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veloped and flourished in Persia as a combination of mysticism and rational thinking.
It has, moreover, been my intention to establish this kind of philosophy-as repre-
senting one of the archetypal patterns of philosophizing which is to be found almost
everywhere in the intellectual cultures of the East, and thus to start preparing a
ground for truly fruitful and methodical explorations in the field of comparative

philosophy.

In ending I express my deep gratitude to Keio University, Tokyo, Japan, for
having agreed to publish these papers in the present form as one of the publica-
tions of the Institute of Cultural & Linguistic Studies.

Toshihiko Izutsu
920 Feb., 1971, Montreal, Canada


















2 . THE CONCEPT AND REALITY OF EXISTENCE

sophical understanding between East and West, we shall have to actualize a better
philosophical understanding within the confines of the Oriental philosophical tradi-
tions themselves.

It is with such an idea in mind that I approach the problem of the basic
structure of metaphysical thinking in Islam.

Islam has produced in the course of its long history a number of outstanding
thinkers and a variety of philosophical schools. Here I shall pick up only one of
them, which is known as the school of the ¢ unity of existence” and which is
undoubtedly one of the most important. This concept, unity of existence, goes
back to a great Arab mystic-philosopher of Spain of the eleventh and twelfth
centuries, Ibn ‘Arabi (1165-1240). It exercised a tremendous influence upon the
majority of Muslim thinkers, particulary in Tran, in the periods extending from the
thirteenth century down to the 16th-17th centuries, when the tradition of Islamic
metaphysical thinking found its culminating and all-synthesizing point in the
thought of Sadr al-Din Shirazi, commonly known as Molld Sadrd (1571-1640).

Thus the scope of my talk today is a very limited one, both historically and
geographically. But the problems I am going to discuss are those that belong to
the most fundamental dimension of metaphysical thinking in general. Moreover,
I would like to point out that the “unity of existence” school of thought is not,
for Islam, a thing of the past. On the contrary, the tradition is still vigorously
alive in present-day Iran. In any case, I only hope that my presentation of the
problems will shed some light on the position occupied by Iran in the philosophical
world of the East.

As one of the most salient features of the Iranian thought in the periods
which I have just mentioned we may begin by pointing out an unremitting search
for something eternal and absolute beyond the world of relative and transient
things. Formulated in this way, it may sound a truism; in fact it is a feature
commonly shared by almost all religions.

The important point, however, is that this problem was raised in Islam in terms
of the reality of existence. “Existence” (wujdd) is here the central key-term.

In order to elucidate the real significance of this idea in its historical context
I must explain briefly what is usually known in the West as the thesis of the
« gccidentality of existence” attributed to Avicenna, or Ibn Sind (980-1037). This
notorious thesis was attributed to Avicenna first by Ibn Rushd (1126-1198), or
Averroés, a famous Arab philosopher of Spain of the twelfth century, and then in
the West by Thomas Aquinas who followed Averroés in the understanding of
Avicenna’s position. In the light of what we now know of Avicenna's thought,
their understanding was a misinterpretation. But the Avicennian position as
misinterpreted by Averroés and Thomas played a very important role not only in






4 THE CONCEPT AND REALITY OF EXISTENCE

different picture from what is naturally suggested by the propositional form of the
expression.

However, Avicenna himself did not clarify the structure of the extra mental,
objective reality which is found beyond what is meant by the logical proposition.
The problem was left to posterity.

In the periods subsequent to Avicenna, this problem assumed supreme im-
portance, and a number of divergent opinions were put forward.

The philosophers belonging to the school of thought which I am gomg to talk
about, chose to take a position which might look at first sight very daring or very
strange. They asserted that, in the sphere of external reality, the proposition:
« The table is existent ” as understood in the sense of substance-accident relationship
turns out to be meaningless. For in the realm of external reality there is, to begin
with, no self-subsistent substance called table, nor is there a real “accident” called
«existence” to come to inhere in the substance. The whole phenomenon of a
table being qualified by “existence” turns into something like a shadow-picture,
something which is not wholly illusory but which approaches the nature of an
illusion. In this perspective, both the table and “existence” as its “accident”
begin to look like things seen in a dream.

These philosophers do not medn to say simply that the world of reality as we
perceive it in our waking experience is in itself unreal or a dream. Nor do they
want to assert that the proposition: “The table is existent” does not refer to any
kind of external reality. There certainly is a corresponding piece of reality. The
only point they want to make is that the structure of external reality which
corresponds to this proposition is totally different from what is normally suggested
by the form of the proposition. For in this domain “existence” is the sole reality.
«Table” is but an inner modification of this reality, one of its self-determinations.
Thus in the realm of external reality, the subject and the predicate must exchange
their places. The “table” which is the logical or grammatical subject of the
proposition: “The table is existent”, is in this domain not a subject; rather, it is
a predicate. The real subject is “existence”, while “table” is but an “accident”
determining the subject into a particular thing. In fact all the so-called “essences ”,
like being-a-table, being-a-flower, etc. are in external reality nothing but “ accidents”
that modify and delimit the one single reahty called “existence” into innumerable
things.

Such a vision of reality, however, is not accessible to human consciousness as
long as it remains at the level of ordinary everyday experience. In order to
have access to it, according to the philosophers of this school, the mind must
experience a total transformation of itself. The consciousness must transcend
the dimension of ordinary cognition where the world of being is expenenced as
consisting of solid, self-subsistent things, each having as its ontological core what
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8 - THE CONCEPT AND REALITY OF EXISTENCE

of witnessing in every single thing in the world the underlying Reality of which
the phenomenal form is but a self-manifestation and self-determination. . But the
problem now is: How can such a vision of Reality be obtainable as a matter of
actual experience? To this crucial question the Islamic philosophy of “existence”
answers by saying that it is obtainable only through an “inner witnessing ” (shuhid),
“tasting” (dhawgq), “ presence” (hudar), or “illumination” (ishrdq).

Whatever these technical terms exactly mean, and to whatever degree they
may differ from one another, it will be evident in any case that such an experience
of Reality is not actualizable as long as there remains the subject of cognition as
a “subject”, that is to say, as long as there remains in man the ego-consciousness.
The empirical ego is the most serious hindrance in the way of the experience of
“geeing by self-realization”. For the subsistence of the individual ego places of
necessity an epistemological distance between man and the reality of “existence?,
be it his own “existence”. The reality of existence is immediately grasped only
when the empirical selfhood is annihilated, when the ego-consciousness is completely
dissolved into the Consciousness of Reality, or rather, Consciousness which is Reality.
Hence the supreme importance attached in this type of philosophy to the experience
called fand’, meaning literally annihilation, that is, the total nullification of the
£g0-CoNsSciousness.

The phenomenal world is the world of Multiplicity. Although Multiplicity is
ultimately nothing other than the self-revealing aspect of the absolute Reality itself,
he who knows Reality only in the form of Multiplicity knows Reality only through
its variously articulated forms, and fails to perceive the underlying Unity of Reality.

The immediate experience of Reality through “self-realization”, consists precisely
in the immediate cognition of absolute Reality before it is articulated into different
things. In order to see Reality in its absolute indetermination, the ego also must
go beyond its own essential determination.

Thus it is certain that there is a human aspect to the experience of fand
inasmuch as it involves a conscious effort on the part of man to purify himself
from all the activities of the ego. ‘Abd al-Rahméin Jimi, a famous Iranian poet-
philosopher of the fifteenth century, says, “keep yourself away from Ayour own ego,
and set your mind free from the vision of others”.” The word “others” here
means everything other than absolute Reality. Such efforts made by man for the
attainment of fand are technically called ewhid, meaning literally “making many
things one” or “unification”, that is, an absolute concentration of the mind in
deep meditation. It consists, as Jami explains, in man’s making his mind cleansed
(¢takhlis) of its relations with anything other than absolute Reality, whether as
objects of desire and will or as objects of knowledge and cognition. So much so

9) Lawd'ih, ed. M.H. Tasbibi, Tehran, 1342 AH, p. 19,






10 THE CONCEPT AND REALITY OF EXISTENCE

no other than the so-called ego or self, losing its seemingly solid ground and falling
off into the bottom of metaphysico-epistemological nothingness. However, neither
in Zen Buddhism nor in Islam does this represent the ultimate height of meta-
physical experience.

After having passed through this crucial stage, the philosopher is supposed to
ascend to a still higher stage which is known in Zen as the dropped-off-mind-and-
body (datsu raku shin jin) and in Islam as the experience of bagd’ or “survival”,
i.e. eternal remaining in absolute Reality with absolute Reality. At the stage of
fand& the pseudo-ego or the relative self has completely dissolved into nothingness.
At the next stage man is resuscitated out of the nothingness, completely transformed
into an absolute Self. What is resuscitated is outwardly the same old man, but he
is a man who has once transcended his own determination. He regains his normal,
daily consciousness and accordingly the normal, daily, phenomenal world of multi-
plicity again begins to spread itself out before his eyes. The world of multiplicity
appears again with all its infinitely rich colors. Since, however, he has already
cast off his own determination, the world of multiplicity he perceives is also beyond
all determinations. The new world-view is comparable to the world-view which a
drop of water might have if it could suddenly awake to the fact that being an
individual self-subsistent drop of water has been but a pseudo-determination which
it has imposed upon itself, and that it has in reality always been nothing other
than the limitless sea. In a similar manner, the philosopher who has attained to
the state of bagd’ sees himself and all other things around him as so many de-
terminations of one single Reality. The seething world of becoming turns in his
sight into a vast field in which absolute Reality manifests itself in myriad different
forms. This vision of reality has produced in Islam a typically Oriental metaphysical
system based on a dynamic and delicate interplay between unity and multiplicity.
1 want to discuss some aspects of this problem in what follows.

At this point I would like to repeat what I have previously said: namely, that
in this type of philosophy metaphysics is most closely correlated with epistemology.

The correlation between the metaphysical and the epistemological means in
this context the relation of ultimate identity between what is established as the
objective structure of reality and what is usually thought to take place subjectively
in human consciousness. It means, in brief, that there is no distance, there should
be no distance between the “subject” and “object”. It is not exact enough even
to say that the state of the subject essentially determines’ the aspect in which the
object is perceived, or that one and the same object tends to appear quite differently
in accordance with different points of view taken by the subject. Rather the state
of consciousness is the state of the external world. That is to say, the objective
structure of reality is no other than the other side of the subjective structure of
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ego disappears on the side of the subject, all the phenomenal limitations of things
in the objective world disappear from the scene, and there remains only the absolute
Unity of Reality in its purity as an absolute Awareness prior to its bifurcation into
subject and object. This stage is called in Islam ©gathering” (jam) because it
“ gathers” together all the things that constitute the phenomenal world and brings
them back to their original indiscrimination. In theological terminology this is
said to be the stage at which the believer witnesses God, and God alone, without
seeing any creature. It is also known as the stage of “God was, and ‘there was
nothing else”. This stage would correspond to what the Taoist philosopher Chuang
Tzit calls “chaos” (hun tum).'®

The next stage which is the ultimate and highest is that of bagd’. Subjectively,
this is the stage at which man regains his phenomenal consciousness after having
experienced the existential annihilation of its own self. The mind that has
completely stopped working at the previous stage resumes its normal cognitive
activity. Corresponding to this subjective rebirth, the phenomenal world also takes
its rise again. The world once more unfolds itself before the man’s eyes in the
form of the surging waves of multiplicity. The things that have been “ gathered ”
up into unity are again separated from one another as so many different entities.
This is why the stage is called © separation after unification” or the © second
separation ”. »

There is, however, an important difference between the first and the second
“geparation”. In the © first separation”, which is the pre-fand’ stage both sub-
jectively and objectively, the innumerable things were definitely separated from one
another, each being observed only as an independent, self-subsistent entity. And,
as such, they are made to stand opposed to the Absolute, again as two entirely
different ontological domains between which there is no internal relationship. At
the stage of the © second separation ”, too, all phenomenal things are unmistakably
distinguished from one another through each one of them having its own essential
demarcation which is peculiar to itself: And this ontological dimension of Multi-
plicity qua Multiplicity is also unmistakably differentiated from the. dimension of
Unity.

The “second separation”, however, is not sheer Multiplicity, because at this
stage all the essential demarcations of the things, although they are clearly observa-
ble, are known to be nothing other than so many self-determinations of the absolute
Unity itself. And since the “unity » annihilates in its own purity all ontological
differences, the whole world of being is here found to be ultimately reducible to

14) For an analysis of the Taoist concept of “chaos” see my Eranos Lecture: The
Absolute and the Perfect Man in Taoism (Eranos Jahrbuch XXXVI), Ziirich, 1967, pp. 398~
411, . i
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the same appellations. _

" The aspect of fand’ in a thing is the aspect in which it is considered as some-
thing determined, individualized, and essentially delimited. In this aspect every
existent thing is properly non-existent, 2 “nothing”. For the “existence” it seems
to possess is in reality a borrowed existence; in itself it is unreal (b4til) and subsists
on the ground of Nothingness.

The aspect of bagd’, on the contrary, is the aspect in which the same thing is
considered as a reality in the sense of a determined form of the Absolute, a phe-
nomenal form in which the Absolute manifests itself. In this aspect, nothing in
the world of being is unreal.

Every concretely existent thing is a peculiar combination of these negative and
positive aspects, a place of encounter between the temporal and the eternal, between
the finite and infinite, between the relative and the absolute. And the combination
of these two aspects produces the concept of a “ possible ” (mumkin) thing. Contrary
to the ordinary notion of ontological “possibility”, a “ possible ” thing is not a
purely relative and finite thing. As a locus of divine self-manifestation (fejalli), it
has another aspect which directly connects it with absolute Reality. In every single
thing, be it the meanest imaginable thing, the mystic-philosopher recognizes a
determined self-manifestation of the Absolute.

This metaphysical situation is described by Mahmdd Shabastari in his Gulshan-e
. R4z through a combination of contradictory terms as “bright night amidst the
dark daylight ” (shab-e roushan miyén-¢ riz-e tdrik).® The “bright night” in this
expression refers to the peculiar structure of Reality as it discloses itself at the
stage of the subjective and objective fand in which one witnesses the annihilation
of all outward manifestations of Reality. It is “night” because at this stage
nothing is discernible; all things have lost their proper colors and forms and sunk
into the darkness of the original indiscrimination. This metaphysical “night”,
however, is said to be “bright” because absolute Reality in itself——that is, apart
from all considerations of the limitations set by the very structure of our relative
consciousness——is essentially luminous, illuminating its own self as well as all
others. -

The second half of the above expression reads “amidst the dark daylight”.
This means, first of all, that this absolute Unity is revealing itself in the very
midst of Multiplicity, in the form of determined, relative things. In this sense and
in this form, the absolute Reality is clearly visible in the external world, just as
everything is visible in the daylight. However, the daylight in which all these
things are revealed to our eyes is but a phenomenal daylight. The things that
appear in it are in themselves of the nature of darkness and non-existence. This

16) Guishan-e Réz (op. cit.), V. 127, p. 100. Cf. Lahij’s Commentary, p. 101.
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Behold how out of the depth of the sea there appear innumerable waves,
On the surface of the sea, while the sea remains concealed in the waves.

I would take this opportunity to point out that Muslim philosophers tend to
use metaphors and similes in metaphysics, particularly in the explanation of the
seemingly self-contradictory relation between Unity and Multiplicity, or absolute
Reality and the phenomenal things. The frequent use of metaphors in metaphysics
is one of the characteristic marks of Islamic philosophy, or indeed we might say
of Oriental philosophy in general. It must not be taken as a poetic ornament. A
cognitive function is definitely assigned to the use of metaphors.*®

This may rightly remind us of Wittgenstein's understanding of the concept of
 «geeing as”. According to Wittgenstein, “seeing as” involves a technigue in a
way which normal “seeing” does not. Thus one might well be able to “see” but
not be able to “see as”. He call this latter case “aspect-blindness”.*”

In the same way, to discover an appropriate metaphor in the high domain of
metaphysics is for Muslim philosophers a peculiar way of thinking, a mode of
cognition, for it means discovering some subtle features in the metaphysical struc-
ture of Realiy, an aspect which, no matter how self-evident it may be as a fact of
transcendental Awareness, is so subtle and evasive at the level of discursive thinking
that human intellect would otherwise be unable to take hold of it.

This said, we shall continue our consideration of the various stages in meta-
physical cognition. Those of the common people who perceive nothing beyond
Multiplicity and for whom even the word “ phenomenon” does not make real sense
have been said to represent the lowest stage in the hierarchy. A stage higher
than this is reached, still within the confines of the common people, by those who
recognize something beyond the phenomenal. This Something-beyond is the
Absolute——or in popular terminology God——which is conceived as the Transcendent.
God is here represented as an absolute Other which is essentially cut off from the
phenomenal world. There is, in this conception, no inner connection between God
and the world. There is between them only an external relationship like creation
and domination. Such people are known in Islam as “men of externality” (akl-e
2Ghir), ie. those who see only the exterior surface of Reality. Their eyes are said
to be afflicted with a disease preventing them from seeing the true structure of
Reality. The reference is to a disease or deformity peculiar to the eye called
hawal. He who is infected with it always has a double image of whatever he

19) On the distinction between the ornamental and the cognitive function of meta-
phors, see Marcus B. Hester: The Meaning of Poctic Metaphor, The Hague-Paris, 1967,
Introduction. »

20) Wittgenstein: Investigations, p. 213.
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reference has been made earlier is most profusedly displayed. _

Those whose consciousness has been raised to the height of bagd’ after th
experience of fand’, experience the relation between the Absolute and the phenom-
enal as the coincidentia oppositoruwm of Unity and Multiplicity. Theologically
speaking, they are those who are able to see God in the creature and the creature
in God. They can see both the mirror and the images that are reflected in it,
God and the creature at this stage alternately serving as both the mirror and the
image. The one selfsame “existence” is seen at once to be God and the creature,
or Absolute Reality and the phenomenal world, Unity and Multiplicity.

The sight of the Multiplicity of phenomenal things does not obstruct the sight
of the pure Unity of ultimate Reality. Nor does the sight of Unity stand in the
way of the appearance of Multiplicity.*® On the contrary, the two complement
each other in disclosing the pure structure of Reality. For they are the two
essential aspects of Reality, Unity representing the aspect of “absoluteness”
(itldqg) or “comprehensive contraction” (imdl), and Multiplicity the aspect of
« determination” (fagyid) or ©concrete expansion” (tafsil). Unless we grasp in
this way Unity and Multiplicity in a single act of cognition we are not having a
whole integral view of Reality as it really is. Haydar Amull calls such a simul-
taneous intuition of the two aspects of Reality the “unification of existence ?
(tawhid wujiid?) and regards it as the sole authentic philosophical counterpart of
religious monotheism.? The * unification of existence” thus understood consists
in a fundamental intuition of the one single reality of “existence” in everything
without exception. In the Absolute, which corresponds theologically to God, it sees
« existence ” in its absolute purity and unconditionality, while in the things of the
phenomenal world it recognizes the concrete differentiations of the selfsame reality
of “existence” in accordance with its own inner articulations. Philosophically this
is the position generally known as “oneness of existence ” (wahdat al-wujiid), which
is an idea of central importance going back to Ibn ‘Arabi.

The particular type of metaphysics based on this kind of existential intuition
begins with the statement that the Absolute only is real, that the Absolute is the
sole reality, and that, consequently, nothing else is real. The differentiated world
of Multiplicity is therefore essentially non-existent” (‘adem). To this initial
statement, however, is immediately added another; namely, that it does not in any
way imply that the differentiated world is a void, an illusion, or sheer nothing.
The ontological status of the phenomenal things is rather that of relations, that is,
the various and variegated relational forms of the Absolute itself. In this sense,

29) Ibid., p. 113.
93) Ibid., pp. 113-115.
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(rahmah wujidiyah).

However, even at the stage of self-manifestation, the structure of Reality as
seen through the eyes of a real mystic-philosopher looks diametrically opposed to
the same Reality as it appears to the relative consciousness of an ordinary man.
For in the eyes of an ordinary man representing the common-sense view of things,
the phenomena are the visible and manifest while the Absolute is the hidden. But
in the unconditioned consciousness of a real mystic-philosopher, it is always and
everywhere the Absolute that is manifest while the phenomena remain in the back-
ground. :

This peculiar structure of Reality in its tajalli-aspect is due to what I have
repeatedly pointed out in the course of this lecture ; namely, that the differentiated
world of phenomena is not self-subsistently real. No phenomenal thing has in itself
a real ontological core. The idea corresponds to the celebrated Buddhist denial of
svabhdva or “self-nature” to anything in the world. In this sense, the philosophical
standpoint - of the school of the “oneness » of existence” (wahdat al-wujid) is most
obviously anti-essentialism. All so-called “essences” or «quiddities” are reduced
to the position of the fictitious. The utmost degree of reality recognized to them
is that of “borrowed existence”. That is to say, the “quiddities » exist because
they happen to be so many intrinsic modifications and determinations of the
Absolute which alone can be said to exist in the fullest sense of the word.

In reference to the ontological status of the phenomenal world and its relation
to the Absolute the Muslim philosophers here proposed a number of illuminating
metaphors. In view of the above-mentioned importance of metaphorical thinking
in Islam I shall give here a few of them. Thus Mahmﬁd Shabastari® says in the
Gulshan-e Rdz: :

The appearance of all things “other” (thaﬁ the Absolute) is due to your imagi-
nation (i.e. the structure of human cognition),
Just as a swiftly turning point appears as a circle.

Concerning these verses Lahiji makes the following observation. ~The appear-
ance of the world of Multiplicity as something “other” than the Absolute is due
to the working of the faculty of imagination which is based on sense perception
and which is by nature unable to go beyond the phenomenal surface of the things.
In truth, there is solely one single Reality manifesting itself in a myriad of different
forms. But in this domain sense perception is utterly untrustworthy. For it is
liable to see a mirage as something really existent when it is in fruth non-existent.
It sees drops of rain falling from the sky as straight lines. A man sitting in a

25) Gulshan-e Rdz (op. cit.), v. 15, p. 19.
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portant in that, firstly, it is shared by a number of non-Islamic philosophical
systems of the East and is, therefore, apt to disclose one of the most basic .common
patterns of thinking in the East; and that, secondly, it draws attention to an
extremely important point that has not been made clear by the preceeding meta-
phors; namely, that the -Absolute in so far as it is the Absolute cannot really
dispense with the phenomenal world, just as the “existence” of the phenomenal
world is inconceivable except on the basis of the “existence” of the Absolute, or
more properly, the “existence” which is the Absolute itself.

Of course, the Absolute can be conceived by the intellect as being beyond all
determinations, and as we have seen earlier, it can even be intuited as such, in its
eternal Unity and absolute unconditionality. We can go even a step further and
conceive it as something beyond the condition of unconditionality itself.?®

But such a view of the Absolute is an event that takes place only in our
consciousness. In the realm of extra-mental reality, the Absolute cannot even for
a single moment remain without manifesting itself.

As Haydar Amuli says,* “the sea, as long as it is the sea, cannot separate
itself from the waves; nor can the waves subsist independently of the sea. More-
over, when the sea appears in the form of a wave, the form cannot but be different
from the form of another wave, for it is absolutely impossible for two waves to
appear in one and the same place under one single form”.

Haydar Amuli recognizes in this peculiar relationship between the sea and the
waves an exact image of the ontological relationship between the stage of
undifferentiated “existence” and the stage of the differentiated world. He re-
marks:*? “ Know that absolute existence or God is like a limitless ocean, while the
determined things and individual existents are like innumerable waves or rivers.
Just as the waves and rivers are nothing other than the unfolding of the sea
according to the forms required by its own perfections which it possesses qua
water as well as by its own peculiarities which it possesses qua sea, so are the
determined existents nothing other than the unfolding of absolute existence under
those forms that are required by its own essential perfections as well as by its
peculiarities belonging to it as its inner articulations”.

« Further, the waves and rivers are nof the sea in one respect, while in another

29) This is known as the stage at which “existence” is conceived as /@ bi-shart mag-
sami, ie. an absolute unconditionality in which “existence” is conceived as not being
determined even by the quality of being-unconditional. The stage corresponds to.what
Lao Tzt calls the “Mystery of Mysteries” (hsiian chik yu hsiian) and what Chuang Tzi
designates by the repetition of the word wx or *“non-existence”, i.e. wu wu meaning “non-
non-existence ”.

30) Jami* al-Asrér (op. cit.), pp. 161-162.

31) Ibid., pp. 206-207.
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Multiplicity. It is only at this stage that the name God——Alldh in Islam—
becomes applicable to the Absolute. It is the stage of the parameshvara, the
supreme Lord, in Vedanta, and in the neo-Confucian world-view the position of the
Pai chi, the “Supreme Ultimate ” which is no other than the wu chi, the “ Ultimate
of Nothingness” as an eternal principle of creativity.

Such is the position generally known as “ oneness of existence” (wakdat al-wujid)
which exercised a tremendous influence on the formative process of the philosophic
as well as poetic mentality of the Muslim Iranians, and whose basic structure I
wanted to explain to you in this paper. It will be clear by now that it is a serious
mistake to consider——as it has often been done——this position as pure monism
or even as “existential monism”. For it has evidently an element of dualism in
the sense that it recognizes two different dimensions of reality in the metaphysical
structure of the Absolute. Nor is it of course right to regard it as dualism, for
the two different dimensions of reality are wltimately, i.e. in the form of coincidentia
oppositorum, one and the same thing. The “oneness of existence ” is neither
monism nor dualism. As a metaphysical vision of Reality based on a peculiar
existential experience which consists in seeing Unity in Multiplicity and Multiplicity
in Unity, it is something far more subtle and dynamic than philosophical monism
or dualism.

It is interesting to observe, moreover, that such a view of Reality, considered
as a bare structure, is not at all exclusively Iranian. It is, on the contrary,
commonly shared more or less by many of the major philosophical schools of the
East. The important point is that this basic common structure is variously colored
in such a way that each school or system differs from others by the emphasis it
places on certain particular aspects of the structure and also by the degree to which
it goes in dwelling upon this or that particular major concept.

Now, by further elaborating the conceptual analysis of the basic structure,
taking into consideration at the same time the major differences which are found
between various systems, we might hopefully arrive at a comprehensive view of
at least one of the most important types of Oriental philosophy which may further
be fruitfully compared with a similar type of philosophy in the West. It is my
personal conviction that a real, deep, philosophical understanding between the East
and West becomes possible only on the basis of a number of concrete research
works of this nature conducted in various fields of philosophy both Western and
Eastern.
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anybody. ’

The contemporary existentialism of the West is undoubtedly a product of ‘this
particular historical epoch of ours which is characteristically dominated by physical
science and its human adaptation, i.e. technology. The technological agglomeration
of the life-order in highly industrialized modern society in the West has thrown
man into an incurable isolation. The life-order created by technology is in reality
a disorder in the sense that it is a vast and elaborate system of meaninglessness
or absurdity. Man is forced to live in a huge dehumanized mechanism whose
meaning he himself does not understand and, which, moreover, constitutes a standing
menace to his individuality and personality. In such a situation, modern man
necessarily becomes alienated from Nature and from his own self.

Contemporary Western existentialism is a philosophy- of the alienated man who
is so typically represented by Meursault, the hero of the famous novel of Albert
Camus, Ez‘mnger. Tt is no wonder that, in such a situation, the kind of “existence”
which forms- the main concern of the modern existentialist is ‘not existence in
general; it is his own individual, personal existence, no’ghing else. Existence here
is always my existence primarily. Then it is your existence, kis or her existence.
Fxistentialism in this sense is a philosophical world-view which takes its start
from, and evolves around, this particular existence which is irreducibly mine, the
existence which I myself am doomed to live whether I like it or not. .

Thus it comes about that Western existentialism formulates itself through.such
characteristic key-terms as « yneasiness ”, “anxiety”, “care”, “project”, “death”,
«freedom” etc.. And its philosophizing, as is exemplified by the works of the later
Heidegger, naturally tends to end up by becoming a lyrical expression of the human
pathos in the very midst of non-human, inhuman factual surroundings.

Alongside of this type of philosophy, the existentialism of the Iranian thinkers
clothed in the armor of an intricate system of abstract concepts might seem at
first sight quite colorless, bleak and chilly. Instead of the note of passion and
lyricism which is so characteristic of the German and French existentialists, we
see here an abstract and logical thinking being calmly and systematically developed
in a rarefied air of reason and intellect, having nothing to do with the mundane
problems of daily life. The central problem here is not my or your ’personal ex-
istence. It is existence in general. It is existence as something supra-personal,
universal, and therefore, it might seem, essentially of an abstract nature. Thus we
might easily be led to the conclusion that the “existence” which the Western
existentialists talk about is'completely different from what is meant by the word
wujid in the Iranian philosophy of wahdat al-wujid.

" . However, before we come to any hasty conclusion concerning this problem, we
must consider the very important fact that, in spite: of all these and still other
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rather the verb “is”, das Sein, which forms seemingly quite an insignificant part
of this phrase. .

Fundamentally of the same nature is the position taken by Jean-Paul Sartre
with regard to the true significance of the verb © be”. «Existence” is a technical
term of philosophy. In ordinary speech we express the same idea by the verb
«he”. We say for example: “ The sky is blue”. But this verb is is such a tiny
word. It is a word with an extremely impoverished semantic content, so im-
poverished indeed that it has almost no substantial meaning of its own. When
we say “The sky is blue”, the verb is plays no other role .than connecting the
predicate (blue) with the subject (sky). Rationally we may know that the verb
“tq be” means “to exist”. But the “existence” we vaguely think of, or imagine
behind the word “be” is, as Sartre points out, almost nothing: My head is
empty ”, as he says.

But in reality, Sartre goes on to assert, behind this seemingly innocent and
insignificant verb is appearing in “ The sky is blue”, there is hidden the whole
plenitude of existence. But man ordinarily is not at all aware of the fact. This
lack of awareness is clearly shown by the very form of the proposition: The
sky is blue”, where existence curls itself up, as it were, in the tiniest imaginable
form, “is”, and remains in obscurity between the “sky” and “ blue”. The truth
of the matter, according to Sartre, is that in this proposition, or in any other
proposition of the same logical or grammatical structure, it is the verb “is”, and
the verb “is” alone, that points to absolute reality. That is to say, existence
alone, nothing else, is the reality. Existence is there, as Sartre says, around us, in
us, it is us. “Iam suffocating : existence penetrates me everywhere, through the
eyes, through the nose, through the mouth!” Nevertheless, existence remains hidden.
We cannot grasp it by any ordinary means.

It is the awareness of existence in this sense, existence as the ultimate reality,
that constitutes the starting point of modern existentialism. The discovery of the
significance of what is really meant by the tiny verb “be” has been an event of
decisive importance in the history of ontology in the West. Thus, if Heldegger——
to come back to him again——so proudly declares that he is accomplishing a
revolutionary break with the whole ontological tradition of Western philosophy
comparable in importance to the Copernican revolution of Kant, it is due to his
conviction that he, of all the Western philosophers, has at last discovered a new
key to an authentic ontology by his discovery of the significance of “existence”,
das Sein, as distinguished from “existent”, das Seiende.

It is interesting-to observe, however, that the revolutionary break with the
Aristotelian tradition of ontology which Heidegger regards as something unprece-
dented was already accomplished long time ago in Islam by the philosophers of
the wahdat al-wujiid school, whom I shall call here provisionally the Iranian
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Unlike Aristotelian metaphysics which is but a philosophical extension or elaboration
of just the ordinary common-sense view of things, the position taken by the Iranian
existentialists lies far beyond the reach of the sober intellect of an ordinary man.
The mystery of the absolute ontological Truth is disclosed to human consciousness
only when it happens to be in an unusually elevated spiritual state, when it is
inebriated with the wine of ‘l»fdni experience.

From the earliest periods of the development of philosophy in Iran, metaphysics
and mysticism were put into an inseparable relationship with each other. As
early as the twelfth century, Suhrawardi (1155-1191) gave a definite formulation
to the ideal to be consciously pursued by both philosophers and muystics, namely
the ideal of an organic unification of spiritual training and the most rigorous con-
ceptual thinking, by declaring that a philosophy that does not culminate in the
immediate experience of the absolute Reality is but a vain pastime, while a mystical
experience that is not grounded on a rigorous intellectual training is always liable
to degenerate into sheer aberration.

Exactly the same attitude was taken toward this problem by another great
theosopher of the same period, Ibn ‘Arabi (1165-1240) who came to the East from
Spain. Since then this ideal has established itself as a firmly consolidated tradition
in Iran and has produced many outstanding thinkers. Sabzawari is the 19th century
representative of this spiritual tradition.

Sabzawari was in fact an unusually gifted master of mysticism who could at
the same time philosophize in a rigorously logical way. The metaphysical system
which he developed in his major work Skark-e Manziimah discloses primarily and
predominantly this latter aspect of his mind, namely, his logical and rational ability,
to such an extent that a careless reader might not even notice that this is a work
of a master of mysticism. Yet it is not so difficult to see palpitating just under
the surface, the living “rféni experience of the reality of existence. In fact the
whole system of his metaphysics is but a philosophical or conceptual elaboration of
the original vision of existence, the absolutely absolute Reality as it goes on
evolving, modifying itself stage after stage into infinitely variegated phenomenal
forms which, as we have seen earlier, are technically known as quiddities.

The position of the asdlat al-wujid, the “fundamental reality of existence?, of
the Iranian existentialists presents a striking similarity to the position taken by
modern Western existentialism with regard to the fundamental vision of the reality
of existence. Of course, Western existentialism is quite a recent phenomenon,
while the Iranian philosophy of wahdat al-wujiid has behind itself a centuries-old
tradition. It is no wonder that Western existentialism lacks that systematic con-
ceptual perfection which characterizes Iranian philosophy. And yet, precisely
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vision of existence the philosophers of the two schools, one in the East and the
other in the West, have produced two types of philosophy that are almost completely
different from each other. But no wonder. As I have noted at the outset, the
existentialism of the West is a child of this particular age of ours, in which the
exorbitant development of technology has produced and is actually producing the
most drastic convulsions in human life, an age in which the human life itself is
in imminent danger of being strangled and stifled by the very products of the
human brain. Besides, most of the leading existentialists are professedly atheists.

The wahdat al-wujtid philosophy, on the contrary, owes its, birth and formation
to completely different historical circumstances. It is a product of the past ages,
a product of a long spiritual tradition, supported by a markedly religious back-
ground. This, of course, should not be taken to mean that the Iranian existentialists
have always lived in a serene atmosphere of spirituality. A long list of martyrs
alone attests eloquently to the fact that they, too, had to pass through the most
formidable crises, that they had to face desperate difficulties besetting their times.
But their existential—in the contemporary Western acceptation of the word——
trepidations did not affect in any essential way the products of their philosophizing.
Philosophy in those ages was not yet so vitally involved in the mundane problems
of daily life. For, in philosophizing, the eyes of the philosophers were definitely
directed toward the eternal order of things.

It is obvious that each of the two types of existentialism has its own peculiar
merits and demerits from the viewpoint of the function to be performed by phi-
losophy in the present-day intellectual situation of the world. The existentialism
of the West will have much to learn from its Oriental counterpart by way of
overcoming the cultural nihilism toward which the West seems to be irresistibly
drawn under the crushing power of the mechanization of life.

But Oriental philosophy, on its part, does not seem to be able to maintain its
spiritual values in the face of the pressing problems that naturally arise from the
actualities of our days, if it is to remain just as it has been in the past. It will
find itself utterly powerless in the presence of the contemporary problems. For
technology is no longer a Western phenomenon. It is rapidly extending its sway
over the whole globe. And this actual situation is creating countless historical
problems that man has never faced before in history. The philosophy of a
Sabzawari, if left untouched in its medieval form would seem to be no longer in
a position to cope with these new problems. .

It is my conviction that the time has come when we must begin making efforts
to revive the creative energy contained in this kind of philosophy in such a way
that its spirit might be resuscitated in the form of a new philosophic world-view
powerful enough and alive enough to cope with the new problems peculiar to the
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sophical thinking under the name of comparative philosophy. But it is no less
undeniable that up till now comparative philosophy has remained rather in the
peripheral regions of the intellectual activity of the philosophers. In most cases,
the choice of the terms of comparison, to begin with, has been arbitrary, and the
work consequently unsystematic. In short, comparative philosophy has, in my
opinion, not been very successful, and it has not been given the kind of serious
attention it duly deserves. And the main cause of this failure, 1 think, lies in its
poverty in methodology.

In order to bring home the true significance of comparative philosophy, particu-
larly for the purpose of promoting a real, deep philosophical understanding between
East and West, it must first be developed in a more systematic way into what we
might call a “metaphilosophy ” of philosophies. I understand by metaphilosophy a
comprehensive structural framework with a number of sub-structures at different
levels, each of which will consist of a more or less large network of philosophical
concepts that have analytically been taken out or worked out from the basic con-
cepts found in the major philosophical traditions, both of East and West. The first
practical step to be taken in the process of arriving at a metaphilosophy of this
nature will, at least in my particular case, consist in a careful semantic analysis
of the structure of the key-concepts of each philosophical system. And the result
will hopefully be a vast, very complicated, but well-organized and flexible conceptual
system in which each individual system will be given its proper place and in terms
of which the differences as well as the common grounds between the major philo-
sophical schools of the East and West will systematically be clarified.

It is with such an ultimate aim in view that I am actually engaged in ana-
lyzing the key-concepts of Oriental philosophies, although, I must confess, I am still
at the very initial stage of this intended work. In this wide perspective, the concept
of wahdat al-wujid represents but a narrowly limited partial field. But it is of such
a nature that, if we succeed in bringing to light its fundamental structure, it will
provide a basic conceptual model by means’ of which the majority of Oriental phi-
losophies will be brought up to a certain level of structural uniformity concermng
one at least of their most fundamental aspects. :

This attitude of mine would naturally imply that'l am not considering the
wahdat al-wujdd as something exclusively Islamic or Iranian. Rather, I am inter-
ested here in this concept and the philosophical possibilities it contains, as something
representative of a basic structure which is commonly shared by many of the
Oriental philosophies going back to divergent historical origins, like Vedantism,
Buddhism, Taoism, and Confucianism. The structure of the philosophy of wahdat
al-wuind would in this perspective be seen to represent one typical pattern—an
archetypal form, we might say——of philosophical thinking which one finds developed
variously in more or less different forms by outstanding thinkers belonging to different
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itself, that is, in its purity, is attributeless. It is an absolutely simple unity or an
absolute indiscrimination. Consequently, all differences that are perceivable at the
level of sensible experience among various things are to be judged illusory. It is
in this sense that Advaita Vedanta represented by Shankara declares: that all
phenomenal things are nothing but illusions, that they are all illusory forms “super-
imposed ” (adhydsa) upon the underlying pure unity of Brakman.

Both Taoism and Mahayana Buddhism take exactly the same position with
regard to the nature of the seemingly self-subsistent things of the sensible world.
Both are characterized by a thoroughgoing anti-essentialism. They are definitely
against the position which in the Islamic tradition of metaphysics is known as the
thesis of asdlat al-mdhiyak, ie. the thesis that the various quiddities which we
observe in the external world are possessed of a fundamental reality. Thus to give
an example, the author of the Ta Chéng Chi Hsin Lun® “The Awakening of
Faith in Mahayana”, which is regarded as one of the most basic philosophical text-
books of Mahayana Buddhism, remarks: ¢ All men who are not yet enlightened
discriminate with their deluded minds from moment to moment between things (i.é.
differentiate the original absolute unity of Reality into various self-subsistent things),
and become thereby estranged from the absolute Reality ”. The phenomenal things
thus established by the discriminating activity of the mind are very significantly
called jan fa “things of defilement ”® ; that is to say, the phenomenal things are
here ontologically regarded as elements that “defile” and deform the purity of the
one Reality. Again in the same book we find the following very straightforward
statement of this position: “That which is known as the Mind-Nature (i.e. absolute
Reality) is beyond all phenomenal determinations. It is only through illusions that
all things become distinguished from one another as independent entities. Once we
are freed from the illusion-producing movements of our minds, there will no longer
be any appearance of the so-called objective world ”.

But this statement: namely that the things of the phenomenal world are all
illusory appearances, requires partial correction, for the super-impositions that have
just been mentioned are considered in Vedantism, Buddhism and Islam alike, to be
caused not only by the relative, and intrinsically limited epistemological structure
of the human mind but also by the very structure of absolute Reality itself. I
shall come back presently to this important point.

Tt would seem that the brief explanation which I have just given of the basic
standpoint of the wahdat al-wujdd type of philosophy has made us realize that we
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which literally means “unveiling” or “ taking off the veil”. And the inner struc-
ture of this experience is usually described in terms of fand' and bagqd’.

For lack of time I regret I cannot go into the details of this problem, although
the analysis of the fand'-bagd’ experience is in itself an extremely interesting sub-
ject of metaphilosophical consideration if undertaken side by side with an analysis
of similar practices that have developed in Vedanta, Buddhism, Taoism and Con-
fucianism. Here I shall confine myself to considering very briefly the theoretical
aspect of the problem regarding how this kind of experience provides a basis upon
which one could build up the metaphysical system of wahdat ql-wujﬂd.

The first of the two words, fand’, literally means « extinction” or something
being annihilated, somewhat like the Buddhist concept of nirvdna. In the particular
context in which we are interested now, it means the total annihilation of man’s
ego-CoNsciousness resulting from an intense concentration of the mind in deep med-
itation. In this experience the seemingly hard crust of the empirical consciousness
of man is dissolved and the ego-substance becomes totally absorbed into the underly-
ing unity of “existence ”,

The metaphysical significance of this subjective annihilation lies in the fact that
« existence ” that has up to that moment been appearing in the pseudo-substantial
form of an ego, loses this determination and turns back to its own original absolute
indetermination. And since the human mind is the only locus in which anything
can be subjectively actualized, existence” too, becomes actualized or realized in its
pure subjectivity only through man’s experiencing the total dissolution of his own
pseudo-subjectivity. This is what is referred to in Vedanta as man’s realizing the
total identification of Atman with Brahman.

We must recall at this point that the metaphysical Reality in its purity is the
absolute Indeterminate, and as such it defies all objectification, for objectification
implies determination. The moment ©existence” is grasped as an object, it ceases
to be itself. «Existence” in its original indetermination can never be taken hold
of as-an object. 1t can only be realized as the subject of all knowledge in the form
of man’s self-realization, for it is the Ultimate Subject. This is—be it remarked
in passing——why “existence » in its absolute indetermination is in Buddhism often
called the Mind-Nature or Mind-Reality.

As the narrowly limited ego-consciousness of man thus becomes dissolved and
absorbed into the limitless expanse of the absolute Consciousness, and as “existence”
that has been crystallized into the determined form of an ego-substance returns to
its original all-pervasive indetermination, all the determined forms of the objective
world also go back to their original existential indetermination. For there is a
fundamental functional correlation between the subjective state of the mind and the
objective state of the external world. Where there is no subject, i.e. ego-substance
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are real in so far as each one of them is a particular form into which the Absolute
has determined itself and in which the Absolute manifests itself. But they are
empty and illusory if one considers them without reference to the original metaphys-
ical Ground of which they are but various manifestations. They are illusory in
so far as they are considered to be particular “things”, self-subsistent and self-
sufficient.

In reference to the ontological status of the phenomenal things, the Muslim
thinkers of the wahdat al-wujad school often use expressions like wwjiid i‘tibdri, i.e.
« fictitious existence ”, and wujnd majézi, i.e. “ metaphorical or transferred existence ”.
These and other similar expressions simply mean that the things of the empirical
world are sheer nothing if considered in isolation from the underlying unity of
« existence ”, but that they are really existent if considered in relation to the latter.
We have already seen above how Molld Sadrd calls the things of the empirical
world “sheer connections ”, that is, sheer relations. But the word “relation” (iddfak)
should not be taken in the sense of an ordinary relation subsisting between two
terms each of which is conceived as a self-subsistent entity. For in this particular
context, “relation” means “illuminative relation” (iddfah ishrdgiyah). That is to
say, the things of the empirical world are established as partial realities only through
the illuminative or self-manifesting act of the one absolute Reality.

This Islamic view is in perfect agreement with the position taken by Shankara
regarding the problem of the reality and unreality of the empirical world. Like
Muslim thinkers, he takes the position that the empirical world is not ultimately
and absolutely real, but that it is relatively real. It is not ultimately real because
Brahman is not, and cannot be, experienced in the empirical world in its ultimate
and absolute aspect, which is absolute indetermination. And yet, on the other hand,
the empirical world is not entirely devoid of an objective basis of reality. Suppose,
Shankaha argues, a2 man sees a rope lying on the ground, and takes it for a snake.
The snake that appears to the eyes of the man is illusory, because in reality it is
nothing but a rope. But the snake is not sheer nothing either, in so far as it has
its objective basis in a really existent rope. In a somewhat similar way, each one
of the things which we see in the empirical world has an objective ontological basis
in Brahman. For, according to Shankara, every single phase of our waking
experience is a real experience of Brakman. In a famous passage in the
Viveka-Coddmani (521) he says: “The world is an unbroken series of Brahman-
perceptions, so that the world is in all respects no other than BraZman”. That is
to say, whenever we perceive something in this world we are in reality perceiving
Brahman itself, not in its absolute aspect, to be sure, but in one of its particular
phenomenal forms. In this sense, the empirical world is not an illusion; it is
possessed of wydvahdrika reality, ie. relative reality peculiar to the dimension of
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the fourteenth century, in his Jémi¢ al-Asrér®> It is a metaphor based on a pecul-
iar relationship between ink and the letters written with it. Ink structurally cor-
responds to the all-pervasive unique reality of “existence” while the letters written
with it correspond to the “quiddities” (mdhiydt) as actualized in the forms of the
various things in the empirical world. Here follows the gist of what Haydar Amull
says about this metaphor.®

Suppose we are reading a book. Our attention naturally is drawn toward the
written letters. What strikes our eyes are primarily letters. We take notice only
of the letters. We do not see the ink with which they are written. We are not
even aware of the ink, while in reality we are seeing nothing other than various
forms assumed by the ink. A slight shift of viewpoint will immediately make us
realize that the letters are but of a “fictitious” (i¢ibdri) nature. What really exists
before our eyes is ink, nothing else. The seeming reality of letters is after all due
to social convention. They are not realities (hagd’ig) in the most fundamental
sense. Yet, on the other hand, it is equally undeniable that the letters do exist
and are real in so far as they are various forms assumed by the ink which is the
sole reality in this case. ‘

Everything in this world is comparable to a letter in its double nature that
has just been explained. Those who perceive only letters without taking notice of
the underlying reality of ink are those whose eyes are “veiled” by the letters.
To this fact refers the famous Hadith which says: “God is concealed behind
seventy thousand veils of light and darkness”. Those of the people of this kind
who recognize only the veils and do not recognize the hidden God behind them are,
theologically, outspoken and straightforward infidels. Those who know at least
vaguely the existence of the invisible God behind and beyond the visible veils are
believers and monotheists in an ordinary sense. But they are imperfect monotheists
or imperfect “ men of unification ” (muwahhidin) because what they actually perceive
is nothing but letters, while in reality the ink is So clearly and nakedly visible in
the letters. Letters are not even veils, for they are the ink. It is in reference to
this point that Ibn ‘Arabi says: “It is the empirical world that is a mystery,
something eternally hidden and concealed, while the Absolute is the eternally Ap-
parent that has never concealed itself. The ordinary people are in this respect
completely mistaken. They think that the world is the apparent and. the Absolute
is a hidden mystery”.

But, Haydar Amuli continues to say, those who see only and exclusively the
ink without taking notice of the letters are also imperfect monotheists, for their

5) Jamit al-Asrdr wa-Manbe' ol-Anwdr, ed. Henry Corbin & Osman Yahya, Téhéran-
Paris, 1969, p. 161, § 310, pp. 206-207, § 397. ’
6) Ibid., p. 107, §212.
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Thus from the viewpoint of human cognition, it is the purely negative side of the
Absolute, although from the viewpoint of the Absolute itself it is the most " positive
of all its possible aspects, for it is the unconditional plenitude of “existence”.

The second aspect, the zdhir or “exterior”, on the contrary, represents for the
human mind the positive aspect of the Absolute. In this aspect the Absolute is
the metaphysical Source of the phenomenal world. Theologically the Absolute here
is the self-revealing God. Through this aspect the Absolute manifests itself as
various things at various stages which we are going to observe.

This basic distinction between the positive and negative aspects in the metaphys-
ical constitution of the Absolute is common to all the major Oriental philosophies
other than Islamic. In Vedanta, for instance, we have the celebrated thesis of dvi-ritpa
Brakma “two-fold Brakman”, that is, the distinction between the nirguna Brahman
and saguna Brahman, ie. the absolutely attributeless Brakman and the self-samé
Brahman adorned with all kinds of attributes. In Buddhism we have the distinc-
fion between “Suchness as absolute Nothingness” and “Suchness as non-Nothing-
ness”. Taoists distinguish between Non-Being and Being. Confucianists distinguish
between wu chi or the Ultimateless and #'ai cAi® the Supfeme Ultimate.

It will be evident that, if we are to divide theoretically the entire sphere of
« existence ” into a certain number of metaphysical regions or stages, the Absolute
in its bdtin interior ” aspect will occupy the highest position. For the Absolute in its
« interior ” aspect is the Absolute itself pure and simple. Ontologically it is dhdt
al-wujad, ie. “existence *-itself, or “existence” in its absolute purity. Theologically
it is dhdét AllGh, ie. the very Essence of God as He is supposed to be before He is
described by any Attribute at all.

But it is noteworthy that already at this stage divergence of opinions begins
to appear among the thinkers. According to quite a number of representative
thinkers, “existence ”-itself, i.e. “existence” at the highest stage is “existence” in
the state of an absolute transcendence. It is sheer metaphysical indescrimination
or the absolute Indeterminate to which reference was made in an earlier context.
And since it infinitely transcends all relative distinctions, it is indescribable and
ineffable. It is therefore essentially unknown and unknowable. It is a great Mystery
(ghaib). The utmost we can say of this stage is that it is “one”, not in the
numerical sense but absolutely, in the sense that nothing is here visible, nothing
is discernible. Technically this stage is known as the stage of ahadiyah or “ abso-
lute Oneness”. '

There are, however, some thinkers who do not remain satisfied with this view,
and who insist on pushing the highest stage of “existence ” further beyond ahadiyah.

T wu chi &g, Cai chi K.
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metaphysical stages of “existence”, and is naturally a step closer toward the world
of the created things. It is interesting in this respect that Lao Tzl who refers to
the absolutely unconditional aspect of the Way (fao) as the Mystery of Mysteries,
immediately turns to its positive aspect and describes the Way in that aspect as
the “Gateway of myriad wonders ”*, that is, the Gateway through which emerge ali
things into the phenomenal world. In the Islamic view too, the ahadiyah is the
source of all phenomenal things.

In fact, it is from the very midst of the ehadiyak that the creative activity of
the Absolute, i.e. the self-manifesting act of pure “existence”, arises. This self-
manifesting act of “existence” is technically known as the “most sacred Emana-
tion” (fayd aqdas). The result of this Emanation is the appearance of the next
metaphysical stage, that of wdhidiyah or Unity.

Fig. 1.

It is to be remarked that both akadivah and wdhidiyah
mean unity or oneness. But as technical terms they
refer to two metaphysical situations that are different from
one another. First of all, there is between the two a
peculiar relationship of interiority and exteriority. That
is to say, the ahadiyah is the “interior” or the hidden
aspect, of wahidiyah, while the latter is the “exterior” or
the apparent aspect, of the former, just as the ahadiyah
dhét al-wuidd itself occupies the place of the “exterior” in relation to

—existence-itself the absolutely pure reality of “existence”.
or Mystery of Mysteries

dhat al-wujd (interior)
U 1
l
‘ ahadiyah (exterior) ——| ahadiyah (interior)
U T
l
wihidiyah (exterior)

At the stage of wdhidiah, the reality of “existence ” still maintains its original
Unity unimpaired, there being no external Multiplicity manifested. Internally,
however, the Unity is here definitely articulated, although this is not yet the stage
of the appearance of the phenomenal world.

10) Chung miao chih mén, ;2 see my T %e Key Philosophical Concepts in Sufism
and Taoism, vol. II, Tokyo, 1967, pp. 115-135.
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« hidden treasure”. The concept of “hidden treasure” is in its structure very close
to Lao Tzi's concept of the “Gateway of myriad wonders” which, as has just been
mentioned, indicates Ta@o or absolute Reality considered as the ultimate Source of
all phenomenal things. Similarly the © hidden treasure” is rightly to be compared
with the Buddhist concept of fathdgata-garbha, the © Storehouse of the Absolute”
which is also the absolute Unity of “existence” in the particular aspect in which
it is turned toward samsdre, “birth and death”, ie. the world of phenomenal
transiency. The Storehouse of the Absolute is still absolutely one and immovable,
but it somehow contains in itself a moving drive which, once activated, pushes the
Absolute towards phenomenal evolvement.

The same is true of the ontological function of Love in the Islamic system.
The creative movement, or, to use the technical terminology of wakdat al-wujdd
philosophy, the self-manifestation (tajalli) of the Absolute which is activated by the
principle of Love, emerges for the first time at the stage of ahadiyah and is called the
« most sacred Emanation 7.1 As the result of this Emanation, the stage of wdhidivah
becomes established. The wdhidiyah, is the ontological stage at which the original
absolute Oneness of the reality of “existence” appears with inner articulations.
These inner articulations are called, in accordance with the traditional terminology
of theology, divine “ Names” and “ Attributes »  In this sense the stage of wdhi-
diyah is called the stage of the Names and Attributes (esmd wa-sifdt). Another
name of this stage is the stage of “Knowledge » (“ilm), ie. divine Consciousness.
This appellation comes from the idea that the wdhidiyah is the stage at which God
becomes conscious of Himself in the form of His own essential Perfections (kamdldt
dhétiyah). The essential Perfections of God that are thus established in divine
Consciousness with clear demarcations are called the “eternal Archetypes” (a‘yén
thébitak). Structurally, each eternal Arche-
type is considered to be the gdhir or “ exterior ”
of particular divine Name which is the bdtin
or “interior” of the Archetype. The eternal
Archetypes are to be regarded as ontological
models which are eternally established in
divine Consciousness and upon which the
phenomenal things are produced in the em-
pirical dimention of time and space. '

Ontologically, the stage of wdhidiyah is
called wujnd bi shart shay, ie. “existence”-
as - conditioned - by - being - something, which
means “existence” as determined into the Fig. 2.

13) Cf. supra, p. 49.
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the past, centered upon the active influence which Muslim thinkers exercised upon
the historical formation of Christian scholastic philosophy in the Middle Ages. In
order to study historically the philosophical ideas of such great thinkers as Thomas
Agquinas and Duns Scotus, for example, one cannot do without a detailed and accu-
rate knowledge of at least two of the representative philosophers of the Muslim
world, Avicenna (Ibn Sind, 980-1037) and Averrogs (Ibn Rushd, 1126-1198). “His-
tories” of Western philosophy in the Middle Ages, in consequence, almost invari-
ably include an important chapter on the history of Muslim philosophy.

Quite characteristically, however, the “history” of Muslim philosophy viewed
from this perspective practically comes to an end with the death of Averrogs,
leaving the reader with the impression that Muslim philosophy itself also ceased
to be when that great thinker died. In reality, what came to an end was only
the living influence exercised by Muslim philosophy upon the formative process of
Western philosophy. With the death of Averroés Muslim philosophy ceased to be
alive for the West, but this does not mean that it ceased to be alive for the East
as well.

It is important in this connection to remark that even those “ histories” of
Muslim philosophy written, not as chapters in the history of Western philosophy,
but for their own sakes, are dominated by the idea that the golden age of Muslim
philosophy is the period of three centuries extending from Farabi (872-950) to
Averroés, and that after Averrogs, in the ages subsequent to the Mongol invasion,
except for few isolated prominent figures, the Muslim world produced nothing but
commentators and super-commentators—a long chain of lifeless and mechanical
repetitions, without any spark of real creativity and originality.

That this is not a true picture of the historical facts will immediately become
clear if one but takes the pain to peruse some of the latest works on the intellec-
tual activity of the Safawl Dynasty.” It is only quite recently however, that
scholars have begun to realize that philosophical thinking in Istam did not fall
irretrievably into decadence and fossilization after the Mongol invasion.

In fact, the truth of the matter is such that we can go to the extent of asser-
ting, and that without exaggeration, that a kind of philosophy which deserves to
be regarded as typically and characteristically Islamic developed only affer the
death of Averrogés, rather than before. This typically Islamic philosophy arose and
matured in the periods subsequent to the Mongol invasion, until in the Safawi period®
in Persia it reached the apex of vigorous creativity. This peculiar type of Islamic

1) See for example the article «The School of Ispahan” by Prof. Seyyed Hossein Nasr,
*in A History of Muslim Philosophy, ed. M.M. Sharif, vol. II (Wiesbaden, O. Harrassowitz,
1966) pp. 904-932; and Histoive de la philosophie islamique, vol. L, by Henry Corbin, (Paris,

Gallimard 1964). A
2) Extending from the beginning of the sixteenth century down to 1737; over two

centuries.
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¢ Abbas al-Lawkari,? (d. 1066) Nasir al-Din al-Tasi (d. 1273), Dabiran al-Katibi al-
Qazwini® (d. 1276), Quib al-Din al-Shirdzi® (d. 1311), and others. . '

The most important of them all for our immediate purpose is Nasir al-Din al-
Tisi, because it was Tsi who represented the authentic form of Avicennism for
the subsequent ages of Hikmat philosophy. Avicenna, after his death in 1037, was
severely attacked by al-Ghazali, (the Latin Algazel d. 1111), and Averrogs.'® The for-
mer attacked Avicenna in the name of true Islamic belief, and the latter in the name
of an authentic Aristotelianism. Tdsi defended Avicenna against all these criticisms
in the most logical and philosophical way. In his admirable commentary on al-
Ishdrdt wa-al-Tanbihdt, he presented the Avicennian ideas in their original and
authentic forms and reformulated them into a perfect system of Peripatetic philo-
sophy. And in his Tajrid al-Aqé'id, he presented his own theologico-metaphysical
system.'?

With regard to the mystical or gnostic experience underlying the whole struc-

7) Abil al-*Abbis al-Lawkarl was a disciple of Bahmaniyir and the author of 2 book
called Baydn al-Hagq bi-Damdn al-Sidg, 2 systematic exposition of Peripatetic philosophy.
based on Avicenna and al-Farabi, and comprising Logica, Physica, and Metaphysica. Aside
from the fact that it is one of the earliest systematizations of Islamic scholasticism, the
book is of a particular historical importance because Lawkari’s intellectual activity is said
to have been the direct cause of the wide spread of the philosophical disciplines in Khurasin
(cf. *All b. Zayd al-Bayhaqi: T atimmah Siwdn al-Hikmah, ed. Shafi, Lahore, 1935, p. 120).

8) A contemporary and friend of Nasir al-Din al-Tisi, he is known as the author of two
extremely important works: (1) Shamstyah (more precisely, Kitdb al-Shamsiyah fi-1-Qawdid
al-Mantigiyak), a complete system of Aristotelian logic, and (2) Kitdb Hikmah al-*Ayn, a
systematic exposition of Peripatetic philosophy.

(9) A student of Nasir al-Din al-Tast, he was a famous astronomer and philosopher. In the
field of Peripatetic philosophy, he left a remarkable work written in Persian entitled Durrah
al-Téj (li-Ghurrah al-Dibdj fi al-Hikmah). His particular importance comes also from the
fact that he was a disciple of Sadr al-Din al-Qunyawi or al-Qfinawi (d. 1273) who was
himself the most notable of the disciples of Ibn ‘Arabi and who contributed very much
toward a scholastic systematization of his Master’s mystic teachings. Ie was at the same
time one of the most popular expositors of Suhrawardi’s Tlluminationist (iskrdgf) philosophy
thus serving, as Professor Nasr puts it, as «the main link between these two great masters
of gnosis”, Ibn ‘Arabi and Suhrawardi. .

10) We may add Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (d. 1209) as another intransigent critic of
Avicennism. His arguments against Avicenna, however, are not, from our point of view,
so important, because most of them are due to misunderstandings and hasty judgments
on the part of Razi. )

11) This small book later became one of the most widely studied basic texts of philo-
sophy and philosophical theology, and various scholars have composed commentaries upon
it. One of them by ‘Abd al-Razzdq al-Lahiji (d. 1662), a disciple of Mulld Sadrd and his
son-in-law, entitled Skawdriq al-Ithdm is a vast commentary upon the Tajrid. Itisa masterly

- work in this field of Hikmat philosophy. The book is especially important for our purpose
because it is one of the main direct sources upon which Sabzawéari drew for his exposition
of metaphysical problems.
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zawari, for whom “existence”, in the sense of actus essendi, precisely is the reality
or Reality. Upon reflection, however, we find the opposition merely formal and
superficial. It is a mere matter of different formulations, or rather of different
ways of experiencing the same Reality. For Suhrawardi establishes, in place of
« existence ”, as something really “ real” the spiritual and metaphysical Light (név)
which is the one and single reality having an infinite number of degrees and stages
in terms of intensity and weakness, the highest degree bei_ng the Light of all lights
(niir al-anwdr) and the lowest being Darkness (zulmah).

It is to be observed that this concept of metaphysical “light” exactly corres-
ponds to that of “existence” as understood by philosophers like Mulla S_adré and
Sabzawarl. We shall discuss this point in full detail in the course of this paper.
The later Hikmat philosophers were gravely influenced by this Ulluminationist con-
ception, so much so that they came to conceive of “existence”, the ultimate reality,
as being something of a © luminous” (néird) nature. The reality of “existence” is
the Light, the very nature of “ light ” being to be “ self-manifesting in itself and
bringing others into manifestation” (zdhir bi nafsi-hi wa-mughiv l-ghayri-hi). It is,
in brief, the Presence (hudir) of itself and of others. All this, however, cannot be
grasped by rational demonstration. It is a truth that can be realized only through
something completely different from thinking and reasoning, ie. inner vision and
inner illumination.*®

Tbn ‘Arabi, another great master of gnosis of roughly the same period as Suhra-
wardi, took exactly the same position regarding the reciprocal essential relationship
between philosophy and mysticism. The fundamental principle, namely, that a
mystic without the power of conceptual thinking is an imperfect mystic, just as a
philosopher without mystical experiences is but an imperfect philosopher, this prin-
ciple which we found to be the guiding spirit of Suhrawardi’s thought, is also the
very basis on which stands the whole structure of Ibn ‘Arabi’s metaphysics.!® Ibn
‘Arabi himself did not explicitly formulate the principle in this particular form.
All his works, however, are nothing but a grand-scale exemplification of this prin-
ciple.

As regards philosophy, that is, the Peripatetic type of philosophy, we may note
that Ibn ‘Arabi, while still a young man in Spain, was personally acquainted with
the Muslim representative of Aristotelianism, Averroés; and that he was
familiar with the philosophical concepts of Aristotle and Plato. Fully equipped with
this conceptual apparatus, he was able in a most logical way to analyze his inner

15) Cf. Hikmah al-Ishrdq ed. Henry Corbin, Opera Metaphysica et Mystica, vol. II (Paris-
Téhéran, Adrien-Maisonneuve, 1952) pp. 10-11.

16) For an analysis of Ibn ‘Arab’s metaphysical world-view, see my work: A Com-
parative Study of The Key Philosophical Concepts in Sufism and Taoism, 2 volumes (Tokyo,
Keio Univ., 1966-67), the first volume of which is wholly devoted to Ibn ‘Arabi.
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an original manner in the tradition of Hikmat philosophy. A comparative’ study
of these two different forms of scholasticism, Fastern and Western, would surely
yield a number of important results which might even go beyond the horizon of
comparative philosophy to affect the very Problematik of the significance of philo-
sophical thinking in general.

Chapter 2
The Notion and the Reality of Existence

It is quite characteristic of Hikmat scholasticism in general that the thinkers
belonging to this school distinguish between two levels of reference, (1) the level
of notion (mafhim) and (2) the level of external reality, and try consistently and
consciously never to lose sight of this basic distinction and never to confuse one
with the other. Confusion between these two levels of reference leads, when it is
done consciously, to sophistry; and, when it is done unconsciously, to mistakes or
misunderstandings.

The Sabzawarian theory of “existence” contains an elaborate semantic system
hased on the principle of a straightforward, clear-cut distinction between the notion
of “existence” and the reality of “existence »  The structure of Sabzawiri's met-
aphysics can never be properly understood unless we grasp clearly the significance
of this distinction between the two levels of reference.

The first of these two levels of reference, that of “notion”, may also be
called the “conceptual” level. The word “concept »  however, is misleading in
this context, because the original Arabic word mafhiim literally means “that which
is understood ”, and it refers primarily to a preconceptual stage of understanding,
though it does not preclude the stage of secondary elaboration of what has been
understood at the primary stage. Only when it reaches the stage of elaboration
does “what is understood ” become fully entitled to be called “concept”.

The very first thesis of Sabzawarian metaphysics is the self-evidence (baddhah)
of “existence”. In terms of the basic distinction just mentioned, it should be under-
stood that this thesis concerns the level of notion, and the level of notion alone.
It is also extremely important to note that the thesis refers to the self-evident
nature of the ©preconceptual” understanding of the verb: is or exists. The notion

of “existence” in the particular sense is something that occurs to our minds
naturally and spontaneously. It is self-evident (badiff). Whenever in ordinary life
we hear a proposition of the type “x is” or “x exists”, “ There is a table” or « ‘The
table exists”?, for example, we immediately understand what is meant thereby.
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to the traditional form of Peripatetic philosophy that had come down to him. The
same predccupation with “existence”, ie. the act of existing, characterizes the
thinking of Mulld Sadrd and his school. Professor Henry Corbin is right in this
sense, when he speaks of a radical “revolution” brought about by Mulli Sadra in
the field of metaphysics in Islam.?®

We have expressly drawn attention to this particular point, because not a few
authoritative scholars are of the opinion that the thesis of the primacy of “exist-
ence” (esse), in the sense of the primary self-evidence of the notion of “existence”,
goes back directly to Avicenna. In a very curious way, SabzawAri himself is also
involved in this view, ,

To cite a contemporary example, one of the leading authorities on Avicenna,
Dr. F. Rahman writes.?®

Avicenna starts his discussion of existence in Kitdb al-Shifd@’, Metaphysics,
Book I, ch. 5, by saying that existence is one of the primary or basic concepts.
Just as in the sphere of judgment we start from certain basic premises which
cannot be deduced from more ultimate ones, similarly, in the sphere of concepts
there are those which serve as basic ones. If there were no basic concepts
and universal ideas we should have to go on ad infinitum. The ideas of exist-
ence and of unity, therefore, are the starting-points on which all the rest of
our concepts which apply to reality are based.

Taken as it stands, nothing could be a more explicit declaration of the thesis
that the understanding of “ existence” is primary and self-evident. One might take
this passage as a clear indication that Avicenna upholds exactly the same idea
about the primacy of “existence” as do Mulla Sadrd and Sabzawéari; namely, that
« axistence ——understood in the sense of das Sein, esse, actus essendi, the verbal
to-he——is something with which we are most immediately acquainted, something
which naturally occurs to the human mind without the intermediary of any process
of inference and to which all other notions are ultimately reducible. But does
Avicenna really maintain this view? .

An examination of the original text on which the above statement is based
discloses that the key-word actually used is maewjdd, ie. “existent ” (ens), not wiu-

27) In his introduction to Le livre des pénétrations métaphysiques, op. cit., p. 62. Here
are his words: *Molld Sadrd opére une révolution qui détrone la véritable métaphysique
de Tlessence, dont le régne durait depuis des siecles, depuis Fardbi, Avicenne et Sohra-
wardi., Méme s'il n'est pas impossible d’en déceler antérieurement les indices précurseurs,
cet acte révolutionnaire a chez Mollda Sadrd sa vertu propre, car il commande toute la
structure de sa doctrine ”. _

98) Essence and Existence in Avicenna, Mediceval and Renaissance Studies, vol IV (Lon-
don, The Warburg Institute, London University, 1958) p. 4.
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is quite a different matter from the question whether Sabzawari’s iﬁterpretation of
the Avicennian position itself is objectively right or not. :

The passage in question is found at the beginning of the first chapter of Sab-
zawiri's Sharli-e Manziimeh, dealing with the absolutely self-evident nature of the
preconceptual notion of “ existence”. There he quotes, probably from memory, a
short passage from Avicenna’s Kitdb al-Najgt. It runs as follows:

Qéla al-shaykh al-ra’is fi al-Najdt inna al-wujdd 1é yumkin an yushrah
bi-ghayr al-ism, li-anna-hu mabda awwal li-kull sharh, fa-ld sharh la-hu, bal
shratu-hu tagim fi al-nafs bi-lé tawassut shay'.

The chief (of the Peripatetic Philosophers) states in his Najat: Existence
(wujiid) cannot possibly be explicated except lexically, because it is itself the
first principle of all explication. So it does not allow of any explication (by
anything else). Rather, its essential form (ie. its “notion”) finds itself in the
mind without the intermediary of anything else.

The original text of the Ndjat, however, does not speak of “existence ? (wujtid)
but of “existent (mawjitd). 1t reads as follows.®?

Naqiil inna al-mawjid ld yumkin an yushrah bi-ghayr al-ism, li-anna-hu
mabda awwal li-kull sharh, fa-ld sharh la-hu, bal stratu-hu tagim fi al-nafs
bi-ld tawassut shay'.

As we can see, the Sabzawarian quotation reproduces the original words of
Avicenna with precision, except for one single word which stands at the beginning
of the passage. In the Avicennian text, we find the word mawjid instead of wujitd.
That Avicenna here uses the word mawjéid consciously and with intention is clear
from the context in which the passage is found. His intention is not at all to talk
about esse or the act of existing. He is here discussing the “existents” (entia), ie.
the “things that exist”, with respect to their division into “substances” and “ac-
cidents”. : :

Be that as it may, the Sabzawarian thesis itself, in spite of this transposition
between ©existence” and “existent” or rather because of it, stands patent. “Ex-
istence ”, according to Sabzawari, at the level of notion is self-evident i.e. @ priori.
1t is the a priovi nature of “existence” that we mean by speaking of the “primacy”
of “existence” in this context.®V :

30) Kitab al-Najdt (Cairo, 1938) p. 200.

31) . This meaning must be distinguished from the meaning of the word “primacy”
used in reference to the question of the relation between “existence” and * quiddity ”, a
question which will be dealt with in detail later.
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Furthermore there are, as is easy to observe, things which some men perceive
but some others cannot. In such a case, the fact that the things -are such
that he who cannot perceive, cannot and does not perceive them, does not
preclude them from being “existent”. Nay, they are « existent ” regardless of
whether they be perceived or not. For it is quite possible that there are among
the “existents” some which are not perceivable by anybody or by some people.
This is true because cognition (i.e. being perceived) is not an essential condition
of “existence”. Rather, it is “existence” that is an essential condition of all
cognition, although, to be sure, man becomes aware of the “existence” of an
“ existent ” only through his perceiving it.

Thus it is not proper that the “existent” be defined as “ something perceived”
(i.e. an actual object of cognition); not even as “ something which can be per-
ceived” (i.e. a possible object of cognition), although it is true that the aware-
ness thereof is actualized only through cognition.

Nay, “existence” and “existent” belong to the category of words whose mean-
ings are primarily and immediately understood as soon as man, as we have just
said, perceives and becomes aware of the objects. Thus it (i.e. “existence”)
does not need any definition to explain what is meant by the word, except by
way of lexical explication and translation from one language to another.®®

33) Kitdb al-Mu'tabar 111, Metaphysics (Haydarabad, 1358 A.H.) pp. 20-21:
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That which can have no “ mental existence” cannot be represented or conceived.
This is tantamount to saying that the reality of “existence” forever escapes direct
conceptualization. It cannot be grasped except asa donnée immédiate de la consci-
ence.

Although “existence” in this way absolutely refuses by its own peculiar struc-
ture to be represented as it really is, we can and do form a concept of “existence”
‘on a very high level of abstraction. Such a concept is achieved through a sort of
purely mechanical process. Thus in ordinary life we say “x exists”, “y exists”,
« » exists” etc.. These sentences can then be transformed into nominal forms: “the
existence of x”, “the existence of 7, “ the existence of z”.

This linguistic process has an ontological basis in the fact that the reality of
« existence” (wujiid) in the world of actual reality is diversified into an infinity of
particular “existences” (wujidadt), ie. particular acts of existing. Each of these
acts of existing is the “existence” of some particular “quiddity 7, the existence ”
of a man, for example, or the “existence” of a table, etc.. In the view of all Hik-
mat philosophers without exception, whether they be among those who uphold the
fundamental reality of “quiddity” or among those who maintain the fundamentality
of “existence”, “existence” and “quiddity ¥ are in concreto completely unified with
one another, there being no real distinction between them. On the level of rational
analysis, however, each concretely existent thing can be divided into © existence ”
and “quiddity ?, as if these were two different things. This division may take the
form of referring to the “quiddity” of man which actually “exists”, or more
briefly, to the “existence” of the © quiddity ”-man.

Now, of these composite intelligible entities, we mentally put between paren-
theses the parts corresponding to “quiddity ”. In this way, we obtain the notions
of particularized “existences”: ¢ existence of (man)”, “existence of (table)”, etc..
Each “existence-of ” is a particular act of existing containing within itself a re-
lational reference, indicated by the word “of”?, to something, the latter being here
provisionally obliterated from our consciousness. These particularized “existences”
as reflected in the mirror of our consciousness are technically called “portions”
(hisas, sg. hissah) of “existence”®” Although “existence” itself inits purity can-
"not, as we have seen above, be directly represented in our minds, the particularized
« oxistences” can be mentally represented, albeit indirectly, because each is essen-
tially involved with a particular “ quiddity ”.

It is of the very nature of “quiddity” that it can be represented and concep-
tualized. Thus, whenever a concretely actualized “ quiddity ” is represented in the
mind, its particular “existence” is thereby necessarily and inevitably represented
through the representation of the quiddity ”. The reason can work upon the

37) The concept of “portion” will be more systematically discussed in a later context.
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He (Faribi) was once asked as to whether the proposition, for instance, “ Man
exists” has a predicate or not. ‘

He answered: this is a problem upon which the Ancients and the Moderns
have put forth divergent opinions, some of them maintaining that it has no
predicate, and some others that it does have a predicate. In my view, both of
these positions are right ina certain limited sense. This is due to the following
fact. When considered from the viewpoint of a specialist in Physica, whose
function it is to investigate concretely existent things, this and similar propo-
sitions have no predicate, for the © existence” of a thing (in this case) is no
other than that very thing,* while a predicate (in the real sense of the word)
must mean something (ie. a property) together*® with the judgement of the
latter (i.e. that property) being existent or not in the thing (ie. the thing in-
dicated by the subject of the proposition). Thus from this point of view, the
proposition in question must be regarded as having no predicate.

But when a logician considers the same proposition, he will recognize it to be
composed of two terms as its two parts. He will also recognize that the pro-
position is liable of being true and false. Thus from this point of view, the

proposition does have a predicate.

The gist of Farabi’s argument may be summarized as follows. <Existence”,
in a proposition like “Man exists ?, is a predicate from the point of view of gram-
mar and logic. For those, however, who are dealing with real and actual things,
« existence” is not a predicate in the true sense of the word, because it tells
nothing about real and actual things except that they are actualized, while a real
predicate is supposed (1) to indicate some positive quality and (2) affirm or negate
it of the thing to which it is attributed. Such a function is not exercised by
« existence ” when it is used asa grammatical or logical predicate. It has nothing
new to add to the content of the subject. As Professor N. Reschert® writes: “al-
Farabi's insistence that the attribution of existence to an object adds nothing to its
characterization, and provides no new information about it, effectively anticipates

41) Where the things considered are from the very beginning strictly and exclusively
limited to those things that are actual and real, there is no meaning in attributing “ex-
istence” to a thing, for it will simply be a tautology. The “existence” of a thing in this
sphere of Being is nothing other than the thing being real and actual. The idea is basi-
cally Aristotelian.

42) 1 read: yanbaght an yakin mané ma‘'a al-hukum bi-wujadi-hi. Professor Nicholas
Rescher, quoting the passage from Dieterici’s edition, translates this sentence: * and [for
the scientist] a predicate must furnish information about what is excluded from being”,
Studies in Avabic Philosophy (Pittsburgh, Univ. of Pittsburgh Press, 1966). I think this
translation misses the point Farabi is making.

43) Ibid.
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so impoverished, indeed, that it tells practically nothing about the thing to which
it is attributed. As such, it is just the opposite of what we know of “existence”,
at the above-mentioned first stage of its notion, through——to use the terminology
of Bertrand Russel—*knowledge by acquaintance » 45 distinguished from “know-
ledge by description.*® Herein is disclosed a peculiar characteristic of “ existence ”.

As an abstract concept, “existence” is the most barren and vacant of all con-
cepts because it has not even the minimum amount of substantial content. The
external reality, however, to which it refers and to which it is related is the richest
and fullest of all things, for it is the reality of all realities. Mulla Sadri describes
this peculiar situation in the following way.*™

The abstract and rational concept (amr intizd'i ‘aqll) of “existence” is of the
“same nature as all other general ideas and mental notions such as “thingness”
(shay'iah), “being-possible” (mumkiniyah)® and the like.® However, that
which corresponds (externally) to this concept are concrete facts having a firm
foundation in reality and actualization. In this respect it differs from other
concepts like “thingness”, “ quiddity ” etc.. '

In the first half of this passage, Mulld Sadrd places the concept of “existence”
on the same level as “thingness”, “ possibility ” and the like. This means that the
concept of “existence” belongs to the class of concepts téchnically known as
« secondary intelligibles” (sna‘qildt thdniyah, sg. ma‘qhl thdni) as distinguished from
“primary intelligibles (ma‘qhldt 91d, sg. ma‘qil awwal). We have to begin by
explaining this distinction.

The problem concerns the relation between two concepts combined into a unity
in the subject-predicate form by the mental act of predication. Or, more precisely,
it concerns the nature of a concept in the position of “predicate”. The predicate-
quality is said to “occur” (urfid) to the subject-thing, while the subject-thing is
described as “being qualified” (ittisdf) by the predicate-quality.

Now, in the case of a “primary intelligible ”, both “occurence” and “ qualifica-
tion” happen in concreto in the external world, as a real event. In this case, the
quality indicated by the predicate——* whiteness ” for example——has an indepen-
dent subsistence in the external world, independent from the thing itself (the sub-
ject) to which it “occurs”. There is also in the external world a concretely ex-

46) On these two kinds of knowledge, see B. Russell: The Problems of Philosophy
(Oxford, Univ. Press, first edition 1912), Chapter V.

47y Mashétir, op. cit. pp. 11-12.

48« Being-possible” or “ possibility ” (imkdn) in metaphysics means “being able to
exist as well as not to exist”, and——when the thing to which it is attributed happens to
be actually existent——* having been caused ” or “having a. cause for its existence”.

49) Such as “being-necessary” (wéjibiyak) and “being-one” (wahdah).
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" Chapter 4

The Distinction between Essentia and Existentia

The distinction between “quiddity ” and “ existence” is undoubtedly-one of the
most basic philosophical theses in Islamic thought. Without exaggeration the dis-
tinction may be said to constitute the first step in ontologico-metaphysical thinking
among Muslims; it provides the very foundation on which is built up the whole
structure of Muslim metaphysics.

Indeed, from the earliest periods of Islamic thought, the dichotomy of essentia
and existentia played such a conspicuous vole that it deeply affected even the his-
torical formation of Western scholasticism in the Middle Ages as one of the typically
Islamic——or more strictly, Avicennian——theses. It is now a commonplace among
scholars specialized in scholastic philosophy to say that Avicenna and his Western
followers made a “real distinction” between essentia and existentia. Thus, to give
an example picked up at random, Professor Louis de Raeymaeker of Louvain®® says:

On the contrary (i.e. contrary to the philosophical situation in the West), in
Arabic philosophy, which equally depends upon both Aristotle and Neo-Platonism
at the same time, the thesis of the real distinction between essentia and exis-
tentia is found clearly professed and is considered a fundamental truth. It is
found already in al-Farabi (d. 947/950). And Avicenna (980-1037) makes it one
of the principal ideas of his own system.

The crucial problem about this Western conception of the Islamic thesis con-
cerns the way in which the expression “real distinction” is understood. For,
depending upon how it is understood, this conception is liable to both truth and
falsehood. This point will be fully elucidated in Chapter 6. Here we shall confine
ourselves to an exposition of more basic facts about the dichotomy of “quiddity”
and “existence”.

It pertains to the most elementary and fundamental structure of our daily ex-
perience that we constantly encounter in our lives an infinity of things. We find
ourselves surrounded by them, and we cannot escape from the consciousness of the
presence of various and variegated things. The actual presence of things is their

52) L. de Raeymaeker: Philosophie de P'étre—Essai de synthése métaphysique (Lou\}ain,
Institut supérieur de philosophie, 1947) p. 145.
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(est) congue comme un bloc ontologique sans fissure, oit [essence, Pexistence et
Punité ne font qu'un.’® :

The idea here referred to, namely, that “substance ” is conceived as an onto-
logical block without any fissure, in which © quiddity ”, “existence” and “unity”
are completely unified with one another, is expressed by Aristotle himself with
utmost clarity in a passage of the fourth Book of his Metaphysics. There he es-
tablishes a number of interesting equations taking “man” as an example of “essence ”.
~ The equations he establishes are: (1) one man=man, (2) exisfent man=man. (3) one
existent man—one man, (4) one existent man=existent man. Here “existent” and
“one” are inseparable from each other except as concepis; and the two, together
with “essence”, form a complete whole showing nowhere any internal fissure.
Here is what Aristotle actually says.*?

Now if “existent” (fo om) and “one” (fo hen) are the same and are one nature
in the sense that they accompany (i.e. imply) each other as do “principle ” and
« cquse ——not in the sense that they are indicated by one single definition,
although our argument would stand unharmed even if we understood their
identity in the latter sense, nay it would even be better for our purpose to
understand it in that way——<one man” (keis anthrépos) means the same thing
as “man” (aenthrépos) and an “existent man » (6n anthropos) means the same
thing as “man”. And nothing will change even if we combine these expres-
sions, for “one man” and “one existent man” mean the same thing. And it
is evident that they are inseparable from each other both in the case of coming-
into-being (of “man ”) and in that of passing-away. The same remains true if
we consider the situation from the side of “being one”; the addition (of “one ™)
will indicate nothing new. For “one (existent man)” is exactly the same as
an “existent (man)”.

One point is especially noteworthy. At the beginning of this passage Aristotle
indicates that when he speaks of the identification of “existent” and “one”, he is
not thinking of the identification at the conceptual level. At the conceptual level,
they are different from one antoher. “QOne”, qua a concept, is “one”, nothing else.
Likewise, the concept of “existent” is “existent » nothing else. But the two are
one and the same in the sense that the one is predicable of whatever allows of
predication by the other.$® The force of this statement, however, is attenuated, or

60) Ibid., p. 90.

61) Gamma, 2, 1003, b, 26-27.

62) In order to describe the same distinction, the Muslim philosophers would say that
«one” and “existent” are different from each other guz concepts, on the level of “essential

and primary predication”, while they are one and the same in the sense that they apply
to one and the same extra-mental piece of reality (migddgan).
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istence” (huwiyah).*> And the “quiddity” is not the same as © existence.”;
nor is “existence ” contained (as a constituent element) in the “quiddity ” 66
If the “quiddity” of man (for example) were the same as his “existence”,
whenever you represent in your mind. the © quiddity ” of man, you would be
thereby representing his “existence”. That is to say, whenever you represent
the “what-ness” of man, you would ipso facto be representing the “is-ness”
of man, i.e. you would immediately know his “existence » 80 Furthermore, (if,
«quiddity ” were no other than “existence”) every act of representing a “quid-
dity ” would necessarily produce a judgment that it exists.®®
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65) The word huwiyah, which Farabi uses in place of the more commonly used wujdd
has two meanings in Islamic philosophy: (1) the state in which a thing is completely
actualized in the extra-mental world (al-tehagquq al-khiriji), or the concrete and individual
reality (al-hagiqah al-juz’iyah) of a thing; and (2) that which brings a thing into such a
state of actualization. In this second sense, Auwiyeh is synonymous with wujid. And
Farahbi is evidently using the word in this sense.

66) The text must be read: Wa-ld (huwiyatu-hu) dékhileh fi méhiyati-hi.

67) Note the difference between Farabi and Aristotle. The latter, as we have seen
above, holds that it is impossible to know (in the real sense of the word) the *quiddity”
of a thing without first knowing that it really exists. .

68) Because, on this supposition, the representation of a “quiddity ¥ would be ipso facto
the representation of “existence”.
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then try to fuse them, by a metaphysical chemistry, into an object ?8  On the
contary, he begins with the concrete object, subjects it to a conceptual analysis, and
finds in it two component elements: “quiddity ” and “existence”. To do so is not
the same as asserting that the concrete object is factually a composite of these two
clements. Suhrawardi’s criticism is completely misplaced, when he says that if
« existence ” is something coming from the outside to alight upon a “ quiddity ”,
that very “quiddity” would be “gxistent” before it is qualified by ©existence”.
“This criticism stands on the assumption that the relation between © quiddity ” and
« existence ” is, for Avicenna, something that takes place in the extra-mental world
of reality. Such, however, is not the position taken by Avicenna.

The immediate origin of the misunderstanding here lies, we think, in Avicen-
na’s peculiar theory of “nature” (fabi‘ah)or “ natural universal? (kulli tabi‘i) which
he put forward in connection with the problem of Universals. It is his con-
tention that every ©quiddity” allows of being considered per se, in so far as it is
that “quiddity” itself (bi-md hiya tilka al-méhiyah, or min hayth hiya hiya). A
“quiddity ” in this aspect is neither one nor many, neither universal nor particular,
neither “existent” nor “non-existent”. The “quiddity” of man, for instance, is
“man” pure and simple, neither more nor less, its content being exactly what is
given by the definition of “man”. It is above the distinction between “existence”
and “non-existence”. A “quiddity ” in such a state is called “nature ” or “natural
universal ”, and since it is in itself neutral to both “ existence ” and “non-existence”,
it can be qualified by “existence” and transform itself into a “quiddity ” actually
existent in concreto or in the mind.

"What is most important about this theory is the following. Avicenna is not
asserting that “quiddities” are actually found in such a purified state in the world
of concrete objective reality. Such an assertion would imply the absurd thesis that
a “quiddity ”, prior to its “existence”, is already “existent” in some way or other.
What Avicenna wishes to say is that the reason, when it analyzes a concrete thing,
can consider the “quiddity” which it finds therein (1) in the state of absolute
puiity away from all external determinations, just as it can consider the same
«quiddity * (2) in so far as it’is actualized in concreto as individual- things, and (3)
in so far as it is represented in the mind. He calls these three different aspects
of one and the same “quiddity ” the three ways of viewing the quiddity®® (i‘¢:bdrai
thaléthak). The word i‘tibdr (pl. i'tibdrdt) means a subjective manner of looking at
a thing, something produced or posited through the analytic work of the reason.
It is an aspect of a thing which primarily appears in the subject and which, then,
is projected onto the thing itself as if it were an objective aspect of the thing. In
our present case the most basic——because it is purest——of the three itibdrdt of

80) The above-mentioned paper on Essexnce and Existence in Avicenna, p. 13,
81) AI-Shife’, Kitab al-Madkhal, op. cit. p. 15,
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any fissure. Since, however, it has two different predicates, it is also clear that
the single object has in itself two different aspects. Now the problem which arises
here is: Do these two aspects of a concrete object indicate two different © reali-
ties”? Or does only one of them have a corresponding “reality ”, whichever it
may be? It is impossible that both of them should be not “real” at the same
time. If such were the case, the concrete object would lose its “reality ” altogether,
and there would be nothing “real” in the world. ' :

It is equally impossible that these two aspects should be “real” at the same time
because the “stone-ness” of a stone and its “existence ” would indicate two different
and independent “realities”. If both were real, a stone would not in reality be a
single entity, but a composite of two things. That is to say, a stone in ifs very
being “one” would be “two” different things. In the case of two things that are.
independent concrete © realities 7, a composite of the two would, as Sabzawirl says,
constitute a unity like that of a stone and a man put side by side. “Existence”
would then cease to be the very actualizatian of “quiddity ”, for, on such a suppo-
sition, “quiddity ” itself would have its own actualization, and “existence” another.

Since, as this argument shows, “existence” and “quiddity ” cannot both be asil,
we are forced to say that only one of them is a@sil, the other being i‘tibdri. This
much is certain. Our problem, therefore, is now to determine which is astl and
which is #¢ibéri. Around this problem the Muslim philosophers divide themselves
into two camps which are diametrically opposed.

Let us recall once again that when we say thata notion or concept is asil, we
do not mean that the notion or concept itself is “real”. What is meant is that
the notion in gquestion has a corresponding “reality” in the extra-mental world
primarily and essentially. This last phrase, “primarily and essentially ” is impor-
tant, because even a concept which is #tibdri refers to a “reality ” secondarily and
and accidentally. Thus, when we say about a concrete stone in our presence that
«it is a stone” (“quiddity *) and that “it exists” (“existence ), the question is to
know exactly to which one of these notions the extra-mental reality of the stone
corresponds in a primary and essential way, not in a secondary and accidental
way. . :

Those who take the position of the principality of “existence > (asdlat al-wujid)
assert that it is the notion of “existence”, not that of “quiddity ”, which has a
correspondent in the external world. This means that the external correspondent
to the mental composite, “quiddity ”+“existence » 'is nothing but “existence” in
its various and variegated phenomenal forms. These forms, which the reason
considers as independent “quiddities”, are in reality nothing other than so many
modalities of “existence”. As we shall see more in detail in the following chapter,
the “quiddities”, in this view, are intrinsic limitations or determinations of “ex-
istence”. They are merely internal modifications of the all-pervading “ existence ”.
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enthusiastic champion of the opposite thesis, as he himself says :#7

In the earlier days 1 used to be a passionate defender of the thesis that the
«quiddities ” are asi/ and “existence” is i%4ibdri, until my Lord gave me guid-
ance and let me see His demonstration. All of a sudden my spiritual eyes
were opened and I saw with utmost clarity that the truth was just the con-
trary of what the philosophers in general had held. Praise be to God who,
by the light of intuition, led me out of the darkness of the groundless idea
and firmly established me upon the thesis which would never change in the
present world and the Hereafter.

As a result (I now hold that) the © existences” (wujadat)®® are primary “re-
alities 7, while the “ quiddities” are the “ permanent archetypes” (a‘ydn thabitah)
that have never smelt the fragrance of “existence 7% The “existences” are
nothing but beams of light radiated by the true Light which is the absolutely
self-subsistent Existence, except that each of them is characterized by a number
of essential properties and intelligible qualities. These latter are the things
that are known as “quiddities ?,

The last part of this passage clarifies his position better than any lengthy
description. The quiddities * are here described as “ intelligible qualities” (ma‘dni
‘aglivah), ie. those subjective qualities that our reason perceives in, and extracts
from, particular “existences » . these “existences”, again, are no other than intrinsic
determinations of the reality of Existence. Thus, in this view, the © quiddities ”
are the element farthest removed from the true Reality. They are at the very
most mere shadows and faint reflections of Reality. This idea is clearly formulated
by Mulla Sadrd in a number of places in his works. For instance:

« Existence” is what is primarily real in every « existent”; it is the “reality ”.
Everything other than © existence” (ie. “quiddity ”) is, on the contrary, like a
reflection, a shadow, or a similitude.?®

87) Mashé‘ir, p. 35, no. 85. .

88) Plural of wujad, meaning the various forms or modalities assumed by the reality
of “existence”.

89) The expression aydn thébitah originates from Ibn ‘Arabi (d. 1240). It is an Arabic
version of the Platonic Ideas, and corresponds to what the Peripatetics call *“quiddities”.
The qualifying clause «which have never smelt the fragrance of existence” (allati ma
shammat r@’ihah al-wujid) is also of Ibn ‘Arabi. He means thereby that the *“permanent
archetypes” in themselves are not yet actualized in the world of external reality, although
in the view of Ibn ‘Arabi, they are * existent” in the consciousness of the Absolute.

90) Mashd‘ir, p. 4, no. 4:
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predication” (hami sh@i sindf),™ is conditioned by both unity and divergence.
When we make a judgment such as, “Man is capable of writing ” (al-insén kdtib),
the subject, “man”, and the predicate, “ capable of writing”, must be different
from each other. If they were completely one and the same, there could occur no
subject-predicate relationship between them. There must, however, be a certain
respect in which the two are unified. If they were separate and different from one
another in all respects and had absolutely nothing to do with one another, they
could never be brought together in the unity of the subject-predicate relationship.

The aspect of divergence or duality in this kind of judgment comes from the
side of “quiddity”. The subject of the proposition is different from the predicate
because the concept or “quiddity” of “man” essentially differs from the concept
or “quiddity” of “writer”. The aspect of unity and sameness is supplied by
« existence 7, in the sense that the predicate “ writer ” is externally existent through
the very same “existence” by which the subject “man” is existent.

The concept of “man” is definitely different from the conmcept of “writer”.
These two different concepts in some cases, however, pertain to one and the samie
object (misddq) in the non-conceptual, i.e. real, world, of which it is true to say
both that “it is a man” and “it is capable of writing”. The identity is furnished
by “existence”. “Existence” here as elsewhere is in itself one single reality, and
both the subject and predicate exist thereby. This same “existence”, nonetheless,
has two different aspects or stages; the subject exists in one of these stages and
the predicate in the other®™. The primary requisite of the “common technical
predication ”, namely, the necessity of there being unity and duality at the same
time, is thus satisfied by the collaboration of “existence” and “quiddities”.

This, however, is possible only on the assumption that “existence” is asil. On
the opposite assumption, namely, that “existence” is i‘4ibdri and that whatever is
actual in the external world is a quiddity ”, there would be no real unity actua-
lized, for a “quiddity ” by definition is the principle of multiplicity and diversity.
The “quiddity” of “man” would be there; the “quiddity ” of “writer” would be
there; but separately and independently of each other, there being no ontological
link between them. On this assumption, “existence” which is supposed to supply
such a link is #¢ibdri, something unreal.

94) In contradistinction to the *primary and essential predication” exemplified by a
proposition like “Man is man » or “Man is a rational animal”. This type of predication
is characterized by the fact that the subject and predicate are completely identical with
each other, not only with regard to the external world but even as concepts. .

95) Cf. Taqt al-Amuli: Durer al-Fardid, 1 (Teheran, Markaz-e Nashr-e Kitab, 1377
AH) p. 39.
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(A) is at an ontological stage at which it has a peculiar property missing in the
same “quiddity ” at stage (B). We must remember also that the reality of “ex-
istence” is meant here, not merely the concept or notion of “existence“. This
“analogical gradation” of the reality of “existence” forms a cornerstone in the
philosophy of those who hold the principality of “existence”.

“ Analogical gradation * (tashkik), whether of “existence” or of “quiddity”, is
a concept of central importance characterizing the fundamental structure of Hikmat
metaphysics down to its matraw. The problem will be fully dealt with in Chapter 7.
Suffice it here to state in a preliminary way that “analogical gradation” is observ-
able when a number of things, all sharing one and the same ontological ground
or root, differ from each other by dint of the various intrinsic modalities of that
very ground. Those who uphold the principality of “existence” assert that the
ground is in every case nothing other than “existence”, which, therefore, is to be
regarded as something possessed of an infinite plasticity. The various ‘intrinsic
modalities of “existence” look to our eyes as if they were independent and self-
subsistent entities called “quiddities”. Nevertheless, in the last analysis, the “quid-
dities” prove to be products of rational elaboration by our minds. One object is,
for example, whiter than another object, but the difference is due not to a differ-
ence in the degree of intensity in the “quiddity ” of whiteness itself but to different
degrees of “actualization”, that is, “existence”, of the selfsame “quiddity ”.

In opposition to these Hikmat philosophers, exponents of the principality of
“quiddity ” hold that the common ground spoken of in the argument above is in-
variably furnished by “quiddities”; for “existence”, according to them, has no
objective reality that will permit it to provide such an ontological ground. When,
for example, an apple goes on increasing in redness during the gradual process of
ripening, an infinite number of degrees are actualized within the “quiddity” of
redness itself. They argue, however, that in spite of the actualization of infinite
. degrees and stages in the very interior of the “quiddity ”, the latter remains always
one and the same specific nature as an objective “reality”. Thus, in this view,
between the first stage and the last there 'stands a wide range of possible variations,
and this flexible whole constitutes a “quiddity ”. This is what is meant by the
“analogical gradation” of “quiddity ”.

We must remark that for those who maintain the principality of “quiddity ”
it is difficult not to admit “analogical gradation” in the internal structure of
“quiddity 7. Otherwise, they would have to admit that within a limited, ie. finite,
distance extending between the first stage and the last, there are actualized an
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take in thinking that “existence” is something different and distinguishable from
« quiddity ” in concreto, in the very structure of the objective reality. ‘He criticizes
the Avicennian thesis precisely on this understanding.

. Suhrawardi begins from the principle that “a mental difference does not neces-
sarily imply a real difference” ie. that two things being distinguishable from one
another gua concepts does not necessarily indicate that they are different also in
concreto. On this basis he argues that “quiddity ” and “existence” are two different
things only on the level of conceptual analysis,’*®” and that in the extra-mental
world, on the contary, they are one single “ reality ”, not a composite of two inde-
pendent elements. '

Up to this point, if our interpretation of the Avicennian position is right,
Suhrawardi basically agrees with Avicenna. The only point which distinguishes
him from Avicenna lies in the fact that he explicitly and emphatically states that
the concept of “existence” is through and through #tibéri there being nothing real
that directly corresponds to it in a real © existent”. In reality, the objective ref-
erent of the word “existence” is nothing but “quiddity” as it actually is (mdhiyah
ka-md hiva). We encounter in the extra-mental world “ quidditiés » completely
actualized, beyond which there is nothing else to which they might be related.
It is “quiddity” that is primarily and fundamentally real; and the fundamental
reality of “quiddity ”, when conceptually analyzed, produces the concept of “exis-
tence”. This same is true of “unity ”.!* '

Suhrawardi differs radically from Avicenna in his view of the present problem
because he does not interpret the Avicennian dichotomy in the way we have done.
He takes it for granted that Avicenna meant a real distinction of two constituents
in the internal structure of the extra-mental object. Repeatedly he comes back to
this understanding of the Avicennian dichotomy. He argues against Avicenna's
contention that existence” must be something different from “quiddity ” because
it often happens that we represent in our mind a ©quiddity >——triangle, for ex-
ample—and yet doubt, after having represented it, whether it really exists or not,

99) Kitéh al-Talwihdt, ed. H. Corbin: Opera Metaphysica et Mystice, 1 (Istanbul, Deut-
sche Morgenldndische Gesellschaft, 1945) p. 22, §12:

100) Ibid., p. 23:
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101) Ibid., p. 23.






and that the distinction between -
realm of conceptual analysis.

As we have pointed out earlier,
has no force once it is admitted th:
of Avicenna. The weakness of the
more important for our purposes is
the i4ibdri nature of “existence”.
metrically opposed to the fundamen

The Peripatetic philosophers!®®
most evident of all things so that
else. This stand, Suhrawardi says,
a clear meaning or meanings disce:
“existence”. It is remarkable, he
of “existence” indicate that it is #

The first of its meanings is “1
of propositions such as the followir
mind ”, “in reality ”, “in time” et
is invariably the same as the mear
denotes the relation of an actual e
and time. This relation, denoted 1
our reason.

The second meaning is the log
In a proposition like: “Zayd exist
istence” simply means the relatior
by the subject of the proposition.

The third meaning is “essen
pression: the “existence” of a thi
or the thing “itself”. The “essel
abstraction, an abstract notion wh
from the actually existent thing (i

In all these three cases, what
aspects ” (i‘tibdrdt ‘agliyak) which
level of conceptualization alone. ]
extra-mental world, but “existence

105) The argument here develop
Qutb al-Din’s Commentary, pp. 189-19.






114 THE CONCEPT AND REALITY OF EXISTENCE

This argument, according to Suhrawardi, rests upon a confusion between the
structure of judgment and that of the objective reality. This is precisely the subtle
point of which mention has been made. His argument runs as follows.10%

From the fact that the judgment we form on a thing that “it is possible in
objective reality ” is right, it does not necessarily follow that the “ possibility ”
of that thing is an objective external fact. Nay, “that it is possible in objective
reality” is the content of a judgment which is formed by the mind.*® Ina
similar way, “that it is possible in the mind (ie. conceptually) ” is also the
content of a judgment. Thus “possibility ” is but a “ mental attribute” (sifok
dhihwiyah) which the mind attributes sometimes to what is in the mind and
sometimes to what is in the objective reality. Sometimes the mind even forms
unconditioned judgments having a neutral relation to both the mind and the
objective reality.

It goes without saying that what is said here about « possibility ” applies word
by word also to “existence”. In ordinary life we are constantly forming judgments
of the type: “X is existent” or “X exists »  According to Suhrawari, “existence”
in such cases remains confined within the sphere of a judgment; its reference never
goes beyond the content of the judgment. Tt is only within the confines of human
consciousness.

The passage just quoted speaks also of “ possibility ” being a “mental attribute”
(sifah dhikmiyah). Consequently, “existence ” too is to be considered a “mental
attribute”. The concept of “attribute” (sifak), or “accident” (‘arad) in connection
with “existence” raises a very important and interesting problem in Islamic ontol-
ogy. We shall deal with this problem in the following chapter. Here we confine
ourselves to reproducing a passage in which the concept of “mental attribute” is

109) Ibid., p. 346, §103:
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110) The mind #kinks that the thing is in reality possible. This act of the mind does
not immediately indicate that the thing is in reality possible,
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infinite regress.

Against this criticism, the strongest argument in the hands of those’ Who
maintain the principality of existence”,——in fact both Mulls Sadra and Sabzawari
consider this point the ultimate ground of their thesis——is that “existence ”, in order
to be actualized, is not in need of any other existence”. “Existence”, they assert,
is in itself “actualization”. All other things (i.e. “ quiddities *y are “existent” by
«existence ”; but “existence” is “existent” by itself, by the very fact that it is
“existence ”. “Being-existent ”, i.e. “actualization ”, belongs to the “quiddities” by
accident, while it belongs to “existence” by essence.

This idea, namely that “existence” (wujild) in itself is “ belng -existent” (maw-
jodiyah) Suhrawardi refutes in the following way."?®

Suppose a thing is actually “non-existent” (ma‘dfim). You ask them: Is the
“existence” of that thing “non-existent”, or is it “actualized »? It will be
absurd to say that the thing is “non-existent” but its “existence ” is “exist-
ent”. So the latter also must necessarily be “non-existent”.

But since in this way the “existence” of something is conceivable together
with the judgment that it (i.e. that “existence”) is of necessity “non-existent”,
it is patent that “existence-being-existent” is not the same as « existence ” itself.
For otherwise, it would be utterly impossible for us to have the representation
of “existence” judging at the same time that it is © non-existent” (i.e. not
actualized) in the external world.

Thus they will have to admit that “existence” becomes “existent” only by
dint of something (i.e. another “existence”) which occurs to it when the
« quiddity ” becomes “actualized” and “existent”. That is to say, they will
have to admit that “existence” becomes “existent” only through another
< existence . And this will lead to an infinite regress.

If we consider Suhrawardi’s ability as a keen dialectician, and remember at the
same time that he was Shaykh al-Ishrdgiyak, the Head of the Illuminationists, a
mystic known for the profundity of his spiritual experiences, we can see how
formidable an opponent he was for philosophers like Mulla Sdadra and Sabzawari.

112) Ibid., pp. 358-359, §109:
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This basic structure of the problem must always be kept strictly intact. If
even one of the elements is misplaced, the whole controversy becomes meaningless.
Such is the case with those who understand the word mdhiyah in the phrase
asélah al-méhiyak in the © general sense”, ¥ ie. in the sense of “that by which a
thing is what it is”. In the nineteenth century, Mirza Ahmad Ardakdni Shir8zi,''®
who thought the controversy to be essentially verbal, proposed to solve the problem
at one stroke by introducing a simple change into its internal structure*® Ac-
cording to his proposed solution, the “existence” which those who maintain its
#tibéri-ness have in mind, is the abstract concept of “ existence *, while the “quid-
dity ” they have in mind is “ quiddity ” as actualized in concreto. In contrast, the
« axistence ” which is spoken of by those who maintain its asdlah, is the “reality”
of “existence”, not the concept, of “existence”, while the “quiddity” to which
they refer is “quiddity ” qua a © natural universal” considered in itself. This solu-
tion, however, as Professor Ashtiyani points out, will satisfy neither of the two
parties.

Chapter 6

Is Existence an Accident?

The “accidentality of existence” is a momentous problem bequeathed by Avi-
cenna to posterity, not only in the Muslim East but also in the Christian West. In
the golden age of medieval scholasticism in the West, the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries, Christian doctors were engaged in heated discussions over the problem
whether or not “existence” is something super-added to © quiddity ” as an “acci-
dent” (sit aliquod superadditum ad modum accidentis)*® We see, for example,
Siger of Brabant, the greatest representative of Latin Averroism and a contemporary
of Thomas Aquinas, in the Prolegomena to his Commentary on Aristotle’'s Meta-
physics raising as one of the basic problems of metaphysics ufrum ens vel esse in
rebus causatis pertineat ad essentiam causatorum vel sit aliguod additum essentiae

113) As distinguished from mdhiyak in the particular sense. The distinction has been
explained above at the beginning of the present chapter.

114) Known as the author of a commentary on Mulld Sadr8’s Kitdb al-Mashd‘ir, en-
titled Nar al-Baséir fi Hall Mushkilét al-Mashésr. Cf. H. Corbin’s Introduction to his
edition of the Mashé'ir, p. 51.

115) Cf. Jalal al-Din Ashtiyani: Hasti az Nagar-e Falsafah va-‘Irfin (Mashhad, Chap-
khéne-yi Khorisan, 1379 A.H.) pp. 217-218. )

116) Thomas: In IV Met., lect. 2.
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Here Avicenna confuses the “logical accident” (ie. © accident” as a predicate)
with the ontological “accident” (i.e. accident as opposed to “substance” in which
it subsists), or the “accident” as praedicabile with “accident” as praedicamen-
tale. Certainly it is true that the “existence” of each contingent “existent”
(ens contingens) belongs to the fifth predicable (i.e. the fifth Universal in the
order of the Porphyrian theory of Universals, namely, “accident” in the sense
of ‘arad ‘dmm). But it is a mistake to think that the “existence of any created
substance is a ¢ predicamental accident” (ens in alio, something existent in
something else). “Existence”, in truth, must be considered a substantial co-
principle of a substance which is actualized out of the “quiddity” and ”ex-
istence”.

The phrase ens in alio used by Dr. Manser is typical of this way of under-
standing, or misunderstanding, the Avicennian view of the “accidentality ” of “ex-
istence”. If “existence”, as understood by Avicenna himself, were an ens in alio
« gomething existent in something else”, it would be just an ordinary “accident”
subsisting and inhering in a substance, like whiteness subsisting in a body. Such
an understanding of “existence” inevitably leads one into a blind alley when he
turns to consider the ontological status of quiddity ” prior to the “occurence” of
“ existence ”.

A predicamental or categorical “accident”, ie.an “ accident ” understood in the
sense of ens in .alio, is a property which, coming from outside, alights upon the
thing (the substratum) and inheres therein, the substratum forming a kind of
«locus” for the “occurring accident”. The phrase © coming from outside” here
means nothing other than that the “locus” considered in itself, i.e. without taking
into consideration any of the secondary circumstances, subsists by itself and does
not need the “accident”. Whiteness, for example, is not needed by the body itself;
for the latter, in so far as it is a body, subsists regardless of whether the property
of whiteness “occurs” to it or not. Whiteness “occurs” to it only at a stage
posterior to the stage of the subsistence of the “quiddity ”.

Now, if “existence” were one of such “accidents”, the “quiddity ” which is
essentially independent of any “accident” of this nature would have to subsist, that
is, “exist” in some form or other even without the “occurrence” of “existence”.
But what will be the form of “existence” of a “ quiddity ” prior to its “being ex-
istent”? In a discussion of theological inspiration, particularly under the influence
of Neoplatonism, the difficulty may be simply solved by our saying that “quiddi-
ties” in such a state do exist in the Consciousness of God.'*” Ontologically, how-

122) But even this does not solve the problem completely; see F. Rahman; op. cit.,
pp. 10-11.
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recipient and a thing received become united. Nay, a “quiddity ” when it is,
that being itself is its “existence ”.22% ‘

As the last sentence of this quotation indicates, when a man, for example, as
a concrete individual, is found in our presence, that is, when the “quiddity” of
“man” is actualized as an individual “reality”, it is meaningless for us to ask
whether the “quiddity ” exists or not. Its very “actualization” is its “existence”.
1t is in reference to this ontological level that Mulld Sadrd speaks of the “self-
sameness of existence and quiddity * Cayniyah al-wujid wa-al-mihiyah). “ Existence”,
he says,’*® whether extra-mental or mental, is the very subsistence of a “quiddity ”
and its (i.e. the “quiddity ”’s) own “existence”; it does not signify that something
other than the “quiddity ” is actualized in the “quiddity . Thus on this level, ie.
in the external objective world of reality, the proposition “Zayd exists” (Zayd
mawjdd) says the same thing as “Zayd is Zayd” (Zayd Zayd). Both are an em-
phatic affirmation of the reality of Zayd.*” The structure of the reality is such
that there is no place here even for talking about “unification” (ittikdd) of two
components, for it is, as we have remarked before, an ontological block without any
fissure.

The situation, however, radically changes when we transfer the problem to the
level of conceptual analysis. On the conceptual level the intellect anatomizes the
integral ontological block into “quiddity ” and “existence ” and distinguishes between
them. Even at this stage, however, “quiddity ”, as T@si points out in the passage
quoted above, is not separated from “existence”, for it still exists by “ mental ex-
istence”. The intellect pushes its analytic activity ahead a step further, and con-
siders the “quiddity ” in complete abstraction from everything else, including even
“existence”. Only when the “quiddity” is conceived in this way in a state of

125) Nasir al-Din al-Tlsi: Commentary on Avicenna’s al-Ishérdt wa-al-Tanbihat, 111,
pp. 462-463:
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that the thing was not “existent” before, and that it is now © existent ?. The in-
tellect considers the thing in that imagined state in which it was not yet existent,
as “possible”. The ontological “ possibility ” thus understood is but a mental notion.
Looking back from the state of actuality, which is the only “ reality ” in the extra-
mental world the intellect tries to picture to itself the ontological status of the
thing previous to its real “existence”. As the result of such an intellectual analysis
« possibility ” is obtained. As Ab{-l-Barakat says:**®

An “existent” is either (1) existent by itself and out of itself, or (2) existent
by its “existence” having been made “necessary” by something else (i.e. the
cause); not that its “existence” is “necessary” by itself. ‘This is a rational
division that can be applied mentally to every “existent” there being no ex-
ception to it.

The intellect is in this way capable of considering an actually existent thing
as a “possible thing . This consideration, however, does not imply that the actually
existent thing is in reality qualified by an external quality called “possibility ” in
the way that an object iz concreto is qualified by an external quality like whiteness.
The extra-mental state of affairs corresponding to the proposition: “This thing isa
possible ?, is merely the fact that the thing has a “cause”. The extra-mental referent
of this proposition is simply an external relation subsisting between the thing and
its “cause” which is not contained in the latter. Such a relation is evidently
nothing but a mental property; it cannot qualify a thing as whiteness does.

In objective reality, a thing in the state of pure “ possibility ” is not even a
“thing ”; it is purely and simply “non-existent”. The extra-mental object of re-
ference for the concept of a “possible thing ” without considering its “cause ?) s

“non-existence ” or pure “nothing”. In this respect Averroés is certainly right
when he says 1 :

An “existent” whose “existence” has a “cause” can only provide of itself the

130) Kitab al-Mu'tabar, 111, p. 22, see above Chapter 2, note 8:
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ence is due to the fact that all other “accidents” in order to become existent,
need each-a substratum (which is already existent by itself) while “ existence ”

~does not require any « agistence ” in order to become existent. Thus it is not
proper to say that its “existence” (ie. the “existence” of this particular
« accident ” called “existence ”) in a substratum is its very “existence”, meaning
thereby that “existence” has “existence” (other than itself) in the same way
as (an “accident” like) whiteness has “existence .1 (That which can properly
be said about the “accident ”-“existence”) is, on the contrary, that its “exist-
ence in a substratum ” is the very “existence” of that substratum. As for every
«accident” other than “existence”, its “existence in a substratum ” is the
« existence ” of that “accident”.*® '

This passage throws a clarifying light on what is really meant by Avicenna
by the “accidentality ” of “existence”, showing at the same time how erroneous is
the view of those who think that Avicenna identified “existence » with an ordinary
«accident ” like whiteness. Far from making such an identification, he clearly dis-
tinguishes one from the other and puts them into sharp contrast. An ordinary
“accident” like whiteness, he says, is a quality which in itself is different and
separate from its substratum. Its “existence” is nothing other than its inherence
in the substratum. The relation between “existence” and substratum is therefore
an extrinsic one. Even if the “accident” disappears from the substratum, the latter
is in no way affected in its own “existence”. « Accident ”-¢ existence ™ is totally
different from such an “accident”, for its “existence in a substratum ” constitutes
the very “existence” of that substratum. The relation between the “accident”
and the substratum in this case is intrinsic, in the sense that the disappearance of
this “accident” is the disappearance of the substratum.

Now at last we are in a position to give a short and definite answer to the
question which forms the title of the present chapter: Is “existence” an © acci-
dent”? It is an “accident”, but of a very peculiar nature; and its “occurrence”
to “quiddities” is an event that takes place only in the sphere of conceptual or
rational analysis. '

We may recall at this juncture what was said in Chapter 3 about the
«gecondary intelligibles”. There we provisionally regarded “existence” as a “phi-
losophical secondary intelligible . “Existence” is a © philosophical secondary intel-
ligible ” in the sense that there is in the extra-mental world a concrete entity which
corresponds to the concept of “existence”, and from which the concept is derived.

135) Ie. the fact that whiteness is whiteness does not constitute the “existence” of
whiteness; rather, its being existent in its substratum is its “existence”.
136) Al-Tu'ligst, quoted by Mulld Sadrd in the Mashd‘ir p. 34, §83.
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wise. Only when it descends, so to speak, from the highest stage of absolute met-
aphysical simplicity and receives various limitations and determinations, does it
appear as particular things. These limitations and determinations of ©existence”
by which the latter leaves the stage of absoluteness and becomes particularized,
are “quiddities”.

This relation between the reality of “existence” and its limitations is often
explained metaphorically in terms of the nature of the light of the sun.**® Sun-
light in itself has no determinations; it is neither square nor triangular, neither
long nor short, neither red nor blue. When it is shed upon a square building it
becomes square; when it falls upon a long wall, it becomes long; and when it
passes through red glass, it becomes red, etc.. Throughout all these modifications,
sunlight itself remains the -original one single reality. These various forms and
qualities assumed by sunlight are produced and actualized by the sunlight itself,
but the sunlight in itself transcends them all. Such is also the relation between
“existence ” and “quiddities ”.

This metaphor of sunlight is not strictly speaking a proper one, however, be-
cause it presupposes the previous “existence” of the “quiddities”. In order that
the light of the sun appear square, there must be a square object from the
very beginning. No “quiddity ”, as we have seen above, has such a pre-existing
“existence” of its own. The relation of “existence” to “quiddities” must be
understood as an “illuminative relation” (iddfak ishrdgivah). That is to say,
“quiddities ” themselves are internal productions of “existence”. Instead of under-
standing “quiddities” as extrinsic determinations of ©existence”, we must under-
stand them as intrinsic determinations. '

For a better understanding of “quiddity” as the intrinsic limitation of “exist-
ence ”, Professor William Carlo'® proposes another metaphor. The thesis of “quid-
dity ” being an extrinsic limitation of “existence” may be exﬁlained by comparing
“existence ” to an infinite ocean and “quiddity ” to a vessel or container into Wwhich
the water is received. Each container, i.e. each “quiddity ”, receives as much water,
ie. “existence”, as it can hold within its limits of circumscription. In this met-
aphor, “quiddity ” is given a kind of self-subsistence and the positive capacity of
limiting, determining, and contracting “existence ”.

The thesis of “quiddity” being the intrinsic limitation of “existence” does
not understand the situation in such a ‘way. Let us consider water ( existence ”)
Professor Carlo proposes, as if it were poured out from a container simultaneously
with a sudden drastic drop in temperature. Under freezing conditions, the water
becomes transformed into a solid before it reaches the ground. The particular shape
assumed by the solid is a self-determination or self-limitation of the water itself,

137) See, for instance, Muhiy al-Din Mahdi Qumshi’i: op. cii., I, pp. 18-19.
138) Op. cit., pp. 103-104.
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ence” of every “existent” is that “existent” itself in the external world. And
the “external” can never be transformed into the “mental”. That_which‘ is
capable of being mentally represented of “existence” is merely a general mental
notion. The latter is what is called the “attributive existence” which is found
in propositions. The knowledge of the reality of “existence” is obtainable
only by an “illuminative presence” and an “immediate witnessing”. Only
when one has experienced this does the concrete “reality” of “existence” be-
come absolutely indubitable.

The above is said in answer to Suhrawardi’s criticism that the ©existence” of
« existence ” is liable to be doubted even after the “existence” of something has
been represented in the mind.

However, the experience of the “illuminative presence » which is the only way
of access to the reality of “existence” is not within the capability of everyone. It
is an unusual experience, a kind of mystical intuition, a vision that flashes upon the
mind in moments of an extraordinary spiritual tension which is sometimes actua-
lized after a long period of concentrated training or by dint of an inborn capacity.
It is not for everybody to have such an experience.

That the experience of the “illuminative presence ” ig rarely obtainable may
more easily be understood if we reformulate the problem in the ordinary termi-
nology of monotheistic religions. To know the reality of “existence”, even if it is
only a matter of catching a fleeting glimpse of it, is equivalent in a monotheistic
context to knowing God directly and through an immediate vision.

It will be interesting to observe in this connection how a contemporary existen-
tialist, Jean-Paul Sartre, who is professedly an atheist, describes his own personal
encounter with the reality of “existence”. It is described as an awful, uncouth
and crushing experience. The illumination (ishrdg), with him, is a dark illumination.
Je voudrais tant me laisser aller, wm'oublier, dormir. Mais je me peux pas, je suf-
Ffoque: Pexistence me pénctre de partout, par les veux, par le nez, par la bouche......
Et tout dun coup, dun seul coup, le voile se déchire, fai compris, jlai vu.?

He is in the park sitting on a bench. A huge chestnut tree is" there just in
front of him, with its knotty root sunk into the ground under the bench. Suddenly
the consciousness that it is the root of a tree disappears. All words disappear, and
together with them the significance of things, their ways of usage, the feeble points
of reference which men have traced on the surface of things. He sees only soft,

140) La nausée, p. 160. *“How I wish I could let myself go, forget myself, fall asleep.
But I cannot, I am suffocating: existence penetrates me everywhere, through the eyes,
through the nose, through the mouth...... And suddenly, all of a sudden, the veil is ‘torn
away, I have understood, T have seen”,






132 THE CONCEPT AND REALITY OF EXISTENCE

Professor Etienne Gilson says,*® a “descending ecstasis” (une extase vers le bas).
It may well be, as he says too, a “diabolic mysticism ” (mystique diabolique) as
opposed to the “divine mysticism ” (mystique divine) of Catholicism. It is, never-
theless, a precious record of the immediate experience of “existence ? as it reveals
itself in its crude original nakedness before it is modified by “quiddities” and
transformed into various things. The metaphysics of a Mulla Sadra or a Sabzawari
is a philosophical world-view that has its deep root in this kind of metaphysical
experience. Whether it be a descending ecstasis” or © ascending ecstasis”, the
content of the metaphysical experience as the immediate presence of the reality of
« existence ” is capable of furnishing a solid basis on which one can build a whole
philosophical world-view.

In order to locate exactly the reality of “existence” in such a world-view, let
us start from the very beginning. We begin by distinguishing between the notion
(or comcept) of “existence” and the reality of “existence”. Each of these two is
again bifurcated, so that we obtain a system composed of four basic terms.

(a) “absolute existence” (wujtd mutlaq)
/‘ B

I} The notion of “existence”

N\

(b) “portion of existence” (hissah, pl. hisas)

(¢) “general unit” (ferd ‘dmm)
/
II) The reality of “existence”
N ,
(d) “particular unit” (fard khdss, pl. afrdd
khissah)

The word “existence” is used in these four meanings which must be clearly
kept apart from one another whenever we endeavor to analyze the structure of
“existence ”.

The first (a) is the “self-evident”, primary concept of “existence ”, which we
elucidated in the first part of the present paper. It is a concept of the widest ex-
tension, being applicable to all things without discrimination. © Existence ” at this
stage is represented in the mind in its absolute simplicity, without any determina-
tion whatsoever, whether intrinsic or extrinsic. It is evident that “existence” thus

143) Létre et Pessence, pp. 297-298,
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Against the Ash‘ariyah theologians who refuse to recognize any distinction,
whether conceptual or extra-mental, the philosophers belonging to the school of the
principality of “existence” assert that at all four of these stages, “ existence ” is
different and distinguishable from “quiddity 7. It requires very little effort to see
that at stages (a) and (b), that is, in the sphere of concepts, “existence” and
“quiddity ” are not identical. Even, however, in the sphere of external reality, that
is, at stages (c) and (d), the two are distinguishable from one another. Although
«quiddity 7, in their view, is nothing actual in the extra- mental world that stands
opposed to “existence ”—for it is in itself “nothing”, bemg itself only mentally
elaborated out of a partlcular limit or stage of “ existence "——it is evident that
« something limited” or “determined” is not exactly the same as the “determining
limit”. In our present case, the object limited is “existence”, and “quiddity ” is

s “determining limit”. Thus “quiddity”, which, if considered in itself, is “no-
thing ”, nonetheless, in so far as it is considered as the “determining limit”, is
different from “existence” which it delimits and specializes."*®

With regard to the four stages of “existence” thus established, various thinkers
or schools take various positions. ,

There are those who, like the famous Shi4 philosopher of the fifteenth century
Sadr al-Din al-Dashtaki (d. 1497), altogether deny the reality of “existence”, whether
mental or extra-mental#® They recognize only stages (a) and (b). For them
« existence ” is nothing more than a product of a subjective attitude by which the
mind lays hold of concrete things, i.e. an #Zibdr pure and simple. In the view of
these thinkers, when the predicate derived from “existence”, ie. “existent” (maw-
jad), is truthfully predicated of something, it means simply that the concept of
« axistent ” is unified with that thing; it does not mean that the source of deriva-
tion, ie. “existence”, really subsists in the thing.

Concerning, again, the level of the external reality, there are those who main-
tain the real multiplicity of “existence”, not only of “existents”. “ Existence ” for
them is “realities” (hagd’ig pl. of hagigah) each of which is a completely independ-
ent entity. All “existences” differ from one another totally and essentially; they
are not different from each other only through specific differences or by individu-
alizing properties. Furthermore, the Absolute is only one of these independent and
self-subsistent entities, albeit a very special one because it is “necessary ”. On this
understanding there is no unifying thread running through all things in the world.
The world of Being consists of an infinity of separate entities that have nothing in

145) See a lucid exposition of this point in Muhammad Rida Salihi Kirméni: Wuidd
az Nagar-e Falssifah-i Isiém, 1 (Qum, n. d.) pp. 158-159.

146) This paragraph is based on Mulld Sadrd’s explanation of this position in the Ma-
sha'ir, p. 28, §§71-72.
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mental world has only one single “reality” in which there is absolutely no
multiplicity, neither in terms of species nor in terms of individuals, nor.even in
terms of degrees and stages. This single © reality ” is the only external entity
which corresponds to the concept of “existence”. Apart from it, the concept of
« oxistence ” finds no real object to which it may apply in the extra-mental world.
Theologically speaking, this “reality ” is God, the Absolute. - All the so-called non-
absolute, i.e. possible, “existences” are not real entities; they are no more than
conceptual “portions” of “existence”. In other words they are “existence” at
stage (b) according to the above-given scheme, not at stage (d). These “portions”
share some common accidental properties by which- they are identical in somewhat
the same way as the whiteness of this ivory and of that ivory and of a third ivory,
etc., are identical in the external world. But in reality they cannot go beyond the
sphere of concepts. What really corresponds to them in the external world is the
multiplicity of “existents”, ie. ¢ quiddities ” which, according to this view, are real,
not i‘tibdri.

These really existent “quiddities” are essentially and completely different from
each other, having no unity at all among themselves. How then can “existence”
be equally predicable of them, so that we can say they are all “existent?”

To this question the thinkers of this school answer that when we say: “X is
existent”, “Z is existent”, etc., the meaning of the predication is simply that X,
Y, and Z, which are real “quiddities”, are related to the unique reality of “exist-
ence”, each separately; and that this relation is merely accidental.

Their relation to existence is comparable to the external and

X . .
v « existence ” accidental relation which subsists between a man who sells
7 7 fruit and the fruit, or a man who by profession catches fish

and the fish. A man who catches fish is in himself simply a
man, nothing else. .Qua man, he has no internal relationship with the fish he
catches and sells. The relation between them is one of occupation or business,
but because of this peculiar relation, the man is called a © fisherman ” which is a
name derived from “fish”. In just the same way, a “quiddity” is said to be
« existent 7, which is a derivation from “existence”, by dint of such an accidental
relation, not because it has a particular, real “existence » of its own, i.e. “existence”
at stage (d). The unique reality of “existence ” is never really diversified by vari-
ous “quiddities” being related thereto.

Thus the doctrine upheld by this group of thinkers is the thesis of the unity
of “existence” and multiplicity of “existents”. This is a position also taken by
some theologians. It was Jalal al-Din al-Dawwani who recognized therein the influ-
ence of mysticism and attributed the position to the “tasting of theosophy”.

Sabzawari, however, thinks that this doctrine does not represent the “tasting
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it acts as a veil obstructing our vision of the object. _ :

All the mirrors reflect one and the same object in varying forms, each accord-
ing to its shape, size, color, glossiness, etc.. The appearance of the original object
in all of them serves as a thread that gathers together all the dispersed reflections
into a unity. If attention were paid only to the disparate individual reflections in
their very diversity, their real status could never be known.

Similarly, if we view particular “existences” in their relation to the unique
reality of “existence” in terms of an “ illuminative relation ”, that is, if we consider
them as so many “effluences” (ishrdgdt) of the Absolute Light which is the reality
of “existence ”, we shall notice that the latter itself appears in the very appearances
of these individual lights. If, however, we view particular “existences” as inde-
pendent and self-subsisting entities without any relation to their source, their real
ontological status will inevitably escape our grasp, because “ being-related-to”, which
we have earlier called “need” or “poverty ”, forms an essential constituent of these
“existences ”.

Thus, particular “existences” are not entirely devoid of reality. They are
“real”. Their reality consists in their being rays of the metaphysical Sun, and in
their being “pure relations ” (rawdbit mahdah), not in their being independent ent-
ities Zaving relations to their source.

This observation about the ontological status of particular “existences” leads
immediately to the thesis that “existence” is one single “reality” possessed of
varying grades and stages in terms of intensity and weakness, perfection and de-
ficiency, priority and posteriority, etc.. These differences do not compromise the
original unity of the reality of “existence”, because that by which they differ from
one another is precisely that by which they are unified. Here in a concise form is
the doctrine of the “analogical gradation” of “existence”.

As Sabzawarl remarks, the “analogical gradation” of “existence” is, one of
the most basic problems of metaphysics, and it constitutes the foremost distin-
guishing mark of the Pahlawi school of philosophy.

There are two mutually opposed aspects to “analogical gradation”: the aspect
of sameness and the aspect of distinction. We have already seen the first of these
two aspects in relation to the notion or concept of “existence”.

The notion or concept of “existence” is essentially one; it is common to all
things in the sense that it is applicable to all without discrimination. A “man”,
for example, can be said to “exist” in just the same way as a “stone” is said to
“exist . The concept of “existence” which our intellect draws from an actually
existent man by the process of abstraction is completely identical with the concept
of “existence” which it abstracts from an actually existent stone, tree, table, or
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«accident” by way of intensity-weakness. Likewise, the reality of “ existence ” is
also of an “analogical” structure. According to the Pahlawi philosophers, the real-
ity of “existence” as it appears in the Absolute is clearly different from its reality
as it appears in other “possible” existents. In the former the reality is “more
intense” and “prior ”, while in the latter it is “weaker” and “ posterior ”. In the
same way, the reality of “existence” as it appears in a non-material being is
“stronger ” than the same reality as it appears in a material being.

« Analogicity ”*5» is technically divided into two kinds: (1) “analogicity ” in a
specialized sense (tashkik khdssi) and (2) “analogicity ” in a popular (i.e. non-specia-
lized) sense (tashkik ‘Gmmi).

The first kind of “analogicity ” is realized when the one single reality, through
which all its particular manifestations are identical with each other, happens at the
very same time to be the cause of the diversity among its particular manifestations.
For example, one and the same concept of “number” is truthfully predicable of
both 2 and 2000 with a certain difference. The principle of identity uniting 2 and
2000 is “number ”, just as the principle of difference between them is also “num-
ber 7. TFor another example: the light of the sun, of the moon, of a lamp, and of
a firefly is one single reality of light; yet, it is actualized in each of them differ-
ently. They differ from one another by the very same reality which makes them
identical with each other.

The second kind of “analogicity ” is actualized when the reality, through which
all its particular manifestations are identical with each other, does not act as the
principle of diversity among its manifestations. An example is provided by the
concept of “being-existent” as it is predicated of Adam, Noah, Moses and Jesus,
who in spite of “being-existent” are also in the relation of priority-posteriority.
The difference among these prophets in regard to the time of their appearance is
not caused by their being-existent” itself, but by the nature of time which permits
of priority and posteriority. :

The importance of this distinction between the two kinds of “analogicity ” lies
in the fact that the “analogicity ” of the concept of “existence” is of the second
kind, while that of the reality of “existence” is of the first. This difference is
due to the fact that a “concept” can only be a principle of.identity and agreement
and can never act as the differentiating principle of the objects to which it is ap-
plied. Thus the concept of “existence” can and does bring together all the different

151) The following explanation owes a great deal to a very clear exposition of the
problem by Professor Muhiy al-Din Mahdi Qumshi’ in his Hikmat-¢ [ldhi, pp. 10-11.
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that is, everything has “quiddity ” really differing from “existence”; everything
is something by the principle of “quiddity ” and existent by the principle of “exist-
ence”. As we have already seen, such a view must regard “quiddities” qua reci-
pients of “existence” as self-subsistent, and as existing in some mysterious way
before they receive the influx of “existence”. The Pahlawi position, on the con-
trary, does not admit the self-subsistence of “quiddities” as secondary causes. All
“quiddities” in this view are devoid of external reality; the reality they manifest
to our eyes is only a pseudo-reality. We need not repeat the argument here since
this point has already been discussed toward the end of the foregoing chapter.

The position taken by the Pahlawi philosophers is described by Sabzawéri in
the following way.*s

“ Existence ” according to the Pahlawi philosophers is a “ reality ? characterized
by “analogical gradation” and comprising various degrees...... that vary like the
real (ie. supra-sensible) Light which, in fact, is the same as the reality of
« existence ” because “light” (in general) is that which is self-manifesting and
which brings all else into manifestation. This is precisely the characteristic of
the reality of “existence”, for it is of the very nature of the latter that it is
self-manifesting and that it brings all else into manifestation. The word
“others” in this context refers to all “quiddities”......

(“ Existence ”-Light in this sense) resembles sensible light which is also an
analogically graded entity having various degrees as it becomes strong or weak
...... The basic characteristic of “light” (whether sensible or metaphysical) is
that it is self-manifesting and that it brings all else into manifestation.
This characteristic is actualized in every degree of “light” and “shadow”, so
that weakness does not prevent a weak degree from being a “light”; nor are
intensity and moderation essential conditions or constituent factors of a partic-
ular degree except in the sense of being something which does not remain
outside of “light”; nor do they prevent (it from being a “light”). Thus a
strong “light” is a “light” just as much as a moderate one is a “ light ”.
Likewise, a weak light is yet a light.

The “light” thus has a wide expanse with regard to its various non-composite
degrees, and each of these degrees also has an expanse with regard to its rela-
tion to its various recipients.

In exactly the same way, the reality of “existence” has various degrees in
terms of intensity and weakness, priority and posteriority, etc., in its very real-
ity. Every degree of “existence” is non-composite. It is not the case that a

154) Sharh-e Mangidmeh, ad. vv. 34-35.
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The activity of this second eye actualizes the sphere of multiplicity. At this stage,
all “existents” in their vital effervescence and luxuriance come into his sight and
fill it up. His sight is no longer restricted to pure Existence. An infinite number
of various and variegated things are witnessed. None of these things, however, lies
outside the “comprehensiveness” of “existence”, because nothing can “appear”,
nothing can be actualized, except by dint of “existence”. In this sense all these
things are comprised within the one single reality of “existence 7,

Thus a man “deeply versed in knowledge” witnesses, with his two eyes com-
bined, the metaphysical secret of coincidentia oppositorum. He sees the reality at
once as one and as many. The philosophical outcome of such an experience is the
view that “existence” is one single reality of a nature that it “descends” (tanaz-
zul) from the stage of its original purity into various stages of limitation and
determination. In this latter aspect, among the muystics it is called the “ breath of
Mercifulness ”, i.e. the breath of the existential Mercy of the Absolute. It is called
“breath ”, because it is comparable in its formal structure to human breath.’*?
Human breath in the process of producing various phonemes is originally a simple
neutral voice having no determined forms in itself. As it passed through the vocal
organs, it is variously articulated into particular sounds in such a way that the
latter form various words. In a similar way, “existence” in its absoluteness is
pure “appearance” with no determinations; it is a pure “light” without any color
whatsoever. As it “descends” into various stages, the one single reality is continu-
ously determined in various ways and finally brings to light the world of multipli-
city. Since, however, all these stages are but intrinsic limitations of the selfsame
reality, the observed multiplicity is ultimately reducible to the original unity.

The second point to be considered is the fact that Sabzawarl in the above-
quoted passage identifies “existence” with © light . He evidently owes this con-
ception of “light” as the metaphysical reality to the Master of the Illuminationists,
Suhrawardi. Historically, this fact is of prime importance because, as we have seen
earlier, Suhrawardi is the greatest representative of those who maintain the i‘¢:bdvi-
ness of “existence”.

Suhrawardi’s position concerning “existence” is complicated by - the fact that,
although he categorically denies all objective reality to “existence”, he transfers,
so to speak, what he denies to “existence” to the metaphysical reality of “light”.
The nature of metaphysical “light” as “that which is self-manifesting and which
brings all else into manifestation ”**® and its “ analogical ” (fashkiki) structure'®®

157) Cf. The Persian Commentary on the Mashair by Badi* al-Mulk Mirz3, in Le livre
des pénétrations métaphysiques, op. cit., p. 90.
158) Hikmat al-Ishrdg, ed. Corbin, p. 113, §116:

.ﬁ\&o,ﬂ#\@@@}w\}h),ﬂlbl
159) [Ibid., p. 197, pp. 133-134.
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A “quiddity ” in the state of the “negatively-conditioned” (bi—shaf,t l4d) is a
“quiddity ” considered in its purity; a state in' which everything else, including
even the “existence” of the “quiddity”, whether external or mental, is eliminated
from the consciousness. The “quiddity ” gue itself, as, for example, the concept of
“animal” gue “animal”, alone is represented in the mind, with nothing else asso-
ciated with it. If we relate some other concept to a “quiddity” in a pure state,
for example, the concept of “rational”, the result can only bea combination of two
different and independent elements. The original concept cannot then be predicated
of the composite. “Animal” plus “rational ” is something more than pure “animal ”,
and the latter is not predicable of the former.'*®

In the state of the “non-conditioned” (/¢ bi-shar?), a “quiddity ” is represented
in an ambiguous or totally indeterminate way. A “quiddity” in this state is free;
it may or may not be associated with something else. If we relate some other
concept to a “quiddity ” in such a state of indetermination, the resulting combina-
tion is a perfect unity. The original concept can still be predicated of this unity.
“ Animal ” plus “rational” is “man”; and “animal”, of course, is predicable of
“man”. A “quiddity” at this stage is in itself not yet actualized or specified ; it
is still indeterminate so that it can be predicated of many different things.

In the state of ©conditioned-by-something ”, a “quiddity ” is considered already
associated with some other concept; e.g. “animal” plus “rational”. “Animal” in
this state is considered as already actualized and specified. That is to say,
“animal” here is not considered gue “animal”; rather it is “animal” in so far as
it is associated with “rational”, ie. que “man”. '

Now we may apply this triple division to “existence”. According to the
Pahlawi philosophers, as we have repeatedly observed, “existence ® is one single
“reality ” having various degrees and stages which differ from each other in
terms of intensity-weakness, perfection-deficiency, etc.. The highest stage, ie. the
Absolute in its transcendental absoluteness, is the reality of “existence” in the
state of the “negatively-conditioned”. The Absolute, in other words, is pure “ex-
istence ”, i.e. the reality of “existence” in its absolute purity, away from all pos-
sible determinations and limitations. It is “existence” in the state of pure and
absolute transcendence. '

In the next stage, that of the “non-conditioned » “existence” is in a state of
free indetermination, ready to modify itself into any determinate form whatsoever.
In this state it comprises in potentia all possible “existents” within the sphere of
its unity. It is here that “existence” is unity and multiplicity at one and the

161) This and the following paragraphs concerning the triple division are based on
Tisi’s Commentary upon Avicenna’s al-Ishdrdi wa-al-Tanbihat, pp. 229-230, and Qutb al-Din
al-Razi’s Muhskamat found in the Teheran edition of al-Ishérat, 1, (Haydari, 1377 A.HL.) pp.
75-76.
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With the light of His Face all things become illumined. But in the presence
of the light of His Face everything else is but a shadow. :

In this verse God Himself is understood as pure Existence. “His Face” refers
to “unfolded existence”. It is His actus as “light” which is “ self-manifesting and
which brings all else into manifestation”. That “ all things become illumined by
this light” refers to the fact that the “quiddities”, which are in themselves #‘¢ibdri
and non-existent, become apparent to our eyes as “ existents” by dint of the activity

of the “light”. Their real status, however, is indicated by the symbol of “sha-
dow .

Before bringing this chapter to a close, one more important point must be men-
tioned.’» Against the view of the Pahlawi philosophers who recognize in “exist-
ence as negatively-conditioned ” the highest stage of “ existence ”, i.e. the Absolute
or God, many of the leading Sifis take a different position in their metaphysical
doctrines. “Existence as negatively-conditioned” (wujid bi-shart 14), ‘they argue,
cannot be absolutely absolute, for it is comditioned, albeit negatively. It is pure
« existence ” with the negative condition'that there be nothing else associated with
it, that it not be determined by any possible determinations. In the eyes of the
Siifis, “existence” at this stage is, thus, already determined. Instead of being the
stage of absolute absoluteness, “existence as negatively-conditioned ” is the stage of
first determination. ‘

The highest stage of “existence”, in the Shifis’ view, must be “existence as
non-conditioned ” (wwjtd 14 bi-sharp), i.e. “ existence” having absolutely no condition,
not even that of being absolute, and not even that of being “ non-conditioned. The
highest stage is the reality of “existence » pure and simple. For the human con-
sciousness it is real Darkness. The Absolute at this highest stage has no condition,
no qualification. It is the “ unknown-unknowable ?, the Mystery of mysteries (ghayb
majhal), the “hidden treasure ”(kanz makhf?). ’

Thus, in the metaphysical system of these Sfifis, what constitutes the first stage
of “existence” in the Pahlawi system is relegated to a subsidiary place, whereas
the stage of the “non-conditioned ”, the second stage according to the Pahlawi phi-
losophers, is placed at the highest point of the hierarchy. The Sifi view implies a
peculiar understanding of the term © non-conditioned ”. They take the term to mean
absolutely “non-conditioned” thus denying even the condition of being “non-condi-
tioned”. The concept of “non-conditioned” understood in this way constitutes the
very source of the triple division into “ negatively-conditioned 7, non-conditioned ”
—as understood in the ordinary sense—and “ conditioned-by-something ”. “.Un-

163) Cf. Ashtiyani: op. cit, p. 157, 193
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—: 11
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perfection (ontological):
52.
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* of men in the cave: 6.

Platonic realism:

88.
possible:
* Avicennian concept of —: 123-124.
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* «primary and essential 7”106 (n. 94).
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in —: 106.
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82.
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27, 29-30.
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53.
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43, 44, 138.
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* its technical meaning: 75 (n. 34).
* two meanings of —, particular &

general: 101, 118. * asan ontological
principle: 87. * and existence: 3, 29,
75. * distinction between — and ex-
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existence: 41. * as an extrinsic or
intrinsic determination of existence:
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80, * as something itibdri: 22, 101,
141. * — and concept formation:
77-79. * raises only the dust of mul-
tiplicity: 87. asdlah al-méhiyah: 108
~109. * precedes existence: 84. *
— itself, bi-md hiya: 98. * three
itibérdt of —: 98-99. bi-shart 1, Id
bi-shart, bi-shart shay': 145-146. *
analogical gradation in —: 107-109.
* and predication: 106. * compared
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of ndma-ripa: 19.
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112-113.
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* pydvahdrika, reality: 44-45. * re-
alities, hagd’iq: 46. * of existence:
68-76.
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* the self-actualization of —: 9. * the
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aspect of: 9, 15. * determinations of
—: 10. * metaphysical —: 10-11. *
as coincidentia oppositorum: 13. * its
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forms: 139. .
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58-59, 64.
scholasticism :
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