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Ontological Innovations of the Inventive Philosopher Aqa
‘Ali Modarres Tehrani'

(A Case Study in the Fundamentality of Existence)

Introduction

Ontological investigations are among the most brilliant studies in Is-
lamic philosophy and the most serious steps taken in the path of intel-
lectuality. Muslim philosophers have added many related issues to the
rational thought. The great development of divine philosophy respect-
ing ontology is mainly due to the fundamental innovations of Sadro’l-
Mote‘allehin Shirazi (979-1050 AH). The famous Sage of Shiraz was
the first to make existence the axis of philosophy, and thus all philoso-
phical issues were reorganized and resolved on this principle. The Tran-
scendent Philosophy of Molla Sadra is the outcome of this new view to
existence.

Among the different ontological issues, two are of more importance: the
fundamentality of existence (isalatu’l-wugiid) and the gradualness of
existence. However, the most important problem of ontology, even the
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most important philosophical problem in general, is the problem of the
fundamentality of existence, so that other issues are considered as either
introductory to it or among its outcomes or its ramifications. The cham-
pion of this issue or the person who for the first time introduced it as an
independent and fundamental philosophical problem and presented sev-
eral arguments in its substantiation was Sadro’l-Mote‘allehin Shirazi
(Molla Sadra). The main sources of the fundamentality of existence in
the works of Molla Sadra are Al-masa‘ir (Metaphysical Penetrations)',
Asfar’, and Al-mas@ilu’l-qudsiyya (Spiritual Questions)3.

After a detailed discussion on the fundamentality of existence, Molla
Sadra writes: “We have elaborated sufficiently concerning this issue.
However what is left unsaid is more than what is said, for this issue is
very lofty, valuable and exceedingly complicated. It is one of the most
important and the most deserving of purposes, which has to be acquired
through much effort.

If these tearsflow in love of other than Leila

Then, they are lost tears.” ¢

Therefore, “we are sure that no matter how hard we try in this concern,
our effort would still not be much”.” Nevertheless, despite its exceeding
importance, “this issue has been neither investigated as it should be nor
discussed properly. You will see many teachers of philosophy teach this
issue by referring to different books and discuss it over years, but they
do not know neither its purpose nor the outcomes expected from its two

aspects”.’

Therefore, the fundamentality of existence still has to be studied, dis-
cussed and probed from different points of view.

The greatness of Molla Sadra and the depth of the issues he discussed
were such that now, four centuries after his death, the centres of Tran-
scendent Philosophy are still analysing, studying and discussing his
views, and concerning most issues they have nothing new to say besides
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what Molla Sadra had said already. In general, there have been few new
discourses, innovative ideas, new evidence or novel studies after Molla
Sadra. Most of the followers of Transcendent Philosophy have been
only commentators on Molla Sadra and skilful transmitters of Tran-
scendent Philosophy. Among post-Molla Sadra philosophers, Aqa ‘Ali
Modarres Tehrani, the son of Molla ‘Abdollah Modarres Zonuzi
(1234-1307 AH), is a philosopher, who besides interpreting and expli-
cating the views of Molla Sadra, reconsidered the fundamental princi-
ples, and concerning several philosophical issues offered new remarks
and novel arguments, so much that he was aptly called the “founder
philosopher” in his own era. Despite the much importance of this divine
theosopher’s philosophical innovations, the innovative views of the
founder philosopher are less known and have scarcely been the subject
of analysis, mainly because most of his works are so far left unpub-
lished and even those published works are now out of print.

The emphasis of this article is on the innovations of Aqa ‘Ali respecting
the fundamentality of existence and the assessment of the value and
significance of these innovations. The admirable efforts of Aqa ‘Ali
concerning the fundamentality of existence focus on presenting a logi-
cal form of Molla Sadra’s thought. The innovations of this original phi-
losopher, on the other hand, could not be understood except on the basis
of Sadrian formidable foundations.

Because of the special conditions in which this article was written, I
hope scholars and philosophers will oblige me with reminding me of
any defect they may find in it. It should be noted, however, that the in-
accessibility of the works of most philosophers in the interval following
Molla Sadra and ending in Aqa ‘Ali is one of the causes of the limita-
tion of this and other similar researches.

This article is arranged in two sections. In the first section, we deal with
the general and rudimentary issues of the fundamentality of existence
from the point of view of Aga ‘Ali. In the second section we discuss the
novel arguments offered by the founder philosopher concerning the
fundamentality of existence.
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Rudimentary and General Points

In this section, three issues have been discussed. First, an explication is
given on the point of problematic concerning the fundamentality of ex-
istence. Second, an answer is given to the following question: “Is not
the contention among the proponents of the fundamentality of existence
and the proponents of the fundamentality of whatness (quiddity, mahi-
yva) a verbal one?” Third, the views of Aga ‘Ali concerning the specu-
lative or evident nature of the issue on the fundamentality of existence
is briefly discussed.

Explaining the Problematic Concerning the Fundamentality of Exis-
tence

Agqa ‘Ali Modarres Tehrani begins his answer to the second question of
Badayi‘u’l-hikam as follows:

Dispute and judgment: The disagreement they showed on the funda-
mentality of existence or whatness concerned two subjects. First, would
the concept of existence, without exerting the intellect and the relation
of that concept to one of whatnesses, be conceivable as an instance un-
related to the origin of concepts and whatnesses? Or rather, its instance
is confined to the portion produced by the intellect through the relation
of that concept to one of whatnesses?

The researchers among theologians and peripatetic philosophers and
divine philosophers believe that it has real instance and is not limited to
a portion produced from the relation of the concept of existence to one
of whatnesses.

All theologians believe that in all existents, and Shayhu’l-Ishraq
(Sohravardi), his followers and some other eminent scholars also be-
lieve that in every thing that possesses whatness, existence has no in-
stance other than the aforementioned portion.

Second, having proved that existence has a real instance, the fundamen-
tality and primacy of the being and existence of the real instance of ex-
istence would be established, and whatness in its existence would be
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dependent on it, or whatness has the primacy and fundamentality in re-
ality, and existence would be dependent on it.

The peripatetic and divine philosophers believe that existence is funda-
mental and original (asil) but the verifiers among theologians assume
that whatness is original and fundamental. Therefore, the meaning of
the fundamentality of existence in the first problem is that the concept
of existence has originality and reality, and a real instance which is not
conceptual in origin and its existence is not confined to the portion
which is produced through the relation of the concept of existence to
one of whatnesses, and that portion is also of conceptual origin.

The meaning of isalat (fundamentality, principality) in the second prob-
lem would be that the real instance of existence, essentially and without
adding any aspect of the conditioned aspects is the instance and mani-
festation of the concept of existence, and if that instance belonged to a
whatness, that whatness, dependent on and because of it, would be the
instance of the concept of existence.’

Aga ‘Ali in the passage cited above has discussed the problematic re-
specting the fundamentality of existence in relation to two subjects.
Concerning the first subject, he begins the discussion with the concept
of existence rather than the external existent. The main question in the
first contention is that whether the concept of existence, without the de-
liberation of the intellect and without relation to different whatnesses,
has real instances, or it has no real instances, and it is by the delibera-
tion of the intellect and by relation of the absolute concept of existence
to different whatnesses, the respectival intellectual portions as instances
of existence are produced. In answer to this_question, there are three
philosophical views. The first view is based on the fundamentality of
existence in the sense that the concept of existence has real and true in-
stances. This is the view of divine philosophers, peripatetic philoso-
phers and the verifiers among theologians. The second view is that the
concept of existence has absolutely no real instances, either in the Nec-
essary Being or in the contingent. On its relation to whatnesses, the
concept of existence comes to possess intellectual conceptual portions,
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which, of course, without the deliberation of the intellect will have no
reality whatsoever. This is the view of almost all theologians. The third
view is that the concept of existence in all that possesses whatness, that
is, material contingents, has no real instances, and it is only through de-
liberation of the intellect and relation to whatnesses that it will have in-
tellectual respectival portions, conceptual in origin; however, the con-
cept of existence has true and real instances in the soul and in the Nec-
essary Being. This is the view of Shayhu’l-Ishraq, illuminationist
philosophers, and some other eminent scholars.

The second standpoint is discussed where existence is already proved to
be possessed with real instances; in other words, where in the first
standpoint the fundamentality of existence has been adopted. The main
question in the second contention is this: Is the real instance of exis-
tence without adding a conditioned aspect, that is, primarily and essen-
tially, the instance and manifestation of the concept of existence, or is
that real instance, that of whatness, and through its mediation in its oc-
currence and dependence on whatness will it be the instance of exis-
tence? In answer to this question, the first view is that of divine phi-
losophers and the peripatetic who believe in the fundamentality of exis-
tence, that is, the real instance of existence primarily and essentially and
without any conditioned aspect is the instance and manifestation of ex-
istence. The second is the view of the verifying theologians who believe
in the fundamentality of whatness, namely, the real instance in company
with the conditioned aspect is the instance of the concept of existence.
And without accepting this aspect, it would be primarily and essentially
the instance and manifestation of whatness. In the second contention,
the discussion begins with the real instance of existence, that is the exis-
tent; and the question can be put simply as whether this existent primar-
ily and essentially is the instance of the concept of existence or what-
ness. The illuminationist philosophers have no contribution to the latter
contention.

What is explained in the works of Molla Sadra and other transcendent
philosophers like Sabzevari, the Sage® is based on the second conten-
tion, that is, the discussion starts with the external reality, the existent,
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and it is asked: Which of the two concepts of existence and whatness
does this external reality represent? Is it primarily and essentially, that
is, without the mediation in its occurrence and without any conditioned
aspect, the instance of the concept of existence and secondly and acci-
dentally the instance of whatness, or is it the contrary? In any case, be-
sides this picture no other picture of the contention and disputation be-
tween the believers in the fundamentality of existence and the believers
in the fundamentality of whatness has been offered in the books written
on Transcendent Philosophy, and the dual disputing has never been de-
picted as Aqa ‘Ali has done it.

The first contention focuses on the dispute among the philosophers and
theologians before the advent of Transcendent Philosophy, that is, after
accepting the intellectual duality of existence and whatness, and after
admitting the external existent in the external reality: Is existence an
accident of whatness or not? In other words, does the concept of exis-
tence have real instance, or does it have no real instance and it is only
through the deliberation of the intellect and by relation to whatness that
it gains a respectival conceptual portion? Although in the first conten-
tion, concerning whether whatness has reality or not, in case of accept-
ing the first view, namely, accepting the real instance of existence, has
not been discussed, nevertheless this dispute is very close to that which
is discussed in the works of Shayhu’l-Ishraq’ and also the works of
theologians such as Mir Seyyed Sharif Gogani in his commentary on
Al-mawagif, on the subject of negating the objective accidence of exis-
tence to whatness.

If we consider the above two contentions to be historically consecutive,
that is, until the tenth century only the first contention was discussed in
intellectual circles'’ (and its name was not the fundamentality of exis-
tence and the respectivalness of whatness or the contrary), and from the
eleventh century A.H., the era of Mir Damad and Molla Sadra, the sec-
ond contention became dominant (and its name is precisely the funda-
mentality of existence and the respectivalness of whatness or the con-
trary), this would be a very convincing explication of the dispute and in
accordance with the scientific evidence. For in the works of the illumi-
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nationist philosophers, the respectivalness of existence and the funda-
mentality of whatness have been never discussed in the way it is dis-
cussed in the Transcendent Philosophy. Sohravardi’s debate, for exam-
ple, only negates the accidence of existence to whatness in the external
reality. The compatibility of Sohravardi’s principles with the fundamen-
tality of whatness and the respectivalness of existence should not be
regarded as his acceptance of this view. Looked at from this vantage
point, the distinction made between the two contentions can be consid-
ered as the ingenuity and one of the philosophical subtleties of Aqa ‘Ali
Modarres.

In his Risala fi mabahitu’l-haml (Treatise on the Issues of Predication),
Aqa ‘Al has alluded to this scientific distinction in another way:

This is based on the fortified true approach concerning existence; that
is, existence has real instances, which is the meaning of the fundamen-
tality of existence in respect of conception. However, according to the
false absurd approach that is followed by a group of theologians and
some known as the illuminationists, existence has respectival instances.
The respectival intellectual portions called instances of existence are
produced, simply by the deliberation of the intellect and through rela-
tion of the concept of the absolute existence to different whatnesses ...
Hence the intelligent and the wise can discern the fundamentality of
existence in establishment and making the difference ... Therefore, there
should be another origin beyond the origin of whatnesses, which in it-
self is neither existent nor nonexistent, nor determined nor undeter-

mined, nor general nor specific, nor differentiated nor undifferentiated
11

Here Aqa ‘Ali speaks of two kinds of fundamentality of existence: one
is the fundamentality of existence in conception and the other is the
fundamentality of existence in establishment and making. The former
contention is the first contention cited in the quotation from Badayi,
and the latter contention can also be seen as corresponding with the
second problematic already discussed.
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In his Risala fi wugudi’r-rabit (Treatise on Relational Existence), Aqa
‘Ali refers to this dispute in another way:

Existence has reality in the external, independent from the respectival
portions; this is the view of the fundamentality of existence according
to the first meaning. In other words, unlike those who believe that the
instances of existence are confined to the respectival portions, existence
in reality has real instances and is diversified according to its diverse
subjects ... Therefore, existence has primacy over whatness and does
exist in itself ... And this is the fundamentality of existence according to
the second view in contradistinction to the view of those who believe
existence has instances and is diversified according to its diverse sub-
jects, but in its establishment is dependent on whatness.'?

However, in Aqa ‘Ali’s innovative explication of the dispute over the
fundamentality of existence and the separation of the two contentions,
there are some ambiguous points to which we refer here.

First, the separation of these two contentions is debatable. If we sup-
pose the second contention as based on the acceptance of the real in-
stances of existence, then there would be no place for discussing its
second part. In other words, the two parts of the second contention can
be discussed when we acknowledge the real existent rather than the real
instances of existence. There is much difference between the real in-
stances of existence and the real existent. On the other hand, if we sup-
pose the second contention as based on the acceptance of the existent
rather than the real instances of existence, there would be no technical
difference between the first and the second problematics. The difference
would be nominal and formal only; that is, in the first problematic we
begin with the concept of existence while in the second one we begin
with the reality of the existent, and this would not be a distinguishing
difference between the two problematics. Meanwhile, Aqa ‘Ali himself
has not used the difference between these two problematics at all. In
other words, he has not imagined any scientific use for these two prob-
lematics to say if it is useful or not.
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Second, regarding the two mentioned contentions if we accept the his-
torical justification of being consecutive, then, on one hand, we would
not be able to call the first problematic the fundamentality of existence
and the respectivalness of whatness; rather, it would be more appropri-
ate to call it the negation of the accidence of existence to whatness, or a
similar name. On the other hand, in the second one and on certain his-
torical evidence, the peripatetics and theologians would not be accepted
as believers ecither in the fundamentality of existence or whatness.
Rather the two groups of divine philosophers, namely Mir Damad as an
advocate of the fundamentality of whatness and Molla Sadra as a be-
liever in the fundamentality of existence, would be mentioned. Indeed,
the second problematic has never been discussed in Peripatetic Philoso-
phy or in the works of theologians.

Third, calling the first problematic “the fundamentality of existence in
conception” — as has been done in Treatise on the Issues of Predication
— is also debatable.

The issue of the fundamentality of existence, in all its meanings, is one
of confirmation and realization. Looking closely into this issue gives
this confirmation that this problem has only one point of contention and
that is the fundamentality of existence in position of reality. The first
dispute, especially as is discussed in Treatise on the Relational Exis-
tence, in comparison with the belief in the respectival portions (the view
opposite to that of the fundamentality of existence) has no scientific
value, and can be studied only in the history of philosophy. However,
Aga ‘Ali in bringing creation (gal) in the same category of reality can
be justified, for whether the created (magl) is existence or whatness,
or it is the characterization of whatness to existence, would not be a
new kind of the fundamentality of existence, though the differentiation
they made between the fundamentality of existence in the position of
reality and the fundamentality of existence in the state of creation (ga)
which is emphasized by the common opinion, is debatable. The prob-
lem of creation (ga‘l) is not separate from the problem of causality;
rather, it is one of its ramifications and many of those who advocate the
subject of creation (ga‘/) are unknown or imaginary persons. Those who
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believe in the fundamentality of existence, in the issue of creation (ga‘l)
and causality have no other choice than accepting the createdness
(mag‘uliyyat) of existence, and those who believe in the createdness
(mag‘uliyyat) of whatness, in the issue of causality have no other option
than admitting the fundamentality of whatness. The problem of separat-
ing between the fundamentality of existence in the position of reality
and the fundamentality of existence in the state of creation (ga) is not

applicable to Aga ‘Ali, though this problem can be seen in the works of
Molla Sadra.

Moreover, in some of the works of contemporary teachers of philoso-
phy the distinction made in Badayi‘ between the two contentions is
mentioned without giving the name of the sources and no explanation
or convincing defence of it has been given, nor any of the problems
which so far have been briefly mentioned have been referred to."

The Dispute between the Believers in the Fundamentality of Exis-
tence and the Fundamentality of Whatness Is not Verbal

In his commentary on 4/-masha‘ir Molla Ahmad Ardakani assumes that
the dispute between the believers in the fundamentality of existence and
the believers in the fundamentality of whatness is only verbal. He be-
lieves that ... because the view of the respectivalness of existence and
the fundamentality and createdness of whatness is absurd and void, it
would be much appropriate to bring together these two views and say:
By saying that existence is not created and is respectival, the advocates
of this view intend the very abstract concept of existence which is one
of the secondary intelligibles. This is what is understood by the remarks
of the believers in the fundamentality of existence, as Imam Fahr Razi
has understood this and asked that how a relational abstract thing in re-
lation to the True Necessary Exalted Being can be essentially an inde-
pendent thing and the origin of the independence and existence of all
beings, and at the same time be in need of no cause and is identified by
itself. On the other hand, the intention of those who believe in the
fundamentality of existence and the respectivalness of whatness is a
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thing beyond the natural universal whatness as such. For whatness in
this level cannot be created. Therefore, what the eminent scholars meant
by whatness is something beyond the evident general existence, that is,
the essence (dat) of a thing available and existing in the external, and
the intention of those who believe in the createdness of existence is
surely not a respectival abstract thing; that which is understood by the
believers in the fundamentality of existence to be created, for the verifi-
ers believing in the fundamentality of whatness, is created, too. There-
fore, their dispute is verbal. I believe this justification for people of
sound nature is undeniable."*

In his commentary on Ash-shawahidu r-rububiyya (Divine Witnesses),
evidently in reference to the views of Molla Ahmad Ardakani Shirazi,
Aqa ‘Al refers to the likelihood of the verbal dispute among the believ-
ers in the fundamentality of existence or whatness, but only to criticize
and reject the view:

... So it is somehow interpreted that the dispute between the believers in
the fundamentality of existence and the believers in the fundamentality
of whatness is verbal. The first group believes that besides this general
concept and its relation to whatnesses, existence has its own real in-
stances. However, these real instances are called whatnesses by the sec-
ond group, those who deny that existence has any instances other than
this abstract general concept and its portions.

But this approximation is not acceptable. For there is difference be-
tween what the first group knows as real and calls it existence and what
the second group knows as real and calls it whatness. The instances of
whatness such as man or horse are essentially different and are sepa-
rated from each other; they cannot be predicated on or related to each
other. Attributing causation, priority or intensity to some and to others
is only preponderance without there being a preponderant. However,
the realities of the concept of existence are totally related to each other,
and their difference is caused by their separation rather than their attrib-
utes. Therefore, there is no escape from accepting the fundamentality of
existence. "
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Although at first the dispute between the two groups concerning the
question of the fundamentality of existence looks to be verbal — though
the disagreement is over whether the external reality is primarily and
essentially the instances of the concept of existence or whatness — this
should not lead us to call the dispute verbal, for the issue is more com-
plicated than one of calling the external reality existence or whatness.
The question is whether this external existent manifests and is the in-
stance of existence or whatness. Simply by calling what the first group
calls “the reality of existence” whatness, or calling what the second
group calls “the realized whatness” existence the question would not be
solved and the dispute would not be ended. The dispute is scientific and
deeply rooted; accepting one of the two views would really change the
whole countenance of philosophy. Therefore, Aqa ‘Ali has every right
to assume the dispute to be intellectual and very profound. Anyway,
despite the clarity of the problem in question, it is necessary to discuss
it in books of philosophy. Nevertheless this issue has been scarcely dis-
cussed in such books.

The Question of the Fundamentality of Existence is Necessary or
almost Necessary

From the point of view of the original philosopher, if the point of con-
tention is correctly stated, the fundamentality of existence would be in-
evitable or almost inevitable. Following the above mentioned passage in
Badayi‘u’l-hikam he writes:

[Tt would be clear enough] if the subject of each question is restricted to
the subject appropriate to that question, and if each object is understood
by its true qualifying aspect, and also, concerning the predicate and the
attribute, i.c., bearing the title of predicate by the subject in that ques-
tion and the verification of the attribute for the qualified subject be-
comes necessary and evident. For there is no need for evidence to prove
theoretical issues except for verifying the reason a subject becomes
qualified by a predicate. We should rather conceive the form of the dis-
pute and the point of the contention in such a way that by only drawing
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up the form of the dispute the truth of that which is true — on both sides
of the dispute — becomes inevitable or almost inevitable. So, in a gen-
eral way that includes both disputes we say ...'°

It is a general rule that if the conceptual and assertive principles of the
philosophical questions are put down correctly, most of the questions
become evident or nearly evident. Therefore, the problem with most
philosophical discussions should be found in the stage of conceptualiza-
tion. This is true also about the issue of the fundamentality of existence,
in the sense that if the point of contention is well understood, it be-
comes evident or almost evident rather than theoretical. In this case the
established arguments will serve only as warning and evidence rather
than comprehensive philosophical proofs. Looking at most of the argu-
ments established in respect of this issue, we will confirm that they are
only admonitions and are the analysis of the same conceptual and asser-
tive principles of the problem. The innovative arguments of Aqa ‘Al
himself are no exception. However, it should be noted that understand-
ing the issues considered by the two sides of the contention as evident
requires much consideration as these issues are usually more compli-
cated theoretical problems and often include axioms on which the two
different philosophical systems are founded. It is important to look for
harmony and consistency among the components of the philosophical
systems allegedly founded on such axioms, otherwise claiming evi-
dence in philosophical problems is not new.

Arguments on the Fundamentality of Existence

In his book Al-asfar, the founder of the fundamentality of existence,
Molla Sadra, establishes two arguments on his theory, but in A4/-
masha‘ir (Metaphysical Penetrations) which compared to his other
works is more extensive, he presents eight arguments on this question.
The philosopher Sabzevari, an expert in explaining and interpreting the
Sadrian philosophy, has put in verse six of Molla Sadra’s arguments on
the fundamentality of existence established in his different works, espe-
cially Al-masha‘ir. These six arguments do not possess the same scien-
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tific importance. The arguments put down on the issues of the funda-
mentality of existence after Molla Sadra are exactly those discussed by
Molla Sadra himself. In his various works, Aqa ‘Ali Modarres Tehrani
had always the question of the fundamentality of existence in mind and
has established many arguments on the question. The first group of
these arguments constitutes an explication of the proofs presented by
Molla Sadra himself; the second group includes arguments that cannot
be seen in the works of Molla Sadra or other students of Transcendent
Philosophy. Aqa ‘Ali has presented some of the arguments of the latter
group in his innovative way. In what follows we refer to four of the
most important innovative arguments of the original philosopher on the
fundamentality of existence.

A) The First Argument

In his Badayi‘u’l-hikam and after the aforementioned statements, Aqa
‘Ali offers the following argument as “a firmly-founded explanation”.
In its separated premises the argument will be as follows:

[The First Premise] What essentially drives away non-existence and is
essentially and by its nature, is opposite to non-being and voidness and
is considered an instance on the basis of intellectual and philosophical
truth and without the admixture of philosophical and intellectual meta-
phor, that is, in essence and not in accident and without needing an in-
termediary in its occurrence, and without being added to any of the
conditioned aspects is it of the origin of concepts and of the genus of
the conceptual objectivity, or is it a thing totally different from the ori-
gin of concepts and its objectivity is other than the conceptual objectiv-
ity?

[The Second Premise] Since evidently every thing of the origin of
concepts by itself does not drive away non-existence and is not essen-
tially contradictory with non-existence or opposite to voidness, as in
itself it is also not opposite to existence and being, it would be granted
then by both sides of the dispute that it is evident for the sound intellect
and wholesome taste that whatness in its essence is nothing other than
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itself, namely the origin of whatness and conception are not essentially
realized things other than essence and the essential which are concep-
tual in origin. Therefore, any whatness and concept in their nature
would be devoid of existence or non-existence. The intellect would
necessarily judge that whatnesses in themselves and in their nature are
not contradictory with non-existence, or opposite to or driving away
voidness and non-being.

[The Third Premise] Therefore, if any whatness outside or inside the
mind can drive away non-existence and is opposite to and contradictory
with non-being and voidness, this repulsion, opposition, and contradic-
tion then would not be essential to it; and because they are not in its na-
ture, they would be in it by accident and by way of dependence.

[The Fourth Premise] On the other hand, it is presupposed by the in-
tellect that every accidental should be led to an essential thing, other-
wise its existence would be impossible. Therefore, beyond the origin of
whatness and concept, there should be another origin essentially quali-
fied with the contradiction, opposition, and exclusion.

[The Fifth Premise] That origin necessarily should not be
non-existence or non-being, for nothing in its essence is contradictory
with or opposite to or driving away its essence.

[The Sixth Premise] Therefore, that origin would be the origin of exis-
tence and would be restricted to the origin of existence, because the in-
tellect necessarily and intuitively and without the trouble of establishing
proofs, but only through complete induction of the intelligible and its
own knowledge, acknowledges that its intelligible is restricted to exis-
tence and non-existence, the former essentially drives away
non-existence and the latter essentially is in contradiction with exis-
tence. And what in its nature is devoid of these two is neither existence
nor non-existence in this level, though in reality because of the realisa-
tion or non-realisation of the complete cause is necessarily qualified by
one of them.

[Conclusion] Therefore, it becomes clear that by a little reflection intel-
lect would verify that existence does exist essentially, and absolute non-
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existence qua non-existence cannot exist. Because in its nature it is de-
void of existence, whatness may indeed be qualified by existence or
non-existence; it could be qualified by existence or non-existence only
by accident. Therefore, after understanding the point of the contention
as it is, the intellect inevitably or almost inevitably would acknowledge
the fundamentality and originality of existence, and the dependence of
all other than existence, such as non-existence and whatness, on it in
their existence, if they exist.'’

In short, this argument could be explained as follows: Concept and
whatness in themselves do not drive away non-existence. If any what-
ness inside or outside the mind drives away non-existence, this exclu-
sion is not essential due to its nature; rather, it is accidental and is sub-
servient. Logically speaking, every accidental should lead to an essen-
tial, and this essential thing should not be non-existence. For
non-existence does not essentially drive away non-existence. Other than
existence nothing can drive away non-existence.

Some of the premises of this argument are shared by the first argument
of Al-asfar, the first argument of 4/-masha‘ir and the fifth argument of
the Manziama (“How existence is not fundamental and original while all
things leave the state of indifference towards existence or non-existence
through it and come into reality?”). Perhaps because of this sharing,
some have understood this argument as only a new version of these ar-
guments. However, reflection on the content of these arguments would
show that despite the proximity of these four arguments, the argument
in question is an independent one and must be considered as a separate
argument. Even if we consider it a new version of those arguments, its
value would be unquestionable, to the extent that it can be regarded as
the strongest argument ever presented on the fundamentality of exis-
tence.

Seventy years after the presentation of this argument, the author of The
Philosophy of Avicenna (Hekmat-e Bii ‘Ali Sina), Ha’er1 Mazandarani a
believer in the fundamentality of whatness, wrote a treatise titled The
Consignment of Wisdoms Disclosing the Deceits of Badayi‘u’l-hikam to
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refute it."* Reading this treatise shows that despite the much endeavour
of its honoured author, his eminence in defending the fundamentality of
whatness and the respectivalness of existence has not been successful
cither in establishing evidence for his claims or refuting the arguments
of his opponent, or interpreting the views of prominent philosophers,
especially Avicenna. In the treatise grave philosophical errors can be
seen, and analysing and discussing them would need a separate treatise.
To save the time I would refrain from citing and criticizing all its
points, and would suffice to quote two points as examples. The honour-
able protestor writes: “Real existence cannot be created and if it has in-
stance in the entified reality, it would be necessary by itself, not by an-
other.”" It is clear that he confounds here the conditioned aspect and
the causal aspect. In another place he says:

The concept of existence or the aspect of refusing non-existence is a
respectival concept and is dependent on creation. And as creation be-
longs to whatness, it makes that whatness, which so far was indifferent
to either existence or non-existence, refuse non-existence [3].

Indeed, how can refusing non-existence be both a respectival concept
and at the same time dependent on creation? If refusing non-existence is
respectival, what is real then? Second, what has the creator of whatness,
which in its nature is indifferent to both existence and non-existence,
given to it other than existence to make it refuse non-existence? If all
believers in the fundamentality of whatness present similar arguments
to those offered in The Consignment of Wisdoms Disclosing the Deceits
of Badayi‘u’l-hikam then the fundamentality of whatness would be a
weak baseless view rising from carelessness in philosophical principles.

Because some of the contemporary students of philosophy have criti-
cized the above-mentioned treatise and highlighted its many errors [1],
there is no need for further elaboration here.

B) The Second Argument

In continuation of the above mentioned points of Badayiu’l-hikam, the
founder philosopher presents a group of new arguments on the funda-
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mentality of existence under the title Ramified Acquisition and Ac-
quired Ramification, which is important from two points. First, these
are new arguments on the fundamentality of existence, and second, be-
sides their demonstrative value, they contain new issues in ontological
studies, which in knowing the precepts of whatness are of primal impor-
tance. Because this section is too long, we quote in what follows the
remarks of Aqa ‘Ali, summarizing somehow and correcting some of his
expressions:

1. Every affirmative concept in being affirmative that exists outside
the level of the essence of whatness and is really settled, that is, it
can be qualified with secondary predication, and its truth and oc-
currence need an intermediary is an evidence that the concept of
existence has an instance in reality, and that instance exists with-
out intellectual deliberation or consideration but in itself, and in
its nature and its whole essence is the instance of that affirmative
concept, and that whatness is accidentally the instances of that
concept. For each accidental necessarily leads to that which is es-
sential, and, therefore, that intermediary would be either essen-
tially the instance of that affirmative concept or it would end in a
thing that essentially would be its instance. On the other hand,
the origin of non-existence qua non-existence cannot be the es-
sential instance of affirmative concepts, for either the aspect of
non-existence qua non-existence will turn into an aspect of the
affirmative, or that affirmative concept in being affirmative will
turn into a non-existent concept, and both these reversals are im-
possible. Moreover, no whatness in itself and in whole essence
can be the instance of another whatness and, therefore, that in-
termediary will necessarily be of the origin of existence.

2. The truth and applicability of the concept of existence on what-
ness in accidental application are an instance on the fundamental-
ity of existence, that is, the concept of existence has an instance
that exists in itself and that whatness exists by accident. In other
words, the concept of existence has instance in reality without the
deliberation of the intellect, and that instance is the extension of
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and represents that affirmative concept in itself and without tak-
ing into consideration any of the conditioned aspect and with no
need of an intermediary in its occurrence. Among these affirma-
tive concepts is the concept of existent whose truth and applica-
bility on whatever is of the origin of concept and whatness inci-
dental. So, in reality it is a thing which in itself and in the level of
its essence and in the whole essence necessarily and intellectually
is the instance of the concept of existent. For if in only a part of
the essence it is essentially the instance of the existent, that part
which is not essentially the instance of the existent would be of
the origin of whatness or non-existence. This accident should
also lead to that which is essential in nature.

. The applicability of the concept of maker (ga‘l) on some what-

nesses is an argument that existence in being maker is original
and fundamental. Likewise, the applicability of being made on
whatnesses is a proof that existence in being made is fundamen-
tal. Therefore, the applicability of the concept of maker on what-
ness is incidental and on existence is essential.

. Likewise are accidents known as the accidents of existential

truths such as knowledge, power, and life, which exist in all liv-
ing things and are not incompatible with the necessity of exis-
tence. (Accidents which are incompatible with the necessity of
existence are the origin of contingency, in the sense of being pre-
cedented by others, existential possibility, causedness, formal
causality, relational unity.) The truth and applicability of the ac-
cidents of existential truths to whatnesses are an argument that in
reality existence has an instance which is the extension of those
accidents essentially, and whatness is its instance by accident.

What essentially is the instance of an object, the origin of that
object in reality is its very essence and is equal to its essence, as
the concept of blackness means an object that is black and an es-
sence which has blackness. It is applicable to the body by acci-
dent, and because blackness is dependent on it, it will be its in-
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stance. In this level of the body’s existence qua body’s existence,
blackness will have blackness essentially and according to that
rank blackness will be its permanent quality. Similarly, particu-
larity, in the sense of denying and rejecting the truth and applica-
bility to many others, is applicable to whatness incidentally, be-
cause it is beyond the essence of whatness. These affairs are
counted an argument on the fundamentality of existence. Be-
cause, as an example, the concept of existence like other concepts
does not reject the truth and applicability to many.

6. Conclusion: In the truth and applicability of the affirmative con-
cepts on whatnesses accidentally and in a rank beyond the level
of the essences of those whatnesses, the origin of abstracting that
concept is something outside the essence of those whatnesses,
and therefore the origin of its extraction is not of the origin of
whatness, for no whatness can be the origin of the extraction of a
concept that is applicable to it by accident. Nor is its origin
non-existing, for the origin of non-existence has no truth except
pure voidness.

7. Corollary: This is why divine theosophers have stated that the
affirmative concepts qua affirmative concepts could not be ex-
tracted from non-existent aspects, and non-existent or negative
concepts qua non-existent concepts are not taken from existential
aspects, otherwise non-existent aspects would turn into existen-
tial aspects, or affirmative concepts would return to negative as-
pects, or existential qualities would return to non-existent quali-
ties, or negative and non-existent concepts would turn to affirma-
tive concepts, while all these reversals are against our assump-
tions.

8. Rather, each affirmative concept proved to belong to a whatness
and is predicated to it incidentally and its predication needs no
intermediary in being, its subsistence and predication on that
whatness is an argument that in reality existence has an instance
without the deliberation of an observer and without its relation to
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whatness. For it became clear that the origin of non-existence qua
non-existence and the origin of whatness cannot be described as
an intermediary in its being (which is not free from necessitating
or bringing in tail the non-existing). Therefore, that intermediary
is of the origin of existence, namely, it is a thing that is essen-
tially in contradiction with non-existence and drives it away.

The concomitants of whatness that are necessitated by whatness
in a rank subsequent to that of the identity of whatness are be-
lieved by most scholars to be required essentially by those what-
nesses; however, this is not true. For whatness in the rank of es-
sence has only the essential and the concept of requiring the co-
comitant cannot be extraced from the nature of the essence of
whatness itself, otherwise the concept of requiring the concomi-
tant should be in the rank of that essence; and the truth of that
whatness, for example the concept of four, exactly entails the
concept of evenness, and this meaning is against our assumptions
and is an impossible reversal. Therefore, whatness in the predica-
tion of concomitant precedence over it needs an intermediary for
its being. That intermediary necessarily would not be of the ori-
gin of non-existence or whatness. For the origin of non-existence
qua non-existence is absolutely void and the state of whatness in
this sense is one and the same. Therefore, that intermediary is of
the origin of existence. And if we accept the intermediation of
existence in the predication of the concomitant of whatness, exis-
tence would be the intermediary of the occurrence and would fol-
low necessarily while whatness would follow in dependence to it.

10.Whatness in intuting its essential qualities (by the way of whitish

establishment) needs existence to be its intermediary for realiza-
tion. For the realization of whatness by whitish establishment is
dependent on the reality of existence, though intellect in the ves-
sel of deliberation, analysis, separation and extraction abstracts
whatness from existence and considers it without the covering of
existence. For taking off the cover of existence in the vessel of
deliberation is the very mixing with existence. The deliberation
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of the intellect is a kind of perception and perception itself is one
of the accidents of existence, and the accidents of existence are
the very existence according to the entified reality.

11.In compound whatnesses the general form confined to the intel-
lect and the unified form of the parts in the external are argu-
ments on the fundamentality of existence, namely it has a real in-
stance. For the origin of whatnesses and concepts are essentially
different, distinct and dispersed due to their separation. There-
fore, no concept can be applied as a gatherer of other concepts.
Then, if a concept in the mind is considered in a general way, the
intellect by its analytical power can divide it into its constituent
concepts, such as the concept “limited” that the intellect after
considering the limiting parts in detail comes to it and reflects on
it in a general way and then can divide it into the limiting parts.
Also, whatness in the external can exist as a united form like the
simple external things such as blackness or even external com-
pounds such as ruby which contain the species denominator and
the typical differentia. These things are arguments that existence
has an instance in reality, otherwise, namely if it does not have a
real instance containing all distinguishing parts in a general way
in the mind and the essential parts in a unified way in the exter-
nal, no defined thing would have a general form in the mind, nor
compound things in the external would have a unified form, and
even the disintegration of the autonomy of the elements and their
admixture and their admitting the compound unifying form to
produce a true compound and the transformation of the different
qualities of elements into one temperamental quality would be
impossible without the real instance of existence. For whatness
itself cannot have the direction of unity and plurality.

12.Conclusion: In short, if you look at things with intellectual verifi-
cation and philosophical precision, the existence of the whatish
essences of things, the confirmation of their essences and acci-
dents, and even the temporality of created things and the eternity
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of the permanent things are arguments on the fundamentality of
existence.”’

In fact, from the point of view of Aga ‘Al the accidental predication of
the affirmative concepts in being affirmative on whatness in both of the
following cases is an argument on the fundamentality of existence:

First, the concepts beyond the essence of whatness whose truth and ap-
plicability to whatness need an intermediary in occurrence, such as the
concepts of existence, maker, and the made, the attributes of existential
truths which run through all creatures and are not incompatible with the
necessity of existence, and also the concepts like blackness and particu-
larity.

Second, the concepts whose truth and applicability need an intermedi-
ary in reality, such as the concomitants and essentials of whatness, the
concise form of the defined in the compound whatnesses, the unified
form of the parts of compound whatnesses in the external, the origina-
tion of the created things and the eternity of the permanent things.

This argument is one of the innovations of the founder philosopher and
has no precedence in the philosophical works hitherto written. ‘Allame
Seyyed Mohammad Hoseyn Tabataba’i, who was indirectly a student of
Aqa ‘Ali Modarres, for the first time emphasized the view of Aga ‘Ali
in the form of the first ramification of the fundamentality of existence
and the respectivalness of whatness, in Nahayatu'l-hikma (The End of
Theosophy), though he does not refer to the source of this view in his
book. From the point of view of ‘Allame Tabataba’l, predication of a
thing on whatness is only possible through existence. Existence in all
whatish predications is a conditioned aspect, for whatness in itself is
perishing and void, and the perishing is non-existent. Therefore, the
subsistence of essence and the essentials of whatness are possible for
whatness only by means of existence, though when whatness such as
becomes the subject of the consideration by the intellect, it is nothing
other than itself, neither existent nor non-existent. However, separating
existence from whatness in this level (meaning existence is not taken
from the definition of whatness) is not incompatible with the predica-
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tion of existence on whatness, while it is out of the definition of what-
ness and is incidental to it. Therefore, in whatever form whatness is
imagined, it would not be free from a kind of subsistence.

Likewise the concomitants of the essence of whatness which are the
concomitants of whatness, such as the concept of whatness which is
incidental to whatness and the concept of evenness incidental to what-
ness of four, are confirmed for whatness through the intermediary of
existence and not for themselves. Therefore, as Mohaggeq Davani as-
sumes, a concomitant of whatness is truly a concomitant of external and
intellectual existence. In the same way, the concomitants of intellectual
existence, such as typicality for man, the concomitants for external exis-
tence, such as coldness for snow, unnecessary and accidental predicates
such as writing for man, all are predicated on whatness through the in-
termediary of existence. Considering the above points, we understand
that existence is one of the concomitants of whatness and is outside and
beyond its essence.”’

From the point of view of ‘Allame, predicating six predicates of es-
sence, essentials, the concomitants of essence, the concomitants of in-
tellectual existence, the concomitants of external existence, and the un-
necessary predicates on whatness is possible only through the interme-
diary of existence. Aqa ‘Ali has referred to all of these six items in his
detailed and documented remarks.

One of the contemporary masters of philosophy has not accepted the
above view in its totality, and in his commentary on this stand of The
End of Theosophy he wrote:

The conclusion of the speech of the author is that on the basis of its re-
spectivalness, whatness, cannot essentially be realized in any of the ves-
sels of reality, either in the mind or in the external, and when it has no
reality in its essence unless through the intermediary of existence, then
nothing will be confirmed for whatness except through the intermediary
of existence. This view is justified in all that commonly predicated on
whatness, for the criterion of this predication is unity in existence. But
in what is predicated on essence in primary predication, such as com-
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plete definition, the predication of species and differentia on whatness -
when supposedly it is of primary predication — the existence of the sub-
ject in such cases would not be necessary. Although whatness is never
devoid of existence, either in the mind or in the external, this is not in-
compatible with disregarding existence and restricting our views to the
concept itself. Therefore, the essentials of whatness are predicated on it
in primary predication. Saying that whatness in its essence is nothing
other than itself, “necessitates the realization of essence and the essen-
tial in that which is excepted. Therefore, predicating them on essence,
without regarding existence of whatness, is correct.”

The detailed and elaborate and at the same time deep and substantial
remarks of the original philosopher shows clearly the defectiveness of
the above view. For, as is shown already, the realization of whatness in
an essential way is also possible through the realization of existence.
Although in the vessel of its deliberation and analysis, the intellect
separates whatness from existence and looks at it stripped of existence,
this separation of existence in the vessel of deliberation is the very mix-
ing with existence, for intellectual deliberation is a kind of perception;
and perception is one of the accidents of existence; and the accidents of
existence are indeed the very existence.”

C) The Third Argument

Discussing preliminaries of the resurrection of the body, in his Mar-
ginal Notes on Asfar Aqa ‘Ali wrote:

“In the past, the Creator, the All-Wise and the Benefactor, gifted me an
argument which, if it was not inclusive of all, but was inclusive of many
arguments on the fundamentality of existence established by Molla
Sadra in his works. I expressed this argument with clear premises in
another work; however, I explain it here for the sharpsighted people in
brief.”**

Unfortunately, Aqa ‘Ali did not specify the exact work in which he ex-
pressed the argument in detail. Though it has some common points with
the first argument of Badayi‘u’l-hikam, this argument should not be
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counted as its summary. Of course, philosophers often used to add new
points in every new authorship even though their intention had been
writing an epitome down, as this could be confirmed and concluded by
comparison of Molla Sadra’s Ash-shawahidu 'r-rububiyya with Asfar, or
with Muntahabu’l-Hagani with Luma‘at-i ilahiyya by Aga ‘Ali’s father,
Molla ‘Abdollah Zonuzi.

The second probability is that by his “other work” Aqa ‘Ali meant his
book named Usulu'l-hikam. He presented a new argument for the
fundamentality of existence in Ugilu’l-hikam, as this could be con-
cluded from his Treatise on the Issues of Predication.”> Unfortunately,
the book Usiulu’l-hikam has been lost; so a certain judgement regarding
it is not possible. Anyway, this very concise argument can be distinc-
tively expressed in the following order:

[First Premise:] Whatever is beyond the considered level as such and
indeed is true about it, its truth concerning such a whatness and its re-
alization is possible only in a level beyond the essence of whatness.
Thus, its truth on whatness is, in virtue of an aspect additional to the
essence of whatness, whether it is causal or conditioned. This aspect is
restricted to four states: either it is non-existence, or whatness, or the
concept of existence, or the reality of existence.

[Second premise:] This aspect cannot be non-existence, for
non-existence as such has no causation, requirement, and subordination.

[Third Premise:] This aspect cannot be one of the whatnesses, for it is
proved in its proper place that “whatness in its essence is nothing other
than itself”. If it essentially requires the truth of a predicate beyond its
essence on itself, then it is restricted to two states: either it is a require-
ment in itself, or the requirement is beyond its essence. If it is essen-
tially as such, the direction of the essence of whatness required by itself
is exactly identical with the direction of the requirement, otherwise it is
not essentially required, for there is no reality other than concepts. Sec-
ondly it requires that the concept of requirement be exactly the same as
that of the required, and consequently the concept of origin is the same
as that of the derivative, without any kind of difference which is men-
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tally-posited and which is evidently false. But if we assume that re-
quirement is beyond whatness and based on it, our words will turn to
the requiring and what whatness depends on; that is once again, it will
end up to the requirement in the level of whatness, and thus, the two
previously mentioned problems will arise (that is, the overthrown of the
concept of whatness to the concept of requirement, and the uniting of
the concepts of origin and derivative), but if the requirement is a thing
beyond whatness, while not being based on it, only the latter problem
will arise (that is, the concept of requirement is the same as the concept
of the required and consequently the concept of origin will be the same
as that of the derivative, without any expression, though mentally-
posited.)

[Fourth premise:] Whether it is causal or conditioned, this aspect is
something different from non-existence and whatness. Nor can it be the
concept of existence. For what is said in the third premise is also true
about concepts. Thus, this aspect is of a kind completely different from
that of concepts.

[Conclusion:] The aforementioned aspect is only the reality of exis-
tence, that is, it exists by itself and essentially is an instance of the
predication of existent on it.”®

Regarding this argument the following comments may be found use-
ful:

1. The argument is started with the assumption of whatness as
such; if a thing is beyond this status of whatness, it may be
true to whatness. These truth and realization are outside the es-
sence of whatness, and they are with an aspect additional to its
essence. Non-existence, whatness, and the concept of exis-
tence are not able to play the role of this aspect, and inevitably
the reality of existence is only the cause of the truth and reali-
zation in question. This is a simple form of the argument. Its
support is whatness as such; that is, acceptance of whatish es-
tablishment, and then acceptance of that outside this whatish
aspect there is a vessel in which entities exist; and these are
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true to whatness. What was mentioned is counted as the pre-
sumption of the argument. Of course, the multiplicity of pre-
sumptions decreases the value of an argument or an essentially
philosophical problem; especially if the axis of the argument
for the fundamentality of existence is the concept of whatness.

2. The circuit of this argument is based on the predication and
truth. The external things are not predicated on whatness with-
out reality of existence. Non-existence, whatness and the con-
cept of existence in the truth of external things outside what-
ness are not effective on whatness. However, this argument is
different from the third argument expressed in Al-mashair’’
which is also based upon predication. They may not be as-
sumed as the versions of the same argument; for the argument
mentioned in A/-masha‘ir is founded on that without existence
the unity which is necessary for the predication is not realized,
while principally this argument is not established through
unity and difference.

3. Like most of the arguments for the fundamentality of exis-
tence, this argument is based on the concept of whatness as
such. The proponents of the fundamentality of whatness have
concord with the proponents of the fundamentality of exis-
tence that the status of whatness as such is not original and
fundamental in the external reality. The proponents of the
fundamentality of whatness speak of something called the real-
ized whatness which is regarded as original and fundamental.
If it is proved that whatness as such is respectival, it does not
follow that the realized whatness is not original and fundamen-
tal. It is true that by analysing the realized whatness into the
two concepts of whatness and existence it can be concluded
that the realization of the very realized whatness is from exis-
tence; nonetheless, without this simple suggestion the argu-
ment will be incomplete.
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4. Although the conditioned aspect is stated in this argument, its
framework is founded on causal aspect. The negligence from
explaining the conditioned aspect in the argument can be justi-
fied that Aqa ‘Ali repeatedly in his works emphasized on the
reduction of the conditioned aspect to the causal aspect in
some way.”® So, according to the causal aspect the argument is
somehow complete.

5. This argument is different from all arguments established by
Molla Sadra and the explanations of Sabzevari. Therefore, it
can be considered as a new argument for the fundamentality of
existence. However, two points should be regarded: First, Aqa
‘Ali’s believing that this argument is inclusive of, if not all but
most arguments of Molla Sadra for the fundamentality of exis-
tence is not acceptable. It is unlikely that Aqa ‘Ali neglected
the inclusiveness of the argument in summarizing the detailed
argument into a brief one. Second, in the view of the comment
mentioned in the first item, this argument is preferred in com-
parison to some arguments previously established, especially
in comparison to an argument summarized as follows:

a. How is not existence fundamental while every thing
leaves the state of indifference towards existence or
non-existence through it and comes into reality”’

b. which in my opinion is the most effective argument of
Molla Sadra regarding

c. the fundamentality of existence, previous to Aqa ‘Ali’s?

D) The Fourth Argument

In his Treatise on the Relational Existence and Treatise on the Issues of
Predication, Aqa ‘Ali established a detailed argument for the
fundamentality of existence which, firstly, is different from his own
previous arguments, and secondly, has novelty in comparison with the
other arguments established by Molla Sadra and Sabzevari. The
summary of this argument follows:
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Existence essentially has reality; while whatness does accidentally have
reality. Considering the meaning of whatness and existence, this
judgement is one of the clearest primary principles. But for its com-
pleteness we say: Existence which has external reality excludes
non-existence; and it is united with whatness in identity or externality.
By “externality” it is meant outside the vessel of the mind and the realm
of conception. How is it possible for existence to be separate from be-
ing existent? If the separation between existence and whatness is as-
sumed, the state of existence may be imagined to take the following
forms:

1. Existence is a part of whatness.
2. Whatness is a part of existence.

3. Existence is an accident of whatness and dependent on it, like ad-
ditional attributes to their subjects.

Similarly, whatness is an accident of existence.
Existence and whatness are the two attributes of the same subject.

Existence and whatness are the subject of the same attribute.

Ny

Existence is an accident of whatness and united with it and de-
pendent on it in reality.

8. Whatness is an accident of existence and united with it and de-
pendent on it in reality.

However, seven forms are false; only the last one is favoured and cor-
30
rect.

Many times Aga ‘Ali used the argument of predication from among
Molla Sadra’s arguments, to prove the fundamentality of existence.”’
However, among the four innovative arguments of Aqa ‘Ali the first
one is the most valuable, then the second one has some remarkable
points.
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Conclusion

L

Aga ‘Ali Modarres Tehrani offered a new version from the point
of contention regarding the fundamentality of existence; but his
explanation is not acceptable.

The contention between the proponents of the fundamentality of
existence and the proponents of the fundamentality of whatness
cannot be counted as a verbal one.

. In the opinion of Aqa ‘Al, if the point of contention regarding the

fundamentality of existence is explained correctly, then the issue
will be evident or almost evident; but the claim of being evident
in the fundamental and differential problems is not a suitable so-
lution.

Aqa ‘Al established four new arguments for the fundamentality
of existence. Two arguments of Badayi‘u’l-hikam have more va-
lidity and strength than the others. His first argument is counted
as one of the most valuable arguments for the fundamentality of
existence.

. Although among the transcendent philosophers — after Molla

Sadra — in the issue regarding the fundamentality of existence,
Aga ‘Al offered more new remarks than the others, he remained
in the framework of Sadrian philosophy and did not add anything
to its foundations. His philosophical meditations led to the inno-
vation of new arguments on the fundamentality of existence and
new outcomes on the issue of whatness.
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