that it vas necessary to address people in 

the language which they understand. This vas one of the reas

ons for the success of his attempt(l). 

The main idea which al-Ghazali put forward in apply

ing logic to uful al-fiqh, is that rational matters ('agliyyat 

i.e. philosophical matters) and juridical matters (al-fighiyyat) 

are reduced to propositions which are similar in form but dif

ferent in matter and so the form of the methods (i.e. logic) 

which are used in rational matters can be used in the juridical 

matters. The main difference between the two matters, concer-

ning the applications of the methods of logic is,that vhile 

it is sufficient in the premises of inferences in the juridi

cal matters to be probable (fanniyyah) jin the rational matters 

the- premises should be certain(2). 

(b) The study of definition: 

We have mentioned(3) the similarity between the def

inition according to the scholars of uful and Stoic logic and 

that al-Ghazal1 tried to replace the definition of the schol-

ars of usnl with that of Aristotelian logic • . AI-Ghazali had 

great expectations from Aristotelian logic, bec~use he thought 

that the Aristotelian theory of definition would make the dif-

" d f" "to to an end(4). ferences 1n e 1n1 10n come 

We can positively assert a1-Ghazali's view of defi

nition was based on Aristotelian logic, because, apart from 

the complete similarity, there is the historical evidence 

(3) 
(4 ) 

See abo,!:e ,p. 56._ T" . 1 d ot 
AI-Ghazali, Mi'yar, p. 202. hlS prlnc1p e .oe~ n, . 
mean that there are no certain premises used 1n Jurldlcal 
inferences. All the explicit texts are considered and 
treated, by al-Ghaza1i, as certain premises. 
See above, p. 203. 
See above, pp. 197-198. 



(that he read this logic). 
However, it is 4iffieult to 

state the definition ot earlier scholars of usul vas influ-. 
enced by Stoic logic. 

Nonetheless, although there is no his-

torical evidence to support such a hypothesis, it is a matter 

of some interest that the two definitions coincide so closely. 

The earlier scholars of u~ul have a distaste for 

Aristotelian logic. It was said that they found its spirit 

alien to that of Islam. Yet it seems, whether consciously or 

unconsCiously, that they did not have the same attitude t~ards 

the logic of the Stoics, whieh is "very different from the 

Aristotelian one (1)". It is perhaps interesting that Stoic 

philosophy whose core was its logic "has been explained by num

erous historians as a spreading of an Oriental, Asiatic spirit 

within Greek thinking(2)". 

(c) The study of inference: 

In the introduction of al-Mustasfa, al-Ghazali told , 

us that: "All that is said as evidence and causation, in all 

the branches of sciences, are reduced to the types we already 

mentioned (i.e. the types of syllogism: categorical, hypoth

etical and disjunctive); if it is not reducibl~ to them, 

then it is not an evidence"(3), 

These words can be compared with Aristotle's words 

in his Prior Analytics: "All conviction is produced either 

by syllogism or by inductionn (4). He means by induction 

° d to ,,(5) "the syllogism arising from ~n liC 10n • 

A. Dumitriu, History of Logic, vol.l, p. 218. 
Ibid., E._2l8. _ 
Al-Ghaza11, al-Musta~fa, vol,l, p. 49. 
Aristotle, Prior Analytics, J.Yarrington's edition,p.153. 
Ibid., p. 153. 



AI-Ghazali's Yords implied that giy&s in urU1 &1-

figh should be reducible to the syllogism, and Aristotle's 

yords implied the same thing concerning the argument trom 

examp~e(l). 

The important part of the giyas in usnl al-fiqh, 
• 

is discovering and determining the cause (al-'illah). Thus 

the scholars ot usnl were interested in the methods of dis-I 

covering both it and its conditions. AI-Ghazali accepted 

most ot what the earlier scholars of u~nl had said eone.rning 
. 

the cause ('illah). Indeed, when he tried to apply the forms 

of syllogism to giyas, he found in the 'illah a great help. 

It could easily be considered as the middle term of the syl-

logism and still have the same importance. In a way, its im-

portance was increased because,.according to Ari~totle, the 

discovery of new middle terms was the important step in the 

progress of any science(2). Al-Ghazali did not find any dif

ficulty in reducing the examples of giyas, used by the preced

ing scholars of u~ul, to the fully expressed syllogisms (i.e_ 

two premises and a conclusion) in which the 'illah appeared 

as a middle term. He found, in the enthymeme ~Yllogism(3) 
the justification for the scholars of Uful not stating their 

examples of giyas in the form of two premises and a conclusion. 

So, what al-Ghazali had done with regard to the in

troduction of the Aristotelian theory of inference into u,ul 

al-tigh, did not appear, in the eyes of many scholars of u~ul, 

See above, pp. 205-206, 218. 
W.D.Ross, Aristotle, p. 53. . . 
An enthymeme is a syllogism ~bridged 1n e~p~ess10n by the 
omission of one of the const1tuent propos1t10ns. The 
most common form in which syllogistic arguments are.met 
with is the enthymematic. J .Welton , A ~fanual of LOg1C, 
vol. 1, p. 387. 
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as a change in the essential nature o~ th d' 
• e 1scipline, This 

seems likely to be the reason that his books on usnl were not 
! 

refused, but rather accepted as excellent and systematic Yorks 

on the subject. 

AI-Ghazali was aiming,at reducing the giyas,{l) 

to make the vaildity of the giyas rest on f1'rm b . - - ases, 1.8. on 
the bases of logic. 

************************ 

AI-Ghazali's knowledge of Aristotle's 

books on logic in their Arabic translations, can be considered 

as a fact, because the translations of the Organon were avail

able in Baghdad w~ere he was a teacher in the Ni,amiyysJhCollege 

and began his study of philosophy(2). His knowledge of the 

books of al-Farab1 and Ibn Sina on logic is obvious. 

As a result of this knowledge, al-Ghazali became one 

of the faithful propagandists of Aristotelian logic in the 

Islamic world. This is what m~de him attempt to introduce 

logic into Islamic science, i.e. u,ul al-fiqh. 

It has been said, by Muslim scholars in the past and 
-

modern scholars in the West, that Aristotle's logic represents 

the spirit of the Greek language(3)thought and philosophy. This 

was the argument of many scholar-jurists in refusing to deal 

(1) -
Robert Brunschvig in_his article: Logic and Law in Class-
ical Islam, said giyas "was far from being able to be re
duced each time to the plan~ wine is intoxicating beverage; 
now, all intoxicating berverages are forbidden; therefore, 
wine is forbidden", p.IS. As we have already mentioned, 
al-Ghazali did find it' easy - and it is so for everyone who 
knows logic - to reduce every giyas to a syllogism. 
V.Montgomery Watt, Muslim Intellectual, p. 201. 
This was said by Abu Satra aI-STrafi (280-368/893-979) in 
the debate which t20k ~lace in Baghdaq in the salon of_tge_ 
vizier, Ibn al-Furat, 1n the year 320/932 between al-S1ra!1 
and Matta Ibn Ynnus (d.328/940), the_Iogician._ !he text ~! 
the debate is preserved in: Abu Hayyan al-Tawh1d1, al-Imta 
Ya al-Mu'anasah, ed. Ahmad Amin ~nd Ahmad al-Zayn (3 vols. 
Cairo, 1939-1944),vol.l,pp.lOS-128. 
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with logic, which, in their view, represented a different lan

guage and metaphysics from those of Islam. 

If this be true, it has to be asked whether al-Ghazali 

was aware of this view when he made his attempt to introduc. 

logic into the science which represents, more than any other 

discipline, the spirit of Islam. The answer is in the affirm-

ative, because this idea had been frequently discussed among the 

educated people for a long time. This answer can be inferred 

also, fro~~is attack on the philosophers in which he declared 

the neutrality of logic towards doctrines and religions. 

If this is the case, then we have two possible explan

ations for al-Ghazall's attempt. The first is to say that he 

did this with evil intention. This possibility is far from 

reality, because the whole intellectual life of al-Ghazali shows 

great faithfulness to Islam and the defence of it. Therefore, 

we have to reject this explanation. The second is to say that 

he did this with good intention. This explanation is the clos

er to reality and it is supported by the same evidence by which 

we rejected the first possibility. 

Therefore, al-Ghazali tried to introduc~, into the 

Islamic sciences, this discipline alien in its origin to Islam 

(i.e. Aristotelian formal logic) denuded from its matter (i.e. 

the Greek philosophy and metaphysics). Then he tried to clothe 

it with Islamic matter. In this, al-Ghazali was trying to 

Islamicise this alien element (logic) so that it would not ap

pear strange and anomalous to the Islamic sciences. 

Al-Ghazali did this to bring about positive effects 

-for both scholars of usul and the science of u1ul itself • . 
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It would give assistance to the scholars to free them from 

blind adoption and imitation of the view of the preceding mas-

ters(l) and it would help to ak th· -m e e sc~ence of u,ul al-fiqh 

a more systematical and methodical discipline, by minimising 

the points on which there was difference of opinion. 

This attempt realised some positive effects. An 

important one is that it made room for logic side by side with 

the Islamic sciences in the curriculum of religious education. 

The scholars of u~ul also began to compile their yorks in a 

more systematic manner(2) and define the terms more accurately. 

However, the decline of Islamic culture in general, which began 

a short time after al-Ghazali and the closing of the door of 

ijtihad, made it difficult for any real progress, in the Islam

ic sciences in general and u~ul al-fiqh in particular. 

Beside all this, al-Ghaza11's attempt to introduce 

logic into U~bl al-fiqh, can be considered as unique in the~ 

tory of Islamic thought. It was to reconcile reason, repres-

ented in logie, with Revelation, represented in the science of 

usul al-fiqh • • This was not mere words written in some isol-

ated ivory tower far from the world of reality an~ without in

teraction with it, like those of the Islamic philosophers - be

gining with al-Kindi, passing to al-Farabi and Ibn Sins and 

ending with Ibn Rushd. Their efforts were only the present-

ation of arguments together with verses from the Qur'an, which 

they attempted to interpret philosophically. In their work 

there is little effort to apply fueir ideas to reality or to 

See above, pp.58-59. 
This is clear in the works of AI-AmidI and 
Al-Shatbi • 

• 
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take practical steps to give them effect in this world. On 

the other hand, al-Ghazali's attempt started from reality and 

reacted with it and so, was not only verbal but mainly pract

ical. The result was that al-Ghazali's attempt was much more 

successful than those of the philosophers. 

AI-Ghaz&li's background as a scholar-jurist and his 

widespread fame in this field were among the reasons for his 

success. From this, it can be said that in attempts of re

formation and restoration of a certain system - as tar as 

Muslim societies are concerned - the probabilities of success, 

when the people who perform them belong to the system, are 

higher than those when the people are outsiders of this system. 

--- ------- .. ----_. ----------
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CONCLUSION. 

The present study has demonstrated the following 

ideas: 

Al-Ghaza11 had an invariable attitude to logic dur-

ing the course of his life. He regarded logic as a neutral 

discipline, not committed to any philosophical view or doc-

trine. To him, logic was a ,criterion by which we can dis-

tinguish between true and false knowledge. Furthermore, al-

Ch&zali regarded logic as the only method to achieve knowledge, 

certain and probable, in all sciences (including kalam and 

figh), and so it was an instrument to all sciences. 

AI-Ghazali developed a theory of kl1c\.\J it:'d~1(' 

In this theory, he adopted Aristotles 

theory of demonstration which he regarded as the only object

ive method o~,8chieving certainty in all sciences. 

AI-Ghaza11 was the first to introduce logic into, and 

to mix it wit~ religious sciences in a practical way (through 

his works on u~ul al-figh and kalam). He also was the first 

to apply the way of definition and the method of inference in 

logic to u~ul al-figh and kalam and replace their-methods with 

those of logic. 

In fact, al-Ghazali was aiming to introduce logic 

into the Islamic science to revitalise the system of religious 

education. One of the means he used to make this revitalis-

ation successful was his claiming that logic was found in the 

Qur'an, while the fact was that he used his knowledge of logic 

to interpret some verses of the Qur'an, in a manner which ser-

ved his claim. 

In all, what he had done with regard to the intro

duction of logic into the Islamic sciences, al-Ghaza11's main 
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concern was the formal parts of logic. This attitude to 

logic influenced the course of logic in the Islamic world, in 

so far as logic became mainly formal, and the text books on 

logic no longer followed the order of Aristotle's Organon(i.e. 

discussed the eight subject matters of it). 

Al-Ghazali did not make important contributions to 

logic as a discipline, unless one wants to consider his con

centration on the formal side of logic as a kind of contrib

ution. 

Indeed, al-Ghazalits attitude to logic and his great 

effort to introduce it into the Islamic sciences was the first 

successful attempt, in the Islamic world to Islamicise Greek 

logic. 
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