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In bahr-e wujid amade birun ze nehoft,
Kas nist ke in gowhar-e tahqiq basoft.
Harkas sokhani az sar-e sowda gofte ast,
Zanruy ke hast, kas namidaned goft.

This ocean of existence has come from the Obscure,
And none can verify the truth of this substance.
Each has uttered according to his humor,

None being able to define it from the surface level.*
‘Omar Khayyam

The present debate is a product of the tension between two widely studied
disciplines at early Ottoman medreses, hikma (post-Avicennan philosophy)
and kalam (philosophical theology), which, over the course of centuries, ac-
cumulated a great number of crossovers, valences, as well as discrepancies
among various schools of thought. Each scholar present in the exchange

1 The English version is based on Khayyam, The Ruba’iyat of Omar Khayyam, 39. I modified the
terms that appear in the quatrain, such as wujud, jawhar, and tahqiq, according to their philo-
sophical meaning in Avicennan metaphysics. The Persian version is Number Fourteen in Furughi
and Ghani’s selection published in 1941 and Number Eight in Hedayat, Taranaha-ye Khayyam.
Also see Balikgioglu, “Sair, Feyles@f ve Siiphe”, 114-15.
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showcases their knowledge in past positions and objections by making ref-
erences to various classical and post-classical authors. The texts that they
refer to during the debate reveal their expertise in rational and religious
sciences, especially their background in debates involving the discrepan-
cies between falsafa/hikma and kalam. The current debate, in this context,
addresses how prominent Ottoman scholars can respond to the antinomies
of past schools and articulate their own take through referencing other con-
temporaries. It should be noted that the debate culture in the post-classical
world followed the formal rules of debate etiquette, and the way that a schol-
ar employed his own proofs and premises or objected to his opponent’s was
granted more important than sometimes arriving at a certain conclusion.
The ornate detailing in post-classical argumentation during the Ottoman
age of scholarly debates particularly favored the deconstruction of the op-
ponent’s method and argumentation style, as well as exactitude in referenc-
ing, which also interplayed a significant role in one’s scholarly arbitration.

The Sufi-scholar Zeyrek brings an initial rebuttal of the validity of the phi-
losophers’ proof concerning the univocity of terms like necessity and exis-
tence when described with regard to God, by criticizing the Timurid verifier
Jurjani’s inability to refute it. As a response, even though he does not uphold
the philosophers’ thesis as being true precisely, the verifier Hocazade, for
the sake of the debate, defends the philosophers’ doctrine concerning uni-
city, by proving Zeyrek that the philosophers’ version is coherent on their
own terms. To convince the Sultan and the scholars present during the de-
bate, Hocazade justifies certain aspects of Avicennan metaphysics not only
through referencing the philosophical corpus with scrutiny, but also refer-
ring to acclaimed post-classical critics, such as Jurjani and Tahtani, con-
cluding that the philosophers’ proof can also be upheld as true according
the post-classical paradigm.

During the debate both scholars accept that necessity is a mental con-
sideration (itibar), a widely conceded position in post-classical philosoph-
ical theology, yet they are not in agreement with the ways in which neces-
sity as an itibar is linked to God’s quiddity/essence or whether its being an
itibar also entails its accidentality or, as Hocazade claims, it can be said
to have conformed to the philosophers’ position. The term itibar chiefly re-
fers to the rational operations of the mind and its ability to unite and di-
vide intellectual/mental conceptions, as well as creating and multiplying re-
lations and distinctions between them. Yet, different from accidentality, it
neither implies extramental existence nor external occurrence as an acci-
dental superaddition (see § 3.4). The term i‘tibar, in this context, seems to
harmonize with the alternative views listed under hikma and kalam, such
that it refers to the conceptual distinctness of existence in an agnostic way
without particularly singling out one view (whether its being equal or su-
peradded) over another.

Following Razi and other post-classical scholars who argued for the acci-
dental superaddition of existence and necessity to quiddity/existence in nec-
essary beings, Zeyrek argues that this mind-dependent concept, necessity,
should be deemed as a separate superadded (za’id) accident, hence cannot
be equal to neither God’s quiddity/essence nor His existence. Hocazade, on
the other hand, defends that the post-classical conceptualization of i‘tibarat
does not go against the philosophers’ thesis (i.e. that God’s quiddity/essence
is equal to His existence and necessity), even cohering with it, since it con-
forms to God’s singularity. In this context, the main point of Hocazade’s de-
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fense of the philosophers is that he wants to demonstrate his opponent that
Avicenna’s realist account of necessity can be successfully resituated in the
new post-classical context of i‘tibarat by regarding the term as non-entita-
tive (without its connotations in accidentality).? The diverse number of topics
outlined, as well as the references to past and contemporary commentators,
proves, as evidenced in this analysis, the breadth of Hocazade’s knowledge
and careful arbitration before settling his own position.

6.1 Summary of the Debate. Hocazade’s Persistent Point
on the Non-Entitativity of Necessity

Following the theologians’ view, Zeyrek objects to Jurjani’s treatment of a
premise on the philosophers’ formulation of burhan al-tamanu, by arguing
that the premise “necessity is equal to quiddity/essence in the Necessarily
Existent” cannot be true because the nature of necessity raises the prob-
lem of multiplicity in God. For Zeyrek, as a better option, not only does ne-
cessity need to be accidental to God’s quiddity, but also to His existence.

When Hocazade brings the counter-evidence that the third meaning of
necessity, a view that also appears in the fifteenth-century handbooks of
philosophical theology including Sharh al-mawagqif, corresponds to the mean-
ing of necessity in the philosophers’ statement, Zeyrek counters that the
meaning in the third sense cannot even be the intension of this concept, but
what falls under it. Unlike intensions, extensions are identified as ostensive
definitions according to which certain individuals are enumerated, and the
use of necessity here as an extension implies that necessity may occur or
attach to God’s quiddity externally. Post-classical thinkers often see God’s
essence as a case of metaphysical necessity, yet the role of necessity’s mo-
dality in understanding the concept of essence has been recently contest-
ed since no modal account of essence seems possible.?

Then Zeyrek moves to another aspect of the discussion, namely, the ques-
tion of the philosophers’ equation of necessity with ‘pure existence’, in which
he seems to equate ‘pure existence’ with ‘absolute existence’ following Razi,

2 One of the later glossators of Hocazade’s Tahdfut, Mehmed Emin el-Uskiidari (d. 1149/1736)
will associate this position (i.e. that existence is not superadded externally to quiddity but on-
ly in the mind - fi al-dhihn - as a mental consideration - i‘tibar ‘aqli) with Suhrawardi’s Hikma
al-ishraq. In the gloss, Uskiidari rules out this option arguing that existence will be character-
ized (ittisaf) by quiddity being in need of it - a fact that will undermine their being equivalent
to one another (Uskiidari, Telhisu, 168 [English] and 169 [Arabic]). Before describing Avicen-
na’s view that existence cannot be a superadded accident to God’s quiddity (since, otherwise,
existence will be subsisting in it), Uskiidari starts the chapter by acknowledging that Avicen-
na’s position does not go against the principles of Islam. Even though he does not give a defin-
itive answer, he outlines three historical responses to this proof which are listed along with
their possible objections: Suhrawardi’s view that existence is a mental conception; Razi's view
that the cause of existence is not prior to its effect, i.e. making existence dependent on another
thing; and Ghazali’s view that existence is actually in need of an efficacious agent, hence can-
not be the same as God’s quiddity. Uskiidari does not choose one position over another; he rath-
er evaluates the later critics of Avicenna, finding certain faults in their proofs (Uskiidari, Tel-
hisu, 168-75; also see Muhyiddin el-Karabagi's (d. 942/1535) gloss on Hocazade, which states
that no one can speak ill of the philosophers’ proof despite their imprecision since the theologi-
ans’ proofs are also incomplete (Giizel, Karabagi ve Tehdfiit’ii, 108).

3 AsKit Fine suggests, “the notion of essence which is of central importance to the metaphys-
ics of identity is not to be understood in modal terms or even to be regarded as extensionally
equal to a modal notion”, meaning that propositions about essences are irreducible to modal
propositions (Fine, “Essence and Modality”, 1-3).
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that is, overlooking pure existence’s ‘special status’ in God, as passed in
Avicenna’s certain works.” Here Zeyrek makes two objections, arguing that
first, the term existence also has to be superadded to quiddity in God and,
second, that all three meanings of necessity imply that it is an accidental
aspect. As a result, he states that none of these meanings (which all sug-
gest accidentality and contingency) can provide a substantial proof that the
necessity here has to be a single reality with no diversity - and its being a
mental consideration does not guarantee this. This point, in turn, deems the
philosophers’ proof incomplete, and Zeyrek proclaims himself as the winner.

In his textual response, Hocazade affirms the validity of the philosophers’
doctrine according to their paradigm, arguing that at least one of the three
meanings of necessity (namely its third) corresponds to the exact mean-
ing of God’s necessity. That is, as opposed to Zeyrek’s claim that the third
meaning, at the most, can only fall under the philosophers’ sense of necessi-
ty, Hocazade not only shows that the third is the intension of this term, but
also the first two meanings are fundamental in the derivation of the third.

For the philosophers, necessity is the same as God’s quiddity/essence,
which, likewise, is also identical to His existence. Yet, of course, this does
not mean that God is each of these things. On the following days, Hocazade
has the harder job of defending the philosophers’ thesis, since even though
the young scholar asserted that the question of ‘pure existence’ along with
others would be perceived as a digression, Zeyrek is determined to bring the
questions of ‘pure existence’, entification, and individuation vis-a-vis God’s
singularity, demanding him to show that each of these Avicennan doctrines
is consistent with the other.

The young scholar’s position in the debate is difficult for another rea-
son: his defense of the philosophers does not mean that Hocazade supports
their views completely. As a post-classical scholar who follows the works of
verifiers like Jurjani and Tahtani, Hocazade holds in his Tahafut that neces-
sity and entification were superadded accidents to God’s quiddity/essence.
This view is contrary to what he defended during the debate. While argu-
ing thus, he did not outright accept the positions detailed in the handbooks
of the philosophers of his time. He perused further interpretations held in
Sharh al-mawagqif with scrutiny, by especially refuting two objections to the
philosophers’ proof by his long-time adversary Hasan Celebi.

Hocazade may not have held that the philosophers’ statement about ‘pure
existence’ was true, but he does show that the philosophers’ position is val-
id in and of itself, since existence’s being an accident superadded to quid-
dity does not do justice to God’s necessary existence as it places existence
secondary to the essential aspect of quiddity. And, at the end of the debate,
when the question came to the status of entification or individuation vis-
a-vis God, Hocazade did also defend the philosophers’ thesis outlined in
Avicenna’s al-Isharat, but also included his own view that if entification, a
term closely tied to necessity, is taken as a concomitant in the philosophers’
sense: it may indeed imply multiplicity in God’s essence. Hence, different
from the philosophers, he asserts that entification should be taken as a su-
peradded accident that does not have any real existence in the outside world.

4 Avicenna assigns a ‘proper mode of existence’ (wujud khass) to God which is distinct from
‘realized existence’ (wujid muhassal), the latter of which reserved for universal and particular
existences. The conceptualization of the term goes back to Yahya ibn ‘Ad1 (Janos, Avicenna on
the Ontology of Pure Quiddity, 498-531).
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Hocazade’s view with regard to the nature of necessity, quiddity/essence,
and existence falls under the ‘conceptualist’ reading of these terms in post-
classical philosophy.® It has been argued that there are two such approaches
in the philosophical corpus: one group asserts that essence and existence
can be distinguished only conceptually, whereas objectively or extramental-
ly they are identical; on the other hand, the rival view states that the distinc-
tion between the two is real.® The philosophers’ view, as well as Hocazade’s
rendition follows the former position, which has been also posited by the
famed thirteenth-century post-classical philosophers, such as Abhari and
Tus1, who were both instrumental in the transmission of Avicennan con-
cepts through their commentaries and modified doctrines in the post-clas-
sical Islamicate world.”

Zeyrek'’s position depends on the problem of composition, according to
which the presence of both existence and necessity in God, in relation to His
quiddity/essence, may require diversity and composition in the Necessarily
Existent. One of the most common ways to argue against God’s purported
multiplicity in pre-Ottoman Islamic scholarship (e.g. theology of Fakhr al-
Din al-Razi) was to show that necessity and existence were non-entitative,
by taking both terms as eitheri‘tibari (‘with no distinct entitative metaphys-
ical component’), or ‘adami/salbi (negational, or ‘simply ascribing some fea-
ture of extramentality which adds nothing to that entity’).®* Hocazade here
certainly follows the non-entitative position in the first case, not upholding
the second, by concluding that the philosophers’ proof, which may not be
the most sound formulation, is still true in and of itself, according to their
paradigm (though he does not follow this thesis personally in his Tahafut).
On the other hand, Zeyrek, acknowledging both aspects of non-entitativity
to a certain extent, concludes, also following the theologians’ view as in the
third meaning, that necessity (and existence) should be considered as acci-
dents that occur to quiddity externally; that is, that they are non-essential
superadditions not identical to God’s quiddity/essence. Zeyrek deems that
the philosophers’ answer can only be validated through accepting neces-
sity as an accident - a view that goes against their provided assumptions.

6.2 Hocazade’s Personal Opinion. His Perusal of al-Shifa’,
Tahafut al-falasifa, and Beyond

Hocazade’s main aim during the debate was not only to show that this line
of thought was true according to the philosophers, but also the meaning of
necessity in their sense was also present in various texts of philosophical
theology studied at Ottoman medreses, including Jurjani’s Sharh al-mawagqif.
In his exposition of the subject, Hocazade does not directly follow the past
verifiers by reporting their views, but he corrects, comments, amends, and

5 Different from the case of extreme/absolute nominalism, Pines associates the conceptual-
ist reading with the view that the universals are merely mental forms, which have a relation to
many things in such a way that it may be said of each one of them that it is it; and this reading
is a weaker form of extreme nominalism (Pines, “Studies in Abu’l-Barakat al-Baghdadi’s Poet-
ics and Metaphysics”, 282-4).

6 Benevich, “The Essence-Existence Distinction”, 206-7.
7 Endress, “Reading Avicenna in the Madrasa”, 407-8, 416-19.
8 Benevich, “The Necessary Existent”, 136.
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modifies them if needed in order to craft his own formulation depending on
the nature of the disputation.

Indeed, Hocazade’s defense was not new to the medrese curriculum,
since one of the popular works in post-classical philosophy, Abhari’s Hidaya
al-hikma, already acknowledges that God’s existence, as well as the neces-
sity and entification of His existence, is equal to His real essence in Chap-
ters Two and Three of the Metaphysics by giving a summary of Avicenna’s
views.? In a polemical treatise concerning Jurjani’s mistakes in six theo-
logical issues, the acclaimed Ottoman verifier Kastalani (d. 901/1496)*° al-
so argued, different from Jurjani and Zeyrek, that existence and quiddity
may even be the same among the possible existents, yet with one addition-
al condition: the existent in question must be an essential (dhat1) quality.**

Molla Kastalani was a contemporary of Hocazade, who garnered the
master verifier’'s utmost respect as a tutor and a scholar. After having
taught Jurjani’s works for many decades, he penned a short dubia on six is-
sues, each of which had the intention of revising Jurjani’s points and show-
ing that the scholar’s answers failed to verify the truth absolutely. The third
question in Kastalani's dubia concerns Iji/Jurjani’s third corollary wheth-
er or not existence is superadded to quiddity among the possibly existents.
Kastalani observes that there are two types of existents (sing. mawjiid), one
type is by way of essence (li-dhatihi) and the other being external to its es-
sence but in conjunction with it (kharij ‘an dhatihi muqaran lahu), conclud-
ing that in the former case one cannot argue that quiddity is prior to exis-
tence. This means that, in the first case, once existence is removed from
quiddity, the latter will be negated as well, hence there will not be an ex-
istent in the first place.

It could be said that the verifier Kastalani does the same thing with his
contemporary Hocazade: in addition to a full-fledged restatement and de-
fense, he also criticizes and modifies Jurjani’s exposition of the philoso-
phers in light of their view. In this lemma, he aims to show off his scrutiny
in scholarship, by showing that Iji/Jurjani’s position here is not categorical-
ly absolute, and these scholars did not take distinct types of possibly exist-
ents into full account. In his objections to Kastalani’s objections, the Sufi-
scholar Sinan Paga, on the other hand, points out that Jurjani did mention
this point in another work (i.e. his gloss on Isfahani’s Tajrid), and Kastalani
was simply unaware of this lemma, by questioning how come he could be
called a ‘verifier’. This did not, however, stop the skeptical Sinan Pasa to
point his arrows of criticism at the famed Persian theologians of the past:

9 See “fasl fi’anna wujud wajib al-wujud nafs haqigatihi” and “fasl fi ’anna wujub al-wujud
wa-ta‘ayyanuhu ‘ayn dhatihi” (al-Abhari, Hiddya al-hikma, 96-7).

10 For a short account of Kastalani’s works, see Sen, “Molla Kesteli'nin Hayat1 ve Eserleri”.

11 For the Arabic: “Qala: f1 bahth al-wujud istidalla ‘ala kawn al-wujud z&’idan ‘ala al-mahiya
‘annahu law lam yakun z&’idan ‘alayha lakin li-kana nafsaha ‘aw juz’aha, fa-la yumkinu salbahu
‘anha. Wa-‘ajibu bi-‘annaha nafsuha taqabbala al-‘adm, fa-’in al-mahiya idha irtafa‘at, irtafa‘a
wujiduha. Fa-li-dhalik la-dha kana wujidaha ‘aynuha, jaza irtifa‘aha. Aqilu: al-mawjiud darban
mawjid li-dhatii, 1a li-ma‘na kharij ‘an dhatihi mugaran lahu, fa-1a yutasawwaru zawal wujudihi
ka-ma ‘anna al-insan la-annahu insan li-dhatihi la yutasawwaru salb insaniyatihi ‘anhu. Wa-darb
mawjud la li-dhatihi; bal li-ma'nd mugaran lahu, warid ‘alayhi min ghayrihi. Fa-huwa fi hadd
dhatihi gabil li-salb dhalik al-ma‘na ‘anhu, fa-huwa mumkin ‘an yujad wa-‘in la yujad” (Kastalani,
I‘tiradat al-Kastalani ‘ald al-Sayyid al-Sharif [Stleymaniye, MS Karagelebizade Hiisameddin 330,
f. 3a]). Also see a recent edition of this dubia, Sen, “Molla Muslihuddin Kesteli’nin”, for a short
analysis, 179 and, for the Arabic text, 198-9. Also see a more extensive analysis of Kastalani’s
sources and Iji/Jurjani’s positions in Yildirim, Kesteli’nin Es-Seb’ul-Mu‘allaka, 78-82.
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for him, neither Iji nor Jurjani brought a new perspective but simply copied
the Ash‘ari position without adding any ingenuity.**

In the fifteenth-century Ottoman world, Graeco-Arabic philosophy was
mostly known through Avicenna’s compendia of philosophy prepared later
in his life, such as al-Isharat wa’l-tanbihat, as well as the verifier Tahtani’s
adjudication on the two famed commentaries on the same text called al-
Muhakamat - not through his complex voluminous masterpiece Kitab al-
shifa’. This fact is also evidenced in Zeyrek’s and Hocazade’s citing the phi-
losophers’ thesis concerning ‘pure existence’ in the debate, since they, in
every instance, choose to quote the philosophers via al-Muhakamat instead
of going back to the original sources (a practice that may also be observed
in certain discussion in the Tahafut debate).**

Hocazade’s overutilization of Tahtani's al-Muhakamat is also evident in
a heartfelt confession by him, who announced at a banquet in the presence
of notable scholars, including Molla Lutfi and Hatibzade, that he had never
read Avicenna’s magnum opus Kitab al-shifa’ cover-to-cover, which may in-
dicate that he knew its arguments through close readings of certain parts
or from its later renderings. As a reply, the fellow Kastalani proudly claims
to have read the work at least seven times, and each time he was as enthu-
siastic as a novice studying the work as if for the first time.** This anecdote
does not precisely suggest that the master verifier Hocazade never read cer-
tain sections of the work with scrutiny or was not aware of the arguments
in al-Shifa’, since there are certain other cases in the Tahdafut where he di-
rectly quoted from this book.** It may still be inferred that Hocazade, who
might have supported the philosophers for the sake of the disputation, did
rather follow Tahtani in certain regards, including the position that entifi-
cation, as evidenced here, is a superadded accident to God’s quiddity.

This piece of biographical information should not make us think that
Hocazade was misinformed about the philosophers’ point. In fact, one could
find his ultimate position on unicity, in lieu of the philosophers’ critique, in
his famed adjudication on Ghazali’s Tahafut al-falasifa, a work that was writ-

12 For the Arabic text, “Hadha kalam haqq la yahimu hawlahu sha’iba shakk wa-inkar. Wa-
‘ashara ‘ilayhi al-fadil al-sharif f1 hawashi Tajrid wa-ghayriha. ‘Illa ‘annahu aktifa hahuna
bahl al-kalam al-musannif min taraf al-asha‘ira ‘ala mahir da’bihi kathiran fi hadha al-kitab”
(Yildirim, Kesteli’nin Es-Seb’ul-Mu‘allaka, 45).

13 For instance, Tusl’s Discussion Thirteen in his Tahdfut adjudication, in which he summa-
rized the philosophers’ position concerning God’s knowledge of the particulars via al-Muhakamat
only (al-Tusi, Tahafut al-falasifa, 271).

14 During a banquet, blood gushed forth from Molla Lutfi all of a sudden, and some of the
scholars around the table were amused by the scene and got intrigued by the possible medical
reasons for this condition. Kastalani explained Lutfi’s condition by quoting from Avicenna’s al-
Qantn fi al-tibb, and Hocazade was highly impressed with the scholar’s extensive knowledge
about the Avicennan corpus. Upon Hocazade’s astonishment, Kastalani further claimed that,
in addition to al-Qantin, he had read al-Shifa’ seven times from cover-to-cover, while the mas-
ter confessed that he never did. As for the text: “Mevlana dahi didi ki tenha Kanun'1 degil belki
Seyh’'iifl ‘amme-i mir’ellifatini ba-cem‘uha hatta Sifa’y1 dah1 tamam-1 mutala‘a itmisim Hocazade
ta‘accub idicek eyiitdi ki ya siz Sifa’y1 tamam gormek vaki‘ olmamus midur? Hocazade eyiitdi ki
tamam gormediim emma mevazi-1 mithimmesini ‘ala kadri’l-hace gorib dikkat iizre mutala‘a
itmek vaki* olmugdur. Mevlana didi ki ben Sifa’y1 bi't-tamam yedi kerre mutala‘a idiib marra-1
sabi‘ada ders-i cedid mutala‘asin ider yefli danismend gibi mutala‘a itdim” (Hoca Sa‘deddin,
Tacii’t-tevarih, 2: 482). It was due to this exchange, Kastalani was one of the two scholars whom
Hocazade respected to an extent that he referred to him as molla, and the other scholar was
Hayali (Hoca Sa‘deddin, Tacii’t-tevarih, 2: 482).

15 Hocazade, Tahafut al-falasifa, 119.
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ten soon after this debate. In this adjudication, not only did he repeat his po-
sition concerning differentiating factors, such as entification and individu-
ation, that they are superadded accidents to quiddity,*® but also he argued
the opposite of what he had defended against Zeyrek, that even necessity
should be deemed as a separate accidental superaddition'” as in the case of
entification, hence not being directly equal to God.

In his Tahafut’s Discussion Seven on the philosophers’ inability to prove
God’s singularity, Hocazade writes that terms such as ‘necessity’, ‘entifica-
tion’, and ‘individuation’ should be taken as non-entitative in the sense of the
first aspect above, that is, as i‘tibari concepts appearing to quiddity with-
out extramental existence - yet adding that he neither holds that these con-
cepts can be externally existing (wujtid1) nor non-entitative in the negational
(‘adami/salb1) sense, thereby suggesting their accidentality in several plac-
es.*® As a conclusion, he does not strictly follow non-entitativity, finding the
philosophers’ formulation of unicity imprecise. Hocazade’s acknowledgment
of this thesis against Zeyrek should simply be for the sake of the debate.

As passed in the analysis of the text presented at the debate, the verifier
Hocazade does not hold that the philosophers’ designation of entification is
true. By way of summary, the philosophers argue that entification is an ex-
istent with an existential notion (wujiidiyya), that is the same as quiddity in
the external world, which can only be distinguished mentally. On the oth-
er hand, the theologians hold that entification is a non-existent being (with
no existence in the outside world) but superadded accidentally to quiddity.
In his Tahafut, Hocazade synthesizes both views arguing that entification
is an existent that cannot be the same as quiddity in reality but must be su-
peradded to it. Entification implies a ‘need-based’ relationship associated
with identity and specification, such that God’s having His own special en-
tification would still go against His necessary existence, and thereby deem-
ing it to be a superadded accident (‘arid).

In his Tahafut, Hocazade provides three proofs from the philosophers re-
garding the nature of entification, the first regarding what entification is and
whether it is an existent (mawjud) or not; the second regarding the view that
it is impossible for two quiddities with necessary existence to be existents;
and the third stating that the individuals of a single nature or quiddity dis-

16 “Rather, the outcome is that if necessity were to denote a sense of commonality between
two partners, the entification of the Necessarily Existent could not be the same as His quiddi-
ty, and it is apparent [from this] that it would be added to the quiddity”. As for the Arabic: “Bal
mahsiluhu huwa ‘annahu law kana al-wujub mushtarakan bayna ithnayn lam yakun ta‘ayyun
al-wajib nafs mahiyatihi, wa-huwa zahir bal kana za’idan ‘alayhi” (Hocazade, Tahafut al-falasifa,
186). Or: “As an answer to this, it is apparent that we do not concede necessity’s being the same
as the quiddity of the Necessarily Existent, rather it is an accident among God’s accidents”. As
for the Arabic: “Fa-jawabuhu: al-zahir ‘an yuqgalu: 1a nusallam kawn wujub al-wujud nafs mahiya
al-wajib, bal huwa ‘arid min ‘awaridiha” (Hocazade, Tahafut al-falasifa, 190).

17 “The answer is that according to the second position [as outlined by Ghazali], what is in-
tended by necessity is existence’s requiring essence. Thus we do not accept that necessity is the
very reality of the Necessarily Existent, rather it is a mind-dependent thing with no existence in
the outside world strictly speaking. So, how could necessity then be the same thing as the real-
ity of the Necessarily Existent?” As for the Arabic: “Al-jawab: ‘an al-maslak al-thani ‘annahu ‘in
urid bi’l-wujub igtida’ al-dhat al-wujid, fa-la nusallam ‘annahu nafs haqiqa al-wéjib, bal huwa
‘amr i‘tibari 1a wujud lahu f1 al-kharij qat‘an. Fa-kayfa kana nafs haqiqa al-wajib?” (Hocazade,
Tahafut al-falasifa, 184).

18 Hocazade rules out the possibility of necessity’s existentiality (wujidiyya) based on the phi-

losophers’ statement (Hocazade, Tahafut al-falasifa, 193), and argues that necessity cannot also
be negational (salbi) in its non-entitativity (Hocazade, Tahafut al-falasifa, 191).

Knowledge Hegemonies in the Early Modern World 2 | 156
Verifying the Truth On Their Own Terms, 149-162



Balikgioglu
6« Conclusion

tinguish themselves through a superadded entification. He concludes that
the philosophers contradict themselves regarding the nature of entification,
since while their first proof upholds entification’s being equal to quiddity,
their second proof, which hypothesizes about the possibility of two Neces-
sarily Existents, employs entification’s being superadded in a possible line
of thought.*® The rationale that Hocazade bases his position is linked to the
problem of the entification’s cause: if God’s entification has a cause of itself,
then this will cause multiplicity in Him; similarly, if God has His own spe-
cial entification, that is the same as His essence, then this would also hin-
der His singularity, which leads us to the conclusion that entification has to
be a superadded accident.

In his gloss on Hocazade’s adjudication, which chiefly concerns itself with
critiquing the ways in which the authors of the Tahafut lineage present and
establish their proofs, the Ottoman verifier and religious scholar ibn Kemal
(d. 940/1534) has a passage regarding the nature of entification and its re-
lation to quiddities. For him, all proofs present here could be used in sup-
port of the philosophers’ argument regarding entification that states that
it is the same as quiddity in the outside world, only distinguishable mental-
ly. He follows Hocazade’s most points, arguing that in the first proof, entifi-
cation does not necessarily show that it has to be superadded, but the sec-
ond could be utilized to make a case for its accidentality. Nonetheless, for
ibn Kemal, as long as entification is taken as a mental consideration, it will
conform to the philosophers’ doctrine.?”

In a partial commentary on the fifteenth-century Persian scholar Jalal
al-Din Dawani’s al-Risala al-qadima f1ithbat al-wajib (“The Old Treatise on
Establishing the Necessary”),* as well as his epistle on verifying the ne-
cessity of the Necessarily Existent (al-Risala fT tahqiq wujub al-wajib), ibn
Kemal also outlines his views regarding the logical and metaphysical sta-
tus of existence and necessity with regard to God. Following the Avicen-
nan definition of God’s unicity, he (via Dawani)?*? argues that God’s divine
quiddity/essence is equal to His ‘proper existence’ (wujud khass),** since

19 Hocazade, Tahafut al-falasifa, 181-8. Also see Ahmet Arslan’s analysis in Hasiye Ala’t-Tehafiit
Tahlili, 259-60 and Ibn Kemal, Tehdfiit Hasiyesi, 394-5.

20 IbnKemal, Tehdfiit Hasiyesi, 399-400. Additionally he addresses a third option for the case
of entification with regard to Hocazade’s synthesis, which is as follows: the philosophers regard
quiddity as the reason for the existence of entification; by this way, they argue that entification
may be construed as a necessary concomitant to quiddity. On the other hand, post-classical the-
ologians are hesitant in associating entification, a term that denotes individuation and concre-
tization, with quiddity, setting it as entification’s cause. In order to justify the philosophers’ view
in the eyes of post-classical scholarship, Ibn Kemal offers a modification to their doctrine, by
saying that if quiddity is taken as the reason for entification’s being superadded instead of the
direct reason of entification itself, then entification will not be associated with the Necessari-
ly Existent’s quiddity, not being able to penetrate into His essentiality. With this amendment to
their proof, the philosophers can now justify the position that entification is a necessary con-
comitant (Iazim) (ibn Kemal, Tehdfiit Hasiyesi, 392-3).

21 According to the colophon of MS Ragip Pasa 1457 in Siileymaniye, this work is dedicat-
ed to Bayezid II in 894/1489. For this work, Dawani was said to have received a letter from the
Sultan along with five hundred filori (Pourjavady, Philosophy in the Early Safavid Iran, 11-12).

22 See Dawani's old treatise Establishing the Necessary, which follows the classical Avicennan
formula regarding God’s necessary existence: “God is equal to His ‘special existence’ which sub-
sists through its essence that is free of relations and considerations with the necessity denoting
the necessity of essence’s requiring existence” (in Bdaiwi, “Philosophia Ottomanica”, 324-5).

23 Unlike the theologians and the Akbari Sufis, ibn Kemal, seems to distinguish ‘absolute ex-
istence’ from ‘special existence’, such that the former is a conceptual matter or secondary in-
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God’s essence should not be reduced to a secondary intelligible shared
by all things.**

Several times in the Tahafut, Hocazade directs questions concerning the
veracity of the philosophers’ point by stating that their doctrine does not
provide certain proofs that, for instance, entification can be a concomitant
(as supported in al-Isharat). This is because if entification is not an accident,
then entification and necessity will indicate a cause-and-effect relationship
as in the case of the possibly existents, thereby implying contingency and
multiplicity in God.?* Similarly, Hocazade also highlights one of the premis-
es of the philosophers’ inference (i.e. necessity’s being the same as quiddi-
ty) as problematic. This is because, if we assume that necessity would be a
commonality between two equally necessary partners, then their being dis-
tinguished from one another by a concomitant entification cannot be valid
since the quiddity’s species that belongs to the Necessarily Existent here
would be in need of a discrete thing (‘amr munfasil), rendering it multiple.
Hocazade concludes in his Tahafut that entification should rather be super-
added to fulfill the philosophers’ criterion.?®

6.3 For the Sake of the Debate. Verification in Defense
of the Philosophers

The verifier Hocazade’s unique synthesis in this debate is in demonstrat-
ing that not only was necessity verily identical to God’s quiddity/essence,
and ‘pure existence’, according to the philosophers’ paradigm, but also, in
line with the new trends in post-classical philosophical theology, the use of
i‘tibarat, a conceptualist interpretation of Avicennan ontological realism,
did not undermine their formulation to a certain extent. He even wants to
show that i‘tibarat can be used to modify their exposition, with the condi-
tion that the non-entitativity does not suggest accidentality.

telligible. See, for instance, Jami who seems to have merged both categories of existence into
one following Akbari monism (Heer, “Al-Jami’s Treatise on Existence”).

24 Inthatregard, ibn Kemal has an alternative view that links God’s ‘special existence’ to the
general concept of existence shared by other beings: for him, the meaning of the divine essence’s
requiring existence is the requiring of existent-ness (mawjtdiyya) as opposed to existence/exis-
tentiality (wujidiyya) itself. Unlike Razi, for instance, ibn Kemal (and Dawani) vie for the iden-
tity of essence and existence in God, such that the divine essence distinguishes itself by way of
its existent-ness (mawjudiyya), a term with a sense of superaddition. If the term mawjidiyya is
employed for God, His divine essence will rather be equal to the specificity (khususiyya) of ex-
istent-ness (as in “the light is luminous” as opposed to “the earth is luminous”), meaning that,
in the case of God, existent-ness will not denote a substrate in which existence inheres (rather
it results from external effects) (Ansari, “Ibn Kemal, Dawéani and the Avicennan Lineage”, 257-9,
263). By this way, mawjudiyya via wujudiyya will be a secondary intention that is predicated
univocally of all things and extrinsic to their essence, without denoting plurality in God. See al-
Farabi's point regarding different senses of mawjid, which distinguishes mawjiid as ‘having-a-
quiddity-outside-the-soul’ from mawjid as ‘the true’ (Menn, “Al-Farabi’s Kitab al-Huruf”, 83-4).
Following Jurjani’s disclaimer on the Sufis who upheld the controversial doctrine of wahdat al-
mawjud, ibn Kemal notes in his treatise on existence that multiplicity (ta‘addud) has to be cat-
egorically cancelled out from mawjid, which is a mental conception, so that it would be equal
to the reality of existence (for Jurjani’s text, see al-Jurjani, Hashiya al-tajrid, 2: 66 and, for ibn
Kemal'’s Arabic text, Bakhtari, Kocaoglu, “Kemalpasazade’nin Beydnu’l-viicid”, 268).

25 Hocazade, Tahafut al-falasifa, 182-3.
26 Hocazade, Tahafut al-falasifa, 186.
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One perennial issue with Hocazade’s synthesis is the question of coher-
ence. Can we confidently say that a particular theory coheres when it is re-
stated in a different paradigm? Or if a scholar reenvisions Avicennan onto-
logical realism in the new framework of post-classical conceptualism, would
that be still valid? It should be noted that each paradigm is true in and of
itself, and applying one conjecture to another will result in a syncretic ef-
fort - not in a comprehensive system of thought that is necessarily coherent
in and of itself. Dimitri Gutas has recently argued in a provocative article
that the efforts of post-classical scholars should be deemed as “pseudo-phi-
losophy”, since synthesizing different strands of thought does not neces-
sarily mean that there is an encompassing rational basis justified scientifi-
cally in a systematic fashion.?” Hocazade’s synthesis here falls into Gutas’
categorization in some ways, since necessity, as the philosophers define,
fits in with God’s unicity only within the parameters of Avicennan realism;
that is, turning it into a conceptualist position does not necessarily corre-
spond to Avicenna’s initial framework. In certain other ways, Gutas’ desig-
nation of pseudo-philosophy is not exactly suiting for this case either. Since
Hocazade’s defense here is a rhetorical effort for the sake of the debate, and
his main aim is to show his erudition through verification - not upholding
the philosophers’ position, true in his own teachings. His other works re-
veal that he neither complies with the philosophers’ nor the theologians’ ex-
positions precisely. Having his own unique position, Hocazade only asserts
the non-entitativity of necessity as a mental conception in the post-classical
world, conforming to some commentators and going against some others.

Hocazade was not interested in whether the philosophers’ proof remained
valid as an actual argument in his time. Rather, he was keen to showcase
his mastery in demonstrating what they had intended, what steps they had
taken to realize it, and show whether their doctrines were compatible with
the standards of his day. This does not mean that he never contested any
of their points. On the contrary, there were cases in which he would follow
their expositions in certain other adjudications or glosses.*® Hocazade's de-
fense, in this sense, was a way of holding a mirror to his opponent Zeyrek,
so that his opponent would realize how misinformed he was about Arabic
philosophy and its reception in post-classical philosophical theology.

The method of verification was a way to digest past debates so that the
new generations of scholars could address loopholes in past arguments by
questioning their precision, certainty, and validity. Hocazade’s Tahafut al-
falasifa is a great example of this exercise. As in the philosophers’ first po-
sition outlined in Ghazalj, it might be true that, if there were to be two Nec-
essarily Existents, both by nature would distinguish themselves from one
another through entification, by making two equal Gods impossible. Again
Hocazade adds a question mark to this proof, arguing that even though it
appears intuitive, there is no guarantee that there would be two different
realities, rather than one as in God, so that each one of the partners would
require an entification.?® In a similar vein, he continues to further his in-
vestigation in the Tahafut, by questioning why we should think that there

27 Gutas, “Avicenna and After”. Also see Jari Kaukua’s evaluation of Gutas’ thesis, “Post-Clas-
sical Islamic Philosophy”.

28 See the case of secondary causes in Balikgioglu, A Coherence of Incoherences.

29 Hocazade, Tahafut al-falasifa, 181.
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should be one existence, rather than different realities, each requiring an
entification. Or an additional question that investigates the veracity of an-
other point: why should it not be that there are multiple realities distin-
guished from one another, which fall under ‘pure existence’?*°

The fifteenth-century Ottoman world was a period in which texts of Is-
lamic philosophy had accumulated to an extent that the literature in phil-
osophical theology was replete with a vast number of distinct positions on
various topics. In order to compose a new argument, a competent verifier
first had to demonstrate his erudition and pedantry in close textual readings
of primary source materials by arbitrating among a number of schools and
textual traditions. In that regard, the Ottoman medreses did not feed from
a single source, and referencing the past in scholarly discussions encom-
passed a great variety of positions. It seems to me that Sultan Mehmed II's
choice of these scholars for the debate was deliberate, as both represented
different backgrounds and choices of arbitration in such an essential topic.

For centuries many theologians found faults in the philosophers’ asser-
tions, devising counter-arguments to demonstrate that the philosophers’
proofs did not reflect the absolute truth. A master Ottoman verifier, in this
context, should be a scholar who traced all these lines of arguments and
counter-arguments by heart, even making suitable amendments to bring
in his own unique perspective. This debate is a testament to the Ottoman
scholars’ skills in verifying different schools in order to demonstrate their
syntheses of past masters. The time of Hocazade was a period in the Otto-
man world when the state was going through a definitive imperial restruc-
turing, which was based on Mehmed II's cosmopolitan and universalistic
ambitions, as exemplified by the all-encompassing selection of books in his
glorious palatine library, where this debate most probably took place.

Hocazade put forth his unique position on God’s unicity in his Tahafut
adjudication, a view in which he did not follow the philosophers’ perspec-
tive. Though he seemed to have followed their thesis closely during the de-
bate, he did not also accept it outright - he further modified and corrected
their given thesis while justifying it. The nature of the present debate was
fairly distinct from the context of his Tahafut, and the main aim in this ex-
change was to demonstrate his opponent that even if he did not hold this
to be true, the philosophers’ point was true in and of itself when one con-
sidered it within their own paradigm. If the nature of the debate demand-
ed it, Hocazade could pose as a philosopher in order to uphold the truth for
the sake of debate, showing how the philosophers could be compatible with
the post-classical context of philosophical theology. In this context, not on-
ly did Hocazade ascertain the truth on the philosophers’ terms, but both
scholars in the debate also verified their respective versions of God’s uni-
city on their own terms.

Ottoman court debates were combative at heart, not scripted imperi-
al games.** There were real losers or winners, and a respected scholar al-

30 Hocazade, Tahafut al-falasifa, 182.

31 There were no medals to be won in the Renaissance and so no dire enforcements on the los-
ing party. There were no severe punishments, such as the humiliation of removing a senior schol-
ar from his post (Azzolini, “There Were No Medals”, 264-5). A winner might boast for his argu-
mentative skills as in the case of the Italian disputation master Achillini and the polymath Gi-
rolamo Cardano, but “victory rather than consensus” was the ultimate goal rather than the rav-
ishing victory of one over another (Grendler, The Universities in the Italian Renaissance, 152-6).
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ways had the mishap to lose his post and reputation, or to be humiliated in
front of his colleagues. It is in this context that the efforts of the Ottoman
verifiers should not be seen as futile scholarly attempts of mere apologetics
since, as in the case of Hocazade, these scholars had the courage and eru-
dition to even argue for doctrines with utmost scrutiny that they did not ac-
tually hold to be true or complete.
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