Appendix

English Translations,
Arabic Editiones Principes,
and Manuscript Facsimiles

Knowledge Hegemonies in the Early Modern World 2
DOI 10.30687/978-88-6969-643-5/007

163



Appendix

Editiones principes

Risala li-Mawlana Zeyrek fi bahth nafs al-mahiya (Mubahatha bayna
Hocazade wa-Mawlana Zeyrek) [Siileymaniye, MS Giresun Yazmalar 99,
ff. 120a-121b]

[Day one. Response to Hocazade’s initial question]
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Translation of the Texts

A Treatise on [Necessity’s Being] the Same as [God’s] Quiddity by Molla
Zeyrek (d. 903/1497-98 [?]) [Siileymaniye, MS Giresun Yazmalar 99,
ff. 120a-121b]

[Day one. Response to Hocazade’s initial question]

[120a] If necessity (wujub) were [to be] the same thing as quiddity (mahiya), a
commonality (ishtiraq) in necessity would also participate in this very quid-
dity. The poor soul [Hocazade] states that necessity (wujib) here corresponds
to three meanings (sing. ma‘na): [necessity defined as] (i) “essence’s (dhat)
requiring existence”; (ii) “that which has no need of others in existence”; and
(iii) “what distinguishes the Necessarily Existent (wajib) from others”. There
is no doubt that neither of the first two meanings assumes that necessity is
the same as the quiddity of the Necessarily Existent since both meanings
are only mental considerations (sing. al-i‘tibari). Then what is intended by
the philosophers’ statement about necessity’s being the same as the Nec-
essarily Existent’s quiddity only falls under the third meaning (ma yasdiqu
‘alayhi), but it is not [the same as] the very meaning itself. Then [there is] no
doubt for a rational man that the quiddity of the Necessarily Existent is not
the intension (mafhum) of what distinguishes essence [as in (iii)] but, rather,
this intension is accidentally superadded to (‘arid lahu) essence.

[Day two]

In that case, we say that what you claimed about compositeness (tarkib) with
respect to multiplicity in the Necessarily Existent follows that if ‘what falls
under’ this statement were to be [120b] the intension of necessity, then the
veracity of an ‘accidental affection’ (‘arid) occurring to an ‘object of accident’
(ma‘rud) would be a single reality with two isolated constituents (sing. fard).
This is impossible because why would it not be permissible that two differ-
ent essences that distinguish themselves [from one another] would not re-
sort to the need for the first two meanings without the implication of com-
positeness (luztum al-tarkib)? Consequently, the unicity of the Necessarily
Existent, in that case, cannot be established by the meanings of “essence
requiring His existence” and “that which has no need of others in terms of
His existence”.

[Day three]

It cannot be said that necessity is not a thing other than ‘abstracted exist-
ence’ (mujarrad al-wujud) just because there is no change/differentiation
(ikhtilaf) in abstracted existence. Indeed, an existence conjoined (mugqarin)
with quiddity changes in accordance with its attachment (idafa) [to that quid-
dity]. As for ‘mere existence’ (mahd al-wujtd), it is a single concept in itself
which has no diversity, because we say that what is demanded here is that
the true nature/reality of necessity (haqiqa al-wujub) is the same as the in-
tension of ‘sole existence’ (wujud baht), which is different from existence’s
occurring to quiddity, and this would be absurd. If what is meant here is
that the reality of necessity’s being true for ‘pure existence’ (wujud sirf) de-
notes “an accidental affection’s occurring to its object of accident”, then this
is conceded. However, we do not concede that what falls under ‘pure exist-
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ence’ does not contain in it any. Then, why would it not be permissible that
pure existence could be two different realities such that both are not being
distinguished from quiddity?

If you say that what is mentioned previously proves the sufficiency of the in-
tension of necessity’s being the same thing as quiddity, then how would you
negate this fact? I reply to this that we verify that we necessarily know that
the first two meanings are only mental considerations with no extramen-
tal existence. We also know necessarily that the very intension that distin-
guishes essence (dhat) is a mental consideration occurring to the accidents
of the Necessarily Existent’s reality. Thus, it is claimed that the Necessar-
ily Existent is one (wahid) in the sense that, as mentioned previously, the
Necessarily Existent is the same thing as quiddity. Therefore, this [point]
is abolished totally as a rejoinder never heard [before], even if one claims
that what falls under the third meaning is the same thing as quiddity. Then
this is conceded; yet, this does not [still] require that necessity is a single
reality, so what is demanded is not established here.

[Day four]

Hocazade, may Almighty God have mercy on him, exercises little much pa-
tience in discernment, such that he says that necessity, which is the same as
the Necessarily Existent, is what distinguishes essence. Why would it not be
that what distinguishes one from another is an essence for each one of them?
This intension is accidental to both of these aspects without deliberation.
In the statement of the author of al-Mawagif: It cannot be said that necessi-
ty opposes an isolated constituent, and necessity’s being relational (nisbi)
contradicts with the aforementioned purpose, that is, necessity’s [121a] be-
ing an existent. For this, we say that [this is] because one cannot say that the
quest to know this expression is conveyed by the statement of the author of
al-Mawagqif. If necessity were to be an existential notion (wujtdiyya), then it
would not be added to quiddity such that what is meant by necessity here
would cast doubt on its being externally existing. Yet, it should be that ne-
cessity is related to non-existence (‘adami), as it was previously proven by
the word of al-Mawagqif, in such a way that if this were to be true for them,
then the competition has ended.

The outcome is that there is no doubt for the rational ones that this state-
ment about necessity, which was claimed to be true by some, concerns ne-
cessity’s external proposition together with that of possibility. And there is
no doubt that possibility is a single thing. Likewise, necessity, yes, this very
necessity in terms of its externally existing, is what distinguishes essence
from others. Whoever discerns this position is marveled at this argument
by Mawlana Zeyrek, Peace be upon him.

[Day five]

If you say that we do not concede that the Necessarily Existent is entified
(muta‘ayyan) by His essence, [because] then there would be a limitation in
that meaning. The reason why this is as such is that only if the Necessar-
ily Existent were of a single essence, then this would have followed; but it
is impossible since it would be permissible that it could be a generic acci-
dent (‘arad ‘amm) or a genus’ nature (tabi‘a jinsiyya or lit. ‘the nature per-
taining to genus’). There are species under Him and every specie requires
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its essence being entified (ta‘ayyun). What follows is that [while] every spe-
cie (naw‘) is limited to an individual (shakhs), the Necessarily Existent is
not [limited to an individual]. It is replied to this such that the Necessarily
Existent cannot be existence itself, since if it were to have species, it would
then have various realities (haqa’iq mukhtalifa). Existence would have a
commonality in utterance [i.e. equivocal as in homonyms], and this is false.
There is a weakness in this [statement], because the Necessarily Existent
is not the same as ‘absolute existence’ (wujud mutlaq), but as ‘proper ex-
istence’ (wujud khass). The purpose in this chapter is that various realities
have specific existences, so the absolute commonality of existence is not re-
quired in utterance (i.e. not univocal). The truth in this answer is that what
is mentioned by Ibn Sina in his al-Shifa’ is that the Necessarily Existent is
not something other than ‘pure existence’ (mujarrad al-wujud), and there is
no change in it. Indeed, an existence conjoined with quiddities changes in
accordance with its attachment [to them]. As for ‘mere existence’, it is the
same thing as existence that there is no real change [in it] with respect to
the veracity of al-Muhakamat by Mawlana al-‘Allama [Qutb al-Din al-Razi al-
Tahtani], Peace be upon him.

[Day six]

Isay thatif the utterance ‘necessity’ were to be valid for a single mental con-
sideration and this mental consideration is dislodged from being existing ex-
ternally, then there would not be any competence (majal) here, [121b] since
one could respond [to this] by the permissibility that this intension would
be attached to two differentiated essences, one differing from the other in
essence. If the author of al-Mawagqif says “thus, the existence of the Neces-
sarily Existent is true for philosophers”, then the competition has ended in
favor of Mawlana Zeyrek, Peace be upon him.
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Risala fi al-tawhid li-Hocazade Muslihuddin Mustafa [Siileymaniye, MS
Ayasofya 2206, f. 12a-21a]

[Day one. Response to Hocazade’s initial question]
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A Treatise on God’s Unicity by Hocazade Muslihuddin Mustafa (d. 893/1488)
[Siileymaniye, MS Ayasofya 2206, ff. 12a-21a]

[Day one. Response to Hocazade’s initial question]

[12a] In the name of God, the Most Gracious, the Most Merciful. Glory be to Him
who is one and who neither begets nor is born, nor is there to Him any equiva-
lent. [al-Ikhlas 112:3-4] Pray on Muhammad and on the family of Muhammad.

The author [‘Abd al-Rahman al-lji/al-Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjani], may Al-
mighty God have mercy on him, said in Observation Three [of Sharh al-
Mawagqif] on God’s unicity (tawhid), a discussion also mentioned in the Glos-
sator [Hasan Celebi], that the denial of a partnerto God is required for His
unicity, and there is no need to pursue this further. [With regard to God’s
unicity] Hasan Celebi replied that the negation of an equal partner (sharik)
in species (naw‘) does not require the negation of a partner in divinity
(uluhiyya), and that the existence’s necessity literally permits each part-
ner’s requiring a haecceity (huwiyya).*

I say that if the necessity (wujub) of existence (wujid) were to be the same
thing as essence (dhat), as this is the basis for the proof here, then an equal
partner would be eliminated in terms of species. There is no doubt that the
reverence [of God] is required [to be refrained] from a partner that shares
[the same] divine attributes, as well as the necessity of [12b] existence - un-
less it is claimed that the course of the argument in the competition just
concerns the negation of an equal partner and existence’s being the same
as necessity (or not) is never noted.

[Day two]

The author, may God have mercy on him, said that you have set forth be-
forehand that necessity is the same as quiddity. The unique mind of his time
[Hocazade]” said concerning the refutation of this premise: “I know that ne-
cessity corresponds to three meanings” (sing. ma‘na): [necessity defined
as] (i) “essence’s (dhat) requiring existence”; (ii) “that which has no need of
others in existence”, and (iii) “what distinguishes the Necessarily Existent
(wajib) from others”. There is no doubt that one thing that is not mentioned
in the first two meanings is that necessity is the same as quiddity since both
[necessity and quiddity] are mental considerations (sing. i‘tibart). What is in-
tended by the [philosophers’] statement is that necessity is the same as the
quiddity of the Necessarily Existent, which refers to the third meaning. In-
deed, in this case, as for the assumption about the Necessarily Existent’s mul-
tiplicity, it is objected that [13a] the Necessarily Existent requires composi-
tion if necessity is a single reality that has two isolated units (sing. fard) etc.

I say that there is no doubt why this question appears, and you should not
worry about its answer - but [know that] the statement about the term ‘spec-
ification’ (takhsis) in the third meaning denotes necessity. The Glossator
[Hasan Celebi] expressed this view insofar as specification is not objected.

1 Al-Jurjani, Sharh al-mawagqif, 8: 45.

2 Inthe marginalia Hocazade is noted as the subject of this argument, which might have been
added by a later copyist.
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[Jurjani] states that this is because both [necessity and quiddity] are men-
tal intelligibles (sing. i‘tibari ‘aqli) which do not have existence in the extra-
mental world, and this is accepted such that both are taken absolutely (‘ala
al-itlaq); otherwise why would it not be permissible that the specific one [of
the two] is a real entity different from the quiddity of the Necessarily Ex-
istent, as the scholars would all agree? [Jurjani] states that what is intend-
ed by the philosophers’ statement is that necessity is the same thing as the
quiddity of the Necessarily Existent, as in the third meaning.

I say that this limitation® is an opinion of [13b] this virtuous scholar [Jurjani]
himself, and this claim has been put forth in some books. So there is no need
for a thing to be contrary to what the evidence testifies, and this is noted in
Discussion Three concerning necessity - especially in the later sections of
this proof - such that the first or second meaning of necessity is and was the
same [thing] as the reality of the Necessarily Existent, God bless him. Their
statement did not pay attention to the fact that it is obligatory for these two
meanings to exist among all externally existing things and to be the same
as the Necessarily Existent. [This is] due to the weakness of their statement
about this subject. The limitation of their statement does not depend on the
question; rather it is just based on the demonstration of [its] occurrence.
Whoever addresses an answer with a statement lacking the philosophers’ in-
tention [also] has the third meaning according to their statement, in which
necessity is the same as [His] reality [haqiqa]. Rather [14a], the intention of
one of the first two meanings does not bring anything to support the advent
of the question by this virtuous scholar [Mawlana Zeyrek],* because its ad-
vent, in that case,® is more obvious and clear. Upon my life, the answer re-
marked by some of the virtuous scholars accompanied by certain additional
points is more exalted than those that stand on the horizon of the heavens
of my thought, but when the headstrong intentions of this verifier [Jurjani]
manifests, then the answer is concealed and becomes impossible [to refute].

[Jurjani] states that® what is intended by their statement is that necessity’s
being the same as the quiddity of the Necessarily Existent is the third mean-
ing, which comes from this statement such that what is intended is the third
meaning’s being the same as quiddity by itself, and likewise their intention
here is rather such that ‘what falls under’ this statement (ma-sadaq ‘alayhi)
is not [necessity’s being] the same as quiddity. Otherwise, this would not be
correct. [Jurjani] states that consequently what I claimed to be composition
(tarkib) in relation to the multiplicity of the Necessarily Existent [14b] will be
rather required if necessity is a reality with two isolated units. Yet, whenev-
er necessity has two different essences, each being differentiated from one

3 What is meant by limitation here is that only the third meaning of necessity justifies the phi-
losophers’ view that necessity is the same as His quiddity.

4 Mawlana Zeyrek’s name is included in the marginalia.

5 In the marginalia: “Its purpose is to express the meaning only in a more informed manner
and no more”.

6 Inthe marginalia: “After writing this we found out a detailed version of this book to verify
this matter. He explained here that, as we mentioned, what is intended is not the same as the
third meaning (i.e. its intension), rather [it is] a judgment that falls under (ma-sadaq ‘alayhi) a
particular question (i.e. its extension)”.
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another, then it is no secret that one meaning cannot be conceivable since
two different essences would be distinguished from each other essentially.
[Jurjani] states that the two partners mentioned in the first two meanings
suggest a limitation in participation, and this is not as such [for the third
meaning], since the unrestricted application of the third also [implies] a
shared accidental affection, occurring to both [meanings externally] in this
respect. This is apparent for those who paid attention and thought about this.
[Mawlana Shuja“s (d. 929/1523)] statement, which we consider to be evident-
ly invalid, responds to this question with the third meaning, such that if the
third meaning were to have two different realities, then the meanings of [15a]
necessity would not be equipollent with the [concept of] existence in the first
two senses - without each of these realities being in the other. Then, it would
be necessary that the third meaning is a single reality, and the likely diver-
sity needed to be refuted corresponds to the multiplicity of an isolated unit.
So, if a multiplicity accompanied by oneness in reality requires composition,
which is impossible, then the way of its appearance will be that the implica-
tion (talazum) here corresponds to nothing other than [something] between
the first two meanings and the absolute sense of the third. This is because ab-
soluteness was common in this respect, not distinguishing any of these three
meanings from one another. Whatis obtained [from this discussion] is that the
answer depends on the proof that a single entity is the same as the Neces-
sarily Existent - regardless of whether this entity is necessity or some other
thing. [15b] What they said is that ‘sole existence’ (wujtid baht) is the same as
the Necessarily Existent, only if Ibn Sina’s answer is correct in his al-Shifa’,
which was excerpted in [Qutb al-Din al-Razi al-Tahtani’s] al-Muhakamat.”

[Day three]

The author, may Almighty God have mercy on him, said that this aspect has
been preceded by the argument that necessity is the same as quiddity. This
statement assumes that the universal quiddity here belongs to the Necessari-
ly Existent, and this is not correct regardless of whether it directly has exter-
nal multiplicity by what is required by this proof. Thus, what is intended by
quiddity [here] is an individuated haecceity (huwiyya shakhsiyya). The author,
may Almighty God have mercy on him, said that then this implies composition.

I say that the author has explained in the discussion about entification
(ta‘ayyun) that an auxiliary individual (shakhs mu‘ayyan) is composed of
quiddity [and entification], and the entification [here] is rather with regard
to the mind with no [implications in] extramentality (kharij) since the au-
thor said that the relationship of quiddity to concrete individuatednesses
(mushkhassat) is here like the relationship of genus (jins) to differentia (fasl).
It is that [16a] a genus is ambiguous (mubham) in the mind having a capac-
ity for multiple quiddities, and there is no entification for any of them - ex-
cept differentia’s attachment (indimam) to genus. Both [quiddity and entifi-
cation] are united in essence, in making, and in existence in the extramental
world, and the genus [here] can be distinguished only in the mind. Like-
wise, this ‘species’ quiddity’ (mahiya naw‘iyya) has a capacity for multiple
entities that do not have multiplicity for any of them - albeit individuation
(tashakhkhus), which is conjoined with the quiddity pertaining to species.

7 Al-Tahtani, al-Ilahiyat min al-Muhakamat, 77.
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These are united outside in essence, in making, and in existence, being dis-
tinguished only in the mind. [16b] So, there is no quiddity existent in the ex-
tramental world, and an existent is a distinctive individual (shakhs) such that
an isolated unit (fard) is composed from both (nonetheless it is not correct
to predicate quiddity with its individuals). Yet, there is nothing here except
a single existent, that is, an individual haecceity - with the exception of the
mind breaking both into a species’ quiddity and an individuation, which is
like breaking the species’ quiddity into a genus, a differentia, and a mental
composition under the truth of Almighty God’s reality. And no evidence [of
this] has ever been refuted. The Glossator explains this in his discussion of
necessity insofar as saying “as for the contradiction (i.e. the contradiction
of necessity), the need of an intellective particular (juz’ ‘aqli) would not be
then apparent”. And this cannot be proven since what is needed [here] is its
conceptualization (tasawwur), not its existence in the extramental world.

The Glossator said that each of these aspects relies on existence’s being a
species’ nature (tabi‘a naw‘iyya). | say that there is a disagreement [here]
since if we were to assume the validity of both aspects, then [the aspects
of] “necessity’s being a nature pertaining to species” and “its relying on a
thing (shay’)” would be invalid. It is certain that this is true and evident ac-
cording to the validity of this thing. As for that, there is a contradiction be-
tween [the statement about] necessary concomitances [with regard to] the
validity of these aspects and [the statement about] existence’s being [17a]
a species nature. This is because the validity of both [of these statements]
requires the negation of multiplicity absolutely, and necessity’s being a spe-
cies’ nature requires [the aspect of] multiplicity. At least, this [aspect] is in
the mind, and one should beware of, so to speak, the composition of species
nature and entification necessarily.

So the correct answer is the position in the first sense, which states that ne-
cessity’s reliance [on a thing] is [due to] necessity’s being a species’ nature,
not absolutely, but with respect to the assumption of multiplicity in the Nec-
essarily Existent or its being the same as the Necessarily Existent [itself].
These are required for the position, and it is no secret that this reliance
does not refute the assumption of the aforementioned aspect’s validity. As
for the second aspect, it relies on necessity’s being the same as the Neces-
sarily Existent, not on the species nature that it has. This is because if the
statement that is based on “necessity’s being the same as a species’ nature”
here follows that the Necessarily Existent is composed of both [necessity
and nature pertaining to species] [17b], as well as an entification that is not
observable, then the occurrence [here] would imply a difficulty (mahdhur).
Let’s think about this! Itis no secret that even if the reliance of these two as-
pects were to be correct with regard to necessity, but not with regard to a
necessary concomitant (lazim), [this is] because, according to the assump-
tion of multiplicity, their reliance in reality would be based on the immuta-
bility (thubtt) of a thing’s being the same as the reality of the Necessarily
Existent, as well as on the immutability of this thing being a common spe-
cies’ quiddity. Just as [the philosophers] claimed that necessity is the same
as the reality of the Necessarily Existent, they, likewise, also agreed that
existence is the same as its very quiddity. This does not validate their con-
sideration that each of these things would be the same as the Necessarily
Existent. In this way, what is said about the first aspect is correct: if there
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were two necessary beings to be distinguished by entification - because ex-
istence is, in this case, a shared reality between the two - then the differ-
entiation does not acquire an entification, which does not necessarily ver-
ify [18a] a dualism. Thus, the difficulty [here] implies composition. For the
second aspect, existence is what is required for entification, so if it were to
be as such, then existence would either require entification (hence circu-
larity follows), or not. As follows, the separation of both would be permissi-
ble without entification, and this would be absurd.

[Day four]

The author, may Almighty God have mercy on him, said that if entification
requires necessity, then it requires to be posterior, and this is circular. I say
that [this is] necessity’s being justified by entification. The Glossator said that
an objection could be raised [here] such that entification’s requiring neces-
sity with respect to the privation (‘adm) of necessity’s requiring entification
does not bring circularity. This is because entification would only require
necessity if it were not to assume this privation first. Itis responded that this
assumption does not prevent the necessity of circularity as the fact of mat-
ter (nafs al-‘amr), not [18b] corresponding to the occurrence [itself], since
necessity is [in fact] a cause for everything else as in reality (nafs al-'amr).

I say that it is no secret that this answer [here] is terrible since the second
intention is an entification that is based on the first intention for necessity.
Thus, if entification is considered to be a real characteristic (hala) for neces-
sity, i.e. its cause, then there is no doubt that this real characteristic would
not come together with the aforementioned intention, meaning that it will
not be a cause. Then the first intention is invalidated and the second [inten-
tion] is corrupted for its being based on it; hence, there is no circularity. A
similar statement also precedes the Glossator in a discussion about smooth
surfaces (sing. safha mulassa’), but he [also] had a [different] position there.

[Jurjani] states that after accepting the sufficiency of ‘pure causality (mujarrad
al-illiyya), the privation of sufficiency is [now] imagined; however, if necessi-
ty were to be a complete cause - just as it is apparent in [the case of] necessi-
ty’s being [19a] the same as the Necessarily Existent - then there is no doubt
about the sufficiency of this premise. It is also objected to this by the author
in such a way that necessity is a requirement for an entification useful in lim-
iting it, since, otherwise, this statement would be a negation of this limitation
not due to a principle of requirement. As follows, it is conceivable that the re-
quirement of necessity and the lack of its requirement, as well as the implica-
tion of circularity, are based on the first possibility, and the permissibility of
separation (infikak) on the second. And this is subject to debate in this answer.

[Jurjani] states that it is conceivable that the requirement of necessity and
the lack of its requirement are conceded. What is imagined from this is that
the negation for limitation is not due to a principle of requirement. How is
it then conceivable that the lack of requirement is nothing more than this?
[Jurjani] states that the implication of circularity is based on the first pos-
sibility and the permissibility of separation from the second is not appar-
ent [19b] since the center of discussion in the examples of these cases is one
only in mental consideration. [Jurjani] states that these aspects are aware
of the soundness of the first two ways. Both have preceded their states and
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this question has been [further] inquired. He has taken this as the correct
answer, which is mentioned by the Glossator after taking his statements and
positions into account so that it is responded to this as such etc.

[Day five]

The author, may Almighty God have mercy on him, said that [this statement]
is based on necessity’s being an existent. The Glossator said that even if this
is not necessarily so, it will be because necessity [here] is [defined as] ei-
ther “essence’s requiring existence” or “that which has no need of others
in existence”. | say that the aspect of limitation in this is [similar to] what
was mentioned previously in the discussion about necessity and possibility,
such that necessity in the second meaning is not in reality but unrestrict-
edly applied to it either by the allegorical interpretation (ta’wil) of necessi-
ty, or by that of the principle of necessity. [20a] This (i.e. what the Glossa-
tor mentioned) is the foundation of proof for the invalid premise, and there
is nothing wrong with it. There is no way to prove this invalid premise, and
the proof that they have established does not work. Yet, it is possible that
we can object to the proof, as the Glossator has also invalidated this, by
questioning why it would not be permissible according to them that neces-
sity would be a specific case (khass), and what falls under these two inten-
sions would be the same as what makes [the specific case’s] non-existence
inconceivable by way of equating existence to necessity. Thus, existence is
a thing in concreto (f1 al-a‘yan). There is no doubt that [necessity] is a thing
in mental consideration that cannot be verified in the extramental world,
and the position is that they proved that the specific [case] and what falls
under it would be the same as the reality of the Necessarily Existent. As for
[the case of] derivative predication (haml ishtigaqi), [20b] this occurrence is
also in existence (f1 al-wujid). The answer lies in the answer of this point.
[Jurjani] states that an unintelligible thing is intelligibly unintelligible, yet
the statement here is not about something intelligible, which is a generic
thing in mental consideration, but rather about the specific, and a specific
thing’s being an intelligible thing by its true nature is prohibited.

[Day six]

The author of al-Muhakamat said that if you say that we do not accepted that
if the Necessarily Existent were to be an entification of its essence, then this
would be limited by that auxiliary principle; indeed, this would be likewise
if the Necessarily Existent were a singular essence. This [point] would pre-
vent the permissibility of the Necessarily Existent being a generic accident
or a genus’ nature. Also this [aspect] is subject to debate because if necessi-
ty were a genus’ nature, then this would be correct. Distinguishing species
that are classified under the Necessarily Existent from differentia follows
from this. This [point also] brings a difficulty for the Necessarily Existent
since He would be dependent on the composition of a species’ nature and
an individuation. There is then no difference between them such that [21a]
each of them has a mental composition, as we have mentioned previously.

The Commentator said: “What is required for entification that superadd-
ed to it [...]". I say that this requirement is in line with [the points concern-
ing] the addition of entification and the requirement of composition. FINIS.
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The Urtext of the Debate: Position Five, Observation Three on God’s
Unicity in al-Jurjani, Sharh al-mawagqif, 8: 45-51

The author examined the question of God’s unicity separately from His dean-
thropomorphism due to the former’s significance. There is one intention in
this proof, and it states that there cannot be two gods at the same time.

The philosophers argued that the existence of two [Necessarily] Exist-
ents, each of which is necessary by their existence, is impossible, and this
has two reasons: First, if there were to be two Necessarily Existents, then
these two existents would have been differentiated by entification, since,
as we said before, necessity is the same things as [God’s] quiddity. Rather,
these two things that are one in quiddity would not be able to exist without
being differentiated by entification that penetrates into each of these hae-
cceities. In this case, the identity of both would be composite of a common
quiddity and a differentiating entification, and this would be impossible.

This reasoning relies on the fact that necessity is externally existing
(wujudi), because necessity is the same as quiddity, and if the philosophers
prove the validity of this statement, then the competition would end, as in
the case of a horseman whose hands gain mastery in positioning and move-
ment, meaning that then, the inferences (sing. istidlal) will be complete and
the philosophers acquire what they wish. In this way, no one can refute that
necessity, especially when certain and immutable, is identical to [God’s]
quiddity; and in this way, no one can argue that entification is an immuta-
ble thing that does not require composition. It was not possible to refute
these two inferences before, and I have previously explained and proved
these two premises [elsewhere].

Second, necessity, which is the same as the Necessarily Existent’s quiddity,
requires an entification that is superadded [to it]. As follows, the multiplicity
of the Necessarily Existent will be impossible. The reason why necessity re-
quires entification is as such: If this were not to be the case, then entification
would require necessity; and due to the rule of the priority of a cause over
its effect, necessity would have to be posterior to entification. This [position]
implies circularity. Rather, an essential necessity that is the same as the es-
sence will require that necessity is prior to the other things and a cause for
them, or both of these would not require one another. In this regard, each
could be separated from one another (infikak). This is because there cannot
be a third thing that would require both, as well as each of them; and in this
case, we would acquire necessity without entification, which is impossible.

In other words, it is impossible for a thing to exist without entification,
which means that entification is required without necessity. Thus, this en-
tification would not be an existent and would, on the contrary, be [the same
as] the Necessarily Existent by essence due to the impossibility of a Neces-
sarily Existent without [the concept of] necessity. This [aspect] is also based
on necessity’s being immutable (thubtit) so that it could verify its existence’s
being the same as quiddity. As for the second reasoning, that is, the impos-
sibility of necessity’s being more than one when it requires entification, this
is due to a thing that you have learnt before: the quiddity that requires its
entification restricts the species of that quiddity by an individual. Due to
this conclusion, [the author] Iji did not raise an objection to this [aspect].
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